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Item selection procedures for self-construal scale
Participants
We analyzed data from 120 participants (55 British and 65 Chinese) who were assigned to the control condition. For these analyses, we did not exclude psychology students. Instead, we excluded participants from the four experimental conditions, to avoid the possibility that priming effects on particular items would influence our choice of items, leading to a possible circularity affecting our findings. Participants were 55 British (76.4% female; mean age = 21.1; SD = 2.68), and 65 Chinese (44.6% female; mean age = 23.0; SD = 1.26).
Item pool
The initial item pool consisted of 52 items, of which 46 items were designed to measure the seven theorized self-construal dimensions (see Table S1).
 We included a roughly equal proportion of independent and interdependent items for each factor to help remove the effect of acquiescent responding. Because a new version of the scale was under development, we conducted item selection procedures. All the items were presented in a scrambled order and rated on a 9-point response scale with five numbered and labelled points from 1 = does not describe me at all to 5 = describes me exactly. To reduce task complexity, while allowing for more sensitive measurement than a traditional 5-point response scale, we allowed participants to specify intermediate answers if they were undecided between the labelled points (i.e., they could answer 1½, 2½, etc.), resulting in a 9-point response scale.  
Item selection procedure 
We conducted a Random Intercept Exploratory Factor Analysis (RI-EFA; Aichholzer, 2014) with a target rotation based on the 7-factor self-construal model using Mplus software (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2010). As well as the seven substantive factors, we modelled a random intercept, which loaded on each indicator with a fixed value of 1, to adjust for the influence of acquiescent responding (Vignoles et al., 2016; Welkenhuysen-Gybels, Billiet, & Cambré, 2003). Cultural group was entered as a predictor of all seven self-construal dimensions and the random intercept. We used values of Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) and Comparative Fit Index (CFI) to assess the model fit. For the initial pool of 46 items, values of RMSEA and SRMR were acceptable, although CFI was below its traditional cut-off of .9: χ2 = 1285.217, df = 771, p < .001, RMSEA = .075 (90% CI [.067, .082]), SRMR = .046, CFI = .832 (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2005; but the lower CFI may be acceptable: see Kenny & McCoach, 2003). 
From this initial analysis, we selected the best performing items to create a 28-item scale, with a balanced set of 4 items (2 interdependent items and 2 independent items) measuring each factor. To do this, we removed 18 items based on factor loadings (< .30), modification indices (> 100), and conceptual considerations (maintaining balance, avoiding redundancy). For the 28-item model, all fit indices were acceptable: χ2 = 331.825, df = 222, p < .001, RMSEA = .064 (90% CI [.049, .078]), SRMR = .034, CFI = .928. 
Scoring and reliabilities

To compute the reliability of observed scores, we first removed variance due to response style from the items by centering each participant’s raw ratings around their mean rating across the entire pool of 52 items. We reversed the adjusted ratings for the independent items on each subscale, so that higher scores on each subscale would signify greater interdependence. Reliabilities for all seven factors were acceptable for our validation sample and for our main sample in both countries (see Table S2). Because each subscale included an equal number of independent and interdependent items, the observed scores using raw or participant-mean centered ratings will be perfectly correlated. For our main analyses, we used the raw ratings, so that means would be interpretable on the 1 to 9 response scale.
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Table S1. Standardized factor loadings for all self-construal items in our RI-EFA analyses.
	Item wording
	46-item model
	
	28-item model

	
	I
	II
	III
	IV
	V
	VI
	VII
	RI
	
	I
	II
	III
	IV
	V
	VI
	VII
	RI

	Self-reliance vs. Dependence on others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Being able to depend on others is very important to you.
	-.86
	-.01
	.01
	.02
	.07
	.05
	.01
	.15
	
	.88
	.21
	.04
	<.01
	-.05
	-.16
	.13
	.18

	You prefer to ask other people for help rather than rely only on yourself.
	-.56
	-.05
	.06
	.10
	-.05
	-.37
	-.28
	.17
	
	.71
	-.10
	.13
	.07
	.06
	.06
	-.11
	.20

	You feel uncomfortable in situations where you are dependent on others.
	.48
	.04
	.14
	-.04
	.16
	.18
	-.01
	.15
	
	-.46
	.06
	.13
	-.05
	-.15
	-.09
	-.05
	.18

	You tend to rely on yourself rather than seeking help from others.
	.51
	.25
	.20
	.12
	-.07
	.17
	.03
	.14
	
	-.43
	.16
	.17
	.09
	.08
	-.22
	.10
	.16

	You try to avoid being reliant on others.
	.46
	.34
	.10
	.04
	.20
	.30
	-.05
	.14
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ou feel comfortable to depend on the people close to you.
	-.81
	.18
	<.01
	.12
	-.09
	-.05
	-.06
	.15
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Self-containment vs. Connection to others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	If a close friend or family member is happy, you feel the happiness as if it were your own.
	-.15
	.84
	.01
	.05
	-.03
	.21
	-.01
	.15
	
	<.01
	.96
	-.01
	.04
	.05
	-.02
	-.01
	.19

	If a close friend or family member is sad, you feel the sadness as if it were your own.
	-.15
	.84
	.07
	.01
	.10
	.04
	.03
	.18
	
	.05
	.88
	.06
	<.01
	-.07
	.09
	.04
	.21

	You would not feel personally insulted if someone insulted a member of your family.
	.09
	-.69
	-.01
	.08
	.05
	-.24
	.03
	.14
	
	.05
	-.73
	.02
	.09
	-.06
	.08
	.05
	.17

	Your happiness is independent from the happiness of your family.
	.14
	-.36
	.16
	-.18
	.01
	.12
	-.18
	.14
	
	-.01
	-.29
	.18
	-.21
	-.03
	-.25
	-.09
	.17

	Your personal view of yourself does not depend on your family or friends.
	<.01
	-.64
	.11
	.04
	.07
	.13
	.13
	.16
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	If a close friend or family member had an important success or failure, your view of yourself would remain the same.
	-.24
	-.56
	.04
	-.12
	<.01
	.52
	.31
	.17
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	You would feel personally shamed if a close friend or family member did something shameful.
	.41
	.83
	-.01
	.01
	-.11
	-.06
	.08
	.17
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Your view of yourself does not depend on your family’s reputation.
	-.24
	-.55
	.08
	.06
	.08
	.39
	.16
	.16
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Difference vs. Similarity to others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	You like being different from other people.
	.13
	-.26
	.74
	.08
	.01
	-.11
	.17
	.15
	
	-.05
	-.21
	.81
	.11
	-.01
	.06
	.18
	.18

	You see yourself as different from most people.
	.01
	-.03
	.69
	-.05
	-.03
	-.06
	-.01
	.17
	
	-.04
	.05
	.68
	-.05
	.02
	.08
	<.01
	.20

	You would rather be the same as others than be different.
	.09
	-.06
	-.75
	.08
	-.08
	.01
	.16
	.16
	
	-.04
	-.09
	-.77
	.06
	.08
	.02
	.12
	.20

	You like being similar to other people.
	.07
	.06
	-.70
	.07
	.02
	-.11
	.21
	.15
	
	<.01
	-.05
	-.67
	.05
	-.01
	.06
	.23
	.18

	You see yourself as unique and different from others.
	-.03
	<.01
	.76
	.06
	.02
	.01
	.11
	.17
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Being different from others makes you feel uncomfortable.
	-.10
	-.09
	-.74
	.03
	.06
	.07
	.12
	.18
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Self-interest vs. Commitment to others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	You would sacrifice your personal interests for the benefit of your family.
	.06
	-.03
	-.01
	.79
	-.16
	-.18
	-.09
	.16
	
	.01
	-.05
	.08
	.78
	.11
	.15
	-.14
	.19

	You look after the people close to you, even if it means putting your personal needs to one side.
	-.09
	.09
	.03
	.66
	.09
	.15
	-.07
	.16
	
	-.01
	.25
	.05
	.64
	-.10
	-.01
	-.14
	.20

	You protect your own interests, even if it might sometimes disrupt your family relationships.
	-.12
	.10
	.14
	-.64
	.12
	-.01
	-.06
	.15
	
	.04
	.17
	.09
	-.66
	-.08
	.12
	-.04
	.19

	You value personal achievements more than good relations with the people close to you.
	.23
	.04
	.10
	-.59
	-.12
	-.17
	-.03
	.15
	
	-.11
	-.09
	.10
	-.57
	.16
	.16
	-.02
	.18

	You usually give priority to your personal goals, before thinking about the goals of others.
	.08
	.11
	-.05
	-.59
	-.10
	-.02
	.18
	.17
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	You usually give priority to others, before yourself.
	.11
	.10
	.13
	.64
	<.01
	-.08
	.21
	.18
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Your own success is very important to you, even if it disrupts your friendships.
	.08
	-.18
	.02
	-.59
	-.10
	-.11
	.05
	.17
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Consistency vs. Variability
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	You see yourself differently when you are with different people.
	.03
	.10
	.01
	.09
	-.82
	.24
	.05
	.17
	　
	-.08
	.15
	-.02
	.08
	.87
	-.08
	.03
	.21

	You behave differently when you are with different people.
	-.01
	-.11
	.07
	.07
	-.84
	.02
	.11
	.17
	
	.13
	-.13
	.09
	.04
	.86
	-.11
	.19
	.20

	You see yourself the same way even in different social environments.
	<.01
	.01
	.02
	.12
	.74
	-.07
	.11
	.16
	
	.06
	-.02
	.05
	.14
	-.72
	-.09
	.21
	.19

	You behave in the same way even when you are with different people.
	.09
	-.02
	.07
	.03
	.69
	.04
	.11
	.14
	
	-.09
	<.01
	.08
	.04
	-.63
	-.07
	.13
	.17

	You always see yourself in the same way even when you are with different people.
	.27
	.06
	.06
	.04
	.62
	<.01
	.17
	.15
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	You act very differently at home compared to how you act in public.
	.05
	.25
	.07
	-.05
	-.58
	-.04
	.24
	.17
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Self-direction vs. Reception to influence
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	You usually ask your family for approval before making a decision.
	-.13
	.14
	-.01
	-.03
	-.03
	-.49
	.40
	.16
	
	-.03
	.02
	.07
	.04
	.07
	.86
	.22
	.19

	You prefer to follow your family’s advice on important matters.
	-.23
	.24
	.07
	.02
	.06
	-.43
	.27
	.15
	
	.04
	.18
	.06
	.07
	-.03
	.70
	.08
	.18

	You usually decide on your own actions, rather than follow others’ expectations.
	.16
	-.19
	.06
	.20
	-.01
	.47
	.05
	.15
	
	-.08
	-.06
	.03
	.22
	.01
	-.56
	.15
	.18

	You prefer to do what you want without letting your family influence you.
	.22
	.13
	.11
	.10
	-.22
	.37
	.07
	.16
	
	-.11
	.19
	.10
	.07
	.23
	-.44
	.21
	.19

	You decide for yourself what goals to pursue even if they are very different from what your family would expect.
	.16
	-.07
	-.05
	.13
	-.10
	.49
	-.07
	.16
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	You usually follow others’ advice when making important choices.
	-.33
	.20
	.12
	.06
	.02
	-.30
	.20
	.17
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	You always make your own decisions about important matters, even if others might not approve of what you decide.
	.29
	.14
	.04
	.05
	.02
	.32
	-.05
	.15
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Self-expression vs. Harmony
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	You prefer to preserve harmony in your relationships, even if this means not expressing your true feelings.
	.12
	<.01
	-.06
	-.02
	.13
	-.06
	.98
	.14
	
	-.08
	-.05
	-.03
	-.02
	-.09
	.11
	.98
	.17

	You try to adapt to people around you, even if it means hiding your feelings.
	-.01
	-.04
	-.13
	-.03
	.11
	.14
	.79
	.16
	
	.05
	.04
	-.08
	-.02
	-.09
	-.12
	.84
	.20

	You prefer to express your thoughts and feelings openly, even if it may sometimes cause conflict.
	-.05
	-.13
	-.02
	.02
	.04
	.04
	-.68
	.13
	
	<.01
	-.08
	-.02
	.04
	-.08
	<.01
	-.65
	.16

	You think it is good to express openly when you disagree with others.
	.03
	.06
	<.01
	.11
	.05
	.20
	-.57
	.14
	
	-.12
	.08
	-.02
	.10
	-.02
	-.08
	-.52
	.17

	You try not to express disagreement with members of your family.
	<.01
	-.21
	-.01
	.05
	-.03
	-.09
	.89
	.15
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	You show your true feelings even if it disturbs the harmony in your family relationships.
	-.01
	.05
	-.02
	-.05
	.12
	.06
	-.68
	.13
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Note. Factor I represents the dimension of Self-reliance vs. Dependence on others; Factor II represents the dimension of Self-containment vs. Connection to others; Factor III represents the dimension of Difference vs. Similarity to others; Factor IV represents the dimension of Self-interest vs. Commitment to others; Factor V represents the dimension of Consistency vs. Variability; Factor VI represents the dimension of Self-direction vs. Reception to influence; and Factor VII represents the dimension of Self-expression vs. Harmony. Figures with italic mean p < .05 (2-tailed); figures with bold mean p < .01 (2-tailed); and figures with italic and bold mean p < .001 (2-tailed).

Table S2. Reliabilities (Cronbach’s α) of each factor in the 28-item Self-Construal Scale for British and Chinese participants in the item selection sample and in the main sample.
	Factor
	Item selection sample
	
	Main sample

	
	UK
	China
	
	UK
	China

	Self-reliance vs. Dependence on others
	.81
	.65
	
	.72
	.78

	Self-containment vs. Connection to others
	.75
	.72
	
	.64
	.79

	Difference vs. Similar to others
	.82
	.81
	
	.82
	.83

	Self-interest vs. Commitment to Others
	.74
	.78
	
	.80
	.77

	Consistency vs. Variability
	.87
	.72
	
	.68
	.78

	Self-direction vs. Reception to influence
	.77
	.71
	
	.76
	.74

	Self-expression vs. Harmony
	.81
	.67
	
	.67
	.75


Note. The item selection sample includes 120 participants (65 Chinese and 55 British) of control condition (including psychology students); Main sample includes 296 participants (178 Chinese and 118 British) of all the five conditions (excluding psychology students).
� Six items were included for exploratory purposes to measure a potential eighth dimension (Yang, 2018).






