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ABSTRACT

This study examines the relationship between cultural dimensions, emotional intelligence (EI), resilience and
subjective well-being. The sample was composed of 3419 participants. Two models were compared and the
standardized estimated parameters and gender invariance were analyzed. Overall speaking, results indicated
that: (1) The cultural dimension long-term orientation demonstrated the strongest relationship on EI dimensions;
likewise, power distance and collectivisms positively predicted emotional repair; and power distance negatively
predicted emotional attention; (2) Resilience was negatively predicted by uncertainty avoidance, while collec-
tivism and long-term orientation emerged as positive predictors; (3) All three dimensions of EI predicted resil-
ience; (4) Emotional attention emerged as a predictor of negative affect and life satisfaction, while emotional
clarity and repair demonstrated predictive capacity for both positive and negative affect; (5) None of the indirect
effects from EI dimensions to life satisfaction through resilience were statistically significant; (6) Individuals with
high resilience tend to experience enhanced positive affect and life satisfaction, concomitant with diminished
negative affect; (5) Individuals experiencing more positive affects report higher life satisfaction, whereas those
experiencing more negative affects report lower life satisfaction; and (6) the structural relationships between EI,

resilience, affect, and life satisfaction operate similarly for both genders.

1. Introduction

Subjective well-being (SWB), essential for psychological health and
adaptive functioning (Suldo & Huebner, 2006), encompasses both af-
fective and cognitive evaluations of one’s life. On the one hand, affective
balance represents the equilibrium between positive and negative
emotional experiences, while on the other hand, life satisfaction refers to
an individual’s global cognitive evaluation of their life circumstances
(Diener et al., 1985). Life satisfaction plays a pivotal role in societal
functioning, as widespread discontent can lead to social instability (Tov
& Diener, 2009), and it serves as a key indicator of psychological well-
being (Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000). Thus, elucidating the de-
terminants of SWB (such us cultural values, emotional intelligence and
resilience), with a particular focus on life satisfaction, is crucial for
fostering both personal thriving and societal prosperity. Although

moderately correlated, these two components (affective and cognitive)
exhibit distinct predictors, antecedents, and health effects (Diener et al.,
2003; Luhmann et al., 2012). Consequently, this study treats them as
independent constructs, focusing on life satisfaction as the target
variable.

This study’s theoretical framework integrates two seminal theories:
Oyserman et al.’s (2002) socially contextualized model of cultural in-
fluences on psychology, which posits culture as an external influence
shaping individual construal of situations, and Hofstede’s (1980, 2001)
conceptualization of culture as the “collective programming of the
mind” (Hofstede, 1980, p. 25). Hofstede developed a multidimensional
measure of cultural values, defining value as “a broad tendency to prefer
certain states of affairs over others” (Hofstede, 2001, p. 5), which
initially comprised five dimensions: power distance, individualism-collec-
tivism, masculinity-femininity, uncertainty avoidance, and long-term
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orientation versus short-term orientation, with a sixth dimension (indul-
gence-restraint) added later. These cultural dimensions offer a compre-
hensive framework for elucidating the impact of cultural factors on
cognitive processes (Gunkel et al., 2014) and, by extension, on various
psychological constructs such us emotional intelligence (model 1a and
1b) and resilience (model 1a).

Emotional intelligence (EI), as defined by Mayer and Salovey (1997),
encompasses the abilities to accurately perceive, appraise, and express
emotion; access and generate feelings to facilitate thought; understand
emotion and emotional knowledge; and regulate emotions to promote
emotional and intellectual growth. EI has proven to be a significant
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predictor of SWB (Sanchez-Alvarez et al., 2016). Zeidner et al. (2012)
posited that the ability to perceive, express, understand, and regulate
emotions plays a crucial role in promoting well-being and positive
emotions. They proposed an affective mediation model wherein positive
and negative affect mediate the relationship between EI and life satis-
faction. This model suggests that individuals with high EI experience
more positive affect and less negative affect, consequently leading to
higher life satisfaction. Building on this framework, the present study
aims to analyze the mediational influence of positive and negative affect
(model 1a and 1b) in the relationship between EI and life satisfaction.
Research also demonstrates that resilience, conceptualized as a

1a. Non-hierarchical model for emotional intelligence/resilience

POW = Power distance index; UNC = Uncertainty avoidance index; COL = Collectivism;
MAS = Masculinity; LON = Long-term orientation; ATT = Emotional attention;

CLAR = Emotional clarity; REP = Emotional repair; RESIL = Resilience;

PAN+ = Positive affect; PAN- = Negative affect; LSAT = Satisfaction with life.

Note. Covariances among exogenous latent variables, as well as between exogenous latent
variables and PAN+, PAN-, and LSAT (Model 1a), and between exogenous latent variables and
RESIL, PAN+, PAN-, and LSAT (Model 1b), are not depicted to avoid cluttering the figure.

Fig. 1. Competing SEM models for the prediction of subjective well-being by cultural values, emotional intelligence, and resilience.
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constellation of personal attributes enabling individuals to flourish in
the face of adversity (Masten, 2014), is correlated with both EI and SWB
(Yang et al., 2022). Indeed, research has shown that resilience plays a
significant role in predicting various aspects of well-being and mediating
the relationship between EI and SWB (Liu et al., 2013; Miranda & Cruz,
2022; Zeidner et al., 2012). However, the precise dynamics of resilience
when examined in conjunction with these variables, particularly within
the framework proposed by Zeidner et al. (2012), remain unclear. Ungar
(2012) advocated for a social ecological perspective, arguing that
resilience should be understood as an interactional process between
individuals and their environments, rather than as fixed individual-level
attributes. Therefore, model 1b examines the mediating function of
resilience in the relationship between EI and affective balance, whereas
in model 1a, resilience is positioned as a parallel construct alongside EI.

Drawing from the aforementioned theoretical background, this study
aims to identify the best-fitting model for predicting life satisfaction
using cultural values, EI resilience, and positive and negative affect as
predictor variables. Two competing Structural Equation Models (SEM)
with latent variables are proposed to represent these relationships
(Fig. 1). In model 1a, resilience is positioned as a parallel construct
alongside EI, whereas model 1b examines the indirect effects of resil-
ience in the relationship between EI and affective balance. Both models
incorporate age as a control variable, represented by a square with
emanating dashed arrows in Fig. 1. This comparative approach seeks to
elucidate the complex interplay between cultural, emotional, and psy-
chological factors in determining SWB.

The specific objectives are to: (1) identify the best-fitting model
predicting life satisfaction (both models); (2) analyze the influence of
cultural dimensions on EI (both models); (3) examine the impact of
cultural dimensions on resilience (Model 1a); (4) investigate the effect of
EI on resilience (Model 1b); (5) determine the influence of EI on SWB
(Models 1a and 1b); (6) explore the indirect effects of resilience between
EI and SWB (Model 1b); (7) assess the direct impact of resilience on SWB
(both models); (8) examine the indirect effects of positive and negative
affect in the relationships between EI, resilience, and life satisfaction
(Model 1b); (9) analyze the direct effects of positive and negative affect
on life satisfaction (both models); and (10) investigate potential gender
differences in the structural models.

2. Method
2.1. Participants

The sample comprises 3419 Spanish adult participants, with 56.1 %
female and 43.9 % male (Mgge = 31.90 years, SD = 13.35, range =
17.70-80.93). Age distribution includes 66.6 % young adults, 25.1 %
middle-aged adults, and 7 % in late adulthood. Socioeconomic status is
predominantly medium (85.1 %), with 11.3 % low and 3.5 % high and
regarding the level of studies completed, university studies are the most
common (54.3 %), followed by vocational training (20.1 %), secondary
school (18.8 %) and primary studies (6.9 %).

2.2. Instruments

Besides demographics variables (age, gender, socioeconomic status,
civil status, etc.), the following questionnaires were administered:

The Individual Cultural Values Scale (CVSCALE; Schumann et al.,
2010) comprises 26 items measuring Hofstede’s five cultural dimensions
at the individual level: power distance (w = 0.79), collectivism (o = 0.83),
masculinity (o = 0.76), uncertainty avoidance (o = 0.80), and long-term
orientation (o = 0.71). Items are rated on a 7-point Likert scale (1 =
totally disagree, 7 = totally agree).

The Trait Meta Mood Scale (TMMS; Fernandez-Berrocal et al., 2004)
is a 24-item self-report measure assessing three dimensions of EIL:
attention (w = 0.84), clarity (» = 0.88), and repair (o = 0.86). Items are
rated on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree).
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The Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale (CD-RISC-10; Notario-Pacheco
et al., 2011) is a 10-item abbreviated version that measures resilience (®
= 0.83) using a 5-point Likert scale (0 = not true at all, 4 = true nearly all
the time).

The Satisfaction With Life Scale (SWLS; Atienza et al., 2000) is a 5-
item questionnaire that measures life satisfaction (» = 0.85) through a
7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree).

The International Positive and Negative Affect Schedule Short-Form
(PANAS-SF; Joiner Jr. et al., 1997) is a 10-item measure of positive (o =
0.70) and negative affect (w = 0.74). Items are rated on a 5-point scale
(1 = very slightly or not at all, 5 = extremely).

2.3. Procedure

Participants completed an online questionnaire package using Goo-
gle Forms technology. The hyperlink was distributed to relatives, uni-
versity students, friends, colleagues, and teachers; and participants were
encouraged to invite others, employing snowball sampling (Etikan et al.,
2016). The study followed the Checklist for Reporting Results of Internet
E-Surveys (CHERRIES) (Eysenbach, 2004). Informed consent was
required at the beginning of the questionnaire. The study was approved
by the Committee on Ethics of Research and Teaching (CEID) from the
University of the Basque Country.

2.4. Data analysis

Data processing included error depuration and multivariate
normality checks using the MVN package (Korkmaz et al., 2014) in R.
The robust maximum likelihood (MLR) method was employed for model
fitting. Model fit was assessed using Hu and Bentler’s (1999) criteria:
non-significant Xz’ CFI > 0.95, RMSEA <0.05, SRMR <0.08, and lower
AIC and BIC values. Nested models were compared using the Satorra-
Bentler scaled difference test. Analytical fit regarding model parame-
ters was evaluated using a significance level of p < .05, and 95 % con-
fidence intervals were provided for each parameter estimate.
Parameters corresponding to indirect effects were explicitly specified
within the model and estimated through bootstrapping procedures with
1000 resamples, allowing for robust inference of indirect effects and the
calculation of their respective confidence intervals.

Gender invariance (from configural to means equality, plus re-
gressions) of the best-fitted model(s) was tested following the consid-
erations of Leitgob et al. (2023) and Rutkowski and Svetina (2014). We
used sz, ACFI, and ARMSEA criteria (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002) to
compare fit across invariance levels. Non-significant Ay or ACFI <0.01
and ARMSEA <0.015 indicated no significant differences between
subsequent models (Chen, 2007). Analyses were conducted using R (R
Core Team, 2022) with ‘Tavaan’ (Rosseel, 2012) and ‘semTools’
(Jorgensen et al., 2022) packages. Data are available at https://figshare.
com/s/6b18aee0dc7b59f924ed.

3. Results
3.1. Models predicting subjective well-being

The Pearson correlation matrix between all latent variables
(including age as a control variable) is presented in Table 1 to facilitate
reproducibility. Model fit indices for Model 1a and Model 1b were
virtually identical and indicated an acceptable fit. Specifically, both
models yielded a scaled chi-square value of approximately 15,175 (df =
2640; scaling factor = 1.128), with a root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) of 0.038 and a 90 % confidence interval
ranging from 0.037 to 0.039. The Akaike Information Criterion (AIC)
and Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) were 651,338 and 653,064,
respectively, for both models, and the standardized root mean square
residual (SRMR) was 0.055. The comparative fit index (CFI) for both
models was 0.862, which, while somewhat below conventional
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Table 1
Pearson correlation matrix between the main variables of the SEM models (and age), and basic descriptives.
Variables  Age Power Uncert Collect Mascul Longt Attent Clarity Repair Resil PosAf NegAf Lifesat
Power 0.21%**
(0.17,
0.24)
Uncert 0.04* 0.10%**
(0.01, (0.06,
0.08) 0.13)
Colect 0.03 0.02 0.14%**
(—0.00, (~0.02, (0.11,
0.06) 0.05) 0.18)
Mascul 0.19%** 0.40%** 0.04* —0.03
(0.15, (0.37, (0.00, (—0.06,
0.22) 0.43) 0.07) 0.00)
Longt —0.05** —0.08%** 0.25%** 0.09%** —0.09%**
(~0.08, (-0.11, (0.22, (0.06, (-0.12,
—0.01) —0.05) 0.29) 0.13) —0.05)
Attent —0.30%** —0.18%*** 0.01 0.02 —0.14%** 0.12%**
(-0.33, (-0.21, (-0.02, (-0.01, (-0.18, (0.08,
-0.27) —0.15) 0.04) 0.05) —0.11) 0.15)
Clarity 0.07*** 0.04* 0.10%** 0.04* —0.02 0.18%** 0.27%**
(0.04, (-0.07, (0.06, (0.01, (—0.05, (0.15, (0.24,
0.11) —0.00) 0.13) 0.07) 0.02) 0.22) 0.30)
Repair 0.03 —0.01 0.07*** 0.11%** —0.03 0.17%** 0.10%** 0.45%**
(—0.00, (—0.04, (0.04, (0.07, (—0.06, (0.13, (0.07, (0.42,
0.07) 0.02) 0.11) 0.14) 0.01) 0.20) 0.14) 0.48)
Resil 0.01 —0.04* 0.07%** 0.13%** —0.05** 0.23%** —0.06%** 0.37%%* 0.55%**
(—0.02, (—0.08, (0.04, (0.09, (—0.08, (0.20, (—0.09, (0.34, (0.53,
0.04) —0.01) 0.10) 0.16) —0.01) 0.26) —0.03) 0.40) 0.58)
PosAf -0.01 —0.00 0.05** 0.05** 0.01 0.18%** 0.07%*** 0.30%** 0.36%** 0.41%**
(—0.04, (—0.04, (0.02, (0.01, (—0.02, (0.15, (0.04, (0.27, (0.33, (0.38,
0.03) 0.03) 0.08) 0.08) 0.04) 0.21) 0.11) 0.33) 0.39) 0.44)
NegAf —0.20%** —0.02 —0.03 —0.05%* 0.01 —0.02 0.26%** —0.19%** —0.24%** —0.31%** —0.00
(—0.23, (—0.05, (—0.06, (-0.09, (-0.02, (—0.05, (0.23, (-0.22, (-0.27, (—0.34, (—0.04,
—0.16) 0.01) 0.01) —0.02) 0.04) 0.01) 0.29) —0.16) —0.21) —0.28) 0.03)
Lifesat —0.04* —0.08%** 0.04* 0.09%** —0.08*** 0.12%%** —0.00 0.27%%** 0.33%** 0.39%** 0.30%** —0.33%**
(-0.07, (-0.11, (0.01, (0.06, (-0.12, (0.09, (—0.04, (0.24, (0.30, (0.36, (0.27, (—0.36,
—0.01) —0.05) 0.08) 0.12) —0.05) 0.16) 0.03) 0.31) 0.36) 0.42) 0.33) —0.30)
M 31.90 10.22 24.87 27.77 7.61 27.45 25.19 24.50 25.25 27.48 14.86 9.34 23.99
SD 13.35 4.44 4.66 6.36 4.14 3.55 6.96 6.34 6.33 5.58 3.36 3.23 5.70

Note. Power = Power distance; Uncert = uncertainty avoidance; Collect = collectivism; Mascul = Masculinity; Longt = Long-term orientation; Attent = emotional
attention; Clarity = Emotional clarity; Repair = emotional repair; Resil = resilience; PosAf = positive affect; NegAf = negative affect; Lifesat = life satisfaction.

thresholds for good fit, may be attributable to the complexity of the
models. Overall, these results indicate that the two models demonstrated
equivalent and acceptable fit to the data, and both are presented to allow
for a comprehensive exploration of their parameter estimates.

3.2. The influence of cultural dimensions on EI and resilience

Figs. 2 and 3 illustrate standardized parameters for Models 1a and
1b, respectively. Both models yield similar significance, magnitude, and
direction. Cultural dimensions show different relationships on EI and
resilience in models 1a and 1b, with model 1a showing more significant
coefficients and stronger associations. In particular, power distance is
related to emotional repair in both models [1a: = 0.06, CI95% = (0.002;
0.106), p < .05; 1b: = 0.06, CI95% = (0.003; 0.110), p < .05] and also
emotional attention [1a: f = —0.09, CI95% = (—0.160; 0.106), p < .01;
1b: g = —0.08, CI195% = (0.003; 0.110), p < .01]. Uncertainty avoidance
is negatively related to resilience [ = —0.06, CI95% = (—0.113;
—0.010), p < .05) in Model 1a, but shows no significant relationships in
Model 1b. Collectivism has weak but significant effects on emotional
repair and resilience in Model 1a [both = 0.09, CI95% = (0.06; 0.14), p
< .01] and a similar association on emotional repair in Model 1b [ =
0.10, CI95% = (0.051; 0.136), p < .01]. Long-term orientation demon-
strates the strongest relationship on EI, with differential patterns across
models but all significant; in Model 1a [attention: = 0.14, CI95% =
(0.088; 0.193), p < .01; clarity: = 0.23, CI95% = (0.180; 0.282), p <
.01; repair: p = 0.22, CI95% = (0.176; 0.281), p < .01], and in Model 1b
[attention: f = 0.13, CI95% = (0.091; 0.197), p < .01; clarity: § = 0.22,

CI95% = (0.181; 0.283), p < .01; repair: f = 0.22, CI95% = (0.175;
0.280), p < .01]. When comparing the models, the variance explained by
both models on EI dimensions is identical, with percentages of 11 % for
attention, 7 % for clarity, and 6 % for repair. In addition, long-term
orientation has a positive association with resilience in Model 1a [ =
0.40, CI95% = (0.366; 0.508), p < .01].

Age, included as a control variable, demonstrates significant direct
relationships (p < .01) with EI dimensions in both models, with identical
path coefficients for attention [ = —0.27, CI95% = (—0.31; —0.24)],
clarity [ = 0.11, CI95% = (0.062; 0.134)]1, and repair [ = 0.08, CI95%
= (0.051; 0.114)]. Regarding the path coefficient from age to resilience,
it is non-significant in model 1a but significant in model 1b [ = —0.08,
CI95% = (—0.114; —0.051)]. The paths from age to positive affect (non-
significant) and negative affect [ = —0.10, CI95% = (—0.13; —0.074), p
< .01] are identical in both models. Finally, the relationship between
age and life satisfaction is negative in both models, and with magnitude
slightly different: model 1a [ = —0.09, CI95% = (—0.136; —0.068), p <
.01] and model 1b [ = —0.08, CI95% = (—0.129; —0.073), p < .01].

3.3. The relationships between EI, resilience, and SWB

Model 1b reveals significant relationships between EI and various
outcomes. Emotional attention significantly predicts resilience [ = —0.20,
CI95% = (—0.267; —0.149), p < .011, negative affect [ = 0.31, CI95% =
(0.281; 0.392), p < .011], and life satisfaction [ = 0.08, CI95% = (0.052;
0.116), p < .01]. Emotional clarity shows significant paths to positive
affect [ = 0.18, CI95% = (0.144; 0.275), p < .01], resilience [ = 0.23,
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POW = Power distance index; UNC = Uncertainty avoidance index;
COL = Collectivism; MAS = Masculinity; LON = Long-term orientation;
ATT = Emotional attention; CLAR = Emotional clarity; REP = Emotional repair;

RESIL = Resilience; PAN+ = Positive affect; PAN- = Negative affect; LSAT = Satisfaction with life.

Non-depicted covariances:

ATT-CLAR = .38**, ATT-REP = .11**, ATT-RESIL = -.10*%,
CLAR-REP = .46**, CLAR-RESIL = .37**, REP-RESIL = .58**
PAN+ - PAN- = .03
Dashed lines = non-significant *=p <.05 ** =p <.01

Fig. 2. Standardized parameters of the Model 1a (non-hierarchical model for emotional intelligence/resilience).

CI95% = (0.210; 0.272), p < .011, and negative affect [ = —0.19, CI95%
= (—0.242; —0.161), p < .01], while emotional repair significantly pre-
dicts negative affect [ = —0.11, CI95% = (—0.181; —0.072), p < .01],
positive affect [ = 0.12, CI95% = (0.077; 0.213), p < .01], and resilience
[ = 0.47, CI95% = (0.423; 0.526), p < .01]. The model includes resil-
ience as a variable that partially accounts for the associations between EI
and the target variables, with significant statistical links to positive affect
[ = 0.45, CI95% = (0.383; 0.502), p < .011], negative affect [ = —0.25,
CI95% = (—0.281; —0.160), p < .01], and life satisfaction [ = 0.14,
CI95% = (0.072; 0.207), p < .01]. EI dimensions collectively explain 41
% of resilience variance, while resilience, positive affect, and negative affect
account for 37 % of life satisfaction variance. However, the role of resil-
ience in partially accounting for these associations remains unclear, as no
significant differences in overall fit emerged compared to Model 1a.
Comparing Models 1a and 1b reveals notable similarities in path co-
efficients and explained variances across EI, resilience, and SWB, with the
exception of a strong positive path from emotional repair to resilience in
Model 1b (§ = 0.47). Anyway, correlations between EI and resilience in
Model 1a are strong for clarity [ = 0.37, CI95% = (0.332; 0.410), p <
.01] and repair [ = 0.58, CI95% = (0.545; 0.611), p < .01], and
negative and weak for attention [ = —0.10, CI95% = (—0.146; —0.056),
p < .011.

Results indicate that positive and negative affect statistically account
for the associations between EI (except for attention, which is linked to
life satisfaction only through negative affect) and life satisfaction, as well as
between resilience and life satisfaction in both models (Table 2). The re-
sults indicate that none of the indirect effects from EI (attention, clarity,
and repair) to life satisfaction through resilience were statistically signif-
icant. Each estimate was accompanied by a bootstrapped 95 % confi-
dence interval based on 1000 resamples, and all intervals included zero
(e.g., for attention: 95 % CI [0.000, 0.0141]; for clarity: 95 % CI [—0.001,
0.0171; and repair: 95 % CI [—0.003, 0.011]). Given that both the hi-
erarchical (1b) and non-hierarchical (1a) models demonstrated virtually
identical fit, these findings support the non-hierarchical model (1a),
suggesting that resilience does not function as a significant intermediary
between EI and life satisfaction in this sample. Thus, the more parsimo-
nious non-hierarchical structure is better supported by the data.

3.4. Are both models invariant across gender?

Given the non-significant differences in overall fit between the
competing models, we conducted an invariance study across gender
using both structural equation models. We employed the classic mea-
surement invariance scheme, progressing from configural to strict levels
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R?=.40
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Non-depicted covariances:
ATT-CLAR = .34**, ATT-REP = .07*%,
CLAR-REP = .42** PAN+ - PAN- = .02

Dashed lines = non-significant
*=p<.05 **=p<.01

Fig. 3. Standardized parameters of Model 1b (hierarchical model with emotional intelligence/resilience structure).

plus mean equality. Additionally, we tested a model constraining path
coefficients across groups (regressions). Table 3 presents the overall
goodness-of-fit indices for all tested levels and model comparisons for
Models 1a and 1b.

Despite statistically significant scaled chi-square fit comparison tests
at all levels, each model maintains excellent fit (RMSEA <0.05). The
gradual deterioration in fit indices with increasing parameter re-
strictions is minimal, with RMSEA only worsening from 0.038 to 0.040
in both models; no significant differences were observed across all
invariance levels for both models. Given the large sample size and high
power (1-beta = 0.999), we can reasonably assume complete invariance
of Models 1a and 1b, including regression coefficients, across gender
subsamples.

4. Discussion

Given the pervasive global concern regarding citizens’ mental health
and the pivotal role of SWB in human functioning, it is of paramount
importance to elucidate the factors that augment individual well-being.
This study endeavors to investigate the predictive capacity of cultural
values, EI, and resilience on SWB. To address this aim, we conducted an
empirical comparison of two models grounded in extant literature,

seeking to ascertain the more plausible framework (objective 1). How-
ever, the high degree of similarity between the models precludes a
definitive preference for one over the other based on the available
empirical evidence. Therefore, the results of both models have been
analyzed.

4.1. Do cultural dimensions predict EI and resilience?

Results revealed diverse relationships of cultural variables on EI
(objective 2), with model 1a showing more significant coefficients and
stronger associations. Power distance negatively predicted attention and
positively repair in both models, aligning with Gunkel et al.’s (2014)
findings for the Chinese subsample regarding emotional appraisal and
Spanish/Russian subsamples regarding regulation. Collectivism posi-
tively predicted repair in both models, in line with Gunkel et al.”’s (2014)
findings for the Turkish, U.S. and the pooled sample. Finally, long-term
orientation positively predicted attention, clarity and repair in both
models, in accordance with Gunkel et al.’s (2014, 2016) findings. These
authors found that long-term orientation predicted EI (Gunkel et al.,
2016); emotional appraisal in Chinese, German, Indian, Russian, Span-
ish, Turkish and the pooled samples (Gunkel et al., 2014); and regulation
in Chinese, Russian, Turkish and the pooled samples. To sum up, our
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Table 2
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Parameters, bootstrapped standard errors, and significance levels of indirect effects in both Model 1a and Model 1b involving EI, Resilience, positive and negative

affect, and life satisfaction.

Model 1a

Effect Estimate SE z-value P Bootstrapped CI95% Standard value
ATT — PAN+ — LSAT —0.006 0.008 —-0.737 0.461 —0.021; 0.010 —0.005
ATT — PAN- — LSAT -0.122 0.015 —8.297 <0.0001 —0.152; —0.093 —0.102
CLAR — PAN+ — LSAT 0.057 0.011 5.186 <0.0001 0.038; 0.081 0.047
CLAR — PAN- — LSAT 0.075 0.013 5.932 <0.0001 0.051; 0.099 0.062
REP — PAN+ — LSAT 0.040 0.010 3.981 <0.0001 0.020; 0.061 0.033
REP — PAN- — LSAT 0.043 0.012 3.504 <0.0001 0.021; 0.069 0.035
RESIL — PAN+ — LSAT 0.122 0.016 7.680 <0.0001 0.091; 0.155 0.126
RESIL — PAN- — LSAT 0.079 0.012 —-0.737 <0.0001 0.057; 0.105 0.082
Model 1b

Effect Estimate SE z-value P Bootstrapped CI95% Standard value
ATT — PAN+ — LSAT —0.006 0.007 —-0.773 0.439 —0.020; 0.009 —0.005
ATT — PAN- — LSAT —0.122 0.015 —8.344 <0.001 —0.153; —0.095 —0.102
ATT — RESIL — LSAT 0.006 0.004 1.688 0.091 0.000; 0.014 0.006
CLAR — PAN+ — LSAT 0.057 0.011 5.210 <0.001 0.038; 0.081 0.047
CLAR — PAN- — LSAT 0.075 0.013 5.979 <0.001 0.053; 0.102 0.062
CLAR — RESIL — LSAT 0.007 0.005 1.552 0.121 —0.001; 0.017 0.006
REP — PAN+ — LSAT 0.040 0.010 4.006 <0.001 0.022; 0.061 0.033
REP — PAN- — LSAT 0.043 0.012 3.467 <0.001 0.019; 0.067 0.035
REP — RESIL — LSAT 0.005 0.004 1.244 0.214 —0.003; 0.011 0.004
RESIL — PAN+ — LSAT 0.122 0.015 7.906 <0.001 0.092; 0.154 0.126
RESIL — PAN- — LSAT 0.079 0.013 6.198 <0.001 0.054; 0.107 0.082

Table 3
Invariance analysis of models 1a and 1b across self-reported gender (females/males) from the configural to the regression coefficients constrained levels.
Model 1a Scaled y? df Scaling factor RMSEA AIC BIC SRMR CFI Scaled Ay? ARMSEA ACFI
(C190%)
Configural 17,896 5280 1.116 0.038 (0.038-0.039) 649,372 652,823 0.056 0.859 - - -
Weak 18,033 5342 1.117 0.038 (0.037-0.039) 649,413 652,486 0.057 0.858 109.6** 0.000 ns 0.001 ns
Strong 18,699 5404 1.116 0.039 (0.038-0.039) 650,009 652,704 0.057 0.852 629.0%* 0.001 ns 0.006 ns
Strict 19,233 5478 1.125 0.039 (0.039-0.040) 650,626 652,870 0.058 0.846 300.1%* 0.000 ns 0.006 ns
Strict+Means 19,580 5490 1.124 0.040 (0.039-0.040) 650,988 653,158 0.059 0.843 519.9%* 0.001 ns 0.003 ns
Regressions 19,758 5531 1.124 0.040 (0.039-0.040) 651,099 653,019 0.061 0.841 0.000 ns 0.002 ns
Model 1b Scaled 42 df Scaling factor RMSEA AIC BIC SRMR CFI Scaled Ay? ARMSEA ACFI
(CI90%)
Configural 17,897 5280 1.116 0.038 (0.038-0.039) 649,373 652,824 0.056 0.859 - - -
Weak 18,034 5342 1.117 0.038 (0.037-0.039) 649,415 652,487 0.057 0.858 109.5%* 0.000 ns 0.001 ns
Strong 18,699 5404 1.116 0.039 (0.038-0.039) 650,009 652,704 0.057 0.852 627.4%* 0.001 ns 0.006 ns
Strict 19,234 5478 1.125 0.039 (0.039-0.040) 650,628 652,871 0.058 0.846 300.3** 0.000 ns 0.006 ns
Strict+Means 19,582 5490 1.124 0.041 (0.040-0.041) 650,989 653,159 0.059 0.843 641.7%* 0.002 ns 0.003 ns
Regressions 19,760 5529 1.124 0.040 (0.039-0.040) 651,105 653,037 0.061 0.841 141.4%* 0.001 ns 0.002 ns

* =p <.05. ** = p < .01. ns = non-significant.

results showed that long-term orientation demonstrated the strongest
relationship on EI, and despite methodological differences in EI mea-
surement (WLEIS vs. TMMS), our findings largely align with Gunkel
et al.’s results, with some notable exceptions.

Resilience was negatively predicted by uncertainty avoidance, while
collectivism and long-term orientation emerged as positive predictors
(objective 3), with the latter having the strongest effect. These findings
suggest that individuals from collectivistic societies who are comfort-
able with uncertainty and ambiguity, and who value future-oriented
virtues such as perseverance and thrift, tend to be more resilient.
These results align with the ecological interpretation of resilience pro-
posed by Panter-Brick and Eggerman (2012) and Ungar (2012),
emphasizing the significance of cultural dimensions in explaining how
individuals navigate adverse environments.

4.2. Does resilience help explain the association between EI and SWB?

The analysis of both models elucidated distinct predictive patterns
among EI components and SWB dimensions (objective 5). Emotional
attention emerged as a predictor of negative affect (in both models) and
life satisfaction (only in Model 1b), while emotional clarity and repair
demonstrated predictive capacity for both positive and negative affect
(in both models). Emotional attention (in Model 1b) and clarity (in
Model 1a) directly predicted life satisfaction, a finding that diverges
from extant literature in the first case, which typically identifies
emotional clarity and repair as robust predictors of life satisfaction
(Delhom et al., 2017;Palmer et al., 2002 ; Palomera & Brackett, 2006).
Furthermore, resilience exhibited consistent predictive relationships
across both models (objective 7), positively predicting positive affect
and life satisfaction, while negatively predicting negative affect. These
results suggest that individuals with elevated resilience scores tend to
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experience enhanced positive affect and life satisfaction, concomitant
with diminished negative affect (Liu et al., 2013; Miranda & Cruz, 2022;
Yang et al., 2022; Zeidner et al., 2012).

However, the role of resilience in these relationship dynamics merits
further examination. Results from Model 1b revealed that all three di-
mensions of EI significantly predicted resilience (objective 4), with
emotional repair exhibiting the most robust effect. Individuals demon-
strating high levels of emotional clarity and repair manifested enhanced
resilience, whereas those with elevated emotional attention displayed
diminished resilience scores (Palomera & Brackett, 2006; Trigueros
et al., 2020). On the other hand, results indicated that none of the in-
direct effects from EI dimensions to life satisfaction through resilience
(objective 6) were statistically significant. Given that both the hierar-
chical (1b) and non-hierarchical (1a) models demonstrated virtually
identical fit, these findings support the non-hierarchical model (1a),
suggesting that resilience does not function as a significant intermediary
between EI and life satisfaction in this sample.

4.3. Predictors of affective balance on life satisfaction: does it assume a
statistical linking role?

Results from both models demonstrated that positive affect posi-
tively predicted life satisfaction, whereas negative affect predicted life
satisfaction negatively (objective 9). These findings indicate that in-
dividuals experiencing more positive affects report higher life satisfac-
tion, whereas those experiencing more negative affects report lower life
satisfaction. While these results align with previous studies (Palmer
et al., 2002; Palomera & Brackett, 2006), our findings diverge in that
negative affect exhibited a stronger predictive relationship with life
satisfaction in both models, contrary to earlier research which found
positive affect to be the stronger predictor.

Furthermore, the results indicate that positive and negative affect
statistically account for the associations between emotional clarity and
life satisfaction, as well as between emotional repair and life satisfaction
(objective 8). Additionally, negative affect helps explain the association
between emotional attention and life satisfaction. These findings are
consistent with Kong et al.’s (2019) research, which identified inde-
pendent statistical contributions of positive and negative affect in the
relationship between EI and life satisfaction. Moreover, the results
support Zeidner et al.”’s (2012) affective mediation model, suggesting that
positive and negative affect help explain the link between EI and life
satisfaction. Notably, positive and negative affect also serve as con-
necting variables in the relationship between resilience and life satis-
faction, highlighting the complex interplay among emotional
competencies, resilience, affect, and life satisfaction. This complex
network of relationships underscores the multifaceted nature of SWB
and its determinants.

4.4. Do the models exhibit gender invariance?

Results demonstrated complete invariance across male and female
subsamples (objective 10), consistent with findings from Kong and Zhao
(2013). This suggests that the structural relationships between EI,
resilience, and SWB operate similarly for both genders.

4.5. Limitations

This study’s limitations include its focus on a Spanish sample,
resulting in a relatively homogeneous cultural context. Future research
should incorporate data from diverse cultural backgrounds, potentially
utilizing Ronen and Shenkar’s (2013) eleven cultural clusters. Likewise,
it would have been interesting to include socioeconomic status as an
exogenous covariate of latent factors, as it may restrict the generaliz-
ability of our findings to populations with broader socioeconomic status
distributions. Additionally, the cross-sectional design may have intro-
duced biases in estimating the direct and indirect relationships,
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necessitating cautious interpretation. Longitudinal designs in future
studies would facilitate a more comprehensive exploration of the
mediation processes proposed in the models.

5. Conclusions

Despite its limitations, this study offers several strengths. It utilizes a
large adult sample, addressing a gap in literature predominantly focused
on university students. The comprehensive approach to analyzing these
relationships provides novel insights: (1) Long-term orientation most
strongly influences EI and resilience; (2) EI dimensions differentially
predict resilience and SWB components; (3) Resilience does not function
as an explanatory variable in the relationships between EI and SWB; (4)
Resilience predicts SWB dimensions; (5) Affects predict life satisfaction;
(6) Positive affect helps explain the relationship between clarity/repair
and life satisfaction, while negative affect plays a similar explanatory
role between EI dimensions and life satisfaction; and (7) The models
demonstrate gender invariance. To sum up, the findings showed that
cultural values predict EI and resilience, and those constructs, in turn,
exert both direct and indirect effects on adult life satisfaction. Therefore,
these results provide valuable information that could be taken into ac-
count to design interventions to improve life satisfaction among adults.
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