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a B s t r a C t

This research examined the predictors of subjective well-being. Two studies 
were conducted. Our first study involved the administration of life satis-
faction, personality, affection, need satisfaction, and self-construal ques-
tionnaires to 369 college students from Mexico. The results showed that 
extroversion and neuroticism had a significant direct effect on positive and 
negative affect, respectively, and indirect effects on life satisfaction. Results 
also revealed that autonomy support, defined as the ability to perceive one-
self as the source of one’s behavior, was a significant and positive predictor 
of life satisfaction. To address some of the limitations from study I, study II 
used the World Values Survey to examine the effects of autonomy support 
on life satisfaction and domain satisfaction among representative samples 
from Mexico, Argentina, and Brazil. The findings showed that the autonomy 
support was a significant predictor of life satisfaction and domain satisfac-
tion in all three countries. The implications of the results are discussed.  
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r e s u M e n

Esta investigación examinó los predictores de bienestar subjetivo. Dos estu-
dios fueron llevados a cabo. El primer estudio se administraron cuestionarios 
de satisfacción de vida, personalidad, afecto, necesidad de satisfacción y 
auto-constructo a 369 estudiantes de secundaria de México. Los resultados 
mostraron que la extroversión y el neuroticismo tienen un efecto directo 
sobre el afecto positivo y negativo, respectivamente, y efectos indirectos 
sobre la satisfacción de vida. Los resultados también revelan que el soporte, 
definido como la habilidad para percibirse a uno mismo como una fuente 
del propio comportamiento, se mostró como un predictor significativo y 
positivo de la satisfacción de vida. Para abordar algunas limitaciones del 
estudio I, el estudio II utilizó la Encuensta Mundial de Valores para exa-
minar los efectos del soporte sobre la satisfacción de vida y la satisfacción 
de dominio entre muestras representativas de México, Argentina y Brazil. 
Los hallazgos mostraron que el soporte fue un predictor significativo de la 
satisfacción de vida y satisfacción de dominio en los tres países. Se discuten 
las implicaciones de los resultados.
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The research on predictors and the consequences 
of people’s subjective well-being has increased sub-
stantially in recent years. Some researchers sug-
gest that there is not a more important variable 
to understand in social sciences that subjective 
well-being (SWB) (Helliwell & Putnam, 2004). 
Regarding the predictors of subjective well-being, 
researchers have increasingly paid closer attention 
to differences between countries holding primarily 
a collectivistic vs. an individualistic mindset (Die-
ner & Tov, 2007). The conclusion so far is that there 
are more questions to be answered than answers to 
the current questions. For example, while some re-
search suggests that affect influences the cognitive 
part of the subjective well-being, others have found 
this effect to be stronger in individualistic countries 
(Schimmack, 2007). Similarly, some researchers 
have debated about the importance of perceived 
autonomy on subjective well-being among members 
from cultures holding primarily an individualistic 
vs. a collectivistic mindset (Chirkov, 2007).   One 
limitation, however, is that recent literature reviews 
on culture and subjective well-being only include 
very few, if any, studies with samples from Latin-
American countries (Diener & Tov, 2007) and 
virtually ignore the efforts conducted and pub-
lished in Latin American countries and journals 
(see, D’Anello, 2006, for three recent publications; 
Gomez, Villegas de Posada, Barrera & Cruz, 2007; 
Inga-Aranda & Vara-Horna, 2006; and Cuadra & 
Florenzano, 2003, for a review article).  

Given the current state of the art recently sum-
marized (Diener & Tov, 2007), the purpose of the 
present research was twofold. First, we explored how 
personality factors, affect, and autonomy support 
impact life satisfaction among a sample of Mexican 
nationals and also assessed the mediating role of 
cultural variables such as self-construal, whether 
the self is defined independent or interdependently. 
Second, we analyzed data from the World Values 
Survey in order to assess the impact of autonomy 
support on life satisfaction and domain satisfaction 
with representative samples from Mexico, Argenti-
na and Brazil. In order to accomplish our purposes, 
we first need to discuss briefly the recent explosion 
of research on subjective well-being. 

The Study of Subjective Well-Being 

Few research topics have attracted more attention 
from such a wide variety of academic disciplines 
than the investigation of subjective well-being. 
Economist, marketing experts and psychologists, 
among others, have, with their own theoretical 
perspectives, made significant contributions to the 
understanding of subjective well-being. For exam-
ple, Helliwell and Putnam (2004), two economists, 
examined the role of the social context in life satis-
faction and found strong support for the importance 
of social capital, strong family and friend ties, in the 
explanation of life satisfaction. Other economists 
have produced fascinating findings suggesting that 
the increase in income does not produce a lasting 
effect on subjective well-being (Easterlin, 2005), 
and about the importance of relative income and 
economic aspirations (Rojas, 2009). Marketing ex-
perts have examined the effect of different types of 
consumption, indicating a greater positive impact 
of the consumption of goods that are resistant to 
adaptation and are inherently evaluable (Hsee & 
Tsai, 2008). Lastly, psychologists have investigated 
the interaction between personality, affect, need 
satisfaction and life-satisfaction, among other vari-
ables (Diener, Suh, Lucas & Smith, 1999; Deci & 
Ryan, 2000). 

The wide variety of research approaches and 
findings have led researchers to propose that 
people’s subjective well-being is determined by 
three major factors: 1) stable differences, which 
include personality factors, 2) life circumstances, 
which include income levels and autonomy sup-
portive environments, and 3) intentional ac-
tivities, which involve engaging in activities that 
people enjoy (Lyubomirsky, Sheldon & Schkade, 
2005). Our research focuses on understanding the 
role of personality factors, affect and autonomy 
support as predictors of life satisfaction, with an 
emphasis on testing some hypotheses generated in 
the study of the interaction between personality, 
perceived autonomy, subjective well-being, and 
cultural variables. What follows is a review of the 
relevant literature on the predictors of subjective 
well-being.



Personality Factors, aFFect, and autonomy suPPort as Predictors oF liFe satisFaction

   Un i v e r s i ta s Ps yc h o l o g i ca       V.  12      No.  1       e n e r o-m a r z o       2013     43 

Personality and Affect 

Most researchers agree that subjective well-being 
has three components. The cognitive component 
refers to an assessment of one’s overall satisfaction 
with life, while the second and third components 
refer to the presence of positive affect and the ab-
sence of negative affect. The structure of subjective 
well-being appears to be consistent across different 
countries (Diener & Tov, 2007). The personal-
ity traits of extraversion and neuroticism are two 
important and consistent predictors of subjective 
well-being. However, there is some controversy as 
to whether extroversion and neuroticism influence 
all three components equally. One proposition sug-
gests that personality factors should have a stronger 
effect on the affective than on the cognitive compo-
nent of subjective well-being (Schimmack, Diener 
& Oishi, 2002). This proposal also suggests that the 
effect of personality factors on the cognitive compo-
nent of subjective well-being (SWB) is mediated by 
affect. Thus, it appears that positive and negative 
affect are influenced by personality factors, and 
that positive and negative affect have an impact on 
the cognitive component of subjective well-being, 
suggesting an indirect effect of personality factors.

As regards to the role of cultural variables, a prop-
osition states that the effect of affect on the cognitive 
component of subjective well-being is stronger in indi-
vidualistic than collectivistic countries (Schimmack, 
Oishi, Radhakrishnan, Dzokoto & Ahadi, 2002). It 
is important to note that the moderating effect of 
culture on the relationship between affect and life 
satisfaction was tested with participants from different 
cultures that, supposedly, represent collectivistic and 
individualistic mindsets. Thus, individual differences 
in whether the self is defined interdependently, col-
lectivism, or independently, individualism, were not 
actually measured, which might represent a limitation 
(Oyserman & Lee, 2008). It is also possible to think 
that cultural variables such as self-construal might 
act as mediators, if measured at the individual level 
within in a single country. Thus, research findings on 
the interplay between personality, positive and nega-
tive affect, satisfaction with life and cultural variables 
has provided us two testable hypotheses:

H1: The effect of extroversion and neuroticism 
on satisfaction with life is mediated by positive and 
negative affect.

H2: The effect of positive and negative affect 
on satisfaction with life is mediated by independent 
self-construal1.

Psychological Needs

Self-Determination Theory (SDT) suggests that 
psychological growth and optimal levels of subjec-
tive well-being depend on the satisfaction of three 
innate psychological needs: autonomy, competence, 
and relatedness (Ryan & Deci, 2002). Recently, 
there has been some controversy regarding the role 
of autonomy support in more collectivistic cultures 
due to the emphasis placed on defining the self inter-
dependently as opposed to independently (Chirkov, 
2007).  SDT proposes that the need of autonomy is 
a universal need, but recognizes that there might be 
cultural differences in how individuals from different 
cultures try to satisfy this need (Ryan & Deci, 2002).

Even though most investigations on the impor-
tance of autonomy support have been conducted in 
Western countries such as the US and Canada, some 
researchers have assessed the importance of the need 
of autonomy for optimal functioning in other cultures. 
For example, two investigations hypothesized mean 
differences in perceived autonomy support, but similar 
positive effects on subjective well-being among Brazil-
ians, Russians, Americans and Canadians (Chirkov 
& Ryan, 2001; Chirkov, Ryan & Willness, 2005). The 
results from both studies found the expected mean 
differences, Americans and Canadians perceiving 
more autonomy support, and the positive effect of 
autonomy support on subjective well-being in all four 
countries. Thus, we might conclude that cultures 
might support autonomy differently or to more or less 
extent, but the positive effect of perceived autonomy 

1 One of the reviewers raised a very important concern: whether 
self-construal should be treated as a mediator or a moderator. 
We reviewed the relevant literature on methodology (Baron & 
Kenny, 1986) and also some relevant literature on cultural and 
cross-cultural psychology (Benet-Martinez & Karakitapoglu-
Aygün, 2003; Matsumoto & Hee-Yoo, 2006) and decided that the 
conceptualization of self-construal as a mediator was appropriate. 
We thanked the reviewer for challenging our thinking.
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appears to be invariant across cultures. In order to 
try to clarify the role of autonomy support on life 
satisfaction, we explored the impact of interdepen-
dent self-construal as a possible mediator and also 
whether the suggested positive impact of autonomy 
support is consistent across three countries that are 
thought as collectivistic. If the propositions set by Self-
Determination Theory are right, then we would find a 
non-significant effect of interdependent self-construal 
and we would find a positive effect of autonomy sup-
port on life satisfaction across countries. Thus, the 
following hypotheses were formulated: 

H3: The effect of autonomy support on satisfac-
tion with life is mediated by the individual levels of 
interdependent self-construal.

H4: Autonomy support will have a positive 
effect on life satisfaction and domain satisfaction 
significantly across participants from Mexico, Ar-
gentina, and Brazil. 

On a recent article (Heine & Ruby, 2010), 
researchers criticized the excessive use of western 
samples in most psychological research because it 
limits our ability to have a more comprehensive un-
derstanding of relevant psychological phenomena. 
Research on subjective well-being is not exempt of 
this criticism. Yet, it is important to acknowledge 
that research on subjective well-being published in 
Latin-American journals and conducted with non-
westerns samples is relatively scant.  

In one of these investigations, researchers exam-
ined the predictors of life satisfaction among older 
adults in Peru. The results showed that some of the 
strongest predictors of life satisfaction were social 
support and number of close friends (Inga-Aranda 
& Vara-Horna, 2006), lending support to the im-
portance of social capital (Helliwell & Putnam, 
2004). Similarly, another investigation explored 
the motivational predictors of subjective well-being 
(Martin-Albo, Nuñez, Navarro & Grijalvo, 2009). 
Results from this investigation showed that social 
self-concept and intrinsic motivation were two of the 
strongest predictors of subjective well-being. 

Given the importance of understanding the pre-
dictors of subjective well-being in Latin-American 
countries, we conducted two studies. The purpose of 
study I was to test the impact of personality factors, 

affect, and autonomy support on life satisfaction and 
the mediating role of self-construal among partici-
pants from Mexico. Similarly, the purpose of study 
II was to examine the impact of autonomy support 
on life satisfaction and domain satisfaction among 
representative samples of participants from Mexico, 
Argentina and Brazil using the World Values Survey 
as a source of information. What follows is an ex-
planation of the methodology for Study I in which 
the first three hypotheses were tested.

Method: Study I

Participants

369 college students from Mexico City and Pueb-
la were the participants (53% females and 47% 
males). Participants’ ages ranged from 17 to 63 
years (M = 21.79). 

Measures

Big Five Inventory (BFI) (Benet-
Martínez & John, 1998) 

This measure uses 44 short phrases to assess ex-
traversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neu-
roticism, and openness to experience. Respondents 
rated each of the 44 short phrases on a 5-point 
scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 
agree). For the purpose of our statistical analysis, 
we used an abbreviated scale, four items for each 
variable, to measure extraversion and neuroticism.  
The scale showed adequate psychometric properties 
for scientific research (e.g., significant loadings and 
coefficients of internal consistency above 0.65). 

The Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS) 
(Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985)

The SWLS is a 5-item questionnaire designed to 
measure life satisfaction. The questionnaire uses a 
Likert-type scale and total scores range from 5 to 35.  
The scale showed adequate psychometric properties 
for scientific research (e.g., significant loadings and 
a coefficient of internal consistency of 0.84). 
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General Need Satisfaction Scale (Gagné, 2003) 

This scale was adapted based on Self-Determina-
tion Theory by Gagné (2003) and uses 21 items to 
measure need satisfaction. Respondents indicated 
on a scale from 1 (not true at all) to 7 (definitely 
true) the extent to which the psychological needs of 
autonomy, relatedness, and competence are gener-
ally satisfied in their lives. For the purpose of our 
statistical analysis, we used an abbreviated scale, 
three items, in order to assess autonomy support. 
The abbreviate scale showed adequate psychomet-
ric properties (e.g., significant loadings and a coef-
ficient of internal consistency of 0.6). 

The Positive Affect and Negative Affect Scale 
(PANAS) (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) 

The PANAS is a 20-item measure that assesses 
positive (10 items) and negative affect  (10 items). 
The PANAS uses a five-point Likert-type scale, 
ranging from 10 (very low) to 50 (very high). For 
the purpose of our statistical analysis, we used an 
abbreviated scale, four items for each variable, in 
order to measure positive and negative affect. The 
scale showed adequate psychometric properties for 
scientific research (e.g., significant loadings and 
coefficients of internal consistency above 0.75). 

Independent-Interdependent Self-
Construals (Singelis, 1994)  

This measure was used in order to assess inde-
pendent and interdependent self-construal with 
12 items each. This measure uses a seven-point 
Likert-type scale. For the purpose of our statistical 
analysis, we used an abbreviated scale, six items for 
each variable, to measure independent and interde-
pendent self-construal. The scale showed adequate 
psychometric properties for scientific research (e.g., 
significant loadings and coefficients of internal 
consistency above 0.6). 
Procedure

Participants completed the questionnaire packets 
individually. Participants were informed that all 

data would be anonymous and strictly confidential, 
available only to the researcher. Questionnaires 
were completed within 30 minutes. Our investiga-
tion received the approval from the internal human 
subject committee.

Results

We used Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) 
with LISREL 8.80 to test our hypotheses. Since 
all questionnaires were developed and tested with 
English speaking participants, we first conducted 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) to assess their 
psychometric properties. The results showed that 
all model fits were acceptable and that all factor 
loadings were significant. The decision not to use 
the complete scales was made in order to save de-
grees of freedom to test our full structural model, 
measurement and latent model. In order to assess 
the robustness of the different models, we used a 
combination of absolute and incremental fit index. 
Thus, we report the χ², Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation (RMSEA), and the Incremental Fit 
Index (IFI) for each of the analysis conducted. We 
always report the standardized coefficients. 

Hypotheses I and II 

Hypothesis I suggests that the effects of extroversion 
and neuroticism on life satisfaction are mediated 
by positive and negative affect. In order to test me-
diation effects with Structural Equation Modeling, 
quantitative methodologists (Little, Card, Bovaird, 
Preacher & Crandall, 2007; Preacher & Hayes, 2008) 
suggest to conduct the following procedure: we first 
fitted to an unrestricted model allowing extroversion 
and neuroticism to directly affect life satisfaction 
and then fitted a second model, the mediation or 
restricted model, in which the effects of extrover-
sion and neuroticism were mediated by positive and 
negative affect. In order to establish mediation, we 
need to find, in the unrestricted model, that: the 
direct effects of extroversion and neuroticism on life 
satisfaction are not significant, that the effects of ex-
troversion and neuroticism on positive and negative 
affect are significant, and that the effects of positive 
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and negative affect on life satisfaction are significant 
as well. Regarding the restricted model, we need to 
find that the overall fit of the model is acceptable 
with the restriction of not allowing a direct effect of 
extroversion and neuroticism on life satisfaction and 
that the indirect effects of extroversion and neuroti-
cism on life satisfaction are significant.

The results from the first model showed an ac-
ceptable model fit χ² = 613.38, p = 0.00 (df = 182), 
RMSEA = 0.08 and IFI = 0.91. Results from the 
latent model revealed that the direct effects of ex-
troversion and neuroticism on satisfaction with life 
were not significant (γ = -0.09, p > 0.05; γ = 0.04, 
p > 0.05, respectively). Conversely, the effect of 
extroversion on positive affect and neuroticism on 
negative affect were significant (γ = 0.48, p < 0.05; 
γ = 0.55, p < 0.05, respectively). Lastly, the effects of 
positive and negative affect on life satisfaction were 
significant and in the expected direction (β = 0.53, 
p < 0.05; β = -0.22, p < 0.05, respectively). 

We next conducted our second analysis in 
which we restricted extroversion and neuroticism 
to only have a direct effect on positive and negative 
affect. The results showed an acceptable and almost 
identical model fit χ² = 616.05, p < 0.01 (df = 184), 
RMSEA = 0.08 and IFI = 0.91. The difference chi-
square test was not significant (Δ χ² = 2.67, df = 2, 
p > 0.05), thus constraining the direct effects of 
extroversion and neuroticism on life satisfaction to 
be zero did not affect the model fit significantly. The 
examination of the individual parameters showed 
that the effect of extroversion on positive affect 
and neuroticism on negative affect were significant 
(γ = 0.47, p < 0.05; γ = 0.54, p < 0.05, respectively) 
and that the effects of positive and negative affect 
on life satisfaction were also significant and in the 
expected direction (β = 0.48, p < 0.05; β = -0.19, 
p < 0.05, respectively). Lastly, the indirect effects 
of extroversion and neuroticism on life satisfac-
tion were significant and in the expected direc-
tion (0.22, & -0.10, p < 0.05, respectively), lending 
evidence for the hypothesized mediation effects. 

Hypothesis II proposes that the effects of positive 
and negative affect on life satisfaction are mediated 
by independent self-construal. We followed the same 
analytical strategy, as before, to test for mediation. 

Results from the full model showed an accept-
able model fit χ² = 254.60, p = 0.01 (df = 146), 
RMSEA = 0.04 and IFI = 0.97. Results from the 
latent model revealed that the effects of positive and 
negative affect on life satisfaction were significant 
(γ = 0.43, p < 0.05; γ = -0.14, p < 0.05). The effect 
of positive affect on independent self-construal was 
significant (γ = 0.51, p < 0.05), whereas the effect of 
negative affect was not (γ = -0.14, p > 0.05). Lastly, 
the effect of independent self-construal on life sat-
isfaction was not significant (β = 0.11, p > 0.05). 
Given that the hypothesized mediator, independent 
self-construal, did not have a significant effect on life 
satisfaction and that positive and negative affect did 
have a significant direct effect on life satisfaction, 
the requirements to establish mediation were not 
met (Little et al., 2007). Thus, we did not conduct 
the second analysis, testing the mediation model. 

Hypotheses III 

Hypothesis III suggests that the effect of auton-
omy support on life satisfaction is mediated by 
interdependent self-construal. We followed the 
same analytical strategy. The results from the full 
model showed an acceptable model fit χ² = 148.66, 
p < 0.01 (df = 74), RMSEA = 0.05 and IFI = 0.96. 
The examination of the individual parameters re-
vealed that the direct effects of autonomy support 
on interdependent self-construal and satisfaction 
with life were significant (γ = 0.53, p < 0.05; 
γ = 0.56, p < 0.05, respectively). Conversely, the 
effect of interdependent self-construal on life satis-
faction  was not significant in this model (β = 0.12, 
p > 0.05). Since one of the requirements to estab-
lish mediation is that the mediator, interdependent 
self-construal, needs to have a significant effect 
on the dependent variable (Little et al., 2007), life 
satisfaction , we did not run the mediation model 
and concluded that autonomy support affects sat-
isfaction with life directly.    

Integrated model

Lastly, we conducted an additional analysis inte-
grating findings from our three previous hypotheses 
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into a single model (see Table 1 for descriptive sta-
tistics and Figure 1 for the hypothesized integrated 
model). The results showed an acceptable model fit 
χ² = 786.72, p < 0.01 (df = 244), RMSEA = 0.08 
and IFI = 0.91. The examination of the individual 
parameters revealed that extroversion and neuroti-
cism had a significant effect on positive and negative 
affect (γ = 0.51, p < 0.05; γ = 0.55, p < 0.05, re-
spectively). Similarly, autonomy support and positive 
and negative affect had a significant effect on life 
satisfaction (γ = 0.33, p < 0.05; β = 0.33, p < 0.05; 
β = -0.16, p < 0.05, respectively). The indirect ef-
fects of extroversion and neuroticism on life satisfac-
tion were also significant (0.17 & -0.09, p < 0.05, 
respectively). Lastly, squared multiple correlations 
for the endogenous variables were, respectively, life 
satisfaction (0.33), positive affect (0.26), and nega-
tive affect (0.3).  

Discussion 

Our first study tested three hypotheses. We found 
that the effects of extroversion and neuroticism 
on life satisfaction were mediated by positive and 
negative affect, supporting hypothesis I. This is 

consistent with other investigations (Schimmack 
et al., 2002).   

Hypotheses II proposed that the effects of posi-
tive and negative affect were mediated by indepen-
dent self-construal. We did not find support for the 
role of independent self-construal as a mediator of 
the effects of positive and negative affect on life 
satisfaction. Other investigations have suggested 
that positive and negative affect have a stronger 
effect on life satisfaction in countries thought to 
be more individualistic than collectivistic. We did 
not find differences in independent self-construal 
to mediate the effect of positive and negative affect 
on life satisfaction.

Lastly, we tested whether the effects of au-
tonomy support were mediated by interdependent 
self-construal. We did not find support for this hy-
pothesis. Autonomy support was a strong predictor 
of life satisfaction regardless of levels of interdepen-
dent self-construal, which is consistent with the 
universality of the importance of autonomy support 
(Ryan & Deci, 2002). 

Our first study had the limitation that we used 
a sample of college students. Thus, we decided to 
use a public source of data to explore the impor-

extro1 

extro2 

extro3 Extroversion

Autonomy
Support

Neuroticism

Positive
Affect

Negative
Affect

Satisfaction
with
life

auto1 

auto2 

auto3 

neuro1

neuro2

neuro3

na1  na2  na4  

swl1 

swl2 

swl3 

swl4 

swl5 

extro4 

na3  neuro4

pa2  pa3  pa4  pa1  

Figure 1. Hypothesized Integrated Model for Study I. 
Source: Own work.
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tance of autonomy support in three Latin-America 
countries. Study II, then, tried to further validate 
the importance of autonomy support with more 
representative samples. 

Method: Study II

Participants

We used the World Values Survey ([WVS], 2009) as 
our source of information. For the Mexican sample, 
participants were 1560, 51% female, residents of Mexi-
co with a mean age of 39.7 years. For the Argentinean 
sample, participants were 1002, 53% females, with a 
mean age of 42.6 years. Lastly, in the Brazilian sample, 
participants were 1500, 58% females, with a mean age 
of 40 years. All three samples were representative of 
the 18 an older population of each country. 

Measures

The WVS measures different variables with rep-
resentative samples of the general population in 

several countries. We focused on the last wave of 
data collection, 2005 and 2006, and on the in-
formation from three Latin-American countries: 
Mexico, Brazil and Argentina2. In order to assess 
all the relevant variables in our investigation, we 
used the following questions from the general 
questionnaire:

Life Satisfaction 

We used two questions to measure life satisfaction: 
“How satisfied are you with your current life?” mea-
sured in a scale from 1 to 10 and “in general, how 
happy are you?” measured in a scale from 1 to 4. We 
reversed the scores from the happiness questions 
so that high scores reflect high levels of happiness.

2 We wanted to include as many countries as possible from Latin-
America. However, only these three countries had all the 
questions needed to measure life satisfaction, domain satisfaction, 
and autonomy support.

Autonomy 
Support

Life Satisfaction

Domain 
Satisfaction

auto1 

auto2 

dspwb1 dspwb2 

opwb2opwb1

Figure 2. Hypothesized Model for Study II.
Source: Own work.
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Domain Satisfaction

For domain satisfaction, we used two questions 
from the general questionnaire: “How would you 
describe your current health?” measured in a scale 
from very good (1) to bad (4) and “how satisfied are 
you with the financial situation of your household”? 
measured in a scale from Completely Unsatisfied (1)  
to Completely Satisfied (10). We reversed the scores 
of the health question so high scores reflected a bet-
ter perceived health. The assessment of both, life 
satisfaction and domain satisfaction, is consistent 
with other investigations (Schimmack, Diener et 
al., 2002).

Autonomy Support 

We used, once again, two questions to measure 
perceptions of autonomy support: “How much 
freedom of choice and control do you feel you 
have over your life”? measured in a scale from 
Nothing (1) to Quite a lot (10) and “I decide by 
myself my goals in life” measured in a scale from 
Completely Agree (1) to Completely disagree (4). 
We reversed the scores from the goals question so 
that high scores reflected greater autonomy sup-
port to choose goals in life (See Figure 2 for the 
hypothesized model).

Procedure

Data collection in all three countries was conduct-
ed face to face. The questionnaires were adminis-
tered in the native language of each country. Data 
collection took place in November and December 
of 2005 for the Mexican sample and in November 
and December 2006 for the Argentinean and Bra-
zilian samples.

Results 

Given that we were interested in examining the effect 
of autonomy support on life satisfaction and domain 
satisfaction across countries, we followed the analyti-
cal strategy proposed by Card and Little (in press) to 
examine the differences between countries and fitted 

two models to assess the measurement invariance. 
Once the  measurement invariance is established, one 
can compare the size of the coefficients of interest. 
In the first analysis, we fitted an unrestricted model 
in which the factor loadings and intercepts were es-
timated within each culture. In the second analysis, 
we fitted a restricted model in which we restricted 
the factor loadings and intercepts to be equal across 
countries. Card and Little (in press) recommend using 
a modeling rationale to decide if the restricted model, 
the one that assumes measurement invariance, fits 
the data reasonably well.  Establishing measurement 
invariance is a necessary condition to make compari-
sons across countries. We again assessed the robust-
ness of the model using a combination of absolute and 
incremental fit index. Thus, we report the χ², Root 
Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), and 
the Incremental Fit Index (IFI) and the standardized 
coefficients for each of the analysis conducted.

Measurement Invariance

Results from the unrestricted model showed an ac-
ceptable overall fit χ² =177.40, p < 0.01 (df = 39), 
RMSEA = 0.05 and IFI = 0.95. All factor loadings 
were significant and in the expected direction. 
Similarly, the results from the restricted model also 
showed an acceptable fit χ² = 207.38, p = 0.01 
(df = 6), RMSEA = 0.05 and IFI = 0.94. As sug-
gested by Card and Little (in press), if the restricted 
model shows an adequate fit (e.g., RMSEA < 0.08 
and CFI and IFI > 0.9) then measurement invari-
ance can be concluded. Given that we were able 
to find support for measurement invariance, we 
proceeded to test hypothesis IV. 

Hypothesis IV

Hypothesis IV proposes that autonomy support affects 
life satisfaction and domain satisfaction significantly 
across participants from Mexico, Argentina, and Bra-
zil. This hypothesis implies that the effect of autonomy 
support is significant across countries. However, we 
can also test if the size of the coefficients across coun-
tries is similar.  In order to test this hypothesis, we used 
the same analytical strategy of fitting an unrestricted 
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model first (allowing the gamma coefficients to be 
estimated within each culture) followed by restricted 
model (restricting the size of the coefficients to be 
equal across all three countries). The overall fit of 
the unrestricted model was acceptable χ² = 187.35, 
p = 0.00 (df = 36), RMSEA = 0.06 and IFI = 0.95. 
The examination of the individual parameters from 
the latent model showed a significant effect of au-
tonomy support on overall life satisfaction for all three 
countries: Mexico, Argentina and Brazil (γ = 0.95, 
p < 0.05; γ = 0.94, p < 0.05; γ = 0.99, p < 0.05, 
respectively). Similarly, the results also revealed a 
significant effect of autonomy support on domain 
satisfaction (γ = 0.92, p < 0.05; γ = 0.88, p < 0.05; 
γ = 0.72, p < 0.05, respectively).
The results from the restricted model, using Mex-
ico’s model as a reference, also showed an accept-
able model fit χ² = 241.77, p < 0.01 (df = 48), 
RMSEA = 0.06 and IFI = 0.93. Thus, restrict-
ing the coefficients to be equal across countries 
did not significantly affect the fit of the model. 
Consequently, we can conclude that the effect 
of autonomy support is significant and similar in 
magnitude across all three countries. 

Discussion

The purpose of study II was to validate the impor-
tance of autonomy support with more representa-
tive samples. Our results showed that autonomy 
support had a significant effect on life satisfaction 
and domain satisfaction in all three countries, sup-
porting Hypothesis IV. Thus, study II helped us to 
increase our confidence about the important role 
that autonomy support plays in the explanation 
of life satisfaction and domain satisfaction among 
members from three Latin-American countries. 

General Discussion

The examination of the predictors of subjective 
well-being has increased dramatically in the last 
10 years. However, this enthusiasm has not, to our 
knowledge, been as strong among Latin-American 
scholars. Our investigation attempted to make a 
contribution by testing some of the hypotheses gen-

erated in the literature on the interplay between life 
satisfaction, personality, affect, autonomy support 
and cultural variables. 

We found support for the differentiated role of per-
sonality factors in subjective well-being. Specifically, 
extroversion and neuroticism directly influenced the 
affective component of subjective well-being, posi-
tive and negative affect, and indirectly the cognitive 
component, life satisfaction. This is consistent with 
other investigations (Schimmack et al., 2002). In a 
recent chapter that examined the structure of subjec-
tive well-being (Schimmack, 2007), one proposition 
states that judgments of life satisfaction are informed 
by, among several factors, affect, and that positive and 
negative affect are influenced by personality factors. 
Thus, extroversion and neuroticism exert their influ-
ence on a reliable source of information such as affect 
that people use to make judgments about satisfaction 
with life (Schimmack et al., 2002).

We also found that positive and negative affect 
were strong life satisfaction predictors regardless of 
levels of independent self-construal. However, this 
alone does not rule out the role of cultural variables 
in affect. For example, a relatively new and very in-
teresting line of research is exploring the concept of 
ideal vs. actual affect, its cultural causes and impli-
cations for behavior and subjective well-being (Tsai, 
2007). The cultural differences in ideal affect and 
their effect on life satisfaction might represent an 
interesting line of research for the future. 

Consistent with the propositions set by Self-
Determination Theory (Ryan & Deci, 2002), 
autonomy support was a strong predictor of life 
satisfaction among college students and also 
among representative samples of the adult popu-
lation from three Latin-American countries. 
Our results provide evidence to the universal-
ity of autonomy support and its relevance for 
psychological functioning. However, the role 
of cultural variables is still relevant since other 
investigations have found country differences 
in levels of autonomy support (Chirkov & Ryan, 
2001; Chirkov et al., 2005). Future investigations 
might also want to explore the differences in how 
autonomy is defined and perceived by members 
from different countries.
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Limitations

Our investigation had several limitations. First, study 
I used a sample of college students which might not 
represent well the adult population of Mexico. Thus, 
the results of our first study need to be interpreted 
with this limitation in mind. Study II provided some 
validity about the importance of autonomy support 
by using more representative samples. However, 
one limitation of public sources of data is that they 
often do not use the psychometrically valid scales 
developed to measure psychological variables. Yet, 
we strongly believe that the measures extracted from 
the World Values Survey database had acceptable 
psychometric properties and that the use of other 
sources of information to validate research findings 
represents a robust strategy regardless of the possible 
limitations of the instruments.

In sum, our investigation tried to make a contribu-
tion by testing some of the hypotheses generated in 
the literature on the interplay between life satisfac-
tion, positive and negative affect, personality factors, 
autonomy support, interdependent and independent 
self-construal. Our results support the importance of 
extroversion, neuroticism, positive and negative af-
fect, and autonomy support in the explanation of life 
satisfaction. As suggested earlier, subjective well-being 
is one of the most important variables to explain by 
social scientists and we hope this enthusiasm is shared 
by other researchers in Latin-America. 
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