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Overview

Iwish to convince you that:

« Facebook ads are great formulti -country survey
participant recruitment

* Including difficult to reach developing-country populations
* Reasonable data quality

* But there are some important caveats

« Us Facebookusers,we’re there to be entertained
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Background

The World Relationships Study

Nth. America
e Core purpose:validate relational mobility relational mobility
. Opportunity and freedom to choose interpersonal _ Openmarketfor -
) ) interpersonalrelationships
relationships based on personal preference (vukietat., 2007; Yuki &
Schug, 2012) East-Asia
« Explains societal differences in behavior and psychology LOW
« Interpersonal similarity?, selfdisclosure?, selfenhancement 3, shame*, relational mobility
self-esteem?, general trust®, desire for uniqueness etc. Closed market for
« Need studies beyond East-West dichotomy .
« Validation as aconcept and ' Schug et al, 2009
2Schug et al,, 2010
« The 12-item relational mobility scale  vuietal 2007 oo 012
as a measurement tool L

Thomson et al., 2015
"Takemura, 2014



Background

The World Relationships Study

* Let’sdo a multi-country survey — 40 countries (n= 300 per country)
« Japan-based data solutions company quote: US$186,000 ball-park

* What about Facebook?
70 countries with > 30% penetration (June 2013)
Includes Middle East, North Africa, South America, South-cast Asia
e Cost-per-click US$0.10 (Tunisia)— US$1.52 (Japan)

e Re SpoONnsc rates 10% to 40% (Ramo et al,2012; Tan et al, 2012;Kito, 2010)
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I’ve tried Facebook ads before
(and falied)



Before The World Relationships s

St u d y (see Thomson&lto, 2014 for published paper)

* Masters thesis project (2012) English Japanes

Online Survey - Win $50 SNI5734’1 {v—#AE s000MF2-FHC
. . . &1
surveylab.imc.hokudai.ac.jp surveylab.imc hokudai.ac.jp

* Internet privacy concern survey 5 T et S e
o - privacy and enter draw - [/;é ;E\%Eﬁﬁg iiﬂgﬁi
(18 countries) | o 50 A \2F) o e

SN L ! (IiEEA
FILLOEED

e Recruited via Facebook ads

French Arabic

Enquete: 50€ 50 |z Mosw VI JoSi

. $ 5 O Am aZO n VO u Ch e r d raw st?rggylag.ir%:%gz:dai.ac.jp sur\.reylab.imn:.hr;)kudai.gr:‘?j'i)J & s
T - C let tt t T 2 Mol JeSa) asads 20

, Y de 2ominsurla ¥ TS

- fidentialit FB et - Aoty wgslel Llas dess

 Externalmotivator confidentialte sur 75 ¢ o nsel U s

gagnez un crédit
Amazon!

* Surveydesign was default Qualtrics
layout

 Spend:US$2,099 (7 days) Total valid N =399 (90 female)
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Before The World Relationships

Study
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mResponse rate (%M Response rate geReward Value (% of GDP per capita)
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[et’stry Facebook ads again

(and not fail)



World
Relationships
Survey

« 1stwave: 46-countries (21
languages)

* 5-min survey via Facebook
ads

* Countries with >30%
Facebook penetration

« Two versions
 Romance and friendship

WORLD
RELATIONSHIP

We are an international research group based in Japan: The Culture, Sodial

Ecology, and Psychology Lab at Hokkaido University. We do a lot of muiti-
country studies, in cooperation with universities all over the worid.

This particular survey is designed to find out the nature of interpersonal
relationships in different social contexts. With 40 countries and 21 languages in




Variables

* Relational mobility (vukietal.’s 2007 +2em scale)

o Selfdisclosure (schug et al., 2010)
° Intimacy (Sternberg, 1989

* Interpersonal similarity (schug et al., 2009

* Others (no. of romantic partners etc)

 Demographics

2020/3/24 Robert Thomson dtiEEXZE 10




Advert settings

 Objective: clicks to website

« Targeting: Country ofresidence

* Underperforming countries only: Targeted based on interests —

romance, friendships, boy/girlfriend, marriage etc (those countries not part of main
dataset)

* Placement: Desktop/mobile news feed, desktop right column

* NOT “Audience Network”— copious clicks, few responses
 Instagram now available — haven' tried it yet

* Bidding: Automatic
* Budget based on mid-market prices

* Schedule: Continuous for approx.one week (x 3 waves)

il B 1‘|'i\'||.'ﬂ i o sl e iubbat '|". il el L LN s ki v Dbl s s
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“Joun RESULTS

Thank you se. much fon taking, part in sun swwey)

We've crunched some numbers, and this is how your responses compare

YOU'VE HAD

Bt s

On average, people taking
this survey have had around

4 ROMANTIC PARTNERS IN
THEIR LIFE.

to other participants:

YOU'VE STOLEN

ik e

Our current data suggests
around

16% OF PEOPLE HAVE
STOLEN SOMEONE ELSE'S

PARTNER AT LEAST ONCE.

i #

YOU'VE HAD
Ll' nmnmdiopanhwwdlaﬂm

Our current data suggests
around

17% OF PEOPLE HAVE
HAD THEIR ROMANTIC
PARTNER STOLEN AT LEAST
ONCE.




Did the Facebook ads work?






Percent of people
displayed an ad who
actually clicked on it

l

® 5%
O 48%

® 33%
e 13%
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Cost per valid response
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Were the data OK?



Measurement

Relationalmobility measurement model model

Our general relational mobility measurement model (first proposed by Yuki et al., 2007) — 12 items, 1-6 Likert

12 items, 1-6 Likert

RELATIONAL
| MOBILITY 1
| 1
RM1 RM2 RM4r RM5r RMS RM3 RM6 RM7r RMOr RMI10 RMI1r | | RM12r
: - i I 1 1 L

COMMON
METHOD
BIAS*

* CFA Common method bias control strategy as outlined inBiliet &
Cambre (2003) Billiet & McClendon (2000) and Weijterset al. (2010)

ARt B N o i i
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Correlation with UNDP
Education Index

Proportion ofacquiescent
to non-acquiescent
responses in relational
mobility scale items
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Identity Coefficient (via
Procrustes Factor
Analysis)



Relational mobility
latent means

LOW HIGH

High correlations > 50)
with:

v Self-disclosure

v Intimacy

v Interpersonal similarity
v Tightness-looseness

v/ National-level external-
and internal-threats etc.



Wrapping up



Key insights

Facebook ads werevery cost effective in most countries

An engaging survey is essential

e Intrinsicreward is important (it’s only fair) Can you help? m

Self-selection bias at its finest

* Courtesy of Facebook’s targetng algorithm

Provided us with extremely strong supportive data

* Next step:cross-validate with ‘traditional’ sample

4
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APPENDIXI

Relational mobility scale
(Yuki et al., 2007; 12 items)

How much do you feelthe following statements accurately describe people in the immediate society in which you live (friends and
acquaintances in your school, colleagues in your workplace,and residents in your town etc.)?

* They (the people around you) have many chances to get to know otherpeople.

e ltiscommon forthese people to have a conversation with someone they have nevermet before.

* Theyare able to choose,according to theirown preferences,the people whom theyinteract with in their daily life.

* There are few opportunities for these people to form new friendships. (reversed)

* ltisuncommon forthese people to have a conversation with people theyhave nevermet before. (reversed)

* Iftheydid not like their current groups,they could leave for betterones.

* ltisoften the case that theycannot freely choose who they associate with. (reversed)

* Itiseasyforthem to meetnew people.

* Even ifthese people were not completely satisfied with the group theybelonged to,they would usually stay with it anyway. (reversed)
* Theyare able to choose the groups and organizations theybelong to.

* Even ifthese people were not satisfied with their current relationships,they would often have no choice but to stay with them. (reversed)
* Even though theymight ratherleave,these people often have no choice but to stay m groups theydon' like. (reversed)

1 = Strongly disagree,2 = Disagree,3 = Slightly disagree,4 = Slightly agree,5 = Agree, 6 = Strongly agree



O : Relational
Socio-ecologicalapproach o s

Social Physical Social Interpersonal

environment environment environment .. .
ecology Similar to:Ecological
\ /
(Barker, 1968)
X X . _
‘L environmental (craik
1973), community (kelly,
adaptive tasks oihischug, Yuki &Aaxt, 2015 J to71) cultural (kiayama &
Cohen, 2007)
psychologies,
behavioural
€Co 10gy (Davies et al.,
Culture | Human psychology 2012)
Symb.ols, meaning, __é‘ and behavior (Oishi2014)
rituals etc. )
V.

Oishi & Graham,2010

i A LA A |I.-'.'-'|' i "'1 didi Rl i
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Theory

What isrelational mobility?

The degree to which there is the opportunity and freedom to form and sever— according
to one’s preferences — relationships and group memberships in a society or social context
(Yuki et al. 2007, Yuki & Schug 2012)
High degree ofpersonal
choice in interpersonal

Nth. High relational relationships
America mobility ' L
Easy to change relationships
Interpersonal o |
. Falk, Heine, Yuki, & Takemura, 2009; Schug, Yuki,
cnvironm ent S Horikawa, & Takemura, 2009; Sznycer et al., 2012; Wang & LOWGI' degree OfD ersonal
. Leung, 2010; Yuki et al., 2007 —— = :
differ choice in interpersonal

: relationships
Japan Low relational .

mobility Less ease in changing

relationships



ve tasks
Adaptive tasks in

high relational mobility social contexts

Acquisition of desirable relationships/group
memberships

* Positive self-regard (selfenhancement; Falk et al. 2009)

o Selfesteem (sato & Yuki, 201%

* General trust (Yamagishi & Yamagishi 1994; Yamagishi, 20} 1
» Desirefor uniqueness (Takemura, 2014

Retention of desirable relationships/group ﬂ*

memberships

* Self-disclosure (Schug etal.2010) PLEQSE : DONIT Gb

 Intimacy (io etal,2015)

Consequence: Interpersonal similarity (Schug et al,2009)



1n
low relational mobility social contexts

Maintenance of harmony

« Avoiding offence
* Rejection sensitivity
« Shame proneness

e (Caution about friends




iRl A T A s e bt i

Limitations/

Re latl()n al m Ob lllty Future directions
limitations/future directions

 \What about the rest of the world?

« Measurement of relational mobility (society-level construct)
* Yuki et al.’s (2007) 12atem relational mobility scale (1 -6 Likert)

« How much do you feel the following statements accurately describe people
in the immediate society in which you live (friends and acquaintances in
your school, colleagues in your workplace,and residents in your town etc.)?

* They (the people around you) have many chances to get to know other Opportunities for
people. _ _ ?  meeting new people
 Itisuncommon forthese people to have a conversation with people they factor
have never met before. (reversed)

« Theyare able to choose the groups and organizations they belong to. ) Freed £
 Even though they might ratherleave, these people often have no choice but recqom ol
to stay in groups they don't like. (reversed) ? relational choice
) factor
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WRS Results

Facebook penetration rate (2015)

Can we expect representative exposure to ads?

80%

70%

Facebook ot
penetration 50%
ratel]

(percent of
population using 30%

M= 46% (SD= 13%)

40%

Facebookat
20%
least once a
month) 10%
0%
VP OA T O O OO FTIT O T OR_”LNNENIANOOADNOE TR O KON &
NaleY G\Q \\%\ v\e vg ng v% /\\\) \soo%\, = v(, SN Qv\ ~\~\(J %O ‘?,\’ éb oF v% o¥ Q}o ne qj><° $Q *c,)\ Q<<, vo 00 S v\,\ ve ~2~\\' Oe {@ Nt
v 07 @ W ¥ O AT QN AN o S R N Ty ¥ O X P v &G XV E N RTR
N & R IS SN I MRATE AT PANNNS @Q’Q’QQ\ooé‘%&o’\ VM R v S AR o Y oY ¥
&Q,Q“ AP o C AN A ) v@& L SN
S N Q S & N
N
http://www.allin1social .com/facebook/cqgﬁtry_stats/
N
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WRS Results

Click-through rate

What percent of users who were displayed ads clicked on the ads?

9.00%
Click- 8.00%
through 0%
rate

6.00%

(percent of users
seeing ads who  5.00%
clicked on ad) 4.00%

3.00%

2.00%

1.00%
0.00%

2020/3/24




WRS Results

Response rate

What percent of users who clicked on ads actually completed the survey?

45%
40%
35%
Response 30%
rate 250,
(percent of users
0
who clicked on 20% M=16% (SD=10%)
ad andvalidly e i i
completed
0
survey) 102
5%
0%
D E T O T O TN O T &N PO ARSI S IR I o S S, S PN oI O N SN alRN oS\ IR VNG
Q*Qq?vo Q‘\%\‘,\%\o(’(/veo 0%\,0@ Q}OQQ’\%Q@% ~\~\Q$\°’\ ®V§%\QV1>QOQ\?§QQ \&,@0 i %c’\/\\\l@e%o$ 0‘0\) <z1¢<' VQV @V%0%$VQVV$%VO%Q}Q’0‘§;@>« O$\\50v\y§<z~ v\é
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Female percentage

What percent of respondents indicated female as gender?

100%
90%

Percent 80%

female
70%

60%

2020/3/24

WRS Results

M= 87% (SD= 9%)




Mean age

How old are the respondents in each country?

Mean age

(years)

50
45
40

30
25
20
15
10

fRARAE i s ol s bt b
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WRS Results

M= 28 (SD=5)




Assumptions

Assumptions

Responses are unbiased by response styles?

Acquiescent LR Jordan
response ® Egypt { r=-496%**
.. 0.3 Morocco i
style [ (Van Dijk Libyan Arab * %< 0
etal,2009;Fischeret TrinidadSnd] T Ma.la.Vsﬁ Jamahiriya P - All SUbsequent' .
al,2009;Rammstedt 025 | .. Tobago .\—ll')ra es;cm{an ana|ySeS usewithin -
......... erritories | _, _
gal.,ztomih I Mauritvs ® Venezuela o subject means -only
reaterthan0 oo, T auritius stonia . .
Teans 0-2 e ® standardization
ccence  ae | ——= Sweden Ukraine (Fischer, 2004)
acquiescence 0.15 . Bortige! ,
@ WSA |ur|<ey—-<.., ........ Canad ew Zealand
Mexic® Chile| e ® Israel
. 1) ({olw N — O (o it : li
o Colombia Hong Kong France %..\1 hilip 'li‘F]’l.g:'ed « 2
e Hungary *2Pan &
0.05 Brazil .
e ® Singapdre
Poland G rlands
. Nethe
0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1

Education Index (UNDP HDI, 2000)
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. ey WRS Result
Relational mobility scale measurement
Invariance (Multi-group CFA;Cheung &Rensvold, 1999)

Does the tool work (measure relational mobility) well in every country?
| Model | Sy | df | "CFI| TLL | "RMSEA | Compare |2 CFI| AT | ARMSEA |
Configural (1) 44233 1950 --_

Partial Metric (2) 50854 2292 919 9 0 2vs 1 --_-
Partial Scalar (3) 55063 2368 909 901 055 3vs?2 --_-

* Configural model: Same structure as pooled sample across groups

* Metricinvariance: Same factor loadings as pooled sample across groups Means can be
e Scalarinvariance: Same item and 15t order factor intercepts as pooled meaningfully compared
sample across groups across countries

Cutoffpoints used:Metric vs. configural, A *CFI &A *TLI< .010,A *RMSEA < 015;Scalar vs.metric, A *CFI &A *TLI< .010,A *RMSEA < 015 (Chen,2007)
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WRS Results

Predictive validity

Do previous EastWest findings replicate across societies?

Relational Mobility and Relational Mobility and Relational Mobility and Relational Mobility and
Self-disclosure to close friend Romantic Intimacy Self-esteem (Schmitt & Allick, 2005) Similarity
atin 2
4.4 - 34.0 =
S 42 320
= 50
S 5 >
S 40 | 3 300 | =
) 7 5
i i =
© 38 = 280 £
N A »n 4.5 o
3.6 o 26.0 =
3.4 24.0 ! ! ! ! J 4.0 1 1 1 1 |
2.5 4.5 6.5 8.5 10.5 12.5 2.5 4.5 6.5 8.5 10.5 12.5 2.5 4.5 6.5 8.5 10.5 12.5 25 4.5 6.5 8.5 10.5 12.5
Relational Mobility Index Relational Mobility Index Relational Mobility Index Relational Mobility Index

Story is supported

« Higher relational mobility requires strategies toacquire and retain desirable relationships
* Resultis higherhomophily in interpersonal relationships

e IR AN i s
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WRS Results

Relationalmobility and
self-disclosure to a close friend
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o Chile Asia
® Germany ¢ |SI‘aEb|ar? # Mexico Europe
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. @ lurkey Unlted Kirf % (olombla North America
Self-disclosure 40 Philippine® ¢ portiigal U SPa' Trinidad -
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. Ifba"CIIL Smgapore Tob
friend _ ' Bragil  TOPago
38 - Tunisiat o= ® Ukraine
(scale: 1~5) U - ® Taiwan
R A
alaysia o ® Morocco .
3.6 Libya r=.705
* ® Jord
Japan ~Jordan p< 001
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34 | | | | | | | | J
3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 8.0 9.0 10.0 11.0 12.0

Relational Mobility Index
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WRS Results

Relationalmobility and
romanticintimacy

60 _ _ Africa
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New Zealand Europe
6.0 [ ® Hungar @ rael ® Netherlands . .
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58 ¢ Tunisia ® Estonia eCanada _ - - )
. S N P . North America
Intimacy with S - " @ Chile .
i Leb - Trinidad Oceania
romantic 56 - o Mzila_ys_ia_ - L5 a'nsni'urkey ® Ukraine and Venezuela ® Puerto Rico
partner - .L'b ¢ Singapore T°b39°/0 p e ® Mexico
. ibya
(scale: 1~7) 54 ¢ &%%Ireégige Morocco SpainColombia
® Taiwan © —
Hopg K r=.340
52 r°l':33yp?."g Brazil
. p<.05
Japan
5.0 | | | | | | | J
3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 8.0 9.0 10.0 11.0 12.0

Relational Mobility Index
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Relationalmobility and

self-esteem

WRS Results

350 Africa
- Asia
330 _ ® Israel @ Chile-"~ Europe
T”rkey.Germany ® Estonia ¢ USA- , Latin America
® Australia - © » iexico MENA
31.0 | Lebanon A —e sgain.—’Netherlands .
- _eUKBrazil_ Poland North America
Self-esteem . Philippine@POrtugal 2 /
® Malaysia ilippine _- Canada . Oceania
(country-level 200 L ° Morg%giwa'n'New Zealand France
data from Hong Kong -7
Schmitt &Allick, 270 |- 9. -
2005) -7
g r=.581
25.0 Japan
p < .01
23.0 | | | | | | | | J
3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 8.0 9.0 10.0 11.0 12.0
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WRS Results

Relationalmobility and
interpersonal similarity

55 Africa
‘ Australia Asi
New Zealand 9 @ : 1a
UK o Canada Puer:o Rico Burope
. e « U™ e chile Latin America
Tun|5| ‘Pa estin '3 angGermany :Eortuga en Polap Netherands™ MENA
>0 T Phili Tu;kiy _____ et . enezuela North America
Interpersonal Hungary ™ __ —=WRI® Spﬂn,#nmdad Mex,co Oceania
similarity $--"g goroc —singapore  aurini | colombia
) ® Malaysia “|ibya @ Taiwan “Brazil
with close Hong Kong .
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friend 45 L
° < .01
Japan P
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(without Japan r
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Construct validity: Antecedents to Relational

Mobility

Association with closed/open societies...are they associated with relational mobility?

Pathogen prevalence McEvedy &
Jones, 1978) and relational mobility
(N =32)

Nth. America

Relational Mobility Index

5.0
r=-413%
L BInr\
-3.00 -1.00 1.00

Historical Prevalence of Pathogens

2020/3/24

Demanding geoclimate (vande
Viiert, 2006)and relational mobility

(N = 27)

-3.00 -1.00 1.00

Demanding Geoclimate
(Midrange temperature controlled for the

winter-summer variation in temperature; Van de

Vliert 20006

Survival vs. self-expression
(ngelhart et al, 2005) and relational
mobility (N = 34)

11.00

-2.00 -1.00 0.00 1.00 2.00 3.00

Survival vs. self-expression

WRS Results

Story

Such ecologies select for
exclusive, closed social
systems

* Closed societies to
avoid pathogen
ingress

* High reciprocation,
cooperation, high
mutual surveillance to
avoid free-riding in
demanding
geoclimate




WRS Results

Pathogen prevalence
and relational mobility

120 Africa
. Asia
® PuertfoMirigco
Europe
100 | ® Venezuela Latin America
2 Netherland Trinidad ando MENA
etherlan d‘ﬁl?ce rinidad an
Poland e @S i )
. ® Canada & UsA Pa%3bago ® Brazil North America
selonel - T 5 !mvr;’teed?lrgin d I ® Israel Oceania
. m i
Mobility Index ® New Zealand - - _ ~.‘80,gstra @
® EstoriiaUkraine” ~ |- - _ _ _ ® Portugal
® Germany T ‘.‘ Phili5oi
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6o L @ Tulkéjnganore
, Lioyan AckgPR8Rorocco r=-.279
Jamahiriy
. . <
| | | o L Jordari fa%ht = Tun||5|a | P 10
-1.50 -1.00 -0.50 0.00 0.50 1.00 1.50

Historical prevalence of pathogens
(Murray & Schaller,2010)
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Tuberculosisper 100,000 people
and relational mobility

11.00 ® Puerto Rico ® Mexico Asia
& RO
® Nethériéngce, S - Latin America
200 VsK® 0 Mauritius ® Braz MENA
' North Ameri
. ~ @ _Unjted Kingdom or erica
Relational o A‘gtfgff Y Zealsnd e R,
13 T = ~ _@@ERomisgal @ Ukraine
Mobility Index 790 | .‘.E~-‘~ ® Germany. ohil
. S ~o ilippines
® TurReyingapore = =-_ A
® Lebanon & Masaccn = =<
5.00 | @ Libyan ArabJamaﬂmiﬂ\?a it
# Jordan .&amlagb—jan r=-372
® Hungary ® Malaysia
=.02
3.00 | | | | p O 6
0.50 1.00 1.50 2.00 2.50 N= 36

Incidence of tuberculosis per 100,000 people (log)
(World Health Organization, 1990 to 2013 average)
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Demanding geoclimate WRS Results
and relational mobility

Africa
® Mexico 110 | )
' Asia
@ Cotombia @ Venczuefa Europe
e Netherlands® France . :
S~ - = @ Polam Ba]‘ Canada @ Brazil T Latin America
Lo Smeden Joracl ® MENA
S o Ne? Jnited Kimgdom | Austrfli North America
_ P Portugal Oceania
Mobility Index @ Germany™ ~ _ hilippines
@ Turke§ Smga@%mm N
@ Hong Kong h ®»-Morocco
50
@ Japan @ Egypt — _536
@ Hungary g Malaysia .
| | | | | 30 | | | | J p < -01

-2.50 -2.00 -1.50 -1.00 -0.50 0.00 0.50 1.00 1.50 2.00 2.50

Demanding Geoclimate
(Midrange temperature controlled for the winter-summer variation in temperature; Van de Vliert,2006)
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Survival vs. self-expression

mgemar et 2005 AN relational mobility (N = 33)

Africa
Asia
11.0 | ® Mexierto Rico Burope
. Vengz ela . _ Latin America
. oombla. Fragaetherjands _ - gy
. - , etherlan
o ol FBI&AERd Tobagmsiayi - -~ o R anada :
. .- . ® Sweden North America
Relational ® Israel _ - - B nitet Kinacom .
.. — g4 Kiggdom Oceania
Mobility Index -~ @ Rew cealan
y ® Estoni@ Ukraine _+-" ® Portugal
= 7'-@'. |- ® Germany
_-- Philippines
# Taiwan o roiagpore
*oMasRE%0ong
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® Jordan ® Egypt
®|Japan
® Hungary #® Malaysia p < .001
| | | 30 | | | | | J
-1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0

Survival vs. self-expression (ngelhart
etal,2005)and relational mobility
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WRS Results

Construct validity: Outcomes

Expected associations with high/low relational mobility?

Story

Relational Mobility and )
Relational mobility and number ofnew Justifiability of Divorce Relational Mobility and Where choice

acquaintancesin last month (log) (WVS w6, 2014) (N=26) Tightness (Gelfandet al., 2011) (N=22) ab ounds, SO

should excuses
for divorce.

Closed
Nth. committed social
| contexts should
J foster strong
atin
America norms;adherence
5 00 : : - - 0.00 - : - - ofsuch should

250 450 6.50 850 1050 200 4.00 6.00 8.00 10.00 help avoid

r= .568%%* 1200 ¢ r=-417%

8.00

1.00

oo

=

=
T

080 L 6.00

Tightness
o
e
S
&

4.00 |

060 L 4.00 |

Justifiability of divorce

New acquaintances in last month

0.40 ' ' ' '

2.50 4.50 6.50 8.50 10.50
Relational Mobility Index RelationaliMobilifyindex Relational Mobility Index disharmony

within long-
lasting
relationships.

L i i vk g
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Relational mobility and number of

new acquaintances in last month (log)

Number of
new
acquaintances
in last month

(log)

SRR T AN it s e it i s il Ll
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WRS Results

Construct validity: Values and culture

Associations with other cultural/value constructs?

Individualism Power Distance Masculinity Uncertainty Avoidance Long Term Orientation
100 o r= 184 . . 100 . . 100 ~ .. 100~ . . 100 o . . r= -189
o °% e “ * o9 .
o ofstede A~ S P,
—_ 50 - 50 o . 50 50 - 50 A
&, * LS . .
0 T T T 1 0 T T T 1 O T T . 1 0 T T T 0 T T T
3 5 7 9 11 3 5 7 9 11 3 5 7 9 11 3 5 7 9 11 3 5 7 9 11
Relational Mobility Index Relational Mobility Index Relational Mobility Index Relational Mobility ndex Relational Mobility ndex
Embeddedness Affective Autonomy Hierarchy Mastery Egalitarian commitment
r=-413t ] r=2367t e ] o /=-444r '] @ =056 g "] or=s01r g
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o . o ] e ¢

\‘&:\. ¢ o . _‘.T_‘_O._ 5 - . Schwartz (1994)
4 4

% ‘1 o C “1 o - st N=20
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1 3 A 4 4
¢ o
3 3 2 4 4
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WRS Results

Relationalmobility and
soclal cynicism

Social Cynicism Aftica
Index e Taiwan @ Estonia Asia
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Relational Mobility and Justifiability of
Divorce (wvs we, 2014) (N=26)

9.00
r
Always justifiable 200
7.00
Justifiable: Divorce .00

(World Values Survey w6, V205)

5.00

4.00

Never justifiable 3.00
l

2.00
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WRS Results

Relational Mobility and
Tightness (Gelfandet al., 2011) (N=22)
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WRS Results

Embeddedness (schwartz, 1994)

Embeddedness

Conformity with
norms, valuing
tradition, security,
obedience. Focus
on social order.

2020/3/24
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WRS Results

Affective autonomy (schwartz, 1994)

Africa
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4 — France Europe
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WRS Results

Intellectual autonomy (schwartz, 1994)

Intellectual
autonomy
Allowance for
independent
pursuit of ideas
and thought
(theoretical,
political, etc,)
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WRS Results

Mastery (schwartz 1994)
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WRS Results

Harmony (schwartz 1994)
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WRS Results

Hierarchy (schwartz 1994)
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WRS Results

Egalitarian Commitment (schwartz1994)
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TEMPLATE

WRS Results
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Antecedents

Intant mortality 1960-2014 average r =-.300, p < .10
Adjusted r = -.358, p = .04

A2012_death _disease birth WHO r =-.295, p < .10

1980, 1990, 2000, 2010 agriculture value added GDP percent World Bank

National accounts data and OECD National Account data files (perhaps make
average)

2010 r=-405,p <.05
1500 real population density r = -.366, p < .10
Adjusted pathogen prevalence 9 item r = -.365, p = .04
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