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Abstract

More than 1000 respondents in Sweden (2013) and the US (2014) were asked
to report their subjective opinions and attitudes about situations that caused
them regret, concern, worry, and anxiety. US respondents self-identified as
Black. Although exploratory factor analyses extracted many latent factors
from the 80 questions, a common latent inner factor was extracted from five
questions that examined key psychological phenomena: worry at the present
time, bothersome concerns in the present, regret for the past, anxiety about
the future, and unpleasant experience in the past. Confirmatory factor analys-
es and structural equation modeling of the latent variables (SEM/LV) pro-
vided convincing evidence of the existence of a common latent inner factor in
both countries. Because each of the five key phenomena reflected concerns
involving the self, the common latent inner factor was labeled “Being unable
to detach from concerns involving the self.” Then, the same latent inner factor
was also confirmed in SEM/LV of combinations of data from Swedish and US
Black respondents, and from respondents in a previous study (Japanese, and
US respondents who identified as White; Hayase, 2016). Women, younger
people, and people with lower levels of education were less able to detach
from concerns involving the self than men, older people, and people with
higher levels of education. Confirmatory factor analyses by SEM/LV provided
additional evidence of the existence of a common latent inner factor for the
five phenomena, worry, bothersome concerns, regret, anxiety, and unpleasant
experience. Psychological and philosophical implications of the latent inner
factor with regard to genuine happiness were discussed.
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to Detach, How to Detach, Anxiety, Regret, Worry, Genuine Happiness

1. Introduction

About one hundred years ago, the French philosopher Alain (1907) said, “One is
not laughing because one is happy, instead, I should say that one is happy be-
cause one is laughing.” This statement is probably surprising to many people
who hold the common belief that laughter results from happiness and that hap-
piness is “episodic” (Raibley, 2012). The typical impression is that happiness
follows this sequence of events. Step 1: Some episodes occur or events happen to
someone. Step 2: The person who experiences the episode or event feels happy
because of it. Step 3: The person laughs because of this happiness.

This type of episodic happiness is passive, limited, and unstable, because it is
determined by the kinds of episodes or events that occur in your life. But al-
though these episodes are transitory, they may affect your mind. If things did
not go right for you during episodes in the past, you may end up regretting them
forever (Saffrey et al., 2008; Roese et al., 2009; Bidjerano, 2010; Komiya et al.,
2012). If you believe that episodes in the future will be such that things will not
go right for you, you will not be able to cut loose from anxiety about them (Zin-
barg, 1998; Carleton et al., 2007; Hoffman et al., 2008; Bidjerano, 2010; Carleton
et al., 2012). And if things are not going right for you at the present time, you
may find it almost impossible to get your mind off current worries that are bo-
thering you (Freeston et al., 1994; Bergman & Craske, 2000; Brosschot et al.,
2006; Sugiura, 2007; McEvoy et al.,, 2010; Bidjerano, 2010; Stokes & Hirsch,
2010). Your regrets, anxiety, and/or worries may lead to negative rumination
(Nolen-Hoeksema et al., 2008; Taku, 2009) or repetitive negative thinking (Ehr-
ing & Watkins, 2008; Ehring et al., 2011).

But if, as Alain proposed, one is happy because one is laughing, happiness
does not depend on specific episodes and the situation is very different from the
episodic happiness that is commonly considered.

What kind of happiness is this? What do you do when things do not go right
for you? First, you may act to alter the situation. If you can change the situation
to produce a satisfactory result, you may be satisfied, and you will be able to ex-
perience episodic happiness (Raibley, 2012). A number of studies have examined
the relationship of episodic happiness and satisfaction (e.g. Diener et al., 1985a;
Diener et al., 1985b; Schimmack & Oishi, 2005; Oishi & Sullivan, 2006; Nicker-
son et al., 2007; Xiao & Li, 2011). But if you cannot change the situation to ob-
tain a satisfactory outcome, what can you do? If you still think that things will be
able to improve, you will try again to alter the conditions by other means. How-
ever, after repeated failures, you finally understand that the situation cannot be
altered any more. Such occasions happen every second of every day. What do

you do when this occurs, and things just don’t go right for you?

DOI: 10.4236/psych.2018.96090

1476 Psychology


https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2018.96090

K. Hayase

This is an important problem, and it is significant to investigate and solve it in
order to discover and clarify the circumstances of true happiness, not merely ep-
isodic happiness (Raibley, 2012). An Internet survey about people’s mental con-
structs related to happiness was previously conducted on adults in Japan and
adults in the US who self-identified as White, as reported in Hayase (2016). The
present study reports a similar survey administered to adults in Sweden and to
adults in the US who self-identified as Black. The questionnaire included the
same eighty psychological and philosophical questions and four demographic
questions about gender, age, education, and income that were used by Hayase
(2016). In an exploratory analysis, many psychological latent factors were ex-
tracted from the eighty questions. Confirmatory factor analyses were carried out
that included these attributes. Among the many psychological inner latent fac-
tors, the same inner latent factor “Being unable to detach from concerns involv-
ing the self” was extracted, as in the earlier report (Hayase, 2016). The present
study examines the important factors related to the themes “Real happiness
which is independent of any episode” and “What do you do when you find that
things are finally and certainly not going right for you?”

The present study had three main goals: 1) to make it easier to identify the
true inner target or object about which people are anxious, worried, and/or re-
gretful when things do not go right for you; 2) to confirm the existence of the
inner latent factor “Being unable to detach from concerns involving the self,”
which was identified in an earlier study of the US and Japan (Hayase, 2016) by
providing new statistical data from Sweden and the US; and 3) to examine the
concept of “genuine happiness,” which differs from the episodic happiness de-

riving from unstable episodes.

Summary of the Previous Report (Hayase, 2016) for Japanese and
US (White Ethnicity) Samples

A total of 1060 Japanese respondents (529 men and 531 women; average age 44.1
years, standard deviation 13.9) participated in 2012. Respondents were regis-
tered with a social survey company, INTAGE Inc., which has over one million
respondents all over Japan. Each year within each age decade was represented by
a group of respondents (e.g., for women, 13 20-year-olds, 4 21-year olds, 8
22-year-olds, 11 23-year-olds, and so on).

A total of 1125 US respondents who self-identified as “White” for their eth-
nicity (540 men and 585 women; average age 44.7 years, standard deviation 14.1)
participated in 2012. Respondents were registered with a social survey company,
Survey Sampling International, which has over one million respondents from all
over the United States.

Table 1 and Table 7 of Hayase (2016) provide the demographic profile and
age distribution of the US and Japanese respondents, respectively. For both US
and Japanese White ethnicity samples, there was no correlation between gender

and age.
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Table 1. Cross tabulation scores by gender and age group and frequency distributions of responses to Q5L5 of Swedish respon-

dents in 2013, showing number (percentage) who selected each response.

Age

20s

30s

40s

50s

60s

Total

Gender

Men
Women
Both
Men
Women
Both
Men
Women
Both
Men
Women
Both
Men
Women
Both
Men
Women

Both

Strongly agree
8 (8.0)
2 (1.9)
28 (13.8)
13 (12.9)
10 (9.5)
23 (11.2)
10 9.7)
7 (6.5)
17 (8.1)
8 (7.8)
8 (7.3)
16 (7.5)
3 (2.7)
6 (5.7)
9 (4.2)
42 (8.1)
51 (9.6)
93 (8.9)

29

54

20

39

59

19

32

51

20

24
44

21

29

92

145
237

Agree Somewhat agree Sz::;:jt Disagree 2:22;2: Total
(2500 32 (320) 15 (150) 16 (16.0) 4 (4.0) 100 (100.0)
(282) 33 (32.0) 9 (8.7) 9 (8.7) 3 (2.9) 103 (100.0)
(26.6) 65 (32.0) 24 (11.8) 25 (12.3) 7 (3.4) 203 (100.0)
(19.8) 35 (34.7) 21 (20.8) 7 (6.9) 5 (5.0) 101 (100.0)
(37.1) 33 (31.4) 15 (14.3) 8 (7.6) 0 105 (100.0)
(28.6) 68 (33.0) 36 (17.5) 15 (7.3) 5 (2.4) 206 (100.0)
(18.4) 31 (30.1) 21 (20.4) 16 (15.5) 6 (5.8) 103 (100.0)
(29.6) 38 (35.2) 17 (15.7) 11 (10.2) 3 (2.8) 108 (100.0)
(24.2) 69 (32.7) 38 (18.0) 27 (12.8) 9 (4.3) 211 (100.0)
(19.4) 24 (23.3) 22 (21.4) 23 (22.3) 6 (5.8) 103 (100.0)
(21.8) 37 (33.6) 21 (19.1) 15 (13.6) 5 (4.5) 110 (100.0)
(20.7) 61 (28.6) 43 (20.2) 38 (17.8) 11 (5.2) 213 (100.0)

(7.3) 41 (37.3) 27 (24.5) 23 (20.9) 8 (7.3) 110 (100.0)
(19.8) 33 (31.1) 21 (19.8) 19 (17.9) 6 (5.7) 106 (100.0)
(134) 74 (343) 48 (222) 42 (194) 14  (6.5) 216 (100.0)
(17.8) 163 (31.5) 106 (205) 85  (164) 29  (5.6) 517 (100.0)
(273) 174 (327) 83  (156) 62 (11.7) 17 (32) 532 (100.0)

(22.6) 337 (32.1) 189  (18.0) 147 (14.0) 46  (4.4) 1049  (100.0)

The questionnaire, procedures, and path analysis (SEM: Structural Equation
Modeling) for both Japanese and US (White ethnicity) samples were identical to

those used in the present Studies 1 and 2.

2. Study 1: Sweden, 2013
2.1. Method
2.1.1. Respondents

It is well known that many substantial cultural variations exist between inde-
pendent (e.g., Euro-American) and interdependent (e.g., Asian) cultures (Uchi-
da et al., 2004; Uchida et al., 2008; Uchida et al., 2009). A Swedish sample was
selected to represent an independent culture and to contrast effectively with the
former Japanese sample that represented an interdependent culture (Hayase,
2016). A total of 1049 Swedish respondents (517 men and 532 women; average
age 45.1 years, standard deviation 14.4) participated. Respondents were regis-
tered with a social survey company, Survey Sampling International. The Total
column of Table 1 shows the age distribution of the respondents. Each year
within each age decade was represented by a number of respondents (e.g., for
women, 14 20-year-olds, 10 21-year olds, 6 22-year-olds, 10 23-year-olds, and so
on). There was no correlation between gender and age, and the demographic
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distribution of the respondents was statistically ideal for the study of correlations

of factors with gender and age.

2.1.2, Measurement of Variables

The questionnaire included a brief demographic survey asking gender Ql
(Men:1, Women:2) and age Q2. Respondents selected one of the following op-
tions to indicate their individual annual income Q3: (1) Less than 20 thousand
SEK (Sweden krona), (2) Between 20 and 50 thousand SEK, (3) Between 50 and
100 thousand SEK, (4)... (9), (10) Between 45 and 50 thousand SEK, (11)... (13),
(14) Between 2000 and 4000 thousand SEK, (15) 4000 thousand SEK or more,
(16) Don’t know/Prefer not to answer. Respondents selected one of the following
options to indicate their level of education Q4: (1) Graduated from primary
school, (2) Graduated from junior high school, (3) Graduated from high school
or vocational school, (4) Graduated from specialized vocational school or junior
college, (5) Graduated from university, (6) Graduated from graduate school.

The questionnaire, which was translated into Swedish, included a total of 80
questions (Q5L1 to Q12L10). A single latent inner factor was extracted from the
following five critical questions, as in the earlier study (Hayase, 2016). Q5L5: “I
am often not able to cut loose from worries even when things were certainly
found not to go right for me.” Q8L1: “I find it almost impossible to get my mind
off concerns that are bothering me.” Q8L4: “I often end up regretting something
forever.” Q8L7: “I am not able to cut loose from uneasy occurrence and anxiety
which may happen in the future.” Q8L10:“I find it almost impossible to get my
mind off an unpleasant experience once I have had it.” Respondents selected one
of the following options to answer: strongly agree, agree, somewhat agree,
somewhat disagree, disagree, and strongly disagree. The six alternatives were
shown in the above order, and the items were not numbered. Respondents were
asked to report their subjective opinions and/or attitudes toward the situation in
the question.

The questions corresponding to Q5, Q6, and Q8 are provided in the Appendix

for reference.

2.1.3. Procedures
Participants in Sweden were randomly selected from the subscribers of Survey
Sampling International, and the questionnaires were sent to them via the Inter-
net. When the number of respondents who completed questionnaires exceeded
1000, the survey was closed. The respondents completed the questionnaires at
some time from the 9th to the 16th of January 2013. The respondents received
compensation for participating in the survey. All respondents provided in-
formed consent.

The sampling bias of respondents was small, as Survey Sampling International
rigorously performs identity verification and maintenance after respondent reg-
istration. In the process of individual identity verification, Survey Sampling In-

ternational sends a packet to the respondent’s registered address to verify the in-
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dividual’s identity and location. Survey Sampling International prevents double
respondent registration by checking duplicate email addresses. In performing
maintenance after respondent registration, Survey Sampling International con-
ducts quality surveys and checks the cookies stored on the respondents’ com-

puters.

2.1.4. Statistical Analysis

Path analysis (Structural Equation Modeling; SEM) was selected rather than
multiple regression analysis for the following reasons. When analyzing three va-
riables A, B and C, in which A predicts B and B predicts C, it is necessary to
consider a model of chaining predictions, which admits different variables and
permits an evaluation of model appropriateness by path analysis (SEM). How-
ever, such a model cannot be analyzed by means of multiple regression analysis,
because in such an analysis, each A, B or C can be only an independent or a de-
pendent variable. Moreover, the set for path analysis (SEM) completely includes
the set for multiple regression analysis. Therefore, path analysis (SEM) was se-

lected over multiple regression analysis.

2.2. Results and Discussion

2.2.1. Confirmatory Factor Analyses by Structural Equation Modeling of
the Latent Variables (SEM/LV)

Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses were used to demonstrate the sta-

tistical validity of latent factors obtained from the questionnaire.

While many psychological latent factors were extracted from the eighty ques-
tions of the questionnaire in the exploratory factor analysis, special attention was
paid to a latent inner factor extracted from the five questions Q5L5, Q8L1, Q8L4,
Q8L7, and Q8L10 (Cronbach’s alpha 0.853), which represent rather different
psychological phenomena: Q5L5 (“I am often not able to cut loose from worries
even when things were certainly found not to go right for me”) represents “wor-
ry” at the present time; Q8L1 (“I find it almost impossible to get my mind off
concerns that are bothering me”) reflects “bothersome concerns” in the present;
Q8L4 (“T often end up regretting something forever”) indicates “regret” for the
past; Q8L7 (“I am not able to cut loose from uneasy occurrence and anxiety
which may happen in the future”) reflects “anxiety” about the future; and Q8L10
(“I find it almost impossible to get my mind off an unpleasant experience once I
have had it”) indicates “unpleasant experience” in the past. In order to demon-
strate the statistical validity of the latent factor extracted from these different
phenomena, a confirmatory factor analysis was carried out.

The confirmatory factor analysis of the latent factor and structural equation
modeling of the latent variables (SEM/LV) were carried out using Amos 19.
Frequency distributions of responses to Q5L5, Q8L1, Q8L4, Q8L7, and Q8L10 of
Swedish sample are represented in Tables 1-5 as cross tabulation scores by
gender and age group. The analysis included the attributes of gender, age, level

of education, and annual income, which predicted the latent factor, as illustrated

DOI: 10.4236/psych.2018.96090

1480 Psychology


https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2018.96090

K. Hayase

Table 2. Cross tabulation scores by gender and age group and frequency distributions of responses to Q8L1 of Swedish respon-
dents in 2013, showing number (percentage) who selected each response.

Age Gender Strongly agree Agree Somewhat agree SZZ:;:? Disagree iltlzz;lrgelz Total
Men 19 (19.0) 31 (31.0) 25 (25.0) 7 (7.0) 14 (14.0) 4 (4.0 100 (100.0)
20s Women 27  (26.2) 30 (29.1) 29 (282) 9 (8.7) 7 6.8 1 (1.0) 103  (100.0)
Both 46  (227) 61 (30.0) 54 (266) 16 (79 21  (103) 5 (2.5 203  (100.0)
Men 17 (16.8) 24 (238) 35 (347) 11 (1090 9 89 5 (50) 101  (100.0)
30s Women 17 (16.2) 38 (36.2) 31 (29.5) 12 (11.4) 6 (5.7) 1 (1.0 105 (100.0)
Both 34 (16.5) 62 (30.1) 66 (32.0) 23 (11.2) 15 (7.3) 6 (2.9) 206 (100.0)
Men 11 (10.7) 22 (21.4) 39 (37.9) 12 (11.7) 14 (13.6) 5 (4.9) 103 (100.0)
40s Women 15  (13.9) 34 (315) 31  (287) 11  (102) 14 (13.0) 3 (2.8) 108  (100.0)
Both 26 (12.3) 56 (265) 70 (332) 23 (109) 28 (133) 8 (3.8) 211  (100.0)
Men 5 (4.9) 16 (155) 32 (3L1) 19 (184) 21  (204) 10 (9.7) 103  (100.0)
50s Women 9 (8.2) 26 (23.6) 44 (40.0) 9 (8.2) 18 (16.4) 4 (3.6) 110 (100.0)
Both 14 (6.6) 42 (19.7) 76 (35.7) 28 (13.1) 39 (18.3) 14 (6.6) 213 (100.0)
Men 3 (2.7) 11 (10.0) 56 (50.9) 15 (13.6) 18 (16.4) 7 (6.4) 110 (100.0)
60s Women 11 (10.4) 26 (24.5) 34 (321) 19  (179) 14  (132) 2 (190 106  (100.0)
Both 14 (6.5) 37 (171) 90  (417) 34 (157) 32 (148) 9 (42) 216  (100.0)
Men 55  (10.6) 104 (20.1) 187 (362) 64 (124) 76  (147) 31 (6.0) 517  (100.0)
Total Women 79 (14.8) 154 (28.9) 169  (31.8) 60 (11.3) 59 (1.1 11 (2.1) 532 (100.0)
Both 134 (12.8) 258 (246) 356  (33.9) 124 (11.8) 135 (129) 42 (4.0) 1049 (100.0)

Table 3. Cross tabulation scores by gender and age group and frequency distributions of responses to Q8L4 of Swedish respon-
dents in 2013, showing number (percentage) who selected each response.

Strongly Somewhat

Age Gender agree Agree Somewhat agree disagree Disagree Strongly disagree Total
Men 6 (6.0) 14 (14.0) 28 (28.0) 20 (20.0) 19 (19.0) 13 (13.0) 100 (100.0)
20s Women 7 (68) 17 (16.5) 26 (25.2) 23 (22.3) 18 (17.5) 12 (11.7) 103 (100.0)
Both 13 (6.4) 31 (153) 54 (266) 43 (212) 37  (182) 25  (12.3) 203 (100.0)
Men 7 (69 12 (119 24  (23.8) 23 (228) 18 (178) 17  (16.8) 101 (100.0)

30s Women 8 (76) 9 (86) 32 (305 21 (2000 27 (257) 8 (7.6) 105 (100.0)
Both 15 (73) 21 (102) 56  (272) 44  (214) 45 (21.8) 25  (121) 206 (100.0)
(29 6 (58 16 (155) 25 (243) 36 (350) 17  (165) 103 (100.0)
40s Women (46) 12 (11.1) 22  (204) 18 (167) 35 (324) 16 (148 108 (100.0)
Both (38) 18 (85) 38  (180) 43  (204) 71  (336) 33  (156) 211 (100.0)
Men 1 (10) 6 (58 15 (146) 14 (13.6) 47 (456) 20  (194) 103 (100.0)

Men

o U W

50s Women 4 (36) 8 (73) 24 (21.8) 23 (209) 31 (282) 20 (182) 110 (100.0)
Both 5 (23) 14 (66) 39 (183) 37 (174 78 (36.6) 40  (18.8) 213 (100.0)
Men 1 (9 2 (1.8 20 (182 25 (227) 39  (355) 23 (209) 110 (100.0)
60s Women 4 (38) 4 (38 14 (132) 22  (208) 46 (434) 16 (151) 106 (100.0)
Both 5 (23) 6 (28 34 (157) 47  (218) 85  (394) 39  (181) 216 (100.0)

Men 18 (35 40 (7.7) 103 (1990 107 (20.7) 159 (30.8) 90  (17.4) 517 (100.0)
Total  Women 28 (53) 50 (9.4) 118 (222) 107 (201) 157 (2950 72 (13.5) 532 (100.0)
Both 46 (44) 90 (86) 221 (21.1) 214 (204) 316 (30.1) 162 (154) 1049  (100.0)
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Table 4. Cross tabulation scores by gender and age group and frequency distributions of responses to Q8L7 of Swedish respon-
dents in 2013, showing number (percentage) who selected each response.

hat trongl
Age Gender  Strongly agree Agree Somewhat agree So'mew a Disagree S.rongy Total
disagree disagree
Men 7 (7.0) 20 (2000 32 (3200 21 (2L0) 13 (13.0) 7  (7.0) 100 (100.0)

20s Women 15 (146) 36  (350) 24 (233) 15 (146) 10 (97) 3 (29 103 (100.0)
Both 22 (108) 56 (276) 56  (27.6) 36 (17.7) 23 (11.3) 10  (4.9) 203 (100.0)

Men 8 (79) 21 (208 37 (366) 13 (129 12 (1190 10 (9.9 101 (100.0)
30s Women 13 (124) 26  (248) 35 (333) 21 (200) 7 67) 3 (2.9 105 (100.0)
Both 21 (102) 47 (228) 72  (350) 34 (165 19 (92) 13  (6.3) 206 (100.0)
Men 3 (9 26 (252) 28 (272) 22 (214) 23 (223) 11 (107) 103 (100.0)
40s Women 9  (83) 22 (204) 29 (269) 22 (204) 23 (213) 3 (2.8) 108 (100.0)
Both 12 (57) 38 (180) 57  (27.0) )

Men 4 (39 10 (97 25 (243) 19 184) 33  (320) 12 (11.7) 103 (100.0)
50s Women 6 (5.5) 18  (164) 32 (29.1) 23 (209) 22 (200) 9  (82) 110 (100.0)
Both 10 (470 28 (13.1) 57 (268) 42 (197) 55 (25.8) 21  (9.9) 213 (100.0)
Men 0 0.0 5 (45) 32 (291) 26 (236) 37 (336) 10 (9.1) 110 (100.0)

(
(
4 (209) 46 (21.8) 14  (6.6) 211 (100.0
(
(

60s Women

~N

(66) 14  (132) 43  (406) 15 (142) 23 (2L7) 4  (3.8) 106 (100.0)
Both 7 (32 19  (88) 75 (347) 41  (190) 60 (278) 14  (6.5) 216 (100.0)
Men 22 (43) 72 (139) 154 (29.8) 101 (195 118 (22.8) 50  (9.7) 517 (100.0)
Total Women 50 (9.4) 116 (21.8) 163 (30.6) 96 (18.0) 85 (16.0) 22  (4.1) 532 (100.0)
Both 72 (6.9) 188 (17.9) 317 (302) 197 (18.8) 203 (194) 72 (69) 1049  (100.0)

Table 5. Cross tabulation scores by gender and age group and frequency distributions of responses to Q8L10 of Swedish respon-
dents in 2013, showing number (percentage) who selected each response.

Somewhat Strongly

Age Gender  Strongly agree Agree Somewhat agree Disagree Total

disagree disagree

Men 6 (6.0 15 (150) 30 (300) 29 (290) 17 (17.0) 3  (3.0) 100 (100.0)
20s Women 12 (11.7) 19  (184) 41  (398) 17 (165 12 (11.7) 2  (L9) 103 (100.0)
Both 18 (89) 34 (167) 71  (350) 46 (227) 29 (143) 5 (2.5 203 (100.0)
Men 10 (9.9) 12 (11.9) 29 (287) 23 (228 18 (17.8) 9 (8.9 101 (100.0)
30s Women 13 (124) 18  (171) 31  (295) 23 (219) 16 ( 4
Both 23 (11.2) 30 (146) 60  (29.1) 46 (223) 34 (165) 13 (6.3) 206 (100.0)
Men 4 (39 8 (7.8) 30 (29.1) 24 (233) 26 (252) 11 (10.7) 103 (100.0)
5.6) 19 (176) 38 (352) 26 (241) 13  (120) 6  (5.6) 108 (100.0)
47) 27 (128) 68 (322) 50 (23.7) 39 (185) 17  (8.1) 211 (100.0)
( (
( (

(3.8) 105 (100.0)

40s Women 6
Both 10
Men 4 3.9) 5 (4.9) 18 (17.5) 31 (30.1) 30

29.1) 15 (146) 103 100.0)

(

(

(
50s Women 7  (6.4) 13 (11.8) 33  (30.0) 20 (182) 27 (2450 10 (9.1) 110 100.0)
Both 11 (52 18 (85 51 (239) 51  (239) 57 (268) 25 (11.7) 213 (100.0)
Men 1 (09 4 (36) 29 (264) 25 (227) 38 (345 13 (11.8) 110 (100.0)
(2.8) 14 (132) 28  (264) 27 (255) 26 (245) 8 (7.5 106 (100.0)
(
(

1.9) 18 (83) 57 (264) 52 (241) 64 (296) 21 (9.7) 216 (100.0)

60s Women 3
Both 4
Men 25 4.8) 44 (8.5) 136 (263) 132 (255) 129 (250) 51  (9.9) 517 (100.0)
Total Women 41  (7.7) 83  (156) 171 (32.1) 113  (21.2) 94  (17.7) 30 (5.6 532 (100.0)

Both 66 (6.3) 127 (12.1) 307  (29.3) 245 (234) 223 (21.3) 81 (7.7) 1049 (100.0)
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in Figure 1. In this path analysis, the relationship with predictivity (not causali-
ty) was as follows. It was assumed that gender, age, level of education, and an-
nual income would predict the latent factor in Figure 1. Gender and age are ba-
sic predictors that are not predicted by anything else, and it is reasonable to as-

sume that gender and age might predict the level of education and annual income.

I:I Observed Variable

)
(O Latent Variable

Being unable to detach
from concerns

involving the self

\

e—detach

0.126

Annual Incope (Q3)

] \ +0.207 -0.278
v

(einoo) L\eyel of Education (Q4)

+0.162

-0.245
+0.153

Gender (Q1)
Men to Women Age (Q2)

Figure 1. Confirmatory factor analysis of “Being unable to detach from concerns involv-
ing the self” and SEM/LV including the four attributes (gender, age, level of education
and annual income) that predicted the factor, in the Swedish sample. Correlation coeffi-
cients between “Being unable to detach from concerns involving the self” and the four
attributes are shown only for paths with p < 0.05. The attributes were as follows: [Q1]:
Gender (Men to Women); [Q2]: Age; [Q3]: Annual income; [Q4]: Level of education,
[Q5L5] indicated respondents’ inability to cut loose from worries even when things are
certainly found not to go right for them. [Q8L1] indicated respondents’ inability to get
their minds off concerns that are bothering them. [Q8L4] indicated that respondents’ in-
ability to not end up regretting something forever. [Q8L7] indicated respondents’ inabili-
ty to cut loose from uneasy occurrences and anxiety which may happen in the future.
[Q8L10] indicated respondents’ inability to get their minds off an unpleasant experience
once they have had it. Factor loadings for [Q5L5], [Q8L1] [Q8L4] [Q8L7] and [Q8L10]
(all p < 0.001) are indicated along the paths. Square of multiple correlation coefficients
(R2) are indicated on the shoulder of each dependent variable.
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On the other hand, the level of education may predict annual income, because
the mean level of education is decided around or below twenty years of age,
whereas mean annual income from an occupation is decided at a rather older
age. Therefore level of education was assumed to predict annual income.

In Figure 1, only significant paths are drawn (p < 0.05); the latent factor is a
latent variable, unnamed at present; and attributes are the observed variables as
predictors. Goodness of fit for SEM/LV was acceptable: RMSEA was 0.038
(RMSEA < 0.06 or less; Hu & Bentler, 1999), CFI was 0.984, and factor loadings
were 0.644 for Q5L5 (p < 0.001), 0.746 for Q8L1 (p < 0.001), 0.675 for Q8L4 (p <
0.001), 0.774 for Q8L7 (p < 0.001), and 0.828 for Q8L10 (p < 0.001). The model
fit was good, because direct paths connected nearly all variables. We specified
the direction of scoring to make the nature of associations between the variables
clearer. Table 6 provides more detailed information, including the matrix of
correlations among all variables along with their means, SDs, correlation coeffi-
cients, and covariances. The significance tests for the paths are based on stan-
dardized coefficients. Square of multiple correlation coefficients (R2) were also

added on a shoulder of each dependent variable in Figure 1.

Table 6. Means, standard deviations, correlation coefficients (Coef.) and covariances (Cova.) for Q1, Q2, Q4, Q3, Q5L5, Q8LI,
Q8L4, Q8L7 and Q8L10 of Swedish respondents in 2013.

4 Level 3A 1
QlGender Q2Age ~ Jileve Q@ Amual 005 QsLl QsLe QsL7 QLI
of education income
Means 1.51 45.05 3.5 4.97 3.19 2.99 4.10 3.46 3.64
Standard deviations 0.500 14.405 1.245 1.941 1.297 1.324 1.364 1.349 1.319
Coef. 1.000 -0.021 0.023 -0.243 -0.132 —0.141 -0.073 -0.185 -0.168
QI. Gender
Cova. 0.250 -0.15 0.014 -0.236 —-0.085 —0.093 —-0.050 -0.125 -0.111
Coef. 1.000 0.005 0.155** 0.209** 0.222%* 0.239* 0.223** 0.231*%*
Q2. Age
Cova. 207.5 0.081 4.288 3.907 4.242 4.688 4.335 4.393
Q4. Levelof  Coef. 1.000 0.200%* -0.003  0.038 0010  —0.009  0.024
education Cova. 1.550 0.484 —-0.006 0.063 0.017 -0.016 0.039
Q3. Annual  Coef. 1.000 0090  0.152*  0.161*  0.123*  0.171*
income Cova. 3.766 0.223 0.384 0.425 0.318 0.431
Coef. 1.000 0.544** 0.445** 0.476** 0.504**
Q5L5
Cova. 1.682 0.934 0.787 0.832 0.862
Coef. 1.000 0.497** 0.572** 0.600**
Q8L1
Cova. 1.752 0.897 1.022 1.047
Coef. 1.000 0.500** 0.575%*
Q8L4
Cova. 1.860 0.919 1.034
Coef. 1.000 0.665%*
Q8L7
Cova. 1.820 1.184
Coef. 1.000
Q8L10
Covar. 1.739
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Wang & Wang (2012) have noted the following limitations of the chi square
statistic. First, because chi-square is defined as N — 1 times the fitting function, it
is highly sensitive to sample size. With larger sample sizes, the probability of re-
jecting the model increases, resulting in Type I error (rejecting a correct hypo-
thesis), even though differences between observed and model estimated va-
riance/covariance matrices are trivial. Because this study used a considerably
large sample of over 1000 participants, use of chi-square (as well as the related
Cramer’s V) was inappropriate.

Because each observational variable (Q5L5, Q8L1, Q8L4, Q8L7 and Q8L10) is
equal to the true value + error, the sum of the errors is also represented in the
weighted sum. Therefore, weighted sum errors do not decrease and may rather
increase by addition, resulting in the well-known phenomenon of “rarefaction”
or “thinning”. It has often been observed from data that the absolute values of
correlation coefficients between observed variables are smaller than absolute
values of correlation coefficients between latent factors. This is also regarded as a
manifestation of rarefaction or thinning, indicating that correlations between
observed variables that are the sum of errors and true values are lower than cor-
relations between true values that are latent factors without the addition of er-
rors.

As a result, the absolute value of the correlation coefficient between the
weighted sums should be lower than that of the correlation coefficient between
latent variables obtained by factor analysis. On the other hand, the latent varia-
ble in SEM (path analysis) is expected to be rather closer to the true value than
the weighted sum, if Cronbach’s alpha is higher and the number of observational
variables is larger. RMSEA (lower than 0.06) is useful (Hu & Bentler, 1999) for
evaluating the goodness of fit for modeling; therefore, SEM was adopted, and
more importance was attached to RMSEA.

A confirmatory factor analysis by SEM/LV clearly revealed that a common la-

tent inner factor could be extracted from the five questions.

2.2.2. What Is the Latent Inner Factor?

The five phenomena, worry (Q5L5), bothersome concern (Q8L1), regret (Q8L4),
anxiety (Q8L7), and unpleasant experience (Q8L10) are seemingly considered to
be distinct psychological phenomena (Ehring & Watkins, 2008; McEvoy et al,,
2010). The time focus of the questions also differed: present (Q5L5, Q8L1), past
(Q8L4, Q8L10), and future (Q8L7). Therefore, it may seem a little implausible
that a common latent inner factor could be extracted from the five questions
(Davey et al., 1992; Stober & Joormann, 2001). On the other hand, Zebb (1998)
reported that measures of worry and anxiety were highly correlated, and person-
al control did not show a differential relationship to anxiety or worry. Also, Bid-
jerano (2010) discussed a psychological phenomenon that includes disappointed
feeling, as well as anxiety, worry, and regret that was investigated in Bulgaria and
the US using structural equation modeling (SEM). In the present study, the con-
firmatory factor analyses by SEM/LV provided convincing evidence of the exis-
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tence of a common latent inner factor for the five questions and phenomena.
The next steps are to interpret and label the latent factor.

Although the five questions looked outwardly at different psychological phe-
nomena (e.g., Davey et al., 1992; Freeston et al., 1996; Stober & Joormann, 2001;
Ehring & Watkins, 2008; McEvoy et al., 2010), as identified above, other key
phrases in the questions are also important: “not able to cut loose” from worries
in Q5L5, “impossible to get my mind off” concerns in Q8L1, “end up regretting”
in Q8L4, “not able to cut loose” from anxiety in Q8L7, and “impossible to get my
mind off” an unpleasant experience in Q8L10. All five phenomena are related to
“Being unable to detach from” some mental phenomenon. “Being unable to de-
tach from” was found to be common to worry, bothersome concerns, regret, an-
xiety, and unpleasant experience in past, present, and future. This common la-
tent inner factor was labeled “Being unable to detach from some concern.”

The next step is to investigate what is represented by “some concern” in the
latent inner factor. The key meanings of worry, bothersome concern, regret, an-
xiety, and unpleasant experience suggest that “concerns involving the self” de-
rive from the five different mental phenomena. Thus, for the time being, the la-
tent inner factor is labeled “Being unable to detach from concerns involving the

self” in Figure 1.

3. Study 2: US, 2014
3.1. Method

3.1.1. Respondents

The US population comprises many different ethnicities of both independent
and interdependent cultural origins (White, Hispanic, Black, Asian, Native, Pa-
cific Islander, etc.), and these differences may affect survey results. Therefore a
single US ethnicity, Black, was selected to contrast effectively with the former
results of a sample of US respondents identifying as White (representing an in-
dependent culture) and a Japanese sample (representing an interdependent cul-
ture). A total of 1042 US respondents who selected “Black” as their ethnicity
(513 men and 529 women; average age 44.4 years, standard deviation 14.2) par-
ticipated. Respondents were registered with Survey Sampling International. To-
tal column of Table 7 shows the age distribution of the respondents. Each year
within each age decade was represented by a number of respondents (e.g., for
women, 12 20-year-olds, 11 21-year olds, 11 22-year-olds, 8 23-year-olds, and so
on). There was no correlation between gender and age, and the demographic
distribution of the respondents was statistically ideal for the study of correlations

of factors with gender and age.

3.1.2. Measurement of Variables

The questionnaire included a brief demographic survey asking gender Q1 and
age Q2. Respondents selected one of the following options to indicate their indi-
vidual annual income Q3: (1) Less than 5 thousand USD (US dollars), (2) Be-
tween 5 and 10 thousand USD, (3) Between 10 and 15 thousand USD, (4)... (9),
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Table 7. Cross tabulation scores by gender and age group and frequency distributions of responses to Q5L5 of US Blackrespon-

dents in 2014, showing number (percentage) who selected each response.

Age

20s

30s

40s

50s

60s

Total

Gender

Men
Women
Both
Men
Women
Both
Men
Women
Both
Men
Women
Both
Men
Women
Both
Men
Women

Both

Strongly agree
16 (157)
21 (19.8)
37 (17.8)
13 (125)
11 (10.1)
24 (113)
16 (16.0)
16 (157)
32 (15.8)
3 (2.8)
13 (12.6)
16 (7.7)
6 (5.9)
19 (174)
25 (11.9)
54 (10.5)
80  (15.1)
134 (129)

21
28
49
21
28
49
18
18
36
16
15
31
22
19
41
98
108
206

hat trongl
Agree Somewhat agree SOTnew ? Disagree S 'rong U Total
disagree disagree
(20.6) 23 (22.5) 20 (19.6) 15 (14.7) 7 (6.9) 102 (100.0)

(264) 28 (264) 19 (179 4 (38 6  (57) 106  (100.0)
(236) 51 (245) 39 (188) 19 (9.1) 13  (63) 208  (100.0)
(202) 28 (269) 17 (163) 15 (144) 10  (9.6) 104  (100.0)
(257) 33 (303) 16 (147) 13  (119) 8 (73) 109 (100.0)
(23.0) 61 (286) 33 (155) 28 (13.1) 18  (85) 213  (100.0)
(180) 21  (21.0) 21  (21.0) 14 (140) 10  (10.0) 100  (100.0)
(176) 28 (275) 19 (186) 11  (10.8) 10  (9.8) 102  (100.0)
(17.8) 49  (243) 40 (19.8) 25 (124) 20  (99) 202  (100.0)
(151) 26 (245) 30 (283) 19 (1790 12 (113) 106  (100.0)
(146) 28 (272) 13 (126) 19 (184) 15 (146) 103  (100.0)
(148) 54 (258) 43  (206) 38 (182) 27  (129) 209  (100.0)
(21.8) 18 (17.8) 18 (178) 20 (19.8) 17 (168) 101  (100.0)
(17.4) 27 (248) 19 (174) 13 (119) 12 (11.0) 109  (100.0)
(195) 45 (214) 37 (176) 33 (157) 29 (13.8) 210  (100.0)
(19.1) 116 (22.6) 106 (207) 83  (162) 56 (10.9) 513  (100.0)
(204) 144 (272) 8 (163) 60 (113) 51  (9.6) 529  (100.0)
(19.8) 260 (25.0) 192 (18.4) 143 (13.7) 107 (10.3) 1042  (100.0)

(10) Between 45 and 50 thousand USD, (11)... (13), (14) Between 200 and 400
thousand USD, (15) 400 thousand USD or more, (16) Don’t know/Prefer not to
answer. Respondents selected one of the same options as in Study 1 to indicate
their level of education Q4.

The questionnaire was the same as that in Study 1, and respondents selected
response options in the same manner. A latent inner factor was also extracted
from the five questions Q5L5, Q8L1, Q8L4, Q8L7, Q8L10, similar to Study 1.

3.1.3. Procedures
The participants were randomly selected from the subscribers of Survey Sam-
pling International, and the questionnaires were sent to them via the Internet.
The respondents completed the questionnaires at some time from the 23th to the
30th of January 2014. The respondents received compensation for participating
in the survey. All respondents provided informed consent.

As in Study 1, the sampling bias of respondents was small because Survey
Sampling International rigorously performs identity verification and mainten-

ance after respondent registration.

3.1.4. Statistical Analysis
Path analysis (SEM: Structural Equation Modeling) was selected, as in Study 1.
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3.2. Results and Discussion

3.2.1. Confirmatory Factor Analyses by Structural Equation Modeling of
the Latent Variables (SEM/LV)

Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses were used to demonstrate the sta-

tistical validity of latent factors obtained from the questionnaire, as in Study 1.

While many psychological latent factors were extracted from the eighty ques-
tions in the questionnaire in the exploratory analysis, a latent inner factor was
extracted from the five questions Q5L5, Q8L1, Q8L4, Q8L7 and Q8L10 (Cron-
bach’s alpha 0.828), as in Study 1. In order to demonstrate the statistical validity
of the latent factor, a confirmatory factor analysis was carried out.

The confirmatory factor analysis of the latent factor and structural equation
modeling of the latent variables (SEM/LV) were carried out using Amos 19.
Frequency distributions of responses to Q5L5, Q8L1, Q8L4, Q8L7 and Q8L10
are represented in Tables 7-11 respectively, as cross tabulation scores by gender
and age group. As in Study 1, the analysis included the attributes of gender, age,
level of education, and annual income, which predicted the latent factor, as illu-
strated in Figure 2. In this path analysis, the relationship with predictivity (not
causality) and attributes was similar to Study 1.

In Figure 2, only significant paths are drawn (p < 0.05), the latent factor is a

latent variable “Being unable to detach from concerns involving the self,” and

Table 8. Cross tabulation scores by gender and age group and frequency distributions of responses to Q8L1 of US Blackrespon-

dents in 2014, showing number (percentage) who selected each response.

Age

20s

30s

40s

50s

60s

Total

Gender

Men
Women
Both
Men
Women
Both
Men
Women
Both
Men
Women
Both
Men
Women
Both
Men
Women

Both

Strongly agree
17 (16.7)
29 (27.4)
46 (22.1)
11 (10.6)
23 (21.1)
34 (16.0)
15 (15.0)
23 (22.5)
38 (18.8)
8 (7.5)
14 (13.6)
22 (10.5)
10 9.9)
18 (16.5)
28 (13.3)
61 (11.9)
107 (20.2)
168  (16.1)

Somewhat Strongly

Di Total
disagree 1sagree disagree o

Agree Somewhat agree

33 (324) 21 (206) 10 (9.8) 13 (127) 8 (7.8) 102  (100.0)
22 (208) 27 (255) 12 (113) 9 (85 7 (66) 106  (100.0)
55 (264) 48  (23.1) 22 (10.6) 22 (106) 15 (7.2) 208  (100.0)
24 (231) 30 (288 20 (192) 10 (96 9 (87 104  (100.0)
27 (248 33 (303) 11  (100) 12 (11.0) 3  (2.8) 109  (100.0)
51 (239) 63 (296) 31 (146) 22 (103) 12 (56) 213 (100.0)
27 (270) 20 (200) 18 (180) 8  (80) 12 (120) 100  (100.0)
19 (186) 27 (265) 14 (137) 11 (108) 8 (7.8) 102  (100.0)
46  (228) 47 (233) 32 (158) 19  (94) 20 (990 202  (100.0)
19 (1790 27 (255) 32 (302) 14 (132) 6 (57) 106  (100.0)
29 (282) 30 (29.1) 14 (136) 10 (97 6 (58 103  (100.0)
48 (230) 57 (273) 46 (220) 24 (11.5) 12 (57) 209  (100.0)
17 (168) 32 (317) 19 (188) 15 (149 8 (790 101  (100.0)
21 (193) 39  (358) 16 (147) 10 (92) 5 (46) 109  (100.0)
38 (181) 71 (338 35 (167) 25 (11.9) 13 (62) 210  (100.0)
120 (234) 130 (253) 99 (193) 60 (117) 43 (84) 513  (100.0)
118 (223) 156 (29.5) 67 (127) 52 (9.8) 29 (55) 529  (100.0)
238 (22.8) 286 (27.4) 166 (159) 112 (107) 72  (6.9) 1042  (100.0)

DOI: 10.4236/psych.2018.96090

1488 Psychology


https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2018.96090

K. Hayase

Table 9. Cross tabulation scores by gender and age group and frequency distributions of responses to Q8L4 of US Blackrespon-
dents in 2014, showing number (percentage) who selected each response.

Somewhat Somewhat Strongly

Age Gender  Strongly agree Agree Disagree disagree Total

agree disagree

Men 6 (590 10 (9.8) 30 (294) 22 (216 11  (108) 23  (22.5) 102 (100.0)

20s Women 12 (11.3) 11  (104) 22 (208) 15  (142) 27 (255) 19 (179) 106 (100.0)
Both 18 (87 21 (10.1) 52 (250) 37 (17.8) 38  (183) 42  (202) 208 (100.0)

Men 2 (19 19 (183) 22 (212) 23 (221) 26 (250) 12 (11.5) 104 (100.0)

) 109 (100.0)

Both 12 (56) 25 (117) 47 (221) 49  (23.0) 54 (254) 26  (122) 213 (100.0)

Men 2 (20) 14 (140) 15 (150) 24  (240) 29 (290) 16 (16.0) 100 (100.0)

40s Women 8 (7.8) 4 (39 22 (21.6) 24 (235) 30  (294) 14 (137) 102 (100.0)
Both 10 (500 18 (89) 37 (183) 48 (23.8) 59  (29.2) 30  (149) 202 (100.0)

Men

30s Women 10 (92) 6 (55 25 (229) 26 (239) 28 (257) 14 (128

4 (3.8) 17 (16.0) 30 (28.3) 37 (34.9) 18 (17.0) 106 (100.0)
50s Women
Both

0
5 (49 8 (78) 17 (165 22 (214) 25  (243) 26  (252) 103 (100.0)
5

Men 2 (200 5 (500 17 (168) 29  (287) 25  (248) 23  (228) 101 (100.0)
4
6

(24) 12 (57) 34  (163) 52 (249 62  (297) 44  (21.1) 209 (100.0)
60s Women (37) 9 (83) 18 (165) 27  (24.8) 28 (257) 23 (2L.1) 109 (100.0)
(29) 14 (67) 35 (167) 56 (267) 53 (252) 46  (219) 210 (100.0)
Men 12 (23) 52 (101) 101 (197) 128 (25.0) 128 (250) 92  (17.9) 513 (100.0)

Both

Total Women 39 (7.4) 38 (7.2) 104 (19.7) 114 (21.6) 138 (261) 96 (18.1) 529 (100.0)
Both 51 (49) 90 (8.6) 205 (19.7) 242 (232) 266 (255) 188  (18.0) 1042  (100.0)

Table 10. Cross tabulation scores by gender and age group and frequency distributions of responses to Q8L7 of US Blackrespon-
dents in 2014, showing number (percentage) who selected each response.

Somewhat Strongly

Di Total
disagree 1sagree disagree o

Age Gender  Strongly agree Agree Somewhat agree

Men 10 (98 17 (167) 33 (324 16 (157) 12 (11.8) 14 (137) 102  (100.0)

20s Women 13 (123) 22 (208) 32  (302) 22 (208) 7 (66) 10 (94) 106 (100.0)
Both 23 (1L1) 39 (188) 65 (31.3) 38 (183) 19  (9.1) 24 (115) 208  (100.0)

Men 8 (77) 15 (144) 36  (346) 23 (221) 13 (125) 9 (8.7) 104 (100.0)

30s Women 6 (55) 19  (174) 31  (284) 27 (248) 19 (174) 7 (6.4) 109 (100.0)
Both 14 (66) 34 (160) 67 (315 50 (235) 32 (150) 16 (7.5 213 (100.0)

Men 7 (700 18 (180) 27 (270) 19 (190) 17 (170) 12 (120) 100  (100.0)

40s Women 4 (39) 15 (147) 27 (265) 26 (255) 15 (147) 15  (147) 102 (100.0)
Both 11 (54) 33 (163) 54 (267) 45 (223) 32 (158) 27  (134) 202 (100.0)

Men 2 (19 10 (94 15 (142) 38 (358) 29 (274) 12 (11.3) 106  (100.0)

50s Women 6  (5.8) 9 (87) 21  (204) 27 (262) 23 (223) 17 (165) 103  (100.0)
Both 8 (38 19 (9.1) 36 (172) 65 (31.1) 52 (249) 29 (139 209  (100.0)
Men 5 (5.0 5 (5.0) 20 (198) 26 (257) 31 (30.7) 14 (13.9) 101 (100.0)
60s Women 3 (28) 10  (92) 22 (202) 27 (248) 35 (321) 12 (11.0) 109  (100.0)
Both 8 (38) 15 (71) 42 (200) 53 (252) 66 (314) 26 (124) 210  (100.0)

Men 32 (62) 65 (127) 131 (255) 122 (23.8) 102 (199) 61  (11.9) 513  (100.0)

Total  Women 32 (60) 75 (142) 133 (251) 129 (244) 99 (187) 61  (115) 529  (100.0)

Both 64 (6.1) 140 (134) 264 (253) 251 (241) 201 (193) 122 (1L.7) 1042  (100.0)
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Table 11. Cross tabulation scores by gender and age group and frequency distributions of responses to Q8L10 of US Blackres-

pondents in 2014, showing number (percentage) who selected each response.

Age

20s

30s

40s

50s

60s

Total

Gender

Men
Women
Both
Men
Women
Both
Men
Women
Both
Men
Women
Both
Men
Women
Both
Men
Women

Both

Strongly
agree
10 (9.8)
10 (9.4)
20 (9.6)
9 (8.7)
6 (55)
15 (7.0)
8 (8.0)
11 (10.8)
19 (9.4)
4 (38)
10 (9.7)
14 (6.7)
3 (3.0)
10 (9.2
13 (6.2)
34 (6.6)
47 (8.9)
81 (7.8)

Somewhat Somewhat Strongly

Disagree Total
agree disagree & disagree

Agree

26 (255) 30 (294) 16 (157) 12 (11.8) 8  (7.8) 102  (100.0)
25  (236) 35 (33.0) 18 (170) 9 (85 9 (85 106  (100.0)
51 (245) 65 (313) 34 (163) 21 (10.1) 17  (82) 208  (100.0)
15 (144) 28 (269) 33 (317) 11 (106) 8  (7.7) 104  (100.0)
18 (165) 47 (43.1) 22 (202) 11 (101) 5  (46) 109  (100.0)
33 (155) 75 (352) 55 (258) 22 (103) 13 (61) 213  (100.0)
15 (150) 24 (240) 23 (230) 17 (170) 13 (13.0) 100  (100.0)
15 (147) 27 (265) 28 (275) 16 (157) 5  (49) 102  (100.0)
30 (149) 51 (252) 51 (252) 33 (163) 18  (89) 202  (100.0)
13 (123) 20 (189) 32 (302) 26 (245) 11 (104) 106  (100.0)
11 (107) 24 (233) 23 (223) 18 (175) 17 (165) 103  (100.0)
24 (115) 44 (21.1) 55 (263) 44 (21.1) 28 (13.4) 209  (100.0)
12 (119 14 (1390 35 (347) 23 (228) 14 (13.9) 101  (100.0)
17 (156) 23 (2L1) 26 (239 23 (2L1) 10 (92) 109  (100.0)
29 (138) 37 (176) 61 (290) 46 (219 24 (114) 210  (100.0)
81 (158) 116 (22.6) 139 (27.1) 89 (173) 54 (105) 513  (100.0)
86  (163) 156 (29.5) 117 (22.1) 77 (146) 46 (87) 529  (100.0)

167 (16.0) 272 (26.1) 256 (24.6) 166 (159) 100 (9.6) 1042  (100.0)

attributes are observed variables as predictors. Goodness of fit for SEM/LV was
acceptable, with RMSEA 0.050 (RMSEA < 0.06 or less; Hu & Bentler, 1999), CFI
0.972 and factor loadings 0.621 for Q5L5 (p < 0.001), 0.723 for Q8L1 (p < 0.001),
0.693 for Q8L4 (p < 0.001), 0.688 for Q8L7 (p < 0.001) and 0.789 for Q8L10 (p <
0.001). Table 12 provides more detailed information, including the matrix of
correlations among all variables along with their means, SDs, correlation coefti-
cients, and covariances. The significance tests for the paths are based on the
standardized coefficients. Square of multiple correlation coefficients (R2) were
also added on a shoulder of each dependent variable in Figure 2.

Because the sample size of Study 2 was greater than 1000 participants, which
is a considerably large sample, chi-square was inappropriate. It was reasonable to
adopt SEM and evaluate the goodness of fit for modeling as acceptable because
the weighted sum of Q5, Q8L1, Q8L4, Q8L7 and Q8L10 was similar to Study 1,
Cronbach’s alpha was higher, the number of observational variables was larger,
and RMSEA (lower than 0.06) was useful (Hu & Bentler, 1999).

In summary, a confirmatory factor analysis by SEM/LV verified that a com-
mon latent inner factor could be extracted from the five questions in the US

Black sample as well as the Swedish sample.
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Table 12. Means, standard deviations, correlation coefficients (Coef.) and covariances (Cova.) for Q1, Q2, Q4, Q3, Q5L5, Q8LI1,
Q8L4, Q8L7 and Q8L10 of US Black respondents in 2014.

Means

Standard deviations

QI. Gender

Q2. Age

Q4. Level of
education

Q3. Annual
income

Q5L5

QS8L1

Q8L4

Q8L7

Q8L10

Coef.

Cova.

Coef.

Cova.

Coef.

Cova.

Coef.

Cova.

Coef.

Cova.

Coef.

Cova.

Coef.

Cova.

Coef.
Cova.
Coef.

Cova.

Q1 Gender

1.51
0.500
1.000

0.250

Q4 Level of Q3 Annual

Q2 Age education income Q5L5 Q8L1 Q8L4 Q8L7 Q8L10
44.36 4.02 7.36 3.31 3.03 4.10 3.72 3.54
14.205 1.093 3.809 1.508 1.444 1.397 1.389 1.390
-0.012 -0.023 -0.131 -0.094 -0.120 -0.027 -0.014 -0.076
-0.082 -0.013 —-0.249 -0.071 -0.087 -0.019 -0.010 -0.053
1.000 -0.027 0.078* 0.136* 0.082** 0.133* 0.223**  0.167**
201.8 —-0.425 4.211 2.904 1.684 2.647 4.399 3.290

1.000 0.362** 0.080**  0.101** 0.070* 0.059 0.073*

1.194 1.480 0.132 0.160 0.107 0.089 0.111
1.000 0.100**  0.114** 0.063* 0.028 0.118**
14.506 0.574 0.631 0.339 0.149 0.626

1.000 0.489**  0.415%*  0.414**  0.476**
2.274 1.065 0.875 0.866 0.997
1.000 0.469**  0.470**  0.593**
2.086 0.947 0.942 1.190
1.000 0.532**  0.546**
1.952 1.032 1.061
1.000 0.530**
1.929 1.022
1.000

1.932

3.2.2. The Same Latent Inner Factor Was Found in the US Data

The same common latent inner factor, “Being unable to detach from concerns
involving the self,” was extracted from both Swedish and US samples. The US
Black sample was compared to the Swedish sample; the effects of each attribute
are discussed in Section 6. The square of the multiple correlation coefficient of
the Swedish sample was 0.137 and that of the US Black sample was 0.064. This
indicates that the attributes of the Swedish sample contributed more to and/or
better explained the latent inner factor than those of the US Black sample. Factor
loadings for Q5L5, Q8L1, Q8L4, Q8L7, and Q8L10 for the latent inner factor for
the Swedish and US Black samples were 0.644, 0.746, 0.675, 0.774, and 0.828
(average 734) and 0.621, 0.723, 0.693, 0.688, and 0.789 (average 703), respective-
ly. The loading of the latent inner factor was greater on the Swedish data than on
the US Black data. The discovery of a common latent inner factor for Swedish,
US, and Japanese samples indicates that the latent inner factor surely exists in
the minds of both Swedish and US Black people, as well as both US White and
Japanese people (Hayase, 2016). Despite the many substantial cultural variations
between independent and interdependent cultures (Uchida et al., 2004; Uchida
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Figure 2. Confirmatory factor analysis of “Being unable to detach from con-
cerns involving the self” and SEM/LV including the four attributes (gender,
age, level of education and annual income) that predicted the factor, in the US
Black sample. Correlation coefficients between “Being unable to detach from
concerns involving the self” and the four attributes are shown only for paths
with p < 0.05. The attributes were as follows: [Q1]: Gender (Men to Women);
[Q2]: Age; [Q3]: Annual income; [Q4]: Level of education, [Q5L5] indicated
respondents’ inability to cut loose from worries even when things are certainly
found not to go right for them. [Q8L1] indicated respondents’ inability to get
their minds off concerns that are bothering them. [Q8L4] indicated that res-
pondents’ inability to not end up regretting something forever. [Q8L7] indi-
cated respondents’ inability to cut loose from uneasy occurrences and anxiety
which may happen in the future. [Q8L10] indicated respondents’ inability to
get their minds off an unpleasant experience once they have had it. Factor
loadings for [Q5L5], [Q8L1] [Q8L4] [Q8L7] and [Q8L10] (all p < 0.001) are
indicated along the paths. Square of multiple correlation coefficients (R2) are
indicated on shoulder of each dependent variable.

et al., 2008; Uchida et al., 2009); the present study obtained the same inner latent
factor in countries representing different cultures. In order to confirm the exis-
tence of the latent inner factor, the combined data of the Swedish and the US
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Black respondents were statistically analyzed in Study 3.

4. Study 3: Combined Swedish and US Data
4.1. Method

In order to carry out statistical analyses, data of Studies 1 and 2 were simply
combined. The total number of respondents was 2091 (1030 men and 1061
women; average age 44.71 years, standard deviation 14.3). As in Studies 1 and 2,
there was no correlation between gender and age. The questionnaire and the
procedures in Study 3 were identical to those used in Studies 1 and 2. Path anal-

ysis (SEM: Structural Equation Modeling) was again selected.

4.2. Results and Discussion

4.2.1. Confirmatory Factor Analyses by Structural Equation Modeling of
the Latent Variables (SEM/LV)

Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses were used to demonstrate the sta-

tistical validity of latent factors obtained from the questionnaire, as in Studies 1

and 2.

Again, many psychological latent factors were initially extracted from the
eighty questions in the questionnaire, but a latent inner factor was extracted
from five questions Q5L5, Q8L1, Q8L4, Q8L7 and Q8L10 (Cronbach’s alpha
0.840). In order to demonstrate the statistical validity of the latent factor, a con-
firmatory factor analysis of the latent factor and structural equation modeling of
the latent variable (SEM/LV) were carried out using Amos 19. Unlike Studies 1
and 2, the analysis included only gender and age as attributes which predicted
the latent factor, as illustrated in Figure 3. Because currency rates in Sweden and
the US are changing every day, and education content is substantially different
in Sweden and the US, the level of education and annual income are not compa-
rable as absolute values in the two countries. Therefore, level of education and
annual income as attributes were deleted from SEM/LV in Figure 3. In this path
analysis, the relationship with predictivity (not causality) and attributes was sim-
ilar to Studies 1 and 2.

In Figure 3, only significant paths are drawn (p < 0.05), the latent factor is the
latent variable “Being unable to detach from concerns involving the self,” and
attributes are observed variables as predictors. Goodness of fit for SEM/LV was
acceptable, with RMSEA 0.040 (RMSEA < 0.06 or less; Hu & Bentler, 1999), CFI
0.988, and factor loadings 0.632 for Q5L5 (p < 0.001), 0.735 for Q8LI (p <
0.001), 0.685 for Q8L4 (p < 0.001), 0.725 for Q8L7 (p < 0.001) and 0.804 for
Q8L10 (p < 0.001). More detailed information is shown in Table 13, including
the matrix of correlations among all variables along with their means, SDs, cor-
relation coefficients, and covariances. The significance tests for the paths are
based on the standardized coefficients. Square of multiple correlation coeffi-
cients (R2) were also added on a shoulder of each dependent variable in Figure
3.
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Figure 3. Confirmatory factor analysis of “Being unable to detach from con-
cerns involving the self” and SEM/LV including the two attributes (gender and
age) that predicted the factor, in the combined Swedish and US Black data.
Correlation coefficients between “Being unable to detach from concerns in-
volving the self” and the two attributes are shown only for paths with p < 0.05.
The attributes were as follows: [Q1]: Gender (Men to Women); [Q2]: Age;
[Q5L5] indicated respondents’ inability to cut loose from worries even when
things are certainly found not to go right for them. [Q8L1] indicated respon-
dents’ inability to get their minds off concerns that are bothering them. [Q8L4]
indicated respondents’ inability to not end up regretting something forever.
[Q8L7] indicated respondents’ inability to cut loose from uneasy occurrences
and anxiety which may happen in the future. [Q8L10] indicated respondents’
inability to get their minds off an unpleasant experience once they have had it.
Factor loadings for [Q5L5], [Q8L1] [Q8L4] [Q8L7] and [Q8L10] (all p < 0.001)
are indicated along the paths. Square of multiple correlation coefficients (R2)
are indicated on shoulder of each dependent variable.

Since the sample size of Study 3 was over 2000 participants, a considerably
large sample, it was again inappropriate to use chi-square, and the weighted sum
of Q5, Q8L1, Q8L4, Q8L7 and Q8L10, Cronbach’s alpha, the number of observa-
tional variables, and RMSEA made it acceptable to adopt SEM and evaluate the
goodness of fit for modeling.

In the combined Swedish and US data, the confirmatory factor analyses by
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Table 13. Means, standard deviations, correlation coefficients (Coef.) and covariances (Cova.) for Q1, Q2, Q5L5, Q8L1, Q8L4,
Q8L7 and Q8L10 of the combined data for Swedish and US Black respondents.

Means

Standard deviations

Q1. Gender

Q2. Age

Q5L5

QS8L1

Q8L4

Q8L7

Q8L10

Coef.
Cova.

Coef.

Cova.

Coef.

Cova.

Coef.

Cova.

Coef.

Cova.

Coef.

Cova.

Coef.

Cova.

Q1 Gender Q2 Age Q5L5 Q8L1 Q8L4 Q8L7 Q8L10
1.51 44.71 3.25 3.01 4.1 3.59 3.59
0.500 14.306 1.407 1.385 1.38 1.375 1.355
1.000 -0.016 -0.111 -0.130 -0.5 -0.098 -0.121
0.250 -0.116 -0.078 -0.09 —-0.034 -0.068 -0.082
1.000 0.168** 0.149** 0.186** 0.220** 0.199**

204.67 3.384 2.959 3.668 4.32 3.86
1.000 0.513** 0.428** 0.443** 0.485**

1.98 1 0.83 0.857 0.926
1.000 0.482** 0.517** 0.595**

1.918 0.921 0.984 1.117
1.000 0.514** 0.560**

1.905 0.975 1.047
1.000 0.588**

1.096

1.000

1.837

SEM/LV revealed that a common latent inner factor could be extracted from the

five questions, as in Swedish-only and the US-only samples.

4.2.2. The Same Latent Inner Factor in the Combined Swedish-US Data

Although the Internet questionnaire surveys in Study 1 and Study 2 were carried
out in different places and different times, the tendency revealed in the com-
bined data was the same as that observed with each single data set. That the same
inner latent factor was obtained from the combined data of such different cul-
tural variations suggests that the latent inner factor exists in minds of people of
any country, although more data from other countries are necessary to confirm
this. Thus, it appears that worry, bothersome concern, regret, anxiety, and un-
pleasant experience are connected to the latent inner factor labeled “Being una-
ble to detach from concerns involving the self” for the combined data of both

countries as well as the Swedish-only and US-only samples.

5. Study 4: Combined US, Japanese, and Swedish Data
5.1. Method

In order to carry out statistical analyses, data of Studies 1 and 2 in this study and
the data of US (White ethnicity) and Japanese samples of the previous study
(Hayase, 2016) were simply combined. Detailed information is shown in Table

14, including the number of respondents (men and women), mean ages (MA),
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Table 14. Number of respondents (men & women), mean ages (MA), standard deviations (SD), Cronbach’s alphas (CrAlpha),
RMSEA, CFI, correlation coefficients (Corr. Coef.) between “Being unable to detach from concerns involving the self” and
attributes, factor of loadings (FL) and square of multiple correlation coefficients (R2) in the combined data of four ethnicities, US
White (W), Japanese (]), Swedish (S), and US Black (B).

2-4 ethnicities
Combined data
Number of respondents
Men
Women
Mean age (MA)

SD of MA
CrAlpha
RMSEA
CFI

Gender (Men

Corr. 44 Women)

Coef.
Age

Q5L5
QSL1
FL Q8L4
Qs8L7
Q8L10
Q5L5
QsL1
R2 Q8L4
Qs8L7

Q8L10

W&J
2185
1069
1116
44.4
14
0.822
0.058

0.974

0.054

-0.21
0.489
0.776
0.698
0.676
0.836
0.239
0.602
0.488
0.456

0.699

W&S
2174
1057
1117
44.9
14.3
0.849
0.049

0.984

0.139

-0.23
0.65
0.759
0.663
0.752
0.821
0.422
0.577
0.439
0.566

0.673

Two ethnicities Three ethnicities Four

W&B J&S J&B S&B W,J&S W,J&B W,S&B J,S&B W,],S&B

2167 2109 2102 2091 3234 3227 3216 3151 4276
1053 1046 1042 1030 1586 1582 1570 1559 2099
1114 1063 1060 1061 1648 1645 1646 1592 2177
44.6 44.6 44.2 44.5 44.6 44.4 44.7 44.5 44.6
14.2 14.2 14 14.3 14.1 14.1 14.2 14.2 14.2
0.838 0.825 0.816 0.84 0.833 0.827 0.842 0.828 0.833
0.054 0.043 0.052 0.04 0.052 0.054 0.044 0.042 0.047
0.978 0.986 0.978 0.988 0.98 0.977 0.986 0.987 0.983
0.09 0.107 0.056 0.14 0.1 0.066 0.123 0.1 0.097
-0.18 -0.29 -0.23 -0.25 -0.24 -0.21 -0.22 -0.26 -0.23
0.638 0.472 0.475 0.632 0.54 0.538 0.639 0.529 0.562
0.746 0.766 0.751 0.735 0.766 0.756 0.747 0.75 0.755
0.674 0.72 0.727 0.685 0.695 0.701 0.674 0.712 0.696
0.713 0.685 0.659 0.725 0.705 0.684 0.729 0.69 0.702
0.804 0.839 0.825 0.804 0.832 0.823 0.810 0.823 0.822
0.407 0.222 0.226 0.399 0.291 0.289 0.409 0.279 0.316
0.557 0.587 0.564 0.54 0.587 0.572 0.558 0.562 0.57
0.454 0.519 0.528 0.47 0.483 0.491 0.455 0.507 0.484
0.508 0.47 0.434 0.526 0.497 0.468 0.531 0.476 0.493
0.646 0.704 0.681 0.646 0.692 0.677 0.655 0.677 0.675

and standard deviations (SDs) of MA for the combinations of two, three, and all
four samples. Every combination of two, three, and four samples was examined
in order to rigorously test if the latent inner factor “Being unable to detach from
concerns involving the self” is truly independent of ethnicity. As in Studies 1, 2
and 3, there was no correlation between gender and age.

The questionnaire and the procedures in Study 4 were identical to those used
in Studies 1, 2, and 3. Path analysis (SEM: Structural Equation modeling) was

again selected.

5.2. Results and Discussion

5.2.1. Confirmatory Factor Analyses of the Latent Variables by Structural
Equation Modeling (SEM/LV)

Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses were used to demonstrate the sta-

tistical validity of latent factors obtained from the questionnaire, as in Studies 1,

2,and 3.
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Again, many psychological latent factors were initially extracted from the
eighty questions in the questionnaire, and a latent inner factor was extracted
from five questions Q5L5, Q8L1, Q8L4, Q8L7 and Q8L10 (Cronbach’s alphas are
shown in Table 14). In order to demonstrate the statistical validity of the latent
inner factor, a confirmatory factor analysis of the latent inner factor and struc-
tural equation modeling of the latent variable (SEM/LV) were carried out using
Amos 19. Unlike Studies 1 and 2, the analysis included only gender and age as

attributes which predicted the latent inner factor, as illustrated in Figure 4,

|:| Observed Variable

0,
(O Latent Variable

0

) BL4V ,
: = .

R2

R2
8L10
Q5L5 g
FL
Being unable to detach
from concerns
involving the self

Corr.Coef.

Corr.Coef. e—detach

Gender (Q1)

Men to Women

Age (Q2)

Figure 4. Representative figure for confirmatory factor analysis of “Being unable to detach
from concerns involving the self” and SEM/LV including the two attributes (gender and
age) that predicted the factor, in the many combinations of US White, Japanese, Swedish
and US Black data. Correlation coefficients between “Being unable to detach from con-
cerns involving the self” and the two attributes are shown in Tables 15-23 only for paths
with p < 0.05. The attributes were as follows: [Q1]: Gender (Men to Women); [Q2]: Age;
[Q5L5] indicated respondents’ inability to cut loose from worries even when things are
certainly found not to go right for them. [Q8L1] indicated respondents’ inability to get
their minds off concerns that are bothering them. [Q8L4] indicated respondents’ inability
to not end up regretting something forever. [Q8L7] indicated respondents’ inability to cut
loose from uneasy occurrences and anxiety which may happen in the future. [Q8L10] in-
dicated respondents’ inability to get their minds off an unpleasant experience once they
have had it. Factor loadings (FL) for [Q5L5], [Q8L1] [Q8L4] [Q8L7] and [Q8L10] (all p <
0.001) are written in Tables 15-23, and Square of multiple correlation coefficients (R2)
are indicated in Tables 15-23.
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which is a representative figure applied to the data of each of the two, three, or
four combined ethnicities in Table 14. Because currency rates in the US, Japan,
and Sweden change every day, and education content is substantially different in
the US, Japan, and Sweden, the level of education and annual income are not
comparable as absolute values in the two, three, or four combined countries.
Therefore, level of education and annual income as attributes were deleted from
SEM/LV in Figure 4. In this path analysis, the relationship with predictivity (not
causality) and attributes was similar to Studies 1, 2, and 3.

In Figure 4, only significant paths are drawn (p < 0.05) as in Table 14, the la-
tent factor is a latent variable “Being unable to detach from concerns involving
the self,” and attributes are observed variables as predictors. Goodness of fit for
SEM/LV was acceptable; Table 14 shows RMSEA (RMSEA < 0.06 or less; Hu &
Bentler, 1999), CFI, correlation coefficients (equivalent to path coefficients), and
factor loadings (FL) (p < 0.001) for Q5L5, Q8L1, Q8L4, Q8L7 and Q8L10. The
significance tests for the paths are based on standardized coefficients. Square of
multiple correlation coefficients (R2) for Q5L5, Q8L1, Q8L4, Q8L7 and Q8L10
are also shown in Table 14. More detailed information for each of the combined
data sets for the four ethnicities is shown in Tables 15-23, including the matrix
of correlations among all variables along with their means, SDs, correlation coef-
ficients and covariances.

Since the sample size of Study 4 was over 2000 participants, a considerably

Table 15. Means, standard deviations, correlation coefficients (Coef.) and covariances (Cova.) for Q1, Q2, Q5L5, Q8L1, Q8L4,
Q8L7 and Q8L10 of the combined data for US White and Swedish respondents.

Q1 Gender Q2 Age Q5L5 Q8L1 Q8L4 Q8L7 Q8L10
Means 1.51 44.89 3.17 2.93 3.95 35 3.53
Standard deviations 0.500 14.251 1.349 1.308 1.361 1.325 1.317
Coef. 1.000 -0.015 —0.096 —0.116 —0.028 —0.135 —0.12
Q1. Gender
Cova. 0.250 -0.106 —0.065 -0.076 -0.019 -0.09 -0.079
Coef. 1.000 0.135%* 0.164** 0.151** 0.190** 0.186**
Q2. Age
Cova. 203.1 2.598 3.05 2.934 3.592 3.486
Coef. 1.000 0.542%* 0.412%* 0.503** 0.499%*
Q5L5
Cova. 1.821 0.957 0.757 0.899 0.887
Coef. 1.000 0.486** 0.564** 0.616**
Q8L1
Cova. 1.712 0.865 0.978 1.062
Coef. 1.000 0.481** 0.581**
Q8L4
Cova. 1.852 0.867 1.042
Coef. 1.000 0.622*%*
Q8L7
Cova. 1.757 1.086
Coef. 1.000
Q8L10
Cova. 1.736
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Table 16. Means, standard deviations, correlation coefficients (Coef.) and covariances (Cova.) for Q1, Q2, Q5L5, Q8L1, Q8L4,
Q8L7 and Q8L10 of the combined data for US White and US Black respondents.

Means

Standard deviations

QIl. Gender

Q2. Age

Q5L5

QS8L1

Q8L4

Q8L7

Q8L10

Coef.
Cova.
Coef.
Cova.
Coef.
Cova.
Coef.
Cova.
Coef.
Cova.
Coef.
Cova.
Coef.

Cova.

Q1 Gender
1.51
0.500
1.000

0.250

Q2 Age
44.56
14.154
-0.010
-0.072
1.000

300.35

Q5L5
3.23
1.453
-0.08
-0.058
0.102**
2.095
1.000

2.111

QS8L1
2.94
1.369
—-0.106
-0.072
0.092**
1.79
0.515%*
1.025
1.000

1.875

Q8L4
3.96
1.377
—-0.006
—-0.004
0.097**
1.9
0.404**
0.808
0.473**
0.891
1.000

1.896

Q8L7
3.62
1.348
—-0.052
-0.035
0.189**
3.607
0.471**
0.924
0.515**
0.95
0.506**
0.939

1.000

Q8L10
3.48
1.349
—0.075
-0.051
0.153%*
2.924
0.487**
0.955
0.611%*
1.128
0.564**
1.047
0.559*
1.017
1.000

1.819

Table 17. Means, standard deviations, correlation coefficients (Coef.) and covariances (Cova.) for Q1, Q2, Q5L5, Q8L1, Q8L4,

Q8L7 and Q8L10 of the combined data for Japanese and Swedish respondents.

Q1 Gender Q2 Age Q5L5 Q8L1 Q8L4 Q8L7 Q8L10
Means 1.5 44.59 3.25 2.86 3.73 3.45 3.28
Standard deviations 0.500 14.15 1.159 1.218 1.311 1.234 1.253
Coef. 1.000 —-0.017 —-0.056 —-0.091 —-0.007 -0.099 -0.119
Ql. Gender
Cova. 0.250 -0.124 —-0.032 —-0.055 —-0.005 —-0.061 -0.075
Coef. 1.000 0.137%* 0.221%* 0.232%* 0.212** 0.235%*
Q2. Age
Cova. 200.2 2.253 3.809 4.307 3.704 4.176
Coef. 1.000 0.400** 0.315%* 0.356** 0.369**
Q5L5
Cova. 1.343 0.564 0.479 0.509 0.536
Coef. 1.000 0.539** 0.531** 0.640**
QS8L1
Cova. 1.483 0.86 0.797 0.977
Coef. 1.000 0.482** 0.625%*
Q8L4
Cova. 1.719 0.779 1.027
Coef. 1.000 0.569**
Q8L7
Cova. 1.523 0.88
Coef. 1.000
Q8L10
Cova. 1.571
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Table 18. Means, standard deviations, correlation coefficients (Coef.) and covariances (Cova.) for Q1, Q2, Q5L5, Q8L1, Q8L4,

Q8L7 and Q8L10 of the combined data for Japanese and US Black respondents.

Q1 Gender Q2 Age Q5L5 Q8L1 Q8L4 Q8L7 Q8L10
Means 1.5 44,24 3.31 2.87 3.73 3.58 3.23
Standard deviations 0.500 14.042 1.277 1.286 1.329 1.263 1.277
Coef. 1.000 -0.013 -0.039 —-0.080 0.016 —-0.005 -0.072
Q1. Gender
Cova. 0.250 —-0.091 —0.025 —0.052 0.011 —0.003 —0.046
Coef. 1.000 0.099** 0.138** 0.17%* 0.211** 0.195*%*
Q2. Age
Cova. 197.17 1.78 2.494 3.168 3.743 3.497
Coef. 1.000 0.388** 0.320%* 0.326%* 0.382%*
Q5L5
Cova. 1.632 0.637 0.544 0.525 0.624
Coef. 1.000 0.522** 0.479** 0.637**
Q8L1
Cova. 1.653 0.892 0.778 1.045
Coef. 1.000 0.525** 0.602**
Q8L4
Cova. 1.765 0.882 1.021
Coef. 1.000 0.519**
Q8L7
Cova. 1.596 0.837
Coef. 1.000
Q8L10
Cova. 1.63

Table 19. Means, standard deviations, correlation coefficients (Coef.) and covariances (Cova.) for Q1, Q2, Q5L5, Q8L1, Q8L4,

Q8L7 and Q8L10 of the combined data for US White, Japanese and Swedish respondents.

Q1 Gender Q2 Age Q5L5 Q8L1 Q8L4 Q8L7 Q8L10
Means 1.51 44.64 3.22 2.86 3.76 3.48 3.33
Standard deviations 0.500 14.135 1.247 1.244 1.324 1.259 1.274
Coef. 1.000 -0.014 -0.06 —0.090 0.002 -0.095 -0.102
Q1. Gender
Cova. 0.250 -0.102 -0.037 -0.056 0.001 -0.059 —0.065
Coef. 1.000 0.11** 0.179** 0.174** 0.193** 0.202**
Q2. Age
Cova. 199.79 1.944 3.152 3.25 3.431 3.635
Coef. 1.000 0.456** 0.341** 0.424** 0.417%*
Q5L5
Cova. 1.556 0.707 0.563 0.665 0.662
Coef. 1.000 0.514** 0.541*%* 0.635%*
Q8L1
Cova. 1.547 0.846 0.848 1.007
Coef. 1.000 0.479%* 0.609**
Q8L4
Cova. 1.752 0.798 1.028
Coef. 1.000 0.577**
Q8L7
Cova. 0.925
Coef. 1.000
QSL10
Cova. 1.623
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Table 20. Means, standard deviations, correlation coefficients (Coef.) and covariances (Cova.) for Q1, Q2, Q5L5, Q8L1, Q8L4,

Q8L7 and Q8L10 of the combined data for US White, Japanese and US Black respondents.

Means

Standard deviations

Q1. Gender

Q2. Age

Q5L5

Q8L1

Q8L4

Q8L7

Q8L10

Coef.

Cova.

Coef.

Cova.

Coef.

Cova.

Coef.

Cova.

Coef.

Cova.

Coef.

Cova.

Coef.

Cova.

Q1 Gender Q2 Age
1.51 44.41
0.500 14.066
1.000 -0.011
0.250 —-0.08
1.000

197.85

Q5L5
3.26
1.322
-0.05
-0.033
0.087**
1.621
1.000

1.748

QS8L1
2.87
1.287
-0.084
-0.054
0.127**
2.293
0.444**
0.755
1.000

1.658

Q8L4
3.76
1.335
0.017
0.11
0.134**
2.513
0.342**
0.604
0.504**
0.866
1.000

1.782

Q8L7
3.56
1.277
-0.035
-0.022
0.192**
3.447
0.402%**
0.68
0.508**
0.835
0.505**
0.862
1.000

1.631

Q8L10
33
1.291
-0.071
—0.046
0.177%*
3.209
0.420%*
0.716
0.632%*
1.051
0.595%*
1.025
0.541%*
0.893
1.000

1.666

Table 21. Means, standard deviations, correlation coefficients (Coef.) and covariances (Cova.) for Q1, Q2, Q5L5, Q8L1, Q8L4,

Q8L7 and Q8L10 of the combined data for US White, Swedish and US Black respondents.

Q1 Gender Q2 Age Q5L5 Q8L1 Q8L4 Q8L7 Q8L10
Means 1.51 44.72 3.22 2.96 4 3.57 3.53
Standard deviations 0.500 14.236 1.404 1.354 1.374 1.35 1.341
Coef. 1.000 —-0.014 —-0.096 0.117 —-0.028 —-0.095 -0.105
QI. Gender
Cova. 0.250 —-0.098 —-0.067 -0.079 -0.019 —-0.064 -0.071
Coef. 1.000 0.134%* 0.135%* 0.144** 0.199%* 0.179**
Q2. Age
Cova. 202.67 2.68 2.594 2.824 3.826 342
Coef. 1.000 0.523** 0.414** 0.472%* 0.490**
Q5L5
Cova. 1.971 0.995 0.799 0.895 0.923
Coef. 1.000 0.481** 0.531*%* 0.607**
Q8L1
Cova. 1.835 0.894 0.971 1.103
Coef. 1.000 0.500** 0.569**
Q8L4
Cova. 1.888 0.927 1.048
Coef. 1.000 0.588**
Q8L7
Cova. 1.065
Coef. 1.000
Q8L10
Cova. 1.799
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Table 22. Means, standard deviations, correlation coefficients (Coef.) and covariances (Cova.) for Q1, Q2, Q5L5, Q8L1, Q8L4,
Q8L7 and Q8L10 of the combined data for Japanese, Swedish and US Black respondents.

Q1 Gender Q2 Age Q5L5 Q8L1 Q8L4 Q8L7 Q8L10
Means 1.51 44,51 3.27 2.91 3.85 3.54 3.37
Standard deviations 0.500 14.166 1.285 1.299 1.351 1.293 1.305
Coef. 1.000 -0.016 -0.07 -0.101 -0.014 —-0.068 -0.103
Q1. Gender
Cova. 250.000 -0.11 —0.045 —0.065 —-0.009 -0.044 -0.067
Coef. 1.000 0.135** 0.168** 0.195*%* 0.215*%* 0.209**
Q2. Age
Cova. 200.69 2.464 3.097 3.738 3.919 3.869
Coef. 1.000 0.438** 0.354** 0.379** 0.412**
Q5L5
Cova. 1.651 0.732 0.615 0.63 0.691
Coef. 1.000 0.514** 0.509** 0.623**
Q8L1
Cova. 1.689 0.903 0.856 1.057
Coef. 1.000 0.506** 0.600**
Q8L4
Cova. 1.826 0.885 1.059
Coef. 1.000 0.558**
Q8L7
Cova. 0.942
Coef. 1.000
Q8L10
Cova. 1.704

Table 23. Means, standard deviations, correlation coefficients (Coef.) and covariances (Cova.) for Q1, Q2, Q5L5, Q8L1, Q8L4,
Q8L7 and Q8L10 of the combined data for US White, Japanese, Swedish, and US Black respondents.

Q1 Gender Q2 Age Q5L5 Q8L1 Q8L4 Q8L7 Q8L10
Means 1.51 44,57 3.24 2.9 3.85 3.54 3.38
Standard deviations 0.500 14.151 1.316 1.297 1.35 1.296 1.306
Coef. 1.000 -0.014 —0.069 —0.098 —0.006 -0.073 —0.095
Q1. Gender
Cova. 0.250 —0.097 —0.046 —0.064 —-0.004 —-0.047 —0.062
Coef. 1.000 0.117** 0.152** 0.162** 0.199** 0.192**
Q2. Age
Cova. 200.24 2.172 2.785 3.085 3.653 3.539
Coef. 1.000 0.467%* 0.363** 0.421%* 0.435%*
Q5L5
Cova. 1.732 0.797 0.644 0.718 0.747
Coef. 1.000 0.503** 0.522%* 0.624**
QS8L1
Cova. 1.683 0.881 0.878 1.058
Coef. 1.000 0.497** 0.595%*
Q8L4
Cova. 1.821 0.87 1.048
Coef. 1.000 0.566**
Q8L7
Cova. 0.958
Coef. 1.000
Q8L10
Cova. 1.706
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large sample, it was again inappropriate to use chi-square, and the weighted sum
of Q5, Q8L1, Q8L4, Q8L7 and Q8L10, Cronbach’s alpha, the number of observa-
tional variables, and RMSEA made it acceptable to adopt SEM and evaluate the
goodness of fit for modeling.

In all combinations of US (White and Black), Japanese, and Swedish data, the
confirmatory factor analyses by SEM/LV revealed that the common latent inner
factor could be extracted from the five questions, as in the individual data sam-

ples.

5.2.2. The Same Latent Inner Factor in the Combined US (White and
Black), Japanese, and Swedish Data

Although the Internet questionnaire surveys in Studies 1 and 2 and in the pre-
vious studies (Hayase, 2016) were carried out in different places and at different
times, the tendency revealed in all the data combinations was the same as that
with each single data set. This again strongly suggests that the latent inner factor
exists in the minds of people of any country, although more data from other
countries may be necessary to confirm this. Thus, it appears that worry, bother-
some concern, regret, anxiety, and unpleasant experience are connected to the
latent inner factor labeled “Being unable to detach from concerns involving the
self” for the individual ethnicities (US White and Black, Japanese, and Swedish),

and also for all the combinations of data of the four ethnicities.

6. Correlations of the Four Attributes with the Latent
Inner Factor

The correlations between four participant attributes (gender, age, level of educa-
tion, and annual income) and the latent inner factor “Being unable to detach

from concerns involving the self” were examined.

6.1. Correlation with Gender

Path coefficients (p < 0.05 for all) between gender (men to women) and “Being
unable to detach from concerns involving the self” were +0.162 (by direct path)
and +0.029 (= —0.245 x —0.119 by indirect path) for the Swedish sample in Fig-
ure 1, +0.089 (by direct path) for the US Black sample in Figure 2, and +0.086
for the US White and +0.032 for the Japanese samples in the previous study
(Hayase, 2016), indicating that women were more unable to detach from con-
cerns involving the self than men in all samples. It is notable that the same ten-
dency was obtained for the correlation with gender in both independent and in-
terdependent cultures.

Moreover, all path coefficients between gender (men to women) and “Being
unable to detach from concerns involving the self” were positive values from
+0.054 to +0.140 for all data combinations (any two, three, or four ethnicities) in
Table 14. These results strongly indicate that women were generally more una-

ble to detach from concerns involving the self than men.
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6.2. Correlation with Age

Path coefficients (p < 0.05 for all) between age and “Being unable to detach from
concerns involving the self” were —0.278 (as direct path) & —0.018 (= +0.153 x
—0.119 as indirect path) for the Swedish sample in Figure 1, —0.210 (as direct
path) for the US Black sample in Figure 2, and —0.149 for the US White and
—0.275 for the Japanese samples in the previous paper (Hayase, 2016). Younger
people, as compared to older people, were more unable to detach from concerns
involving the self in all four samples. Again, it is notable that the same tendency
was obtained for the correlation with age in independent and interdependent
cultures. Since older people have had many more life experiences than younger
people, older people may have learned more about how to be able to detach from
concerns involving the self than younger people.

Moreover, path coefficients between age and “Being unable to detach from
concerns involving the self” were all negative values from —0.180 to —0.290 for
all data combinations in Table 14. These results strongly indicate that younger
people were generally more unable to detach from concerns involving the self

than elder people.

6.3. Correlation with Level of Education

Path coefficients (p < 0.05 for all) between level of education and “Being unable
to detach from concerns involving the self” were —0.025 (= +0.207 x —0.119 as
indirect path) for the Swedish sample in Figure 1, —0.111 (as direct path) for the
US Black sample in Figure 2, and —0.075 for US White and —0.012 for Japanese
samples in the previous paper (Hayase, 2016). People with lower levels of educa-
tion were less able to detach from concerns involving the self than people with
higher levels of education for all samples. The same tendency was obtained for
the correlation with levels of education in the four ethnicities, perhaps because
education may provide some positive effects in “Being able to detach from con-

cerns involving the self”.

6.4. Correlation with Annual Income

The path coefficient between annual income and “Being unable to detach from
concerns involving the self” was —0.119 (p < 0.05) for the Swedish sample, as
shown in Figure 1. On the other hand, there was no significant correlation for
the US Black sample, as shown in Figure 2. In the previous paper (Hayase,
2016), there was little correlation between annual income and the latent inner
factor for the Japanese sample (—0.071, p < 0.05) and no correlation between
annual income and the latent inner factor for the US White sample. Thus, there
may in general be little relationship between annual income and the latent inner

factor “Being unable to detach from concerns involving the self”.

6.5. Evidence for the Existence of the Common Latent Inner Factor
for the Five Phenomena

It was found that women, younger people, and people with lower levels of edu-
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cation as compared to men, older people, and people with higher levels of edu-
cation were more unable to detach from concerns involving the self in each of
the individual ethnicities (US White, Japanese, Swedish, and US Black). Moreo-
ver, women, younger people, and people with lower levels of education as com-
pared to men, older people, and people with higher levels of education were
more unable to detach from concerns involving the self for all combinations of
data (any two or three ethnicities, and all four ethnicities). This is notable and
provides convincing evidence of the existence of a common latent inner factor
for the five phenomena (worry, bothersome concern, regret, anxiety, and un-
pleasant experience). Although these five are considered to be seemingly differ-
ent psychological phenomena (Ehring & Watkins, 2008; McEvoy et al., 2010)
and the time focus of the questions (present, past, and future) also differed, it is
not implausible (Davey et al., 1992; Stober & Joormann, 2001) that a common
latent inner factor could be extracted from the five phenomena. Zebb (1998) also
reported that measures of worry and anxiety were highly correlated, and person-
al control did not show a differential relationship to anxiety or worry. And, Bid-
jerano (2010) investigated a psychological phenomenon which includes disap-
pointed feeling, as well as anxiety, worry, and regret. Thus, in the present study,
the confirmatory factor analyses by SEM/LV presented reliable convincing evi-
dence of the existence of the common latent inner factor for the five phenomena

in a variety of humans.

7. General Discussion

The present study had three main purposes: first, to make it more possible to
identify the true inner target or object about which you are anxious, worry,
and/or are regretful, including negative rumination and repetitive negative
thinking, when things do not go right for you; second, to present more evidence
to confirm the existence of the inner latent factor “Being unable to detach from
concerns involving the self”, which was earlier found in two ethnicities (US
White and Japanese; Hayase, 2016) by examining new data from Swedish and
US Black samples; and third, to clarify the concept of unlimited, active, and sta-
ble “genuine happiness,” which differs from the episodic happiness that depends
on unstable episodes.

When you are anxious about, worry about, or regret something, what is it that
you are anxious about, worry about, or regret? Usually, you do not identify it
clearly or consciously, although it may be something that will happen to you in
the future, is occurring at the present time, or occurred in the past. If what will

<

occur, is occurring, or occurred is that things go right for “you” (“you” means
“your Omoi” in Japanese), you do not have any anxiety, worry, or regret, and
then there may be no problem. However, when things do not go right for “you”
(“your Omoi”), you may experience anxiety, worry, or regret, and there may be a
problem. At that time, you may attempt to alter the circumstances so things go

<

right for “you” (“your Omoi”). If you are successful, the circumstance goes right
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for “you” (“your Omoi”) and the problem will disappear. But if you are not suc-
cessful, the circumstance does not go right for “you” (“your Omoi”) and there
still is a problem, and then you may likely try again. However, suppose that at
last you comprehend that the circumstances can no longer be changed. Then,
what will you do? When all you need to do is to plan and perform actions that
are necessary to go forward, it may occur that you do not have the positive will
or inclination to do these things, because you are not able to detach from the
concerns involving the self that occur when things do not go right for “you”
(“your Omoi”). In this circumstance, you tend to become anxious, to worry, to
be regretful, to be irritated, to be sad, angry, or jealous, to develop an inferiority
complex, to engage in repetitive negative thinking, and/or to ruminate negative-
ly. Since all of these concerns certainly concern “the self’—in other words, the
concerns are closely associated with things which do not go right for “you”
(“your Omoi”)—each such concern is one aspect of, and derives from, “concerns
involving the self”, which exist only in your mind (your “Omoi”).

The existence of the inner latent factor “Being unable to detach from concerns
involving the self” was reconfirmed using data from Swedish and US Black sam-
ples, in addition to the US White and Japanese data of the previous study
(Hayase, 2016). It was found that women, younger people, and people with low-
er levels of education as compared to men, older people, and people with higher
levels of education were more unable to detach from concerns involving the self.
This was true not only for the individual data samples from the four ethnicities,
but also for all combinations of the four data sets. This provides strong evidence
of the existence of the common latent inner factor “Being unable to detach from
concerns involving the self” for the five phenomena (worry, bothersome con-
cern, regret, anxiety, and unpleasant experience).

In order to be free from anxiety, worry and regret, you should face squarely
anxiety itself, worry itself, regret itself, which are derived from “concerns in-
volving the self”. However, it is usually difficult for people to face such concerns
squarely, because people, including many psychologists, believe that these are
different phenomena and do not understand that they all derive from “concerns
involving the self”. The 32nd American President Franklin D. Roosevelt said in
1933, “The only thing we have to fear is fear itself.” Fear itself is generally hard to
discover because of its disposition as unjustified, unreasoning, and nameless, just
like anxiety itself, worry itself, regret itself. And fear itself is another aspect of,
and derives from, “concerns involving the self.” As mentioned in this study, an-
xiety, worry, and regret paralyze the efforts required to convert retreat into for-
ward progress. If you can face squarely “concerns involving the self” in order to
be conscious of it, you have a chance to deal with these concerns properly and
thus detach yourself from them. Roosevelt also said, “Men are not prisoners of
fate, but only prisoners of their own minds”. When your own mind (your own
“Omoi”) is no longer a prisoner of “concerns involving the self” (“Omoi-kiri” in

Japanese; “kiri” means detach and/or cut), you can have the positive will to plan
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and perform the actions that are necessary to make progress.

When we return to Alain’s statement that “One is not laughing because one is
happy, instead, I should say that one is happy because one is laughing”, the es-
sential thing is also “concerns involving the self”. For instance, when you are an-
xious about, worrying about, and/or regretting some concerns, let’s imagine that
you start to laugh at that moment. At least for the moment when you are laugh-
ing, if you are laughing naturally, you are forgetting anxiety, worry, and regret
about your concerns, and they have gone away because laughing expelled them.
Every smile is wonderful? You can have such experiences often. At the moment
you are laughing, you have (maybe unconsciously but certainly) detached from
“concerns involving the self” and have immediately entered into a kind of ge-
nuine happiness, rather than episodic happiness, which depends on something

that has occurred.

The French philosopher Alain (1907) also said the following:

It starts to drizzle; you are in the street and you open your

umbrella; that suffices. What is the good of saying: “This

horrid rain again”; that will have absolutely no effect on the

rain, nor on the cloud, nor on the wind, Why not just well

say: “Oh! What a nice little shower!” I can hear you object

that this will have absolutely no effect on the rain; this is

quite true; but you will feel better for it; your whole body

will awaken and actually warm up, for such is the effect of

the slightest movement of joy; “and there you are, able to be out in the rain

without catching a cold.”

If you have “concerns involving the self” in your mind, for example, “I con-
ceive that I do not want to get wet in the rain”, you will say “This horrid rain
again”. However, if you can detach “concerns involving the self” from your
mind, that is “I do not conceive that I do not want to get wet in the rain” or “I do
not mind to getting wet in the rain,” you can say “Oh! What a nice little

1”

shower!” Only your ability to detach from “concerns involving the self” will de-
termine whether the rain is horrid or nice, since rain is just merely rain. In the
future, you will encounter such occasions often. Which will you choose to
say—“Horrid rain” or “Nice shower”? Which will you choose to say—“Horrid”
or “Nice”—at other times in your life?

We can modify the end of Alain’s anecdote about the rain as follows:

“... and there you are, able to be out in anxiety itself, worry itself, regret itself,
and fear itself without catching (or by detaching from) concerns involving the
self.”

The only thing we have to fear is anxiety itself, worry itself, regret itself, and
fear itself, which do not actually exist in reality, but are all unreasonable and un-
justified mental artifacts that derive from “concerns involving the self”. When
and/or if you surely comprehend these concerns as a mental artifact and can

confront them squarely, you can treat them rightly and finally detach from them,
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and then you can take the useful and practical action that is necessary to go for-

ward.

7.1. Limitations of the Study

This study is based on Internet survey of peoples’ subjective opinions and atti-
tudes, which were assessed by a questionnaire. It was based on responses of
people living in the US, Japan, and Sweden. It would be desirable to conduct the
identical study in other countries. Also, since actual experiments on people’s
behavior were not conducted in this research, it would be desirable to carry out a

similar study on peoples’ taking actions.

7.2. Future Directions

There were a substantial body of research about mindfulness meditation (Brown
& Ryan, 2003; Manoka, 2011; Ziaian et al., 2015; Jekauc et al., 2017), flow
(Csikszentmihalyi, 1978, 1990, 1997), and positive psychology (Seligman &
Csikszentmihalyi, 2000; Seligman & Pawelski, 2003). The topics of this research
may be closely related to the latent inner factor “Being ab/e to detach from con-
cerns involving the self”. While mindfulness meditation above all may be one of
the best and most meaningful ways for ordinary people to establish the inner
condition of “Being able to detach from concerns involving the self’—that is, a
kind of genuine happiness that is not episodic, more introspective and deeper
study is essential to improve mindfulness meditation as an objective and scien-
tific method.

Intrapersonal intelligence is one of the multiple intelligences reported by
Gardner (1999). Because it involves introspectiveness, self-reflection, and
awareness of the inner world of “the self,” it is the intelligence most closely con-
nected to the ability to achieve detachment from concerns involving the self.
Studies of intrapersonal intelligence from this perspective could therefore pro-
vide additional improvement of techniques that promote detachment.

Every each individual must learn to discriminate “concerns involving the self”
from regret, worry and anxiety and to resolve correlations between “concerns
involving the self” and the usual concerns (anxiety, worry, regret, and fear) that
are related to things that do not go right for you. However, it may be rather dif-
ficult to discover and resolve these distinctions, primarily because the source of
these concerns is outwardly attributed to others, often seemingly not to the self.
Further, to detach from one’s “concerns involving the self” seems to be more
difficult than to extract “concerns involving the self” from regret, worry and an-
xiety. One of the obscure but important reasons is that there is no fudcrum with
which to begin and support the action of detaching from concerns involving the
self. However, it is possible that extracting “concerns involving the self” from
regret, worry and anxiety is an effective initial breakthrough that directly leads
“Being able to detach from concerns involving the self”. In other words, you first

need to try to extract “concerns involving the self” from regret, worry and an-
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xiety, and then proceed to detach from “concerns involving the self” by yourself
by reflecting and being aware of the inner world of “the self”. This should be
practiced in the course of everyday life experience, as on-the-job training, in or-
der to learn, achieve, and master it.

The latent inner factor was labeled “Being unable to detach from concerns
involving the self”. Thus key concepts involved in the latent inner factor are
“concerns involving the self”. Generally, there are two kinds of concerns: one is
“concerns involving the self,” and the other is “concerns involving others”.
“Concerns involving the self” in the latent inner factor emphasizes “the self”, not
“others”. When one has concerns during connections with others in any inci-
dent, episode, accident, conflict, or similar event, these concerns usually include
both “concerns involving the self” and “concerns involving others”. However, it
is usually difficult for people to distinguish between “concerns involving the self”
and “concerns involving others,” because these are often confusing, twining
around and entangled together, and because people do not know and have not
been taught, how to disentangle them. First, it is important for people to pay at-
tention to “concerns involving the self”, which is the main target but is rather
more difficult to discover, by distinguishing it from “concerns involving others”.
It is also noteworthy that although one can detach from “concerns involving the
self” by means of the self, one fundamentally can’t detach from “concerns in-
volving others” by oneself alone. It should be a significant goal of practical scien-
tific research to extract and isolate “concerns involving the self” from the mix-
ture of states of “concerns involving the self” and “concerns involving others”,
and to learn how to master “being able to detach from concerns involving the
self” by means of the self.

Let us suppose that there are two persons, A and B, and A says something or
does something to B. A thinks that A’s performance is done on behalf of B. Spe-
cifically, A thinks that A’s action was intended for B to detach from “concerns
involving the B-self”. However, strange to say, there may be an incident, or pos-
sibly a conflict, between A and B. The reason for this incident or conflict is as
follows: While A thinks A’s performance is on behalf of B, to detach from “con-
cerns involving the B-self”, A’s action is in point of fact done on behalf of A
(even if unconsciously), to detach from “concerns involving the A-self” instead
of “concerns involving the B-self”. If it happens that there are large or opposing
disagreements between “concerns involving the A-self” and “concerns involving
the B-self”, a significant conflict may occur between A and B. This conflict de-
pends on whether or not A can be deeply introspective into the A-self, with
awareness of the inner world of the self. Further, such a conflict may be apt to
happen if A thinks (even unconsciously) that A owns B. Research on these two
possible sources of conflict will improve the study of introspective insight into
each person’s “Omoi,” with the goal of helping to achieve genuine happiness.

Hayase & Ura (2015) studied the difference between taking action and own-

ership in human happiness. They reported that taking action is more important
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than ownership for real happiness. Recent philosophical studies have suggested
that further research is needed to bring into sharper focus the distinction be-
tween self-ownership and lack of ownership (i.e., of one’s own body), both phi-
losophically and psychologically (Pendlebury et al., 2001; Uyl & Rasmussen,
2003; Taylor, 2005; Curchin, 2007; Ypi, 2011). In terms of the present research,
does the condition of “Being unable to detach from concerns involving the self”
mean that one philosophically and/or psychologically owns “concerns involving
the self” in one’s “Omoi”? This is a seriously profound question that awaits fu-

ture study for the benefit of genuine human happiness.
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Appendix

In the questionnaire, the questions corresponding to Q5, Q6, and Q8 are pro-
vided for reference.

Q5LI: It is necessary for every happy person to look into his/her mind, think
and improve him/herself introspectively.

Q5L2: It is necessary for every happy person in a happy society to send and
receive peaceful affection, and appropriate words for improving oneself to one
another.

Q5L3: Every happy person lives life with getting his/her mind off other’s va-
gue or uncertain unfavorable-feeling to him/her.

Q5L4: The main work that I am currently engaged in on a daily basis is well
suited for my personality.

Q5L5: I am often not able to cut loose from worries even when things were
certainly found not to go right for me.

Q5L6: I am always able to concentrate on what I do.

Q5L7: When doing the main work that I am currently engaged in on a daily
basis, I am always able to be pleasurably engaged.

Q5L8: T have a person with whom I share mutual fondness.

Q5L9: I live life with getting a taste of everyday.

Q5L10: The “joy of ownership” is the feeling of happiness that people get
when acquiring things such as possessions, clothing, vehicles, houses, and so on.
The “joy of taking action” is the feeling of happiness that people get from having
taken action such as having made something, having used something, having
had fun, or having worked. At present, I attach more importance to the “joy of
ownership” than the “joy of taking action”.

Q6L1: I try to hear out the thoughts of the other person when having a con-
flict with that person.

Q6L2: I often can’t help foisting my thoughts on others.

Q6L3: I attach more importance to the happiness from taking action than to
the happiness from ownership.

Q6L4: When my opinion clashes with somebody else’s, I think about steps to
take in order to make things better for us.

Q6L5: My body has been healthy in my life thus far.

Q6L6: I never back down when having a conflict with others.

Q6L7: 1 feel happier when I've taken ownership of something than when
doing something.

Q6L8: When my opinion diverges from someone else’s, I take time to talk it
out with that person completely.

Q6L9: I don’t care to make concessions to others.

Q6L10: I am more fond of taking action than of owning.

Q8L1: I find it almost impossible to get my mind off concerns that are bo-
thering me.

Q8L2: I am always concerned about how others might be thinking about me.
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Q8L3: I try to make efforts at living each day so that the concerns that I have
don’t linger inside of me.

Q8L4: I often end up regretting something forever.

Q8L5: I tend to not concern myself with how others might see me.

Q8L6: I tend to get over failure relatively easily.

Q8L7: I am not able to cut loose from uneasy occurrence and anxiety which
may happen in the future.

Q8LS: I often can’t help speculating what others might think about me.

Q8LY: I cut loose from concerns in my mind and live life every day to the ful-
lest.

Q8L10: I find it almost impossible to get my mind off an unpleasant expe-

rience once I have had it.
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