


Supplementary Material
Supplementary Measurement Analyses
To further examine the psychometric adequacy of the measures used in the main analyses, supplementary item-level analyses were conducted in the final analytic sample of 212 unique participants. These analyses assessed internal consistency, the factor structure of the four multi-item constructs, and the robustness of the primary structural model when the selflessness-related constructs and non-attachment were modeled as latent variables rather than observed composite scores. All confirmatory factor analyses and structural equation models were estimated using robust maximum likelihood estimation (MLR) with full-information maximum likelihood for missing data. Latent factors were standardized by fixing their variances to 1.
Internal Consistency
Internal consistency was good to excellent across the multi-item measures (Table S1). Cronbach’s alpha ranged from .80 to .91 for the four multi-item constructs, and omega total ranged from .83 to .92. The two-item authentic happiness indicator showed a strong inter-item correlation between happiness and inner peace, r = .77.
	Table S1. Internal Consistency of Study Measures

	Measure
	Items
	Cronbach’s α
	Standardized α
	ω total

	Connectedness to Humanity
	7
	.914
	.914
	.916

	Impermanence-related insight
	4
	.802
	.820
	.826

	Disidentification
	5
	.878
	.879
	.880

	Non-attachment
	7
	.881
	.882
	.883

	Authentic happiness
	2
	.871
	.871
	.871

	Note. N = 212. The two authentic happiness items, happiness and inner peace, were strongly correlated, r = .772.


[bookmark: _heading=h.cm71oy58u4dg]Confirmatory Factor Analyses
[bookmark: _heading=h.6hdazw7ia48y]Single-factor CFA models were first examined separately for each multi-item construct. Fit was strongest for impermanence-related insight and non-attachment, whereas the fit of the isolated connectedness and disidentification models was more mixed according to some indices, particularly RMSEA and TLI (Table S2). Because the constructs were intended to represent related but distinct components within the broader theoretical framework, we additionally tested a four-factor measurement model simultaneously representing Connectedness to Humanity, Impermanence-related insight, Disidentification, and Non-attachment.
[bookmark: _heading=h.dylaizosyge8]The four-factor model showed an acceptable overall fit, χ²(224) = 371.78, p < .001, CFI = .930, TLI = .920, RMSEA = .056, 90% CI [.046, .065], SRMR = .051. All indicators loaded significantly on their intended latent factors. Standardized loadings ranged from .59 to .84 for Connectedness to Humanity, .55 to .85 for Impermanence-related insight, .71 to .84 for Disidentification, and .60 to .80 for Non-attachment.
[bookmark: _heading=h.8t90cjt1zzse]These findings supported the proposed multidimensional measurement structure while also suggesting that some individual scales may contain residual item-level complexity not fully captured by strict unidimensional models.
	Table S2. Fit of Single-Factor and Four-Factor Measurement Models

	Model
	χ²
	df
	CFI
	TLI
	RMSEA
	90% CI RMSEA
	SRMR

	Connectedness to Humanity
	39.17
	14
	.953
	.930
	.092
	[.066, .119]
	.037

	Impermanence-related insight
	3.51
	2
	.989
	.967
	.060
	[.000, .138]
	.025

	Disidentification
	32.28
	5
	.917
	.834
	.160
	[.118, .207]
	.040

	Non-attachment
	26.04
	14
	.970
	.955
	.064
	[.031, .094]
	.037

	Four-factor measurement model
	371.78
	224
	.930
	.920
	.056
	[.046, .065]
	.051

	Note. N = 212. Models were estimated using robust maximum likelihood estimation. χ² values are scaled test statistics. CFI = Comparative Fit Index; TLI = Tucker–Lewis Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square Residual. 


[bookmark: _heading=h.b0an197f0v6c]Partial Latent Structural Model
[bookmark: _heading=h.t6q4cnqs0bz7]As a supplementary robustness analysis, we re-estimated the primary theoretical model using latent variables for Connectedness to Humanity, Impermanence-related insight, Disidentification, and Non-attachment, while retaining authentic happiness as an observed composite because it was assessed with only two items. The partial latent SEM showed acceptable fit, χ²(243) = 425.74, p < .001, CFI = .918, TLI = .907, RMSEA = .060, 90% CI [.051, .068], SRMR = .052.
[bookmark: _heading=h.tum4cjj9n9db]The structural pattern closely paralleled the observed-score model reported in the main text. Connectedness to Humanity (β = .401, p < .001), Impermanence-related insight (β = .255, p = .002), and Disidentification (β = .257, p = .005) were each positively associated with latent Non-attachment. Non-attachment was in turn positively associated with authentic happiness (β = .498, p < .001). Connectedness to Humanity also retained a significant direct association with authentic happiness (β = .258, p = .001), whereas the direct associations of Impermanence-related insight (β = −.025, p = .730) and Disidentification (β = −.044, p = .468) were not significant. The indirect associations through Non-attachment were significant for Connectedness to Humanity (β = .200, p < .001), Impermanence-related insight (β = .127, p = .014), and Disidentification (β = .128, p = .006). Thus, the substantive pattern of associations was preserved when measurement error was modeled explicitly.
	Table S3. Structural Paths in the Partial Latent SEM

	Path
	Standardized β
	p

	Connectedness → Non-attachment
	.401
	< .001

	Impermanence → Non-attachment
	.255
	.002

	Disidentification → Non-attachment
	.257
	.005

	Non-attachment → Authentic happiness
	.498
	< .001

	Connectedness → Authentic happiness
	.258
	.001

	Impermanence → Authentic happiness
	−.025
	.730

	Disidentification → Authentic happiness
	−.044
	.468

	Connectedness → Non-attachment → Authentic happiness
	.200
	< .001

	Impermanence → Non-attachment → Authentic happiness
	.127
	.014

	Disidentification → Non-attachment → Authentic happiness
	.128
	.006

	Note. N = 212. Standardized coefficients are reported. Indirect associations are statistical indirect associations estimated in a cross-sectional model and should not be interpreted as evidence of causal mediation.


[bookmark: _heading=h.vrig7lv5k878]Supplementary Analysis Summary
[bookmark: _heading=h.rymi7txwb94e]Taken together, the supplementary analyses provided support for the reliability and overall measurement structure of the constructs used in the main analyses. Although the fit of some isolated single-factor models was mixed, the simultaneous four-factor measurement model showed acceptable fit, and all items loaded significantly on their intended constructs. Importantly, re-estimating the primary model with latent variables yielded a pattern of structural associations that closely paralleled the observed-score results. These analyses therefore support the defensibility of using composite scores in the main exploratory analyses while demonstrating that the substantive conclusions were robust to explicit modeling of measurement error. 
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