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Abstract

A match between a person and their culture is widely considered a source of well-being. However, why does this “person—culture
match effect” (PCME) emerge? This research seeks to elucidate that question on three counts. It reports the first experimental—
and, thus, causal—test of the PCME, examines whether match increases well-being only for people who consider their culture
central to themselves, and tests whether the PCME occurs only for match with one’s own culture rather than another culture.
Across three experiments (Nyow = 1,251), we found initial evidence that person—culture match causes higher well-being, but only
for people who consider their culture central to themselves and only if match refers to one’s own culture, not another culture.
These findings were more consistent for some indicators of well-being (affect, global well-being) than others (life satisfaction, self-

esteem), thereby providing initial insights into the PCME’s underlying mechanisms that opens avenues for future research.
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Introduction

A match between a person’s own characteristics and the
characteristics of this person’s culture is widely regarded to
increase the person’s well-being (Diener et al.,, 2011;
Fulmer et al., 2010). To illustrate, a person who cherishes
certain moral values is particularly satisfied with life if this
person’s culture also cherishes these values (Oarga et al.,
2015; Stavrova et al., 2013). Such “person—culture match
effects” (PCMEs) constitute a key component of extensive
psychological theory (e.g., terror management theory—
Pyszczynski et al., 2004; seclf-enhancement tactician
model—Sedikides et al., 2015) and presumably drive many
socially relevant phenomena, including migration (Jokela
et al., 2008; Motyl et al., 2014), personality development
(Entringer et al., 2023; Roberts & Robins, 2004), and cul-
tural change (Penke & Jokela, 2016; Varnum &
Grossmann, 2017).

A growing body of work has documented the benefits
of person—culture match across multiple match characteris-
tics, well-being dimensions, and cultural contexts, suggest-
ing that PCMEs are a robust and pervasive phenomenon.
Little is known, however, about why PCMEs emerge in the
first place. That is, their “inner workings” remain elusive.
The present research elucidates those inner workings by
addressing three research questions:

Research Question 1 (RQ1): Causality: Is the PCME on
well-being truly a causal effect?

Research Question 2 (RQ?2): Centrality: Is the PCME
stronger for (or restricted to) people who consider their cul-
ture central to their own self-definition?

Research Question 3 (RQ3): Culture: Is the PCME
restricted to match with one’s own culture, or does it gen-
eralize to match with other cultures, too?

Prior Work

Fulmer et al. (2010) coined the term “person—culture
match” and demonstrated that people experienced particu-
larly high well-being if their personality traits aligned with
traits that are common in their nation. Additional work
has documented the PCME in domains other than
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personality traits, including religiosity (Diener et al., 2011;
Gebauer et al., 2012), political ideology (Ebert et al., 2023;
Stavrova & Luhmann, 2016), and basic values (Hanel
et al., 2020; Stavrova et al., 2013).1 The PCME has also
been documented across diverse forms of culture, including
federal states (Gebauer et al., 2017), regions (Ebert et al.,
2020), cities (Bleidorn et al., 2016), neighborhoods (Jokela
et al., 2015), and non-geographical forms of culture (e.g.,
ethnicities; Vogel et al., 2026). Thus, a sizable literature has
documented the existence of PCMEs across a wide range
of match domains and forms of culture.

By contrast, research on the inner workings of PCMEs
is scarce. One exception is research showing that PCMEs
are particularly strong among people with a “conformist”
personality profile (i.e., high agreeableness and neuroti-
cism, low openness and extraversion; Gebauer et al., 2020).
This finding suggests that PCMEs may partly arise because
match satisfies most people’s desire to conform to the
majority (Eck & Gebauer, 2022; Oishi & Diener, 2001),
which—in turn—promotes well-being (Diener et al., 1985;
Emmons, 1986). Another exception is research showing
that person—culture match increases well-being for individ-
uals only if those individuals possess the subjective percep-
tion that they match (Vogel et al.,, 2025). These rare
exceptions notwithstanding, there remain many open ques-
tions regarding the inner workings of PCMEs. As described
next, the present research addresses three of them.

Three Research Questions: Causality,
Centrality, and Culture

Causality

Existing evidence for PCMEs has been entirely cross-sec-
tional, rendering the direction of causality unclear. For
example, the observed association between match and well-
being may reflect an effect of well-being on match: Happy
individuals have the necessary energy to actively seek cul-
tural contexts that match their own traits and values,
whereas unhappy individuals typically lack that energy
(Beck et al., 1987). Experimental evidence is thus needed to
test whether person—culture match causally increases well-
being, as is routinely assumed in the existing literature
(Diener et al., 2011; Fulmer et al., 2010). The present
research provides the first experimental test of this widely
assumed causal link.

Centrality

Match with one’s culture may not be equally desirable for
everyone—it likely depends on how central one’s culture is
to one’s self-definition. Some individuals view their culture
as a core part of their self-definition (cf. James, 1907;
Verplanken & Holland, 2002) and identify strongly with
their culture (Berry, 1997; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). These
individuals should care deeply about matching with their

culture and, thus, may derive substantial well-being bene-
fits from person—culture match (Gebauer et al., 2012;
Tesser & Campbell, 1980). Conversely, other individuals
view their culture as peripheral to their self-definition and
do not identify with it. These individuals should place little
importance on matching with their culture and, thus, may
derive little or no well-being benefits from match. The pres-
ent research empirically examines the centrality of culture
to the self as a key moderator of PCMEs.

Culture

A critical (albeit often implicit) assumption in the person—
culture match literature is that well-being benefits occur
only when a person matches with their own culture, not
with some other culture. However, this assumption has
never been empirically tested. Therefore, it remains unclear
whether match with other cultures (i.e., not one’s own) can
also influence well-being, and whether the PCME repre-
sents a special case of a more general match effect involving
any culture (own or other). The present research addresses
this gap by testing PCMEs for one’s own culture compared
with those for another culture (i.e., not one’s own).

Culture is typically defined in terms of geographic or
national boundaries (Triandis, 1994; Varnum &
Grossmann, 2017). However, such geographic definitions
overlook other important cultural systems, such as religion
(Cohen, 2009; Cohen & Varnum, 2016). From an anthro-
pological perspective, national cultures are relatively
recent. Instead, religious cultures are among the oldest cul-
tural systems and have played a foundational role in
human social organization and cognition throughout much
of Homo sapiens’ evolutionary history (Muthukrishna,
2023; Richerson & Boyd, 2022): For most of human (pre-
)history, religion has provided shared values, norms, and
identities that have profoundly shaped social cognition and
group cohesion (Norenzayan, 2013; Tomasello et al.,
2005). Hence, the present research focuses on religious
rather than national forms of culture, in line with calls for
more attention to religion as culture in psychology (Cohen,
2009; White et al., 2021).

Overview of Experiments

To address our three research questions—namely, causal-
ity, centrality, and culture—we conducted three concep-
tually identical experiments that manipulated person—
culture match, assessed the centrality of culture to one’s
self-definition, and varied whether culture referred to parti-
cipants’ own versus another culture (i.e., own versus
another religious denomination/religion). Across experi-
ments, we used conceptually identical experimental para-
digms, measures, and analysis strategies. The specific
religious cultures and the participant populations differed,
however, across experiments (see Table 1). The experiments
were so similar that it would be highly repetitive to describe
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Table I. Overview of Experiments.

Experiment N Sampling Culture conditions

Experiment | 36l Student sample Own vs. other religious denomination
Experiment 2 291 Religious sample from Christian networks Own vs. other religious denomination
Experiment 3 599 Student sample and religious sample from Christian networks Christian vs. Muslim religion

them separately, using three separate “Methods and
Results” sections. Thus, to be concise, we present a single
“Methods” section and a single “Results” section. This
“Results” section is structured by our three research ques-
tions; for each research question, we include the separate
results of each experiment (as preregistered).

Method

Ethics and Open Science Statements

All experiments were reviewed by the University of
Mannheim’s ethics committee (EK Mannheim 36/2022; EC
Mannheim 21/2023). Data, analysis codes, and study mate-
rials are openly available at: https://osf.i0/324qc.
Preregistrations for the three experiments are available at:
https://aspredicted.org/TF4 _3Y7 (Experiment 1), https://
aspredicted.org/YXL_Z37 (Experiment 2), and https://
aspredicted.org/VQ4_YS8D (Experiment 3).

Deviations From Preregistrations

This article deviates from the preregistrations in several
ways. Below, we describe the three most substantive devia-
tions, while Supplement S1 details all additional deviations
and includes robustness checks showing that the central
conclusions remain unchanged when following the prere-
gistered specifications. First, the preregistrations specified a
three-way interaction between match, centrality to self, and
culture. Yet, the preregistrations did not specify the precise
form of this three-way interaction. The present article
decomposes this three-way interaction into three research
questions to structure the narrative and the statistical anal-
yses. The three research questions should thus be consid-
ered exploratory.

Second, the preregistrations of Experiments 1-2
described affect as the critical indicator of well-being and
life satisfaction and self-esteem as supplementary indica-
tors. The preregistration of Experiment 3, by contrast,
described affect, self-esteem, and life satisfaction as critical
indicators of well-being. Moreover, the three well-being
indicators were highly intercorrelated (see the “Procedure
and Measures” section) and the results involving each of
the three indicators did not differ significantly from each
other (see the “Results” section). Therefore, we addition-
ally created a global well-being indicator by averaging
affect, self-esteem, and life satisfaction—though not prere-
gistered, this approach is consistent with prior research

(Hoogeveen et al., 2023; Vogel et al., 2026). The “Results”
section consistently reports the results for all four indica-
tors (affect, life satisfaction, self-esteem, and global well-
being), but clearly marks whether a given indicator was
preregistered as critical in a given experiment.

Finally, the preregistrations anticipated larger samples
than were ultimately obtained (Ns = 361 and 291, rather
than the planned N = 400) and they based their power
analyses on outdated (overoptimistic; Boileau et al., 2024;
Funder & Ozer, 2019) effect-size expectations and, thus,
statistical power was overestimated even for the planned
sample sizes. In effect, individual experiments were less sta-
tistically powerful than the preregistrations had assumed.
Therefore, in addition to reporting the results of each
experiment (as preregistered), we report the results of the
pooled data across experiments (not preregistered). To
pool the data, we used integrative data analyses (IDAs;
Curran & Hussong, 2009; Hussong et al., 2013) and report
the results under the heading “Exploratory Analyses:
Integrative Data Analyses” at the end of the “Results” sec-
tion. The IDAs are based on all (relevant) data collected in
this research line (i.e., no additional data in the “file-
drawer;” Rosenthal, 1979).

Participants

Table 2 provides demographic information for all three
experiments and the (exploratory) IDAs. Additional parti-
cipants were excluded before any data analysis, if they (a)
had missing data on a focal construct (centrality to self,
well-being), (b) failed at least one manipulation check, (c)
were not native German speakers, (d) did not describe
themselves as Christian (or Muslim in Experiment 3), or
(e) indicated in Experiment 3 that they had already partici-
pated in Experiment 1 or 2. Supplement S2 describes the
number of participants excluded per exclusion criterion.
Participants received either course credit or the opportu-
nity to enter a raffle for nine 25€ vouchers.

Procedure and Measures

All experiments were framed as preliminary work to select
appropriate material for future studies. The procedure was
always identical: Participants provided informed consent
and demographic information, reported on their religious-
ness, completed our manipulation of person—culture match,
rated their well-being, responded to two manipulation-
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics of Demographic Information.

Gend Age Education Religious denomination Centrality to self
ender
Female Low Middle High Catholics Protestants Christian minorities Muslims

Sample N in%) M SD (in%) (in%) (in%) (in%) (in %) (in %) (in%) M SD
Experiment | 361 75.9 279 13.0 6.1 679 260 463 532 0.6 0.0 3.0 1.2
Experiment2 291 67.4 337 156 62 416 516 59.1 36.1 48 0.0 42 .1
Experiment3 599 614 352 160 119 442 437 337 53.3 1.2 1.8 3.9 1.4
IDA 1,251 67.0 328 154 89 504 405 433 49.2 6.6 0.9 37 1.4
IDA-MAX 1,677 67.4 328 154 87 508 403 470 47.8 4.6 0.7 3.8 1.4

Note. IDA = integrative data analysis across Experiments |-3; IDA-MAX = integrative data analysis across Experiments |-3 + additional experiment and

additional condition in Experiment 2 (for details, see the “Results” section).

check items, and indicated their identification with their
own religion/religious denomination (in this order).”

Match Manipulation: Own Culture. We developed a novel
manipulation based on the minimal norm paradigm (Eck &
Gebauer, 2022). In the original paradigm, participants are
shown 18 pairs of values (e.g., “responsible” vs. “broad-
minded”), alongside manipulated information indicating
which value is ostensibly more popular in their nation.
Later, participants in the original paradigm report for each
pair which value they personally prefer. In our adaptation,
we used the same set of 18 validated value pairs but modi-
fied the procedure as follows. For each value pair, the pro-
cedure consisted of two consecutive stages: Participants
indicated which value was personally more important for
them (Stage 1), and then immediately received fictitious
feedback on whether their value preference matched or mis-
matched the preferences of most other people within their
culture (Stage 2). In the match condition, participants
received the feedback that their value preference matched
the value preference of most people in their culture for 14
of 18 value pairs. In the mismatch condition, participants
received the feedback that their value preference did not
match the value preference of most people in their culture
for 14 of 18 value pairs. To prevent order effects, both the
order of value pairs and the left-right positioning of values
within each pair were randomized for each participant.
Figure 1 illustrates one trial of the match manipulation,
including the fictitious feedback participants received.

Match Manipulation: Other Culture. The manipulation of
match with another culture differed in one respect only
from the manipulation of match with one’s own culture:
the (fictitious) feedback referred to the match versus mis-
match with another culture, not one’s own.

Centrality to Self. We assessed the centrality of participants’
own culture to their self-definition using two measures.
First, a religious identification scale (4 items; a = .91),
which included one item measuring self-definition (e.g., “I

identify with people of my [culture];” cf. Ellemers et al.,
1999) and three items measuring self-investment (e.g., “I
feel a bond with people of my [culture];” cf. Leach et al.,
2008). Second, a global religiousness scale (four items; a =
.93), which included two items on religious belief (e.g., “I
see myself as religious;” cf. Norenzayan & Hansen, 2006)
and two items on religious practice (e.g., “I regularly par-
ticipate in church events (e.g., worship services);” cf.
Rohrbaugh & Jessor, 1975). Response options ranged from
1 (“strongly disagree”) to 6 (“strongly agree”). The two
measures were so highly correlated (rgisattenuated

= .82) that they can be considered

Fobs

_ 5
re X1y V91X 93
indistinguishable (Combs, 2010; Gray, 2017). Therefore,
we averaged the two into a composite score.

Well-Being. We administered three well-being indicators:
momentary affect, momentary life satisfaction, and
momentary self-esteem. (a) Momentary affect was mea-
sured using three 6-point semantic differentials (unplea-
sant—pleasant, bad-good, negative—positive; a = .92; Eck
et al., 2017). (b) Momentary life satisfaction was measured
with a state version of the five-item Satisfaction with Life
Scale (o = .84), including items such as “At the moment,
in most ways, my life is close to my ideal” (1 = “strongly
disagree,” 6 = “strongly agree”; Diener et al., 1985). (c)
Momentary self-esteem was measured with a two-item
state-adapted self-esteem scale (¢ = .81), combining the
Single-Item Self-Esteem Scale (“At the moment, I have
high self-esteem;” Robins et al., 2001) and the psychometri-
cally strongest item from the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale
(“In general, I am satisfied with myself at this moment;”
Rosenberg, 1965). The three well-being indicators were
moderately to strongly intercorrelated (44 < r < .62)
and thus averaged into an additional, global well-being
measure (o = .89).

Manipulation Check. Two manipulation checks were included
to assess whether participants correctly perceived the
experimental conditions: (a) “Which group was the feed-
back about?”—checking for correct perception of the
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A Match condition

Which value is more important to you?

srouns (erant of dierent deas
(dependable, reliabl “

o and beliefs)

] — —

Prefersnce of people
of your own Preference of people

of your own
Germany denomination in

75% of people of your own denomination in Germany prefer
the same value as you do.

B Mismatch condition

Which value is more important to you?

RESPONSIBLE
(dependable, reliable)

(1ol

RESPONSIBLE

of
of your own Preference of people

jon in of your own

Germany !

Only 25% of people of your own denomination in Germany
prefer the same value as you do.

Figure 1. One trial of our manipulation of person—culture match with its two stages (i.e., personal value preference — fictitious match/

mismatch feedback).

Note. The figure displays a trial from Experiment |, where own culture refers to participants’ own religious denomination (see Table ). The
blue bars and feedback percentages varied randomly across trials: (A) match feedback ranged between 65% and 88% and (B) mismatch

feedback ranged between 12% and 25%.

culture condition—and (b) “On average, | chose the same
value as others in __ % of cases.”—checking for correct
perception of the match condition.

Statistical Modeling

We most parsimoniously tested all three research questions
within a single general linear model (Aiken & West, 1991):
We regressed a given indicator of well-being on (a) the
match condition (dummy-coded: match = 0, mismatch =
—1), (b) centrality to self (z-standardized), and (c) culture
condition (dummy-coded: own = 0, other = —1), along
with all two-way interactions among these variables and
the three-way interaction. We report standardized regres-
sion coefficients (Bs) and their 95% confidence intervals.
To facilitate comparison across experiments and to support
future a priori power analyses and replication attempts, we
post hoc standardized the predictor coefficients (the inter-
cepts remained unstandardized).

Results

The full results of Experiments 1-3 are reported in Tables
3-5 and depicted in Figure 2. The results of the predictor
Match (second data row in Tables 3-5) pertain to RQI
(causality). In Experiment 1 (Table 3), person—culture
match had a significant causal effect on affect (preregistered

criterion), but not on life satisfaction, self-esteem, and glo-
bal well-being (non-preregistered criteria). In Experiments
2-3 (Tables 4-5), person—culture match did not signifi-
cantly predict affect (preregistered criterion in Experiments
2-3), life satisfaction and self-esteem (preregistered criteria
in Experiment 3, but not in Experiment 2), and global well-
being (not preregistered). Importantly, though, this does
not necessarily mean that the causal assumptions inherent
in the PCME are unsupported by our experiments: On the-
oretical grounds, PCMEs should emerge only if partici-
pants consider their culture at least somewhat central to
their self-definition (see the “Introduction” section). Thus,
it is crucial to test whether the PCME emerges more consis-
tently among participants who consider their culture at
least somewhat central to their self-definition (as tested in
the next paragraph). In addition, as noted in the
“Deviations from Preregistrations” section, our three indi-
vidual experiments may well have been underpowered.
Therefore, we re-examine the research question by means
of the IDAs, which possess substantially greater statistical
power (see the “Exploratory Analyses: Integrative Data
Analyses” section).

The results of the predictor Match X Centrality to self
(fifth data row in Tables 3-5) pertain to RQ?2 (centrality).
In Experiment 1 (Table 3), centrality to self significantly
moderated the effect of person—culture match on affect
(preregistered criterion) as well as life satisfaction, self-
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Figure 2. Graphical illustration of the results of Experiments 1-3 and the IDA (bold lines).

esteem, and global well-being (non-preregistered criteria).
In Experiment 2 (Table 4), centrality to self significantly
moderated the effect of person—culture match on affect
(preregistered criterion), but not on the other three indica-
tors (not preregistered). In Experiment 3 (Table 5), central-
ity to self did not significantly moderate the effect of
person—culture match on affect, life satisfaction, self-esteem
(all preregistered criteria), and global well-being (non-pre-
registered criterion). Yet again, the sample sizes and thus
the statistical power of our experiments were limited, espe-
cially given that this research question concerned an inter-
action, which typically requires more power and, thus,
larger samples than a main effect (Aiken & West, 1991;
McClelland & Judd, 1993).

Finally, the results of the predictor Match X Centrality
to self X Culture (eighth data row in Tables 3-5) pertain
to RQ3 (culture). In Experiment 1 (Table 3), the three-way
interaction between match, centrality to self, and culture
was significant for affect (preregistered criterion) and also
for life satisfaction, self-esteem, and global well-being (non-
preregistered criteria). In Experiment 2 (Table 4), the same
three-way interaction was significant for affect (preregis-
tered criterion) as well as for self-esteem and global well-
being (non-preregistered criteria), but not for life satisfac-
tion (non-preregistered criterion). In Experiment 3 (Table
5), the three-way interaction was significant for affect (pre-
registered criterion), but it was neither significant for life
satisfaction and self-esteem (preregistered criteria) nor for
global well-being (non-preregistered criterion).

Exploratory Analyses: Integrative Data Analyses

Integrative Data Andalyses. Because our three individual
experiments were more limited in statistical power than

originally anticipated, we decided to conduct an IDA
across the three experiments, yielding a pooled sample size
of 1,251 participants. In this IDA, we employed the exact
same analysis strategy as in the individual experiments (see
the “Statistical Modeling” section). However, as required
in IDAs (Curran & Hussong, 2009; Hussong et al., 2013),
we added two contrast-coded covariates to our general lin-
ear model to statistically account for the multi-experiment

origin of our data (covariate 1: Experiment 1 = —0.05,
Experiment 2 = 0.05, and Experiment 3 = 0; covariate 2:
Experiment 1 = —0.05, Experiment 2 = 0, and Experiment
3 =10.5).

The IDA’s results are reported in Table 6. The results of
the predictor Match (fourth data row) pertain to RQI
(causality): Person—culture match had a significant causal
effect on affect and global well-being, but not on life satis-
faction and self-esteem. The results of the predictor Match
X Centrality to self (seventh data row) pertain to RQ2
(centrality): Centrality to self significantly moderated the
effect of person—culture match on affect, life satisfaction,
and global well-being, but not on self-esteem. Finally, the
results of the predictor Match X Centrality to self X
Culture (ninth data row) pertain to RQ3 (culture): The
three-way interaction between match, centrality to self, and
culture was consistently significant for all four indicators
of well-being.

Maximally Inclusive IDA. To include all experiments we have
conducted to date on the PCME with religion as culture,
we ran an additional IDA that includes (a) an additional
condition in Experiment 2 using “religious people” in
Germany as culture (n = 153) and (b) an additional experi-
ment with two culture conditions: “religious people” in
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Table 3. Results of Experiment .

Affect Life satisfaction Self-esteem Global well-being
Predictors B 95% ClI B 95% ClI p B 95% ClI p B 95% ClI p
Intercept 4.65 [4.46,4.85] <.001 4.13 [3.95431] <.001 433 [4.14,452] <.001 433 [4.16,449] <.00I
Match 0.14 [0.00, 0.27] .044 0.05 [—0.08, 0.19] 453 0.08 [-0.06,0.22] .244 0.10 [-0.04, 0.23] 150
Centrality to self 0.19 [-0.02, 0.4] .077 033 [0.12,0.54] .002 0.37 [0.16,0.58] .00l 0.34 [0.13,0.55] .001
Culture -0.17 [-0.32,-0.03] .022 -0.17 [-0.31,-0.02] .026 —0.07 [-0.21,0.08] .375 -0.17 [-0.32,-0.03] .02I
Match X Centrality to self ~ 0.31 [0.02, 0.59] .034 040 [0.12,0.69] .006 0.37 [0.08,0.66] .012 0.43 [0.14,0.71] .003
Match X Culture —0.09 [-0.29, 0.12] 405 -0.12 [-0.32, 0.08] .248 —0.02 [-0.23,0.18] .818 —-0.10 [-0.31, 0.10] 311
Centrality to self X Culture 0.25 [-0.04, 0.54] .085 0.35 [0.07,0.64] 015 032 [0.04,061] .026 0.37 [0.08,0.65] 011
Match X Centrality 0.54 [0.14, 0.95] .009 0.70 [0.29, 1.10] .00l 059 [0.18,1.00] .005 0.73 [0.32,1.13] <.00l

to self X Culture

Note. N = 361. Predictor coefficients were standardized post hoc; the intercept remained unstandardized. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval. Culture =
dummy-coded for culture condition (0 = own; — | = other).
Table 4. Results of Experiment 2.

Affect Life satisfaction Self-esteem Global well-being
Predictors B 95% ClI B 95% ClI p B 95%Cl p B 95% ClI p
Intercept 4.65 [4.62,498] <.001 435 [4.17,454] <.00l1 451 [4.33,4.69] <.001 452 [437,4.66] <.00l
Match 0.05 [-0.10,0.20] .483 0.05 [-0.09,0.20] .465 0.05 [-0.10,0.20] .55 0.06 [-0.08,0.21] .387
Centrality to self 035 [0.15,054] .001 032 [0.13,052] .00l 0.23 [0.03,0.43] .024 038 [0.19,0.58] <.00l
Culture 0.05 [-0.12,0.21] .578 —-0.03 [-0.20,0.13] .713 0.06 [-0.11,0.23] .468 0.0l [-0.15,0.18] .880
Match X Centrality to self ~ 0.39 [0.09,0.69] .0l —0.04 [-0.33,0.25] .783 0.12 [-0.18,0.42] 449 0.14 [-0.15,0.44] .336
Match X Culture —-0.03 [-0.27,0.2] .789 -0.12 [-0.35,0.12] .327 0.03 [-0.21,0.27] .790 -0.08 [-0.31,0.16] .515
Centrality to self X Culture 0.29 [-0.03,0.62] .075 0.22 [-0.10,0.54] .172 0.35 [0.02,0.67] .038 0.33 [0.01,0.65] .043
Match X Centrality to 0.74 [0.27,1.21] .002 0.21 [-0.25,0.67] .379 0.60 [0.13,1.07] .013 0.54 [0.08,1.00] .021

self X Culture
Note. N = 291. Predictor coefficients were standardized post hoc; the intercept remained unstandardized. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval. Culture =
dummy-coded for culture condition (0 = own; — | = other).
Table 5. Results of Experiment 3.
Affect Life satisfaction Self-esteem Global well-being

Predictors B 95%Cl p B 95%Cl p B 95%Cl p B 95%Cl p
Intercept 4.67 [4.53,4.82] <.001 4.10 [3.95,4.26] <.00] 4.38 [4.22,4.53] <.001 4.33 [4.2,446] <.00l
Match 0.11[-0.01,0.23] .062 0.04[-0.08,0.16] .488 0.05[-0.07,0.17] .405 0.08[-0.04,0.19] .96
Centrality to self 0.24 [0.08, 0.40] .003 0.30 [0.14,0.46] <.001 0.20 [0.04,0.36] .016 0.31 [0.16,0.47] <.00l
Culture —0.08[-0.19,0.04] .174-0.13[-0.24,-0.01] .028-0.10[-0.22,0.01] .081-0.13[-0.24, -0.02] .025
Match X Centrality to self 0.22[-0.01, 0.45] .057 0.12[-0.11,0.35] .298 0.01[-0.22,0.24] .905 0.15[-0.07,0.38] .18l
Match X Culture -0.05[-0.21,0.12] .570-0.01 [-0.17,0.15] .891-0.02[-0.19,0.14] .770-0.03[-0.19,0.13] .720
Centrality to self X Culture 0.24 [0.02,0.46] .032 0.21[-0.01,0.43] .06l O.11[-0.11,0.33] .335 0.24 [0.02,0.46] .033
Match X centrality to self X Culture 0.42 [0.10,0.73] .010 0.14[-0.18,0.46] .385 0.07[-0.25,0.39] .669 0.25[-0.07,0.56] .123

Note. N = 599. Predictor coefficients were standardized post hoc; the intercept remained unstandardized. 95% Cl = 95% confidence interval. Culture =

dummy-coded for culture condition (0 = own; — | = other).

Germany as culture (n = 125) and “people in Germany”
as culture (n = 148; for an overview, see Supplement S3).
We consider this additional IDA overinclusive, because—
in hindsight—both additional sources of data concern
unsuitable cultures for the present purposes: “People in

Germany” is unsuitable, because the present research is
about religion as culture, not nation as culture. Moreover,
“religious people” is unsuitable, because it conflates multi-
ple cultures—own and other: Catholics, Protestants,
Muslims, etc. At the same time, culture (own vs. other) was
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Table 6. Results of Integrated Data Analysis.

Affect Life satisfaction Self-esteem Global well-being

Predictors B 95% ClI p B 95% ClI p B 95% ClI p B 95% ClI p

Intercept 4.75 [4.65,4.85] <.001 4.24 [4.14,434] <.001 444 [4.34,4.54] <00l 443 [4.35451] <.00l
Experiment 2 (effect-coded)  0.03 [-0.03,0.10] .346 0.02 [-0.04,0.09] .520 0.00 [-0.07,0.06] .980 0.02 [-0.04,0.09] .472
Experiment 3 (effect-coded) —-0.05 [-0.11,0.02] .153 -0.06 [-0.12,0.01] .073 0.0l [-0.05,0.07] .791 —-0.05 [-0.11,0.01] .128
Match 0.13 [0.06,0.21] .00l 0.07 [-0.01,0.14] .092 0.07 [-0.01,0.15] .069 0.10 [0.03,0.18] .007
Centrality to self 0.25 [0.14,0.36] <.001 0.32 [0.21,0.43] <.001 025 [0.14,0.36] <.001 0.34 [0.23,045] <.00l
Culture —-0.06 [-0.14,0.02] .116 —0.09 [-0.17,-0.02] .016 —0.04 [-0.12,0.04] .322 -0.09 [-0.16,-0.01] .025
Match X Centrality to self ~ 0.25 [0.09,0.40] .002 0.6 [0.01,0.31] .042 0.1l [-0.050.27] .164 0.21 [0.06,0.36] .007
Match X Culture —0.0l [-0.12,0.10] .890 —0.03 [-0.14,0.08] .591 0.02 [-0.09,0.13] .739 -0.02 [-0.12,0.09] .772
Centrality to self X Culture 0.30 [0.14,0.45] <.001 0.27 [0.I1,0.42] .00l 0.2 [0.050.36] .008 0.31 [0.16,0.46] <.00l

Match X Centrality to
self X Culture

0.50 [0.28,0.72] <.00l

030 [0.08,0.51]

.008 0.29 [0.07,0.51] .010 0.42 [0.21,0.64] <.00I

Note. N = 1,251. Predictor coefficients were standardized post hoc; the intercept remained unstandardized. 95% Cl = 95% confidence interval.

Culture = dummy-coded for culture condition (0 = own; — | = other). Experiment 2 = effect-coded (Experiment | = —0.5; Experiment 2 = 0.5;
Experiment 3 = 0). Experiment 3 = effect-coded (Experiment | = —0.5; Experiment 2 = 0; Experiment 3 = 0.5). Match = dummy-coded for match
condition (0 = match; — | = mismatch). Culture = dummy-coded for culture condition (0 = own; — | = other).

Table 7. Results of the Maximally Inclusive Integrated Data Analysis.

Affect Life satisfaction Self-esteem Global well-being
Predictors B 95% Cl p B 95% Cl p B 95% CI p B 95% Cl p
Intercept 479 [471,486] <.001 421 [4.14,429] <.001 432 [424,44] <00l 441 [434,447] <.00l
Experiment 2 (effect-coded) -0.03 [-0.09, 0.03] 289 0.05 [-0.01,0.11] .109 0.06 [0,0.12] .051  0.03 [-0.03, 0.09] 290
Experiment 3 (effect-coded) —-0.10 [-0.16,-0.04] .00l —0.04 [-0.10,0.01] .138 0.07 [0.01,0.12] .026 -0.04 [-0.10,0.01] .130
Experiment 4 (effect-coded) 0.16 [0.09,0.22] <.001 —0.03 [-0.10, 0.03] 271 -0.15 [-0.21,-0.09] <.001 0.00 [-0.06, 0.06] 924
Match 0.09 [0.03,0.15] .002 0.03 [-0.02, 0.09] 250 0.02 [-0.04,0.08] 477 0.06 [0.00,0.12] .051
Centrality to self 022 [0.13,0.3] <.001 030 [0.22,039] <.001 023 [0.150.32] <.00l 031 [0.23,040] <.00l
Culture -0.08 [-0.15,-0.01] .021 —0.10 [-0.17,-0.03] .006 —0.05 [-0.12,0.01] 121 -0.10 [-0.17,-0.03] .004
Match X Centrality to self 0.21 [0.09,0.33] .00l 0.10 [-0.02,0.22] .090 0.06 [-0.06,0.18] 339 0.15 [0.03,0.27] 014
Match X Culture —0.05 [-0.14, 0.05] .327 -0.06 [-0.15, 0.04] 220 -0.03 [-0.12, 0.07] .562 —0.06 [-0.15, 0.04] 222
Centrality to self X Culture 0.26 [0.12,0.39] <.001 025 1[0.12,0.38] <.001 0.19 [0.06,0.32] .005 029 [0.15042] <.00l
Match X Centrality to self X Culture 0.46 [0.27,0.65] <.001 0.24 [0.04,0.43] .0l6 022 [0.03,04I] .022 036 [0.17,0.55] <.00l
Note. N = 1,677. Predictor coefficients were standardized post hoc; the intercept remained unstandardized. 95% Cl = 95% confidence interval. Culture =
dummy-coded for culture condition (0 = own; — | = other). Experiment 2 = effect-coded (Experiment | = —0.5; Experiment 2 = 0.5; Experiment 3 = 0;
Experiment 4 = 0). Experiment 3 = effect-coded (Experiment | = —0.5; Experiment 2 = 0; Experiment 3 = 0.5; Experiment 4 = 0). Experiment 4 = effect-
coded (Experiment | = —0.5; Experiment 2 = 0; Experiment 3 = 0; Experiment 4 = 0.5). Match = dummy-coded for match condition (0 = match; — | =
mismatch). Culture = dummy-coded for culture condition (0 = own; — | = other).

a powerful moderator in our previous IDA (Figure 2). In
effect, adding data that conflates own and other culture is
likely to (inappropriately) diminish the effects found in the
previous IDA.

Nonetheless, we integrated these additional data into a
maximally inclusive IDA. This resulted in a total sample
size of 1,677 participants. The results of this maximally
inclusive—and possibly overinclusive—IDA are reported
in Table 7. The table shows that including data that partly
conflates own and other cultures did not alter the core pat-
tern of results: The results of the predictor Match (fifth
data row) pertain to RQ1 (causality): Person—culture match
had a significant causal effect on affect, but not on life
satisfaction, self-esteem, and global well-being. The results

of the predictor Match X Centrality to self (eighth data
row) pertain to RQ2 (centrality): Centrality to self signifi-
cantly moderated the effect of person—culture match on
affect and global well-being, but not on life satisfaction and
self-esteem. Finally, the results of the predictor Match X
Centrality to self X Culture (eleventh data row) pertain to
RQ3 (culture): The three-way interaction between match,
centrality to self, and culture was again consistently signifi-
cant for all four indicators of well-being.

Discussion

The PCME is a foundation of much psychological theory,
with far-reaching consequences for critical domains of life.
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It shapes migration patterns ( Jokela et al., 2008; Motyl
et al., 2014), influences personality development (Entringer
et al., 2023; Roberts & Robins, 2004), and drives cultural
change (Penke & Jokela, 2016; Varnum & Grossmann,
2017). Unsurprisingly, then, the PCME has received much
scholarly attention in recent years. However, that attention
has been largely confined to correlational tests of the effect
itself across different domains of match (e.g., political
orientation, social values) and across different forms of cul-
ture (e.g., nations, ethnicities). The present research has
sought to move beyond the mere demonstration of that
effect and to elucidate the PCME’s inner workings on three
complementary counts: causality, centrality, and culture.

Our three experiments (N = 1,251) provided incon-
sistent evidence regarding our three research questions,
possibly due to insufficient statistical power per experi-
ment. Our (non-preregistered) IDA, however, yielded more
consistent evidence: Participants in the match condition
reported significantly higher well-being than did partici-
pants in the mismatch condition (RQ1: causality), but this
effect was restricted to participants who considered their
culture central to their self-definition (RQ2: centrality) and
who learned that they matched (vs. mismatched) with their
own culture, not another culture (RQ3: culture). Notably,
across all analyses, this result pattern was more robust for
affect and global well-being than for life satisfaction and
self-esteem, although the effects did not differ significantly
across well-being measures, as indicated by highly overlap-
ping confidence intervals (Cumming, 2014; Cumming &
Finch, 2005).

Limitations and Future Directions

In the following, we outline six limitations and how future
research may address them: First, the present research is
the first to examine our three research questions. Hence,
replication attempts are needed. The inconsistency of
results across experiments and the deviations from the pre-
registrations further increase this need. One deviation was
that we focused on the aggregated data from all relevant
experiments. Intuitively, such data aggregation should ren-
der the results more telling (irrespective of whether aggre-
gation is conducted via IDAs or internal meta-analyses;
McShane & Bdockenholt, 2017; Wheeler et al., 2025). Yet,
whether this intuition is usually correct is currently under
debate (McShane & Bockenholt, 2025; Vosgerau et al.,
2019). This debate amplifies the need for replication
attempts, ideally via single, preregistered, and well-powered
experiments.

Second, our analyses yielded significant effects more
often when affect served as an indicator of well-being than
when life satisfaction or self-esteem did. At the same time,
the effects on affect were never significantly stronger than
the effects on life satisfaction and self-esteem, as indicated
by highly overlapping confidence intervals (Cumming,
2014; Cumming & Finch, 2005). Thus, it remains unclear

whether affect is truly more reactive to experimental manip-
ulations of person—culture match than are life satisfaction
and self-esteem (as preregistered for Experiments 1-2).
Future research with larger samples and thus narrower con-
fidence intervals is needed to revisit the issue.

Third, our experimental manipulation changed percep-
tions of person—culture match at a single point in time,
whereas prior, cross-sectional research has typically exam-
ined more enduring or cumulative experiences of match.
Such repeated or chronic experiences may accumulate over
time, resulting in stronger PCMEs and more pronounced
effects on more stable well-being indicators, such as life
satisfaction (Hanel et al., 2020; Vogel et al., 2026). Future
research should, therefore, employ longitudinal or experi-
ence-sampling designs to examine how person—culture
match unfolds over days, weeks, or even years and how
these dynamics relate to different facets of well-being.

Fourth, our match manipulation focused on match
regarding values (Maio, 2010; Schwartz, 1992) and religion
served as culture (Cohen, 2009; White et al., 2021). Future
research may examine the generalizability of our results
across different domains of match and different forms of
culture. Given its flexibility, our experimental paradigm
provides a useful tool for addressing these questions.
Relatedly, future research may benefit from considering
how narrowly or broadly culture is defined. Exploratory
analyses (see Supplement S4) suggest that the well-being
benefits of person—culture match may be stronger for more
specific, fine-grained cultural groups (e.g., one’s own
denomination) than for broader, more inclusive groups
(e.g., religious people or people in Germany). This pattern
raises the possibility that the clarity and specificity of one’s
cultural reference group enhances the psychological bene-
fits of person—culture match, a proposition that warrants
systematic investigation.

Fifth, we manipulated people’s perception of match and
found that this “mere” perception was sufficient to change
momentary well-being. This finding is consistent with
social psychological theories on person—culture match,
which consider the subjective perception of match to be
critical (Gebauer et al., 2012; Vogel et al., 2025). More
sociologically oriented theories focus primarily on actual
match and expect actual match to boost well-being, possi-
bly even if individuals are not consciously aware of any
match (Diener et al., 2011; Stavrova et al., 2013). Future
research should develop ways to manipulate actual match
independent of perceived match and examine the causal
effect of the twoina 2 X 2 design.

Finally, we conducted our experiments in Germany—a
relatively culturally loose country (Gelfand et al., 2011). In
effect, matching with dominant cultural norms may matter
less in Germany than elsewhere. Conversely, inhabitants of
tighter cultures may experience greater well-being benefits
from person—culture match. As nations will continue to
loosen over time, future research should examine whether
these well-being benefits will decline accordingly—



10

Social Psychological and Personality Science 00(0)

potentially reshaping key societal processes such as migra-
tion, personality development, and cultural change.

Conclusion

The PCME is prevalent and socially consequential.
Unsurprisingly, then, it has received much research atten-
tion from social and personality psychologists in recent
years. That attention, however, has been largely confined
to demonstrations of the effect in different match domains
and for different forms of culture. Stated otherwise, PCME
research has been in its “effect stage” so far. The present
research sought to help move PCME research into its next
stage: the “mechanism stage.” To this end, we examined
whether the PCME is truly causal, whether it is exacer-
bated among (or restricted to) people who consider their
culture central to their self-definition, and whether the
PCME is specific to one’s own culture. We found initial
causal evidence for the PCME, but only for people who
considered their culture central to their self-description and
only if match referred to their own culture, not another
culture. These results emerged most clearly in IDAs that
combined all data from the present research line. In the
three individual experiments, the effects emerged less con-
sistently—possibly due to power limitations—and tended
to be stronger for affect and global well-being than for life
satisfaction and self-esteem. Taken together, the findings
provide much-needed, initial insight into the inner work-
ings of the PCME on well-being and offer a foundation for
future research to build upon.
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Notes

1. This is not to say that PCMEs emerge in all possible match
domains. In the realms of personality traits (Bleidorn et al.,
2016; Gebauer et al., 2015) and social values (Hanel et al.,
2020; Wolf et al., 2021), for example, PCMEs emerged for
some traits/values, but not others. Theoretical explanations

for why match matters in many, but not all, domains are
still lacking.

2. Participants completed additional self-report measures,
such as their attitudes toward their own culture versus
another culture (see study materials at the OSF).
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