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Abstract
Objective/Background: Conservative ideology, broadly speaking, has been 
widely linked to greater happiness and meaning in life. Is that true of all forms of 
a good life? We examined whether a psychologically rich life is associated with 
political orientation, system justification, and Protestant work ethic, independent 
of two other traditional forms of a good life: a happy life and a meaningful life.
Method: Participants completed a questionnaire that assessed conservative 
worldviews and three aspects of well- being (N = 583 in Study 1; N = 348 in Study 2; 
N = 436 in Study 3; N = 1,217 in Study 4; N = 2,176 in Study 5; N = 516 in Study 6).
Results: Happiness was associated with political conservatism and system jus-
tification, and meaning in life was associated with Protestant work ethic. In 
contrast, zero- order correlations showed that psychological richness was not as-
sociated with conservative worldviews. However, when happiness and meaning 
in life were included in multiple regression models, the nature of the association 
shifted: Psychological richness was consistently inversely associated with system 
justification and on average less political conservatism, suggesting that happiness 
and meaning in life were suppressor variables.
Conclusions: These findings suggest that happiness and meaning in life are as-
sociated with conservative ideology, whereas psychological richness is not.
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1  |  INTRODUCTION

Is a good life a conservative one? In six studies, we exam-
ined the relationship between conservative worldviews 
and three aspects of a good life: happiness/life satisfac-
tion, meaning in life, and psychological richness.

1.1 | What is a good life?

We define a good life as a life deemed good by the person 
who is living it. There have been many concepts associ-
ated with a good life. One common distinction is that of 
hedonic versus eudaimonic. Hedonic well- being is focused 
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on pleasant experiences and is often measured by the fre-
quency of positive emotions (Diener et  al.,  2010), happi-
ness (Lyubomirsky & Lepper,  1999), and life satisfaction 
(Diener et al., 1985). Eudaimonic well- being is focused on 
an individual's achievement of conditions deemed core to 
human nature or human fulfillment and is often measured 
by meaning in life (Steger et al., 2006); psychological well- 
being such as purpose in life, autonomy, and environmental 
mastery (Ryff, 1989); self- expressiveness (Waterman, 2008); 
self- determination such as autonomy, competence, and re-
latedness (Ryan & Deci,  2001); generativity (McAdams & 
Guo, 2015); and authenticity (Schlegel et al., 2009) among 
many others (see Vittersø, 2016 for a review).

Despite this conceptual diversity, various measures of eu-
daimonic well- being are highly correlated with one another 
(Gallagher et al., 2009). For example, autonomy, competence, 
and relatedness all correlate strongly with meaning in life 
(rs = 0.55 to 0.71 in Martela et al., 2018, Study 1). Likewise, 
purpose in life correlates strongly with Ryff's overall psycho-
logical well- being (r = 0.75, Garcia- Alandete, 2015) and with 
Waterman et  al.'s (2010) eudaimonic well- being (r = 0.63). 
From this, it can be said that people who engage in activities 
that foster authenticity and satisfy intrinsic motivations for 
autonomy and competence, practice self- acceptance, pursue 
positive relationships, and personal growth, and are gener-
ative also tend to lead meaningful lives, according to their 
own self- reports. In our studies, we focused on meaning in 
life as an indicator of eudaimonic well- being.

In addition to hedonic and eudaimonic well- being, 
psychological richness is another aspect of a good life. 
A psychologically rich life is defined as a life filled with 
diverse, interesting experiences that result in perspec-
tive changes (Oishi & Westgate,  2022), and it is distinct 
from hedonic and eudaimonic well- being. For instance, 
whereas extraversion and neuroticism are the strongest 
Big Five predictors of happiness, life satisfaction, and 
meaning in life (Anglim et al., 2020), openness to experi-
ence is the strongest predictor of a psychologically rich life 
(Oishi et al., 2019). Unlike happiness, life satisfaction, and 
meaning, the association between psychological richness 
and political conservatism has not been examined before.

1.2 | What is conservatism?

We define conservatism as the preference for hierarchy and 
for preserving what has been already established (i.e., tra-
ditionalism, fear of change, Jost et  al.,  2003). Duckitt and 
Sibley (2009) separated conservatism into two motivational 
categories: motivation for maintaining stability, order, and 
security—as represented by Right- wing Authoritarianism—
and motivation for power and dominance as represented 
by Social Dominance Orientation (see also Duckitt, 2001). 

According to Duckitt and Sibley, Protestant work ethic 
(i.e., the belief that hard work will result in success in life) 
is a part of traditionalism, whereas system justification (i.e., 
the motivation to rationalize the status quo and perceive 
broader systems as fair; Jost & Banaji, 1994) is a part of hier-
archical beliefs. We assessed political conservatism, system 
justification, and Protestant work ethic to capture diverse 
conceptualizations of conservative worldviews.

A large body of work on subjective well- being and 
political attitudes finds that people who endorse a con-
servative ideology are slightly happier than those who 
do a liberal one (Okulicz- Kozaryn et  al.,  2014; Onraet 
et  al.,  2013). The link between conservatism and happi-
ness appears driven, in part, by conservatives' system 
justification beliefs (Napier & Jost, 2008), self- enhancing 
tendencies (Wojcik et al., 2015), religiosity (Van der Toorn 
et  al.,  2017), and optimism (Butz et  al.,  2017). In sum, 
conservative individuals tend to have positive outlooks, 
believe the world is fair, and value stability and security 
in life (Schlenker et al., 2012). This felt sense of stability 
and security, in turn, appears to be associated with higher 
levels of happiness and life satisfaction.

Political conservatives may feel they lead not only hap-
pier, but more meaningful lives as well. In diverse sam-
ples, measures, and methods, Newman et al. (2019) found 
conservatism and meaning in life to be consistently and 
positively associated—and political conservatism was 
even more strongly associated with meaning in life than 
with life satisfaction or positive affect. Moreover, these 
associations between conservatism and meaning in life 
persisted even after statistically controlling for religiosity.

Does this mean “a good life” is inherently a conserva-
tive one? While conservative ideology may be linked to 
happiness and meaning, we argue this correlation may 
not emerge for psychological richness—individuals who 
pursue a psychologically rich life might actually be less 
conservative for a few reasons. First, the strongest Big Five 
correlate of psychological richness is openness to experi-
ence (Oishi et al., 2019), which is in turn generally associ-
ated with less political conservatism (Gerber et al., 2010). 
Second, recent research has shown that open people 
are more likely to study abroad than less open people 
(Zimmermann & Neyer, 2013), and unusual experiences 
such as studying abroad enhance psychological richness 
(Oishi et al., 2021). Related research has also found that 
multicultural experiences are associated with less conser-
vative worldviews (Sparkman et al., 2016). Third, a recent 
study found that individuals who read more fiction grow-
ing up reported higher levels of a psychologically rich life 
than those who did not (Buttrick et al., 2023). Given that 
those who read more fiction are known to endorse less 
conservatism (Fong et  al., 2015), psychological richness 
might also be associated with less conservatism.
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1.3 | The correlation between richness and 
conservatism: suppressor variables

In personality psychology, the existence of a third variable 
that could suppress the association between two main 
variables of interest has been recognized for decades (e.g., 
Horst et al., 1941; Meehl & Hathaway, 1946; see Martinez 
Gutierrez & Cribbie,  2021 for a review). As an example 
with content unrelated to the current study, zero- order 
correlations show that both self- esteem and narcissism 
are positively associated with antisocial behavior (Paulhus 
et  al.,  2004). Noticing that self- reported self- esteem in-
cluded aspects of narcissism, the authors went on to run 
a multiple regression analysis, predicting antisocial be-
haviors from self- esteem and narcissism simultaneously. 
Once the shared variance with narcissism was taken out, 
self- esteem was negatively associated with antisocial be-
havior. Paulhus et al. (2004) observed that “self- esteem in 
its uncontaminated form is negatively associated with an-
tisocial behaviors” (p. 317).

We suspect that a similar situation might exist in the 
association between psychological richness and political 
conservatism. It is already well- known that self- reported 
happiness and meaning in life are associated with political 
conservatism (e.g., Butz et al., 2017; Newman et al., 2019). 
Just as self- esteem and narcissism are positively correlated, 
psychological richness is positively correlated with happi-
ness and meaning in life (Oishi et al., 2019). Since psycho-
logical richness, happiness, and meaning in life are three 
different indicators of a good life, they share common vari-
ance of positivity. Thus, once this shared variance is taken 
out, it is possible that an “uncontaminated” association 
between psychological richness and conservative world-
views would appear. More precisely, even if zero- order cor-
relations show a null or even positive association between 
psychological richness and conservative worldviews, the 
“uncontaminated” association might be negative. We 
tested the potential suppressor situation, using multiple re-
gression with structural equation modeling (SEM), which 
corrects for differential measurement errors.

1.4 | The current research

We examined these predictions—that a happy life and a 
meaningful life are associated with conservatism, whereas 
a psychologically rich life is not—across six correlational 
studies, including a pre- registered replication of the key ef-
fects from Studies 1–5. In Study 1, we examined the unique 
associations between the three types of a good life and 
conservative worldview beliefs: system justification and 
Protestant work ethic. We then replicated and extended 
this work to political orientation in a convenience sample of 

American college students (Studies 2 and 3) and in a large 
nationally representative sample in the United States (Study 
4). Next, we tested whether these findings on political orien-
tation and system justification generalized to Korea (Study 
5). Finally, in Study 6, we pre- registered and partially repli-
cated our key findings from Studies 1 through 5. All stud-
ies (1–6) were approved by the host university's IRB (Good 
Life Study, Protocol #: 3950). Data, R codes, outputs, and 
Supplemental Materials for all studies are deposited on the 
Open Science Framework (https:// osf. io/ 7r85b/  ).

2  |  METHOD

2.1 | Participants and power 
considerations

2.1.1 | Study 1

We used a convenience sample of 583 students (266 
men, 312 women) enrolled in introductory level psychol-
ogy courses at a large public university in Virginia (339 
European American, 117 Asian, 38 African American, 22 
Hispanic, 61 “other” race/ethnicity). The mean age was 
18.91 (SD = 1.22). According to G*Power 3.1.9.2 (α = 0.05, 
two- tailed), this sample size yields 76% power to detect 
r = 0.11 (for conservatism and a happy life), 88% power to 
detect r = 0.13 (for conservatism and a meaningful life). 
Previous studies on conservatism and well- being yield 
weighted effect sizes of r of 0.11 with life satisfaction/hap-
piness (Butz et al., 2017; Schlenker et al., 2012), and r of 
0.13 with meaning in life (Newman et al., 2019).

2.1.2 | Study 2

Participants were 348 students (147 men and 201 women) 
enrolled in introductory level psychology courses at a large 
public university in Virginia (230 European American, 
61 Asian, 28 African American, 11 Hispanic, and 17 an-
other identity). They received partial research credit in 
exchange for their participation. According to G*Power 
3.1.9.2 (α = 0.05, two- tailed), our sample size yields 54% 
power to detect r = 0.11 (for conservatism and a happy life) 
and 69% power to detect r = 0.13 (for conservatism and a 
meaningful life).

2.1.3 | Study 3

Participants were 436 students (154 men, 240 women, 2 pre-
fer to self- identify, others did not provide this information; 
264 White, 76 Hispanic/Latinx, 46 Asian, 32 Black, 2 Pacific 
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Islander, 9 “other” identity) at a large public university in 
Florida. The mean age was 19.51 (SD = 2.83). According to 
G*Power 3.1.9.2 (α = 0.05, two- tailed), our sample size yields 
63% power to detect r = 0.11 and 78% to detect r = 0.13.

2.1.4 | Study 4

Participants were recruited by a sampling firm as a part 
of a larger project, with the overall sample intended to be 
nationally representative in terms of age, race, education, 
household income, and US Census region. Our sample 
consisted of 1217 respondents (839 women) who passed 
two attention check items (831 European American, 157 
African American, 136 Hispanic, 41 Asian, 48 “other” 
identity). The mean age was 38.21 (SD = 11.46) and ranged 
from 18 to 71. According to G*Power 3.1.9.2 (α = 0.05, two- 
tailed), our sample size had over 97% power to detect even 
a small effect size r = 0.11.

2.1.5 | Study 5

Participants were 2176 Koreans (1011 men, 1159 
women, and 6 preferred not to answer; mean age = 28.71, 
SD = 4.62) recruited via Micromill Embrain, which holds 
1.3 million online individual panels in Korea. Participants 
volunteered in exchange for 3800 Korean Won ($3 ap-
proximately). According to G*Power 3.1.9.2 (α = 0.05, 
two- tailed), our sample size provides over 99% statistical 
power to detect a small effect size r = 0.11.

2.1.6 | Study 6

Participants were 617 students at a public university in 
Florida. Participants completed an online survey in ex-
change for partial research credit. Out of 617 participants, 
38 did not answer the attention check item. Among 579 
participants who answered the attention check item, 516 
picked the correct answer (i.e., 83.6% of 617 participants). 
The results reported below are based on 516 participants 
who passed the attention check item (194 men, 317 women; 
346 White, 114 Latinx, 67 Asians, 39 Black, and 14 Others1; 
mean age = 19.17, SD = 1.55). According to G*Power 3.1.9.2 
(α = 0.05, two- tailed), this yields 71% power to detect an ef-
fect size of r = 0.11, and 84% to detect r = 0.13.

2.2 | Procedures

Participants completed a short online survey that included 
measures of a good life and of conservative worldviews. In 

Study 1, the three forms of a good life were measured by 
the 15- item Good Life Scale (GLS: Oishi & Westgate, 2022). 
Participants responded to 15 statements that start with 
“My life has been…” on a 7- point scale ranging from 
1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. A happy life 
was measured by “happy,” “enjoyable,” “comfortable,” 
“unstable”(r), and “sad”(r): α = 0.82. A meaningful life 
was measured by “meaningful,” “fulfilling,” “purpose-
ful,” “meaningless”(r), and “disorganized”(r): α = 0.84. 
A psychologically rich life was measured by “interest-
ing,” “dramatic,” “psychologically rich,” “uneventful”(r), 
and “monotonous”(r): α = 0.71. Participants also com-
pleted two scales of conservative worldview beliefs. We 
measured Protestant work ethic (Mirels & Garrett, 1971) 
with 19 items, such as “anyone who is able and willing 
to work hard has a good chance of succeeding,” rated 
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), α = 0.76. 
Furthermore, we assessed system justification beliefs (Kay 
& Jost, 2003) with eight items including “In general, you 
find society to be fair” rated from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 
(strongly agree): α = 0.79.

In Study 2, the three types of a good life were measured 
by the same 15- item Good Life Scale used in Study 1: A 
happy life (α = 0.84), a meaningful life (α = 0.87), and a 
psychologically rich life (α = 0.70). Political orientation 
was assessed with one item: “Politically, I consider my-
self…” (1 = very liberal, 7 = very conservative). The survey 
also included a 25- item scale of the Big Five personality 
traits (Brody & Ehrlichman,  1997): openness to experi-
ence (α = 0.76), conscientiousness (α = 0.77), extraver-
sion (α = 0.79), agreeableness (α = 0.86), and neuroticism 
(α = 0.85). Participants rated the degree to which each 
trait describes “who you are in general” on a 5- point scale 
(1 = not at all true to 5 = very true).

In Study 3, a happy life was assessed with two mea-
sures: the Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener et al., 1985: 
α = 0.87) and the happy life subscale of the 15- item Good 
Life scale (used in Studies 1 and 2; α = 0.88). A meaningful 
life was assessed by two measures: the presence subscale 
of the Meaning in Life Questionnaire (Steger et al., 2006: 
α = 0.89) and the meaningful life subscale of the Good Life 
Scale (α = 0.83). Finally, a psychologically rich life was as-
sessed by two measures: the 17- item Psychologically Rich 
Life Questionnaire (Oishi et  al.,  2019; α = 0.93) and the 
psychologically rich life subscale of the Good Life Scale 
(α = 0.75). We measured both Big Five personality traits 
and political orientation, using a 10- item personality scale 
(Gosling et al., 2003) and a single item “What is your po-
litical orientation? 1 = very conservative; 7 = very liberal”, 
respectively.

In Study 4, we assessed a happy life with the Satisfaction 
with Life Scale (SWLS; Diener et al., 1985: α = 0.92) and the 
positive affect subset of the Scale of Positive and Negative 
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Experiences (SPANE; Diener et al., 2010: α = 0.92); a mean-
ingful life with the presence subscale of the Meaning in 
Life Questionnaire (MLQ- P; Steger et al., 2006: α = 0.76); 
and a psychologically rich life with the Psychologically 
Rich Life Questionnaire (PRLQ; Oishi et  al.,  2019: 
α = 0.89). We used three items to assess political orienta-
tion: (1) “Generally how politically conservative or liberal 
are you?”, (2) “When it comes to social issues (e.g., LGBTQ 
rights, gun ownership rights), how conservative or liberal 
are you?”, and (3) “When it comes to economic issues 
(e.g., taxation, business regulation), how conservative or 
liberal are you?” (1 = very conservative to 7 = very liberal). 
We created a political conservatism variable by reversing 
the scores first and taking the mean of the three items 
(α = 0.92). The survey also included the same 25- item scale 
of Big Five personality traits (Brody & Ehrlichman, 1997) 
used in Study 2: openness to experience (α = 0.77), con-
scientiousness (α = 0.83), extraversion (α = 0.82), agree-
ableness (α = 0.87), and neuroticism (α = 0.87). We also 
measured religiosity (“How religious are you?”, 1 = not at 
all religious, and 5 = extremely religious).

In Study 5, a good life was measured using Korean 
translations of the same scales used in Studies 3 and 
4: a happy life (Satisfaction with Life Scale; SWLS: 
α = 0.91; Korean- translated and validated version from 
Lim et  al.,  2010; the positive affect subset in the Scale 
of Positive and Negative Experiences; SPANE: α = 0.91; 
Korean- translated and validated version from Koo, 2018), 
a meaningful life (presence subscale of the Meaning in 
Life Questionnaire; MLQ- P: α = 0.84; Korean- translated 
and validated version from Lim et al., 2010), and a psy-
chologically rich life (17- item Psychologically Rich Life 
Questionnaire; PRLQ: α = 0.85). For PRLQ items, trans-
lation and back- translation procedures were conducted 
independently by two bilingual research assistants. The 
back- translated version was checked by the third author 
of this paper. Political conservatism was measured by 
two items developed using the same back- translation 
method. Furthermore, we replaced the example social 

and economic issues (i.e., guns and LGBTQ) with ones 
more relevant to the Korean context. These issues were 
selected and modified from the translated version of 
the Social and Economic Conservatism Scale (Kerry 
et al., 2022: “When it comes to social issues [e.g., preserv-
ing traditions, maintaining social order, security], how 
conservative or liberal are you?”) and the other economic 
issues (“When it comes to economic issues [e.g., small, 
pro- business government and taxation], how conserva-
tive or liberal are you?” 1 = very conservative to 7 = very 
liberal; Spearman- Brown coefficient = 0.69). Big Five 
personality traits were assessed with the Korean version 
of the Ten- Item Personality Inventory (TIPI) measures 
(Gosling et al., 2003): openness to experience (Spearman- 
Brown coefficient = 0.55), conscientiousness (Spearman- 
Brown coefficient = 0.45), extraversion (Spearman- Brown 
coefficient = 0.80), agreeableness (Spearman- Brown co-
efficient = 0.14), and neuroticism (Spearman- Brown co-
efficient = 0.50). The Korean translation version of TIPI 
was downloaded from the following Web site (https:// 
gosli ng. psy. utexas. edu/ scale s-  weve-  devel oped/ ten-  item-  
perso nalit y-  measu re-  tipi/ ). Finally, we again measured 
system justification beliefs using the 8- item system jus-
tification scale (Kay & Jost, 2003), which was translated 
and back- translated by the same two bilingual research 
assistants and checked by the third author (α = 0.84).

In Study 6, participants completed the Good Life Scale 
(Oishi & Westgate,  2022: richness [α = 0.77], happiness 
[α = 0.83], meaning [α = 0.84]), SWLS (Diener et al., 1985: 
α = 0.88), SPANE- PA (Diener et al., 2010: α = 0.91), MLQ- P 
(Steger et  al.,  2006: α = 0.87), PRLQ (Oishi et  al.,  2019: 
α = 0.93), Protestant work ethic (Mirels & Garrett,  1971: 
α = 0.78), system justification beliefs (Kay & Jost,  2003: 
α = 0.82), 3- item political orientation used in Study 4 
(α = 0.92), and the same 25- item scale of Big Five person-
ality traits used in Study 6 (openness: α = 0.78; conscien-
tiousness: α = 0.76; extraversion: α = 0.79; agreeableness: 
α = 0.86; neuroticism: α = 0.84). Means and standard devi-
ations are reported in Table 6.

T A B L E  1  Descriptive statistics and correlations (p- values) among key variables in Study 1.

Variables 1 2 3 4 5

1. Richness

2. Happiness 0.19*** (0.000)

3. Meaning 0.44*** (0.000) 0.60*** (0.000)

4. System justification 0.02 (0.594) 0.21*** (0.000) 0.25*** (0.000)

5. Protestant work ethic 0.11** (0.006) 0.07 (0.112) 0.20*** (0.000) 0.25*** (0.000)

M 5.1 5.35 5.13 3.72 4.28

SD 0.94 1.02 1.09 0.96 0.62

Note: Values in parentheses indicate p- value for each correlation. Richness = the 5- item psychologically rich life subscale of the GLS. Happiness = the 5- item 
happy life subscale of the GLS. Meaning = the 5- item meaning in life subscale of the GLS.
**p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.
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2.3 | Analytic approaches

Following Paulhus et  al.  (2004), we used a multiple re-
gression to predict a conservative worldview (e.g., system 
justification) from all three types of a good life, simultane-
ously. In order to correct the differential reliability of the 
three subscales of a good life, we ran multiple regression 
using structural equation modeling (SEM), employing the 
lavaan package version 0.6.17 for R (version 4.3.2).

Across Studies 1–6, latent factors were formed with two 
parcels (when the number of items was less than 8) and 
three parcels (when the number of items was 8 or more). 
To form parcels, we utilized the parcelAllocation function 
within the semTools package (version 0.5.6 for R) to ran-
domly allocate items to parcels 100 different times (Sterba & 
MacCallum, 2010). In our report below, we provide estima-
tions and model fits that are averaged across the 100 fitted 
models, for example, the Mean and SD of the Comparative 
Fit Index (CFI). When each latent factor was assessed with 
two or three scales (e.g., in Study 6: happiness was assessed 
with SPANE- PA, SWLS, and GLS- Happy), we used each 
scale's aggregated score as an indicator (i.e., no parceling). 
When a model consists of nonparceled latent factors, we 
report normal estimations and model fits. In Study 6, al-
though it was not specified in the pre- registration, we al-
lowed for residual correlations between happiness and 
meaning subsets of the Good Life Scale for two reasons. 
First, these two were subscales of the same scale that used 
the same word stem (“My life has been…”). Second, the 
residual correlations reduced the latent factor correlation 
between happiness and meaning from 0.92 to 0.87.

3  |  RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Tables 1–6 show zero- order correlations among key vari-
ables in Studies 1 to 6.

Table 7 shows model fit and standardized coefficients 
for all the SEM multiple regression analyses.

3.1 | Study 1 (System Justification and 
Protestant Work Ethic)

As seen in Table  7, a SEM multiple regression analysis 
showed that meaning in life was positively associated with 
system justification, whereas psychological richness was 
negatively associated. Happiness was unrelated to system 
justification. A SEM analysis also showed that meaning 
was associated with Protestant work ethic, whereas hap-
piness tended to be negatively associated. Richness was 
unrelated to Protestant work ethic. We ran two SEM 
analyses in which participants' gender, age, and race were T
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additionally entered. The key effects reported above were 
robust to controlling for gender, age, and race, for predict-
ing system justification,2 and for predicting Protestant 
work ethic.3

3.2 | Study 2 (Conservatism)

A SEM regression analysis showed that happiness was 
positively associated with political conservatism, whereas 
psychological richness tended to be associated with less 
political conservatism. Meaning in life was unrelated to 
political conservatism. The results were similar when de-
mographic variables and Big Five personality traits were 
additionally controlled.4

3.3 | Study 3 (Conservatism)

Unlike Study 2, none of the three aspects of a good life 
were associated with political conservatism. We ran an-
other SEM in which we added participants' age, gender, 
race, and Big Five personality traits. This model did not 
fit the data.5

3.4 | Study 4 (Conservatism)

Unlike Studies 1 to 3, Study 4 utilized a large nationally 
representative sample. A SEM analysis showed that both 
happiness and meaning were positively associated with 
political conservatism, whereas richness was negatively 
associated with political conservatism. The results for psy-
chological richness and meaning were robust even after 
partialing out Big Five personality traits and demographic 
factors (age, gender, race).6 In Study 4, we also assessed re-
ligiosity. Thus, we next statistically controlled for religios-
ity. The results were essentially the same for psychological 
richness and happiness, whereas the positive association 
between meaning and political conservatism disappeared 
once religiosity was statistically controlled.7

3.5 | Study 5 (System Justification and 
Conservatism)

This study was a replication attempt in a large sample 
of Korean adults. A SEM analysis showed that happi-
ness was positively associated with system justification, 
whereas meaning and richness were negatively associated 
with it. A SEM analysis also showed that happiness was 
positively associated with political conservatism, whereas 
meaning and richness were unrelated. We ran two more T
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SEM analyses in which participants' age, gender, race, and 
Big Five personality traits were additionally included. The 
results were similar to the original analysis, for system jus-
tification,8 and for conservatism.9

3.6 | Study 6 (System Justification, 
Conservatism, and Protestant Work Ethic)

This study was a pre- registered replication study. A SEM 
analysis again showed that happiness was positively as-
sociated with sysmtem justification, whereas richness was 
negatively associated with it. A SEM analysis also showed 
that meaning tended to be associated with political con-
servatism and Protestant work ethic, whereas happiness 
and richness were not. We then ran three SEM analyses, 
in which participants' age, gender, race, and Big Five per-
sonality traits were included, for system justification,10 
conservatism,11 and Protestant work ethic.12 Overall, the 
results were similar to the original ones.

4  |  INTERNAL META- ANALYSIS

Although we did not pre- register, we conducted three 
separate internal meta- analyses (6 studies, N = 5,138) to 
estimate the overall effect size on each worldview more 
precisely across all the studies.

4.1 | Method

We derived partial correlation coefficients from the SEM 
regression coefficients using the escalc function in the 
metafor package for R (Aloe & Thompson,  2013). First, 
we calculated a t- value for each SEM regression result 
based on its regression coefficient (β) and SE. Then, we 
determined a Fisher- z- transformed partial correlation co-
efficient and its sampling variance based on the t- value, 
sample size, and the number of predictors in each regres-
sion analysis. Based on these calculations, we conducted 
three separate meta- analyses for each measure of the 
conservative worldviews, using the random- effect models 
with the Hartung–Knapp method to adjust the standard 
errors (Goh et al., 2016; Viechtbauer, 2010). To enhance 
interpretability, all the meta- analytic correlation coef-
ficients reported in the text and figures below were con-
verted from Fisher's z- transform to a normal scale.

4.2 | Results and discussion

4.2.1 | System justification

The meta- analytic partial correlation between psycho-
logical richness and system justification across 3 stud-
ies was reliably negative, r = −0.09 (95% CI = −0.13; 
−0.06). In contrast, the meta- analytic partial correlation 

T A B L E  7  Standardized coefficients in SEM multiple regression and model fit indices.

Happiness Meaning Richness

χ2Mean (df) CFIMean SRMRMeanβMean % sig βMean % sig βMean % sig

DV: System Justification

Study

1 0.01 1 0.38 100 −0.14 61 152.23 (21) 0.941 0.052

5 0.80 100 −0.13 82 −0.20 100 471.62 (29) 0.971 0.036

6 0.42 100 0.23 0 −0.23 100 84.04 (28) 0.981 0.028

DV: Protestant Work Ethic

Study

1 −0.17 46 0.39 100 −0.02 3 141.71 (21) 0.941 0.048

6 0.06 0 0.35 20 0.02 0 88.17 (28) 0.978 0.034

DV: Political Conservatism

Study

2 0.35 97 −0.03 0 −0.17 33 48.97 (9) 0.963 0.041

3a 0.09 p = 0.767 0.12 p = .725 −0.01 p = .951 76.12 (9) 0.950 0.037

4 0.25 100 0.18 99 −0.21 100 305.62 (29) 0.966 0.035

5 0.21 100 −0.07 0 −0.05 0 299.42 (21) 0.978 0.020

6a 0.00 p = 0.999 0.33 p = .051 −0.11 p = .172 99.31 (28) 0.980 0.030

Note: In Studies 3, 4, and 6, political orientation measures were reverse- coded, such that larger scores indicate conservatism and smaller scores indicate 
liberalism. a. For these models, which consist of nonparceled latent factors, we report normal estimations and model fits.
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between happiness and system justification was 0.12 (95% 
CI = −0.01; 0.26). Finally, the meta- analytic partial corre-
lation between meaning and system justification was 0.04 
(95% CI = −0.08; 0.16; see Figure 1).

4.2.2 | Political conservatism

As seen in Figure 2, the meta- analytic partial correlation 
between psychological richness and political conserva-
tism across 5 studies was negative: −0.06 (95% CI = −0.11; 
−0.01). The meta- analytic partial correlation between 
happiness and political conservatism was positive: 0.07 
(95% CI = 0.04; 0.10). Finally, the meta- analytic partial 
correlation between meaning in life and political con-
servatism was 0.03 (95% CI = −0.02; 0.08). All three effect 
sizes were small.

4.2.3 | Protestant work ethic

As seen in Figure  3, the meta- analytic partial correla-
tion between psychological richness and Protestant work 
ethic across 2 studies was virtually zero: −0.001 (95% 
CI = −0.06; 0.06). Similarly, the meta- analytic partial cor-
relation between happiness and Protestant work ethic was 
virtually zero: −0.03 (95% CI = −0.13; 0.06). In contrast, 

the meta- analytic partial correlation between meaning in 
life and Protestant work ethic was clearly positive, r = 0.12 
(95% C. I = 0.05; 0.18).

5  |  GENERAL DISCUSSION

According to previous research, a life of system- defiant, 
political liberalism is unlikely to be a “good” one, as re-
search shows that happiness and meaning are more 
closely linked to political conservatism and system jus-
tification (e.g., Butz et  al.,  2017; Napier & Jost,  2008; 
Newman et al., 2019). In the current work, we examined 
whether this conventional premise is due, in part, to an 
overly narrow theory of a good life in terms of happiness 
or meaning. We, instead, approached this question from 
the perspective of the Triad Model of well- being (Oishi & 
Westgate, 2022), which considers psychological richness 
to offer a third form of a good life, to ask whether certain 
elements of liberalism (vs. conservatism) might be associ-
ated with these aspects of a good life instead. In particu-
lar, we proposed that while happiness and meaning may 
indeed be linked to more conservative worldview beliefs, 
psychological richness, in contrast, may be linked to more 
liberal worldview beliefs instead.

Across six studies, we largely replicate earlier findings 
that happiness was associated with slightly more political 

F I G U R E  1  Forest plot of partial correlations between three aspects of well- being and system justification (Studies 1, 5, and 6). Squares 
depict partial correlations between the three types of a good life and system justification. Error bars show 95% CI. The diamonds indicate 
the point estimate and 95% CI averaged in a subgroup- total or a total across all studies. Correlation coefficients were converted from Fisher's 
z- transform to a normal scale.
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conservatism (e.g., Newman et al., 2019). Happiness was 
also associated with system justification, or the tendency 
to see the current political, economic, and societal systems 
to be fair and defendable. Meanwhile, meaning in life was 
consistently associated with Protestant work ethic, or the 
view that hard work will lead to success in life.

Zero- order correlations between psychological rich-
ness and conservative worldviews were in general null 
or slightly positive. SEM multiple regression analyses 
showed that psychological richness was negatively associ-
ated with system justification and political conservatism, 
once happiness and meaning were included in the model, 
indicating that happiness and meaning were suppres-
sors. In contrast, psychological richness was unrelated to 
Protestant work ethic.

The present findings add to the emerging literature on 
psychological richness, providing empirical support and 
construct validity for the basic postulate that a psycholog-
ically rich life is related but distinct from a happy life or a 
meaningful life.

Before concluding, it is important to acknowledge the 
limitations of the current research. First, although the 

negative relationship between system justification and 
psychological richness was highly consistent across both 
American and Korean samples (Studies 1, 5, and 6), the 
link between a psychologically rich life and political lib-
eralism was inconsistent: present in Studies 2 (students 
at a wealthy elite public university in the American 
South) and 4 (a nationally representative sample of US 
adults), but absent in Studies 5 (Korean adults), 3 and 6 
(a more diverse student body from a public university in 
Florida). One possibility is that the meaning of political 
conservatism and liberalism may differ across cultures. 
For instance, Korean conservatism is best predicted by 
authority (but not purity), whereas American conser-
vatism is best predicted by purity (Kim et  al.,  2012). 
Whereas religious conservatism is closely tied with po-
litical conservatism among Christians and Jews, it is not 
associated with political conservatism among Latinx 
Catholics, Black Protestants, and Muslims (O'Brien & 
Abdelhad,  2020). Thus, the association between a psy-
chologically rich life and political attitudes might like-
wise vary across cultures, depending on the nature of 
political orientation.13

F I G U R E  2  Forest plot of partial correlations between three aspects of well- being and political conservatism (Studies 2–6). Squares 
depict partial correlations between the three types of a good life and political conservatism. Error bars show 95% CI. The diamonds indicate 
the point estimate and 95% CI averaged in a subgroup- total or a total across all studies. Correlation coefficients were converted from Fisher's 
z- transform to a normal scale.
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Second, we should note that, in all studies, the three 
forms of a good life were positively correlated. Latent hap-
piness and latent meaning in life were extremely highly 
correlated to each other. Thus, these regression coeffi-
cients are unlikely to be stable. It is important to keep in 
mind that the three types of a good life are positively cor-
related with one another, and the degree to which they are 
may alter the unique predictive value of each.

Third, we did not explore why happiness and mean-
ing appeared to suppress the negative association between 
psychological richness and system justification. One pos-
sible explanation is a positivity bias in self- reports. Some 
individuals evaluate all aspects of their lives more posi-
tively than others. This tendency is exacerbated when 
such a positivity bias is also associated with political ide-
ology. Indeed, Wojcik et  al.  (2015) found that politically 
conservative individuals show a greater degree of self- 
enhancement than liberals. It is possible then that the cur-
rent suppressor findings are due to ideological individual 
differences in positive self- evaluations. It is crucial to use 
non- self- reports and measures of self- enhancement to di-
rectly test this idea.

Fourth, meaning in life is just one indicator of eu-
daimonic well- being. Likewise, system justification, 
Protestant work ethic, and political conservatism are 
not representative of all conservative worldviews. In the 
future, it is important to examine the relationship be-
tween various measures of eudaimonic well- being (e.g., 
autonomy, purpose in life, authenticity, generativity) 

and various measures of conservative worldviews (e.g., 
Rightwing Authoritarianism, social dominance orienta-
tion, collectivism, and tradition).

Likewise, we caution that our interpretation of the cur-
rent findings is necessarily correlational, not causal. All 
studies used a cross- sectional design. Long- term longi-
tudinal studies are needed to clarify causal direction and 
temporal sequences regarding the links among psycholog-
ical richness, system justification, and political liberalism.

Finally, our data were collected in the United States 
and Korea (both relatively wealthy countries). It is critical 
to expand the database to the context of developing coun-
tries in the future; for instance, Oishi et al. (2020) collected 
data from nine countries and found that the psychologi-
cally rich life was construed similarly across all nine na-
tions (e.g., 9.3% of Angolans and 16.1% of Indians chose a 
psychologically rich life as the ideal life in lieu of a happy 
life or a meaningful life). Thus, the concept of a psycholog-
ically rich life seems to generalize to non- WEIRD samples 
(Henrich et al., 2010), as well. However, it is still unknown 
whether individuals leading a psychologically rich life in a 
non- WEIRD context share the same characteristics—that 
is, whether they are also less system justifying.

6  |  CONCLUSIONS

Despite limitations, the six studies yield a clear picture: a 
psychologically rich life is distinct from a happy life and a 

F I G U R E  3  Forest plot of partial correlations between three aspects of well- being and Protestant work ethics (Studies 1 and 6). Squares 
depict partial correlations between the three types of a good life and Protestant work ethics. Error bars show 95% CI. The diamonds indicate 
the point estimate and 95% CI averaged in a subgroup- total or a total across all studies. Correlation coefficients were converted from Fisher's 
z- transform to a normal scale.

 14676494, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jopy.12959 by R

eadcube (L
abtiva Inc.), W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [07/07/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



14 |   OISHI et al.

meaningful life, with unique predictive value for impor-
tant worldviews, including system justification. As dis-
cussed in detail elsewhere (Oishi & Westgate, 2022), we 
are not claiming that a psychologically rich life is by any 
means better than a happy life or a meaningful life. Indeed, 
it is clear that a happy life and a meaningful life are de-
sirable lives, associated with stable social relationships, 
prosocial behaviors, and health (e.g., Aknin et al., 2013; 
Czekierda et al., 2017; Lyubomirsky et al., 2005; Stavrova 
& Luhmann,  2016). Our work merely illustrates that a 
good life should not be narrowly construed as only either 
a happy life or a meaningful life, and that this restricted 
view can obscure other important aspects of a good life—
such as low levels of system justification and desire for so-
cietal changes. By broadening our understanding of what 
the “good” in a good life includes, the concept of psycho-
logical richness opens up new conceptual space within the 
science of well- being.
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ENDNOTES
 1 The sum is greater than 516 because they were allowed to check mul-

tiple race categories.

 2 The SEM regression model, in which system justification was pre-
dicted by three latent well- being factors and participants' age, gen-
der, and race dummies (Black, Hispanic, Asian, Other), had a good 
model fit: χ2

Mean(69, N = 583) = 236.506 (SD = 56.930), CFIMean = 0.927 
(SD = 0.030), RMSEAMean = 0.064 (SD = 0.011), SRMRMean = 0.046 
(SD = 0.005). The standardized regression coefficients for the 

three predictors were as follows: Rich βMean = −0.145 (SD = 0.095, 
Min = −0.406, Max = −0.001), 61% of estimates were statistically 
significant; Happy βMean = −0.013 (SD = 0.076, Min = −0.324, 
Max = 0.130), 0% of estimates were statistically significant; Meaning 
βMean = 0.424 (SD = 0.107, Min = 0.246, Max = 0.881), 100% of esti-
mates were statistically significant.

 3 The SEM regression model, in which Protestant work ethic was 
predicted by three latent well- being factors and participants' 
age, gender, and race dummies (Black, Hispanic, Asian, Other), 
had a good model fit: χ2

Mean(df = 69) = 220.915 (SD = 53.309), 
CFIMean = 0.928 (SD = 0.03), RMSEAMean = 0.061 (SD = 0.011), 
SRMRMean = 0.045 (SD = 0.004). The standardized regression coeffi-
cients for the three predictors were as follows: Rich βMean = −0.003 
(SD = 0.054, Min = −0.226, Max = 0.168), 2% of estimates were statis-
tically significant; Happy βMean = −0.188 (SD = 0.084, Min = −0.592, 
Max = −0.036), 58% of estimates were statistically significant; 
Meaning βMean = 0.425 (SD = 0.105, Min = 0.22, Max = 0.972), 100% of 
estimates were statistically significant.

 4 The SEM regression model, in which political conservatism was 
predicted by three latent well- being factors and participants' age, 
gender, race dummies (Black, Hispanic, Asian, Other), and Big Five 
personality traits had a marginal model fit: χ2

Mean (df = 180) = 484.816 
(SD = 41.469), CFIMean = 0.90 (SD = 0.015), RMSEAMean = 0.07 
(SD = 0.005), SRMRMean = 0.065 (SD = 0.003). The standardized re-
gression coefficients for the three predictors were as follows: Rich 
βMean = −0.396 (SD = 0.15, Min = −1.066, Max = −0.188), 76% of esti-
mates were statistically significant; Happy βMean = 0.199 (SD = 0.063, 
Min = −0.088, Max = 0.353), 20% of estimates were statistically signif-
icant; Meaning βMean = 0.20 (SD = 0.151, Min = −0.054, Max = 1.024), 
0% of estimates were statistically significant.

 5 The model in which latent political conservatism was predicted 
by three latent well- being factors, participants' age, gender, race, 
and Big Five personality traits did not fit the data well: χ2(75, 
N = 449) = 491.904, p < 0.001, CFI = 0.760, RMSEA = 0.111 [0.102, 
0.121], SRMR = 0.116. The standardized coefficients for the three pre-
dictors are as follows: Rich β = 0.013, SE = 0.139, z = 0.093, p = 0.926. 
Happy β = 0.247, SE = 0.315, z = 0.782, p = 0.434. Meaning β = −0.459, 
SE = 0.353, z = −1.301, p = 0.193.

 6 The model in which latent political conservatism was predicted 
by three latent well- being factors, participants' age, gender, race, 
and Big Five personality traits did not fit the data well: χ2

Mean 
(df = 128) = 1594.347 (SD = 159.797), CFIMean = 0.847 (SD = 0.019), 
RMSEAMean = 0.097 (SD = 0.005), SRMRMean = 0.129 (SD = 0.001). 
The standardized coefficients for the three predictors were as fol-
lows: Rich βMean = −0.183 (SD = 0.021, Min = −0.245, Max = −0.107), 
99% of estimates were statistically significant; Happy βMean = 0.154 
(SD = 0.026, Min = 0.08, Max = 0.223), 25% of estimates were statis-
tically significant; Meaning βMean = 0.232 (SD = 0.027, Min = 0.172, 
Max = 0.285), 100% of estimates were statistically significant.

 7 The model, in which latent political conservatism was predicted 
by three latent well- being factors and religiosity, fitted the data ac-
ceptably well: χ2

Mean (df = 38) = 468.184 (SD = 105.51), CFIMean = 0.95 
(SD = 0.013), RMSEAMean = 0.096 (SD = 0.012), SRMRMean = 0.084 
(SD = 0.002). Rich βMean = −0.238 (SD = 0.017, Min = −0.292, 
Max = −0.181), 100% of estimates were statistically significant; 
Happy βMean = 0.298 (SD = 0.026, Min = 0.206, Max = 0.378), 100% 
of estimates were statistically significant; Meaning βMean = 0.049 
(SD = 0.027, Min = 0.001, Max = 0.11), 0% of estimates were 
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statistically significant; Religiosity βMean = 0.268 (SD = 0.004, 
Min = 0.259, Max = 0.275), 100% of estimates were statistically 
significant.

 8 The model in which latent system justification was predicted by three 
latent well- being factors, participants' age, gender, race, and Big Five 
personality traits did not fit the data well: χ2

Mean (df = 101) = 2185.009 
(SD = 151.899), CFIMean = 0.877 (SD = 0.012), RMSEAMean = 0.097 
(SD = 0.004), SRMRMean = 0.125 (SD = 0.001). The standard-
ized regression coefficients were as follows: Rich βMean = −0.211 
(SD = 0.027, Min = −0.291, Max = −0.132), 100% of estimates were 
statistically significant; Happy βMean = 0.668 (SD = 0.028, Min = 0.605, 
Max = 0.73), 100% of estimates were statistically significant; Meaning 
βMean = −0.144 (SD = 0.03, Min = −0.199, Max = −0.076), 95% of esti-
mates were statistically significant.

 9 The model in which latent political conservatism was predicted 
by three latent well- being factors, participants' age, gender, race, 
and Big Five personality traits did not fit the data well: χ2

Mean 
(df = 85) = 1956.337 (SD = 163.087), CFIMean = 0.871 (SD = 0.014), 
RMSEAMean = 0.1 (SD = 0.004), SRMRMean =0.126 (SD = 0.001).
The standardized regression coefficients were as follows: Rich 
βMean = 0.013 (SD = 0.01, Min = −0.015, Max = 0.052), 0% of esti-
mates were statistically significant; Happy βMean = 0.142 (SD = 0.007, 
Min = 0.116, Max = 0.158), 85% of estimates were statistically 
significant; Meaning βMean = −0.076 (SD = 0.011, Min = −0.094, 
Max = −0.054), 0% of estimates were statistically significant.

 10 The model in which latent system justification was predicted by 
three latent well- being factors, participants' age, gender, race, and 
Big Five personality traits fitted the data acceptably well: χ2

Mean 
(df = 247) = 606.995 (SD = 32.377), CFIMean = 0.937 (SD = 0.006), 
RMSEAMean = 0.053 (SD = 0.002), SRMRMean = 0.049 (SD = 0.001). 
Standardized regression coefficients were as follows: Rich 
βMean = −0.249 (SD = 0.028, Min = −0.314, Max = −0.144), 37% of esti-
mates were statistically significant; Happy βMean = 0.354 (SD = 0.031, 
Min = 0.247, Max = 0.418), 26% of estimates were statistically signif-
icant; Meaning βMean = 0.323 (SD = 0.047, Min = 0.152, Max = 0.438), 
1% of estimates were statistically significant.

 11 The model in which latent political conservatism was predicted by 
three latent well- being factors, participants' age, gender, race, and 
Big Five personality traits fitted the data acceptably well: χ2

Mean 
(df = 247) = 633.858 (SD = 28.251), CFIMean = 0.939 (SD = 0.005), 
RMSEAMean = 0.055 (SD = 0.002), SRMRMean = 0.049 (SD = 0.001). 
The standardized regression coefficients were as follows: Rich 
βMean = −0.077 (SD = 0.029, Min = −0.133, Max = 0.024), 0% of 
estimates were statistically significant; Happy βMean = −0.212 
(SD = 0.029, Min = −0.287, Max = −0.152), 0% of estimates were sta-
tistically significant; Meaning βMean = 0.406 (SD = 0.026, Min = 0.314, 
Max = 0.448), 39% of estimates were statistically significant.

 12 The model in which latent protestant work ethic was predicted 
by three latent well- being factors, participants' age, gender, 
race, and Big Five personality traits fitted the data acceptably 
well: χ2

Mean (df = 247) = 619.411 (SD = 35.82), CFIMean = 0.933 
(SD = 0.007), RMSEAMean = 0.054 (SD = 0.003), SRMRMean = 0.050 
(SD = 0.002). Standardized regression coefficients were as follows: 
Rich βMean = −0.080 (SD = 0.027, Min = −0.165, Max = −0.013), 0% 
of estimates were statistically significant; Happy βMean = −0.010 
(SD = 0.046, Min = −0.140, Max = 0.116), 0% of estimates were 
statistically significant; Meaning βMean = 0.486 (SD = 0.044, 
Min = 0.351, Max = 0.589), 75% of estimates were statistically 
significant.

 13 To check the difference between the US and Korea, we also ran an 
exploratory version of the meta- analysis leaving out the Korean sam-
ple, which is reported in the Supplemental Material.
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