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Abstract

In this article, we test if conservatism predicts psychological well-being longitudinally. We based the study on previous findings
showing that conservatives score higher on different measures of well-being, such as life satisfaction and happiness. Most
explanations in the literature have assumed that conservatism antecedes well-being without considering the alternative—
that well-being may predict conservatism. In Study |, using multilevel cross-lagged panel models with a two-wave longitudinal
sample consisting of data from |9 countries (N = 8,740), we found that conservatism did not predict well-being over
time. We found similar results in Study 2 (N = 2,554), using random-intercept cross-lagged panel models with a four-wave
longitudinal sample from Chile. We discuss the main implications of these results for the literature examining the association

between conservatism and well-being.
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A striking finding in the psychological literature is that con-
servatives report greater levels of subjective psychological
well-being compared with liberals. Although the effect sizes
tend to be small, this pattern of results has been observed for
different measures of subjective well-being, such as life sat-
isfaction (Napier & Jost, 2008), happiness (Schlenker et al.,
2012), and self-reported health (Subramanian & Perkins,
2010).

Different explanations have been put forward for this phe-
nomenon (Butz et al., 2017). System justification theorists
have proposed that conservative individuals score higher in
system justification beliefs (i.e., a motivation to perceive
social systems as fair and legitimate), providing an ideologi-
cal rationalization of the status quo that alleviates negative
psychological consequences brought about by societal
inequalities (Harding & Sibley, 2013; Jost & Hunyady,
2002). Others have attributed differences in subjective well-
being between conservatives and liberals to personality
traits, demonstrating that greater well-being outcomes (e.g.,
life satisfaction and happiness) correspond to greater agency
beliefs and a more positive outlook among conservatives
(Schlenker et al., 2012). Furthermore, Jetten et al. (2013)
showed that higher socioeconomic status among conserva-
tives enables them to belong to and participate in more social
groups and in turn reap the well-being benefits of multigroup
membership. Finally, Stavrova and Luhmann (2016) pro-
posed that the conservative-liberal subjective well-being gap

can be explained by person—culture fit, illustrating that con-
servatives only report greater well-being in sociocultural
contexts within which conservative political ideology
prevails.

Regardless of the differences between these theoretical
accounts, the extant literature on the relationship between
conservatism and subjective psychological well-being suf-
fers from an important caveat. Most of the studies share the
same assumption about the causal order of the relationship
between conservatism and subjective well-being—that con-
servativism predicts well-being (e.g., Briki & Dagot, 2020;
Butz etal., 2017; Napier & Jost, 2008; Schlenker et al., 2012;
Stavrova & Luhmann, 2016; Subramanian et al., 2009;
Subramanian & Perkins, 2010). However, none of these
studies have provided empirical evidence for this order. Few
studies examining the relationship with proximal measures
of conservatism, mainly system justification beliefs, have
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utilized either longitudinal (Godfrey et al., 2017; Vargas-
Salfate et al., 2018) or experimental (Li et al., 2020) research
designs. This gap in the literature is relevant because two
alternative explanations could be proposed. First, third vari-
ables might cause both conservatism and subjective well-
being (e.g., socioeconomic status; Jetten et al., 2013). And
second, psychological well-being might antecede conserva-
tism. People experiencing greater levels of subjective well-
being may be more likely to adopt ideologies that protect
their subjective and objective status (Subramanian et al.,
2009) and also be less attentive to injustice cues that might
lead them to adopt conservative ideologies (Napier et al.,
2020).

The Present Research

In this research, we examined whether conservatism pre-
dicted subjective well-being longitudinally in two studies.
Based on previous findings on system justification theory
that have utilized longitudinal or experimental designs, we
expect that conservatism will predict subjective well-being
over time. However, the use of longitudinal data in these
studies allowed us to test the alternative hypothesis that sub-
jective well-being predicts conservatism over time. In addi-
tion, we used multiple indicators of subjective well-being,
capturing both cognitive evaluations and affective reactions
(Diener, 2009)—specifically life satisfaction, anxiety,
depression, and self-reported health. In both studies, we
relied on secondary data and therefore used all indicators
available to test our hypothesis. In Study 1, we used a two-
wave survey conducted in 19 countries (N = 8,740), and in
Study 2, we used a four-wave representative survey con-
ducted in Chile (N = 2,554). In both studies, we controlled
for demographic variables to maintain comparability with
previous research (e.g., Napier & Jost, 2008; Schlenker et al.,
2012), with a special focus on the subjective social status
given that this variable has been proposed as an alternative
account for the conservative-liberal subjective well-being
gap (Jetten et al., 2013). We present results both with control
and without control variables. All study materials can be
accessed at https://osf.i0/z53cq.

Study |
Method

Sample. Participants were recruited through an international
online panel maintained by Nielsen during September 2015
(T1) and then 6 months later (T2) in the context of the Digital
Influence Project.! The sample was stratified by age, gender,
and region based on census data (for more information on
this project, see Gil de Zuiiga & Liu, 2017). We selected all
cases that participated in both waves, which resulted in a
final sample size of 8,740 participants: Argentina (N = 360),
Brazil (N = 353), China (N = 387), Estonia (N = 733), Ger-
many (N = 643), Indonesia (N = 305), Italy (N = 579),

Japan (N = 574), South Korea (N = 572), New Zealand
(N = 605), Philippines (N = 153), Poland (N = 628), Russia
(N = 551), Spain (N = 301), Taiwan (N = 426), Turkey (N =
331), United Kingdom (N = 649), Ukraine (N = 101), and the
United States (N = 489). We included all countries in the
Digital Influence Project, except India and South Africa.
Data for these two countries have not been made available to
researchers because of the use of nonrepresentative (city-
based) samples. The mean age was 45.57 (SD = 14.61), and
51.10% of participants were female.

Measures

Conservatism. We used a 3-item measure to assess conser-
vatism (Pratto et al., 1997), for example: On economic/politi-
cal/social issues, where would you place yourself on a scale
of 0 to 10?. Answers to these items ranged from 0 (strong
liberal) to 10 (strong conservative). This scale was highly
reliable at both T1 (a0 = .93) and T2 (a0 = .93).

Life satisfaction. We used 5 items from the Personal Well-
being Index (PWI; Lau et al., 2005). These items measure
overall life satisfaction and satisfaction with health, standard
of living, safety, and relationships. Answers to these items
ranged from 1 (completely dissatisfied) to 7 (completely sat-
isfied). This scale was highly reliable at both T1 (a0 = .87)
and T2 (a0 = .87).

Anxiety. We used the Generalized Anxiety Disorder scale
(GAD; Spitzer et al., 2006), which includes 7 items assessing
the two main criteria of generalized anxiety disorder: exces-
sive anxiety and worry and difficulties controlling worries
during the last 2 weeks. Responses ranged from 1 (never) to
7 (always). This scale was highly reliable at both T1 (a0 =
.94) and T2 (o = .94).

Depression. We used the Patient Health Questionnaire-4
(PHQ-4; Lowe et al., 2010) to measure depression. Partici-
pants were asked to report the frequency of several depres-
sive symptoms during the last two weeks using a scale
ranging from 1 (never) to 7 (always). This scale was highly
reliable at both T1 (o = .89) and T2 (a0 = .90).

Health status. We adopted 2 items from DeSalvo et al.
(2006) to assess health status. Participants rated their own
health status (How would you say your health is?) and their
health status compared with other of their age (Compared to
others your age, how would you say your health is?) using a
scale ranging from 1 (very poor) to 7 (excellent). This scale
was highly reliable at both T1 (a0 = .93) and T2 (a0 = .95).

Control variables. In all our models, we controlled for age,
gender (0 = male, 1 = female), and subjective social status
(1 = low status, 10 = high status; adapted from Adler et al.,
2000). We also included a measure of household income,
which was available in the Digital Influence Project coded
in percentiles (1 = 0-10 percentile, 2 = 11-30 percentile,
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3 = 31-70 percentile, 4 = 71-90 percentile, and 5 = 91-100
percentile). Given that the nonresponse rate in income was
higher than for the rest of the variables (15.3%), we included
this control variable in separate models.

Results and Discussion

Descriptive statistics and correlations matrix are shown in
Table 1. Descriptive statistics by country can be found in the
Online Supplemental Material (OSM; Table S1).

Before conducting the main analyses, we ran a series of
confirmatory factor analyses to test measurement invariance
both at the longitudinal level of analysis and between coun-
tries (see OSM Table S2). Overall, these analyses indicate
that the measurement models showed metric invariance
across countries and strict invariance across both waves.

We used cross-lagged panel models (CLPMs) with latent
variables to test our hypotheses (Raykov & Marcoulides,
2006) considering the multilevel structure of the data in
which individuals are nested within countries (Heck, 2009).
In a first step, these models specified that, at the individual
level, conservatism (T1) would predict well-being (T2) over
time, and that well-being (T1) would predict conservatism
(T2) over time, while controlling for the autoregressors. In a
second step, we also included the control variables (i.e., gen-
der, age, and social status). In a third step, we added income
as an additional control variable. We specified equivalent yet
separate models for life satisfaction, anxiety, depression, and
health status. We also specified covariances between the
residuals of observed variables at T1 and T2 in these models
(Biesanz, 2012). At the country level, we did not have spe-
cific hypotheses; therefore, we only included the measure-
ment models, but we excluded covariances between the
residuals of observed variables at T1 and T2 given that we
only had 19 countries. Missing values were treated using full
information maximum likelihood and all models were con-
ducted through Mplus v.6.12 (Muthen & Muthen, 2012).2
Following, Newman’s (2014) recommendations, we esti-
mated the missing data patterns at the item-level (i.c., an
individual not responding to an individual item), construct-
level (i.e., an individual not responding to all the items mea-
suring the same construct), and person-level (i.e., an
individual not responding to all the items measuring all the
constructs in each of the main analyses). We found that the
most important source of missing data was income, and the
percentages of partial respondents (i.e., individuals without
responses for all the constructs) were all below 30%, which
is the threshold suggested by Newman (2014) to use full
information maximum likelihood as an appropriate form to
handle missing data (see OSM Table S77). Furthermore, we
evaluated the goodness of fit in our models using three
indexes (Raykov & Macrolides’, 2006): Values higher than
.95 for the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and the Tucker
Lewis Index (TLI) and lower than .06 for the Root Mean
Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) were treated as

evidence supporting appropriate goodness of fit (Hu &
Bertler, 1999). Importantly, given that we had only two
waves in Study 1, these goodness-of-fit statistics provide
information about the fit of the measurement model but not
the structural model as we modeled all the associations
between the latent constructs (Hamaker et al., 2015). Here,
we only present the relevant information to our theoretical
discussion, which is related to the individual level. All the
relevant parameters of our models can be found in the OSM
(Tables S7-S18). An example of this analytic approach at the
individual level can be found in Figure 1.

Life satisfaction. The model for life satlsfactlon without
covariates showed an appropriate goodness of fit, X (192) =
1,455.97, p < .001, CFI = .988, TLI = .985, RMSEA =
.027. Conservatism positively predicted life satisfaction over
time, b = .01, § = .02, p = .003, 95% confidence interval
(CI): [.01, .02], and life satisfaction positively predicted con-
servatism over time, b = .05, B = .03, p < .001, 95% CI [.03,
.08]. When we included the control variables, we also found
an appropriate goodness of fit, X (234) = 5,226.17, p <
.001, CFI = .952, TLI = .941, RMSEA = .050, but conserva-
tism did not predict life satisfaction over time, b = <.01, 3 =
.01, p = .409, 95% CI [-.01, .01], and life satisfaction pre-
dicted conservatism over time only at o = .05 (i.e., p < .05),
b=.04,B = .02, p =.040,95% CI [<.01, .07].

Regarding the control variables, subjective social status
predicted life satisfaction at T2, » = .11, = .17, p < .001,
95% CI [.09, .12], but not conservatism, b = .02, f = .02
p = .091, 95% CI [-<.00, .04]; gender did not predict life
satisfaction, b = .03, B = .01, p = .107, 95% CI [-.01, .07],
or conservatism, b = —.06, B = —.02, p = .076, 95% CI
[-.12, .01]; and age did not predict life satisfaction, b =
<.01,B =.01,p =.130,95% CI [<.01, <.01], or conserva-
tism, b = <.01, B = .02, p = .068, 95% CI [<.01, <.01].
When including income as an additional covarlate the model
showed an appropriate goodness of fit, X (248) = 4551.18,
p < .001, CFI = .952, TLI = .941, RMSEA = .049, and
income predicted life satisfaction, b = .03, B = .03, p =
.007,95% CI [.01, .05], but not conservatism, b = <.01, 3 =
<.01, p = .828, 95% CI [-.04, .03]. More importantly, in
this model conservatism did not predict life satisfaction over
time, b = <.01, B = .01, p = .584, 95% CI [-.01, .01], and
life satisfaction did not predict conservatism over time either,
b=.03,B=.02,p=.098, 95% CI [<.01, <.01].

Anxiety. The model for life satlsfactlon without covariates
showed an appropriate goodness of fit, X (322) = 4,206.65,
p <.001, CFI = .975, TLI = .970, RMSEA = .037. Conser-
vatism did not predict anxiety over time, b = —.01, B = —.01,
p =.291,95% CI [-.02, .01], and anxiety did not predict con-
servatism over time, b = —.01, B = <.01, p = .622, 95% CI
[-.03, —.02]. When we included the control variables, we also
found an appropriate goodness of fit, X (376) = 5,476.97,
p < .001, CFI = .967, TLI = .961, RMSEA = .040. In this
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Figure |. Example of cross-lagged panel model with life satisfaction.

Note. Variables in this example are conservatism (Cons) and Life satisfaction (LS) measured at time | (T1) and time 2 (T2). Residuals for each observed

and latent variable are indicated by &.

model, conservatism did not predict anxiety over time, b =
<.01,B = <.0L,p = .867, 95% CI [-.01, .01], and the recip-
rocal path was not significant, b = .01, § = .01, p = .362,95%
CI[-.01, .04].

Regarding the control variables, subjective social status
predicted anxiety at T2, b = —.03, f = —.04, p < .001, 95% CI
[-.04, —.01], and conservatism, b = .03, B = .03, p < .001,
95% CI [.02, .05]; gender predicted anxiety, b = .07, § = .03,
p = .001, 95% CI [.03, .11], but not conservatism, b = —.05,
B =-.01,p=.099,95% CI[—.12, .01]; and age did predicted
both anxiety, » = —.01, § = —.08, p < .001, 95% CI [-.01,
—.01], and conservatism, b = <.01, 3 = .02, p = .027,95% CI
[<.01, .01]. When including income as an additional covari-
ate, the model showed appropriate goodness of fit,

X (394) = 4,773.79, p < .001, CFI = .967, TLI = 961,
RMSEA = .039, and income did not predict anxiety,
b= <.01,pB = <.01, p =.903, 95% CI [-.02, .02], or conser-
vatism, b = <.01, B = <.01, p = .963, 95% CI [-.04, .03].
More importantly, in this model conservatism did not predict
anxiety over time, b = <.01, B = <.01, p = .820, 95% CI

[-.01, .01], and anxiety did not predict conservatism over time
either, b = .02, B = .01, p = .196, 95% CI [-.01, .05].

Depression. The model for depression 2Without covariates
showed an appropriate goodness of fit, X (139) = 4,533.85,
p <.001, CFI = .955, TLI = .941, RMSEA = .060. Conser-

vatism did not predict depression over time, b = —.01, B =
—.01, p = .185, 95% CI [-.02, <.01], and depression did not
predict conservatism over time, b = —.01, B = —.01, p =

.574, 95% CI [-.03, .02]. When we included the control vari-
ables, we observed a goodness of fit 2slightly below the
thresholds suggested by the literature, X (175) = 5,858.18,
p < .001, CFI = .941, TLI = .925, RMSEA = .062. In this
model, conservatism did not predict depression over time,
b=<.01,B=<.01p=.92595% CI [-.01, .01], and the
reciprocal path was not significant, » = .01, p = .01, p =
421, 95% CI [-.02, .04].

Regarding the control variables, subjective social status
predicted depression at T2, b = —.04, § = —.06, p < .001,
95% CI [-.05, —.03], and conservatism, b = .03, B = .03,
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p < .001, 95% CI [.02, .05]; gender predicted depression,
b =.05p=.02p=.015,95% CI [.01, .10], but not con-
servatism, b = —.05, 3 = —-.01, p = .104, 95% CI [-.12, .01];
and age did predicted both depression, b = —.01, § = —.09,
p <.001,95% CI[-.01,—.01], and conservatism, b = <.01,
B = .02, p = .029, 95% CI [<.01, .01]. When including
income as an additional covariate, the model showed a simi-
lar goodness of fit than the previous model, X (187) =
5116.60, p < .001, CFI = .41, TLI = .924, RMSEA = .060,
and income did not predict depression, b = —.01, B = —.01,
p = 587, 95% CI [-.03, .02], or conservatism, b = <.01,
B = <.01, p =.956,95% CI [-.04, .03]. More importantly,
in this model conservatism did not predict depression over
time, b = <.01,pB = <.01,p =.736,95% CI[-.01, .01], and
depression did not predict conservatism over time either,
b=.02,B=.02,p=.27595% CI[-.01, .05].

Health status. The model for health status vzvithout covariates
showed an appropriate goodness of fit, X (36) = 291.95,
p <.001, CFI = .995, TLI = .992, RMSEA = .029. Conser-
vatism positively predicted health status over time, b = .01,
B =.02, p = .048, 95% CI [-.01, .04], but health status did
not predict conservatism over time, » = .01, § = .01, p =
.119,95% CI [-.01, .04]. When we included the control vari-
ables, we also found an appropriate goodness of fit, X (54)
= 1,428.37, p < .001, CFI = .974, TLI = .961, RMSEA =
.055. In this model, conservatism did not predict health sta-
tus over time, b = <.01, f = <01, p = .385, 95% CI [-.01,
.01], and the reciprocal path was not significant, » = .01,
B =<.01,p=.621,95% CI [-.02, .03].

Regarding the control variables, subjective social status
predicted health status at T2, » = .07, § = .10, p < .001,
95% CI [.06, .08], and conservatism, b = .03, 3 = .03, p =
.002, 95% CI [.01, .05]; gender predicted health status, b =
.04, 3 =.02, p = .025,95% CI [.01, .08], but not conserva-
tism, b = —.05, = —.01, p = .111, 95% CI [-.11, .01]; and
age predicted conservatism, b = <.01, § = .02, p = .038,
95% CI [<.01, .01], but not health status, b = <.01, B =
—.01, p = 473, 95% CI [<.01, <.01]. When including
income as an additional cov%riate, the model showed an
appropriate goodness of fit, X (60) = 1,224.75, p < .001,
CFI = 974, TLI = .962, RMSEA = .052, and income did
not predict health status, b = .02, § = <.02, p = .147, 95%
CI [-.01, .04], or conservatism, b = <.01, § = <.01l,p =
926, 95% CI [-.04, .03]. More importantly, in this model
conservatism did not predict health status over time, b =
<.01, B = <.01, p = .528, 95% CI [-.01, .01], and health
status did not predict conservatism over time either, b =
<.01,B = <.01, p =.793, 95% CI [-.03, .03].

Supplementary analyses. Based on these results, we ran three
supplementary analyses. First, we compared the countries in
the dataset using multigroup structural equation modeling. In
these analyses, we controlled for multiple comparisons

(i.e., 19 countries) using Bonferroni correction (i.e., /19 =
.05/19 = .003; see OSM Tables S19-S30). Second, we con-
ducted the main analyses using only the item of political con-
servatism, which is consistent with previous studies (e.g.,
Napier & Just, 2008; Schlenker et al., 2012; see OSM Tables
S31-S46). And third, we conducted cross-sectional results
using both waves to compare our results with those previ-
ously shown in the literature (e.g., Napier & Jost, 2008; Stav-
rova & Luhmann, 2016; see OSM Tables S47-S76). Overall,
we found little support for the hypothesis that conservatism
would predict well-being over time across countries. We
only found the following significant associations (i.e., p =
.003): Life satisfaction predicted conservatism in Estonia
(both with and without covariates), anxiety negatively pre-
dicted conservatism in Estonia (only without covariates),
depression negatively predicted conservatism in Estonia
(only without covariates), conservatism positively predicted
depression in Korea (only with covariates), and health status
predicted conservatism in Estonia (both without and with
covariates). In addition, the main results were similar when
using a single-item measure of conservatism. Finally, cross-
sectional results were consistent with previous literature
when not including control variables. Conservatism pre-
dicted greater life satisfaction and health status, lower
depression, and did not predict anxiety. However, conserva-
tism did not predict life satisfaction or health status after
including the covariates (i.c., social status, gender, age, and
income) and positively predicted anxiety and depression
when including the covariates.

In summary, Study 1 showed no support for our main
hypothesis. Contrary to the hypothesis, conservatism did not
positively predict well-being over time. However, the lack of
additional measures over time (i.e., three or more waves)
prevented us from conducting more sophisticated analyses.
This is relevant because CLPMs do not disentangle temporal
stability and individual-level stability and also assume the
absence of trait stability (Hamaker et al., 2015). Therefore,
we tested our hypotheses in Study 2 using a four-wave longi-
tudinal design in a representative sample from Chile through
Random Intercept Cross Lagged Panel Models (RI-CLPM;
Hamaker et al., 2015). We selected this country because the
left-right continuum is associated with acceptance of inequal-
ity and resistance to change—with rightists scoring higher in
both dimensions—in a similar way than people from other
countries where the association between conservatism and
well-being has been tested (e.g., US; Solano Silva, 2018).

Study 2
Method

Sample. We used data from the Chilean Social Longitudinal
Study in Study 2. This is a longitudinal survey conducted
yearly since 2016 among a nationally representative sample
of Chilean adults. Participants were selected using a
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multistage probabilistic sampling design and the surveys
were conducted by trained interviewers at participants’
homes with a time lag of approximately | year (Centro de
Estudios de Conflicto y Cohesion Social, 2018). The research
team conducting this survey (Centro de Estudios de Con-
flicto y Cohesion Social, 2020) created a variable that identi-
fied the existence of inconsistencies in demographic
information across waves for each participant (e.g., changes
in age higher than 2 years when comparing two consecutive
waves). This variable was created as a proxy to identify
whether a case in the dataset was indeed the same person that
responded to all the waves of this survey. From those partici-
pants that completed the first wave (N = 2,928), we selected
those without any inconsistencies, leading to a sample size of
2,554 participants. The mean age at T1 was 45.57 (SD =
15.28) and 60.18% of participants were female.

Measures. In Study 2, we included all measures available in
the dataset to test our hypotheses.

Conservatism. We used a single-item measure of conser-
vatism: Traditionally in our country, people define his or her
political positions as being closer to the lefi, to the center, or
to the right. Using a scale from 0 to 10 where 0 is to be from
the “left,” 5 is to be from the “center,” and 10 is to be from
the “right,” where do you place yourself on this scale?

Life satisfaction. We used a single-item measure of life sat-
isfaction whose answers ranged from 1 (fotally dissatisfied)
to 5 (totally satisfied).

Depression. We used a Spanish version of the Patient
Health Questionnaire-9 (PHQ-9; Kroenke et al., 2001) to
measure depression. Participants were asked to report the
frequency of several depressive symptoms during the last 2
weeks using a scale ranging from 1 (never) to 7 (every day).
This scale was highly reliable at T1 (a0 = .85), T2 (a0 = .88),
T3 (oo = .88), and T4 (a0 = .86). Given the large number of
items, to handle missing data in this scale, we computed a
depression score for each participant with the items available
for them (Newman, 2014).

Health status. We took an item from DeSalvo et al. (2006)
to assess health status. Participants rated their own health
status (How would you say your health is?) using a scale
ranging from 1 (poor) to 5 (excellent).

Control variables. We included age and gender (0 =
male, 1 = female) as 2 time-invariant variables predicting
well-being scores at each wave.> We also included subjec-
tive social status as a longitudinal control variable (0 = low
status, 10 = high status; adapted from Adler et al., 2000).
We used a measure of monthly household income measured
at each wave of the survey. Participants were asked to indi-
cate their monthly household net income in Chilean pesos

(CLP). If they refused to respond to this question, they were
asked to indicate their household income in ranges, ranging
from 1 (<270,000) to 20 (>2,700,000).* To use data from all
participants that indicated their income in any of these two
questions, we recoded raw income into ranges and used this
variable in Study 2. As in Study 1, we included this control
variable in different models.

Results and Discussion

Descriptive statistics and correlations matrix are presented in
Table 2. Overall, these correlations show that conservatism
was not significantly related to our measures of well-being at
the bivariate level at each wave.

We tested our hypotheses using RI-CLPM (Hamaker
etal., 2015). We used these models to examine the longitudi-
nal association between conservatism and well-being while
considering individual-level stability in these constructs.
These models decompose the scores of the longitudinal vari-
ables in the grand means (i.e., means across all participants
in the same wave), between-individuals components (i.e.,
random intercepts that represent time-invariant deviations
from the grand mean), and within-individuals components
(i.e., differences for each participant between their scores at
each wave and their expected scores computed through the
grand mean and random intercept; Mulder & Hamaker,
2021). Then, two main results are of relevance to test our
hypotheses. First, the association between the random inter-
cepts of conservatism and well-being (i.e., between-individ-
uals components) indicates whether overall participants high
in conservatism also score high in well-being. And second,
the cross-lagged associations (within-individuals level) indi-
cate whether the individuals’ deviations from their expected
means in one of the constructs are associated with subse-
quent individual’s deviations from their expected means in
the other construct (i.e., whether increments in conservatism
at the individual level are associated with increments in well-
being at the individual level). We constrained the autoregres-
sive paths and the longitudinal associations to be equal across
waves because we did not have specific hypotheses regard-
ing differences in these coefficients (Orth et al., 2021). For
this reason, we also report here unstandardized coefficients
for our main results. As in Study 1, missing values were
treated using full information maximum likelihood, and all
models were conducted through Mplus v.6.12 (Muthen &
Muthen, 2012). Missing data at the construct level for all the
variables included in the analyses were higher in later than in
earlier waves (see OSM Table S178). Indeed, 62.5% of par-
ticipants responded to all four waves (see OSM Table S177).
This led to a percentage of partial respondents above 80% for
all the main analyses. This percentage is mainly driven by
missing data in conservatism (45.7% - 56.3%). For this rea-
son, we tested whether, for participants identifying in the
left/liberal-right/conservative continuum, this variable was
associated with proxies of two general orientations
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Figure 2. Random-intercept cross-lagged panel models.

Note. Variables were conservatism (Cons) and psychological well-being (PWB; i.e., life satisfaction, depression, or health status). Autoregressive paths
(i.e., o and ) and longitudinal associations (i.e., p and y) were constrained to be equal across time (e.g, o = o, = a, = a,;; B = B, = B, = B,). Random
intercepts are indicated by o, (conservatism) and a,,, (psychological well-being). Residuals are indicated by u and v.

commonly related to conservatism such as social dominance
orientation and right-wing authoritarianism. Overall, we
found that at all waves, conservatism was positively related
to both variables (s from .07 to .30, ps < .05; see OSM
Table S200). We also compared missing data in conservatism
at all waves regarding subjective well-being measures at T1.
We only found that participants without missing data (vs.
with missing data) in conservatism at T1 scored higher in
health status (T1), participants without missing data in con-
servatism at T2 scored higher in life satisfaction (T1), and
participants without missing data in conservatism at T3
scored higher in depression (T1). No other comparisons were
significant (see OSM Table S179). The conceptual model
tested in Study 2 is presented in Figure 2.° In this section, we
report only information relevant to our theoretical discus-
sion. All the relevant parameters of our models can be found
in the OSM (Tables S81-S96).

Life satisfaction. The model for life satisfactionzwithout
covariates showed an appropriate goodness of fit, X (17) =
26.45, p = .067, CFI = .995, TLI = .992, RMSEA = .015.
At the within-individuals level, conservatism predicted life
satisfaction over time, but the coefficient was negative, b =
—.02, p = .026, 95% CI [-.04, <.01], and the reciprocal path
did not reach conventional levels of significance, b = .10,
p = .098, 95% CI [-.02, .22]. Unexpectedly, the autoregres-
sive paths explaining life satisfaction were not significant,
b=.02,p = .461, 95% CI [-.03, .05]. We did not find evi-
dence that participants high in conservatism also scored
higher in life satisfaction (i.e., between-level), given that the
covariance between both random intercepts was not signifi-
cant, b = .06, p = .096, 95% CI [-.01, .13]. When we
included control variables, we also found an appropriate
goodness of fit, X (59) = 113.91, p < .001, CFI = .983,
TLI = .975, RMSEA = .019. In this model, conservatism
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also negatively predicted life satisfaction over time, b =
—.02,p =.027,95% CI [-.04, <.01], but life satisfaction did
not predict conservatism over time, b = .11, p = .075, 95%
CI[-.01, .23].

Regarding the control variables, gender did not predict
life satisfaction, b = —.02, p = .375, 95% CI [-.07, .03], or
conservatism, b = .13, p = .189, 95% CI [-.06, .32]; age
predicted both life satisfaction, b = <.01, p = .030, 95% CI
[<.01, <.01], and conservatism, b = .02, p < .001, 95% CI
[.01, .02]; and social status did not predict life satisfaction,
b= .01,p = .489,95% CI [-.01, .03], or conservatism over
time, b = —.07, p = .081, 95% CI [-.14, .01]. Importantly,
we found that at the between-individuals level, social status
was associated with conservatism, b = .44, p < .001, 95%
CI[.14, .20], and life satisfaction, b = .21, p < .001, 95% CI
[.30, .58]. In other words, participants high in social status
scored higher in conservatism and life satisfaction, but indi-
vidual deviations from participants’ expected means in social
status did not predict individual deviations from expected
means in conservatism or life satisfaction. When including
income as an additional longitudinal control variable, we
observed an appropriate goodness of fit, X (98) = 482.93,
p <.001, CFI = .954, TLI = .929, RMSEA = .039, and the
results were similar than in the previous model: conserva-
tism negatively predicted life satisfaction over time, b =
—.03, p = .016, 95% CI [-.05, —.01], but the reciprocal path
was not significant, b = .11, p = .083, 95% CI [-.01, .22].
Income did not predict life satisfaction, b = <.01, p = 471,
95% CI [-.01, .01], or conservatism over time, b = <.01,
p = .965,95% CI [-.03, .04].5

Depression. The model for depression without covariates
showed an appropriate goodness of fit, X (17) =41.09,p <
.001, CFI = 991, TLI = .985, RMSEA = .024. At the
within-individuals level, conservatism did not predict depres-
sion over time, b = .01, p = .519, 95% CI [-.01, .02], and
depression did not predict conservatism over time, b = —.11,
p = .245, 95% CI [-.29, .08]. At the between-individuals
level, we found that conservatism was not associated with
depression, b = —.03, p = .365, 95% CI [-.08, .03]. When
we included control variables, we also found an appropriate
goodness of fit, 1 (59) = 129.48, p < .001, CFI = .982,
TLI = .973, RMSEA = .022. In this model, conservatism
did not predict depression over time, b = <.01, p = .712,
95% CI [-.01, .02], and the reciprocal path was not signifi-
cant either, b = —.14, p = .127, 95% CI [-.32, —.04].
Regarding the control variables, gender predicted depres-
sion, b = .23, p < .001, 95% CI [.20, .27], but not conserva-
tism, b = .13, p = .172, 95% CI [-.06, .32]; age predicted
conservatism, b = .02, p < .001, 95% CI [.01, .02], but not
depression, b = <.01, p = .091, 95% CI [<.01, <.01]; and
social status did not predict depression, b = <.01, p = .695,
95% CI [-.02, .01], or conservatism, b = —07, p = .080,
95% CI [—-.14, .01]. However, at the between-individuals
level, social status was associated with conservatism,

b = .44, p < .001, 95% CI [.30, .58], and depression, b =
—.07,p <.001, 95% CI[-.09, —.04]. When including income
as an addltlonal longitudinal control variable, we observed
an appropriate goodness of fit, X (98) = 491.10, p < .001,
CFI = 956, TLI = .932, RMSEA = .040, and the results
were similar than in the previous model: conservatism did
not predict depression, b = <.01, p = .607, 95% CI [-.01,
.02], and depression did not predict conservatism, b = —.13,
p = .146, 95% CI [-.31, .05]. Income predicted depression,
b=.01,p =.012,95% CI [<.01, .02], but not conservatism
over time, b = <.01, p = .909, 95% CI [-.04, .03].7

Health status. Finally, the model for health status without
covariates showed an appropriate goodness of fit, X~ (17) =
21.41, p = .208, CFI = 999, TLI = .998, RMSEA = .010.
At the within-individuals level, conservatism did not predict
health status over time, b = —.01, p = .136, 95% CI [-.03,
<.01], and health status did not predict conservatism over
time, b = —.09, p = .242,95% CI[—.23, .06]. At the between-
individuals level, we found that conservatism was not associ-
ated with health status, b = .02, p = .607, 95% CI [-.06,
.10]. When we included control variables, we also found an
appropriate goodness of fit, X (59) = 105.06, p < .001, CFI

= 991, TLI = .986, RMSEA = .017. In this model, conser-
vatism did not predict health status, b = —.01, p = .155,95%
CI [-.03, .01], and health status did not predict conservatism
over time, b = —.06, p = .378,95% CI [-.21,.08]. Regarding
the control variables, gender predicted health status, b =
=26, p < .001, 95% CI [-.31, —.21], but not conservatism,
b= .14,p = .161, 95% CI [-.05, .31]; age predicted conser-
vatism, b = .02, p < .001, 95% CI [.01, .02], and health
status, b = —.02, p < .001, 95% CI [-.02, —.01]; and social
status did not predict health status, b = .01, p = .465, 95%
CI[-.01, .03], or conservatism, b = —.06, p = .096, 95% CI
[-.14, .01]. However, at the between-individuals level, social
status was associated with conservatism, b = .45, p < .001,
95% CI [.31, .59], and health status, b = .12, p < .001, 95%
CI[.09, .04]. When including income as an additional longi-
tudinal control variable, we observed an appropriate good-
ness of fit, X (98) = 491.51, p < .001, CFI = .964, TLI =
.944, RMSEA = .038. Results were similar than in the previ-
ous model: conservatism did not predict health status, b =
—.01, p = .133, 95% CI [-.03, <.01], and health status did
not predict conservatism, b = —.07, p = .368, 95% CI [-.21,
.08]. Income did not predict health status, b = <.01, p =
.877, 95% CI [-.01, .01], or conservatism over time, b =
<.01, p = .927,95% CI [~.03, .04].3

Supplementary analyses. We ran three sets of supplementary
analyses. First, the RI-CLPM has been criticized for using a
different form of causal inference (i.e., individual deviations
from expected means over time) than other models such as
the CLPM (i.e., group differences over time; Ludtke & Rob-
itzsch, 2021; Orth et al., 2021). For this reason, we compared
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the RI-CLPM with models constraining the variances and
covariances between the random intercepts to zero, which is
equivalent to a CLPM (Hamaker et al., 2015). We found all
these comparisons as significant (all p, < .001; see OSM
Tables S138-S140), with CLPMs with the goodness of fit
below the thresholds suggested by the literature (see OSM
Tables S108-S137). These models showed that life satisfac-
tion positively predicted conservatism over time and depres-
sion negatively predicted conservatism over time, both when
including and not including relevant covariates. Second, we
freely estimated the cross-lagged coefficients from T3 to T4
(i.e., not constrained as equal versus the rest of the cross-
lagged coefficients) because the last wave of the survey (i.e.,
T4) was collected after the beginning of a massive leftist
social movement in Chile, which might confound our results
(see OSM Tables S99-S107). Results from these models
showed that life satisfaction positively predicted conserva-
tism over time from T3 to T4 (both when not including
covariates and including covariates) and from Tto T+1 (i.e.,
T1 — T2 and T2 — T3) only when not including covariates.
The reciprocal path from T3 to T4 was not significant in any
of our models, and from T to T+ 1 was negative and signifi-
cant in all models. For the models with depression, none of
the cross-lagged coefficients were significant. For the mod-
els with health status, conservatism negatively predicted
health status from T to T+1 (but not from T3 to T4) only
when including covariates.® And third, conducted cross-sec-
tional analyses at all waves. We found that conservatism
positively predicted psychological well-being only at T1
(life satisfaction only without covariates) and T3 (depression
without and with covariates). None of the rest of the results
were consistent with our hypotheses (see OSM Tables
S141-S176).

In summary, and consistent with Study 1, Study 2 showed
no significant cross-lagged correlations where conservatism
predicted a higher level of well-being using three indicators
in a four-wave longitudinal dataset. Specifically, we did not
find associations between conservatism and depression, and
health status over time. Furthermore, conservatism predicted
life satisfaction, but this association was negative—and not
positive, as we had predicted. Nevertheless, when using the
same analytical approach as in Study 1 (i.e., CLPM), we
found that life satisfaction longitudinally predicted more
conservatism, and depression predicted less conservatism,
which is not consistent with the order we had predicted (i.e.,
conservatism did not longitudinally predict higher subjective
psychological well-being).

General Discussion

Previous research has shown that conservatives exhibit
higher levels of psychological well-being than liberals (e.g.,
Napier & Jost, 2008; Schlenker et al., 2012; Subramanian &
Perkins, 2010). Different theoretical accounts have explained
such association assuming that conservatism antecedes

well-being (e.g., Jetten et al., 2013; Jost & Hunyady, 2002;
Schlenker et al., 2012). However, this literature has failed to
provide evidence supporting this theoretical assumption.
Indeed, researchers have argued that psychological well-
being could antecede conservatism because people high in
well-being might seek to protect their positive status
(Subramanian et al., 2009) or they could be less attentive to
injustice cues (Napier et al., 2020).

In this research, we sought to contribute to filling this gap
in the literature using two longitudinal datasets. Importantly,
our analyses captured multiple dimensions of subjective
well-being, including life satisfaction, anxiety, depression,
and health status. Contrary to previous findings (e.g., Napier
& Jost, 2008; Schlenker et al., 2012; Subramanian & Perkins,
2010), our results showed that conservatism did not posi-
tively predict well-being over time. Most of these associa-
tions were nonsignificant, especially when considering
anxiety, depression, and health status. Those associations
that reached conventional levels of significance indicated
that life satisfaction predicted conservatism (Study 1) and
that conservatism negatively predicted life satisfaction
(Study 2). Importantly, these results differed from those
obtained when using the first waves in both studies. Cross-
sectionally, conservatism predicted greater life satisfaction,
lower depression, and higher health status in Study 1 and not
in Study 2—but only when not including covariates. These
results are different from those in the extant literature that
relies on large datasets such as the World Values Survey,
which includes a wider array of countries and higher sample
sizes, but also includes fewer and less elaborate indicators of
psychological well-being (e.g., Napier & Jost, 2008; Stavrova
& Luhmann, 2016).

Another contribution of our research is that the analyses
showed different results when using different analytical
approaches to test longitudinal hypotheses, at least when
treating life satisfaction and depression as the operationaliza-
tion of well-being. For instance, in Study 1, using CLPMs
(Raykov & Marcoulides, 2006), we found that life satisfac-
tion positively predicted conservatism. These results were
consistent with Study 2 when using the same analytical
approach, as shown in the supplementary analyses. However,
when taking in consideration individual-level stability
through RI-CLPMs (Hamaker et al., 2015), we found better
goodness-of-fit statistics, and the results showed that conser-
vatism negatively predicted life satisfaction. In other words,
both studies showed similar results when using similar ana-
lytical approaches for life satisfaction, but they were differ-
ent when we used a different test of longitudinal hypotheses
in Study 2. Also, in Study 2, depression did not predict con-
servatism over time when using RI-CLPM, but it did show a
negative longitudinal association when using CLPM. More
importantly, none of these results were consistent with the
idea that conservatism positively predicts well-being over
time. Some of these associations might support the idea that
people high in well-being seek to protect their positive status
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(Subramanian et al., 2009) or are less attentive to injustice
cues (Napier et al., 2020). Nevertheless, these results were
found only in some of the analyses we conducted and should
be cautiously interpreted.

The results from our research are relevant because they
provide important caveats to claims about psychological dif-
ferences between liberals and conservatives. Theory and
research on this issue have argued that liberals and conserva-
tives differ in terms of their psychological profiles (i.e., per-
sonality traits; e.g., Jost et al., 2003; Schlenker et al., 2012)
and/or psychological motivations (i.e., system justification;
Jost & Hunyady, 2002). These differences are hypothesized
to underlie further differences, such as cultural consumption
(Rogers, 2020). In the specific case of well-being, research
has assumed that those psychological differences lead to
enhanced levels of well-being among conservatives (e.g.,
Napier & Jost, 2008; Schlenker et al., 2012). In this research,
however, we showed that despite the plausibility of the the-
ory stating that liberals and conservatives have different psy-
chological profiles, conservatism does not predict well-being
over time. The longitudinal results reported here are consis-
tent with studies arguing that the association between conser-
vatism and well-being can be explained through the influence
of third variables such as socioeconomic status (Jetten et al.,
2013). Indeed, the few longitudinal associations we found
between conservatism and subjective well-being consistent
with our hypotheses became nonsignificant when controlling
for subjective social status.

A related field of research has analyzed the specific case
of system justification as a predictor of well-being in both
longitudinal (Vargas-Salfate et al., 2018) and experimental
research (Li et al.,, 2020). However, system justification
(i.e., support for the status quo) only represents one compo-
nent of the broader ideology of conservatism. Future
research should be dedicated to disentangling conservatism
from system justification and account for different mean-
ings ascribed to conservatism and its association with well-
being across cultures.

Limitations and Future Research Directions

Our research has caveats that need to be acknowledged. We
used a restricted sample of countries comprising mainly
Western and developed countries, excluding samples from
Africa. This low number of countries prevented us from
developing and testing further hypotheses at the country
level (e.g., Stavrova & Luhmann, 2016). For instance, it
would be of interest to test whether some country-level vari-
ables such as economic wealth, economic inequality, or the
degree of aggregated conservatism are directly related to
well-being or interact with conservatism at the individual
level when predicting psychological well-being (Stavrova &
Luhmann, 2016). Furthermore, we do not have direct evi-
dence that conservatism was understood in the same form
across all the countries included in our two studies. We only

had indirect evidence in Study 1 based on measurement
invariance analyses and in Study 2 by associating conserva-
tism with social dominance orientation and right-wing
authoritarianism. In addition, brief measures of the con-
structs examined were administered, mainly because of the
cost associated with administering surveys across countries
(Study 1) and large representative questionnaires at partici-
pants’ homes (Study 2). Taken as together, these three limita-
tions imply constraints on the generalizability of our research
that need to be addressed in future studies.

Our research also has several limitations related to longi-
tudinal models. In Study 1, we used CLPMs, which have
been criticized for not accounting for trait stability (Hamaker
et al., 2015). In Study 2, we could account for such stability
through RI-CLPMs. However, researchers have raised con-
cerns about the underlying conceptual differences between
these models when testing longitudinal associations (Orth
et al., 2021). CLMPs focus on between-person differences,
and RI-CLPMs focus on within-person differences: These
model different causal processes/pathways. In our research,
CLPMs allowed us to test whether conservatives would
show higher levels of well-being when compared with liber-
als, while RI-CLPMs allowed us to test whether increments
in conservatism at the individual level would be associated
with increments in well-being. However, extant theory on
the association between conservatism and well-being (e.g.,
Jost & Hunyady, 2002; Schlenker et al., 2012; Stavrova &
Luhmann, 2016) does not provide strong theoretical argu-
ments to disentangle which process might be occurring when
analyzing this association—as it has also been suggested for
other psychological subfields (Orth et al., 2021). In that
sense, future research should provide more detailed argu-
ments to disentangle the specific causal processes leading (or
not leading) conservatism to be associated with psychologi-
cal well-being.

In addition, we used arbitrary time lags of 6 months
(Study 1) and 1 year (Study 2). We relied on secondary data
in both studies; therefore, we could not vary these lags
between waves. This is an important limitation given that
different time lags or intervals can have consequences for the
hypothesis testing of longitudinal data through CLPMs and
RI-CLPMs (Kuiper & Ryan, 2018). However, this also
reflects a broader concern in the literature on the association
between conservatism and well-being. None of the explana-
tions in the literature (e.g., Jetten et al., 2013; Jost et al.,
2003; Schlenker et al., 2012) provide theoretical insights to
propose an appropriate time lag to test this association in a
longitudinal design. Future research should consider provid-
ing more accurate descriptions of these associations that
could allow researchers to propose specific time intervals.
We doubt there is a canonical lag time that would be ideal
across cultures, but rather suspect that historical events
occurring between measurement points (e.g., 9-11 happening
in the United States, the GFC around the world in 2008) may
affect the relationship between conservatism and well-being
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in specific cultural contexts (for theory on the impact of his-
torical events on psychological relationships, see Liu &
Khan, 2021).

Finally, in this research, we equated conservatism with
ideological self-placement in the left-right continuum. This
is a common practice in psychological research (e.g.,
Federico & Malka, 2018), but there is no strong evidence
showing this equivalence. We suspect this might be a rele-
vant issue for future research given that the nonresponse for
the left-right self-placement was higher in Chile than in other
contexts where researchers have argued that not all individu-
als self-identify as liberals or conservatives (e.g., Kalmoe,
2020). Despite this high nonresponse rate, we found that
among people identifying in the left-right continuum, this
ideological variable was positively related to social domi-
nance orientation and right-wing authoritarianism. This con-
firms previous studies showing that in Chile, an important
number of people do not identify as leftist or rightist, but
among those that self-identify along this continuum, there
are differences in key ideological variables (Solano Silva,
2018). Importantly, this limitation should also be extended to
the analytic procedure to handle missing data. We used full-
information maximum likelihood, which requires a lower
percentage of partial respondents than those observed in
Study 2. For this reason, all the results from Study 2 should
be confirmed by future research. Although our study had all
these limitations, this is one of the few longitudinal tests of
the association between conservatism and well-being and
shows evidence contradicting previous studies.

Conclusion

Research has found a small positive association between
conservatism and subjective well-being. Most of the theo-
retical accounts have proposed a causal association such
that conservatism enhances well-being, through the endorse-
ment of ideological beliefs or differences in personality
traits. In this research, we used longitudinal data to test the
hypothesis that conservatism antecedes well-being. In two
studies across 20 countries, and using different methods to
treat the longitudinal data, we did not find evidence consis-
tent with this hypothesis when considering 6-month and
1-year time lags. We look forward to seeing future research
attempting to replicate these results using more measures of
conservatism and subjective well-being as well as different
time intervals or lags.
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Notes

1. A list of all publications based on this dataset can be found
at  https://www.dropbox.com/s/oko40j9uzzh1i8j/Digital %20
Influence%20World%20Project%20Research%200utput.
docx?dI=0

2. We also estimated a series of models without cross-lagged coef-
ficients to measure the stability of the constructs. These models
showed coefficients of B = .72 for conservatism and [, rang-
ing from .71 to .78 for our four dependent variables (see OSM
Tables S3-S6).

3. These two time-invariant variables function as control variables in
the CLPMs but not in the RI-CLPMs (Hamaker et al., 2015; Mulder
& Hamaker, 2021). We decided to include them in the RI-CLPMs
to keep comparability with the results from the CLPMs.

4. 1 CLP = .0012 USD (October 6, 2021). Median job income
was 401,000 CLP (October 2021) (https://www.ine.cl/
prensa/2020/10/26/ingreso-laboral-promedio-mensual-en-chile-
fue-de-$620.528-en-2019).

5. As in Study 1, we also estimated a series of models without
cross-lagged coefficients to measure the stability of the con-
structs. Results showed that conservatism was stable over time
at the individual level (b, ranging from .23 to .24, all p_ < .001),
as well as depression (b = .09, p < .001) and health status
(b= .05, p = .025). However, life satisfaction at T was not asso-
ciated with life satisfaction at T+1 (b = .02, p = .430), which
indicates that individual’s deviations from their expected means
in life satisfaction do not predict subsequent deviations in the
same variable (see OSM Tables S78-S80).

6. Further support for the differences between the significant path
from life satisfaction to conservatism and the reciprocal path
can be found when comparing these models with models con-
straining the cross-lagged coefficients as equal. Results from
these comparisons suggest significant differences (p, = .032)
but below the thresholds suggested by the literature for CFI
(>.01; Milfont & Fischer, 2010) and RMSEA (>.015; Putnick
& Bornstein, 2016). These results indicate that the path from
life satisfaction to conservatism was stronger than the path from
conservatism to life satisfaction, but this difference is rather
small (see OSM Tables S84, S90, S193, and S138).

7. When comparing these models with those models constraining
the cross-lagged coefficients as equal, we found nonsignificant
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differences (all p, > .100). This suggest that there might not be
a reciprocal association between depression and conservatism
(see OSM Tables S85, S91, S97, and S139).

8. When comparing these models with those models constraining
the cross-lagged coefficients as equal, we found nonsignificant
differences (all p, = .299). This suggest that there might not be
a reciprocal association between health status and conservatism
(see OSM Tables S86, S92, S98, and S140).

9. We also conducted exploratory analyses by unconstraining all
parameters in the models (see OSM Tables S180-S198). Overall,
when not including covariates, both the RI-CLPMs and CLPMs
did not show significantly different goodness of fit than the
models only unconstraining the paths from T3 to T4 (see OSM
Tables S189 and S199). For the models that included covariates,
there were significant differences but none of the results were
consistent with the idea that conservatism predicted life satisfac-
tion (or vice versa) from T1 to T2 and T2 to T3.
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