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Life Satisfaction

• Cognitive assessment of individuals’ quality of life (Diener et 

al., 1985), and an indicator of positive psychological

functioning (Ryff & Keyes, 1995)

• Relation with organizations, business, leadership, and other 

sorts of human functioning (Plamenova & Ribera, 2019)

• Threaten by sudden environmental change
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Previous findings on LS 

• Material well-being (measure with household income) is the 

strongest predictor of life satisfaction (153 nations, Diego-Rosell

et al., 2018, Park et al., 2019; c.f. Easterlin Paradox)

• LS is associated with fulfillment of basic human needs including 

shelter and safety (Helliwell et al., 2009; Tov & Diener, 2008)
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Japanese Life-Satisfaction 
amid the COVID-19 Crisis
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Research Questions
1. How do Japanese people evaluate different life 

domains during the pandemic crisis?

2. Are there gender and age differences?

3. What are the main factors associated with overall life 
evaluation during the pandemic crisis?

4. What are the relative importance of each factor?
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Method: Participants and procedures

3,000 Japanese people (50% females, Mage=45.36, SDage=12,83, 
age ranged from 20 to 69 years old)

Data collection on May 15-16, 2020, when the main 8 
prefectures were under the state of emergency. 

VIC questionnaire consisting of 5 blocks of domains (e.g., 
coronavirus experience and perception, personality and vlaues, 
etc.) 7



Evaluation of different life domains 
across gender and age
• No gender differences in all five life domains

• Older participants expressed higher satisfaction with financial 
situation (r = .047, p = .01), social relations (r = .06, p = .004), 
work-life balance (r = .06, p = .002) and life as a whole (r = .06, 
p = .003). 

• Older participants reported less satisfaction with health 
condition (r = -.04, p = .04) 

8



Life satisfaction by Gender & Age
Women’s LS tends to steadily go 
upward especially after the ages of 50. 
Men’ LS declines up to the age of 50 
years, especially rapidly up to the 
middle age of 30s, and goes upward 
after the age of 50 years (typical U-
shape trend as in other Asian countries, 
Fortin et al., 2015). 
The gender gap tends to be fluctuating; 
however, it tends to start to narrow after 
the middle age of 50s and diminish 
around the age of 70. 
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Model 1: Demographic factors on LS
B t p Beta

(Constant) 3.873 15.461 0
Age 0.003 0.974 0.33 0.021
Age-squared 0.001 5.736 0 0.116
Male -0.222 -2.672 0.008 -0.054
Education 0.101 3.311 0.001 0.07
Area of residence 0.028 0.606 0.545 0.012
Household income 0.169 10.568 0 0.234
Married 0.32 3.396 0.001 0.077
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Model 2: Personal factors on LS (+11 factors)
B t p Beta

(Constant) 5.301 15.735 0
Age -0.004 -1.295 0.195 -0.028
Age-squared 0.001 3.943 0 0.078
Male -0.156 -1.832 0.067 -0.038
Education 0.095 3.232 0.001 0.066
Area of residence 0.017 0.379 0.705 0.007

Household income 0.139 8.897 0 0.192
Married 0.334 3.668 0 0.081
extravert 0.109 2.018 0.044 0.046
agreeable 0.223 3.654 0 0.074
conscious 0.036 0.647 0.518 0.013
neurotic -0.59 -9.938 0 -0.217
open 0.079 1.511 0.131 0.033
Self-transcendence vs. self-enhancement 0.066 0.679 0.497 0.015
Open to change vs.  conservatism -0.228 -2.258 0.024 -0.052
equality -0.131 -0.639 0.523 -0.014
choice 0.517 2.783 0.005 0.059
defiance -1.264 -4.92 0 -0.098
agnosticism -0.364 -1.8 0.072 -0.037
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Model 3: Social view factors on LS (+4 factors)
B t p Beta

(Constant) 2.842 6.254 0
Age -0.004 -1.216 0.224 -0.026
Age-squared 0.001 3.528 0 0.069
Male -0.127 -1.519 0.129 -0.031
Education 0.083 2.872 0.004 0.058
Area of residence 0.012 0.275 0.783 0.005

Household income 0.124 8.07 0 0.172
Married 0.322 3.592 0 0.078
extravert 0.074 1.384 0.166 0.031
agreeable 0.087 1.397 0.162 0.029
conscious 0.042 0.761 0.447 0.015
neurotic -0.564 -9.668 0 -0.208
open 0.083 1.61 0.108 0.034
Self-transcendence vs. self-enhancement 0.018 0.185 0.853 0.004
Open to change vs.  conservatism -0.189 -1.894 0.058 -0.043
equality 0.009 0.044 0.965 0.001
choice 0.484 2.648 0.008 0.055
defiance -0.931 -3.609 0 -0.072
agnosticism -0.129 -0.644 0.52 -0.013
Personal trust 0.162 2.144 0.032 0.044
Public trust 0.213 3.155 0.002 0.067
Social fairness 0.128 5.817 0 0.118
Political orientation 0.1 4.238 0 0.084
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Model 4: Situational factors on LS

• 11 variables related to situational factors related to the pandemic 
crisis added to the Model 3: 4 work style dummy variables, 
evaluations about government’s handling COVID, people’s 
behavioral property, likely social development, solidarity, media 
trust, and anxiety about infection and economic damage
• 24.9% of the variance in LS explained, F(33,2237)=22.47.
• Positive predictors: People’s proper behaviors under the threat, 

percieved solidarity, beliefs about national development after the 
pandemic
• Negative predictors: being reduced to part-time job, anxiety 

about economic damage, media trust
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Model 5: Specific well-being factors on LS

• 6 variables related to specific life domain factors added 
to the Model 4: satisfaction with health, financial 
satisfaction, satisfaction with social relations, work-life 
balance, psychological well-being (purpose and 
meaning), and psychological distress (anxiety, 
loneliness, depression, lack of interest)
• Positive predictors: health satisfaction, financial 

satisfaction, social satisfaction, work-life balance, 
psychological well-being 
•Negative predictors: psychological distress
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Summary of the Model 5
• Model 5 explained 77.3% of the variance in LS, F(39,2231)=195.26.
• Predictability of the main factors (stepwise; in order of importance)

Variables % (accumulating)
Work-life balance 65.0

Financial satisfaction 7.7
Relational satisfaction 2.1

Health satisfaction 1.1
Psychological well-being 0.6

Psychological distress 0.2
People’s behavioral appropriateness 0.1

Household income 0.1
Openness (vs. Conservatism) <.001
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Implications
• Gender effects not clear
• Household income the most important predictor 

among analyzed demographic factors
• Extraversion, agreeableness, conservatism, and choice

positively predicting LS, and neuroticism and defiance
negatively predicting LS among personal factors (traits 
and values)
• Social views such as trust and political orientation 

affecting LS (“right wings are more satisfied with life”)
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Work-life balance
amid the pandemic
• The strongest predictor in the current data
• Increasing importance for life quality in current 

society (Noda, 2019)
• Change in work style (e.g., teleworking) amind the 

pandemic threatning work-life balance (DeFilippis, et 
al., 2020)
• Need for social and organizational support for WLB
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