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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Keywords: While well-being is known to be mainly predicted by relatively stable personality traits and demographic factors,
Well-being under circumstances of the current COVID-19 pandemic, the role of these predictors may be attenuated, and
COVID-19

more situational factors may come into play. In the present study, we examined those relatively stable predictors
of well-being along with COVID-19 specific factors, such as the perception of health and economic threat, un-
realistic optimism, lack of control, trust in government regulations, and the endorsement of conspiracy beliefs.
The data collection took place in early November 2020, when the second wave in Slovakia started to gain
momentum and a strict lockdown was issued. Slovak adults (N = 1020) reported their current positive and
negative affect and current, as well as estimated pre-pandemic and predicted future life satisfaction. The results
showed that positive and negative affect was predicted mainly by extraversion and negative emotionality. On the
other hand, life satisfaction, and its perceived change from before the pandemic and in three months, was
predicted mainly by COVID-19 factors, especially perceived economic threat, unrealistic optimism, and trust in
governmental regulations. We discuss the importance of these factors when considering the effect of the COVID-

Conspiracy beliefs
Personality traits
Unrealistic optimism

19 pandemic on peoples' well-being.

1. Introduction

How are you holding up? Most of us probably got used to asking and
answering this question repeatedly as the COVID-19 pandemic struck.
Not only it has posed a direct threat to health, but it also had a negative
effect on well-being (e.g. Anglim & Horwood, 2021). Yet, even under
dire circumstances, some people were able to retain high levels of well-
being better than others. Well-being usually refers to how people eval-
uate their lives and is based on both cognitive judgment and affective
reactions and the most widely-used model for assessing well-being is
based on Diener's (1984) conceptualization of well-being as consisting of
three components: frequent positive affect, infrequent negative affect,
and cognitive evaluation, such as life satisfaction. Subjective well-being
depends on many factors, one of which are personality traits. Higher
extraversion and lower negative emotionality are two of the most
consistent personality predictors of subjective and psychological well-
being, however, links are also found with conscientiousness, agree-
ableness, and open-mindedness (e.g. Anglim et al., 2020). These findings
were replicated even in the COVID-19 pandemic (e.g. Anglim & Hor-
wood, 2021; Wijngaards et al., 2020). Besides personality traits, being
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single or divorced, younger age (18-29 years), and a woman (Kowal
et al., 2020; Wijngaards et al., 2020) were all associated with having
more negative mental health outcomes during the COVID-19 pandemic.

1.1. Factors affecting well-being during the COVID-19 pandemic

However, some of the relatively stable links between personality
traits and demographic factors and well-being may be attenuated under
such circumstances as the current COVID-19 pandemic (e.g. Anglim &
Horwood, 2021) due to other factors. For example, exposure to infor-
mation about COVID-19 was associated with experiencing depression,
anxiety, insomnia (e.g. Mongkhon et al., 2021; Sorokowski et al., 2020),
and feelings of lack of control (Srol et al., 2021). Feelings of anxiety and
lack of control not only directly negatively affect well-being but are also
associated with higher endorsement of conspiracy beliefs about COVID-
19 that may have, in turn, further negative consequences for psycho-
logical well-being (for a review, see van Mulukom et al., n.d.). Moreover,
according to Diener's (1984) model, anxiety and negative affect, in
general, are considered a manifestation of low well-being. Similarly,
higher optimism about one's prospects helps to keep higher positive
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evaluation of one's life by counteracting the prevalent feelings of anxiety
and stress because of the COVID-19 pandemic (Gen¢ & Arslan, 2021),
but positive affect associated with optimism is, in a sense, also a part of
well-being. However, while unrealistic optimism may have some short-
term positive effects on subjective well-being, it can also pose health
risks, such as underestimating the risk of contracting COVID-19 (Gassen
et al., 2021).

Interpersonal and institutional trust is known to be associated with
well-being, especially in older people (Poulin & Haase, 2015; Zhang &
Zhang, 2015). During the COVID-19 pandemic, trust toward social and
political actors (politicians, scientists, health system) is crucial, since
people must rely on those actors to getting the pandemic situation under
control. Indeed, trust in these actors predicted both higher individual
well-being (Paolini et al., 2020), and lower levels of anxiety and lack of
control (Srol et al., 2021). Institutional trust partially mediated the
relationship between perceived adversities and subjective well-being
and mental health in older adults in a study in 27 European countries
(Lee, 2020).

Finally, while COVID-19 may be seen primarily as a health threat,
secondary stressors, such as financial insecurity and occupational diffi-
culty, were found to be more strongly associated with experiencing
depressive symptoms than the fear of contracting COVID-19 per se
(Zheng et al., 2021). Especially at the beginning of the pandemic, Dawel
et al. (2020) found that exposure to COVID-19 had minimal relations
with mental health outcomes, but pandemic-induced impairments in
work and financial distress due to the pandemic were key predictors of
worse mental health outcomes. Similarly, the financial threat was
associated with higher psychological distress and lower life satisfaction,
happiness, self-rated health, and mental health index (Lee, 2020).

1.2. The present study

In the present study, we examined the role of relatively stable de-
mographic factors and personality predictors of well-being along with
COVID-specific factors potentially contributing to people's well-being in
the pandemic, i.e. unrealistic optimism, trust in government regulations,
endorsement of conspiracy and pseudoscientific beliefs, feeling of lack
of control, perception of health and economic threat. We surveyed
participants' cognitive evaluation of satisfaction with their lives during
the pandemic as well as positive and negative affect. Further, there is
some evidence that evaluation of well-being can be a subject of focusing
illusion, i.e. when people consider an impact of any single factor on their
well-being, they tend to exaggerate its importance (Kahneman et al.,
2006). Therefore, subjective well-being during the pandemic is likely
viewed through this lens and compared with the times before the
pandemic. Thus, to address this issue, we extended our evaluation of
well-being and asked participants to also evaluate their well-being
before the pandemic and anticipated well-being in three months.

2. Method
2.1. Sample

The participants were recruited through an agency to be represen-
tative of the Slovak population in terms of gender, age, and education;
they were compensated for their participation. In total, we collected the
data from 1024 participants, however, four participants were excluded
from further analyses because they either entered invalid age informa-
tion or chose not to disclose their gender. The final sample consists of
1020 participants, 486 (47.6%) men and 534 (52.4%) women with an
average age of 44.14 (SD = 15.34) years. The study was part of a larger
research project aimed at understanding the associations between sci-
entific reasoning, analytic thinking, and the endorsement of
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epistemically suspect beliefs during the second wave of the COVID-19
pandemic in Slovakia. It was run between the 2nd and 6th November
2020, when the second wave in Slovakia started to gain momentum’ and
a strict lockdown was issued. This time was also marked by the first
national antigen testing of COVID-19, proposed by the Prime minister
and the leading political party as a pass from the strict lockdown mea-
sures, which had strong opposition from some scientists, political
parties, and the president, causing public confusion about the mean-
ingfulness of testing.

2.2. Measures

More information for all measures can be found in Appendix A. Full
wording of most items included in the present study is available online
at: https://osf.io/uw5rf/

2.2.1. Life satisfaction

We used Cantril's ladder (Cantril, 1965) in which participants were
asked to imagine a ladder with ten steps where step ten represents the
best and step zero the worst possible life for them. Participants were
asked to report: 1) on which step they currently stand on; 2) on which
step they stood on before the pandemic; and 3) on which step they will
stand in three months. Moreover, we calculated two additional scores,
which were used to reflect the change in life satisfaction between the
time before the pandemic and the present (higher scores represent
increased current well-being), and the difference between the current
and future life satisfaction (higher scores represent increased estimated
future well-being).

Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (Watson et al., 1988) was used to
measure positive and negative affect as a second alternative to our well-
being measure. Participants were asked to indicate how strongly they
lately feel on ten positive and ten negative emotions.

2.2.2. Big five personality traits

We used the Slovak version of the Big Five Inventory 2 short form
(Koht et al., 2020). It contains 30 Likert's scale items measuring five
broad personality factors: Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientious-
ness, Negative Emotionality, and Open-Mindedness.

2.2.3. COVID-19 epistemically suspect beliefs

We used 14 items to measure participants' endorsement of episte-
mically suspect beliefs that included popular conspiracy and/or pseu-
doscientific beliefs (e.g. “SARS-CoV-2 (coronavirus) is a biological weapon
created to eliminate the overcrowded human population™) about the COVID-
19 pandemic.

2.2.4. Exposure to information about COVID-19

Participants were asked three questions based on the study by Sor-
okowski et al. (2020) about how often they look up or encounter in-
formation about COVID-19.

2.2.5. Lack of control regarding COVID-19

We asked participants to rate four items taken from Srol et al. (2021)
that dealt with the feelings of lacking control regarding the COVID-19
pandemic.

2.2.6. Unrealistic optimism regarding COVID-19
Four items were used to measure the tendency to be unrealistically
optimistic about the future regarding the COVID-19 pandemic.

2.2.7. Trust in science

Six items from the Credibility of Science Scale by Hartman et al.
(2017) were used to measure participants' trust in science.

! https://www.worldometers.info/coronavirus/country/slovakia/
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2.2.8. Trust in governmental regulations regarding COVID-19

One item was used to assess the degree to which participants
perceived the government-issued health-preventive regulations as
reasonable.

2.2.9. Perceived health and economic threat
One item was used to access the degree to which participants
perceived COVID-19 as a health threat and one item for economic threat.

2.2.10. Demographic information

At the beginning of the study, we asked participants to indicate their
age, gender, attained education, the strength of their religious faith, and
partnership status (which we collapsed into 2 categories: in a relation-
ship / not in a relationship).

2.3. Analysis

The data were analyzed using SPSS 22 and jamovi software (The
jamovi project, 2021). Firstly, we analyzed the associations between the
predictors and outcome variables, using Pearson's correlation and Stu-
dent's t-test. Then, we conducted several hierarchical linear regressions
where each outcome variable was predicted by demographic informa-
tion in the first step. In the second step, we added the Big Five person-
ality domains. Lastly, we added COVID-19 specific predictors:
epistemically suspect beliefs, exposure to information, lack of control,
unrealistic optimism, trust in science, trust in governmental regulations,
and perceived health and economic threat. We report the standardized
Beta values and their 95% confidence intervals from the full model, as
well as explained variance (adjusted R?) at every step of the model. Due
to a relatively large number of predictors in the regression models, we
used a more conservative, Bonferroni-adjusted threshold for statistical
significance (p < 0.0027).

3. Results and discussion

Firstly, we focused on the change between estimated pre-pandemic,
present and future life satisfaction. Results showed significant medium
decrease (d = —0.55, 95% CI [—0.62, —0.48]) between estimated pre-
pandemic (M = 6.77, SD = 2.02) and present (M = 5.79, SD = 2.03)
life satisfaction, but the change from present to expected future (M =
5.83, SD = 2.35) life satisfaction was not significant (d = 0.03, 95% CI
[-0.09, 0.03]).

3.1. Prediction of positive and negative affect

The results of correlational analyses are presented in Table A (Ap-
pendix B). Both positive and negative affect correlated significantly with
all personality domains. Positive affect correlated most strongly and
negatively with negative emotionality and positively with extraversion.
Correlations with other variables were weak or close to zero. Negative
affect correlated mainly with negative emotionality where a strong
positive relationship was found. Moreover, weak to moderate positive
correlations were found with lack of control, perceiving COVID-19 as an
economic or health threat, exposure to COVID-19 related information.

Table 1 presents the results of hierarchical regressions predicting
positive and negative affect (see Table B for extended results). Overall,
the models explained 32.9% of the variance for positive affect and
43.9% for negative affect. Most of it was explained by the Big Five
personality factors, 29.6% for positive and 36.7% for negative affect.
Although we found a meaningful pattern of correlations between all five
personality domains and positive and negative affect (e.g. Anglim et al.,
2020; Modersitzki et al., 2020), only extraversion, negative emotion-
ality, and open-mindedness were significant predictors of positive affect.
Negative affect was mainly predicted by negative emotionality and
agreeableness which had a small significant negative effect. The large
proportion of explained variance by personality compared to other
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Table 1
Results of hierarchical linear regression predicting positive and negative affect.

Positive affect Negative affect

1. Demographic

information Adj. R% = 0.015 Adj. R% = 0.016
2. Big Five

personality A Adj. R* = 0.296 A Adj. R* = 0.367

domains
3. COVID-19 factors A Adj. R% = 0.019 A Adj. R% = 0.056
Full model Adj. R* = 0.329 Adj. R*> = 0.439

Negative Emotionality
(—0.27), Extraversion
(0.22), Open-Mindedness
(0.15), Exposure to
information about COVID-
19 (0.09), Unrealistic
optimism regarding COVID-
19 (0.09)

Negative Emotionality
(0.46), Perceiving COVID-19
as economic threat (0.14),
Exposure to information
about COVID-19 (0.11),
Agreeableness (—0.10)

Std. p of predictors
significant at p <
0.0027

Note. This is an abbreviated table that shows the results of two hierarchical re-
gressions with three blocks of predictors, presenting R? change at every step of
the model along with standardized regression coefficients significant (p <
0.0027) at the final step of the regression model. For more comprehensive
regression results see Table B. Adjusted R? significant at p < 0.01 are presented
in bold. Gender: men were coded as 0 and women as 1.

predictors suggests that even in an unpredictable and threatening situ-
ation such as the COVID-19 pandemic, the affect is still mainly driven by
personality. A similar conclusion was reached by Anglim and Horwood
(2021) who likewise focused on the impact of COVID-19 on the link
between personality and well-being.

The effect of exposure to information and unrealistic optimism on
positive affect was significant, although the unique explained variance
by COVID-19 factors was only 1.9%. Considering the correlations
(Table A), the significant effect of exposure to information was rather a
statistical artifact, as there was practically no correlation with positive
affect. The COVID-19 factors explained 5.6% of the unique variance for
negative affect. People whose economic welfare is threatened by COVID-
19 and are more exposed to information about (at that time) gloomy
perspective on the COVID-19 pandemic, experience more negative
emotions (Mongkhon et al., 2021; Zheng et al., 2021). Contrary to Zheng
et al. (2021), we did not find an association between perceived health
threat and negative affect in a regression model, although we found a
weak bivariate correlation.

3.2. Prediction of life satisfaction and its perceived change

The correlations presented in Table A (Appendix B) showed that
evaluation of pre-pandemic life satisfaction was slightly more positive
for men, people with a partner, higher extraversion, and lower negative
emotionality. Other correlations were only weak or close to zero. As
presented in Table 2 (see Table C for extended results), the regression
model explained 12% of the variance in pre-pandemic life satisfaction,
most of which was explained by Big Five factors. The COVID-19 factors
explained only 1.1% of the variance. Compared to this, for present and
expected future life satisfaction, as well as their shifts from past and to
the future, these factors explained most of the variance, which could
mean that the COVID-19 pandemic moderates their relevance. As an
important note, low explained variance by COVID-19 factors in the past
(pre-pandemic) compared to present and future life satisfaction, along
with the stable effect of Big five personality traits provide evidence that
participants were capable of estimating their past, present, and future
life satisfaction.

These results also suggest that personality has an important role in
affect and emotions, but this effect is not so prevalent in the cognitive
evaluation of one's own satisfaction with life while focusing on the
specific situation, such as the current pandemic. Similarly, Anglim and
Horwood (2021) also suggested that the COVID-19 pandemic may
moderate the effect of certain personality traits on well-being:
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Table 2
Results of hierarchical linear regression predicting life satisfaction.
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Past Present

Future Past to present

Present to future

1. Demographic

information Adj. R% = 0.025 Adj. R% = 0.051
2. Big Five
personality A Adj. R2 = 0.083 A Adj. R2 = 0.074
domains
3. covIb-19 A Adj. R2 = 0.011 A Adj. R2 = 0.088
factors
Full model Adj. R? = 0.120 Adj. R = 0.212
Partnership status (0.29),
Gender (0.21), Negative Negat'w'e Emotionality (—0.20), '
Std. p of . 3 Perceiving COVID-19 as economic
. Emotionality (—0.17), .
predictors . threat (—0.19), Unrealistic
L. Extraversion (0.15), .. .
significant at p Exposure to information optimism regarding COVID-19
< 0.0027 P (0.12), Trust in governmental

about COVID-19 (0.11) regulations regarding COVID-19

(0.12), Education (0.09)

Adj. R% = 0.038 Adj. R% = 0.019

A Adj. R2 = 0.076 A Adj. R2 = 0.017

A Adj. R2 = 0.137 A Adj. R2 = 0.136

Adj. R? = 0.251 Adj. R2 = 0.171

Perceiving COVID-19 as
economic threat (—0.22),
Partnership status (0.19),
Unrealistic optimism regarding
COVID-19 (0.19), Negative
Emotionality (—0.16), Age
(—0.12), Extraversion (0.11)

Perceiving COVID-19 as
an economic threat
(—0.29), Trust in
governmental regulations
regarding COVID-19
(0.15)

Adj. R? = 0.010

A Adj. R2 = 0.004

A Adj. R2 = 0.045
Adj. R? = 0.059

Unrealistic optimism
regarding COVID-19
(0.15), Perceiving
COVID-19 as an
economic threat
(—0.11), Age (—0.10)

Note. This is an abbreviated table that shows the results of five hierarchical regressions with three blocks of predictors, presenting R? change at every step of the model
along with standardized regression coefficients significant (p < 0.0027) at the final step of the regression model. For more comprehensive regression results see Table C.
Adjusted R significant at p < 0.01 are presented in bold. Gender: men were coded as 0 and women as 1. Partnership status: participants without a partner were coded

as 0 and people with a partner as 1.

specifically, they suggest that lockdown measures may attenuate the
effect of extraversion on well-being or mood, as these measures deprive
extroverts of social contact — one of their sources of happiness. Our re-
sults support this notion: the correlation between extraversion and past
life satisfaction (r = 0.24) was stronger than the one with present (r =
0.16) and future (r = 0.18) life satisfaction. Overall, the predictors
explained a moderate amount of the variance (17-25%) in our life
satisfaction measures, except for the model predicting the increase in
future life satisfaction in comparison with the current life satisfaction,
where the proportion of explained variance was quite low (5.9%).

The demographic indicators played a role mainly for present and
future life satisfaction. The most pronounced was partnership status.
Being in a relationship (marital or nonmarital) has a positive effect on
life satisfaction in general (e.g. Stahnke & Cooley, 2020), which is
present even in a pandemic situation, probably due to the possibility for
dyadic coping and lower stress levels (e.g. Kowal et al., 2020). For the
Big Five factors, we mainly found small negative correlations between
the negative emotionality and present and future life satisfaction, which
is in line with the tendency of more negative evaluation of own life for
people with higher depression or anxiety (Halama et al., 2020; Schim-
mack et al., 2004). This effect was found in other studies focused on the
COVID-19 pandemic (e.g. Morales-Vives et al., 2020). Moreover, ex-
traversion positively predicted the expected future life satisfaction,
possibly because of a more cheerful view on life in general (Schimmack
et al., 2004) and a broader social network (Halama et al., 2020) which
are beneficial for satisfaction with life.

From the COVID-19 factors, we found correlations mainly with
epistemically suspect beliefs, unrealistic optimism, trust in govern-
mental regulations, and perceiving COVID-19 as an economic threat,
although the first was not significant in regression models. People who
were more economically threatened by the COVID-19 pandemic showed
a stronger decrease in life satisfaction, as well as lower present and
expected future life satisfaction, which is in line with Lee's (2020)
findings that worsening financial insecurity was negatively related to
life satisfaction, happiness, and mental health. This could partially be
due to the specific Slovak context since the first wave of the pandemic in
Slovakia was very mild due to very restrictive government regulations.
These regulations were effective in stopping the spread of the virus, but
their economic impact was quite drastic for many people. However,
similar results were reported by Zheng et al. (2021), who showed that
secondary pandemic threats, such as financial and occupational inse-
curity, were more strongly associated with experiencing depressive
symptoms than the fear of contracting COVID-19 per se. Therefore,
policymakers need to take these secondary stressors very seriously when

they make decisions about which health preventive regulations to issue.
For example, Renstrom and Back (2021) found that fear and anger
predicted support for restrictive policies to limit the spread of the virus,
while anxiety predicted support for economic policies. Different aspects
of the crises evoked different emotional reactions, which, in turn, had a
specific effect on various policy support and political action. However,
adherence to government-issued regulations is predicted also by trust in
government and perception of its truthfulness (Pak et al, 2021).

Unrealistic optimism was associated with life satisfaction, in line
with Genc and Arslan (2021). People with a more positive view on the
pandemic situation indicated higher current life satisfaction, expected
shift to the future, as well as future life satisfaction, and this trend does
not seem to be due to the general tendency to answer more positively,
because of low correlation with past life satisfaction. This suggests that
unrealistic optimism can have a protective effect, although possibly at
the cost of underestimation of health risk (Dolinski et al., 2020; Shukla
et al., 2021). In accordance with Paolini et al. (2020), our results showed
a positive effect of trust in governmental regulations on well-being.
Believing that the restrictions and actions proposed by the govern-
ment are meaningful had a protective effect on the change of life satis-
faction in the pandemic and increases current well-being. Regarding the
epistemically suspect beliefs about COVID-19, we found moderate
negative correlations with perceived past to present shift, present, and
future life satisfaction, although the effect of these predictors was not
significant.

3.3. Limitations

Our study had several limitations that need to be noted. Our design is
cross-sectional. A longitudinal design would be more appropriate to
access the pre-pandemic life satisfaction as recalling can be biased by
nostalgia or a rosy view of the past. Similarly, by asking participants
about their present, future, and pre-pandemic life satisfaction, we might
have amplified the salience of the pandemic when making those judg-
ments. The next limitation lies in the assessment of COVID-19 factors,
namely trust in science, which is not specifically focused on COVID-19,
and low internal consistency of exposure to information and unrealistic
optimism scales.

4. Conclusion
Whether you experience more positive or negative feelings during a

pandemic depends mostly on your personality (mainly extraversion and
negative emotionality). But when it comes to how satisfied you are with
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your life, and especially to perceived changes from before and after the
pandemic, those dimensions are, besides personality traits, also sub-
stantially affected by COVID-19 factors, such as the economic threat of a
pandemic, unrealistic optimism, and trust in governmental regulations.
As always, it is better to be financially secure, as a threat and lack of
control over their lives drive people toward behaviors and beliefs that
further undermine trust and contribute to prolonging the problem that
caused financial threat in the first place. Especially during demanding
crises, such as a pandemic, government officials should be aware of the
factors contributing to the general well-being of people, because people
are more likely to follow unpopular restrictions if they believe that
government cares about their psychological and financial well-being.
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reasonable”). Overall, participants were more inclined to trust that the regulations were reasonable (M = 4.59, SD = 1.97).

Perceiving COVID-19 as health threat. Participants responded on a 7-point scale from “I don't feel any threat at all” to “I feel very threatened”. M = 3.86,

SD =1.84

Perceiving COVID-19 as economic threat. Participants responded on a 7-point scale from “I don't feel any threat at all” to “I feel very threatened”. M =

4.64, SD = 1.85
Demographic information:

Age. M = 45.27 (SD = 14.82) for men, and M = 43.10 (SD = 15.74) for women.

Education. 65 (6.4%) participants reported elementary school, 320 (31.4%) high school without diploma, 400 (39.2%) high school with diploma,
52 (5.1%) bachelor's degree, 174 (17.1%) university degree, 9 (0.9%) university PhD. degree.

Strength of religious faith. Participants responded to a question “How important is religion or faith in God to you?” on a scale from 1 (“Not at all

important™) to 7 (“Very important”). M = 4.06, SD = 2.19.

Partnership status. 358 (35.1%) reported being without a partner and 662 (64.9%) having a partner.



Table A
Correlation matrix of used variables.
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12 13, 14 15, 16 17. 18 19.  20. 21.  22. 23. 24.

1. Positive affect -

2. Negative affect —-0.36 -

3. Past life satisfaction 0.27 —0.14 -

4. Present life satisfaction 0.35 —0.33 0.62 -

5. Future life satisfaction 0.29 —-0.34 0.48 0.82 -

6. Past to present shift in life

satisfaction 0.10 —0.22 —-0.44 0.44 0.39 -

7. Present to future shift in life

o ~0.03 —0.09 —0.09 -0.08 0.51 002 -

satisfaction

8. Gender —0.09 011 012 005 006 -008 003 -

9. Partnership status 0.08 -0.03 0.10 0.16 0.11 0.07 -0.06 0.02 -

10. Age 0.04 -0.08 -0.04 -0.04 —0.10 000 —0.11 -0.07 0.10 -

11. Education 005 -0.03 0.8 017 015 010 00l 006 008 —0.09 -

12. Strength of religious faith 004 006 000 003 002 003 -001 011 003 -002 -001 -

13. Extraversion 0.43 —0.20 0.24 016 018 -0.09 007 -0.01 004 004 004 000 -

14. Agreeableness 0.26 —0.32 018 016 0.16 -0.02 004 015 003 017 008 011 018 -

15. Conscientiousness 0.36 —0.35 0.18 0.16 0.15 -0.02 0.01 0.01 0.05 0.10 0.11 0.02 0.40 0.46 -

16. Negative Emotionality —0.47 0.61 —0.23 —0.28 —0.26 -0.06 -0.04 0.16 —0.04 —0.10 -0.07 0.05 —0.44 —0.39 —0.51 -

17. Open-Mindedness 0.34 —0.23 0.6 011 011 -006 002 006 -002 010 013 007 0.39 033 041 —0.29 -

18]‘)52:])'19eplStemmauys“Spw 0.07 006 -0.03 —0.20 —0.23 —0.20 —0.10 001 -0.03 0.12 —-0.26 0.10 008 -0.03 003 -0.03 001 -

19. Exposure to information about

COVI1S 002 021 010 006 006 -0.04 000 0.14 013 005 010 010 -0.06 004 001 017 001 —0.27 -
201‘;“]‘Ofm"m’“egardmgCOVID' ~0.17 033 -0.06 -0.10 —0.16 -0.05 —0.12 017 006 -0.02 -0.04 008 —0.18 —0.11 —0.18 0.32 —0.12 —0.01 027 -
Zlégglr]e)ai‘;m°p“mlsmregardmg 0.14 —0.11 0.08 024 030 0.7 017 005 002 -004 002 011 003 009 006 —0.10 002 —0.19 0.09 —0.08 -

22. Trust in science —001 —0.10 007 010 0.13 003 008 00l 003 -005 0.23 —0.15 002 015 008 -005 0.9 —0.41 005 —0.18 001 -

23. Trust in governmental

regulations regarding 0.04 -0.02 005 024 024 022 005 0.9 005 —004 013 005 —005 010 -001 000 001 —0.59 0.32 018 0.36 0.19 —

COVID-19

ztht:;e“’mgCOVID'lgasahealth —0.10 024 001 002 —002 00l -0.07 013 010 008 004 013 —0.13 —0.01 —0.07 020 —007 —0.26 042 054 010 —0.01 0.40 -
25. Perceiving COVID-19 as an —005 031 005 —0.21 —0.26 —0.30 —0.13 0.10 003 —0.08 —-003 007 -001 -0.07 -005 0.20 —0.01 0.09 0.21 0.0 —0.10 —0.10 0.01 0.37

economic threat

Note. Values represent Pearson's correlation coefficient. Gender: Men were coded as 0, women as 1. Partnership status: People without a partner were coded as 0, people with a partner as 1. Values significant at p < 0.01 are

bolded.

32 MY W

6VEILI (220Z) 981 s9ua2ffid [onpiaipu] puv Anpuossod



M. Kohiit et al. Personality and Individual Differences 186 (2022) 111349

Appendix B

Table B
Results of hierarchical linear regression predicting positive and negative affect.

Positive affect Negative affect
Predictor B 95% CI B 95% CI
1. Demographic information Adj. R? = 0.015 Adj. R? = 0.016
Age —0.04 [-0.09, 0.02] —-0.01 [-0.06, 0.04]
Gender -0.16 [-0.27, —0.05] 0.00 [-0.10, 0.10]
Education 0.00 [—0.05, 0.06] 0.04 [-0.01, 0.08]
Strength of religious faith 0.01 [-0.04, 0.07] 0.02 [-0.03, 0.07]
Partnership status 0.11 [0.00, 0.22] —0.05 [-0.15, 0.05]
2. Big Five personality domains A Adj. R? = 0.296 A Adj. R? = 0.367
Extraversion 0.22 [0.16, 0.28] —0.03 [-0.09, 0.02]
Agreeableness 0.04 [-0.02, 0.11] —0.10 [—0.15, —0.04]
Conscientiousness 0.05 [-0.02, 0.11] —0.02 [-0.08, 0.04]
Negative Emotionality —0.27 [—0.34, —0.20] 0.46 [0.40, 0.53]
Open-Mindedness 0.15 [0.09, 0.20] —0.04 [-0.09, 0.02]
3. COVID-19 factors A Adj. R? = 0.019 A Adj. R? = 0.056
COVID-19 epistemically suspect beliefs 0.11 [0.04, 0.18] 0.08 [0.02, 0.15]
Exposure to information about COVID-19 0.09 [0.03, 0.15] 0.11 [0.05, 0.16]
Lack of control regarding COVID-19 -0.03 [-0.09, 0.04] 0.07 [0.01, 0.13]
Unrealistic optimism regarding COVID-19 0.09 [0.03, 0.14] -0.02 [-0.07, 0.03]
Trust in science —0.03 [-0.09, 0.02] 0.01 [-0.05, 0.06]
Trust in governmental regulations regarding COVID-19 0.08 [0.01, 0.15] —0.03 [-0.09, 0.04]
Perceiving COVID-19 as health threat -0.03 [-0.10, 0.04] 0.03 [-0.03, 0.10]
Perceiving COVID-19 as economic threat 0.01 [-0.05, 0.07] 0.14 [0.09, 0.20]
Full model Adj. R? = 0.329 Adj. R? = 0.439

Note. The table shows the results of two hierarchical regressions (for positive and negative affect) with three blocks of predictors (demographic variables, personality
predictors, and COVID-19 factors). The columns include changes in adjusted R? at every step of the regression, as well as standardized regression coefficients extracted
from the final step of the regression. CI - Confidence Interval. The § Values significant at p < 0.0027 are bolded. The R? values significant at p < 0.01 are bolded.
Gender: men were coded as 0 and women as 1. Partnership status: participants without a partner were coded as 0 and people with a partner as 1.

Table C
Results of hierarchical linear regression predicting life satisfaction.

Past Present Future Past to present Present to future
Predictor B 95% CI B 95% CI B 95% CI B 95% CI B 95% CI
1. Demographic information Adj. R? = 0.025 Adj. R? = 0.051 Adj. R? = 0.038 Adj. R? = 0.019 Adj. R? = 0.010
[-0.14, [-0.13, [-0.18, [-0.06, [-0.17,
Age —0.08 ~0.02] —-0.07 —0.02] 0.12 —0.07] 0.00 0.06] 0.10 —0.04]
[-0.01, [-0.24, [-0.07,
Gender 0.21 [0.09, 0.34] 0.11 0.23] 0.13 [0.02, 0.24] -0.12 0.00] 0.06 0.19]
. [—0.04, [-0.09,
Education 0.03 0.09] 0.09 [0.04, 0.15] 0.06 [0.01, 0.12] 0.08 [0.02, 0.14] —0.03 0.04]
. . [-0.09, [-0.05, [-0.05, [-0.01, [-0.08,
h of rel faith —0. .01 E X —0.01
Strength of religious faitl 0.03 0.03] 0.0 0.07] 0.00 0.06] 0.05 0.11] 0.0 0.05]
Partnership status 0.17 [0.04, 0.29] 0.29 [0.17, 0.41] 0.19  [0.07, 0.30] 0.14 [0.02, 0.26] -0.11 ([)7002]24
2. Big Five personality domains A Adj. R2 = 0.083 A Adj. R2 = 0.074 4 Adj. R2 = 0.076 A Adj. R2 = 0.017 A Adj. R2 = 0.004
Extraversion 0.15 [0.08, 0.22] 0.07 [0.00, 0.13] 0.11 [0.04, 0.17] —0.09 [_700012?’ 0.08 [0.01, 0.15]
[—0.04, [-0.02, [-0.12, [—0.04,
A bl X X .1 X E —0. .
greeableness 0.07 [0.00, 0.14] 0.03 0.10] 0.04 0.11] 0.05 0.02] 0.04 0.11]
L. [-0.10, [-0.07, [-0.10, [-0.05, [-0.12,
Conscientiousness —0.02 0.05] 0.00 0.07] —0.03 0.04] 0.02 0.09] —0.04 0.04]
. . . [-0.24, [-0.27, [-0.23, [-0.11,
Negative Emotionality —-0.17 0.09] —0.20 012 —0.16 0.09] -0.03 0.04] 0.02 [-0.06, 0.1]
. [-0.03, [-0.06, [-0.06, [-0.10, [-0.07,
Open-Mindedness 0.03 0.10] 0.00 0.07] 0.00 0.06] 0.03 0.03] 0.00 0.07]
3. COVID-19 factors A Adj. R2 =0.011 A Adj. R2 = 0.088 A Adj. R2 =0.137 A Adj. R2 =0.136 A Adj. R2 = 0.045
. . . [-0.06, [-0.13, [-0.16, [-0.17, [-0.15,
COVID-19 epistemically suspect beliefs 0.03 0.11] 0.05 0.02] 0.08 Z0.01] 0.09 Z0.01] 0.06 0.02]
. . [-0.03, [-0.01, [-0.16, [-0.03,
Exposure to information about COVID-19 0.11 [0.04, 0.18] 0.03 0.09] 0.05 0.11] —0.09 —0.03] 0.04 0.11]
. [-0.10, [-o0.10, [-0.14, [-0.08, [-0.15,
Lack of 1 ID-1 —-0. —0. —0. —0.01 —0.
ack of control regarding COV! 9 0.03 0.05] 0.03 0.04] 0.07 0.00] 0.0 0.06] 0.07 0.01]
Unrealistic optimism regarding COVID-19 0.05 57102?1 0.12 [0.06, 0.18] 0.19 [0.13,0.24] 0.07 [0.01, 0.14] 0.15 [0.08, 0.21]
L [-0.03, [-0.08, [-0.06, [-0.13,
Trust in science 0.04 0.10] —0.02 0.05] 0.00 0.06] —0.06 0.00] 0.03 [-0.04, 0.1]

(continued on next page)
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Past Present Future Past to present Present to future
Predictor B 95% CI B 95% CI B 95% CI B 95% CI B 95% CI
Trust in governmental regulations [-0.09, [-0.12,
—0.01 .12 . .2 . .01, 0.1 .1 . .2 —0.
regarding COVID-19 0.0 0.07] 0 [0.04, 0.20] 0.08  [0.01, 0.16] 0.15  [0.07, 0.23] 0.04 0.04]
- [-0.08, [-0.03, [-0.03, [-0.02, [-0.09,
Perceiving COVID-19 as health threat 0.00 0.08] 0.05 0.13] 0.04 0.12] 0.06 0.14] 0.00 0.08]
. . [-0.25, [-0.29, [-0.35, [-0.18,
Perceiving COVID-19 as economic threat 0.07 [0.00, 0.13] —0.19 _0.12] —0.22 _0.16] —0.29 _0.22] —0.11 0.04]

Full model Adj. R? = 0.120

Adj. R? = 0.212

Adj. R? = 0.059

Adj. R? = 0.251 Adj. R2 = 0.171

Note. The table shows the results of two hierarchical regressions (for positive and negative affect) with three blocks of predictors (demographic variables, personality
predictors, and COVID-19 factors). The columns include changes in adjusted R? at every step of the regression, as well as standardized regression coefficients extracted
from the final step of the regression. CI - Confidence Interval. The f Values significant at p < 0.0027 are bolded. The R? values significant at p < 0.01 are bolded.
Gender: men were coded as 0 and women as 1. Partnership status: participants without a partner were coded as 0 and people with a partner as 1.
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