
MINIMALISM, WELL-BEING & PSYCHOLOGICAL NEED SATISFACTION 

 1 

 

  

 

Less is More: Unveiling the Links between Minimalism, Well-being, Psychological Need 

Satisfaction, and Individual Differences 

Student: Ngo Minh Trang 

Supervisors: Prof. dr. Yvonne Brehmer & Dr. Gabriel Olaru 

Second Reader: Prof. dr. Stefan Bogaerts 

Research Master: Individual Differences and Assessment 

Master's Thesis (400997-M-24) 

Word count: 9643 (excluding title page, tables, figures, references) 

 

 

Student number: 2040973 

Date: 26-06-2024 

 



MINIMALISM, WELL-BEING & PSYCHOLOGICAL NEED SATISFACTION 

 2 

Abstract 

In a world increasingly driven by consumption, minimalism stands out as a lifestyle of 

simplicity, mindfulness, and intentional choices. In the past few years, the trend of 

minimalism has become increasingly popular. However, there is a knowledge gap in 

understanding whether individual differences may play a role in living a minimalist lifestyle, 

and the potential benefits of this lifestyle. Therefore, this study aimed to bridge the gap by 

exploring the predictors of minimalism, its associated benefits on well-being and 

psychological need satisfaction. Furthermore, it sought to determine whether age and 

financial security moderate the relationship between minimalism and well-being. A group of 

537 participants (Mage = 43) from diverse backgrounds completed an online survey that 

measured their levels of financial security, minimalism, subjective and psychological well-

being, psychological need satisfaction, and personality traits. Structural Equation Modeling 

was employed to analyze the data. The results suggested that individual differences in age, 

conscientiousness, neuroticism, agreeableness, openness, level of education predicted 

minimalism. Additionally, we found that minimalism was positively associated with 

subjective well-being and four dimensions of psychological well-being, while its association 

with psychological need satisfaction was not significant. Furthermore, age and financial 

security did not moderate the relationship between minimalism and subjective and 

psychological well-being. The findings contribute to a deeper understanding of the potential 

benefits associated with living a minimalist lifestyle. Future longitudinal research could 

explore the temporal dynamics of these relationships, providing insight into the long-term 

benefits of embracing minimalism. 

Keywords: minimalism, subjective and psychological well-being, psychological need 

satisfaction, individual differences 
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Less is More: Unveiling the Links between Minimalism, Well-being, Psychological Need 

Satisfaction, and Individual Differences 

In today's consumer-driven and materialistic society, the pursuit of happiness and 

well-being is often equated with the accumulation of possessions and wealth (Tatzel, 2003). 

This could be explained by the idea of the hedonic treadmill happiness, which suggests that 

people often adapt to increases in material wealth and possessions, leading to a constant 

desire for more to maintain a certain level of happiness (Brickman, 1971). For instance, 

individuals may experience a temporary surge in happiness following positive events like 

winning a lottery or acquiring new possessions such as a house or a car. However, research 

suggests that such boosts in happiness are short-lived and eventually return to a baseline level 

over time (Brickman et al., 1978; Kuhn et al., 2008; Roszkowski & Grable, 2006). If material 

wealth and possessions do not result in long-term happiness, what does? There is a growing 

movement that advocates for a different approach of living to achieve lasting happiness—one 

that emphasizes simplicity, mindfulness, and intentional choices (Kang et al., 2021). This 

movement is known as Minimalism. 

Minimalism refers to a lifestyle that is focused on living fewer possessions or owning 

only what adds value and meaning to one’s life. By reducing unnecessary clutter and excess 

in one’s life, people can focus on prioritizing their values (Kang et al., 2021; Sasaki, 2017). 

Minimalism, a phenomenon originally rooted in Asia, has gained global prominence 

following the 2008 financial crisis. This trend has been embraced by Western societies, 

where it is viewed either as a new approach to consumption (Dopierała, 2017) or an adoption 

of a low-consumption lifestyle (Lloyd & Pennington, 2020). Currently, there are no 

universally established measures for minimalism. Kang et al. (2021) attempted to 

operationalize this concept by combining existing measurements of voluntary simplicity - a 

concept considered as a backdrop for minimalism (Hook et al., 2023). Their exploratory 
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factor analyses reveal four fundamental domains: (a) clutter removal, (b) cautious shopping, 

(c) longevity, (d) self-sufficiency. 

It should be noted that minimalism shares similarities with voluntary simplicity 

(Herziger et al., 2017). The concept of voluntary simplicity was first introduced by Gregg 

(1936), who defined it as a way of life that involves limiting one's possessions and 

minimizing clutter with the aim of living intentionally in accordance with one's goals and 

values. Elgin and Mitchell (1977) further expanded on this definition, outlining five values 

associated with the voluntary simplicity lifestyle: (a) material simplicity - consuming only 

what is necessary for basic needs; (b) human scale - opting for smaller living spaces and 

working environments; (c) self-determination - striving for greater control over one's life; (d) 

ecological awareness - acknowledging resources limits and individual actions' impact on the 

society; (e) personal growth - an aspiration towards developing inner life through intellectual 

or spiritual pursuits. The two concepts, while slightly differing in philosophy and 

motivations, share core features such as a decreased emphasis on accumulating material 

possessions and an increased focus on personal meaningful goals and values. As the 

measurement tools for minimalism were adapted from the voluntary simplicity scale (Hook et 

al., 2023), the terms will be used interchangeably in this paper.  

Predictors of living a minimalist lifestyle 

In the past few years, the trend of minimalism has become increasingly popular, yet 

no research has investigated what predicts who lives a minimalist lifestyle. Previous research 

has suggested a link between a minimalistic lifestyle and well-being (Hook et al., 2023); this 

link was discussed in detail in the next section. Understanding the predictive factors of this 

lifestyle can enhance our knowledge of how it can be better promoted based on individual 

differences. Therefore, the first aim of the present study was to fill this gap by examining the 

factors that may influence individuals towards living a minimalist lifestyle.  



MINIMALISM, WELL-BEING & PSYCHOLOGICAL NEED SATISFACTION 

 5 

The first factor that may predict this lifestyle is age. As discussed previously, 

minimalism refers to a lifestyle that is focused on living with fewer possessions and 

prioritizing their values (Kang et al., 2021; Sasaki, 2017). This is in line with the idea of the 

lifespan theory of socioemotional selectivity which suggest that older adults perceive their 

remaining lifespan as limited and thus tend to prioritize more goals that offer emotional 

fulfillment and positivity rather than long-term achievements. This shift leads them to place 

greater value upon meaningful experiences such as nurturing intimate relationships with 

loved ones or relishing enjoyable moments in life (Carstensen, 1992; Carstensen et al., 1999). 

By reducing unnecessary clutter and excess in one’s life, older adults can focus on promoting 

these emotionally meaningful goals. Thus, while no previous study has investigated this 

hypothesis before, older adults can be more likely to live a minimalist lifestyle compared to 

younger adults. 

The second factor that may influence individuals towards living this lifestyle is 

financial security. Financial security refers to an individual's subjective perception of 

financial stability, which can be reflected in their ability to acquire material possessions to 

meet their basic needs (Poduska, 1992). According to the individual adaptability theory, 

people adapt their lifestyles in response to their living condition (Ployhart & Bliese, 2006). 

Thus, in situations of financial insecurity, individuals may gravitate towards minimalism as a 

pragmatic approach to manage their limited resources effectively. Conversely, financially 

secure individuals may have less incentive to adopt a minimalist lifestyle since their financial 

resources allow them to comfortably acquire and maintain material goods. Therefore, 

financial security can be an underlying motivational factor that drives this lifestyle choice. 

In addition to age and financial security, the role of individual differences in 

personality in the context of living a minimalist lifestyle is a topic worth exploring because 

personality traits may influence lifestyle choices, which in turn can impact well-being. For 
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instance, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and extraversion were found to have impacts on 

healthy lifestyle behaviors (Wong et al., 2022); while healthy lifestyle behaviors undoubtedly 

have a positive effect on mental and physical well-being (Chaney et al., 2007; Headey et al., 

2013; Xu et al., 2010). Thus, it is important to investigate the relationship between 

personality traits and a minimalist lifestyle. A broad concept of personality is characterized 

by the Five-Factor Model (FFM), which includes five personality traits: openness, 

neuroticism, extraversion, agreeableness, and conscientiousness (John et al., 2012; Soto & 

John, 2017). Openness refers to a person's willingness to embrace new experiences, often 

characterized by imagination, curiosity, and emotional awareness. Neuroticism entails a 

disposition towards negativity and emotional instability, resulting in feelings of insecurity 

and vulnerability. Extraversion involves a strong inclination towards social interaction, with 

individuals displaying traits such as enthusiasm and assertiveness. Agreeableness 

encompasses traits like empathy, generosity, and trustworthiness, facilitating positive social 

relationships. Conscientiousness reflects a tendency towards self-discipline and 

responsibility, often associated with setting high standards and maintaining stability in 

relationships (John et al., 2012; Soto & John, 2017).  

To our knowledge, there is still no research conducted on the association between 

personality and minimalistic lifestyle. According to Gosling (2009), individuals with high 

scores in conscientiousness are typically more organized and have less clutter in their homes 

and workplaces. Thus, they may be drawn to minimalism as it aligns with their preference for 

organization and efficiency. They also may view minimalism as a way to streamline their 

lives, prioritize what truly matters, and avoid unnecessary distractions. On the other hand, 

individuals scoring high in neuroticism tend to struggle with letting go of possessions, 

perceiving material belongings as sources of comfort or security (Górnik-Durose, 2020; 

Tarka & Harnish, 2023), making it challenging for them to embrace minimalistic principles.. 
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Interestingly, in one study, participants with untidy desks were perceived by others as less 

conscientious, more neurotic in the workplace (Horgan et al., 2019). Overall, there is a 

compelling rationale to suggest that conscientiousness and neuroticism can influence the 

tendency to embrace a minimalist lifestyle. This indicates a need to explore the relationships 

between these personality traits and minimalism. 

The Relationship between Minimalism, Well-being and Psychological Need Satisfaction  

There are many benefits associated with living a minimalist/ voluntary simplicity 

lifestyle, including improvements in health and life satisfaction (Hook et al., 2023). Life 

satisfaction refers to an individual's cognitive and affective assessments of their own life 

(Diener et al., 2009). Cross-sectional studies have shown that individuals, who live a 

minimalist lifestyle are more likely to be happier and less stressed than those whose lifestyle 

is not minimalistic. For instance, in an online survey conducted by Kang et al. (2021), it was 

found that minimalism led to increased flourishing and decreased levels of depression among 

individuals of various age groups residing in the United States. Similarly, Boujbel and 

d'Astous (2012) revealed a positive correlation between the adoption of voluntary simplicity 

and overall life satisfaction amongst Canadians ranging from 18 to 80 years of age with an 

average age of 40 years (see also: Brown & Kasser, 2005; Rich, Hanna, & Wright, 2017). 

Lloyd & Pennington (2020) also found that living with fewer possessions reduces the amount 

of stress that people experience in their everyday life. In their semi-structured interviews, 

participants expressed feeling uneasy or overwhelmed when surrounded by clutter, leading 

them to experience heightened anxiety levels. Upon embracing minimalism, many reported 

experiencing decreased stress and anxiety as they decluttered their living spaces. Several 

even discovered that owning excess items was a major contributing factor towards causing 

these negative emotions - something they only realized after transitioning into the minimalist 

lifestyle.  
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In contrast to the majority of the aforementioned research, which established a 

positive correlation between minimalism/voluntary simplicity and well-being, recent studies 

failed to identify any noteworthy link between minimalism and well-being (Matte et al., 

2021; Oral & Thurner, 2019). The inconsistences in the outcomes may be attributed to studies 

concentrating primarily on the immediate impact of consumption habits, rather than 

analyzing how embracing a simpler lifestyle impacts overall well-being. Furthermore, there is 

no unanimous agreement regarding defining and operationalizing minimalism since each 

study designed its own scale or adopted different approaches; this highlights the absence of 

consensus on formulating and implementing minimalism conceptually. Notably, while most 

studies employed the Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener et al., 1985) as a measure of well-

being, it is important to recognize that relying solely on the life satisfaction scale may provide 

a limited perspective, as it primarily captures subjective well-being (Pavot & Diener, 2008).  

Psychological well-being, another concept of well-being, has been overlooked in its 

relation to minimalism. While life satisfaction focuses on individuals' overall evaluation of 

their lives, psychological well-being delves deeper into aspects such as purpose in life, 

personal growth, self-acceptance, autonomy, environmental mastery, and positive 

relationships with others (Ryff & Keyes, 1995). Understanding these distinctions is crucial 

because solely relying on measures of life satisfaction may overlook important dimensions of 

well-being. For instance, an individual may report high life satisfaction despite experiencing 

significant psychological distress or a lack of fulfillment in certain areas of life. Therefore, 

investigating psychological well-being alongside subjective well-being provides a more 

comprehensive understanding of individuals' overall well-being.  

Furthermore, minimalism can be intrinsically linked to several dimensions of 

psychological well-being. For instance, Lloyd & Pennington (2020) have found that 

minimalism is associated with a greater sense of purpose in life, as individuals prioritize 
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meaningful experiences over material possessions. Additionally, embracing minimalism has 

been linked to personal growth, as it creates an environment for individuals to reflect on their 

own values, develop new insights, and learn and grow from these insights (Alexander & 

Ussher, 2012; Beecher, 2007). Also, people reported that minimalism assisted in being more 

focused on the present moment, and self-accepting of their current circumstances (Lloyd & 

Pennington, 2020). Furthermore, minimalism fosters improved interpersonal connections, 

with individuals noting an increase in cherishing meaningful interactions with loved ones 

(Alexander & Ussher, 2012; Jain et al., 2023). These findings underscore the importance of 

considering the multidimensional nature of psychological well-being when examining the 

impact of minimalism on individuals' lives.  

Psychological need satisfaction plays a crucial role in individual well-being, as 

outlined by the self-determination theory, which posits that well-being universally depends 

on the satisfaction of three basic psychological needs: autonomy, competence, and 

relatedness (Deci & Ryan, 1985). Autonomy reflects one's ability to freely choose behaviors, 

while competence refers to a sense of efficacy and belief in one's skills. Relatedness involves 

close relationships with others and a connection to the broader community. Satisfaction of 

these needs promotes both well-being and optimal psychological growth, while their 

thwarting can lead to psychopathology (Ryan & Deci, 2000; Ryan et al., 1995). As 

psychological needs factors were found to be strongly positively linked to subjective and 

psychological well-being (Lataster et al., 2022), it is important examine their association with 

minimalism. 

Applying the self-determination theory to minimalistic lifestyles, one may suggest 

that individuals who are self-sufficient, proficient in producing their own goods, and engage 

in resource-sharing are likely to have increased opportunities to fulfill these psychological 

needs. To date, only a few studies have tested this hypothesis. For instance, Rich et al. (2017) 
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discovered that people who practiced to a greater extent in simplifying behaviors reported 

fulfillment across all three psychological needs. However, this study had a disparity in 

participant gender, with 88% being female, and the measurement of voluntary simplicity did 

not reflect all dimensions of minimalism. Another study conducted by Lloyd & Pennington 

(2020) explored the relationship between minimalism and the three psychological needs 

through semi-structured interviews with 10 participants aged 24-52 years of age, who self-

identify as minimalists. The study revealed that minimalism fosters the need for autonomy by 

liberating individuals from societal expectations and the monotony of routine. The 

participants also reported saving time on cleaning and organizing, particularly those with 

children. Minimalism enabled them to become more aware of their values and align their 

actions accordingly, like spending time with loved ones, being eco-friendly, buying ethically 

and sustainably, and choosing to engage in experiences rather than material things. In 

addition, minimalism allowed them to exert control and maintain order in their environment, 

reducing stress and anxiety, thus satisfying the need for competency. Furthermore, many 

participants also reported that minimalism creates mental space for reflection, fostering 

personal growth through insights gained from self-reflection on relationships with others or 

minimalistic practices like responsible spending habits and reducing environmental impact. 

This suggested a satisfaction of the need for relatedness. Nonetheless, the study's small 

sample size and homogeneity of participants from similar high socio-economic backgrounds 

raise concerns about its generalizability. Therefore, further research on the relationship 

between minimalism and psychological need satisfaction is warranted. 

Kang et al. (2021) suggested that minimalism consists of four subdomains: (a) clutter 

removal, (b) cautious shopping, (c) longevity, and (d) self-sufficiency. Each subdomain 

reflects a different aspect of the minimalism concept. While the authors found a positive link 

between minimalism and well-being, they did not investigate whether certain subdomains of 
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minimalism are differentially associated with well-being. It is possible that some subdomains 

have a stronger link to well-being than others. To gain a deeper understanding of how 

different aspects of minimalism correlate with well-being outcomes, we aimed to examine 

these subdomains individually in relation to subjective/psychological well-being and 

psychological need satisfaction.  

The Potential Moderating Roles of Age and Financial Security in the Relationship 

between Minimalism and Well-being 

This study did not only aim to investigate the benefits associated with minimalism but 

also sought to explore the factors that predict for whom a minimalist lifestyle is more 

beneficial. There were two factors that has been hypothesized previously as predictive factors 

of living this lifestyle, also considered as the moderators between the relationships between 

minimalism and well-being. The first factor to consider was age. As discussed previously, 

older adults were hypothesized to be more likely to live this lifestyle as it can promote their 

emotionally meaningful goals based on the idea of the lifespan theory of socioemotional 

selectivity (Carstensen, 1992; Carstensen et al., 1999). Perhaps, living a minimalist lifestyle 

may be more beneficial for older adults compared to younger adults? Studies involving 

university students showed mixed (Balderjahn et al., 2020; Bayat & Sezer, 2018) or 

insignificant results between minimalism and well-being (Seegebarth et al., 2016). On the 

other hand, a recent systematic review by Hook et al. (2023) found that the older the 

participants the stronger the link between minimalism and well-being when comparing three 

quantitative studies (Mage = 35, r = .13; Mage = 45, r = .32; Mage = 50, r = .50) (Boujbel & 

d’Astous, 2015, 2017). However, there were no older adult group comparison in these 

studies, making it challenging to conclude whether age plays a role in this relationship. Thus, 

while age may play a role, further research is needed to confirm this relationship. 
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Another factor to consider when examining the relationships between minimalism and 

well-being is financial security. Specifically, the connection between minimalism and well-

being might be more pronounced for individuals with lower financial security in comparison 

to those with higher financial security, based on the self-determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 

2000). The theory posits that enhanced well-being results from fulfilling fundamental 

psychological needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness. For individuals with lower 

financial security, minimalism can fulfill these needs by prioritizing meaningful experiences - 

intrinsic values over material possessions (Brown & Kasser, 2005; Hausen, 2019), thereby 

enhancing well-being. On the other hand, individuals with higher financial security may not 

experience the same level of benefit, as their financial stability already meets many of these 

needs. 

To our knowledge, no previous study has investigated this hypothesis. A study by 

Boujbel & d’Astous (2012) suggested that income could potentially moderate the association 

between minimalism and well-being. Their study, which involved 344 self-identified 

voluntary simplifiers and 267 non-simplifiers, revealed that voluntary simplicity was 

positively linked to life satisfaction for individuals with lower incomes, but this link was not 

significant for participants with higher incomes. However, the study utilized a sample from 

Canada - a developed country with potentially high level of government income support, 

suggesting that even low-income individuals in this context may have met their basic needs, 

thereby having financial security. Therefore, research on the effect of subjective perception of 

financial security on the relationship between voluntary simplicity and well-being is 

necessary to deepen our understanding of how such a socioeconomic factor influence the 

adoption and outcomes of minimalist lifestyles. 

The present study aims to fill the previously identified research gaps by investigating 

the association between minimalism and well-being across different age groups and levels of 



MINIMALISM, WELL-BEING & PSYCHOLOGICAL NEED SATISFACTION 

 13 

financial security. Our investigation focuses on three primary research questions, each with 

corresponding hypotheses. 

Research Question 1: What predicts who lives a minimalist lifestyle? 

1.1 Does age and financial security predict levels of minimalism?  

H1.1.1: Minimalism is positively associated with age.  

H1.1.2: Minimalism is negatively associated with financial security. 

1.2 Does any other sociodemographic variables (gender, education level, marital status, 

living condition) predict levels of minimalism? 

Since this is an exploratory question, no specific hypotheses are formulated. 

1.3 Are certain personality traits (extraversion, agreeableness, openness, 

conscientiousness, neuroticism) associated with higher levels of minimalism?  

H1.3a: Conscientiousness is positively associated with minimalism. 

H1.3b: Neuroticism is negatively associated with minimalism. 

In addition, exploratory questions are posed regarding the roles of the other three personality 

traits—Agreeableness, Openness, and Extraversion—in influencing the inclination toward a 

minimalist lifestyle; therefore, no specific hypotheses are drawn. 

Research Question 2: What are the relationships between minimalism and well-being, as 

well as psychological need satisfaction? 

2.1 Is minimalism positively associated with subjective/psychological well-being, and 

psychological need satisfaction (autonomy, competence, relatedness)? 

H2.1a: Minimalism is positively associated with subjective well-being. 

H2.1b: Minimalism is positively associated with psychological well-being. 

H2.1c: Minimalism is positively associated all three levels of psychological need satisfaction 

(i.e., autonomy, competence, and relatedness). 
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2.2 Are certain subdomains of minimalism (clutter removal, cautious shopping, longevity, 

self-sufficiency) differentially associated with subjective and psychological well-being, and 

psychological need satisfaction? 

Since this is an exploratory question, no specific hypotheses are formulated. 

Research Question 3: Does age and/or financial security moderate the association between 

minimalism and well-being? 

H3.1: Age moderates the association between minimalism and well-being, with the 

relationship being stronger in the older adult group.   

H3.2: Financial security moderates the association between minimalism and well-being, with 

the relationship being weaker with in the higher financial security group.  

Method 

Participants 

            The total number of participants included in the study is 537 (N = 623, before 

exclusion) with 415 females, 142 males and 11 other gender, Mage = 43 years, SDage = 24 

years, range 17 – 89 years. The exclusion criteria for this study were individuals who 

experience mobility issues or rely on others for their daily living activities (n = 28). In 

addition, those who did not select the correct answer in at least one of the two attention-check 

questions “If you read the question, please click the ‘agree’ option” were excluded from the 

analyses (n = 20). Moreover, those who completed the survey in less than 8 minutes (the 

expected time was 20 minutes) were excluded from the analyses (n = 38) as removing 

speeders can minimize low data quality stemming from repetitive response patterns or a lack 

of attention (Greszki et al., 2015).  Among 537 participants, 527 completed 100% the survey, 

while 10 completed 76 to 88%. Detailed participant characteristics are listed in Table 1, 

covering gender, educational level, marital status, and living status. 
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Recruitment of younger adults was facilitated through the SONA system of the 

Tilburg School of Social and Behavioral Sciences, which enlists first-year psychology 

students willing to participate for credit reimbursement. Older adults were recruited via the 

participants’ data pool for older individuals at the Developmental Psychology Department. 

Additionally, convenience sampling was used via the researchers' social media networks, 

where members shared and encouraged others to participate. Moreover, flyers were 

distributed randomly in various cities across the Netherlands, including Breda, Tilburg, 

Utrecht, and Uden. 

A prior power analysis was performed for a cross-sectional survey design to 

determine the minimum sample size. According to the G*Power analysis, to detect a medium 

correlation effect size of 0.20 with a power of 0.80 at a significance level of 0.05, a minimum 

sample size of 193 participants is needed for research questions 1 and 2; and a minimum 

sample size of 386 participants is needed for research question 3. 

Table 1 

Sample characteristics 

 Total 

 n % 

Gender Female 388 72.3 

Male 138 25.7 

Other 11 2.0 

Marital status Single 208 38.7 

 Partner, not living together 76 14.2 

 Partner, cohabitating/ married/registered 212 39.5 

 Widow 16 3.0 

 Divorced 25 4.7 

Living status Alone 107 19.9 

 With 1 other person 130 24.2 

 With 2 other people 116 21.6 
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 With 3 other people 81 15.1 

 With 4 other people 56 10.4 

 With >= 5 other people 47 8.8 

Number of rooms  0 12 2.2 

in addition to  1 41 7.6 

kitchen & bathroom 2 36 6.7 

 3 79 14.7 

 4 108 20.1 

 5 131 24.4 

 6 69 12.8 

 >=7 61 11.4 

Education level  High School 223 41.5 

 College or Associate's Degree 42 7.8 

 Bachelor's Degree 162 30.2 

 Master's Degree 59 11.0 

 Doctorate or Professional Degree 31 5.8 

 Other 20 3.7 

 

Procedure and Study Design 

The present study used a cross-sectional correlational design that relies on self-

reported survey data. Each participant was asked to provide the demographic information 

about their age, gender, education, marital status, financial status and living condition. After 

that, they were instructed to complete all items from the five questionnaires that measured 

their levels of minimalism, subjective and psychological well-being, psychological need 

satisfaction, and personality traits.  

All procedures in this study underwent review by the Ethics Review Board (ERB) of 

the School of Social and Behavioral Sciences at Tilburg University for approval 

[TSB_RP_REMA15] on March 18th 2024. The submission covered ethical considerations 

such as obtaining informed consent, ensuring voluntary participation, maintaining 
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confidentiality, managing data responsibly, and allowing withdrawal from the study. As this 

was an online survey study, participants faced no potential risks, as they could complete the 

questionnaire at their own pace and in their preferred environment. Participants were notified 

that the study was expected to take approximately 20 minutes to complete. Data collection 

started on March 18th 2024, and continued until May 25th 2024. 

The survey was available in both Dutch and English. Since not all questionnaires have 

a Dutch version, including the scales for minimalism, the Ryff Scales of Psychological Well-

being, and the Basic Psychological Needs Scale, these scales were translated into Dutch and 

then back-translated into English by the research team members to ensure that the Dutch 

items reflect equivalent content to the English versions. 

Materials 

Minimalism 

The Minimalism Scale is a self-report questionnaire developed by Kang et al. (2021) 

to measure the extent to which individuals live a minimalistic lifestyle. The scale consists of 

13 items that assess four factors: clutter removal (item 1 to item 3, e.g., “I try to avoid 

exterior clutter”), cautious shopping (item 4 to item 7, e.g., “I try to live a simple life and not 

to buy articles which are not necessary”), longevity (item 8 to item 10, e.g., “I try to use 

articles which I bought as long as possible”), and self-sufficiency (item 11 to item 13, e.g., 

“I want to be self-sufficient with what I have already”). Participants rated their agreement 

with each item on a 5-point scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). 

The mean scores per subscale were computed, where higher scores reflected higher levels of 

(related subscale of) minimalism. The authors found that the model fit was deemed 

satisfactory, with GFI = .95, CFI = .95, IFI = .95, NFI = .94, and RMSEA = .07; and the 

reliability of the scale was found to be good for the four subscales (αs = .82 to .85) and 
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adequate for the total score (α = .71) (Kang et al., 2021). Reliability ranged from α = .61 to α 

= .87 across the four subscales, and α = .81 for the total scale in the present study.  

Financial security 

In this study, two items were created to measure the concept of financial security. 

Item 1 assesses “What is the approximate amount of money you need per month to cover 

your living expenses comfortably (excluding fixed expenses for housing such as rent, power, 

gas, and insurances)?”, while item 2 assesses “What is the approximate amount of money you 

have available per month from all sources (excluding fixed expenses for housing such as rent, 

power, gas, and insurances)?”. The surplus income amount beyond basic needs were 

computed by subtracting Item 1 from Item 2, with higher amounts indicating a greater 

perception of financial security.  

Personality 

Personality was measured with the Big Five Inventory-2 Extra-Short Form (BFI-2-

XS; Soto & John, 2017), consisting of 15 items which measure five personality traits: 

extraversion, agreeableness, openness, conscientiousness, and neuroticism. The BFI-2-XS 

required participants to provide ratings on a 5-point scale that ranges from strongly disagree 

(1) to strongly agree (5), in response to statements related to each item. Mean scores were 

calculated for each trait, where higher scores indicated greater levels of the respective trait. 

This scale has been particularly recommended for situations where assessment time or 

respondent fatigue are concerns, as it focuses solely on assessing personality at the domain 

level. This characteristic aligns well with the aim of the research question, making the BFI-2-

XS a suitable tool for efficiently measuring personality traits in such contexts. The BFI-2-XS 

demonstrated strong psychometric properties, as found by high part-whole correlations 

averaging .90 between the BFI-2-XS domain scales and the corresponding full BFI-2 domain 

scales, satisfactory Cronbach's alpha coefficients ranging from .50 to .72, and reliable retest 
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reliabilities averaging between .70 and .76. Additionally, analysis of the multidimensional 

structure revealed clear Big Five factors, indicating approximately 80% retention of 

reliability, self-peer agreement, and external validity compared to the full BFI-2 domain 

scales (Soto & John, 2017). Reliability ranged from α = .49 to α = .81 across the subscales in 

the present study. 

Subjective Well-Being 

Subjective well-being was assessed using the Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS), a 

widely used instrument in positive psychology, developed by Diener et al. (1985). This scale 

includes five items. Participants indicated how much they disagreed or agreed with each of 

the 5 items using a 7-point scale that ranges from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). 

The mean scores were computed, with higher scores indicating greater levels of life 

satisfaction. The SWB has demonstrated good convergent validity with other measures of life 

satisfaction and subjective well-being (Diener et al., 1985). Furthermore, previous research 

found the internal consistency of the SWB ranging from α = .79 to α = .89, and test-retest 

reliabilities ranging from .82 to .87 (Pavot & Diener, 2008). The reliability of the scale was 

found to be good (α = .83) in the present study. 

Psychological Well-being 

Psychological well-being was measured with the Ryff Scales of Psychological Well-

being (PWB) (Ryff & Davidson, 2010; Ryff & Keyes, 1995). The scale consists of 18 items 

that assesses six dimensions of psychological well-being: purpose in life, personal growth, 

self-acceptance, autonomy, environmental mastery, and positive relationships with others. 

Each dimension is assessed using a set of items that individual rates on a 7-point scale that 

ranges from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). Mean scores were calculated for each 

dimension, with higher scores indicating greater levels of that particular dimension. 

Numerous studies support the relative validity and reliability of the 18-item version of the 
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PWB scale. Correlation coefficients between its subscales and the original 120-item version 

range from 0.70 to 0.89 (Ryff and Keyes, 1995). Validation studies conducted with Canadian 

older adults (Clarke et al., 2001) and in countries such as Iran, Italy, and Sweden (Garcia et 

al., 2023; Khanjani et al., 2014; Sirigatti et al., 2009) further confirm its validity. Internal 

consistency ranged from α = .65 to α = .70 across six dimensions, were found to be higher 

compared to the original 120-item version (Lindfors et al., 2006). Reliability ranged from α 

= .57 to α = .76 across the subscales (except for the subscale of purpose in life with α = .13) 

in the present study. 

Psychological Need Satisfaction 

Psychological need satisfaction was measured with the Basic Psychological Needs 

Scale (BPNS) developed by Ryan & Deci (2000). This scale consists of 21 items measuring 

the three psychological needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness in general in one’s 

life. Participants indicated how true each of the statements was for them using a 7-point scale 

that ranges from “not at all true” (1) to “very true” (7). The resulting subscale scores reflect 

the level of satisfaction with each psychological need. Higher average scores on the items 

related to each need indicate greater satisfaction with that specific need. The reliability and 

validity of the BPNS have been supported by several studies, even in the older adult’s 

population (Yang et al., 2021). The previous research indicated that the scale had a good 

validity, with the internal consistency ranging from α = .81 to α = .85 across the three 

subscales scales. Reliability ranged from α = .75 to α = .80 across the subscales in the present 

study. 

Statistical Analysis 

The R 4.1.3 (R Core Team, 2022) and the lavaan package (Rosseel, 2012) were 

utilized to perform data processing and statistical analysis. To answer the research questions, 

Structural Equation modeling (SEM) was selected as the analytical method because it is 
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suitable for conducting simultaneous and robust examinations of relationships among 

multiple constructs (Kline, 2015). To deal with the missing data, the full information 

maximum likelihood (FIML) method were used. The analysis began by evaluating the model 

fit and factor loadings of each measurement model. The construct of minimalism was 

modelled based on higher order structure. Each of the four factors (clutter removal, cautious 

shopping, longevity, and self-sufficiency) was specified as a first-order factor, while 

minimalism itself was treated as a second-order factor. Each subscale of the correlates (e.g., 

SWB; PWB-purpose in life, personal growth, self-acceptance, autonomy, environmental 

mastery, and positive relationships with others; BPNS-autonomy, competence, relatedness; 

BFI-extraversion, agreeableness, openness, conscientiousness, and neuroticism) was modeled 

separately as a one factor model. Subsequently, the correlations between minimalism and 

these constructs was examined for each of them separately (e.g., a model including 

minimalism and purpose in life). 

To address Research Question 1, associations between minimalism and socio-

demographic variables, as well as the BFI-2-XS, were examined. Subsequently, the 

relationships between minimalism and subjective/psychological well-being, as well as 

psychological needs satisfaction, were assessed to answer Research Question 2. To 

investigate whether age or financial security moderates the association between minimalism 

and subjective/psychological well-being in Research Question 3, participants were 

categorized into two age groups: younger adulthood (≤ 40 years, n = 301) and older 

adulthood (≥ 65 years, n = 182). Additionally, they were divided into two financial security 

groups: higher financial security (surplus income > 200€, n = 260) and lower financial 

security (surplus income < 200€, n = 263). People who did not provide reports on age and 

financial security were excluded from the analysis. Subsequently, a multi-group model was 

employed. This was tested by comparing the model with the association being freely 
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estimated in age and financial security groups to one with the association being constrained to 

equality across groups, and subsequently tested with the chi-square difference test. Since the 

construct of minimalism has not been extensively studied, its measurement invariance 

between age and financial security groups were assessed to ensure that the operationalization 

of minimalism remains consistent across different groups.  

To evaluate the model's fit, several indices were employed: a test for absolute fit with 

the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) and Standardized Root Mean 

Square Residual (SRMR) (values < 0.08 indicate acceptable fit), and examination of 

incremental fit indices such as Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and Tucker Lewis Index (TLI) 

(values > 0.9 indicate acceptable fit) (Raykov & Marcoulides, 2006). If these criteria were 

not met, residual correlations or cross-loadings would be added based on the modification 

indices and theoretical assumptions. The evaluation criteria for measurement invariance 

between age and financial security groups were: ΔCFI < .02 and ΔRMSEA < .03 for metric 

invariance (OECD, 2014), and ΔCFI < .01 and ΔRMSEA < .01 for scalar invariance 

(Rutkowski & Svetina, 2017).  

Open Practices Statement 

The data are accessible to the public through the Open Science Framework (OSF) and 

governed by the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 License. The study was preregistered on 

May 7th 2024 at OSF website, aiming to earn the badges for Open Data and Preregistration. 

Further details regarding the Open Practices badges can be located at 

http://www.psychologicalscience.org/publications/badges. 

Results 

The descriptive statistics for the mean (sub)scaled scores of minimalism, SWB, PWB, 

BPNS, BFI are shown in Table 1. The values of skewness and kurtosis were mostly below +/-

1, indicating that the data for all variables were approximately normally distributed. The 
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Table 1 
Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations, and Reliabilities for Mean Scaled Variables 
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Pearson’s coefficients indicated that minimalism was significantly positively correlated with 

its four subscales (clutter removal, cautious shopping, longevity, and self-sufficiency), SWB, 

PWB- autonomy, environmental mastery, personal growth and self-acceptance, BFI-

agreeableness, conscientiousness, openness. On the other hand, minimalism was significantly 

negatively correlated with BFI-neuroticism. 

Model Fit of Measurement Models 

The minimalism higher order model did not fit the data as expected. The fit indices 

such as the CFI = .888, TLI = .857, RMSEA = .092 were not within the acceptable range of 

values (CFI & TLI > .9, RMSEA < .08 indicate acceptable fit), and only SRMR = .074 was 

acceptable (< .08), suggesting that the model may have some inadequacies and model 

modification was necessary. Based on the modification indices, high covariance values 

between item 1 (I try to avoid exterior clutter) and item 3 (I try to remove the clutter from my 

life), item 2 (I try to avoid many possessions irrelevant to the chief purpose of my life) and 

item 4 (I try to live a simple life and not to buy articles which are not necessary), item 8 (I try 

to use articles which I bought as long as possible) and item 9 (I am the type of person who 

continues using something old as long as it can still be used) were found. Since the content of 

these items are conceptually related and share similar themes such as avoiding clutter, 

minimizing possessions, and extending the use of items, and this is the first study 

investigating the minimalism model developed by Kang et al. (2021), adding the residual 

covariances between these items to the model allows for a more accurate representation of the 

underlying constructs and accounts for shared variance not captured by the latent factors 

alone. This adjustment improved the model fit significantly: the fit indices CFI = .945, TLI 

= .926, RMSEA = .066, SRMR = .052 were within the acceptable range of values. 

Factor loadings represent the strength of the relationship between each observed 

variable (indicator) and its corresponding latent variable (factor). Ideally, the value of a factor 
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loading should be greater than .4 for interpretation purposes (Stevens, 2001). The values of 

standardized loadings for this model are shown in Figure 1. In general, the item loadings on 

“clutter removal”, “cautious shopping”, and “longevity” on minimalism were all greater 

than .4, indicating moderate to strong relationships with these factors. The standardized factor 

loadings of “clutter removal”, “cautious shopping”, and “longevity” on the higher-order 

factor "minimalism were .59, .90, .75, indicating moderate to strong relationships with the 

higher order factor; while the factor loading of “self-sufficiency” of .28 on minimalism 

indicates its weak relationship with the higher order factor. 

Figure 1 

The Minimalism Higher-Order Model 

 

Note. MIN = Minimalism; MICL = Clutter Removal; MICA = Cautious Shopping; MILO = Longevity; MISE = 

Self-sufficiency 
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Next, the measurement invariance of minimalism was assessed to ensure that the 

operationalization of minimalism remains consistent across age and financial security groups. 

The results are shown in Table 2. For age groups, the models with configural, metric, scalar, 

and strict invariance all had acceptable fit based on CFI, TLI, RMSEA, and SRMR indices. 

The model fit with metric invariance did not change substantially compared to the configural 

invariance fit (ΔCFI = .011 and ΔRMSEA = .002), indicating that metric invariance holds for 

both age groups. Similarly, for financial security groups, the models with configural, metric, 

scalar, and strict invariance all had acceptable fit based on CFI, TLI, RMSEA, and SRMR 

indices. The model fit with scalar invariance did not change substantially compared to the 

metric invariance fit (ΔCFI = .004 and ΔRMSEA = 0), indicating that scalar invariance holds 

for both financial security groups. 

Table 2 

Measurement Invariance across Age and Financial Security Groups 

 

Model 
  Age     Financial Security  

df χ2 CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR χ2 CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR 

Configural  116 250.230 .939 .917 .069 .060 258.113 .941 .920 .068 .056 

Metric 128 285.584 .928 .912 .071 .070 279.297 .937 .923 .067 .064 

Scalar 136 317.988 .917 .905 .074 .073 297.829 .933 .923 .067 .066 

Strict 149 389.273 .890 .885 .082 .084 311.716 .931 .928 .065 .069 

 

Note. df = Degrees of freedom; χ2 = Chi-squared test; CFI = Comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index; 

RMSEA = Root mean square error of approximation; SRMR = Standardized root mean square residual. 

 

 Model fit for the measurement models of SWB and BPNS was found to be acceptable 

(see Table 3). Since each PWB and BFI measurement models contains only 3 items, these 

models had zero degrees of freedom, CFI = TLI = 1, and RMSEA = SRMR = 0. Notably, 

Purpose in Life had an extremely low reliability of .13 as reported in Table 1; thus, its 

measure was removed from the analysis. 
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Table 3 

Measures of Model Fit  

Model df χ2 CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR 

MIN 58 195.716 .945 .926 .066 .052 

SWB 5 29.448 .978 .956 .095 .029 

APNS 14 186.301 .818 .727 .146 .074 

COMP 9 101.078 .893 .822 .134 .059 

RELA 20 243.331 .841 .777 .139 .064 

 

Note. MIN = Minimalism; SWB = Subjective Well-being; APNS = Autonomy-Psychological Need Satisfaction; 

COM = Competence; RELA = Relatedness; df = Degrees of freedom; χ2 = Chi-squared test; CFI = Comparative 

fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index; RMSEA = Root mean square error of approximation; SRMR = 

Standardized root mean square residual. 

 

Predictors of Living a Minimalist Lifestyle 

 The first hypothesis was that minimalism would be positively associated with age and 

conscientiousness, while negatively associated with financial security and neuroticism. In line 

with the hypothesis, the results indicated that individuals who were older (β = .26, p < .001), 

had more conscientious (β = .33, p < .001), and lower levels of neuroticism (β = -.23, p 

= .045) were more engaged in a minimalist lifestyle, compared to those who were younger, 

less conscientious and more neurotic. Additionally, exploratory results showed that 

individuals who had higher levels of agreeableness (β = .21, p = .003), openness (β = .31, p 

< .001), and education (β = .15, p = .008) were also more engaged in this lifestyle, compared 

to those with lower levels of these variables. Contrary to the hypothesis, no significant 

relationship between minimalism and financial security was found. Furthermore, no 

significant associations were found between minimalism and extraversion or other socio-

demographic variables, including gender, marital status, the number of people living in the 

same house, and the number of rooms in the house (p > 0.05).  
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The relationships between Minimalism, Well-being, and Psychological Need Satisfaction 

For the second hypothesis, minimalism was expected to be positively associated with 

SWB, all five dimensions of PWB, and all three levels of BPNS. The correlations between 

(subdomains of) minimalism with SWB, PWB, and BPNS dimensions are reported in Table 

4. In line with our expectations, the findings suggest that individuals who were more engaged 

in minimalism exhibited greater levels of SWB (β = .17, p = .002), PWB-autonomy (β = .29, 

p < .001), environmental mastery (β = .25, p < .001), personal growth (β = .26, p < .001), and 

self-acceptance (β = .13, p = .03), compared to less engaged individuals. Contrary to the 

hypothesis, no significant relationships were found between minimalism and positive 

relationships with others, or any of the three levels of BPNS, including autonomy, 

competence, and relatedness (p > 0.05).   

Four subdomains of minimalism (clutter removal, cautious shopping, longevity, self-

sufficiency) were explored to identify their differential associations with SWB, PWB, and 

BPNS. This analysis involved testing equality constraints on correlations across subdomains 

and comparing the model fit against an unconstrained model. Chi-square difference tests 

indicated significant differences among minimalism subdomains in their associations with 

SWB, the PWB dimensions of environmental mastery and personal growth, and the BPNS 

dimension of competence (as indicated by bold values in Table 4). Specifically, clutter 

removal and cautious shopping showed stronger links with SWB and environmental mastery 

compared to other minimalism subdomains. Longevity and self-sufficiency showed stronger 

links with personal growth, compared to other minimalism subdomains. Furthermore, the link 

was only found in the subdomain of clutter removal with competence. On the other hand, no 

differences were found across subdomains for associations with PWB dimensions of 

autonomy, positive relationships with others, and self-acceptance, nor with BPNS dimensions 

of autonomy and relatedness.   
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Table 4 

Correlations between Minimalism, Well-being and Psychological Need Satisfaction 

Var MIN χ2 diff MICL MICA MILO MISE 

SWB .17** 9.933* .21*** .15** .03 .03 

APWB .29*** 7.285 .16** .22*** .32*** .11 

ENVI .25*** 21.288*** .32*** .20*** .10 -.01 

PERS .26*** 9.333* .14* .13* .31*** .29*** 

POSI .01 2.298 .07 .09 .09 -.01 

SELF .13* 4.421 .16** .11* -.01 .07 

APNS .08 6.836 .16** .05 .02 -.01 

COMP .03 13.927** .16** .02 -.04 -.09 

RELA .08 .18 .18*** .05 .14** .06 

 

Note. MIN = Minimalism; MICL = Clutter Removal; MICA = Cautious Shopping; MILO = Longevity; MISE = 

Self-sufficiency; SWB = Subjective Well-being; APWB = Autonomy-Psychological Well-being, ENVI = 

Environmental Mastery; PERS = Personal Growth; POSI = Positive Relationships with Others; SELF = Self-

acceptance; APNS = Autonomy-Psychological Need Satisfaction; COM = Competence; RELA = Relatedness; 

χ2 diff = Chi-squared test between free correlation and fixed correlation models; * indicates p < .05. ** indicates 

p < .01. *** indicates p < .001.  

 

The roles of Age and Financial Security in the Association between Minimalism and 

Well-being 

For the third hypothesis, we expected that age and financial security would moderate 

the association between minimalism and well-being, with the relationship being stronger in 

the older age group and weaker in the higher financial security group. Multi-group models 

were used to investigate this hypothesis by constraining the correlations to equality across 

age and financial security groups and comparing the model fit to a model without such 

constraints. The chi-square difference test suggested that the link between minimalism and 

well-being was not moderated by age or financial security (p > 0.05). These findings indicate 

that the associations between minimalism and well-being are equal across age and financial 

security groups, which is not in line with our hypothesis. The correlations between 
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minimalism and well-being dimensions across age and financial security groups are presented 

in Table 5.  

Table 5 

Correlations between Minimalism and Well-being across Age and Financial Security Groups 

Var 

Age Financial Security 

Younger 

n = 301 

Older 

n = 182 
χ2 diff 

Lower 

n = 263 

Higher 

n = 260 
χ2 diff 

SWB .07 .12 0.192 .07 .22** 1.772 

APWB .21** .41*** 1.945 .28** .31** 0.025 

ENVI .20** .13 0.301 .22* .19* 0.106 

PERS .36*** .38** 0.023 .28** .32** 0.084 

POSI .05 .03 0.038 .08 .13 0.095 

SELF .09 .10 0.008 .03 .17* 1.448 

 
Note. SWB = Subjective Well-being; APWB = Autonomy-Psychological Well-being, ENVI = Environmental 

Mastery; PERS = Personal Growth; POSI = Positive Relationships with Others; PURP = Purpose in Life; SELF 

= Self-acceptance; χ2 diff = Chi-squared test between free correlation and fixed correlation models; * indicates p 

< .05. ** indicates p < .01. *** indicates p < .001.  

 

Discussion 

 The present study aimed to explore predictors of living a minimalist lifestyle, its 

associated benefits on well-being and psychological need satisfaction. Furthermore, it sought 

to determine whether age and financial security moderate the relationship between 

minimalism and well-being. In summary, the findings revealed that individual differences in 

age, conscientiousness, neuroticism, agreeableness, openness, level of education predict who 

lives this lifestyle. Additionally, individuals who were more engaged in this lifestyle reported 

higher levels of subjective well-being and the psychological well-being dimensions of 

autonomy, environmental mastery, personal growth, and self-acceptance, compared to less 

engaged individuals. No significant associations were found between minimalism and the 

psychological well-being dimension of positive relationships with others, as well as all three 
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dimensions of basic psychological need satisfaction, including autonomy, competence, and 

relatedness. Interestingly, some subdomains of minimalism showed a stronger link to 

subjective well-being, the psychological well-being dimensions of environmental mastery 

and personal growth, and the psychological need satisfaction dimension of competence. 

Furthermore, the relationship between minimalism and well-being was found to be consistent 

across different age groups and levels of financial security. This discussion first delves into 

the findings and their implications for each hypothesis in detail. Subsequently, the major 

strengths and limitations of the study are presented, followed by suggestions for future 

research. 

Predictors of Living a Minimalist Lifestyle 

For the first hypothesis, we expected that minimalism would be positively associated 

with age and conscientiousness, while negatively associated with financial security and 

neuroticism. The results supported the hypothesis that individuals who were older, more 

conscientious and less neurotic were more likely to engage in minimalism, compared to those 

who were younger, less conscientious and more neurotic. These findings expand the lifespan 

theory of socioemotional selectivity by suggesting that as people age, they tend to prioritize 

emotionally meaningful goals (Carstensen, 1992; Carstensen et al., 1999); and minimalism 

serve as a strategy to concentrate on these goals. On the other hand, the younger the people, 

the less likely they see minimalism as a way to achieve their well-being. This can be 

explained by developmental and contextual factors. Younger adults are often in life stages 

where accumulating resources, establishing careers, and forming relationships are primary 

goals. The concept of minimalism, which involves reducing possessions and simplifying life, 

may not align with their immediate needs and societal expectations. This perspective aligns 

with the life course theory, which posits that different life stages have distinct priorities and 

challenges (Elder, 1998). However, it is important to note that the majority of our sample of 
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younger adults (40 years old or younger) consisted of psychology students, whereas our older 

adults (65 years old or older) came from diverse educational backgrounds. This limits the 

generalizability of the findings. Future studies should aim to include a more representative 

sample of younger adults from varied educational and professional backgrounds to provide a 

more comprehensive understanding of the relationship between age and minimalism.  

Also, the findings are consistent with existing studies suggesting that conscientious 

individuals, who have a preference for organization and a tidy environment (Gosling, 2009), 

may engage in minimalism to satisfy this preference. In contrast, individuals high in 

neuroticism, who often perceive material belongings as sources of comfort or security, may 

not view minimalism as a way to meet their needs (Górnik-Durose, 2020; Tarka & Harnish, 

2023). These findings reinforce the idea that personality trait may play a crucial role in the 

adoption of a minimalist lifestyle. 

Contrary to our hypothesis, the study found no significant relationship between 

minimalism and financial security. This finding suggests that the decision to live a minimalist 

lifestyle is not strongly influenced by one's financial situation, but rather by other factors such 

as age and personality traits. This result does not align with the idea that financial constraints 

drive minimalism, indicating that even those with higher financial security might engage in 

this lifestyle. For instance, they may choose to possess fewer but higher-quality goods in their 

environment. Not surprisingly, wealth was found to induce consumption shifts toward high 

quality goods (Struck, 2022). 

Additionally, exploratory results showed that individuals who had higher levels of 

agreeableness, openness and education were also more engaged in this life style, compared to 

those who had lower levels of these variables. These results add new dimensions to the 

profile of minimalists. These results add new dimensions to the profile of minimalists by 

highlighting that higher levels of agreeableness, openness, and education can predict a greater 
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likelihood of engaging in minimalism. This expands our understanding beyond the previously 

established traits, suggesting that minimalists are not only conscientious and less neurotic but 

also more agreeable, open-minded, and educated. The findings contribute to the literature by 

suggesting that minimalism may appeal to those who value interpersonal harmony, curiosity, 

and intellectual engagement. Future research should explore how these traits interact with 

minimalism over time and whether they influence specific outcomes related to well-being. 

Additionally, it raises questions about the role of personality and education in the adoption 

and maintenance of minimalist practices, suggesting the need for longitudinal studies to 

investigate these dynamics further. 

Moreover, exploratory results revealed no significant associations between 

minimalism and extraversion or other socio-demographic variables, including gender, living 

situation, and marital status. This indicates that these factors do not predict the inclination 

towards minimalism. However, considering that the majority of participants in this study 

were female (72.3%), it raises the question of whether gender differences might actually exist 

but were not detected due to the lack of a representative sample. Globally, women are 

responsible for the majority of consumer spending (Nagpal Chopra, 2014), which could 

suggest that women may be less likely than men to engage in minimalism. Therefore, future 

research should aim to balance gender representation and investigate potential gender 

differences in minimalism more comprehensively. 

The relationships between Minimalism, Well-being, and Psychological Need Satisfaction 

For the second hypothesis, we expected minimalism to be positively associated with 

subjective/psychological well-being and psychological need satisfaction. The results partially 

supported the second hypothesis and are consistent with existing studies suggesting a positive 

correlation between minimalism and subjective well-being (Hook et al., 2023; Kang et al., 

2021), as well as several the four psychological well-being dimensions of autonomy, 
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environmental mastery, personal growth, and self-acceptance (Alexander & Ussher, 2012; 

Beecher, 2007; Lloyd & Pennington, 2020). This implies potential benefits associated with 

living a minimalist lifestyle. However, this does not establish a causal relationship; in other 

words, we still do not know whether adopting this lifestyle leads to improved well-being. 

Future studies should use longitudinal designs to explore the causal effects of minimalism on 

well-being, providing a deeper understanding of whether and how this lifestyle can enhance 

psychological health. If minimalism have casual effect on well-being, promoting this lifestyle 

will be beneficial for improving mental health. For instances, minimalistic lifestyle can be a 

promising intervention for individual with hoarding disorder characterized in DSM-V by 

persistent difficulty in discarding possessions due to a perceived need to save them and the 

distress linked to discarding them (American Psychiatric Association, 2013). 

Contrary to predictions based on the previous research (Alexander & Ussher, 2012; 

Jain et al., 2023; Lloyd & Pennington, 2020; Rich et al., 2017), minimalism showed no 

significant associations with the psychological well-being dimension of positive relationships 

with others, nor with the components of basic psychological need satisfaction (autonomy, 

competence, relatedness). This indicates that minimalism may not relate to all aspects of 

psychological well-being and need satisfaction. This can be explained by the possibility that 

minimalism, while beneficial for certain dimensions of well-being, might not directly impact 

social relationships or meet basic psychological needs as effectively. Since the study only 

measured these variables at one point in time, it is too early to conclude definitively about 

these associations. Future research should employ longitudinal designs to explore these 

relationships over time. 

Interestingly, the present study also provided more insight into the links between the 

subdomains of minimalism and well-being outcomes. We found that SWB and environmental 

mastery were more strongly linked to the minimalism subdomains of clutter removal and 
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cautious shopping than to the other two domains. Conversely, personal growth was more 

strongly linked to the subdomains of longevity and self-sufficiency. Surprisingly, while the 

overall link between minimalism and competence was not significant, the subdomain of 

clutter removal was correlated with competence. These findings underscore the heterogeneity 

within minimalism and its diverse relations to well-being. If future research can establish 

these causal relationships, we can guide more personalized and effective minimalism 

practices. For example, encouraging clutter removal and cautious shopping may be 

particularly effective in enhancing subjective well-being and environmental mastery, while 

promoting longevity and self-sufficiency could foster personal growth. 

The roles of Age and Financial Security in the Association between Minimalism and 

Well-being 

Finally, the third hypothesis, that age and financial security would moderate the 

relationship between minimalism and well-being, was not supported, as the associations 

remained consistent across different age groups and levels of financial security. These 

findings contrast with Hook et al. (2023), who suggested that age might influence the 

association between minimalism and well-being, and Boujbel & d’Astous (2012), who 

suggested that income-related factors could influence this association. This suggest that 

promoting this lifestyle can be broadly beneficial regardless of age or financial status. Since 

no prior research has investigated the moderating effect of age and financial security, this 

discovery contributes to our understanding of the complex interplay among minimalism, 

well-being, and individual difference factors. 

However, it is important to keep in mind that while the study benefited from a large 

sample size, the distribution of participants skewed towards younger individuals (under 40 

years) and older adults (over 65 years), with a smaller representation of middle-aged 

participants (9.7%). Therefore, we did not include the middle age group to investigate this 



MINIMALISM, WELL-BEING & PSYCHOLOGICAL NEED SATISFACTION 
 

 36 

hypothesis. This uneven distribution limits the generalizability of findings across different 

age groups, particularly in understanding the nuanced effects of minimalism on well-being 

and the moderating role of age. Future studies should prioritize recruiting a more balanced 

sample across all age groups to allow for a comprehensive analysis of measurement 

invariances and age-related differences. 

Major Strengths, Limitations and Future Directions 

To the author’s knowledge, the present study appears to be the first study to 

comprehensively investigate the concept of minimalism and its relationship with well-being. 

By examining various dimensions of well-being, such as subjective well-being and 

psychological well-being, as well as psychological need satisfaction, the study provides a 

detailed and nuanced understanding of how minimalism relates to different aspects of life 

satisfaction and mental health. Previous studies have largely focused on the simpler 

relationships, such as in between minimalism with subjective well-being (Hook et al., 2023; 

Kang et al., 2021) or psychological need satisfaction (Lloyd & Pennington, 2020; Rich et al., 

2017). This study bridges the gap by examining these constructs altogether, offering 

important insights into the potential benefits experienced by individuals who embrace 

minimalism. Additionally, the study takes into account a range of individual differences, 

including age, financial security, education, living situation, and personality traits. This 

approach allows for a more personalized understanding of minimalism, acknowledging that 

its level of engagement can vary significantly across different demographic and 

psychographic profiles. Also, the study's strength lies in its large sample size of 537 

participants, which enhances statistical power and enable more reliable and robust analyses. 

This reduces the risk of type II errors (false negatives) and strengthens the overall validity 

and impact of the findings (Biau et al., 2008).  
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Despite its strengths, the present study has several limitations that require careful 

consideration. First, the study used a cross-sectional design, which restricts its capacity to 

establish causal relationships among variables. Cross-sectional studies offer a momentary 

view of relationships at a specific moment, thereby posing difficulties in discerning the 

direction of effects. To address these limitations, longitudinal studies utilizing methods such 

as Experience Sampling Method (ESM) could be beneficial. ESM involves collecting real-

time data multiple times a day over an extended period (e.g., two weeks) (Hektner et al., 

2007), capturing fluctuations in variables and contextual factors that may influence the 

practice of minimalism and its impact on well-being. This approach would enhance our 

understanding of the temporal dynamics and contextual influences underlying the 

relationships studied, offering valuable insights into the long-term benefits of embracing 

minimalism, and guiding for theory development and practical interventions.  

Additionally, the present study utilized self-report measures, which can be subject to 

biases and subjective interpretations (Wang & Cheng, 2020). Future research could employ 

more objective measures to enhance the validity of the findings. For example, a new 

assessment of minimalism could be developed based on the Clutter Image Rating scale 

(Sagayadevan et al., 2016). This scale was designed to assess participants' perceptions of 

clutter in their living environments, thereby identifying hoarding behaviors. This scale 

comprises three sets of nine color photographs each, representing varying degrees of clutter 

in the living room, bedroom, and kitchen. Participants are instructed to choose the image that 

"most accurately reflects the amount of clutter in your room", with ratings ranging from 1 

(indicating minimal clutter) to 9 (indicating maximal clutter). Adapting such a scale to 

measure minimalism more precisely would help provide a clearer, more objective 

understanding of the relationship between minimalism and well-being. 
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Another critical limitation concerns the reliability of the measurement models used in 

the study. As reported in Tables 1, several measurement constructs exhibited reliability 

values below the acceptable threshold of 0.7 (Price et al., 2017). These findings raise 

concerns about the accuracy and consistency of the measurement instruments used to assess 

well-being, psychological need satisfaction and personality traits. This issue can be explained 

by the fact that many measurement models were just identified with only three items, limiting 

their reliability and potentially skewing the results. Future research should consider 

employing longer questionnaires to enhance the robustness and accuracy of findings in these 

domains. 

Conclusions 

The present study has shed light on the complex interplay between minimalism, well-

being and psychological need satisfaction, while considering individual differences such as 

age, financial security, personality traits, and sociodemographic factors. Firstly, the study 

discovered that individual differences in age, conscientiousness, neuroticism, agreeableness, 

openness, level of education predict who lives a minimalist lifestyle. Secondly, the study 

found the associated benefits of this lifestyle on subjective well-being and the psychological 

well-being dimensions of autonomy, environmental mastery, personal growth, and self-

acceptance. Additionally, the study provided deeper insights into the links between the 

subdomains of minimalism and subjective well-being, psychological well-being, and 

psychological need satisfaction. It also found that the relationship between minimalism and 

well-being remained consistent across different age groups and levels of financial security. 

These findings underscore the nuanced interplay between individual characteristics, 

lifestyle choices, and their implications for well-being within the context of minimalism. 

Future research should continue to explore these dynamics, employing more comprehensive 
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measurement approaches and longitudinal designs to establish causal relationships and 

further elucidate the mechanisms through which minimalism impacts quality of life.  

 

                                                                                                        “Less is more” 

--- Chilon of Sparta--- 

 

References 

  Alexander, S., & Ussher, S. (2012). The Voluntary Simplicity Movement: A multi-national 

survey analysis in theoretical context. Journal of Consumer Culture, 12(1), 66–86. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1469540512444019 

American Psychiatric Association. (2013). Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental 

Disorders (Fifth Edition). American Psychiatric Association. 

https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.books.9780890425596 

Balderjahn, I., Lee, M. S. W., Seegebarth, B., & Peyer, M. (2020). A Sustainable Pathway to 

Consumer Wellbeing. The Role of Anticonsumption and Consumer Empowerment. 

Journal of Consumer Affairs, 54(2), 456–488. https://doi.org/10.1111/joca.12278 

Bayat, M., & Sezer, A. (2018). Evaluating Individuals’ Voluntary Simplicity Lifestyles and 

Life Satisfaction in Terms of the Tradition Value: The Example of Düzce University. 

Turkish Journal of Business Ethics, 11(1). 

https://doi.org/10.12711/tjbe.2018.11.1.0009 

Beecher, T. S. (2007). Questioning the Consumer Culture: A Qualitative Study on Voluntary 

Simplicity. 

Biau, D. J., Kernéis, S., & Porcher, R. (2008). Statistics in Brief: The Importance of Sample 

Size in the Planning and Interpretation of Medical Research. Clinical Orthopaedics 



MINIMALISM, WELL-BEING & PSYCHOLOGICAL NEED SATISFACTION 
 

 40 

and Related Research, 466(9), 2282–2288. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11999-008-0346-

9 

Boujbel, L., & d’Astous, A. (2012). Voluntary simplicity and life satisfaction: Exploring the 

mediating role of consumption desires: Voluntary simplicity and life satisfaction. 

Journal of Consumer Behaviour, 11(6), 487–494. https://doi.org/10.1002/cb.1399 

Boujbel, L., & d’Astous, A. (2015). Exploring the Feelings and Thoughts that Accompany 

the Experience of Consumption Desires: CONSUMPTION DESIRES. Psychology & 

Marketing, 32(2), 219–231. https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.20774 

Boujbel, L., & d’Astous, A. (2017). MARKETING ET BIEN-ÊTRE DES 

CONSOMMATEURS: UNE APPROCHE INTÉGRANT LES VALEURS DE LA 

SIMPLICITÉ VOLONTAIRE. Revue Française Du Marketing, 260. 

https://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&profile=ehost&scope=site&auth

type=crawler&jrnl=00353051&AN=127851021&h=xLDHSKO3rlHpthGyMEODU7i

3cWTHPx9dWFPrKS5KR3YnWRCBcjoCV5fWI%2B1itgZZjG5GWr0XWxCME8v

%2B6zPqKQ%3D%3D&crl=c 

Brickman, P. (1971). Hedonic relativism and planning the good society. Adaptation Level 

Theory, 287–301. 

Brickman, P., Coates, D., & Janoff-Bulman, R. (1978). Lottery winners and accident victims: 

Is happiness relative? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 36(8), 917–927. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.36.8.917 

Brown, K. W., & Kasser, T. (2005). Are Psychological and Ecological Well-being 

Compatible? The Role of Values, Mindfulness, and Lifestyle. Social Indicators 

Research, 74(2), 349–368. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-004-8207-8 



MINIMALISM, WELL-BEING & PSYCHOLOGICAL NEED SATISFACTION 
 

 41 

Carstensen, L. L. (1992). Motivation for social contact across the life span: A theory of 

socioemotional selectivity. Nebraska Symposium on Motivation. Nebraska 

Symposium on Motivation, 40, 209–254. 

Carstensen, L. L., Isaacowitz, D. M., & Charles, S. T. (1999). Taking time seriously: A 

theory of socioemotional selectivity. American Psychologist, 54(3), 165–181. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.54.3.165 

Chaney, E. H., Chaney, J. D., Wang, M. Q., & Eddy, J. M. (2007). Lifestyle Behaviors and 

Mental Health of American Adults. Psychological Reports, 100(1), 294–302. 

https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.100.1.294-302 

Clarke, P. J., Marshall, V. W., Ryff, C. D., & Wheaton, B. (2001). Measuring Psychological 

Well-Being in the Canadian Study of Health and Aging. International 

Psychogeriatrics, 13(S1), 79–90. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1041610202008013 

Diener, E., Emmons, R. A., Larsen, R. J., & Griffin, S. (1985). The Satisfaction With Life 

Scale. Journal of Personality Assessment, 49(1), 71–75. 

https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4901_13 

Diener, E., Oishi, S., & Lucas, R. E. (2009). Subjective Well-Being: The Science of 

Happiness and Life Satisfaction. In S. J. Lopez & C. R. Snyder (Eds.), The Oxford 

Handbook of Positive Psychology (pp. 186–194). Oxford University Press. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780195187243.013.0017 

Dopierała, R. (2017). Minimalism – a new mode of consumption? Przegląd Socjologiczny, 

66(4). https://doi.org/10.26485/PS/2017/66.4/4 

Elder, G. H. (1998). The Life Course as Developmental Theory. Child Development, 69(1), 1. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/1132065 

Elgin, D., & Mitchell, A. (1977). Voluntary Simplicity. The Co-Evolution Quarterly, Summer, 

5-18. 



MINIMALISM, WELL-BEING & PSYCHOLOGICAL NEED SATISFACTION 
 

 42 

Frost, R. O., Steketee, G., Tolin, D. F., & Renaud, S. (2008). Development and Validation of 

the Clutter Image Rating. Journal of Psychopathology and Behavioral Assessment, 

30(3), 193–203. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10862-007-9068-7 

Garcia, D., Kazemitabar, M., & Asgarabad, M. H. (2023). The 18-item Swedish version of 

Ryff’s psychological wellbeing scale: Psychometric properties based on classical test 

theory and item response theory. Frontiers in Psychology, 14. 

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1208300 

Górnik-Durose, M. E. (2020). Materialism and Well-Being Revisited: The Impact of 

Personality. Journal of Happiness Studies, 21(1), 305–326. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-019-00089-8 

Gosling, S. (2009). Snoop: What Your Stuff Says about You. New York: Basic Books. 

Reviewed by William Danton, Ph.D., ABPP, University of Nevada School of 

Medicine, Reno NV. American Journal of Clinical Hypnosis, 52(2), 151–152. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00029157.2009.10401707 

Gregg, R. B. (1936). The Value of Voluntary Simplicity. Wallingford. PA: Pendle Hill 

Publications. 

Greszki, R., Meyer, M., & Schoen, H. (2015). Exploring the Effects of Removing “Too Fast” 

Responses and Respondents from Web Surveys. Public Opinion Quarterly, 79(2), 

471–503. https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfu058 

Hausen, J. E. (2019). Minimalist life orientations as a dialogical tool for happiness. British 

Journal of Guidance & Counselling, 47(2), 168–179. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/03069885.2018.1523364 

Headey, B., Muffels, R., & Wagner, G. G. (2013). Choices Which Change Life Satisfaction: 

Similar Results for Australia, Britain and Germany. Social Indicators Research, 

112(3), 725–748. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-012-0079-8 



MINIMALISM, WELL-BEING & PSYCHOLOGICAL NEED SATISFACTION 
 

 43 

Hektner, J. M., Schmidt, J. A., & Csikszentmihalyi, M. (2007). Experience sampling method: 

Measuring the quality of everyday life. Sage. 

https://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=05e5d_KBYY0C&oi=fnd&pg=PP13

&dq=Hektner++JM+,++Schmidt++JA+,++Csikszentmihalyi++M+.++Experience+sa

mpling+method:+measuring+the+quality+of+everyday+life+.++Thousand+Oaks,+C

A+:++Sage+Publications+,++2007+.+&ots=rvFTP4qo56&sig=-

DQmeLGIqJLO9vLNwC7LfhL1Kc0 

Herziger, A., Benzerga, A., Berkessel, J., Dinartika, N. L., Franklin, M., Steinnes, K. K., & 

Sundström, F. (2017). A Study Protocol for Testing the Effectiveness of User-

Generated Content in Reducing Excessive Consumption. Frontiers in Psychology, 8, 

972. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00972 

Hook, J. N., Hodge, A. S., Zhang, H., Van Tongeren, D. R., & Davis, D. E. (2023). 

Minimalism, voluntary simplicity, and well-being: A systematic review of the 

empirical literature. The Journal of Positive Psychology, 18(1), 130–141. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2021.1991450 

Horgan, T. G., Herzog, N. K., & Dyszlewski, S. M. (2019). Does your messy office make 

your mind look cluttered? Office appearance and perceivers’ judgments about the 

owner’s personality. Personality and Individual Differences, 138, 370–379. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.10.018 

Jain, V. K., Gupta, A., & Verma, H. (2023). Goodbye materialism: Exploring antecedents of 

minimalism and its impact on millennials well-being. Environment, Development and 

Sustainability. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10668-023-03437-0 

John, O. P., Donahue, E. M., & Kentle, R. L. (2012). Big Five Inventory [dataset]. American 

Psychological Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/t07550-000 



MINIMALISM, WELL-BEING & PSYCHOLOGICAL NEED SATISFACTION 
 

 44 

Kang, J., Martinez, C. M. J., & Johnson, C. (2021). Minimalism as a sustainable lifestyle: Its 

behavioral representations and contributions to emotional well-being. Sustainable 

Production and Consumption, 27, 802–813. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.spc.2021.02.001 

Khanjani, M., Shahidi, S., Fathabadi, J., Mazaheri, M. A., & Shokri, O. (2014). Factor 

structure and psychometric properties of the Ryff’s scale of Psychological well-being, 

short form (18-item) among male and female students. Thoughts and Behavior in 

Clinical Psychology, 9(32), 27–36. 

Kuhn, P. J., Kooreman, P., Soetevent, A., & Kapteyn, A. (2008). The Own and Social Effects 

of an Unexpected Income Shock: Evidence from the Dutch Postcode Lottery. 

https://escholarship.org/uc/item/07k895v4 

Lataster, J., Reijnders, J., Janssens, M., Simons, M., Peeters, S., & Jacobs, N. (2022). Basic 

Psychological Need Satisfaction and Well-Being Across Age: A Cross-Sectional 

General Population Study among 1709 Dutch Speaking Adults. Journal of Happiness 

Studies, 23(5), 2259–2290. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-021-00482-2 

Lindfors, P., Berntsson, L., & Lundberg, U. (2006). Factor structure of Ryff’s psychological 

well-being scales in Swedish female and male white-collar workers. Personality and 

Individual Differences, 40(6), 1213–1222. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2005.10.016 

Lloyd, K., & Pennington, W. (2020). Towards a Theory of Minimalism and Wellbeing. 

International Journal of Applied Positive Psychology, 5(3), 121–136. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s41042-020-00030-y 

Matte, J., Fachinelli, A. C., De Toni, D., Milan, G. S., & Olea, P. M. (2021). Relationship 

between minimalism, happiness, life satisfaction, and experiential consumption. SN 

Social Sciences, 1(7), 166. https://doi.org/10.1007/s43545-021-00191-w 

Nagpal Chopra, Dr. A. (2014). Factors affecting Purchase behavior of Women grocery 

consumer- An Insight. Journal of Business Management & Social Sciences Research. 



MINIMALISM, WELL-BEING & PSYCHOLOGICAL NEED SATISFACTION 
 

 45 

Oral, C., & Thurner, J. (2019). The impact of anti‐consumption on consumer well‐being. 

International Journal of Consumer Studies, 43(3), 277–288. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/ijcs.12508 

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. (2014). PISA 2012 Technical 

Report. https://www.oecd.org/pisa/pisaproducts/PISA-2012-technical-report-final.pdf 

Pavot, W., & Diener, E. (2008). The Satisfaction With Life Scale and the emerging construct 

of life satisfaction. The Journal of Positive Psychology, 3(2), 137–152. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760701756946 

Ployhart, R., & Bliese, P. (2006). Individual Adaptability (I-ADAPT) Theory: 

Conceptualizing the Antecedents, Consequences, and Measurement of Individual 

Differences in Adaptability. In Advances in Human Performance and Cognitive 

Engineering Research (Vol. 6, pp. 3–39). Elsevier. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1479-

3601(05)06001-7 

Price, P. C., Jhangiani, R., Chiang, I. C. A., Leighton, D. C., & Cuttler, C. (2017). Research 

methods in psychology (3rd American ed.): Southern Arkansas University. 

R Core Team. (2022). R: A language and environment for statistical computing. R 

Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria. (No Title). https://www.R-

project.org/ 

Raykov, T., & Marcoulides, G. A. (2006). A first course in structural equation modeling (2nd 

ed). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Publishers. 

Rich, S. A., Hanna, S., & Wright, B. J. (2017). Simply Satisfied: The Role of Psychological 

Need Satisfaction in the Life Satisfaction of Voluntary Simplifiers. Journal of 

Happiness Studies, 18(1), 89–105. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-016-9718-0 

Rosseel, Y. (2012). lavaan: An R Package for Structural Equation Modeling. Journal of 

Statistical Software, 48(2). https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v048.i02 



MINIMALISM, WELL-BEING & PSYCHOLOGICAL NEED SATISFACTION 
 

 46 

Roszkowski, M., & Grable, J. (2006). Wealth, Happiness, and the Hedonic Treadmill: 

Ramifications of the Puzzle for Wealth Managers. Portfolio Organizer. 

Rutkowski, L., & Svetina, D. (2017). Measurement Invariance in International Surveys: 

Categorical Indicators and Fit Measure Performance. Applied Measurement in 

Education, 30(1), 39–51. https://doi.org/10.1080/08957347.2016.1243540 

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2000). Self-determination theory and the facilitation of intrinsic 

motivation, social development, and well-being. American Psychologist, 55, 68–78. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.68 

Ryff, C. D., & Davidson, R. (2010). National Survey of Midlife Development in the United 

States (MIDUS II): Neuroscience Project. Inter-university Consortium for Political 

and Social Research. 

Ryff, C. D., & Keyes, C. L. M. (1995). The structure of psychological well-being revisited. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 69(4), 719–727. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.69.4.719 

Sagayadevan, V., Lau, Y. W., Ong, C., Lee, S. P., Chong, S. A., & Subramaniam, M. (2016). 

Validation of the clutter image rating (CIR) scale among psychiatric outpatients in 

Singapore. BMC Psychiatry, 16(1), 407. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12888-016-1125-x 

Sasaki, F. (2017). Goodbye, Things: The New Japanese Minimalism. W. W. Norton & 

Company. 

Seegebarth, B., Peyer, M., Balderjahn, I., & Wiedmann, K.-P. (2016). The Sustainability 

Roots of Anticonsumption Lifestyles and Initial Insights Regarding Their Effects on 

Consumers’ Well-Being. Journal of Consumer Affairs, 50(1), 68–99. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/joca.12077 



MINIMALISM, WELL-BEING & PSYCHOLOGICAL NEED SATISFACTION 
 

 47 

Sirigatti, S., Stefanile, C., Giannetti, E., Iani, L., Penzo, I., & Mazzeschi, A. (2009). 

Assessment of factor structure of Ryff’s Psychological Well-Being Scales in Italian 

adolescents. Bollettino Di Psicologia Applicata, 259(56), 30–50. 

Soto, C. J., & John, O. P. (2017). Short and extra-short forms of the Big Five Inventory–2: 

The BFI-2-S and BFI-2-XS. Journal of Research in Personality, 68, 69–81. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2017.02.004 

Stevens, J. P. (2001). Applied Multivariate Statistics for the Social Sciences (0 ed.). 

Psychology Press. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781410604491 

Struck, C. C. (2022). Wealth, price levels, and product quality. International Economics, 170, 

32–48. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.inteco.2022.02.006 

Tarka, P., & Harnish, R. J. (2023). Toward Better Understanding the Materialism-Hedonism 

and the Big Five Personality-Compulsive Buying Relationships: A New Consumer 

Cultural Perspective. Journal of Global Marketing, 36(3), 165–192. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/08911762.2023.2188509 

Tatzel, M. (2003). The Art of Buying: Coming to Terms with Money and Materialism. 

Journal of Happiness Studies, 4(4), 405–435. 

https://doi.org/10.1023/B:JOHS.0000005770.92248.77 

Wang, X., & Cheng, Z. (2020). Cross-Sectional Studies. Chest, 158(1), S65–S71. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chest.2020.03.012 

Wong, M. Y. C., Ou, K., & Chung, P. K. (2022). Healthy Lifestyle Behavior, Goal Setting, 

and Personality among Older Adults: A Synthesis of Literature Reviews and 

Interviews. Geriatrics, 7(6), 131. https://doi.org/10.3390/geriatrics7060131 

Xu, Q., Anderson, D., & Courtney, M. (2010). A Longitudinal Study of the Relationship 

Between Lifestyle and Mental Health Among Midlife and Older Women in Australia: 



MINIMALISM, WELL-BEING & PSYCHOLOGICAL NEED SATISFACTION 
 

 48 

Findings From the Healthy Aging of Women Study. Health Care for Women 

International, 31(12), 1082–1096. https://doi.org/10.1080/07399332.2010.486096 

Yang, Y., Yao, M., Yang, Y., Ye, Q., & Lin, T. (2021). Reliability and Validity of the 

Chinese Nine-Item Basic Psychological Need Satisfaction Scale Based on Self-

Determination Theory With Older Adults. Frontiers in Psychology, 12, 751631. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.751631 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


