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1. Abstract
This research had two aims. The first one was to examine the relationship between
orientations to happiness and subjective well-being, life goals, free time activities, self-control
and delay of satisfaction. The second aim is to compare global and momentary judgments of
cognitive (life satisfaction) and affective (positive and negative affect) components of
subjective well-being, in general, and related to engagement in different free time activities.
Several specific goals have been researched in this study.
The participants were 769 students aged from 18 to 28 years, with mean age of 20.57.
155 of those subjects participated also in the second part of the study, where the
experience sampling method was employed.
The results showed that based on the K-mean cluster analysis, participants could be
grouped into four groups: participants who highly endorse hedonic and eudaimonic
orientation (the ―High‖ group‖), participants who do not endorse either of them (the ―Low‖
group), participants who live a eudaimonic and those who live a hedonic life.
The ―High‖ group exceeded the ―Low‖ group on life satisfaction, positive affect,
intrinsic and extrinsic life goals. The ―High‖ group exceeded the ―Hedonic‖ group on life
satisfaction, positive affect, intrinsic goals, self-control and delay of satisfaction. The ―High‖
group exceeded ―Eudaimonic‖ group on life satisfaction, positive affect and extrinsic goals.
The ―Eudaimonic‖ group exceeded the ―Low‖ group on life satisfaction, positive affect,
intrinsic goals, self-control and delay of satisfaction. The ―Eudaimonic‖ group exceeded the
―Hedonic‖ group on positive affect, intrinsic goals, self-control and delay of satisfaction. The
―Hedonic‖ group exceeded the ―Low‖ group on life satisfaction, positive affect, intrinsic and
extrinsic goals. The ―Hedonic‖ group exceeded the ―Eudaimonic‖ group on extrinsic goals.
Hedonic motives for free time activities are more pronounced than eudaimonic
motives for reading, electronic media / music listening, socializing, outdoor activities and
dancing which are more hedonically than eudaimonically motivated. Furthermore, there are
no differences between activities in hedonic motives. On the contrary, activities differ in
eudaimonic motives: reading, artistic activities, sports and dancing are more eudaimonically
motivated activities than electronic media / music listening, socializing and outdoor activities
(excluding sports).
Global and momentary judgements of (life) satisfaction are only weakly correlated,
while the correlations of global and momentary judgements of positive and negative affects
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are higher. Global judgements of positive and negative affect are statistically higher than
momentary judgements.
Activities with hedonic and eudaimonic characteristics contribute to subjective wellbeing differently. At the between-person level of analysis, hedonic characteristics of activities
are relevant for all three components of subjective well-being, with this relationship being
negative for negative affect. Eudaimonic characteristics are relevant only for positive and
negative affect, but to a smaller extent than the hedonic ones. At this level of analysis, the
relationship between eudaimonic characteristics and negative affect is positive. At withinperson level of analysis, hedonic characteristics are more important for satisfaction and
negative affect (relationship with negative affect is negative), while eudaimonic
characteristics are more important for positive affect.
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2. Introduction
In the first century of its existence, psychology was mostly directed towards
understanding mental illness and its treatment. However, in the early 1900s there were some
authors interested in the positive aspects of human nature, for example spiritual ecstasy
(James, 1902), or life meaning (Jung, 1933/2005). Even so, the orientation to negative was
much stronger and more authors endorsed it, researching depression, anxiety and similar
topics. The aims of psychology became more positive in the period between the two World
Wars. Before World War II, psychology had three missions: curing mental illness, making the
lives of all people more fulfilling, and identifying and nurturing high talent. However,
because of the enormous psychic consequences of the war, once again psychology became
mostly oriented to research and curing mental illnesses. Viewing human being as essentially
passive, psychologists treated mental illness within a theoretical framework of repairing
damaged habits, damaged drives, damaged childhoods and damaged brains. Fifty years later,
the idea about psychology as the study of strength and virtue, not just of weakness and
damage, has given a rise again. Treatment is not just fixing what is broken; it is nurturing
what is best within us (Seligman, 1998). This meant a giant step from intervention to
prevention.
In this paper, the focus will be on positive aspects of human functioning, in hope that
the obtained results could be used to prevent some psychological or social problems. The
main aim of this paper is an attempt to integrate two areas that were, until now, only partially
related: free-time activities and happiness. More specifically, differences in life satisfaction,
affect, free time activities and self-regulation between people that endorse different
orientations to happiness are to be researched. Furthermore, immediate and general
judgements of well-being, in general, as well as related to different free-time activities are to
be compared.
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2.1 Well-being
The concept of well-being refers to optimal psychological functioning and experience.
In a last few decades research body on well-being is growing evidently, partially reflecting
awareness that, just as positive affect is not the opposite of negative affect, well-being is not
the absence of mental illness (Ryan & Deci, 2001).
From the ancient history, there has been a debate about what defines optimal
experience and what «good life» is. Resolution of this debate has enormous theoretical and
practical implications. Chosen definition of well-being influences almost every segment of
human life: government practice, educational system, therapy, parenting, etc., since all of that
aim to change humans for the better, so it is necessary to know what «the better» is (Ryan &
Deci, 2001).
The pioneers in the field of happiness research did not concern themselves with
distinction between eudaimonic and hedonic well-being (e.g. Diener, 1984). Only recently the
line has been drawn between these two historical views of happiness and the field of studying
well-being has been divided in two relatively distinct, yet overlapping, perspectives and
paradigms, aroused around two distinct philosophies.
The first perspective, reflecting the view that well-being consists of pleasure and
happiness, is labelled hedonism (Kahneman, Diener, & Schwarz, 1999) and it is mostly
focused on assessment of subjective well-being. Hedonism refers to the positive affects
related to getting or having material objects and action opportunities one wishes to possess or
experience (Kraut, 1979). According to second perspective, well-being is not just about
happiness, instead it is found in the actualization of human potentials. This view is labelled
eudaimonism (Waterman, 1993), from Greek word daemon – true nature. Therefore, wellbeing consists of realizing one‘s true nature. Living ―in the truth to the daimon‖ entails
selecting life goals on the basis of one‘s inherent nature. Pursuit of such goals gives purpose
and meaning to one‘s life. Eudaimonia is defined not in terms of pleasures and being pleased
with one‘s life, but as a subjective experiences associated with doing what is worth doing and
having what is worth having (Norton, 1976). It refers to the feelings present when individual
is moving toward self-realization in terms of the development of one‘s unique individual
potentials and furthering one‘s purpose in living (Waterman, Schwartz, & Conti, 2008).
Hedonism and eudaimonism are founded on different views of human nature.
Hedonism comes from standard social model, which assumes humans as originally relatively
empty and acquiescent, and as such prone to gain its meaning in line with social and cultural
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teachings. From eudaimonic approach, human nature has its content and we need to reveal
that content and conditions that favour its development (Deci & Ryan, 2008).
Most researches within new hedonic psychology have used assessment of subjective
well-being (Ryan & Deci, 2001). The facets of subjective well-being can be assessed with
high reliability and validity using multi-method approaches and independent of the domain or
time frame under study, they appear to cohere, are temporally stable and sensitive to
intervention efforts (Diener, Lucas, & Scollon, 2006; Eid, 2007; Pavot, 2007; Schimmack,
2007).
Although research on eudaimonia is more theory driven, there is no single theory that
captures the essence of eudaimonic happiness. It appears that most of the theories that do not
rely on explicit affective component fall into category of eudaimonic well-being. Researchers
favouring eudaimonic approach emphasize meaning and growth in their investigations of
well-being. These theories include psychological well-being (Ryff, 1989b; Ryff & Singer,
1998a), self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 2000), flourishing (Keyes, 2002), authentic
happiness (Seligman, 2002), self-realization (Waterman, 1993), flow (Vitterso, 2003), etc.
None of these different definitions and operationalizations fully captures the philosophical
roots of eudaimonia as described by Aristotel.
Hedonic research is more atheoretical and empirical, using bottom-up approach,
whereas eudaimonic approach can be considered as a top-down approach that is explicitly
linked to theory. As already mentioned, one of the problems with eudaimonic approach is lack
of single definition and theory. Currently, there is no widely accepted operational definition
and measurement of eudaimonic well-being (Kashdan, Biswas-Diener, & King, 2008).
Even though they are very different, hedonic and eudaimonic experiences can
coincide: the results from many studies suggest that these two processes work in tandem.
These studies point to existence of direct relation between positive affect (one of the
components of subjective well-being, therefore hedonic) and eudaimonic happiness. For
example, activities high on eudaimonic well-being in most cases are also high on hedonic
enjoyment; whereas the opposite is not always true: some hedonically satisfying activities are
not at the same time source of eudaimonic experience (Waterman et al., 2008). Furthermore,
feeling positive affect predisposed individuals to report more meaning in life (King, Hicks,
Krull, & Del Gaiso, 2006). Consequently, the understanding of how subjective well-being and
eudaimonic variables affect one another is very important.
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2.1.1 The hedonic perspective
Happiness is one of the key components of good life, but unfortunately, the nature of
happiness has not been uniformly defined: it can mean pleasure, life satisfaction, positive
emotions, meaningful life, etc.
Perception of well-being as a hedonic pleasure or happiness dates back from ancient
Greek philosopher Aristippus (4th century BC), who taught that happiness is the sum of
hedonic moments. Such a view can be found in works of Hobbes, who believed that
happiness is a successful pursuit of human appetites and DeSade, for whom the pursuit of
sensation and pleasure is the ultimate goal of life. Utilitarian philosopher Bentham talks about
maximizing pleasure and self-interest. As can be seen, the difference is in broadness of focus
– from narrow focus on bodily pleasures to broad focus on appetites and self-interests (as
cited in Ryan & Deci, 2001).
Hedonic psychologists focus on a broader conception of hedonism that includes mind
and body, comprising of all judgments about the different elements of life. Hence, happiness
cannot be reduced to physical hedonism, for it can be achieved from attainment of valued
goals or outcomes (Diener, Sapyta, & Suh, 1998).
Kahneman et al. (1999) equalized the terms well-being and hedonism, defining wellbeing in terms of pleasure vs. pain and posing a clear target of research and intervention –
maximizing human happiness. Most researches from hedonic perspective when evaluating
pleasure / pain continuum in human experience have used assessment of subjective well-being
– SWB (Diener & Lucas, 1999) that consists of three components: life satisfaction, the
presence of positive mood and the absence of negative mood.

2.1.1.1 Subjective well-being
Subjective well-being is often used as a synonym for happiness (Diener, 2000), but
because of the many meanings the term happiness holds, researchers in this field often avoid
it and prefer to use the term subjective well-being (Diener, Scollon, & Lucas, 2004).
The area of subjective well-being has three defining points. First, it is subjective,
meaning that it comes from the experience of the individual (Campbell, 1976). Conditions
like health, comfort or wealth are seen as potential influences on subjective well-being, but
they are not inherent part of it (Diener, 1984). Second, subjective well-being includes positive
and negative measures, i.e. it is not just the absence of negative factors. Third, the measures
of subjective well-being usually are global assessments, integrated judgments of one's life
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(Diener, 1984). These hallmarks delimit the area of research, but they cannot be considered as
definitions of subjective well-being.
Two major components of subjective well-being are life satisfaction and affect balance
(Diener, 1984). Life satisfaction is global judgment of ones life, whereas affect balance is
relative prevalence of pleasant compared with unpleasant emotional experiences (Suh, Diener,
Oishi, & Triandis, 1998). These two components intercorrelate and form a strong general
subjective well-being factor, but they are not identical (Diener, 1994; Lucas, Diener, & Suh,
1996). Life satisfaction is primarily a global cognitive appraisal of one‘s life as a whole,
whereas affect balance is based on emotional reactions to ongoing events in life. Thus,
theoretically it is possible for a person who does not experience many pleasant emotions to be
still satisfied with her or his life as a whole and vice versa (Suh et al., 1998).
The most useful definition should integrate the affective and cognitive component and
this is exactly what one of the most often used definitions of subjective well-being did.
According to this definition, subjective well-being is cognitive evaluation of life that is
fulfilled with positive emotions and without negative emotions (Diener, 1994; Oishi, Diener,
Suh, & Lucas, 1999). Therefore, evaluation of one‘s life can be in terms of cognitive states
such as satisfaction with life as a whole, or satisfaction with some particular domain, such as
marriage or work, and it can be in terms of ongoing affect: the presence of positive moods and
the absence of negative ones (Diener et al., 1998). People make judgments whether their lives
are fulfilling, satisfying and meaningful, they evaluate specific aspects and domains of their
lives. In addition, they react to events with positive affect when things are going well and with
negative affect when things are going badly (Diener & Oishi, 2004). Thus, the affect system
provides an ongoing (on-line) evaluation of life, whereas life satisfaction is judgment that is
more complex and is usually based on assessments of life circumstances over longer period.
Humans are constantly appraising their life circumstances, events and themselves and
those appraisals lead to pleasant or unpleasant emotional reactions. People with high
subjective well-being are those who make predominantly positive appraisals (Diener, 1994).
Each individual experiences some emotions and moods as on-line reactions to everyday
events, makes broader cognitive judgements about his or her life as a whole, as well as about
specific domains such as marriage or work. Life satisfaction and affect are likely to correlate
because both are influenced by described appraisals, but they also diverge because life
satisfaction is a more global assessment of one‘s life as a whole, whereas affects are ongoing
reactions to events (Diener, 1994). Cognitive evaluation of one‘s life circumstances may
reflect conscious values and goals, whereas affective reactions may reflect unconscious
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motives and influences of bodily states to a greater extent than do life satisfaction evaluations
(Pavot & Diener, 1993).
Lucas et al. (1996) tested discriminant validity of three components of subjective wellbeing and showed that life satisfaction can be discriminated from positive and negative affect,
positive affect is discriminable from negative affect, life satisfaction is discriminable from
optimism and self-esteem, and that optimism can be separated from trait measures of negative
affect. Besides these components, Diener, Suh, Lucas and Smith (1999) emphasized the
importance of satisfaction with different life domains. Even so, there should be some degree
of convergence between components of subjective well-being because they all depend on
evaluative appraisals (Pavot & Diener, 1993).

2.1.1.1.1 Cognitive component of subjective well-being
As written, one of the components of subjective well-being is cognitive evaluation of
one‘s life, measured by assessment of one‘s life satisfaction (Diener, et al., 1999). This
evaluation is completely subjective: every person makes its own judgment about one‘s life,
depending on its own expectations, values and experiences, whereat the standard for
comparison is individually defined. This is one of the defining points of subjective wellbeing: it is based on one‘s own judgements, not on the criteria imposed by researcher (Diener,
1984). A person makes comparison of perceived life circumstances with a self-imposed
standard and to the degree that those two match, the person reports high life satisfaction
(Pavot & Diener, 1993).
Since here is all about cognitive judgments of one‘s life, it is important to determine
the way in which we make those judgments. There are two research traditions: a social
cognition tradition on the one side and a personality tradition on the other. Social cognition
tradition has studied cognitive processes underlying life satisfaction judgments (review of
these studies can be found in Schwarz & Strack, 1999), whereas personality tradition has
studied predictors of individual differences in life satisfaction (review can be found in Diener
& Lucas, 1999).
Coming from social cognitive tradition, Schwarz and Strack (1991) noted that if we
ask individual to consider all things when judging his or her life satisfaction, we might have
asked him (her) to do the impossible. Even so, we get those answers in a really short time,
usually shorter than one minute. This could be explained by the use of heuristics, current
affect and other information easily accessible. When primed with some information people
might use that information (or weight it more heavily) when judging their overall life
12

satisfaction (Strack, Martin, & Schwarz, 1988). Specifically, people are likely to use
information that is salient at the time of the judgment. Good example of this is that the use of
apparently irrelevant factors such as weather at the time could influence judgments of life
satisfaction (Schwarz & Clore, 1983). Similarly, current mood can influence ratings of life
satisfaction, even if that current mood is not indicative of one‘s overall level of affective wellbeing. This model explains why life satisfaction judgments are often unrelated to objective
circumstances and why life satisfaction judgments sometimes show low retest reliabilities
(Schimmack, Diener, & Oishi, 2002). Schwarz and Strack (1999) suggested, based on this
model, that there is little to be learned from self-reports of global well-being, because they are
too context-dependent.
On the other side, studies coming from personality tradition deal with ways in which
individual differences in life satisfaction are related to individual differences in predictor
variables such as Big Five personality dimensions (Costa & McCrae, 1980), self-esteem
(Diener & Diener, 1995), etc. Research in this tradition demonstrated that life satisfaction is
quite stable over longer time periods. These findings have been considered as evidence that
situational factors are much less important than long-term influences on well-being (Diener,
2000).
Regardless of reliance on currently available information, such as current affect or the
information we were primed to, studies have shown that life satisfaction judgment has
substantial stability over time for most of the people (e.g. Diener et al., 1999; Fujita & Diener,
2005). Life satisfaction is a consistent and stable phenomenon and it is not constructed
momentarily by the subject based on the short-term factors (Diener, et al., 1999). How can
this be possible? One possible answer is that although people use information that is salient at
the time of judgment, there may be certain sources of information that are chronically salient
(Diener, Lucas, Oishi, & Suh, 2002). Model proposed by Schimmack et al. (2002)
differentiates between three types of sources in forming life satisfaction judgments. First,
people use temporarily accessible sources that are salient in one assessment situation, but not
in other situations. The use of these sources produces variability in life satisfaction judgments.
Second, people can use chronically accessible sources that provide variable information (e.g.
mood). Third, people may use chronically accessible sources that provide stable information,
which can explain the stability of life satisfaction judgments (e.g. information about life
domains that are extremely important is likely to come to mind when people are asked to
judge their life satisfaction). People select particular sources because they are relevant to them
and because they reflect important aspects of their life (Diener & Lucas, 1999; Schimmack et
al., 2002). Therefore, this model integrates both traditions insights into one model.
13

Satisfaction with life as a whole is important, but it is also important to be satisfied
with life domains that are important to individual: domains that are closest to people‘s
personal life are those that most influence subjective well-being (Campbell, Converse, &
Rogers, 1976).

Global vs. domain satisfaction
It is important to ask: Is the global life satisfaction sum of different domain
satisfactions? What comes first – domain or global satisfaction? Rather small number of
experimental and longitudinal studies makes this question hard to answer.
Bottom-up and top-down models are two common approaches to this question. From
the perspective of bottom-up theories, satisfaction and happiness are consequences of total
number of positive and negative moments and experiences. A person is happy when he or she
has many happy moments. Therefore, by summing satisfactions with specific life domains we
should get information about global satisfaction. When people evaluate their life satisfaction,
they first evaluate satisfaction with specific domains and after that deduce on global
satisfaction. If this were correct then the degree of life satisfaction would depend on objective
life circumstances and experiences (Diener, 1984). According to top-down theories, people
have predisposition for experiencing positive and negative events and acting in positive and
negative manner. This approach is mostly directed on personality traits, attitudes and other
factors involved in interpretation of life experiences. Person who is happy should also be
happy with different domains of his or her life – domain satisfaction is a consequence of
satisfaction with life as a whole (Diener, 1984).
Asking people to generate a composite judgment about their lives is, as already said, a
complex task and it may not reflect a systematic bottom-up process (Schwarz & Strack,
1999). Most researchers consider this to be the shortcoming of global assessment measures,
but Diener, Scollon, Oishi, Dzokoto and Suh (2000) suggested that just because of the fact
that global evaluations may reflect dispositional tendencies, such measures can be a source of
valuable information about the nature of subjective well-being. Global judgments are often
vague, so they allow individuals greater possibility to project their norms, view of life and
self-beliefs onto the assessment item. However, when asked to evaluate more specific
domain, individuals are more constrained by how they feel and think about the actual
domains, which leaves less room for possible top-down influences. Global and specific
judgments, to some extent, may reflect different types of subjective well-being: global
measures may be more reflective of person‘s disposition while specific measures may reflect
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actual experiences. These differences suggest that overall happiness (subjective well-being) is
not the sum of its parts (Diener, et al., 2000)

2.1.1.1.2 Affective component of subjective well-being
Affect reflects person‘s ongoing evaluations of the conditions in her life (Diener et al.,
2004).
Research based on self-evaluations identified positive and negative affect as core
dimensions of emotional states (Watson & Tellegen, 1985). However, except valence
(positive or pleasant and negative or unpleasant) we must also take into account the activity
dimension of affect (e.g. Russell, 1978). Therefore, affective component of subjective wellbeing is comprised of positive (pleasant) and negative (unpleasant) emotions and moods
experienced in everyday life that can be more or less active.
High positive affect is a state of high energy and concentration, pleasurable
engagement, whereas low positive affect is characterized by calmness and serenity. High
negative affect comprises variety of aversive mood states, such as anger, contempt, disgust,
guilt, fear, nervousness etc., and low negative affect is a state of sadness and lethargy
(Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). Individuals who are high in frequency of positive affect
and high in intensity tend to feel excitement and joy, whereas those high in frequency but low
in intensity experience contentment and serenity. Those who are low on frequency and high in
intensity of negative affect often experience depression. Individuals who are low on frequency
and intensity of negative affect experience mild unhappiness. It is important to note that
people who experience positive affect more intensely also experience negative affect more
intensely (Diener, Larsen, Levine, & Emmons, 1985).
With the intention of being happy, many people seek out extremely positive emotional
experiences. The resulting intense positive affect can provide a person with momentary
happiness, but it is not strongly related to long-term happiness or subjective well-being
(Diener et al., 1991). Instead, it is the frequency of positive versus negative affective
experiences that counts: intense positive affect adds little to the prediction of subjective wellbeing after the frequency of positive affect had been taken into account (Diener, Colvin,
Pavot, & Allman, 1991). Intense emotional experiences are doubtlessly important, but they
are experienced rather rare, so they do not have long-term impact on well-being. Besides,
there are costs associated with experiencing intense positive affect that counterbalance the
positive effects of these experiences in relation to long-term happiness. For example, intense
positive experiences could make our judgments of later events and situations less positive
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(Diener, et al., 1991). On the other hand, people feel some level of mild emotion all the time
so the frequency and duration of pleasant and unpleasant emotions have a greater impact on
the judgment person makes about her emotions or well-being (Diener & Lucas, 2000). There
is something else important about intense positive emotions – people who experience intense
positive emotions also tend to experience intense negative emotions (Diener, Emmons,
Larsen, & Griffin, 1985).
When evaluating well-being, the ratio of ones pleasant to unpleasant emotions over
time plays a central role. There are several reasons for this. First, people feel some affect
virtually all the time, and all affect have a hedonic valence (pleasant or unpleasant), so it
continuously contributes pleasantness or unpleasantness to personal experience. Second,
affect results from the evaluations of events in everyday life. Therefore, a person who sees his
or her life as comprised of desirable events will experience more pleasant than unpleasant
emotions over time (Diener & Lucas, 2000).
One might ask what is the ratio between positive and negative emotions necessary to
feel happy, to have high well-being. Based on the previous research and nonlinear dynamics
model developed by Losada (1999), Fredrickson and Losada (2005) introduced positivity
ratio: the ratio of positive to negative affect. Because ―bad is stronger than good‖
(Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Finkenauer, & Vohs, 2001; Rozin & Royzman, 2001), for optimal
functioning, or flourishing, individuals or groups must have a positivity ratio over 2.9.
Although it may appear logical that the higher this ratio is the better, this is not true for two
reasons. First, there are problems that can occur with too much positivity, such as denial,
grandiosity and manic states (Schwartz, Reynolds, Thase, Frank, Fasiczka, & Haaga, 2002).
Second, appropriate negativity may have an important role within complex processes of
human flourishing. For example, conflict engagement can be productive negativity in some
situations (e.g. family relationships). The upper limit, at which flourishing dynamic shows
first signs of disintegration, is at positivity ratio of 11.6 (Fredrickson & Losada, 2005).

Similar to the differences in process of judging life satisfaction, there are differences
in evaluation of past emotional experiences. When estimating past emotional experiences,
individuals rely on different strategies, depending on the frame of reference (Robinson &
Clore, 2001). When recalling a short, discrete periods, for example happiness in past 30
minutes, individuals are able to draw on episodic knowledge. This means that people recall
specific details or instances to inform their judgment on how they felt. In contrast, when they
recall longer, more abstract periods, for example happiness in past month, or general level of
happiness, they use heuristic information or semantic knowledge (e.g. general beliefs about
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the self) to fulfil judgments when specific episodic memories can not be accessed or are too
difficult to retrieve.

2.1.1.1.3 Relationship between components of subjective well-being
Although the two components of subjective well-being are distinct, they are also
related. Research has shown that when people make judgments about life satisfaction, hedonic
balance (i.e., the proportion of positive or pleasant emotions to negative or unpleasant
emotions experienced) serves as an important source of information (Schwarz & Strack,
1991). Moreover, experimental evidence has shown that positive and negative experiences
have a causal influence on satisfaction judgments: people use their current mood to form
judgments of their global happiness and life satisfaction.
Several studies examined differences in relationship of life satisfaction to positive and
negative affect. In some studies, positive affect had higher correlations with life satisfaction
than negative affect (Lucas et al., 1996), whereas in some studies the correlations are similar
(Suh, et al., 1998). Kuppens, Realo and Diener (2008) found that across nations the
experience of positive emotions is related to life satisfaction twice as strongly as the
experience of negative emotions. The cultural dimension moderated this relationship:
negative emotional experiences were more negatively related to life satisfaction in
individualistic than in collectivistic nations.
It can be concluded that there is stronger relationship between positive affect and life
satisfaction than between negative affect and life satisfaction, but it is important to stress out
the role that culture plays in these relationships.

2.1.1.1.4 Stability of subjective well-being
Subjective well-being has both stable and changeable components – one‘s appraisals
of ongoing life events can change, therefore one‘s hedonic level can change. At the same
time, one‘s emotions are likely to return to an average baseline that is set by one‘s
temperament and general life circumstances, which gives certain stability to the hedonic
component of subjective well-being. Similarly, one‘s life satisfaction might change because
of the change in one‘s life circumstances. However, there are likely to be many life
circumstances, which are consistent and stable over time and this leads to a degree of stability
in life satisfaction (Diener, 1994).
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Subjective well-being has a baseline for each individual and it returns to this set point
after unusual events move it away from the stable level that is determined by age and
individuals‘ personality predispositions (Headey & Wearing, 1989). Long-term subjective
well-being is determined primarily by a person‘s genetically based dispositions, although
events can temporarily move individuals from their baselines (Lykken & Tellegen, 1996).
Study of Brickman, Coates and Janoff-Bulman (1978), in which they showed that people over
time often adapt to bad and good conditions, such as paraplegia or winning a large sum of
money on a lottery, was one of the starting points for this view. This idea is labelled ―the
hedonic treadmill‖. Fujita and Diener (2005) examined the degree of variation of life
satisfaction around individual set point. Their results indicated that over long periods of time
there is modest stability in life satisfaction and that some individuals do change significantly
in life satisfaction. Therefore, it appears that this baseline is a ―soft baseline‖ that moves for
about a quarter of population. Good and bad life events affect happiness only if they occur in
the past few months, whereas more distant past events are not related to happiness level (Suh,
Diener, & Fujita, 1996).

2.1.1.1.5 Correlates of subjective well-being
It is known that subjective well-being is under influence of momentary judgments,
such as current mood or even current weather (Schwarz & Strack, 1991), as well as stable
conditions of people‘s lives. In his 1984 review, Diener distinguished between bottom-up and
top-down influences on subjective well-being. Bottom-up theories assume that happiness is a
sum of all happy moments in life. Person judges his or her satisfaction with different life
domains and based on that makes judgment about overall satisfaction or happiness. If this is
true, satisfaction depends on objective life circumstances. Top-down theories, in contrast,
assume that people have global predisposition to experience things in a positive or negative
way. This approach is focused on personality and attitudes, as well as other factors involved
in interpretation of life experiences. Domain satisfaction is a consequence of global
satisfaction. High correlation between satisfaction with different life domains could be a
support for this model (Diener, 1984).
Researchers are often disappointed by the relatively small effect sizes that external,
objective variables have on subjective well-being. For example, Campbell et al. (1976) found
that demographic factors (age, sex, income, race, education and marital status) explained less
than 20% of the variance in subjective well-being. Diener, Sandvik, Seidlitz and Diener
(1993) found that changes in income have not affected subjective well-being over a period of
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10 years. In his review of the literature on this topic, Argyle (1999) suggested that external
circumstances explain about 15% of the variance in subjective well-being reports. This effects
are quite small, so the researchers turned to top-down theories to explain variability in
subjective well-being, trying to find structures within person that determine how events and
circumstances are perceived (Diener, et al., 1999).
Studies showed that genetic factors explain approximately 50% of the variance in
happiness (Lykken & Tellegen, 1996), whereas life circumstances account between 8 and
15% (Diener et al., 1999). The rest 40% could be attributed to the intentional activities of a
person (Lyubomirsky, Sheldon, & Schkade, 2005).

2.1.1.1.6 Measurement of subjective well-being
Subjective well-being is measured with different questionnaires, as well as with rather
specific method, called the experience sampling method.
The most frequently used questionnaire to measure life satisfaction is Satisfaction
With Life Scale (SWLS) developed by Diener, Emmons, et al. (1985). This questionnaire has
been developed to assess global life satisfaction. This is a one factor scale (Diener, Emmons
et al., 1985; Diener et al., 1999), with good psychometric properties (internal consistency,
test-retest correlation, convergent validity), although it has only five items.
Motivated by the variety of measures used in research of affect, which often make
impossible comparisons between obtained results, Watson et al. (1988) developed PANAS –
Positive and Negative Affective Schedule, which became the most often used questionnaire
for assessing positive and negative emotional states. Short version of PANAS has 20 items,
10 for positive and 10 for negative affect with good psychometric properties (Watson et al.,
1988). There is also a longer version with 60 items altogether.
Experience sampling method is rather specific method, which is sometimes used in
researches on well-being. Since it has many specificities, and it has been used it in this
research, it will be described in more details.

2.1.1.1.6.1 Diary methods: Experience sampling method
Common name for all methods that enable research of everyday experiences is diary
methods (Bolger, Davis, & Rafaeli, 2003). Earlier studies really used only diaries, but with
science and technical development, the meaning of this term has expanded.
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The basic benefit of diary methods is that they allow research of reported experiences
and events in their natural context (Reis, 1994). Another benefit is a big reduction in the
likelihood of retrospection, because of the minimization of the amount of time elapsed
between an experience and the assessment of it (Feldman Barrett & Barrett, 2001).
There are three broad types of research goals that can be achieved using diary designs:
gathering liable person-level information, obtaining information about changes within-person
over time (as well as individual differences in those changes) and conducting a causalanalysis of within-person changes and individual differences (Bolger et al., 2003).
Paper and pencil diaries were the earliest approach (they appeared in 1940s) and are
still the most frequently used approach in diary research. In the last 30 years, they are
supplemented with signalling devices. Experience sampling method (ESM; Csikszentmihalyi
& Larson, 1992) is one of the ways in which shortcomings of paper and pencil diary methods
are surpassed. Participants‘ responses are still collected using paper and pencil questionnaires,
but they are augmented with signalling devices, such as pagers, wristwatches or phone calls.
In the last 15 years, those are replaced with electronic devices, which have signalling
function, and in which participants enter their responses (Bolger et al., 2003). Those handheld
computers are equipped with custom-designed questionnaire programs (Barrett & Feldman
Barrett, 2000; Feldman Barrett & Barrett, 2001). There are many obvious benefits of such
programs: they allow signalling, provide information about time and date of signals and
responses. In this manner, the problems of forgetfulness and uncertain compliance are
prevented. Some of these programs are flexible in the presentation of questions and data entry
is easier and more accurate (Bolger et al., 2003).

Types of Experience Sampling
Experience sampling method refers to a method of data collection in which
participants are asked to respond to repeated assessments at moments over longer time period,
while functioning in their natural environment. General categorization of diary studies
differentiates between three types of protocols: interval-contingent, signal-contingent and
event-contingent.
Interval-contingent method is the oldest method used for collecting daily event selfreports (Wheeler & Reis, 1991). Participants complete self-reports after predetermined
interval. These intervals represent theoretically or logically meaningful units of time, for
example after each meal. Those reports usually refer to what has happened in a given interval.
Signal-contingent method refers to research design in which participants give their
answers whenever signalled by researcher. Intervals between signals can be fixed, random
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(variable), or combination of both. This form of sampling is what is typically labelled as
ESM. When researcher uses fixed intervals it is very important to consider time spacing of
intervals carefully. If an interval is too long, it may obscure natural cycles (e.g. diurnal
rhythms) and it can increase the risk of retrospection, which exactly is the problem that we
seek to resolve when using experience sampling. On the other side, if the interval is too short
it may miss to capture ―slower‖ changes (e.g. day-to-day) if the data are analyzed at shorter
units of time. Besides that, short intervals mean more frequent reporting, which burdens
participants even more (Bolger et al., 2003). Variable schedule has the advantage of random
sampling of the moments in participants‘ day, which might reduce chances for biased reports
as well as the effects of signal anticipation. However, the participants are much more
burdened: it is quite intrusive when the diaries must be completed as soon as the signal goes
off (Bolger, Davis, & Rafaeli, 2003; Wheeler & Reis, 1991). This method is probably the best
choice when one wants to study distribution of human activities across different domains and
compare those domains (Wheeler & Reis, 1991).
Event-contingent method requires of participants to report every time when a predesignated event occurs (e.g. every social interaction lasting longer than 10 minutes). When
using this method, it is necessary to give unambiguous definition of events after which one
should report. This method is often the best one for researching specific phenomena that
occur rarely (Bolger et al., 2003; Wheeler & Reis, 1991).

Strenghts and limitations of ESM
There are many advantages of experience sampling over ―classical‖ questionnaires: it
enables examination of behaviour contingencies, which makes the understanding of the
mutual role of the situation and individual much better. Furthermore, obtained results can be
generalized with more security. This means that ESM allows ecological validation of
theoretical concepts and empirical findings (obtained in laboratories) in real-life settings.
Moreover, with ESM researchers are no longer limited only to between-person investigations,
which is important because within-person analyses often reveal some patterns that are masked
at mean levels. One of the biggest advantages of ESM is reduction in memory bias (Scollon,
Kim-Prieto, & Diener, 2003).
Large attrition of participants, because of the intensivity of the study, is a big problem
for ESM. In addition, self-selection bias or motivation for participation in the study as
demanding as studies that use experience sampling method might be questionable.
Furthermore, ESM is not appropriate for studying some people or some groups: small
children or elderly participants might not be able to use handheld computers. Similarly,
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people who work in loud settings probably will not hear the signal (Scollon et al., 2003). Next
problem is reactivity, because self-reporting of daily life events can alter subjects‘
impressions of those events, may yield different perspectives on the same behaviours, or can
even facilitate behavioural change (Wheeler & Reis, 1991). Finally, complexity of data
analysis, stemming from large amount of data that ESM generates, as well as unique nature of
the data, are often challenging for many researchers (Scollon et al., 2003).

2.1.2 The eudaimonic perspective
Many philosophers, religious masters and visionaries refused to admit that happiness
per se is a principal criterion of well-being. Aristotle (1999 translated by T. Irwin) considered
happiness, as perceived from hedonic view, to be a vulgar ideal, making human slavish
followers of desires. Instead, he claimed that true happiness lies in the expression of virtue,
i.e. doing what is worth doing, living to its fullest potential or in accordance with some
internal value. Aristotle did not mean that virtue leads to feeling of joy; rather he was
prescribing virtue as the standard against which people‘s lives can be judged. Hence,
eudaimonia is not happiness in a common sense of the word, rather it is a desirable state
judged from a particular value framework. Therefore, the criterion for this type of happiness
is not personal subjective judgment made by actor, but the value framework of the observer
(Diener, 1984). This view has been the foundation of objectivist theories of happiness,
because it is reflecting objective social values rather than subjective psychological feelings
(Kashdan et al., 2008).
Aristotle regards eudaimonia not as a mental state, positive feeling or cognitive
judgment of satisfaction. To him, eudaimonia is a way of living, but even so, good feelings
are integral part of eudaimonia i.e. happiness. This view may be more attractive to many
people because its inclusion of virtue and effort elegantly bypasses the moral ambiguity of
hedonism (Kashdan, Biswas-Diener, & King, 2008). According to this view, happiness cannot
be equalized with well-being because some outcomes might be pleasure producing but at the
same time they are not good for people and would not promote wellness (Ryan & Deci,
2001).
Experience of eudaimonic well-being is possible if one lives in accordance with his or
her daimon, i.e. true self (Waterman, 1993). Eudaimonia occurs when life activities are
congruent with deeply held values and a person is fully engaged. Only then, people would
feel alive and authentic, or be in a state that Waterman calls ―personal expressiveness‖. As a
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subjective state, eudaimonia is associated with the feelings present when individual is
developing her or his unique potentials and enhancing one‘s purpose in living (Waterman et
al., 2008).
Eudaimonic perspective is more theory driven than hedonic (subjective well-being)
perspective, but still research on eudaimonia possesses less clarity in operationalization and
measurement. There are many constructs that come under eudaimonic perspective, including
self-determination and basic psychological needs (Deci & Ryan, 2000), psychological wellbeing (Ryff, 1989a; Ryff & Singer, 2008), intrinsic motivation and pursuing congruent goals
(Ryan, Huta, & Deci, 2008), engaging in activities that make individual to feel alive, engaged
and fulfilled (Waterman, 1993; Waterman et al., 2008), living in accordance with meaning
and purpose in life (McGregor & Little, 1998), curiosity and openess to new experiences with
orientation to change, novelty and personal growth (Vitterso, 2003, 2004), and vitality or
calm, energetic feelings (Nix, Ryan, Manly, & Deci, 1999; Waterman, 1993).
Psychologists favouring the eudaimonic tradition tend to emphasize meaning and
growth in their investigations of human well-being. Meaning in life has been one of the
central themes of psychological thinking about mental health and positive functioning since in
1946 Viktor Frankl published a book about life meaning.

2.1.2.1 Eudaimonia and life meaning
Meaning in life is necessary for believing in importance and usefulness of any activity.
Whitout meaning the interest for activity is smaller or it does not exist at all. There is
consensus about the importance of meaning in life, but still there are many different
definitions and operationalizations stemming from different theories and empirical findings.
They generally define meaning in terms of purpose, significance or describe it as multifaceted
construct (Steger, 2009).
Frankl (1946/2006) considers life meaning as a primary motive in life: this is
something that we aspire to, something that gives us reason and incentive to live and
something that we continuously look for in everyday situations. It differs from man to man
and it is different on different days or even hours. Each person has unique purpose in life,
comprehended in light of one‘s values and performed in reflection to one‘s community. If a
person does not pursue meaning, he or she may experience an existential vacuum or
meaninglessness. On the contrary, when one pursues meaning he or she will experience
selftranscendence, life satisfaction and fulfillment. According to Frankl, meaning can only be
found outside the person. Klinger (1977) also defines life meaning in terms of purpose and
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pursuit of important goals. Similarly, Ryff and Singer (1998a) pointed out to the importance
of seeing one‘s life as purposeful. This is a dynamic process – the sense that one‘s life is
meaningful and purposeful is ongoing phenomenon, not an end state that is finally resolved
for all times.
Another approach to define meaning is semantic approach. It focuses on lives from an
informational significance point of view (Baumeister, 1991) and suggests that for meaning in
life matters what life signifies. Therefore, people experience meaning when their lives make
sense, or express some lucid information or message.
The two just described approaches are primarily motivational (purpose-centred
definition) or cognitive (significance-centered definition). The third, multidimensional
approach to definition of meaning in life combines these two dimensions with an affective
dimension dealing with people‘s fulfillment in their lives (Steger, 2009). According to this
model, people who have meaningful life would think that they have figured life out, have
clearly set goals and are filled with positive feelings about the bigger picture.
Similarly, there are different perspectives on ways to achieve meaning in life.
According to Frankl (1946/2006) there is no universal meaning common to all people,
therefore one must create meaning in one's own life. This can be done through the pursuit of
important goals (Klinger, 1977), and an accompanying sense of fulfillment (Baumeister,
1991).
As can be seen, there are different definitions of meaning in life, but they do have
some common things: meaning in life typically refers to understanding one‘s existence, sense
of purpose in life, pursuit and probably attainment of important life goals, accompanied with a
sense of fulfillment. Perhaps the best way of summarizing all this is given in Steger‘s
definition (2009; pp. 682), that defines life meaning as: ―the extent to which people
comprehend, make sense of, or see significance in their lives, accompanied by the degree to
which they perceive themselves to have a purpose, mission, or over-arching aim in life‖.

2.1.2.1.1 Life meaning and well-being
Contemporary psychological research, in line with existentialism, has shown that
meaning matters. Ways in which individual explains ultimate issues, like the nature of life and
death, the meaning of suffering, of what is really important in life, have deep impact on
individual well-being. If there were no meaning and purpose, it would be virtually imposible
to live and to endure the unavoidable suffering that comes with life (Emmons, 2005).
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Motivational and goal constructs are essential for understanding how people try to
attain meaning in their lives (Steger, 2009). Goals are fundamental for a person experience of
his or her life as meaningful or worthwhile. ―Goals are signals that orient a person to what is
valuable, meaningful and purposeful― (cf. Emmons, 2003, p. 107). However, this does not
mean that all goals contribute to a sense of meaning: some of them are trivial or shallow and
even though they are necessary for everyday functioning, have little to contribute to a sense
that one's life has meaning (Emmons, 2003). Meaningful goals and engagement in meaning
making activities lead to the experience of greater self-concordance, which in turn is
associated with more frequent engagement in those activities (Ho, Cheung, & Cheung, 2010).
Goals are also essential for happiness: when we ask people what makes them happy, they
spontaneuosly talk about their goals, wishes and plans. Therefore, goals can be considered as
a link between life meaning and well-being, or happiness.
Since in 1946 Frankl has argued that it is necessary to have a clear sense of what one
is trying to do with his or her life, many studies have demonstrated that people who find their
life purposeful or meaningful are better off. For example, people who believe their lives are
meaningful are happier (Debats, van der Lubbe, & Wezeman, 1993), have higher life
satisfaction (e.g. Chamberlain & Zika, 1988; Steger et al., 2008) and better control over their
lives (e.g. Ryff, 1989b). Furthermore, in most research, meaning is conceptualized as a
relatively independent component of well-being and it is included in models of well-being,
quality of life and personal growth (Compton, Smith, Cornish, & Qualls, 1996; Ryff & Keyes,
1995). Therefore, perceiving one‘s life as meaningful is associated with better physical and
mental health (Ryff & Keyes, 1995; Wong, 1998), whereas lack of meaning is related to
psychological distress and pathological outcomes as well as with worse everyday functioning
(Baumeister, 1991; Keyes, 1998).
To summarize, the relationship between meaning in life and well-being is complex,
because of the many possible sources of meaning in life. Furthermore, search for meaning is
an incessant process, which means that the importance of particular sources or the success of
the search process may vary and change during life. Finding meaning in one‘s life is without
doubt related to positive outcomes, but the process sometimes might be less satisfying or at
times, it can become even frustrating.

2.1.2.1.2 Eudaimonic theories of well-being
As already written, there is more than one theory of eudaimonic well-being. In this
paper, three of them, which are related to our research, will be described in more details:
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psychological well-being developed by Carol Ryff and her colleagues (e.g. Ryff, 1989a,
1989b; Ryff & Keyes, 1995; Ryff & Singer, 1998a), self-determination theory by Ryan and
Deci (e.g. Ryan & Deci, 2000a) and Waterman‘s personal expressiveness (Waterman, 1993;
Waterman et al., 2008).

2.1.2.1.2.1 Psychological well-being
Ryff (1989a) argued that many theorists have spoken about similar features of wellbeing and that there are six dimensions of positive functioning that are repeatedly referred to.
The first dimension is self-acceptance: positive attitude toward oneself when one's life
is a central criterion of well-being. The second dimension is positive relations with others: the
ability to love and to have warm relationships with others is viewed as a central component of
mental health. The third dimension is autonomy with emphasis on self-determination,
independence and the regulation of behaviour from within. Ability to manipulate and control
complex environments, to create environments appropriate to its own psychic conditions is
one of life span developmental tasks, so one of the dimensions of psychological well-being is
environmental mastery. Person who is fully and positively functioning has well defined goals,
objectives, intensions, all of which contribute to fellings of meaningfulness and integration of
various domains in life. Therefore, one of the key dimensions of well-being is purpose in life.
Achieving those states is not enough, it is necessary to continue with personal growth and
self-realisation, with fulfillment of one's potentials, and that is exactly what makes the final
dimension of psychological well-being (Ryff, 1989a, 1989b).
Ryff and Singer (1998a) posited that for positive human health is primarily necessary
to have purpose in life and quality connections with others, and secondarily possessing selfregard and mastery. Active engagement in living and selection and pursuit of projects that
give meaning and dignity to one‘s existence is what constitutes the good life. Purpose in life
and quality connections with others are dynamic processes and are seen as the primary
features of positive human health acting interactively with positive self-regard, sense of selfrealization, personal growth and mastery.
Ryff and Keyes (1995) provided empirical support for the multidimensionality of
psychological well-being. The model that best fits the data was one of six primary factors
joined together by a single higher order factor. However, large correlations between latent
variables indicate conceptual overlap among the subscales. The six-factor structure was not
confirmed in several studies (e.g. Brdar, Rijavec, & Miljković, 2008; Kafka & Kozma, 2002;
Springer & Hauser, 2006).
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Carol Ryff and her colleagues proposed a well defined but rarely confirmed model of
psychological well-being. Their model captures some of the characteristics of well-being but
growing body of evidence suggests that the model components should not be treated as if they
measure six distinct dimensions of psychological well-being, because the overlap between
some of them is just too big.

2.1.2.1.2.2 Self-determination theory and eudaimonia
Self-determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000) is another perspective, besides Ryff‘s
model of psychological well-being, which has adopted the concept of eudaimonia as a central
aspect of well-being. It conceives eudaimonia as a way of living and not as a psychological
state or outcome (Ryan et al., 2008).
Self-determination theory represents a broad framework for the study of human
motivation and personality. Its goal is the investigation of individuals‘ inherent growth
tendencies and innate psychological needs that are ground for self-motivation and personality
integration. Furthermore, it researches conditions that foster those positive processes (Ryan &
Deci, 2000b). This is a theory of human motivation, focused on a degree to which human
behaviours are self-determined. Starting point of this theory is a claim that humans are active,
growth-oriented beings, naturally oriented toward integration of their psychological elements
into coherent sense of self and integration of ones self in broader social structures (Deci &
Ryan, 2000).
In this view, well-being is not just a subjective experience of affect positivity but it is
also an organismic function in which individual detects presence (or absence) of vitality,
psychological flexibility and inner sense of wellness (Ryan & Frederick, 1997). In attempts to
specify what it means to actualize the self and how this can be achieved, self-determination
theory uses the concept of basic psychological needs. According to self-determination theory,
needs are ―innate psychological nutriments that are essential for ongoing psychological
growth, integrity and well-being‖ (Deci & Ryan, 2000, p. 229). There are three basic
psychological needs: competence, relatedness and autonomy. Need for competence is a need
to be effective in dealing with internal or external environment, a need to feel self-confidence
in something we are doing. It is fulfilled by experience that one is capable to effectively bring
about desired goals and outcomes. The need for autonomy is a need to make our own
decisions about our behaviour according to our interests and values, to feel that we have a
choice when acting. The need for relatedness is a need for close and good relationships with
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close people (family, friends), to be caring and to care for, to feel connected with significant
others (Reis, Sheldon, Gable, Roscoe, & Ryan, 2000).
Each of these three needs is necessary for optimal development and therefore none can
be thwarted or ignored without negative consequences. For psychological health, it is not
enough to satisfy one or two needs, it is necessary to satisfy all three (Deci & Ryan, 2000).
Besides that, they are necessary for psychological growth (e.g. intrinsic motivation), integrity
(e.g. internalization and assimilation of cultural practices) and well-being (e.g. psychological
health and life satisfaction), as well as for the experience of vitality (Ryan & Frederick, 1997)
and self-congruence (Sheldon & Elliot, 1999). Fluctuations in need satisfaction directly
predict fluctuations in well-being. The presence versus absence of environmental conditions
that permit satisfaction of the basic needs is very important predictor of vitality and mental
health (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Situations and domains in which people find their psychological
needs supported will be those in which they tend to experience the greatest well-being and
satisfaction (Ryan, 1995). The basic psychological needs satisfaction has positive effects on
subjective well-being, as well as on eudaimonic well-being (Nix et al., 1999).
Model of eudaimonia based on self-determination theory views eudaimonia as living
well. For living well, one needs to pursue goals that are intrinsically valued, to be autonomous
(self-regulated) and aware (mindful). Hence, goals, regulatory styles and capacities for
mindfulness and the ways in which they operate together, are aspects of eudaimonic wellbeing (Ryan et al., 2008).

Eudaimonic approaches to well-being that are just presented have their similarities and
differences. They are similar in their conception of well-being: for both of them it is not
enough to have satisfied desires and to experience a great amount of different pleasures, it is
necessary to function to its best, to be and do the best we can. In addition, both models
recognise the importance of needs for autonomy, competence and relatedness in eudaimonia,
but they explain it differently. In Carol Ryff‘s model, those three needs are perceived as a part
of six dimensions of psychological well-being, whereas in self-determination theory
satisfaction of these needs is necessary to reach eudaimonia. Self-determination theory views
autonomy, competence and relatedness as antecedents of well-being, whereas Ryff‘s model
views it as its indicators (Rijavec, Miljković & Brdar, 2008; Ryan & Deci, 2000a).
Third eudaimonic theory of well-being that is going to be presented is somewhat
different from the two just described theories, because it relates well-being with activities
individual engages in.
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2.1.2.1.2.3 Personal expressiveness
Waterman (1993) views eudaimonia as feeling of personal expressiveness. There are
several conditions that must be met to experience personal expressiveness: unusally intense
involvement in activity, feeling of special fit with activity, feeling of being alive, being
fulfilled while engaged in activity, having an impression that this is what a person was meant
to do and that this is who one really is (Waterman, 1990; as cited in Waterman, 1993). Such
experiences are linked to feeling associated with intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985)
and flow (Csikszentmihalyi, 1988).
According to this theory, feelings of personal expressiveness signify self-realization.
Such experiences will probably occur in connection with activities affording opportunities for
person to develop his or her best potentials (skills and talents) or advance their purposes in
living, or both. Waterman defines and explains personal expressiveness in terms of activities
one choses to engage in. Two conceptions of happiness, hedonic enjoyment and personal
expressiveness, are differently related to different activities and their outcomes. Personally
expressive activities are much more often source of hedonic enjoyment than the vice versa.
Furthermore, compared to hedonic enjoyment, personally expressive activities are more seen
as affording opportunity for potential development, and are more associated with selfrealization values. Feeling of personal expressiveness is more strongly associated to feeling
challenged, competent, having a high level of concentration, investing an effort, feeling
assertive, having clear goals, having feedback on how well one is doing, and balance of
challenges and skills. On the other hand, hedonic enjoyment is more associated with feeling
relaxed, excited, content, happy, interested, self-determined, losing track of time and
forgetting personal problems (Waterman, 1993; Waterman et al., 2008). The results of
Waterman (1993) and Waterman et al. (2008) regarding relationship between selfdetermination and two conceptions of happiness might seem opposite to what is expected if
we know the self-determination theory postulates, according to which self-determination
should be related to eudaimonically and not to hedonically motivated activities. However,
they can be easily explained: stronger association between self-determination and hedonically
motivated activities than between personal expressivenes (intrinsically motivated activities, as
authors narrowly defined them) and self-determination disappear when the level of hedonic
enjoyment experienced is controlled (Waterman et al., 2008). Authors explained that selfdetermination should be viewed as required, but not as sufficient condition for intrinsic
motivation in the cases where such motivation involves both hedonic enjoyment and
eudaimonia.
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This view on eudaimonia and hedonia is especially interesting for present research,
since it relates those two conceptions of happiness with activities one engages in. Hedonically
motivated activities are autonomously chosen and motivated only by hedonic pleasure they
provide. Intrinsically motivated activities in the narrower sense have two sources of
motivation: hedonic pleasure and eudaimonia, i.e. association of the activity with feelings of
self-realization. Besides enjoyment, those intrinsically motivated activities are characterised
by perception of balanced challenges and skills, perceptions that they enable development of
one‘s potentials, the readiness to invest effort in performance and the belief that they are
important (Waterman et al., 2008). One of the questions present study will research is related
to different motives for enagaging in different types of activities. It is hypothesized that
people who are more orientated to pleasure will engage in certain type of activities whereas
people that are more orientated to engagement and meaning will prefer different activities.
Moreover, there should be different correlates of engagement in hedonic compared to
engagement in eudaimonic activities. Therefore, this theory of eudaimonia, developed by
Waterman and colleagues seems as a good point to start thinking about different activities and
its relation to well-being.

2.1.2.1.3 Eudaimonic or hedonic well-being?
Considering what is written above, it is obvious that different definitions of well-being
have led to different types of research on causes, consequences and dynamics of well-being
(Ryan & Deci, 2001). Results from a number of studies have shown that well-being is
probably best described as multidimensional phenomenon that includes hedonic and
eudaimonic conceptions. For example, McGregor and Little (1998) as well as King and Napa
(1998) found two factors as indicators of mental health and good life: happiness and
meaningfulness. Keyes, Shmotkin and Ryff (2002) extend distinctions between eudaimonic
and hedonic traditions and refer to them as traditions of research on psychological well-being
and subjective well-being. According to them, psychological and subjective well-being
represent related but distinct concepts of well-being, and the best model of well-being is the
one that proposes two latent factors, rather than two orthogonal factors or one general factor.
Purpose in life and personal growth, as indicators of psychological well-being are the most
distinctive from subjective well-being indicators (life satisfaction, positive and negative
affect).
The two traditions, coming from different philosophical perspectives and defining
well-being in different ways, are to some extent overlapping and to some extent they are
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distinctive. In this way, they complement each other in depicturing optimal functioning of
human race.

2.1.3 Orientations to happiness
Distinction between eudaimonic and hedonic theories of happiness is the most
common division in well-being research. However, Seligman (2002) and Peterson, Park and
Seligman (2005) have broaden this area of research by simultaneously examining the pursuit
to pleasure and meaning as different orientations (paths) to happiness and by adding a third
path – the pursuit of engagement. People try to increase their well-being in different ways:
some just look for fun and pleasure, some seek as much challenges as possible, and some try
to make the world a better place (Schueller & Seligman, 2010). According to theory of
authentic happiness (Seligman, 2002) those ways reflect three different orientations to
happiness: pleasure, engagement and meaning. This theory could be seen as an effort to
supplement the division on hedonic and eudaimonic happiness, or as a concurrent model of
happiness.
First two orientations to happiness are already explained in details, because they
reflect hedonic (pleasure) and eudaimonic (meaning) approaches to happiness, and the third
orientation to happiness is related to Csikszentmihalyi‘s concept of flow (Csikszentmihalyi,
1990). Flow is a subjective state that accompanies highly engaging activities in which person
is completely involved so he or she forgets time, fatigue and everything else but the activity.
Attention is completely focused on activity and the person functions at his or her best
(Csikszentmihalyi, 1990; Csikszentmihalyi, Abuhamdeh, & Nakamura, 2005).
Pleasant life is based on hedonism: to maximise positive experiences and to minimise
pain, to get the pleasures one wants. Lay conceptions of happiness are mostly based on this
view of happiness. More pleasure leads to or is equivalent to higher well-being. Daily level of
positive emotions correlates with reflections of amount of positive emotions experienced
during that period (Schimmack, Oishi, Diener, & Suh, 2000). Engaged life is based on
activities that are absorbing, in which we are completely engaged – activities that produce
state of flow. This can be all sorts of activities, from reading, learning, playing music, chess
or basketball, to rock climbing. It does not matter what the activity is, it matters that a person
is fully concentrated on the activity and that he or she activates all potentials on doing his or
her best. These activities can be pleasant while engaged in them, but often this is not the case.
For example, an athlete who trains really hard for a competition may experience extreme
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exhaustion, or even pain, but still he would describe this experience as extremely good.
Therefore, the feeling of happiness in this case is not derived from current pleasure, instead it
is found in the process of engaging all of one‘s skills and knowledge on doing the best he or
she can. It is only after activity that one speaks of its enjoyment. This path may lead to longterm well-being because it promotes positive resources: it nurtures talents and skills, and
cultivates interests (Schueller & Seligman, 2010). Meaningful life is based on activities that
contribute to something larger then us, to the greater good: family, community, justice, etc. It
allows individual to transcend oneself (Seligman, 2002). This way of living fulfils need for
meaning and purpose in life, and from this sense of purpose individuals define goals that
guide their actions and promote well-being (Baumeister & Vohs, 2002).
The three orientations to happiness are not incompatible, so they can be pursued
simultaneously (Peterson et al., 2005). Each of these orientations is individual predictor of life
satisfaction, whereat orientation to pleasure has the lowest contribution amongst them.
Although pleasant life is not a strong predictor of life satisfaction on its own, it is very
important in the combination with other two orientations: high scores on all three orientations
to happiness are related to highest life satisfaction. Similarly, low scores on all three
orientations are related to low life satisfaction. These patterns of results are labelled ―full life‖
and ―empty life‖, respectively. Vella-Brodrick, Park and Peterson (2009) compared
orientations to happiness‘s contribution to subjective well-being in American and Australian
sample. All three orientations to happiness significantly predicted satisfaction with life in
American sample, whereas for the Australian sample, only engagement predicted life
satisfaction. Research done by Schueller and Seligman (2010) confirmed that each pathway is
important for well-being: for positive aspects of SWB (life satisfaction, positive affect and
general happiness), individuals who are high on all three orientations showed the highest
levels of SWB. It can be concluded that in general, research results point to the importance of
orientations to happiness for well-being, where their single and joint importance might differ
for different samples or nations.
Most research on orientations to happiness focused on life satisfaction as criteria
variable. There are only few exceptions that have also taken into account affective
components of subjective well-being (e.g. Anić & Brdar, 2008; Schueller & Seligman, 2010;
Vella-Brodrick et al., 2009). Anić and Brdar (2008) found that from all three orientations,
only meaningful life predicted positive affect, whereas for negative affect there were no
significant predictors among orientations to happiness. Vella-Brodrick et al. (2009) compared
American and Australian sample. In American sample, all three orientations contributed to the
explanation of positive affect, and orientation to engaged and meaningful life explained
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negative affect (the correlations are negative). In Australian sample, positive affect was
explained by engaged and meaningful life, whereas negative affect was explained only by
meaningful life. For the Australian sample, higher levels of meaning were associated with
higher levels of negative affect. This might seem contraintuitive, but some authors (e.g. Ryff
& Singer, 1998b) have noted that the process of finding life meaning can invoke mixed
feelings and include life challenge and growth, which sometimes can be really demanding or
a person must make many sacrifices to achieve something. Consequently, this association
with both positive and negative affect is not so hard to understand. Furthermore, Schueller
and Seligman (2010) found that all three orientations were positively related to subjective
well-being. Engagement and meaning had higher correlations with all three measures of
subjective well-being (life satisfaction, positive and negative affect) than orientation to
pleasure. Obviously, there are differences between findings in this area. One of the reasons
might be the difference between samples: Anić and Brdar (2008) conducted their research on
a sample of high-school students, whereas Schueller and Seligman (2010) as well as VellaBrodrick et al. (2009) used a sample of adults. Besides that, there also might be some cultural
differences in endorsement of these orientations.
This area of research is still very young and there are many questions still
unanswered. The Orientations to happiness scale is a measure of endorsement of the various
orientations to happiness and does not necessary reflect participants‘ actual behaviour. In
addition, relationship between these orientations and demographic variables is still
underexplored. Peterson et al. (2005) mentioned that in the group of people living full life
were mostly older people, married and highly educated. These could be conditions that
provide opportunities to experience wide variety of satisfying experiences, while in the
younger age people do not have enough resources to live the full life (e.g. education,
autonomy, etc.). Finding that orientation to pleasure is highly endorsed among adolescents,
underpins this. However, the fact that orientation to pleasure does not correlate with wide
range of educational variables like motivation, extracurricular involvement, or community
involvement, which are essential parts of that age developmental tasks, might cause some
concern. Contrary, orientations to engagement and meaning are correlated with all of the
educational variables mentioned. Orientation to engagement is related to community and
extracurricular involvement, whereas orientation to meaning is related to academic motivation
and clarity of career planning (Gabriele, 2008). However, to test the changes in endorsement
of different orientations during life, it would be necessary to conduct a longitudinal study.
Similarly, we do not know for sure if there is an age, under which children cannot
differentiate between those three orientations. For instance, Anić (2007) found on a rather
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large sample that children in 6th grade (age 11 and 12) cannot differentiate between
orientations to engagement and meaning. This can be associated with the fact that they are
still not so autonomous in their behaviour – their parents or teachers still mainly impose their
activities to them, therefore they do not have enough opportunities to engage in activities that
would enable them to pursue the life or meaning or engagement
This model needs to be tested to see if there are really three orientations to happiness
or mainly endorsed distinction between hedonic and eudaimonic happiness is more
appropriate. There are several reasons for this. First, specificity level is not the same:
orientation to pleasure is quite general, while orientations to meaning and especially
engagement are more specific, in a sense that they are related to more specific situations in
which they can be experienced, and that they demand more effort and control. Second,
orientation to engagement cannot be equalized with other two orientations: in the basis of this
component is flow, a state that is rather rare in everyday life. Unlike the other two
orientations, this orientation has several strictly defined conditions that must be met in order
to experience flow: activity one engages in must have clear set of goals and rules, a person
has to have enough skills to meet the challenges of the activity (balance between skills and
challenges) and immediate feedback must be available (Csikszentmihalyi et al., 2005). One
cannot expect that all three conditions will be met most of the time, so this orientation might
not be as immanent as the other two are. Furthermore, this orientation is related to specific
activities, with strictly defined conditions that perhaps for some people are hard to meet.
All stated above is confirmed in the finding of Schueller and Seligman (2010) who
tested the model fit at a large sample (over 13000 participants) and concluded that another
factor structure, instead of the explained three-factor structure (orientations to pleasure,
engagement and meaning) might be more appropriate. Furthermore, author of the authentic
happiness theory, Martin Seligman recently offered a new model, called PERMA, where he
differentiaties five components of well-being. Obviously, more research is needed to find the
best model of well-being.
Perhaps this three-factor model can be viewed as hierarchical model, with two-levels.
On the lower level, there are three orientations to happiness and on a higher level there are
hedonic and eudaimonic happiness, where eudaimonic happiness is comprised of orientation
to engagement and meaning. For example, Waterman (1993) and Waterman et al. (2008)
found that flow states are related to both eudaimonic and hedonic happiness, with this
relationship being a little stronger for eudaimonic one. Similarly, Schueller and Seligman
(2010) found that orientation to engagement and meaning overlap more to each other that to
orientation to pleasure. One of the aims in present research is to see if there are three
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orientations to happiness or the distinction between hedonic and eudaimonic happiness is a
better solution.
If the eudaimonic and hedonic distinction is more appropriate, and if we combine
those two orientations, we would get four types of people: those that highly endorse both
orientations, those that do not endorse any of them, people who are predominantly
hedonically orientated and people who are predominantly eudaimonically orientated. These
groupings are similar to the one proposed by Peterson et al. (2005) who differentiated
between five possible types: full life (all orientations highly endorsed), empty life (neither
orientation endorsed), pleasureable life, engaged life and meaningful life.

2.2 Motivation
To enable understanding life goals, just a short introduction to the concept of
motivation will be given.
In the 1960s, three approaches to the study of human motivation dominated: drive
theory, reinforcement theory and subconscious motives.
According to drive theories, motivation stems from physiological need deprivation
because of which organisms engage in random activity until, by chance, they satisfy the need
and thus reduce the drive. In the next equal or similar situation, cues are recalled and
organism can take suitable reaction rather than engage in random trial and error. This theory
has numerous difficulties. First, not all motivation stems from physiological needs (e.g.
curiosity, self-efficacy). Second, not all need deprivation lead to increase in drive. Third,
partial need satisfaction can lead to increase in drive, and finally, humans are often motivated
to engage in activities that increase rather than decrease tension (Locke & Latham, 1994). The
best-known representative of this approach is Hull.
One of the most known representatives of reinforcement theory was B. F. Skinner. His
concept of motivation was similar to drive theory, with exception that the concept of internal
drive state was eliminated. Behaviours are controlled by reinforcements, which are
consequences that followed that behaviour, making subsequent and similar responses more
likely to occur in similar situations. Behaviourists approach was based on the premise that
human behaviour could be understood without reference to consciousness. This premise was
proved to be wrong: it was found that reinforcers only affect subsequent actions if the
individual anticipates that the reinforcer will follow future actions, if the individual desires or
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values the reinforcer, if he or she understands what actions need to be taken to get it and if a
person believes he or she can take required actions (Bandura, 1986; as cited in Locke &
Latham, 1994). All of these entail the operation of consciousness, which behaviourists have
denied.
The third approach, taken by David McClelland, acknowledges the role of
consciousness in human motivation, but stresses out its subconscious part. Human actions are
guided partially by subconscious motives, like achievement, power or affiliation motive,
which regulate human action over longer periods. Problem with this approach is that for every
occupation there is a different pattern of motives, therefore prediction is rather complicated.
Furthermore, this approach neglects the role of conscious convictions, which are important for
the regulation of our actions on everyday basis (Locke & Latham, 1994).
The approach to motivation via goal setting begun in the mid 1960s, based on the
premise that most human actions are purposeful, directed by conscious goals (Locke &
Latham, 1994). In the 1980s and early 1990s there were several different approaches that
conceptualize motivation in terms of goals, for example personal strivings (Emmons, 1986),
possible selves (Markus & Nurius, 1986), future oriented goals (Nurmi, 1989) and personal
projects (Little, 1993). Most present theories of motivation suppose that people initiate and
persist at behaviours because they believe they will lead to desired goals or outcomes (Deci &
Ryan, 2000). Motivation researchers explore the psychological value people ascribe to goals
(Kasser & Ryan, 1996), expectations about attaining goals (e.g. Abramson, Seligman, &
Teasdale, 1978; Bandura, 1989) as well as the mechanisms that keep people moving toward
selected goals (Carver & Scheier, 1998). The concept of goal strivings implies an actionoriented perspective on human motivation (Emmons, 2005).

2.2.1 Life goals
Life goals are general goals, they are not related to some particular moment or
situation, but they are long-term goals, typical goals that a person characteristically is trying
to accomplish (Emmons, 2005). Goals are desired states that we seek to obtain, maintain or
avoid. They are concretized expression of future orientation and life purpose (Emmons,
2003). According to Emmons (1996), human beings are by nature goal oriented organisms.
Through socialization, people adopt different life goals (Cantor, Norem, Langston, Zirkel,
Fleeson, & Cool-Flanagan, 1991), and goals that we aspire to become a part of our personality
(Cantor & Sanderson, 1999; Sheldon & Kasser, 1995). At this general level, values and goals
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might seem the same, but this is not true: values are more abstract orientations that are not
necessarily reflected in concrete actions (Roccas, 2005), whereas goals represent the desired
outcomes on which a person is currently working (Emmons, 2005). This is in accordance with
Schwartz‘s Value Theory (e.g. 1994), which defines values as desirable, trans-situational
goals, which serve as guiding principles in individuals‘ lives.
There are several important characteristics of personal goals. First, a person is active
in his or her effort to accomplish a goal – the emphasis is on behavioural movement toward
identifiable endpoints. Second, if we know someone‘s striving, we know not only what he or
she is is trying to do, but also who that person is trying to be, because one‘s goals (especially
those higher-order goals) are reflection of values endorsed through socialization and have
become a central aspects of one‘s identity. Third, goals are highly personal, reflecting
subjective experiences, values and commitments. Fourth, they are never fully satisfied, so
they can be perceived as potentialities and not as actualities (Emmons, 2005).
In everyday life, we devote a large amount of time to think about, choose among and
accomplish different goals important to ourselves. Success at accomplishment of important
goals, needs and wishes determines happiness of a person: the perceived gap between what a
person has now and what he or she wants, determines his or her satisfaction or dissatisfaction.
The types of goals, their structure and progress toward them can affect emotions and life
satisfaction, serving as an important reference point for the affect system (Diener et al., 1999).
Furthermore, telic theories of well-being base on the assumption that a sense of happiness or
satisfaction is obtained when a person successfully strives for achievement of desired
outcomes (Diener, 1984). These outcomes, or end states can be conceptualized in terms of
one‘s motive dispositions or one‘s personal goals (Emmons, 1997). Goals are also related to
meaning in life. Reker and Wong (1988; as cited in Emmons, 2005) conceptualize goals and
values as motivational component of meaning, that provides guidelines for living in a way
that it orients a person to that which is valuable, purposeful and meaningful.

2.2.1.1 Types of goals
In the last 20 years, considerable progress has been made toward understanding how
goals contribute to long-term well-being (Emmons, 2003). Besides research on efficacy of
goal accomplishment, goal conflicts, approach / avoidance goals, etc. other researchers
worked on the content of goals as a way of understanding how people organize their lives and
the types of aims for which they strive (e.g. Kasser & Ryan, 1993, 1996; Sheldon & Kasser,
1995, 1998). People strive for diverse outcomes in their goal pursuits, and not all outcomes
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are equally likely to contribute to well-being (Emmons, 2003). Resources available to
individual correlate more strongly with subjective well-being when they are relevant to
individual‘s strivings and the degree of congruence of individual‘s goals with resources is
predictive of subjective well-being (Diener & Fujita, 1995). Brunstein, Schultheiss and
Grässman (1998) found that progress toward motive-congruent goals (i.e. goals that are
thematically in accordance with person‘s dominant motive) accounted for daily experiences of
emotional well-being, whereas commitment to motive-incongruent goals (i.e. goals that
thematically are not in accordance with person‘s dominant motive) was related to decline in
emotional well-being. Therefore, not all goals are equal in terms of producing high subjective
well-being.
As already written, self-determination theory also deals with contents of goals
individuals pursuit. One of the most extensively researched goal content distinctions is the
differentiation between intrinsic and extrinsic aspirations or goals (Kasser & Ryan, 1993,
1996). Intrinsic goals are defined as pursuits generally congruent with basic psychological
needs for relatedness, autonomy and competence as proposed in self-determination theory
(Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000a). According to Kasser and Ryan (1996), intrinsic
goals include those for affiliation (relatedness), community feeling (helpfulness), physical
fitness (health) and self-acceptance (growth). They reflect a tendency toward selfactualization and growth. These goals are inherently valuable and satisfying. Extrinsic goals,
on the other hand, depend on the contingent reactions and evaluations of other people and are
typically a mean to achieve something, some reward or social praise. Because they are
typically used to achieve some other end or to compensate for problems in need satisfaction,
they are less likely to be inherently satisfying (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Kasser and Ryan (1996)
differentiated three extrinsic goals: financial success (money), social recognition (fame) and
appealing appearance (image).
Research has shown that these two types of goals differently relate to well-being,
social behaviour and ecologically relevant activities (Kasser, 2002). Kasser and Ryan (1996)
discovered that emphasis on intrinsic life goals was associated with higher results on
measures of self-actualization and vitality, whereas emphasis on extrinsic goals was
associated with lower self-actualization and vitality and more physical symptoms. Perceived
likelihood of attaining extrinsic and intrinsic goals is also associated with well-being:
perceived attainment of intrinsic goals facilitated well-being, whereas attaining extrinsic goals
had no effect on well-being (Ryan, Chirkov, Little, Sheldon, Timoshina, & Deci, 1999).
Similarly, longitudinal studies indicated that making progress toward goals enhance wellbeing, but only when those goals are consistent with basic psychological needs and growth
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tendencies (Sheldon & Kasser, 1998; Sheldon & Elliot, 1999). Diener and Fujita (1995)
proposed that personal strivings mediate the relationship between resources and well-being:
resources such as money or good looks should be related to well-being only to the extent to
which they enable the individual‘s personal strivings. Interaction between material resources
and well-being, which they have found, confirms that model: the possession of resources per
se, independent of goal strivings, was unrelated to well-being.
There are many possible explanations why intrinsic life goals enhance well-being,
whereas extrinsic life goals do not enhance it, or they can even diminish it. First, people who
value extrinsic life goals more, base their self-esteem mostly on what other people think of
them, a reference point that often becomes frustrating, because it is out of personal control
(Rijavec et al., 2008). Second, an overvaluation of materialistic pursuits might detract a
person from establishing and maintaining fulfilling interpersonal relationships, as well as
from having positive subjective experiences (Emmons, 2003). For example, to earn much
money, we often need to work really hard and long hours, which leaves us no free time to
spend it with our family or friends. Similarly, if we want to be famous, we often need to
spend time with people we do not like or appreciate (but we can gain something from them),
which probably will not enhance our life satisfaction.
Studies conducted in Croatia have shown that Croatian students give higher
importance to the intrinsic rather than extrinsic goals (Brdar, Rijavec, & Miljković, 2005;
Rijavec, Miljković, & Brdar, 2005, 2006). It is important to note that when it comes to the
relationship between life goals and well-being, results obtained in Croatian samples and those
cited before (mostly on U.S. samples) are different. In U.S. samples, intrinsic life goals
enhance well-being whereas extrinsic life goals have no impact on it or can even decrease it.
In Croatian samples, intrinsic and extrinsic life goals both contribute to well-being, whereat
the contribution of extrinsic life goals is smaller than contribution of intrinsic ones. Similar
results were obtained in the Romanian (Frost & Frost, 2000), Macedonian (Spasovski, 2009)
and Hungarian (Martos & Kopp, 2011) samples. These results can point out to some cultural
differences in the meaning of the extrinsic goals between western countries and eastern
transitional countries. As Wong and Ahuvia (1998) pointed out: it is possible that negative
impact of extrinsic goals on well-being emerges only in wealthier nations where financial
success means having high social status and possibility of pursuing some rather irrelevant and
small life pleasures. This is in accordance with findings of Veenhoven (1991) that correlation
between income and subjective well-being is stronger in poorer nations and with Myers
(2000) finding that increases in income beyond a base level fail to improve well-being.
Therefore, as Diener and Biswas-Diener (2002) pointed out in their review of the literature on
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relationship between money and well-being: money can increase subjective well-being if it is
used as a mean to avoid poverty and to satisfy basic psychological needs. Therefore, students
in Croatia might value extrinsic goals, such as financial success (or money) high, because it is
a mean that enables them to pursue some important intrinsic goal, such as to buy books
necessary for their studies. Study by Martos and Kopp (2011) supported this explanation by
showing that extrinsic goals have, to some degree, different meaning in Hungarian society –
they are not exclusively related to pursuit of some external reward, they are also related to
inner striving for achievement and some kind of work ethic.

2.2.1.2 Choice of goals
Apart from knowing what goals individual pursuits, it is important to know why he or
she chooses exactly those goals: is there outside pressure to choose them or one finds them
intrinsically interesting and important? Self-determination theory uses the concept called
PLOC – perceived locus of causality. Individual has internal locus of causality if believes that
she or he is the origin of action and external locus of causality if he or she believes that his or
hers behaviour is caused by some external factor (DeCharms, 1968; as cited in Deci & Ryan,
2000; Deci & Ryan, 1991, 2000). If we apply this to the goals, we can ask ourselves does a
person believe that he or she has freely chosen her goals, without a feeling of coercion or
compulsion, or he or she has done that under pressure of forces beyond personal control.
Feeling that we have been free and independent in goal choosing, Sheldon (2002) named selfconcordance (self-congruence). Self-concordant goals are defined as those goals that are
inspired by person‘s life-long evolving interests (Gruber & Wallace, 1999) and deeply felt
core values (Little, 1993). Self-concordant goals are goals underlained by intrinsic or
identified motivation (Sheldon, 2002). Not all goals are self-concordant: some goals are felt to
be compelled by external or introjected forces and are not felt as reflecting deeper interests or
core values. Pursuit of non-concordant goals can present problems for individuals: the process
of pursuing goals can consume a considerable amount of one‘s limited self-regulatory
resources (Baumeister et al., 1998). If the person‘s goals do not represent the interests and
values of his or her deeper self, then that person may be unable to meet his or her deeper
organismic needs through the goals pursuits and in trying to do so that person may exhaust his
or her important resources (Sheldon, 2002). Therefore, whether or not a person pursues selfconcordant goals has important implications for that person‘s well-being. For optimal
functioning, it is necessary to be able to recognize ones own needs and values and to choose
goals congruent with those needs and values.
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Sheldon and Kasser‘s study (1995) supported this idea: self-concordant individuals
were higher on variety of well-being and healthy personality characteristics, such as openness,
empathy, self-actualization, positive mood, vitality and role-system integration. Although, at
the beginning people show same amount of intension to work on non-self-congruent and selfcongruent goals, motivation to work on non-self-congruent goals declines and for selfcongruent goals it does not (Sheldon & Elliot, 1998). Non-self-congruent goals do not have
emotional and volitional support; such goals are not likely to be energized, protected and
attained. Sheldon and Elliot (1999) developed a model that simultaneously replicated all their
previous findings: the degree of self-concordance predicted concurrent well-being (Sheldon &
Kasser, 1995), as well as sustained effort in attainment of these goals, which in turn predicted
goal attainment (Sheldon & Elliot, 1998). Furthermore, goal attainment led to increased wellbeing and self-concordance moderated the effects of attainment upon increased well-being
(Sheldon & Kasser, 1998). Need satisfaction constructs are integretable in this model: goal
attainment, especially attainment of self-concordant goals, predicted cumulative need
satisfaction, which in turn predicted changes in global well-being ratings. To summarize all
this: self-concordance of personal goals is correlated with positive concurrent well-being, it
enables individuals to put sustained effort to their goals over time and makes goals more
satisfying as they are attained, leading to enhanced well-being through need-satisfying
experiences during the process of striving.
When people autonomously choose their goals congruent with their basic needs (selfconcordant goals), those goals are more often intrinsic than extrinsic, but this correlation is
not high. For this reason, some people may try to attain intrinsic goals that they have not
chosen autonomously, whereas other may try to attain extrinsic goals chosen autonomously.
Perhaps orientation toward extrinsic goals could be positive as long as that orientation is a
consequence of intrinsic or introjected motivation. Extrinsic goals are not themselves
detrimental for well-being, except in cases where people pursue them for wrong reasons, with
a sense of pressure or control (Carver & Baird, 1998; Srivastava, Locke, & Bartol, 2001).
However, research done by Sheldon, Ryan, Deci and Kasser (2004) showed that goals content
and motivation for their attainment have independent effects on well-being.
As already written, self-determination theory, like other theories, differentiates
between several types of goal-directed behaviour, but it goes beyond that: it differentiates the
content of goals and regulatory processes through which those goals are pursued.
Furthermore, it uses innate psychological needs as the basis for integrating different goal
contents and regulatory processes and predictions resulting from them. Effects of goal pursuit
and attainment depend on the degree of basic psychological needs satisfaction while pursuing
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and attaining valued goals (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Goal pursuit and goal attainment is a way
through which person satisfies his or her basic psychological needs, which is necessary for
optimal human functioning. In the centre of goal-setting process are basic psychological
needs and cultural inputs (Ryan, Sheldon, Kasser, & Deci, 1996). The extent of need
satisfaction affects the goals people tend to hold for themselves (Deci & Vansteenkiste,
2004). It is important which goals (intrinsic or extrinsic) one sets for him or herself, as well as
why one choses those goals (the relative autonomy underlying actions): those two
characteristics independently contribute to psychological well-being (Sheldon, et al., 2004).
Self-determination theory posits that attainment of intrinsic life goals satisfies basic
psychological needs, which in turn enhances well-being. Hence, psychological need
satisfaction is a mediator between intrinsic goals attainment and well-being (Ryan et al.,
2008). Satisfaction of basic psychological needs represents central psychological process
through which intrinsic motivation, integrative tendency and intrinsic goal pursuits are
facilitated. This results in well-being and optimal development (Deci & Vansteenkiste, 2004).

2.3 Self-regulation
Self-regulation is crucial for goal attainment. Regardless of goals set, at least some
self-regulation must be applied if individual wants to accomplish those goals. The amount of
self-regulation necessary for accomplishment of goals differs depending on the vicinity and
complexity of a goal: goals that are more distant in the future, or are more complex demand
more self-regulation to be implied. Although meaningful and manageable goals are vital for
positive life, they are not enough to guarantee optimal life management. Self-regulatory
strategies are one of the most researched units of analysis of goals researchers (e.g. Cantor,
2003). Some goals are quite attainable and can be easily achieved, but some goals demand
constant work over many months or even years to be accomplished (e.g. getting a degree). To
work on a long-term goal often demands a lot of time, effort and renunciation over a long
period. Some individuals are ready to do all that, to invest a lot of time and skills to achieve
certain goal, whereas some individuals are going to set for themselves more reachable goals,
which are not so demanding and can be attained much faster. In trying to explain these
individual differences, one must consider self-regulation, as a one of the key processes in goal
attainment.
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In the context of life goals, long-term self-regulation has very important role. Duration
of this type of self-regulation may last several weeks, months or years, which is important for
goals that are distant in time, such as college or career plans. In these cases, long-term selfregulation involves substantial planning, such as choosing a course of study in college in
order to meet carreer goals (Moilanen, 2007). Goal pursuit means having a goal, assessing
how far one is from it, and taking actions to reduce the sensed discrepancy (Carver, 2006).
Once a person has decided to do something, how does he or she stay on course? Perhaps the
most used explanation for this is self-regulation.
The ability to act in accordance with social standards and to regulate one‘s behaviour
is one of the most important developmental and socialization tasks during the early childhood
years. Laboratory and clinical assessments, as well as methods appropriate for use in home
and classroom settings revealed associations between the ability to regulate one‘s own
emotions and behaviour and later developmental outcomes (e.g. Shoda, Mischel, & Peake,
1990; Vondra, Shaw, Swearingen, Cohen, & Owens, 2001).
The term ―self-regulation‖ in psychology takes the connotation of regulation by the
self and on the self. Hence, one definition of self-regulation includes all efforts by the human
self to alter any of its own inner states or responses: thoughts, emotions, impulses, attentional
processes and task performances (Baumeister & Vohs, 2002). Karoly (1993) shortly defines
self-regulation as voluntary action management but he also offers a multi-element definition:
―Self-regulation refers to those processes, internal and/or transactional, that enable an
individual to guide his/her goal-directed activities over time and across changing
circumstances (contexts). Regulation implies modulation of thought, affect, behaviour, or
attention via deliberate or automated use of specific mechanisms and supportive metaskills.‖
(p. 25). According to Zimmerman (2000), self-regulation refers to self-generated thoughts,
feelings, and actions that are planned and cyclically adapted to the attainment of personal
goals.
Different emphases of various theoretical models indicated that self-regulation is
multifaceted process. For example, Carver and Scheier (1982) accentuate monitoring
processes involving sense of goal directedness, self-awarness, and reliance on feedback as a
guide for altering behaviour (the feedback loop). Mischel and colleagues (e.g. Mischel &
Baker, 1975; Mischel, Ebbesen, & Zeiss, 1972) explored cognitive strategies that enable
people to resist immediate temptations in order to pursuit more valuable long-term goals.
Baumeister and Heatherton (1996) wrote about internal processes overriding one another:
ongoing responses are overridden in a process of self-regulation. Many responses are initiated
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by a combination of latent motivations and activating stimuli; self-regulation refers to
interruption of those responses and prevention of typical outcomes that they would lead to.
Instead, another response is generated. In this way, self-regulation does not prevent an
impulse to occur; it overrides the usual consequences of an impulse.
When one is successful at self-regulation it means that he or she effectively manages
perceptions of oneself and one‘s social surroundings and behaves in ways consistent with her
or his goals. Contrary, when person fails at self-regulation it means that he or she has lost
control over personal and social experience, that one‘s behaviour does not contribute to the
fulfilment of important goals, and that it is not in accordance to self-endorsed standards of
behaviour. Succesful self-regulation is necessary for optimal functioning in all life domains
(Hoyle, 2006).

2.3.1 Process of self-regulation
One of the ways in which theories of self-regulation can be divided is on theories that
deal with off-line preparation for action through goal-selection and theories that deal with online goal pursuit through diverse aspects of performance monitoring and evaluation (Karoly,
1993). In the process of self-regulation, there are several processes involved: goal setting,
cognitive preparation for action (e.g. planning, rehearsal, strategy selection) and cybernetic
cycle of behaviour (Markus & Wurf, 1987). Similarly, from a social cognitive perspective,
self-regulatory processes and accompanying beliefs have three cyclical phases: forethought,
performance or volitional control, and self-reflection processes. Forethought refers to
influential processes preceding efforts to act and setting the stage for it. Performance, or
volitional control, involves processes that occur during motoric efforts, affect attention and
action. Self-reflection involves processes that occur after performance and influence a
person‘s response to that experience. These self-reflections then influence forethought
regarding subsequent efforts and with that a self-regulatory cycle is completed (Zimmerman,
2000).

2.3.1.1 Goal setting
Self-controlled behaviour is done in the service of some goal, but there is quite a
disagreement about the determinants on choice of goals and their construction in a way that is
maximally effective. It is assumed that people set goals that are highly desirable, but still
reachable. Generally, there are three groups of factors that, singly or jointly, determine goal
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selection: expectations, affective factors (needs, motives and values) and desired selfconceptions (Markus & Wurf, 1987).
Various sorts of expectations can be determinants of goal choice, including self‘s
abilities to perform a goal-directed behaviour (i.e. self-efficacy expectations, Bandura, 1997),
generalized sense of controllability over one‘s actions and expectations about what the
outcomes of certain behaviour will be (i.e. outcome expectations, Bandura, 1997), judgments
about the favourableness of future life in general (generalized optimism; Scheier & Carver,
1987), etc. People mostly select goals that they have expectations of being able to achieve, but
this selection is also under influence of affective factors that determine which of the many
possible behaviours will individual prefer. As already mentioned, three different affective
factors are relevant for goal selection: needs, motives and values, which might contribute to
which self-conceptions are formed and activated (Markus & Wurf, 1987). Individual might
select goals that represent his or her enduring self-definitions. General life goals are
personalized into desired self-conceptions that motivate selection of particular goals and
behaviour (Markus & Wurf, 1987). For example, Emmons (1986) used the concept of
personal strivings that refer to characteristic types of goals that individuals try to achieve
through their everyday behaviour.
People often have many goals that must be organized in some kind of mental model
or action schema by which active goals will be specified, evaluated, organized and stored.
This is labelled goal-cognition. Goal representations serve governing function: they can store,
organize, transform and activate information about self, the world and transactions between
self and the world, which can help in mobilization of goal-directed behaviour (Karoly, 1993).
The goal systems of highly self-regulated individuals are organized hierarchically: process
goals operate as proximal regulators of more distal outcome goals. These process subgoals are
not just mechanical checkpoints on the path to attaining highly valued outcomes; instead, they
are invested with personal meaning because they convey evidence of progress (Zimmerman,
2000).
2.3.1.2 Cognitive preparation for action (strategic planning)
Second step in self-regulation process is planning and strategy selection, based on
individuals‘ repertoire of procedural knowledge and metacognitive knowledge about which
strategies will be useful in which situations or for which goals (Flavel, 1979; Markus & Wurf,
1987). Mischel‘s work on delay of gratification (e.g. Mischel & Mischel, 1983) shows that
child‘s ability to delay gratification depends on his or her metacognitive knowledge about
which strategies are effective when. Their results show clear developmental progress in
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children‘s knowledge and understanding of effective delay strategies. It is not enough to be
able to choose between different strategies – person must have an appropriate repertoire from
which to choose. This can be represented as procedural knowledge, such as production rules
(Anderson, 1982) or scripts (Schank & Abelson, 1977; as cited in Markus & Wurf, 1987) that
can be automatically started in particular situation and linked to particular knowledge
structures (Markus & Wurf, 1987). The planning and selection of strategy requires cyclical
adjustments because of fluctuations in personal, behavioural and environmental components.
There is no self-regulatory strategy that will work equally well for all people, and there are
only few, if any, strategies that will work optimally for an individual on all tasks and
occasions. Thus, because of diverse and changing intrapersonal, interpersonal and contextual
conditions, self-regulated individuals must continuously adjust their goals and choice of
strategies (Zimmerman, 2000).
2.3.1.3 Performance (Cybernetic cycle of behaviour)
Performance execution is the third step in self-regulation. Many theories and models
of self-regulation have the concept of cycle of self-regulation. It includes monitoring
behaviour, making a judgement about how well the behaviour is being executed and
evaluating or reinforcing the self (e.g. Bandura, 1978).
Research on self-regulation was greatly influenced by cybernetic theory, which
showed how inanimate mechanisms can regulate themselves by making adjustments in
accordance with programmed goals and standards (i.e. rocket missiles or thermostats)
(Baumeister & Vohs, 2002). Carver and Scheier (1981; according to Carver, 2004), based on
cybernetic theory developed their concept of feedback loop. It is an organized system of four
elements: input function, reference value, comparator and output function (Carver, 2004). An
input function brings information from a sensor into the system. A reference value is also a
source of information, but this one is derived from within the system. A comparator is a
mechanism that compares the input to the reference value and gives one of the two outcomes.
Either the compared values are different or they are not. Output function, next part of the
feedback loop, remains the same if the comparison outcome is ―no difference‖, and if
comparison yields a judgment of ―discrepancy‖ the output function changes (Carver, 2004;
Carver & Scheier, 1999, 2000). Input function can be treated as perception, reference value as
a goal, and output function as behaviour (external or internal). When current state is not up to
standards, i.e. when there is a difference between perception of current situation and reference
value, some process is started to change the current state.
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Self-regulation skills include goal-directed behaviour, allowing a person to delay
satisfaction (gratification) immediately or in the short-term in order to achieve desired
outcomes in the future (Carey, Neal, & Collins, 2004). Delay of gratification is a subordinate
construct within resistance to temptation, which is, in turn, part of the larger construct of selfregulation (Tobin & Graziano, 2010).

2.3.2 Delay of satisfaction / gratification
Delay of immediate satisfaction for the sake of future, more rewarding, consequences
has long been considered an essential achievement of human development (Shoda et al.,
1990). Self-imposed delay of gratification is key prerequisite for mature human functioning
(Mischel, 1996).
There are several conceptions of delay of gratification. Initially Mischel (Mischel &
Mischel, 1983) viewed delay of gratification as an ability or competence that children develop
over time by learning delay relevant strategies, such as imagining the temporary remote goals,
control of attention etc. (Mischel, Shoda & Peake, 1988). Other authors conceive delay of
gratification as a relatively stable personality characteristic (Funder, Block, & Block, 1989).
The third option is to view delay of gratification as a strategy used to achieve long-term goals
in the same way as other learning strategies that facilitate goal-directed behaviour. According
to Bembenutty and Karabenick (1998), as a strategy, delay is motivated by the same
motivational determinants that motivate other cognitive, metacognitive and resources
management strategies, such as expectancy and task value, found by Pintrich and De Groot
(1990).
Several studies researched personality correlates of delay of gratification (e.g. Funder
& Block, 1989; Funder et al., 1983; Mischel et al., 1988; Shoda et al., 1990) and offered two
perspectives. The first one views delay of gratification stemming from cognitive
competencies (Mischel et al., 1988). Cognitively competent individuals have the ability to
distract themselves and turn attention away from frustrating stimuli. According to the second
perspective, delay of gratification stems from underlying dispositions, known as ego control
and ego resilience (Funder & Block, 1989).
The delay of gratification paradigm, proposed by Mischel and his colleagues (e.g.
Mischel et al., 1972), presents in front of the participant, usually it is a young child, some
eatable item (e.g. marshmallow or some other cookie), which child desires. The child has two
options: wait until the experimenter returns and get two of the desired treats, or ring a bell and
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the experimenter will return and immediately give a child only one treat. It is clear that a child
wants to get two cookies, but soon the waiting, or the delay of gratification, becomes very
challenging and hard. The length of time that child waited before ringing a bell is the ―delay
of gratification‖ measure. Mischel (1996) defines delay of gratification as person‘s preference
for a larger reward temporary distant over a smaller reward available immediately.
Researchers using this technique, sometimes called ―the marshmallow technique,‖ have
examined the long-term developmental correlates of the delay and situational circumstances
that promote or thwart children‘s ability to delay gratification. For example, Mischel et al.,
(1988) found that children who were able to delay gratification for longer time as
preschoolers, were in adolescence rated as more academically and socially competent,
verbally fluent, rational, attentive, planful and able to deal well with frustration and stress.
Delay of gratification has been studied rather detailed in children, but there are only
few studies with older participants, despite its importance for obtaining different goals, such
as success in academic or work settings. One of the reasons might be that the ―marshmallow
technique‖ is difficult to adjust for older participants in a meaningful way, so that they will
find the ―treat‖ attractive enough. Furthermore, there is a problem with delay intervals,
because they have to be much longer than few minutes, which is enough for children. For
adults, intervals should be at least few days, or even weeks. Few studies tried to resolve these
issues using monetary rewards (Funder & Block, 1989; White, Moffit, Caspi, Bartusch,
Needles, & Stouthamer-Loeber, 1994; Wulfert, Block, Ana, Rodriguez, & Colsman, 2002),
but some of the problems remained. For example, they can be quite expensive (e.g. Funder &
Block, 1989), or the attractiveness of incentives is questionable, like in the study of White et
al. (1994).
Nevertheless, those studies revealed some important results. Adolescents who are less
able to delay gratification have more deficits in self-regulation: they smoke cigarettes more,
consume alcohol and marijuana more, have poorer self-concept and are not academically
successful as their peers who are better in delaying gratification (Wulfert et al., 2002).
Adolescents who are good in delaying gratification are described as responsible, productive,
ethical, interested in intellectual matters and overly controlled (Funder & Block, 1989).
Parents describe children who are able to delay gratification as ego controlled, ego resilient,
open to experience, agreeable and conscientious (Krueger, Caspi, Moffitt, White, &
Stouthamer-Loeber, 1996). There is also evidence of positive correlation between delay of
gratification and IQ (Funder & Block, 1989).
As already written, cognitive and social functioning, learning strategies and behaviour
of children and adults are very different, so Bembenutty and Karabenick (2003) emphasized
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the need for developing new methods of studying delay of gratification on adult population.
These authors also pointed out that operationalizations of small and larger rewards used in
experiments with children are not appropriate for studies with adult participants because they
do not reflect the dilemma they face. The temptation of immediate reward may be similar in
both age groups, but the temptation of the delayed reward is different.
Bembenutty and Karabenick (1996, 2003) oriented to delay of gratification in
academic contexts. They define academic delay of gratification as ―students‘ postponement of
immediately available opportunities to satisfy impulses in favour of pursuing academic goals
that are temporary remote but ostensibly more valuable‖ (2003; p. 8). In a process of
developing appropriate measure for studying of delay of gratification in academic contexts,
they modified existing questionnaires and constructed Academic Delay of Gratification Scale,
or ADOGS. This scale researches delay of gratification referring to one specific course in
which the student was enrolled. They, among other results, found that academic delay of
gratification is associated with successful learning strategies (e.g. rehearsal, elaboration, etc.),
time and studying environment management, as well as with expected and obtained final
grade.
Mischel et al. (1972) divided process of delay of gratification in two parts. In first part,
individual considers consequences of her or his decisions – he or she weights between
subjective values of the immediate and delayed outcomes and chooses between them. In
second part, after the choice to delay gratification has been made, effectiveness of the delay
depends on cognitive strategies and self-distractions available to individual to reduce the
frustration. The perceived instrumentality and future orientation of the task‘s engagement will
influence whether a person will remain task-focused or she will give up. Whether a person
delays immediate gratification depends on the utility of the task she is engaged in. A person
must believe that the results achieved after delay of gratification (after he or she has chosen to
stay focused on task and to wait for remote gratification) are related to desirable outcomes in
the future. For example, utility value of staying at home and learning for a test instead of
going out, is a function whether successful test performance and high grades are believed to
be related to valuable educational outcomes that are temporally remote (Bembenutty &
Karabenick, 2003).
The choice to delay gratification increases with the values of delayed rewards relative
to the immediate rewards. It also increases with the subject‘s age, and is susceptible to various
social influences, including the behaviour and attitudes that other people display (e.g.
Bandura & Mischel, 1965).
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Funder and Block (1989) summarized general principles regarding the personality
correlates of adaptive delay of gratification. Individual differences in ego control should
become visible when the immediately available reward is attractive and has strong
motivational power. When the motivational power of immediately available reward is weaker,
situational contingencies and expectations become more prevalent. In this case, ego resilency
and IQ have greater importance than ego control.
In a context of goals, delay of gratification can be defined as ―a set of motivational and
cognitive processes related to a choice of a later or more distant goal at the expense of an
immediate goal‖ (Tobin & Graziano, 2010, pp. 48). The importance of this in academic
contexts is evident – students that are more able or willing to delay immediate satisfaction
probably will have better academic success. Furthermore, it can be expected that they will be
more focused on intrinsic goals, that often demand greater time and effort investment than
extrinsic life goals, but are also more benefical to well-being.

Free time, as opposed to time spent at work, in school or college, gives us
opportunities to choose autonomously what we want to do, with who we want to be, to choose
activities in which we want to engage. Those choices might reflect our life goals and
orientations to happiness, and most certainly have effects on our well-being.

2.4 Free time
Every week people spend many hours working on their jobs, going to school or being
engaged in some other, often imposed, duty or activity. Still, there is a great amount of time,
according to some authors even 40 – 50 % of the time spent awake (Larson & Verma, 1999),
that is qualified as free time or leisure.
Leisure may be defined in different ways. Some define it as something that a person
does when not working – activities become leisure primarily because a person is engaged in
them during free time (Brightbill, 1960; Smigel, 1963; both as cited in Hills, Argyle, &
Reeves, 2000). Here we come to an interesting question – can all activities in free time be
categorized as leisure, even one that might be entertaining and relaxing, like watching TV, but
also related to high levels of boredom and apathy as well as low levels of intrinsic motivation
(Massimini & Carli, 1998)? If characteristics of free time activities listed in the work of
Larson and Verma (1999) are taken into account, such as that they are voluntary, intrinsically
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motivated, that they demand higher degree of self-initiative, regulation and organization than
activities proposed or even imposed by others (such as work or school), perhaps TV watching
can not be considered leisure in the sense of actively spent time. Similarly to this notions of
Larson and Verma (1999), some authors gave conceptualisations that are more directed to
functional and subjective effects of leisure: according to Kaplan (1975; as cited in Hills et al.,
2000) functions of leisure include self-determination, promotion of commitment and
opportunities for recreation, personal growth and service to other people. Other authors
suggested that leisure has formative effects on personality (Bogardus, 1934; as cited in Hills
et al., 2000).
In present research the focus will be on all activities a person can do in free time, so
TV watching and similar activities will also be included. Reason for this is the intent to
research different ways of spending free time and its relations to orientations to happiness – in
order to do this, a large variety of free time activities must be included, which might have
different relations to orientations to happiness. For example, people orientated to pleasurable
life might watch TV more often than people oriented to engaged or meaningful life, because it
is a good way to relax and entertain, and if one omits this activity, this relation would not be
captured.
Once basic biological needs are met, leisure will most likely become valuable source
of subjective well-being, especially because it is more under individuals‘ control than work or
school (Diener et al., 1999). Leisure can be rewarding when intrinsically valuable pursuits
allow people to use their skills and interact with friends and family (Argyle, 2001). In a
research of Campbell et al. (1976), the domain most strongly related to global index of wellbeing was the domain covering non-working, or spare time activities.
Different free time activities provide different benefits to individuals. For example,
TV watching is a good way to relax, but unless one is watching some documentary, or
educational program, little else can be gained from it. Therefore, the nature of leisure
activities is important, particularly whether they provide sufficient challenge or structure.
Activities that provide enough challenge and require some effort and concentration are
considered to have the greatest developmental value (Shaw, Kleiber, & Caldwell, 1995).
Activities that have clear goals are the most psychologically beneficial (Garst, Scheider, &
Baker, 2001).

Many studies have been examining what people do in their free time, but rather small
number of studies tried to explain why people do those things, why they engage in activities
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in which they engage. Theories of motivation are a good starting point in explaining reasons
why people engage in some activity.

2.4.1 Motivation for free-time activities
Modern theories of motivation focus on the relation of beliefs, values and goals with
action (Eccles & Wigfield, 2002). Several theories of motivation differentiate between
extrinsic and intrinsic motivation. When individuals are intrinsically motivated they engage in
activity because they find it interesting and enjoyable. When individuals are extrinsically
motivated, they engage in activity for instrumental reasons, such as receiving a reward,
approval, compliment etc. (Eccles & Wigfield, 2002).
First theory relevant for present research is Csikszentmihalyi’s theory of flow. Flow
theory is based on the concept of autotelic experience or flow. Experience that is very
absorbing and a source of great satisfaction becomes autotelic, or worth doing for its own
sake (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990). There are three preconditions necessary for occurrence of
flow: activity one engages in has to have a clear set of goals and rules; there must be balance
between challenges and skills (this must exceed a threshold value, in the opposite case it
would be only boredom that we feel); and a person must have immediate feedback (coming
from within person, not from other people) (Csikszentmihalyi et al., 2005). According to flow
theory, individuals constantly evaluate quality of their experience and based on that decide to
continue with it or to terminate it. Flow generally occurs during involvement in person‘s
favourite activity (Csikszentmihalyi, 1997), which is the reason why this theory is relevant for
the research of free-time activities.
Second theory to be presented is self-determination theory. Since it has been already
presented rather detailed, only its part related to motivation for free time activities will be
presented here. Self-determination theory claims that people have inherent growth tendencies
and innate psychological needs that are necessary for self-motivation and personality
integration (Ryan & Deci, 2000a). Intrinsic motivation concerns active engagement in
activities or tasks that people find interesting and that promote growth. This active
engagement and commitment to activity that one finds interesting requires the nutriments of
need fulfillment. Intrinsically motivated behaviours are behaviours in which person freely
engages out of interest, without need for separable consequence. To be maintained they
require satisfaction of needs for autonomy, competence and sometimes relatedness (Deci &
Ryan, 2000). If a chosen activity satisfies individual‘s needs, he or she will continue with that
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activity trying to do better and better – self-determination theory, in its application on leisure
domain, focuses on examination how intrinsic motivation influences people to develop and
persist (or even compete) in sports or any other chosen activity (Frederick & Ryan, 1993).
Since intrinsic motivation is characterized by feelings of free choice, it is much more likely
that a person will be intrinsically motivated during free time than at work or at school, where
activities are mostly defined and imposed by others. Comparisons between people whose
motivation is intrinsic to those who are more externally controlled revealed that intrinsically
motivated people have more interest, excitement and confidence, which is related to many
positive outcomes (Ryan & Deci, 2000a). Free time is characterized, amongst other things, by
the great amount of freedom and autonomy. A person can choose what to do and at what time,
with whom he or she wants to be, where to go, etc. All that autonomy makes free time ideal
for satisfying our basic needs, which will, depending on how successful we are, enhance our
well-being. Choices that we make are determined by our values and goals. When the choice is
theirs, people tend to chose situations based on their underlying traits and needs (Emmons,
Diener & Larsen, 1986).
The third theory interesting for present research is Waterman‘s personal
expressiveness model of eudaimonia (Waterman, 1993; Waterman et al., 2008). This view has
been already explained in details and here we would only like to say again that according to it
there are two types of activities: hedonically and intrinsically motivated. Engagement in the
first type of activities is due to desire to experience hedonic pleasure, while the second type of
activities has two sources of motivation: hedonic pleasure and eudaimonia, i.e. feeling of selfrealization.

According to these theories, people engage in activity because they find it pleasurable,
interesting, fulfilling, and because that activity enables them self-realization, growth and
development through satisfaction of innate psychological needs.

2.4.2 Hedonic enjoyment / eudaimonism and free time activities
No matter how it is conceptualized, as eudaimonic or hedonic, happiness is a positive
subjective state experienced to greater extent when one is engaged in some activities rather
than in others (Waterman et al., 2008). When a person finds the development of personal
potentials important, and when he or she is engaged in activity that helps to realize those
potentials, then both hedonic enjoyment and eudaimonia will be experienced. Categorized by

53

potential to yield hedonic enjoyment or eudaimonia there are three categories of activities:
those for which both hedonic enjoyment and eudaimonia are experienced; those for which
only hedonic enjoyment is experienced and those giving rise to neither hedonic enjoyment nor
eudaimonia. The category of activities giving rise to eudaimonia but not hedonic enjoyment is
theoretical null according to eudaimonistic philosophical perspective (Waterman et al., 2008).
In her doctoral thesis, Veronika Huta (2007) developed scales reflecting hedonic and
eudaimonic motives for activities people were engaged in. She found that hedonic activities
were related to greater positive and lower negative affect, whereas eudaimonic activities were
associated with greater meaning in life and higher expressiveness. Hedonically enjoyable
activities are asssociated with self-determination and interest, whereas activities in which
eudaimonia is experienced are more associated with balance of challenges and skills, selfrealization values, effort and importance (Waterman et al., 2008). Similar findings were
reported in the study of Huta and Ryan (2010), who treat hedonia and eudaimonia as motives
for activities, and researched the relationship between different motives for activities and
several measures or indicators of well-being (life satisfaction, positive and negative affect,
vitality, carefreeness…). Their results indicated that at the between- and within-person level
hedonic pursuits related more to positive affect and carefreeness, while eudaimonic pursuits
related more to meaning. At the between person level eudaimonia related more to elevating
experience, while hedonia on within person level related more negatively to negative affect.
Furthermore, at the between and within level both pursuits related equaliy to vitality.
Similarly, both pursuits showed some links with life satisfaction, with hedonia links being
more frequent. Obviously, different activities, or to be more precise, activities in which one
engages from different motives, can promote well-being in different ways.
Findings of Steger, Kashdan and Oishi (2008) are consistent with above stated results:
the greater involvement in eudaimonic behaviours was associated with greater meaning in
life, life satisfaction and positive affect. Engagement in hedonic behaviour was not related to
global measures of well-being. However, contrary to the findings of Huta and Ryan (2010),
who found that at within-person level hedonic acitivities were more related to positive affect
than eudaimonic activities, Steger et al. (2008) found that eudaimonic activities on a daily
level were more related to well-being than hedonic ones. The reason for this differences might
be in usage of different methodologies (Huta and Ryan used experience sampling method,
while Steger, Kashdan and Oishi used end-of-the-day ratings). These differences point out the
need to further research relationship between eudaimonic and hedonic activities and wellbeing.
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Huta (2007) and Huta and Ryan (2010), as already written, focused on the motives for
different activities not only on the surface content of activities. In present study, similar way
of studying activities has been employed: we researched different motives for engaging in
activity, or different gains one can obtain from particular activity. Since the same activity can
for one person be hedonic, and for the other eudaimonic, the focus was on the motives for
doing something, not on the activity itself. We gathered ratings for one activity that students
stated as their favourite activity.
We focused on the motives for activities, or the gains one obtaines from activity,
assuming that they could be different from person to person even for the same activity. On the
other hand, dominance of hedonic / eudaimonic motives for different activities will be
compared. These data can be perceived as additional data, providing information about which
activities are in general more hedonic, and which more eudaimonic. To the best of our
knowledge, there is no study that compared activities in this way. Building on the theory of
hedonic and eudaimonic well-being, it can be expected that activities that provide
opportunities for personal development, like going to art workshops, or through which a
person contributes to society, like volunteering, will be more eudaimonic than activities that
provide pure pleasure and comfort, like TV watching, or computer games playing.
Free time gives a person perfect opportunity to engage in activity one really wants and
likes, therefore chosen autonomously, from intrinsic reasons. In this way, free time becomes
one of the most important sources of well-being, considering the opportunities it provides for
satisfaction of basic psychological needs, in an individually tailored way. Relationship
between free time activities and well-being has only recently become a part of the well-being
studies, and there are still many questions unanswered. We hope that this work will help in
answering some of them.
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3. The aims and goals of the current study
The first aim of this research is to examine relationship between orientations to
happiness with subjective well-being, life goals, self-control and delay of satisfaction.
The second aim is to compare global and momentary judgments of cognitive (life
satisfaction) and affective (positive and negative affect) components of subjective well-being,
generally, and in relation to engagement in different free time activities.
Several specific goals are going to be researched in this study.

3.1 Specific goals:
1. To group participants according to their orientations to happiness.

2. To examine differences in subjective well-being, perceived importance of life goals, selfcontrol as well as readiness to postpone immediate satisfaction (gratification) between groups
with different orientations to happiness profiles.

3. To examine differences in hedonic and eudaimonic motives for different free time
activities.

4. To compare global and momentary judgments of subjective well-being (satisfaction and
affect) on a general level and more specifically in relation to different activities.

3.2 Hypotheses:
1. Factor analysis of the Orientations to Happiness Questionnaire (Peterson et al, 2005) will
be used to determine the factor structure of that questionnaire. If the three-factor structure
is confirmed, we expect to find five groups (Pleasure, Engagement, Meaning, Full life –
high scores on all orientations and Empty life – low scores on all orientations), and if the
two factor-structure is more appropriate we expect to find four groups (Hedonic,
Eudaimonic, High and Low).

2. It is expected that participants who highly endorse hedonic and eudaimonic orientations
will have higher life satisfaction and positive affect and lower negative affect than
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participants who live hedonic life and especially participants who do not endorse any of the
orientations. We also expect that participants who live eudaimonic life will have higher life
satisfaction and positive affect than participants who do not endorse any of the
orientations. For differences in negative affect between hedonic and eudaimonic groups,
results in the literature are inconsistent, therefore we have not formed any specific
hypotheses.
It is hypothesized that participants who highly endorse hedonic and eudaimonic
orientations and participants who live eudaimonic life set more intrinsic goals than those
who live hedonic life or those who do not endorse either of the orientations. Furthermore,
it is expected that students oriented to hedonic life will set more goals that are extrinsic
compared to all other groups.
It is hypothesized that individuals oriented to hedonic life will not be willing to postpone
the immediate satisfaction, or pleasure in order to achieve greater good in the future. As
opposed to them, individuals oriented to eudaimonic life will postpone immediate
satisfaction in order to achieve some temporarily distant, but more valuable goal.

3. It is expected that for some activities (e.g. reading, artistic activities) eudaimonic motives
are more immanent than for other activities (e.g. electronic media). Similarly, it is expected
that all activities will be hedonically motivated, but the amount of motivation will differ
for different activities. Furthermore, it is expected that some of the activities (for example
artistic activities) will be more eudaimonically motivated while some will be more
hedonically motivated (e.g. electronic media).

4. It is expected that there will be positive relationship between momentary and global
judgments of subjective well-being.
It is expected that a person involved in some hedonically motivated activity will have
higher momentary well-being than a person involved in some eudaimonically motivated
activity. Contrary, a person involved in eudaimonically motivated activity will have higher
global assessments of well-being.
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4. Method
4.1 Participants
The participants were 769 students (484 females, 278 males, 7 students have not
provided information about their gender) from University of Rijeka and Polytechnic of Rijeka
(only one student). Participants were students from: Faculty of Maritime Studies, Faculty of
Law, Faculty of Medicine, Faculty of Economics, Faculty of Tourism and Hospitality
Management, Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences, Faculty of Civil Engineering,
Academy of Applied Arts, Faculty of Engineering, University Department of Informatics and
Business department of Polytechnic Rijeka. Students were aged from 18 to 28 years, with
mean age of 20.57 (standard deviation 1.71). Data about semester participants were enrolled
in was not gathered, since dynamic of study progress is different at different faculties (the
division in age categories is based on stage of study – younger are probably at the beginning
of their study, middle are probably in the middle, and older are probably near the end of
faculty education)

155 of those subjects participated also in the second part of the study, where
experience sampling method was employed. Certain number of participants did not complete
enough number of measures, or they did not provide enough identification data, so they were
excluded from further analyses. The number of participants with all data needed differs for
different analyses; therefore the number of participants whose results are analyzed in
particular problems are stated in the Results, when particular analysis is explained.
Age and gender of participants, as well as faculty in which they are enrolled are shown
in Table 1.
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Table 1. Age, gender and faculty of participants

Faculty
Faculty of Maritime Studies
Faculty of Law
Faculty of Medicine
Faculty of Economics
Faculty of Tourism and Hospitality
Management
Faculty of Humanities and Social
Sciences
Faculty of Civil Engineering
Academy of Applied Arts
Faculty of Engineering
University Department of Informatics
Business department of Polytechnic
Total

Age
Younger
Middle
Older
Total
(18-19)
(20-21)
(22-28)
Female Male Female Male Female Male
0
0
8
12
20
36
76
50
17
5
4
0
0
76
51
25
26
9
14
2
127
4
0
83
20
4
4
115
39

20

10

6

3

1

79

1

6

33

7

62

8

117

0
0
2
0
0
147

3
0
4
0
0
75

25
10
6
3
0
209

17
0
47
5
0
127

10
4
3
7
0
127

13
0
6
3
1
74

68
14
68
18
1
7591

1

the difference between the total number of participants and number in the Table 1 is due to the fact that some
participants did not provide information about their gender or age.

4.2 Questionnaire measures
Participants completed eight questionnaires that are going to be described in more
details. Besides that, basic data are collected (gender, age, faculty that one is enrolled in).

4.2.1 The Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener, et al., 1985)
The scale measures global life satisfaction, the cognitive component of subjective
well-being. In this research, the Croatian translation is used (Rijavec, et al., 2006).
Satisfaction with life scale is comprised of five items that measure personal evaluation of
satisfaction with life in general (e.g., I am satisfied with my life.). Answers are given on a 7point Likert type scale (from 1 – not at all to 7 – very much). This is one-dimensional scale,
measuring global life satisfaction.
Principal axis factoring confirmed one-factor solution (first factor eigenvalue was
2.13, second was 0.20, and third was 0.05). This factor explains 41.62% variance. In original
research on a sample of undergraduate students (Diener et al., 1984) Cronbach Alpha was .87,
and two-month test-retest coefficient was .82. This scale has already been used in several
studies on samples of Croatian students and it has satisfactory reliability. In the most recent
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study, Cronbach Alpha was .74 (Brdar & Kashdan, 2010). The same Cronbach Alpha (.74) is
obtained in this research.

4.2.2 Orientation to Happiness Questionnaire (Peterson, et al., 2005)
The questionnaire has 18 items that assess three different strategies for pursuing wellbeing (6 items per strategy). Participants rated their approach to happiness on a 7-point Likert
type scale (from 1 – not at all to 7 – very much). There are three subscales: pleasure (e.g., Life
is too short to postpone the pleasures it can provide.), engagement (e.g., I seek out situations
that challenge my skills and abilities.), and meaning (e.g., I have a responsibility to make the
world a better place.). The Cronbach Alphas in original research (Peterson et al., 2005) were
.82 for pleasure, .72 for engagement and .82 for meaning.
In this research, Croatian translation was used (Rijavec et al., 2006).
The questionnaire has already been used in several studies done in Croatia. The most
recent is the one by Brdar and Kashdan (2010), which confirmed the three-factor structure.
All factors had satisfactory reliability coefficients (Cronbach Alphas were .76 for pleasure,
.69 for engagement and .78 for meaning).
A principal axis factor analysis with oblimin rotation was conducted. First two factors,
before rotation, had eigenvalues over 1. They were 3.83 for the first factor and 1.47 for the
second factor. Third and fourth factor had eigenvalues of 0.80, and 0.47 respectively. Screeplot criteria pointed to the two-factor solution as optimal. Therefore, the two-factor solution
was accepted. The obtained factors go along with theory, which differentiates two approaches
to happiness: hedonic and eudaimonic. However, they don‘t go along with the model
proposed by the authors of this questionnaire. The orientation to engagement and orientation
to meaning formed one factor – eudaimonic approach to happiness. Most of the items had
highest loadings on a factor along with other items intended to assess the same approach to
happiness. Two items (Regardless of what I am doing, time passes very quickly. and I am
rarely distracted by what is going on around me.) had loadings lower than .30 (which was
used as cut-off point) on all factors, and are excluded from further analyses. Correlation
between factors is .32. The final factor structure is shown in Table 2.
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Table 2. Results of principal axis factor analysis with oblimin rotation for
The Orientation to Happiness Questionnaire

Item

F1

F2

h2

I have a responsibility to make the world a better place.
What I do matters to society.
In choosing what to do, I always take into account whether
it will benefit other people.
My life has a lasting meaning.
My life serves a higher purpose.
I seek out situations that challenge my skills and abilities.
I am always very absorbed in what I do.
I have spent a lot of time thinking about what life means
and how I fit into its big picture.
Whether at work or play, I am usually ‗‗in a zone‘‘ and not
conscious of myself.
For me, the good life is the pleasurable life.
I agree with this statement: ‗‗Life is short – eat dessert
first.‘‘
Life is too short to postpone the pleasures it can provide.
I love to do things that excite my senses.
I go out of my way to feel euphoric.
In choosing what to do, I always take into account whether
it will be pleasurable.
In choosing what to do, I always take into account whether
I can lose myself in it.

.67
.63

-.17
-.02

.58

-.05

.40
.39
.32

.56
.55
.46
.44

.10
.06
.27
.16

.36

.43

-.10

.17

.37

.11

-.11

.63

-.11

.59

.01
.01
.25

.58
.57
.50

.34
.32

.21

.44

.29

.27

.35

.25

3.63

1.41

22.68

8.83

2.69

2.15

16.81

13.44

Factor

Eudaimonic

Hedonic

1

Eigenvalue
Percent of
variance1
Eigenvalue2
Percent of
variance2
1
before rotation
2
after rotation

.33
.36
.26

.17
.36
.32

.39

Both factors have satisfactory reliability: Cronbach alpha for eudaimonic approach is
.77 and for hedonic approach is .75

4.2.3 Positive and Negative Affective Schedule (Watson, et al., 1988)
The short version of this scale has 20 items (adjectives), which measure positive and
negative affect (10 items for each affect). On a 7-point (we used a 7-point scale to equalise it
with other scales used in our research) Likert type scale (from 1 – not at all to 7 – very much)
participants rated how they usually feel. Examples of adjectives used to measure positive
affect are: interested, strong, etc; and for negative affect are: scared, afraid, etc. Authors of

61

the scale showed that the reliability of the scale is unaffected by the time instructions used (at
the moment, today, past few days, past few weeks, year and general): the Cronbach Alpha
ranged from .86 to .90 for positive affect and .84 to .87 for negative affect.
The Croatian translation (Brdar & Anić, 2010) of this scale has already been used in
studies done on samples in Croatia. The two-factor solution was confirmed on a sample of
Croatian high-school students (Brdar & Anić, 2010). For positive affect, Cronbach Alpha was
.85 and for negative affect, it was .88.
In this research, principal axis factor analysis confirmed existence of two factors
(eigenvalues were: 6.10, 2.49, followed by 0.80 and 0.53), which jointly explain 42.20% of
the variance. The data were oblimin rotated. Cronbach alpha for positive affect is .86 and for
negative affect is .89. Correlation between factors is -.37.

4.2.4 Aspiration Index (Kasser & Ryan, 1996)
The scale has 35 items that assess 7 different life goals: affiliation (relatedness; e.g.,
You will have good friends that you can count on.), community feeling (e.g., You will help
people in need.), physical fitness (health; e.g., You will be physically healthy.), selfacceptance (growth; e.g., You will be the one in charge of your life.), financial success (e.g.,
You will be financially successful.), social recognition (fame; e.g., Your name will be known
by many people.) and appealing appearance (image; e.g., You will have people comment often
about how attractive you look.). Four goals are intrinsic (affiliation, community feeling,
physical fitness and self-acceptance) and three goals are extrinsic (financial success, social
recognition and appealing appearance). On a 7-point Likert type scale (1 – not at all to 7 –
very much) participants assessed how important each goal is to themselves. The
questionnaire, translated to Croatian (Rijavec et al., 2006) has already been used on Croatian
samples and the original factor structure was confirmed (Brdar, 2006), with Cronbach Alpha
coefficients ranging from .66 to .90.
The focus of this study is on comparison of extrinsic and intrinsic life goals, and not
on the specific goals. The principal axis factor analysis was used to test the factor structure of
this questionnaire. Eigenvalues before rotation were 7.52, 5.66, 2.49, 0.94 and the scree-plot
criteria suggested that two- or three-factor solution could be accepted. Third factor was
smaller than the first two (it had only five items) and since it was more specific (it reflected
one specific intrinsic goal) than the first two (which reflected several intrinsic and extrinsic
aspirations / goals, repsectively), we decided to force two-factor solution. The accepted twofactor solution explained 37.08% of the variance. The data were oblimin rotated. Correlation
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between factors is .15. Cronbach Alpha for extrinsic life goals is .92, and for intrinsic life
goals is .89. Those reliability coefficients are somewhat higher than the ones obtained in the
research done by Rijavec, Brdar, & Miljković (2006), who got .91 for extrinsic and .83 for
intrinsic life goals.

4.2.5 Self-reported Hedonic and Eudaimonic Activities (Huta, 2007)
The scale has eight items and originally is used within experience sampling method.
The author used the scale for assessment how much people engage in hedonic and eudaimonic
activities in their daily lives. The scale has two subscales: eudaimonic and hedonic pursuits /
motives, which are highly reliable (Cronbach alphas were .93 for eudaimonic and .92 for
hedonic activity). Four items measure hedonic (e.g., enjoying yourself; relaxing) and four
items measure eudaimonic motives (e.g., doing something you believe in; developing your
potential).
This scale has been translated and adapted for purposes of this research. In this
research, the scale was used in a different way: every participant chose one favourite free time
activity. For the chosen activity, participants rated various eudaimonic and hedonic motives,
or gains they obtain from the chosen activity. Participants gave their ratings on a 7-point
Likert type scale (1 – not at all to 7 – very much).
Principal axis factor analysis confirmed the two-factor solution (eigenvalues before
rotation were 3.68, 1.57, 0.29 and 0.18). The two factors accounted for 63.66% of the
variance. The data were oblimin rotated. Every item loaded more highly on the factor it was
intended to measure. Cronbach alpha for eudaimonic motives was .87 and for hedonic .85.
Correlation between factors is .39. The final factor structure is shown in Table 3.
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Table 3. Results of principal axis factor analysis with oblimin rotation for
Self-reported Hedonic and Eudaimonic Activities questionnaire

Factor
Eudaimonic
motives
(gains)

Hedonic
motives
(gains)

Item
developing your potential
pursuing excellence or personal ideal
developing a skill, learning, or gaining insight into something
doing something you believe in
enjoying yourself
relaxing
experiencing pleasure
being entertained

Eigenvalue1
Percent of
variance1
Eigenvalue2
Percent of
variance2
1
before rotation
2
after rotation

Factor
loadings
F1
F2

h2

.93
.82
.77
.64

-.11
.01
.01
.18

.79
.68
.59
.53

-.06
-.09
.17
.08

.92
.77
.73
.66

.80
.55
.66
.49

3.60

1.50

44.95

18.71

2.61

2.48

32.63

31.02

4.2.6 Free-time activities questionnaire
Free-time activities participants were engaged in were assessed with questionnaire
constructed for this research. The starting point for the development of this questionnaire was
a scale developed by Brdar and Lončarić (2004) and based on results of our preliminary
study. List of free-time activities was presented to participants. Free-time activities were
conceptualized as activities a person can engage after (or before) classes and other duties on
faculty. The list consisted of 15 activities (e.g., being with friends, watching TV, writing,
painting, learning). Participants could write three more activities that they engage in during
free time (if they were not included in the list).
Participants had two tasks. First, they needed to choose the activities they engage in
during free time. After that, for those activities they had to put down how many hours a week
they spend doing each of them. The complete list of activities is presented in Appendix.
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4.2.7 Self-control scale (Tangney, et al., 2004)
The scale has two forms: long and short one (The Total Self-Control Scale and The
Brief Self-Control Scale), where the long version includes the short one. The Total SelfControl Scale has 36 items, while The Brief Self-Control Scale has 13 items. Authors
examined metric characteristics of the scale on two samples of undergraduate students
(Tangney et al., 2004). Both forms of the scale showed good metric characteristics:
Cronbach Alpha for the Total SCS was .89 in both studies, and for the Brief SCS Cronbach
Alphas were .83 and .85.
The Total Self-Control Scale was translated to Croatian for purposes of this research.
Results of the preliminary study showed that the short version has better metrical
characteristics. The principal axis factor analysis showed that one factor solution is the
optimal one. The Alpha coefficient in that study was .76. Because short scale had better
metrical characteristics in preliminary study, it was decided to use the short version in the
main study.
This scale measures general self-control. On a 7-point Likert type scale (from 1 – not
at all to 7 – very much) participants rated presented items (e.g., I am good at resisting
temptation.). Principal axis factor analysis confirmed one-factor solution (eigenvalues were
3.55, 0.71 and 0.60). Cronbach alpha is .82. Results of factor analysis are shown in table 4.

Table 4. Results of principal axis factor analysis for Self-control scale

Factor

Self-control

Eigenvalue
Percent of
variance

Item
I do certain things that are bad for me, if they are fun. (R)
Sometimes I can‘t stop myself from doing something, even if I
know it is wrong. (R)
I am lazy. (R)
I say inappropriate things. (R)
I wish I had more self-discipline. (R)
Pleasure and fun sometimes keep me from getting work done. (R)
I have a hard time breaking bad habits. (R)
I often act without thinking through all the alternatives. (R)
I have trouble concentrating. (R)
I refuse things that are bad for me.
People would say that I have iron self- discipline.
I am good at resisting temptation.
I am able to work effectively toward long-term goals. (R)

Factor
loadings

h2

.69

.48
.44

.66
.60
.56
.56
.53
.51
.46
.43
.43
.42
.37
.32
3.45

.36
.32
.31
.28
.26
.22
.19
.18
.18
.14
.10

26.55
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4.2.8 Academic delay of satisfaction scale
It was planned to use Academic Delay of Gratification Scale (ADOG; Bembenutty &
Karabenick, 1996), but results of the preliminary study showed that it is inapplicable –
participants had trouble understanding answering mode, which resulted in large number of
invalid questionnaires. Based on this, it was decided to use that scale as a basis for
development of our own scale that would measure delay of satisfaction.
Scale used in this research has 16 items, assessing delay of satisfaction or reward in
academic settings. On a 7-point Likert type scale (1 – not at all to 7 – very much) participants
rated the chances to behave in described way. Only five items that are semantically related to
the general academic delay of satisfaction were selected. Principal axis factoring showed that
one-factor solution is the optimal one (eigenvalues were 1.88, 0.19, 0.09). Cronbach alpha is
.73. Results of factor analysis are shown in table 5.

Table 5. Results of principal axis factor analysis for Delay of satisfaction scale

Factor

Item

Delay of
satisfaction

Although weather is really nice, great for a walk, having coffee in sun or
going for excursion, I will stay in class in order not to miss anything.
Although there is a concert of my favourite singer few days before exam,
I will stay at home and study.
I will study everyday for exam next week and spend less time with my
friends.
I will study first, and go out if I have enough time later
I will stay after class and ask professor to explain me what I didn‘t
understand.

Eigenvalue
Percent of
variance

Factor
loadings
.67
.63
.63

h2
.45
.40
.40

.62

.39

.43

.18

1.81
36.28

4.3 Experience sampling method
Experience sampling method (Csikszentmihalyi & Larson, 1987; Larson &
Csikszentmihalyi, 1983) was used to study the ways in which students spend time and
satisfaction and mood associated with different activities.
Participants carried palm pilots (Palm z22) for a week (seven days). The devices
emitted tone signals, which alarmed participants to response to questions. Self-reports were
obtained from each participant five times a day for seven consecutive days. Signal –
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contingent method was employed: the time of signals was random, in predefined time range
from 9 A.M. to 11 P.M.
Participants were instructed to immediately respond to a signal when it occurs, by
filling the sequence of questions presented on the palm‘s screen. Participants had limited time
to start answering, and if they did not respond in the given interval, the program went to
sleeping mode until next trial. In this way, retrospective answering was eliminated. Responses
were made by clicking on the chosen answer, directly on palm screen. It took 2-3 minutes to
fill out the form.
The experience sampling form was made using Experience sampling program (Barrett
& Feldman Barrett, 2000) and it included information about the place where participant is at
the time of a signal, what and why one is doing, with whom one is, and the current
satisfaction with oneself. This was followed by the brief version of PANAS and 18 items
describing different characteristics of the current activity, reflecting three different
orientations to happiness. Those 18 items were based on the Orientations to happiness
questionnaire (Peterson et al., 2005), but modified to be appropriate for momentary (state)
assessments of orientations to happiness.
Ratings of current satisfaction with oneself were made on a scale from 1 to 100 (slider
type of scale). For PANAS and questions about different characteristics of the activity one is
engaged in, 5-point Likert type scale was used (1 – not at all to 5 – very much).

4.4 Procedure
The research was conducted over a period of 3 months, depending on the classschedule of groups and limited by the numbers of palm pilots available.
Researcher contacted potential participants via their professors, and pointed out that
the participation is voluntary. Researcher explained the theme and nature of the study and the
way in which ratings should be made. All questionnaires were administered together. The
research was anonymous, and the codes were only used to pair the questionnaires with
experience sampling results. It took approximately 40 minutes to complete the questionnaires.
After completion of questionnaires, researcher explained the second part of the study
in which experience sampling method was used. Smaller number of students volunteered to
participate in this part of the study, probably because it is rather demanding and can be a
considerable burden to participants. All participants involved in this part of the study received
a written explanation of the research and its purpose and contact data of the researcher in case
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that some problems with device occur. In addition, they were given a written guarantee of
anonymity after the data from their questionnaires and palm pilots were matched together.
Each participant signed a consent that he or she is willing to participate in a study for a week,
and that he or she will return the palm pilot to the researcher in designated time. After that,
participants were instructed how to use palm pilots: researcher started the palm, showed how
to answer questions and monitored the completition of the first form.
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5. Results

Descriptive statistics of the questionnaire measures

Descriptive statistics are shown in Table 6. The normality of the distributions is
estimated through skewness and kurtosis, because with large samples the formal tests of
normality (e.g. Kolmogorov-Smirnov test) can flag minor deviations from normality as
statistically significant (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007), even though this deviation probably
would not alter the results.

Table 6. Descriptive statistics (range, central tendency, standard deviation, and shape of
distribution) for variables included in the study

Min

Max

Central tendency
measures
Mean Mode Median

1.60

7.00

4.81

4.60

4.80

1.40

7.00

4.74

4.70

1.00

6.30

2.83

2.20

7.00

1.00

Range

Subjective wellbeing

Life goals

Orientations to
happiness

Self-regulation

Standard
deviation

Shape of distribution
Skewness

Kurtosis

0.94

-0.29

0.09

4.80

0.85

-0.19

0.20

2.50

2.70

1.02

0.50

-0.19

5.87

6.13

6.00

0.68

-0.92

1.62

7.00

3.90

4.00

3.93

1.14

0.10

-0.30

2.00

7.00

5.06

5.14

5.14

0.87

-0.38

0.12

1.67

7.00

4.68

4.78

4.67

0.86

-0.14

0.18

Self-control

1.15

6.54

4.23

4.00

4.23

0.89

0.01

-0.29

Delay of
satisfaction

1.00

7.00

3.97

3.80

4.00

1.22

-0.02

-0.28

Life
satisfaction
Positive
affect
Negative
affect
Intrinsic
goals
Extrinsic
goals
Hedonic
orientation
Eudaimonic
orientation

As can be seen from Table 6, most of the data have skewness within acceptable range
(±0.50, a conservative criteria suggested for example by Runyon, Coleman, & Pittenger,
2000). Exceptions are intrinsic goals with skewness outside those limits. However, skewness
of this variable does not exceed the criteria of ±1 (Muthen & Kaplan, 1985). There are also
authors that suggest that distribution can be treated as normal if its skewness does not exceeds
±2 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) or ±3 (Kline, 2005), therefore we concluded that skewness of
this variable should not effect the obtained results.
All variables except intrinsic goals have kurtosis within acceptable range of ±0.50
(Runyon, et al., 2000). Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) set limits for kurtosis at ±2, and this
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variable kurtosis does not exceed those limits. Based on that it was concluded that this
deviation in kurtosis would not affect the obtained results.
To conclude, there are many criteria for determining the acceptable limits of the
skewness and kurtosis. Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) suggest that violations of normality can
be detected by dividing skewness or kurtosis values by its respective standard error and
evaluating this coefficient with z-score table. However, this can not be applied to large
samples because equations for standard errors contain N and the conclusion will most likely
point to rejection of normality even in cases where the deviation is slight (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2007). They suggested that for large samples it is better to look at the distribution than
to rely on the values and significance of the normality tests, skewness and kurtosis. Therefore,
after the described descriptive analyses of skewness and kurtosis, each variable distribution
plot was visually inspected showing no departure from normality. We decided, for the sake of
simplicity and coherency, not to alter the suspicious variable (via normalization procedures).
Inter-correlations between variables included in the study are shown in Table 7.

Table 7. Inter-correlations between variables included in the study

1. Gender
2. Age
3. Life
satisfaction
4. Positive
affect
5. Negative
affect
6. Intrinsic
goals
7. Extrinsic
goals
8. Hedonic
orientation
9. Eudaimonic
orientation
10. Selfcontrol
11. Delay of
satisfaction

1
.06

2

3

4

5

-

-.07

-.03

-

.06

.08*

.52**

-.06

-.06

-.39** -.38** -

6

7

8

9

10

-

-.29** -.03

.21**

.37**

-.07

-

.06

-.18**

.08*

.13**

.12**

.13** -

-.05

-.10**

.21**

.34**

-.02

.24**

.34**

-

-.05

-.01

.30**

.51**

-.09*

.50**

.07*

.37**

-.08*

.03

.27**

.33**

-.36** .16** -.13** -.11** .28** -

-.07*

-.08*

.11**

.11**

.04

.13** -.03

-.07

-

.26** .43**

** p < .01
* p < .05

The pattern of correlations between three subjective well-being components go along
with expected: life satisfaction is moderately positively correlated with positive affect and
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negatively with negative affect. Furthermore, positive relationship between intrinsic goals and
positive affect and life satisfaction went along with our expectations, but the values of
correlations were lower than expected. Eudaimonic orientation has higher positive correlation
with positive affect than hedonic orientation, which was expected because of the fact that
eudaimonic way of living should promote higher well-being, while hedonic orientation should
bring momentary satisfaction and good feelings that does not last for long. Self-control is
positively correlated with positive affect and negatively with negative affect, while there are
only negligible correlations between self-control and intrinsic and extrinsic goals. Delay of
satisfaction has low correlations with all variables, with exception of somewhat higher
positive correlation with eudaimonic orientation and moderate positive correlation with selfcontrol (which was expected since delay of satisfaction can be considered as subordinate
construct of self-control).

5.1 Profiles of orientations to happiness
This study used person-centred approach to examine what patterns of orientations to
happiness participants‘ show. The goal of such approach is to group individuals into
categories in a way that participants in one group are similar to the members of the same
group and different from the members of other groups (Muthén & Muthén, 2000).
Past research (e.g. Peterson, et al., 2005) showed that there are five possible
combinations of orientations to happiness: one dominant orientation to happiness (pleasure,
engagement or meaning), empty life (low scores on all orientations) and full life (high scores
on all orientations). In this research, we distinguished only between hedonic and eudaimonic
orientations, therefore intuitively it makes sense to hypothesize that there will be only two
groups (hedonic life and eudaimonic life) or four different groupings: hedonic life,
eudaimonic life, group with low scores on both orientations and group with high scores on
both orientations. Even though this makes sense, empirical confirmation is needed. For
example, it is possible that only few people have low scores on both orientations, which
would make this category superfluous. Based on the just stated, it is decided to test possible
solutions namely, two groups (hedonic and eudaimonic) and four groups (hedonic,
eudaimonic, low scores and high scores). To the best of our knowledge, until now there is
only one study (Huta, 2011) that has assessed orientations to happiness in a way we did, but it
was based on the other measure – Hedonic and Eudaimonic Motives for Activities (HEMA,
Huta & Ryan, 2010).
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K-means cluster analysis was performed on the standardized scores in order to classify
participants according to their orientation to happiness. The first hypothesis about existence of
two groups, hedonic and eudaimonic, was not confirmed – the groups that emerged are the
group with high scores on both orientations and group with low scores on both orientations
(Table 1 in Appendix). Solution with four clusters grouped the participants as it was expected,
in an interpretable way.
Deciding on the right number of clusters is a well-known problem of clustering
techniques, characteristic also for the K-means method that was employed in this research.
Even though we have had some theoretical background that suggested the number of clusters
that should be obtained, some additional analyses were done to check the stability of clusters:
random samples of participants were selected from the whole dataset and cluster analyses
were done on those subsamples. Six out of seven analyses confirmed the four-group solution;
therefore, it is concluded that this solution is stable and it was accepted as optimal. Results of
the analysis that did not confirm the accepted four-group solution were theoretically
uninterpretable. Since those results were obtained only once out of seven analyses; we
discarded them because they obviously are not stable.
In cluster analysis, it is common to test differences between clusters on the variables
used to form clusters, to see how well the variable helps to discriminate between clusters.
Obtained clusters differed significantly in orientations to happiness: hedonic orientation
(F3,739=526.98, p<.001); eudaimonic orientation (F3,739=498.63, p<.001).
Mean values and number of participants in groups are shown in Table 8.

Table 8. Mean values (standardized, z-scores) of orientations to happiness and number of
participants for four groups of orientations to happiness
Groups

Hedonic orientation
Eudaimonic orientation

High

Eudaimonic

N = 198

N = 157

0.93
1.00

-0.71
0.56

Low

Hedonic

N = 140 N = 248
-1.23
-1.17

0.41
-0.49

Cluster analysis results are also shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Average values of standardized results on orientations to happiness for clusters in
four cluster solution
2,0
1,5
Groups:

1,0
z-values

0,5

High
Eudaimonic

0,0

Low

-0,5

Hedonic

-1,0
-1,5
-2,0
Hedonic

Eudaimonic

Orientation to happiness

In a group named ―High‖ are participants who have scores above mean on both
orientations. In a group named ―Eudaimonic‖ are participants who have scores above mean on
eudaimonic orientation and below mean on hedonic orientation. In a group named ―Low‖ are
participants who have scores below mean on both orientations and in a group named
―Hedonic‖ are participants that have hedonic orientation above mean and eudaimonic
orientation below it.

5.2 Differences in well-being, life goals and self-regulation between groups
of subjects with different orientations to happiness
The second specific goal of this study was to test if there are differences in subjective
well-being between participants with different orientations to happiness. Importance that
participants with different orientations to happiness give to intrinsic and extrinsic life goals
was tested, as well as their self-control and ability or willingness to delay satisfaction. In
order to control for effects of gender and age, series of analyses of covariance were
performed. Results are presented in Table 9.
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Table 9. Subjective well-being, goals and self-regulation differences between four groups of
orientations to happiness controlling for gender and age
Covariates
Dependent
variables

Group

Estimated

F

Effect

marginal

Gender

size

means
1. E+ H+

5.152,3,4

2. E+ H-

4.861,3

3. E- H-

4.301,2,4

4. H+ E-

4.811,3

1. E+ H+

5.302,3,4

2. E+ H-

4.821,3,4

3. E- H-

4.041,2,4

4. H+ E-

4.621,2,3

1. E+ H+

2.74

2. E+ H-

2.76

3. E- H-

2.93

4. H+ E-

2.89

1. E+ H+

6.213,4

2. E+ H-

6.043,4

3. E- H-

5.391,2,4

4. H+ E-

5.751,2,3

1. E+ H+

4.202,3

2. E+ H-

3.591,4

3. E- H-

3.421,4

4. H+ E-

4.102,3

1. E+ H+

4.364

Self-control

2. E+ H-

4.523,4

N = 706

3. E- H-

4.172

4. H+ E-

3.981,2

1. E+ H+

4.094

2. E+ H-

4.453,4

3. E- H-

3.782

4. H+ E-

3.701,2

Life
satisfaction
N = 719

Positive
affect
N = 725

Negative
affect
N = 723

Intrinsic
goals
N = 707

Extrinsic
goals
N = 708

Delay of
satisfaction
N = 707
a

Group
F

Effect

F

Effect

Age

size

df = 1, dfE

2

(η )

df = 1, dfE

2

(η )

df a= 3, dfE

1.97

.00

1.16

.00

23.86**

.09

3.95

.01

2.59

.00

82.90**

.26

2.57

.00

1.42

.00

1.36

.01

84.46**

.11

0.63

.00

59.12**

.20

4.87*

.01

24.79**

.03

20.86**

.08

6.89**

.01

0.00

.00

13.72**

.06

4.25*

.01

7.72**

.01

13.78**

.06

a

a

size
(η2 )

dfE = N – 1 – number of covariates – (K – 1)

** p < .01
* p < .05

The subscripted numbers indicate groups that differ significantly (Bonferroni post-hoc test).
Groups: E+H+ (High); E+H- (Eudaimonic); E-H- (Low); H+E- (Hedonic).

Life satisfaction differs between participants with different orientations to happiness
profiles. Participants from group ―High‖ have the highest life satisfaction amongst all groups.
Contrary, participants from group ―Low‖ have significantly lower life satisfaction than other
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three groups. Regarding effect size, 9% of the variability in the life satisfaction was explained
with knowledge of group membership.
Participants from group ―High‖ have higher positive affect than all other participants.
Participants from group ―Eudaimonic‖ have higher positive affect than participants from
group ―Hedonic‖ and those from group ―Low‖. Participants from group ―Low‖ have lower
positive affect than participants from all other groups. Participants from group ―Hedonic‖
have higher positive affect than the participants from group ―Low‖. The effect size of the
group membership shows that 26% of the variability in positive affect can be explained by
group membership.
Groups with different orientations to happiness do not differ in negative affect.
There is a significant main effect of groups with different orientations to happiness on
intrinsic life goals. This effect remains significant even after gender, which is a significant
covariate, was controlled for. Effect size of gender shows that this covariate explains 11% of
the variance of intrinsic life goals, while the group membership explains 20% of that variance.
Participants from group ―High‖ and participants from group ―Eudaimonic‖ perceive intrinsic
life goals more important than the participants from ―Hedonic‖ and those from ―Low‖ group
do. Participants from ―Low‖ group perceive intrinsic life goals as less important than all other
groups.
Groups with different orientations to happiness differ in perceived importance of
extrinsic life goals. Participants from group ―High‖ and participants from group ―Hedonic‖
value extrinsic goals more than participants from group ―Low‖ and participants from
―Eudaimonic‖ group. Regarding the effect size, group membership explains 8% of the
variance of extrinsic life goals. This effect remains significant even after gender and age of
participants, which are significant covariates (explaining 1% and 3% of the variance,
respectively), were controlled for.
Groups with different orientations to happiness also differ in self-control. The effect of
group membership, which explains 6% of the variance in self-control, remains significant
even when gender, as a significant covariate (explaining 1% of the variance of the dependent
variable), was controlled for. ―Eudaimonic‖ group has better self-control than participants
from ―Hedonic‖ and ―Low‖ groups do. Participants from ―High‖ group have significantly
higher self-control than participants from ―Hedonic‖ group.
Finally, participants from different groups differ in ability or willingness to delay
satisfaction. Pattern of differences between groups is the same as the pattern for self-control.
Participants from group ―High‖ have significantly higher self-control than the participants
from ―Hedonic‖ group. ―Eudaimonic‖ group participants have better self-control than those
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from ―Hedonic‖ and ―Low‖ groups. Regarding the effect size, group membership explains 6%
of the variance of delay of satisfaction. This effect remains significant when gender and age
of participants, as significant covariates (where each explains 1% variance of delay of
satisfaction), were controlled for. The descriptives of the previously described analyses are
presented in Figure 2.

Figure 2. Mean values of subjective well-being, life goals, self-control and delay of
satisfaction for groups of participants with different orientations to happiness profiles

Life satisfaction*
Positive affect*

Groups:

Negative affect

High
Eudaimonic
Low

Intrinsic goals*

Hedonic

Extrinsic goals*
Self-control*
Delay of satisfaction*
2.50

3.00

3.50

4.00

4.50

5.00

5.50

6.00

6.50

Mean values
* Indicates dependent variables in which significant differences between groups exist

The ―High‖ group exceeded the ―Low‖ group on life satisfaction, positive affect,
intrinsic and extrinsic life goals. The ―High‖ group exceeded the ―Hedonic‖ group on life
satisfaction, positive affect, intrinsic goals, self-control and delay of satisfaction. The ―High‖
group exceeded ―Eudaimonic‖ group on life satisfaction, positive affect and extrinsic goals.
The ―Eudaimonic‖ group exceeded the ―Low‖ group on life satisfaction, positive
affect, intrinsic goals, self-control and delay of satisfaction. The ―Eudaimonic‖ group
exceeded the ―Hedonic‖ group on positive affect, intrinsic goals, self-control and delay of
satisfaction.
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The ―Hedonic‖ group exceeded the ―Low‖ group on life satisfaction, positive affect,
intrinsic and extrinsic goals. The ―Hedonic‖ group exceeded the ―Eudaimonic‖ group on
extrinsic goals.
As written, cluster analysis has some shortcomings (e.g. defining the right number of
clusters). Furthermore, we do not have any data on differences between scores on eudaimonic
and hedonic orientations. We know that participants were grouped together based on their
distance from cluster centers, but it is possible to have had two subjects that had similar
scores but they were grouped in two different clusters because the difference was just big
enough to separate them. However, the real difference between them is small and intuitively
they should be grouped together. In order to deal with this, we decided to verify the results
with regression analysis. This enables us to see the relationships between variables without
categorization, which could have changed some of those relationships. The original
continuous variables of hedonic and eudaimonic orientations are used as predictor variables in
hierarchical regression analyses, and other variables (subjective well-being, life goals, selfcontrol and delay of satisfaction) as criterion variables. It enables us to compare the predictive
powers of both orientations. The results of these analyses are shown in Table 10.
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Table 10. Orientations to happiness as predictors of subjective well-being components, life goals and self-regulation components
Step
1. Gender
Age
R2
2. Gender
Age
Hedonic orientation
Eudaimonic orientation
ΔR2
R2

Life satisfaction Positive affect Negative affect Intrinsic goals Extrinsic goals Self-control Delay of satisfaction
Beta
-.06
-.04
.00
-.04
-.03
.13**
.26**
.11**
.11**

Beta
.05
.06
.01
.08
.08
.21**
.44**
.30**
.30**

Beta
-.06
-.05
.01
-.06
-.05
-.00
-.09
.01
.01

Beta
-.31**
-.01
.10**
-.28**
-.00
.06
.46**
.24**
.34**

Beta
.07
-.19**
.04**
.09*
-.17**
.33**
-.04
.10**
.14**

Beta
-.10*
.02
.01*
-.09**
.00
-.24**
.36**
.12**
.13**

Beta
-.08*
-.08*
.01**
-.07*
-.10**
-.20**
.34**
.10**
.11**

** p < .01
* p < .05
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Colinearity is within acceptable range (Miles & Shevlin, 2006): Variance-inflation
factor – VIF does not exceed 4.0 for any of the variables – the highest VIF is 1.2, while
Tollerance for all of the variables is over .20 – the lowest is .85. In the first step of all
regressions, gender and age were entered in order to control their effects. In the second step
hedonic and eudaimonic orientations were included.
Orientations to happiness explained 11% of the variance of life satisfaction and 30%
of the variance of positive affect. Gender and age were not significant predictors neither of
life satisfaction neither of affect. The eudaimonic orientation contributed more to the
explanation of life satisfaction and positive affect, in comparison with hedonic orientation.
These four predictors were not significant in predicting negative affect.
Four predictors (gender, age and two orientations to happiness) explained 34% of the
intrinsic goals variance and 14% of the extrinsic goals variance in the final model. For
intrinsic goals, in the first step gender was significant predictor, explaining 10% of the
variance. Negative relationship with intrinsic goals means that female participants have higher
intrinsic goals than male participants. In the second step, in which orientations to happiness
were introduced, 24% of the variance above the variance explained in the first step was
explained, with gender and eudaimonic orientation being significant predictors. For extrinsic
goals, in the first step age was significant predictor, explaining 4% of the variance. The
relationship with extrinsic goals is negative, which means that younger participants value
extrinsic goals more than older participants. In the second step, additional 10% of the variance
was explained, with age, gender and hedonic orientation being significant predictors. Positive
relationship with gender means that male participants value extrinsic goals more.
Gender, age and orientations to happiness explained 13% of the self-control variance
and 11% of the delay of satisfaction variance. Significant predictor of self-control in the first
step was gender, explaining 1% of the variance. Negative relationship with self-control means
that female participants have higher self-control than the male ones. Hedonic and eudaimonic
orientation were added in the second step, and additional 12% of the variance was explained.
Hedonic orientation is negatively related to self-control. Significant predictors of delay of
satisfaction in the first step were age and gender, explaining 1% of the variance. Both
predictors were negatively related to a criterion, which means that female participants as well
as younger participants have higher delay of satisfaction. In the second step, all four
predictors were significant: gender, age and hedonic orientation are negatively related, while
eudaimonic orientation is positively related to delay of satisfaction. In the second step
additional 10% of the variance was explained.

Based on all results it can be concluded that orientations to happiness are more
important in predicting life satisfaction, positive affect, life goals, self-control and delay of
satisfaction than gender and age are. Furthermore, orientations to happiness are not related to
negative affect.
Data obtained with hierarchical regression analyses are in accordance with the data
obtained with analyses of covariance done on four groups obtained by cluster analysis.

5.3 Free time activities
The third goal of this study was to examine differences in hedonic and eudaimonic
motives for different free time activities. As introduction to this goal, typical ways of
spending free time are going to be described.
The participants have chosen those free time activities they engage in between 15
activities given on the list. They estimated hours per week that they spend in doing each of the
selected activities. Because of possible overestimations of hours left to engage in free time
activities, which were confirmed by inspection of results, we have done some calculations to
determine the maximum time left for free time activities. To determine the maximum hours
that could be spent on doing these activities, time for sleeping and time for transportation,
personal maintenance (e.g. eating, taking a shower) and minor household jobs need to be
subtracted from the 168 (hours in a week). In this research participants were not asked to
estimate hours of sleep per day or week. Instead the finding of Tkalčić and Lončarić (1998)
research, done on the sample of students from University of Rijeka, is used. According to that
research students sleep approximately 8 hours per day. Amount of time spent on
transportation, maintenance and household activities was estimated based on the data from
three studies on adolescents‘ and students‘ use of time (Bassi & Delle Fave, 2004; Delle Fave
& Bassi, 2000; Duckett, Rafaelli, & Richards, 1989). The weighted mean (due to large
differences in sample sizes, mean was multiplied by corresponding number of subjects) was
calculated and used as estimation of how much time participants spend in transportation,
maintenance and household activities. Based on this calculation participants spend 22.74% of
their waking hours on these activities. The final result, after subtracting time for sleeping,
transportation, maintenance and household activities, is 86.45 hours per week available for
engagement in different activities. During that time participants go to classes, and the time left
after that is considered as free time. Time spent in classes was not excluded because the
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differences between different faculties and study groups, as well as between individuals, are
too big to generalize. Instead, participants were asked how they spend their free time, when
they are not at the faculty.
Activities were grouped in 10 categories based on their similarity. Category ―Artistic
activities‖ is comprised of drawing / painting, playing an instrument and writing. Category
―Electronic media and TV‖ is comprised of computer games and TV watching. Category
―Social interactions‖ is comprised of spending time with friends and going out. Category
―Studying‖ is comprised of writing or preparing something for class (e.g. reports, seminars)
and studying. Other categories represent single activities. Descriptive data for participants that
practice particular activities are shown in Table 11.

Table 11. Descriptive statistics for different activities (based on the amount of
time spent in a particular activity – hours per week)

Activities

N

Range
Min

Sports

Shape of distribution
Skewness

Kurtosis

3.00

4.00

5.17

3.02

13.08

0.13 18.09

6.15

0.13a

5.66

5.16

1.68

3.71

116 0.50 45.22

13.52

7.00a

12.00

8.46

1.11

1.62

343 2.50 79.76

30.01

30.00

26.00

17.54

0.90

0.17

414 0.50 86.45

16.66

10.00

11.28

15.15

2.05

5.25

134 0.47 24.00

4.63

2.00

3.00

4.26

2.23

5.97

446 0.35 72.00

6.59

2.00

5.00

8.23

4.43

26.27

29

0.50 11.04

2.55

1.00

2.00

2.32

2.18

5.61

Studying

415 1.50 86.45

22.67

20.00

20.00

14.86

1.35

2.41

Shopping

200 0.24 20.00

2.48

1.00

2.00

2.54

4.17

22.90

Electronic
media, TV
Social
interactions
Leisure with
family
Travelling,
hiking
Reading
Volunteering

220 0.35 39.30

Standard
deviation

5.48

Artistic activities

a

Max

Central tendency
measures
Mean Mode Median

9

Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown.

Table 11 shows that there are large differences in number of participants who engage
in different activities. The smallest numbers of participants engage in artistic activities and
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volunteering, while the largest number of participants read, study and spend time with family
members. Students spend most of their time in social interactions or studying, and least of the
time shopping and volunteering.
The normality of the distributions is estimated through skewness and kurtosis, because
the formal tests of normality (e.g. Kolmogorov-Smirnov test) are not appropriate for large
samples. The problem is that they can ensign small deviations from normality as statistically
significant, even though those deviations probably would not alter the results (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2007). Most of the variables are positively skewed, which means that majority of
participants spend little time in particular activity and minority of them spend greater amount
of time in that activity. Skewness for three variables somewhat exceeds the milder criteria of
±2 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). For three variables (sports, reading and shopping) skewness
exceeds criteria of ±3 (Kline, 2005). Furthermore, most of the variables are leptokurtic but
within the limits of ±10 (Kline, 2005). Another three variables (sports, reading and shopping),
however, have kurtosis above this criterion of ±10.

5.3.1 Hedonic and eudaimonic motives for the favourite activity
All subjects stated their favourite activity – activity they have freely chosen, that they
love and in which they engage frequently. Two independent investigators, familiar with
research domain, constructed categories and then the activities were matched based on their
similarity. Similar activities were grouped together (e.g. all sport activities were grouped in
the same category, all activities related to the computers, music or TV are grouped in one
category, etc.). Activities that were only few times mentioned as favourite were excluded
based on the premise that they are not typical for students. This resulted in seven categories of
activities.
Participants rated their favourite activity on several questions reflecting hedonic and
eudaimonic motives for engaging in it. In this way mean scores of hedonic motives and mean
scores of eudaimonic motives for every of the seven favourite activity categories were
obtained.

As it was expected that participants engage in different activities for different motives,
trying to gain different things, the differences in eudaimonic and hedonic motives for different
activities and interaction of motives and activities were tested. Motives for activities were
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treated as within subjects‘ factor and different activities as between subjects‘ factor. The
descriptive data are shown in Table 12 and results of mixed design analysis of variance are
shown in Table 13.

Table 12. Descriptive statistics of eudaimonic and hedonic motives
for different activities
Eudaimonic motives
N
M
SD

Hedonic motives
N
M
SD

1. Reading
2. Artistic activities

55
55

5.80
6.14

0.98
0.97

55
55

6.49
6.53

0.67
0.67

3. Sports
4. Electronic media, music listening

201
75

5.80
4.62

0.91 201
1.69 75

6.30
6.32

0.75
0.81

5. Socializing
6. Outdoor activities (not sports)
7. Dancing

88
48
38

5.17
4.46
6.04

1.16
1.55
0.70

6.51
6.32
6.72

0.64
0.66
0.38

Activities

88
48
38

The average ratings of hedonic motives for different favourite activities are more
coherent than average ratings of eudaimonic motives (Table 12).

Table 13. Effects and interaction of motives for favourite free time activity and different
activities on ratings of motives for favourite free time activity
Factor

F(df)

Effect size

Motives

376.581,553**

0.41

Activity
Motives x Activity

14.646,553**
21.956,553**

0.14
0.19

(η2 )

** p < .01

It was hypothesized that people engage in different activities for different motives,
pursuing different goals, trying to gain different benefits from the activity. From Table 13 it
can be seen that there are significant main effects of motives for activities, types of activities
and significant interaction.
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In Figure 4. mean ratings and confidence intervals of hedonic and eudaimonic motives
for different activities are presented.

Figure 4. Mean ratings of eudaimonic and hedonic motives for favourite activities
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4.5
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3.5
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Artistic
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Electronic
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listening

Socializing

Outdoor
activities (not
sports)

Dancing

Favourite activities

Reading, artistic activities, sports and dancing are more eudaimonically motivated than
electronic media or listening to music, socializing and outdoor activities (not including
sports). Regarding hedonic motives, all activities are equally hedonically motivated.
Means of hedonic motives are in general greater than means of eudaimonic motives
for all activities, which suggests that hedonic motives might be more important activitiy
motivators than the eudaimonic. As can be seen from confidence intervals, the differences
between hedonic and eudaimonic motives are statistically significant for following activities:
reading, electronic media and music listening, socializing, outdoor activities (not including
sports) and dancing. All these activities are more hedonically than eudaimonically motivated.
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5.4 Relationship between global and momentary judgments of subjective
well-being components in general and related to different activities
The fourth specific goal of this study was to compare global and momentary
judgments of subjective well-being components. All subjects completed different
questionnaires at the beginning of the study, including questionnaires about life satisfaction
and affect (SWLS and PANAS). Some of those subjects enrolled in the second phase of the
study, where they were given palm pilots to carry with them for a week (7 days). Each time a
palm pilot signalled them, they gave ratings of their current satisfaction and affect. In
addition, they have completed the data about what they were doing and why.
This goal is divided in two parts. First, global (questionnaire measures) and
momentary (mean of the aggregated data gathered via experience sampling method)
subjective well-being of subjects will be compared. Second, subjective well-being of subjects
during different activities (with eudaimonic or hedonic characteristics) will be compared on
within and between person levels.

5.4.1 Global and momentary judgments of (life) satisfaction, positive and
negative affect
Questionnaire measures of life satisfaction, positive and negative affect are treated as
global measures of different components of subjective well-being. Momentary judgments
were gathered through experience sampling method. It is important to note that for affect the
same measure was used (PANAS) both times (as the questionnaire measure and in the
experience sampling), but for life satisfaction this was not possible, because the SWLS that
was used in the questionnaire part of the study could not be transformed in momentary (state)
measure. Therefore, in the experience sampling part of the study subjects answered on one
question, about how satisfied they were with themselves at that time. This was done because
life satisfaction is a general judgment about one‘s life formed on the many criteria that
probably are not variable during such a short period of time, like a day, or a week. Therefore,
as a measure of momentary satisfaction, the satisfaction with oneself was used, because it was
assumed that before answering that question subjects will judge their current environmental
circumstances and the success in dealing with them, which then can be compared to the global
measure of life satisfaction. All momentary ratings were aggregated and mean value was
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calculated and used in analyses. All used scales were rescaled to the same 5-point scale, so
that they can be compared.
Due to several reasons (e.g. malfunctioning of palm pilots, lack of motivation,
extensiveness of the study or burden that this type of study imposes on participants) there was
some attrition of the subjects: at the beginning of the study there were 155 subjects. After data
collection and preliminary inspection, all subjects that completed less then 50% of the trials
were excluded from the study. Furthermore, participants who provided different or
insufficient identification codes were excluded because their questionnaires could not be
paired with their experience sampling data. All this resulted in the sufficient data from 93
subjects: 67 females and 26 males. Mean age of those participants was 21.69 (SD=1.71).
Correlations between global and mean aggregated momentary measures of life
satisfaction (satisfaction), positive and negative affect are shown in Table 14.

Table 14. Correlations between global and mean aggregated momentary measures
of satisfaction and affect
1
1

1. Life satisfaction – Q

2

3

4

5

–

2. Satisfaction – ES Mean2

.32**

3. Positive affect – Q

.31**

.33**

–

4. Positive affect – ES Mean

.29**

.58**

.47**

–

–

5. Negative affect – Q

-.32** -.38**

-.15

-.13

6. Negative affect – ES Mean

-.22*

-.14

-.13

-.43**

–
.50**

** p < .01
* p < .05
1
Q – questionnaire measure
2
ES Mean – mean of the aggregated experience sampling measures

The correlations pattern yielded some interesting results. For positive and negative
affect, there are moderate correlations between global and aggregated momentary measures,
whereas for life satisfaction two measures are only weakly correlated. This might be due to
the fact that we used the same measure for affect (PANAS), only with different instruction
about time frame that should be considered. For satisfaction, one commonly used scale was
used as a global measure (SWLS) and judgment of satisfaction with oneself as a momentary
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measure. The difference between those two measures of satisfaction can be one of the reasons
why correlation between them is lower than the correlations for affects.
Correlations between life satisfaction and affects on global level are lower (around
.30) than they are on the momentary level (.58 for positive affect and -.43 for negative affect).

Average within-subject correlation of positive and negative momentary affect is -.16.
Correlations ranged from -.74 to .60, with 2/3 of them being negative.

The differences between global and aggregated momentary ratings of positive and
negative affect were compared with paired samples t-test. The results are shown in Table 15.
The differences between life satisfaction as global measure and satisfaction as momentary
measure were not computed because the measures used in both measurements were not the
same.

Table 15. The differences between global and mean of the aggregated momentary judgments
of satisfaction, positive and negative affect
Measure
Experience
Questionnaire
sampling

Variable
Positive
affect
Negative
affect

M
SD
M
SD

3.25
0.67
1.68
0.54

2.91
0.49
1.46
0.35

t

df

Effect size
(η2 )

5.25**

90

.23

4.50**

91

.18

** p < .01
1
Questionnaire measure
2
Mean of the aggregated experience sampling measures

As can be seen from Table 15 there are significant differences between global and
aggregated momentary judgments of both affects. General judgment of positive affect is
statistically higher than momentary judgment of positive affect. The same pattern of results
can be seen for negative affect.
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5.4.2 Satisfaction, positive and negative affect during activities with hedonic or
eudaimonic characteristics
This part of the fourth goal has been researched using experience sampling method.
Participants gave information what were they doing at the time of the signal, and then rated
different characterstics of activity they were engaged in. In this part of the study, there were
121 participants with sufficient data: 83 females, 34 males, while 4 participants did not
provide information about their gender. The focus was not on the activity one is engaged in.
Instead, the focus was on the characteristics of activity. This was done because two
individuals can engage in same activity for different motives: one can choose it for more
eudaimonic and the other for more hedonic motives and therefore, the same activity can be
eudaimonic for one and hedonic for the other individual. In this way, by assessing motives for
activities, we get information about characteristics of the activities and are possibly able to
address underlying orientations to happiness more directly than by assessing the content of
activity.
The experience sampling method enables assessment of between-person (i.e. typical
degrees of eudaimonia / hedonia that vary from individual to individual) and within-person
relationships of hedonia and eudaimonia (i.e. state degrees of eudaimonia / hedonia that
changes from moment to moment) with subjective well-being, therefore both levels of
analyses were performed.

Interindividual correlations between satisfaction, positive and negative affect, and
activities with hedonic and eudaimonic characteristics are shown in Table 16 (mean values of
experience sampling measures were used for all variables).
On between (interindividual) level of analysis three regression analyses were
performed, to examine predictive power of activities with hedonic and eudaimonic
characteristics in explaining variance of three components of well-being. The mean values of
experience sampling measures were used for all variables. Results of these analyses are
shown in Table 17.
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Table 16. Interindividual correlations of satisfaction, positive and negative affect with
activities with hedonic and eudaimonic characteristics
Satisfaction Positive affect Negative affect
Hedonic characteristics

.50**

.64**

-.28**

Eudaimonic characteristics

.24**

.52**

.14**

** p<.01

Activities with hedonic characteristics have higher correlations with satisfaction, and
both affects than activities with eudaimonic characteristics. However, activities with hedonic
characteristics are negatively related to negative affect, while activities with eudaimonic
characteristics are positively related to it.

Table 17. Activities with hedonic and eudaimonic characteristics as predictors of satisfaction,
positive and negative affect (interindividual level)
Satisfaction Positive affect Negative affect
β
β
β
.48**
.52**
-.39**
Hedonic characteristics
.06
.33**
.29**
Eudaimonic characteristics
2
R
.25
.50
.15
F2,118
19.80**
58.59**
10.39**
** p<.01

Engagement in activities with hedonic and eudaimonic characteristics explained 25%
of the variance of average current satisfaction, where hedonic motives are significant
predictor. Activities with hedonic and eudaimonic characteristics explained 50% of the
average positive affect, and 15% of the average negative affect. In both cases, significant
predictors were both types of activities, but the relationship was not the same: activities with
eudaimonic characteristics are in positive relationship with both, positive and negative affect,
whereas activities with hedonic characteristics are positively related to positive affect and
negatively to negative affect.

On within (intraindividual) level analyses were done separately for each subject, and
than the averages of the obtained results were calculated. Average intraindividual correlations
are shown in Table 18.
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Table 18. Intraindividual correlations and their standard deviations of satisfaction, positive
and negative affect with activities with hedonic and eudaimonic characteristics
Satisfaction

Positive affect

Negative affect

Mean

Mean SD of

Mean

Mean SD of

Mean

Mean SD of

r

r

r

r

r

r

Hedonic characteristics

.39

.24

.35

.24

.07

.27

Eudaimonic characteristics

.15

.27

.47

.21

-.30

.27

Activities with hedonic characteristics have higher mean correlations with satisfaction
than the activities with eudaimonic characteristics. Mean correlations of activities with
eudaimonic characteristics and both affects are higher than the correlations between affects
and activities with hedonic characteristics. It should be noted that activities with eudaimonic
characteristics are negatively related to negative affect, while activities with hedonic
characteristics are weakly but positively related to negative affect.

Again, regression analyses were used to test the predictive power of activities with
hedonic and eudaimonic characteristics in explaining satisfaction, positive and negative
affect. In this way 121 regression analyses have been done (which equals the number of
participants with valid results in this part of the study). The complete data, for each
participant, are presented in Appendix. Mean values of the percent of explained variance for
each criteria and beta ponders as well as their standard deviations are presented in Table 19.
Average standard deviations are rather large, therefore, mean and median of R squares
and betas are presented. By comparing them, it is concluded that means can be interpreted
because the differences between mean and median are not large.
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Table 19. Activities with hedonic and eudaimonic characteristics as predictors of satisfaction, positive and negative affect (intraindividual level)
Satisfaction
Hedonic characteristics
Eudaimonic characteristics
Median R2
Mean R2
SD of R2

Positive affect

Negative affect

Median β

Mean β

SD of β

Median β

Mean β

SD of β

Median β

Mean β

SD of β

.42
.20

.41
.18
.27
.29
.18

.24
.25

.40
.52

.38
.50
.42
.43
.18

.24
.22

-.33
.02

-.33
.03
.20
.23
.16

0.28
0.31

Activities with hedonic and eudaimonic characteristics on average explained 29% of
the variance in satisfaction, with standard deviation of 18%. Activities with hedonic
characteristics on average had higher beta ponders than activities with eudaimonic
characteristics.
Characteristics of activities explained 43% of the variance of positive affect with
standard deviation of 18%. Both types of characteristics are positively related to positive
affect, but the relationship is stronger for activities with eudaimonic characteristics.
Activities with hedonic and eudaimonic characteristics on average explained 23% of
the variance in negative affect, with standard deviation of 16%. Activities with hedonic
characteristics are negatively related to negative affect and are a stronger predictor of negative
affect then are activities with eudaimonic characteristics.
If we compare results of interindividual and intraindividual analyses (tables 17 and 19)
we can see that there are some differences. On interindividual level activities with eudaimonic
characteristics are not significant predictor of life satisfaction, while on intraindividual level
they are (although the beta is much higher for hedonic than for eudaimonic characteristics).
As for positive affect, in both analyses activities with hedonic and eudaimonic characteristics
are significant predictors. However, on interindividual level of analysis activities with hedonic
characteristics contribute more, while on the intraindividual level, activities with eudaimonic
characteristics contribute more to the explanation of the dependents. Finally, comparison of
the results for negative affect indicates that on interindividual level both predictors
significantly contribute to the explanation of dependent (activities with hedonic characteristics
are negatively related to negative affect, while activities with eudaimonic characteristics are
positively related). On the intraindividual level, only activities with hedonic characteristics are
significant predictor (again, the relationship is negative). Furthermore, in both types of
analysis results revealed that activities one engages in are more important for prediction of
positive affect than for prediction of satisfaction and negative affect.

6. Discussion

General aim of this research was to provide better understanding of the relationship
between orientations to happiness, subjective well-being, life goals, some aspects of selfregulation and free time activities.

Orientations to happiness are a concept introduced in Seligman's authentic happiness
theory (2002), and elaborated in work of Peterson, et al. (2005). They are considered as three
paths to happiness: pleasure, engagement and meaning. In this research, questionnaire
developed by Peterson, et al. was used to examine orientations to happiness endorsed by
students in Croatia. Factor analysis of this questionnaire did not confirm the original structure
proposed by authors. The optimal factor solution we obtained was a two-factor solution. The
two factors obtained are hedonic and eudaimonic orientation. Hedonic orientation factor is in
accordance with orientation to pleasure proposed by authors of the questionnaire, while
eudaimonic orientation factor differs from their proposal, because it unifies orientation to
engagement and orientation to meaning (which are theoretically eudaimonic orientations).
Similar was found in research done by Anić (2007) on a large sample of elementary school
pupils – orientations to engagement and meaning were not differentiated. Even Seligman,
who is one of the authors of original questionnaire, points to the possibility of alternative
factor structure as more appropriate (Schueller & Seligman, 2010). Even though the original
factor structure proposed by authors of the questionnaire was not confirmed, the obtained
factor structure goes along with theoretical distinction between hedonic and eudaimonic
happiness and therefore it was decided to accept it and to work with it.

6.1 Grouping participants according to their orientation to happiness
profile
Person-centred approach enables identification of groups of individuals who have
similar characteristics. Cluster analysis, as a person – centred approach, seeks to identify a set
of groups that minimize within-group variation and at the same time maximize between-group
variation (Muthen & Muthen, 2000).
In this research, cluster analysis is used to group participants according to their
orientations to happiness. To the best of our knowledge, until now there has been only one
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research that has used this approach to group participants according to their orientations to
happiness (Huta, 2011), but the orientations were measured with different scale. Authors of
the Orientation to Happiness Questionnaire (Peterson, et al., 2005) employed various
different ways of grouping participants on each of the three subscales (e.g. quartiles, quintiles,
deciles etc.), but they did not use the person-centred approach.
Theoretically, if the original factor structure was confirmed, there should have been
five groups of participants: those who live pleasurable life, those who live engaged life, those
who live meaningful life, those who live ―empty‖ life (below mean scores on all orientations)
and those who live ―full‖ life (above mean scores on all orientations). However, since in this
research only eudaimonic and hedonic orientations are distinguished, it is expected to obtain
either those two groups of participants (eudaimonic and hedonic), or to find four groups:
participants who live hedonic life, those who live eudaimonic life, those with above means
scores on both orientatons and those with below mean scores on both orientations. These
theoretical assumptions should be tested empirically, because it is possible, for example, that
only few people highly endorse both orientations, which would make this category redundant.
Both variants, the two- and the four-group, were tested with cluster analysis. The twogroup variant showed completely different results than expected: one group had low scores on
both orientations, while the other had high scores on both orientations. This solution is
discarded, because it was probably just a reflection of the answering styles, and does not have
theoretical background. After that, the four-group variant is tested, and the results were along
with hypothesized existence of four groups of participants. Therefore, we empirically
distinguished participants who live hedonic life, those who live eudaimonic life, those
participants that highly endorse both orientations and those that have below mean scores on
both orientations.
Participants grouped in ―Hedonic‖ group had scores above mean on hedonic and
below mean on eudaimonic orientation. These participants are orientated to having as much
pleasure as possible, to seize every opportunity that can provide satisfaction and pleasure.
Participants from group ―Eudaimonic‖ have above mean scores on eudaimonic and below
mean scores on hedonic orientation. They try to make their lives meaningful, and engage in
activities that are challenging and effortful, or activities that are important and contribute to
the well-being of society they live in. Participants that have scores below mean on both
orientations do not endorse either of the orientations to happiness. They are not orientated to
seeking pleasure or meaning, and are not ready to invest a lot of effort in doing something.
Finally, participants that have above mean scores on hedonic and eudaimonic orientations,
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seek pleasures, but combine it with meaning and engagement. Perhaps they pursue both
orientations at the same time, by, for example, engaging in pleasurable activities full of
meaning, or they seek pleasure separately from meaning and engagement, where the amount
of both pursuits is about the same.

Cluster analysis has its advantages and disadvantages. This is a good approach to find
groups with similar patterns of scores, but it has an obvious shortcoming: scores with small
and large deviations from group mean could be grouped together, as long as they are closer to
the mean of that group than the mean of other groups. For example, in eudaimonic group we
can have a participant that has high score on eudaimonic orientation and low score on hedonic
orientation grouped together with a participant that has just above average score on
eudaimonic orientation and low score on hedonic orientation. We can say that they have
differently pronounced orientations, but when they are grouped together, we treat them as
being the same.
For this reason, another way of testing the relationship of orientations to happiness and
tested variables was used: orientations to happiness were used as predictors of subjective
well-being, life goals and self-regulation components.

6.2 Differences in well-being, life goals and self-regulation between groups
of subjects with different orientations to happiness
The second goal of this study was to test differences between groups of subjects with
different profiles of orientations to happiness in subjective well-being, life goals and two
components of self-regulation – self-control and delay of satisfaction.

Four groups with different orientations to happiness profiles differ in life satisfaction,
positive affect, intrinsic and extrinsic life goals, self-control and delay of satisfaction.
Negative affect is the only variable where no significant differences were found. All analyses
were done controlling for age and gender. It was done because, as can be seen from Table 2 in
Appendix, there were some age and gender differences and our aim was to see which effects
can be clearly assigned to group membership.
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The obtained results are to be compared to some findings in the literature, even
though, to the best of our knowledge, there are no studies that have used the classification of
participants according to their orientations to happiness precisely in the same way as it was
used in this study. The only study in which something similar has been done is a study of
Huta (2011), who classified participants according to their orientations to happiness, but she
measured orientations with Hedonic and Eudaimonic Motives for Activities (HEMA; Huta &
Ryan, 2010) questionnaire. Therefore, she assessed eudaimonia and hedonia as motives for
activities, while we did it on a more general or trait level, as orientations to happiness.
―High‖ group participants have the highest life satisfaction amongst all groups,
―Low‖ group participants have the lowest. It is in accordance with some previous studies‘
results (e.g. Huta & Ryan, 2010; Peterson, et al., 2005; Schueller & Seligman, 2010). There is
no difference in life satisfaction between participants who live hedonic life and participants
who live eudaimonic life. Different results about relationship between hedonic and
eudaimonic orientations with life satisfaction can be found in literature. According to
Peterson, et al. (2005) hedonic orientation is weakly linked to life satisfaction compared to
both eudaimonic orientations (orientation to engagement and orientation to meaning) while
according to Huta and Ryan (2010) hedonia and eudaimonia are almost equally related to life
satisfaction, even though hedonia links were somewhat more frequent. Some authors (e.g.
Compton et al., 1998; Keyes et al., 2002) say that life satisfaction is specifically hedonic
variable, but the results of this study do not confirm it. Results obtained in this study suggest
that life satisfaction is related to both aspects of happiness, therefore it cannot be considered
only hedonic. Different studies yielded different results, which could be attributed to different
samples of participants, and the usage of different measures. Obviously, the debate about life
satisfaction as hedonic or eudaimonic aspect of well-being is still actual, and further research
is needed to reach the final conclusion.
Finally, considering rather large sample, attention must be paid to the effect size,
which suggests that only a small part of the variability (9%) in life satisfaction was explained
with group membership. This shows that orientations to happiness are not of great importance
for life satisfaction. Surely, life satisfaction differs for people with different orientations to
happiness, but the differences are not that big. The correlations of life satisfaction with
eudaimonia (.26) and with hedonia (.31) reported by Huta and Ryan (2010) confirms it.
Similarly to the results for life satisfaction, it was found that ―High‖ group participants
have higher positive affect than all other participants, while the positive affect of the ―Low‖
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group participants is the lowest. However, the differences between hedonic and eudaimonic
groups have also been found. The participants who live a eudaimonic life have higher positive
affect than those who live their lives hedonically. Until now, relationship between affective
components of subjective well-being and orientations to happiness has received less attention
than the relationship between life satisfaction and orientations to happiness. However, several
studies have already researched it. Regarding the ―High‖ group, the results of this study are
along with results of Huta and Ryan (2010), who also found that the combination of hedonia
and eudaimonia is, compared to other groups, related to the highest levels of positive affect.
Logically, the ―Low‖ group participants experience the lowest levels of positive affect.
Finding that the eudaimonic group has higher positive affect than the hedonic group is
partially along with findings of Huta and Ryan (2010). These authors emphasized that the
mentioned fact is true only on between-person level, while on the within-person level hedonia
group exceed eudaimonia group in positive affect. The results of Steger, et al. (2008) are also
along with these findings: global measures of positive affect are positively correlated with
eudaimonic behaviours and negatively with the hedonic ones. However, when they changed
the list of offered hedonic behaviours, the results showed that eudaimonic behaviours are
negatively related to positive affect, while the hedonic behaviours are unrelated. This
inconclusiveness of results points to the need for further research in this area. In present study,
orientations to happiness were researched at trait-level. Therefore it can be concluded that the
obtained results confirm findings that participants who live a eudaimonic life have higher
positive affect than those who live a hedonic life. Intuitively, one might expect that hedonic
life, full of pleasures and indulgences, will produce more positive affect. Apparently, this is
not true. The reason for this could be the fact that small pleasures do not last, and therefore do
not elevate levels of positive affect in general, which were studied in this study. The other
explanation can be derived from Fredrickson‘s (2000) suggestion that the affective states that
are closely related to immediate survival (e.g. pain, pleasure) are also those that have the least
personally relevant meaning. Perhaps participants who live a eudaimonic life have more
meaning in their lives, coming from their eudaimonic experiences, which bring them more
positive affect. These results are along with Diener‘s (2000) finding that pleasure seeking is a
bad strategy for enhancement of long-term well-being.
Affective component of subjective well-being in this study is researched with PANAS,
which binds specific critics. One of the critics of PANAS questionnaire is the fact that it does
not contain affects that are less active (e.g. serene, calm), which might be more related to
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eudaimonic happiness. However, the obtained results have shown that even with PANAS as it
is, the eudaimonic orientation is still more related to positive affect, than the hedonic one.
As for effect size, group membership accounts for larger portion of positive affect
(26%) than it did for life satisfaction. It suggests that orientations to happiness are more
important for positive affect, than they are for life satisfaction.

Groups did not differ in negative affect, which contradicts the results of Huta and
Ryan (2010). Namely, these authors found links of negative affect with hedonia and
eudaimonia, where links with hedonia were more frequent. Furthermore, the results of the
current study are not along with the results of Steger, et al. (2008) who also found relationship
between eudaimonic behaviours and negative affect. Our results can be compared with those
of research conducted by Anić and Brdar (2008) who found that neither of the orientations to
happiness contributed significantly to prediction of negative affect. In that study they have not
differentiated people with different orientations to happiness. Instead they have just used
orientations to happiness to predict negative affect (amongst other variables). Even though,
the results were comparable and they both suggested that orientations to happiness are not
related to the levels of negative affect that individual experiences. These contradictions in
results suggest that the relationship between affects (especially negative) and orientations to
happiness should be further researched. One of the possible explanations of results could lie in
cultural differences. The relationship between affect and orientations to happiness might not
be the same in Western and Eastern transitional countries, as Croatia is. Cultural differences
in orientations to happiness were not studied yet, therefore this is only an assumption.

The results of present research showed that the participants with different profiles of
orientations to happiness differ in intrinsic and extrinsic life goals. Effect size differs for
intrinsic and extrinsic goals: group membership explained 20% of the variance in intrinsic life
goals, and only 8% of extrinsic life goals.
Participants who highly endorse both orientations and those who live a eudaimonic life
value intrinsic goals more than those who live a hedonic life and those who do not endorse
either of the mentioned orientations. In addition, participants who live a hedonic life value
intrinsic goals more than the participants who do not endorse either mentioned orientation.
Gender is a significant covariate in this relationship. From Table 2 in Appendix it can be seen
that female participants value intrinsic goals more than male participants do. The same gender
differences were obtained in research done by Brdar and Anić (2008), Brdar et al. (2005), as
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well as Merkaš and Miljković (2007) on samples of high-school and college (faculty) students
in Croatia.
Relationship between eudaimonic life and intrinsic life goals can be found as early as
in work of Aristotle. According to him, true happiness can only be achieved through
expression of virtue, living to one‘s fullest potential and in accordance with internal values.
Intrinsic life goals are more close to the individual‘s true self because they, unlike extrinsic
life goals, do not depend on other people‘s opinions, but instead on the personally defined
criteria. Furthermore, the concepts of eudaimonic life and intrinsic life goals are quite similar:
people who live a eudaimonic life are more oriented to full engagement in some intrinsically
motivated activity or to contributing to society in which they live, which is similar to intrinsic
life goals (affiliation, community feeling, and self-acceptance). Our results confirmed the
notions of self-determination theory according to which, eudaimonia is a way of living in
which intrinsic values predominate – people are focused on what has inherent worth (Ryan et
al., 2008).
The results that the ―High‖ group participants value intrinsic goals more than those
who live hedonic lives and those from the ―Low‖ group are not surprising. The hedonic life is
related to pursuing as many pleasures as possible, and if possible right here and right now.
Working on attainment of intrinsic goals can often interfere with this, because one needs to be
devoted for long time and to invest great effort to attain those goals. People who live hedonic
lives are more prone to immediate pleasures than to work on some greater good or temporally
more distant goal, like contribution to community or investment in personal development.
However, it must be emphasized that people in the ―High‖ group are oriented not only to
eudaimonia but to hedonia as well, and they still manage to value intrinsic life goals, which
means that they are good at balancing those two orientations. Pursuing hedonism is not
detrimental for good life if it is combined with pursuing eudaimonism. Hedonic pursuits are in
many cases done for their own sake, and are worthwhile in terms of a good life (Ryan et al.,
2008), which links them to intrinsic goals. Nevertheless, it can be assumed that for people
who highly endorse both orientations, the eudaimonic part is more responsible for the
relationship with intrinsic goals, than the hedonic part is.
The result that the participants who live a hedonic life value intrinsic goals more than
those from the group ―Low‖ is expected if the following pattern is considered: the ―Low‖
group participants have lower scores (all except on negative affect) than participants from
other groups. In addition, hedonic pursuits can be made from inherently valuable reasons,

99

trying to accomplish some intrinsic goal for example, while those who do not endorse either
of the orientations do not value any kind of goals, and are not ready to pursue them.
The ―High‖ group participants and those who live a hedonic life value extrinsic goals
more than the participants who live a eudaimonic life and those from the group ―Low‖. The
result that the participants who live a hedonic life value extrinsic goals was expected. It
confirmed findings of Brdar and Anić (2010), as well as the results of Brdar, Rijavec, and
Miljković (2009). In both studies the results showed that individuals who pursued pleasant
life valued extrinsic goals more. The result according to which the ―High‖ group participants
also value extrinsic goals more than those living a eudaimonic life and the ―Low‖ group
participants, can be compared to the result that the ―High‖ group participants value intrinsic
goals more. Obviously, the ―High‖ group participants value both type of goals. This can be
explained by the relationship between hedonic life and extrinsic goals and eudaimonic life and
intrinsic goals. Since the participants from this group pursue both orientations, the logical
conclusion is that they also value both types of goals.
It is important to note that gender and age were significant covariates for the
relationship between extrinsic goals and orientations to happiness. The Table 2 in Appendix
shows that even though the difference is not statistically significant, the male participants
score somewhat higher on extrinsic goals than the female participants. This result is along
with the result of Merkaš and Miljković (2007) who found that male high-school students
value wealth (which is one of the extrinsic goals) more than their female colleagues. From
this table it can also be seen that the older participants value extrinsic goals less than younger
and middle age groups. Brdar et al. (2005) also found that college freshmen value extrinsic
goals less than high school students. These results suggest that valuing extrinsic life goals
declines with age. Perhaps in younger age participants value extrinsic life goals more because
of their relation to social and group status, e.g. fame, good looks, etc., which is more
important to youngsters. Furthermore, younger students are probably more prone to the
influence of ubiquitous media that promote good looks, being famous, having a lot of money,
being popular, etc. At the beginning of the faculty education students are faced with new
situations, new people, new set of rules, etc. They try to build their image, to find a place in a
new group, member of which they have just become. After some time, this process should
finish, people should have found their place in a group, and extrinsic values might become
less important. Furthemore, maturation plays an important role, as well as education: as we‘re
growing older we change our values, we learn the new ones, and we set different goals to
ourselves.
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Subcategories of intrinsic and extrinsic life goals were not differentiated in present
research, but it would be interesting to test the age differences in those specific goals, and to
see if they would be different than those obtained for the higher-order categories. Considering
the society which we live in, where some people‘s basic material needs aren‘t satisfied, it
could be expected that people would value money high during their entire lives. On the other
hand, for fame and image a decline is expected to be found.
Final considerations about life goals and orientations to happiness profiles are more
theoretical. Pursuing intrinsic life goals is more related to well-being than pursuing extrinsic
life goals, mainly because intrinsic goals are congruent with basic psychological needs for
relatedness, autonomy and competence (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000a), which is
further related to higher well-being. The results of the present study showed that people who
highly endorse both orientations have the highest life satisfaction and positive affect.
Considering all this, it can mean that pursuing intrinsic life goals enables people to satisfy
their basic needs, which elevates their life satisfaction and positive affect in turns. Balance
between hedonia and eudaimonia is obviously the best receipe for good life. This proposed
model should be tested in some further research, and it should include both types of goals,
extrinsic and intrinsic, because some studies (e.g. Brdar et al., 2005; Martos & Kopp, 2011;
Rijavec et al., 2005, 2006; Spasovski, 2009) have indicated that extrinsic life goals also
contribute to well-being, but to a smaller extent than intrinsic ones.
Finally, the last two variables for which the comparison of four groups with different
profiles of orientations to happiness was done are self-control and delay of satisfaction. These
relationships were not studied yet. The four groups differ statistically in both variables, with
the effect sizes being the same (.06) as well as the differences between the groups. Therefore,
the results will be commented together.
The ―High‖ group participants and those who live a eudaimonic life have better selfcontrol and are more ready to delay immediate satisfaction than are participants who live a
hedonic life. Eudaimonic pursuits are often long-term pursuits. For example, if one tries to
achieve excellence in some activity or if one works on contributing to society and improving
the lives of people around him, it will take quite a long time, a lot of effort and renunciation to
accomplish that. On the other side, hedonism is characterized by pursuing pleasures that are
immediately available. Obtained results are along with Peterson, Ruch, Beerman, Park, and
Seligman (2007) results, according to which character strength of self-regulation has higher
correlations with orientations to engagement and meaning (i.e. eudaimonic) than with
orientation to pleasure (i.e. hedonic). The ―High‖ group participants also have better self101

control and are more ready to postpone immediate satisfaction than the ―Low‖ group
participants. Since the ―High‖ group participants pursue both orientations, and the ―Low‖
group participants do not pursue any, we can assume that the ―High‖ group participants know
how to balance those two pursuits and to apply self-control and satisfaction delay when
needed. With the ―Low‖ group participants the situation is opposite.
It is interesting to note that the participants who live a hedonic life have the lowest
self-control and are at least ready to postpone immediate satisfaction. Their results are not
significantly different from the results of the ―Low‖ group participants, but they do differ
from the results of the remaining two groups. Evidently, the hedonic orientation is detrimental
for self-control and delay of satisfaction, which is again in accordance with results that point
to the stronger relationshio of self-regulation and eudaimonia than hedonia (Peterson, et al.,
2007).
Gender was significant covariate for self-control and for delay of satisfaction. The
Table 2 in Appendix shows that the female participants have higher self-control and
somewhat higher (although not statistically significant) results on delay of satisfaction scale
than the male participants. In literature, there are different results on gender differences in
self-regulation. For example, Bembenutty and Karabenick (1998) found that females are more
ready to postpone immediate gratification than males are. Similarly, Duckwort and Seligman
(2006) found that girls are more disciplined and have higher tendencies to delay gratification
than boys have. Contrary, Meece and Jones (1996) found that females are no more likely than
males to self-regulate their learning. Obviously, there‘s inconsistency in results regarding
relationship between gender and self-regulation. Different measures used to measure selfcontrol and delay of gratification (satisfaction), as well as different age of participants could
be the reason for this. However, all this points to the urge for further research on the
relationship between gender and self-regulation, self-control, and delay of satisfaction.
The age of participants was a significant covariate for delay of satisfaction, too:
younger participants are more ready to delay satisfaction than older ones. This result seems
contra-intuitive, especially if we take into account that people learn new self-regulation
strategies during life, and that reinforcement of successful past delay of satisfaction should
promote its use again. Perhaps younger students are more enthusiastic and willing to work on
long-term goals, which ask for delaying immediate satisfaction, while older have lost their
motivation to do that. In our society there are many situations that show us that there are
quicker ways to achieve something than by hard work, and unfortunately that‘s why odler
students might lose their motivation to postpone immediate satisfaction.
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At the end, one statistical or methodological problem should be emphasized: groups
―High‖ and ―Low‖ could be a statistical artefact. They could be a reflection of the response
styles of participants (e.g. some participants could choose socially desirable answers, etc.),
and not the reflection of participants‘ real endorsment of particular orientations. This is a
common problem in many cluster analyses. However, since differentiation of participants who
are in those groups because they really endorse both orientations or do not endorse either of
them, from participants whose response styles are reflected in their results is impossible, those
two groups are accepted and used in analyses.

The obtained results partially confirmed hypothesis that living the full-life (which
equals our ―High‖ group) is the best for optimal functioning (Huta & Ryan, 2010; Peterson, et
al., 2005). People in the group ―High‖ indeed have the highest subjective well-being, and they
value intrinsic goals, which are considered as more important for well-being than are extrinsic
life goals (e.g. Brdar et al., 2005; Deci & Ryan, 2000; Martos & Kopp, 2011; Rijavec et al.,
2005, 2006; Spasovski, 2009). However, they also have poorer self-control and are less ready
to delay satisfaction than are participants who live eudaimonic lives (and who as well value
intrinsic goals). This could mean that they would not be ready to work on accomplishment of
long-term goals as devoted as it would be needed. On the other hand, a dose of pure hedonism
may be good to relax, as long as it does not interfere with pursuing the chosen goals. These
results suggest that the full life hypothesis, proposed by Peterson, et al. (2005), should be
further studied, with inclusion of more variables, not just those related to different well-being
components or different well-being types (e.g. subjective well-being, psychological wellbeing, vitality, etc). It would be interesting to compare participants who highly endorse both
orientations with those who live eudaimonic life on a wide range of variables, such as school
or work success, relationship qualities, friendship characteristics etc. It could be that people
who live eudaimonic life are more orientated to work and goals achievement, while they
neglect the informal activities and casual interpersonal relationships. Similarly, people who
highly endorse both orientations might be somewhat less successful at their jobs than
eudaimonically orientated people, but they might experience more fun in life, and have more
good relationships. If this is true, we need further research to find which is better for optimal
functioning.

As already mentioned, to overcome the problems related to cluster-analysis, a different
approach is also employed, by using two orientations to happiness (eudaimonic and hedonic)
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as predictors of subjective well-being, life goals and self-regulation components. Again,
effects of gender and age are controlled, by entering them in the first step of hierarchical
regression analyses.
Gender and age, entered in the first step of hierarchical regression analyses, were not
significant predictors neither of life satisfaction neither of positive affect. Hedonic and
eudaimonic orientations are significant predictors of life satisfaction, with final model
explaining 11% of its variability. The same two predictors were significant for explaining
positive affect. In the final model, 30% of variance in positive affect was explained. These
results are along with those obtained with cluster analysis, which also showed that both
orientations to happiness are important for life satisfaction, as well as for positive affect.
Negative affect cannot be predicted by gender, age and orientations to happiness. This result
is also in accordance with results of Anić and Brdar (2008) who found no relationship
between negative affect and orientations to happiness. As already mentioned, Huta and Ryan
(2010) found that negative affect is linked stronger to hedonia (the relationship is negative),
than to eudaimonia (although they are related too – eudaimonia reduced negative affect in
their intervention study). On the contrary, Vella-Brodrick, et al. (2009) showed that on U.S.
sample, orientations to engagement and meaning (which are in present study combined in
eudaimonic orientation) significantly predicted negative affect, with their relationships being
negative. Orientation to pleasure was not a significant predictor. On their Australian sample,
significant predictors of negative affect were orientations to pleasure and meaning (both
orientations are positively related to negative affect). Obviously, the results about the
relationship between orientations to happiness and negative affect are diverse, and without
further studies, a definite conclusion on their relationship can‘t be reached.
The next two hierarchical regression analyses were done in order to see predictive
power of orientations to happiness in explaining intrinsic and extrinsic life goals. In the first
step, gender and age explained 10% of the intrinsic goals variance, with gender being a
significant predictor (the female students‘ value intrinsic life goals more than the male). There
were two significant predictors in the second step: gender and eudaimonic orientation. In the
final model, all predictors explained 34% of the intrinsic goals variance. For extrinsic goals,
in the first step gender and age explained 4% of the variance, with only age being a significant
predictor (the older the students the less they value extrinsic life goals). In the second step,
after inclusion of orientations to happiness, three predictors were significant: gender, age and
hedonic orientation. In the final model, 14% of the variance was explained. In general, more
variance is explained in intrinsic than in extrinsic life goals. Based on the covariance
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analyses‘ results presented earlier as well as on literature (e.g. Brdar et al., 2009 for extrinsic
and Ryan, et al., 2008 for intrinsic goals), the relationship of eudaimonic orientation with
intrinsic life goals and relationship of hedonic orientation with extrinsic life goals was
expected. The relationships of gender and age with goals, were already commented in the text
about analyses of covariance.
The final two regressions were done to examine the relationship between orientations
to happiness as predictors and two components of self-regulation as a criteria. Gender and age
explained 1% of the variance of self-control in the first step, with gender being a significant
predictor (the relationship is negative, which means that female students have higher selfcontrol than male students). In the second step both orientations joined gender as significant
predictors: hedonic orientation is negatively related to self-control, while eudaimonic
orientation is positively related to it. This final model explained 13% of the self-control
variance. As for delay of satisfaction, results showed that age and gender are significant
predictors in the first step (both are negatively related to dependent variable – for gender it
means that male students have lower scores on delay of satisfaction, and for age it means that
the older the students are the lower the delay of satisfaction is), explaining 1% of the variance.
In the second (and final) step, all predictors are significant: gender, age and hedonic
orientation are negatively related to delay of satisfaction, and eudaimonic orientation is
positively related to it. This final model explained 11% of the delay of satisfaction variance.
There is no research on the relationship between self-control and delay of satisfaction
(gratification) and orientations to happiness. Therefore, the results are again compared to
more general concept of self-regulation. Peterson et al. (2007) found positive relationship
between eudaimonic orientation and character strength of self-regulation, and near zero (.06),
but still significant (due to a large sample) correlation with hedonic orientation. Even though
self-regulation in VIA-IS questionnaire (Peterson & Seligman, 2004) is not the same concept
as self-control or delay of satisfaction used in present research, current results can be treated
as confirmation of theirs, because self-control and delay of satisfaction can be considered as
inherent parts of broader self-regulation concept. Obtained negative relationship between
hedonic orientation and both self-regulation components was expected, based on the
definition of hedonism, which is related to getting as much pleasures as one can, living in the
moment, not thinking about tomorrow etc. It is obvious that hedonic orientation and selfcontrol, as well as delay of satisfaction must be inversely related. This is exactly what has
been found. Considering the results that eudaimonic orientation is positively related to selfcontrol and delay of satisfaction, the obtained results can be again compared to those of
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Peterson et al. (2007), who also found positive relationship between self-regulation and
orientations to engagement and meaning (which we combined into eudaimonic orientation).
Mastering some skill or devoting oneself to the others peoples well-being, asks for investment
of great effort and for a lot of renunciation, and that‘s exactly what characterizes eudaimonic
orientation.

This goal has been approached in two ways. First, using cluster analysis. The
participants were grouped in four groups according to their orientations to happiness, which
were then compared by analysis of covariance (controlling for gender and age). Second,
orientations to happiness, as continuos variables, were used as predictors in hierarchical
regression analyses. Although this might seem superfluous, or redundant, it is decided to keep
both analyses because they, to a certain extent, treat the problem differently. Grouping in four
groups allowed us to compare the results of participants with different profiles of orientations
to happiness on variables of interest. On the other hand, hierarchical regression analyses
enables to see the relationship between orientations to happiness and measured variables
without categorization, which probably reduces effect sizes. The results of both analyses
showed similar or same relationships between orientations to happiness and subjective wellbeing, life goals and self-regulation components.

6.3 Free time activities
There are various definitions of free time. In this research, as already written, the
conceptualization of free time as all time spent awake, left after finishing work or school day
is endorsed. However, the time needed for personal maintenance, household activities and
travelling (to faculty and back) is excluded, in order to study only those activities that are
freely chosen.
Free time activities give individuals great opportunity for identity exploration,
especially in adolescence and young adulthood, when independent future-life choices and
decisions are to be made. Free time activities have been researched in two ways. The general
one, where participants were asked to indicate what do they do in their free time, and for how
many hours per week they do it and the specific one, where every participant stated her or his
favourite activity and rated it on several items related to motives for doing it. The first way
was used to get a broader picture of what students do in their free time and to see how their
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typical week looks like. The favourite activity was also used, because it is assumed that some
of the activities in free time (e.g. studying) are not that much freely chosen. An individual did
choose it independently, but for example, the sense of responsibility toward his parents who
are financing their faculty might influence his choice. However, the favourite activity, one
among many free time activities one engages in during the week, should be completely freely
chosen by an individual. Therefore, that activity is the best for researching motives for
engagement.

6.3.1 Frequency of free time activities
There were 15 different activities, grouped in 10 categories based on their similarity:
sports, artistic activities (painting / drawing, playing an instrument, writing), electronic media
and TV (computer games and TV watching), social interaction (spending time with friends
and going out), leisure with family, travelling and hiking, reading, volunteering, studying
(writing or preparing something for class, learning) and shopping.
Participants could select as many activities as they want, i.e. as many as they engage
in. There were big differences in number of participants engaged in particular activities. For
example, only nine participants stated that they engage in artistic activities like drawing or
painting, playing an instrument, and writing. On the contrary, over 400 participants said that
they read, study and spend time with their families.
Reading was the most frequently chosen way of spending free time. In this study, no
differentiation of what students read was done: newspapers, magazines, novels, or some
faculty related literature. Since there was a category of free time related to learning and doing
any other work for faculty it is assumed that category ―Reading‖ was perceived as reading
something else, not related to studying. Larson and Verma (1999) categorized reading as a
part of ―Media use‖ category and found that it is the second most endorsed activity in this
category, after TV watching, and that adolescents engage in it approximately 33 minutes a
day. Most of participants enrolled in current study read 2 hours per week, while the median is
5 hours per week (median is reported, because of the large skewness of this variable).
Therefore, current data are similar to those that Larson and Verma (1999) got on the sample
of younger adolescents.
The next most frequent free time activity is studying. It was expected that many
participants would report that they study in their free time, because their curriculums are quite
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demanding with lot of assignments that they need to do at home. A similar finding is the one
of Delle Fave and Bassi (2000), who found that among Italian adolescents studying at home is
the most frequently reported activity.
Leisure with family is also a highly endorsed way of spending free time amongst
participants enrolled in this study. Participants were not asked what do they do with their
family members (do they engage in some active activity, like playing music or chess together,
going for a walk and similar, or do they simply watch TV together). Therefore, we cannot
comment this type of free time activity in details. Furthermore, we did not distinguish
participants who live with their families from those who live in student dorms, or with
roommates in apartments. Since they were asked to estimate weekly amount of time spent
with their families, the differences between those two categories of participants are perhaps
not that big, if it is assumed that those who live apart from their families go home for
weekends. However, this was not especially relevant for present study and therefore, it hasn‘t
been researched more detailed. We would like to draw attention to a possible source of
confusion here. The well-known fact is that during adolescence time spent with families‘
decreases, while time spent with peers increases (e.g. Zeijl, Du Bois-Reymond, & Te Poel,
2001). Considering that, the described result might seem contra intuitive. However, only
frequency of students who spend time with their families is commented here. If attention is
paid at the amount of time spent with family members (approximately 11 hours – median
value) and amount of time spent in social interactions with friends (approximately 30 hours),
it can be seen that much more time is spent with friends. This is along with the finding that in
adolescence ratio of time spent with family and peers changes in favour of time spent with
peers, and it remains like that in older age, too.
Another interesting result is the one showing that only nine students stated that they
are engaged in artistic activities. It would be interesting to see if this number would be higher
for children – it is possible that in younger age parents and school promote those kinds of
activities, especially when it is known that they have positive effect on self-esteem and school
success (Larson & Verma, 1999). It can be assumed that only people that are really talented
and interested in arts continue to practice it after high school, when parental influence is less
pronounced, therefore the number of people practicing it declines and it becomes as small as
present study shows.
The amount of time students spend in particular activities shows that social
interactions (spending time with friends and going out) and studying (writing or preparing
something for class and learning) are the activities in which students spend most of their free
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time. In social interactions, students on average spend around 30 hours per week, which is
approximately 35% of their weekly free time. In the most recent study done on student
samples in Croatia, Bouillet, Illišin, and Potočnik (2008), compared the students‘ free time
activities in 1999 and 2004. In both measurements, the three most frequently endorsed
activities were socializing with friends, watching TV and video and going to bars and caffés.
In present research, socializing with friends and going out is combined into one category,
therefore it can be concluded that our results are similar to theirs. The difference is in
electronic media and TV category, in which our students engage somewhat less (it is on 4th
place, after leisure with family).
As for time spent in studying, students in current research reported that they on
average study or do some faculty related assignments approximately 23 hours per week.
According to Eurostudent data collected in 2010 (Cvitan, Doolan, Farnell, & Matković, 2011)
the greatest number of students (59%) spend over 30 hours attending lectures or learning.
From those hours, 17.5 hours are spent on lectures and 15.4 on learning. Therefore, current
study‘s data are not similar to Eurostudent’s data: students in current study spend much more
time on learning, writing and preparing for classes than students enrolled in Eurostudent
research. This difference could perhaps be attributed to the fact that in our study only students
of University of Rijeka were included, while Eurostudent study was performed on all
universities in Croatia. The University of Rijeka, in comparison with other universities in
Croatia, has a different book of rules according to which students study, which might be the
reason for different amount of time spent on learning, writing and preparing for classes at
home. Students of University of Rijeka get 70% of their final grade throughout work and
assignments during semester, and a large portion of that work is done at home (e.g. writing
seminars, reports, learning, etc.), therefore they need to do more faculty related work at home
than students from other universities.

6.3.2 Hedonic and eudaimonic motives for the favourite activity
The main part of the third goal of this study was to examine differences in hedonic and
eudaimonic motives for favourite free time activities.
After providing data about activities in their free time, every participant stated her or
his favourite free time activity, and rated its hedonic and eudaimonic motives, for example
how relaxing is it, or how full of opportunities to learn is it. Activities were grouped in seven
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categories, based on their similarities (e.g. all sports were grouped in one category, all artistic
activities, like playing an instrument, singing, painting, writing, etc. in other and so on), by
two independent raters.
It is interesting to compare activities that are stated as favourite activities with
activities in free time proposed by researcher (the ones described earlier). As it can be seen,
there are some similarities, and some differences. Reading, artistic activities, sports, and
electronic media are present in both occasions. In the list of activities presented to participants
by the researcher, leisure with family members, travelling or hiking, volunteering, studying
and shopping were also included. None of those five activities emergeed as a favourite
activity when participants stated their favourite activities. Instead, participants stated outdoor
activities (not sports) and dancing as their favourites. These differences can be a useful
guideline for further studies: perhaps those two activities can be added to the list of free time
activities used in this research. Furthermore, we think that the five activities that we offered as
ways of spending free time and which students did not state as their favourite activities,
should not be excluded from the list, because we saw that students do engage in them, even
though they are not their favourite activities. By omitting them, we would loose valuable
information about ways in which students spend their time.

After stating their favourite activity, participants rated different motives for it, or
amount of different gains / benefits they get from it. Four of the possible motives were
hedonic, and four eudaimonic. It was expected that different activities are attractive for
different reasons. For example, an individual socializes with friends because he or she enjoys
it, or relaxes through conversation with friends, etc. On the other hand, one reads to learn
something, not only to enjoy in a good book.

6.3.2.1 Motivation for favourite activity
Every day we do different things in our free time and we do it for different reasons.
Some of those things we do purely for pleasure. For example, we go to a restaurant and enjoy
a good dinner. If we go with friends, we also enjoy their company. If those are close friends,
with whom we share our intimate thoughts and problems, we can probably say that we have
good interpersonal relationships. Is this activity purely hedonic or are there some eudaimonic
motives in it as well? For one person it can be hedonic (having a fine meal is a source of
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pleasure), while for the other it can be eudaimonic (sharing intimacy with close friends means
satisfying a need for good interpersonal relationships). The motives for engagement are
individual, and can differ from person to person: one person can engage in sports because her
friends do it too and because they are having good time there, while the other will exercise
because she wants to achieve better sport results, to advance the skills etc. Therefore, one
should be careful when labelling activities as hedonic or eudaimonic per se, it is better to ask
a person how he or she perceives it. For this reason, it is decided to ask participants to rate
their motives for engaging in activity themselves, instead of implying that certain activities
are more hedonic, while others are more eudaimonic. We have asked participants what they
gain from their favourite activity, and based on that concluded what was theirs primary
motivation to engage in that particular activity.

In general, the results showed more variability in eudaimonic than in hedonic motives
for favourite activity. These results might point to the fact that most activities may produce
hedonic gains, while activities differ on the eudaimonic gains – not all activities will result in
eudaimonia. Furthermore, this result is a confirmation that eudaimonia is accompanied by
hedonia, while the vice versa does not have to be. Activities that are giving rise to eudaimonia
are a source of hedonic enjoyment as well, but the reverse is not always true – hedonic
enjoyment does not have to be accompanied by eudaimonia (Waterman, et al., 2008). This is
an important result since it is the empirical confirmation of theoretical hypothesis that
eudaimonia is always accompanied by hedonia, while the opposite is not always the case.
Beyond this, we were interested to see if for some activities hedonic motives are more
dominant over eudaimonic than for other activities. Reading, artistic activities, sports and
dancing are only somewhat more hedonically than eudaimonically motivated. Electronic
media / music listening, socializing and outdoor activities (not including sports) are mostly
hedonically motivated, i.e. the difference between hedonic and eudaimonic motives is more
pronounced. These results are the confirmation of Huta‘s (2007) results that showed that some
activities, like playing a musical instrument, doing some artistic activity or playing a sport,
could be high in both eudaimonic and hedonic motivation. Furthermore, we have once again
seen that no activity is purely eudaimonic, without hedonia at all. This is also in accordance
with Waterman‘s model of well-being (e.g. Waterman, 1993; Waterman et al., 2008) who
differentiated hedonically motivated activities that are autonomously chosen and motivated by
hedonic pleasures they provide, and intrinsically (in the narrover sense) motivated activities
that have two sources of motivation: hedonic pleasure and eudaimonia.
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Although we claim that every person defines his or her activities as hedonic or
eudaimonic by itself, some activities are more hedonic while some are more eudaimonic for
most of the people. Our results showed that, in general, all activities are about equally
hedonically motivated. As for eudaimonic motivation, activities differ: reading, artistic
activities, sports and dancing are more eudaimonically motivated than electronic media /
music listening, socializing and outdoor activities (excluding sports). According to
eudaimonic conception of happiness, an individual is happy if she lives a life worth living,
trying to do her best, engaging in activities that are meaningful and purposeful. The first
group of activities is higher on eudaimonic gains they provide than the second group probably
because they offer a way to be more fully engaged in meaningful activity that can contribute
to personal development (e.g. learning something new from the book one reads) or to the
society one lives in. Activities in the second group are activities in which one needs to invest
less energy and effort, activities that are more relaxing and easy-going, activities that in most
cases do not provide opportunity to learn something, to advance personal skills. As such, they
are not a source of eudaimonic gains.

Some people invest a lot of time and effort in free time activities, which are sometimes
even more demanding than their jobs, faculties, schools. Contrary, some people spend their
free time watching TV, or going out with friends. Why there is such a difference? Why are
some people ready to spend all of their free time in doing something demanding, physically or
psychologically exhausting, while other spend their free time passively, investing almost no
energy and effort in those activities? Our results pointed to one possible answer: first group of
people is eudaimonically motivated, they try to enhance their knowledge and skills, while the
second group is motivated only by pleasure they can gain from the activity.
Besides motivation, it looks like the two groups of activities obtained in this research
differ also in level of challenge they put in front of individual. According to flow theory
(Csikszentmihalyi, 1988; 1990) in order to produce flow, activity must be challenging, and a
person must have enough skills to deal with the challenges. Lack of challenge might lead to
the experience of boredom. We do not imply that engagement in activities from the second
group (electronic media / music listening, socializing and outdoor activities) will result in
boredom, because they are satisfying from other aspects (e.g. fun, entertainment, good
relationships with friends, etc.). However, we do state that they are less challenging than are
activities from the first group (reading, artistic activities, sports and dancing). Motivation and
challenge are only two of the many different characteristics that differentiate activities. Since
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there are many characteristics of free time activities that we have not been researched in this
study, future studies should be planned in order to fully describe free time activities. For
example, it would be interesting to see differences in amount of effort needed for different
activities, or goals one wants to obtain through particular activity, etc.

6.4 The relationship between global and momentary judgments of
subjective well-being components
The fourth goal of this study was to examine the relationship between global and
momentary judgments of subjective well-being in general and related to different activities.
This goal was divided in two parts. First, participants‘ global (questionnaire measures) and
momentary (mean of experience sampling measures) judgments of subjective well-being were
compared. Second, participant‘s subjective well-being during different activities, on betweenand within-person level of analysis were compared.

6.4.1 Global and momentary judgments of (life) satisfaction, positive and
negative affect

Life satisfaction judgment is reflecting one‘s life circumstances, success in dealing
with them, and one‘s success in goal accomplishment. We construct our judgment of life
satisfaction taking into account many things. According to social psychology theories, life
satisfaction judgments are based mostly on situational factors (Schwarz & Strack, 1999),
while individual differences or personality theories emphasize the role of personality factors
(Diener & Lucas, 1999). Regarding life satisfaction stability, one must have in mind set-point
theory according to which we have a baseline to which we return, after some events move our
life satisfaction below or above it (Headey & Wearing, 1989). On the other hand, life
satisfaction judgments are also influenced by circumstances (Inglehart & Klingemann, 2000).
It changes when relevant information, used by respondent in forming the judgment, changes
(Schimmack et al., 2002; Schwarz & Strack, 1999). Despite the stability of life satisfaction,
mostly determined by genetic, personality factors, circumstances are also important. Metaanalysis done by Schimmack and Oishi (2005) showed that about 80% of life satisfaction
variance is due to chronically accessible information, 10% is due to temporarily accessible
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information, and another 10% is due to random measurement error. In these studies,
researchers compared several measurements of life satisfaction, but they were more distant in
time (e.g. month, year), than were measurements done in present research.
As far as we know, the relationship between global and momentary life satisfaction
has not been studied yet, therefore we examined it. Our results showed low correlation (.32)
between global measure of life satisfaction and mean level of aggregated momentary
measures. This correlation is statistically significant, but it is rather low. The measures used in
this research might explain this weak relationship. Global life satisfaction was measured by
SWLS (Diener, Emmons, et al., 1985) and momentary judgment by one item only, which
asked participants how satisfied with themselves they were at that exact moment. This
measure of momentary satisfaction was perhaps too narrow and we failed to include some
other areas of satisfaction that might increase the correlation of momentary and global
satisfaction. When choosing this item, we reasoned that a person would take into account
current life circumstances and success in dealing with them when she is judging current
satisfaction with oneself. We considered this similar to global life satisfaction judgment. It is
possible that by asking participants to give momentary judgments of satisfaction, we managed
to capture their judgments based mostly on ―temporarily accessible information‖, not taking
into account a broader picture. Since this type of information explains approximately 10
percent of the variance in life satisfaction (Schimmack & Oishi, 2005), this might explain
such a low correlation. It can be concluded that our results confirm the findings of previous
research showing that temporarily accessible informations do play a role in life satisfaction,
but these information are much less important than chronically accessible informations.
Aggregated momentary judgments are moderately correlated with global judgments of
positive and negative affect (.47 for positive and .50 for negative affect). In both types of
measurement, the same measure was used (PANAS; Watson et al., 1988), therefore it can be
said that the same concept was measured. Intuitively, we expected somewhat stronger
relationship. How we feel in general is comprised of how we feel across many moments
during time period we rate. However, momentary judgments were gathered during only one
week, while global judgment refers to how one feels regulary, and the time period is not
limited, it practically covers the whole life. Therefore, momentary judgments are more
influenced by current events and circumstances, while global judgments are more stable,
reflecting genetic predispositions, personality traits, some more durable circumstances, etc.
Those differences in ways in which we construct our judgments are probably one of the
reasons why correlations between them are not higher. Correlations in this study are
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somewhat lower than those obtained by Watson and Clark (1994). They correlated positive
and negative trait affect with average daily mood scores and got correlations of .64 for
positive and .53 for negative affect. Our correlations may be lower because we assessed mood
five times a day for one week, while they assessed it once a day for several weeks. Their
assessments were probably more prone to retrospection, because the ratings were done at the
end of the day. On the other hand, our participants rated their affect shortly after receiving the
signal. This should maximally reduce the retrospection bias, and provide exact information
about how one feels at the time the rating was made. It can also be assumed that correlations
obtained by Watson and Clark (1994) were higher than those we obtained because with
increasement of time period we judge, the role of genetic predispositions, personality traits,
and some more durable circumstances also increases.
Although subjective well-being components, affect and life satisfaction, are separable
dimensions, they are also related. When we make life satisfaction judgments, we take into
account our affective state (Schwarz & Strack, 1991). Our findings show that correlations
between life satisfaction and affect are lower on the global level (around .30, negative for
negative affect and positive for positive affect), than on the momentary level (from -.43 for
negative and .58 for positive affect). This result confirms the notion that affect is used as a
source when we make life satisfaction judgment: when we make more global judgments of
life satisfaction, we take into account many things (e.g. accomplishment of valued goals,
satisfaction with interpersonal relationships, marriage satisfaction, work satisfaction, etc.), as
well as our current mood. However, when we are asked how satisfied we are in the moment
when the question is asked, we tend to rely on currently available information, and mood is
one of the most important between them. In momentary judgment making, we probably will
not take into account all the information we use when we make more global judgment, instead
we will only use the salient informations, like mood, or even current weather (Schwarz &
Clore, 1983). To conclude the higher correlations between aggregated momentary judgments
of life satisfaction and affect than between global judgments of those well-being components
are probably because when we must make a fast judgment, we do not engage in deeper
analyses. Instead, we use the information that are easy accessible, like mood. However, we
must, once again, point out that measures of global and momentary satisfaction are not
completely the same. The obtained results could be partially due to the difference in used
measures, and partially due to the existence of the real difference in the relationships of life
satisfaction and affects on the global and momentary level.
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Here we must point to an interesting question of affect independence, which is still a
source of many debates. There are many researches and theories or models of relationship
between positive and negative affect. In this research, we used PANAS, and common finding
of the studies using that scale is that affects are independent (e.g. Schmukle, Egloff & Burns,
2002; Watson & Clark, 1997; Watson, et al., 1988). Our results, at the global level, are
indecisive: correlation obtained on the whole sample suggests that positive and negative affect
are negatively related (-.39, p<.01), while the correlation obtained only on participants that
were included in the experience sampling part of the research, showed that positive and
negative affect are not correlated (-.15, p>.05). Since the first correlation is obtained on the
larger sample (N = 769) than the second one (N = 93), we should treat it as more reliable.
According to that it can be concluded that positive and negative affect are inversely related,
which is opposite to the findings of Watson, et al. (1988), Watson and Clark (1997) and
Schmukle et al. (2002). In Croatia, several studies were done using the complete and short
form of PANAS scale, and they also found significant, but lower correlations between
positive and negative affect than the one obtained in the present study. For example, Brdar
and Anić (2010) used short PANAS scale (the same as the one used in present research) on a
sample of high-school students and found the correlation of r = -.17 (p<.05). The same
correlation (r = -.17, p<.01) was obtained on a student sample (Juretić, 2011). Somewhat
larger correlation (r = -.26, p<.01) was found in the research done by Knezović, Šverko and
Fuček (2007), who used the PANAS-X scale, but it was still smaller than the correlation
obtained in the current research. Obviously, our results are in contradiction with the claim that
positive and negative affects are independent. We can only hypothesize why our results are
not along with results of previous studies. One of the reasons could be the fact that we asked
participants to rate how they usually feel. The intent was to get global ratings of their affect
during longer periods of at least few months. Perhaps they have considered shorter time
period, at which affects are moderately negatively related (Diener & Emmons, 1984). Since
we haven‘t controlled for the time range considered, these results should be further examined,
with greater attention given to the time frame which participants judge.
Independence of affects on momentary level is also interesting. Momentary positive
and negative affect are inversely correlated, with correlations becoming lower as the time
frame increases. For long time periods of weeks or longer, the two affects become relatively
independent (e.g. Diener, & Emmons, 1984). In our research, mean values of the aggregated
positive and negative affect have been correlated and it has been found that there were no
significant correlations between them. Considering that aggregated momentary measures
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represent mean affect during one week, i.e. the composite general positive affect during one
week is computed and compared to the same measure of negative affect, this result was
expected. Correlations would probably be higher (and inverse), if we have used daily
aggregated measures, instead of weekly aggregated measures. Accordingly, momentary
correlations should be the highest, because it is unlikely that individual can feel both positive
and negative affect at the same time.
Examining correlations between positive and negative affect on within-subjects level
revealed also interesting results. The average within-subject correlation between momentary
positive and negative affect is negative, as it was expected, but it is rather low (r = -.16). This
correlation is much lower than correlations that Diener and Emmons (1984) obtained in their
studies (r = -.45 and r = -.54). By detailed inspection of the individual results it is revealed
that some subjects had high positive correlations of momentary positive and negative affect,
which means that they simultaneously experienced high levels of positive and negative affect.
How can it be possible? These results could be compared to the findings of Hemenover and
Schimmack (2007) that a person can simultaneously experience amusement and disgust.
Those two feelings are not included in PANAS, but based on that, we can assume that a
person can, for example, simultaneously feel excited and ashamed or afraid and active. It
would be interesting to test this hypothesis more specifically, by examining which positive
and negative adjectives from PANAS are positively and which negatively correlated.

In next analysis, the differences between global and momentary affect judgments were
tested. The results showed that there are significant differences in these two types of
judgments. Global judgments were significantly higher than the momentary ones. These
results suggest that we tend to overestimate our global judgments. We can explain this by the
fact that when we make global judgments we are in some mood, which affects our judgment –
it looks like we tend to overemphasize the current mood in making the global judgment.
Similar findings are obtained in research done by Bower (1981). However, this is not the case
with momentary judgments because they are calculated as a mean value of many single
judgments. Also, sometimes we overemphasize the negative and other times we
overemphasize the positive affect, and the result is that those two cancel each other out.
Therefore, momentary judgments tend to return to the mean, which may be lower than global
judgments. This possible explanation should be empirically tested in some future research.
For example, we could measure momentary assessments during longer time period, and
compare them to several global assessments made during the same period. In this way, we
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could more precisely reveal the nature of the relationship between momentary and global
assessments. The second explanation relies on results of previous research, which showed that
people tend to overestimate types of affect that they experience more frequent because they
are more salient in their memory (Diener, Larsen, & Emmons, 1984). Happy people
experience more positive affect and overestimate it, while unhappy people feel more negative
affect and overestimate it. We have not differentiated happy from unhappy students, but our
results are along with these findings. If happy students overestimated their positive affect, and
unhappy students overestimated their negative affect, this would result in higher global than
momentary assessments of both affects. The third possible explanation is related to
personality traits: it is a well-known fact that extraverts recall more positive memories, while
neurotics recall more negative memories (e.g. Bradley & Mogg, 1994; Mayo, 1983). In our
research, we did not include measures of personality traits, so we can only assume that the
relationship between affects and personality traits can explain our results: on the global level
personality characteristics influence judgments more than on the momentary level.
Dispositions can also play a role in forming momentary judgments, but only to a smaller
degree, since the time frame of judgment is shorter, and more specific. Finally, it is possible
that different mechanisms are active for positive and not active at all for negative affect
judgments. In the case of positive affect, social desirability might play a role. It is possible
that people are more ready to report positive feelings because they are perceived as more
socially acceptable. In addition, it is possible that people remember more positive affect than
they actually experience because in that way they protect their mental health. In the case of
negative affect the explanation could be that ―bad is stronger than good‖ (e.g. Baumeister,
Bratslavsky, Finkenauer, & Vohs, 2001; Fredrickson & Losada, 2005; Rozin & Royzman,
2001). For negative affect, this idea about ―bad is being stronger than good‖ means that for
one negative experience one must have several positive experiences to ―erase‖ the effects of
that negative event. It is possible that for some people positive events are not that frequent and
they do not nullify the effects of negative ones. At momentary level, a person can experience
approximately the same amount of positive and negative affect, but the positive affect does
not prevail over negative affect enough to ―erase‖ its effects on the more global level, which
makes global judgment of negative affect higher than its momentary equivalent.
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6.4.2 Satisfaction and affect during free time activities with eudaimonic or
hedonic characteristics

In this research, we were interested in studying motivation for different favourite free
time activities in relation to the subjective well-being. We were interested in characteristics,
not the content of the activity, because we think that the activity could be hedonically
motivated for one person, while for the other person the motives for that same activity could
be eudaimonic, as already explained.
With between-person analyses, well-being of individuals who are generally engaged in
activities with hedonic characteristics is compared with well-being of individuals who are
generally engaged in activities with eudaimonic characteristics. The highest proportion of
variance was explained in positive affect, followed by satisfaction and finally by negative
affect.
Results showed that students who engage in activities with hedonic characteristics are
more satisfied. However, positive relationship with satisfaction even for acitivities with
eudaimonic characteristics was expected, but such a relationship has not been found. The
reason for this might be the fact that we have measured momentary satisfaction, and some
eudaimonically characterized activities are sometimes really hard, exhausting and can be even
frustrating (e.g. running a marathon, or learning to play a really demanding musical
composition) and as such are not a source of immediate satisfaction. Only later, after some
time, they become a source of great satisfaction and enjoyment. It would be interesting, in
some future study, to research the relationship between hedonically and eudaimonically
characterized activities and vitality, life meaning, purpose in life, as well as psychological
well-being. Perhaps the results would show that activities with eudaimonic characteristics are
more related to some of those variables, similar to the results obtained in the study of Huta
and Ryan (2010). In addition, in some future study, we could examine the relationship of
activities with hedonic and eudaimonic characteristics with defferedsatisfaction, measured, for
example, few hours after the characteristics of activity are measured. In this way, the benefits
eudaimonia can have on satisfaction perhaps would be captured. Furthermore, if attention is
paid to the fact that we have asked participants to rate how satisfied with themselves they are
at the moment, one interesting question arises. Why would people who are mostly hedonically
motivated, which means that they pursue pleasures a lot, be satisfied with themselves? What
is satisfying in that? When participants were asked how satisfied they are with themselves, it
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was expected to get a judgment of how satisfied they are with the way they deal with current
life circumstances and demands. According to our expectations, this should be more
eudaimonically related judgment than hedonically. However, results did not confirm this.
Their behaviour might be a source of good feelings, but it is less likely that it is a source of
satisfaction with oneself in terms of how successful one is in dealing with current
circumstances. Considering this, it looks like the satisfaction really is a hedonic variable, at
least at this momentary level. This is in accordance with some authors (e.g. Compton, et al.,
1996; Keyes et al., 2002) who consider even life satisfaction to be purely hedonic variable.
These results, about the existence of the relationship between activities with hedonic
characteristics and satisfaction, and lack of relationship between activities with eudamonic
characteristics and satisfaction, might also challenge our choice of the question with which we
have examined current satisfaction – perhaps the satisfaction with oneself is not the best
choice, and some other ways of studying it should be considered.

For positive and negative affect, it is found that both characteristics of activities play a
significant role. Activities with hedonic characteristics have stronger relationship with
positive affect than those with eudaimonic characteristics. For negative affect, both
characteristics of activities are equally important, but the relationships are opposite: activities
with hedonic characteristics are related to experiencing less negative affect, while activities
with eudaimonic characteristics are related to experiencing more negative affect.
The relationship between activities with hedonic characteristics and positive affect is
in accordance with theory, which links hedonia and positive feelings, even though there are
some studies that did not capture this relationship (e.g. Steger, et al., 2008). The results
according to which activities with eudaimonic characteristics are also related to experiencing
more positive affect, might challenge the above given explanation of the relationship between
satisfaction and eudaimonically characterized activities. However, we did not say that always
and all eudaimonic activities are at the time of engagement exhausting and unrelated to any
positive experiences. Some of them, clearly, are a source of positive affect. In a research done
by Steger, et al. (2008) the results were even more opposite to the theoretically based
expectations: eudaimonic behaviours were related to experiencing more positive affect, while
hedonic behaviours were not related to positive affect at all. Authors pointed out that it is
possible that eudaimonic behaviours will have deeper, more meaningful effect, giving
participants opportunities to acquire resources important for future. Their results point to the
fact that people who often engage in hedonically motivated activities, seeking pleasure, do not
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have desirable emotional lives. Results of Huta and Ryan (2010) are also important to
mention, because they also contradict the theoretical notions that hedonia is related to
experiencing more positive affect than it is eudaimonia. According to their results, person‘s
typical degree of hedonia does not relate more to positive affect than it does its typical degree
of eudaimonia. We have not tested if there is significant difference between the size of the
relationship of hedonia and eudaimonia with positive affect, like Huta and Ryan (2010) did,
but we can conclude that our results showed that the typical level of hedonic activities is more
related to positive affect than is the typical level of eudaimonic activities. It means that our
results are along with theory that hedonia is related to experiencing positive affect. However,
they have also revealed that eudaimonia is related to positive affect too. Obviously, the
divergence of results between these three studies points to the need for further research of this
problem.
Contrary to the results for positive affect, results for negative affect are along with
explanation given for satisfaction, but even more pronounced: the more the activity is
perceived as eudaimonic, the higher the negative affect is, and the more the activity is
perceived as hedonic, the less negative affect is experienced. The negative relationship
between hedonic characteristics of activity and negative affect was expected. Activities
engaged for hedonic motives are actually activities engaged for pleasure, fun and relaxation,
and it is logically that they are related to experiencing low levels of negative affect. However,
study of Steger, et al. (2008) showed that negative affect and hedonic behaviours are
unrelated on a global or a daily level. Huta and Ryan (2010) obtained similar findings: at the
between-person level of analysis, negative affect and typical degree of hedonia are
uncorrelated. Once again, these differences in obtained results suggest that this should be
further studied.
To summarize described results, people who typically engage in activities for hedonic
motives are more satisfied, experience more positive and less negative affect. People who
typically engage in activities with eudaimonic characteristics experience some amount of
positive affect and experience more negative affect, while their satisfaction is not related to
the engagement in eudaimonic activities. However, once again, we must point to the
disagreement of our results and results of the previous studies. Obviously, the relationship
between hedonically and eudaimonically characterized activities and subjective well-being is
complex and needs further investigation.
Another interesting finding should be addressed. According to Lyubomirsky et al.
(2005), 40% of happiness can be attributed to attentional activities. They have calculated that
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percentage by subtracting from 100% the percentages attributable to genetics (50%; Lykken
& Tellegen, 1996; Tellegen et al., 1988) and to circumstances (10%; Diener, et al., 1999).
According to our results (table 3 in Appendix) that percentage is overestimated: attentional
activities explained less than 40% (the highest percentage of common contribution is obtained
for positive affect and it is somewhat over 30%). However, this might be so because we
examined each component of subjective well-being (i.e. happiness) separately, while they
wrote about the happiness as a whole. This should be examined in further research, where
subjective well-being will be treated as one compound variable. If that research would
confirm our results, further studies should be designed in order to see how the remaining
variance (approximately 7-8% according to our data) could be explained.

Within-person level analyses allow us to compare eudaimonic / hedonic characteristics
of an activity at a single moment in time and to link it to well-being at that particular moment.
Analyses have been done for every participant and the obtained results were averaged. Similar
to results at between-person level, the highest average proportion of variance was explained in
positive affect, then in life satisfaction and finally in negative affect.
Practising activities with hedonic characteristics is related to higher satisfaction, lower
positive and negative affect than practising eudaimonic activities. The finding that hedonic
activities are accompanied by less positive affect than eudaimonic activities is surprising.
According to theory and previous research (Huta & Ryan, 2010) hedonia should be related to
experiencing more positive affect on within-person level of analyses. Results of the present
study showed that hedonic activities are indeed related to experiencing positive affect, but
relationship between eudaimonic activities and positive affect is even stronger. Perhaps
participants in the present study engage in eudaimonically motivated activities that provide
immediate positive experiences, and not postponed as expected. Since these results are
opposite to results of Huta and Ryan (2010), the only study that has approached this problem
similar to the way we did, future studies should address this more detailed. Stronger
relationship between hedonic activities and satisfaction than between eudaimonic activities
and satisfaction is in accordance with the notion that satisfaction, at least at the momentary
level, is more hedonic than eudaimonic variable. Finally, it was expected that momentary
negative affect should be positively related to activities with eudaimonic characteristics, but
such relationship has not been found. These results are actually in accordance with findings of
Huta and Ryan (2010) who found no relationship between either of the subjective well-being
components‘ and eudaimonic activities. Obviously, our participants do not engage in
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eudaimonic activities that are exhausting and that can be a source of momentary negative
affect. Once again, it can be assumed that eudaimonic activities in which our participants
engage are not just a source of meaning and an opportunity to feel fully engaged, but also a
source of good feelings. However, those activities are not related to decrease of negative
affect, as the hedonic ones are.
In general, summarizing both types of analyses, it can be concluded that people who
typically engage in acitivities with hedonic characteristics experience more satisfaction and
positive affect and less negative affect than people who typically practice activities with
eudaimonic characteristics. However, at the moment, eudaimonic activites are related to
experience of more positive affect than hedonic acitivities, who are, in turn, related to higher
momentary satisfaction and less negative affect. Once again, we must emphasize that present
results contradict the previous findings (e.g. Huta & Ryan, 2010; Steger, et al., 2008). Results
of the present study showed that hedonic activities are pleasant while engaged in them, which
was expected, but they have also shown the same about eudaimonic activities. It looks like
eudaimonic activities can also be a source of immediate enjoyment and not only a source of
postponed good feelings. However, obtained results also challenge the idea of Huta and Ryan
(2010) that eudaimonically motivated activities can have some delayed effects on positive
affect, because we did not find that people who usually engage in eudaimonic activities have
higher positive affect than those who are typically hedonically motivated.
All eudaimonic theories emphasize that living life eudaimonically is related to higher
well-being, and can be equalized with having a good life. Present study‘ results do not support
this – students who usually practice eudaimonic activities are not happier than those who
practice hedonic activities. Indeed, the relationship we obtained is opposite – people who are
typically hedonically motivated are happier. However, we have only examined subjective
well-being, which is actually a hedonic model. It can be assumed that the results would be
quite different if eudaimonic theories or models of well-being, like psychological well-being,
or personal expressiveness, have been included. Eudaimonic activities would probably
correlate more with those aspects of well-being than hedonic acitivities. In future research, we
suggest inclusion of subjective and psychological well-being measures, because in that way
the complete picture of the relationship between activities and well-being would be obtained.
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6.5 General discussion
General aim of present study was to provide better understanding of orientations to
happiness, subjective well-being, life goals, some aspects of self-regulation and free-time
activities.
In the first part of research, attention was aimed to the differences between people who
endorse different orientations to happiness. Two orientations to happiness, hedonic and
eudaimonic were distinguished. Based on their endorsment of those two orientations,
participants were grouped into four groups: hedonic, eudaimonic, those that highly endorse
both orientations and those that do not endorse either of the orientations to happiness.
Eudaimonia, or life lived in a eudaimonic way was, according to some authors, from
ancient age considered as the only life worth living. At the other side are authors who wrote
that a good life is a life full of pleasures and joyful moments. Which premise is true?
Considering present study‘ results, it can be said that the best way to live our lives is to
combine these two. People who endorse eudaimonia and hedonia both, are the ones that have
the highest life satisfaction and experience the greatest amount of positive affect. They value
intrinsic goals, but to some extent they also value extrinsic life goals, and are capable of selfcontrol and willing to delay immediate satisfaction. They take the best out of both: their lives
are full of pleasures, engagement and meaning. They know how to enjoy going out, being
with friends, having fun, but they will not let it stand in a way of accomplishing some
important goals, like passing an exam, or finishing a work project. It seems like it is all about
balance: people who are able to balance hedonic pleasures with eudaimonic engagement and
meaning are the best functioning ones.
On the opposite end are people who do not endorse either of the orientations to
happiness. They, like in the studies of Huta and Ryan (2010) and Peterson, et al. (2005), have
the lowest subjective well-being. Furthermore, they hardly value any life goals, are poor at
self-control and delay of satisfaction. They are not doing fine, and such a low level of
functioning can be a cause for concern. In present study, orientations to happiness are
conceptualized as individual differences variable, as a sort of disposition, which leaves us
little space for any interventions. However, orientations to happiness can also be conceived as
reflections of different motivations. In that case, people who do not endorse either of the
orientations actually lack any motivation, which gives us opportunity to develop some
programs to help them to become more motivated. Hopefully, this will enable them to be
more satisfied, happy, and give more meaning to their lives.
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In future research, it would be interesting to test the idea that orientations to happiness
can be conceived as reflections of different motivations, by adding to the research a
motivation questionnaire. Huta and Ryan (2010) actually do conceive eudaimonia and
hedonia as motives, just as it was done in one part of present research, but we would like to
research it more empirically. Possibly people that do not endorse either of the orientations
would have low scores on overall level of motivation. As for different types of motivations
(e.g. intrinsic, extrinsic), it can be assumed that, if motivated at all, those people would be
mostly extrinsically motivated.
Free time is someone‘s personal time that can be organized in a way in which a person
wants. If not entirely (e.g. person cannot practice some group sport that she wants if there is
no such group in a town where she lives), than to a much larger extent than work or school.
As such, free time can be a great field for many educational, intervention and therapeutic
programmes.
Reading, studying (e.g. learning, preparing for class, writing reports, etc.) and time
spent with family members are the three most frequently mentioned free time activities. As
for time spent in a particular free time activity, students spend most of their free time in
socializing with friends (e.g. going out) and studying. It can be seen that studying is at the
same time one of the most frequent and the most time consuming activity. Considering the
fact that all participants were students, this was expected. Today, many students are
unsatisfied with their curriculums, and their obligations at the faculty, as well as with faculty
work left to do at home. They complain that it is too demanding, leaving no time for anything
else. Present study‘ results do not support this – they spend more time in social interactions
with friends than in studying. We have two possible scenarios here – first, it is possible that
this is applicable to almost all students: that the majority of them spend more time with
friends than studying. If this is true, then their perception is wrong and their complaints do not
have real basis. The other possibility is that some of them spend more time with friends, while
some of them actually do study most of their free time. If the second possibility is true, we
should also examine the differences in their academic success. Unfortunately, our data do not
allow us to answer this question, but in some future study, this could be researched. Perhaps,
we can design a study in which we would use experience sampling method to get more
specific data on studying, which we could compare to the students‘ estimations of time spent
in studying. If the results of that future study show that students who are academically
successful (i.e. have good grades and complete all assignments on time) really spend most of
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their free time on studying, perhaps the curriculums are too demanding, not allowing them to
do anything else than to study. We consider it a bad thing – students should have enough time
to do other things, besides studying. This might point to the need for revision of curriculums.
In present study special attention is given to the favourite free time activity, because it
was assumed that this is the area of life where freedom and independency most come to the
fore, therefore it seemed as a good point to study different motivations for activities. Obtained
results confirmed the claim that eudaimonia without hedonia cannot exist: all favourite
activities are to a different extent hedonically motivated. This means that when individual
engages in some activity, which could be considered as purely eudaimonic (e.g. volunteering),
she will anyway enjoy it. It is hard to imagine that a person would have a favourite activity,
which is freely chosen and in which one engages frequently, without experiencing any
pleasure. If there is no pleasure at all, this probably would not be a favourite activity.
Valuing eudaimonic and hedonic orientation to happiness highly, as already written,
was related to the most beneficial outcomes regarding subjective well-being, life goals and
researched aspects of self-regulation (self-control and delay of satisfaction). When we have
written about subjects with high scores on both orientations to happiness, orientations to
happiness were conceived as something dispositional, while now, when we write about
hedonic and eudaimonic motives for activities we have something more changeable in mind,
more situation-dependent. However, by combining those two views, a way to enhance
people‘s subjective well-being can be found. By encouraging people to engage in activities
that are at the same time hedonically and eudaimonically motivated, perhaps, we can
indirectly influence their subjective well-being. Our finding that the current activity is related
to momentary well-being (satisfaction and affect), which is in turn related to global wellbeing, also supports this idea of potential enhancement of well-being. Supporting people,
especially children who are more prone to influence, to engage in activities that are
hedonically and eudaimonically motivated at the same time, could increase their momentary
well-being, which in turn might at least slightly contribute to the increase of their global wellbeing.
There are many theories about the way in which we form our global judgments of life
satisfaction or affects. We wanted to add some new findings to this area of research. Obtained
results showed that people use momentary judgments to conclude something about global
judgments, but the relationship between them is weaker than it was expected. This means that
there are many other important factors playing a significant role in forming global judgments
of subjective well-being. Characteristics of activities were added to this model because of
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their relationship with well-being. The other reason is that they are the component that can be
easily changed. We cannot change personality traits, or the fact that someone is unemployed,
but we can probably, through some programmes, effect the ways in which someone spends
his free time, and through that perhaps enhance his or her well-being. In future research
personality traits should be added to this model, as well as some indicators of objective life
circumstances (e.g. employment, income, marriage status etc.). Even though the previous
studies have shown that objective circumstances (e.g. Argyle, 1999) are not of great
importance, they need to be included if we want to precisely research how global judgements
are formed.
Findings about the relationship between free time activities and well-being are
especially important because they provide space for interventions, especially during childhood
and adolescence. As already mentioned, we cannot change someone‘s personality, but we
probably can change the way in which someone spends his free time. If people are informed
and educated about activities that are the most beneficial and encouraged to engage in them,
their subjective well-being can probably be raised. Furthermore, by guiding involvement in
free time activities, children and adolescents‘ risk behaviours can be decreased. This is
especially true considering the fact that many risk behaviours are related to the experience of
boredom (Iso-Ahola & Crowley, 1991) and spending most of the free time hanging out with
friends who are involved in risky behaviours (Barber, Bolitho, & Bertrand, 1998). If we offer
them something else to do, something that they find interesting they will have less time to
engage in risk behaviours.
In this final part of discussion, one important and rather unexpected finding must be
mentioned. Present research did not confirm the widely accepted claim that hedonic
orientation and activities with hedonic characteristics are related to higher positive affect.
Contrary, obtained results showed that, people who live valuing both orientations to happiness
and people who live a eudaimonic life have higher positive affect than people who live a
hedonic life. Furthermore, obtained results showed that engagement in activities with
eudaimonic characteristics is related to positive affect more than engagement in activities with
hedonic characteristics. These results point to the need for further research in this area, but
they might also point to the fact that perhaps PANAS (Watson et al., 1988) is not the good
choice for researching differences between hedonic and eudaimonic aspects of happiness.
Items included in PANAS (Watson et al., 1988), that reflect positive affect can easily be
linked to the both conceptions of happiness. For example, a person can feel ―excited‖ because
she is watching some dynamic programm on TV (e.g. soccer game), or because she has just
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mastered some new move in sports. The item is the same, while the activities are not: the first
one should be considered as more hedonic, while the second is more eudaimonic. In future
research, this needs to be taken into account, and somehow solved: perhaps by adding items to
PANAS (Watson et al., 1988) which are more distinctive for both types of happiness, or by
choosing another scale to assess it.
The results of our research enable us to form some conclusions, some of which are
more and some less in accordance with previous findings. However, first, limitations of
present research, which might have influenced the obtained results, should be mentioned.
First, characteristics of the sample should be mentioned. Participants of this research were
students, therefore the generalization of results on the entire population is questionable.
Students have specific obligations and responsibilities and they have specific daily schedules,
which probably differ from daily schedules of working adults. Those daily schedules are
important because they define amount of free time a person has, and in some cases they also
limit the activities in which one can engage (not all activities are available during whole day).
Because of this, in future research obtained results should be verified on different samples.
The second limitation is related to the choice of questionnaires that have been used.
This is especially important for the free time part of the study, where a list of free time
activities has been used. Even though this list is contstructed on the basis of results of
preliminary studies, it is highly possible that some of the activities people engage in during
their free time were omitted. Free time, and acitivities people engage in during free time, is a
demanding area for research. It is practically impossible to take into account all activities one
can engage during free time. This is especially true if researcher does not want to deal with
qualitative data, because they might be a problem for analyses. Such data need to be coded
first, and after that, one needs to deal with a problem of limited number of appropriate
analyses, that are mostly complicated (if one wants to go beyond reporting only frequencies).
Furthermore, there are many related data that should be gathered when studying free time, as
frequency and duration of engagement, motivation for engagement, availability of different
activities in certain environments or societies, etc., which can significantly extend the
questionnaires. Even so, since many studies have shown the benefits of certain free time
activities, we think that greater attention should be given to this area of research.
In addition, there are problems with PANAS (Watson et al., 1988) and measure of
momentary satisfaction that has been already addressed. We must also mention the fact that
our factor structure of the Orientations to happiness questionnaire (Peterson et al., 2005)
differs from the one proposed by authors, and therefore must be further examined in a future
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research. This factor structure could be optimal only on the students‘ sample because of their
age and life situation, where they are still not completely autonomous and they do not have
that much freedom in choosing how to spend their free time. Therefore, we suggest that this
should be validated on the sample of younger and especially older adults.
Experience sampling method has already been explained in details. Here we would
only like to stress some findings that occurred during research, that might have affected the
obtained results. As already written, this method is demanding for participants, which causes
their great attrition. It is reasonable to ask is there certain type of participants that are willing
to participate in such a demanding study. Or to put it differently, is there a difference in
characteristics of participants (e.g. personality traits, motivation, self-control...) willing to
participate compared to those who were not interested in participating or who dropped out
during research? We have not tested it, but we recommend it for future research, because if
these differences exist, they might be related to the obtained results.
The next limitation can be considered more as a general warning for any future
researches. Obtained results showed that people tend to overestimate their general (global)
judgments of affect. This might point to the greater problem of inaccuracy of self-ratings, a
question that often arises. Experience sampling method enabled us to compare momentary
and global ratings, and the results showed that for positive and negative affect the results are
higher at the global than at the momentary level. Of course, these could be the true results,
because many other things play a role in making global judgment, as explained, but it can also
point to the fact that we are prone to overestimating our judgments when we are asked to rate
how we feel. Perhaps this is the case for other measures, like self-esteem, personality
characteristics, etc. If this is true, we should treat self-ratings with more caution, and perhaps
supplement it with other-person ratings (peer or family members, for example), or some more
objective behavioural measures.

At the end, we can conclude that the results of this research have some theoretical
meaning and contribution, but it will reach its full value only if the obtained results find their
practical application. Free time is, as already mentioned, especially important because it can
be used as a ground for many interventions, or even therapeutic treatments. We saw that the
current activity is related to momentary affect, which is in turn related to global subjective
well-being. Therefore, we can suggest people in which activities to engage in order to live
better. Until now, there were studies that showed that the relationships between hedonic
activities and well-being are the strongest during the activity and later they weaken (Huta,
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2007), or even that only eudaimonic activities are related to greater well-being (Steger, et al.,
2007). Now, we add our findings according to which hedonically motivated activities matter
as well. We have already suggested some of the ways in which the obtained results can be
used to improve people‘s subjective well-being. The promotion of free time activities that are
at the same time eudaimonically and hedonically satisfying will probably be the best way to
achieve that. However, we must have in mind that many other factors also play a role in our
global happiness, so we should not treat it as the only solution of the question how to improve
one‘s life.
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7. Conclusions
1. By person-centred approach (cluster-analysis) grouped participants according to their
enndorsment of two (hedonic and eudaimonic) orientations to happiness into four
groups: participants who highly endorse both orientations, participants who do not
endorse either of them, participants who live a eudaimonic life and participants who
live a hedonic life.
2. Students who highly endorse both orientations have the highest life satisfaction and
positive affect. They perceive intrinsic life goals as more important than students who
live hedonic lives and students who do not endorse either of the orientations. They
also value extrinsic goals more than students who live eudaimonic lives and students
who do not endorse either of the orientations. Students who highly endorse both
orientations have better self-control and are more willing to postpone immediate
satisfaction than students who live hedonic lives.
Students who live eudaimonic lives have higher life satisfaction than students who do
not endorse either of the orientations. They also have higher positive affect, value
intrinsic life goals more, have higher self-control and are more willing to delay
immediate satisfaction than students who live hedonic lives and students who do not
endorse either of the orientations. Furthermore, they value extrinsic goals less than
students who who highly endorse both orientations and students who live a hedonic
life.
Students who do not endorse either of the orientations have the lowest life satisfaction,
the lowest positive affect, and they value intrinsic goals less than all other students.
They value extrinsic goals less than students who highly endorse both orientations and
students who live hedonic lives. Finally, they have lower self-control and are less
ready to postpone immediate satisfaction than students that live eudaimonic lives.
Students who live hedonic lives have lower life satisfaction than students who highly
endorse both orientations, but higher than students who do not endorse either of the
orientations. They have lower positive affect and value intrinsic life goals less than
students who highly endorse both orientations and students who live eudaimonic lives,
but higher than students who do not endorse either of the orientations. They value
extrinsic life goals more than students who live eudaimonic lives and students who do
not endorse either of the orientations. Finally, they have lower self-control and are less
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ready to postpone immediate satisfaction than students who live eudaimonic lives and
students who highly endorse both orientations.
3. The highest frequency of students in their free time read, study and spend time with
family members. Most of their free time students spend in socializing with friends and
studying, and the least time is spent in shopping and volunteering.
People engage in different activities for different motives. These motives can be
classified as hedonic or eudaimonic. Hedonic motives are more pronounced than
eudaimonic motives for all activities, but the differences are statistically significant
only for some activities: reading, electronic media / music listening, socializing,
outdoor activities and dancing which are more hedonically motivated than
eudaimonically. Furthermore, hedonic motives are more uniform than eudaimonic
motives: there are no differences between activities in hedonic motives. On the
contrary, activities differ in eudaimonic motives: reading, artistic activities, sports and
dancing are more eudaimonically motivated activities than electronic media / music
listening, socializing and outdoor activities (excluding sports).
4. Global and momentary judgements of (life) satisfaction are only weakly correlated,
while correlations of global and momentary judgements of positive and negative
affects are higher, and can be labelled as moderately high correlations.
Global judgements of positive and negative affect are statistically higher than
momentary judgements.
Activities with hedonic and eudaimonic characteristics contribute to subjective wellbeing differently. At the between-person level of analysis, hedonic characteristics of
activities are relevant for all three components of subjective well-being, with this
relationship being negative for negative affect. Eudaimonic characteristics are relevant
only for positive and negative affect, and to a smaller extent than the hedonic ones. It
is important to note that, at this level of analysis, the relationship between eudaimonic
characteristics and negative affect is positive.
At within-person level of analysis, hedonic characteristics are more important for
satisfaction and negative affect (relationship with negative affect is negative), while
eudaimonic characteristics are more important for positive affect.
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9. Appendix
List of free time activities
1) being with friends
2) watching TV
3) playing computer games
4) reading
5) practicing sport
6) volunteering
7) going out
8) travelling, hiking
9) shopping
10) drawing, painting
11) playing an instrument
12) spending time with family
13) writing (poems, stories…)
14) doing faculty related work (essays, seminars, etc.)
15) learning

Cluster analysis of orientations to happiness (forceing two groups)

Table 1. Mean values (standardized, z-scores) of orientations to happiness and number of
participants for two groups of orientations to happiness
Groups

Hedonic
orientation
Eudaimonic
orientation

High scores
N = 409
0.59

Low scores
N = 334
-0.71

0.60

-0.73

Obtained clusters differed significantly: F1,741= 531.67 (hedonic orientation), p <.001; and
F1,741= 575.51 (eudaimonic orinetation), p<.001.
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Individual regression analyses for engagement in activities with hedonic and eudaimonic
characteristics as predictors of satisfaction, positive and negative affect – intrainvididual
level

Satisfaction
Participants' ID
A84KL3P6Ž26
A85DD8B18Ž24
A86BD6V87AŽ23
A86SŠ12C52Ž23
A87AM5I17Ž22
A87DSR5S6Ž23
A87MK5M134Ž23
A87MK7J15Ž22
A87VM5B5Ž23
A88LJČ7Š100Ž21
A89VM8K33Ž21
A89ŽL1B6Ž21
A90AŽ6G37M20
A90DV4B13Ž20
A92DR1M20M18
D82DK7L34Ž27
D85NB3H4M25
D87DS5V46M22
D87GL9D18M23
D87LK11JS3M22
D89BL4R8M21
D89BR10I8M20
D89LJT5B114M21
D89NS11S5AŽ20
D89ŽV8J147Ž21
D90DV11I48M20
D91HR6Š132M19
D91II3P5M19
DŽ88RS10S42Ž21
E89ME2P118AŽ21
F87AJ10K49Ž22
F89VP2V6M21
G89BC5S10Ž20
I85IŽ4K34Ž25
I86RM5H17Ž24
I86SS6L24AŽ23
I88DP8G1Ž20
I88VK2V8Ž21
I89SI3Š1M21
I90MO7H14M20
I91JK1O5M20
J86GJ6K23M24
J86MB8P47Ž22
J86MM6K134Ž24

Beta
H
0.676018
0.758934
0.778953
0.680027
0.305321
0.563626
0.749534
0.422362
0.314786
-0.3653
0.21268
0.23091
0.293633
0.634774
0.217031
0.09764
0.252988
0.287594
0.72658
0.192276
0.132829
0.278916
0.688087
0.629452
0.563362
0.619593
0.026829
0.284924
0.591369
0.554841
0.676931
0.320525
0.468997
0.158878
0.710623
0.406707
0.14524
0.453563
-0.07831
0.071706
0.29785
-0.04656
0.544337
0.273581

Beta
E
0.127012
0.017088
0.351378
0.299791
0.18668
-0.04514
0.085802
-0.00128
-0.03346
-0.45465
0.145131
0.441755
-0.27378
0.088664
0.211515
0.295532
0.017554
0.460687
0.082725
-0.014
0.331043
0.333384
-0.01866
0.503045
0.023664
-0.14597
-0.193
-0.19828
0.185996
0.535016
-0.31606
0.359799
-0.16507
0.308084
0.144236
0.44737
-0.11307
0.272499
0.455601
0.559549
0.299338
0.447046
0.0191
0.008037

R Square
Satisfaction
0.422425119
0.566432023
0.541508023
0.69726689
0.164936237
0.350179894
0.610997127
0.178422333
0.111560324
0.25126747
0.037903023
0.237580213
0.07586896
0.35829446
0.093074243
0.08197964
0.0691005
0.444577009
0.504194141
0.035485625
0.159048534
0.230661133
0.475262951
0.479238331
0.303558082
0.366018046
0.035704133
0.154321475
0.278643965
0.559546023
0.352577051
0.22360398
0.265031462
0.119002659
0.536825674
0.23888576
0.031360718
0.296095087
0.20614114
0.35054773
0.233584939
0.199987153
0.290782781
0.074149398
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J87M?5B61Ž22
J88AŠ2Š7Ž22
J90ME7H17Ž20
J91MH1P87M19
K1988MŠ2P53Ž22
K86LJG10K8Ž23
K87JP12L14M22
K89MK7R19M21
K89SU4M13M18
L86LJV6S29Ž22
L86VM8M12Ž23
L87LJB9B42M23
L87SL12Z31Ž22
L89MG1I92Ž20
L92MV4L44M18
M86DG6I2Ž22
M86DV5D9Ž24
M86ML7V112Ž23
M86MV7?98Ž23
M87IP4P123Ž23
M87IZ3O3Ž22
M87JG9B4Ž21
M87JŠ8Z24Ž21
M87KG6G22Ž21
M87MK925Ž22
M87ZK12S23Ž21
M88MG3J142Ž22
M88MP3Š3Ž22
M89AM12P20Ž20
M89AP2R106Ž21
M89JT9D244M20
M89LA11K11Ž20
M89LK6M34M21
M89MJ7Š5Ž21
M89MM11L16M20
M90SB8G23M20
M91AJ9S1M19
med12
med15
N86AT7L6Ž23
N86IT7S39Ž22
N87LG2M49Ž22
N87SD2K320Ž23
N89BP7B7M21
N89DT10K7Ž20
N89NS12M1Ž20
O87RP9Č20Ž23
P85NP7K104Ž24
P86ID7K2Ž23
P88O671Ž21
R89BB7J4M21
RENEMA
S85BM7Š102M24
S85LJP4V2Ž24

0.55427
0.167146
0.221681
0.46053
0.357631
0.52736
0.29209
0.332462
0.15244
0.711749
0.35727
0.583895
0.548825
0.487385
-0.19766
0.428039
0.667739
0.611503
0.441892
0.08516
0.402076
0.565455
0.194487
0.296117
0.762907
0.389349
0.479615
0.360611
0.455959
-0.04017
0.22337
0.569981
0.376279
0.339685
0.212665
0.304704
0.093432
0.482867
0.558081
0.456008
0.718467
0.60633
0.756264
0.377685
0.659151
0.851238
0.381006
0.797619
0.408088
0.789808
0.445892
0.304439
0.503759
0.351471

0.273962
0.180666
0.482903
-0.20435
0.25592
0.23515
0.496722
-0.35732
0.43275
0.288211
0.616811
-0.10262
0.167125
0.223478
-0.08625
0.341458
0.200517
0.128347
-0.58131
0.187018
0.640983
0.313855
0.277554
0.642162
0.127447
0.215508
0.31316
0.444649
0.168401
0.072698
0.245041
-0.07517
0.190887
0.238256
0.086509
0.157351
-0.05451
0.43068
0.133316
0.431297
0.073209
0.43559
0.13802
-0.34973
0.564111
0.227693
0.304435
0.111059
0.374564
0.067903
0.65884
0.246454
0.020321
-0.19178

0.315443382
0.056898082
0.283825197
0.194213294
0.326695812
0.366065333
0.485323014
0.048951621
0.263070382
0.466329877
0.577301513
0.306634058
0.251719333
0.224721319
0.058279569
0.301004302
0.406717331
0.411028122
0.507240697
0.028031514
0.571741732
0.326060069
0.131180831
0.396035866
0.561700659
0.169086286
0.210707644
0.422144007
0.243805575
0.003650408
0.12463883
0.286795428
0.221266615
0.201517307
0.042615173
0.150422338
0.006753861
0.427206697
0.370479742
0.399434721
0.507632893
0.431732162
0.60245902
0.307483187
0.524282751
0.426154629
0.119409734
0.696987466
0.208946833
0.588552529
0.332601486
0.040724063
0.249021921
0.107807539
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S86BJ4P51Ž24
S86BŽ11M84Ž23
S87JV3B5Ž23
S87NM1S25Ž23
S88AC7LJ1Ž21
S89MS3M7M21
S90VŠ2P18Ž20
T85MS6?2Ž24
T86MN7Š21Ž23
T86NB8K2Ž22
T87JB8B9Ž22
T88RR3M8Ž22
T89GIMŠ5AŽ20
T90DM2D12Ž20
T90LJG1K95M20
T90MT6K3Ž19
T91VZ2R12Ž19
teh20
V1986MK12S46Ž23
V86JP7P3Ž22
V88MT2M54Ž22
Z90NB10LP55M20

0.41591
0.274449
0.299216
0.132047
0.379526
0.215008
-0.08262
0.569981
0.576444
0.674384
0.502226
0.810397
-0.188
0.692356
0.175144
0.760546
0.419875
0.313441
0.827706
0.752687
0.519294
0.579583

0.243168
-0.3729
0.295886
0.090918
0.13791
0.253723
0.202256
-0.07517
0.099351
0.268629
0.253489
0.210762
0.032362
0.176549
0.401179
0.762565
0.229845
0.301536
-0.22508
0.12064
0.288527
0.235123

Participants' ID

Beta

Beta

A84KL3P6Ž26
A85DD8B18Ž24
A86BD6V87AŽ23
A86SŠ12C52Ž23
A87AM5I17Ž22
A87DSR5S6Ž23
A87MK5M134Ž23
A87MK7J15Ž22
A87VM5B5Ž23
A88LJČ7Š100Ž21
A89VM8K33Ž21
A89ŽL1B6Ž21
A90AŽ6G37M20
A90DV4B13Ž20
A92DR1M20M18
D82DK7L34Ž27
D85NB3H4M25
D87DS5V46M22
D87GL9D18M23
D87LK11JS3M22
D89BL4R8M21
D89BR10I8M20
D89LJT5B114M21

H
0.334652
0.382389
0.463159
0.439762
0.503558
0.467056
0.277504
0.362174
0.189631
-0.09177
0.511443
0.413873
0.247004
0.406218
-0.00025
0.411519
0.725706
0.264038
0.645445
0.533801
0.493852
0.40533
0.647507

E
0.496033
0.597577
0.51264
0.426451
0.403804
0.402209
0.533522
0.319509
0.273031
0.529987
0.774764
0.576697
0.511905
0.455847
0.541901
0.561908
0.08975
0.593416
0.695156
0.410546
0.260182
0.635774
0.30283

0.112410875
0.196611733
0.07052934
0.016005046
0.186912833
0.073026913
0.064846265
0.286795428
0.290312116
0.468367093
0.249368198
0.549120806
0.031649973
0.617784846
0.084416537
0.508629262
0.221417852
0.213268932
0.453580564
0.597815275
0.261264693
0.743767923

Positive affect
R Square
Positive
affect
0.260008
0.329919
0.3136
0.508596
0.548147
0.15494
0.457961
0.226524
0.0547
0.31534
0.49734
0.478397
0.457232
0.200063
0.293653
0.365744
0.604953
0.598816
0.671656
0.590338
0.404552
0.684127
0.48882
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D89NS11S5AŽ20
D89ŽV8J147Ž21
D90DV11I48M20
D91HR6Š132M19
D91II3P5M19
DŽ88RS10S42Ž21
E89ME2P118AŽ21
F87AJ10K49Ž22
F89VP2V6M21
G89BC5S10Ž20
I85IŽ4K34Ž25
I86RM5H17Ž24
I86SS6L24AŽ23
I88DP8G1Ž20
I88VK2V8Ž21
I89SI3Š1M21
I90MO7H14M20
I91JK1O5M20
J86GJ6K23M24
J86MB8P47Ž22
J86MM6K134Ž24
J87M?5B61Ž22
J88AŠ2Š7Ž22
J90ME7H17Ž20
J91MH1P87M19
K1988MŠ2P53Ž22
K86LJG10K8Ž23
K87JP12L14M22
K89MK7R19M21
K89SU4M13M18
L86LJV6S29Ž22
L86VM8M12Ž23
L87LJB9B42M23
L87SL12Z31Ž22
L89MG1I92Ž20
L92MV4L44M18
M86DG6I2Ž22
M86DV5D9Ž24
M86ML7V112Ž23
M86MV7?98Ž23
M87IP4P123Ž23
M87IZ3O3Ž22
M87JG9B4Ž21
M87JŠ8Z24Ž21
M87KG6G22Ž21
M87MK925Ž22
M87ZK12S23Ž21
M88MG3J142Ž22
M88MP3Š3Ž22
M89AM12P20Ž20
M89AP2R106Ž21
M89JT9D244M20
M89LA11K11Ž20
M89LK6M34M21

0.855954
0.220516
0.571035
0.36434
0.6272
0.725569
0.412259
0.516905
0.289292
0.68502
0.207346
0.604256
0.292805
-0.12439
0.153602
0.313475
0.316268
0.228889
0.188538
0.576013
0.330379
0.380006
0.325055
0.1836
0.451707
0.423325
0.510128
0.193216
0.34787
0.241542
0.615045
0.186555
0.750023
0.602123
0.282254
-0.24417
0.340077
0.620786
0.428508
0.395122
-0.0505
0.279404
0.279952
0.000794
0.295863
0.508058
0.237874
0.473908
0.391301
-0.11777
-0.03539
0.382765
0.239367
0.406405

0.360451
0.255584
0.391787
0.004161
-0.0128
0.653027
0.684043
0.39202
0.532527
0.481108
0.500346
0.599695
0.413329
0.543498
0.594578
0.519938
0.477752
0.436212
0.524928
0.541973
0.356236
0.58333
0.617132
0.749259
-0.00045
0.480789
0.523223
0.667766
0.450843
0.514584
0.61136
0.649715
0.052395
0.608838
0.637656
0.161414
0.589482
0.418785
0.548804
0.48142
0.442198
0.753843
0.625989
0.83315
0.580126
0.685515
0.485921
0.522741
0.605131
0.118636
0.572372
0.46279
0.409149
0.401891

0.696913
0.053163
0.576507
0.133424
0.39835
0.497708
0.605055
0.615555
0.355803
0.624826
0.29089
0.763779
0.172324
0.300492
0.389027
0.403155
0.44995
0.304562
0.320753
0.448817
0.195269
0.387125
0.462066
0.59701
0.20391
0.70679
0.604291
0.619545
0.574132
0.422171
0.52599
0.494996
0.59468
0.423804
0.382559
0.058459
0.464777
0.406655
0.546586
0.407106
0.217995
0.645706
0.379206
0.69434
0.33019
0.597063
0.252823
0.304222
0.658692
0.026572
0.306331
0.408256
0.324666
0.425013
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M89MJ7Š5Ž21
M89MM11L16M20
M90SB8G23M20
M91AJ9S1M19
med12
med15
N86AT7L6Ž23
N86IT7S39Ž22
N87LG2M49Ž22
N87SD2K320Ž23
N89BP7B7M21
N89DT10K7Ž20
N89NS12M1Ž20
O87RP9Č20Ž23
P85NP7K104Ž24
P86ID7K2Ž23
P88O671Ž21
R89BB7J4M21
RENEMA
S85BM7Š102M24
S85LJP4V2Ž24
S86BJ4P51Ž24
S86BŽ11M84Ž23
S87JV3B5Ž23
S87NM1S25Ž23
S88AC7LJ1Ž21
S89MS3M7M21
S90VŠ2P18Ž20
T85MS6?2Ž24
T86MN7Š21Ž23
T86NB8K2Ž22
T87JB8B9Ž22
T88RR3M8Ž22
T89GIMŠ5AŽ20
T90DM2D12Ž20
T90LJG1K95M20
T90MT6K3Ž19
T91VZ2R12Ž19
teh20
V1986MK12S46Ž23
V86JP7P3Ž22
V88MT2M54Ž22
Z86MM3R22Ž23
Z90NB10LP55M20

0.27983
0.292554
0.299595
0.464138
0.051525
0.500211
0.396189
0.403115
0.528591
0.541803
0.117547
0.126342
1.368703
0.354968
0.331074
0.463835
0.635899
0.420188
0.596974
0.611799
0.796158
0.50461
0.203466
0.533899
-0.16687
0.540263
0.732526
0.351932
0.239367
0.747354
0.62463
0.573388
0.675911
0.225358
0.425278
-0.28793
0.54715
0.051478
0.501511
0.116045
0.556577
0.234069
0.519574
0.107311

0.62705
0.579391
0.466168
0.412484
0.678563
0.034238
0.580899
0.412622
0.789674
0.488445
0.664557
0.638847
1.123513
0.66702
0.443892
0.68523
0.405118
0.446171
0.548816
0.635406
-0.07259
0.7491
0.456679
1.000069
0.131049
0.336833
0.586502
0.460321
0.409149
0.610676
0.597081
0.528618
0.460066
0.543235
0.599225
-0.65149
0.919662
0.273456
0.571935
0.522903
0.687309
0.517143
0.374379
0.729856

0.535164
0.328271
0.402668
0.571527
0.464542
0.260879
0.500815
0.288732
0.704422
0.56122
0.430304
0.374506
0.356412
0.329156
0.38704
0.481146
0.377048
0.183991
0.165465
0.581917
0.59412
0.368392
0.266087
0.6426
0.062684
0.488276
0.584644
0.169862
0.324666
0.518297
0.626053
0.45503
0.391702
0.441287
0.763547
0.221138
0.580062
0.076304
0.651763
0.378803
0.852625
0.248182
0.682938
0.529964
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Negative affect
Participants' ID
A84KL3P6Ž26
A85DD8B18Ž24
A86BD6V87AŽ23
A86SŠ12C52Ž23
A87AM5I17Ž22
A87DSR5S6Ž23
A87MK5M134Ž23
A87MK7J15Ž22
A87VM5B5Ž23
A88LJČ7Š100Ž21
A89VM8K33Ž21
A89ŽL1B6Ž21
A90AŽ6G37M20
A90DV4B13Ž20
A92DR1M20M18
D82DK7L34Ž27
D85NB3H4M25
D87DS5V46M22
D87GL9D18M23
D87LK11JS3M22
D89BL4R8M21
D89BR10I8M20
D89LJT5B114M21
D89NS11S5AŽ20
D89ŽV8J147Ž21
D90DV11I48M20
D91HR6Š132M19
D91II3P5M19
DŽ88RS10S42Ž21
E89ME2P118AŽ21
F87AJ10K49Ž22
F89VP2V6M21
G89BC5S10Ž20
I85IŽ4K34Ž25
I86RM5H17Ž24
I86SS6L24AŽ23
I88DP8G1Ž20
I88VK2V8Ž21
I89SI3Š1M21
I90MO7H14M20
I91JK1O5M20
J86GJ6K23M24
J86MB8P47Ž22
J86MM6K134Ž24
J87M?5B61Ž22
J88AŠ2Š7Ž22
J90ME7H17Ž20
J91MH1P87M19
K1988MŠ2P53Ž22

Beta
H
-0.48107193
-0.31384705
-0.55542839
-0.78827869
-0.45966206
-0.73874964
-0.62403672
-0.47607589
0.0577068
0.36813927
-0.06102444
-0.33182854
0.09693031
-0.04104721
0.27586196
-0.25728802
0.14597719
0.15156958
-0.12246285
-0.18243163
-0.09784549
-0.13347311
-0.34853827
-0.6185045
0.25990749
-0.6214594
-0.18693719
-0.20534589
-0.54231932
-0.23566258
0.16951119
-0.302711
0.01726318
-0.18744556
-0.38020404
-0.60117258
-0.12740044
-0.63887342
-0.14714847
-0.45572975
-0.47251717
-0.04130465
-0.34124687
-0.27583179
-0.53229547
-0.43513526
-0.67276408
-0.24944544
-0.60639697

Beta
E
-0.01631
0.357554
-0.09417
0.16501
0.252235
-0.07102
-0.11418
0.07309
0.542871
0.097151
0.192987
-0.03369
0.406381
0.219901
0.461633
0.033046
-0.09648
-0.8285
-0.0718
0.221789
-0.00279
0.200597
-0.06822
-0.00178
0.346331
0.449584
0.036254
-0.24423
-0.28979
-0.53424
0.490897
0.367062
0.020043
-0.26055
0.125586
-0.18314
0.572056
-0.24068
0.101858
0.369989
0.217788
-0.29034
-0.01723
-0.0853
-0.0532
0.024218
-0.05822
0.431611
0.734907

R Square
Negative affect
0.227062207
0.311499961
0.281304253
0.556124637
0.19991988
0.487964276
0.44880915
0.234014577
0.264273107
0.125823591
0.051801206
0.110051982
0.216340517
0.058462157
0.292625858
0.071677326
0.015427648
0.567556239
0.015681036
0.057206007
0.009779005
0.046040867
0.123446703
0.381960777
0.090412449
0.46728687
0.033294866
0.071789534
0.227108934
0.326294332
0.349660553
0.234642558
0.000620045
0.101871247
0.155185166
0.318303176
0.332298012
0.486141905
0.028850325
0.208797265
0.206913671
0.087175011
0.113417512
0.075205998
0.273705662
0.191213468
0.456544885
0.180289455
0.258751693
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K86LJG10K8Ž23
K87JP12L14M22
K89MK7R19M21
K89SU4M13M18
L86LJV6S29Ž22
L86VM8M12Ž23
L87LJB9B42M23
L87SL12Z31Ž22
L89MG1I92Ž20
L92MV4L44M18
M86DG6I2Ž22
M86DV5D9Ž24
M86ML7V112Ž23
M86MV7?98Ž23
M87IP4P123Ž23
M87IZ3O3Ž22
M87JG9B4Ž21
M87JŠ8Z24Ž21
M87KG6G22Ž21
M87MK925Ž22
M87ZK12S23Ž21
M88MG3J142Ž22
M88MP3Š3Ž22
M89AM12P20Ž20
M89AP2R106Ž21
M89JT9D244M20
M89LA11K11Ž20
M89LK6M34M21
M89MJ7Š5Ž21
M89MM11L16M20
M90SB8G23M20
M91AJ9S1M19
med12
med15
N86AT7L6Ž23
N86IT7S39Ž22
N87LG2M49Ž22
N87SD2K320Ž23
N89BP7B7M21
N89DT10K7Ž20
N89NS12M1Ž20
O87RP9Č20Ž23
P85NP7K104Ž24
P86ID7K2Ž23
P88O671Ž21
R89BB7J4M21
RENEMA
S85BM7Š102M24
S85LJP4V2Ž24
S86BJ4P51Ž24
S86BŽ11M84Ž23
S87JV3B5Ž23
S87NM1S25Ž23
S88AC7LJ1Ž21

-0.60487566
0.03951784
0.03348321
-0.1767033
-0.60721379
-0.19431573
-0.27719305
-0.43096656
-0.28465617
-0.16496997
-0.24770025
-0.58423007
-0.44706687
-0.23780681
-0.03144753
-0.43269585
-0.58557851
-0.43144542
-0.37833431
-0.74000307
-0.37649293
-0.5265211
-0.50045925
-0.10974997
0.0724293
-0.31144264
-0.28270492
-0.01205977
-0.2044947
-0.16123507
0.1405088
-0.16761101
-0.62063395
-0.59865184
-0.26419491
-0.36293027
-0.76678011
-0.4377057
0.01526439
-0.38824319
-0.9644659
-0.63958523
-0.60636058
-0.3150574
-0.63426007
0.00834128
-0.94345379
-0.66457782
-0.08244693
-0.36721167
-0.37687325
0.15125981
-0.45236118
-0.48063425

-0.2231
0.20595
0.690533
-0.04054
0.0622
-0.29096
0.448482
-0.05419
-0.22564
0.127696
-0.02019
0.042874
0.029216
0.505927
-0.05878
0.156216
-0.25365
0.227022
0.187208
-0.00713
-0.18652
-0.02899
-0.21994
0.200621
0.214614
0.301778
0.031242
0.337402
-0.16082
0.015609
0.459591
-0.04265
-0.32042
0.313385
-0.29654
0.188262
-0.12639
-0.20458
0.331231
-0.46382
-0.55395
-0.2764
0.035947
0.065615
0.271489
0.165052
-0.42844
-0.15786
0.288242
0.224008
0.265285
0.573968
-0.17724
-0.09075

0.45118836
0.052575127
0.51479224
0.038575089
0.395283025
0.140170357
0.184962838
0.168956266
0.094930012
0.028975087
0.06180384
0.358010181
0.197291012
0.300358269
0.002796732
0.211834415
0.330088285
0.208072298
0.216928788
0.545669838
0.152307277
0.26613471
0.363629282
0.050129504
0.068594821
0.162825754
0.071882851
0.111535729
0.079615614
0.027621389
0.275169295
0.036856387
0.496041041
0.352573303
0.159916818
0.185246048
0.557822295
0.243284062
0.108319448
0.255243509
0.271462851
0.304958247
0.357041892
0.116805089
0.60395468
0.025904427
0.466520921
0.413655663
0.071369892
0.282381757
0.195051677
0.2478341
0.171281378
0.259123504
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S89MS3M7M21
S90VŠ2P18Ž20
T85MS6?2Ž24
T86MN7Š21Ž23
T86NB8K2Ž22
T87JB8B9Ž22
T88RR3M8Ž22
T89GIMŠ5AŽ20
T90DM2D12Ž20
T90LJG1K95M20
T90MT6K3Ž19
T91VZ2R12Ž19
teh20
V1986MK12S46Ž23
V86JP7P3Ž22
V88MT2M54Ž22
Z86MM3R22Ž23
Z90NB10LP55M20

-0.27217644
-0.13962167
-0.28270492
-0.79723452
-0.74137128
-0.44435758
-0.24892271
0.05937627
-0.6983858
-1.1903715
0.05780646
-0.46250408
-0.26694205
-0.34885146
-0.606668
-0.3322479
-0.22307631
-0.34950913

0.052042
-0.04221
0.031242
-0.17886
-0.18514
-0.14348
0.241825
-0.40879
0.238668
-1.39708
0.444648
-0.22024
0.007283
-0.29748
0.054754
-0.12033
-0.40755
0.215121

0.086545208
0.015241189
0.071882851
0.538486794
0.539518168
0.184426684
0.17402693
0.15172375
0.39844482
0.83147433
0.172188404
0.254281806
0.07081536
0.367374398
0.364926263
0.100412994
0.343375938
0.182105258
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Gender and age differences
Table 2. Life satisfaction, affect, life goals, orientations to happiness, self-control, delay of satisfaction
for male and female participants of different age groups

Age and gender
1. Younger

2. Middle

F

3. Older

df = 1,

F
a

df = 2,

F
a

a

Total

gender

Effect size
(η2 )

age

Effect size
(η2 )

4.84
4.81 4.82
4.90
4.71 4.87
4.82
4.71
4.48
4.60
4.80 4.66
4.69
4.75 4.85
4.80
4.89
4.77
Negative affect
2.98
2.66 2.91
2.90
2.85 2.74
2.75
2.67
2.71
Intrinsic goals
6.04
5.72 5.88
6.01
5.48 5.88
6.01
5.65
5.65
Extrinsic goals
4.06
4.07 4.053
3.86
4.08 3.673
3.53
3.68 3.471,2
Hedonic orientation
5.16
5.03 5.11
5.14
4.94 5.00
4.92
5.04
4.82
Eudaimonic orientation
4.77
4.66 4.68
4.67
4.58 4.71
4.71
4.67
4.53
Self-control
4.21
4.22 4.21
4.29
4.11 4.26
4.36
4.09
4.28
Delay of satisfaction
4.19
4.08 4.063
4.00
3.91 3.90
3.98
3.57 3.691
a
Degrees of freedom vary for different dependents, therefore only their range is presented: 718-747.
** p < .01
* p < .05

2.24
3.01
3.52
59.24**
2.02
1.05
1.41
4.54*
4.29

.00
.00
.00
.08
.00
.00
.00
.01
.01

0.22
1.80
1.59
2.64
9.37**
0.83
0.75
0.05
4.17*

.00
.00
.00
.01
.03
.00
.00
.00
.01

Female
Life satisfaction
Positive affect

Male

Total

Female

Male

Total

Female

Male

df = 2,
gender x age
0.45
0.41
1.11
1.86
0.51
2.06
0.09
1.17
1.12

Effect size
(η2 )

.00
.00
.00
.01
.00
.01
.00
.00
.00

Engagement in activities
Table 3. Engagement in activities with hedonic and eudaimonic characteristics as predictors
of satisfaction, positive and negative affect – interindividual level
(beta ponders and correlation coefficients)

Hedonic
orientation
Eudaimonic
orientation

Satisfaction
Beta
r

Positive affect
Beta
r

Negative affect
Beta
r

.48

.50

.52

.64

-.39

-.28

.06

.24

.33

.52

.29

.14

10. Slovene version

10.1 Uvod
Psihično blagostanje
Koncept psihičnega blagostanja se nanaša na optimalno psihološko delovanje in
izkušnje. V zadnjih desetletjih je bilo narejeno veliko raziskav na tem področju, delno zaradi
zavedanja, da pozitivna stran ni nasprotje negativni oziroma, da dobrobit ne pomeni odsotnost
duševne bolezni (Ryan in Deci, 2001).
Prvi vidik pojasnjuje koncept psihičnega blagostanja kot kombinacijo uţitka in sreče
in ga označuje kot hedonizem (Kahneman, Diener, in Schwarz, 1999). Ta vidik je v glavnem
osredotočen na subjektivno oceno dobrobiti. Hedonizem se nanaša na pozitivne vidike
pridobivanja materialnih dobrin ali na priloţnosti za delovanje v smeri ţelenega (Kraut,
1979). Drugi vidik koncept dobrobiti ne pojasnjuje le kot srečo, temveč kot moţnost za
aktualizacijo človeških potencialov. Označen je z besedo eudaimonism (Waterman, 1993), ki
izhaja iz grške besede daemon, kar pomeni prava narava. Občutek psihičnega blagostanja
torej temelji na izkušnji uresničevanja svoje prave narave. Ţivljenje "v skladu z daimonom"
pomeni izbiro ţivljenjskih ciljev na podlagi svoje prave narave. Uresničevanje teh ciljev daje
ţivljenju namen in smisel. Eudaimonizma na moremo razumeti le kot občutek psihičnega
blagostanja, temveč tudi kot subjektivno izkušnjo osebe, ki svoje delovanje usmerja na sebi
pomembna področja in poseduje zase pomembne materialne dobrine (Norton, 1976). Omejeni
izraz se nanaša na občutke, ki so pri osebi prisotni, ko se premika v smeri samouresničevanja,
v smislu razvoja svojih edinstvenih potencialov ter negovanja ţivljenjskega smisla
(Waterman, Schwartz in Conti, 2008).
Hedonska perspektiva – subjektivno blagostanje
Subjektivno blagostanje se pogosto uporablja kot sinonim za srečo (Diener, 2000),
vendar raziskovalci, ki se ukvarjajo z raziskavami na tem področju raje uporabljajo izraz
subjektivno blagostanje saj ima izraz ―sreča‖, veliko različnih pomenov (Diener, Scollon in
Lucas, 2004). Dve glavni sestavini subjektivnega blagostanja sta zadovoljstvo z ţivljenjem in
emocionalno ravnovesje med pozitivno in negativno emocionalnostjo (Diener, 1984), pri
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čemer zadovoljstvo z ţivljenjem predstavlja globalno oceno lastnega ţivljenja, emocionalno
ravnovesje pa pomeni relativno prevalenco pozitivnih v primerjavi z negativnimi čustvenimi
izkušnjami (Suh, Diener, Oishi in Triandis, 1998). Ti dve spremenljivki med seboj korelirata
in oblikujeta močen splošni faktor subjektivnega blagostanja (Diener, 1994; Lucas, Diener in
Suh, 1996). Zadovoljstvo z ţivljenjem predstavlja predvsem globalno kognitivno oceno
lastnega ţivljenja kot celote, emocionalno ravnovesje pa temelji na čustvenih reakcijah na
tekoče dogodke v ţivljenju.
Subjektivno blagostanje je sestavljeno iz stabilnih in spremenljivih komponent – oseba
lahko spremeni oceno tekočih ţivljenjskih dogodkov in s tem pride do spremembe zaznavanja
osebne hedonske ravni. Istočasno obstaja velika verjetnost vrnitve čustvene ravni na
povprečno izhodiščno raven, ki jo določata temperament in splošne okoliščine v ţivljenju in
ki hedonični komponenti subjektivnega blagostanja daje določeno stabilnost. Prav tako se
lahko zadovoljstvo z ţivljenjem spremeni zaradi sprememb v ţivljenjskih okoliščinah. Vendar
pa obstaja veliko ţivljenjskih okoliščin, ki se ne spreminjajo skozi čas, kar daje zadovoljstvu z
ţivljenjem določeno stopnjo stabilnosti v (Diener, 1994).
Eudaimonična perspektiva
Eudaimonična perspektiva je teoretično bolje izdelana kot hedonistična perspektiva
(subjektivno blagostanje), vendar pa so raziskave na področju eudaimonizma manj jasne kar
se tiče operacionalizacije in merjenja. Obstaja veliko konstruktov, ki izhajajo iz eudaimonične
perspektive, npr.

samoodločanje in osnovne psihološke potrebe (Deci in Ryan, 2000),

psihično blagostanje (Ryff, 1989a; Ryff in Singer, 2008), intrinzična motivacija in sledenje
kongruentnim ciljem (Ryan, Huta, in Deci, 2008), vključevanje v dejavnosti, ki omogočajo
posamezniku, da se počuti ţiv, predan in izpolnjen (Waterman, 1993; Waterman in dr., 2006),
ţivljenje v skladu z ţivljenjskim smislom in namenom (McGregor in Little, 1998),
radovednost in odprtost za nove izkušnje ter orientiranost na spremembe, novosti in osebno
rast (Vitterso, 2003, 2004), ter vitalnost ali umirjena, energična čustva (Nix, Ryan, Manly, in
Deci, 1999; Waterman, 1993).
Obstaja več kot ena teorija eudaimoničnega blagostanja. V tej disertaciji, bodo
podrobneje opisane tri teorije, ki so povezane z našo raziskavo, in sicer: koncept psihološkega
blagostanja, ki ga je razvila Carol Ryff in njeni kolegi (npr. Ryff, 1989a, 1989b; Ryff in
Keyes, 1995; Ryff in Singer, 1998a), teorija samoodločanja, ki sta je razvila Ryan in Deci
(npr. Ryan in Deci, 2000a) in Watermanova teorija osebne ekspresivnosti (Waterman, 1993;
Waterman in drugi, 2008).
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Carol Ryff (1989a) je trdila, da so se mnogi teoretiki, ki so raziskovali koncept
blagostanja, strinjali glede šestih dimenzij ki opisujejo pozitivno delovanje in sicer
sprejemanje sebe, medosebni odnosi, avtonomnost, obvladovanje okolja, smisel življenja in
osebnostna rast. Carol Ryff in kolegi so predlagali dobro opredeljen model psihičnega
blagostanja, ki pa ga raziskave niso vedno potrdile. Njihov model zajema nekatere značilnosti
psihičnega blagostanja, vendar pa je vse več dokazov, da se na komponente modela ne bi
smelo gledati kot na šest različnih dimenzij psihičnega blagostanja, saj so prekrivanja med
nekaterimi komponentami prevelika.
Teorija samoodločanja predstavlja širok okvir za preučevanje človeške motivacije in
osebnost. To je teorija človeške motivacije, ki se osredotoča na stopnjo, do katere je vedenje
ljudi samodoločeno (Deci in Ryan, 2000). Po tej teoriji psihično blagostanje ni le subjektivno
zaznana pozitivna izkušnja, temveč se nanaša tudi na funkcioniranje organizma, kjer
posameznik zaznava prisotnost (ali odsotnost) vitalnosti, psihološke fleksibilnost in dobrega
počutja

(Ryan in Frederick, 1997). V poskusu, da določijo pomen in način za

samoaktualizacijo, teorija samoodločanja uporablja koncept osnovnih psiholoških potreb.
Obstajajo tri osnovne psihološke potrebe: kompetentnost, pripadnost in avtonomnost. Vsaka
od teh treh potreb je nujna za optimalen razvoj, zaradi česar se ne sme nobene onemogočiti ali
prezreti, saj lahko v nasprotnem pride do negativnih posledic (Deci in Ryan, 2000).
Zadovoljstvo, kot osnovna psihološka potreba ima pozitiven učinek tako na občutek
subjektivnega blagostanja, kot tudi na eudaimonično blagostanje (Nix in drugi, 1999).
Tretjo eudaimonično teorijo blagostanja bomo predstavili nekoliko drugače od prvih
dveh pravkar opisanih teorij, saj le ta blagostanje povezuje z aktivnostmi, s katerimi se
posameznik ukvarja. Waterman (1993) eudaimonizem razume kot občutek osebne ekspresije.
Po tej teoriji se občutki osebne ekspresije nanašajo na samouresničevanje. Do takšnih izkušenj
bo oseba prišla skozi aktivnosti, ki ponujajo moţnost za razvoj lastnih potencialov (veščin in
talentov), izpopolnjevanje ciljev v ţivljenju ali oboje. Waterman definira in pojasnjuje osebno
ekspresijo s pomočjo dejavnosti, v katerih se oseba odloči sodelovati. Dva koncepta sreče,
hedonistični in koncept osebne ekspresije, sta različno povezana z različnimi aktivnostmi in
njihovi rezultati. Aktivnosti, ki zahtevajo določeno stopnjo osebne ekspresije so bolj pogosto
vir hedonističnega uţitka kot obratno. Ta pogled na eudaimonizem in hedonizem je še posebej
zanimiv za našo raziskavo, saj povezuje dva koncepta sreče z aktivnostmi, s katerimi se oseba
ukvarja. Hedonistično motivirane dejavnosti so samostojno izbrane in motivirane le z
hedonističnim uţitkom, ki ga ponujajo. Če poenostavimo, intrinzično motivirane aktivnosti
imajo dva vira motivacije: hedonistični uţitek in eudaimonični uţitek, tj. zdruţenost
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aktivnosti z občutki samouresničevanja. Poleg uţitka, za intrinzično motivirane aktivnosti je
značilno zaznavanje ravnovesja med izzivi in spretnostmi, zaznavanje moţnosti razvoja
lastnih potencialov, pripravljenost za vlaganje truda v delovanje ter verovanje v pomembnost
(Waterman in drugi, 2008).
Orientacije k sreči
Ljudje se trudijo povečati svoje blagostanje na različne načine: nekateri samo iščejo
zabavo in uţitek, nekateri iščejo izzive, nekateri pa poskušajo izboljšati svet (Schueller in
Seligman, 2010). Po teoriji avtentične sreče (Seligman, 2002) našteti načini odraţajo tri
različne usmeritve k sreči: uţitek, vključenost in smisel. To teorijo lahko razumemo kot
prizadevanje za iskanje podpore teoriji, ki srečo deli na hedonično in eudaimonično, ali kot
konkurenčni model sreče. Prijetno ţivljenje temelji na hedonizmu: čim bolj povečati pozitivne
izkušnje in zmanjšati negativne s ciljem pridobivanja ţelenih uţitkov. Več uţitka pripelje k
večji dobrobiti. Dnevna raven pozitivnih čustev je povezana s poročanjem o skupni ravni
doţivljanih pozitivnih čustev v določenem obdobju (Schimmack, Oishi, Diener in Suh, 2000).
Aktivno ţivljenje temelji na dejavnostih, ki nas vsrkajo, v katere smo v celoti vključeni dejavnosti, ki izzivajo stanje popolne vključenosti. Ni pomembno, kakšna je ta dejavnost,
pomembno je le, da je oseba v celoti osredotočena nanjo in da ta dejavnost aktivira njene
najboljše potenciale. Te dejavnosti so lahko prijetne, medtem ko se oseba ukvarja z njimi,
vendar pogosto to ni tako. Občutek sreče v tem primeru ne izhaja iz trenutnega uţitka, temveč
iz samega procesa aktivacije vseh svojih sposobnosti in znanja. Šele po končani aktivnosti,
oseba lahko govori o uţivanju v njej. Ta pot lahko vodi v dolgoročno dobro počutje, saj
spodbuja aktivacijo pozitivnih virov: neguje talente in sposobnosti, in goji interese (Schueller
in Seligman, 2010). Smiselno ţivljenje temelji na dejavnostih, ki prispevajo k nečemu
večjemu od nas: druţini, skupnosti, pravičnost, ipd. To omogoča posamezniku, da preseţe
samega sebe (Seligman, 2002), saj mu takšen način ţivljenja omogoča, da izpolni potrebe po
smislu in namenu v ţivljenju in tako naprej določa cilje, ki usmerjajo njegova dejanja in
spodbujajo občutek psihičnega blagostanja (Baumeister in Vohs, 2002). Omenjene usmeritve
k občutku sreče so neodvisne, tako da jih je mogoče doseči hkrati (Peterson, Park in
Seligman, 2005). Vsaka od teh usmeritev je lahko individualni napovedovalec zadovoljstva z
ţivljenjem, pri čemer k napovedi najmanj prispeva usmerjenost k uţitku. Visok rezultat na
vseh treh usmeritvah k sreči je povezan z občutkom zadovoljstva z ţivljenjem, nizek pa z
nizkim zadovoljstvom z ţivljenjem. Raziskave o odnosu med emocionalno komponento
subjektivnega blagostanja in usmeritvami k sreči dajejo nekonsistentne rezultate: nekatere
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raziskave so pokazale, da so vse tri usmeritve k sreči pomembne za občutek blagostanja, pri
čemer se je usmeritev k uţitku pokazala kot najmanj pomembna (npr. Schueller in Seligman,
2010). Druge raziskave so pokazale, da so različni elementi subjektivnega blagostanja
različno povezani z orientacijo k sreči (npr. Anić in Brdar (2008) sta ugotovila, da je lahko le
smiselno ţivljenje napovednik pozitivnih čustev, in da med usmeritvami k sreči ni kazalcev, ki
bi lahko napovedovali negativna čustva).
Ta model treh usmeritev k sreči je potrebno raziskati, da ugotovimo ali res obstajajo tri
usmeritve k sreči ali pa je model, ki razlikuje med hedonistično in eudaimonično srečo bolj
sprejemljiv. Morda lahko na ta model gledamo kot na hierarhični model z dvema ravnema,
kjer na niţji ravni obstajajo tri usmeritve k sreči, na višji pa hedonistična in eudaimonična
sreča, pri čemer pa je eudaimonična sreča sestavljena iz usmerjenosti k smisliu in
vključenosti. Eden od ciljev te raziskave je, da preverimo, če obstajajo tri usmeritve k sreči ali
pa je razlikovanje med hedonično in eudaimonično srečo boljša rešitev.
Motivacija – življenjski cilji
Pristop usmerjen na raziskovanje motivacije skozi postavljanje ciljev je zaţivel sredi
1960. Omenjeni pristop temelji na predpostavki, da je večina človeških aktivnosti usmerjena k
ciljem (Locke in Latham, 1994). V 1980-ih in zgodnjih 1990-ih letih je bilo več različnih
pristopov, ki so konceptualizirali motivacijo z vidika ciljev. Primeri takšnega pristopa so
teorija osebnega stremljenja (Emmons, 1986), teorija mogočega selfa (Markus & Nurius,
1986), teorija ciljev usmerjenih na prihodnost (Nurmi, 1989) in teorija osebnih projektov
(Little, 1993). Večina sodobnih motivacijskih teorij predpostavljajo, da ljudje inicirajo in
vztrajajo v vedenjih, za katera menijo, da bodo privedla do ţelenih ciljev in rezultatov (Deci
in Ryan, 2000). Cilji so zaţelena stanja, ki jih ţelimo obdrţati, ohraniti ali se jim izogniti.
Človeška bitja so po naravi ciljno usmerjeni organizmi (Emmons, 1996). Osebne cilje lahko
opredelimo kot stalno prizadevanje posameznika, da doseţe določeni cilj ali skupino ciljev. Ti
cilji se ne nanašajo na izolirane trenutke ali situacije, temveč na dolgoročne cilje oziroma,
cilje, ki so značilni za posameznikovo osebnost (Emmons, 2005).
V vsakdanjem ţivljenju, veliko časa posvečamo razmišljanju o ciljih, izboru med
različnimi cilji in uresničevanju ciljev, ki so nam pomembni. Uspeh pri doseganju
pomembnih ciljev ter zadovoljevanju potreb in ţelj je pomemben faktor pri določanju občutka
sreče: zaznan razkorak med tem kaj oseba ima in kar si ţeli, določa občutek zadovoljstva ali
nezadovoljstva pri osebi. Oblika in struktura ciljev ter napredovanje v smeri doseganja ciljev
lahko vpliva na čustva in zadovoljstvo z ţivljenjem ter sluţi kot pomembna izhodiščna točka
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za čustveni sistem (Diener, Suh, Lucas in Smith, 1999). Cilji predstavljajo pomemben vir
smisla za posameznikovo ţivljenje in so nujni za občutek blagostanja (Emmons, 2005).
Ljudje si določajo različne rezultate pri doseganju ciljev, saj niso vsi rezultati enako
pomembni za občutek blagostanja (Emmons, 2003). Eni izmed najbolj obširno raziskanih
ciljev so intrinzični in ekstrinzični cilji (Kasser in Ryan, 1993, 1996). Sledenje intrinzičnim
ciljem lahko opredelimo kot sledenje vsebinam, ki se ujemajo z osnovnimi psihološkimi
potrebami, ki so predloţene v teoriji samoodločanja (Deci in Ryan, 2000; Ryan in Deci,
2000a). Med intrinzične cilje štejemo: pripadnost (povezanost), občutek skupnosti
(ustreţljivost), fizične sposobnosti (zdravje) in samosprejemanje (rast). Odraţajo nagnjenost k
samoaktualizaciji in rasti. Ti cilji so dragoceni in zadovoljujoči sami po sebi. Ekstrinzični cilji
so pa odvisni od reakcij in ocen drugih ljudi in so usmerjeni k doseţku v obliki nagrade ali
socialne pohvale. Ker se običajno uporabljajo za doseganje nekaterih drugih ciljev, ali kot
nadomestilo za teţave v zadovoljevanju potreb, je manj verjetno, da bodo sami po sebi
zadovoljujoči (Deci in Ryan, 2000). Med ekstrinzične cilje štejemo: finančni uspeh (denar),
druţbeno priznanje (slava) in privlačen videz (podoba).
Raziskave so pokazale, da se intrinzični in ekstrinzični cilji drugače povezujejo z
občutkom blagostanja, socialnim vedenjem in ekološko pomembnim dejavnostim (Kasser,
2002). Kasser in Ryan (1996) sta odkrila, da se poudarek na intrinzičnih ciljih pri osebi
povezuje z z višjimi rezultati na področju samoaktualizacija in vitalnost, medtem ko se
poudarek na ekstrinzičnih ciljih pri osebi bolj povezuje z niţjo samoaktualizacijo in
vitalnostjo in z večjim številom telesnih simptomov. Vztrajanje v sledenju ekstrinzičnim ali
intrinzičnim ciljem se prav tako različno povezuje z občutkom blagostanja: vztrajanje v
sledenju intrinzičnim ciljem je olajšalo doseganje občutka blagostanja, vztrajanje v sledenju
ekstrinzičnim ciljem pa ni imelo nobenega vpliva na občutek blagostanja (Ryan, Chirkov,
Little, Sheldon, Timoshina in Deci, 1999). Pomembno je, katerim ciljem (intrinzičnim ali
ekstrinzičnim) posameznik sledi, prav tako pa je pomembno tudi zakaj se odloči za te cilje
(relativna avtonomija osnovne dejavnosti): ti dve lastnosti neodvisno druga od druge vplivajo
na občutek blagostanja (Sheldon in dr., 2004). Teorija samoodločanja predpostavlja, da z
doseganjem intrinzičnih ciljev posameznik zadovoljuje osnovne psihološke potrebe, kar krepi
občutek blagostanja. Zadovoljstvo pri zadovoljevanju psiholoških potreb je posrednik med
intrinzičnimi cilji in občutkom blagostanja (Ryan in drugi, 2008).
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Samoregulacija
Samoregulacija ima ključen pomen za doseganje cilja. Ne glede na vrsto ciljev, je za
doseganje ciljev potrebna določena stopnja samoregulacije. Potrebna stopnja samoregulacije
za doseganje cilja je odvisna od dostopnosti in zahtevnosti cilja: cilji, ki so dlje v prihodnosti,
ali bolj zapleteni cilji zahtevajo večjo stopnjo samoregulacije. Čeprav so cilji, ki imajo smisel
in ki so dosegljivi bistvenega pomena za pozitivno ţivljenje, pa ne zagotavljajo optimalnost v
ţivljenju. Strategije za samoregulacijo so ene izmed najbolj raziskanih enot v raziskavah o
ciljih (npr. Cantor, 2003). Izraz "samoregulacija" v psihologiji ima pomen regulacije s strani
sebe. Ena od definicij samoregulacije vključuje vse napore, ki jih posameznik uporabi, da bi
spremenil kateregakoli izmed svojih notranjih stanj ali odzivov: misli, čustva, impulze,
pozornost in izpolnjevanje nalog (Baumeister in Vohs, 2002). Karoly (1993) samoregulacijo
na kratko opredeljuje kot prostovoljni ukrep, prav tako pa ponuja multi-elementarno
opredelitev: "Samoregulacija se nanaša na tiste procese, notranje in / ali transakcijske, ki
omogočajo posamezniku, da čez daljši čas in v različnih okoliščinah vodi lastne ciljno
usmerjene aktivnosti. Regulacija pomeni spreminjanje misli, čustev, vedenja ali pozornost s
pomočjo namerne ali avtomatične uporabe posebnih mehanizmov meta-veščin. " (str. 25).
Proces samoregulacije vključuje več procesov: postavljanje ciljev, kognitivno pripravo
na ukrepanje (npr. načrtovanje, vaja, strategija izbora) in kibernetični cikel vedenja (Markus
in Wurf, 1987). Iz socialno kognitivne perspektive, samoregulativnih procesov in
spremljajočih prepričanj imamo tri ciklične faze: premišljanje, izvedbo ali namenski/namerni
nadzor in samorefleksijo procesov. Premišljanje se nanaša na proces pripravljanja na
delovanje in določanja prostora za delovanje. Izvedba ali namenski/namerni nadzor vključuje
procese, ki se pojavijo med motoričnim delovanjem, vplivajo pa na pozornost in aktivnost.
Samorefleksija vključuje procese, ki se pojavijo po izvedbi določene aktivnosti in vpliva na
posameznikovo reakcijo na to izkušnjo, ki nato vpliva na premišljanje o nadaljnjih delovanjih,
s čimer se samoregulacijski ciklus zaključi (Zimmerman, 2000).

Odlaganje zadovoljitve
Odlaganje takojšnje zadovoljitve zaradi večje nagrade v prihodnosti je lastnost, ki ţe
dolgo velja za bistven doseţek v razvoju človeka (Shoda, Mischel in Peake, 1990).
Samoinducirana odloţitev zadovoljitve je bistvenega pomena za zrelo delovanje posameznika
(Mischel, 1996). Obstaja več konceptov, ki pojasnjujejo odloţitev zadovoljitve. Mischel
(Mischel in Mischel, 1983) je na začetku odlaganje zadovoljitve pojasnjeval kot sposobnost
ali kompetenco, ki jo otroci razvijejo skozi čas z učenjem strategij za odlaganje zadovoljitve
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kot so predstavljanje začasnih ciljev, nadzorovanje pozornosti itd. (Mischel, Shoda in Peake,
1988). Drugi avtorji so odlaganje zadovoljitve videli kot relativno stabilno osebnostno
lastnost (Funder, Block in Block, 1989). Odloţitev zadovoljitve lahko razumemo kot
strategijo za doseganje dolgoročnih ciljev, ki na enak način kot druge učne strategije krepi
vedenje usmerjeno proti določenemu cilju. Odloţitev zadovoljitve, po Bembenutty in
Karabenick (1998), kot strategija ima enake motivacijske dejavnike kot druge kognitivne,
metakognitivne in upravljalne strategije (npr. pričakovana in naloţbena vrednost po Pintrich
in De Groot (1990)).
Bembenutty in Karabenick (1996, 2003) sta raziskovala odloţitev zadovoljitve na
študentski populaciji. Definirata akademsko odloţitev zadovoljitve kot „študentska preloţitev
moţnosti za takojšnje zadovoljevanje impulzov zaradi uresničevanja akademskih ciljev, ki so
trenutno oddaljeni, vendar pa dragoceni― (2003, str 8).
Ko govorimo o odlaganju zadovoljitve, jo lahko v kontekstu ciljev opredelimo kot
"skupek motivacijskih in kognitivnih procesov, namenoma usmerjenih na bolj oddaljen cilj,
kljub obstoju neposrednega cilja "(Tobin in Graziano, 2010, str. 48). Pomen tega v
akademskem okolju je očitna - študentje, ki so pripravljeni odloţiti takojšnje zadovoljstvo,
bodo verjetno bolj akademski uspešni.
Prosti čas
Vsak teden ljudje preţivijo veliko ur na svojem delovnem mestu, šoli ali so zasedeni z
drugimi, dolţnostmi ali dejavnostmi, kljub temu pa je še veliko časa, po nekaterih avtorjih
celo 40 - 50% budnega časa (Larson in Verma, 1999), ki se kvalificirana kot prosti čas ali
sproščanje.
Ko so zadovoljene osnovne biološke potrebe, prosti čas postaja dragocen vir
subjektivnega občutka blagostanja, posebno zaradi tega, ker je pod nadzorom posameznika,
ne pa dela ali šole (Diener in drugi, 1999). Rezultati raziskave, ki so je naredili Campbell,
Converse, in Rodgers (1976) kaţejo, da je področje prostega časa in prostočasnih aktivnostih
najtesnejše povezano z globalnim indeksom blagostanja.
Hedonski užitek / eudaimonizem in prosti čas
Ne glede na to, ali govorimo o eudaimoničnemu ali hedonističnemu konceptu sreče, jo
lahko opišemo kot pozitivno subjektivno stanje, ki ga posameznik v večji meri doţivlja, ko je
vključen v specifično dejavnost v primerjavi z drugimi dejavnostmi (Waterman in drugi,
2008).
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V svoji doktorski disertaciji je Veronika Huta (2007) razvila lestvice, ki odraţajo
hedonistične in eudaimonične motive za dejavnosti, v katerih so poskusne osebe sodelovale.
Ugotovila je, da so se hedonistične dejavnost v večji meri povezovale s pozitivnimi in v
manjši meri z negativnimi čustvi. Eudaimonične dejavnosti pa so se povezovale z
ţivljenjskim smislom in večjo ekspresivnostjo. Hedonistično prijetne aktivnosti so se
povezovale s samoodločanjem in interesi, medtem ko so eudaimonične

dejavnosti

povezovale z ravnovesjem med izzivi in spretnosti, samouresničevalnimi vrednotami,
prizadevanjem in pomembnostjo (Waterman in drugi, 2008). Do podobnih ugotovitvah sta
prišla tudi Huta in Ryan (2010), ki sta hedonizem in eudaimonizem obravnavali kot
motivatorja za aktivnosti, in sta raziskovali odnose med različnimi motivatorji ter med
merami in kazalci blagostanja (zadovoljstvo z ţivljenjem, pozitivna in negativna čustva,
vitalnost, brezskrbnost,…). Rezultati so pokazali, da aktivnosti, v katere se posamezniki
vključujejo iz različnih motivov (hedonističnih ali eudaimoničnih) lahko na različne načine
krepijo občutek blagostanja. Ugotovitve Stegerja, Kashdana in Oishija (2008) so skladne z
ugotovitvami, iz katerih je razvidno, da vključenost v eudaimonično aktivnost drugače vpliva
na občutek blagostanja v primerjavi z vključenosti v hedonistično aktivnost.
Prosti čas ponuja posamezniku odlično priloţnost za udeleţevanje v aktivnostih, ki jih
ima rad, zato se za te aktivnosti odloča samostojno, iz intrinzičnih razlogov. Zaradi tega ter
individualno prilagojenih moţnosti, ki jih ponuja za zadovoljevanje osnovnih psiholoških
potreb je prosti čas eden izmed najpomembnejših virov občutka blagostanja. Raziskovanje
odnosov med prostočasnimi aktivnostimi in občutkom blagostanja je šele pred kratkim postal
del raziskav o blagostanju, zaradi česar je še vedno veliko neodgovorjenih vprašanj na to
temo. S to disertacijo ţelim pomagati pri odgovarjanju na nekatera od njih.

10.2 Cilji raziskave
Prvi cilj raziskave je preučevanje odnosov med usmeritvami k sreči pri doseganju
občutka blagostanja, ţivljenjskimi cilji, prostočasnimi dejavnostmi, samokontrolo in
odlaganjem zadovoljstva.
Drugi cilj je primerjanje razlik med trenutno in globalno sodbo kognitivnih
(zadovoljstvo z ţivljenjem) in afektivnih (pozitivna in negativna čustva) komponent občutka
blagostanja na splošno in v povezavi s sodelovanjem v različnih prostočasnih aktivnostih.
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Specifični cilji:
1. Grupiranje udeleţencev glede na njihovo orientacijo k sreči.
2. Preučevanje razlik v subjektivnem občutku blagostanja, zaznavanju pomena
ţivljenjskih ciljev, samonadzoru in pripravljenosti na odlaganje takojšnje zadovoljitve
med posamezniki z različnimi profili orientacija k sreči.
3. Preučevanje razlik med hedonističnimi in eudaimoničnimi motivi za vključevanje v
različne prostočasne aktivnosti.
4. Preučevanje odnosov med globalno in trenutno oceno kognitivnih in afektivnih
komponent občutka blagostanja (zadovoljstvo in emocije) na splošno in v odnosu do
različnih dejavnosti.

Hipoteze:
1. S faktorsko analizo bomo določili faktorsko strukturo vprašalnika Orientacija k sreči
(Orientations to Happiness Questionnaire). Če se potrdi tri faktorska struktura,
pričakujemo pet dimenzij (uţitek, vključenost, smisel, visoke vrednosti na vseh
orientacijah in nizke vrednosti na vseh orientacijah), in če pa se potrdi dvofaktorska
struktura pričakujemo štiri dimenzije (hedonistična, eudaimonična, visoka in nizka).
2. Udeleţenci, ki imajo visoke rezultate na vseh orientacijah bodo dosegali višje
rezultate na lestvici ţivljenjskega zadovoljstva in bodo imeli več pozitivnih in manj
negativnih čustev od udeleţencev, ki so orientirani k hedonističnemu načinu ţivljenja.
Še posebej bo ta razlika izraţena glede na udeleţence, ki imajo nizke rezultate na vseh
orientacijah. Prav tako bodo udeleţenci, ki so usmerjeni k eudaimoničnemu načinu
ţivljenja, v primerjavi s tistimi, ki imajo nizke rezultate na vseh orientacijah imeli
višje rezultate na lestvici ţivljenjskega zadovoljstva in bodo izraţali več pozitivnih
čustev. V literaturi ni konsistentnih rezultatov za razlike v izraţanju negativnih čustev
med posamezniki, ki so usmerjeni k hedonističnemu oz., eudaimoničnemu načinu
ţivljenja. Zaradi tega nismo oblikovali specifične hipoteze, ki bi predvidevala te
razlike.
Udeleţenci, ki imajo visoke rezultate na vseh orientacijah in tisti, ki so usmerjeni k
eudaimoničnemu načinu ţivljenja bodo v primerjavi z udeleţenci, ki so usmerjeni k
hedonističnemu načinu ţivljenja imeli več intrinzičnih ciljev. Prav tako bodo
udeleţenci, ki so usmerjeni k hedonističnemu načinu ţivljenja v primerjavi z vsemi
ostalimi skupinami udeleţencev imeli več ciljev, ki so ekstrinzično pogojeni.
Udeleţenci, ki so usmerjeni k hedonističnemu načinu ţivljenja ne bodo pripravljeni
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odloţiti takojšnje zadovoljstvo ali uţitka. V nasprotju z njimi, bodo posamezniki
usmerjeni k eudaimoničnemu načinu ţivljenja lahko odloţili takojšnje zadovoljstvo z
namenom doseganja začasno oddaljenih, ampak bolj dragocenih ciljev.
3. Za določene aktivnosti (npr. branje ali umetniške dejavnosti) so eudaimonični motivi
bolj prisotni kot za druge (npr. elektronski mediji) in obratno. Poleg tega lahko
rečemo, da vse aktivnosti zagotavljajo določeno raven hedonističnega uţitka, vendar
pa je moč tega uţitka različna za različne aktivnosti. Prav tako določene aktivnosti (na
primer umetniške) v primerjavi z drugimi (na primer gledanje televizije, igranje
računalniških iger, ipd.) posamezniku zagotavljajo več eudaimoničnega uţitka.
4. Pričakujemo pozitivno povezavo med splošno in trenutno oceno blagostanja.
Udeleţenci, ki so vključeni v aktivnosti, ki prinašajo hedonistični uţitek bodo, v
primerjavi z udeleţenci vključenimi v aktivnosti, ki prinašajo eudaimonični občutek
zadovoljstva, imeli višje rezultate na področju trenutnega blagostanja. Nasprotno
temu, bodo udeleţenci vključeni v aktivnosti, ki prinašajo občutek eudaimoničnega
zadovoljstva imeli višje rezultate na področju splošnega blagostanja.

10.3 Metoda
Udeleženci
V raziskavi je sodelovalo 769 študentov (484 ţensk in 278 moških, sedem študentov ni
podalo podatka o spolu) Univerze v Reki. Študentje so bili stari med 18 in 28 let, s povprečno
starostjo 20.57 let (standardni odklon 1.71).
Od omenjenih 769 študentov, jih je 155 sodelovalo v drugem delu študije, v katerem
smo uporabili metodo vzorčenja izkušenj. Določeno število udeleţencev je bilo izključeno iz
nadaljnje obravnave, saj niso podali dovolj merskih ali identifikacijskih podatkov.
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Pripomočki
V raziskavi so uporabljeni naslednji vprašalniki:
Lestvica zadovoljstva z življenjem (The Satisfaction with Life Scale, Diener, Emmons, Larsen
in Griffin, 1985)
Lestvica meri splošno zadovoljstvo z ţivljenjem, oz. kognitivno komponento
subjektivnega občutka dobrobiti. V raziskavi je uporabljena hrvaška oblika vprašalnika
(Rijavec, Brdar in Miljković, 2006). Lestvica zadovoljstva z ţivljenjem je sestavljena iz petih
postavk, ki podajajo osebno oceno zadovoljstva z ţivljenjem na splošno. Odgovori so podani
na sedem stopenjski lestvici Likertovega tipa (kjer 1 pomeni sploh se ne strinjam, 7 pa
popolnoma se strinjam). Lestvica zadovoljstva z ţivljenjem je enodimenzionalna lestvici, ki
meri splošno zadovoljstvo z ţivljenjem. Faktorska analiza je potrdila eno faktorsko rešitev, pri
čemer faktor pojasnjuje 41.62% variance. Cronbachov alfa znaša .74.
Vprašalnik usmerjenosti k sreči (Orientation to Happiness Questionnaire; Peterson et al.,
2005)
Vprašalnik je sestavljen iz 18 postavk, ki ocenjujejo tri različne strategije za doseganje
blagostanja (6 postavk za vsako strategijo). Udeleţenci na sedem stopenjski lestvici
Likertovega tipa (kjer 1 pomeni sploh se ne strinjam, 7 pa popolnoma se strinjam) ocenjujejo
lasten pristop k sreči. Vprašalnik zajema tri podlestvice: usmerjenost k uţitku, usmerjenost k
vključenosti in usmerjenost k smislu. V raziskavi je uporabljena hrvaška oblika vprašalnika
(Rijavec in drugi., 2006).
Narejena je faktorska analiza z rotacijo oblimin. Pred rotacijo sta prva dva faktorja
imela eigen vrednost več kot ena. Scree plot je izločil dva faktorja, kot optimalno rešitev. Zato
je sprejeta dvofaktorska rešitev. Faktorska analiza, torej podpira teorijo, ki loči dva pristopa k
sreči: hedonistični in eudaimonični. Potrebno je poudariti, da rezultati faktorske analize ne
podpirajo tri faktorskega modela, ki ga predlagajo avtorji uporabljenega vprašalnika.
Usmerjenost na dejavnost in usmerjenost na smisel oblikujejo en faktor, in sicer eudaimonični
pristop k sreči. Dve postavki sta izključeni iz nadaljnje obravnave, saj je bila faktorska
nasičenost niţja od .30, kar je vzeto za spodnjo mero za vključevanje postavk. Oba faktorja
sta imela zadovoljivo zanesljivost (Cronbachov alfa za eudaimonični pristop znaša .77, za
hedonični pa .75).

183

Vprašalnik pozitivne in negativne emocionalnosti PANAS (Positive and Negative Affective
Schedule; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988)
V raziskavi je uporabljena krajša hrvaška različica (Brdar in Anić, 2010) vprašalnika.
Vprašalnik je sestavljen iz 20 postavk (pridevnikov), ki merijo pozitivna in negativna čustva
(po 10 postavk za vsako izmed oblik). Udeleţenci na sedem stopenjski lestvici Likertovega
tipa (kjer 1 pomeni sploh se ne strinjam, 7 pa popolnoma se strinjam) ocenjujejo kako se
običajno počutijo. Faktorska analiza je potrdila obstoj dveh faktorjev, ki skupaj pojasnjujejo
42.20% variance. Uporabljena je bila oblimin rotacija. Cronbachov alfa za pozitivna čustva
znaša .86, za negativna pa .89.

Aspiracijski indeks (Aspiration Index; Kasser in Ryan, 1996)
Lestvica ima 35 postavk, ki ocenjujejo sedem različnih ţivljenjskih ciljev: pripadnost
(povezanost), občutek skupnosti, telesna pripravljenost (zdravje), sprejemanje sebe (osebna
rast), finančni uspeh, druţbeno priznanje (slava) in privlačen videz (podoba). Štirje cilji so
intrinzični cilji (pripadnost, občutek skupnosti, telesna pripravljenost in sprejemanje sebe) in
trije so ekstrinzični cilji (finančni uspeh, druţbeno priznanje in privlačni videz). Udeleţenci
na sedem stopenjski lestvici Likertovega tipa (kjer 1 pomeni sploh se ne strinjam, 7 pa
popolnoma se strinjam) ocenjujejo kako jim je pomemben vsaki izmed ciljev. V raziskavi je
uporabljena hrvaška oblika vprašalnika (Rijavec in drugi., 2006), ki je ţe bila uporabljena na
hrvaškem vzorcu udeleţencev. Poudarek raziskave je na primerjavi intrinzičnih in
ekstrinzičnih ţivljenjskih ciljev, ne pa na primerjavi specifičnih ciljev med seboj. Faktorska
analiza je potrdila obstoj dveh faktorjev, ki skupaj pojasnjujeta 37.08% variance. Uporabljena
je bila oblimin rotacija. Cronbachov alfa za ekstrinzične ţivljenjske cilje znaša .92, za
intrinzične ţivljenjske cilje pa .89.
Lestvica samoporočanja o hedoničnimi in eudaimoničnimi aktivnostmi (Self-reported
Hedonic and Eudaimonic Activities; Huta, 2007)
Lestvica ima osem postavk in se je najprej uporabljala kot del metode vzorčenja.
Lestvica zajema dve podlestvici, in sicer podlestvico eudaimoničnih in podlestvico hedoničnih
motivov. Štiri postavke se nanašajo na hedonične motive in štiri na eudaimonične motive.
Lestvica je bila prevedena in prilagojena za namene raziskave. V raziskavi je lestvica bila
uporabljena na drugačen način: vsak udeleţenec je izbral najljubšo prostočasno aktivnost. Za
izbrano aktivnost so udeleţenci ocenjevali različne eudaimonične in hedonične aktivnosti.
Udeleţenci so svoje ocene podajali na sedem stopenjski lestvici Likertovega tipa (kjer 1
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pomeni sploh se ne strinjam, 7 pa popolnoma se strinjam).
Faktorska analiza je potrdila dvofaktorsko rešitev, pri čemer faktorja skupaj
pojasnjujeta

63.66% variance. Uporabljena je bila oblimin rotacija. Vsaka postavka je

pokazala večjo pripadnost faktorju, ki naj bi ga merila kot je to bilo za pričakovati.
Cronbachov alfa za eudaimonične aktivnosti znaša .87, za hedonične pa .85.
Vprašalnik prostočasnih aktivnosti (Free time activities questionnaire)
Prostočasne aktivnosti udeleţencev so bile ocenjene z vprašalnikom izdelanim za
namen raziskave. Izhodišča za razvoj tega vprašalnika je bila lestvica, ki sta ju razvijala Brdar
in Lončarić (2004) ter rezultati preliminarne raziskave. Udeleţencem je bil predstavljen
seznam prostočasnih aktivnosti. Prostočasne aktivnosti so zasnovane kot dejavnost, ki jih
posameznik lahko opravlja pred ali po študijskih obveznostih. Seznam je sestavljen iz 15
aktivnosti. Udeleţenci so lahko zapisali še tri dodatne aktivnosti, s katerimi se ukvarjajo v
prostem času in ki jih ni bilo na seznamu. Potem so udeleţenci imel naslednji nalogi: prva
naloga je bila, da izberejo aktivnosti, s katerimi se ukvarjajo v prostem času, potem pa so
izbrane aktivnosti ocenjevali glede na povprečno število ur, ki jih porabijo za ukvarjanje z
vsako izmed izbranih aktivnosti.

Lestvica samonadzora (Self-control scale; Tangney, Baumeister in Boone, 2004)
Lestvica vsebuje 13 postavk, ki merijo samonadzor. Obstajata dve obliki lestvice, in
sicer daljša in krajša oblika, pri čemer daljša oblika vsebuje krajšo obliko. V raziskavi je
uporabljena hrvaška oblika lestvice. Rezultati preliminarne raziskave, v kateri je bila
uporabljena daljša oblika lestvice, so pokazala, da ima krajša oblika boljše merske lastnosti.
Na podlagi teh rezultatov je bilo odločeno, da se v glavni raziskavi uporabi krajša oblika
lestvice. Udeleţenci so na sedem stopenjski lestvici Likertovega tipa (kjer 1 pomeni sploh se
ne strinjam, 7 pa popolnoma se strinjam) ocenjevali moţnost, da se vedejo na opisan način
(npr. ―Dobro se upiram skušnjavi.‖). Faktorska analiza je potrdila enofaktorsko rešitev.
Cronbachov alfa znaša .82.

Lestvica odlaganja akademskega zadovoljstva (Academic delay of satisfaction scale)
Lestvica je sestavljena za potrebe raziskave. Lestvica odlaganja akademskega
zadovoljstva (ADOG; Bembenutty in Karabenick, 1996) je bila uporabljena kot izhodišče za
sestavo omenjene lestvice. Lestvica, ki je uporabljena v raziskavi ima 16 postavk, ki se
nanašajo na ocenjevanje odlaganje zadovoljstva ali nagrade v akademskih pogojih.
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Udeleţenci so na sedem stopenjski lestvici Likertovega tipa (kjer 1 pomeni sploh se ne
strinjam, 7 pa popolnoma se strinjam) ocenjevali moţnost, da se vedejo na opisan način.
Izbrano je le pet postavk, ki so semantično povezane z odlaganjem splošnega akademskega
zadovoljstva. Faktorska analiza je potrdila enofaktorsko rešitev. Cronbachov alfa znaša .73.
Metoda vzorčenja izkušenj
Vzorčenje izkušenj (npr. Csikszentmihalyi in Larson, 1987) je metoda, ki smo jo
uporabili za raziskovanje na kakšne načine učenci preţivljajo čas ter zadovoljstva in
razpoloţenja, v katerem so, ko se ukvarjajo z različnimi aktivnostmi.
Udeleţenci, so imeli palm pilote (Palm Z22), ki oddajajo zvočne signale. S pomočjo
metode samoporočanja smo od vsakega udeleţenca petkrat na dan v trajanju enega tedna
prejemali poročila. Uporabili smo signal kot pogojno metodo: čas, ob katerem se je oglašal
zvočni signal je bil naključno izbran, interval oglašanja pa je bil vnaprej določen, in sicer v
obdobju med 9:00 in 23:00 uro.

Postopek
Raziskava se je dogajala občasno v obdobju 3 mesecev, odvisno od razporeda skupin
in števila palm pilotov, ki so bili na razpolago. Sodelovanje je bilo prostovoljno in anonimno
(šifre so obstajale samo zaradi povezovanja rezultatov vprašalnikov z metodo vzorčenja).
Po izpolnjevanju vprašalnikov, je raziskovalec udeleţencem razloţil drugi del raziskave, v
katerem je bila uporabljena metoda vzorčenja izkušenj. Manjše število študentov je
prostovoljno sodelovalo v drugem delu raziskave. Vsem udeleţencem je bila podana pisna
razlaga namena raziskave. Zajamčena jim je bila tudi anonimnost. Vsak izmed udeleţencev je
podpisal soglasje, v katerem se strinjajo s sodelovanjem v enotedenski raziskavi in se
obvezujejo raziskovalcem vrniti palm pilote po zaključku raziskave. Po tem so udeleţencem,
ki so se strinjali s pogoji za sodelovanje, bila razloţena navodila za uporabo palm pilotov.
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10.4 Rezultati in razprava
Profili skupin z različnimi usmeritvami pri doseganju sreče
Pri obdelavi rezultatov je na standardiziranih rezultatih opravljena klaster analiza. Na
ta način so udeleţenci uvrščeni v skupine, glede na njihovo usmeritev pri doseganju sreče.
Rešitev s štirimi klastri je zdruţila udeleţence v skupine, kot je bilo pričakovano. V skupini z
imenom "Visok" so udeleţenci, ki so dosegali nadpovprečne rezultate na obeh usmeritvah
(eudaimonično in hedonično). V skupini z imenom "Eudaimonično ţivljenje" so udeleţenci,
ki so nadpovprečne rezultate dosegali na področju eudaimonične usmeritve in podpovprečne
rezultate na področju hedonistične usmeritve. V skupini "Nizek" so udeleţenci, ki so
podpovprečne rezultate dosegali na obeh usmeritvah. V skupini "Hedonistično ţivljenje" so
udeleţenci, ki so nadpovprečne rezultate dosegali na področju hedonistične usmeritve,
podpovprečne pa na področju eudaimonične usmeritve.
Razlike v občutku blagostanja, življenjskimi cilji in možnosti samoregulacije med
skupinami z različnimi usmeritvami pri doseganju sreče
Drugi specifični cilj raziskave je bil preveriti, ali obstajajo razlike v občutku dobrobiti
(zadovoljstvo z ţivljenjem, pozitivna in negativna čustva) med udeleţenci z različnimi
usmeritvami pri doseganju sreče. Raziskana je tudi razlika v pomembnosti intrinzičnih in
ekstrinzičnih ciljev ter moţnost samokontrole in odlaganja takojšnjega zadovoljstva pri
udeleţencih z različnimi usmeritvami pri doseganju sreče. Zaradi nadzorovanja spremenljivk,
kot so starost in spol, izvedeno je nekoliko analiz kovariance. Skupina "Visok" je imela višje
rezultate od skupine "Nizek" na področju ţivljenjskega zadovoljstva, pozitivnih čustev ter
intrinzičnih in ekstrinzičnih ţivljenjskih ciljev. Prav tako je skupina "Visok" imela višje
rezultate od skupine „Hedonistično ţivljenje― na področju ţivljenjskega zadovoljstva,
pozitivnih čustev, intrinzičnih ciljev, moţnosti samokontrole in odlaganja zadovoljstva.
Skupina "Visok" je imela višje rezultate od skupine „Eudaimonično ţivljenje― na področju
ţivljenjskega zadovoljstva, pozitivnih čustev in ekstrinzičnih ţivljenjskih ciljev. Skupina
„Eudaimonično ţivljenje― je imela višje rezultate od skupine "Nizek" na področju
ţivljenjskega zadovoljstva, pozitivnih čustev, intrinzičnih ciljev, moţnosti samokontrole in
odlaganja zadovoljstva. Skupina „Eudaimonično ţivljenje― je imela višje rezultate od skupine
„Hedonično ţivljenje― na področju pozitivnih čustev, intrinzičnih ciljev, moţnosti
samokontrole in odllaganja zadovoljstva. Skupina „Hedonistično ţivljenje― je imela višje
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rezultate od skupine "Nizek" na področju ţivljenjskega zadovoljstva, pozitivnih čustev ter
intrinzičnih in ekstrinzičnih ţivljenjskih ciljev. Skupina „Hedonistično ţivljenje― je imela
višje rezultate od skupine „Eudaimonično ţivljenje― na področju ekstrinzičnih ciljev.
Rezultati potrjujejo večino zastavljenih hipotez.
Uporabljena metoda, s katero smo zdruţili udeleţence v kategorije ima nekaj
pomanjkljivosti. Da bi se izognili pomanjkljivostim, smo spremenljivke hedonistične in
eudaimonične usmeritve uporabili kot prediktorje za spremenljivke v hierarhični regresijski
analizi. Druge spremenljivke (komponente subjektivnega blagostanja, ţivljenjski cilji,
samonadzor in odlaganje zadovoljstva) pa smo uporabili kot kriterij. Podatki, pridobljeni z
regresijsko analizo so v skladu s podatki dobljenimi z analizo kovariance, ki smo jo opravi na
štirih skupinah.
Prostočasne aktivnosti
Tretji specifični cilj raziskave je bil preučiti razlike med hedonističnimi in
eudaimoničnimi motivi za vključevanje v različne prostočasne aktivnosti ter primerjati
prevlado enih ali drugih motivov. Najprej

smo analizirali določene opisne podatke o

prostočasnih aktivnostih.
Branje je bilo najbolj pogosto izbrana aktivnost za preţivljanja prostega časa.
Naslednja najbolj pogosta aktivnost v prostem času je bilo učenje. Bilo je za pričakovati, da
bo veliko udeleţencev izbralo učenje kot aktivnost, ki jo opravljajo v svojem prostem času,
saj je učni načrt precej zahteven in je veliko nalog, ki jih morajo opravljati v prostem času.
Preţivljanje prostega časa z druţino, je tudi ena izmed prostočasnih aktivnosti, ki so jo
udeleţenci pogosto navajali. Glede na količino časa, ki jo udeleţenci preţivijo v posamezni
aktivnosti lahko vidimo, da sta socialna interakcija (preţivljanje časa s prijatelji in izhodi) in
študiranje (pisanje ali priprava nečesa za predavanja ali učenje) aktivnosti, v katerih študentje
preţivijo večino svojega prostega časa.
Hedonistična in eudaimonična dimenzija priljubljenih prostočasnih aktivnosti
Del tretjega cilja raziskave je bil preučiti razlike med hedonističnimi in
eudaimoničnimi motivi za vključevanje v priljubljene prostočasne aktivnosti.
Udeleţenci so, kot je ţe omenjeno, ocenjevali različne motive za vključevanje v svoje
priljubljene aktivnosti. Rezultati so pokazali, da se udeleţenci vključujejo v različne
dejavnosti zaradi različnih motivov. Raziskali smo tako razlike med eudaimoničnimi in
hedonističnimi motivi za vključevanje v različne aktivnosti kot tudi interakcijo motivov in
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dejavnosti. Rezultati so pokazali pomembne vplive motivov za ukvarjanje z aktivnostmi, vpliv
motivov na vrsto aktivnosti in pomembno interakcijo med motivi in aktivnosti.
Branje, umetnost, šport in ples so bolj eudaimonično motivirane aktivnosti od
aktivnosti kot so elektronski mediji, poslušanje glasbe, druţenje ali aktivnosti na prostem
(razen športa). Po drugi strani, so vse aktivnosti enako hedonistično motivirane. Pomen
hedonističnih motivov je za vse aktivnosti nekoliko večji od pomena eudaimoničnih motivov
(samo za nekatere aktivnosti je razlika v pomenu statistično pomembna), kar pomeni, da
hedonistični motivi prevladujejo nad eudaimoničnimi motivi. Iz intervalov zaupanja je
razvidno, da so razlike med hedonističnimi in eudaimoničnimi motivi statistično pomembne
za naslednje aktivnosti: branje, elektronski mediji, poslušanje glasbe, druţenje, aktivnosti na
prostem (razen športa) in ples. Vse naštete aktivnosti so bolj hedonistično motivirane.

Razmerje med globalnimi in trenutnimi ocenami sestavin subjektivnega blagostanja na
splošno in v povezavi z različnimi aktivnostmi
Četrti specifični cilj raziskave je bil primerjanje globalne in trenutne ocene sestavin
subjektivnega blagostanja. Ta cilj smo razdelili na dva dela. V prvem delu smo primerjali
globalni (s pomočjo rezultatov vprašalnika) in trenutni (srednja vrednost podatkov zbranih s
pomočjo metode vzorčenja izkustva) občutek subjektivnega blagostanja udeleţencev. V
drugem delu smo pri udeleţencih primerjali subjektivni občutek blagostanja (znotraj
posameznika in med posamezniki) glede na vključenost v različne aktivnosti (z hedoničnim
ali eudaimoničnim značilnostima).
Splošna in trenutna ocena zadovoljstva z življenjem, pozitivna in negativna čustva
Splošna in trenutna ocena zadovoljstva in čustev med seboj pozitivno korelirata.
Obstajajo statistično pomembne razlike za splošno in trenutno oceno obeh oblik čustev.
Splošna ocena pozitivnih čustev ima statistično višjo vrednost od trenutne ocene pozitivnih
čustev. Enaki rezultati veljajo za negativna čustva. Razlike med splošnimi in trenutnimi
ocenami zadovoljstva niso bile raziskane, saj smo uporabili različne pripomočke za merjenje
le – teh.
Zadovoljstvo, pozitivna in negativna čustva, ki se pojavljajo med aktivnostmi z hedoničnim ali
eudaimoničnim značilnostima
Metoda vzorčenja izkustva omogoča ocenjevanje razlik v odnosu med hedonizmom in
eudaimonizmom ter subjektivnim občutkom blagostanja med posamezniki (tj. stopnje
189

eudaimonizma / hedonizma, ki je pri vsakem posamezniku različna) in znotraj posameznika
(tj. stopnje eudaimonizma / hedonizma, ki se pri posamezniku spreminja iz trenutka v
trenutek). Zato smo izvedli obe ravni analiz.

Na interindividualni ravni analize so opravljene tri regresijske analize, ki so dale uvid
v napovedno moč aktivnosti z hedonističnimi in eudaimoničnimi značilnostmi. Na ta način je
dobljen deleţ razloţene variance treh sestavin občutka blagostanja. Za vse spremenljivke so
bile uporabljene srednje vrednosti metode vzorčenja izkustva. Vključevanje v aktivnosti z
različnimi značilnostmi je pojasnilo 25% variance povprečne vrednosti trenutnega
zadovoljstva, pri čemer so se hedonistične značilnosti pokazale kot pomemben napovednik.
Čeprav smo pričakovali pozitivno povezavo med zadovoljstvom in eudaimoničnimi
značilnostmi, do tega ni prišlo. Razlog bi lahko bilo dejstvo, da smo merili trenutno
zadovoljstvo. Določene eudaimonične aktivnosti pa so včasih teţke, naporne in celo
frustrirajoče in kot takšne nikakor ne morejo biti vir trenutnega zadovoljstva.
Vključevanje v aktivnosti z hedonističnimi in eudiamoničnimi značilnostmi je
pojasnilo 50% variance povprečne vrednosti pozitivnih čustev in 15% variance povprečne
vrednosti negativnih čustev. V obeh primerih sta bili obe vrsti aktivnosti pomemben prediktor,
čeprav odnosi niso bili enaki: pokazalo se je, da se eudaimonične aktivnosti pozitivno
povezujejo tako z negativnimi kot tudi s pozitivnimi čustvi, hedonistične aktivnosti pa se
pozitivno povezujejo z pozitivnimi čustvi in negativno z negativnimi čustvi. Odnos, ki smo ga
dobili med hedonističnimi aktivnosti in pozitivnimi čustvi je v skladu s teorijo, ki povezuje
hedonizem in pozitivna čustva, čeprav obstajajo raziskave, ki tega odnosa niso potrdile (npr.
Steger et al., 2008). Rezultati, po katerih so tudi eudaimonične aktivnosti povezane z
doţivljanjem pozitivnih čustev pa nasprotujejo zgoraj navedeni razlagi odnosa med
zadovoljstvom in eudaimoničnim aktivnostmi. Potrebno je poudariti, da niso vedno in niso vse
eudaimonične aktivnosti v času izvajanja naporne, in da obstoj pozitivne povezave med
nekaterimi eudaimoničnim aktivnostmi in pozitivnimi čustvi ni presenetljiv. Očitno je, da so
nekatere izmed eudaimoničnih aktivnosti, vir pozitivnih čustev. V nasprotju z rezultati
dobljenimi za pozitivna čustva, so rezultati za negativna čustva v skladu z razlago za
zadovoljstvo, vendar še izrazitejši: več eudaimoničnih značilnosti pomeni več negativnih
čustev, prisotnost večjega števila hedonističnih značilnosti pa pomeni manj negativnih čustev.
Negativna povezava med hedonističnimi značilnostmi in negativnimi čustvi je bila
pričakovana. Hedonistične aktivnosti so dejansko aktivnosti, ki jih izvajamo zaradi uţitka,
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zabave in sprostitve, in je logično, da so povezane z doţivljanjem niţje stopnje negativnih
čustev.
Če povzamemo naše rezultate, lahko zaključimo, da so ljudje, ki običajno opravljajo
aktivnosti, ki so hedonistične, bolj zadovoljni, doţivljajo več pozitivnih in manj negativnih
čustev. Ljudje, ki se običajno udeleţujejo aktivnosti, ki so eudaimonične, doţivljajo določeno
stopnjo pozitivnih čustev, vendar pa so pri njih bolj izraţena negativna čustva. Zadovoljstvo
pa ni povezano z udeleţevanjem v eudaimonične aktivnosti. Potrebno je opozoriti na
neskladje med dobljenimi rezultati in rezultati predhodnih študij (npr. Huta in Ryan, 2010;
Steger in drugi., 2008). Očitno je, da je odnos med hedonističnimi in eudaimoničnimi
aktivnostmi ter subjektivnim blagostanjem zapleten in ga je potrebno nadalje raziskovati.

Na intraindividuali ravni, so bile narejene analize za vsakega posameznika posebej.
Ponovno so pri pojasnjevanju zadovoljstva ter pozitivnih in negativnih čustev, ter za preizkus
napovedovalne moči aktivnosti s hedonističnimi in eudaimoničnimi značilnostmi, uporabljene
regresijske analize. Na ta način je bilo narejenih 121 regresijskih analiz (kar je enako številu
udeleţencev z veljavnimi rezultati v tem delu raziskave).
Hedonistične in eudaimonične značilnosti aktivnosti so v povprečju pojasnili 29%
variance vrednosti zadovoljstva, s standardnim odklonom od 18%. Vrednosti hedonističnih
aktivnosti so v povprečju imele višji beta od eudaimoničnih aktivnosti. Značilnosti aktivnosti
pojasnjujejo 43% variance vrednosti pozitivnih čustev s standardnim odklonom od 18%. Obe
vrsti značilnosti so pozitivno povezane s pozitivnimi čustvi, toda za eudaimonične aktivnosti
je povezava izrazitejša. Rezultati so pokazali, da so hedonistične aktivnosti povezane z
doţivljanjem pozitivnih čustev, vendar pa je ta povezava še močnejša med eudaimoničnimi
aktivnostmi in pozitivnimi čustvi. To lahko razloţimo s tem, da se udeleţenci, ki so sodelovali
v raziskavi, vključujejo v eudaimonične aktivnosti, ki prinašajo takojšnje in ne odloţeno
zadovoljstvo, kot smo pričakovali. Hedonistične in eudaimonične značilnosti so v povprečju
pojasnile 23% variance vrednosti negativnih čustev, s standardnim odklonom od 16%.
Hedonistične značilnosti so negativno povezane z negativnimi čustvi in so v primerjavi z
eudaimoničnimi značilnosti močnejši napovednik negativnih čustev.
Če povzamemo obe obliki analize lahko sklepamo, da ljudje, ki se običajno
vključujejo v aktivnosti z hedonističnimi značilnostmi v primerjavi z ljudmi, ki se udeleţujejo
aktivnosti z eudaimoničnimi aktivnostmi, doţivljajo več zadovoljstva in pozitivnih čustev ter
manj negativnih čustev. Eudaimonične aktivnosti pa so, v primerjavi z hedonističnimi,
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povezane z doţivljanjem pozitivnih čustev v večji meri. Hedonistične aktivnosti pa so, v
primerjavi z eudaimoničnim v večji meri povezane z doţivljanjem takojšnjega zadovoljstva in
v manjši meri z doţivljanjem negativnih čustev. Še enkrat je treba poudariti, da so dobljeni
rezultati v nasprotju s prejšnjimi ugotovitvami (npr. Huta in Ryan, 2010; Steger in drugi,
2008). Naši rezultati so pokazali, da so aktivnosti s hedonističnimi značilnostmi prijetne v
času ukvarjanja z njimi, kar je bilo pričakovano, vendar pa so pokazali tudi, da so
eudaimonične aktivnosti prav tako vir pozitivnih čustev v času ukvarjanja z njimi. Zdi se, da
so eudaimonične aktivnosti lahko vir takojšnjega in ne samo odloţenega zadovoljstva.
Dobljeni rezultati predstavljajo izziv ideji Huta in Ryana (2010), ki trdita, da lahko imajo
eudaimonično motivirane aktivnosti odloţene učinke doţivljanja pozitivnih čustev, saj
rezultati ne potrjujejo dejstva, da posamezniki, ki se večinoma udeleţujejo eudaimonično
motiviranih aktivnosti doţivljajo več pozitivnih čustev v primerjavi s posamezniki, ki se
večinoma udeleţujejo hedonistično motiviranih aktivnosti. Vse eudaimonične teorije
poudarjajo, da je ţivljenje po eudaimoničnem principu povezano z močnejšim občutkom
blagostanja, in se ga lahko enači z dobrim ţivljenjem. Dobljeni rezultati tega ne podpirajo –
študentje (udeleţenci), ki se običajno udeleţujejo eudaimonično motiviranih aktivnosti niso
srečnejši od tistih, ki se udeleţujejo aktivnosti zaradi hedonističnih motivov. Dejansko so
rezultati pokazali obratno razmerje – posamezniki, ki se običajno udeleţujejo hedonistično
motiviranih aktivnosti so srečnejši. Lahko rečemo, da so rezultati pokazali, da v našem
primeru bolj drţijo hedonistične teorije, po katerih bo posameznik srečen, če izkusi veliko
uţitkov in veliko lepih trenutkov. Pomembno je poudariti da smo raziskovali le subjektivno
blagostanje ki je hedonistično po sebi, in ne psihično blagostanje, samoekspresijo, ţivljenjski
pomen, ali katerokoli drugo teorijo ali koncept, ki je bolj povezana z eudaimonio. Morda v
tem primeru bi rezultati bili lahko različni. Očitno je, da neskladje v rezultatih kaţe na potrebo
po dodatnih raziskavah, ki se bi ukvarjale z omenjenimi problemi.

10.5 Zaključki
1. S klastersko analizo smo razporedili udeleţence v štiri skupine: udeleţenci, ki so dosegali
nadpovprečne rezultate na obeh usmeritvah (eudaimonično in hedonično), udeleţenci, ki
so podpovprečne rezultate dosegali na obeh usmeritvah, udeleţenci, ki ţivijo
eudaimonično ţivljenje in udeleţenci, ki ţivijo hedonistično ţivljenje.
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2. Udeleţenci, ki sprejemajo obe usmeritve k sreči so v primerjavi z drugimi skupinami
udeleţencev dosegali najvišje rezultate na področjih zadovoljstva z ţivljenjem in
doţivljanja pozitivnih čustev. Intrinzične cilje zaznavajo kot bolj pomembne, v primerjavi
s skupinami udeleţencev, ki ţivijo hedonistično ţivljenje ali tistimi ki ne priznavajo
nobene izmed usmeritev. Prav tako ekstrinzične cilje vrednotijo več od udeleţencev, ki
ţivijo eudaimonično ţivljenje ali udeleţencev, ki ne priznavajo nobene izmed usmeritvi.
Udeleţenci, ki sprejemajo obe usmeritve, imajo boljši samonadzora in so bolj pripravljeni
odloţiti takojšnje zadovoljstvo kot študenti, ki ţivijo hedonistično ţivljenje.
Udeleţenci, ki ţivijo eudaimonično ţivljenje, v primerjavi z udeleţenci, ki ne
priznavajo nobene izmed usmeritev, imajo višje rezultate na področju zadovoljstva z
ţivljenjem. Prav tako polj pogosto doţivljajo pozitivna čustva, več cenijo intrinzične
ţivljenjske cilje, imajo boljši samonadzor in so bolj pripravljeni odloţiti takojšnje
zadovoljstvo, v primerjavi z udeleţenci, ki ţivijo hedonistično ţivljenje in udeleţenci, ki
ne sprejemajo nobene izmed usmeritev. Poleg tega je vrednost ekstrinzičnih ciljev pri
udeleţencih, ki ţivijo eudaimonično ţivljenje manjša, v primerjavi z udeleţenci drugih
usmeritev.
Udeleţenci, ki ne sprejemajo nobene izmed usmeritve imajo najniţje rezultate na
področju zadovoljstva z ţivljenjem, najmanj doţivljajo pozitivna čustva in intrinzične cilje
vrednotijo manj od vseh drugih skupin udeleţencev. Ekstinzične cilje cenijo manj od
skupin udeleţencev, ki sprejemajo obe usmeritve in tistih, ki ţivijo hedonistično ţivljenje.
Imajo niţji samonadzor in so manj pripravljeni odloţiti takojšnje zadovoljstvo, v
primerjavi z eudaimonično skupino udeleţencev.
Udeleţenci, ki ţivijo hedonistično ţivljenje, imajo niţje rezultate na področju
zadovoljstva z ţivljenjem, od skupine udeleţencev, ki sprejemajo obe usmeritve in višje
od skupine, ki ne sprejema nobene usmeritve. Doţivljajo manj pozitivnih čustev in manj
cenijo intrinzične ţivljenjske cilje od skupine udeleţencev, ki sprejemajo obe usmeritvi in
tistih, ki ţivijo eudaimonično ţivljenje, vendar pa imajo višje rezultate na omenjenih
področjih od skupine udeleţencev, ki ne sprejemajo nobene usmeritve. Ekstrinzične cilje
višje vrednotijo od skupine udeleţencev, ki ţivijo eudaimoično ţivljenje in tistih, ki ne
sprejemajo nobene usmeritve. Imajo niţji samonadzor in so manj pripravljeni odloţiti
takojšnje zadovoljstvo v primerjavi z udeleţenci, ki ţivijo eudaimonično ţivljenje in
tistimi, ki sprejemajo obe usmeritvi.
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3. Posamezniki se vključujejo v različne aktivnosti zaradi različnih motivov. Te motive lahko
opredelimo kot hedonistične ali eudaimonične. Branje, umetnost, šport in ples so bolj
eudaimonično motivirane aktivnosti, v primerjavi z aktivnostmi kot so elektronski mediji /
poslušanje glasbe, druţenje in aktivnosti na prostem (razen športa).
Primerjava prevlade hedonističnih / eudaimoničnih motivov za različne dejavnosti, je
prinesla zanimive rezultate: vse so aktivnosti do določene mere hedonistično motivirane,
vendar pa so nekatere od njih tudi eudaimonično motivirane. Branje, elektronski mediji /
poslušanje glasbe, druţenje in aktivnosti na prostem (razen športa) so bolj hedonistično
kot eudaimonično motivirane aktivnosti.
4. Splošna in trenutna ocena zadovoljstva sta šibko povezani, medtem ko je povezava med
splošnimi in trenutnimi ocenami pozitivnih in negativnih čustev višja, in je lahko
označimo kot zmerno visoko korelacijo. Splošne ocene pozitivnih in negativnih čustev so
statistično pomembno višje od trenutnih ocen.
Hedonistične in eudaimonične značilnosti aktivnosti različno vplivajo na subjektivni
občutek blagostanja. Na interindividualni ravni analize so hedonske značilnosti
pomembne za vse tri komponente subjektivnega občutka blagostanja, pri čemer je ta
povezava negativna za negativna čustva. Eudaimonične značilnosti so pomembne samo za
pozitivna in negativna čustva in v manjši meri od hedonističnih značilnosti. Pomembno je
poudariti, da je povezava med eudaimonični značilnosti in negativnimi čustvi pozitivna.
Na intraindividualni ravni analize so hedonistične značilnosti bolj pomembne za
zadovoljstvo in doţivljanje negativnih čustev, pri čemer je povezava z negativnimi čustvi
negativna, medtem ko so eudaimonične značilnosti bolj pomembne za pozitivna čustva.
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