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ARTICLE

The full life revisited: Examining hedonia and
eudaimonia as general orientations, motives for
activities, and experiences of wellbeing

Taysa-Rhea Mise - Michael A. Busseri

Abstract: We examined the concepts of hedonia and eudaimonia with respect to general
orientations to life, motives for activities, and experiences of wellbeing among young Canadian
adults (N = 325; M age = 19.10, SD = 2.18; 87% female). Within concepts, moderate positive
correlations were observed across facets of hedonia and eudaimonia. Between concepts,
correlations were strongest for wellbeing and weakest for motives. Unique predictive associations
of eudaimonic general orientations and motives for daily activities were found for both types of
wellbeing. In support of the ‘full life’ hypothesis the highest levels of each form of wellbeing were
found among individuals characterized by high (top 33%) levels of hedonic and eudaimonic
general orientations and motivations for recent activities. Findings support distinguishing
between hedonia and eudaimonia as related but independent concepts, and provide new insights
concerning hedonic and eudaimonic general orientations and motivations for activities in
characterizing the full life.

Keywords: hedonia, eudaimonia, orientations, motives, wellbeing

1. Introduction

Psychological research on the concept of “‘wellbeing’ typically focuses on experiences of ‘hedonia’
— usually studied in terms of satisfaction and enjoyment of one’s life, or ‘eudaimonia’ — which
encompasses various aspects of positive functioning, including personal growth, authenticity,
and meaning in life (Ryan & Deci, 2001; Waterman, 1993). Hedonia and eudaimonia apply not
just to experiences of wellbeing, but also to how individuals generally orient their lives and their
motives for the activities in which they engage (Huta & Waterman, 2014; Peterson, Park, &
Seligman, 2005). Understanding the similarities and differences between these concepts is a
central issue in research on positive psychology. To advance this issue, the present study
examined associations between hedonia and eudaimonia with respect to general orientations to
life, motives for daily activities, and experiences of wellbeing. Furthermore, we evaluated the
combined and unique predictive effects of hedonic and eudaimonic general orientations and
motives for activities on hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing.

Psychological research on wellbeing is dominated by two traditions: hedonia and
eudaimonia (Ryan & Deci 2001; Waterman, 1993). Hedonic wellbeing is most often assessed as
‘subjective wellbeing’ (Diener, 1984) and is typically studied based on three components: a
subjective appraisal of satisfaction with one’s life overall, the presence of positive affect, and the
absence of negative affect (Busseri & Sadava, 2011; Diener, Suh, Lucas, & Smith, 1999). Various
operationalizations of eudaimonic wellbeing have been proposed (Huta & Waterman, 2014), but
it is often studied with respect to indicators of positive functioning including: positive
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relationships, personal growth, life purpose, mastery, autonomy, and self-acceptance (Ryff,
1989); as well as experiences of meaning, authenticity, and personal expressiveness (Waterman,
Schwartz, Zamboanga, et al., 2010). Although conceptually distinct, self-report measures of
hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing are typically strongly and positively correlated (Gallagher,
Lopez, & Preacher, 2009; Joshanloo, 2016; Keyes, Shmotkin, & Ryff, 2002) leading some to
question the validity (or value) of differentiating these two forms of wellbeing (Kashdan, Biswas-
Diener, & King, 2008). Nonetheless, there remains strong interest in understanding the
similarities and differences between hedonia and eudaimonia (Huta & Waterman, 2014), not only
in terms of experiences of wellbeing, but also with respect to how individuals live their lives
(Ryan & Huta, 2009), including their general orientations to life (Peterson et al., 2005) and motives
for personal activities (Huta & Ryan, 2010).

General orientations refer to individuals” underlying motives and goals for their lives, and
are important contributors to wellbeing (Diener & Lucas 1999; Peterson et al., 2005; Ryan & Deci
2001). Although such tendencies guide behavior, situational constraints and immediate needs
may also impact decisions concerning daily activities. Thus, attention has been given to the types

of motives that individuals pursue in their daily activities. Whereas hedonically oriented
individuals seek regular pleasure and enjoyment, eudaimonically oriented individuals seek
meaningful and authentic experiences to becoming their best selves (Huta & Waterman, 2014;
Peterson et al., 2005). In contrast to the strong positive correlation typically observed between
hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing, hedonia and eudaimonia as motives for activities may share
considerably less overlap (Huta, 2013; Huta & Waterman, 2014).

Furthermore, hedonic and eudaimonic motives may be related to similar as well as distinct
aspects of hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing (Asano, Tsukamoto, Igarashi, & Huta, 2018; Huta,
2016; Huta, Pelletier, Baxtor, & Thompson, 2012; Huta & Ryan, 2010). In particular, some studies
suggest that whereas hedonic motives may be linked with various aspects of hedonic wellbeing,
such motives may not be uniquely related to indicators of eudaimonic wellbeing, controlling for
eudaimonic motives. Such findings suggest that hedonic motives such as seeking pleasure may
be uniquely aligned with (or predictive of) hedonic wellbeing, rather than supportive of
eudaimonic aspects of wellbeing such as personal growth and authenticity. In addition, whereas
eudaimonic motives may be linked with eudaimonic wellbeing, such motives may not be
uniquely related to hedonic wellbeing, controlling for eudaimonic motives (e.g. McGregor &
Little, 1998; Steger, Kashdan, & Oishi, 2008). Such findings suggest that eudaimonic motives such
as seeking meaning and purpose in one’s life may be uniquely aligned with (or predictive of)
eudaimonic wellbeing, rather than supportive of hedonic aspects of wellbeing such as enjoyment
and pleasure. Other research suggests that eudaimonic motives for activities may contribute
uniquely to both forms of wellbeing (e.g., Huta et al., 2012). It is possible, therefore, that seeking
meaning and excellence in one’s activities facilitates personal growth and authentic living as well
as satisfaction and enjoyment (Huta & Waterman, 2014; Waterman, 1993, Waterman, Schwartz,
& Conti, 2008).

If so, hedonic and eudaimonic motives may work in complimentary, rather than opposing
ways to promote a wide range of positive life outcomes (Huta & Waterman, 2014; Ryan & Huta,
2009). In support of this “full life” notion (Seligman, 2002), some studies suggest that the most
positive outcomes (including wellbeing, psychological functioning, and academic success) are
found among individuals reporting higher levels of both hedonic and eudaimonic orientations
or motives. Importantly, research on the full life has focused either on general orientations to life
(Peterson et al., 2005; Schueller & Seligman, 2010) or motives for activities (Huta & Ryan, 2010;
Kryza-Lacombe, Tanzini, & O’Neill, 2019), but not both. Yet to be determined is how hedonic
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and eudaimonic general orientations towards one’s life are related to hedonic and eudaimonic
motives for activities, and how each of these relates to hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing.

1.2 The present study

In this study our aim was to further the understanding of hedonia and eudaimonia with respect
to individuals” general orientations towards their lives, motives for daily activities, and overall
wellbeing. We predicted positive associations between each facet of hedonia (i.e.,, general
orientations, motives for daily activities, wellbeing) and between each facet of eudaimonia. We
also expected positive associations between each corresponding facet of hedonia and eudaimonia
(e.g., hedonic and eudaimonic general orientations), but that such linkages would be stronger
with respect to wellbeing than daily activity motives (Huta & Waterman, 2014). To inform the
combined and unique predictive effects, we also examined general orientations and motives for
daily activities as joint predictors of hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing, expecting positive
correlations between each predictor and both forms of wellbeing (Huta, 2016). We also expected
the unique predictive effects of hedonic orientations and motives for activities to be limited to
hedonic (rather than eudaimonic) wellbeing, whereas eudaimonic orientations and motives
would uniquely contribute to the prediction of both forms of wellbeing (Huta et al., 2012).
Finally, we evaluated the full life hypothesis (Huta & Ryan, 2010; Peterson et al., 2005) based on
consideration of general orientations and motives for daily activities. We expected that the
highest levels of hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing would be found among individuals
characterized by high levels of hedonic and eudaimonic general orientations and high levels of
hedonic and eudaimonic motives for daily activities.

2. Method
2.1 Participants and procedure

Canadian undergraduate students from Brock University, Canada (N = 334; M age = 19.14, SD =
2.22; 87% female; academic majors included Psychology, 31%, Child and Youth Studies, 17%, and
Education, 11%) completed a questionnaire in small-group settings in return for course credit.
Nine participants were removed due to incomplete data (i.e., less than 50% of the data for at least
one of the analysis variables described below). The final analysis sample thus comprised 325
participants (M age = 19.10, SD = 2.18; 87% female).

2.2 Measures
2.2.1 Hedonic and eudaimonic general orientations and motives for daily activities

The Hedonic and Eudaimonic Motives for Activities was developed by Huta and Ryan (2010) to
assess individuals” motives for their activities, using the following prompt: “To what extent do
you typically approach your activities with the following intentions, whether or not you actually
achieve your aim?”. The nine-item scale comprises five hedonic (e.g., “Seeking pleasure”) and
four eudaimonic (e.g., “Seeking to use the best in yourself”) items, each rated on a seven-point
scale (1 = not at all and 7 = very much). Wording for all nine items is provided in Huta & Ryan
(2010, Table 1). Ratings for the hedonic and eudaimonic items are averaged separately. This scale
was modified for the present purpose to measure the extent to which individuals (1) had a
general orientation toward hedonic and eudaimonic aims in life, and (2) had hedonic and
eudaimonic motives for their recent daily lives. To do so, participants completed the scale twice,
the first time in response to the following prompt: “In general, how important is each of the
following to you in your life?” Ratings were averaged separately for the hedonic and eudaimonic
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items (as = .75 and .74) such that higher scores indicated stronger hedonic and eudaimonic
general orientations toward one’s life, respectively. On a separate page, participants completed
the scale a second time in response to the following prompt: “During the past week, to what
degree did you approach your activities with each of the following intentions, whether or not
you actually achieved your aim?” Ratings were averaged such that higher scores indicated
stronger hedonic and eudaimonic motives for recent daily activities, respectively (as = .80 and
78).

2.2.2 Hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing

The Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985) was used to measure
global life satisfaction. Participants indicated the extent to which they agree with five statements
on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, to 7 = strongly agree). Ratings were averaged
across items such that higher scores indicated greater satisfaction with life (o = .86). The Scale of
Positive and Negative Experience (Diener, Wirtz, Tov, et al.,, 2010) was used to measure the
frequency of an individual’s positive and negative affective experiences over the past four weeks.
The scale contains six items related to positive feelings and six items related to negative feelings.
Answers are indicated by a self-rating on a five-point Likert scale (1 = very rarely or never, to 5 =
very often or always). Ratings were averaged, such that higher scores indicated more frequent
positive and negative affective experiences respectively (as =.83 and .83).

The 18-item Scales of Psychological Wellbeing (SPWB, Ryff, 1989; Ryff & Keyes 1995) was used
as a global measure of six dimensions of psychological wellbeing: autonomy, environmental
mastery, personal growth, positive relations with others, purpose in life, and self-acceptance.
Responses were indicated on a six-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree)
with eight of the items reverse-coded. Ratings were averaged across all 18 items, such that higher
scores represented greater psychological wellbeing (o = .78). In addition, the 21-item
Questionnaire for Eudaimonic Wellbeing (QEWB, Waterman et al., 2010) was used as a general
measure of six categories of eudaimonia: self-discovery, development of one’s potential, purpose
and meaning, effort in pursuit of excellence, intense engagement, and enjoyment of personally
expressive activities. Responses were indicated on a five-point Likert scale (0 = strongly disagree
to 4 = strongly agree) with seven of the items reverse-coded. Ratings were averaged across all 21
items such that higher scores indicated greater eudaimonic wellbeing (o = .78).

3. Results

Descriptive statistics for the study measures are shown in Table 1 (below).

3.1 Hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing

In a preliminary analysis, confirmatory factor analysis was used to examine the structure of the
five wellbeing indicators. A one-factor model was tested in which all five indicators were
specified as loading onto a single latent factor (latent factor variance was fixed to 1; all loadings
were freely estimated). The overall fit for this model was poor (x2=76.71, df =5, p <.001; CFI =
.87, SRMR =.07, RMSEA = .21) owing to a large residual correlation between the PWB and QEWB
scale scores. A second model was tested comprising two correlated latent factors in which life
satisfaction, positive affect, and negative affect loaded onto a latent hedonic wellbeing factor,
whereas the SPWB and QEWB loaded onto a latent eudaimonic wellbeing factor (variances for
each factor were fixed to 1, loadings on each factor were freely estimated). This model provided
excellent fit (x2 = 3.59, df = 4, p = .465; CFI > .99, SRMR = .01, RMSEA < .01). Thus, prior to
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subsequent analysis, a composite hedonic wellbeing score was computed by standardizing the
life satisfaction, positive affect, and negative affect (reverse-scored) values, then averaging the
three measures and standardizing the resulting composite score. A composite eudaimonic

wellbeing variable was computed by standardizing the two scale scores, averaging the two
measures, and standardizing the resulting composite score.

Table 1. Means, standard deviations, and correlations among study variables

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1. General orientation-hedonic 559 080 --
2. General orientation-eudaimonic 5.87 0.78  .44* --
3. Activity motives-hedonic 504 1.09 47 .08 -

4. Activity motives-eudaimonic 479 119 15% 41 19* -

5. Satisfaction with life 433 119 .05 .14* .16* .25% --

6. Positive affect 3.78 057 .19* 26* 21* 24* .55% -

7. Negative affect 265 073 -05 -12* -04 -12*% -47% -59* -

8. SPWB 447 056 .17% 43* 06 .29 47 50* -45% -

9. QEWB 2.65 043 .14* 45 -04 43* 35* .39* -31* .64* --

10. Composite HWB 0.00 1.00 .12* 21* .17* .25% .81* .86* -82* 57*% 42*% -

11. Composite EWB 0.00 1.00 .17* .48* .03 .40* 45% 49* -42* 91* 91* 54* -

Note. N = 325. SPWB = Scales of Psychological Wellbeing score. QEWB = Questionnaire of Eudaimonic
Wellbeing score. HWB = hedonic wellbeing. EWB = eudaimonic wellbeing. * p <.05.

3.2 Correlations between hedonia and eudaimonia

Positive correlations were observed among the three aspects of hedonia (general orientations,
motives for daily activities, and wellbeing); these correlations were stronger between general
orientations and daily motives than between either of these scores and wellbeing. Positive
correlations were also observed among the three aspects of eudaimonia, with comparable
magnitudes among general orientations, daily motives, and wellbeing. Positive correlations also
were observed between each corresponding pair of hedonic/eudaimonic concepts. The strongest
correlation was found between hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing; the weakest association was
found between hedonic and eudaimonic motives for daily activities.

3.3 General orientations and motives for daily activities predicting wellbeing

Consistent with predictions, hedonic wellbeing was positively correlated with each of the general
orientation and motives for recent activities measures; eudaimonic wellbeing was also positively
correlated with each of these variables except hedonic motives for daily activities. To evaluate
the combined and unique predictive effects of the general orientation and motives for daily
activities scores on each form of wellbeing, we ran two multiple regression models. In these
models, hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing scores were regressed simultaneously onto the
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hedonic and eudaimonic general orientation and motives for daily activities. Results are shown
in Table 2. The regression model explained 9% of the variance in hedonic wellbeing (R = .30, p <
.001), and three of the four predictors were uniquely significant, in that higher hedonic wellbeing
was uniquely predicted by stronger eudaimonic orientation, as well as stronger hedonic and

eudaimonic motives for daily activities. The regression model explained 29% of the variance in
eudaimonic wellbeing (R = .54, p <.001), and two of the four predictors were significant, in that
higher eudaimonic wellbeing was uniquely predicted by stronger eudaimonic general
orientations and eudaimonic motives for daily activities.

Table 2. Regression of hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing on hedonic and eudaimonic
general orientations and motives for recent activities

Hedonic wellbeing Eudaimonic wellbeing
Predictor b SE p B b SE p B
General orientation-hedonic -.04 .09 .614 -.04 -.03 .08 713 -.02
General orientation-eudaimonic 19 .09 .028 15 51 .08 <.001 40
Activity motives-hedonic 13 .06 .028 14 -.04 .05 476 -.04
Activity motives-eudaimonic 14 .05 .006 17 21 .04 <.001 25

Note. N = 325. Unstandardized (b) regression coefficients, standard errors (SE), p values, and
standardized ((3) regression coefficients are shown by predictor (row variable) for hedonic and
eudaimonic wellbeing (column variable).

3.4 Testing the full life hypothesis

For each participant, the number of hedonic and eudaimonic general orientation and motives for
daily activity scores falling into the top 33% of each distribution was counted. This “full life” count
(ranging from 0 to 4) was treated as a categorical independent variable in two between-subjects
ANOVAs with composite hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing scores as dependent variables.
Main effects were significant for both hedonic wellbeing (F(4,320) = 6.75, p < .001, 1> = .08) and
eudaimonic wellbeing (F(4,320) = 15.06, p <.001, n? = .16). As shown in Figure 1 (below), higher
levels of hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing were found among individuals characterized by
high levels of two or more of the hedonic and eudaimonic general orientations and motives for
daily activities. Follow-up pairwise comparisons indicated that individuals with a full life count
of 2, 3, or 4 were characterized by significantly higher wellbeing than the other two groups. At
the other extreme, the lowest levels of wellbeing were found among individuals not
characterized by high levels on any of the hedonic and eudaimonic general orientations and
motives for daily activities. Follow-up pairwise comparisons indicated that individuals with a
full life count of 0 were characterized by significantly lower wellbeing than each of the other
groups.

4. Discussion
4.1 Associations between hedonia and eudaimonia

Within hedonic and eudaimonic concepts, general orientations and motives for recent activities
were positively but moderately correlated, suggesting that individuals who oriented their lives
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Figure 1. Standardized mean levels of wellbeing (y-axis) by full life count (x-axis) for
hedonic (Panel A) and eudaimonic (Panel B) wellbeing.
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Note. 95% confidence intervals are shown for each mean. ns = 84, 83, 85, 49, and
24, respectively, for full life counts of 0, 1, 2, 3, and 4.

toward generally seeking pleasure (for example) tended to report recently pursuing daily
activities for similar reasons. Although such findings may have resulted from the use of the same
set of items to assess general orientation and motives for activities, these results may also suggest
that hedonic and eudaimonic motives for daily activities provide some insight into individuals’
general orientations (as hypothesized by Huta & Ryan, 2010). Yet such correspondence was not
very strong, indicating that at least some individuals were engaging in recent daily activities for
reasons that were inconsistent with their hedonic or eudaimonic orientations. These patterns are
consonant with the separation between general motivation orientations and motive states
proposed in other motivation research (Carver & White, 1994; Deci & Ryan, 2008; Elliot & Thrash,
2010). The present findings thus support the value of examining general orientations and motives
for daily activities as unique aspects of hedonia and eudaimonia.
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Also noteworthy, associations between hedonia and eudaimonia were generally stronger for
wellbeing than between motives for recent activities. Such findings provide further indication

that the separation between hedonia and eudaimonia may be clearer with respect to motives for
daily activities than for experiences of wellbeing (Huta & Waterman, 2014). Yet there was also
evidence of an empirical distinction between hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing. Specifically,
measures of the three components of subjective wellbeing (life satisfaction, positive affect,
negative affect) loaded strongly onto a latent factor which was correlated with, but separate from
the two scales measuring various aspects of eudaimonic wellbeing. These findings indicate that
the five wellbeing measures were not reducible to a single factor and thus support the
separability of hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing, an issue which continues to be debated (e.g.,
Disabato et al., 2016; Huta, 2016).

4.2 Predicting hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing

Further informing this debate, the present findings provide novel insights concerning similarities
and differences between the two types of wellbeing based on their associations with hedonic and
eudaimonic orientations and motivations for activities. Importantly, the relative independence
of hedonic and eudaimonic general orientations and motives for daily activities raises the
possibility that they may have unique psychological significance. Noteworthy in this regard were
results from the regression models predicting hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing. Higher levels
of both types of wellbeing were uniquely predicted by the degree to which individuals reported
approaching their lives in eudaimonic ways (i.e.,, seeking excellence and authenticity) and
engaging in recent daily activities for eudaimonic reasons. In addition, greater hedonic wellbeing
was uniquely predicted by the degree to which individuals reported seeking enjoyment from
their recent daily activities. Previous research has demonstrated unique links between hedonic
and eudaimonic motives or activities with corresponding experiences of wellbeing (e.g.,
McGregor & Little, 1998; Steger et al., 2008). The present findings extend this work by revealing
aspects of general orientations and motives for activities that have independent connections to
each type of wellbeing.

One interpretation is that a stronger eudaimonic orientation to one’s life and daily activities
are important precursors to a wide range of wellbeing experiences, including positive
experiences (e.g., satisfaction and enjoyment of one’s life) and positive functioning (e.g.,
authenticity, excellence, and meaning). Hedonic motives for daily activities, in contrast, may set
the stage for more immediate hedonic wellbeing experiences, but have little unique bearing on
an enhanced sense of purpose and self-expressiveness (Huta & Ryan, 2010). Furthermore,
hedonic general orientation was not uniquely predictive of either form of wellbeing. Such
findings may suggest that of the two general orientations, generally seeking pleasure and
enjoyment in one’s life is not uniquely conducive to wellbeing.

Yet other research has indicated unique links between both hedonic and eudaimonic
orientations to life and various indicators of wellbeing (e.g., Peterson et al., 2005; Schueller &
Seligman, 2010). No previous studies have examined hedonic and eudaimonic general
orientations and motives for activities as joint predictors in the same study. Consequently, the
present findings might suggest that a hedonic orientation may simply be the most redundant of
the various orientations and motives for activities that we examined. Differences in the unique
predictors of hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing might also reflect an asymmetry in the
measurement of wellbeing. Specifically, hedonic wellbeing indicators are more heavily-valenced
cognitive-affective reactions to one’s life than the indicators of eudaimonic wellbeing, which
primarily reflect experiences of flourishing and positive ways of functioning (Huta & Waterman,
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2014). Further research is needed to examine these possibilities before conclusions can be drawn
concerning the unique predictive associations involving the individual aspects of hedonia or
eudaimonia.

4.3 The full life

Various facets of hedonia and eudaimonic may also be conceptualized as complementary, rather
than opposing or competing, parts of a broader system of wellbeing (Huta & Waterman, 2014;
Ryan & Huta, 2009). Such a system may function to allow individuals to view their lives as
manageable (if not enjoyable) and meaningful, even in the face of adversity and threat (Shmotkin,
2005). Previous studies examining the full life hypothesis have found the highest levels of
wellbeing among individuals characterized by higher levels of hedonic and eudaimonic
orientations to their lives (Peterson et al., 2005; Schueller & Seligman, 2010) or above-average
levels of both hedonic and eudaimonic motives for activities (Huta & Ryan, 2010; Kryza-Lacombe
et al., 2019).

The present study extends this research by showing that the highest (vs. lowest) levels of
hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing were found in individuals characterized by high (top 33%)
levels of all four (rather than no) types of general orientation and motives for recent activities.
Seeking both hedonia and eudaimonia in general and through one’s daily activities, therefore,
may promote a wider range of positive outcomes (including positive experiences, feelings, and
functioning) than orienting one’s life and daily activities toward either pleasure and satisfaction
or authenticity and meaning. We speculate that such complementarity has benefits in terms of
the psychological coherence experienced when one’s motives for daily activities are congruent
with core aspects of the self, including one’s general orientation to life (Huta & Waterman, 2014;
McGregor & Little, 1998).

Nonetheless, comparably high levels of hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing were also found
among individuals characterized by high levels of at least two of the general orientations and
activity motives. Such findings suggest that positive wellbeing outcomes may require only, or be
supported by even a ‘partially full’, rather than a completely full life — a finding that may have
practical significance given that it likely represents a more realistic goal for many individuals.
Future studies should seek to replicate this particular finding, however, and also further inform
the significance of various combinations of hedonic and eudaimonic general orientations and
activity motives.

4.4 Limitations and future directions

In addition to the caveats discussed above, we note that future research is needed to examine the
reliability and generalizability of our findings beyond the present sample of younger (primarily
female) adults from Canada. Additional testing with more diverse samples of participants,
including with respect to age, health status, and other sociodemographic factors relevant to
hedonic and eudaimonic orientations, motives, and wellbeing would be valuable. Given
differences between western and eastern conceptualizations of happiness and wellbeing
(Joshanloo, 2014), cross-cultural testing is also critical.

Also noteworthy, the present predictive results did not inform the underlying mechanism(s).
One possibility is that general orientations and motives for daily activities are connected to
wellbeing via the types of daily activities in which one engages and resulting experiences of
hedonia and eudaimonia in such activities (e.g., Henderson, Knight, & Richardson, 2013; Steger
et al., 2008). Such activities may also lead to greater hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing by
satisfying basic psychological needs (Ryan & Deci, 2001). Further studies are needed to assess
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such potential mediating factors. We further note that such interpretations assume a causal
direction flowing from general orientation and motives for daily activities to wellbeing.
Additional research employing a longitudinal design (e.g., Huta & Ryan, 2010) is needed to test
these dynamics.

We also note that some evidence suggests that hedonic and eudaimonic motives may
comprise three, rather than two, factors (Asano et al., 2018; Bujacz et al., 2014). In future research
it may thus be valuable to consider whether such distinctions are also relevant to general
orientations and motives for recent daily activities, and their connections to wellbeing.

Furthermore, the motives scale from which the measures employed in the present work were
modified (i.e., Huta & Ryan, 2010) does not assess the motivation to avoid negative outcomes
(e.g., pain, distress). As a result, the extent to which this scale fully captures the key components
of hedonia (Huta & Waterman, 2014) is unclear. Further work is needed, therefore, to determine
how results concerning the issues addressed in the present work may differ if hedonic
orientations and motives for activities are assessed in terms of seeking pleasure and avoiding
pain.

In addition, because the general orientations and motives for daily activities scales employed
the same set of items, it may have artificially inflated the correlation between corresponding
hedonic and eudaimonic scale scores. In future research, it would be valuable to use an
alternative measure of general orientation such as the Orientations to Happiness measure
(Peterson et al., 2005) in order to provide additional information concerning the associations
between hedonic and eudaimonic general orientation and motives for activities.

Finally, beyond the theoretical and scientific implications of the present findings, practical
relevance also needs to be tested. In particular, the applied meaningfulness of the distinctions
examined in the present work (i.e., hedonia vs. eudaimonia with respect to general orientations,
motives for daily activities, experiences of wellbeing; pursuit of one versus multiple types of
hedonic and eudaimonic activities) needs to be determined though, for example, intervention
studies and qualitative analysis aimed at informing the implications of the present findings for
the lives of individuals.

5. Summary and conclusions

Hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing were identified as related but distinct factors. General
orientations and motives for recent activities were related but separable, both within and
between hedonic and eudaimonic concepts. Eudaimonic (more so than hedonic) general
orientations and motives for daily activities were uniquely associated with both forms of
wellbeing. Yet, consistent with the full life notion, both hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing were
highest among individuals characterized by high levels of hedonic and eudaimonic general
orientations and motives for daily activities. We conclude, therefore, that studying hedonia and
eudaimonia as related but distinct concepts provide valuable new insights, not only with respect
to experiences of wellbeing, but also in terms of individuals” general orientations to their lives
and motives for their daily activities.
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