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Abstract
Research on hedonic and eudaimonic orientations has previously focused on their effects 
on well-being experiences. Very little is known about their associations with functioning. 
A preliminary objective of the study was to establish the factorial validity of the Hedonic 
and Eudaimonic Motives for Activities–Revised (HEMA-R) on an Italian sample (N = 461) 
through a confirmatory factor analysis. The main objective was to study the distinctive 
patterns of correlates between different types of orientations to well-being and several 
outcome measures of positive experiences (flourishing, life satisfaction, positive affect), 
negative experiences (negative affect, depression, anxiety, stress) and functioning (dispo-
sitional coping strategies) by means of a multivariate linear model. The Italian version of 
the HEMA-R showed a three-factor structure, namely eudaimonic, pleasure, and relaxation 
orientations. Pleasure orientation was positively related to positive experiences of well-
being and negatively related to negative experiences. Eudaimonic orientation was asso-
ciated with positive experiences. Furthermore, eudaimonic orientation showed a positive 
relation with several adaptive coping strategies, whereas relaxation was associated with 
avoidant coping strategies. The results reflect that pleasure orientation is aimed at achiev-
ing pleasant feelings, while Eudaimonic orientation is aimed at living well. Our findings 
also suggest that pleasure orientation may reflect the “pursuit of pleasure” component of 
Hedonia, while relaxation orientation may reflect its “pain avoidance” component. Overall, 
this study supports the importance of distinguishing between Eudaimonia, and the pleasure 
and relaxation components of Hedonia to predict individual differences in subjective expe-
riences and functioning.
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1 Introduction

An essential question investigated by philosophers, psychologists and researchers of human 
sciences concerns how well-being can be achieved. There have historically been two main 
perspectives on the definition of well-being, namely Hedonia and Eudaimonia. According 
to the hedonic viewpoint, the key to well-being is the pursuit of physical and emotional 
pleasure, enjoyment and comfort, whereas the eudaimonic view suggests that well-being 
can be fulfilled by seeking to use and develop the best in oneself, consistently with one’s 
own values (Huta and Ryan 2010).

Assuming that individuals can be mainly hedonically and/or eudaimonically oriented, 
an important research question that we want to address is if individuals can manifest differ-
ent types of psychological outcomes depending on their orientations to well-being.

The term orientations to well-being was coined by Peterson et al. (2005) and later used 
in the literature review by Huta and Waterman (2014) to specifically denote the class of 
definitions that include values, ideals, personal reasons, motives, priorities, and goals that 
define the intentions underlying behaviors.

According to Huta (2016), the contents of orientations can be distinguished as either 
hedonic or eudaimonic. When the focus relies on the process underlying the pursuit of hap-
piness, there are evidences of individual differences in choices of personal goals (Deci and 
Ryan 2000; Kasser and Ryan 2001) and in preferences of which existential needs indi-
viduals are aiming to satisfy (Peterson et al. 2005). Even if two persons achieve the same 
level of well-being (i.e., at the level of the outcome measures), the motivations underlying 
their life paths could be very different. For example, one may achieve happiness by satisfy-
ing her or his own need for a pleasant life (i.e., hedonic orientation to well-being), while 
another person may feel happy because of her or his motivation to engage in prosocial 
activities (i.e., eudaimonic orientation to well-being).

A preliminary topic to address for our investigation on the hedonic and eudaimonic ori-
entations to well-being concerns the choice of the measurement instrument and its factorial 
properties. In the present study, we employed a revised version of the Hedonic and Eudai-
monic Motives for Activities (HEMA), namely the HEMA-R. The HEMA is a nine-items 
scale developed by Huta and Ryan (2010) to separate the constitutive elements of Eudai-
monia (authenticity, meaning, excellence and growth) and Hedonia (pleasure and comfort). 
The HEMA-R authors (Huta and Waterman 2014), with respect to the HEMA, expanded 
the eudaimonic orientation subscale by including an item concerning the concept of mean-
ing, given that the evidence outlined an important element of Eudaimonia involves caring 
about and contributing to something larger than themselves (Huta 2016; Seligman 2002). 
Although several studies confirmed a two-factor solution for the HEMA (e.g., Anić 2014; 
Huta and Ryan 2010), other studies showed that a better model fit was provided by a three-
factor solution obtained by decomposing the hedonic orientation in pleasure and relaxa-
tion (Asano et al. 2018; Bujacz et al. 2014). Because of the mixed results on the factorial 
structure of the instrument, and because we employed an adaptation of the HEMA-R in a 
new linguistic and cultural context, we deemed testing its factorial validity in our sample as 
important.

Therefore, a preliminary objective of our study was to establish the factorial validity of 
the HEMA-R in the Italian context. First, we determined if a best factorial solution would 
be provided by a two-dimensional or a three-dimensional model of the HEMA-R. Subse-
quently, we tested the validity of the HEMA-R subscales in predicting several well-being 
and ill-being outcomes, as well as coping strategies.
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While orientations and behaviors represent ways of living, experiences and functioning 
generally represents the outcomes of the previous ones (Huta and Waterman 2014). Indeed, 
orientations play a key role in predicting different types of well-being outcomes given that 
they represent the underlying reasons for individual choices and behaviors.

The aim of the present study was to explore which typical experiences and functioning 
styles are specifically associated with hedonic and eudaimonic orientations to well-being.

According to Huta and Waterman (2014), within the experiences category are included 
both momentary and typical emotional states experienced by individuals (i.e., a predomi-
nance of positive affect over negative affect), as well as their cognitive evaluations on 
how well they feel (e.g., life satisfaction, flourishing). To provide a complete picture of 
the experiences category, it is also important to consider the negative pole of the mental 
health continuum by means of individual experiences of depression, anxiety, and stress 
(see Keyes 2002 for a discussion on the concept of full mental health). Finally, functioning 
can be defined as the qualitative connotation of behaviors and thinking, in that it underlines 
the adaptive (or maladaptive) self-regulation of individuals.

Several researchers have explored the relationship between measures of well-being ori-
entations and experiences, suggesting that hedonic and eudaimonic motives for action can 
be distinguished on the basis of their different types of outcomes. For instance, Henderson 
et  al. (2013) showed that, on the one hand, hedonic motives for activities fostered posi-
tive affect, carefreeness, vitality, and life satisfaction, whereas they reduced negative affect, 
depression, and stress. On the other hand, eudaimonic orientations predicted meaning in 
life and elevating experience. Notably, both hedonic and eudaimonic motives predicted 
flourishing.

However, less attention has been directed to the study of the relationship between dif-
ferent types of orientations to well-being and indicators of individual functioning. Cop-
ing strategies may be considered a useful proxy for functioning because they encompass 
both adaptive and maladaptive response styles in face of life situations. Although coping 
strategies were mainly studied in the context of trauma and adversities, some studies high-
lighted a strong association between coping strategies and well-being in the general popu-
lation. For instance, in a four-year longitudinal study Moulin et al. (2017) explored a wide 
range of variables as potential predictors of excellent well-being measured by the Mental 
Health Continuum-Short Form (MHC-SF; Keyes 2002, 2005). The authors found that the 
strongest effects on well-being were those related to the ability to cope with stress. Fur-
thermore, a perspective study on adolescents outlined that purpose in life predicted higher 
levels of well-being outcomes after one year. The relationship between purpose in life and 
well-being was mediated by both higher adaptive and lower maladaptive coping strategies. 
However, to our knowledge the specific relationship between hedonic and eudaimonic ori-
entations to well-being and coping strategies was never directly investigated, though it can 
be speculated that they should be quite related to each other. For example, drawing from 
the study by Chua et al. (2015), purpose in life could be considered a eudaimonic motiva-
tion that generates a goal oriented behavior and, in turn, a proactive style of coping. By 
contrast, a lack of future orientation may lead individuals to seek immediate pleasure and 
avoid pain (i.e., hedonic orientation) by carrying on avoidant coping strategies when they 
face difficulties in life. Furthermore, in a recent study, Ortner et al. (2018) investigated the 
relationship between hedonic and eudaimonic motives on the one side, and adaptive and 
dysfunctional response styles in emotional regulation on the other. Results showed that the 
eudaimonic motives, over the hedonic ones, were the best predictors of well-being because 
of their stronger associations with adaptive choices in emotional regulation. On the basis 
of these findings, it is worth further development to determine which specific adaptive or 
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dysfunctional response strategies are associated with hedonic and eudaimonic motives for 
action. By examining dispositional coping strategies, we may clarify which forms of func-
tioning can be predicted by specific individual orientations.

The main objective of the present research was to explore to what extent different types 
of orientations to well-being were differentially associated to several outcomes of (a) posi-
tive experiences, (b) negative experiences, and (c) functioning: understood as functional or 
dysfunctional coping strategies.

Our predictions on the aforementioned associations are as follows.

The relationship between motives for activities and positive experiences. Because pre-
vious research (Henderson et  al. 2013; Huta and Ryan 2010) showed that a hedonic 
orientation is more associated than a eudaimonic orientation with positive affect, we 
expected hedonic orientation to show a stronger relationship with measures of positive 
experiences over eudaimonic orientation.
The relationship between motives for activities and negative experiences. With reference 
to the study by Henderson et al. (2013), it should be expected that depression, anxiety, 
and stress would be more strongly and negatively associated with hedonic orientation 
than with eudaimonic orientation. In particular, given that depression is characterized 
by anhedonia, it could be considered the opposite pole of hedonic orientation. As a con-
sequence, seeking pleasure and depression should show the strongest negative associa-
tion compared to the other dimensions of orientations and negative experiences.
The relationship between motives for activities and functioning. We expect a prevalence 
of adaptive coping strategies associated to eudaimonic orientation over the hedonic ori-
entation. For example, because a eudaimonic motive for action would be to use the best 
in oneself and pursue excellence or a personal ideal, we expect a positive relationship 
with approach coping styles (i.e., active coping, planning, and suppression of compet-
ing activities). Also, we expect a positive relationship between eudaimonic orientation 
and positive reinterpretation and growth because they are central aspects of Eudaimonia 
(Ryff 2014).
Seeking pleasure and avoiding pain are the essential characteristics of the “hedonic-
type” person. Although this represents a simplistic representation of a real attitude of an 
individual, we predict that a predominance for hedonic orientation may be principally 
associated to maladaptive coping strategies. Because of the propensity to avoid pain, 
individuals with a hedonic orientation may use avoidant coping (e.g., denial, behavioral, 
and mental disengagement, and substance use) when they face difficulties in life. Nev-
ertheless, we expect that hedonic orientation may also be associated with more adaptive 
coping strategies, such as humor.

2  Method

2.1  Participants

We enrolled participants by means of adverts posted on Italian websites and social net-
work groups. The study was conducted in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki. 
The respondents were informed about the volunteer and confidential nature of the study, 
and they provided their electronic informed consents prior to completing the online ques-
tionnaires. The sample was comprised of 461 young adults (72% females) aged between 18 
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and 30 years old (M = 24.25; SD = 2.96). Of the participants, 69% were students, 25% were 
employed, and 6% were unemployed. For education, 91% of the employed and 86% of the 
unemployed had at least a bachelor’s degree. Most of the participants (84%) were not mar-
ried or cohabiting, and only seven participants had children.

2.2  Procedure

The HEMA-R was adapted for Italy using a translation/back-translation process. Two inde-
pendent translators translated the original English version of the HEMA-R into Italian. The 
first author compared the two translations and reconciled minor discrepancies. The Italian 
version of the HEMA-R was then translated back to English independently by a native 
English speaker who was blinded to the original questionnaire. The back translation to 
English was then compared with the original English version, confirming the adequacy of 
the Italian version of the HEMA-R.

2.3  Measures

Hedonic and Eudaimonic Motives for Activities—Revised (HEMA-R; Huta and Waterman, 
2014). The HEMA-R is a 10-item self-report measure of hedonic and eudaimonic orienta-
tions. Respondents rate on a 7-point Likert-type scale (from 1 = “not at all” to 7 = “very 
much”) to what degree they typically approach their activities with eudaimonic (e.g., 
“Seeking to use the best in yourself”) or hedonic (e.g., “Seeking enjoyment”, “Seeking 
relaxation”) intentions.

Scale of Positive and Negative Experience (SPANE; Diener et al. 2010; Giuntoli et al. 
2017). Positive and negative affect were assessed using the two 6-item subscales of the 
SPANE. Participants were asked to rate the frequency with which they experienced the 
feelings indicated by each item over the past four weeks by means of a 5-point Likert-type 
scale (from 1 = “very rarely or never”, to 5 = “very often or always”).

Satisfaction With Life Scale (SWLS; Diener et  al. 1985). Life satisfaction was meas-
ured by the five items of the SWLS. Participants responded to each item by indicating on 
a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) their 
satisfaction with life as a whole. According to Huta (2016), the SWLS, through its general 
wording, can be conceived as an outcome measure that may encompass both hedonic and 
eudaimonic contents.

Flourishing Scale (FS; Diener et  al. 2010; Giuntoli et  al. 2017). The FS is an 8-item 
scale assessing positive psychological functioning. Typical items include: “I lead a pur-
poseful and meaningful life”, “My social relationships are supportive and rewarding” and 
“I am engaged and interested in my daily activities”. Responses are scored on a 7-point 
Likert-type scale.

Depression Anxiety Stress Scale 21 (DASS-21; Bottesi et al. 2015; Lovibond and Lovi-
bond 1995). The DASS-21 consists of three 7-item subscales measuring depression (e.g., 
hopelessness, anHedonia), anxiety (e.g., autonomic arousal), and stress (e.g., difficulty 
relaxing). Responses are scored on a 4-point Likert-type scale assessing the frequency of 
symptoms, ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (always).

Coping Orientation to Problems Experienced (COPE; Carver et al. 1989). The COPE 
is composed of a total of 60 items rated on a 4-point Likert-type scale ranging from “I 
never do this” to “I do this very often”. Coping strategies are assessed by 15 subscales. 
The items are summed for each subscale separately, with higher scores indicating a 
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greater use of the coping strategy in question. In the present study, we used a dispo-
sitional version of the COPE adapted and translated into Italian by Sica et  al. (1997, 
2008). Carver et al. (1989) defined the following subscales to assess coping strategies: 
active coping (e.g., “I take direct action to get around the problem”); planning (e.g., “I 
make a plan of action”); suppression of competing activities (e.g., “I put aside other 
activities in order to concentrate on this”); restraint (e.g., “I force myself to wait for 
the right time to do something”); use of instrumental social support (e.g., “I try to get 
advice from someone about what to do”); use of emotional social support (e.g., “I try 
to get emotional support from friends or relatives”); focus on and venting of emotions 
(e.g., “I let my feelings out”); positive reinterpretation and growth (e.g., “I try to grow 
as a person as a result of the experience”); behavioral disengagement (e.g., “I just give 
up trying to reach my goal”); humor (e.g., “I kid around about it”); acceptance (e.g., “I 
learn to live with it”); denial (e.g., “I pretend that it hasn’t really happened”); mental 
disengagement (e.g., “I go to movies or watch TV, to think about it less”); substance use 
(e.g., “I use alcohol or drugs to make myself feel better”); religious coping (e.g., “I seek 
God’s help”).

2.4  Data Analysis

All the analyses were conducted with the software R (R Core Team 2018). The facto-
rial structure of the HEMA-R was evaluated by means of a confirmatory factor analysis 
(CFA) via the R package lavaan (Rosseel 2012). Given the data’s ordinal nature, we per-
formed the CFA with the diagonal weighted least squares (DWLS) estimator. To determine 
the goodness of the fit of the model, we considered the comparative fit index (CFI), the 
Tucker–Lewis index (TLI), the root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA), and 
the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR). The thresholds considered as indica-
tive of a good fit are values greater than or equal to 0.95 for the TLI and CFI, less than or 
equal to 0.06 for RMSEA, and less than or equal to 0.08 for SRMR (Hu and Bentler 1998).

Next, we evaluated the predictive power of the HEMA-R by means of a multivariate 
linear model in which the HEMA-R subscales acted as explanatory variables, while the 
outcome measures of positive experiences (flourishing, life satisfaction, positive affect), 
negative experiences (negative affect, depression, anxiety, stress), and functioning (disposi-
tional coping strategies) were set as response variables. The total explained variance of the 
model was computed by the total determination coefficient (TDC; Pastore 2012).

3  Results

3.1  Preliminary Analyses

Table  1 shows the descriptive statistics of the HEMA-R’s items, as well as the original 
English wording and the Italian translations. Scores on items were skewed positively, 
except for item 7 (“seeking to take it easy”) that was centered on the value of 3.56. The 
highest mean values were those for the items 3 and 8, meaning that most of the people in 
our sample tended to manifest a eudaimonic orientation to activities by striving to do their 
best and behaving according to their values.
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3.2  Confirmatory Factor Analysis

The 10 items of the HEMA-R were subjected to a CFA. We specified two models. The 
two-dimensional model had two correlated factors, namely eudaimonic orientation (items 
2, 3, 5, 8 and 10) and hedonic orientation (items 1, 4, 6, 7, and 9). In the second model, we 
identified three correlated factors with items 2, 3, 5, 8, and 10 loading on the eudaimonic 
orientation factor; items 4, 6, and 9 loading on the pleasure orientation factor; and items 1 
and 7 loading on the relaxation orientation factor.

The two-dimensional model of the HEMA-R achieved a scarce goodness of fit: 
χ2(34) = 323.5; CFI = 0.911; TLI = 0.883; RMSEA = 0.136 (90% CI: 0.123–0.150); and 
SRMR = 0.102. By contrast, the three-dimensional model showed adequate fit indices: 
χ2(32) = 115.7; CFI = 0.974; TLI = 0.964; RMSEA = 0.075 (90% CI: 0.061–0.090); and 
SRMR = 0.060. Hence, we deemed it valid to use the total scores of the eudaimonic orien-
tation, the pleasure orientation and the relaxation orientation subscales for the subsequent 
analyses. As reported in Fig. 1, factor loadings were all above 0.50. The pleasure factor 
showed a moderate positive correlation both with eudaimonic (ϕ = 0.57) and relaxation ori-
entations (ϕ = 0.67), whereas the correlation between eudaimonic and relaxation orienta-
tions was low and negative (ϕ = − 0.17).

3.3  Multivariate Linear Model

We specified a unique multivariate linear model (see Figure S1 in Online Appendix A) in 
which eudaimonic, pleasure, and relaxation orientations were set as independent variables 

Fig. 1  Confirmatory factor model of the HEMA-R based on a three-factor solution: Eudaimonic orientation 
(EUD), pleasure orientation (PLE) and relaxation orientation (REL)
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and regressed on well-being positive experiences (flourishing, life satisfaction, and positive 
affect), negative experiences (negative affect, depression, anxiety, and stress), and function-
ing measures (i.e., the COPE’S subscales).

Overall, the HEMA dimensions of pleasure, relaxation and eudaimonic orientation 
explained the 55% of the variance in the selected outcome measures.

In Table 2, beta coefficients were standardized for direct comparisons. Below, we pro-
vide an interpretation of the results focused on a comparison of the effects of the well-
being orientations on each category of response variables (i.e., well-being positive experi-
ences, negative experiences, and functioning measures).

As regards the positive experiences group of measures, the strongest predictor of posi-
tive affect was pleasure orientation, β = 0.40, z = 8.02, p < 0.001, 95% CI [0.30, 0.50], and 
also for life satisfaction the strongest predictor was pleasure orientation, β = 0.36, z = 7.14, 
p < 0.001, 95% CI [0.26, 0.46]. Instead, eudaimonic (β = 0.30) and pleasure (β = 0.33) ori-
entations showed similar weights for flourishing, 95% CIs [0.21, 0.38], and [0.24, 0.43], 
respectively.

For the negative experiences category of response variables, pleasure, among the other 
types of orientations, was shown to have the strongest, negative, relationship to negative 
affect, β = − 0.32, z = − 5.82, p < 0.001, 95% CI [− 0.43, − 0.21], depression, β = − 0.39, 
z = − 7.42, p < 0.001, 95% CI [− 0.49, − 0.28], anxiety, β = − 0.22, z = − 3.86, p < 0.001, 
95% CI [− 0.33, − 0.11], and stress, β = − 0.32, z = − 5.87, p < 0.001, 95% CI [− 0.43, 
− 0.21].

The relationship between eudaimonic and relaxation orientations on the one hand and 
negative experiences on the other hand was not significant, except for a weak positive asso-
ciation between eudaimonic orientation and stress. Notably, we found a null zero-order 
correlation between eudaimonic orientation and stress (r = − 0.03, see Table S1 in Online 
Appendix A). Thus, the positive relationship (β = 0.12) between these two variables in 
the multivariate linear model can be statistically interpreted as a suppression effect (Horst 
1941) of eudaimonic orientation on stress, by virtue of its correlation with pleasure. In 
other words, acting as a suppressor, eudaimonic orientation purifies the irrelevant vari-
ance of stress from pleasure, thus enhancing the relationship between pleasure and stress. 
However, given that eudaimonic orientation was not directly associated to stress, then the 
suppression effect can be interpreted as a statistical artefact and not a substantive finding 
needing explanation.

Thus, whereas both eudaimonic and pleasure orientations were associated with posi-
tive experiences, only pleasure orientation showed a negative relationship with negative 
experiences.

Both adaptive and dysfunctional measures of functioning were listed under the coping 
strategies dependent variables group. Eudaimonic orientation was associated with several 
adaptive coping strategies, including active coping, planning, suppression of competing 
activities, positive reinterpretation and growth, seeking emotional and instrumental social 
support. Also, eudaimonic orientation was negatively associated with behavioral disen-
gagement. Pleasure orientation was positively associated to humor and positive reinter-
pretation and growth, whereas it was negatively associated to behavioral disengagement. 
Finally, relaxation orientation was positively associated with several avoidant coping strat-
egies. Some of these coping strategies do not represent a dysfunctional modality of coping, 
such as acceptance and humor, but they do not imply active actions to address the situa-
tion. Other coping strategies associated with relaxation orientation are instead avoidant in 
a clear dysfunctional sense, such as mental and behavioral disengagement, denial, restraint, 
and substance use.
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4  Discussion

The aim of the current study is based in the idea that the study of wellbeing would 
benefit from identifying its antecedents, that is, understanding what type of motivations 
guide individuals in achieving happiness. By using the HEMA-R (Huta and Waterman 
2014) in an Italian context, we assessed subjective orientations towards pleasure and 
comfort (hedonic orientation), and towards self-realization (eudaimonic orientation).

As a preliminary objective, we determined the factorial validity of the Italian ver-
sion of the HEMA-R by means of a confirmatory factor analysis. Our results supported 
the three-factor structure of the HEMA-R, providing justification to use the eudaimonic 
orientation, pleasure orientation, and relaxation orientation subscale scores. This result 
replicated previous findings obtained with other non-English versions of the HEMA-
R, in which it was showed that the best fit of the model to the data was obtained by 
separating the hedonic dimension in orientation to pleasure and orientation to relaxation 
(Asano et al. 2018; Bujacz et al. 2014).

The main purpose of our research was to explore how different types of orientations 
to well-being are associated to distinctive types of outcomes measures.

We specified a multivariate linear model to identify the net contributions of eudai-
monic, pleasure, and relaxation orientations in explaining different types of outcomes.

Results showed that pleasure orientation was positively associated with positive 
experiences and negatively associated with negative experiences. In particular, the neg-
ative relationship between pleasure orientation and depression was the strongest com-
pared to the other pairs of variables in our model.

Instead, eudaimonic orientation showed lower positive associations than pleasure 
orientation with positive experiences and no associations with negative experience 
measures. These findings are consistent with Henderson et al. (2013). Whilst Henderson 
et al. (2013) interpreted their results as a less relevant role of Eudaimonia than Hedonia 
in predicting well-being, our findings suggest that Eudaimonia may effectively foster 
well-being through different pathways.

Indeed, in our study, eudaimonic orientation showed the strongest and the largest 
number of associations with adaptive approach coping strategies, such as active coping, 
planning and suppression of competing activities. Although approach coping strategies 
are not synonymous with immediate well-being and do not imply the absence of emo-
tional distress, they may be conceived as a characteristic of individuals who strive for 
personal growth on a long-term perspective (Ryff and Singer 2002). Therefore, the posi-
tive relationship between eudaimonic orientation and approach coping strategies adds 
value to the conceptualization of Eudaimonia as a lifelong process in which one devel-
ops his or her own core strengths and virtues (Huta and Waterman 2014).

Consistent with previous literature, our results suggest that pursuing both pleasure 
and Eudaimonia may produce higher degrees of well-being than pursuing only one of 
the two. According to Huta (2016) Hedonia and Eudaimonia aim to satisfy different 
types of existential needs, and a full-rounded well-being is achieved when there is a bal-
ance between hedonic and eudaimonic orientations. Indeed, our results show that pursu-
ing Eudaimonia is associated with adaptive coping strategies and positive well-being 
experiences, but the absence of a significant association with negative experiences sug-
gests that an eudaimonic orientation alone does not have a role in diminishing distress. 
By contrast, hedonic pleasure is directly negatively associated with depression, anxiety, 
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and stress, and it is positively associated with adaptive coping strategies, such as humor 
and positive reinterpretation and growth.

Notably, relaxation taken alone seems to isolate the negative aspect of the hedonic compo-
nent understood as “pain avoidance”. Indeed, on the basis of our results, relaxation was asso-
ciated with avoidant coping strategies, such as mental and behavioral disengagement, denial, 
and substance use. Therefore, relaxation orientation may reflect the hedonic part of the avoid-
ance of pain, while pleasure orientation may reflect the hedonic component of the pursuit of 
pleasure.

As a final remark, it is worth mentioning some of the limitations of this study. First, the 
cross-sectional design of the study precluded us from providing any causal interpretation of 
our results. Although we were able to separate the direct effects of the different types of ori-
entation to well-being on several outcome variables, a longitudinal design would be able to 
test more specific hypotheses. For example, considering coping strategies as mediating vari-
ables between orientations and experiences measures, future studies could investigate the 
long-term effects on hedonic and eudaimonic dimensions of well-being. Second, our study 
was based on an Italian, high educated, young adult sample, whereas it would be desirable to 
replicate and extend these findings to different samples and across life-spans. Third, it should 
also be desirable, instead of measuring flourishing as a one-dimensional construct, to include 
measures of distinct dimensions of eudaimonic outcomes, such as personal growth, meaning, 
positive relationships, and engagement. Fourth, in our sample the internal consistency of the 
COPE’s dimensions were sub-optimal for the restraint (α = 0.64) and the mental disengage-
ment (α = 0.49) subscales, suggesting that results concerning these coping strategies should 
be regarded with caution. Finally, from a methodological point of view, we deemed it impor-
tant to control spurious associations between different types of orientations to identify their 
net contributions in explaining different types of outcomes. However, future research should 
explore which are the adaptive interactions between eudaimonic, pleasure, and relaxation 
motives that may help individuals to achieve an optimal functioning in their lives.

In summary, our findings corroborated the good psychometric properties of the HEMA-
R through a confirmatory factor analysis of its Italian version. The main contribution of this 
study was to distinguish pleasure, relaxation, and eudaimonic motives for activities on the 
basis of their different patterns of correlations with positive and negative experience outcome 
measures and on the individual’s favorite repertoire of coping responses. In particular, com-
pared with eudaimonic orientation, pleasure orientation was associated with higher levels of 
positive experiences. By contrast, eudaimonic orientation was more typically associated with 
adaptive coping strategies, as compared to pleasure and relaxation orientations.

Therefore, our paper outlines that future research will need to differentiate between pleas-
ure and relaxation components of hedonic orientation. Furthermore, this study highlights 
the importance of exploring the relationships between the hedonic (pleasure and comfort) or 
eudaimonic motives for actions and adaptive coping strategies in order to develop intervention 
models that could guide individuals in the development of optimal pathways to well-being.

5  Supplementary Materials

All relevant data and appendices are available in the Open Science Framework repository, 
https ://osf.io/5m3ty /
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