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Individual motives significantly influence the pursuit of well-being and its outcomes. Hedonic
and Eudaimonic Motives for Activities-Revised (HEMA-R) Scale measures eudaimonic,
hedonic, hedonic pleasure, and hedonic comfort motives. Hedonic motives include the pursuit
of pleasure, enjoyment, fun, relaxation, and comfort. Hedonic pleasure motives refer to the
pursuit of enjoyment and fun. Hedonic comfort motives relate to the pursuit of relaxation and
comfort-seeking. Eudaimonic motives consist of the pursuit of personal excellence, meaning,
authenticity, self-growth, cultivating personal strengths, and valued goals. Although previous
research has studied these motives in Western and Eastern contexts, the current literature
requires further research on well-being motives in non-Western contexts. This research aimed to
investigate well-being motives within a Russian context, which is underrepresented in the litera-
ture. Study 1 validates the HEMA-R among Russian-speaking people from different regions of
Russia, revealing excellent fit indices in confirmatory factor analyses. Results demonstrate that
both two-factor and three-factor solutions of the Russian HEMA-R are viable. Additionally,
eudaimonic, hedonic pleasure, and hedonic comfort motives are linked to enhanced well-being
outcomes. Study 2 replicates these findings in a larger sample. Both studies shed light on well-
being motives and their associations among Russian people and highlight the distinct and
complementary roles of these motives in nurturing well-being outcomes.
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Introduction

Well-being research has traditionally emphasized
hedonic and eudaimonic aspects of well-being.
Hedonic approach has predominantly focused on
emotional experiences and satisfaction experienced
in life [Diener et al., 1985], whereas eudaimonic
approach highlighted the role of developing
excellence, value-focused goal pursuits, authenticity,
and meaning experiences [Ryff, Keyes, 1995]. Recent
accounts of well-being have discussed whether well-
being construct is more tied to hedonic components
or eudaimonic components and what components will
be the main indicators of well-being, demonstrating
a fragmented understanding of well-being [Coyne,
2013; Disabato et al.,, 2016]. Current challenges
in well-being research and conceptualizations
arised from emphasis on distinct aspects of well-
being, analyzing different levels of well-being, and
measurement [Huta, Waterman, 2014].

To address these challenges, some researchers have
emphasized the importance of differentiating well-
being concepts [Huta, Waterman, 2014]. In their
theoretical analysis, they have identified that well-
being can be into four categories. These categories
are orientations/motives, behaviors, experiences, and
functioning. Orientations/motives consist of one’s
reasons, dispositions, values, goals, and motives
to act (e.g., novelty seeking). Behaviors include
specific actions (e.g., preparing a fresh lemonade
on a sunny day). Experiences broadly refer to one’s
emotions and their evaluation (e.g., feeling uneasy).
Functioning encompasses traits, personal strengths,
and habits (i.e., being good at mindful reflection).
Orientations and behaviors are considered ways of
living, while experiences and functioning are called
outcomes of ways of living. Ways of living represent
one’s character and personality better than any other
category as people choose them. However, outcomes
of ways of living are less controllable since they
follow ways of living. Thus, orientations/motives
and behaviors are the fundamental categories [Huta,
2016].

Laying the groundwork for this theoretical perspective,
Huta and Ryan [2010] proposed distinct well-
being motives. Initially, these motives consisted of
eudaimonic motivation and hedonic motivation (e.g.,
HEMA). The HEMA was revised by including the
distinction between hedonic pleasure motivation and
hedonic comfort motivation as the HEMA-R [Huta,
2016]. These well-being motives are the ways that
people conceptualize their understanding of “a good
life”. They are the ways of living that they choose to
attain well-being. These motives can simultaneously

be pursued even though they can conflict. Eudaimonic
motivation refers to developing personal resources,
seeking excellence, pursuing meaningful activities,
having a sense of purpose, and contributing to the
world around. Hedonic motivation refers to the
pursuit of enjoyable and comfortable activities.
Hedonic pleasure motivation refers to engaging in
emotions that give pleasure and deriving satisfaction
from activities. Hedonic comfort motivation refers
to seeking out comfortable or relaxing activities and
avoiding pain [Huta, 2016].

Well-Being Motives and Outcomes

Abundant research has been conducted within
the scope of well-being motives and outcomes,
particularly focusing on their relationships. Research
indicated that eudaimonic motivation was often
moderately associated with greater outcomes in well-
being outcomes including need satisfaction [Lin,
Chan, 2020; Saunders et al., 2018; Subasi et al., 2024],
positive affect [Chen, Zeng, 2024a; Russo-Netzer,
Tarrasch, 2024; Wang et al., 2020], meaning in life
[Dong et al., 2023; Koumantarou et al., 2021], life
satisfaction [Asano et al., 2021; Chen, Zeng, 2024b],
flourishing [Asano et al., 2020; Kinoshita et al., 2022;
Zeng, Chen, 2020], happiness [Lai et al., 2020],
personal growth [Asano etal., 2014; Osin et al., 2023],
interest [Gentzler et al., 2021; Richter, Hunecke,
2021] as well as self-connectedness, calmness, self-
esteem, meaning experience, vitality, elevation, and
carefreeness [Huta, 2012; Huta, Ryan, 2010; Ortner et
al., 2018]. The majority of these correlational findings
were moderate. Eudaimonic motivation consistently
had stronger associations with well-being outcomes
compared to hedonic pleasure motivation and hedonic
comfort motivation. These findings suggest that
pursuing eudaimonic motives is more likely to bring
beneficial outcomes in well-being in comparison to
other types of motives.

Similarly, previous studies have demonstrated that
hedonic pleasure motivation and hedonic comfort
motivation had weak to moderate positive relations
with well-being indicators including calmness,
carefreeness, self-esteem, self-connectedness,
meaning experience [Braaten et al., 2019; Braaten,
Huta, 2024; Huta et al., 2012], need satisfaction
[Subasi, 2024; Subasi, Osin, 2024; Subasi et al.,
2024], psychological well-being [Chen, Zeng, 2024b],
positive affect [Behzadnia, Ryan, 2018; Zhang et al.,
2024], and life satisfaction [Asano et al., 2014, 2020,
2021; Van Halem et al., 2024]. The majority of these
studies showed that hedonic pleasure motivation
consistently had stronger associations with these
indicators in comparison to hedonic comfort

m



motivation. This suggests that the pursuit of pleasure
may be more closely related to well-being outcomes
than the pursuit of comfort.

Factor analyses to test the structural validity of
the HEMA and the HEMA-R scales have yielded
interesting findings across diverse cultures. English,
Turkishand Chinese versions ofthe HEMA-R provided
support that the HEMA-R could be measured through
both two-factor (i.e., hedonic motivation, eudaimonic
motivation) and three-factor (i.e., hedonic pleasure
motivation, hedonic comfort motivation, eudaimonic
motivation) solutions [Li et al., 2021; Subasi, 2024;
Subasi et al., 2024; Zhang et al., 2024]. The HEMA-R
demonstrated three-factor models in Italian [Giuntoli
et al., 2021], Japanese [Asano et al., 2021], Persian
[Behzadnia, Ryan, 2018], Polish [Bujacz et al., 2014],
and Portuguese [Paulo, 2024], whereas two-factor
models were found in Croatian [Ani¢, 2014], Greek
[Koumantarou Malisiova et al., 2021], and Thai
[Winit, Kantabutra, 2022].

Extensive research on  well-being  motives
distinguishing hedonic and eudaimonic ways of
living have been conducted in Western, East Asian,
and non-Western cultures. However, no study to
date examined the validity of the HEMA-R within
Russian populations. Given unique cultural and
historical conceptualizations of good life, well-being,
and well-being motives in Russia [see Leontiev et
al., 2022], translating and confirming the HEMA-R
is crucial. The HEMA-R may shed much light on
how hedonic and eudaimonic motives shape well-
being outcomes within the cultural fabric of Russia.
Moreover, the Russian culture is underrepresented in
well-being motives and outcomes research, limiting
the generalization of existing research in this context.
A Russian adaptation of the HEMA-R scale will
allow accurate assessments of well-being motives
as measured by the HEMA-R context, enable cross-
cultural research, and contribute to broader discourse
on well-being.

In the present research, two samples were recruited
to test the psychometric properties of the HEMA-R
and to explore its associations with well-being
outcomes. Study 1 evaluated the factor structure
through confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and
reliability scores of the HEMA-R as well as its
associations with well-being indicators using Pearson
correlations. These analyses were necessary for
testing psychometric properties of the HEMA-R.
Study 2 aimed to replicate the factor structure obtained
through CFA and the associations between well-being
motives and outcomes. The rationale for Study 1 and
Study 2 was to ensure the robustness of the results.
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This way results were aimed to be confirmed in a
larger population.

Study 1
Procedure and Methodology

This study employed a cross-sectional design.
All participants including minors with parental
permissions granted informed consent prior to
responding to the survey. The researchers informed
participants about the details, and ensured that all
participants were fully informed about the nature and
characteristics of the study as well as their rights.
Participants had the right to withdraw from the study
whenever they wanted. Data was collected online
and offline (i.e., paper-and-pencil) using convenience
sampling through researchers’ contacts at HSE
University and links available to everyone. Both
methods were designed to be participant-friendly
and to attain accurate responses. This study adhered
to ethical guidelines outlined in the Declaration of
Helsinki.

Instruments

Demographics. The demographics form gathered
information about informed consent, gender, age, and
education.

Hedonic and Eudaimonic Motives for Activities-
Revised Scale (HEMA-R). The HEMA was
developed by Huta and Ryan [2010] and revised as
the HEMA-R by Huta [2016]. The HEMA included
hedonic motivation and eudaimonic motivation. The
HEMA-R consisted of hedonic pleasure motivation,
hedonic comfort motivation, and eudaimonic
motivation. The HEMA included 5 items for each
motivation type (i.e., hedonic motivation, eudaimonic
motivation). The HEMA-R encompassed 5 items
for eudaimonic motivation and 3 items for hedonic
pleasure motivation and hedonic comfort motivation.
The HEMA and the HEMA-R were measured using a
seven-point Likert scale ranging from “1 = not at all”
to “7 = very much”. The HEMA and the HEMA-R
were measured as a trait measure, while they could
also be measured as state and situational instruments.
The wording of the HEMA-R included the following
instruction: “To what degree do you typically
approach your activities with each of the following
intentions, whether or not you actually achieve your
aim?” Internal consistency scores of the scale were
provided in the Scale Reliability.

Mental Health Continuum-Short Form (MHC-SF)
[Keyes et al., 2008]. The MHC-SF included mental-
health continuum, emotional well-being, social well-
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Table 1
Translated items of the HEMA-R
No Original items Adaptation
1 Seeking relaxation? S cTaparochk pacciaOUTHCS, OTIOXHYTh.
2 Seeking to develop a skill, learn, or gain insight | fI ctapatocs Hay4uTbCS YEMY-TO, YTO-TO y3HAThH
into something? WJIH JTy4IlIe TIOHSATb.
3 Seeking to do what you believe in? 51 craparoch MOCTyNnaTh B COOTBETCTBHU C MOH-
MU YOSKICHUSIMHU.
4 Seeking pleasure? S cTaparock noayyaTh yIOBOJIBCTBHE.
5 Seeking to pursue excellence or a personal ideal? | 51 ctaparoch B 4eM-TO JOCTUYH COBEPIICHCTBA,
CBOETO Hjeana.
6 Seeking enjoyment? S cTaparoch HacIaXAaThCs JKU3HBIO.
7 Seeking to take it easy? 51 craparoch He CIMIIKOM HApsraThbCesl.
8 Seeking to use the best in yourself? 51 craparoch BOIUIOTUTH B )KM3HB TO JydIlee, Ha
4TO 5 crrocoden|a].
Seeking fun? S1 craparoch BeceluThCsl.
10 | Seeking to contribute to others or the surrounding | I crapatoch enars 4To-TO XOpoIiee JJIsl Ipy-
world? TUX JIFOJICH WJIM JUISI MUPA B TIEJIOM.
11 Seeking to have things comfortable? S cTaparoch )KUTH ¢ KOM(POPTOM.

being, and psychological well-being scales. Mental
health continuum consisted of emotional well-being,
social well-being, and psychological well-being
scales with 14 items in total. Emotional well-being
encompassed 3 items. Social well-being contained
5 items. Psychological well-being included 6 items.
The MHC-SF was rated on a six-point Likert scale
ranging from “0 = never” to “6 = every day.” The
wording of the scale was “Please answer the following
questions about how you have been feeling during
the past month. Place a check mark in the box that
best represents how often you have experienced or
felt the following”. The original version of the MHC-
SF had reliability scores higher than .80. The present
study reported the following reliability scores for the
MHC: Mental health continuum (o = .92; ® = .92);
Emotional well-being (a = .82; o = .83); Social well-
being (o = .83; o = .84); Psychological well-being (o
=.86; o = .86).

Participants

183 participants participated in this research. The
age range of the participants was between 12 and
66. 55% were male. 93% had vocational college,
bachelor, specialist, and/or PhD degrees. Participants
were from different regions of Russia such as
Moscow, St. Petersburg, Kazan, Novosibirsk, Tomsk,
Ekaterinburg, Ufa, Chelyabinsk, Perm, and Vorone;.

Adaptation of the HEMA-R

Permission was granted for this study to translate the
scale by the originator of the scale. The scale was
translated from English into Russian by Evgeny N.

Osin. This procedure followed a simplified forward—
backward approach, which has been a common
practice in evaluation. The translated items of the
scale were as in Table 1. This study used the trait
version of the HEMA-R in the item expressions as the
original version of the HEMA-R can be modified for
research purposes [Huta, 2016]. So, it is applicable to
change the question mark in the items and to rate them
as statements since they serve for the same purpose as
highlighted in the HEMA-R scale instruction.

Data Analysis

This study conducted all statistical analyses through
an R-based software, JASP 0.18.1.0. The analyses
provided descriptive statistics, Pearson’s correlation
coefficients, reliability analyses, and factor analyses.

Prior to the analyses, assumptions were evaluated. No
outliers were found. As Tabachnick and Fidell [2013]
suggested, multivariate normality was checked based
on the suggestion of —1 and 1 for skewness and
kurtosis values. Descriptive statistics and corrected
item-rest correlations of the HEMA-R were provided.
The single-factor, two-factor, and three-factor models
were evaluated based on fit indices. As it has been
recommended that CFAs could be conducted with
a sample over 100 participants [Kline, 2016], the
sample size of this study was sufficient to carry out
CFAs. The current research contained the following
fit indices to evaluate the CFAs [Hu, Bentler 1999;
West et al., 2012]: chi-square, the Comparative Fit
Index (CF1), the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), the Root
Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA),
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Descriptive statistics of the HEMA-R items among Russian-speaking respondents

HEMA-R Subscale Item M SD Skewness | Kurtosis Item-
No total r
Eudaimonic motivation 2 5.50 1.26 -0.92 0.98 .54
3 5.75 1.13 -1.24 2.31 .40
5 5.21 1.33 -0.83 0.73 57
8 5.28 1.36 —0.64 —0.11 .69
10 5.01 1.47 -0.51 -0.14 .39
Hedonic motivation 1 4.34 1.60 -0.30 -0.61 .36
4 5.67 1.15 -0.75 0.14 .60
6 5.67 1.34 -1.13 1.25 51
7 4.01 1.64 0.07 -0.93 37
9 4.63 1.71 -0.57 —-0.55 52
Hedonic pleasure motivation 4 5.67 1.15 -0.75 0.14 .67
6 5.67 1.34 -1.13 1.25 .58
9 4.63 1.71 -0.57 -0.55 51
Hedonic comfort motivation 1 4.34 1.60 -0.30 -0.61 .34
7 4.01 1.64 0.07 -0.93 38
11 5.16 1.40 -0.66 0.18 .39

Note. N = 183; M = Mean,; SD = Standard Deviation.

and the (Standardized) Root Mean Square Residual
(SRMR). The chi-squared/df must be less than 3
to show good fit, 5 to demonstrate acceptable fit,
and 10 to indicate marginal fit. Both CFI and TLI
values must be greater than .95 to show good fit,
.90 to demonstrate acceptable fit, and .85 to indicate
marginal fit. Both RMSEA and SRMR values must
be less than .08 to show good fit, .10 to demonstrate
acceptable fit, and .12 to indicate marginal fit. In the
next step, reliability of the scales and correlations
with well-being outcomes were calculated.

Results

Descriptive Statistics

As demonstrated in Table 2, all of the items of the
HEMA-R were largely within acceptable boundaries
in terms of multivariate normality. The mean scores
of the items ranged from 4.01 to 5.75 with standard
deviations varying from 1.13 to 1.71. The skewness
values of the items varied from —1.24 to 0.07. The
kurtosis values of the items ranged from —0.93 to
2.31. The item-total correlation coefficients of the
items showed a good level of similarity as each item
had higher scores than .30.

Structural Validity

To test the structural validity of the HEMA-R, single-
factor, two-factor, and three-factor models were
performed using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA).
As the items did not assume multivariate normality

for all items, CFAs were carried out using R lavaan
package with DWLS estimator and robust standard
error with listwise deletion. All items were retained in
the analyses with no modifications. As shown in Table
3, the single-factor model demonstrated marginal
fit indices. The two-factor and three-factor models
of the HEMA-R showed excellent fit to the data.
Item 1 and item 7 were excluded in the two-factor
model of the HEMA-R since they did not have factor
loadings at least higher than .40. Factor loadings of
the two-factor HEMA-R were between .48 and .88.
No item was excluded in the three-factor model of
the HEMA-R. Factor loadings of the three-factor
HEMA-R varied from .39 to .83. For theoretical
reasons, the item with a .39 factor loading was
retained in the analyses. In the two-factor solution
of the HEMA-R factors were correlated: eudaimonic
motivation and hedonic pleasure motivation (r =
.61). In the three-factor solution of the HEMA-R
factors were correlated: eudaimonic motivation and
hedonic pleasure motivation (r = .58), eudaimonic
motivation and hedonic comfort motivation (» = .34),
and hedonic pleasure motivation and hedonic comfort
motivation (» = .84). Since the two-factor model’s
hedonic component measured only hedonic pleasure
motivation, this study did not include hedonic
motivation as a construct in further analyses and
distinguished between hedonic pleasure and hedonic
comfort motives.
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Table 3
Fit indices for confirmatory factor analysis of HEMA-R items
Sample / Model Y2 df x2/df CFI TLI RMSEA | SRMR
Single-factor (ten 198.75 35 5.68 91 .89 .16 A1
items)
Two-factor 28.51 19 1.50 .99 .99 .05 .05
Three-factor 79.59 41 1.94 .98 98 .07 .06
1.00 1.00
/ -34\ AY
HEDP
76 0.68 0.71 0.43 0.39 0.83
Y \ \
S IR LA 0 B R S O S % S % S A 1 A
Figure 1. The three-factor solution of the HEMA-R in Study 1
Table 4
Associations of the HEMA-R with well-being outcomes
EUD HPLE HCOM M SD
HPLE A45%
HCOM 21%* S55%
MHC 46 * S1* 29 * 3.14 0.99
MHC-EMO 32 % 46 * 21 % 3.67 1.06
MHC-SOC 38 * 41 * 26 * 2.60 1.23
MHC-PSY 48 * 49 * 26 * 3.33 1.06

Note. ***p < 001, **p < .01, *p <.05. M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation. EUD =

Eudaimonic motivation;, HPLE = Hedonic pleasure motivation;, HCOM = Hedonic comfort
motivation;, MHC = Mental health continuum; MHC-EMO = Emotional well-being; MHC-SOC =
Social well-being; MHC-PSY = Psychological well-being.

Scale Reliability

To test the internal consistency scores of the HEMA-R,
Cronbach’s alphas and McDonald’s omegas were used.
The reliability scores largely provided adequate internal
consistency scores. Eudaimonic motivation (o =.75; ®
=.76); Hedonic motivation (o =.74; ® =.78); Hedonic
pleasure motivation (o.=.74; ® =.78); Hedonic comfort
motivation (o = .56; @ = .57). As hedonic motivation
did not include two items in the factor model of the

HEMA-R and this hedonic factor was the same factor of
hedonic pleasure motivation, correlation analyses were
not independently conducted for hedonic motivation.
Thus, hedonic pleasure motivation had a high positive
association with hedonic comfort motivation (» = .55).
Eudaimonic motivation had a weak positive correlation
with hedonic comfort motivation (» = .21), and a
moderate positive association with hedonic pleasure
motivation (r =.45).
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Table 5
Descriptive statistics of the HEMA-R items among Russian-speaking respondents
Subscale M SD Skewness Kurtosis o ®

EUD 3.38 0.81 —0.21 —0.31 .65 .66
HPLE 3.32 1.00 —0.17 —0.57 .70 1
HCOM 3.50 0.90 -0.24 —0.36 57 57
MHC 2.54 0.84 0.71 0.23 .87 .87
MHC-EMO | 3.00 1.18 0.39 —0.59 81 81
MHC-SOC 2.12 0.84 0.94 0.67 .69 71
MHC-PSY 2.66 1.04 0.68 —0.04 79 .80

Note. M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation. EUD = Eudaimonic motiva'tion; HPLE = Hedonic

pleasure motivation;, HCOM = Hedonic comfort motivation;, MHC = Mental health continuum;
MHC-EMO = Emotional well-being; MHC-SOC = Social well-being; MHC-PSY = Psychological

well-being.

Associations of the HEMA-R with Well-
Being Outcomes

As shown in Table 4, eudaimonic motivation had
moderate positive associations with mental health
continuum, emotional well-being, social well-being,
and psychological well-being. Hedonic pleasure
motivation, similarly, was moderately positively
associated with these well-being outcomes. Hedonic
comfort motivation had weak positive relations with
these outcomes. Overall, each motivation type was
positively related to well-being outcomes.

Study 2

Procedure and Methodology

All procedures were conducted as in Study 1. The only
difference was in the way participants were recruited.
Data was collected online using convenience sampling
through researchers’ contacts at HSE University and
links available to everyone.

Instruments

The demographics form gathered information about
informed consent, gender, age, and education. The
same instruments (i.e., HEMA-R, MHC-SF) were
used as in Study 1.

Participants

1093 participants participated in this study. 83% were
female and 13% were male. 4% did not report gender.
The age range of the participants was between 12 and
66 years. Participants were in the following categories
of education: Some high school (17%), completed
high school (25%), professional degree (16%), some
university (26%), university degree (15%), two
degrees or a PhD (1%).

Data Analysis

As in Study 1, this study conducted all statistical
analyses through an R-based software, JASP
0.18.1.0. The analyses provided descriptive statistics,
Pearson’s correlation coefficients among the variables
of interest, and reliability analyses. Assumptions were
assessed prior to conducting analyses. No outliers
were found. Normality was evaluated based on the
suggestion of —1 and 1 for skewness and kurtosis
values [Tabachnick, Fidell, 2013]. The variables fell
within acceptable ranges in terms of normality.

Descriptive Statistics and Scale
Reliability

As shown in Table 5, all scales were within acceptable
normality boundaries. The mean scores of the scales
ranged from 2.12 to 3.50 with standard deviations
varying from 0.81 to 1.18. The skewness values of
the scales varied from —0.24 to 0.94. The kurtosis
values of the scales ranged from —0.59 to 0.67. The
MHC and its subscales largely demonstrated good
reliability. Eudaimonic motivation and hedonic
pleasure motivation somewhat indicated adequate
reliability, whereas hedonic comfort motivation
showed questionable reliability.

Structural Validity

To replicate the factor solutions obtained in Study 1,
two-factor and three-factor models were carried out
using CFAs. The items did not assume multivariate
normality and CFAs were performed using R lavaan
package with DWLS estimator and robust standard
error with listwise deletion. As shown in Table 6,
the two-factor model of the HEMA-R demonstrated
good fit; however, item 7 and item 1 were removed
because of low factor loadings. Upon the removal of
these items, the hedonic factor included only hedonic
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Table 6
Fit indices for confirmatory factor analysis of HEMA-R items
Sample / Model 12 df x2/df CFI TLI RMSEA | SRMR
Two-factor 111.08 19 5.85 .96 93 .07 .05
Three-factor 285.66 41 6.97 .92 .90 .07 .06
. 0.49 0.44 0.71
// Y
§2 50 52 S S e S Sl 34 fed 0
Figure 2. The three-factor solution of the HEMA-R in Study 2
Table 7
Associations of the HEMA-R with well-being outcomes
EUD HPLE HCOM MHC MHC-EMO | MHC-SOC

HPLE .39 *

HCOM .03 44 *

MHC 47 * SL* A7 *

MHC-EMO | .30 * 49 * 20 * 81 *

MHC-SOC | 33 * 34 * 10 * 79 * 53 %

MHC-PSY 50 * 46 * A5 * .90 * .62 * 52 %

Note. ***p < 001, **p <.

01, * p <.05. EUD = Eudaimonic motivation; HPLE = Hedonic

pleasure motivation;, HCOM = Hedonic comfort motivation; MHC = Mental health continuum;

MHC-EMO = Emotional well-being; MHC-SOC =
well-being.

pleasure items. Factor loadings of the two-factor
HEMA-R were between .55 and 1.08. The three-
factor model of the HEMA-R with no item exclusions
indicated acceptable fit. Factor loadings of the three-
factor HEMA-R ranged from .42 to .77 (see Figure 2).
The two-factor solution of the HEM A-R demonstrated
the following factor correlation between eudaimonic
motivation and hedonic pleasure motivation (r =
.58). The three-factor solution of the HEMA-R
demonstrated the following factor correlations among

Social well-being; MHC-PSY = Psychological

the factors: eudaimonic motivation and hedonic
pleasure motivation (r = .58), eudaimonic motivation
and hedonic comfort motivation (r =.13), and hedonic
pleasure motivation and hedonic comfort motivation
(r=".71). As the two-factor HEMA-R did not include
comfort items, Study 2 did not measure hedonic
motivation in further analyses but included hedonic
pleasure and hedonic comfort motivations.



Associations of the HEMA-R with Well-
Being Outcomes

As shown in Table 7, eudaimonic motivation had
moderate positive associations with mental health
continuum, emotional well-being, social well-being,
and psychological well-being. Similarly, hedonic
pleasure motivation had positive associations
with these well-being outcomes. Hedonic comfort
motivation had weak positive relations with these
outcomes. Overall, all types of motives were positively
associated with well-being outcomes.

Discussion

The present research confirms both two-factor and
three-factor solutions of the HEMA-R in a Russian
context across both studies. Study 2 consistently
replicates the findings of Study 1 in a larger sample.
This provides support for the generalizability of the
results obtained. As previous research demonstrates,
the Russian HEMA-R is consistent with English,
Turkish, and Chinese versions of the HEMA-R that
can be measured through both factor solutions (see
introduction). This implies that Russian people
conceptualize well-being motives in a nuanced
manner. Measuring both factor-solutions is likely to
facilitate to provide valuable insights into the ways
Russian people are motivated towards well-being.

However, the two-factor solution of the HEMA-R
does not include items that can specifically be
attributed to hedonic comfort under a single hedonic
motivation. This challenge arises as the two-factor
model combines pleasure and comfort elements of
hedonia as a broad category. In this case, the two-
factor solution may oversimplify the hedonic factor.
This requires further research on the two-factor
structure of the Rusian HEMA-R. In contrast, the
three-factor solution may provide a more accurate
representation of the hedonic motivation, successfully
distinguishing between comfort and pleasure. This
further complements the current literature in well-
being motives since the majority of available findings
support the three-factor solutions of the HEMA-R
[e.g., Asano et al., 2021; Behzadnia, Ryan, 2018;
Giuntoli et al., 2021].

Reliability scores of the Russian HEMA-R
require further clarifications. Study 1 and Study 2
consistently provide questionable reliability equal
to .57 for hedonic comfort motivation, whereas they
somewhat demonstrate acceptable reliability scores
between .65 and .78 for eudaimonic motivation
and between .70 and .78 for hedonic pleasure
motivation. While this finding is similar to the
reliability of hedonic comfort motivation in the
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Turkish version of the HEMA-R, available findings
often demonstrate that hedonic comfort motivation
ranges from .70 to .90 [e.g., Asano et al., 2021;
Braaten et al., 2019; LeFebvre, Huta, 2021]. The low
reliability in comfort motivation raises questions as
to consistently interpreting this construct. Another
challenge may come from the items as they may not
fully capture the comfort element of motivation. The
low reliability may be influenced by participants’
characteristics, leading to variability in the
responses. Thus, future research needs to refine the
comfort motivation and its measurement in Russia
across diverse populations.

Eudaimonic, hedonic pleasure, and hedonic comfort
motives among Russian people demonstrate positive
associations with well-being outcomes in two samples.
These results are in line with previous research. In
the context of eudaimonic motivation, Study 1, and
Study 2 support prior findings indicating that it has
often moderate positive associations with well-being
outcomes. As in previous research, eudaimonic
motivation consistently relates to greater outcomes in
well-being [e.g., Braaten et al., 2019; Giuntoli et al.,
2021; Zeng, Chen, 2020]. In the context of hedonic
pleasure motivation, Study 1, and Study 2 replicate
previous findings regarding the positive associations
with well-being outcomes as discussed in the literature
[e.g.,Asanoetal., 2020, 2021; Behzadnia, Ryan, 2018;
Chen, Zeng, 2024b; Van Halem et al., 2024; Zhang et
al., 2024]. Interestingly, hedonic pleasure motivation
often shows slightly stronger associations with well-
being outcomes compared to eudaimonic motivation.
Although this may imply that Russian people may
place much emphasis on pleasure than eudaimonia,
further research should replicate these findings with
more well-being outcomes such as need satisfaction,
meaning in life, positive affect, and life satisfaction.
As to why such a difference exists, there may be
several reasons to consider. For example, there may
be a stronger emphasis on immediate gratification or
hedonia among Russian people. They may focus on
the present moment and pleasure as an opportunity
for self-care. Perhaps hedonic pleasure may require
less resources compared to eudaimonia, which does
not preclude the coexistence of both motives. In
the context of hedonic comfort motivation, Study
I, and Study 2 indicate similar findings in the
relevant literature. The findings are consistent with
the observation that hedonic comfort motivation
is the weakest positive motive to lead to beneficial
well-being outcomes [e.g., Asano et al., 2014, 2021;
Behzadnia, Ryan, 2018; Braaten, Huta, 2024; Huta et
al., 2012].
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Study 1 and Study 2 are limited given that they employ
cross-sectional designs with self-report measures.
Study 1 and Study 2 do not measure temporal
reliability of the HEMA-R. Another limitation
in Study 1 and Study 2 is that they do not include
several well-being outcomes. Both studies recruit
samples whose participants range from 12 to 60s
years old. These can limit to generalize the findings to
diverse populations such as disadvantaged groups and
individuals with diagnosed health problems. Future
research is recommended to diversify their samples
and address the limitations indicated. Further research
should consider observing changes in individual
well-being motives and outcomes in Russia through
longitudinal designs.

In conclusion, this research validates that the two-
factor and three-factor solutions of the HEMA-R are
valid among Russian people. This study explores that
Russian people distinguish between pleasure and
comfort elements of hedonic motivation as well as
differentiating hedonia and eudaimonia. The results
imply that the three-factor solution of the Russian
HEMA-R may provide a more comprehensive
understanding of well-being motives. Despite the
presence of reliability issues in hedonic comfort
motivation, the obtained findings replicate previous
findings in the relevant literature on well-being
motives. The results underline the importance of
culturally sensitive measurement of well-being
motives and highlight that diverse cultures may shape
how people pursue well-being. Further research
should focus on the limitations outlined in the study
to enrich our understanding of well-being motives
across different contexts.
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Aanrauusa WKAJAbI FTeIOHUCTUYECKUX U IBACMOHUCTHY e-
CKHMX MOTHUBOB JIJIfl IeATEJIbHOCTH — MEePECMOTPEHHAS BEPCHUA
(HEMA-R) cpean pycCKOSI3BIYHBIX PECIIOHICHTOB

Cy6ammu M."**, Ocun E.H.*

! IIkona neuxonorun, HUY BIID, Mocksa, Poccust
2 MesxtyHapoHas 1a00paTtopusi MO3UTUBHOM IICHUXOJIOTHH JINYHOCTH U MoTHBauuu, HUY BIID, Mocksa, Poccust
* Kadenpa ncuxonoruu, yausepeurtet MO6H Xanpayna, CramOyi, Typuust

* Kadenpa ncuxonorun, yuusepcuret [lapmk-Hantep, Haurep, ®panmust

WHnuBHyabHbIe MOTHBBI CYIIECTBEHHO BIHMSIOT HAa CTPEMIICHUE K OJIarOMOIydHIO U €ro pe-
syapraraM. [1Ikana reTOHNYecKuX 1 9BIEMOHHYECKIX MOTHBOB nesitenbHocTH (HEMA-R) n3-
MepsieT MOTHBBI 3BAEMOHHH, TEJJOHUHN, TEIOHUCTHIECKOTO YIOBOJILCTBHUS U TEJOHICTHYECKOTO
koMdopra. [eTOHHCTHYECKIE MOTHBBI BKIIOYAIOT CTPEMIICHHE K YHAOBOJIBCTBUIO, HACIAXK-
JICHUIO, BECENbIo, paccinabieHnio u koMpopTy. MOTHBBI T'€IOHUCTHYECKOTO YIOBOJIbCTBHSA
OTHOCSITCS K CTPEMJICHHIO K YJOBOJBCTBHIO M BECEIbI0. MOTHBBI IeJJOHMYECKOTO KoM(popTa
OTHOCSTCS K CTPEMJICHHIO K PacciabIeHUI0 U MOUCKY KoM(pOpTa. DBIEMOHHYECKHE MOTHUBBI
COCTOSIT U3 CTPEMJICHUSI K JIMYHOMY COBEPILIECHCTBY, CMBICITY, ayTEHTHIHOCTH, CAMOPA3BUTHIO,
Pa3BUTHIO CIIIBHBIX CTOPOH JINYHOCTH W LEHHOCTHBIM LENSM. XOTS MPEIbIIyIIHe UCCIeno-
BaHMS M3Y4ajdd 3TH MOTHBBI B 3aIlaJHOM M BOCTOYHOM KOHTEKCTaX, MMEIOINAsiCS JIUTEpary-
pa TpeOyeT JanbHEHIIero U3y4eHns MOTHBOB OJIarornoiydnsi B HEe3amaHbIX KOHTEKCTaX. JTo
uccieoBaHne ObIJIO HANPABICHO HA W3YUYEHHE MOTHBOB OJIArONONydYHsl B POCCHIICKOM KOH-
TEKCTE, KOTOPBIM HEOCTATOYHO IPEACTaBIeH B juTeparype. Mcecienosanue | moareepxia-
et monenb HEMA-R Ha pyccKos3BI4HOI BRIOOpKE, COOpaHHOH B pa3HBIX pernoHax Poccun,
MOKA3bIBasi OTJIMYHBIC MHJEKCHI COOTBETCTBUS B KOH()MPMATOPHBIX (DAKTOPHBIX aHAIM3aX.
Pe3ynbraThl OKa3bIBAIOT, YTO KaK ABYX(aKTOpHBIC, TAK M TPEX(PAKTOPHBIE MOAEIH PYCCKOTO
Bapnanta HEMA-R sBnstoTcs sxuzHecnocoOHbIMUA. Kpome TOTo, 3BIeMOHINYECKAE MOTHBHI,
MOTHBBI T€IOHUCTHYECKOTO YIOBOJILCTBHUS U I'eJOHUCTHYECKOTO KOM(OpPTa CBSI3aHBI C MOBBI-
meHreM Omaronoiy4nst. MccinenoBanne 2 BOCIIPOU3BOJUT ATH PE3yNIbTaThl HA Oojee KpymmHOH
BbIOOpKe. O0a HcceI0BaHNs IPOJIMBAIOT CBET HA MOTHBBI OJIArOMOIYYHst U UX CBS3U Y POCCH-
SIH ¥ TIOYE€PKHUBAIOT PA3IMIHBIE M B3aUMO/OMOJIHSIOIINE POJIM ATUX MOTHBOB B MOJIEPKAHUH
0JIarONOTy IS

KiiroueBble CJI0Ba: 3BICMOHHUS; TCAOHIS; TSAOHUCTUICCKHI KOM(POPT; TeIOHUCTHUECKOE Y10~
BOJILCTBHE; MOTHUBBI OJ1aronoIydrst; OJaromnoayyme
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