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background
The aim of the research is to analyse pleasant (subjec-
tive well-being – SWB) and meaningful life (Citizenship 
dimensions) in the context of Horizontal and Vertical In-
dividualism (HI, VI) or Collectivism (HC, VC) values (indi-
vidual beliefs) among adolescents living in the culture “in 
between individualism and collectivism”.

participants and procedure
Second-year high (111) and secondary (98) school students 
filled in the Horizontal and Vertical Individualism and Col-
lectivism Questionnaire, the Citizenship Behaviour Ques-
tionnaire, and SWB (Subjective Happiness Scale, Satisfac-
tion with the Life Scale, Mood Questionnaire, Ladder of 
Need Scales). Participants were recruited in schools.

results
Subjective well-being positively correlated with all Citizen-
ship dimensions except Political Activity. All values pre-
dicted SWB, but higher VI predicted lower SWB and was 
not linked to Citizenship. Citizenship dimensions oriented 
to general good were predicted by Collectivism values, and 

those including personal benefits were predicted by HI and 
Collectivism values. Subjective well-being mediated rela-
tions between HC and Social Activity, and between HC, 
HI and Personal Activity. VC moderated relations between 
SWB and Passive as well as Semi-active Citizenship.

conclusions
Among young Poles, pleasant life is linked with meaning-
ful life. Individualism and Collectivism values are relatively 
independent, and their relations with SWB and Citizen-
ship are complex. Higher Horizontal values facilitate the 
achievement of both pleasant and meaningful life, but 
higher VC can hinder the coherence between them. High 
SWB, engagement in Citizenship and links between them 
are required for attaining “authentic happiness” and living 
a truly full life; thus it is important to study variables that 
may influence them.
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Background

The aim of the research is to analyse complex rela-
tionships between two components of “Authentic 
Happiness” – pleasant (subjective well-being – SWB) 
and meaningful life (six Citizenship dimensions) – in 
the context of Horizontal and Vertical Individualism 
or Collectivism orientations among adolescents. In 
this paper those orientations are regarded as indi-
vidual beliefs of young Poles who are living in the 
culture “in between individualism and collectivism”, 
with mixed elements of both individualism and col-
lectivism. The analyses are aimed at answering the 
following questions: 
1.  What are the relations between the investigated 

orientations, SWB and Citizenship dimensions? 
2.  Which of the examined beliefs allow one to predict 

SWB? 
3.  Are relationships of the beliefs with Citizenship 

dimensions mediated by SWB? 
4.  Are relationships of SWB with Citizenship dimen-

sions moderated by the beliefs?

Pleasant and meaningful life as two 
comPonents of “authentic haPPiness” 

According to dynamically developing positive psy-
chology, a human being is an active and responsible 
individual possessing strengths (virtues and skills), 
seeking authentic happiness (Seligman, 2002), striv-
ing for personal growth and flourishing (Seligman, 
2011). Personal growth is related to the development 
of skills that make it possible to achieve various as-
pects of authentic happiness (Zalewska & Krzywosz- 
Rynkiewicz, 2011): 
•	 a pleasant life (hedonistic aspect) – primarily re-

quires the ability to evoke and control one’s pos-
itive emotions related to the past, present and fu-
ture (emotions and life satisfaction are included 
by Seligman in this life aspect); 

•	 a good life (eudemonic aspect tied to engagement) 
– requires the ability to recognise and apply one’s 
strengths in the central areas of life in order to 
achieve gratification and experience the joy of 
self-realisation following from the challenges 
evoking engagement, effective action and the feel-
ing of flow;

•	 a meaningful life – requires the ability to use one’s 
strengths for purposes greater than oneself, such 
as: knowledge (gaining or sharing), power (tech-
nology development, health services, manufactur-
ing) or common good (law, religion, ethics, poli-
tics, democracy, serving a country, fighting fires, 
charity). Striving and achieving purposes great-
er than oneself gives meaning to one’s life (it is 
needed by others and contributes to the common 
good). 

In the newest version of the theory of flourishing, 
Seligman (2011) adds accomplishment and positive 
relationships with other people to the three aspects 
of Authentic Happiness. People can only strive to 
achieve one of the five elements of flourishing. How-
ever, according to Seligman (2011), achieving a  full 
life requires cultivation of all of the aforementioned 
skills as well as striving to achieve all five elements 
of flourishing. For this reason positive relationships 
between all the elements are to be expected.

In this article we will focus, among other things, 
on the relationship between two elements of Authen-
tic Happiness: the SWB as an indicator of a pleasant 
life and the Citizenship dimensions, understood here 
as indicators of the meaningful life, engagement in 
personal and social life as well as the accomplish-
ment of purposes greater than oneself needed to 
make the world better.

subjective well-being and citizenshiP 
dimensions

Traditionally, Citizenship activity pertained to the 
relationships between the adults and the state. It 
was the subject of analyses in two scientific do-
mains: political science and sociology. Post-mod-
ernism provides a new understanding of citizenship 
– it includes the idea of functioning in relation to 
everyday life, because contemporary global and 
local social problems (such as violence, terrorism 
and migration) can rarely be solved only by politi-
cal regulations; more often their resolution requires 
everyday human activity (Kerr, 1999). This new con-
cept of citizenship became a  subject of other sci-
entific areas (e.g. psychology – Lewicka, 2005) and 
allowed young people to be incorporated in the re-
search (Koseła, 2005; Torney-Purta, Barber, & Rich-
ardson, 2004), as they encounter such problems, too. 
Moreover, research on adolescents’ citizenship ac-
tivity seems to be particularly important since the 
young generation will have a great impact on social 
processes and the development of democracy in the 
future (Zalewska &  Krzywosz-Rynkiewicz, 2010). 
Zalewska and Krzywosz-Rynkiewicz (2011) pro-
posed a broad model of Citizenship based on an ear-
lier idea of Kennedy (Kennedy, 2007; Nelson & Kerr, 
2006). It was extended to all types of behaviour in-
dicated by different taxonomies of Citizenship. This 
model includes the following six basic dimensions 
of citizenship:
•	 Passive	 citizenship	 including national identity 

(appreciating history, symbols and myths) and 
patriotism (supporting your country, military ser-
vice, loyalty);

•	 Semi-active	citizenship	including loyalty (obey-
ing the law and subordination to regulations, re-
spect for the state) and citizen	 virtues	mostly	
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related to taking interest in public affairs and de-
clared participation in elections (voting);

•	 Active	citizenship related to four factors: 
–  Political Activity – declared participation in 

conventional political activity (e.g. running for 
office, being a member of a political party),

–  Social Activity – participating in social move-
ments and organizations, working for a  local 
society, taking part in actions aimed at building 
and maintaining local community (e.g. repre-
senting the school),

–  Change-oriented Activity – being committed to 
changing the status quo (petitioning, protests, 
street graffiti),

–  Personal Activity – aimed at self-development, 
being responsible for oneself and one’s future, 
striving for future financial independence and 
creative problem solving. 

Findings from previous research indicate that the 
general pattern of Citizenship activity is similar among 
early, middle and late Polish adolescents (Zalewska 
& Krzywosz-Rynkiewicz, 2011) as well as among Pol-
ish and other European adolescents (Krzywosz-Ryn-
kiewicz & Zalewska, 2015). Adolescents are the most 
willing to work towards personal development. They 
are also ready for Semi-active Citizenship (express 
willingness to vote in elections, be loyal to the law) 
and Passive Citizenship (sense of patriotism, respect 
for national symbols and loyalty to the state) to a high 
degree. Additionally, they are inclined to participate in 
social activities to a moderate degree but only slight-
ly interested in participating in Political Activities as 
well as in Change-oriented Activity or in protests.

According to Zalewska and Krzywosz-Rynkiewicz 
(2011), this pattern can be explained by social evalua-
tion of the Citizenship dimensions. Passive, Semi-ac-
tive and Social Activity are oriented to the general 
common good, universally accepted and linked to 
each other to a moderate degree. Personal Activity 
is also highly valuated and related to the above-men-
tioned dimensions. Political Activity and Activity 
oriented for Change are weakly or not at all associat-
ed with the other Citizenship dimensions. Legal and 
desired behaviours included in the Political Activity 
dimension are not well respected in Poland, mostly 
because of the negative associations attributed to 
politicians’ characteristics and behaviours (Kamiń- 
ska-Szmaj, 2003). Change-oriented Activity is not al-
ways legal in its nature. It is related to the lack of 
acceptance of the present state of matters, protesting, 
striving for confrontation, change and having control 
over the authorities (Kennedy, 2007). Despite bring-
ing positive outcomes (e.g. Solidarity movement), 
Change-oriented Activity is not universally accept-
ed; it is often negatively defined as undesirable or 
even destructive behaviours.

In this paper we will analyse whether willingness 
to participate in various Citizenship activity is asso-

ciated with SWB. The concept of SWB introduced by 
Diener (1984) refers to a broad spectrum of phenom-
ena, which includes affective and cognitive apprais-
als of one’s life. Affective evaluations expressed in 
momentary emotions (e.g. joy, guilt) represent cur-
rent evaluations of the events, and those expressed 
in moods reflect more long-term influences (Diener, 
Suh, Lucas, & Smith, 1999). Apart from affective re-
actions, SWB researchers are interested in cognitive 
evaluations, such as the level of basic needs satisfac-
tion (Wilson, 1967), domain satisfaction and life sat-
isfaction (Diener, Scollon, &  Lucas, 2003). Although 
each of these components has other antecedents (Die-
ner, Suh, Lucas, & Smith, 1999), they all correlate with 
one another and constitute a superordinate complex 
construct which can be called “subjective well-being”, 
“happiness”, “summary judgment of one’s life” or “the 
subjective evaluation of one’s life” (Diener, Scollon, 
& Lucas, 2003; Oishi, Diener, & Lucas, 2007).

Research on SWB consistently reveals that desir-
able life outcomes (valued by society) such as success, 
income, marriage, good job, health and long life cor-
relate with different components of SWB. Although 
the researchers recognized that the causality can be 
bidirectional, they frequently assume that these de-
sirable events (e.g. success) make people happy (Ar-
gyle, 1999; Diener, Suh, Lucas, & Smith, 1999). Refer-
ring to three categories of evidence – cross-sectional, 
longitudinal and experimental – Lyubomirsky, King 
and Diener (2005) propose a new conceptual model 
for these findings. They argue that the happiness–
success link exists not only because success makes 
people happy, but also because happiness causes 
success (see: Czapiński, 2004). Positive moods and 
emotions as components of SWB help prepare the 
organism for future challenges (Fredrickson, 2001). 
Happiness leads people to seek out others and to en-
gage with the environment, to be more venturesome, 
more open, and more sensitive to other individuals 
(Veenhoven, 1988). Experiencing positive moods fos-
ters helping behaviour and stimulates people to be 
more altruistic, generous and charitable, as well as to 
act in ways that promote resource building and en-
gagement in approach goals (Lyubomirsky, 2001). In 
longitudinal research Thoits and Hewitt (2001) found 
that the causal connection between volunteer work 
and subjective well-being is bidirectional – those 
with high happiness and life satisfaction spent more 
time on volunteering activities and those who volun-
teered longer experienced an increase in happiness. 

These data lead one to expect that SWB will facili-
tate readiness to undertake various Citizenship activ-
ities, except Political activity, because Oishi, Diener 
and Lucas (2007) found that links between SWB and 
political participation are not linear and those who 
experience slightly lower levels of happiness are the 
most successful in terms of income, education and 
political participation.
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horizontal and vertical individualism 
or collectivism as individual beliefs

Individualism and Collectivism are concepts exam-
ined in different contexts within various social sci-
ence fields (e.g. anthropology, management). They 
gained popularity due to research conducted by Hof-
stede (1980, 2000). He found that different cultures 
and nations occupy distinct positions on the Individ-
ualism-Collectivism continuum. For example, the US 
is considered an individualistic country, China a col-
lectivistic one, and Poland is located in between In-
dividualism and Collectivism but has gradually been 
moving toward Individualism for the past 20 years 
(Hofstede, 2000). 

The Individualism-Collectivism dimension is 
considered as one of the cultural syndromes, un-
derstood as “a  shared pattern of attitudes, beliefs, 
categorisations, self-definitions, norms, role defini-
tions, orientations, and other subjective elements 
of culture that is organised around some theme” 
(Triandis, 2000, p. 13). “Individualism-collectivism 
dimension relates to the degree to which in a giv-
en culture needs, wishes, desires and orientations 
of the autonomous and unique self are respected 
and valued beyond needs, wishes, desires and ori-
entations of the group” (Matsumoto & Juang, 2007,  
p. 70). Therefore Individualism is defined as “a sys-
tem of beliefs based on the assumption that an indi-
vidual, his uniqueness and freedom is a measure of 
worth” (Wojciszke, 2011, p. 535); and collectivism is 
defined as “a system of beliefs based on the assump-
tion that well-being of a  group is more important 
than well-being of an individual” (Wojciszke, 2011, 
p. 536). In the individualistic cultures people are 
perceived as autonomous beings, and their person-
al goals are considered more significant than those 
of groups. Individual identity, built on one’s suc-
cesses and achievements, is more important than 
social identity, which entails group participation 
(Wojciszke, 2011). In the collectivistic cultures in-
dividuals feel a strong connection to the members 
of the group they belong to. They are willing to 
give up the pursuit of individual goals for the com-
mon good of the group and satisfaction of its needs 
(Markus & Kitayama, 1991; in: Matsumoto & Juang, 
2007). Here, loyalty toward the group, respect for 
the group norms and good relationships with group 
members are highly valued (Wojciszke, 2011).

In contrast to the dichotomous concept of Hof-
stede (1980), Triandis (1995) and Singelis, Triandis, 
Bhawuk, and Gelfand (1995) offered a  multidimen-
sional definition of individualism and collectivism 
comprising 4 components of cultural orientation: 
•	 Individualism defined by four characteristics – 

independent self-construal, rationality and ex-
change relationships, attitudes as determinants of 
social behaviour, and personal goals; 

•	 Collectivism also defined by four attributes – in-
terdependent self-construal, relatedness and com-
munal relationships, norms as determinants of 
social behaviour, and in-group goals;

•	 Horizontal orientation – underlying equality;
•	 Vertical orientation – emphasising hierarchy.

Based on the above, Triandis and Gelfand (1998) 
proposed four different patterns as a combination of 
the four components: 
•	 Horizontal Individualism (HI) underlies self-in-

dependence, freedom and equality, striving to be 
distinct without desiring special status (e.g. social 
democracy in Australia or Sweden);

•	 Horizontal Collectivism (HC) emphasises self-in-
terdependence, equality but not freedom, collabo-
ration and empathy (e.g. the Israeli kibbutz);

•	 Vertical Individualism (VI) stresses competition, 
freedom but not equality, striving to be distinct 
while desiring special status (competitive capital-
ism and market economies such as in the United 
States);

•	 Vertical Collectivism (VC) emphasises interdepen-
dence and competition with out-groups; neither 
equality nor freedom is valued (traditional societ-
ies with strong leaders).
In psychology Horizontal and Vertical Individ-

ualism or Collectivism are also considered as indi-
vidual beliefs, orientations or more specific individ-
ual-level context variables, that refer to the way the 
person defines himself or herself (self-construal) in 
relation to culture or to the social context (Matsu-
moto & Kupperbusch, 2001). Culture-level analyses 
are conducted using indicators defining whole pop-
ulations, e.g. gross domestic product per citizen, av-
erage life expectancy or the percentage of national 
income devoted to environmental protection (Tri-
andis, 2000). In individual-level analyses indicators 
such as personal attitudes, beliefs or orientations are 
considered. The results of research conducted at the 
culture and individual levels can vary diametrically. 
For this reason Triandis, Leung, Villareal and Clarck 
(1985; in: Triandis, 2000) proposed two alternative 
concepts, idiocentrism and allocentrism, which could 
be used to describe personalities corresponding to 
both individualism and collectivism. Triandis (2000) 
presents an abundance of research confirming dis-
tinct relationships of individualism and idiocentrism 
with other variables. Verkuyten (1995) showed that 
although in the individualistic cultures idiocen-
trism and allocentrism are negatively correlated, in 
the collectivistic cultures they are independent of 
each other. The study presented in this paper was 
conducted in one culture, and we will analyse data 
only at the individual level, although we will use 
the terms individualism and collectivism like Rob-
ert, Probst, Martocchio, Drasgow and Lawler (2000), 
Górnik-Durose (2002) or Shavitt, Lalwani, Zhang 
and Torelli (2006) in their research. 
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individualism or collectivism  
and subjective well-being

The data gathered in cross-cultural research indicate 
that individualistic cultures are happier than collec-
tivistic ones (Diener & Diener, 1995) and the judge-
ment of happiness is anchored on other types of cues 
across cultures – in individualistic cultures happiness 
is more closely linked to psychological attributes of 
the self (e.g., self-esteem, optimism) than in collectiv-
istic cultures (Suh & Oishi, 2002). The more individu-
alistic the nation was, the more strongly the life satis-
faction judgments were based on internal emotions, 
but in collectivistic cultures satisfaction was predict-
ed not only by emotions but also by behaviour con-
sistent with social norms (Suh, Diener, Oishi, & Tri-
andis, 1998). Kitayama, Markus and Kurokawa (2000) 
discovered that in individualistic cultures higher 
level of satisfaction correlates with the experience of 
emotions such as pride or amusement, unrelated to 
interpersonal relationships. In collectivistic cultures 
however, people feel more satisfied while experienc-
ing closeness, which is directly related to interper-
sonal relationships. 

The way the person defines himself or herself 
(self-construal) in reference to the social context also 
influences the life satisfaction judgement (Suh, Diener, 
& Updegraff, 2008) – those who view themselves in 
interdependent terms (allocentrics) evaluate their life 
satisfaction in a more collectivistic manner (reliance 
on social appraisal) than those who view themselves 
in independent terms (idiocentrics). There also exist 
some data on direct links between individualism and 
collectivism as individual beliefs and SWB in a given 
culture. Diener and Diener (1995) found that on an in-
dividual level of analysis the individualism-SWB link 
was negative. According to Triandis (1995), higher VI 
can lead to lower SWB because of the higher level of 
stress resulting from a strong tendency to rivalry and 
higher HI because of the higher level of loneliness and 
lower level of received social support. There are also 
data indicating a positive link between allocentrism 
and SWB, gathered by Verkuyten and Lay (1997, cited 
by Triandis, 2000) among minorities in the Nether-
lands, as well as findings obtained among American 
students by Battencourt and Dorr (1997). In the lat-
ter this link was mediated by collective self-esteem 
(positive valuation of own group by themselves and 
by others). However, a very important factor for SWB 
may be the person–culture fit; if personal character-
istics are coherent with characteristics of culture, the 
self-esteem is higher, which leads to higher SWB (Tri-
andis, 2000). Suh (2002) found similar data in North 
America – individuals more consistent with culture 
(with a higher Individualism index in an individual-
istic culture) manifested higher SWB and received 
positive social evaluations from others in the United 
States, but it was not the case in Korea. 

relationshiPs between subjective  
well-being, citizenshiP dimensions  
and horizontal/vertical individualism 
or collectivism – questions  
and hyPotheses

An important factor determining the influence of four 
beliefs on SWB is their acceptance in the society as 
well as consistency between self and what the cul-
ture regards as valuable (Suh, 2002). There is evidence 
that each of the four beliefs is positively related with 
other values: VI with achievement and power val-
ues, HI with autonomy and self-direction (freedom, 
equality), HC with social relations and benevolence  
(sociability, equality), and VC with conformity, asso-
ciated with power distance (see Shavitt et al., 2006).  
As mentioned above, Poland occupies a middle posi-
tion (Hofstede, 2000) on the collectivism-individual-
ism dimension. Such a result probably does not mean 
that four beliefs as well as related values are equally 
important, but it probably indicates that the specific 
mixture of orientations is approved in Polish society. 
For example, in spite of the moderate range on indi-
vidualism, Poland is rather high on power distance 
(House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, &  Gupta, 2004) 
and relatively autocratic in leadership style, which 
suggests high VC (Maczynski, Jago, Reber, &  Boeh-
nisch, 1994). Making comparisons of employees from 
the US, Poland, India and Mexico, Robert et al. (2000) 
found that Poland was high on VC (like India) and HI 
(like the US) but was in the middle on HC and VI (on 
both – like Mexico and higher than the US, p. 651). Be-
ing simultaneously high on both VC and HI may re-
flect respect for a mixture of both collectivism and in-
dividualism or high within-culture diversity – rather 
stable (other beliefs and related values are important 
in different social groups) or indicating the changing 
nature of Polish society (linked with age groups). On 
the basis of cluster analysis, Górnik-Durose (2002,  
p. 217) distinguished two groups among Polish and 
British students: individualists (60 of 102 [ca. 60%] 
were Polish students) with dominant HI and the low-
est VC, and collectivists (111 of 137 [over 80%] were 
Polish) with dominant HC and the lowest VI. These 
data indicate that among the Polish students both 
Horizontal orientations dominate, although they still 
may reflect respect of students for a mixture of both 
Collectivism and Individualism.

Thus it can be assumed that a mixture of Collectiv-
ism and Individualism is approved in Polish society 
and as a result all beliefs will be positively associated 
with SWB. However, their influence on Citizenship 
dimensions will depend on the orientation of these di-
mensions: Citizenship dimensions oriented to general 
good (Social Activity, Passive and Semi-active Citizen-
ship) will be associated with Collectivism beliefs and 
Citizenship dimensions including also personal ben-
efits (personal growth, independence, specific status) 
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like Personal and Political Activity will be associated 
with both Individualism and Collectivism. We formu-
lated four research questions and several hypotheses: 

Q1. What are the relations between the investigat-
ed beliefs, SWB and Citizenship dimensions? 

H1.1. SWB will be positively associated with Citi-
zenship dimensions except Political Activity. 

H1.2. SWB will be associated with Individualism 
and Collectivism orientations. 

H1.3. Collectivism beliefs (HC and VC) will be 
positively associated with Citizenship dimensions 
oriented for the general good (Social Activity, Passive 
and Semi-active Citizenship). 

H1.4. Collectivism and Individualism beliefs will 
be positively associated with Citizenship dimensions 
including personal benefits (Personal Activity and 
Political Activity).

As regards Change-oriented Activity the question 
remains open.

Q2. Which of the examined beliefs allow one to 
predict SWB? 

This question also remains open, because the 
premises based on data presented by Diener and 
Diener (1995), Battencourt and Dorr (1997), Triandis 
(2000) and Suh (2002) are not conclusive. 

Q3. Is the influence of beliefs on Citizenship di-
mensions mediated by SWB? 

Although our research is designed as correlational, 
we assume that beliefs will influence SWB by other 
mechanisms (self-esteem, equality, freedom, success, 
social support, social identity) and that SWB will 
directly influence (as in the model of Lyubomirsky, 
King, & Diener, 2005) readiness to undertake Activi-
ties belonging to Active Citizenship, especially Social 
and Personal Activity. Moreover, we also assume that 
Vertical orientations, as they incorporate hierarchy, 
will effect Citizenship independently of SWB. As 
a  result we expect that SWB will mediate only the 
influence of Horizontal orientations (connected with 
equality) on Active Citizenship dimensions.

H3.1. Influence of Horizontal Collectivism on So-
cial Activity will be mediated by SWB. 

H3.2. Influence of Horizontal Individualism and 
Horizontal Collectivism on Personal Activity will be 
mediated by SWB.

Q4. Is the influence of SWB on Citizenship dimen-
sions moderated by the orientations?

Taking into account that a high index of Vertical 
Collectivism means giving priority to the group over 
the individual, we suppose that it relates to the ob-
ligation to undertake actions for the common good 
independently of SWB. We expect that the influence 
of SWB on Citizenship dimensions oriented to the 
general good will be stronger when Vertical Collec-
tivism is lower. 

H4.1. Vertical Collectivism will moderate the in-
fluence of SWB on Citizenship dimensions oriented 
to the general good (Passive and Semi-active Citizen-

ship, Social Activity) – the relations will be stronger 
if the value of the index is lower.

ParticiPants and Procedure

Two hundred and nine second-year high school  
(111 students aged 17; 32 boys – 12 from a big city, 
20 from a small town; 79 girls – 39 from a big city,  
40 from a small town) and secondary school students 
(98 students aged 14; 49 boys – 25 from a big city,  
24 from a small town, 49 girls – 19 from a big city, 
30 from a small town) participated in the study. They 
were recruited in schools. The underage students 
took part in the research only with the consent of 
their parents or legal guardians. The research was 
approved by the Ethics Committee. The participants 
filled in the Horizontal and Vertical Individualism 
and Collectivism Questionnaire (H-V-In-Col 20), Cit-
izenship Behaviour Questionnaire, and techniques 
for SWB measurement: Satisfaction with Life Scale, 
Subjective Happiness Scale, Ladder of Need Scales, 
and Mood Questionnaire. 

measures

The Horizontal and Vertical Individualism and Col-
lectivism Questionnaire (H-V-In-Col 20, Triandis 
& Gelfand, 1988) has 4 subscales, each with 5 items 
followed by answer scales from 1 (I strongly disagree) 
to 7 (I strongly agree): 

Horizontal Individualism (HI) means equality, 
freedom and autonomy; it assesses the extent to 
which individuals strive to be distinct without desir-
ing special status, (e.g. I often “do my own thing”); 
Cronbach’s α = .63.

Horizontal Collectivism (HC) means relation-
ship-orientation and harmony; it assesses the extent 
to which individuals emphasize interdependence but 
also equality (e.g. The well-being of my co-workers is 
important to me); Cronbach’s α = .60.

Vertical Individualism (VI) means self-interest and 
competition; it assesses the extent to which individu-
als strive to be distinct and desire special status (e.g. 
It annoys me when other people perform better than 
I do); Cronbach’s α = .71.

Vertical Collectivism (VC) means priority of 
group goals, respect for elders and authorities; it as-
sesses the extent to which individuals emphasize in-
terdependence and competition with out-groups (e.g. 
I would sacrifice an activity that I enjoy very much if 
my family did not approve of it); Cronbach’s α = .64.

The Citizenship Behaviour Questionnaire (Za-
lewska &  Krzywosz-Rynkiewicz, 2011) is based on 
self-reports of adolescents on their everyday activi-
ties (what they do, what they intend to do). It consists 
of 34 questions, each followed by a 4-point answer 
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scale (1 – definitely no, 2 – probably no, 3 – proba-
bly yes, 4 – definitely yes). It contains 6 scales with 
sufficient reliability to measure: Passive Citizenship 
– 8 items, α = .88 (Do you behave in a dignified and 
respectful way while listening to the Polish national 
anthem?); Semi-active Citizenship – 5 items, Cron-
bach’s α = .64 (Do you try to behave in accordance 
with the rules and regulations, e.g. at school?); Per-
sonal Activity – 5 items, α = .73 (Do you aspire to 
be financially independent, responsible for yourself 
and your own life?); Political Activity – 2 items,  
α = .77 (When you turn 18, will you join a  politi-
cal party?); Social Activity – 10 items, α = .71 (Do 
you know the members of the school council?); 
Change-oriented Activity – 4 items, α = .79 (Do you 
take part in any activities or protests that might lead 
to change, e.g. collecting signatures for petitions, 
blocking the streets, protesting by hanging posters 
or banners, occupying buildings, etc.?).

Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener, Emmons, Lar-
son, & Griffin, 1985) consists of 5 items (e.g. In most 
ways my life is close to my ideal) with answers from 
1 (I  strongly disagree) to 7 (I  strongly agree); Cron-
bach’s α = .82. 

The Subjective Happiness Scale (Lyubomirsky 
&  Lepper, 1999) consists of 4 items (e.g.  “In gener-
al, I consider myself”) with scales ranging from 1 to 
7 with different variants of the answer (e.g. 1 – not 
a very happy person; 7 – a very happy person) and the 
4th item reversely coded; Cronbach’s α = .81. 

The Ladder of Need Scales allow one to measure 
satisfaction with 5 universal needs (basic existence 
needs, health, affiliation and love, respect, self-actu-
alization) with 0-10 scales; the sum of scores is an 
index of needs satisfaction; Cronbach’s α = .80. 

The Mood Questionnaire by Zalewska has three 
subscales for measuring frequency (from 0 – never, to 
6 – every day) of affective reactions connected with 
three dimensions of mood: pleasure (e.g. happy, sad), 
energy (e.g. lively, tired) and tension (e.g. composed, 
stressed). Each subscale consists of 8 items (4 with re-
verse code). Cronbach’s α for: Pleasure = .64, Energy 
= .70, Tension = .66.

Although we measured different components of 
SWB in our research, the present paper will only 
analyse the index of the superordinate construct of 
SWB understood as a  summary judgment of one’s 
life (Oishi et al., 2007). It was distinguished in princi-
pal component analysis (with eigenvalue 3.53 > 1) de-
signed for all components of SWB mentioned above. 
It explained 58.76% of variance of all components and 
was written as a regression function for all of them. 

results

In order to answer the question about simple rela-
tions between investigated constructs, correlational 

analyses were performed. Their results, presented in 
Table 1, show that four beliefs were relatively inde-
pendent. Moderate correlations occurred between 
both Collectivism dimensions (.40) and both Individ-
ualism dimensions (.34), but links between HI and 
both Collectivism dimensions were weak and posi-
tive, and those between VI and these two dimensions 
were close to zero and not significant. Also correla-
tions between Citizenship dimensions were weak or 
moderate (–.01 to .47). 

The data fully confirm Hypothesis H1.1 about 
positive relations between SWB and Citizenship di-
mensions – all these correlations were positive and 
significant, excluding political activity. SWB was 
moderately and positively associated with Horizon-
tal (HI and HC) and Collectivism orientations (HC 
and VC). These data only partly confirm hypothesis 
H1.2, because Vertical Individualism (VI) was not as-
sociated with SWB. 

The results in Table 1 also indicate that Citizenship 
dimensions oriented to general good (Social Activity, 
Passive and Semi-active Citizenship) were associated 
with both Collectivism beliefs (HC and VC), which 
confirms H1.3, and they did not correlate with Indi-
vidualism. Citizenship dimensions including person-
al benefits (Personal Activity and Political Activity) 
were positively linked to HI and VC. Personal activi-
ty was also positively linked to HC, as was expected 
according to H1.4, but they were not correlated with 
VI (Table 2). 

In relation to the question (Q2) about beliefs as 
predictors of SWB, a regression analysis on standard-
ized scores with the stepwise method was designed. 
Its results indicated that the best predictor of SWB 
among adolescents was HC, which alone explained 
over 20.00% of variance of SWB. All four dimensions 
were significant predictors of SWB (together explain-
ing 33.30%), although the simple (zero-level) correla-
tion between SWB and VI was not significant. When 
the influence of each belief was controlled for, even 
VI added significantly to the explanation of SWB, but 
its higher index predicted lower SWB.

In relation to questions Q3 (Is the influence of be-
liefs on Citizenship dimensions mediated by SWB?) 
and Q4 (Is the influence of SWB on Citizenship di-
mensions moderated by the beliefs?), six hierarchi-
cal regression analyses were conducted, each for one 
dimension of Citizenship separately. In each analysis 
3 models were designed: in the first model all the be-
liefs were introduced, in the second SWB was added, 
and products of beliefs and SWB were included in the 
third model. The results presented in Table 3 show 
that:
1)  The data partly confirm H4.1, because the prod-

uct of SWB and VC tended to be significant only 
for Passive and Semi-active Citizenship, but not 
significant for Social Activity. The negative value 
of Beta indicated that relations between SWB and 
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these dimensions (for Passive Citizenship r = .22,  
p = .027 and for Semi-Active Citizenship r = .38,  
p < .001) were stronger if VC was lower (correla-
tions for Passive r = .07 and Semi-Active Citizen-
ship r = .14 were not significant if the VC index 
was higher). 

2)  In relation to Social Activity, introducing SWB into 
the analysis in Model 2 diminished the beta value 
of HC and the Sobel test (value = 2.19, p = .028) con-
firmed the significance of partial SWB mediation 
in the relation between HC and Social Activity. Al-
though introducing SWB also diminished the beta 
value of VC, the Sobel test (value = 1.75, p = .080) 
was not significant. These results fully confirmed 
Hypothesis H3.1.

3)  Regarding Personal Activity, the data fully con-
firmed H3.2. Introducing SWB into the analysis 
diminished the beta value of HI and HC and the 
Sobel test (value = 4.17, p < .001 for HI and value = 
3.96, p < .001 for HC) confirmed SWB mediation in 
relations between these beliefs and Personal Ac-
tivity. 

4)  Political Activity was predicted only by indices of 
two beliefs, HI and VC; it was independent of SWB 
and products of SWB with beliefs. 

5)  Activity for Change tended to be higher only with 
higher SWB. 

6)  VI did not predict any Citizenship dimension.

discussion

This research provides a unique set of data, contrib-
uting to understanding of the relationship between 
the Horizontal/Vertical Individualism and Collectiv-
ism, SWB and citizenship behaviours of Polish youth 
living in the culture “in between individualism and 
collectivism”.

The results of correlational analyses showed that 
four dimensions of orientations were relatively inde-
pendent, which confirmed the validity of its multidi-
mensional conception. Moreover, links between HI 
and both Collectivism dimensions were weak and pos-
itive, and those between VI and these two dimensions 
were close to zero. According to Verkuyten (1995), 
such results are typical for collectivistic cultures, so in 
this context we can conclude that young Poles live in 
a more collectivistic than an individualistic society.

We found that Passive, Semi-active and Social Ac-
tivity were linked to each other to a moderate degree. 
Personal Activity was also positively associated with 
the above-mentioned dimensions. Political Activity 
and Change-oriented Activity were weakly or not 
associated with the other Citizenship dimensions. 
This pattern of correlations confirmed the validity of 
multidimensional conception of Citizenship and was 
similar to that obtained for early, middle and late ad-
olescents (Zalewska & Krzywosz-Rynkiewicz, 2011). Ta
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Table 2

Horizontal and Vertical Individualism or Collectivism orientations as predictors of subjective well-being –  
results of regression analysis on standardized scores (stepwise method)

Predictor B SE β ΔR2  

Horizontal Collectivism  .44 .06  .45*** .21***

Horizontal Collectivism  .40 .06  .41***

Horizontal Individualism  .29 .06  .29*** .08***

Horizontal Collectivism  .37 .06  .38***

Horizontal Individualism  .35 .06  .35***

Vertical Individualism –.18 .06 –.18** .03**

Horizontal Collectivism  .31 .06  .31***

Horizontal Individualism  .34 .06  .34***

Vertical Individualism –.19 .06 –.19**

Vertical Collectivism  .15 .06  .16* .02*

Constant –.003 .06
Note.  *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001. R = .58; R2 = .33, F(4, 205) = 25.56, p < .001. 

The obtained data confirm positive links between 
SWB and Citizenship dimensions except Political 
Activity. That is in accordance with data indicating 
that the link between SWB and political participa-
tion is not linear and the happiest people are not 
those most willing to engage in Politics (Oishi, Die-
ner, & Lucas, 2007). 

These results provide an additional argument 
supporting the hypothesis that SWB positively 
correlates with desirable positive activities (Ly-
ubomirsky, King, &  Diener, 2005), universally ac-
cepted Citizenship dimensions oriented for the 
general good such as Social, Passive and Semi-Ac-
tive Citizenship. They are also consistent with data 
collected by Veenhoven (1988) showing that SWB 
facilitated engagement in the social environment, 
being more open and venturesome (Social and 
Change-oriented Activity), as well as with data 
obtained by Fredrickson (2001) and Lyubomirsky 
(2001) indicating that happiness promotes actions 
oriented to building personal resources (Personal 
Activity). Summing up, the data confirm positive 
links of pleasant life (SWB) with meaningful life 
(Citizenship dimensions).

In this research SWB was positively associated 
with both Horizontal (HI, HC – emphasizing equal-
ity), and both Collectivism beliefs (HC, VC), asso-
ciated with interdependent self-construal, related-
ness, norms, and in-group goals. The first and best 
predictor of SWB among the Polish adolescents was 
HC (relationship-orientation, collaboration, empa-
thy, sociability, harmony). Such results are in accor-
dance with data indicating a  positive link between 
allocentrism and SWB, which is probably mediated 
by a level of social support and collective self-esteem 
(Battencourt & Dorr, 1997; Triandis, 2000). 

These results give additional insight into relations 
between Individualism and SWB among young Poles. 
It was found that HI (equality, freedom, autonomy) 
was beneficial for their SWB as idiocentrism was for 
SWB of Americans living in individualistic culture 
(Suh, 2002). Only VI, associated with self-interest 
and competition, was not linked with SWB in simple 
analysis (VI was suppressed by HI due to a positive 
relation with it – Cichocka &  Bilewicz, 2010), but 
its higher index predicted lower SWB, while HI and 
Collectivism beliefs were controlled. This relation 
is similar to findings obtained by Diener and Die-
ner (1995) and can be explained by a higher level of 
stress resulting from a stronger tendency to rivalry 
(Triandis, 2000). 

The findings also shed light on the complex mech-
anisms shaping Citizenship dimensions (each has 
different predictors) of the young Poles. They strong-
ly confirmed that the relations of Individualism and 
Collectivism with Citizenship dimensions were de-
pendent on the orientation of these dimensions: Cit-
izenship dimensions oriented to general good (Social 
Activity, Passive and Semi-active Citizenship) were 
associated with Collectivism beliefs and Citizenship 
dimensions also including personal benefits (person-
al growth, independence, specific status) like Person-
al and Political Activity were associated with HI and 
Collectivism beliefs. VI associated with self-interest 
and competition did not contribute to predicting any 
Citizenship dimension.

The results also proved that SWB mediated rela-
tions only between Horizontal orientations (empha-
sizing equality) and Active Citizenship dimensions 
– the higher were the Horizontal orientations, the 
higher was SWB, and the higher was SWB, the high-
er was Personal or Social Activity. VC (emphasizing 
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hierarchy) influenced Citizenship independently of 
SWB. Finally, they showed that VC moderated re-
lations between SWB and more passive Citizenship 
dimensions oriented to general good (Passive and 
Semi-active Citizenship) – the relations were not sig-
nificant when the VC index was high. These results 
can be explained by the fact that higher VC means 
priority of group goals and a stronger sense of ob-
ligation to undertake actions for the common good 
independently of the level of SWB (I should obey the 
regulation even if I am unhappy). When VC is lower, 
the obligation is smaller, and then the actions ori-
ented to the general good depend to a higher degree 
on the level of SWB. In other words, among young 
Poles higher Horizontal orientations facilitate flour-
ishing – achieving higher levels of both pleasant and 
some aspects of meaningful life. However, higher 
VC can hinder the coherence between pleasant and 

meaningful life – some people can develop mean-
ingful life (more passive Citizenship) even if their 
pleasant life is low. 

Antecedents of two Citizenship dimensions still 
remained relatively unknown because Political Ac-
tivity was predicted only to a small degree (7.40% of 
variance) by two orientations, HI and VC, and Activi-
ty for Change (2.60% of variance) was marginally pre-
dicted by SWB. It would be beneficial to include other 
personality variables and a wider age range of young 
people (e.g. university students) in further analyses. 
However, the main limitation of this study is the cor-
relational approach. Longitudinal research will allow 
real temporal associations between SWB and Citi-
zenship to be found, because civic engagement and 
volunteering can have positive effects on later SWB 
(Thoits & Hewitt, 2001; Son & Wilson, 2012). 

Table 3 

Horizontal and Vertical Individualism or Collectivism orientations, subjective well-being and their products as 
predictors of Citizenship dimensions – results of hierarchical regression analyses on standardized scores

Models/Variables Passive Semi-active Social Personal Political Change

Model 1 ΔR2 = .11*** ΔR2 = .12*** ΔR2 = .12*** ΔR2 = .16*** ΔR2 = .07** ΔR2 = .01

Horizontal Ind –.01 .02  .01 .27***  .21**  .04

Vertical Ind –.01 .02 –.01 .03 –.00 –.06

Horizontal Col   .18* .11  .27*** .18* –.11  .06

Vertical Col   .22** .29***  .13^ .09  .17* –.06

Model 2 ΔR2 = .01 ΔR2 = .05*** ΔR2 = .03* ΔR2 = .15*** ΔR2 = .001 ΔR2 = .02^

Horizontal Ind –.04 –.07 –.06 .12^  .20* –.01

Vertical Ind   .01  .07  .02 .12^  .01 –.04

Horizontal Col   .15^  .02  .21** .04 –.12  .01

Vertical Col   .20**  .25***  .10 .01  .16* –.09

SWB   .11  .27***  .20* .47***  .04  .16^

Model 3 ΔR2 = .04^ ΔR2 = .04^ ΔR2 = .01 ΔR2 = .004 ΔR2 = .03 ΔR2 = .03

Horizontal Ind  –.06 –.04

Vertical Ind   .03  .08

Horizontal Col   .16* –.01

Vertical Col   .20**  .22**

SWB   .12  .25**

SWB x Horizontal Ind –.01  .06

SWB x Vertical Ind –.09 –.12

SWB x Horizontal Col   .08 –.08

SWB x Vertical Col  –.15^ –.14^

Constant 3.17 3.42 2.63 3.39 1.59 1.93

Total R2  .16*** .21*** .15*** .31*** .10** .06

N 209 209 209 209 209 209
Note.  ^p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.
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conclusions

Among the Polish adolescents, pleasant life (SWB) has 
been positively linked to meaningful life (Citizenship 
dimensions). Individualism (HI, VI) and Collectivism 
(HC, VC) orientations are relatively independent, and 
their relations with SWB and Citizenship dimensions 
are complex. Higher Vertical Individualism predicts 
lower SWB but is not linked with Citizenship. Hor-
izontal (equality) and Collectivism (interdependent 
self-construal) orientations influence SWB. However, 
higher Horizontal orientations facilitate flourishing 
(achieving higher both pleasant and some aspects of 
meaningful life), but higher Vertical Collectivism can 
hinder the coherence between pleasant and mean-
ingful life – some people can develop meaningful life 
(more passive Citizenship) even if they experience 
rather low pleasant life. It is important to study what 
variables increase SWB, engagement in Citizenship 
behaviour and links between them, because all of 
them are necessary to attain “authentic happiness” 
and experience living a truly full life. In further anal-
yses, additional variables such as personality traits, 
sex, age or size of the community population should 
be taken into account in order to extend the knowl-
edge about these complex relations and their poten-
tial moderators.
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