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The Psychological Well-Being Scales (PWBS) is a questionnaire designed by Ryff (1989) to mea-
sure six dimensions of eudaimonic well-being: self-acceptance, positive relations with others,
autonomy, environmental mastery, purpose in life, and personal growth. Translated into several
dozen languages, this questionnaire is a commonly used instrument for measuring well-being. The
article presents the effects of work on the Polish adaptation of two versions of the PWBS: full
(84-item) and short (18-item), conducted as a series of four studies with a total sample of 2,035
participants aged 13 to 78.The results confirmed the reliability of the full version of the PWBS and
the six-factor structure of well-being. They also confirmed the criterion validity of the question-
naire, reflected in correlations with validation instruments.
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INTRODUCTION

For many years, the issues of well-being have had a significant place in the
psychological literature, both international (cf. Bornstein, Davidson, Keyes, &
Moore, 2003; Diener, 2000; Forgeard et al., 2011; Lopez & Snyder, 2011; Selig-
man, 2002, 2011) and Polish (cf. Czapinski, 2004; Czerw, 2011; Heszen-
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Niejodek, 1996; Kossakowska, 2014; Trzebinska, 2008). Various theories and
instruments are developed for measuring different aspects of well-being as con-
ceptualized by different authors.

The very term “well-being” appeared nearly 70 years ago, in the definition of
health formulated by the World Health Organization. According to that defini-
tion, health is “a state of complete physical, mental and social well-being and not
merely the absence of disease or infirmity” (WHO, 1948, p. 1).

Contemporary psychological approaches to well-being usually derive from
two philosophical traditions: hedonic and eudaimonic. The former draws on the
philosophy of Aristippus of Cyrene and defines well-being as the experience of
pleasure (Ryan & Deci, 2001) and subjective satisfaction with life (Diener, 1984;
Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985). The other tradition draws on Aristo-
telian eudaimonia, according to which well-being is not a subjective experience
of satisfaction with life (Ryan & Deci, 2001) but merely an feeling that accom-
panies the fulfillment of a person’s potential and life consistent with human na-
ture (Ryff, 1989; Waterman et al., 2010).

According to Trzebinska (2008), the eudaimonic approach is becoming in-
creasingly important at present, particularly in so-called positive psychology (cf.
Czapinski, 2004; Czerw, 2011; Lopez & Snyder, 2011; Trzebinska, 2008), whose
field of interest includes well-being, satisfaction with life, pleasure, happiness,
character strengths, and similar constructs.

One of the most popular conceptions of well-being is the one by Ryft (1989),
roted in the eudaimonic tradition. Ryff performed an extensive analysis of the
literature on issues of mental health, clinical psychology, and developmental
psychology, whose aim was to identify those aspects of positive mental function-
ing that may be criteria or aspects of well-being. The theoretical foundations of
Ryff’s conception include Rogers’s concept of the fully functioning person, All-
port’s theory of maturity, Neugarten’s theory of personality processes, Biihler’s
theory of life tendencies, Erikson’s theory of psychosocial development, Frankl
concept of will for meaning, Jahoda’s theory of mental health, Jung’s theory of
individuation, and Maslow’s theory of self-actualization (Ryff, 2014).

As a result of her extensive review of the literature, Ryff proposed six di-
mensions of well-being: self-acceptance, personal growth, purpose in life, auton-
omy, environmental mastery, and positive relations with others. The definitions
of these dimensions are presented in Table 1.
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Table 1
Dimensions of Psychological Well-Being (source: authors’ compilation based on Ryff, 1989)

Dimension of well-being Definition

A central feature of mental health, associated with self-actualization, op-
Self-Acceptance timal functioning, and maturity. Positive and realistic attitude towards
oneself, acceptance of one’s own virtues and vices.

The experience of warm, trusting interpersonal relations; the ability to
experience affection and empathy for other people and to enter into rela-
tionships of deep friendship and intimacy.

Positive Relations
With Others

Independence and self-determination; resistance to external pressure and
Autonomy the regulation of behavior from within. Evaluating oneself by personal
standards, associated with a sense of freedom and coping in everyday life.

The sense of agency and competence, crucial in human development, as
well as the ability to transform environments in accordance with one’s

Environmental needs and values; coping with complex environmental conditions.Taking
Mastery . . . . L
advantage of the opportunities that life brings and active participation in
one’s environment.
A belief in one’s life being focused on the achievement of an important
Purpose in Life goal; the ability to set and perform life tasks; having views and beliefs that

give a sense of meaning and purpose in life as well as a sense of intention-
ality and directedness. Being productive and creative.

The ability to improve one’s skills and realize one’s potential; seeking the
Personal Growth paths of further development; a sense that the challenges undertaken lead to
a growth of competence; self-realization; openness to experience.

Ryff (1989) stressed that the value of her theory consisted in the fact that it
did not focus only on the short-term experience of positive affect or positive
emotions (as is the case with theories rooted in the hedonic perspective) but
treated well-being more holistically, as an intrinsic element of normal human
development.

The investigated correlates of psychological well-being as conceptualized by
Ryff belong to the following domains: human development, personality, interper-
sonal relationships, professional development, health, and psychopathologies
(Ryff, 2014). As studies have shown, eudaimonic well-being turned out to be
a strong indicator of normal human psychological development, which was con-
firmed, for instance, by its associations with positive identity achievement (Ber-
zonsky & Cieciuch, 2016; Vleioras & Bosma, 2005) and ego integrity (James,
& Zarett, 2005). As regards personality traits, research (Ryff, 2008) showed that
personal growth was positively correlated with openness to experience, positive
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relations with agreeableness, and environmental mastery, sense of having a pur-
pose in life, and self-acceptance with extraversion, conscientiousness as well as
negatively with neuroticism. Ryff (2014) also cites research results confirming
the positive associations of a number of other personality variables with well-
-being, namely: optimism, sense of control, stable self-esteem (associations with
autonomy, environmental mastery, and purpose in life), internal emotion regula-
tion, empathy, and emotional intelligence.

The six aspects of well-being (particularly positive relations with others) are
also associated with satisfactory family and marital relationships as well as with
commitment to social and occupational roles (Ryff, 2014; Strauser, Lustig, &
Ciftei, 2008). Finally, psychological well-being turned out to be not only an out-
come of earlier health — mental as well as biological (Heidrich & Ryff, 1993) —
but also their predictor (Ryff, 2014): the relationship between well-being and
these variables turned out to be bidirectional. An extensive review of tens of
articles concerning the results of several decades of research on the predictors of
well-being has been presented by Ryff (2014) in one of her latest publications.

For measuring the six dimensions of well-being she distinguished, Ryff
(1989) proposed the Psychological Well-Being Scales. This questionnaire had
versions of different length (Ryff, 2014). The first version consisted of 120 items
(20 per scale). It was then reduced to 84 items. Short versions were also devel-
oped, consisting of 18 or 21 items, and even a 7-item version was designed. The
most often used ones are the full 84-item version and the short 18-item version.

Nearly thirty years have elapsed since the emergence of Ryff’s theory. The
questionnaire for measuring the six dimensions proposed by Ryff has been used
in tens of publications (cf. Ryff, 2014), most of which confirmed the six-factor
structure of well-being (cf. Ryff, 2014; Ryff & Keyes, 1995; Ryff & Singer,
2006; van Dierendonck, 2004), though there were also studies challenging it
(Abbot, Ploubidis, Huppert, Kuh, & Croudace, 2010; Katka & Kozma, 2002;
Springer & Hauser, 2006) — weaker factorial results were usually obtained for
longer versions of the questionnaire, in which analyses were performed at the
level of items; this is understandable, as more sophisticated models tend to be
less well fitted.

The questionnaire has been adapted into more than 30 languages (as reported
in Ryff, 2014), including: Chinese (Cheng & Chang, 2005), Finnish (Liebkind
& Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2000), French (Salama-Younes, Ismail, Montazeri, & Ron-
cin, 2011), Greek (Vleioras & Bosma, 2005), Spanish (Diaz et al., 2006), Japa-
nese (Kitamura et al., 2004), Korean (Kim, Kim, Cha, & Lim, 2007), Italian (Si-
rigatti et al., 2009), Portuguese (Fernandes, Vasconcelos-Raposo, & Teixeira,
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2010), Romanian (Kallay & Rus, 2014), Serbian (Nisevi¢ & Cigi¢, 2013), Slove-
nian (éarotar, Treven, & Cancer, 2015), Swedish (Lindfors, Berntsson, & Lund-
berg, 2006), and Taiwanese (Lin, 2015). One of the Polish versions is the 42-item
adaptation by Krok (2009).

THE PROBLEM AND AIM
OF THE PRESENT STUDY

The aim of the present paper is to present the psychometric properties of the
Polish adaptations of two versions of the Psychological Well-Being Scales: 84-
-item and 18-item versions, which are the most often used ones in the literature.
In particular, we tested the reliability of both versions, their factorial validity, and
their construct validity based on the analysis of correlations with external con-
structs: self-esteem, need for social approval, satisfaction with life, social well-
-being, sense of coherence, and personality traits.

The first step was to analyze the internal consistency of each scale of the
Polish adaptation of the Psychological Well-Being Scales. We used the Cron-
bach’s a coefficient for this purpose. Next, we tested the normality of distribu-
tion for well-being as conceptualized by Ryff and for each of its six dimensions.

In the next step we tested the factorial validity of the Polish version of the
questionnaire based on the analysis of the factor structure of well-being: we
compared the one-factor and six-factor models using confirmatory factor analy-
sis (CFA) — performed on parcels for the full version of the questionnaire and on
items in the case of the short version.

The final step was the analysis of criterion validity of the Polish version of
the questionnaire — for this purpose, we analyzed the correlations between PWBS
scores and the scores on other instruments measuring constructs that should, by
nature, correlate positively with eudaimonic well-being: the Rosenberg Self-
-Esteem Scale (1965), the Satisfaction With Life Scale by Diener et al. (1985),
the Social Well-Being Scale developed by Keyes (1998) for measuring social
well-being, and Antonovsky’s (1993) Life Orientation Questionnaire for measur-
ing sense of coherence. Additional validation instruments were: the International
Personality Item Pool by Goldberg et al. (2006) for measuring the Big Five per-
sonality traits (which, in accordance with Ryff's assumptions discussed in the
theoretical section, correlate with the six dimensions of well-being) and the So-
cial Approval Scale by Stober (2001).
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METHOD

Participants and Procedure

We conducted four studies: two samples completed the short (18-item) ver-
sion of PWBS and two other samples completed the longer (84-item) version.
Descriptive statistics and demographic data for the tested groups are presented
Table 2. The total number of participants in the four studies was 2,035.

The participants were students of various majors (science, humanities, social
sciences) from several higher education institutions located in Warsaw as well as
non-students. They completed the paper-and-pencil versions of the question-
naires. Participation in the studies was voluntary and anonymous, and the partic-
ipants did not receive any remuneration.

Table 2
Sample Sizes and Descriptive Statistics
N Mage SD.ge % of women

18-item version
Study 1 503 24.43 (17-55) 6.56 75.6
Study 2 683 27.14 (24-81) 12.16 64.9
84-item version
Study 3 847 24.42 (17-58) 7.13 60.5
Study 4 272 24.41 (19-68) 7.21 81.9

Note. N —number of subjects, M,y — mean age, SD,,. — standard deviation.

Measures

Psychological Well-Being Scales (PWBS; Ryff, 1989). The Polish version
of the questionnaire was prepared with the approval of the author of the original
version. The items were translated into Polish and then translated back into
English by a person proficient in both languages. The final version was approved
by the author of the original questionnaire.

The full version consists of 84 items; about half of them (39) are reverse-
coded items and the others are positively keyed. The short version of the ques-
tionnaire consists of selected items from the full version (10 positively keyed and
8 reverse-coded items). Both the full version and the short version are self-report
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questionnaires, with a 6-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to
6 (strongly agree). In Study 1, however, we exceptionally used a 5-point re-
sponse format due to the fact that this study was part of a larger international
project and that this particular response scale was used in other countries taking
part in the project.

The score for each scale is computed as the mean score for the items making
up a given scale. It is also possible to compute the overall score. Internal consis-
tency coefficients (Cronbach’s a) are presented in Table 3.

The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (SES; Rosenberg, 1965; adapted into
Polish by Laguna, Lachowicz-Tabaczek, & Dzwonkowska, 2007). SES is a 10-
-item self-report questionnaire measuring general self-esteem, understood as posi-
tive and negative attitude towards the self. All items are rated on a 4-point Likert
scale from 1 (strongly agree) to 4 (strongly disagree). We used this questionnaire
in Study 3. Internal consistency measured as Cronbach’s o coefficient was .68.

Social Desirability Scale-17 (SDS-17; Stober, 2001; adapted into Polish by
Fronczyk, Skrzynski, and Cieciuch, 2012). A scale measuring the need for social
approval, which consists of 16 self-report items rated on a nominal two-point
scale (true/false). We used this questionnaire in Study 3. Internal consistency
measured as Cronbach’s a coefficient was .71.

Satisfaction With Life Scale (SWLS; Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin,
1985; adapted into Polish by Juczynski, 2001). It is a self-report questionnaire
measuring general satisfaction with life (which is a cognitive aspect of hedonic
well-being). This instrument consists of five items with a response scale from
1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). We used it in Study 1, and its internal
consistency measured as Cronbach’s o was .77.

Social Well-Being Scale (SWB; Keyes, 1998; adapted into Polish by Karas,
Najderska, & Cieciuch, 2013). It is a self-report questionnaire for measuring
social well-being as conceptualized by Keyes (1998), which — like the well-being
conceptualized by Ryff (1989) — has a eudaimonic character. The scale consists
of 33 items measuring five dimensions of social well-being, rated on a scale from
1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). We used this instrument in Study 1.
Cronbach’s o internal consistency was .68 for Social Integration, .82 for Social
Acceptance, .77 for Social Contribution, .70 for Social Actualization, .70 for
Social Coherence, and .88 for the overall score.

Life Orientation Questionnaire (SOC-29; Antonovsky, 1993; adapted into
Polish by Koniarek, Dudek, & Makowska, 1993). This self-report questionnaire
measuring sense of coherence (understood as comprehensibility, manageability,
and meaningfulness) consists of 29 positively keyed and reverse-coded items,
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rated on a scale from 1 to 7 (with different response formats), making up three
scales. We used this questionnaire in Study 4; its internal consistency measured
as Cronbach’s a was .74 for the Comprehensibility scale, .78 for the Manageabil-
ity scale, .80 for the Meaningfulness scale, and .90 for the overall score.

International Personality Item Pool-Big Five Markers—50 (IPIP-BFM-50;
Goldberg et al., 2006; adapted into Polish by Strus, Cieciuch, & Rowinski,
2014). The questionnaire measures the personality traits included in the Big Five
model. It consists of 50 self-report items rated on a scale from 1 (very inaccu-
rate) to 5 (very accurate). We used this questionnaire in Study 2. Internal consi-
stency measured as Cronbach’s o coefficient was .89 for Extraversion, .84 for
Agreeableness, .80 for Conscientiousness, .87 for Emotional Stability, and .80
for Intellect.

RESULTS

Criterion validity of the Polish version
of the Psychological Well-Being Scales and descriptive statistics

To assess the internal consistency of particular scales and the Polish version
of the Psychological Well-Being Scales as a whole, we used Cronbach’s a coeffi-
cient. The results are presented in Table 3. Descriptive statistics (mean scores,
standard deviations, skewness, and kurtosis) for each tested group are presented
in Table 4. Based on the values of skewness and kurtosis, it can be concluded
that the distribution of well-being is close to normal: for each of the tested
groups, for each scale in both versions of the PWBS these values range between
-land 1.

Table 3
Cronbach’s a Internal Consistency Coefficients for PWBS Scales
18-item version 84-item version
Study 1 Study 2 Study 3 Study 4

Self-Acceptance .64 .59 .86 .90
Positive Relations With Others A7 .52 .85 .85
Autonomy .52 53 .79 19
Environmental Mastery .50 .53 .81 .84
Purpose in Life .40 47 .84 .89
Personal Growth .52 .60 18 18

Overall score .79 .82 95 .96
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The above coefficients show that specific scales of the short version of the
questionnaire (administered in Studies 1 and 2) have insufficient reliability while
the overall score has acceptable reliability, which means that, in principle, only
the overall level of well-being should be interpreted and analyzed on the basis of
scores obtained in this questionnaire but the six dimensions of well-being should
not. By contrast, the full version (administered in Studies 3 and 4) has high reli-
ability both in the case of the six dimensions of well-being and in the case of the
overall score, which means this is the version that should be used in studies
whose aim is to investigate particular dimensions of well-being.

Table 4
Descriptive Statistics for Individual Scales and Overall PWBS Score in Studies 1/2/3/4
M SD S K

Self-Acceptance 3.46/4.18/4.00/4.19 0.73/0.94/0.72/0.82 __%‘;15//__%35%/ -0.04/0.01/0.13/0.71
Positive Relations -0.56/-0.74/
With Others 4.00/4.71/4.40/4.55 0.62/0.85/0.71/0.72 0.18/-0.51 -0.05/0.29/-0.34/-0.05
Autonomy 3.73/4.29/4.14/4.40 0.64/0.84/0.62/0.65 _8(1)5;_8‘1‘3/ -0.29/0.07/-0.13/0.63
Evironmental 3.71/4.41/4.13/4.14 0.58/0.78/0.63/0.70 -0.33/-038/ 0.16/0.07/0.07/0.11
Mastery ’ ’ ’ ’ ' ’ ' ' -0.30/-0.09 ' ’ ' '
Purpose in Life 3.94/4.55/43/4.54  0.64/0.93/0.68/0.72 '_%‘;i//'_ %Z%/ 0.29/-0.08/-0.24/0.18
Personal Growth  4.03/4.65/4.27/4.58  0.55/0.85/0.57/0.55 _?62103/;8'(5);/ -0.10/0.10/0.11/0.29
Overall score 3.81/4.46/4.21/4.41 0.41/0.60/0.53/0.54 -_(())?15//__%32%/ -0.05/0.01/-0.27/0.06

Note. In Study 1 we used a 5-point (1-5) response format, and in the remaining studies we used a 6-point (1-6)
format.

The factor structure of well-being

To test the structure of well-being as conceptualized by Ryff and measured
with the PWBS, we performed a confirmatory factor analysis on items (in the
case of the short version of PWBS) and using the parceling method (in the case
of the 84-item version, randomly dividing the items of each scale into clusters,
computing mean scores for these clusters and introducing them as observable
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variables into factor analysis). The use of parceling, also known as item cluster-
ing procedure (cf. Cieciuch, 2010), decreases the risk of making nonsystematic
measurement errors, and the clustering of items (in a random manner in the
present study) ensures higher reliability than the use of individual items as well
as brings their distribution close to normal (Bandalos & Finney, 2001).

We compared the fit of two models. Model 1 comprised one general factor
of well-being, loaded by all items; Model 2 comprised six latent factors (the di-
mensions proposed by Ryff): self-acceptance, positive relations with others, au-
tonomy, environmental mastery, purpose in life, and personal growth. We per-
formed the above analyses separately for each study.

Table 5
Fit Indices of the Tested Models
Model 1 Model 2
18-item version
Study 1
1 569.670 375.658
df 135 120
CFI 703 825
RMSEA [90% CI] .080 [.073, .087] .065 [.058, .073]
SRMR .068 .056
Study 2
1 947.537 735.447
df 135 120
CFI 673 753
RMSEA [90% CI] .096 [.090, .102] .089 [.083, .095]
SRMR 753 067
84-item version
Study 3
1 1935,387 414.834
df 135 120
CFI .802 968
RMSEA [90% CI] 125120, .130] 054 [.048, .059]
SRMR .070 .032
Study 4
v 925.705 264.207
df 135 120
CFI 754 955
RMSEA [90% CI] .149 [.140, .158] 068 [.057, .079]
SRMR .088 .040
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The fit indices of the models are presented in Table 5. According to the
commonly used criteria (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Marsh, Hau, & Wen, 2004), fit
indices in factor analysis should be >.900 for CFI (Comparative Fix Index) and
<.08 for RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation) as well as SRMR
(Standardized Root Mean Square Residual).

For the short version of the PWBS the values of most fit indices were insuf-
ficient for the model to be considered wellfitted to the data (only RMSEA and
SRMR were acceptable for some models). For the full version of the question-
naire, with 84 items, the well-fitted model was Model 2, comprising six latent
factors (in Study 4 and in Study 5), while the model postulating the existence of
only one latent factor did not have acceptable fit. We also tested intergroup mea-
surement invariance between women and men for Model 2 in Study 3 (as the one
with the largest sample; in Studies 1 and 2 invariance could not be tested due to
insufficient CFI values, just like in the case of Model 1, with one general well-
-being factor). The results revealed scalar invariance.

Moreover, Table 6 presents correlations between the scales of the PWBS
questionnaire. Some of the scales are highly correlated with each other, but the
full version of the questionnaire makes it possible to distinguish them in the
measurement model with parceling.

Table 6
Correlations Between the Scales of the PWBS Questionnaire (Study 1/Study 2/Study 3/Study 4)*

Self Positive Environ- P Personal
Accee ténce Relations Autonomy mental iﬁrf.ofse ¢ (?rzgvti

P With Others Mastery !
Self- - 21/35/31/.  .06/25/21/.  .05/.28.35/.  .10/24/.47/.  .07/.21/.22/.
Acceptance 29 22 46 57 29
Positive
5&1‘“’“5 42/.43/.59/.53 - 07/.19/.17/.13 .11/.27/.27/.28 .10/.42/.32/.30 .08/.31/.27/.18
Others
Autonomy  .33/.38/.54/.46 .14/.25/.42/.28 - 09/.17/.17/.17 .06/.13/.21/20 .08/.14/.13/.14
Environ-
mental 52/.50/.71/.80 .37/.42/.54/.53 .35/.32/.50/.41 - 105/.24/.27/.46 .06/.24/.21/.23
Mastery
fnug’i?:e 27/.32/73/.77 29/.47/.52/.45 .15/.18/.47/.40 .29/.38/.75/.72 - .07/.31/.28/.31
Eerf\‘;‘}?l 28/.35/.58/.60 .27/.46/.57/.44 32/.24/.49/.44 32/.43/.60/.55 .39/.50/.65/.64 -

Note. * Above the diagonal: scores computed based on the key; below the diagonal: correlations of latent
variables in CFA. All correlations significant at .01 (two-tailed).
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Criterion validity of the Polish version
of the Psychological Well-Being Scales

To analyze the criterion validity of the Polish version of the PWBS, we per-
formed an analysis of correlations for between PWBS scores and the scores on
validation instruments. The results are presented in Table 7.

Table 7
Correlations of PWBS Scale Scores and Overall Score with Validation Instrument Scores
soc? 4 s
SWLS'  SWB!' SES’  Comprehen- Soc” SoC
o Manageability =~ Meaningfulness
sibility
Self-Acceptance .63%* ST .63%** 58 .68%** TTE*
Positive Rela-
tions With 34%* S1E* 38%* 37%* ST A8**
Others
Autonomy 18%** 23%* A40** 31 28%* 37
Environmental 20%* 455 53k 65%* 69%* 71
Mastery ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’
Purpose in Life 21%* 30%** 50%* 50%* 52 15
Personal Growth 29%* 38%* A40%* 32%* A45%* 647
Well-Being — 53k 61%* 59k 59k 67%% 7Q%*
overall score ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’
IPIP? IPIP? IPIP? IPIP? IPIP? SDS?
Extrav. Agreeab. Consc. Stabil. Intellect
Self-Acceptance 27* 18* 14%* 33 21 21%*
Positive Rela-
tions With 29%* A5¥* 14%* .09* 20% 25%*
Others
Autonomy 29%* .08* .05 22%* 30%* 3%
Environmental 1% D5k 305 30k 1755 29
Mastery . . . . . .
Purpose in Life 3% 29%* 21%* .03 .19% 23%*
Personal Growth 3% 32%* 29%* .04 38%* 19%*
Well-Being - 31 3% 27%% 24% 35%% 26%*

overall score

Note." Study 1;? Study 2; * Study 3; * Study 4; ** correlation significant at .01 (two-tailed). * correlation signifi-
cant at .05 (two-tailed).

As expected, PWBS scores were significantly correlated with the validation
measures, and the direction of these correlations was consistent with predictions.
Particularly worth noting are the high correlations of well-being dimensions (es-
pecially self-acceptance) with self-esteem, which is consistent with expectations
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and with the results of previous studies (cf. Ryff, 2014). Correlations with SWLS
scores are significant but lower, which confirms, on the one hand, that the PWBS
measures well-being, and on the other — that eudaimonic well-being is distinct
from hedonic well-being (the latter being measured by SWLS). Higher correla-
tions were found for a different instrument measuring well-being — the SWB
questionnaire. Social well-being as conceptualized by Keyes (1998), measured
by this questionnaire, is also eudaimonic in nature, which means this result is
consistent with expectations and confirms the criterion validity of the PWBS.

The coefficients are also high for the correlations of well-being as conceptu-
alized by Ryff with the dimensions of sense of coherence, which confirms not
only the criterion validity of the instrument but also the eudaimonic character of
the measured construct.

As regards the correlations between PWBS dimensions and personality traits,
the values are similar to those given by Ryff (2014). Correlations with well-being
were the lowest for conscientiousness and emotional stability and the highest for
agreeableness (which is particularly associated with positive relations with others).

Finally, the relatively low correlations between PWBS scales (and overall
PWBS) show that the questionnaire is only slightly burdened with error stem-
ming from the respondents’ high need for social approval.

DISCUSSION

The main aim of the presented research was to test the psychometric proper-
ties of the Polish version of the questionnaire for measuring psychological well-
-being as conceptualized in the eudaimonic perspective — the Psychological Well-
-Being Scales (Ryff, 1989), measuring six dimensions of this well-being: self-
-acceptance, positive relations with others, autonomy, environmental mastery,
purpose in life, and personal growth.

Reliability analysis of the two versions of the questionnaire revealed that in
order to interpret the scores on each well-being scale it is necessary to use the
full version of the PWBS — reliability coefficients for the short version turned out
to be unsatisfactory, while the reliability of the 84-item version was acceptable
(all coefticients above .70).

Another aim of the presented research was to test the structure of well-being,
since the previously obtained results were not unambiguous (cf. Abbot et al.,
2010; Ryft, 2014). In the studies in which weaker factorial results had previously
been obtained, researchers performed item-level analysis (Abbot et al., 2010;
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Kafka & Kozma, 2002; Springer & Hauser, 2006). It turned out, however, that
after introducing the item clustering (parceling) procedure into confirmatory
factor analysis the results confirmed the six-factor structure of well-being postu-
lated by Ryff (1989). Also in this case, we obtained satisfactory results for the
full version of the PWBS. Still, it should be noted that the parceling procedure is
also sometimes criticized as an insufficient test of a measurement model. From
the point of view of our research aims, what we were more interested in in con-
firmatory factor analysis was the structure of relations between dimensions rather
than the measurement model with 84 items in the strict sense.

The Polish version of the PWBS had acceptable criterion validity, too: its
scores correlated strongly with self-esteem, satisfaction with life (in this case
correlations were lower, which highlights the eudaimonic nature of well-being as
conceptualized by Ryff), as well as with social well-being and sense of coher-
ence. Moreover, the results of the presented research show that the examined
questionnaire is not burdened by sensitivity to the respondents’ need for social
approval.

In sum, it can be said that the Polish 84-item version of the PWBS is a valid
and reliable measure that can successfully be used in research. The results sup-
plement the existing studies on the theory of well-being, conducted by Ryff
(1989, 2014).

REFERENCES

Abbott, R., Ploubidis, G., Huppert, F., Kuh, D., Croudace, T. (2010). An evaluation of the precision
of measurement of Ryft’s Psychological Well-Being Scales in a population sample. Social In-
dicators Research, 97, 357-373.

Antonovsky, A. (1993). The structure and properties of the Sense of Coherence Scale. Social
Science & Medicine, 36, 725-733.

Bandalos, D. L., & Finney, S. J. (2001). Item parceling issues in structural equation modeling. In
G. A. Marcoulides & R. E. Schumacker (Eds.), New developments and techniques in structur-
al equation modeling (pp. 269-296). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erblaum Associates, Inc.

Berzonsky, M. D., & Cieciuch, J. (2016). Mediational role of identity commitment in relationships
between identity processing style and psychological well-being. Journal of Happiness Stu-
dies, 17(1), 145-162.

Bornstein, M. H., Davidson, L., Keyes, C. L. M., & Moore, K. A. (2003), Well-being. Positive
development across the life course. London: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Cheng, S.-T., & Chang, A. C. (2005). Measuring psychological well-being in the Chinese. Person-
ality and Individual Differences, 38, 1307-1316.

Cieciuch, J. (2010). Pigcioczynnikowa stuktura osobowosci we wezesnej adolescencji [The five-
-factor structure of personality in early adolescence]. Studia Psychologica, 10,251-271.



POLISH ADAPTATION OF PSYCHOLOGICAL WELL-BEING SCALES 851

Czapinski, J. (2004). Psychologia pozytywna. Nauka o szczesciu, zdrowiu, sile i cnotach czlowieka
[Positive psychology: A science of human happiness, health, strength, and values]. Warsaw,
Poland: Wydawnictwo Naukowe PWN.

Czerw, A. (2011). Psychologia pozytywna i jej rozwdj w Polsce [Positive psychology and its de-
velopment in Poland]. Psychologia Jakosci Zycia, 10(1), 1-6.

Diaz, D., Rodriguez-Carvajal, R., Blanco, A., Moreno-Jimenez, B., Gallardo, 1., Valle, C., & van
Dierendonck, D. (2006). Spanish adaptation of the Psychological Well-Being Scales (PWBS).
Psicothema, 18(3), 572-577.

Diener, E. (1984). Subjective well-being. Psychological Bulletin, 95(3), 542-575.

Diener, E. (2000). Subjective well-being: The science of happiness and a proposal for a national
index. American Psychologist, 55(1), 34-43.

Diener, E., Emmons, R. A., Larsen, R. J., & Griffin, S. (1985). The Satisfaction With Life Scale.
Journal of Personality Assessment, 49, 71-75.

Fernandes, H. M., Vasconcelos-Raposo, J., & Teixeira, C. M. (2010). Preliminary analysis of the
psychometric properties of Ryft’s Scales of Psychological Well-Being in Portuguese adoles-
cents. The Spanish Journal of Psychology, 13(2), 1032-1043.

Forgeard, M. J. C., Jayawickreme, E., Kern, M., & Seligman, M. E. P. (2011). Doing the right thing:
Measuring wellbeing for public policy. International Journal of Wellbeing, 1(1), 79-106.

Fronczyk, K., Skrzynski, W., & Cieciuch, J. (2012). Polska adaptacja The Social Desirability
Scale-17 (SDS-17) [A Polish adaptation of the Social Desirability Scale-17 (SDS-17)]. Un-
published materials.

Goldberg, L. R., Johnson, J. A., Eber, H. W., Hogan, R., Ashton, M. C., Cloninger, C. R., &
Gough, H. G. (2006). The International Personality Item Pool and the future of public-domain
personality measures. Journal of Research in Personality, 40(1), 84-96.

Heidrich, S. M., & Ryff, C. D. (1993). Physical and mental health in later life: The self-system as
mediator. Psychology and Aging, 8, 327-338.

Heszen-Niejodek, 1. (1996). Jakos$¢ zycia w badaniach psychologicznych [Quality of life in psy-
chological research]. Sigskie Studia Historyczno-Teologiczne, 29, 251-255.

Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis:
Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling, 6(1), 1-55.

James, J. B., & Zarrett N. (2005). Ego integrity in the lives of older women: A follow-up of moth-
ers from the Sears, Maccoby, and Levin (1951) Patterns of Child Rearing Study. Journal of
Adult Development, 12, 155-167.

Juczynski, Z. (2001). Narzedzia pomiaru w promocji zdrowia [Measurement instruments in health
promotion]. Warsaw, Poland: Psychological Test Laboratory of the Polish Psychological As-
sociation.

Kafka, G. J., & Kozma, A. (2002). The construct validity of Ryff’s Scales of Psychological Well-
-Being (SPWB) and their relationship to measures of subjective well-being. Social Indicators
Research, 57, 171-190.

Kallay, E., & Rus, C. (2014). Psychometric properties of the 44-item version of Ryff’s Psychologi-
cal Well-Being Scale. European Journal of Psychological Assessment, 30(1), 15-21.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759/a000163.

Kara$, D., Najderska, M., & Cieciuch, J. (2013, May). Polish adaptation of Keyes's Social Well-
-Being Scale. Paper presented at the 1st International Congress on Positive Psychology in So-
pot, Poland.

Keyes, C. L. M. (1998). Social well-being. Social Psychology Quarterly, 61, 121-140.



852 DOMINIKA KARAS, JAN CIECIUCH

Kim, M. S., Kim, H. W,, Cha, K, H., & Lim, J. (2007). What makes Koreans Happy? Exploration
on the structure of happy life among Korean adults. Social Indicators Research, 82, 265-286.

Kitamura, T., Yasuko, K., Gatayama, R., Matsuoka, T., Miura, S., & Yamaba, K. (2004). Ryff’s
Psychological Well-Being Inventory: Factorial structure and life history correlates among
Japanese university students. Psychological Reports, 94, 83-103. Retrieved from:
http://dx.doi.org/10.2466/pr0.94.1.83-103.

Koniarek, J., Dudek, B., & Makowska, Z. (1993). Kwestionariusz Orientacji Zyciowej. Adaptacja
The Sense of Coherence Questionnaire (SOC) A. Antonovsky’ego [The Life Orientation
Questionnaire: Adaptation of A. Antonovsky’s Sense of Coherence Questionnaire (SOC)].
Przeglqd Psychologiczny, 36,491-502.

Kossakowska, M. (2014). Positive psychology in Poland — Introduction. Polish Psychological
Bulletin, 45(2), 101-102.

Krok, D. (2009). Religijnos¢ a jakos¢ zycia w perspektywie mediatoréw psychospolecznych [Reli-
giosity and quality of life in the perspective of psychosocial mediators]. Opole, Poland: Facul-
ty of Theology Press, University of Opole.

Liebkind, K., & Jasinskaja-Lahti, I. (2000). Acculturation and psychological well-being among
immigrant adolescents in Finland. Journal of Adolescent Research, 15(4), 446-469.

Lin, C.-C. (2015). Validation of the Psychological Well-Being Scale for use in Taiwan. Social
Behavior and Personality, 43(5), 867-874.

Lindfors, P., Berntsson, L., & Lundberg, U. (2006). Factor structure of Ryff’s Psychological well-
-being scales in Swedish female and male white-collar workers. Personality and Individual
Differences, 40, 1213-1222.

Lopez, S. J., & Snyder, C. R. (2011). The Oxford handbook of positive psychology. Second edition.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Laguna, M., Lachowicz-Tabaczek, K., & Dzwonkowska, I. (2007). Skala samooceny SES Morrisa
Rosenberga — polska adaptacja metody [Morris Rosenberg’s Self-Esteem Scale — A Polish
adaptation]. Psychologia Spoteczna, 2(02/04), 164-176.

Marsh, H. W., Hau, K.-T., & Wen, Z. (2004). In search of golden rules: Comment on hypothesis-
-testing approaches to setting cutoff values for fit indexes and dangers in overgeneralizing Hu
and Bentler’s (1999) findings. Structural Equation Modeling, 11(3), 320-341.

Nisevi¢, S., & Cigi¢, D. (2013). Ryff's Psychological Well-Being Scales: Factor structure of Ser-
bian version. Current Topics in Neurology, Psychiatry & Borderline Disciplines, 21(2/4), 8-
17.

Rosenberg, M. (1965). Society and the adolescent self-image. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press.

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2001). On happiness and human potentials: A review of research on
hedonic and eudaimonic well-being. Annual Review of Psychology, 52, 141-166.

Ryft, C. D. (1989). Happiness is everything, or is it? Explorations on the meaning of psychological
well-being. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 57, 1069-1081.

Ryft, C. D. (2008). Challenges and opportunities at the interface of aging, personality, and well-
-being. In O. P. John, R. W. Robins, & L. A. Pervin (Eds.), Handbook of personality: Theory
and research. New York, Guilford Press, 399-418.

Ryft, C. D. (2014). Psychological well-being revisited: Advances in the science and practice of
eudaimonia. Psychotherapy and Psychosomatics, 83(1), 10-28.

Ryff, C. D., & Keyes, C. L. M. (1995). The structure of psychological well-being revisited. Jour-
nal of Personality and Social Psychology, 69(4), 719-727.



POLISH ADAPTATION OF PSYCHOLOGICAL WELL-BEING SCALES 853

Salama-Younes, M., Ismail, A., Montazeri, A., & Roncin, C. (2011). Factor structure of the French
Ryff's Psychological Well-Being Scales for active older adults. In 1. Brdar (Eds.), The human
pursuit of well-being: A cultural approach (pp. 203-212). New York: Springer Science +
Business Media.

Sarotar, Z., Treven, S., & Cancer, V. (2015). Employees in Slovenia and their psychological well-
-being based on Ryff's model of psychological well-being. Social Indicators Research, 121(2),
483-502.

Seligman, M. E. P. (2002). Authentic happiness. New York: Free Press.

Seligman, M. E. P. (2011). Flourish: A visionary new understanding of happiness and well-being.
New York: Free Press.

Sirigatti, S., Stefanile, C., Giannetti, E., lani, L., Penzo, 1., & Mazzeschi, A. (2009). Assessment of
factor structure of Ryff’s Psychological Well-Being Scales in Italian adolescents. Bollettino di
Psicologia Applicata, 259, 30-50.

Springer, K. W., & Hauser, R. M. (2006). An assessment of the construct validity of Ryff’s Scales
of Psychological Well-Being: Method, mode, and measurement effects. Social Science Re-
search, 35, 1080-1102.

Stober, J. (2001). The Social Desirability Scale-17. Convergent validity, discriminant validity, and
relationship with age. European Journal of Psychological Assessment, 17(3), 222-232.

Strauser, D. R., Lustig D. C., & Cift¢1, A. (2008). Psychological well-being: Its relation to work
personality, vocational identity, and career thoughts. The Journal of Psychology, 142, 21-35.

Strus, W., Cieciuch, J., & Rowinski, T. (2014). Polska adaptacja kwestionariusza IPIP-BFM-50 do
pomiaru pigciu cech osobowosci w ujeciu leksykalnym [The Polish adaptation of the IPIP-
BFM-50 questionnaire for measuring five personality traits in the lexical approach]. Roczniki
Psychologiczne, 17(2), 327-346.

Trzebinska, E. (2008). Psychologia pozytywna [Positive psychology]. Warsaw, Poland: Wydaw-
nictwa Akademickie i Profesjonalne.

Van Dierendonck, D. (2004). The construct validity of Ryff’s scales of psychological well-being
and its extension with spiritual well-being. Personality and Individual Differences, 36,
629-643.

Vleioras, G., & Bosma, H. A. (2005). Are identity styles important for psychological well-being?
Journal of Adolescence, 28, 397-409.

Waterman, A. S., Schwartz, S. J., Zamboanga, B. L., Ravert, R. D., Williams, M. K., Agocha, V. B.,
Kim, S. Y., & Donnellan, M. B. (2010). The Questionnaire for Eudaimonic Well-Being: Psy-
chometric properties, demographic comparisons, and evidence of validity. The Journal of Pos-
itive Psychology, 5(1), 41-61.

WHO. World Health Organization (1948). Constitution of the World Health Organization.
Retrieved from http://www.who.int/governance/eb/who_constitution_en.pdf.



