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Abstract
This study aimed to investigate hedonic (e.g. life satisfaction) and eudaimonic (e.g.
optimal functioning) measures of well‐being in entrepreneurs, were relationships
conceptualized in recent literature still had inadequate empirical support. The role of
autonomy at work in the relationship between entrepreneurship and eudaimonic well-being
was researched. Data from the third round of the national survey of Midlife Development in
the United States (MIDUS III), collected in 2013–2014, was used. A cross-sectional analysis
was performed, in order to compare, 275 self-employed participants in the entrepreneurship
group to 1164 employed participants in the employees’ group. An initial positive relationship
was found between entrepreneurship and eudaimonic well-being. Further process analysis
showed that this positive relationship was fully mediated by autonomy at work. A positive
relationship was found between eudaimonic well-being and hedonic well-being, in the
entrepreneurship sample. The results shed new light on the importance of autonomy at work
in increasing eudaimonic well-being for both employees and entrepreneurs. In accordance
with these findings, entrepreneurs and other stakeholders may benefit in defending
entrepreneurial autonomy in the development of a venture, in order to shield the
entrepreneur’s well-being. The current study provides additional empirical support for
conceptualized models of entrepreneurial and employee well-being, thereby showing the
relevance of distinguishing between eudaimonic and hedonic well-being measures for future
research.
Keywords: entrepreneurship, eudaimonic well-being, hedonic well-being,
autonomy at work, MIDUS III, master thesis.
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1. Entrepreneurship and Well-being: The Relationship between Eudaimonic and Hedonic
Measures and the Role of Autonomy at Work.
‘Eudaimonia’ gained importance in Aristotle’s virtue philosophy, who reasoned
mankind can only reach true happiness when succeeding in developing one’s higher self
(ancient Greek "eu" ("good") & "daimōn" ("spirit") (Ryff & Singer; 2008). Psychological
research about subjective well-being has two mayor approaches: hedonic and eudaimonic.
Hedonic approaches emphasize life satisfaction and affect while eudaimonic approaches
emphasizes optimal human functioning (Ryan & Deci, 2001). Various authors point out that
current well-being research seems to have a one-sided measure of well-being, were research
almost exclusively focuses on hedonic measures (satisfaction & positive affect) (Stephan,
2018, Kahneman et al., 1999; Ryan & Deci, 2001; Ryff& Singer, 2008; Ryff, 2017; Vittersø,
2016). Stephan (2018) describes the potential importance of eudaimonic well-being for
entrepreneurship in his recent meta-analysis of entrepreneurial well-being. “Entrepreneurs’
eudaimonic well-being remains largely unexplored. This is surprising because firm
performance is more likely to benefit from entrepreneurs’ eudaimonic wellbeing (thriving and
activated affect) than from their hedonic well-being (satisfaction and contentment)” (p.34).
While already several authors have conceptualized relations between hedonic and eudaimonic
well-being within entrepreneurs (Ryff, 2019; Østergaard et al. 2018), a need for adequate
empirical research remains (Stephen, 2018).
The world health organization defines well-being as a state in which an individual
realizes his or her own potential, can cope with the normal stresses of life, can work
productively and fruitfully, and is able to contribute to her or his community (WHO, 2018).
Authors Turcan & Fraser (2018) voice that understanding well-being in entrepreneurship is
important to shield entrepreneurs’ their mental health which is necessary to protect personal
and professional outcomes. According to the entrepreneurial well-being meta-analysis of
Stephens (2018) “Entrepreneurs face working conditions that are more extreme than those of
salaried employees, including higher levels of uncertainty, responsibility, and complexity;
more intense time pressures; and longer working hours” (p. 8). Because of these extreme
conditions, entrepreneurship may lead to high levels of stress (Harris et al., 1999; Monsen and
Wayne Boss, 2009), fear (Cacciotti et al, 2016) grief (Jenkins et al., 2014) and burn out
(Shepherd et al., 2010). The past decades of research link hedonic well-being to various
health benefits, and now a growing amount of researchers also suggest the importance of
eudaimonic well-being for reduced health risks and extended life expectancy (Boyle et al.,
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2010; Hill& Turiano, 2014; Kim et al, 2013; Phelan et al., 2010). In line with this research, a
recent meta-analysis with a total of 136,265 participants found that possessing a high sense of
eudaimonic wellbeing (purpose in life) is associated with a reduced risk for all-cause
mortality and cardiovascular problems (Cohen et al., 2016).
Ryff (2015) describes subjective well-being for entrepreneurship as “a distinctive and
important cognitive-affective entrepreneurial outcome; a state of positive mental wellness
with potentially far-reaching effects on entrepreneurs’ psychology, behavior, and
performance” (p. 22). Well-being is reported as a high valued career outcome for the selfemployed and a driver of entrepreneurial behavior (Andersson 2008; Feldman& Bolino
2000). It is important to understand which factors may nurture hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing in entrepreneurs because high well-being is considered beneficial to several
professional outcomes (Van Praag & Versloot, 2008; Ryan & Deci 2001). Cross-sectional
(Gorgievski et al., 2014) and longitudinal (Gorgievski-Duijvesteijin et al., 2000; Gorgievski et
al., 2010) research relates hedonic and eudaimonic indicators to several measures of firm
performance (innovation, perceived performance and lower perceived financial strain).
Former research has shown that general subjective measures, like well-being, have more
predictive power over an entrepreneur’s future behavior and decision-making respective to
objective measures (Wach et al. 2016; Reijonen& Komppula 2007). Several authors suggest
that eudaimonic well-being may be more important for effective entrepreneurial behavior than
hedonic well-being (Ryff, 2019; Østergaard et al.,2018; Stephens, 2018). This is in
accordance with research in entrepreneurial personal initiative, that showed only eudaimonic
measures (vigor), and not hedonic measures (life satisfaction), predicted higher proactive
entrepreneurial behavior (Hahn et al., 2012). Other studies put eudaimonic well-being in
relation to resilience and adaptability in challenging situations (Ryff, 2017), which may also
contribute to entrepreneurs effectively handling challenges (Ryff, 2019).
Studies concerning well-being in the workplace found counter-intuitive relations in
entrepreneurs’ demands compared to recourses, where entrepreneurs report higher hedonic
well-being outcomes than salaried employees despite relatively higher work demands (Cardon
& Patel, 2015; Patzelt & Shepherd, 2011). Relative to employees, entrepreneurs report to
experience higher stress levels (Cardon & Patel, 2015; Patzelt & Shepherd, 2011), a shortage
in leisure time (Binder & Coad, 2016; Sevä et al., 2016), and a higher degree of work-family
conflict (Parasuraman & Simmers, 2001). Compared to employees, entrepreneurs, on average,
are compensated by lower financial rewards (Van Praag & Versloot, 2008; Hamilton, 2000).
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Despite this seeming disbalance in entrepreneurs' demands compared to recourses, a great
wealth of research continuously shows that entrepreneurs report higher hedonic work
satisfaction relative to employees (Benz & Frey 2008; Bradley& Roberts, 2004; Hundley,
2001). In the meta-analysis of Stephens (2018) he describes the lack of theories explaining
this seemingly counter-intuitive relation of entrepreneurial demands and recourses, even
suggesting cognitive dissonance as a possible explanation. Various researchers suggest these
counter-intuitive relations might be better understood by looking into the relationship of
eudaimonic well-being and hedonic well-being (Stephen, 2018; Ryff, 2019; Østergaard et al.,
2018). Although empirical research shows that hedonic and eudaimonic well-being are
distinct concepts, they have proven to be positively correlated in general populations (Keyes
et al. 2002). However, new research that used more accurate statistical methods shows this
positive relationship is smaller than previous studies make it appear (Joshanloo, 2016). For
the entrepreneurial population specifically, some scholars assume potential negative
relationships between eudaimonic and hedonic well-being for certain individuals due to
passion turning in obsession (Stephens, 2018, Turcan & Fraser, 2018; Ryff 2019). These
mixed expectations emphasize the need for empirical research, in order to understand the
relationship between hedonic and eudaimonic well-being measures within entrepreneurs.
Various authors have conceptualized relationships between entrepreneurship and
eudaimonic well-being and its antecedents, but point out a lack of empirical support (Stephen,
2018; Ryff, 2019; Østergaard et al., 2018). In studies comparing salaried employees and
entrepreneurs, both opportunity (voluntary) and necessity (involuntary) entrepreneurs
consistently reported higher autonomy than employees (Sevä et al., 2016). One diary study,
over the course of 25 weeks, even found that weekly variations in autonomy at work predicted
changes in entrepreneurs’ hedonic well-being (Totterdell, Wood& Wall; 2006). Autonomy is
theorized by authors to have an enabling effect on the antecedents of hedonic and eudaimonic
well-being. (Ryan & Deci, 2001; Ryan & Deci, 2017; Hackman, 1980; Parker, 2014). In
several empirical studies, differences between entrepreneurs and employees in hedonic wellbeing measures (work satisfaction), have been shown to be fully or partially explained by
autonomy at work (Benz & Frey, 2008; Hytti et al., 2013; Prottas & Thompson, 2006). There
is no empirical support that autonomy has the same effect on eudaimonic measures for
entrepreneurs. However, studies that focused on employees found a positive relationship
between job autonomy and eudaimonic well-being (Parker, 2014). This is explained mainly
because of the way individuals with high autonomy may focus on meaningful activities that
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develop their skills (Parker, 2014). This current study aims to research if autonomy at work
contributes to eudaimonic well-being for entrepreneurs as well. Which brings us to the
research question of this thesis: “How does entrepreneurship relate to hedonic and eudaimonic
well-being and what is the role of autonomy at work?”.
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2. Literature Review
To organize the relevant literature and associated hypothesis, first, the relationship
between entrepreneurship and eudaimonic well-being shall be described. Second, the
relationship between eudaimonic and hedonic well-being. Third, the relationship between
eudaimonic and hedonic well-being. Finally, a mediation effect of decision authority on the
relationship between entrepreneurship and eudaimonic well-being shall be described.
2.1. Eudaimonic Well-being and its Relationship to Entrepreneurship
Today Eudaimonia is best described as “human flourishing”, (i) behaving in
accordance with a higher self-image, (ii) through which the individual experiences a sense of
meaning, thriving, and authenticity (Ryan & Deci, 2001). Eudaimonic well-being finds its
origins in humanistic psychology as a universal human need to fulfill meaning by developing
to one’s higher self-concept, also described as “the realization of one’s true potential” (Ryff
1995, p. 100). Ryff (1989) created a six components model of eudaimonic well-being
(depictured in figure 1) based on theoretical frameworks of human development and wellbeing, including the (i) State of Full Functionality (Rogers 1961, as cited in Ryff 2019), (ii)
Individuation (Jung 1933, as cited in Ryff 2019), (iii) Self-Actualization (Maslow 1943, as
cited in Ryff 2019), (iv) Personal Development (Erikson 1968, as cited in Ryff 2019), (v)
Personal Fulfillment and Expressiveness (Waterman 1993, as cited in Ryff 2019), and (vi)
Self-Determination (Ryan & Deci 2001). From this theoretical basis, Ryff describes
eudaimonic well-being as a continuous process of self-realization consisting of 6
characteristics components: (i) autonomy, (ii) personal growth, (iii) self-acceptance,
(iv)purpose in life, (v)environmental mastery, and (vi) positive relations with others. Ryff
(2019) recently argued the six components of eudaimonic well-being (Ryff, 1989) are more
likely to be more salient in entrepreneurs relative to employees due to entrepreneurship it’s
self-determined and challenging character (Ryff, 2019). In order to understand these
Eudaimonic well-being components their conceptualized relationships with entrepreneurship,
each component shall now be described with a brief conceptual connection to
entrepreneurship.
First, autonomy implies (i) self-determination as well as (ii) being able to evaluate
oneself by their own standards resisting to think or act conform to external social pressures
(Ryff, 1989; Ryff; 2019). Ryff (2019) assumes relevant connections with entrepreneurship
due to the self-directed nature of entrepreneurial behavior compared to employees (Ryff,
2019). This makes it relevant for the self-directed, often risky features of entrepreneurial
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pursuits. Entrepreneurs have no superiors to answer to, choose work type, and content. They
are able to self-organize and schedule tasks. Being independent enables them to evaluate
themselves by their standards and when required able to resist social pressures to think or act
in certain ways, contributing to eudaimonic wellbeing (Ryff, 2019).
Second, personal growth is defined as (i) self-realization by the achievement of
personal potential, (ii) experiencing a growing sense of self-knowledge and effectiveness
(Ryff, 1989; Ryff; 2019). Ryff (2019) reasons entrepreneurs are continuously facing new and
different challenges and managing tasks that are personally challenging and enabling their
development. A lack of personal growth for an entrepreneur could happen in a time of
stagnation, boredom, and inability to develop.
Third, self-acceptance entails the idea of (i) having attitudes about yourself that are
positive but also the (ii) capacity to be aware of one’s bad qualities (Ryff, 1989; Ryff; 2019).
Ryff (2019) argues that effective awareness of personal strengths and weaknesses is important
for entrepreneurs to assess' solutions to challenges. Where entrepreneurs that lack accurate
self-perceptions may be ineffective in assessing their own value or liabilities resulting in the
sub-optimal pursuit of entrepreneurial goals.
Fourth, purpose in life implies (i) experiencing an intentional sense of meaning,
direction, and goals in one’s life, (ii) in positive but also especially in adverse situations (Ryff
1989; Frankl; 1985). Ryff (2019) reasons that goals, purpose, and meaning are crucial in
entrepreneurship practices, especially in the face of new challenges and difficult
circumstances. Due to its self-directed character, lack of purpose may be determinantal for
entrepreneurship.
Fifth, environmental mastery implies (i) the managing of the surrounding
environment, (ii) exploiting opportunities, and (iii) creating situations that suit personal needs
and values (Ryff, 1989; Ryff; 2019). Ryff (2019) points out a link with entrepreneurship,
were effective exploitation of opportunity is key while managing the environment and
stakeholders of the venture. Entrepreneurs may benefit from organizing daily activities that
are likely to contribute the sense of effectively managing demands in self-created contexts.
The absence of environmental mastery in entrepreneurship could translate in experiencing
great difficulty effectively adapting the business to the environment and its stakeholders.
Sixth, positive relations with others entails (i) caring about others their wellbeing, (ii)
having positive and trustful, relations to others, and (iii) being able to experience reciprocity,
empathy, and affection (Ryff, 1989; Ryff; 2019). Ryff assumes a relevant connection with
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entrepreneurship due to the partial social nature of entrepreneurial behavior (Ryff, 2019),
which implies interpersonal contact with a venture its employees, co-founders, clients, and
other stakeholders. The social element is crucial for most entrepreneur’s success, a lack of and
being able to establish positive trustful relations could possibly stagnate entrepreneurial
pursuits.
From these six assumed positive connections by Ryff(2019) between the eudaimonic
well-being components and their associated relevant elements of entrepreneurship, the first
hypothesis of this research is constructed: “There is a positive relationship between
entrepreneurship and eudaimonic well-being”.
Figure 1
Ryff’s Six Components Model of Eudaimonic Well-Being and their Theoretical Foundations.

Note: As extracted from Ryff (2019).
2.2 Hedonic Well-being and its Relationship to Eudaimonic Well-being
Hedonic well-being is described in terms of acquiring pleasure and avoidance of pain,
targeting maximizing happiness (Diener & Lucas 1999; Kahneman et al., 1999; Ryan & Deci,
2001). Researchers describe hedonic well-being to have three components. One cognitive
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component: (i) life satisfaction, which refers to satisfaction with different elements of life like
work, relationships, family, and health. Two emotion-based components: (ii) the presence of
positive affect and (iii) the absence of negative affect.
Hedonic and eudaimonic well-being measures naturally both address well-being, but
have been empirically shown to be distinct concepts (Keyes et al., 2002). Eudaimonic wellbeing refers to a state of being which is relatively stable over time compared to hedonic shortlived hedonic temporary affectional states (Ryan & Deci 2001). These eudaimonic
dimensions of well-being can change over time, depending on the context and personal
performance perceptions. Hedonic well-being indicators like feelings of satisfaction or
positive affect originate from achieving valued outcomes or partaking in enjoyable activities
while avoiding straining activities (Keyes et al., 2002). Eudaimonic well-being may originate
in the engagement of self-determined and demanding activities that emphasize relatedness or
develop competence (Ryan & Deci 2001). These behaviors that contribute to eudaimonic
well-being, may also contribute to hedonic well-being if the process of these behaviors is
pleasurable to the individual or relieves perceived negative affect. If the process of these
activities is not pleasurable or even straining, they may lower the individual’s hedonic wellbeing. However, a not pleasurable or straining activity can still lead to the desired outcome,
which when achieved may still lead to a contribute to hedonic life satisfaction (Ryan & Deci
2001; Keyes et al., 2002). Empirical research of general populations support that hedonic and
eudaimonic well-being are perhaps positively related, but distinct concepts (Keyes et al.,
2002). However, a more recent study used a newly developed analysis (exploratory structural
equation modeling) to show that this positive relationship is relatively small in general
populations (Joshanloo, 2016). Empirical research did suggest that self-employment is
positively related to hedonic measures like job satisfaction and life satisfaction (Andersson,
2008), but there is no empirical research that includes eudaimonic measures in their scope
thus far.
The Entrepreneurial Well-being Model of Østergaard et al., (2018, as shown in figure
2) describes relationships of the six components of eudaimonic well-being (Ryff, 1989) to
activities that are perceived to be typical for entrepreneurial behavior, namely (i)
identification, (ii) evaluation and (iii) exploitation (Shane & Venkataraman; 2000).) The
authors propose that these entrepreneurial activities possibly contribute to hedonic well-being
factors (Østergaard et al., 2018). The model of Østergaard et al., (2018) is based on the
assumption that well-being has a circular effect, which entails that the six eudaimonic aspects
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of well-being are individual characteristics that influence the likelihood to engage effectively
in entrepreneurial activity. The subjective hedonic aspects, in turn, result from this
entrepreneurial activity. These activities can positively influence the feelings of the
entrepreneur, especially when these activities are in line with the personality of the
entrepreneur (Østergaard et al.; Cardon et al. 2009). Specifically, the context in which
entrepreneurs behave, think, and feel will be impacting their life satisfaction and affectual
balance. The entrepreneur with high eudaimonic well-being can experience hedonic wellbeing benefiting from a greater autonomy while developing his or her meaningful work,
generating value for oneself and their community (Østergaard et al., 2018). On the other hand,
a person with low eudaimonic well-being might be less motivated and capable to successfully
engage in entrepreneurial activity required to achieve hedonic elements of life satisfaction and
positive affect. For example, an entrepreneur that misses the eudaimonic sense of autonomy
and self-direction will be less likely to successfully engage in opportunity recognition since
this is fundamentally a mental process engaged in on an individual and self-directed basis
(Baron, 2006 as mentioned in Østergaard et al., 2018) Therefore, this model suggests low
eudaimonic well-being indirectly leads to lower hedonic well-being in entrepreneurs. This
relationship, between eudaimonic well-being and hedonic well-being within entrepreneurs, is
further explored in the second hypothesis: “There is a positive relationship between
eudaimonic well-being and hedonic well-being within the entrepreneurship sample.”
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Figure 2
Entrepreneurial Well-being Model of Østergaard et al., (2018)

Note: Eudaimonic and hedonic well-being dimensions in the entrepreneurial process, figure
extracted from Østergaard et al., (2018).
2.3 Decision Authority as a Mediator
Researchers Kasser and Ryan (1999) note that “autonomy refers not to independence
but rather to volition – the sense that one’s behavior emanates from and is endorsed by
oneself” (p. 937). Autonomy is a concept that drives certain people to become entrepreneurs,
which is often explained as a selection effect (Benz & Frey, 2004). Many entrepreneurial
studies use Self-Determination Theory (Ryan & Deci, 2001) to explain entrepreneurial
behavior (Stephens, 2018; Benz & Frey, 2008; Shane et al., 2003; Van Gelderen & Jansen,
2006; Van Gelderen, 2016;) Self-determination theory formulates autonomy as one of three
basic human motives of human behavior (Ryan & Deci 2001; Ryan & Deci, 2017). Authors
Ryan and Deci (2001) describe that meeting these needs may result in higher eudaimonic
well-being, through a process of internalization were behavior in line with these needs may
contribute to a higher self-development (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Autonomy at work is also
described to allow individuals to organize accordingly with their inherent growth tendencies
(Ryan & Deci, 2017). Specifically, they can self-organize to focus on the self-motivated
behaviors they perceive meaningful. For example, if they perceive the need for competence
their autonomy may enable them to take on a challenging task in order to develop their skills.
This way, autonomy may be enabling individuals to experience competence and relatedness
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which may result in higher hedonic and eudaimonic well-being (Deci& Ryan, 2000; Ryan &
Deci, 2017).
Available research evidence that suggests entrepreneurs rate themselves as having a
high degree of work-related autonomy (Benz & Frey 2008; Hundley, 2001; Lange, 2012;
Schjoedt, 2009), but degrees of freedom are large. Therefore, there are also cases of
entrepreneurs with low work-related autonomy (Benz & Frey 2008). Authors van Gelderen, &
Jansen (2006) describes that entrepreneurs vary in degree of autonomy, in order to achieve
and maintain autonomy an entrepreneur has to make continual efforts. Various factors
influence the amount of autonomy, for example when the venture size grows it typically
increases the number of shareholders which causes more monitoring and less autonomy for
the entrepreneur (van Gelderen, 2016). The subjective experience of autonomy can be
different for various kind of entrepreneurs, e.g. a necessity entrepreneur that is forced to be
self-employed may experience less autonomy than an opportunity entrepreneur that chooses
for self-employment out of volition (Ryff, 2019). Authors Benz & Frey (2008) explain the
difference in autonomy at work between entrepreneurs and employees' trough procedural
utility. The procedural utility is defined as the experience of control over conditions and
processes leading to an individual their desired outcomes. Individuals derive procedural utility
from being self‐employed, which causes an experience of self-determination and freedom.
Employees need to conform to conditions and processes that their organization dictates and
thus have less procedural utility in general (Benz & Frey, 2008).
A widely applied model in organizational psychology is the Job Characteristics Model
(Hackman, 1980), of which later iterations interpret autonomy at work as decision authority
(Schwartz, Pieper, & Karasek, 1988; Pierce et al., 2009). This occupational model for work
design is based on a balance between demands on the one side and levels of control and
resources on the other, were resources buffer the impact of demands on job strain (Bakker &
Demerouti, 2007; Kain & Jex, 2010). This model explains greater decision authority enables
employees to control and organize themselves to a greater extent, allowing them to choose the
sequence of tasks and kind of tasks they perform, making them more effective in coping with
job demands (Hausser et al., 2010). The Job Characteristics Model (Hackman, 1980; Pierce et
al., 2009) has been formulated with employees in mind rather than entrepreneurs, yet the
model has been applied to the self-employed more often (Stephens, 2018). Here the behavior
of employees has been compared to entrepreneurs who may not answer to superiors but have
to balances autonomy and stakeholder demands (van Gelderen, 2016). Parker (2014) uses the

15
Job Characteristics Model (Hackman, 1980) in a study concerning employees that suggested
positive relationships between decision authority and eudaimonic components purpose
(meaning) and growth (competence development), were autonomy enables the ability to focus
on meaningful activities that develop their skills (Parker, 2014). This high autonomy could
possibly enable individuals to (i) experience more meaning from their work, (ii) develop
talents and skills (personal growth), and (iii) engage in purposeful activities through selfdirected tasks (Parker, 2014). This may lead to an experience of purpose and personal growth,
resulting in higher eudaimonic well-being (Ryan & Deci, 2017; Ryff, 2019). Considering the
high procedural utility of the self-employed compared to employees (Benz & Frey, 2008),
they are likely to experience decision authority to a greater extent (Benz & Frey 2008;
Hundley, 2001; Lange, 2012; Schjoedt, 2009). Therefore, a potential higher eudaimonic wellbeing for entrepreneurs could be explained by a higher procedural utility and corresponding
decision authority. No matter if one is an employee or entrepreneur, an individual with a low
level of procedural utility at work will have less control over desired outcomes (Benz & Frey,
2008). This may result in less perceived decision authority, which decreases the ability to
choose meaningful tasks or tasks that develop their skills (Parker, 2014), which causes a
lower experience of eudaimonic elements (e.g. life purpose & personal growth) (Ryff, 2019).
Employees with a high decision authority will have the ability to choose meaningful tasks or
tasks that develop their skills (Parker, 2014), contributing to eudaimonic well-being. Based on
these enabling mechanisms of autonomy described in both the Self-Determination Theory
(Ryan & Deci, 2001; Ryan & Deci, 2017) as the Job Characteristics Model (Hackman, 1980;
Parker, 2014), one can argue the main positive relationship between entrepreneurship and
eudaimonic well-being can be explained through the enabling effects of autonomy (i.e.
decision authority). This relationship is further explored in the third hypothesis of this
research: “Perceived decision authority strengthens the relationship between entrepreneurship
and eudaimonic well-being as a mediation effect”.
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Figure 3
Conceptual Model

Note: This conceptual model visualizes the three hypotheses of this research. H1: “There is a
positive relationship between entrepreneurship and eudaimonic well-being.”, H2: “There is a
positive relationship between eudaimonic well-being and hedonic well-being within the
entrepreneurship sample.”, H3: “Decision authority strengthens the relationship between
entrepreneurship and eudaimonic well-being as a mediation effect.”.
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3. Methods
A recent meta-analysis about entrepreneurial well-being describes the lack of
empirical research linking eudaimonic well-being its relationship to entrepreneurship, despite
a wealth of empirical research linking hedonic well-being to entrepreneurship (Stephens;
2018). There are clear hypotheses that can be made on basis of theoretical models and
previous qualitative research, were researchers have conceptualized positive relationships
between entrepreneurship and eudaimonic well-being (Ryff 2019; Østergaard et al., 2018;
Stephens; 2018). But these researchers point out these assumed relationships still need to be
quantitatively researched in large populations of employees and entrepreneurs, which is
exactly the aim of this cross-sectional research. Secondary data analysis was used as a
recommendation by Ryff (2019), a widely accepted practice in entrepreneurship research due
to widely available data (Gras et al., 2014).
3.1 Data Collection and Sample
In this research secondary data analysis was performed on the data of a national survey
of Midlife Development in the United States (MIDUS III) collected in 2013–2014 (Brim,
Ryff & Kessler, 2004). This dataset is created by a multidisciplinary team of scientists
interested in studying human well-being and health. The dataset included over 7,000 noninstitutionalized adults in the first wave of data collection in 1995-1996 (Brim et al., 2004).
Between 2013 and 2014 a third wave (MIDUS III) of survey data was collected on these
longitudinal participants, which was used for this research. Data collection for this third wave
repeated baseline assessments of a phone interview followed by an extensive selfadministered questionnaire, with additional questions in selected areas relevant for this
research including economic experiences and cognitive functioning. As is the norm for
MIDUS publications, complete information on the sampling and survey procedures can be
publicly obtained from the MIDUS website (http://www.midus.wisc.edu/). In order to access
and use the data correctly, official MIDUS instructions were used as presented in the
presentation of Radler & Lavender (2020).
Of the total amount of participants in MIDUS III (3294), a substantial number of
participants, that were not surveyed on decision authority, were excluded (n=1811). To
inspect the working population, a small number of participants were excluded who reported
being unemployed (n = 44), leaving a total working sample of 1439 participants. Of this total
working sample, participants that reported to be self-employed were included in the
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entrepreneurship group (n = 275) and participants that reported not to be self-employed were
included in the employee group (n = 1164).
3.2 Measures
Eudaimonic well-being was measured with a psychometric inventory based on an
arrogation of 6 factors, each consisting out of 7 items (Ryff;1989; Ryff & Keyes; 1995).
These factors were respectively: Autonomy (e.g. “I am not afraid to voice my opinions, even
when they are in opposition to the opinions of most people.”), personal growth (e.g. “I think it
is important to have new experiences that challenge how you think about yourself and the
world.”), self-acceptance (e.g. “When I look at the story of my life, I am pleased with how
things have turned out.”), environmental mastery (e.g." In general, I feel I am in charge of the
situation in which I live."), and positive relations with others (e.g. "Most people see me as
loving and affectionate."). Participants indicated the degree to which they agreed with each
statement on a scale that ranged from 1 (strongly agree) to 7 (strongly disagree). Several items
were reverse coded so that high scores reflect higher standing in the scale. For an item with a
missing value, the mean value of completed items was imputed. The six factors of eudaimonic
well-being (autonomy, personal growth, self‐acceptance, environmental mastery, purpose in
life and positive relations with others) all load onto a single latent construct in accordance
with previous research (Gallagher et al., 2009; Selcuk et al., 2016). A composite was made of
the eudaimonic well‐being score by averaging across all items.
Hedonic well-being was on an aggregation of life satisfaction and positive affect
subtracted of negative affect (Ryan & Deci; 2001). Life satisfaction was measured using a
single indicator of life satisfaction "How would you rate your life overall these days?" on a
Likert scale that ranged from 0 (the worst possible) to 10 (the best possible) (Prenda &
Lachman, 2001). Past research established that a single-item life satisfaction variable is
reliable and valid (Diener et al., 2013). Positive affect and negative affect were measured with
a 12‐item instrument developed for the MIDUS project (Brim et al., 2004). The measure was
constructed based on widely used and well‐validated measures of affect and well‐being like
the Affect Balance Scale (Bradburn, 1969 as cited in Brim et al., 2004) and the General Well‐
Being Schedule (Fazio, 1977 as cited in Brim et al., 2004). Participants indicated how much
of the time they felt “cheerful,” “in good spirits,” “extremely happy,” “calm and peaceful,”
“satisfied,” “full of life,” “so sad nothing could cheer you up,” “nervous,” “restless or
fidgety,” “hopeless,” “that everything was an effort,” and “worthless” in the past 30 days
(1 = all of the time to 5 = none of the time). A hedonic well‐being score was computed by
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standardizing and averaging all the 13 items: one assessing life satisfaction, six assessing
positive affect, and six assessing negative affect. This method of assessing hedonic well-being
is following previous research (Gallagher et al., 2009; Selcuk et al., 2016).
Decision authority was measured using 7 items from the Job Characteristics Model
(Hackman, 1980; Schwartz et al., 1988; Pierce et al., 2009). An example of an item was: “On
your job, how often do you have to initiate things -- such as coming up with your own ideas,
or figuring out on your own what needs to be done?”. Participants indicated the degree to
which they report each statement on a 5-point scale (1 = all of the time to 5 = never). This
method of assessing decision authority in accordance with previous research (Schwartz et al.,
1988; Pierce et al., 2009).
Control variables in the current research were age (Springer et al., 2011),
extraversion, and neuroticism (Keyes et al., 2002). Age was included due to longitudinal
evidence from three large national studies that suggested that eudaimonic well-being in
midlife to old age decrements (Springer et al., 2011). Next to age and gender, a control was
performed for personality traits extraversion and neuroticism (Lachman, & Weaver, 1997),
which have been shown to be the two reliable predictors of hedonic and eudaimonic well‐
being form the big five personality model (Keyes et al., 2002). Respondents were asked how
much each of 12 (6 questions each) self-descriptive adjectives described them (Lachman, &
Weaver, 1997). The adjectives for Neuroticism were "Moody", "Worrying", "Nervous", and
one reverse-scored adjective "Calm". The adjectives for Extraversion were “Outgoing”,
“Friendly”, “Lively”, “Active” and “Talkative”.
Validity and reliability. The Cronbach's alphas (range: .69–.91), means, and standard
deviations of the variables are displayed in Table 1 as they were provided by MIDUS III
(Brim et al., 2004). Important to emphasize is that these analyses were generated over the
original dataset of MIDUS III, due to the unavailability of individual item responses in the
publicly available dataset, as is the norm for MIDUS publication (Brim et al., 2004; Radler &
Lavender, 2020).
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Table 1
Cronbach α, Mean and Standard Deviations as Provided in the MIDUS III.
N

Cronbach α

M

SD

1. Decision authority

1486

.83

22.54

4.73

2. Neuroticism

2907

.72

2.06

.62

3. Extraversion

2908

.75

3.09

.58

4. Positive Affect

2904

.91

3.43

.72

6. Negative Affect

2886

.85

1.47

.58

7. Life Satisfaction

2923

.71

7.57

1.34

8. Autonomy

2916

.69

37.32

6.67

9. Environmental Mastery

2916

.79

38.41

7.51

10. Personal Growth

2916

.75

38.35

6.85

11. Positive Relations

2916

.77

40.63

6.74

12. Purpose in Life

2919

.72

38.11

7.02

13. Self-Acceptance

2916

.84

38.02

8.15

Note. This table displays Sample (N), Cronbach α, Mean (M) and Standard Deviation (SD) as
provided in the MIDUS III documentation of constructs available publicly (at
http://www.midus.wisc.edu/).
3.3 Analysis
In order to analyze the data, various analyses have been performed using IBM
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences, version 26 (SPSS 26). First, a bivariate analysis
was performed to inspect correlations between control, predictors, and outcome variables and
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gain descriptive statistics. Second, the two groups have been compared to control variables
using an independent T-test. To account for unequal group sizes, the appropriate Welch’s T
was used as is appropriate if unequal variances are assumed (Delacre et al., 2017). Third, to
test the first hypotheses about whether entrepreneurship predicted eudaimonic well‐being,
another independent sample of Welch's t-test was conducted between the entrepreneur and
employee group (Delacre et al., 2017). Fourth, in order to investigate the second hypothesis, a
bivariate regression was computed to inspect the relationship between eudaimonic well-being
and hedonic well-being within the entrepreneurship group. Fifth, to investigate the third
hypothesis if decision authority mediates the relationship between self-employment and
eudaimonic well-being, model 4 of process mediation was used (Hayes, 2013) as is
appropriate for simple mediation (Hayes, 2012).
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4. Results
A bivariate analysis has been performed in order to inspect correlations between
control, predictors, and outcome variables. Bivariate correlations between all variables
together with the mean and standard deviation are shown in Table 2.
Table 2
Mean, Standard Deviations and Correlations Between Variables
M

SD

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

.39

1

.25**

-.07**

.019

.08

.07**

.16**

2. Decision author. 22.55 4.73

.25**

1

-.09**

.15**

.25**

.23**

.03

3. Neuroticism

2.06

.63

-.07**

-.09**

1

-.11**

-.31**

-.48** -.18**

4. Extraversion

3.10

.57

.01

.15**

-.16**

1

.23**

.48**

.10**

5. Hedonic wb.

7.64

1.17

.01

.25**

-.31**

.23**

1

.56**

.15**

6. Eudaimonic wb. 7.92

1.16

.07**

.24**

-.48**

.48**

.56**

1

.13**

58.53 8.89

.16**

.03

-.18**

.10**

.15**

.13**

1

1.Entrepreneurship .19

7. Age

Note. This table displays means (M), Standard Deviations (SD), and correlations between
variables Entrepreneurship (Yes= 1 No= 0), Decision Authority, Neuroticism, Extraversion,
Hedonic well-being, Eudaimonic well-being, and Age. **Correlation is significant at the 0.01
level (2 tailed)
In order to compare the group of entrepreneurs with the group of Employees on
control variables and test the first hypothesis, an independent sample t-test has been
performed with variables age, neuroticism, extraversion, and eudaimonic well-being. The
performed t-test was in all cases the welch t-test, in order to account for possible unequal
variances (Delacre, Lakens & Leys, 2017). In table 3, t-test results are shown with mean and
standard deviations for each group. The 275 participants in the entrepreneurship group (M =
61.43, SD = 9.20) reported significantly higher age (t(397.26) = 5.87, p <0.01) compared to
the 1164 participants in the employee group (M = 57.8, SD = 8.68). The 275 participants in
the entrepreneurship group (M = 1.97, SD = .62) compared to the 1164 participants in the
employee group (M = 2.08, SD = .63) scored significantly higher on neuroticism (t(415.97) =
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-2.76, p <0.01). No significant difference was found in extraversion. The 275 participants in
the entrepreneurship group (M = 8.01, SD = 1.19) compared to the 1164 participants in the
employee group (M = 7.88, SD = 1.15) reported significantly higher eudaimonic well-being
scores (t(404.18) = 2.70, p <01). These results suggest that entrepreneurship positively relates
to eudaimonic well-being.
Table 3
Independent Sample T-Tests of Entrepreneurs Compared to Employees
Entrepreneurs

Employees

t(40)

p(2-tailed)

df

M

SD

M

SD

Neuroticism

1.97

.63

2.08

.62

-2.76**

.006

415.97

Extraversion

3.12

.57

3.10

.57

.71

.478

413.76

Age

61.43

8.68

57.84

9.20

5.87**

.000

397.26

Eudaimonic wb

8.09

1.15

7.88

1.19

2.70**

.007

404.18

Hedonic wb

7.65

1.15

7.63

1.28

.266

.79

384.49

Note. Mean parameter values for each of the analyses are shown, as well as the results of
Welch’s t-tests (assuming unequal variance) comparing the parameter estimates between
entrepreneurs and employees. **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2 tailed).
To investigate the second hypothesis, a bivariate regression has been computed to
assess the relationship between eudaimonic and hedonic well-being for both the employees
and the entrepreneur’s group. Means, standard deviations, and correlations for both groups are
displayed in Table 4. Results of the Pearson correlation indicated that there was a significant
positive association between eudaimonic well-being and hedonic well-being within the
entrepreneurship group (r (273) = .639**, p < 0.01). Overall, increases in eudaimonic wellbeing scores were correlated with increases in hedonic well-being scores for entrepreneurs.
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Table 4
Mean, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of Hedonic and Eudaimonic Well-Being
Between Entrepreneurship and Employee's Groups.
Entrepreneurs
N

M

275

2. Eudaimonic wb 275

1. Hedonic wb

SD

Employees
1.

2.

N

7.65 1.28

1

.639** 1164

8.10 1.18

.639** 1

1164

M

SD

1.

2.

7.63

1.15

1

.542**

7.88

1.15

.542** 1

Note. Results from bivariate regression computed in order to assess the relationship between
eudaimonic and hedonic well-being for both entrepreneurs and employees. **Correlation is
significant at the 0.01 level (2 tailed).
In order to investigate the third hypothesis, a simple mediation has been performed
using process. Process is a computational tool for observed variable mediation, and
conditional process modeling (Hayes, 2013). In order to control for a simple mediation and
conditional indirect effect analyses, the appropriate process macro, model 4, was selected.
The outcome variable for this process analysis was set as eudaimonic well-being, the
predictor variable was set as entrepreneurship and the mediator variable was set as decision
authority. The path (direct effect) from entrepreneurship to decision authority was positive
and statistically significant (b=2.96, se=.31, p<.001), indicating that those who reported being
self-employed scored higher on decision authority. The path (direct effect) from decision
authority to eudaimonic well-being was positive and statistically significant (b=.057, se=.006
p<.001), indicating that participants that scored higher on decision authority scored higher on
eudaimonic well-being. The direct effect of entrepreneurship on eudaimonic well-being is
positive but not significant in this model (b=.0439, se=.0780 p= .57). A visual representation
of the simple mediation model is shown in figure 2, where perceived decision authority
strengthens the relation between self-employment and eudaimonic well-being as a mediation
effect.

25
Figure 2
Visual Representation of the Mediation Model and Observed Relationships.

Note. **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
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5. Discussion
The present study aimed to investigate hedonic and eudaimonic well‐being in
entrepreneurs, were relationships conceptualized in recent literature still had inadequate
empirical support (Stephen, 2018; Ryff, 2019; Østergaard et al., 2018). As expected based on
the Entrepreneurial Well Being Model of Østergaard et al. (2018), a positive relationship was
found between eudaimonic and hedonic well-being in the entrepreneurship sample. Partial
support was found for entrepreneurial well-being conceptualizations made by Ryff (2019),
where eudaimonic well‐being was indeed predicted by entrepreneurship. However, further
process analysis showed this positive relationship between entrepreneurship and eudaimonic
well-being was fully mediated by autonomy at work (decision authority). This finding is in
line with previous research concerning salaried employees that did suggest a positive
relationship between decision authority and eudaimonic components' purpose and personal
growth (Parker, 2004). The present findings suggest that autonomy at work may contribute to
explain diverse processes underlying the effect of entrepreneurship on eudaimonic and
possibly hedonic well-being, ranging from Self‐Determination Theory (Ryan & Deci, 2001;
Ryan & Deci, 2017) to the Job Characteristics Model (Hackman, 1980; Pierce et al., 2009).
This research addresses the gap in empirical support for recently conceptualized relationship
(Ryff, 2019; Østergaard et al., 2018) and demonstrates the relevance of distinguishing
between eudaimonic and hedonic well-being measures in the field of entrepreneurial and
employee well-being.
5.1 Theoretical Implications
The findings of this study have several theoretical implications that may advance
entrepreneurship and well-being literature. First, our results reveal that the relationship
between hedonic and eudaimonic well-being is overall positive for entrepreneurs. Although
the link between eudaimonic well‐being and hedonic well-being has long been recognized in
general populations (Keyes et al., 2002), new research shows this positive relationship is
relatively small (Joshanloo, 2016). For the entrepreneurship population, there was a lack of
empirical evidence describing this relationship thus far (Stephens, 2018). Several scholars
even hypothesized that the eudaimonic entrepreneur could very well experience lower
hedonic well-being in certain conditions (Turcan & Fraser, 2018; Ryff 2019). For example, an
entrepreneur setting high demands for oneself working overtime in order to achieve a
challenging entrepreneurial goal contributing to eudaimonic but depleting hedonic well-being
(Ryff, 2019). This research sheds new light on this relationship by being the first to
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empirically find that the relationship between hedonic and eudaimonic well-being is overall
positive for entrepreneurship groups, where an effect size was found (r (273) = .64) that is
considered greater than medium (Cohen, 1992). These findings are in line with the
Entrepreneurial Well-being Model of Østergaard et al., (2018), which may contribute to
explaining underlying processes why eudaimonic well-being predicts hedonic well-being
within entrepreneurs. This model entails that the six eudaimonic aspects of well-being are the
individual characteristics that influence the likelihood to engage effectively in entrepreneurial
activity, which in turn leads to hedonic elements like positive affect and satisfaction. In this
line of reasoning, this observed higher reported hedonic well-being is an indirect result of the
higher eudaimonic well-being. This could be interpreted as in line with previous research that
showed only eudaimonic measures (vigor) predict higher proactive entrepreneurial behavior
compared to hedonic measures (Hahn et al. 2012). The notion that eudaimonic well-being
elements (vigor) increase the effectiveness of entrepreneurial behavior (proactivity) can be
seen as support for the model of Østergaard et al., (2018).
Second, this research advances well-being literature in explaining a seeming
disbalance in entrepreneurs' demands relative to recourses, were entrepreneurs report higher
hedonic well-being outcomes than salaried employees despite relatively higher work demands
(Cardon & Patel, 2015; Patzelt & Shepherd, 2011). The result that eudaimonic well-being
predicts hedonic well-being within entrepreneurs may contribute to explaining this seeming
disbalance, were eudaimonic well-being was observed to be higher in entrepreneurs compared
to employees. This highlights the importance of examining the differences between
eudaimonic and hedonic well-being. This is in line with the theory that eudaimonic well-being
elements could be able to shield entrepreneurs from adverse situations, resulting in higher
hedonic well-being (Ryff, 2019; Frankl; 1985).
Third, this research expands the theoretical understanding of how well-being may be
increased trough Self-Determination Theory, by emphasizing the importance of autonomy at
work (Ryan & Deci 2001; Ryan & Deci, 2017). The finding that the higher eudaimonic wellbeing in entrepreneurs is fully explained by a mediating effect of autonomy at work, could be
understood through self-determination. In Self-Determination Theory, autonomy is described
together with relatedness and competence to basic human needs, that when accommodated
together increase the experience of eudaimonic well-being (Ryan & Deci 2001; Ryan & Deci,
2017). Autonomy at work is also described to allow individuals to organize their behavior to
inherent growth tendencies. This way autonomy may be enabling individuals to experience
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competence and relatedness (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2017). In line with SelfDetermination Theory, higher decision authority (autonomy at work), directly leads to
fulfilling the need for autonomy and thereby, if experienced accompanied with relatedness
and competence, would lead to an increased state of eudaimonic well-being (Ryan & Deci
2001). In the same line of reasoning, a lower decision authority leads to a greater unmet need
for autonomy and thereby lower eudaimonic well-being. These findings contribute to the
understanding of how Self-Determination Theory applies to entrepreneurship. Specifically,
because self-determination is already broadly applied to explain entrepreneurial motivation
and behavior but not empirically linked to eudaimonic well-being (Benz & Frey, 2008; Shane
et al., 2003; Van Gelderen, 2016; Van Gelderen& Jansen, 2006.). One notion is that this link
between autonomy and entrepreneurship career could be a potential selection effect, where
individuals with a high drive to self-actualize choose the entrepreneurial path (Benz & Frey,
2004).
Fourth, current findings advance the entrepreneurship literature of the Job
Characteristics Model, and highlight decision authority as an important factor (Hackman,
1980, Pierce et al.,2009). The finding in this research that autonomy also explained the
difference between entrepreneurs and employees in eudaimonic measures as a mediation
effect, is in line with previous studies (Benz & Frey, 2008; Hytti et al., 2013; Prottas &
Thompson, 2006). Specifically, these studies found that autonomy explained the majority, or
sometimes all, the difference between entrepreneurs and employees in hedonic well-being
measures (“work satisfaction”) (Benz & Frey, 2008; Hytti et al., 2013; Prottas & Thompson,
2006). This can be explained trough the Job Characteristic Model, were autonomy enables
individuals to be more effective in coping with job demands (Hackman, 1980, Pierce et
al.,2009), which would take away part of the pressure on mental recourses resulting in
hedonic elements like increased job satisfaction and decreased negative affect. Until this
research, there was no empirical support that autonomy has a comparable effect on
eudaimonic measures for entrepreneurs. However, there is a previous study concerning
employees were a positive relationship was found between autonomy at work and eudaimonic
well-being measures (Parker, 2014). This observed effect was explained due to greater
autonomy enabling the ability for individuals to focus on meaningful activities that develop
their skills. This research combined with current findings could be a possible reason to extend
the job characteristics model to include eudaimonic measures, which may contribute to
understanding the enabling effect of autonomy (Hackman, 1980; Pierce et al., 2009). Here
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autonomy is described as a buffer against factors that might deplete mental recourses, by
enabling individuals their utility over the means they reach their goals and organizing the
sequence of tasks and kind of tasks they perform. For both entrepreneurs or employees, high
autonomy may enable the individual to experience more eudaimonic elements like deriving
meaning from their work, develop talents and skills (personal growth), and engage in
purposeful activities through self-directed tasks (Shir et al., 2019; Wood et al., 2016).
5.2 Practical Implications
The results of this research can be interpreted in order to formulate practical
implications for entrepreneurs, organizational management, and policymakers. First, current
findings may be insightful on an individual level to entrepreneurs looking to increase their
hedonic or eudaimonic well-being. This is relevant because well-being is reported as a high
valued career outcome for entrepreneurs and a driver of entrepreneurial behavior (Andersson,
2008; Benz & Frey, 2008; Feldman & Bolino, 2000; Jamal, 1997). The findings suggest that
to increase hedonic elements like life satisfaction and positive affect one can engage in
eudaimonic elements as defined by Ryff (1989; 2019). Experiencing eudaimonic well-being
elements (e.g personal growth & self-acceptance) could be seen as a goal within itself, but
current findings show these eudaimonic elements may be instrumental in increasing hedonic
elements (e.g. life satisfaction & positive affect). If the finding that high entrepreneurial
autonomy at work is crucial for high eudaimonic well-being is kept into account,
entrepreneurs may want to consciously defend the decision power they have in their own
venture. While most entrepreneurs rate themselves as having a high degree of autonomy at
work, there are great degrees of freedom that show high autonomy is not a “given” for
business owners (Benz & Frey, 2008; Hundley, 2001; Lange, 2012; Schjoedt, 2009).
Entrepreneurs that want to achieve and maintain autonomy at work have to make conscious
efforts. While their venture develops they continuously need to negotiate their autonomy
needs with the demands imposed on them by clients, suppliers, competitors, governmental
authorities, and stakeholders internal to the firm (van Gelderen, 2016).
Second, shareholders and stakeholders may want to protect the autonomy of the
entrepreneur in order to maintain high well-being. The reason well-being may not only be
important on an individual level but to all stakeholders is that a great wealth of past research
suggests that in order for a business to perform well its leaders would benefit of high mental
well-being (Gorgievski et al., 2014; Drnovsek et al., 2010; Hahn et al., 2012). Current
findings suggest, that giving a higher measure of autonomy to entrepreneurs, leads to higher
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eudaimonic well-being. Eudaimonic well-being, in turn, has a positive relationship with
hedonic well-being. This implicates that stakeholders that take away too much autonomy
from the entrepreneur may decrease the well-being of the entrepreneur. Alertness to prevent
low entrepreneurial well-being is important for all stakeholders because this increases the
likelihood of an entrepreneur to experience a burnout, which may have massive negative
consequences for all stakeholders (Shepherd et al., 2010). This is especially important since a
tendency of stakeholders exists to take away entrepreneurial autonomy, especially with the
growth of a venture, when typically, the number of stakeholders and amount of monitoring
increases (Gelderen, & Jansen, 2006; Benz & Frey, 2008). Stakeholders may want to attempt
to defend the autonomy at work of entrepreneurs, for example by choosing key partnerships
and cooperation that do not deplete entrepreneurial decision authority (Van Gelderen, 2016).
Third, this research emphasizes the importance of autonomy in working life on an
individual level. Our findings show that in order to attain a career associated with high wellbeing, one can choose for both an entrepreneurial career as a job with high autonomy. This
way this research informs individuals that are making career choices to choose for a job with
autonomy if they aspire to a high degree of well-being. Sadly, high degrees of autonomy are
hard to find in most salaried jobs (Benz & Frey, 2008). However, employees can pro-actively
strive to increase their autonomy (Grant & Parker, 2009; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), by
negotiating with the organization and colleagues.
Fourth, social policymakers with the goal in mind to increase life quality and maintain
healthy populations may interpret current findings in order to increase, where possible,
eudaimonic well-being and autonomy. Already hedonic and eudaimonic well-being has been
shown to relate to a great number of positive health consequences (Cohen et al., 2016; Boyle
et al., 2009; Hill& Turiano, 2014; Boyle et al., 2010; Kim et al, 2013; Phelan et al., 2010). In
order to increase eudaimonic well-being, current findings suggest it may be better to promote
laws and regulations that support self-organization. For example, employment laws that
demand elaborate contracts with precise expectations and fixed terms may decrease the ability
to self-organize which may result in less experienced autonomy for both employees or
entrepreneurs.
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5.3 Limitations
This research had six notable limitations, which may inspire scholars for future
research. First, this research contains a potential confound because the participants in the
entrepreneurship group scored significantly higher on neuroticism and were overall older than
participants in the salaried employees’ group. If repeated research is considered, that age and
neuroticism have been found to be reliable predictors of hedonic and eudaimonic well-being
(e.g. Lachman, & Weaver, 1997, Keyes et al., 2002; Springer et al., 2011), this causes notable
concerns in the validity of this research. Therefore, future research is needed to control for
these variables, for example by repeating the same analyses but adding these covariates “Age”
and “Neuroticism” to the models in order to control for their effect on hedonic and
eudaimonic well-being indicators.
Second, this research may be subject to cultural bias because all of the respondents
were situated in the United States. This cultural influence may be particularly relevant since
Eudaimonic well-being is observed to be significantly higher in the United States in general
compared to the rest of the world according to a recent index of eudaimonic well‐being in 166
nations (Joshanloo, 2018). Therefore, in order to generalize results to different nations an
important avenue of research would be to repeat comparable research to look into cultural
differences across nations. This would be especially useful in countries with lower overall
eudaimonic well-being rates than the United States, for example in countries situated in Asia,
Africa, or Russia (see Joshanloo, 2018).
Third, a limitation of this research is that entrepreneurship was operationalized using
one single item (are you self-employed: (i) “Yes” or (ii) “No”). This considerably limits the
scope of this research, since the realm of entrepreneurship contains many different kinds of
venture types which are associated with different well-being patterns (Morris et al. 2018).
Some authors even argue that many self-employed engage mostly in managerial tasks instead
of activities that are regarded as entrepreneurial (Kuratko et al., 1997; Parker, 2004). This
may have consequences for their relation to well-being mechanisms described in this
research. For example, a self-employed freelancer in mail delivery might have a different
relationship with their well-being than an entrepreneur at the head of a great tech company. It
is for instance hypothesized that hedonic aspects may be of more importance to
independence-oriented entrepreneurs focused on self-direction and self-sufficiency, whereas
eudaimonic well-being may be of more value to growth-oriented entrepreneurs looking to
achieve aspects of personal growth and environmental mastery (Ryff, 2019). Future research
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may include a broader measure of entrepreneurship than just self-employment, like venture
type and measure of engagement in entrepreneurial behavior (Stephens, 2018; Parker, 2004).
Fifth, this research may be subjected to “success bias” since it only included
entrepreneurs who were self-employed at the moment of the survey. This entails that
described patterns may not apply to ventures that have gone out of business, thereby
excluding for example unsuccessful entrepreneurs or those who successfully exit their
venture. This might account for a selection of individuals with higher eudaimonic well-being
if the assumption that eudaimonic well-being increases the effectiveness of entrepreneurial
behavior is considered (Østergaard et al., 2018). The success bias is more often described in
entrepreneurial well-being studies (Stephens, 2018), and could be prevented in future research
by sampling business owners that quit their business. Specifically, this can be done by not
only surveying current but also past behavior and attitudes.
Sixth, this research has limited itself by solely focusing on the arrogation of hedonic
and eudaimonic well-being measured with a psychometric inventory based on its individual
factors (Ryff;1989; Ryff & Keyes; 1995). Future well-being research could attempt to analyze
the three individual parts of hedonic (positive affect, negative affect & satisfaction) and the
six components of eudaimonic well-being (autonomy, personal growth, self-acceptance,
environmental mastery, life purpose & positive relations with others) in order to gain a more
nuanced understanding of well-being within entrepreneurs and employees.
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7. Appendices
All data, procedures, and surveys of this research are publicly available (select
MIDUS III at http://www.midus.wisc.edu/). Data from the third round of the national survey
of Midlife Development in the United States (MIDUS III), collected in 2013–2014, was used.
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/MISSING=ANALYSIS
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CORRELATIONS
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