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Abstract: An increasing body of research suggests that young people living in Western societies are
becoming increasingly individualistic in the way they orientate themselves socially, with further
findings suggestive that such orientations may be associated with reduced wellbeing outcomes.
Through a systematic review of past research, this paper examines the findings on individualism and
the wellbeing of young people living within Western contexts. Findings from our review indicate that
whilst individualistic cultures may be associated with higher wellbeing outcomes when compared
with collectivistic cultures, such associations tend to disappear when explored at the personal level.
Additionally, we find that distinguishing how individualism is measured provides important insight
into specific traits associated with individualism that can lead to poorer wellbeing outcomes. Based
on the studies reviewed, we propose that whilst the freedom and autonomy embedded within
individualistic social orientations can have positive associations, there is an emerging understanding
of some of the darker traits that can be associated with these values. These synthesized findings
increase our understanding of the connection between individualism, its associated behaviours, and
the mental health of young people.
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1. Introduction

Despite the significant economic, health and educational advantages that exist for
young people living in high income Westernised countries today when compared to previ-
ous generations, there is an increasing body of evidence suggesting that the psychological
wellbeing of young people in these environments is in decline [1–3]. A selection of gen-
erational data on mental health for instance, points towards an increase in the amount of
psychological health issues experienced by young people in Western contexts over the pre-
ceding decades [3–5]. Though such findings are not without limitation, with the influence
of population growth and changes in self-report metrics relevant contributors, researchers
argue that they deserve greater attention [3–6].

In response to this data indicating a potential decline in young people’s mental health,
some research has pointed towards a number of cultural shifts in Western environments that
may be impacting upon these statistics [5,6]. Specifically, the increasing ‘individualisation’
of Western societies is thought to be one potential contributor to this challenging cultural
climate facing young people living in such settings [6–8]. Individualism is defined by
Triandis and Gelfand [9] as an orientation towards independence and self-reliance, pursuing
personal goals, maintaining relationships when the costs do not outweigh the benefits, and
having the freedom to express oneself. This is in contrast with the dynamics surrounding
collectivism—whereby societies are oriented around shared groups, identities and goals.
Oyserman and colleagues [10], provide a further distinction to these definitions, stating that
attaining personal goals, happiness and personal control are assumed central to wellbeing
within individualism, whereas carrying out obligations and duties are assumed central to
wellbeing within collectivism.
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Individualistic values are said to be largely unique to Western countries, whereby
greater economic, political and social liberties allow for high levels of individual autonomy,
and social behaviours and values are influenced accordingly [11,12]. Young people living
in high income, Westernised societies are shown to be particularly likely to adopt individu-
alistic social orientations [13,14] with this trend shown to have increased over the past few
decades [8]. In reviewing generational data collected from American College students from
1966 to 2009, Twenge and colleagues [8] for instance show that the millennial generation
(those born between 1982 and 2003) are less caring towards others, and more oriented
towards individualistic values and behaviours when compared with previous generations.
The authors point to cultural influences specific to American society (and Western society
more generally) as being responsible for this shift in social orientations, citing increasing
economies and the resultant freedoms they allow for certain demographics of young people
to make important life decisions, as important contributors.

The cultural dynamisms of individualism and collectivism have served as a key so-
cial distinction when exploring wellbeing and life satisfaction outcomes across differing
cultures. Cross-cultural research has shown that the economic and libertarian advantages
that accompany individualistic cultures leads to positive associations between individual-
istic countries and subjective wellbeing when compared with collectivist cultures [15,16].
Further research has shown individualistic societies to associate with enhanced human
rights, self-determinism and economic opportunities [10,17,18]. Ahuvia [19] theorises that
it is these associations that have allowed individualism to liberate the individual from the
bounds of pure collectivism and class hierarchy and enhance one’s social liberties, which in
turn equates to increased quality of life outcomes.

Despite these positive associations between individualistic cultures and wellbeing
when contrasted with collectivistic cultures, research on individualism and wellbeing con-
ducted at the personal level of analyses provides a contrasting set of findings. Studies that
have focused on how orientations towards individualism relate to wellbeing at the personal
level (rather than across cultures) show individualistic values to be associated with higher
levels of isolation [20], suicidal tendencies [21,22] and poorer psychological health [23]. As
a means of gaining clarity on these seemingly conflicting findings between individualism
and wellbeing that exist between the cultural versus personal level of analyses, a number
of studies have broken the concepts down into differing sub-traits [23–25]. In particular,
studies have largely drawn on Triandis and Gelfand’s [9] ‘vertical’ and ‘horizontal’ di-
mensions of individualism and collectivism. These distinctions define firstly horizontal
individualism as emphasising uniqueness and autonomy, yet rather than aspiring to stand
out, people instead focus on becoming independent. Vertical individualism similarly de-
fines a focus on independence, but also embodies traits of extreme self-sufficiency and
competitiveness as well. Horizontal collectivism then emphasises common goals and
cooperativeness between an individual and their community, while vertical collectivism is
defined as a complete submission and dutifulness to the authorities of one’s community.
Germani et al. [24] note that studies applying this horizontal and vertical distinction to ex-
amining individualism and collectivism warrant greater attention, as they provide greater
comprehension around the previously acknowledged association between individualism
and positive wellbeing outcomes. Indeed, whilst individualistic environments allow for
increased personal freedoms to pursue one’s own personal goals [15,18], recent findings
drawing on these sub-definitions of individualism indicate that socially orienting oneself
in a highly individualistic way may also comprise a range of subtle detriments. This is
specific to the traits of self-sufficiency and competitiveness individualistic values can lead
to, that can in turn be harmful to one’s psychological wellbeing [23–25]. In line with this
evolving body of research, as well as the findings indicating that young people are shown
to be more individualistic than previous generations, we aim throughout this review to
give an updated account on the literature of how the cultural concept of individualism
relates to the psychological wellbeing of young people living in Westernised environments.
By reviewing studies according to their level of analysis (i.e., cross-cultural or individual),
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our review aims to bring clarity to the relationship individualism has on the wellbeing of
young people living within noted individualistic environments.

This review will employ a focus on empirical literature, published in English, that
explores the association between individualistic values and wellbeing amongst youth living
in Westernised environments. We choose to focus our review on Western environments, as
research suggests that the relationship between individualism and wellbeing operational-
izes very differently in Eastern versus Western cultures [26]. This is said to be due to the
differences in socioeconomic, political and social circumstance that can exist amidst these
differing environments [26]. Further, according to Hofstede’s [12] cross-cultural indica-
tors, high-income Western nations are shown to score particularly high on individualism
when compared with Eastern countries that tend to be more collectivistic, making Western
contexts a good case study to focus our investigation on.

It is important to note here that we acknowledge that not all young people are equally
affected by their attachment to individualistic values—with different ethnicities, socio-
economic circumstances important moderators—nor are all influences equally consistent
across all Western populations. Indeed, as Eckersley and Dear [21] address in their analyses
of cultural influences on youth suicide—cultures are not universal, with a variety of
subcultures also marked by potentially very different values and beliefs. This article wishes
to acknowledge these points, yet seeks to addresses these issues from a broader cultural
perspective, proposing that greater emphasis should be placed on cultural concepts such
as individualism in relation to how they influence the wellbeing of young people. We
categories young people here within the emerging adulthood bracket (18–29 years of age),
as that is the demographic that the vast majority of youth focused research exploring the
effects of individualism on wellbeing focuses on. The concept of wellbeing is used here
as an umbrella term capturing one’s satisfaction with their physical, psychological and
spiritual health, their relationships, their security, their achievements and their attachment
to community [27]. It also includes a psychological element operationalised as the absence
of anxiety and depression. As such this research will conceptualise psychological wellbeing
as a dynamic notion that includes subjective, social and psychological dimensions as well
as health-related behaviors [27], and will therefore utilize studies that have allowed for
such a broad definition of wellbeing.

2. Methods

The first step of the review process was a comprehensive search of past research
conducted between 1990 and 2021 undertaken by the first author. The key words used were
‘individualism’, ‘collectivism’ and ‘wellbeing’, and articles were sorted by specifying that
these terms were present within the articles title, keyword or abstract. Our searches were
conducted in the following databases: Pro Quest (105 results), Scopus (42 results), Web of
Science (36 results) and PubMed (43 results). We compiled the results of each database used
into a single document, and then deleted all duplicates. Further searchers were made using
the reference list of each of the identified articles to find other potential studies relevant to
our search, as was Google Scholar and a University Library Database.

The inclusion criteria that we applied to our search were: (a) empirical research
that reported quantitative data (purely theoretical papers and qualitative studies were
excluded); (b) the key concept of individualism was examined and measured via a scale
specifically designed to measure individualistic orientations; (c) studies included wellbeing
as one of the variables of interest; (d) participant samples included a focus on young people
(aged 18–29) living within Westernised countries; and (e) be published in (peer-reviewed)
journal articles from 1990 to 2021 (we chose to focus on this time frame as this encapsulates
literature published within the life span of the current generation of emerging adults). We
then selected those studies that met our criteria. Papers were excluded if they did not
include a youth-based participant sample from within a Westernized country.

In total fourteen studies that met our criteria were selected to be included in the review.
These studies were reviewed and information on their theoretical approach, methodology
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and key findings was extracted—to provide an overview of how the concepts of individ-
ualism and, where relevant collectivism, were researched, the potential association these
concepts had with each other, as well as their effects on the wellbeing of young people—or
general population groups were applicable. The flow of our process of selection of articles
is represented following the recommendations of PRISMA [28]—please refer to Figure 1 for
more details.
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3. Data Extraction and Synthesis

The final 14 papers were reviewed by the authors using a standardised data extraction
tool—in the form of a table specifically designed by the authors for this review. Here the
authors looked at the study sample population, study type, study setting, level of anaylisis,
and a description of the research method, results and conclusions. The authors then
extracted key findings from each paper in relation to our reviews focus: the relationship
between individualism and collectivism and young Western people’s wellbeing. This was
done in line with the conceptual framework underpinning the analysis.
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4. Findings
4.1. Characteristics of the Studies Reviewed
Instruments and Methods Used

The majority of research reviewed for this paper was conducted focusing on individ-
ualism and wellbeing at an individual level (i.e., exploring how individualism relates to
wellbeing in a specified cultural context) (n = 9), with a few additional studies based on
cross-cultural analyses (n = 5). Where cross-cultural samples were included, we chose
to focus on the results specific to the Western nations within the data. Scales used to
measure individualism and collectivism were Triandis and Gelfand [9] measurement of
horizontal and vertical individualism and collectivism (n = 6) as well as Triandis [29]
earlier measurement of horizontal and vertical individualism and collectivism (n = 1); and
Triandis [30] Individualism and Collectivism Scale (n = 1). Other scales used were Singe-
lis [31] measurement of independent and interdependent self-construals (n = 2), Hui’s [32]
Measurement of individualism-collectivism (n = 1); Crocker et al. [33] Contingencies of
self-worth measure (n = 1); a combination of Hofstede’s Individualism Index Value as
described by Cheng et al. [34] as well as Suh’s individualism-collectivism rating [35], and
a selection of questions from the World Values Survey [36] (n = 1). These measures have
been widely validated, and possess good psychometric properties [10]. All scales possess
questions that clearly distinguish between items that relate to individualism, explicated in
the above scales by items that focus on valuing personal independence and autonomy, with
all measures including at least one item focused on ‘valuing personal independence’. While
the collectivism items all included a focus on shared group goals and preferences, and at
least one item focused on sense of duty to group’ as well as ‘relatedness to others’. Within
our sample, more than half of studies drew on Triandis and Gelfand’s [9] or Triandis [29]
measurement of horizontal and vertical individualism and collectivism, with this scale
allowing for the sub-factors of vertical and horizontal individualism and collectivism to be
investigated in how they relate to wellbeing.

Wellbeing was measured predominantly by the Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS) [37]
(n = 8); the Depression Anxiety and Stress Scales (DASS21) [38] (n = 2); while the Center
of Epidemiology Scale—Depression factor (CES-D) [39] (n = 1); The Beck Depression
Inventory–II (BDI–II) [40] (n = 1); Attitudes Towards Suicide Scale (EATSS) [41] (n = 1)
and WHO mental health data (n = 1) were also used. Generally speaking, studies focused
on one wellbeing outcome measure, however when multiple measures of wellbeing were
drawn on, we focused on composite outcomes as defined within the relevant studies results
sections. All this information is categorized in Table 1.

Table 1. Key literature on individualism and wellbeing.

Lead
Author
(Year)

Sample
Type

Ind/Coll
Measure

Outcome
Measure(s)

Level of
Analysis Main Findings

Nezlek 2021
US:

Emerging
adults

Triandis
1998

CES-D, Ryff
WB (1989) Individual

Found that individualism was negatively related to
wellbeing, with this relationship varied between

horizontal and vertical dimensions of
individualism. Both horizontal and vertical

collectivism were laregly positively related to all
measures of wellbeing.

Germani
2021

US, Italy,
Russia and

China:
Emerging

adults

Triandis
1998 SWLS Individual &

National

When compared across four cultures, life
satisfaction was unrelated to horizontal or vertical
individualism, but was positively associated with

horizontal and vertical collectivism. Similarly at the
individual level both dimensions of collectivism

related positively to life satisfaction, while
individualism was insignificant across all

nations investigated.
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Table 1. Cont.

Lead
Author
(Year)

Sample
Type

Ind/Coll
Measure

Outcome
Measure(s)

Level of
Analysis Main Findings

Humphrey
2020

Australia:
Emerging

adults

Triandis
1998 DASS21 Individual

Orientations towards vertical individualism
predicted lower levels of psychological wellbeing,
while orientations towards horizontal collectivism

predicted higher psychological wellbeing.
Horirontal individualism and vertical colelctivism

were non-signfigant.

Krys 2019

Cross
Cultural:
Emerging

adults

Singelis 1994 SWLS Individual &
National

Based on data collected from 12 countries, a
positive association shown between life satisfaction

and individualism was found when compared
across cultures. These associations between
individualism and wellbeing were reduced

however when measured agianst modified social
based items of the SWLS.

Lin 2017
Australia/Singapore:

Emerging
Adults

Triandis
1998 DASS21 National

Individualism and collectivism were significantly
associated with attachment avoidance but

not anxiety.

Zalewska
2016

Polish:
Emerging

Adults

Triandis
1998 SWLS Individual

Found a positive relationships between the
horizontal and vertical dimensions of collectivism,

and horizontal dimension of individualism and
wellbeing, whereas vertical individualism related

negatively to wellbeing.

Cheng 2016

Cross-
Cultrual:

Emerging
Adults

Hofstede
2014/Suh

1998
SWLS National

Individualism was not significantly linked with any
components of subjective wellbeing at the

national level.

Ogihara
2014

US/Japan:
Emerging

Adults

Crocker,
2003 SWLS National

Individualism not associated with any negative
shift in subjective wellbeing in US populations,

however it is shown to associate negatively with
wellbeing in a Japanese context.

Eskin 2013
Turkey:

Emerging
Adults

Singelis 1994 Eskin EATSS Individual
Individualistic tendencies associated with more

permissive attitudes toward suicide when
compared with collectivistic tendencies.

Scott 2004
Australia:
Emerging

adults

Triandis
1998 BDI 1996 Individual

Individualism associated with poorer social
support, less satisfying social networks and

diminished psychological wellbeing indicators.

Yetim 2003
Turkey:

Emerging
adults

Hui 1988 SWLS 1985 Individual

Findings specific to the University student cohort
within this participant sample revealed that

individualism predicted high life satisfaction and
collectivism predicted low life satisfaction in

Turkish young people.

Eckersley
2002

Cross-
cultural:
adolec-

sents/Emerging
adults

Veenhoven
1999

WHO
Suicide data National

Individualism associated with higher levels of
wellbeing when looked at across cultures, however

individualistic cultures also associated with a
higher suicide rates for young people when

compared to collectivistic ones.

Oishi 2000

Cross-
cultural:

Emerging
adults

(College
Students)

Traindis
1995 SWLS National

Horizontal individualism positively associated
with wellbeing in the pre-identified individualistic
nations (but not in the collectivistic nations), while
horizontal collectivism was positively associated

with wellbeing in most collectivistic nations.
Vertical individualism related negatively to
wellbeing in most countries investigated.

Bettencourt
1997

US:
Emerging

Adults

Traindis
1988 SWLS Individual

Across 2 studies individualism was negatively
correlated with wellbeing, while collectivism

related positively with wellbeing.
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5. Results
Findings: Individualism and Wellbeing

Finding across the 14 studies reviewed largely showed individualism to be associated
with a reduced satisfaction with life, along with an increased likelihood of depressive symp-
tomology and suicide ideation in young people. This was not exclusively the case, with the
nine cross-cultural studies included in this review revealing mixed results. Focusing on
both Japanese and US emerging adults, Ogihara [42] found that individualistic orientations
did not impact upon a composite measure of subjective wellbeing (SWB), whilst collec-
tivistic orientations negatively impacted wellbeing in the US sample (but not the Japanese
sample, whereby individualism negatively affected SWB). Analysing data collected from
college students in twelve different countries, Krys et al. [43] found that individualism was
significantly associated with higher levels of satisfaction with life when looked at across
nations. However, when analysed against a modified version of the SWLS that measured
one’s satisfaction with their social relationships, the association between individualism and
wellbeing reduced. In an earlier study of college students from 33 nations, individualism
had no effect on wellbeing [34]. In a study of emerging adults from China, Italy, Russia
and the US, Germani et al. [24] similarly found that individualistic values were positively
related to satisfaction with life when contrasted across nations. At the individual level,
however, this effect between either dimension of individualism was non-significant in
all countries, and alternately there was a positive association between both vertical and
horizontal collectivism and life satisfaction.

Cross-cultural findings on individualism and wellbeing are noted as being somewhat
inconclusive, due to a range of other variables present within the data such as a nations
level of wealth, that can conflate the clarity of this relationship [20]. Research that has
focused on the effects of individualism and collectivism on wellbeing at the individual
level (as opposed to through the lens of cross-cultural comparisons) is more consistent
in its findings. Across 2 studies on American undergraduates, Bettencourt and Dorr [44]
found that wellbeing was negatively associated with individualism, and positively cor-
related with collectivism, while also showing personal as well as collective self-esteem
to be a significant mediator in these relationships. Specific to Australian young people,
Scott and colleagues [20] showed an association between those who placed higher levels
of importance on individualistic values and a number of social and psychological dis-
advantages. These included poorer social support, less satisfying social networks and
diminished mental health indicators. A later study [45] that explored the individual effects
of individualism and collectivism on an Australian sample found that individualism and
collectivism were significantly associated with attachment avoidance, but neither related to
wellbeing outcomes (operationalised as anxiety). While a study [46] focusing on Turkish
University students, found that individualistic social values predicted higher satisfaction
with life, while collectivistic values predicted lower satisfaction with life.

A number of studies reviewed divided the concept of individualism into its vertical
and horizontal dimensions, as proposed by Triandis and Gelfand [9]. Oishi’s [47] cross-
cultural analysis of data collected from 39 nations is one such study that utilised these
dimensions in its analysis. Although not seeking to specifically test the effect of cultural
values, but rather goals, Oishi showed that goals around individual autonomy were related
to higher levels of satisfaction with life in most cultures. In addition, horizontal individ-
ualism (emphasising autonomy and self-reliance) was found to be positively associated
with life satisfaction in individualistic nations (but not in the collectivistic nations), while
horizontal collectivism was positively associated with life satisfaction in most collectivistic
nations. Vertical individualism (emphasising autonomy as well as self-sufficiency and
competitiveness with others) was shown to negatively relate to life satisfaction in most
individualistic nations, although very marginally and often non-significantly, whereas
vertical collectivism yielded mixed results, relating both positively and negatively to life
satisfaction in different nations.
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Subsequent research that has distinguished between vertical and horizontal dimen-
sions of individualism and collectivism, and then applied these dimensions to wellbeing at
the individual level, have yielded similar findings. In a study of Polish emerging adults
Zalewska and Zawdzka [25] found positive relationships between subjective wellbeing and
horizontal and vertical collectivism, as well as horizontal individualism, and a negative rela-
tionship between subjective wellbeing and vertical individualism. In a study of Australian
emerging adults, Humphrey, Bliuc and Molenberghs [23] found that found that vertical
individualism was related to greater psychological distress as measured by the DASS-21,
whereas horizontal collectivism was related to reduced psychological distress, and vertical
collectivism and horizontal individualism were unrelated to distress. A similar study
design focusing on US emerging adults [7] similarly found that vertical individualism was
negatively related to wellbeing, yet this study also found a negative relationship between
horizontal individualism and wellbeing measured through the CES-D. Here horizontal
collectivism was positively related to all measures of wellbeing, while vertical collectivism
was positively related to some of these measures.

6. Discussion
6.1. Summary of Findings

Our review focused on research investigating the effects that individualism can have
on young people’s psychological health within Western environments. Based on an analysis
of the existing findings, we can conclude that there is an evolving clarity of understanding
on the harmful effects particular traits associated with individualistic social values can
have on young people’s psychological health. This seems particularly true of traits associ-
ated with the vertical dimension of individualism related to extreme self-sufficiency and
comparisons with others.

Early cross-cultural research on individualism and wellbeing conducted on general
populations showed largely positive correlations, stemming from the freedom and au-
tonomy associated with individualistic environments when compared to collectivistic
ones [15,16,18]. These positive aspects of individualistic cultures should not be ignored,
with individualism providing an array of social freedoms beneficial to living a flourishing
life. Our review however reveals two significant caveats in relation to these earlier findings.
Firstly, the literature exploring individualism and wellbeing at a personal level (rather
than across cultures) suggests that the broad advantages of individualism that exist at the
societal level, are less persuasive when applied individually. Findings indicate that whilst
individualistic cultures may possess some advantages when compared to collectivistic
cultures, this effect either disappears, or outworks as a poor association between individu-
alism and wellbeing, when investigated at the individual level. Conversely, collectivistic
orientations tended to relate positively to wellbeing at the individual level. These findings
are suggestive of the importance of implementing the collectivistic traits of maintaining
strong social relationships within individualistic societies. Secondly, research that has
explored the relationship between individualism and wellbeing through its vertical and
horizontal sub-dimensions, provides a more nuanced account of how this relationship
works. These studies tend to suggest that there are variables inherent in vertical indi-
vidualism, related to competitiveness and comparing oneself with others that can lead
to lower levels of psychological wellbeing in young people, while traits associated with
horizontal individualism around self-reliance and autonomy tend to have less of an effect.
Such findings are significant in framing our understanding of the relationship between
individualism and wellbeing, in that they show us that individualistic traits associated
with overt independence and competitiveness may be particularly problematic for one’s
psychological health. So, whilst individualistic societies allow for many positives, there
are also a number of challenges these environments can present to one’s wellbeing if they
orientate themselves in a highly individualistic way. As highlighted in past research, find-
ings relating aspects of individualism with poorer wellbeing outcomes warrant greater
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consideration as a medium through which young people today experience poorer mental
health when compared with previous generations [5,6].

6.2. Implications of Findings for Further Research

Firstly, a greater depth of research is needed into the association between individual-
ism and wellbeing, and the way in which various sub-traits (i.e., vertical and horizontal
dimensions) of individualism can impact upon it. A more elaborate and detailed de-
scription of these relationships would be necessary to understand in greater depth the
consequences these cultural influences can have on young people and general populations
alike. A greater body of research exploring how these effects operationalise in differing cul-
tural settings is also required. Finally, further research on the way in which Western media
and political institutions may influence young people’s social value systems and in turn
their psychological health through the promotion of individualistic pursuits, are needed.

6.3. Limitations of the Review

This review has some limitations. Most notably, despite the availability of a vast quan-
tity of research exploring individualism and collectivism and their effect on behavioural
outcomes across cultures, studies that directly addressed the relationship(s) between in-
dividualism and psychological wellbeing were scarce. As such, our sample of studies
reviewed was relatively small. Furthermore, our review included only peer-reviewed,
empirical based journal articles published in English since 1990. This restriction regarding
publication type does not meet some criteria (e.g., publication status, publication bias)
on the Assessment of Multiple Systematic Reviews (AMSTAR) checklist for assessing the
quality of systematic reviews, and may also lead to publication bias. However, because
the review’s focus was on statistical and empirical evidence that clearly addressed the
association between individualism, and wellbeing, gray literature such as reviews should
be considered exclusion criteria. Lastly, this review was conducted with a specific focus on
Westernized environments, and therefore provides insight into the influence individualistic
and collectivistic values have in Western contexts. Such findings are therefore not reflective
of the impact individualism and collectivism may have in other cultural contexts, nor may
they be entirely consistent within different Western settings.

7. Conclusions

Based on the studies reviewed, we propose that whilst individualistic values can have
positive associations with one’s psychological wellbeing, socially orientating oneself in a
highly individualistic way can also manifest in ways that adversely affect psychological
health. Indeed, whilst individualistic traits related to personal development and freedom
of expression enhance psychological wellbeing, other aspects of individualism such as
poor social support, competitiveness and comparisons with others are likely to be linked
to a decline in the social connections and mental health of Western young people over the
previous few decades.

The research reviewed has pointed towards the prevailing Western cultural dynamism
of individualism, as a highly relevant cultural factor when it comes to examining young
people’s mental health and wellbeing within these settings. With Western environments
becoming increasingly individualistic, young people would do well to resist the pull
towards the seemingly harmful traits embedded within individualism, and buffer against
these by building broad social networks as a means of optimising their psychological health.
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