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Abstract
Background  Thriving from Work is a construct that has been highlighted as an important integrative positive 
worker well-being indicator that can be used in both research and practice. Recent public discourse emphasizes the 
important contributions that work should have on workers’ lives in positive and meaningful ways and the importance 
of valid and reliable instruments to measure worker well-being. The Thriving from Work Questionnaire measures how 
workers’ experiences of their work and conditions of work contributes in positive ways to their thriving both at and 
outside of work.

Methods  The purpose of this study was to translate the Thriving from Work Questionnaire from English to Spanish, 
and then validate the translated questionnaire in a sample of 8,795 finance workers in Peru and Mexico. We used 
item response theory models replicating methods that were used for the original validation studies. We conducted 
a differential item functioning analysis to evaluate any differences in the performance of models between Peru and 
Mexico. We evaluated criterion validity with organizational leadership, flourishing, vitality, community well-being, and 
worker’s home location socio-economic position.

Results  The current study demonstrates that the Spanish (Peru/Mexico) questionnaire was found to be a reliable 
and valid measure of workers’ thriving from work. One item was dropped from the long-form version of the original 
U.S. questionnaire. Both the long and short form versions of the questionnaire had similar psychometric properties. 
Empirical reliability was high. Criterion validity was established as hypothesized relationships between constructs was 
supported. There were no differences in the performance of the model between countries suggesting utility across 
Latin American countries.

Conclusions  The current study demonstrated that the Spanish (Peru and Mexico) version of the questionnaire is 
both a reliable and valid measure of worker well-being in Latin America. Specific recommendations are made for the 
adaptation of the questionnaire and directions of future research.

Keywords  Worker well-being, Flourishing, Scale development, Measurement, Quality of life, Psychological well-being, 
Decent work, Healthy work design, Latin America, Psychometrics
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Background
The changing nature of work, workforces, and working 
conditions all have significant implications for worker 
well-being. Throughout history, scholars have frequently 
noted that work can benefit well-being. Employment is 
an important social determinant of health, and the qual-
ity of employment and the work performed have the abil-
ity to shape people’s relationships, livelihoods, and their 
overall satisfaction with life. Work gives a sense of mean-
ing and purpose, and provides the economic means to 
prosper.

There is a growing body of evidence that exposure 
to specific working conditions and workplace hazards 
influences well-being [1–3]. While the vast majority 
of research focuses on how work can be detrimental to 
one’s health and well-being, more attention is now being 
drawn towards the positive role that work can play in 
contributing to one’s overall quality of life. The recent 
COVID-19 pandemic highlighted the importance that 
workers were placing on their own well-being. Workers 
are moving to jobs where organizations are prioritizing 
worker well-being as a key organizational value. Workers 
and organizations are looking for strategies and ways to 
ensure that workers are thriving; workers with higher lev-
els of well-being and happiness are less likely to turnover, 
are more productive and collaborative, and are health-
ier and therefore incurring less healthcare expenditure 
for chronic health conditions. This research exemplifies 
the importance of work as a determinant of population 
health and well-being.

The measurement of whether workers are thriving 
from their work (or not) is therefore critical as an indi-
cator of worker well-being. Organizational data are inte-
gral for employers to better understand the needs of 
their workforce, and to ensure that work is designed to 
support worker well-being. Thus, there is a need for well-
developed and valid measures of worker well-being. One 
such reliable and valid measure is the National Institute 
for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) Well-being 
Questionnaire (WellBQ) which provides a diagnostic 
tool of 68 items for organizations to identify well-being 
needs of workers [4]. However, there are limited instru-
ments that have been developed that assess the posi-
tive contribution that work can have on one’s ability to 
thrive in their lives. To address this gap, the Harvard T.H. 
Chan School of Public Health Center for Work, Health, 
and Well-being defined and conceptualized the concept 
of Thriving from Work, and later developed a long- (30 
item) and short- (8 item) questionnaire.

The framing of the concept of “Thriving from Work” 
responded to repeated calls for an expanded view of 
occupational safety and health by measuring positive 
work-related well-being across several dimensions [5]. 
In a previous study, we conducted a series of formative 

studies that resulted in several products. First, they 
developed a definition for ‘Thriving from Work’ as “the 
state of positive mental, physical, and social functioning 
in which workers’ experiences of their work and work-
ing conditions enable them to thrive in their overall lives, 
contributing to their ability to achieve their full potential 
in their work, home, and community” ( [6]p.05). Next, 
we conceptualized worker well-being into six specific 
dimensions across 30 important attributes that have 
been found through formative research to be integral for 
positive worker well-being. These dimensions include (i) 
job design for supporting thriving from work, (ii) social 
well-being from work, (iii) work-life integration, (iv) 
health and physical and mental well-being at work, (v) 
basic needs for thriving from work, and (vi) psychologi-
cal and emotional well-being from work [6 ]. From this 
framework, we then developed a reliable and valid Thriv-
ing from Work Questionnaire in two diverse samples of 
U.S. workers. This questionnaire was designed to both 
measure the construct of ‘thriving from work’ as well as 
provide a mechanism for organizations (or other entities) 
to identify priority areas that would benefit from inter-
ventions focused on improving worker well-being. Thus, 
the questionnaire enables companies to (a) identify pri-
ority areas for improving worker well-being, (b) identify 
groups of workers (e.g., work teams) that are thriving (or 
have low levels of worker well-being), and (c) measure 
change in levels of thriving among and between groups 
of workers.

Once a reliable and validated instrument was devel-
oped, there is a subsequent need to translate and validate 
the instrument into different languages and in different 
geographic regions. This is to ensure that the same con-
structs are measured using the same instrument in differ-
ent work contexts across a range of global research and 
practice settings. The purpose of the present study was 
to translate the English version of this questionnaire to 
Spanish, and then validate the Spanish questionnaire in 
two geographical regions, Peru and Mexico, herein called 
the Thriving from Work Questionnaire– Spanish P-M.

Methods
Sample
8,795 workers from a large Latin American finance 
company based in Mexico and Peru completed a survey 
as part of baseline data collection for a large organiza-
tional change initiative in June-July 2021. This sample 
comprised 31% of the entire workforce from the finance 
company.

Translation of the questionnaire
To translate the Thriving from Work Questionnaire from 
English to Spanish, we performed a well-accepted trans-
lation and back-translation approach using a professional 
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translation company with two different bilingual trans-
lators as described by Beaton et al. [8] Both translated 
versions of the questionnaire were then reviewed by 
the research team, and any discrepancies were resolved 
through discussion with the translation team. The ques-
tionnaire was then reviewed by a bi-lingual member of 
our research team (JRD) and representatives from our 
finance company collaborators based in Mexico and 
Peru to ensure that the content validity of the items was 
retained.

Variables and measures
All office-based employees were invited by the company 
leadership team through an email invitation to volun-
tarily complete an electronic questionnaire. We assessed 
the correlation of the Thriving from Work measure with 
other conceptually similar instruments to establish con-
current criterion validity. That is, does Thriving from 
Work correlate with other constructs of interest in a 
manner that is theoretically and conceptually expected?

Thriving from work questionnaire
The Thriving from Work Questionnaire by Peters et al. 
(2021) contains six domains: (1) psychological and emo-
tional well-being from work, (2) social well-being from 
work, (3) work–life integration, (4) basic needs for thriv-
ing from work, (5) job design and experience of work, 
and (6) safety and physical and mental well-being from 
work. Thirty items representing 30 attributes of Thriv-
ing from Work are measured on the long-form across 
the six domains (3–6 items per domain). The short-form 
questionnaire contains eight items representing all six 
domains. Respondents rated all items on a Likert scale: 
Always, Almost Always, Usually, Sometimes, Rarely, or 
Never. In two U.S. samples representing a diverse group 
of workers, the U.S. English version of the questionnaire 
was found to have excellent internal consistency and test-
retest and empiral reliability, as well as content and crite-
rion validity for both the long- and short- forms [9]. 

In this paper, we examine criterion validity using 
two scoring methods– both of which have been found 
to be appropriate and may be used depending on the 
research question and study design– (i) a summed or 
unit-weighted score across all items in the long- and 
short-forms, respectively; and (ii) maximum expected 
posteriori scores. For both methods, a higher score indi-
cates higher thriving from work.

Validation measures
A variety of measures were used to evaluate concurrent 
criterion validity. We evaluated the correlation between 
thriving from work and the validation measures hypothe-
sizing the direction and strength of the relationship based 
on how conceptually similar or distinct the measure is in 

relation to thriving from work. Thus, we evaluated thriv-
ing from work with measures that were conceptually 
similar and hypothesized that these would have higher 
correlations. We also considered measures that we con-
sidered more conceptually distinct and hypothesized that 
these would have a lower correlation with thriving from 
work.

Organizational leadership
Organizational leadership was measured using the lead-
ership subscale items from the Institute for Strategic 
Clarity’s Organizational Agreements Health Checklist, 
which assesses a worker’s experience of work conditions, 
from extractive to flourishing, in how they support the 
worker’s relationship to self, to another, to the group, to 
the group’s creative process, and to the group’s creative 
source [10]. This was the only external construct that 
we used that was tied to the workplace. Example items 
include: “Our leadership recognizes the gifts of all its 
employees, and invites each of us to express them in ful-
filling our greatest potential”, “Leadership inspires us to 
value our differences”, and “Our leadership helps us to 
take into account all the stakeholders in what we do.” 
Reliability was α= 0.96. We hypothesized that the Thriv-
ing from Work measure would be positively correlated 
with the Organizational Agreements Health Checklist 
and would have a higher correlation than the other non-
work focused constructs.

Flourishing
The Secure Flourishing index was used to measure 
human flourishing, consisting of 12 items that were 
developed by VanderWeele [11]. It measures six domains 
of human flourishing: (1) happiness and life satisfaction, 
(2) mental and physical health, (3) meaning and purpose, 
(4) character and virtue, (5) close social relationships, 
and (6) financial and material stability. Each domain con-
tains two items, and the sum score across all 12 items 
represents an overall human flourishing measure, with 
a higher score representing higher flourishing. Items are 
similar to the Thriving from Work items, except they are 
focused on well-being in one’s life rather than as a result 
of their work. Sample items are “Overall, how satisfied 
are you with life as a whole these days?”, “I understand 
my purpose in life”, and “I am content with my friend-
ships and relationships.” Each item has an 11-point Likert 
scale ranging from 0 as the most negative rating to 10 as 
the most positive rating possible. We hypothesized that 
the Thriving from Work Questionairre measure would 
be moderately correlated with flourishing in a positive 
direction and that flourishing would be more strongly 
associated with thriving from work than community 
well-being. Reliability was α= 0.79.
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Meaning and purpose
Meaning and purpose was assessed using the instrument, 
The Comprehensive Measure of Meaning [12, 13]. The 
respondents rated meaning and purpose by answering 
21 items from 7 domains: (1) global coherence, (2) indi-
vidual coherence, (3) subjective significance, (4) objective 
significance, (5) direction and mission, (6) direction and 
purpose, and (7) direction and goals. Sample items are “I 
have a framework that allows me to understand or make 
sense of human life”, “Living is deeply fulfilling”, “I make 
a significant contribution to society”, and “My current 
aims match with my future aspirations”. Reliability was α
= 0.95. As meaning and purpose is an important dimen-
sion of work-related well-being– as it relates to deriving 
a sense of meaning and purpose from one’s work–we 
expected there to be moderate levels of correlation 
between thriving from work and meaning and purpose.

Vitality
Vitality was measured using the Subjective Vitality scale 
[14, 15]. Using seven items, responses are captured on a 
5-point Likert scale response from Strongly Disagree to 
Strongly Agree. A higher score indicates higher vitality. 
Reliability of the scale was α= 0.59. We expected there 
to be a moderate correlation between thriving from work 
and vitality.

Community Well-being
Community well-being was measured using the short-
form Subjective Community Well-being measure [13]. 
This is a five-item instrument that captures each work-
er’s perspective of the extent to which they perceive the 
well-being of their community across five dimensions of 
community well-being first defined by VanderWeele et 
al.: good relationships (trust); proficient community lead-
ership, satisfying community, strong community mission 
(purpose); and healthy community practices (achieve-
ment of community’s goals). These items were summed 
to create an overall score of community well-being. Reli-
ability of the scale was α= 0.93. As a thriving community 
is expected to be made up of thriving people who reside 
in that community, we expected there to be a positive 
correlation between a workers’ perception of their com-
munity well-being and thriving from work, but a lower 
correlation than we would expect for constructs that are 
more directly related to the workplace.

Workers’ home location socio-economic position
To explore whether employees’ local circumstances influ-
ence thriving from work, we conducted additional analy-
ses with the Mexican sample using state-level publicly 
available data from the Mexican Instituto Nacional de 
Estadística y Geograf ía (INEGI) dataset. This included 
eight socio-economic variables matched to each worker’s 

geographical location within Mexico: percentage of 
victims of crime per household, the average degree of 
schooling of the population 15 years old and over, the 
percentage of the population aged 12 years and more who 
are economically active (employed), percentage of popu-
lation receiving the minimum wage, average literacy level 
for the region, and the quality of housing available. Thus, 
each employee had variables that described their own liv-
ing environment. We assumed that living in an area with 
high crime rates, low quality of housing, low education, 
and low income might hinder people from thriving from 
work, but at a lower level than the other validation con-
structs. We expected there to be a low level of correlation 
between their home environment and their thriving from 
work.

Statistical analysis to establish psychometric properties
To assess the psychometric properties of the Thriving 
from Work Questionnaire– Spanish P-M, we first char-
acterized the item-level responses to identify items that 
lacked variability or had high item-nonresponse. Second, 
we fit item response theory (IRT) models with the items 
comprising the long- and short-forms English version. 
Specifically, for the long-form, a bifactor-graded response 
model was fit with all items loading on general thriving 
and each item loading on the respective specific domains 
as identified in the English sample. We present marginal 
discrimination parameters for the long-form calculated 
by logistic approximation [16]. For the short-form, we 
fit a unidimensional graded response IRT model. We 
judged model fit using limited information chi-square 
statistics (M2 or C2, depending on the model), root mean 
squared error of approximation (RMSEA), standard-
ized root mean square residual (SRMSR), and the com-
parative fit index (CFI). These measures evaluate the fit 
of the measurement model relative to saturated models 
(M2, C2; lower values indicating better model fit), abso-
lute fit (RMSEA; lower values indicating better fit), the 
deviation of the model implied correlation matrix from 
the observed correlation matrix (SRMSR; lower values 
indicating better fit), and improvement in fit compared 
to a “null” model (CFI; higher value indicating better fit). 
As these are different measures, we judged overall model 
fit by interpreting each measure in context of the oth-
ers rather than relying on strict cut-off values for each. 
Although the latter is a common approach, simulation 
studies have shown such cut-off values have substantial 
limitations [17–19]. The short form was modelled twice– 
first with “psychological safety” and then with “physical 
safety”– as these two items are highly correlated but one 
may be more relevant for some job contexts than others. 
We conducted a similar process when we completed the 
original U.S. English validation study in which we recom-
mended that the two safety items ("physical safety" and 
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"psychological safety" could be used interchangeably in 
the short-form version [9]. We present the empirical reli-
ability as a measure of scale reliability for general thriv-
ing from work as well as for each specific domain of the 
long-form.

Lastly, we conducted a differential item functioning 
(DIF) analysis according to the method of Crane et al., 
to establish whether the questionnaire’s items perform 
similarly/differently across the two countries [20]. Spe-
cifically, we estimated modal a-posteriori factor scores 
for the general and specific Thriving from Work domains. 
We then fit a series of ordinal logistic regression models, 
where each item was (1) regressed on thriving from work 
scores, (2) regressed on thriving from work scores and 
a country indicator variable, and (3) regressed on thriv-
ing from work scores, a country indicator variable, and 
an interaction term for country and general thriving from 
work. We regarded non-uniform DIF if the interaction 
term for model 3 was significant at a Bonferroni adjusted 
α = 0.05. We regarded uniform DIF if the coefficient for 
general thriving from work was >|10%| different from 
model 2 relative to model 1. We did not test for DIF for 
the specific factors (domains) as these are, to date, not 
considered to all have adequate reliability for individual 
analyses. This process was repeated for the short-form, 
less the specific factor domain scores as they are not 
present in the short form’s unidimensional model. All 
analyses were implemented using the mirt (Multidimen-
sional Item Response Theory) package in R [21].

Results
Description of the sample
There was a total of 8,795 employees working across 
multiple service offices in Latin America who completed 
the survey: 8,254 were in the Mexican sample, and 541 
in the Peruvian sample (Table  1). The survey was com-
pleted as part of a large organizational change project 
and thus all data collected were included in this study. 

The sample was gender balanced, with 49.9% identifying 
as male, 49.6% identifying as female, and a small percent-
age identifying as gender diverse. Participants were on 
average 34.28 years old (SD = 6.81) in the general sample 
with the Mexican sample being, on average, about 4 years 
older than the Peruvian sample (Mexico: Mean 34.52 
years old (SD = 6.79); Peru: Mean 30.64 years (SD = 5.99)). 
The mean tenure for the total sample was 4.89 years 
(SD = 3.51), ranging from less than a year to 37 years.

Validation of the long-form
Table  2 displays the distributions for each item of the 
long-form. No items had ceiling or floor effects and most 
tended to skew towards the higher responses (i.e., Usually 
to Always). The exception to this pattern is “I feel exces-
sive levels of stress from my work” (Stress), which had a 
near uniform distribution across the response categories. 
This item, "Stress", was thus dropped from the long-form 
for the Thriving from Work Questionnaire– Spanish P-M 
version. Additional File 1 contains the correlations of 
items in the Thriving from Work Questionnaire.

Table  3 presents estimated marginal discrimination 
parameters for general thriving as well as each specific 
domain. The median estimated discrimination parameter 
was 2.34, with a range of 0.47 to 3.63 in absolute value. 
Only one estimated discrimination parameter was less 
than 1 in absolute value (“I worry that I will get hurt at 
work” (Injury): -0.47), while the vast majority were well 
above 1. The estimated discrimination parameters were 
smaller for the specific domains than general Thriving 
from Work. The marginal discrimination parameters for 
Psychological and Emotional Well-being ranged from 
0.67 to 1.12; Social Well-being from Work from 0.56 to 
0.95; Work-life Integration from 0.32 to 1.00; Basic Needs 
from 0.36 to 0.55; Experience of Work & Job Design from 
0.18 to 0.91; and, for Physical and Mental Well-being 
and Safety from − 0.24 to 0.69. Model fit were M2(df = 

234) = 4901.4, RMSEA = 0.05 (95% CI lower-bound = 0.05), 

Table 1  Demographic Characteristics of Employees
Baseline characteristic Mexican sample Peruvian Sample Full sample

n % n % n %
Gender
  Female 4148 50.3 238 44.0 4386 49.9
  Male 4063 49.2 300 55.5 4363 49.6
  Other 43 0.5 3 0.6 46 0.5
Highest educational level
  Elementary school 3 0.0 0 0.0 3 0.0
  Middle school 210 2.5 13 2.4 223 2.5
  High school/some college 3144 38.1 0 0.0 3144 35.7
  Associate degree 998 12.1 230 42.5 1228 14.0
  Professional degree 3774 45.7 269 49.7 4043 46.0
  Master’s degree 123 1.5 29 5.4 152 1.7
  Doctorate 2 0.0 0 0.0 2 0.0
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SRMSR = 0.06, and CFI = 0.94. Empirical reliability was 
0.93 for general Thriving from Work and ranged from 
0.29 for Basic Needs for Thriving to 0.59 for Psychologi-
cal and Emotional Well-being from Work, among the 
specific domains.

Validation of the Short-form
For the short-form with “psychological safety” to rep-
resent the safety attribute, the estimated discrimination 
parameters ranged from 1.79 (“I am treated fairly at work” 
[Fairness]) to 2.56 (“I am happy with how much input I 
have in decisions that affect my work” [Autonomy]) (See 
Table  4). Model fit was C2(df=20) = 729.9, RMSEA = 0.06 
(95%CI lower-bound = 0.06), SRMSR = 0.05, and 
CFI = 0.99. The empirical reliability for the short form was 
0.87. The short-form with “physical safety” measuring the 

safety attribute resulted in discrimination parameters that 
were very similar, empirical reliability was also 0.87 and 
model fit was C2(df=20) = 1228.8, RMSEA = 0.08 (95%CI 
lower-bound = 0.08), SRMSR = 0.05, and CFI = 0.97. Thus, 
the discrimination parameters and model fit indices were 
comparable regardless of which item was used in the 
short-from.

Differential item functioning by country
No items were identified as having uniform DIF for the 
long- or short-forms. For the long-form, one item, “phys-
ical safety”, had evidence of non-uniform DIF with a 
p-value below the threshold (P = 0.0004) but it had practi-
cally similar associations with general thriving from work 
(b = 3.65 for Mexico vs. 3.10 for Peru). For uniform DIF, 
all changes in the coefficient for general thriving from 

Table 2  Item distributions
Item Never Rarely Usually Almost 

always
Always

My work adds meaning to my life (Meaning) 1.1 1.2 5.5 13.3 23.1 55.7
My job allows me to achieve my full potential (Potential) 0.6 1.3 7.1 12.1 30.1 48.7
I love my job (Enthusiasm) 0.6 1.1 5.3 11.1 24.2 57.7
The kind of work I do makes me happy (Happiness) 0.4 0.8 4.1 9.0 21.4 64.4
I am satisfied with my job (Satisfaction) 0.3 0.6 3.5 8.8 22.9 63.9
My work adds to my overall life satisfaction (Life Satisfaction) 0.4 0.6 4.1 10.0 25.3 59.7
I feel supported by the people I work with (Support) 1.1 2.8 9.8 12.6 27.6 46.0
I feel valued by the people I work with (Valued) 1.7 4.4 13.5 27.7 41.7
I am treated fairly at work (Fairness) 3.7 7.1 13.6 23.0 38.1
I am treated with respect at work (Respect) 4.6 6.6 13.2 23.7 39.4
At work, I feel like I belong (Belonging) 1.5 3.4 9.0 14.6 23.6 47.9
I receive recognition at work for my accomplishments (Recognition) 0.5 1.3 4.3 10.4 18.8 64.6
I can voice concerns or make suggestions at work without getting into 
trouble (Voice)

0.6 1.4 5.5 12.4 22.4 57.6

I can easily manage my job as well as attend to the needs of my family 
(Work-Family)

1.4 3.5 9.6 15.2 26.9 43.4

I feel safe getting to and from work (Commute) 1.4 4.4 15.9 27.4 39.6
I can achieve a healthy balance between my work and my life outside of work 
(Work-Life)

1.0 1.9 9.9 16.1 27.0 44.0

I am paid fairly for the job I do (Pay) 1.8 2.4 9.2 15.1 24.7 46.7
I am satisfied with the amount of paid leave I can take to care for myself or 
family members (Benefits)

2.4 3.6 8.1 12.7 21.4 51.9

I feel my job is secure (Job Security) 1.0 1.9 7.1 12.3 23.0 54.6
I have good promotion opportunities (Progression) 5.3 9.1 16.4 21.5 36.3
I am happy with how much input I have in decisions that affect my work 
(Autonomy)

1.3 2.0 6.8 17.4 29.5 43.0

I have adequate control over the pace of my work (Work Intensity) 0.7 1.8 6.4 16.3 32.3 42.6
I am happy with how much control I have over my work schedule (Schedule) 0.6 1.9 7.2 15.8 30.9 43.6
I can easily manage the demands of my job (Demands) 0.3 0.8 5.3 15.8 34.4 43.4
I have access to the resources I need to do my job well (Resources) 0.4 1.6 5.0 13.8 27.8 51.4
I feel physically safe at work (Physical Safety) 0.8 1.7 7.5 14.6 27.4 48.0
I feel psychologically safe at work (Psychological Safety) 1.0 1.9 7.5 13.9 26.6 49.1
I feel excessive levels of stress from my work (Stress) 18.2 18.7 12.3 12.5 21.0
I worry that I will get hurt at work (Injury) 5.7 14.7 17.1 17.2 17.1
After I leave work, I have enough energy to do the things I want or need to 
do (Energy)

5.0 11.4 19.8 20.0 19.9
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Item General
Thriving 
from 
Work

Psychological
Emotional
Well-being 
from Work

Social
Well-being 
from Work

Work-Life
Integration

Basic 
Needs for 
Thriving

Experience 
of Work & 
Job
Design

Physical & 
Mental
Well-being and
Safety

My work adds meaning to my life 
(Meaning)

1.76 0.75

My job allows me to achieve my full 
potential (Potential)

2.15 0.67

I love my job (Enthusiasm) 2.12 0.99
The kind of work I do makes me happy 
(Happiness)

2.16 1.12

I am satisfied with my job (Satisfaction) 2.31 0.95
My work adds to my overall life satisfac-
tion (Life Satisfaction)

2.44 0.88

I feel supported by the people I work with 
(Support)

2.32 0.82

I feel valued by the people I work with 
(Valued)

2.4 0.95

I am treated fairly at work (Fairness) 1.9 0.71
I am treated with respect at work 
(Respect)

2.26 0.69

At work, I feel like I belong (Belonging) 2.52 0.56
I receive recognition at work for my ac-
complishments (Recognition)

2.38

I can voice concerns or make sugges-
tions at work without getting into trouble 
(Voice)

3.63

I can easily manage my job as well 
as attend to the needs of my family 
(Work-Family)

2.52

I feel safe getting to and from work 
(Commute)

2.34 0.75

I can achieve a healthy balance between 
my work and my life outside of work 
(Work-Life)

2.19 1.00

I am paid fairly for the job I do (Pay) 1.88 0.32
I am satisfied with the amount of paid 
leave I can take to care for myself or family 
members (Benefits)

1.94 0.55

I feel my job is secure (Job Security) 2.62 0.50
I have good promotion opportunities 
(Progression)

1.98 0.36

I am happy with how much input I have in 
decisions that affect my work (Autonomy)

2.62 0.36 0.20

I have adequate control over the pace of 
my work (Work Intensity)

2.55 0.82

I am happy with how much control I have 
over my work schedule (Schedule)

2.48 0.91

I can easily manage the demands of my 
job (Demands)

2.47 0.56

I have access to the resources I need to do 
my job well (Resources)

2.62 0.18

I feel physically safe at work (Physical 
Safety)

2.37 0.65

I feel psychologically safe at work (Psycho-
logical Safety)

2.93 0.69

I worry that I will get hurt at work (Injury) -0.47 -0.24

Table 3  Marginal discrimination parameters, long-form Thriving from Work Questionnaire Spanish P-M
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work were less than 1%. For the short-form, the smallest 
p-value for non-uniform DIF was for the “valued” item 
(P = 0.072) DIF all items had less than 1% change in the 
coefficient for general thriving from work.

Relationship with external variables
To establish criterion validity, in the long-form we found 
that thriving from work was positively correlated with 
organizational leadership (r = 0.60), meaning and pur-
pose (r = 0.46), vitality (r = 0.44), flourishing (r = 0.41), 
and community well-being (r = 0.31) in an order of mag-
nitude as hypothesized (Table  5). As expected, as the 
construct moved conceptually and theoretically further 
away from being influenced by one’s work and in relation 
to one’s own well-being the association became smaller. 

Organizational agreements health and general flourish-
ing–being the most conceptually similar–had the highest 
associations with thriving from work, whereas commu-
nity well-being, an evaluation of the well-being of one’s 
community, had the lowest association. Likewise, the 
short-form had similar positive correlations with the 
external conceptually similar constructs, and these were 
almost identical to the long-form correlations. All corre-
lations were significant on the p < 0.001 level.

We found that the Thriving from Work Questionnaire 
also had very weak correlations between the socio-eco-
nomic position of a worker’s home location across the 8 
factors examined (between ß = − 0.06 and ß = 0.09, ns). 
This suggests that thriving from work captures the strong 
relationship that work has with well being, and is mini-
mally affected by external contextual factors outside of 
work.

Discussion
The Thriving from Work Questionnaire measures the 
unique positive contribution that work has for one’s 
well-being both at work and life outside of work. Overall, 
this study found that the Thriving from Work Question-
naire– Spanish P-M version is a robust, reliable, and valid 
instrument that can serve as a measure of work-related 
well-being with some specific recommendations for its 

Table 4  Short-form discrimination and intercepts
Item Discrimination Parameter Category Intercepts

1 2 3 4 5
I love my job (Enthusiasm) 2.31 7.43 6.13 4.23 2.60 0.59
I am treated fairly at work (Fairness) 1.79 4.50 3.14 1.76 0.83 -0.68
I can achieve a healthy balance between my work and life outside of work (Work-Life) 2.18 6.55 5.25 3.18 1.61 -0.37
I am paid fairly for the job I do (Pay) 1.84 5.42 4.41 2.82 1.47 -0.16
I am happy with how much input I have in decisions that affect my work (Autonomy) 2.56 6.91 5.75 4.04 1.98 -0.46
I can easily manage the demands of my job (Demands) 2.53 8.44 6.94 4.61 2.35 -0.47
I can voice my concerns or make suggestions at work without getting into trouble 
(Voice)

3.21 9.02 7.37 5.23 3.12 0.78

I feel psychologically safe at work (Psychological Safety)* 2.91 7.85 6.40 4.29 2.41 -0.01
Empirical reliability = 0.87.

Model fit: C2(df=20) = 729.9; RMSEA = 0.06 (95%CI-LB = 0.06); SRMSR = 0.05; CFI = 0.98

* This item can be swapped with the item, “I feel physically safe at work” as both items performed similarly in the model. That is, in the short-form questionnaire, the 
Physical Safety and Psychological Safety items performed similarly in the models. This means that either one of these items could be used interchangeably in the 
questionnaire at the discretion of the researcher. Please refer to the Methods and Results section for more information

Table 5  Criterion validity: Pearson correlations
Expected a posteriori 
scores

Sum scores

TfW long TfW 
short

TfW 
long

TfW 
short

TfW short 0.97 - - 0.97
Company Leadership 0.60 0.57 0.63 0.60
Meaning and Purpose 0.46 0.47 0.49 0.48
Vitality 0.44 0.45 0.48 0.46
Flourishing 0.41 0.41 0.42 0.40
Community Well-being 0.31 0.29 0.29 0.28

Item General
Thriving 
from 
Work

Psychological
Emotional
Well-being 
from Work

Social
Well-being 
from Work

Work-Life
Integration

Basic 
Needs for 
Thriving

Experience 
of Work & 
Job
Design

Physical & 
Mental
Well-being and
Safety

After I leave work, I have enough energy 
to do the things I want or need to do 
(Energy)

1.44 0.16

Empirical reliability 0.93 0.59 0.58 0.54 0.29 0.52 0.39
Model fit: M2(df=234) = 4901.4; RMSEA = 0.05 (95%CI-LB = 0.05); SRMSR = 0.06; CFI = 0.94

Table 3  (continued) 
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use in Spanish and deployment for surveys in research 
and practice.

Reliability and model fit
We reported marginal discrimination parameters rang-
ing from 0.66 to 2.92 in our original validation paper. The 
current study had marginal discrimination parameters 
on par with the original validation paper [9] and thus 
were considered good. This current Spanish validation 
study also found the instrument to have good construct 
and criterion validity, and good reliability. Indeed, the 
measurement model that was identified in our original 
validation study [9] was also found to have good fit for 
both the Spanish version long- and short-forms in this 
present study. Specifically, although the M2 or C2 statis-
tics were significant, the RMSEA indicated an acceptable 
level of misfit, the SRMSR found that the deviation of the 
model implied and observed correlation matrix differed 
by a negligible degree, and the CFI indicated a substan-
tial improvement when compared to a model with zero 
covariances among the variables. Overall, when consid-
ering all the information that these model-fit statistics 
provided, they support that the model has good fit. Like-
wise, the reliability, as indicated by the empirical reliabil-
ity statistic, was high, and, although we observed higher 
item-level scores on most items, the conditional standard 
error of measurement was good across the range of the 
Thriving from Work scores. In summary, the reliability 
coefficient, marginal discrimination parameters, and the 
criterion related validity were similar to what we found in 
the original validation studies conducted using the Eng-
lish version in the U.S [9] and are acceptable.

There was one item that did not perform as expected 
and we recommend further study to better understand 
its performance in the instrument (see Recommenda-
tions for Further Study and Use of the Spanish (Peru and 
Mexico) Questionnaire). The item–“I feel excessive lev-
els of stress from my work” ("stress")–did not perform as 
expected compared to the original English language vali-
dation. Indeed, its distribution was near uniform across 
the response categories and its correlation with other 
items were generally much lower than the average corre-
lation among the remaining variables. For those consid-
ering use of the questionnaire in Peru and Mexico, this 
suggests that this item may potentially be removed from 
the long-form without affecting its reliability or validity. 
Otherwise, the short and long versions of the question-
naire performed as expected.

Lastly, we also found that the questionnaire’s proper-
ties were similar when comparing Peruvian and Mexican 
data highlighting that this version of the questionnaire 
may have utility in other Latin American countries that 
have similar contextual characteristics as Peru or Mexico. 
Only one item showed some evidence of differential item 

functioning between the two countries, but the direction 
of the association with general thriving from work was 
the same and the magnitude similar to what we would 
expect. One could either apply differential scoring for 
this item or, if judged to be negligible for a user’s applica-
tion, scoring it the same way but effectively treating it as 
a non-DIF item (that is, scoring it in the same way as the 
other items as recommended by Peters et al. [9]).

Criterion validity
The Thriving from Work Questionnaire - Spanish P-M 
version of the instrument correlated with external con-
structs with similar but conceptually different charac-
teristics as expected. The magnitude and direction of 
these relationships were hypothesized based on how con-
ceptually similar or distinct these constructs were. We 
hypothesized that higher correlations would be observed 
with constructs that were more closely related to thriv-
ing from work, such as organizational leadership. Con-
versely, lower correlations would be observed with those 
constructs more conceptually distinct, such as commu-
nity well-being. Our hypotheses were supported by our 
findings and, thus, support the criterion validity for the 
Thriving from Work Questionnaire - Spanish P-M.

We expected that the quality of organizational leader-
ship, measured using the Organizational Health Agree-
ments Checklist, is likely an important antecedent for 
thriving from work and would have the highest correla-
tion: when the quality of organizational leadership is low 
than we would also expect that this would have a direct 
negative impact on worker well-being. Further, when 
leaders prioritize worker well-being, workers are more 
likely to thrive from their work by driving accountability 
for worker well-being and shaping working conditions 
and job demands to support worker well-being.

We hypothesized that community well-being would 
have the lowest association with workers’ thriving from 
work as it was conceptually the most different from our 
conceptualization of thriving from work. To compare, 
thriving from work is a positive wholistic worker well-
being construct that evaluates how work contributes to 
the positive mental, physical, and social functioning of 
individuals. Whereas community wellbeing–an indi-
vidual’s perception of their community’s well-being– is 
more conceptually distinct as it does not consider one’s 
own well-being nor is it focused on one’s work. Thus, the 
relationship between thriving from work and community 
well-being would be low.

Using data linkage, we were also able to assess whether 
thriving from work is associated with external contextual 
factors not linked to one’s own employment; we assessed 
workers’ home locations’ socio-economic position using 
state-level public data in Mexico which we linked to each 
worker. We found that there was minimal association 
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with one’s home socio-economic position (such as crime 
rate, quality of housing, average literacy level for the 
region, and employment rates) on one’s own thriving 
from work. This provides evidence that the Thriving from 
Work Questionnaire measures work-related thriving 
and does not appear to be associated with or influenced 
by home socio-economic context. This has implications 
for researchers and practitioners using the instrument 
to measure the unique contribution that work has on a 
worker’s well-being.

Recommendations for further study and use of the Spanish 
(Peru and Mexico) Questionnaire
The long and short versions of the questionnaire per-
formed as expected, except for the performance of one 
of the original items within the physical and mental 
health and safety domain. During the analysis, one item– 
“stress”– did not perform as it did in the U.S. calibration 
and validation samples. The item “I feel excessive levels 
of stress from my work” ("stress") did not perform as 
expected (compared to the original English language vali-
dation). We suggest that the impact of workplace stress 
on thriving from work may be more pronounced in U.S. 
contexts due to differences in how working conditions 
manifest (such as higher workloads and blurring of work-
life boundaries) and lack of regulation around psychoso-
cial stressors, thus reducing the level of information this 
item adds in other cultural contexts. However, this might 
be due to a number of reasons, including inadequate 
or poor translation of the item, too high literacy level 
needed to interpret the translated item, or the item may 
be interpreted differently than the original U.S. English 
interpretation. Although we conducted a limited number 
of cognitive tests in Peru and Mexico, this may not have 
been sufficient to represent the vast range of education 
and possible literacy levels within the validation sample. 
At this stage, we would recommend further study of this 
item, and additional cognitive testing especially if being 
used in a different Spanish dialect. Further testing we 
conducted also suggests that the item could be removed 
from the questionnaire with limited impact on its psy-
chometric properties.

Context matters when considering whether an instru-
ment is valid for the specific use that is planned. Geo-
graphical region, cultural context, and translation 
differences across dialects of a given language may result 
in modifications needing to be made to a questionnaire. 
This Spanish validation was conducted in Mexico and 
Peru which have subtly different linguistic character-
istics. This increases our confidence in the use of the 
instrument in other Latin American countries. We also 
currently have a validation effort underway in Chile 
which will further enhance our knowledge of the utility 
of the Thriving from Work Questionnaire in other Latin 

American countries. However, we do recommend a best 
practice approach of cognitive testing of the Spanish 
translation in other contexts, depending on the Spanish 
dialect spoken and any other contextual factors that may 
influence how items are interpreted.

Additionally, users of the questionnaire may want to 
consider whether they use the physical safety or psycho-
logical safety item when using the short-form version. 
This item was found to perform similarly–with respect 
to reliability, model fit, and validity–using either of the 
safety items. This means that users of the questionnaire 
may select which of the safety items they prefer to use in 
the short-form (that is, to select either the physical safety 
or psychological safety item), depending on which item 
might be more appropriate for the occupational setting. 
For example, psychological safety may be more relevant 
to office based jobs, and physical safety might be more 
relevant to manual jobs.

The sample used in this study was a large worker sam-
ple (n = 8,795) from one organization based in the finance 
sector. As workers are all from the same sector, there is 
a possibility that they may not be representative of other 
sectors. However, the original development and valida-
tion samples were across a diverse sample of workers. 
Thus, we feel that this validation, although in one sec-
tor, provides preliminary evidence for the reliability and 
validity of the instrument. However, future studies in dif-
ferent settings will enhance our confidence in the utility 
of the instrument and its properties. Additionally, the 
workers lived in geographically different regions across 
two countries including workers from urban and non-
urban areas from more than 300 offices; all of which had 
different workplace characteristics such as culture, office 
size, leadership, and variations in the implementation of 
different workplace policies and practices.

Conclusions
The Thriving from Work Questionnaire measures how 
workers’ experiences of their work and conditions of 
work contribute to their thriving both at and outside of 
work. The current study demonstrated that the Spanish 
(Peru and Mexico) version of the questionnaire is both 
a reliable and valid measure of worker well-being. Spe-
cific recommendations are made to the adaptation of the 
questionnaire and directions of future research.
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