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Abstract
Well-being is crucial for understanding adolescent health and quality of life and is 
related to positive physical, emotional, and social indicators. This systematic review 
developed from PRISMA criteria sought to identify and evaluate instruments in 
Latin America to measure hedonic and eudaimonic well-being in adolescents. A to-
tal of 1737 articles were identified in the Web of Science (WOS), Scopus, ScieLO, 
and PsycINFO databases, with the search limited to scientific articles published 
after 2010. Of these, 45 met the inclusion criteria and were synthesized in this 
review. Most of the studies focused on hedonic well-being, especially life satisfac-
tion, while eudaimonic well-being was less explored; in addition, some studies 
were identified that do not have a clear theoretical approach, and only two studies 
considered a multidimensional perspective of well-being. By way of conclusion, 
the diversity of instruments to assess well-being in Latin America is highlighted, 
and it is proposed that future research should incorporate solid theoretical models 
and a comprehensive understanding of adolescent well-being in the region; in this 
way, the present study provides a basis for future research that includes the applica-
tion, design or validation of instruments with a comprehensive theoretical model of 
adolescent well-being in the Latin American context.
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1  Introduction

Research on well-being has been advancing for decades across various disciplines, 
stemming from broader studies on quality of life (Veenhoven, 1994). However, the 
pursuit of human well-being and happiness has been a central theme since the era 
of Western Philosophy, exemplified by Aristotelian eudaimonia or “the good life” 
(Romero, 2015). In the 1970s, psychology shifted focus towards exploring the rea-
sons behind people's happiness. By the 1980s, empirical studies had begun to provide 
systematic evidence on happiness, satisfaction, and well-being, primarily within the 
adult population (Castro-Solano, 2009). Towards the late 1990s, Seligman (1999) 
formally initiated Positive Psychology as an organized discipline to augment the 
traditional medical model -which emphasized prevention and treatment of illness- 
focusing on promoting well-being and positive aspects of mental health (Lupano & 
Castro, 2010).

Today, health is understood more holistically as not merely the absence of dis-
ease but as a state of physical, mental, and social well-being. In this context, mental 
health is seen as a state where individuals recognize their abilities, manage the every-
day stresses of life, work productively, and contribute to their communities (Orga-
nización Mundial de la Salud, 2014). For several decades, mental health has been 
defined, measured, and explored through studies on subjective well-being (SWB), 
which encompasses an individual’s assessment of their life satisfaction, positive 
emotions, and overall sense of happiness and fulfillment (Headey et al., 1993; Keyes, 
2002; Keyes et al., 2002).

The concept of SWB is nowadays related to one tradition (hedonic), while psycho-
logical well-being (PWB)—defined as an individual's positive mental state, including 
aspects such as self-acceptance, personal growth, purpose in life, autonomy, environ-
mental mastery, and positive relationships—is used to refer to another outstanding 
tradition (eudaimonic) of well-being research (Deci & Ryan, 2008). While both tradi-
tions are sometimes collectively referred to as “personal well-being” or simply “well-
being,” it's important to note that some authors, particularly in the health sciences, 
conceptualize "well-being" as comprising both objective and subjective indicators 
(Voukelatou et al., 2021). In this review, we adopt the term “personal well-being” to 
encompass the combined aspects of hedonic and eudaimonic well-being, measured 
primarily through subjective indicators.

During the pandemic and post-pandemic periods, considering the increased risk 
factors for well-being (UNICEF, 2021), studies on well-being and its psychosocial 
components have been conducted worldwide among adolescents (Bravo-Sanzana 
et al., 2022, 2023; UNICEF, 2021, 2022; Oriol & Miranda, 2024). Adolescence is 
characterized by significant biological, psychological, and ecological changes and 
represents a period of developmental discontinuity (Seidman, 1991). Furthermore, 
“Adolescence is a period of transition through which youth incrementally develop 
adaptive and functional skills and competencies and establish self-identities that pre-
pare them to comply with adult societal roles and expectations” (Chulani & Gordon, 
2014, p. 481). From a positive youth development perspective, this stage highlights 
the potential of all young people to learn and flourish in various contexts (Damon, 
2004; Lerner & Lerner, 2011).
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In this context, adolescence is seen as an optimal phase for preventive interven-
tions (Seidman, 1991) and the enhancement of personal resources, as these can reduce 
risk behaviors in young people (which have adverse effects on their adult lives) and 
enable the development of empathy and subjective well-being (Chan et al., 2021). 
Therefore, to support the health and well-being of adolescents, it is crucial to possess 
valid and reliable instruments that enable the precise measurement of constructs for 
the subsequent development of interventions and programs (Tennant et al., 2007).

Although numerous publications exist on adults’ SWB and PWB in Latin Ameri-
can countries, such studies are scarce for adolescents. Moreover, adolescent data col-
lection requires specifically adapted instruments, which must be adjusted for age and 
socio-cultural context. Thus, it is vital to understand which instruments are available 
to measure adolescents' SWB and PWB in Latin American countries and their cross-
cultural comparability.

In recent years, the Children's Worlds international project (www.isciweb.org) has 
provided access to its various datasets, thereby enhancing the volume of cross-cul-
tural comparative research publications on children’s and adolescents’ SWB, includ-
ing studies from some Latin American countries (see Casas & González-Carrasco, 
2021).

1.1  Hedonic Well-Being: Relevance during Adolescence

The hedonic tradition conceives SWB through the pursuit of pleasure and the avoid-
ance of pain (Joshanloo, 2016, 2019; Ryan & Deci, 2001), and it is understood as 
how people evaluate and perceive their lives through positive and negative affect, 
along with their cognitive evaluations of life satisfaction (Diener et al., 2018). In this 
regard, Diener (2009) conceptualized these components as fitting within a ‘tripartite’ 
hierarchical structure, with conceptually alit is vital to understand which instruments 
are available to measure adolescents' SWB and PWB in Latin American countries 
and their cross-cultural comparabilityit is vital to understand which instruments are 
available to measure adolescents' SWB and PWB in Latin American countries and 
their cross-cultural comparabilityigned and moderately correlated components, each 
contributing uniquely to SWB. The so-called Tripartite Theory is probably the most 
widely accepted general theory on SWB (Arthaud-Day et al., 2005).

Research conducted worldwide has shown the association between different mea-
sures of SWB in children and adolescents and better scores for physical and mental 
health indicators (Park, 2004), lower drug and alcohol consumption (Casas et al., 
2012), higher academic performance and positive relationships at school (Alfaro et 
al., 2016a; Bedin & Sarriera, 2015; Varela et al., 2021), in addition to having a pro-
tective role against stressors and socio-economic vulnerability (Casas et al., 2012; 
Proctor et al., 2009). In contrast, low levels of well-being in the adolescent and child 
population are associated with adverse psychological and social outcomes, such as 
an increase in violent and aggressive behavior, higher levels of perceived stress, the 
risk of suicide and depressive symptoms, low self-esteem, and conflictive social rela-
tionships (Rodríguez-Rivas et al., 2023; Suldo & Huebner, 2004; Valois et al., 2009; 
Varela et al., 2018). The research on SWB has been instrumental in better understand-
ing both quality of life and health determinants (Gilman & Huebner, 2006; Jose et al., 
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2012), including personal, community, and structural factors, and has also enhanced 
understanding of both healthy and risky behaviors (Park, 2004; Rees, 2021). Such 
knowledge is critical to designing and implementing prevention, promotion, and 
physical, mental, and psychosocial rehabilitative interventions (Oberle et al., 2011; 
Oyanedel et al., 2015; Schütz et al., 2019).

Thus, available research examining international differences in the levels of sub-
jective well-being between different cultures and countries reveals important similar-
ities and differences in the levels of well-being and its associated variables according 
to each country's diverse cultural realities and characteristics (Casas et al., 2012; 
Guzmán et al., 2017).

Regarding instruments to measure well-being, a literature review by Cook et al. 
(2016) identified 12 instruments used to measure hedonic well-being. These instru-
ments focused on measuring happiness, life satisfaction, or positive/negative affect. 
Specifically, five of them employed single-item measurement, while the instruments 
consisting of more than one item included the Satisfaction with Life Scale- SWLS 
(Diener et al., 1985), The Australian Unity Wellbeing Index (Cummins et al., 2003), 
Delighted-Terrible Scale (Andrews & Withey, 1976), Life Satisfaction Research 
Questionnaire (Hagedorn, 1996), and Subjective Happiness Scale (Lyubomirsky & 
Lepper, 1999). PANAS (Positive and Negative Affect Schedule) is the most common 
instrument for measuring positive and negative affect (Watson et al., 1988). In addi-
tion, the review revealed that although the instruments measuring life satisfaction 
assessed global satisfaction, only some assessed satisfaction in specific life domains.

Some authors (Savahl et al., 2021) have pointed out that two kinds of multi-item 
measures are used to assess subjective well-being: the context-free instruments, using 
general items referred to overall life satisfaction, and the domain-based instruments, 
using specific items on satisfaction with life-domains—although there is no broad 
consensus about which life domains should be included in these instruments (Casas 
et al., 2015a, 2015b) observed that when administering different kinds of instru-
ments to the same sample of adolescents, results were slightly different depending on 
the sociocultural context and consequently recommended the use of more than one 
instrument in any comparative research. More recently, following Galinha and Pais-
Ribeiro (2009), Savahl et al. (2021) demonstrated that when including the two kinds 
of instruments in the same model with a second-order variable, the model fits well 
and proposed a quadripartite theory to measure SWB.

1.2  Eudaimonic Well-Being: Relevance during Adolescence

Eudaimonia is crucial for understanding well-being and human flourishing (Selig-
man, 2011). Eudaimonic well-being significantly overlaps with subjective well-being 
(hedonic perspective), but notable differences exist (Deci & Ryan, 2008). Although 
both traditions are conceptually related, they are empirically distinct, and their com-
binations relate differently to sociodemographics and personality (Keyes et al., 2002).

The eudaimonic approach prioritizes meaning and self-actualization, defining 
PWB as the degree to which a person functions optimally (Waterman et al., 2008). 
This approach emphasizes various indicators and dimensions (Kashdan et al., 2008; 
Ryff & Singer, 2008). Consequently, Ryff (1989), interested in what constitutes posi-

1 3

958



Instruments for Measuring Hedonic and Eudaimonic Well-Being of…

tive psychological functioning, proposed a multidimensional model of psychologi-
cal well-being comprising six dimensions: self-acceptance, environmental mastery, 
positive relationships with others, autonomy, purpose in life, and personal growth. 
His theory highlights flourishing and meaning in life (PWB, eudaimonic tradition), 
which is associated with living a life rich in purpose and meaning, continued growth, 
and quality ties to others. Moreover, Ryff and Singer (2008) identified biological cor-
relates (cardiovascular, neuroendocrine, immune) of psychological well-being, sug-
gesting potential health benefits.

Conversely, Deci and Ryan (2000) introduced their self-determination theory 
(SDT), centering on motivation and the satisfaction of innate psychological needs. 
From a motivation standpoint, they distinguish between intrinsic motivation (driven 
by internal interests) and extrinsic motivation (driven by external factors). They 
emphasize that understanding the innate psychological needs of competence, auton-
omy, and relationships is essential for comprehending human motivation. These 
needs are fundamental for psychological growth, integrity, and well-being. In sum-
mary, while both theories address psychological well-being, Ryff's model focuses 
more on flourishing and meaning in life. In contrast, the Self-Determination Theory 
emphasizes motivation and meeting basic psychological needs in various contexts.

Keyes (2002) introduced an operationalization of mental health through the Short 
Form Questionnaire of the Mental Health Continuum, noting that mental health is a 
syndrome of symptoms of positive feelings and positive functioning. He interprets 
the presence of mental health as flourishing, while its absence is seen as languish-
ing. His research uncovered fourteen facets of hedonic (Emotional Well-Being, three 
items) and eudaimonic happiness (Positive Functioning, eleven items), representing 
measures of good mental health (Keyes, 2016).

Specifically, eudaimonic well-being focuses on developing human potential, 
personal growth, and the pursuit of a meaningful life purpose, as well as fostering 
strengths and talents, establishing healthy relationships, and promoting positive emo-
tions and resilience, all vital for the well-being of children and adolescents (Deci & 
Ryan, 2000; Keyes, 2002; Ryff & Singer, 2008; Seligman, 2010; Seligman, 2011; 
Waterman et al., 2008). During adolescence, eudaimonic well-being is especially 
relevant due to the significant changes and challenges experienced, such as iden-
tity construction, exploration of different roles, and establishing future life goals and 
objectives (Waigel & Lemos, 2023). Studies indicate that adolescents experiencing 
greater eudaimonic well-being tend to have higher self-esteem and self-acceptance 
and are more engaged in meaningful activities (Ryff & Singer, 2008; Waterman et al., 
2008). However, research on adolescents’ PWB is scarce, particularly compared to 
studies in adult populations, likely because PWB involves complex cognitive aspects, 
requiring long-term objective setting and an abstract understanding of a sense of 
meaning in life – posing challenges in validating instruments with very young popu-
lations (Casas & González-Carrasco, 2021; Moreta et al., 2023).

According to a review of well-being instruments by Cooke et al. (2016), five  
instruments were identified as based on a eudaimonic conceptualization of well- 
being: Flourishing Scale (Diener et al., 2010), Questionnaire for Eudaimonic Well-
Being (Waterman et al., 2010), Scales of Psychological Well-Being (Ryff, 1989), and 
Social Well-Being Scale (Keyes, 1998, 2002). Some of these have been used with 
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adolescents (Diener et al., 2010; Keyes, 1998, 2002). Furthermore, another review 
(Waigel & Lemos, 2023) highlights the Adolescent Wellbeing Measure (EPOCH) 
(Kern et al., 2016) to evaluate the PERMA multidimensional well-being model 
(Seligman, 2011).

1.3  The Present Study

Although there are theoretical approaches to measuring adolescent well-being, this 
review focuses on both hedonic and eudaimonic well-being (SWB and PWB) due to 
the deep theoretical and empirical work in this field. Studies of both forms of well-
being are still scarce, especially eudaimonic well-being in adolescents, compared to 
existing studies on the adult population. This makes systematic reviews necessary 
to thoroughly analyze the theoretical conceptualization of these constructs and their 
measurement at these ages. Therefore, the present study aims to contribute to this 
advancement, specifically focusing on a geographical area such as Latin America, 
where scientific literature is even rarer than in other regions.

So far, one review of well-being instruments for adolescents is that of Orth et al. 
(2022), which primarily focused on instruments related to measurements of mental 
well-being, and most of the included studies did not provide a clear definition of the 
measurement construct. Additionally, a review of instruments to measure adolescent 
well-being was carried out in the Latin American context by Cáceres et al. (2022), 
which was exploratory and only included one country (Chile). Consequently, to date, 
no systematic review with PRISMA methodology evaluates the instruments for mea-
suring adolescent well-being and their psychometric qualities in the context of the 
various Latin American countries.

Due to the above, systematic reviews are necessary to comprehensively analyze 
the theoretical conceptualization of these constructs and their measurement in ado-
lescents. Specifically, they also need to account for the cross-cultural differences 
between countries. Therefore, the research objective of the present study is to identify 
and evaluate the existing instruments in Latin America for measuring both hedonic 
and eudaimonic well-being in adolescents.

The research questions guiding the present review are: What are the existing 
instruments to measure adolescents' hedonic and eudaimonic well-being in Latin 
America? What are their psychometric properties?

2  Methodology

2.1  Design and Search Strategy

The protocol for this study was registered in the PROSPERO platform under ID 
CRD42022364516 and was executed taking as a guide the PRISMA (Preferred 
Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-analyses) guidelines and rec-
ommendations (Moher et al., 2015; Page et al., 2021). The search for articles was 
conducted between September and December 2022 in the Web of Science (WOS), 
Scopus, ScieLO, and PsycINFO databases, restricting the search range year to those 
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scientific articles published from 2010 onwards. A new search was performed in Jan-
uary 2024 to capture articles published between 2023 and 2024.

For the search, the Boolean operators were correctly combined with the terms of 
interest referring to the construct (well-being), approach (psychometric), geographic 
delimitation (Latin America), and scope (school), resulting in the following strategy:

[Wellbeing OR “Well-being” OR “Life Satisfaction” OR Happiness OR Well-
ness OR Flourishing OR Eudaimonic OR Hedonic] AND [Scale OR Mea-
sure* OR Survey OR Questionnaire OR Inventory OR Index OR Evaluation 
OR Assess* OR Instrument OR detection OR diagnos* OR checklist OR 
psychometr* OR reliability OR validity] AND [Argentin* OR Bolivia* OR 
Brazil* OR Brasil* OR Chile* OR Colombia* OR “Costa Rica” OR “Costa 
Ricans” OR Cuba* OR “Dominican Republic” OR Dominicans OR Ecuador* 
OR “El Salvador” OR Salvadorans OR Guatemala* OR Hondura* OR Mexic* 
OR Nicaragua* OR Panama* OR Paraguay* OR Peru* OR “Puerto Rico” OR 
“Puerto Ricans” OR Uruguay* OR Venezuela* OR “Hispanic America” OR 
Caribbean OR “Central America” OR “South America” OR “Latin America” 
OR “Spanish-speaking population”] AND [School* OR student].

2.2  Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria

We included quantitative psychometric articles published in English and Spanish 
that featured all or part of a Latin American sample, were developed in the school 
context, included a measure of well-being, and had a sample composed of adoles-
cents between 10 and 19 years of age, according to the definition provided by the 
World Health Organization. We excluded studies not conducted in Latin American 
countries, those with samples composed of preschool, kindergarten, or university stu-
dents, and those that were entirely qualitative, in which the analysis of psychometric 
properties is impossible.

2.3  Article Selection

Initially, duplicate articles were removed using Endnote v.9 bibliographic referencing 
software (The EndNote Team, 2013). Then, two independent researchers (MER-R 
and OET-M) selected articles for inclusion using the online version of the Rayyan 
tool (Ouzzani et al., 2016). A third investigator (MBS) screened all articles included 
in this selection and resolved any discrepancies in the decision criteria of the inde-
pendent reviewers by rigorously and critically reviewing them. The eligibility assess-
ment of the reports was carried out in two stages: first, based on the title, abstract, 
and keywords, and then upon full-text reading. The reasons for exclusion of each 
discarded manuscript were recorded using the preset labels available in the Rayyan 
platform to provide greater specificity of the reasons for exclusion (e.g., "wrong pop-
ulation" when the studies did not include a sample from Latin American countries).

In addition, to test the degree of agreement in the study selection and coding 
phases, inter-coder reliability was calculated using Cohen's κ coefficient, which 
scored 0.78, indicating substantial inter-coder agreement.
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2.4  Data Extraction and Evaluation of Methodological Quality

For the first phase of selection (by title, abstract, and keywords), both reviewers used 
an analysis guideline based on the inclusion and exclusion criteria and the keywords 
to ensure precision in the selection. Data were then extracted independently through 
an extraction form specifying relevant aspects of the publications, including coun-
try, instrument name, sample size and demographic specifications (mean, standard 
deviation, and age range, as well as the percentage of women), theoretical tradition, 
paradigm, or approach (hedonic/eudaimonic) (Ryan & Deci, 2001).

Additionally, to assess the methodological quality of each instrument and its psy-
chometric properties, both researchers used a checklist based on COnsensus-based 
Standards for the selection of health Measurement INstruments (COSMIN) (Terwee 
et al., 2012), through which various quality criteria were evaluated on a four-point 
scale (very good, adequate, questionable, inadequate; see Supplementary Material). 
For the present systematic review, the following sections of the COSMIN Risk of 
Bias checklist (Mokkink et al., 2018) were included in the evaluation: (i) PROM 
development, (ii) content validity, (iii) structural validity, (iv) internal consistency, 
(v) cross-cultural/invariance validity, (vi) test–retest and (vii) construct validity.

3  Results

3.1  Search Results

As shown in Fig. 1, the database search strategy resulted in 3430 articles, which was 
reduced to 1737 after eliminating duplicates. Of these, after analysis based on title, 
abstract, and keywords, 1693 studies were eliminated, with 654 due to the wrong 
population (not conducted in the adolescent population), 499 due to the wrong out-
come (not related to the well-being construct), and 521 because they were not psy-
chometric. Of the remaining 63 studies, eighteen were eliminated for various reasons 
(for example, they were only descriptive studies), and 45 articles were included in the 
systematic review and analyzed.

3.2  Bibliometric Data

Of the 45 articles, most of them were conducted in Chile (33.33%, n = 15), eight in 
Brazil (17.77%), five studies in Mexico (11.11%), two in Colombia (4.44%), two 
in Uruguay (4.44%), in addition to one study in Argentina (2.22%), Peru (2.22%) 
and Ecuador (2.22%). Ten studies were carried out with samples from more than 
one country (22.22%); most of them (n = 7) involved the participation of Brazil and 
Chile with other countries, while three studies included the participation of Mexico, 
Panamá, or Peru together with other countries.
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3.3  Analysis by Paradigm and Well-Being Construct

As shown in Table 1, in the analysis of the 45 included studies, according to the 
type of paradigm or theoretical approach used, this was mainly associated with the 
hedonic well-being paradigm (73.33%, n = 33), 13.33% with eudaimonic well-being 
(n = 6), where only two studies (4.44%) included both paradigms in its measurement 
(Strelhow et al., 2020; Toribio-Pérez et al., 2012). In the same sense, in 4 studies 
(8.88%), there was no clarity in the theoretical approach or paradigm used (Campo-
Arias et al., 2015; Caqueo-Urizar et al., 2014; Góngora & Castro-Solano, 2015; Vil-
lalobos-Galvis & Ortiz-Delgado, 2012).

Below is described the analysis according to the theoretical models of well-being 
and the characteristics of the instruments used in the studies.

Fig. 1  PRISMA 2020 flow diagram for systematic reviews
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3.3.1  Hedonic Well-Being

Regarding the hedonic paradigm of well-being, 33 studies focus on the theoretical 
model of subjective well-being. Of these, 58.82% (n = 21) focused on measuring only 
the cognitive component (life satisfaction), 14.7% (n = 4) only the affective compo-
nent (positive and/or negative affect), and 26.47% included the measurement of both 
approaches (n = 8).

Regarding the scales to assess the cognitive component of subjective well-being, 
the Student's Life Satisfaction Scale (SLSS) (Huebner, 1991) was the context-free 
scale more frequently used, together with the CW-SWBS (Children’s Worlds Subjec-
tive Well-Being Scale; Casas & González-Carrasco, 2021) – which was developed 
based on the SLSS, but modified and improved by consultations to children from 
several countries. Moreover, three studies (Ditzel et al., 2022a, 2022b; Moreira et 
al., 2022) used Overall Life Satisfaction (OLS), a single-item indicator, to assess the 
cognitive component of SWB.

In the case of the SLSS, its various factor structures across countries varied 
between 4 items (Casas et al., 2015a; Sarriera et al., 2015, 2018), five items (Alfaro et 
al., 2016c; Denegri et al., 2022; Oyarzún-Gómez et al., 2019) and seven items (Bena-
vente et al., 2019). The SLSS generally showed a unifactorial structure, whereas 
only the study of Benavente et al. (2019) evidenced a bifactorial structure. For CW-
SWBS, the unidimensional structure confirmed in Brazil by Moreira et al. (2022, 
2023) included all six items from the original proposal. In contrast, the version used 
in Chile consists of five items, as it achieves a better fit when excluding the item “I 
have a good life” (Ditzel et al., 2022a, 2022b).

Other context-free measures of the cognitive component of subjective well-being 
include a unidimensional scale with four items derived from the Yourlife project, 
which was used by Orejudo et al. (2022) in samples from Mexico and Peru. The 
Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS; Diener et al., 1985), applied by Esnaola et al. 
(2017) in Mexico, consists of five items and follows a unidimensional structure. The 
adapted version for children (SWLS-C; Gadermann et al., 2010) was administered 
by Caqueo-Urizar et al. (2021) to a sample of Chilean adolescents, confirming a 
unidimensional structure with five items. Similarly, the adapted version for assessing 
overall family satisfaction (Satisfaction with Family Life Scale – SWFLS; Zabriskie 
& McCormick, 2003) was used by Caycho-Rodríguez et al. (2018) in a sample of 
Peruvian students, also demonstrating a unidimensional structure with five items.

The most widely used domain-based measures are the Personal Well-Being 
Index (PWI) (Cummins et al., 2003; International Wellbeing Group, 2013), the 
Brief Multidimensional Students’ Life Satisfaction Scale (BMSLSS; Seligson et 
al., 2003), and the Children’s Worlds Domain-Based Subjective Well-Being Scale 
(CW-DBSWBS; Casas & González-Carrasco, 2021). In Latin America, different 
versions of the PWI have exhibited unidimensional structures, varying in the num-
ber of items: ten (Casas et al., 2014), nine (Alfaro et al., 2013), and seven (Casas et 
al., 2014). Additionally, versions specifically adapted to the school context (PWI-
SC) have been used, consisting of five items (Casas et al., 2015a) and seven items 
(Alfaro et al., 2016b).
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The unidimensional structure of the Brief Multidimensional Students’ Life Sat-
isfaction Scale (BMSLSS; Seligson et al., 2003) varied between a five-item version 
(Casas et al., 2015a; Strelhow et al., 2020) and a six-item version (Alfaro et al., 
2014; Gonçalves Câmara & Bedin Tomasi, 2015). Regarding its dimensions, the five-
item version assesses satisfaction with family, friends, school, self, and neighbor-
hood, while the six-item version also includes general satisfaction with life. For the 
Children’s Worlds Domain-Based Subjective Well-Being Scale (CW-DBSWBS), a 
consistent unidimensional structure of five items measuring satisfaction with family, 
friends, neighborhood, school life, and physical appearance was observed in samples 
from Chile and Brazil (Ditzel et al., 2022a, 2022b; Moreira et al., 2022).

On the other hand, two of the instruments exhibited multifactorial structures. The 
Multidimensional Life Satisfaction Scale for Children (MLSS-C) was used in a study 
with a sample of Brazilian students by Cassoni et al. (2017), featuring a structure of 
36 items and six factors. Similarly, in the study by Liberman et al. (2012), the How 
I Feel About Things scale was used to assess satisfaction domains related to both the 
immediate environment (e.g., family) and external context (e.g., teachers).

Additionally, other studies developed specific measures tailored to their research, 
constructing indices from pre-existing instruments and subsequently confirming uni-
dimensional structures through factor analysis (Casas et al., 2015b; Moreira et al., 
2023; Oyarzún-Gómez et al., 2019).

To assess the emotional domain (positive and negative affect), the most frequently 
used scales were the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Damásio et 
al., 2013; Padros-Blázquez et al., 2023; Sanmartín et al., 2020) and the Children’s 
Worlds Positive and Negative Affect Scale (CW-PNAS; Ditzel et al., 2022a, 2022b). 
Both instruments have a bifactorial structure (positive and negative affect), varying 
the number of items. In the case of PANAS, structures with either five items per 
factor (Damásio et al., 2013; Sanmartín et al., 2020) or ten items per factor (Padros-
Blázquez et al., 2023) have been identified. Additionally, CW-PNAS consists of three 
ítems by factor.

Other instruments used to measure the affective component of subjective well-
being (SWB) include the Positive and Negative Affect Scale by Mroczek and Kolarz, 
which was applied by Gonçalves Câmara and Bedin Tomasi (2016) in a Brazilian 
sample, demonstrating a two-dimensional structure with six items per dimension. 
Additionally, the Scale of Positive and Negative Experiences (SPANE) was used by 
Carmona-Halty and Villegas-Robertson (2018) in a Chilean sample, also featuring a 
two-factor structure with six items per factor.

Regarding instruments that assess both the cognitive and affective components of 
subjective well-being, five studies were identified. In Chile, Benavente et al. (2018) 
used the Brief Adolescents' Subjective Well-Being in School Scale (BASWBSS), 
which comprises two dimensions: the first measuring school satisfaction and the sec-
ond assessing emotional well-being, with one item for positive affect and one for 
negative affect. Meanwhile, studies by Dias-Viana and Porto Noronha (2021, 2022) 
in Brazil implemented the School Subjective Well-being Scale (EBESE), which 
includes three dimensions: the first measures satisfaction with seven items, while the 
second and third assess the frequency of positive and negative affect, respectively.
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Engel de Abreu et al. (2021) developed a specific measure for their study, con-
sisting of three satisfaction indicators and two emotion indicators, specifically the 
frequency of negative affect and concerns. Finally, Quiñonez-Tapia et al. (2023) used 
indicators from the instruments applied in the Programme for International Student 
Assessment (PISA) during 2018, confirming a measure composed of five indicators 
for life satisfaction, four for positive affect, and three for negative affect.

3.3.2  Eudaimonic Well-Being

About the eudaimonic paradigm of well-being, five of the six studies included 
(83.33%) focus on the theoretical model of psychological well-being (García Alva-
rez et al., 2020; González-Fuentes & Andrade Palos, 2016; Luna et al., 2020; Portela, 
2021; Tapia-Fonllem et al., 2020) and only one study uses the theoretical model of 
flourishing (Carmona-Halty et al., 2022). The latter study conducted in Chile assesses 
flourishing, a construct understood as feeling good and functioning effectively in 
one's own life, through the Flourishing Scale instrument, which has a unifactorial 
characteristic of 8 items and is invariant according to gender.

Specifically, of the five studies under the theoretical model of psychological well-
being, the most used was the Psychological Well-Being Scale for Youth BIEPS-J 
(García Alvarez et al., 2020; Luna et al., 2020), a 13-item instrument, which evaluates 
the following dimensions of Ryff's (1989) theoretical model: positive relationships, 
self-acceptance, mastery of the environment and life purpose, through a factorial 
structure of 2 and 4 factors. Another study conducted in Mexico by González-Fuentes 
and Andrade Palos (2016) used the Psychological Well-Being Scale for Adolescents 
BP-A, an instrument of 29 items and four factors, which assess the following theoret-
ical dimensions of psychological well-being: personal growth, positive relationships, 
life purpose, and self-acceptance.

In addition, the Portela (2021) study conducted in Uruguay used the Positive 
Psychological Functioning Scale, an instrument with 33 items and seven factors. 
It included the evaluation of the following theoretical dimensions proposed by Ryff 
(1989): autonomy, life purpose, and mastery of the environment. Tapia-Fonlem et 
al. (2020) in Mexico used the Psychological Well-being Scale (PWBS) instrument, 
which consists of 13 items and two factors, to evaluate the theoretical dimensions of 
psychological well-being of self-acceptance, personal growth, and life purpose. It 
should be noted that none of these studies included the original 6-dimensional struc-
ture of psychological well-being proposed by Ryff (1989).

Finally, none of the included studies used the self-determination theory approach 
to eudaimonic well-being.

3.3.3  Integrated Model of Hedonic and Eudaimonic Well-Being

The studies by Strelhow et al. (2020) conducted in Brazil and the study of Toribio-
Pérez et al. (2012) conducted in México were the only two that used an integrated 
model of well-being from the hedonic and eudaimonic paradigms. Thus, in the 
Strelhow et al. (2020) study, the hedonic paradigm included the Brief Multidimen-
sional Students' Life Satisfaction Scale (BMSLSS) instrument to evaluate the cogni-
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tive component of subjective well-being, which consists of 5 items in a unifactorial 
structure. In the same sense, the Core Affects Scale (CAS) instrument was included 
to measure the affective component of subjective well-being; it is bifactorial and 
consists of 5 items for each of its factors (positive and negative affects). Regarding 
the eudaimonic paradigm, the instrument used in this study was the Psychological 
Well-Being Scale (PWBS), which consists of 18 items and five factors, evaluating 
the following theoretical dimensions of psychological well-being: self-acceptance, 
purpose in life, environmental mastery, positive relationships, and personal growth.

On the other hand, in the study by Toribio-Pérez et al. (2012), the hedonic and 
eudaimonic paradigms are included in a single instrument called the Escala de Felici-
dad de Lima (EFL). This scale, composed of 26 items, assesses the theoretical models 
of subjective and psychological well-being, covering four factors: Positive sense of 
life (10 items), Satisfaction with life (6 items), Personal realization (5 items), and Joy 
of living (5 items).

4  Articles with Conceptualization Problems

Of the included studies, four articles needed to present a clear theoretical develop-
ment of the well-being construct from the hedonic or eudaimonic paradigms. Thus, 
the study by Campo-Arias et al. (2015), conducted in Colombia through the General 
Well-Being Index (WHO-5 WBI), originally created by the World Health Organiza-
tion (1998) and validated in adolescents with type 1 diabetes (de Wit et al., 2007). 
Evaluates mental well-being through a 5-item unifactorial scale, understanding it as 
the absence of depressive symptoms. A similar situation occurs in the study by Vil-
lalobos-Galvis and Ortiz-Delgado (2012) conducted in Colombia using the Depres-
sion Scale of the Center for Epidemiological Studies (CES-D) (Radloff, 1977) of 
bifactorial character and 15 items. Its focus is the evaluation of depressive symptom-
atology, and they conceptualize well-being as the factor that loads negatively with 
this construct.

Similarly, the study by Caqueo-Urizar (2014) conducted in Chile uses the Stress in 
Children Questionnaire (SiC) (Osika et al., 2007), which, although the bifactor struc-
ture includes the name of the Emotional well-being factor, its paradigm and theoreti-
cal model need to be clarified. This same situation regarding the lack of clarity occurs 
in the study of Góngora & Castro-Solano (2015) using Spanish versions of the Three 
Pathways to Well-being scale (TPWB) (Castro-Solano, 2011), an instrument of 23 
items and three subscales (Pleasant life, Engaged life, and Meaningful life).

4.1  Psychometric Quality of the Instruments

The psychometric quality of the instruments included in the study is shown in Table 2. 
In this sense, most of the systematized studies provided evidence of structural valid-
ity, mainly through confirmatory factor analysis, and a smaller number (seven stud-
ies) implemented only exploratory factor analysis or principal component analysis. 
One study retained a factor structure with an insufficient indicator (factor loadings 
below the cut-off point 0.300) for the BASWBSS scale and just two indicators for 
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Study PROM 
development

Content 
validity

Structural 
validity

Construct 
validity

Cross-
cultural/
invariance 
validity

Internal 
Consistency

Test– 
retest

Alfaro et al. 
(2016b)

n/a n/a Very good n/a n/a Very good n/a

Alfaro et al. 
(2014)

n/a n/a Very good n/a n/a Very good n/a

Alfaro et al. 
(2016c)

n/a n/a Very good Very good n/a Very good n/a

Alfaro et al. 
(2013)

n/a n/a Very good Very good n/a Very good n/a

Benavente 
et al. (2019)

n/a n/a Very good Adequate Adequate Very good n/a

Benavente 
et al. (2018)

n/a Doubtful Inadequate Very good n/a Very good n/a

Campo-
Arias et al. 
(2015)

n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a Very good Doubtful

Caqueo-
Urízar et al. 
(2014)

n/a n/a Doubtful n/a n/a Very good n/a

Caqueo-
Urizar et al. 
(2021)

n/a n/a Very good n/a Adequate Very good n/a

Carmona-
Halty and 
Villegas-
Rovertson 
(2018)

n/a n/a Very good Adequate n/a Very good n/a

Carmona-
Halty et al. 
(2022)

n/a n/a Very good Very good Adequate Very good n/a

Casas et al. 
(2014)

n/a n/a Very good Very good Very good Very good n/a

Casas et al. 
(2015a)

n/a n/a Very good Very good Adequate Very good n/a

Casas et al. 
(2015b)

n/a n/a Very good Very good Adequate Doubtful n/a

Caycho-
Rodríguez et 
al. (2018)

n/a n/a Very good Very good Adequate Very good n/a

Cassoni et 
al. (2017)

n/a n/a Very good Very good Very good Very good n/a

Damásio et 
al. (2013)

n/a n/a Very good Very good Very good Very good n/a

Denegri et 
al. (2022)

n/a n/a Very good n/a n/a Very good n/a

Dias-Viana 
and Porto 
Noronha 
(2022)

n/a n/a n/a Very good n/a n/a n/a

Table 2  Evaluation of the psychometric properties adapted from COSMIN criteria
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Study PROM 
development

Content 
validity

Structural 
validity

Construct 
validity

Cross-
cultural/
invariance 
validity

Internal 
Consistency

Test– 
retest

Dias-Viana 
and Porto 
Noronha 
(2021)

n/a Very 
good

Very good n/a n/a Very good n/a

Ditzel et al. 
(2022a)

n/a n/a Very good n/a Adequate Very good n/a

Ditzel et al. 
(2022b)

n/a n/a Very good n/a Adequate Very good n/a

Engel de 
Abreu et al. 
(2021)

n/a n/a Very good n/a Inadequate Very good n/a

Esnaola et 
al. (2017)

n/a n/a Very good n/a Very good Very good n/a

García 
Alvarez et 
al. (2020)

n/a n/a Adequate n/a n/a Very good n/a

Gonçalves 
Câmara 
and Bedin 
Tomasi 
(2015)

n/a n/a Very good n/a n/a n/a n/a

Góngora 
and Castro 
Solano 
(2015)

n/a n/a Very good Very good n/a Very good n/a

González-
Fuentes and 
Andrade 
Palos (2016)

Doubtful n/a Adequate n/a n/a Very good n/a

Liberman et 
al. (2012)

n/a n/a Very good Doubtful n/a Very good n/a

Luna et al. 
(2020)

n/a Adequate Adequate Very good n/a Very good n/a

Moreira et 
al. (2022)

n/a n/a Very good Very good Very good Very good n/a

Moreira et 
al. (2023)

n/a n/a Very good Very good n/a Very good n/a

Orejudo et 
al. (2022)

n/a n/a Very good Very good n/a Very good n/a

Oyarzún-
Gómez et al. 
(2019)

n/a n/a Very good Very good Adequate Very good n/a

Padros-
Blazquez 
(2023)

n/a n/a Very good Very good n/a Very good n/a

Portela 
(2021)

n/a Adequate Adequate n/a n/a Very good n/a

Table 2  (continued) 
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a dimension (Benavente et al., 2018), while two studies retained factor structures 
with insufficient fit index (Caqueo-Urizar et al., 2014; García Alvarez et al., 2020). 
Regarding construct validity, the predominant approach was the relationship with 
other relevant variables and most studies provided strong evidence. In cases where 
evidence was considered only adequate or doubtful, it was because the instruments 
correlated with the measures lacked previous validations for the specific context 
of analysis (Carmona-Halty & Villegas-Robertson, 2018), or group contrasts were 
used without ensuring metric invariance between them (Engel de Abreu et al., 2021; 
Liberman et al., 2012).

The invariance analyses were adjusted to current guidelines, except that in most 
cases, the equivalence of the groups in variables other than the grouping variables 
was not guaranteed. Regarding reliability, it was reported in a high percentage of the 
records, and in all cases, at least one indicator was reported, either Cronbach's Alpha 
or McDonald's Omega.

Other less explored sources of validity within the studies incorporated in this 
review included test–retest reliability, which was used in only two studies. One is 
questionable, given that the period between one application and another was four 
weeks (Campo-Arias et al., 2015). Finally, only one study reported the development 
of items for the scale (PROM development) (Gonzáles-Fuentes & Andrade-Palos, 
2016). The evaluation of the content was mainly performed by expert judges. Nev-

Study PROM 
development

Content 
validity

Structural 
validity

Construct 
validity

Cross-
cultural/
invariance 
validity

Internal 
Consistency

Test– 
retest

Quiñonez-
Tapia et al. 
(2023)

n/a n/a Very good n/a Adequate Very good n/a

Sanmartín et 
al. (2020)

n/a n/a Very good Very good Very good Very good n/a

Sarriera et 
al. (2015)

n/a n/a Very good Very good Very good Very good n/a

Sarriera et 
al. (2014)

n/a n/a Very good Very good n/a Very good n/a

Sarriera et 
al. (2018)

n/a n/a Doubtful n/a n/a Very good n/a

Strelhow et 
al. (2020)

n/a n/a Very good n/a Doubtful Adequate n/a

Tapia-
Fonllem et 
al. (2020)

n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a Doubtful n/a

Toribio 
Pérez et al. 
(2012)

n/a n/a Adequate Very good n/a Very good n/a

Villalobos-
Galvis and 
Ortiz-Delga-
do (2012)

n/a n/a Adequate Adequate n/a Very good n/a

Evaluation options: Very good, adequate, questionable, inadequate, inappropriate

Table 2  (continued) 
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ertheless, a common aspect among these studies is the lack of detailed information 
about these judges.

5  Discussion

This study aimed to identify the instruments available in the Latin American context 
to measure hedonic and eudaimonic well-being in adolescents. This objective was 
achieved through an exhaustive and systematic analysis of the available articles and 
instruments, contributing to reducing the knowledge gap in this field.

Specifically, the evidence obtained shows a wide diversity of instruments used, 
where the focus has been predominantly centered on the study of hedonic well-being, 
specifically on its cognitive component (life satisfaction), over the affective com-
ponent of subjective well-being. This result, which shows a preponderant focus on 
measuring the cognitive component of well-being to the detriment of the affective 
component, suggests a possible gap in the comprehensive understanding of subjective 
well-being in adolescents (Ross et al., 2020). This is particularly relevant because, 
both from a theoretical and empirical point of view within the hedonic paradigm, 
positive and negative affect are recognized as fundamental elements of well-being, 
acknowledging the importance of affective experiences in the lives of adolescents 
and the need to measure these aspects in a manner using relevant instruments (Rus-
sell, 1980, 2003).

Regarding the use of single-item measures of life satisfaction, the Overall Life 
Satisfaction (OLS) indicator was used in three studies, but it is necessary to point 
out that this has several methodological limitations, especially those associated with 
measurement error and the impossibility of calculating its reliability, in addition to 
the conceptual error that some authors suggest when considering this indicator as a 
scale (Allen et al., 2022).

Most authors use a multi-item instrument to measure the cognitive component, 
either a context-free or a domain-based one, but few authors use the two kinds of 
instruments, despite it has been recommended by several authors in the Latin-Ameri-
can context (Casas et al., 2015a). Likewise, concerning the BMSLSS, some versions 
of this instrument add a question that explores general satisfaction, which is question-
able considering that the scale aims to be multidimensional and explore satisfaction 
with different facets of life, which in turn would contribute to general satisfaction, 
therefore including a question aimed at knowing what general life satisfaction is, 
would overlap the content of the other items, overestimating the variance of the latent 
factor and the adjustment of the measurement model.

In relation to country-level differences, it is possible to observe that Chile and 
Brazil predominantly use satisfaction-with-life scales such as SLSS and PWI, which 
suggests a focus on assessing life satisfaction as a central indicator of well-being in 
these contexts. On the other hand, Mexico and Uruguay show a higher prevalence 
of affect-based instruments like PANAS and the Positive and Negative Experience 
Scale, highlighting a greater emphasis on measuring emotional aspects of well-being. 
In Argentina and Spain, research integrates both cognitive and affective well-being 
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measures, reflecting a broader approach to well-being assessment that incorporates 
multiple dimensions.

Another finding of the present study showed that most of the studies focused on 
eudaimonic well-being are centered on the psychological well-being model. None of 
these maintained the original theoretical structure proposed by Ryff, composed of six 
dimensions to measure psychological well-being, which could affect the understand-
ing and interpretation of the construct in Latin American adolescents. This would 
also suggest that there may be psychometric and/or cultural aspects specific to the 
adaptation of this instrument to the Latin American context that need to be addressed 
in future studies to increase the understanding of this construct in the Latin American 
adolescent population and its link with other variables that are relevant to life trajec-
tories (Gjersing et al., 2010; Mieres-Chacaltana et al., 2019).

In this regard, about the instruments focused on the eudaimonic paradigm, only 
one study focused on the flourishing model (Carmona-Halty et al., 2022). This lack of 
studies focused on this model could imply a limitation in the comprehensive under-
standing of eudaimonic well-being in Latin American adolescents, given that this 
model includes key elements for their functioning, such as personal growth, fulfill-
ment, and effective functionality in everyday life (Diener et al., 2010; Keyes, 2016; 
Waigel & Lemos, 2023).

In addition, it is relevant to note that none of the studies included in the present 
review adhered to Deci and Ryan's (2000) self-determination theory, which suggests 
a knowledge gap in the Latin American adolescent context, given that self-determina-
tion theory offers a comprehensive framework for understanding intrinsic motivation 
and self-regulation as fundamental components of adolescent psychological well-
being (Sheldon, 2012; Stephens et al., 2021).

Another finding of the present review shows that only two of the systematized 
studies perform an integrated analysis of the hedonic and eudaimonic approaches. 
Specifically, Strelhow et al. (2020) suggest that a second-order factor encompasses 
the complexity of the well-being construct through different dimensions while offer-
ing an integrative perspective of them. In that sense, it is important to highlight that 
this is done from an analytical approach that involves the incorporation of different 
instruments, not an instrument per se.

On the other hand, Toribio-Pérez et al. (2012) incorporates both approaches in 
the same instrument, which includes hedonic (life satisfaction and joy of living) and 
eudaimonic (positive sense of life and personal fulfillment) theoretical models. These 
two studies, by including both paradigms, agree with the theoretical and empirical 
evidence of adolescent well-being (Disabato et al., 2016; Waigel & Lemos, 2023), 
who have considered that although both approaches would represent empirically dif-
ferent aspects of well-being, they would be conceptually related and complementary, 
so that the incorporation of a single global construct of well-being would more accu-
rately reflect hedonia and eudaimonia.

A striking aspect in some of the studies included in this review is the theoretical 
inconsistency in defining well-being, especially when in measures in which well-
being is called a set of items whose content explores psychological discomfort (stress 
and anxiety) and are interpreted from the position that low scores in these dimensions 
denote well-being. In another case, such as that of Orejudo et al. (2022), there is an 
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error in the conceptualization of subjective well-being, specifically when consider-
ing life satisfaction as an emotional component when this is considered the cogni-
tive component. These findings are consistent with the results of a recent systematic 
review of instruments to measure well-being conducted by Cooke et al. (2016), 
where their results also suggest a lack of agreement and consistency in the literature 
on how well-being is understood and measured. These aspects are relevant, given that 
conceptual clarity is essential to ensure the validity and accurate interpretation of the 
results (Roberts & Priest, 2006; Strauss & Smith, 2009).

At the psychometric level, the extraction methods were mainly by the nature of 
the measures; however, there were reports in which maximum likelihood estimators 
were used even though they are not the most recommended for factor analysis of 
ordinal variables. Although the bias assessment tool does not specify specific estima-
tors for reliability analyses, it is recommended that in those studies in which struc-
tures with multiple factors are established, both incremental and residual indices with 
updated decision criteria that guarantee the choice of a correct cut-off point accord-
ing to the number of indicators and sample sizes should be incorporated as criteria 
for assessing the fit to the data; it is also recommended that internal consistency be 
reported through McDonald's Omega, considering that it has a lower overestimation 
bias when the assumption of unidimensionality is not met.

Although the strengths of the present article include the systematic nature of the 
review through the PRISMA methodology and the evaluation of the psychometric 
quality of the instruments through the COSMIN criteria, it is possible to point out 
some limitations. First, the articles in the present review did not include records not 
published in peer-reviewed journals. Although this approach aims to guarantee the 
quality of the results from peer review, it also increases the probability of publica-
tion bias. In the same sense, the review did not include gray literature, which could 
increase the risk of publication bias.

6  Conclusions

The present systematic review reported the diversity of studies that included measur-
ing hedonic and eudaimonic well-being in the Latin American adolescent population, 
identifying its implications and future challenges. Through a rigorous and systematic 
approach, the psychometric quality of these instruments was analyzed and examined, 
contributing significantly to reducing the existing literature gap in this field of study.

In this way, the present study provides a basis for future research incorporating 
instruments' application, design, or validation with a solid and comprehensive theo-
retical model of adolescent well-being in the Latin American context.
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