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Abstract

Objectives: Workplace gratitude is important for improving work-related outcomes
and individual well-being. Although the gratitude at work scale (GAWS) was de-
veloped in the United States, it has not been corroborated in Asian countries with
interdependent cultures. This study aimed to develop and validate the GAWS among
Japanese workers.

Method: Japanese workers completed online surveys at baseline (N = 206) and
2 weeks later (N = 103). The Japanese GAWS was developed according to the inter-
national guidelines. We measured (a) trait gratitude as comparison for the criterion-
related validity, (b) work-related outcomes/factors (eg, work engagement), and (c)
well-being (eg, eudemonic well-being at work) as comparisons for convergent valid-
ity. Cronbach's alpha, intra-class correlation coefficients (ICCs), and measurement
errors were calculated to assess reliability; measurement validity was evaluated by
correlational analyses and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA).

Results: A total of 206 and 93 workers were included for baseline and follow-up
analyses, respectively. Cronbach's alpha and ICCs of the Japanese GAWS ranged
from 0.81 to 0.91. CFA showed that the 2-factor model (ie, gratitude for (a) a sup-
portive work environment and (b) meaningful work) demonstrated a good fit (X2
(34) = 67.58, CFI = 0.967, TLI = 0.956, RMSEA = 0.069, SRMR = 0.037), similar
to the original version. As we had hypothesized, overall GAWS and the two domains
were significantly correlated with trait gratitude, work-related outcomes/factors, and
well-being.

Conclusions: The Japanese GAWS demonstrated good reliability and validity.
Future research should explore mechanisms related to workplace gratitude and fur-

ther intervention studies among workers.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Workplace gratitude is the tendency to recognize and be
thankful for how various aspects of a job affect one's life."
According to Cain, gratitude for (a) a supportive work envi-
ronment and (b) meaningful work are the two components
of workplace gratitude.' Moreover, workplace gratitude for
a specific object is distinguished from other positive feel-
ings, such as job satisfaction, because the resulting feeling is
evoked from experience beneficial to, but not attributable to,
the self.” Ferh et al (2017) argued that workplace gratitude is
not elicited by an experience itself but by its interpretation.’
Therefore, in the same workplace, gratitude levels can vary
among individuals, which could be explained by differences
in individual attitudes.

Workplace gratitude is important because it improves
both work-related outcomes and individual well—being.2’4
Specifically, previous observational studies in the workplace
have reported that gratitude is positively associated with job
satisfaction,’ relationships and social support,6 organizational
citizenship behaviors,’ and job performance,8 and negatively
associated with emotional exhaustion or burnout.’ Moreover,
randomized controlled trials have found positive correlations
between gratitude and well-being. For example, creating a
gratitude list effectively improves well-being, such as posi-
tive or negative affect and life satisfaction.”!! Collectively,
increased worker gratitude is positive for both companies and
workers.

To further study its positive effects, workplace gratitude
should be measured psychometrically. This can help assess
gratitude levels of employees in the workplace or develop new
gratitude intervention programs. To date, several measures
of workplace gratitude have been developed.1 For example,
Cameron et al'? devised the Positive Practices Survey (PPS)
that includes 2 items measuring the expression of gratitude to
assess ethical behaviors in the workplace. Although PPS can
assess gratitude expressed as a behavior, it cannot compart-
mentalize personal feelings of workplace gratitude, as men-
tioned by Cain.""? Additionally, Lanham et al* developed a
4-item measure of workplace gratitude, assessing gratitude
for a supportive work environment (eg, coworkers and super-
visors) but not for meaningful work.* Moreover, psychomet-
ric properties have not been examined in either case.*

The Gratitude at Work Scale (GAWS) was developed to
overcome the aforementioned issues.' Specifically, the cre-
ators of GAWS initially conducted a review of gratitude stud-
ies to conceptualize workplace gratitude. Subsequently, they
identified key work aspects that influence employees’ evalu-
ation of their jobs. Nine items were then added to the Lanham
workplace gratitude measure to develop a comprehensive
measure of workplace gratitude. Finally, the GAWS creators
demonstrated the psychometric properties of the 10-item
GAWS in three studies (3 items that did not meet structure

criteria were excluded). GAWS contains two subfactors, grat-
itude for (a) supportive work environment and (b) meaning-
ful work, and has proven reliable and valid. However, GAWS
has not been further developed or validated in samples from
countries other than the United States. Testing the effective-
ness of GAWS in Asian countries is particularly important
since Asian culture is typically more interdependent com-
pared to Western culture, which focuses more on individual-
ity.13 We hypothesized that workplace gratitude also plays an
important role in Asian populations.

This study examined internal consistency, test-retest
reliability, structural validity, and convergent validity of
a translated version of the GAWS among Japanese work-
ers. We hypothesized that the Japanese GAWS would have
good internal consistency, test-retest reliability, and 2-fac-
tor structural validity. Based on the original and relevant
previous studies, we developed the following hypotheses to
confirm the criterion-related validity and convergent valid-
ity: the Japanese GAWS would correlate significantly with
(a) trait gratitude1 to support the criterion-related validity,
(b) work-related outcomes or factors (work engagement,
organizational citizenship behavior, work performance,
social support from supervisors and colleagues, and work-
place social capital),l’f"7 and (c) well-being (positive or
negative affect, job satisfaction, life satisfaction, and eu-
daimonic well-being)l’11 to support the convergent validity.
For work-related outcomes, work engagement was adopted
per the original study.! Another study examined this as-
sociation and confirmed that gratitude is related to work
engagement via self-efficacy. 14 Although the original study
examined the associations of organizational commitment
and workplace climate with psychosocial factors at work,
we selected social support from supervisors and colleagues
and workplace social capital, as these factors are more
commonly used in Japan. We also explored the relationship
between GAWS on the one hand and job demands and job
control on the other. These variables are an important part
of the Job Demands-Resources model, known as the major
occupational model, that aims to explain the health impair-
ment and motivational processes.'” Concerning the mag-
nitude of the correlations, we assumed equal strength of
correlation between the Japanese GAWS and the variables
that were also examined in the original study (trait grati-
tude, work engagement, work performance, psychosocial
factors at work, positive or negative affect, job satisfaction,
and life satisfaction)." Psychosocial factors at work have
been noted to extend to the individual (eg, personality and
attitudes).'® Although we measured these factors using a
different scale than in the original study, we assumed the
same correlation strength. The magnitude of correlations
between the other variables (organizational citizenship be-
havior and eudaimonic well-being) was assumed based on
the previous meta-analyses examining plrosociality17 and
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well—being.18 Specifically, we assumed moderate-to-large
positive correlations (r > 0.30) of (a) trait gratitude, (b)
work-related outcomes or factors, and (c) well-being (ex-
cept work performance, life satisfaction, and negative
affect) with GAWS,19 weak-to-moderate positive correla-
tions of work performance and life satisfaction with GAWS
(r £0.30), and negative correlations for negative affect.”!”

2 | METHODS

2.1 | Design

This study included online surveys at baseline (May 2020)
and at 2-week follow-up (June 2020) in Japan. The inter-
nal consistency, structural validity, and convergent validity
of Japanese GAWS were examined using cross-sectional
data. Test-retest reliability was examined using longitudinal
data 2 weeks after the follow-up. This manuscript follows
the COnsensus-based Standards for the selection of health
Measurement INstruments (COSMIN) reporting guide-
lines.” Each characteristic of the measure was reported ac-
cording to the COSMIN checklist.

2.2 | Participants

Participants were selected from among workers who regis-
tered as respondents of an Internet-based survey company,
Macromill, Inc?' Of the available respondents, 206 work-
ers responded to a web-based questionnaire. Macromill had
obtained a relatively representative sample by accessing
>10 million potential participants representing all prefec-
tures in Japan. Participants were recruited based on demo-
graphic attributes. Participant inclusion criteria were being
(a) full-time workers living in a prefecture of Japan and (b)
aged >20 years. There were no exclusion criteria. On the
basis of these criteria, the survey company recruited work-
ers from their potential participant pool, until the targeted
number was reached (the calculated sample size was 193.
See also the Analysis section). Eligible workers who agreed
with the terms and conditions of the online survey could
access the self-report questionnaire. Two weeks later, the
company randomly sampled 103 participants among the
baseline survey respondents. Survey respondents received
approximately 50 "Macromill points" for each survey,
which could be used for shopping or cashing out (1 point
was equivalent to 1 Japanese Yen). Informed consent was
obtained from all participants as part of the survey instruc-
tions, which explained that any identifying information
would be removed from the data and assured protection of
personal information. The study protocol was approved by
the research ethics committee of the Graduate School of
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Medicine and the Faculty of Medicine, The University of
Tokyo, Japan (No. 2019216NI).

2.3 | Measurements

Participants were asked to respond twice to the surveys. The
surveys included the Japanese GAWS and questions regard-
ing (a) trait gratitude, (b) work-related outcomes or factors
(work engagement, organizational citizenship behavior,
work performance, and work psychosocial factors), and (c)
well-being (positive or negative affect, job satisfaction, life
satisfaction, and eudaimonic well-being).

Japanese GAWS was used to measure two factors govern-
ing workplace gratitude: (a) supportive work environment
(SWE, 6 items) and (b) meaningful work (MW, 4 items).
Each GAWS factor score was calculated as an average of the
item scores. The overall GAWS score was the average of the
10 items. All items were rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale
ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always).

The Japanese GAWS was developed per the procedure
specified in the International Society of Pharmacoeconomics
and Outcomes Research task force guidelines.22 We first ob-
tained permission from the developer of the original GAWS
to translate the measures into Japanese. Forward-translation
was independently conducted by YK and NS. We are native
Japanese speakers living in Japan and conduct research in
occupational positive psychology. We then performed recon-
ciliation, back-translation, back-translational review, harmo-
nization, and cognitive debriefing. The back-translation was
conducted by a native English translator unaware of the orig-
inal scale. The original developer confirmed the back-trans-
lated measures and made revisions at the back-translation
review stage. Cognitive debriefing sessions were conducted
with eight Japanese workers recruited using snowball sam-
pling and included a researcher, clinical psychologist, social
welfare specialist, physical therapist, local public service
worker, white-collar manufacturing worker, and nurses
(n = 2). They were asked to complete the harmonized mea-
sure and revise any difficult wording; their feedback was used
for further modifications. Results from these stages were
combined to develop the final measure. The full version of
the Japanese GAWS is provided in Appendix Al.

2.4 | Trait gratitude

Trait gratitude was measured using the Japanese version of
the 5-item Gratitude Questionnaire (GQ-5), with items such
as "I have so much in life to be thankful for."*® The reliabil-
ity and validity of the Japanese version of the GQ-5 were
confirmed in a previous study.23 All items were scored on a
7-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly



KOMASE ET AL.

ﬂl—Wl LEY— Joumal of Occupational Health
—_—

agree). The scores of all 5 items were averaged and used for
analyses (Cronbach's o = 0.88).

2.5 | Work engagement

Work engagement was measured using the 9-item Japanese
Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES)** that consists of
three subscales: vigor (3 items; eg, "At my job, I feel strong
and vigorous"), dedication (3 items, eg, "I am enthusiastic
about my job"), and absorption (3 items; eg, "I am immersed
in my work"). All items were scored on a 7-point Likert scale,
ranging from O (never) to 6 (always). Reliability and unidi-
mensional validity of the Japanese UWES were verified in
a previous study.24 The overall score (Cronbach's a = 0.95)
and three subscales were averaged and used for analyses.

2.6 | Organizational citizenship behavior
Organizational citizenship behavior was measured using
the Japanese Organizational Citizenship Behavior Scale
(OCBS).” In J apan, supporting an organization includes
voluntary employee work during off-duty hours. The OCBS
consists of 8 items, such as "I assist the supervisor without
being asked," and "I deal with visitors who go to other sec-
tions of the company." These items were scored on a 5-point
scale, ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very frequently). The
reliability and validity of the Japanese OCBS were confirmed
previously.” The scores from the 8 items were averaged and
used for analyses (Cronbach's o = 0.89).

2.7 | Work performance

Work performance was measured using 1 item from the vali-
dated Japanese short version of the WHO Health and Work
Performance Questionnaire (WHO-HPQ),26 which scored
an individual's past month's overall job performance on a
scale of O (worst job performance) to 10 (best). The ratings
were multiplied by 10 to calculate work performance per the
WHO-HPQ scoring guidelines..26

2.8 | Psychosocial factors at work

Job demands (3 items; eg, "I have an extremely large amount
of work to do"; a = 0.75), job control (3 items; eg, "I can
work at my own pace"; a = 0.72), social support from super-
visors (3 items; eg, "How reliable are your superiors when
you are troubled?"; o = 0.81) and colleagues (3 items; eg,
"How freely can you talk with your coworkers?"; o = 0.80),
and workplace social capital (3 items; eg, "At our workplace,

we have the attitude to work together"; a = 0.85) were meas-
ured using the Brief Job Stress Questionnaire (BJ SQ).27 All
items were scored on a 4-point Likert scale (for job demands,
job control, and workplace social capital: 1 = not at all to
4 = very much so; for social support: 1 = not at all to 4 = ex-
tremely). Higher scores mean higher job demands, job con-
trol, social support, and workplace social capital. The scores
from each of the 3 items were averaged and used for analyses.

2.9 | Positive and negative affect

Positive affect and negative affect were measured using 36
items (18 items for each) from previous Japan-based stud-
ies. The scale was integrated using the Positive and Negative
Affect Schedule (PANAS; eg, enthusiastic, attentive, proud,
active, afraid, jittery, irritable, ashamed, and upset),28 which
is a widely used mood measurement tool, and additional ad-
jectives (eg, cheerful, in good spirits, extremely happy, nerv-
ous, restless or fidgety, and hopeless). These descriptors were
added based on prior verification among the Japanese popula-
tion. The past month was used as the time frame (ie, “During
the past month, how much of the time did you feel...”). All
items were scored on a 5-point Likert-type scale, ranging
from 1 (never) to 5 (always). Positive and negative affect
measure in this questionnaire was validated previously.29
The scores from each of the 18 items were averaged and used
for analyses (Cronbach's a values: 0.95 [positive] and 0.92
[negative]).

2.10 | Job and life satisfaction

Job and life satisfaction were also measured using questions
from the BJSQ.27 BJSQ has been widely used for assessing
stress factors and response and buffer factors in Japan. Job
and life satisfaction measures consisted of 1 item each, "I
am satisfied with my job" and "I am satisfied with my family
life", respectively. They were scored on a 4-point Likert scale
(1 = dissatisfied to 4 = satisfied).

2.11 | Eudaimonic well-being at work

Eudaimonic well-being at work was measured using the
24-item University of Tokyo Occupational Mental Health
well-being scale (TOMH well-being 24).*° This scale
consists of eight factors, including role-oriented future
prospects, autonomy, role-oriented positive perception,
personal growth and development, negative schema, oc-
cupational self-esteem, relationship, and meaningful work
(each with 3 items). These items were scored on a 7-point
scale ranging from O (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly
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agree). The reliability and validity of the TOMH well-be-
ing 24 were confirmed in a previous study.30 The overall
score (Cronbach's a = 0.95) and eight subscales were aver-
aged and used for analyses.

2.12 | Analysis

To test reliability, we calculated the Cronbach's o values,
intra-class correlation coefficients (ICCs), the standard error
of measurement (SEM), and the smallest detectable change
(SDC) values of the Japanese GAWS. Confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) and correlational analysis were performed to
examine structural and convergent validity. We used SPSS
Statistics 26.0 (SPSS Inc, Chicago, IL) and R version 4.0.0
for analyses.31

2.13 | Internal consistency

To assess the internal consistency of the Japanese GAWS,
Cronbach's o values were calculated for the total score and
for each factor score (ie, SWE and MW). Per a previous
study,32 a sample size of >100 was considered sufficient for
methodological quality for the Cronbach's « level. Because a
2-factor structure of the measure was confirmed in a previ-
ous study,' we did not check the measure dimensionality but
calculated Cronbach's o values for the total score and each
factor score directly.

2.14 | Test-retest reliability

Longitudinal data were analyzed to assess test-retest reliabil-
ity. We excluded those who answered, "I moved to my work-
place within the past two weeks" or "There was a big change
in the workplace during the last two weeks." ICCs for total
score and each factor score were calculated to investigate
test-retest reliability across the 2 weeks. We also calculated
the SEM and SDC as standard measurement errors.>>** SEM
represents the standard deviation of repeated measures within
one participant, and SDC represents the smallest change one
participant must exhibit on a measurement to ensure that
the observed change is genuine and not just a measurement
error.”> SEM was calculated as ([the standard deviation of all
testing scores] X \/ [1- ICC]34), and SDC was calculated as
(1.96 x \/[2 x SEM]?®).

2.15 | Structural validity

To confirm 2-factor structural validity, CFA was performed
among the 10 items using a robust maximum likelihood
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estimation in R. The original 2-factor model (SWE [6 items]
and MW [4 items] were explained by the two factors) and a
1-factor model (all 10 items were explained by one factor)
were assumed and tested in the following model fit indices:
Chi-square (x2), comparative fit index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis
index (TLI), root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA), and standardized root mean square residual
(SRMR). We considered the model a good fit on CFI and
TLI >0.95 and RMSEA and SRMR <0.06.* Per a previous
study,28 the sample size required for factor analysis is at least
five to seven times the item number, with a minimum of 100.
Given that the Japanese GAWS has 10 items, an adequate
number of participants (N = 100) were recruited.

2.16 | Convergent validity

Pearson correlation coefficients (r) among the GAWS fac-
tors, (a) trait gratitude, (b) work-related outcomes or factors,
and (c) well-being, were calculated to examine convergent
validity. The minimum effect size for detection was 0.20 (p).
Based on a sample size calculation using G*Power version
3.1.9.7, the necessary sample size was estimated to be >193
in the case of an « error probability of 0.05 and power (1 — f3)
of 0.80. Therefore, an adequate number of participants were
recruited.

3 | Results

3.1 | Participant characteristics

The participant flow chart is shown in Figure 1. The survey
company stopped recruiting when the target number was
reached; therefore, we could not determine the baseline re-
sponse rate. In the 2-week follow-up survey, 103 workers
were randomly sampled from the baseline pool to complete
the questionnaire. For the Internet-based survey, partici-
pants were required to answer all items, resulting in no
missing values for any variables or items. Ten participants
who answered, "I moved to my workplace within the past
two weeks," or "There was a big change in the workplace
during the last two weeks," at the follow-up survey were ex-
cluded from the longitudinal analyses. Demographic char-
acteristics of the participants at baseline and follow-up are
summarized in Table 1. On the baseline survey (N = 206,
132 men and 74 women, mean age = 42.2 + 10.0 years),
most participants had graduated from a university (50.0%)
or had some college experience (19.9%). Most participants
were married (66.5%), day-time workers (87.4%), belonged
to worksites with > 30 workers (37.4%), and engaged in
occupations such as clerical (28.2%) or professional/tech-
nical jobs (20.9%) or service (11.2%). Characteristics of
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Sample pool of the internet survey company
(N = 10,000,000)

Baseline survey (N = 206)
Response rate could not be calculated

!

Follow-up survey (N = 103)
Randomly sampled from the baseline sample

Those who answered as follows were excluded (N = 10)
> “I moved to my workplace within two weeks”
“There was a big change in the workplace during the two weeks”

Analysis of longitudinal data (N = 93)
- Test-retest reliability analysis (N = 93)
- Measurement error analysis (N = 93)
There are no missing values in all variables and items

Analysis of cross-sectional data (N = 206)

- Internal consistency analysis (N = 206)

- Convergent validity analysis (N = 206)

- Confirmatory factor analysis (N = 206)
There are no missing values in all variables and items

FIGURE 1 Participant flow chart

the participants on the follow-up survey (N = 93, 63 men
and 30 women, mean age = 43.8 + 9.9) did not differ from
those at the baseline.

3.2 | Internal consistency and test-retest
reliability

Table 2 summarizes mean scores, Cronbach's alpha val-
ues (a), ICCs, SEMs, and SDCs for the GAWS factors.
Cronbach's alpha coefficients ranged from 0.82 to 0.91.
ICCs ranged from 0.81 to 0.90, indicating that approxi-
mately 80% of the variance in two time point measure-
ments were explained by individuals. SDCs ranged from

0.74 to 1.02.

3.3 | Structural validity

The results of CFA are listed in Table 3. Of the 1-factor and
2-factor models, the original 2-factor hypothesized model
demonstrated an acceptable fit (X2 [34] =67.58, CFI =0.967,
TLI=0.956, RMSEA =0.069, SRMR = 0.037). Standardized
covariance among the two factors was 0.92, indicating strong
correlations. Moreover, the 2-factor model demonstrated a
better fit than the 1-factor model (sz [11=16.803, P <.001).

3.4 | Convergent validity
Table 4 lists Pearson correlation coefficients (r) between the
GAWS factors of (a) trait gratitude, (b) work-related out-
comes or factors, and (c) well-being. The overall GAWS and
the two factor scores had strong positive correlations with
trait gratitude, job satisfaction, work engagement, and eudai-
monic well-being at work (0.52 < r < 0.68). Additionally,
GAWS and the two factors had weak-to-moderate positive
correlations with life satisfaction, positive affect, and organi-
zational citizenship behavior (0.18 < r < 0.52). Moreover,
the GAWS factors correlated slightly negatively with nega-
tive affect (—0.22 < r < —0.15). Among work-related psy-
chosocial factors, social support and social capital at work
had moderate-to-strong correlations (0.28 < r < 0.67). Self-
reported work performance also had weak positive correla-
tions with the GAWS factors (0.23 <r < 0.28).

The exploratory examination showed comparatively weak
correlations with job demands (—0.07 <r < 0.01) and a mod-
erate positive correlation with job control (0.28 <r < 0.40).

4 | Discussion

This study indicated that the Japanese GAWS demonstrated
acceptable internal consistency, test-retest reliability, and
structural validity. It correlated highly with trait gratitude,
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TABLE 1
of the participants

Demographic characteristics

Gender
Men
Women
Age

Educational status

Elementary/junior high school

High school
College
University
Graduate school
Marital status
Married

Not married

Employment shift status

Day shift

Rotation/night shift

Childcare leave
Job category

Clerical

Profession/ technical job/

research job
Service industry

Sales job

Production skilled job

Others
Size of workplace
2-5
6-9
10-19
20-29
<30 employees

work-related outcomes or factors, and well-being, suggest-
ing good convergent validity. Overall, the Japanese GAWS
proved to be a reliable and valid scale.

The scale showed good internal consistency of the total
score and two subscale scores of gratitude for a supportive
work environment and gratitude for meaningful work. The
Cronbach's o values for the total and two subscales were 0.91,
0.86, and 0.82, respectively, which exceeded the stringent cri-
terion of 0.80.%” The test-retest reliability of these scales was
acceptable, indicating that the scale scores were stable over
the 2 weeks (ICC: 0.81-0.90). These findings suggest that the
Japanese GAWS is as reliable as the original version.'

Journal of Occupational Health g LEYM

Follow-up survey

Baseline survey (N = 206) (N =93)
Mean

n (%) Mean (SD) n (%) (SD)
132 (64.1) 63 (67.7)
74 (35.9) 30 (32.3)
42.2 (10.0) 43.8 (9.9)
3 (1.5) 2(2.2)
48 (23.3) 19 (20.4)
41 (19.9) 22 (23.7)
103 (50.0) 47 (50.5)
11(5.3) 332
137 (66.5) 65 (69.9)
69 (33.5) 28 (30.1)
180 (87.4) 81 (87.1)
25 (12.2) 11 (11.9)
1(0.5) 1 (L.1)
58 (28.2) 24 (25.8)
43 (20.9) 16 (17.2)
23 (11.2) 10 (10.8)
22 (10.7) 12 (12.9)
17 (8.3) 10 (10.8)
43 (20.1) 21 (22.6)
38 (18.4) 23 (24.7)
35 (17.0) 10 (10.8)
35 (17.0) 12 (12.9)
21 (10.2) 13 (14.0)
77 (37.4) 35 (37.6)

Like the original version, in CFA, the 2-factor model fits
significantly better than the 1-factor model. All indicators
(CFI, TLIL, and SRMR), except for RMSEA, had acceptable
values, suggesting adequate structural validity. This indicates
that among Japanese workers in an interdependent culture,
there are two constructs of workplace gratitude: (a) support-
ive work environment and (b) meaningful work. Importantly,
gratitude for meaningful work is defined slightly differently
in Japan than in the West. During the cognitive debriefing,
several workers expressed confusion with item 5, which
focused on meaningful work ("your accomplishments at
work?"), because they exclusively collaborate with others.
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TABLE 2 Mean scores, internal consistency, and reliability of the Japanese version of the Gratitude at work scale (GAWS): N = 206

Baseline Min- Cronbach's Follow-up Mean Test-retest

Mean (SD) Max alpha (SD)* Reliability (ICC) SEM* SDC*
Gratitude for a Supportive Work 3.02 (0.9) 1-5 0.86 2.99 (0.8) 0.90° 0.28 0.76

Environment (6 items)

Item 2 3.02 (1.2) 1-5 2.81 (1.1) 0.87° 0.42 1.17
Item 4 3.00 (1.1) 1-5 3.02 (1.1) 0.77° 0.52 1.43
Item 6 291 (1.1) 1-5 2.97 (1.1) 0.76° 0.56 1.55
Item 8 2.87 (1.3) 1-5 2.75(1.2) 0.81° 0.55 1.51
Item 9 3.21 (1.1) 1-5 3.31 (1.1) 0.74° 0.56 1.56
Ttem 10 3.11(1.1) 1-5 3.05 (1.0) 0.79° 0.50 1.38
Gratitude for 3.23 (0.8) 1-5 0.82 3.06 (0.9) 0.81° 0.37 1.02
Meaningful Work (4 items)
Item 1 3.46 (1.1) 1-5 3.23(1.0) 0.64° 0.64 1.77
Item 3 3.23 (1.0) 1-5 3.05 (1.1) 0.72° 0.54 1.49
Item 5 3.23 (1.1) 1-5 3.13 (1.0) 0.58° 0.69 1.92
Item 7 3.02 (1.1) 1-5 2.83 (1.0) 0.83° 0.43 1.21
Overall GAWS (10 items) 3.11 (08) 1-5 0.91 3.02 (0.8) 0.89° 0.27 0.74

N = 93. ICC: intra-class correlation coefficient, SEM: standard error of measurement, SDC: smallest detectable change

°p < .01
C Jati fficients in the 2-fact TABLE 3 Factor loadings of the
. orretation coeticients i the S-actor Japanese version of the 10 GAWS items,
Factor loadings model ) .
factor correlations, and model fit in
1-factor 2-factor confirmatory factor analyses
model model SWE" MW"
SWE Item 2 0.76* 0.77% SWE 1.00
SWE Item 4 0.66" 0.66" MW 0.92¢ 1.00
SWE Item 6 0.88* 0.90* Model fit 1-factor 2-factor
SWE Item 8 0.94* 0.96* XZ df) 84.38 (35), 67.58 (34),
P < .001 P =.001
SWE Item 9 0.77* 0.79* CFI 0.951 0.967
SWE Item 10 0.78* 0.79* TLI 0.937 0.956
MW Item 1 0.53* 0.56* RMSEA 0.083 0.069
MW Item 3 0.68% 0.71* SRMR 0.042 0.037
MW Item 5 0.84% 0.88* 1-factor model vs. 2-factor 16.803 (1),
model: Ay2 (df) P <.001
MW Item 7 0.88* 0.89*

Note: The robust maximum likelihood estimation method was used.
P < .05.

"SWE, Supportive Work Environment; MW, Meaningful Work

‘P < .01

Asians, including Japanese, may be more likely to feel work-
place gratitude in a collective context rather than an individ-
ual context.

Criterion-related and convergent validities were also well
supported. As with the original GAWS, the correlation between
the Japanese GAWS and trait gratitude suggested that the two

concepts overlap but measure different aspects. The result was
consistent with our hypothesis, indicating criterion-related va-
lidity. Correlation between work-related outcomes or factors
was also consistent with the hypotheses. The results suggested
that the GAWS was associated with important workplace out-
comes and predictors. Work engagement, as a crucial variable
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TABLE 4 Convergent validity (r) of
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the Japanese version of the GAWS: N = 206 Variables Mean (SD) SWE MW Overall
GAWS - Supportive Work Environment ~ 3.02 (0.9) 1.00 0.75¢ 0.96°
(SWE)
GAWS - Meaningful Work (MW) 3.23 (0.8) 0.75° 1.00 0.90°
GAWS - Overall 3.11(0.8) 0.96° 0.90° 1.00
Trait Gratitude (GQ-5) 4.67 (1.2) 0.54° 0.63¢ 0.61°
Work-related outcomes/factors
Work engagement — Overall (UWES)  2.31 (1.3) 0.64° 0.63° 0.68°
Vigor 2.22 (1.3) 0.60° 0.56° 0.62¢
Dedication 2.52 (1.4) 0.64° 0.64° 0.68°
Absorption 2.19 (1.3) 0.59¢ 0.57¢ 0.62°
Organizational citizenship behavior 2.92 (0.7) 0.43° 0.49¢ 0.49°
(OCBS)
Work performance (HPQ) 5.68 (2.0) 0.23¢ 0.28° 0.27¢
Psychosocial factors at work (BJSQ)
Job demands 2.67 (0.7) -0.07 0.01 -0.01
Job control 2.64 (0.7) 0.40° 0.28° 0.38°
Social support from supervisors 2.37(0.8) 0.65° 0.53¢ 0.64°
Social support from colleagues 2.54 (0.7) 0.55° 0.48° 0.56°
Workplace social capital 2.59 (0.7) 0.65° 0.59¢ 0.67°
Well-being
Positive affect® 2.64 (0.7) 0.49° 0.48¢ 0.52°
Negative affect 2.43 (0.6) -0.22¢ -0.15° -0.20°
Job satisfaction (BISQ) 2.46 (0.9) 0.59¢ 0.52° 0.60°
Life satisfaction (BJSQ) 2.78 (0.9) 0.18° 0.22¢ 0.21°
Eudemonic well-being at work — 3.03 (1.0) 0.57¢ 0.60° 0.62°
Overall (TOMH well-being 24)
Role-oriented future prospects 2.80 (1.3) 0.56° 0.61° 0.62°
Autonomy 2.94 (1.2) 0.26° 0.36° 0.32¢
Role-oriented positive perception 2.93 (1.4) 0.64° 0.64° 0.68°
Personal growth and development 3.26 (1.3) 0.54° 0.58¢ 0.59¢
Negative schema 3.38 (1.1) 0.12 0.16° 0.15°
Occupational self-esteem 2.86 (1.3) 0.40° 0.46° 0.45°¢
Relationship 3.08 (1.2) 0.61°¢ 0.50° 0.60°
Meaningful work 3.00 (1.3) 0.48° 0.56° 0.55¢

Note: GQ-5: Gratitude questionnaire-5, UWES: Utrecht work engagement scale, OCBS: Organizational
citizenship behavior, HPQ: Health performance questionnaire, BISQ: Brief job stress questionnaire, TOMH
well-being: The University of Tokyo Occupational Mental Health well-being scale.

“Positive affect and negative affect were measured by 36 items (18 items, respectively), to be more suitable for
Japanese based on the previous study.

°p < .05
‘P<.01

. . .. . . . . 24 .
associated with suicidal ideation or turnover intention, 8 s

the key target outcome of workplace interventions. Regarding
correlation with the three subscales, all of them showed large
positive correlations as we assumed, and "dedication" had the
strongest correlation. Dedication refers to being strongly in-
volved in one's work and experiencing a sense of significance
and pride.39 This is consistent with previous studies, showing

that more grateful workers are highly motivated and are more
likely to interpret situations positively.3’40 Through a psycho-
logical mechanism of reciprocation,17 grateful workers may
increase their dedication. Furthermore, psychosocial factors at
work, such as job control, social support from supervisors and
colleagues, and workplace social capital, have also shown a large
correlation. According to the Job Demands-Control-Support
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model,*' these psychosocial factors play an important role in
the workplace and predict a worker's well-being and health.'*
Seen from an organization-level perspective, high levels of
gratitude among workers can enhance the social support of oth-
ers in the same workplace through organizational citizenship
behaviors.** The lack of correlation between J apanese GAWS
and job demands is also consistent with the Job Demands-
Resources model.'* Job demands can have a negative effect
on mental health but not on positive outcomes. The moderate
correlation with work performance is also consistent with pre-
vious findings.” In addition to the factors mentioned in previous
studies (ie, mitigating factors [rancor and envy] that negatively
affect performance), these psychosocial factors may also af-
fect performance. Future research should examine the factors
governing the associations of these meaningful variables with
workplace gratitude.

The Japanese GAWS also correlated with indicators of
well-being. Interestingly, well-being at work and job satisfac-
tion were more strongly correlated than general well-being out-
comes, such as positive or negative affect and life satisfaction.
Particularly strong correlations were found with eudaimonic
well-being at work (r = 0.62). Of the eight subscales, only "neg-
ative schema" showed a small correlation (0.12 < r < 0.16),
contrary to the hypothesis. Negative schemas are defined as
organized representations of an individual's past experiences
that can influence current perceptions, thoughts, and behav-
jors.* These are assumed to arise from adverse experiences
early in life and remain latent.** The results imply that having
a negative schema and grateful feelings is mostly unassociated
with each other. Since negative schemas are known to affect
cognition and feelings,** it is interesting that gratitude at work
seemed to be independent of schemas.

Researchers and practitioners must determine whether
changes in GAWS scores are practically meaningful. This
study indicated a meaningful difference in total GAWS
scores, ranging from 0.74 to 1.02 points, which can help eval-
uate a meaningful change in scale score when utilizing the
scale in an intervention study or practice.

This study has limitations. First, response rate could not
be calculated given the online survey administration, which
may have caused a selection bias. For example, the partici-
pant pool may have been biased toward workers with higher
happiness levels or lower stress levels. Furthermore, the
Internet survey may have contained inappropriate answers.
Second, the assessment of convergent validity may have in-
cluded measurement error. Third, sensitivity was not exam-
ined, although it was examined in the original study.l Fourth,
we have not validated some items included in the COSMIN
checklist (discriminant validity, cross-cultural validity, and
responsiveness). Fifth, the use of an Internet-based survey
limits the generalization.

In conclusion, the Japanese GAWS demonstrated good re-
liability and validity, showing a strong correlation with work

engagement and eudaimonic well-being. Future research and
further intervention studies should explore factors related to
workplace gratitude among workers.
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APPENDIX A
1. Gratitude at work scale

How to cite this article: Komase Y, Watanabe K,
Sasaki N, Kawakami N. Reliability and validity of the
Japanese version of the Gratitude at Work Scale
(GAWS). J Occup Health. 2020;62:e12185. https://
doi.org/10.1002/1348-9585.12185

Instructions: Think about your experiences working at your current job. If you have more than one job think about the job at which
you spend the most time. Then, indicate how often you feel grateful for the aspects of your job listed below. How often are you grateful

for.

BBIENBEOEEFTRREATVR ZEZAVWEFEANTLKEEZ VY - EHOBEFEZETNTVRIEEE ~ E < T A DRH

ZEPIHLEFEFVEINTLKEETV - ZLT - TOMEFICHEITDRDEISBZELLHL T HBEAEDSSVOHETH

YA T ZEUTVWBR LI BEALSLEE W ©

Never
&<HY)
ez
Item Question U
1 Your interactions with those you serve (eg, 1
your clients/customers/patients/students)?
BBENEEPY—ERZRETI AL
DDA IZHL T (B B~ WG
BE -~ )
2 The salary and benefits you receive? 1
HBIOHGRHEBICNLT
3 The positive impact your job has on others? 1
BOOMHHFEZBU T HEAOEFENARVTT
MICEDDEICH/LT
4 The balance between your job and personal 1
life?
EFEEREFONZ > AILHL T
5 Your own accomplishments at work? 1
OB LFTHP A LFEERTE I
CEICMLT W B ORED ~ EFEOH
2~ B ORE)
6 The atmosphere/climate of your work 1
environment?
& B I-OBGOFERR LI L T
7 Your ability to grow and learn from your job? 1
HEEBE L THRPFETIEShD L
LT
8 The support you receive from your 1
supervisor(s)?
LRI SOYR—BIZHLT
9 The support you receive from your 1
coworker(s)?
FFELSOHR—NIHLT
10 Your autonomy in your workplace? 1

EEQEERXR Y HZES TROTEITS
ZElzmLT

Someti
Rarely OMEHmes Often

sxYs STEE Lk
O s HYH HY NI Almost Always
EEREL TEEU EEBL LWOEHYUN

230l % % EZEUSB
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
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