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Reliability and validity of the Japanese version of 
the psychological safety scale for workers

Yuko OCHIAI1* and Yasumasa OTSUKA2

Abstract: Although an increasing number of studies on psychological safety at workplaces has been 
conducted in both western and eastern countries, there are few empirically validated measures 
in Japan. Our purpose was to investigate the validity and reliability of the Japanese version of 
the Psychological Safety Scale. Japanese workers were invited to participate in online surveys at 
baseline and at one-month follow-up (N=320). The Psychological Safety Scale was translated into 
Japanese according to international guidelines. Social support at workplace, work engagement, 
organization-based self-esteem, organizational justice, and job satisfaction were measured. 
Cronbach’s alphas and intra-class correlation coefficient (ICC) were examined for reliability, and 
its validity was tested by confirmatory factor analysis and correlational analyses. The results of 
the survey showed that respondents were 287 at baseline and 236 at follow-up. Cronbach’s alphas 
of the Psychological Safety Scale were 0.91 (baseline) and 0.88 (follow-up), and ICC was 0.87. 
Confirmatory factor analysis demonstrated a marginally acceptable fit. Overall, the Japanese 
Psychological Safety Scale had moderate to strong correlations with other scales. In conclusion, the 
Japanese version of the Psychological Safety Scale had acceptable levels of reliability and validity, 
and may be applicable for use in Japanese workers.
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Introduction

 Psychological safety was first introduced to the organi-
zational sciences in the context of organizational change by 
Schein and Bennis in 19651). Psychological safety was de-
scribed as the degree to which workers feel secure and con-
fident in dealing with organizational learning and chang-

es1). Schein indicated that workers who feel psychological 
safety have cognition that they are at a safe place, will be 
treated equally with fair procedures, will be able to learn 
new things, and try new ways1, 2). In contrast, employees 
who have experienced traumatic events such as downsizing 
or reorganization would be anxious about trying new 
ideas1). In 1990, Kahn3) introduced a new focus on psycho-
logical safety as a state of mind in which an individual 
worker can take interpersonal risks of self-expression and 
engage in their work roles. Kahn considered that workers 
are more likely to feel psychological safety in workplaces 
where social support and trust among workers exist. Kahn 



gagement3, 18) and job satisfaction19) are representative 
consequences. These variables have a positive relationship 
with psychological safety. Regarding social support, Fra-
zier et al.5) proved in a meta-analysis that psychological 
safety was positively related to supportive workplaces on 
the individual-level (with supportive work context, r [esti-
mated mean correlation] =0.40; with regard to peer sup-
port, r [estimated mean correlation] =0.50). When a worker 
trusts that the worker will receive cooperation from super-
visors and other workers, the worker feels psychological 
safety3, 7, 20–22). In other words, ethical leadership23, 24) and 
inclusive leadership25, 26) increase the psychological safety 
of employees because these leadership styles are character-
ized by supporting subordinates to express their opinions 
without fear of being rejected, and employees are more co-
operative with each other when they can get help from their 
supervisors at work24, 26–28). In addition, Japanese workers 
tend to hesitate to speak up and ask someone for support 
because of their norm of reciprocity29), but when there is a 
high level of psychological safety in which others will un-
derstand even if the worker fails to fulfill his/her obligation 
to return the support, the worker can seek support.

Organizational justice is defined as perceived fairness of 
the organization that workers work for13). Organizational 
justice includes a procedural component (the extent to 
which decision-making procedures are consistently ap-
plied, suppress bias, and are accurate, correctable, and eth-
ical) and a relational component (polite, considerate, and 
fair treatment of individuals)14). Japanese organizations are 
often hierarchical, and it is quite difficult to express an 
opinion contrary to the opinion of the supervisors30). When 
workers perceive their workplace as an environment of 
fairness and supportiveness, and feel the presence of truth-
ful relationships between employees, their sense of psycho-
logical safety is assumed to be increased6, 19). We assume 
that psychological safety is positively related to organiza-
tional justice.

Organization-based self-esteem is defined as an individ-
ual’s beliefs about his/her own capabilities and social worth 
in the workplace15). Workers with high organization-based 
self-esteem feel that it is easy to access resources in their 
work environment15), and that they can ask their supervisor 
or subordinates for help15–17). Such behavior is considered 
to be possible when there is a high level of psychological 
safety. Moreover, Liang et al.31) demonstrated that people 
with organization-based self-esteem have higher psycho-
logical safety and are able to make harsh remarks about the 
organization. 

Many studies have indicated that work engagement is 

proposed that four factors influenced psychological safety: 
interpersonal relationships, group and intergroup dynam-
ics, management style and process, and organizational 
norms. Having supportive and trusting relationships at the 
person level allows people to create connections with one 
another to compensate for gaps between people with differ-
ent gender or organizational position. Edmonson4) intro-
duced the concept of psychological safety at the team level, 
and that psychological safety promotes team learning be-
havior and team performance. Although Schein et al.1, 2) and 
Kahn3) focused on individual perceptions of psychological 
safety, Edmondson4) casted psychological safety as a group 
level construct. Studies on psychological safety have in-
creased since the 2000s in relation to a supportive work 
environment, workers’ learning behaviors, leadership, 
speaking-up behavior, and work engagement5). 

Psychological safety has been defined in many ways. 
Kahn3) defined psychological safety as “workers’ feeling 
able to show and employ one’s self without fear of negative 
consequences to self-image, status, or career”. Detert & 
Buriss6) defined psychological safety as “the extent to 
which individuals believe their colleagues (e.g., supervi-
sors, coworkers) will not punish or misunderstand them for 
taking risks, such as speaking up with suggestions or con-
cerns”. Edmondson’s definition4) of team psychological 
safety was that it is a “shared belief held by members of a 
team that the team is safe for interpersonal risk taking”. The 
common definition of psychological safety is that it is a 
state in which workers are able to speak out what they real-
ly think without worrying about their impression, position, 
or negative impact on the workplace. Taking these defini-
tions into account, psychological safety in the workplace in 
the present study was defined as the degree to which work-
ers feel that they can be themselves at work without fear of 
negative effects on their status, work, or impressions as a 
result of their voice and honest behaviors in the workplace. 
Frazier et al.5) noted the difference between psychological 
safety and similar positive work attitudes such as work en-
gagement and psychological empowerment. Work engage-
ment and psychological empowerment refer to a worker’s 
view of a particular job, while psychological safety focuses 
on their view of the work environment, and on their percep-
tion about how other people in the workplace will respond 
to one’s risk-taking behavior. 

A variety of variables have been demonstrated as an-
tecedents and consequences of psychological safety. Social 
support from supervisors and coworkers at work3, 7–12,), or-
ganizational justice13, 14), and organization-based self-es-
teem15–17) are examples of the antecedents, while work en-
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impression. For example, in Japanese collectivistic work-
places, human relations and harmony may be crucial, and 
some workers believe that expressing their own opinions is 
disruptive to one’s image and relationship in the work-
place38). Also, there may exist an organizational hierarchi-
cal culture where workers practiced that expressing a dif-
ferent opinion to the supervisor could lead to exclusion 
from their status2, 39–41). In this way, the risk-taking behavior 
assumed by psychological safety is almost always com-
bined with speaking behavior41) especially in Japanese 
workplaces. However, when an individual worker feels that 
there is a problem in the workplace, keeping silent for fear 
of being excluded could be a real danger to the entire work-
place42). These may imply that the risk-taking behavior as-
sumed by psychological safety is almost always combined 
with speaking behavior, and therefore, a psychological 
safety scale specific to speaking behavior is necessary in 
Japanese workplace. Liang, Farh, & Farh31) developed a 
Chinese language scale to measure workers’ psychological 
safety at workplaces which reflects Kahn’s concept, focus-
ing on the workers’ speaking out/ voice behaviors7, 37). The 
scale was originally written in the Chinese language, and it 
has been reported that the scale had been confirmed to have 
sufficient reliability and validity among Chinese workers31). 
Thus, we translated Liang et al.’s Psychological Safety 
Scale from English into Japanese, and examined its reli-
ability and validity in Japanese workers. We assumed that 
the Japanese version of the Psychological Safety Scale 
would have good internal consistency, test-retest reliability, 
and structural validity. For convergent validity, we hypoth-
esized that psychological safety would have moder-
ate-to-strong positive associations with social support, or-
ganization-based self-esteem, work engagement, 
organizational justice, and job satisfaction. 

Methods

Participants
Online surveys were administered twice to Japanese 

workers at baseline (October 2020) and at one-month fol-
low-up (November 2020). The internal consistency, struc-
tural validity, and convergent validity of the Japanese ver-
sion of the Psychological Safety Scale were investigated 
using the cross-sectional data. Test-retest reliability was 
examined using the longitudinal data one month later, and 
we expected that the scores would be stable over some du-
ration. 

Participants were invited from workers registered as re-
spondents of an Internet research company, Cross Market-

one of the consequences of psychological safety5, 22). Kahn 
argued that psychological safety, the belief that workers are 
safe in taking risks of self-expression, is mandatory for in-
dividuals’ engagement in their work roles3). Engagement as 
defined by Kahn is not exactly the same as work engage-
ment32), but Schaufeli33) agreed that Kahn’s engagement in-
cludes physical-energetic (vigor), emotional (dedication), 
and cognitive (absorption) components which are elements 
of work engagement32). When members of an organization 
perceive the workplace as a safe place to take personal 
risks, they can be involved in their work without fear of 
negative consequences3, 5, 10, 18, 34). The meta-analysis indi-
cated a positive correlation between psychological safety 
and work engagement (r [estimated mean correlation] 
=0.36). Thus, Japanese workers will engage fully in their 
roles if they perceive that their own thoughts or opinions 
would not be rejected but instead would be accepted. 

With regard to job satisfaction, a meta-analysis showed a 
significant relationship between psychological safety and 
job satisfaction (r [estimated mean correlation] =0.42)5). 
Unler & Caliskan35) found that there was a strong relation-
ship between psychological safety and job satisfaction. Ah-
mad & Waheed19) demonstrated that psychological safety 
mediates ethical leadership and job satisfaction. The feel-
ing of safety that workers would receive an ethically sensi-
tive evaluation from upper management leads to greater 
involvement in their job, resulting in workers’ job satisfac-
tion34, 35). On the contrary, if workers work in a punishable 
environment and are unable to make suggestions about new 
work processes or report errors, this situation would likely 
create an uncomfortable work environment, leading to 
greater job dissatisfaction36). 

There are several psychological safety scales. For exam-
ple, May et al.7) measured psychological safety with three 
items based on Kahn’s definition, and Brown & Leigh37) 
measured psychological safety with three factors: support-
ive management, role clarity, and self-expression. Edmon-
son4) developed the team psychological safety scale, and it 
is widely used in the research field. The scale can be used 
not only at the team level but also at the individual and 
workplace levels. Newman et al.22) suggested that cultural 
differences should be taken into consideration when ex-
ploring workers’ psychological safety, because in western 
cultures, there is not much social cost to speaking up and 
expressing one’s thoughts, whereas in eastern cultures in-
cluding Japan, people maintain greater social distance and 
do not easily speak their own thoughts or feelings5, 22). In 
Japanese workplace, the consequences of utterance are 
likely to have a negative impact on one’s status, work, and 
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single Japanese version was created by comparing and inte-
grating the sequential translations made by another two 
people. After that, a translator who was not involved in the 
forward translation and has experience in reverse transla-
tion translated the Japanese to English. Then, we asked the 
original author to review whether the original version and 
the back-translated version were considered to be equiva-
lent. Prof. Liang checked the back-translated version and 
ensured the equivalence of the scale between the two ver-
sions, resulting in the final Japanese version (Appendix). 
After that, we conducted a small survey in Japanese work-
ers to discover problems with the translation that went un-
noticed during the Japanese translation stage, and to exam-
ine the understandability and cognitive equivalence of the 
Japanese version in actual users. The target participants 
were seven native Japanese speakers, and they said that 
they understood the contents and that the expressions were 
natural in Japanese. Scale score was calculated by averag-
ing the items.

Social support from supervisors and coworkers
Social support from supervisors and coworkers was 

measured by the Brief Job Stress Questionnaire (BJSQ)49). 
This scale asks workers to what extent their supervisors/
coworkers help them when they face problems at work. 
Each subscale (supervisor or coworkers) consists of three 
items on a four-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 
4 = strongly agree) with higher scores reflecting higher so-
cial support. Each factor was calculated by averaging the 
items. Cronbach’s alpha for supervisor support was 0.89 
and that for coworkers’ support was 0.91. 

Work engagement 
The nine-item Japanese version of the Utrecht Work En-

gagement Scale (UWES) was used to assess work engage-
ment50). The UWES consists of three subscales: vigor, ded-
ication, and absorption. Each subscale has three items. All 
items are rated on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = never to 7 
= always). Each factor score was calculated by averaging 
the items. Cronbach’s alphas were 0.93 for vigor, 0.91 for 
dedication, and 0.93 for absorption.

Organization-based self-esteem
Organization-based self-esteem was measured by the 

Japanese version of the Organization-based Self-Esteem 
scale51). This scale has eight items including “I can make a 
difference around here” on a five-point Likert scale. The 
scale score was calculated by averaging the items. Cron-
bach’s alpha was 0.95. 

ing, Inc. Cross Marketing has 2,190,000 active respondents 
who answered a questionnaire within recent years. The in-
clusion criteria for participants in the present study were 
Japanese workers who were living in Japan and who were 
aged 20 to 65 years. In Japan, workers who belong to orga-
nizations retire from their active duty at the age of 65 years. 
Targeted workers were from all demographics, because it is 
essential to respect each other’s diversity in the workplace, 
and psychological safety is an important perception in all 
workers43). Managers also might have their own stressors at 
work, or be emotionally exhausted44). If managers can 
speak about their policies openly to people inside the com-
pany without fear of being betrayed, they will be engaged 
in their work, and be able to listen to the opinions of vari-
ous workers on the front lines43). In some workplaces, not 
only full-time workers, but also freelance, contract, and 
part-time workers feel psychologically safe to express their 
opinions in the workplace without fear of being excluded 
from work-related relationships in their respective posi-
tions. This is because in such workplaces, workers can en-
gage in their jobs, support each other, and find job satisfac-
tion45–47). The research company recruited workers who met 
the criteria until the targeted number of participants was 
reached. After informed consent was obtained, participants 
answered the questionnaires. Participants received 150 
points after completing the questionnaires, which was ap-
proximately equal to 150 Japanese yen. One month later, 
the company invited the same participants again to answer 
the questionnaire. The study protocol was approved by the 
research ethics committee of the Faculty of Human Scienc-
es, University of Tsukuba (No. TOU 2020-52).

Measures

Psychological safety
Psychological safety was measured with five items on a 

five-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly 
agree). In each participant, the psychological safety score 
was calculated as the mean value of the scores on the 5 
items. The items asked workers to what extent they feel 
free to speak out their own thoughts and feelings. We trans-
lated the scale developed by Liang et al.31) from English 
into Japanese, in line with the process of the International 
Society of Pharmacoeco48) to ensure cross-linguistic equiv-
alence. First, we asked the original author for permission to 
translate the scale from English into Japanese. After obtain-
ing permission, two translators whose native language is 
Japanese and who are familiar with English, independently 
conducted translation from English to Japanese. Then, a 
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of the participants 

     Baseline Survey  Follow-up Survey 
 

     (n=287)  (n=236) 
 

     n (%) Mean (SD)  n (%) Mean (SD) 
 

Gender                  
 

  Men  159 (55.6)      137 (58.1)    
 

  Women  127 (44.0)      98 (41.5)    
 

  Other  1 (0.4)      1 (0.4)    
 

Age       42.3 (11.6)     43.7 (11.5) 
 

Employment status               
 

  Full-time  224 (78.0)      183 (76.9)     
 

  Company management  21 (7.3)      17 (7.1)     
 

  Part-time  4 (1.4)      3 (1.3)     
 

  Contract/Dispatched  29 (10.1)      26 (10.9)     
 

  Freelance  2 (0.7)      2 (0.8)     
 

  Other  7 (2.4)      7 (2.9)     
 

Work style                
 

  Fixed  197 (68.6)      162 (68.6)     
 

  Modified time labor system 23 (8.0)      18 (7.6)     
 

  Flextime system  43 (15.0)      37 (15.7)     
 

  Discretionary system  9 (3.1)      8 (3.4)     
 

   Rotation/night shift  11 (3.8)      8 (3.4)     
 

  Other  4 (1.4)      3 (1.3)     
 

Job type                  
 

  Managerial  25 (8.7)      23 (9.7)     
 

  Professional/Technical   61 (21.3)      49 (20.8)     
 

  Clerical  96 (33.4)      80 (33.9)     
 

  Sales  60 (20.9)      44 (18.6)     
 

  Transport/Construction  4 (1.4)      4 (1.7)     
 

  Production/Skilled  30 (10.5)      27 (11.4)     
 

  Other  11 (3.8)      9 (3.8)     
 

Job category                
 

  Services  66 (23.0)      53 (22.5)     
 

  Manufacturing  72 (25.1)      60 (25.4)     
 

  Medical /Welfare  28 (9.8)      24 (10.2)     
 

  Retail  27 (9.4)      21 (8.9)     
 

  Financial/Insurance  22 (7.7)      16 (6.8)     
 

  Information  16 (5.6)      11 (4.7)     
 

  Public service  13 (4.5)      10 (4.2)     
 

  Education  11 (3.8)      10 (4.2)     
 

  Construction  11 (3.8)      11 (4.7)     
 

  Transport  6 (2.1)      5 (2.1)     
 

  Real estate/goods rental  5 (1.7)      5 (2.1)     
 

  Agriculture and forestry  2 (0.7)      2 (0.8)     
 

Table 1.  Demographic characteristics of the participants
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Psychological Safety Scale were calculated. Then, confir-
matory analysis was conducted to test structural validity. 
To examine convergent validity, Pearson’s correlation coef-
ficients (r) between the psychological safety score and the 
scores for work engagement, social support (from peers 
and supervisors), organization-based self-esteem, organi-
zational justice, and job satisfaction at baseline were exam-
ined. IBM SPSS Statistics® version 26 and IBM SPSS 
Amos® version 26 were used for the analyses.

Results

Characteristics of the participants 
In the baseline survey, we obtained responses from 326 

respondents, and excluded 39 respondents because there 
were inappropriate answers such as selection of the same 
options regardless of reversed-coded items. At the fol-
low-up survey, 236 of the 287 participants responded to the 
questionnaire again (response rate = 83.8%). In the base-
line survey, the gender distribution of the respondents was 
159 men (55.6%), 127 women (44.0%) and 1 other gender 
(0.4%), and their mean age was 42.3 [standard deviation 
(SD)=11.6] years. Most participants were full-time workers 
(78.0%) or contract/ temporary workers (10.1%), and their 
work styles were fixed time (68.6%), flextime system 
(15.0%), or modified time labor system (8.0%). Industry 
types were manufacturing (25.1%), services (23.0%), and 
so on. Most participants worked 35–50h/w (77.3%). The 
demographic characteristics of the participants at baseline 
and at the follow-up survey are summarized in Table 1.

Structural validity
The results of confirmatory factor analyses were as fol-

lows: χ2(5) = 39.851, comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.967, 

Organizational Justice 
Organizational justice was measured by the Japanese 

version of the Organizational Justice Questionnaire 
(OJQ)52). The OJQ consists of two subscales: procedural 
justice and interactional justice. The procedural justice sub-
scale has seven items, and the interactional justice subscale 
has six items. Procedural justice assesses the degree of pro-
vision of relevant information to workers and the consis-
tency of the policy in decision-making at workplaces (e.g., 
“The concerns of all those affected by the decision are 
heard before decision making”), and interactional justice 
assesses the degree of fairness and consideration for subor-
dinate workers in behavior at work of their supervisors 
(e.g., “Our supervisor treats us with kindness and consider-
ation”). Participants rated the items in both subscales on a 
five-point Likert scale. Each factor score was calculated by 
averaging the items. Cronbach’s alphas were 0.95 for pro-
cedural justice and 0.96 for interactional justice. 

Job satisfaction
Job satisfaction was measured by the Japanese version of 

the NIOSH Generic Job Stress Questionnaire (NIOSH-
GJSQ)53). This scale contains four items that measure work-
ers’ job satisfaction with three (item No. 1-3) and four (item 
No. 4) response options. An example is, “All in all, how 
satisfied would you say you are with your job?” The re-
sponse options range from “1 = I am very satisfied” to “4 = 
I am not at all satisfied”. The sum of the scores was used in 
the analysis. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.73. 

Data analyses
To test reliability, Cronbach’s alphas and the intra-class 

correlation coefficient (ICC) of the Japanese version of the 

     Baseline Survey  Follow-up Survey 
 

     (n=287)  (n=236) 
 

     n (%) Mean (SD)  n (%) Mean (SD) 
 

  Other  8 (2.8)      8 (3.4)     
 

Working hours                
 

  1h – 34h /w  28 (9.8)      26 (11.0)      
  35h – 40h /w  118 (41.1)      96 (40.7)      
  41h – 50h /w  104 (36.2)      83 (35.2)      
  51h – 60h /w  27 (9.4)      22 (9.3)      
  61h – /w  10 (3.5)      9 (3.8)      

Figures do not always add up to 100% due to rounding data.               SD:standard deviation. 

Table 1.  Continued
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psychological safety are shown in Table 2.

Internal consistency and test-retest reliability
Table 3 shows the mean scores, Cronbach’s alpha, and 

ICC of the Psychological Safety Scale. Cronbach’s alphas 
were 0. 91 (baseline) and 0.88 (follow-up). The ICC was 
0.87 [95% confidence interval (CI), 0.83–0.90]. 

Convergent validity 
Pearson’s correlation coefficients between the psycho-

logical safety score and the scores for social support, work 
engagement, organization-based self-esteem, organization-
al justice, and job satisfaction are shown in Table 3. The 
psychological safety score was positively correlated with 
the scores for supervisor support (r=0.59, p<0.01), cowork-
ers’ support (r=0.48, p<0.01), work engagement (r=0.46–
0.54, p<0.01), organization-based self-esteem (r=0.57, 
p<0.01), procedural justice (r=0.70, p<0.01), interactional 

Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) = 0.933, root mean square error 
of approximation (RMSEA) = 0.156, standardized root 
mean square residual (SRMR) = 0.034, goodness of fit in-
dex (GFI) = 0.946, AIC (Akaike Information Criterion) = 
59.851, and adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI) = 0.839. 
The results showed that the goodness of fit was not very 
good with RMSEA and AGFI. Therefore, we examined the 
content of the questionnaire items and considered a high-
er-order factor analysis model54, 55): that is, since the ques-
tionnaire items included both cognitive (Questions No. 3, 
4, 5) and behavioral (Questions No. 1, 2) wording, the 
model was examined assuming that these were second-or-
der factors. The results showed that the goodness of fit was 
χ²(4) = 11.445, CFI=0.993, TLI=0.981, RMSEA=0.081, 
SRMR=0.019, GFI=0.985, AIC=33.445, and AGFI=0.945. 
To use the AIC, the AICs for two or more competing mod-
els are compared, with the smaller AIC suggesting the bet-
ter model54). The mean (SD) and loadings for each item of 

Table 2. Mean (SD), factor loadings in confirmatory factor analysis for each item of the psychological safety scale 

No Item 
Min – 
Max 

  
Mean 

(Base-line)a 
(SD)b  

factor 
loadings 

  
Mean 

(Follow-
up)c 

(SD) 

1 
In my work unit, I can express my true feelings regarding 
my job. 

1–5   3.14 (1.11)  0.92  3.07 (1.10) 

2 In my work unit, I can freely express my thoughts. 1–5   3.25 (1.11)  0.93  3.17 (1.09) 

3 In my work unit, expressing your true feeling is welcomed. 1–5   3.14 (1.04)  0.80  3.11 (1.01) 

4 
Nobody in my unit will pick on me even if I have different 
opinions. 

1–5   3.10 (1.00)  0.75  3.14 (0.96) 

5 
I’m worried that expressing true thoughts in my workplace 
would do harm to myself (reversed-coded). 

1–5   3.02 (1.11)  0.65  3.10 (1.12) 

a.  n=287 
b. SD: standard deviation 
c.  n=236 

Table 2.  Mean (SD), factor loadings in confirmatory factor analysis for each item of the psychological safety scale

Table 3. Internal consistency, test-retest reliability, and convergent validity of the Japanese version of the Psychological Safety Scale 

Internal 
consistency and 

test-retest 
reliability 

        Baseline (n=287)   Follow-up (n=236)   
Difference baseline-follow-up 

(n=236) 
  Test-retest reliability (n=236) 

    Min - Max  Mean (SD)a   
Cronbach's 

alpha 
  Mean (SD) 

 

Cronbach's 
alpha 

  Mean (SD)   ICCb 
 

(95%CI) 

   1-5  3.13 (0.9)  0.91  3.12 (0.9)  0.88  0.04 (0.04)   0.87**   ( 0.83–0.90 ) 

Convergent 
validityc 

      Social support (BJSQ)   Work engagement (UWES)  Organization-
based 

self-esteem 

  Organizational justice  

Job satisfaction 
      Supervisor   Coworkers   Vigor  Dedication  Absorption    

Procedural 
justice 

  
Interactional 
justice 

  

Min - Max 1–4  1–4  1–7  1–7  1–7  1–5  1–5  1–5  4–13 

Mean(SD) 2.19 (0.77)   2.32 (0.76)   3.27 (1.34)   3.67 (1.36)   3.34 (1.41)   3.26 (0.87)   3.03 (0.86)   3.12 (0.96)   8.63 (1.88) 

      
0.59** 

 

0.48** 
  

0.54** 
  

0.46** 
  

0.46** 
  

0.57** 
  

0.70** 
  

0.69** 
  

0.47** 
              

a. SD: standard deviation 
b: ICC: intra-class correlation coefficient 
c: n=287 
** p<0.01 

Table 3.  Internal consistency, test-retest reliability, and convergent validity of the Japanese version of the Psychological Safety Scale
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thought to increase work engagement. 
Psychological safety had a strong relationship with orga-

nization-based self-esteem. A previous Chinese study62) 

proved that psychological safety and organization-based 
self-esteem are positively correlated, and both variables 
mediate the relationship between authoritarian leadership 
and employees’ silence behavior; that is, the results indicat-
ed that authoritarian leadership reduces organization-based 
self-esteem and psychological safety, and subsequently in-
creases employee silence. Organization-based self-esteem 
is enhanced by perceived organizational support63), and as 
discussed above, psychological safety is also enhanced by 
organizational support.

Psychological safety was strongly correlated with orga-
nizational justice in the current study. In Japan, since the 
mid-1990s, the practice of lifetime employment has col-
lapsed, and workers sometimes have difficulty in envision-
ing a stable life course64). The behavior of leaders has a 
great impact on the treatment of workers because leaders 
have the authority to determine rewards and punishment40, 

41). Thus, feeling that the leader’s actions are fair is just as 
important as feeling that the organization is fair44). When 
the work setting is perceived as reasonable and predictable, 
the workers’ sense of psychological safety increases65, 66). 

Psychological safety was moderately correlated with job 
satisfaction. Psychological safety is based on interpersonal 
trust, and in Japan, person-oriented superior–subordinate 
relationships have long been seen as distinctive in manage-
rial practices67). When a worker perceives that their rela-
tionship with an immediate superior is going well, they 
would feel psychological safety and be able to engage in 
their work. As a result, workers’ job satisfaction is assumed 
to increase, because the worker would be provided intrinsic 
and extrinsic rewards68, 69).

There are several limitations in this study. First, we could 
not calculate the response rate, and therefore selection bias 
might have existed. Second, the generality of the results to 
Japanese workers could be questioned since the survey was 
administered to about 300 people who were registered with 
a single web survey company. Third, although this scale 
reflects the Western concept of psychological safety, the 
scale was originally designed primarily to measure speak-
ing behavior in the Chinese workplace. Since Chinese 
workplaces are not representative of Eastern workplaces, 
we cannot be sure that this scale will measure the psycho-
logical safety of all countries in the East. However, since 
there are high barriers to speaking up in Japan, this scale 
may be suitable for measuring the psychological safety of 
workers in Japan. Fourth, AGFI and RMSEA did not indi-

justice (r=0.69, p<0.01), and job satisfaction (r=0.47, 
p<0.01).

Discussion

In this study, we investigated the validity and reliability 
of the Japanese version of the Psychological Safety Scale. 
Our results demonstrated that the Japanese version of the 
Psychological Safety Scale has acceptable levels of reli-
ability and validity, suggesting that the Scale may be appli-
cable to measure psychological safety in Japanese work-
places. 

The scale demonstrated strong internal consistency and 
was generally stable one month later. As for constructive 
validity, CFI, TLI, GFI, and SRMR indicated accept-
able54–56)

, but RMSEA indicated that the model could be im-
proved. Therefore, we considered psychological safety as a 
higher-order factor and two sub-factors were considered, 
resulting in a good fit54–56). The results may suggest that the 
five items are essential for measuring psychological safety, 
but being allowed to express their own opinions and actual-
ly expressing their thoughts may be slightly different expe-
riences among Japanese workers. Taking these into ac-
count, internal consistency and constructive validity was 
marginally supported. 

Convergent validity was also supported. Psychological 
safety as measured by the Japanese version of the Psycho-
logical Safety Scale was correlated with social support 
from supervisor and coworkers, as we expected. Many Jap-
anese people place a high value on reciprocity in the work-
place57, 58). When workers receive support from their super-
visors and coworkers, they feel a sense of trust, and in turn, 
they try their best to reciprocate. Through this process of 
giving and receiving support, a mutual relationship that is 
the underpinning of psychological safety could be fostered. 
Furthermore, it has been shown that when workers feel 
supported by their supervisors, they feel supported by the 
organization, which in turn leads to trust in the organiza-
tion59, 60). As a result, social support in the workplace is 
thought to have a positive effect on psychological safety in 
working for an organization. 

Psychological safety had a positive relationship with 
work engagement, as we expected32–34). Ge61) proved that 
workers who felt psychological safety promoted work en-
gagement through exhibiting their opinions. When Japa-
nese workers are encouraged to express their opinions in 
the workplace, they are free from concerns about being ex-
cluded, resulting in increased level of psychological safety, 
and hence, a high level of job involvement, which in turn is 
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psychological safety and improvement efforts in health care 
teams. J Organiz Behav 27, 941–66.

11) Gu Q, Wang GG, Wnag L (2013) Social capital and 
innovation in R&D teams: the mediating roles of 
psychological safety and learning from mistakes. R D 
Manag 43, 89–102.

12) Zhang Y, Fang Y, Wei KK, Chen H (2010) Exploring the 
role of psychological safety in promoting the intention to 
continue sharing knowledge in virtual communities. Int J 
Inform Manag 30, 425–36.

13) Moorman RH. Relationship between organizational justice 
and organizational citizenship behaviors: do fairness 
perceptions influence employee citizenship? J Appl Psychol 
76, 845–55

14) Elovainio M, Kivimäki M, Vahtera J (2002) Organizational 
justice: evidence of a new psychosocial predictor of health. 
Am J Public Health 92, 105–8

15) Pierce J, Gardner D, Cummings L, Dunham R (1989) 
Organization-based self-esteem: construct definition, 
measurement, and validation. Acad Manage J 32, 622–48

16) Matsuda Y, Pierce JL, Ishikawa R (2011) Development and 
validation of the Japanese version of organization-based 
self-esteem scale. J Occup Health Psychol 53, 188–96.

17) LePine JA, Van Dyne L (1998) Predicting voice behavior in 
work groups. J Appl Psychol 83, 853–68.

18) Lyu X (2016) Effect of organizational justice on work 
engagement with psychological safety as a mediator: 
evidence from China. SBP 44, 1359–70. 

19) Ahmad I, Umarani WA (2019) The impact of ethical 
leadership style on job satisfaction. Leadersh Organ Dev J 
40, 534–47. 

20) Carmeli A, Gittell JH (2009) High‐quality relationships, 
psychological safety, and learning from failures in work 
organizations. J Organ Behav 30, 709–29.

21) Carmeli A, Brueller D, Dutton JE (2009) Learning 
behaviours in the workplace: the role of high‐quality 
interpersonal relationships and psychological safety. Syst 
Res Behav Sci 26, 81–98.

22) Newman A, Donohue R, Eva N (2017) Psychological 
safety: a systematic review of the literature. HRMR 27, 
521–35.

23) Hu Y, Zhu L, Zhou M, Li J, Maguire P, Sun H, Wang D 
(2018) Exploring the influence of ethical leadership on 
voice behavior: how leader-member exchange, 
psychological safety and psychological empowerment 
influence employees’ willingness to speak out. Front 
Psychol 9, 1718. 

24) Men C, Fong PSW, Huo W, Zhong J, Jia R, Luo J (2020) 
Ethical leadership and knowledge hiding: a moderated 
mediation model of psychological safety and mastery 
climate. J Bus Ethics 166, 461–72.

25) Zeng H, Zhao L, Zhao Y (2020) Inclusive leadership and 
taking-charge behavior: roles of psychological safety and 
thriving at work. Front Psychol 11, 62.

26) Qi L, Liu B, Wei X, Hu Y (2019) Impact of inclusive 

cate good fit. The lack of good model fit could have oc-
curred because of simplicity of model and small sample 
size: AGFI could be sensitive to small sample size, and 
RMSEA could be sensitive to less variables55, 70–72). Addi-
tional research with larger sample size is needed in the fu-
ture.

In conclusion, we developed the Japanese version of the 
Psychological Safety Scale through translation-back trans-
lation processes, and the scale indicated good reliability 
and validity. The scale would be useful for future research.
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心理的安全性尺度日本語版
以下の項目は，ここ数週間のあなたの職場での様子について尋ねるものです。１点を「全く当てはまらない」５点を「非
常によく当てはまる」とするとあなたはどの程度あてはまりますか。それぞれの文章をよく読み，該当する点数を選
んでください。

●	私の職場では，自分の仕事についての本音を話すことができる。

●	私の職場では，自分の考えを自由に話すことができる。

●	私の職場では，本音を話すことが推奨されている。

●	私の職場では，たとえ自分が他の人と異なる意見を持っていても，非難されることはない。

●	職場で本音を語ると，自分自身に害が及ぶのではないか不安を感じる。（逆転項目）
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