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ABSTRACT

Resilience as a positive psychological construct has recently attracted considerable attention. However,
a consensus on the definition of resilience has not yet been reached; as a result, numerous measures
have been developed to address this concept. This study examined the reliability and construct validity
of a new Japanese translation of the Brief Resilience Scale (BRS-J) to assess the ability to bounce back
or recover from stress, an important conceptualization shared by many definitions of resilience. Data
were collected from 276 college students in Japan (40.1% women; mean age 20.81 years, SD = 0.67).
Although exploratory factor analysis revealed a one-factor structure with all items, confirmatory factor
analysis supported a bifactor structure with a general resilience factor and a method factor for negatively
worded items. The internal consistency reliability and test-retest reliability over a 1-month period were
good. Construct validity was supported by the hypothesized correlations with scores for three types of
dispositional coping, grit, hedonic and eudaimonic well-being, perceived stress, depression, and anxiety.
These preliminary findings support the idea that the BRS-J is a valid measure of resilience among
Japanese-speaking people.

Keywords: resilience, brief resilience scale, Japanese version, reliability, construct validity.

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. The Concept and Definition of Resilience Today

Resilience has long been used in various disciplines and practices (Herrman et al., 2011;
Hiebel et al., 2021; Cutuli, Herbers, Masten, & Reed, 2021; Sisto et al., 2019). Within this
context, the concept of resilience as a positive psychology construct, which refers to positive
adaptation to adversity (Chmitorz, et al., 2018a; Price, 2023; Sanchez, Estrada-Hernandez,
Booth, & Pan, 2021; Vella & Pai, 2019), has received increasing attention from researchers,
practitioners, and policy makers. It has generated considerable research in different academic
disciplines over the past couple of decades (Denckla et al., 2020; Fletcher & Sarkar, 2013;
Masten, Lucke, Nelson, & Stallworthy, 2021; Salisu & Hashim, 2017; Stainton et al., 2019),
driven by a shift from disease-oriented to health-oriented research (Kalisch et al., 2017;
Ungar & Theron, 2019; Vella & Pai, 2019; Windle, 2011). Numerous reviews of the literature
on resilience have theoretically and empirically substantiated its potential impact on health
and well-being (Hiebel et al., 2021; Judijanto, 2025; Sisto et al., 2019; Stainton et al., 2019;
Windle, 2011).

However, most of these literature reviews have highlighted a lack of consensus on the
definition and conceptualization of resilience (e.g., Denckla et al., 2020; Luthar, Cicchetti,
& Becker, 2000; Troy et al., 2023; Vella & Pai, 2019). Many researchers have underlined the
complex nature of resilience (Judijanto, 2025; Sisto et al., 2019; Southwick, Bonanno,
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Masten, Panter-Brick, & Yehuda, 2014) and proposed different definitions in many contexts
(Hiebel et al., 2021; Jones, 2019; Sisto et al., 2019) and manifold theories (e.g., Fletcher
& Sarkar, 2012; Fullerton, Zhang, & Kleitman, 2021; Liu, Reed, & Girard, 2017). Moreover,
there are several types of resilience in diverse contexts, including psychological, academic,
organizational, team, and emergent (Southwick et al., 2014). Numerous studies have revealed
different aspects or dimensions of resilience and various factors that affect it such as
contextual, individual, and social factors (Fletcher & Sarkar, 2013; Hiebel et al., 2021).

Researchers have conceptualized resilience in various ways, including traits, states,
outcomes, and processes (Herrman et al., 2011; Pangallo, Zibarras, Lewis, & Flaxman, 2015).
Generally, the definition of a concept evolves as scientific knowledge expands (Herrman
etal., 2011). Resilience is no exception to this trend (Sisto et al., 2019). In early research, the
adapted conceptual approach to resilience tended towards a trait-oriented approach, which
primarily conceptualized resilience as a personal trait. Subsequent research, however,
proposed and utilized an outcome- or process-oriented approach that considers resilience by
focusing on outcomes or processes (Hiebel et al., 2021; Jacobs & Horsch, 2019; Luthar et al.,
2000; Pangallo et al., 2015). Research interest has shifted from static and stable traits to
dynamic interactions with environmental and systemic factors (Chmitorz, et al., 2018a;
Denckla et al., 2020; Herrman et al., 2011; Judijanto, 2025). Moreover, although the concept
of resilience has been questioned owing to its ambiguity (Jones, 2019), there is a consensus
on the core components of resilience underlying various definitions: adversity or risk, assets
or resources to protect individuals, and positive adaptation (Fletcher & Sarkar, 2013; Stainton
et al., 2019; Windle, 2011).

The ambiguous definition of the construct adversely affects its research, including
impediments to shared definitions, comparisons of research results, and objective
measurements (Fletcher & Sarkar, 2013; Stainton et al., 2019; Troy et al., 2023). Problems
with the definition of resilience may impede the validity and progression of research
involving resilience (Hiebel et al., 2021; Sisto et al., 2019). It is likely that many researchers
share a way of conceptualizing (outcome- or process-oriented) the core components
(adversity, assets, and positive adaptation) of resilience. Nonetheless, its conceptual
ambiguity remains; thus, an essential comprehension of resilience is not yet sufficient (Hiebel
etal.,2021; Sisto et al., 2019). A debate on the concept and definition of resilience is ongoing
(Bardoel & Drago, 2021; Bertsia & Poulou, 2023; Denckla et al., 2020; Sisto et al., 2019).

1.2. Measures of Resilience

Heterogeneity in the definition of resilience has resulted in the development of
numerous measures (Bonanno, Romero, & Klein, 2015; Chmitorz, et al., 2018a; Hiebel et al.,
2021; Kalisch, Muller, & Tuscher, 2015; Stainton et al., 2019). Reflecting on the lack of
consensus on its definition, there is no consensus among researchers regarding its
measurement (Denckla et al., 2020; Salisu & Hashim, 2017; Troy et al., 2023; Vella & Pai,
2019). This lack of consensus on measurement has also been observed in other latent
psychological constructs (Pangallo et al., 2015).

Most existing measures of resilience focus on either resilience as a personality trait or
resilience factors (e.g., self-efficacy and social support) that modify the impact of adversities
on mental health (Chmitorz, et al., 2018a). Among the scales repeatedly used in past studies
(Chmitorz, et al., 2018a; Pangallo et al., 2015; Windle, Bennett, & Noyes, 2011), the
Resilience Scale (Wagnild & Young, 1993) was developed in earlier phases. This 25-item
measure was designed to rate resilience as a stable personality trait (Chmitorz, et al., 2018a)
and comprises the two dimensions of personal competence and acceptance of self and life.
The Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale (Connor & Davidson, 2003), which has also been
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frequently used in research, is a 25-item measure with five subscales used to assess the
availability of various resilience factors (Chmitorz, et al., 2018a). A 10-item short form of
this scale, the Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale 10 (Campbell-Sills & Stein, 2007), is a
unidimensional measure that assesses the ability to bounce back from various negative
experiences. As a resilience measure designed for adolescents, the Resilience Scale for
Adolescents (Hjemdal, Friborg, Stiles, Martinussen, & Rosenvingeet, 2006) is a 28-item
measure to assess five resilience factors (e.g., personal competence and social resources).
The Resilience Scale for Adults (Friborg, Hjemdal, Rosenvinge, & Martinussen, 2003),
a 33-item scale designed for adults, assesses five resilience factors (e.g., personal structure
and social support).

1.3. The Brief Resilience Scale

Apart from these measures of resilience, another frequently used measure is the Brief
Resilience Scale (BRS; Smith et al., 2008), a brief self-report measure developed to assess
the ability to bounce back or recover from stress. The BRS is the only measure that assesses
resilience dynamically as the ability to bounce back (Hiebel et al., 2021). This ability is
considered the closest to the original and most basic meaning of the term “resilience” (Smith
et al., 2008) and an important conceptualization shared by many of the existing definitions
of resilience (Bonanno et al., 2015; Herrman et al., 2011; Hiebel et al., 2021; Vella & Pai,
2019), including the American Psychological Association’s definition (American
Psychological Association, 2014). Emphasizing this ability allows for the differentiation of
resilience from related concepts such as adaptation, thriving, and stress resistance (Jacobs
& Horsch, 2019; Smith et al., 2008).

BRS consists of six items (e.g., “I tend to bounce back quickly after hard times.”),
which include three reverse-scored items, responded on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from
1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The scale scores are calculated based on the mean
of the six items. Higher scores indicate greater resilience, which is a greater ability to bounce
back from stress. BRS has good psychometric properties (Pangallo et al., 2015) and has been
evaluated as the best measure in a systematic review to assess the psychometric rigor of
existing resilience measures (Windle et al., 2011). It has been translated and widely used in
many languages, including French (Jacobs & Horsch, 2019), German (Chmitorz, Wenzel et
al., 2018b), Dutch (Soer et al.,, 2019), Spanish (Rodriguez-Rey, Alonso-Tapia,
& Hernansaiz-Garrido, 2016), Turkish (Haktanir, Lenz, Can, & Watson, 2016), Arabic
(Baattaiah, Alharbi, Fayaz Khan, & Aldhahi, 2023), Chinese (Lai & Yue, 2014), Korean
(Kim et al., 2023), and Japanese (Tokuyoshi & Moriya, 2015).

The results of the initial validation study with four separate samples (Smith et al., 2008)
showed that BRS had a one-factor structure obtained using exploratory factor analysis and
adequate internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s as = .80 to .91). The test-retest
reliability over 1 month for one sample and over 3 months for another sample was adequate
(intra-class correlations = .69 and .62, respectively). Among some or all samples, convergent
validity was supported through significant correlations with scores for optimism, pessimism,
purpose in life, alexithymia, social support, negative social interactions, various coping
strategies, and health outcomes, including perceived stress, anxiety, depression, positive and
negative affect, physical symptoms, fatigue, and pain. These correlations were positive for
positive constructs, such as optimism, and negative for negative constructs, such as anxiety.

BRS scores were highly correlated with scores on other resilience measures (rs = .49
to .59), such as the Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale (Connor & Davidson, 2003) and the
Ego Resiliency Scale (Block & Kremen, 1996). However, even after controlling for scores
on the two resilience measures or scales of resilience resources (e.g., optimism and social
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support), BRS scores were significantly correlated with scores for several health outcomes,
supporting discriminant predictive validity. In addition, BRS scores also showed utility in
distinguishing between healthy and clinical samples, including patients with fibromyalgia
and those undergoing cardiac rehabilitation.

The existing Japanese version of the BRS (Tokuyoshi & Moriya, 2015) also showed
adequate reliability and validity including unidimensionality using exploratory and
confirmatory factor analyses, internal consistency (Cronbach’s a = .86 and coefficient
® = .87), and construct validity based on correlations with scores for coping strategies, life
satisfaction, and personal growth initiative (Tokuyoshi & Moriya, 2015). In addition, the
Japanese version yielded appropriate results from item response theory analyses for scale
items and showed high correlations (r = .57) with scores on the Japanese version of the Ego
Resiliency Scale (Block & Kremen, 1996; Hata & Onodera, 2013). However, the Japanese
version contains a few inaccurate translations. BRS is regarded as a useful and excellent
measure for assessing resilience and has been adopted in various countries and regions
worldwide. Therefore, developing an appropriately translated Japanese version would
significantly contribute to resilience research and practice in the Japanese population.

The original English and Japanese versions of the BRS confirmed the one-factor
structure as hypothesized (Smith et al., 2008; Tokuyoshi & Moriya, 2015). However, the
results of the exploratory factor analysis supported both the one- (e.g., Jacobs & Horsch,
2019; Lai & Yue, 2014; Sanchez et al., 2021) and two-factor structures represented by
positively and negatively worded items (e.g., Ahmad Sabki et al., 2023; Baattaiah et al., 2023;
Soer et al., 2019). Furthermore, factor structures obtained from confirmatory factor analysis
of other non-English versions were inconsistent, with variations including a one-factor
structure (e.g., Jacobs & Horsch, 2019; Haktanir et al., 2016), one-factor structure with
method effects on negatively worded items (e.g., Furstova, Kascakova, Polackova Solcova,
Hasto, & Tavelet, 2021), correlated two-factor structure (e.g., Baattaiah et al., 2023; Soer
et al., 2019), two-factor structure with a higher-order factor representing resilience
(e.g., Rodriguez-Rey et al., 2016; Kim et al., 2023), bifactor structure consisting of a general
factor of resilience and a method factor for negatively worded items (e.g., Chmitorz, et al.,
2018b; Broll et al., 2024), and bifactor structure consisting of a general factor of resilience
and two method factors for negatively and positively worded items (e.g., Hidalgo-Rasmussen
& Gonzalez-Betanzos, 2019; Sanchez et al., 2021). In these factor structures, the correlated
two-factor and two-factor structures with a higher-order factor were mathematically
equivalent (Duckworth, Quinn, & Tsukayama, 2021; Muenks, Wigfield, Yang, & O'Neal,
2017). Moreover, the two-factor and method factors reflect the positive (items 1, 3, and 5)
and negative (items 2, 4, and 6) wording of the BRS items. Although this wording serves to
mitigate acquiescence bias (Baattaiah et al., 2023), it induces a wording effect (Gu, Wen,
& Fan, 2017; Xu & Leung, 2016; Yang & Jones, 2008), thereby rendering these specific
factor structures (Ahmad Sabki et al., 2023; Baattaiah et al., 2023; Broll et al., 2024;
Rodriguez-Rey et al., 2016). Most previous studies have identified the wording effect rather
than the construct of resilience as the source of these factor structures and, as such, have not
developed subscales of the BRS based on these findings. Furstova et al. (2021) supported a
one-factor structure with method effects but did not test the bifactor structure. Furthermore,
these distinctions in the factor structure of the BRS may stem from the target cultures or
populations (Jacobs & Horsch, 2019; Sanchez et al., 2021). In addition, several studies
(e.g., Coelho, Cavalcanti, Rezende, & Gouveia, 2016; Minh Nguyen, Tran, & Hoang Le,
2023) removed Item 5 (“I usually come through difficult times with little trouble.”) on the
BRS because of low factor loading of the item.
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1.4. Purpose of the Study

This study aimed to translate the BRS into Japanese (BRS-J) and evaluate its reliability
and construct validity using data collected from Japanese college students. By examining the
reliability and construct validity of the BRS-J, this study seeks to provide a valuable tool for
researchers and practitioners working with the Japanese population in resilience research.
Based on previous studies, it was expected that the exploratory factor analysis of the BRS-J
would identify one (e.g., Jacobs & Horsch, 2019; Smith et al., 2008) or two factors
(e.g., Baattaiah et al., 2023; Soer et al., 2019). Moreover, four factor models supported by
previous studies (e.g., Baattaiah et al., 2023; Chmitorz, et al., 2018b; Hidalgo-Rasmussen
& Gonzalez-Betanzos, 2019; Jacobs & Horsch, 2019; Rodriguez-Rey et al., 2016) were
examined using confirmatory factor analysis: (1) a one-factor model that included all the
items, (2) a correlated two-factor model with positively and negatively worded items in
separate factors, (3) a bifactor model with a general resilience factor and a method factor for
negatively worded items, and (4) a bifactor model with a general resilience factor and two
method-effect factors for negatively and positively worded items. This study also carefully
examined the factor loading of Item 5.

The BRS-J was expected to have satisfactory internal consistency and a high to very
high test-retest correlation over a 1-month interval, similar to the interval in the study that
developed the BRS (Smith et al., 2008). The construct validity of the BRS-J was evaluated
by examining its correlation with scores on related measures. BRS-J scores would be
positively correlated with cognitive and behavioral coping scores and negatively correlated
with avoidance coping scores. Based on previous findings (Smith et al., 2008; Smith, Tooley,
Christopher, & Kay, 2010; Smith, 2021), BRS-J scores would be positively correlated with
scores for life satisfaction and experiences of positive affect as two components of the
tripartite model of hedonic (Diener, Suh, Lucas, & Smith, 1999) and eudaimonic well-being,
including optimism, supportive relationships and meaning, and purpose in life, and
negatively correlated with scores for experiences of negative affect as the other component
of hedonic well-being. In addition, a positive correlation was hypothesized between BRS-J
and grit scores; grit is defined as trait-level perseverance and passion for long-term goals
(Duckworth, Peterson, Matthews, & Kelly, 2007) and thus can also be regarded as a similar
construct of resilience (Cheng, Kam, & Cui, 2023; Duckworth, 2017; Stoffel & Cain, 2018;
Wang, 2021). In contrast, there would be negative correlations between BRS-J and ill-being
scores, including perceived stress, depression, and anxiety. All these correlations were
expected to be significant but not very high because although resilience and these constructs
are closely interrelated, they are conceptually distinct (Datu, 2021; Fletcher & Sarkar, 2013;
Hiebel et al., 2021; Smith et al., 2008; Troy et al., 2023).

2. METHOD

2.1. Participants

The participants included 276 college students (40.1% women) from two different
colleges in two large cities in Japan, with a mean age of 20.81 (SD = .67) ranging from 20 to
23. All participants were informed of the purpose of this study, anonymity, and
confidentiality. The participants agreed to voluntarily participate in two questionnaire
sessions 1 month apart (Time 1 and Time 2) and completed the measures. At Time 1, all
questionnaires were administered. At Time 2, all the participants from the Time 1 session
completed only the BRS-J. Ethical approval for the survey was obtained from the ethics
committee of the author’s institution.
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2.2. Measures

(1) Japanese translation of the Brief Resilience Scale

The original English version of the BRS was translated into Japanese with the
permission of Dr. Bruce W. Smith (personal communication, October 4, 2021).
The translation was carried out per the translation and back-translation procedures outlined
in various guidelines (e.g., Beaton, Bombardier, Guillemin, & Ferraz, 2000; Brislin, 1986;
Sousa & Rojjanasrirat, 2011). The original BRS was translated into Japanese by a bilingual
professor and then back-translated into English by another bilingual professor. Subsequently,
two researchers compared the translation with the back-translation in detail. This process was
repeated until translation and back-translation reached a satisfactory level of consistency.
During the translation, great attention was paid to ensuring that the Japanese phrases were
simple and appeared natural. Five Japanese graduate and undergraduate students approved
the final translation. The six items of the BRS-J were rated on the same 5-point scale as the
original BRS.

(2) Coping

Coping was assessed using the Coping Inventory for the Japanese (Sumi, 2007b),
a brief Japanese measure used to assess three dimensions of dispositional coping:
(a) cognitive approach coping, which refers to cognitively approaching a problem and
making active efforts to resolve it; (b) behavioral approach coping, which involves behavioral
efforts to approach a problem and resolve it; and (¢) avoidance approach coping, which refers
to efforts to avoid a problem and focus mainly on managing the emotions it evokes. This
measure has three subscales corresponding to the dimensions and comprises five items for
each subscale (e.g., “Seeking advice from others.”). These items were rated on a 5-point
frequency scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much). The Coping Inventory for the
Japanese has a three-factor structure corresponding to the subscales, internal consistency
reliability (Cronbach’s as = .65 to .73), test-retest reliability over a 3-week period
(rs = .25 to .46), and convergent validity based on correlations with scores for perceived
stress, size of the support network, satisfaction with actual support, optimism, and self-esteem.
Convergent validity was supported by correlations with scores on the active-cognitive,
active-behavioral, and avoidance coping subscales of the Japanese version of the Coping
Responses Scale (Billings & Moos, 1981; Sumi, 1999).

(3) Grit

Grit was measured using the Japanese version of the Short Grit Scale (Duckworth
& Quinn, 2009; Sumi, 2024) which consists of eight items (e.g., “I am diligent.”) rated on a
5-point scale ranging from 1 (not like me at all) to 5 (very much like me). The Japanese
version has a two-factor structure, internal consistency (Cronbach’s as = .82 and .89),
test-retest reliability over a 4-week period (» =.77), and convergent and discriminant validity
based on correlations with scores for self-control, Big-Five personality traits, vitality,
hedonic and eudaimonic well-being, and psychological stress, depression, and anxiety.

(4) Hedonic well-being

Life satisfaction was assessed using the Japanese version of the Satisfaction with Life
Scale (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985; Sumi, 2020) which consists of five items
(e.g., “I am satisfied with my life.”). The items were scored on a 7-point scale ranging from
1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The Japanese version has a unidimensional
structure, internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s as = .78 to .82), test-retest reliability
over a 1-month period (» = .73), and construct validity through expected correlations with
scores for experiences of positive and negative affect, and eudaimonic well-being (Sumi,
2020).
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Experiences of positive and negative affect were measured using the Japanese version
of the Scale of Positive and Negative Experience (Diener et al., 2010; Sumi, 2013, 2014),
with subscales for positive and negative affect. Both subscales consist of six items that assess
recent experiences of affect (e.g., happy and sad). The items were rated on a 5-point
frequency scale, ranging from 1 (very rarely or never) to 5 (very often or always).
The Japanese versions showed a two-factor structure corresponding to the subscales, internal
consistency reliability (Cronbach’s as = .86 to .93), test-retest reliability over a 1-month
period (rs = .60 and .57), and construct validity through acceptable correlations with scores
for positive and negative feelings, life satisfaction, subjective happiness, dispositional
optimism and pessimism, perceived stress, depression, and anxiety (Sumi, 2013, 2014).

(5) Eudaimonic well-being

Eudaimonic well-being was assessed using the Japanese version of the Flourishing
Scale (Diener et al., 2010; Sumi, 2013, 2014), which consists of eight items that tap into
positive functioning in areas important for psychological well-being, including supportive
relationships, self-acceptance, optimism, and meaning and purpose in life (e.g., “I lead a
purposeful and meaningful life.”). The items were scored on a 7-point scale ranging from
1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The Japanese version has a unidimensional
structure, internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s as = .94 to .95), test-retest reliability
over a 1-month period (» = .87), and construct validity based on correlations with scores for
positive and negative feelings, life satisfaction, subjective happiness, dispositional optimism
and pessimism, perceived stress, depression, and anxiety (Sumi, 2013, 2014).

(6) Perceived stress

The Japanese version of the 10-item form of the Perceived Stress Scale to assess
perceived stress (Cohen, Kamarack, & Mermelstein, 1983; Cohen & Williamson, 1988;
Sumi, 2007a) was used. The items measure the perception of psychological stress over the
past month (e.g., “In the last month, how often have you felt that you were on top of things?”’),
including four negatively worded items scored on a 5-point scale ranging from 0 (never) to
4 (very often). The Japanese version has the same two-factor structure as the original measure,
internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s o = .71), test-retest reliability over a 3-week
period (» = .72), and discriminant and predictive validity based on correlations with scores
for daily hassles, depression, anxiety, and psychosomatic symptoms using longitudinal data
over a 3-week period (Sumi, 2007).

(7) Depression and anxiety

The Japanese versions of the two subscales of the Hopkins Symptom Checklist
(Derogatis, Lipman, Rickels, Uhlenhuth, & Covi, 1974; Sumi, 1997) were used to assess
depression and anxiety. The depression and anxiety subscales consist of 11 (e.g., “Feeling no
interest in things”) and seven items (e.g., “Feeling tense or keyed up.”), respectively. Both
subscales measure the frequency of symptoms during the past seven days on a 5-point scale
ranging from O (not at all) to 4 (extremely). The Japanese version of the subscales has a
separate factor structure for each subscale, internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s
o = .84 for both), test-retest reliability over a 4-week interval (s = .83 and .75, respectively),
and construct validity through correlations with scores for perceived stress (Sumi, 1997,
2007a, 2022).

3. RESULTS
3.1. Factor Structure

To conduct a factor analysis of the BRS-J, participants were randomly and equally
divided into two groups (ns = 138 each): Samples A and B. Samples A and B were used for
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exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses, respectively, to avoid overfitting. There was
no significant difference between the samples in sex, y*(1, N = 276) = .20, ns, and age,
#(232) = .09, ns. For Samples A and B, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test of sampling adequacy
were .84 and .86, respectively, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was 454.65 and 5446.59
(dfs = 15, ps < .01), respectively. These results indicated that the data collected were
appropriate for factor analysis. An exploratory factor analysis using principal axis factoring
was conducted on Sample A. The eigenvalues of the first four factors were 3.61, 0.91, 0.71,
and 0.38, in that order. The results showed that only one factor was extracted with an
eigenvalue greater than 1.0. This factor accounted for 60.16% of the total variance. As shown
in Table 1, all items had absolute factor loadings of .39 or higher.

Table 1.
Factor Loadings for Exploratory and Confirmatory Factor Analyses.

Item Exploratory Factor Confirmatory Factor
Analysis of Sample A Analysis of Sample B
1 .83 92
2 -.76 -.67
3 .90 91
4 -.86 -.81
5 .54 .63
6 -39 -.49
Method Factor
2 - .96
4 - 18
6 - 15

Note: Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted for the bifactor
model with a general factor and a method factor (negative wording). All
standardized factor loadings shown in the confirmatory factor analysis
are significant at p <.01.

Confirmatory factor analyses were performed on Sample B to evaluate the four-factor
models of the BRS-J. Table 2 shows the goodness-of-fit indices of the models. According to
the goodness-of-fit criteria (Brown, 2006; Byrne, 2001), the bifactor model with general and
method factors provided an acceptable fit to the data, as indicated by the RMSEA, NFI, CFI,
AGFI, and SRMR values (.077, .971, .985, .906, and .046, respectively). Moreover, this
model had the lowest AIC and BIC values (42.279 and 80.333, respectively) among the
models. The other models showed goodness-of-fit indices indicating a poor fit, with RMSEA
value exceeding .10 and AGFI value below .90. Table 1 also showed that all standardized
factor loadings were significant (ps < .01). The factor loadings of Item 5 were sufficient for
both exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses (.54 and .63, respectively).

3.2. Reliability

Table 3 presents the mean, standard deviation, and reliability coefficient. BRS-J scores
ranged from 1.33 to 5.00. Both Cronbach’s a and McDonald’s @ of the BRS-J showed high
values (.88 and .89, respectively). The test-retest correlation between the BRS-J scores at
Times 1 and 2 was high (r = .58, 95% CI [.50, .66], p > .01).
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Table 2.
Values of Goodness-of-Fit Indices in Confirmatory Factor Analyses.
Model 2 (dh RMSEA NFI CFI AGFI SRMR AIC BIC
1 29.99 (9) ** 130 946 961 .854 .042 53.992 89.119
2 19.85 (8) * .104 964 978 .885 .040 45.851 83.905
3 16.28 (8) * 077 971 .985 .906 .046 42.279 80.333
4 15.35(6) * .107 972 .983 .879 .039 45.350 89.259

Note: Model 1 = one-factor model; Model 2 = correlated two-factor model; Model 3 = bifactor model with
a general factor and a method factor (negative wording); and Model 4 = bifactor model with a general
factor and two method factors (negative and positive wording).

*p <.05. **p < .01.

Table 3.
Means, Standard Deviations, Reliability Coefficients, and Correlations
between Scores on the BRS-J and the Other Measures.

Measure M SD o ® r 95% CI
BRS-J 3.15 0.87 .88 .89 - -
Cognitive Approach Coping scale 17.98 3.99 .80 .80 28 [.19,.37]
Behavioral Approach Coping scale ~ 14.46 4.34 17 .76 .30 [.21,.39]
Avoidance Approach Coping scale ~ 12.95 4.10 .73 73 -.19 [-.28,-.09]
Short Grit Scale 3.04 0.80 .89 .87 29 [.18, .40]
Satisfaction with Life Scale 19.46 5.69 17 77 .33 [.22, .43]
Positive Affect scale 22.25 4.59 93 93 41 [.30,.50]
Negative Affect scale 15.50 4.83 .84 .83 -41 [-.50, -.30]
Flourishing Scale 36.94 7.45 .82 .81 .50 [.40, .58]
Perceived Stress Scale 19.71 6.38 .79 72 -41 [-.51,-.31]
Depression scale 15.33 9.08 .88 .88 -47 [-.55,-.37]
Anxiety scale 7.31 5.74 .86 .86 -35 [-.45,-.24]

Note: o.= Cronbach’s a. w = McDonald’s o. All correlations are significant at p <.01.

3.3. Construct Validity

Table 3 also includes the correlation coefficients between scores on the BRS-J and other
related measures. Overall, these correlation coefficients supported the hypothesized
relationships between the scores, indicating the construct validity of BRS-J. As expected,
BRS-J scores were weakly positively correlated with the scores on the Cognitive and
Behavioral Approach Coping scales (rs = .28 and .30, respectively). Furthermore, they were
weakly negatively correlated with the Avoidance Approach Coping scale (r = -.19). There
was a weak positive correlation between BRS-J and Short Grit Scale scores (7 = .29). BRS-J
scores were moderately positively correlated with scores on the Satisfaction with Life Scale
and Positive Affect scales (rs = .33 and .41, respectively) and moderately negatively
correlated with scores on the Negative Affect scale as a hedonic well-being measure
(r = -.41). A high positive correlation was found between the scores on the BRS-J and the
Flourishing Scale as a measure of eudaimonic well-being (» = .50). There were moderate and
negative correlations between the BRS-J, Perceived Stress Scale, Depression scale, and
Anxiety scale scores (s = -.47 to -.35).
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4. DISCUSSION

This study explored the reliability and construct validity of a new Japanese version of
the BRS. The results of the data analysis from a Japanese college student sample
preliminarily support the psychometric properties of the BRS-J. The exploratory factor
analysis of the BRS-J supported a one-factor structure, similar to the original BRS (Sanchez
et al., 2021; Smith et al., 2008) and non-English versions (Coelho et al., 2016; Jacobs
& Horsch, 2019; Lai & Yue, 2014). Although several studies have identified two factors
corresponding to positively and negatively worded items through exploratory factor analysis
(e.g., Ahmad Sabki et al., 2023; Baattaiah et al., 2023; Soer et al., 2019), the present study
identified one factor comprising all items.

However, the results of the confirmatory factor analysis supported the bifactor model
with a general resilience factor and method factor, and not the one-factor model. This bifactor
model was confirmed in the German version of the BRS with a German general population
sample (Chmitorz, et al., 2018b), in the same version with a clinical sample with mental
disorders (Broll et al., 2024), and in the original version with an Australian general population
sample (McKay, Skues, & Williams, 2021). Variations in the factor structure of the BRS can
be attributed to cultural, language, and population factors (Jacobs & Horsch, 2019; Sanchez
et al,, 2021). A bifactor model might have been identified because of some common
underlying factors across various studies. The method factor in this bifactor model reflected
the wording effect in the BRS-J, including reverse items, rather than the concept of resilience
itself (Ahmad Sabki et al., 2023: Baattaiah et al., 2023; Broll et al., 2024; Rodriguez-Rey
et al., 2016). In addition, although several previous studies excluded Item 5 (e.g., Coelho
et al., 2016; Minh Nguyen et al., 2024), the results of the factor analysis found no grounds
for omitting Item 5. Therefore, the BRS-J scores were calculated using all items based on the
general resilience factor.

The internal consistency reliability of the BRS-J was good (DeVellis & Thorpe, 2021;
Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). The test-retest reliability was adequate based on the high
test-retest correlation over a 1l-month interval. BRS-J showed satisfactory internal
consistency and temporal stability over a shorter period.

Correlations between BRS-J and the related scale scores, including their directions,
were generally as expected for construct validity. BRS-J scores were weakly correlated with
coping scores, which are especially important for the ability to recover from stress (Smith
et al., 2010), and with grit, which is closely related to resilience (Cheng et al., 2023;
Duckworth, 2017; Stoffel & Cain, 2018; Wang, 2021). Correlations between the scores for
the components of hedonic and eudaimonic well-being were moderate to high. The scores
for ill-being, specifically perceived stress, depression, and anxiety, were moderately and
negatively correlated with BRS-J scores. All correlations indicated convergence and
discrimination between BRS-J and the related measures.

Although this study provides a new Japanese version of the BRS, several limitations
must be noted that will guide future research. The first is the use of only a sample of college
students. Generalization of the present findings to other populations should be performed
with caution. It is necessary to further examine other populations, such as workers, older
adults, and clinical samples. The second limitation is the time interval for test-retest reliability.
Further studies are needed to confirm the temporal stability of BRS-J at intervals longer than
1 month. The third limitation involves evaluating construct validity by examining
correlations with related constructs. Additional studies should explore other forms of validity,
such as predictive and concurrent validity. Although the limitations of this study should be
carefully considered, the results provide preliminary support for BRS-J as a reliable and valid
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measure for assessing the ability of Japanese-speaking people to bounce back or recover from
stress. This brief measure will contribute to future research on resilience in Japan, including
clinical screenings, educational settings, and cross-cultural studies.
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KEY TERMS & DEFINITIONS

Following Cohen (1988) and De Vaus (2013), correlation coefficients were classified as low
(0.10 to 0.29), moderate (0.30 to 0.49), high (0.50 to 0.69) very high (0.70 to 0.89).
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