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Abstract

Publication History:

The Life Engagement Test is a self-report measure of purpose in life. The purpose of the present study
was to examine the reliability and construct validity of a Japanese translation of the Life Engagement Test
(LET-J) in two samples of 409 Japanese college students (166 women, 263 men; mean age = 21.07 years,
SD = 1.14) and 439 adult workers (232 women, 207 men; mean age = 39.79 years, SD = 11.23). The LET-J
was found to have acceptable internal consistency reliability in both samples (αs = .82 to .86) and test–
retest reliability in the student sample (r = .76). Exploratory factor analysis and subsequent confirmatory
factor analysis supported the expected one-factor structure of the LET-J in both samples. The expected
correlations with scores on the hedonic and eudaimonic well-being measures were generally found
common to both samples, supporting the discriminant and convergent validity of the LET-J. The LET-J
was shown to be a useful measure that will certainly contribute to research on purpose in life in the
Japanese population.
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Introduction
Purpose in life has received considerable attention in preceding
literature, perhaps with the growing focus on positive psychology
[1]. In general, the construct of purpose in life refers to a global
belief in one’s life purpose [2], and has been identified as one of the
fundamental dimensions of eudaimonic well-being [3-5]. Previous
findings have shown that purpose in life has a positive effect on mental
and physical health outcomes [6], including a diminished mortality
risk for younger as well as older adults [7, 8]. Purpose in life may
be an important factor to promote and improve our well-being, and
therefore a measure to properly access purpose in life is significant.
In most previous studies, purpose in life has been assessed by
several measures [7, 9], including the Purpose in Life Test [10] and
the purpose in life sub-scale of the Psychological Well-being Scale
[11], which have been used often [9]. However, some problems have
been pointed out in these existing measures. First, the measures often
include items that assess constructs other than purpose in life, for
example, meaning in life and satisfaction with life [12]. Although it
has been suggested that there are close relationships among these
constructs [11, 13, 14], some authors treat purpose in life as an
independent construct from meaning in life and satisfaction with life
[15, 16]. It has been argued that such confounding of the construct,
which the existing measures assess, is inappropriate [12]. Second,
the existing measures also include both items about both a current
purpose in life and items about the sense of having had purpose in one’s
life to date [12, 17]. It has been suggested that this time insensitivity is
inadequate for purpose in life measure, because it prevents assessing
temporal changes of purpose in life [12].
A measure of purpose in life that eliminated the problems in the
existing measures is the Life Engagement Test (LET) [12], a short
measure that has been widely used by many researchers. The LET is
designed to assess the extent to which a person engages in personally
valued activities [12]. The psychometric properties of the LET have
been assessed in eight samples, which included different genders, ages,
and ethnic groups [12]. A one-factor solution has been found through
exploratory factor analysis for all the samples. The LET has shown
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acceptable internal consistency reliability in all samples and groups
(Cronbach’s alphas = .72 to .87), and moderate temporal stability
over approximately four months in four samples (rs = .61 to .76).
Convergent validity of the LET was supported through significant
correlation with many psychosocial and health-relevant variables,
such as self-esteem, hostile affect, the Big 5 personality traits, mental
health, social support, and life satisfaction. In addition, discriminant
validity was supported by the finding that well-being scores were
more closely related to the LET scores than scores on the purpose in
life subscale of the Psychological Well-being Scale [11].
A Japanese version of the LET, which is a validated and useful
measure, should promote research on purpose in life in Japan. The
purpose of this study was to translate the LET into Japanese and
to examine the reliability and construct validity of the translated
version (LET-J) among college students and adult workers. Test–
retest reliability was examined over a four-week period in the college
students.
Construct validity of the LET-J was examined by correlating
scores on the scale with well-being measures. Although it has been
supported that purpose in life is closely related to well-being, purpose
in life is not a construct that overlaps with all the components of
well-being [12]. For example, hedonic well-being, which consists of
cognitive and affective components [3, 18], should be distinguished
from purpose in life. Scheier et al. [12] found that the LET scores were
moderately correlated with scores for life satisfaction (rs = .34 to .58
in seven distinct samples) as the cognitive component, and positive
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affect (r = .59) and negative affect (r = -.28) as the affective component.
From these results, Scheier et al. [12] concluded that purpose in life
as measured by the LET should be distinguished from hedonic wellbeing. Therefore, moderate correlations between scores on the LET-J
and hedonic well-being measure would support the discriminant
validity of the LET-J. On the other hand, because purpose in life has
been identified as one of the major dimension of eudaimonic wellbeing [3-5], a high correlation with scores on eudaimonic well-being
measure would indicate convergent validity of the LET-J.

Method
Participants
The participants in this study were divided into two groups: college
students (Sample 1) and adult workers (Sample 2). Sample 1 was
composed of 399 Japanese students from two colleges in urban areas
in Japan and consisted of 182 women and 217 men with a mean age of
21.07 (SD = 1.14, range 19 to 33 years). Sample 2 was composed of 439
full-time working adults and consisted of 207 women and 232 men
with a mean age of 39.79 (SD = 11.23, range 20 to 66 years). They had
various occupations, which mainly included clerical (33.9%), factory
(32.1%), and sales person work (12.7%).
Measures
Life Engagement Test: The original LET, which appeared in English,
was translated into Japanese using a translation and back-translation
procedure [19]. One bilingual researcher translated the items of the
LET into Japanese, and the other researcher translated the items from
Japanese to English. Then, consistency between the translation and
the back translation was checked by two researchers. This process
was followed repeatedly until an acceptable degree of consistency was
achieved. Because the items of the original LET are written plainly and
express familiar experiences to Japanese people, cultural relevancy
and item difficulty should have little influence on the translation
process. After that, four graduate students confirmed that there was
no problem with understanding the translated items.
The LET comprises six items, which were rated on a five-point scale
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Half of the
items are positively worded (e.g., “I value my activities a lot”), and
the remaining half is negatively worded (e.g., “There is not enough
purpose in my life”). After reverse scoring negatively worded items,
all the scores are summed. The range of possible scores is 6 to 30, with
higher scores indicating greater purpose in life.
Well-being measures: To assess the construct validity of the LET,
hedonic and eudaimonic well-being measures were included in the
present study. The cognitive and affective components of hedonic
well-being were assessed using measures of life satisfaction and
positive and negative affect, respectively. Eudaimonic well-being was
assessed using a measure of psychosocial flourishing.
Satisfaction with Life Scale: The Japanese version of the five-item
Satisfaction with Life Scale [20, 21] was used to measure life satisfaction
as the cognitive component of hedonic well-being. The Japanese
version uses a 5-point response format ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Acceptable internal consistency (α =
.84), factorial validity (with one factor), and negative correlation with
depression (r = -.30) have been reported for the Japanese version [21].
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Scale of Positive and Negative Experience: Positive and negative
affect was assessed using the Japanese version of the 12-item Scale of
Positive and Negative Experience [4,22,23] as the affective components
of hedonic well-being. This scale comprises two subscales: a six-item
positive affect scale and six-item negative affect scale. These items use
a five-point response format ranging from 1 (very rarely or never) to
5 (very often or always). The subscales have good internal consistency
(αs= .86 to .93) and test-retest reliability over one month (rs = .60 and
.57) [22,23]. Exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis showed
a two factor structure for the Japanese version [22]. Acceptable
convergent validity was supported by correlations with scores on
several well-being measures [22].
Flourishing Scale: Psychosocial flourishing as eudaimonic well-being
was measured using the Japanese version of the eight-item Flourishing
Scale [4,22,23]. This scale has a seven-point response format ranging
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The sale has good
internal consistency (α = .94 to .95) and test-retest reliability over
one month (r = .87) [22,23]. Exploratory and confirmatory factor
analysis indicated the viability of a one-factor model for the Japanese
version [22]. Acceptable convergent validity was provided through
correlations with scores on several well-being measures [22].
Procedure of questionnaire administration
All the participants in Sample 1 took part in two questionnaire
sessions separated by a 4-week interval (Time 1 and Time 2). They
completed a Japanese translation of the LET at both Time 1 and Time
2 and well-being measures only at Time 1. On the other hand, the
participants in Sample 2 completed the Japanese translation and
well-being measures only once. The participants of Sample 1 and 2
participated in this study voluntarily after informed consent was
obtained. Ethical clearance for the study was obtained from the
relevant ethical committee.
Data analysis
First, to assess the internal consistency reliability of the LET-J,
corrected item-total correlations and Cronbach’s alphas were
calculated. Second, Test-retest reliability was examined using the
data at Time 1 and Time 2 from Sample 1. Third, to examine the
one-factor structure of the LET-J, exploratory and confirmatory
factor analysis was conducted. Each sample was randomly divided
into two approximately equal-sized subsamples. Exploratory factor
analysis using principal axis factoring was first performed to explore
the underlying factor structure of the LET-J using the data from one
sample, and then confirmatory factor analysis was used to test the
factor structure on the data from the other. Finally, discriminant and
convergent validity was examined by assessing correlations between
scores on the LET-J and the hedonic and eudaimonic well-being
measures. These correlation coefficients were calculated from the data
of Sample 1 at Time 1 and Sample 2. Before all the analyses, the three
reversed items of the LET-J (i.e., items 1, 3, and 5) were reverse coded.

Results
Internal consistency and temporal stability
The means, standard deviations, range of scores, corrected itemtotal correlations, and Cronbach’s alphas for the LET-J in each sample
are reported. The corrected item-total correlations were moderate to
high (r = .52 to .72). Cronbach’s alphas were above .80 (.82 to .86) and
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about the same values across the samples. The correlation between
LET-J scores at Time 1 and Time 2 in Sample 1 was very high (r = .76,
95% confidence interval = .72, .80).
M

SD

Range of
Scores

CITC

Cronbach’s α

Sample 1 Time 1

20.75

4.29

8 - 30

.52 - .69

.82

Time 2

20.98

4.38

6 - 30

.57 - .72

.86

21.42

4.10

6 - 30

.52 - .70

.83

Sample 2

Table 1: Means, Standard Deviations, Range of Scores, and Cronbach’s α
of LET-J.
Note. CITC = corrected item-total correlations.

Factor structure
Participants in Sample 1 and Sample 2 were randomly divided into
Sample 1a (n = 200) and Sample 1b (n = 199), and Sample 2a (n =
220) and Sample 2b (n = 219), respectively. There were no significant
differences between Sample 1a and Sample 1b with regard to sex, χ2(1,
N = 399) = .05, and age, t(397) = .13. Like Sample 1, there was no
significant difference between Sample 2a and Sample 2b with regard
to sex, χ2(1, N = 439) = .02, and age, t(437) = .02. In addition, no
significant differences in mean scores for all the scales were found
between Sample 1a and Sample 1b and between Sample 2a and
Sample 2b.
The exploratory factor analysis was performed on the data from
Sample 1a at Time 1 and Time 2 and the data from Sample 2a. The
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measures of sampling adequacy were .85, 84, and
.78, and Bartlett’s tests of sphericity were 408.72, 614.30, and 508.56
(ps < .01), respectively. These results indicated that the data collected
were appropriate for the factor analysis. The exploratory factor
analysis with each sample extracted only one factor with eigenvalues
greater than 1.0, accounting for 58.07%, 62.35%, and 53.79% of the
total variance in Sample 1a at Time 1 and Time 2 and Sample 2a,
respectively. As shown in Table 2, the factor loadings of the items were
all greater than .55.
To assess the adequacy of the one-factor model, confirmatory factor
analysis was conducted on the data from Sample 1b at Time 1 and
Time 2 and those from Sample 2b. As shown in Table 3, goodness of
fit indices indicated an acceptable fit of the one-factor model to the
data for the groups. Table 2 also includes standardized factor loadings
for each group. The factor loadings were all significant (ps < .01), and
larger than .50.
Sample 1

Sample 2

Correlations with Scores on Hedonic and Eudaimonic Well-being
Measures
Table 4 shows the Pearson correlations between scores on the
LET-J and well-being measures. In general, the expected correlations
were found between the scores on these measures. In addition, these
correlations were similar between the two samples. In both samples,
LET-J scores were moderately positively correlated with scores on the
Satisfaction with Life Scale and Positive Affect scale (rs = .37 to .54).
Although the correlations between scores on the LET-J and Negative
Affect scale were negative and significant (rs = -.19 and -.29), the
magnitude of these correlations was somewhat lower than those
between the LET-J scores and scores for life satisfaction and positive
affect measures. These correlations with the hedonic well-being
measures support the discriminant validity of the LET-J. In contrast,
scores on the Flourishing Scale were very highly correlated with the
LET-J scores (rs = .71 and .70), supporting the convergent validity of
the LET-J.
Item
No.

Exploratory Factor Analysis
Sample 1a

Confirmatory Factor Analysisa

Sample 2a

Sample 1b

Sample 2b

Time 1

Time 2

Time 1

Time 2

1

.60

.57

.64

.53

.70

.54

2

.62

.73

.55

.66

.69

.54

3

.71

.75

.69

.75

.74

.68

4

.75

.81

.63

.77

.76

.63

5

.79

.79

.78

.68

.70

.84

6
.76
.79
.72
.73
.69
.76
Table 2: Factor Loadings for Exploratory and Confirmatory Factor
Analysis.
a
For confirmatory factor analyses, standardized factor loadings are hown.
All the factor loadings are significant at the .01 alpha level.

Sample 1b

χ2a

GFI

AGFI

RMSEA

SRMR

CFI

Time 1

16.26*

.98

.93

.08

.03

.98

Time 2

17.41*

.97

.92

.09

.03

.98

19.33**

.98

.91

.10

.04

.97

Sample 2b

Table 3: Goodness of Fit Indices for Sample 1b and 2b.
Note. GFI = goodness of fit index; AGFI = adjusted goodness of fit
index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; SRMR =
standardized root mean square residual; CFI = comparative fit index.
a
The degrees of freedom of the chi-square values are 9.
*p < .05, **p < .01.

r

95% CI

M

SD

Cronbach’s α

Satisfaction with Life Scale

.37

[.28, .45]

13.28

3.45

.73

Positive Affect scale

.48

[.40, .55]

12.01

4.51

.92

Negative Affect scale

-.19

[-.28, -.09]

17.22

4.46

.80

Flourishing Scale

.71

[.66, .75]

36.30

7.59

.81

Satisfaction with Life Scale

.45

[.37, .52]

14.20

3.56

.82

Positive Affect scale

.54

[.47, .61]

21.89

4.58

.92

Negative Affect scale

-.29

[-.37, -.20]

16.77

4.83

.87

Flourishing Scale

.70

[.64, .74]

37.08

6.71

.80

Table 4: Pearson Correlations between Scores on LET-J and Well-Being Measures.
Note. r1 = Pearson correlations with LET scores at Time 1; r2 = Pearson correlations with LET scores at Time 2; 95% CI = 95%
confidence interval.
a
All significance probabilities are less than .01.
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This study was conducted to translate the original English version
of the LET into Japanese, and preliminarily assess its reliability and
construct validity among two distinct Japanese populations: college
students and adult workers. The results of the analysis, the analyses
indicate that the reliability of the LET-J is acceptable in general, like
the results of Scheier et al. [12]. The internal consistency reliability
of the LET-J was considered good with Cronbach’s alphas above .80
[24] for both samples. A very high correlation was found between the
LET-J scores obtained four weeks apart for the college student sample.
For the original LET, Scheier et al. [12] found high to very high
correlations between the scores obtained approximately four months
apart for four samples. In light of these findings for the original
LET, the result for the LET-J in the present study probably indicates
acceptable temporal stability.
The construct validity of the LET-J was supported by the expected
factor structure and correlations with scores on the well-being
measures. The exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis with both
the college student sample and adult worker sample revealed a onefactor structure that was found in the exploratory factor analysis of
the original LET [12]. These findings support the factorial validity of
the LET-J across the two samples.
Moreover, as expected, the LET-J scores were moderately correlated
with scores for life satisfaction and positive affect as hedonic wellbeing. Although there were somewhat weaker correlations with scores
on the negative affect scale, Scheier et al. [12] also found a weaker
correlation between the original LET scores and scores on the negative
affect scale. Purpose in life may be more weakly related to negative
affect, in comparison with other components of hedonic well-being.
As suggested by Scheier et al. [12], these correlations indicate that the
LET-J and the hedonic well-being measures appear to assess related
but distinct constructs, supporting the discriminant validity of the
LET-J. On the other hand, there was a very high correlation between
scores on the LET-J and the measure of eudaimonic well-being, which
includes purpose in life as its major dimension. This result confirms
the convergent validity of the LET-J. Additionally, the correlations
of the LET-J were generally similar across the two different samples.
Therefore, these results support that the LET-J has similar construct
validity, and internal consistency reliability, in both college student
and adult worker populations.
The findings of this study generally supported that the LET-J
is a useful instrument for assessing purpose in life with acceptable
reliability and construct validity. However, several limitations must be
noted and will guide future research. First, the sample of this study
was limited to college students and adult workers. Future studies
should examine the psychometric properties of the LET-J in other
populations such as the elderly, non-working people, or clinical
samples. Second, test–retest reliability over a longer period should be
examined in future to ascertain the temporal stability of the LET-J
scores at various intervals. Third, although in this study, the construct
validity of the LET-J was examined through correlations with wellbeing measures, association with other purpose in life measures and
measures of various health outcomes, as in Scheier et al.’s work [12],
should be also examined for further study of the construct validity.
Finally, the validity of the LET-J, including predictive and concurrent
validity, should be investigated further.
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