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Abstract

Empathy is one of the skills that we need in order to understand the emotions of other people. Although many
empathy scales exist, few are designed for children. The Kids’ Empathic Development Scale (KEDS) can be
applied onward of age 6 and provide information about empathy’s affective, cognitive and behavioural
components. The aim of this study is to present the Turkish validity study of KEDS and to provide a new tool
that has satisfactory psychometric properties. Nine language experts made the translation and back translation
form English to Turkish and vice versa. After that, the experts asked to rate the translation validity. According to
experts’ opinions, the appropriate level of the items in the scale varied between 4.60 and 5.00 (X= 4.80, SD
= .44). The results indicated that the Turkish scale closely approximated with the original. The scale’s language
validity, analyses were performed on 30 (21 girls, 9 boys, average age = 9.5, SD = 1.17), bilingual students.
Analysis, which was performed between the English and Turkish forms, showed that only the item 17 1 was
found out to be problematic. Afterward, the scale’s language validity was ensured and easily accessible sampling
method was adopted, and then it was applied to 293 (144 girls, 149 boys) students who were attending in seven
different schools (four public, three private). Correlation analysis, which was performed to test concurrent
validity, showed that there is a positive correlation (p < .01) between the total scores of Children’s Empathy
Scale and Kids’ Empathic Development Scale. The results of variance analysis, which were performed in order
to test if the empathy scores vary according to age, were significant as follows: total empathy score F (4 245 =
3.10, p < .05, affective F (4 251y = 4.70, p < .01, cognitive F (4 550y = 2.6, p < .05 and behavioural F 4 245,=4.09, p
< .01. Taking into consideration the gender variable not significant results were obtained. The results of the
study showed that the Turkish version of KEDS is a valid and reliable, and has acceptable psychometric
properties.
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1. Introduction

Empathy is defined as the skill of an individual’s ability to understand and share the feelings of others (Davis,
1980). According to Adler, empathy is seeing with the eyes of another, listening with the ears of another, and
feeling with the heart of another (Demetriou, 2018). It is also viewed as an important part of communication
(Barnett, 1990). Lack of empathy is associated with antisocial behavior, bullying, autism, personality disorders
and psychopathology (Gini, Albiero, Benelli, & Altoe, 2007; Lombardo, Barnes, Wheelwright, & Baron-Cohen,
2007). Goleman (2000) stated that empathy is an important component of emotional intelligence. In the
educational context, it is even more important to take into account the research on empathy.

Theorists have often associated the development of empathy with cognitive skills such as perspective taking. As
Bischof-Ko6hler (1991) mentioned, at the age of 3, children begin to identify some emotions properly, but their
performance remains imperfect up to the age of 6. Feshbach (1978) pointed out that empathy will not be
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expected to occur in children younger than 5 years of age. However, recent studies reveal that early signs of
empathy can be observed in infants aged 8-16 months (Roth-Hanania, Davidov, & Zahn-Waxler, 2011).

Goleman (2000) reported that the roots of empathy can be traced to infancy. The neurons, which respond to
affective expressions in infancy, are the first form of empathy in the nervous system. Virtually from the day they
are born, infants are upset when they hear another infant crying—a response that some see as the earliest
precursor of empathy. The imitation of movement starts in the first two years of life. It is thus easier to
understand how someone else feels. The displays of understanding and imitating the feelings of others as well as
the desire to help them occur at two to three years of age (Zahn-Waxler, Radke-Yarrow, Wagner, & Chapman,
1992). After three years of age, children start to realize that their thoughts are different from those of others and
only after six years of age, they are starting to see events from the point of view of others (Shapiro, 2000).

Eisenberg and Fabes (1990) noted that empathy has two aspects: the affective and the cognitive. Affective aspect
of empathy refers to having an affective response congruent with that of another’s emotional state, whereas
cognitive aspect of empathy refers to ability to understand intellectually the perspective of another person and, in
so doing, understand another’s emotional state (Davis, 1980). However, an empathetic response is also held to
involve not only understanding the feelings of others but also being appropriately responsive (Cappadocia,
Pepler, Cummings & Craig, 2012). For this reason, in recent studies, it has been argued that in addition to
affective and cognitive aspects of empathy, behavioural aspects also should be examined (Reid et al., 2012).
Although empathy is theoretically considered to be composed of three components, measurement tools are being
newly developed to evaluate these components (Reid et al., 2012).

1.1 Models of Empathy

Early research proposed empathy as a single dimension. Later on, empathy was proposed as multidimensional
model (Costa, Glinia & Drakou, 2006). Feshbach and Kuchenbecker (1974), Davis (1980), Dokmen (1997) and
Hoffman (2000) are some of the researchers who proposed multidimensional models of empathy. Feshbach and
Kuchenbecker (1974) suggested a three-component model of empathy that consists of two cognitive components:
the ability to discriminate and label affective states in others, and the ability to assume the perspective and role
of another person. The third component is emotional responsiveness. As the child grows, the ability to
comprehend social situations increases, as does the tendency to share the affective state of individuals in these
social situations. The social comprehension factor becomes associated with the remedial progress in achievement
of the child, while empathy becomes more strongly associated with social behavior.

Another researcher that proposed a model of empathy is Davis (1980). According to Davis (1980) empathy is a
multidimensional phenomenon, which consists of four components: empathic concern, fantasy, personal distress,
and perspective taking. Empathetic concern described as ‘other-oriented’ feelings of sympathy and concern for
unfortunate others, while fantasy taps individuals’ tendencies to transpose themselves imaginatively into the
feelings and actions of fictitious characters in books, movies etc. Personal distress focuses on ‘self-oriented’
feelings of personal anxiety and unease in tense interpersonal settings. Perspective taking is described as the
tendency to spontaneously adopt the psychological point of view of others. Davis (1980) developed a 28-item
questionnaire based to his empathy model, which provides an efficient way of measuring emotional and
cognitive role taking.

Dokmen (1997), suggested the staged empathy classification, that consisted of the stages: they, I and you. In
‘They’ stage the individual understands what people in the society are thinking and feeling about the problems of
others, in the ‘I’ stage, the individual understands what he/she is thinking and feeling about the problems of
others and the last stage ‘You’ the individual understands what other people are thinking and feeling about
problems of others. The person responding at the ‘They’ stage always makes evaluations based on society’s
judgments rather than focusing on the problem. In the ‘I’ stage, one responds to the criticism of another, giving
advice and evaluating the problem according to one’s own interpretation, and transferring one’s own feelings
and experiences regarding that subject. The ‘You’ stage involves putting oneself into another’s place to
understand the problem, reflecting what is understood by the other, supporting the individual, and understanding
deep feelings.

Hoffman (2000) suggested a theory that accounts for human action in five types of moral encounters or
dilemmas: an innocent bystander, transgressor, virtual transgressor, multiple moral claimants and caring versus
justice. According to Hoffman (2000), all five types share an empathic motive base. Each type features empathic
distress—one feels distressed on observing someone in actual distress—and one or more motives derived from
empathic distress: sympathetic distress, empathic anger, empathic feeling of injustice, guilt. Hoffman (2000) in
his model also explains the development of empathic distress in children in five stages: reactive newborn cry,
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egocentric empathic distress, quasi-egocentric empathic distress, veridical empathic distress and empathy for
another’s experience beyond the immediate situation.

As it is seen all of the aforementioned models emphasize the different dimensions of empathy. In conclusion,
according to several models of empathy, empathy is seen as an important component of the cognitive
development, thus it is important in the school life of a child.

1.2 The Importance of Empathy in Education

Empathy is a key element of positive classroom environment (Mozakoglu, 2015). Studies held by Cooper (1997),
showed that empathy is one of the five most important traits that a teacher must have. In another study, he also
found that the higher empathy ability the teacher had, the more the students were able to understand more
complex concepts (Cooper, 2011). Most of the research done in this field investigated teacher empathy levels.
However, empathy is a concept that should be examined in students, as well.

Empathy is an attribute of children that affects the educational process and educational outcomes (Feshbach &
Feshbach, 2009). As mentioned above, the interest of educators in empathy has historically centered on teacher
empathy. Empathy level of students is essential for academic learning and achievement, thus the focus of the
new studies becomes the students. The empathy skills in children associated with social understanding,
emotional competence, prosocial and moral behavior, compassion and caring, and regulation of antisocial
behaviors (Feshbach & Feshbach). All these skills are important factors that affect the educational environment
of the student.

The aforementioned skills are character based traits, which affect learning, thus the school wants to increase
them. Studies conducted by Booner and Aspy (1984) supported the fact that empathy has an effect on academic
success. Especially in courses such as literature, students have the opportunity to identify themselves with the
characters of the story and this leads to a better understanding of the topic and that contributes to academic
success. Feshbach and Feshbach (1987)’s empirical studies showed that teaching students about empathy effects
academic success. Moreover, studies such as the one that conducted by Yiiksel (2003) and Gemci (2012)
revealed that it is possible to improve students’ empathy skills using training programs on empathy.

1.3 Recent Studies on Empathy

Positive effects of empathy to school environment and psychological wellbeing of the students motivate the
researchers to conduct new studies on empathy. In a recent study by Gini, Albiero, Benelli, and Altoe (2007),
results revealed that low levels of empathic responsiveness were associated with students’ involvement in
bullying others. In contrast, empathy was positively associated with actively helping victimized schoolmates.
The findings confirm and extend the literature on the relationship between empathy, prosocial, and aggressive
behaviors.

The gain of empathy skills is also an important topic in studies with autistic individuals. The lack of empathy is
one of the important features of autism disorder. Based on this, Schrandt, Townsend, and Poulson (2013)
conducted a study that aimed to teach empathetic responding to 4 children with autism. According to this study,
instructors presented vignettes with dolls and puppets demonstrating various types of affect and used prompt
delay, modeling, manual prompts, behavioural rehearsals, and reinforcement to teach participants to perform
empathy responses. Increases in empathetic responding occurred systematically with the introduction of
treatment across all participants and response categories.

Another study examined the role of empathy and self-regulation as mediators between positive parenting and
early adolescents’ prosocial behavior toward 3 targets (strangers, friends, and family). Analyses that made with
the data collected from 500 families suggested that predictors of prosocial behavior toward the 3 targets differed,
with empathy and self-regulation mediating the relation between positive parenting and prosocial behavior
towards strangers and friends, but not toward family (Padilla-Walker & Christensen, 2010).

There are also numerous studies that support the hypothesis that empathy is a skill that can be developed with
different training programs. Such a research is the one that conducted by Yiiksel (2004). According to her study,
empathy training program increased the empathic ability level of primary school students. Yiiksel (2004)
developed an empathy training program depended on role-playing, informing and modeling, based on the
empathy model developed by Dékmen (1997). Bal and Bilge (2016), examined the effects of ‘Empathy Skills
Psycho Training Program’ on the gifted adolescents. Researchers concluded that the applied training program
affected the empathy skills of gifted adolescents positively and led to an increase in their empathy scores. Last
but not least, study by Kurt (2018) showed that it is possible to enhance gifted children’s empathy levels by
using a bibliotherapy based training program.
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1.4 Measuring Empathy in Children

The literature review revealed that most of the scales developed to assess empathy are designed for adults instead
of children. Giirtunca (2013) adapted Bryant’s (1982) Empathy Scale for Children and Teenagers into Turkish.
This scale, comprising of 22 items, is appropriate for students between the ages 8 and 14. Kaya and Siyez (2010)
developed KA-SI, a measurement tool specific to the Turkish culture to evaluate the empathic tendencies of
children and teenagers. KA-SI is comprised of two dimensions, namely cognitive and affective empathy, and
two forms: children (3"-5™ grade) and teenager (6™-12™ grade).

Raine and Chen (2017) recently developed a self-report instrument- CASES, to assess the three aspects of
empathy in children. As the authors mentioned their intention was to create a scale that could globally capture
various facets of empathy in a single assessment tool. The CASES model is one among several multidimensional
models of empathy that consist of cognitive, affective and somatic empathy. The results of the study showed that
they developed a brief (30-item) empathy scale with good sampling and face validity that can be used with
children and adolescents.

Jolliffe and Farrington (2006) developed the Fundamental Empathy Scale which relies on four fundamental
feelings (fear, sadness, anger, joy). This scale is appropriate for teenagers (who aged 10 - 15) and it consists
affective and cognitive empathy components. However, there is no Turkish adaptation of this scale. Empathic
Tendency Scale which was developed by Dokmen (1988) for adults was adapted for eighth-grade students by
Gokler (2009) and it evaluates empathic tendencies.

When the various studies that have been conducted into empathy in Turkey are examined, it will be seen that
there is a need in our country to evaluate empathy, especially for young children. Those empathy-related studies
that have been carried out in Turkey have generally focused in explaining the term itself and to develop new
scales for older children and adults; by contrast the number of studies for young children have been extremely
limited. As stated above, empathy is a skill that children acquire very early and it is important for their academic
success and school life. Thus, the aim of this study is the adaptation of Kids’ Empathic Development Scale
(developed by Reid et al. (2012), and measures not only the affective and cognitive aspects of empathy like other
scales but also the behavioural aspect, and can be applied to children of age six and up), into Turkish. The
evaluation of empathy levels of children according to scenarios, separates the scale from other pen and paper and
Likert type scales.

2. Method

The study used a scanning method (Karasar, 1994). A quantitative method was conducted in this study. Data was
collected through the scale adapted into Turkish and another empathy scale named Empathy Scale for Children
and Teenagers.

2.1 Working Group

Different working groups have been included in the process at different stages. The working group was
determined through purposive sampling, which is useful option when the desired population for the study is rare
or very difficult to locate and recruit (iscil, 1973). 5 language experts helped with the translation and back
translation of the scale. Teaching assistants from Foreign Languages and Turkish Education departments of
universities and experienced English and Turkish teachers were asked to translate the scale. The scale’s language
validity, analyses were performed on 30 (21 girls, 9 boys, average age = 9.5, SD = 1.17) bilingual primary
school students who speak Turkish and English as their native language. To investigate the language equivalency
of the Turkish version of the scale, first the English form and 3 weeks later the Turkish form were administered
to the bilingual students.

The easily accessible sampling method (Yildirim & Simsek, 2008) was adopted for Turkish validity reliability
studies. In total 293 students attended in seven different schools (four public, three private) took part in the study.
The students, whose parents were informed about the study, were volunteers and received nothing for their
participation in the study. 62 of these students were attending 1% grade (27 gitls, 35 boys, average age = 6.85, SD
=.50), 90 were attending 2™ grade (42 girls, 48 boys, average age = 7.88, SD = .35), 64 were attending 3™ grade
(32 girls, 38 boys, average age = 9.01, SD = .61) and 77 were attending 4™ grade (43 girls, 34 boys, average age
=9.90, SD = .34) by the time of the study. The grade and gender distribution related percentages of the students
taking part in the study are given in Table 1.
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Table 1. The group’s grade and gender distribution

Grade Girl Boy Total
n % n % n %
1 27 9.2 35 11.9 62 21.2
2 42 143 48 16.4 90 30.7
3 32 10.9 32 10.9 64 21.8
4 43 14.7 34 11.6 77 26.3
Total 144 49.1 149 50.9 293 100

2.2 Materials and Procedure
2.2.1 Personal Information Form

The personal information form, which was developed by the researchers, consisted of questions on students’
gender, grade level, the school they are attending and the level of academic success.

2.2.2 Kids’ Empathic Development Scale—KEDS

KEDS was developed by Reid et al. (2012) in order to evaluate the affective, cognitive and behavioural aspects
of empathy in children 6 to 10 years old. Children are presented with 12 faceless pictographic stimuli and asked
to infer and ascribe to a person or persons feelings in specific situations. Regarding to the cards, the following
questions were asked: “what do you think this girl is feeling?” (affective), “can you tell me why this girl is
feeling like this?” (cognitive), “can you tell me more about what is happening in this picture?” (behavioural) and
“what would you do if you were in this girl’s position?” (behavioural). The answers were graded as correct and
incorrect. In six of the 12 scenarios, two faceless characters were present and questions were asked separately for
both (Figure 1). Before starting the questions regarding the scenarios six facial expressions are shown to the
children and they were asked to name the feelings on those expressions. The study is concluded right away if the
student cannot name the first three feelings out of six (happy, sad, angry, surprised, afraid and relaxed) correctly.
In the study conducted by Reid et al. (2012) the Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency coefficient was found .63
for affective, .82 for cognitive and .84 for behavioural aspects. The overall fit test of the affect and cognition
items revealed a significant deviation from unidimensionality, )(2(16) = 35.50, p =.003 and y 2(28) = 88.00, p
<.001 respectively. However, the behaviour scale showed good fit overall, )(2(16) =22.45,p=.13 (Reid et al.,
2012).

Figure 1. Kids’ empathic development scale scenario example: “ring-a-rosie”

2.2.3 Empathy Scale for Children and Teenagers (ESCT)

Empathy Scale for Children and Teenagers was developed by Bryant (1982) and was adapted into Turkish by
Giirtunca (2013). The scale can be applied to children and teenagers between ages 8 to 14. The pen and paper
scale comprises of 22 items. The lowest obtainable score from the binary response format is 0, whereas the
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highest is 22. A high score indicates high empathy level. The internal consistency of the scale was calculated
as .70 using the KR20 formula (Giirtunca, 2013). In the current study, the same calculation yielded a result
of .69.

2.3 Data Analysis

The SPSS 21.0 statistical package was used to compute Wilcoxon Matched Pairs test for English and Turkish
forms and Spearman and Pearson Product Moments correlation analyses, while JMETRIK 1.0 was used in order
to test Turkish compatibility levels and structure validity.

3. Results
3.1 Translation and Language Validity

The scale was translated from English to Turkish by three experts. Then, these three different Turkish forms
compared by the researcher and combined in a one form. This Turkish form was translated back into English by
an expert. This form was observed to be consistent with its English original. Afterward, five language experts
were consulted to evaluate the language compatibility between the two forms. The experts were asked to grade
the Turkish of an item from O to 5 by comparing it to the English version. Even though there are 12 different
scenarios in the scale and there are four to seven items for each scenario with a total of 17 items in it, the
questions regarding these items are the same, therefore, the translation was not focused on all items, but only to
the item roots. Thus, only the item roots were presented to the language experts. According to the experts’
opinions, the compatibility level of the items in the scale varies from 4.60 to 5 (X = 4.80, SD = .44). The
compatibility levels of item roots are given in Table 2.

Table 2. Compatibility levels of the scale’s item roots for the English Turkish translation

Item Roots X SD
What do you think this girl is feeling? 4.8 0.44
Can you tell me why this girl is feeling ...? 4.8 0.44
Can you tell me more about what is happening in this picture? 4.6 0.54
What would you do if you were in this girl’s position? 5 0.00

After the translation of the scale into Turkish, both of the forms were applied to 30 primary school students three
weeks apart. As a result of the Kolmogorov Smirnov test it was determined that the group did not display normal
distribution and non-parametric techniques were used (Affective Score: KS (30) =.117, p < .01.; Cognitive Score:
KS (30) = .203, p < .01, Behavioural Score: KS (30) =.197, p < .01 Total Score: KS (30) =.173, p < .05).
Wilcoxon Matched Pairs test between the English and Turkish forms’ applications and Spearman correlation
coefficients were given in Table 3.

Table 3. Wilcoxon matched pairs test between the English and Turkish forms’ and Spearman correlation
coefficients

M SD t p r M SD t p r
Scenario 2 Eng2 1 933 25 Scenario 9 Eng9a 1 133 345

-1.00 - 80%* .000 - 25
Tur2_1 .897 309 Tur%a_1 .103 .309
Eng2 2 1.00 37 Eng9a_2 .867 .507

-1.34 - .30 -333 - 13
Tur2 2 1.10 .309 Tur9a_2 .897 309
Eng2 3 167 461 Eng9a 3 133 .507

-1.34 - 53k -.447 - A
Tur2 3 .034 185 Tur9a_3 .103 409
Eng2 4 167 379 Eng9a 4 767 935

-1.89 - A48%* -258 - 59%*
Tur2 4 379 621 Tur9a_4 759 739

Scenario 3 Eng3_1 .800 406 Eng9b 1 133 345

-1.34 - 38% -1.13 - 24
Tur3_1 .897 309 Tur%b_1 241 435
Eng3_2 1.13 345 Eng9b_2 .800 484

.000 - 42% -1.50 - 23
Tur3 2 1.13 350 Tur%_2 .966 498
Eng3_3 433 678 Eng9b_4 .900 .884

-2.12 * .60%* -211 - 23
Tur3_3 172 468 Tur%b_4 .828 710
Eng3 4 467 628 Scenario 10 Engl0_1 .700 466

-.707 - S55%* -2.44 ¥ 44%
Tur3_4 414 .568 Turl0_1 931 257
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Scenario 4 Eng4 1 .867 345 Engl0_2 1.03 319
- =577 - 61%* - =707 - =33
Tur4_1 .828 384 Turl0_2 .966 325
Eng4 2 1.033 319 Engl0 3 133 345
-1.34 - 31 -447 - .19
Turd 2 931 371 Turl0_3 .103 309
Eng4 3 .300 535 Engl0 4 233 504
-1.66 - .60%* -.905 - .03
Tur4 3 448 .631 Turl0_4 138 350
Eng4 4 533 730 Scenario 11 Englla 1 .690 470
-.302 - S1E* =571 - 5**
Tur4_4 483 137 Turlla_1 724 454
Scenario 5 EngSa_1 .800 406 Englla 2 621 561
- -1.00 - 53%* - -1.29 - 11
Tur5a_1 862 350 Turlla_2 793 491
Eng5a 2 1.00 262 Englla 3 172 468
-1.00 - 2% -1.00 - 54
Tur5a_2 966 185 Turlla_3 .103 .309
Eng5a_3 233 504 Englla_4 .655 814
-1.41 - .88k -.690 - S55%*
Tur5a_3 138 350 Turlla_4 759 786
Eng5a 4 867 479 Engllb_1 276 454
-.966 - 57 -1.63 - STH*
Tur5a_4 966 905 Turllb_1 Al4 501
Eng5b_1 667 479 Engllb 2 .862 693
.000 - =12 .000 - .83%*
Tur5b_1 .690 470 Turllb_2 .862 .639
Eng5b_2 1.10 402 Engllb_4 483 574
-1.63 - 42% =707 - .60%*
Tur5b_2 966 421 Turllb_4 552 572
Eng5b_4 .800 846 Scenario 12 Engl2_1 .586 501
-1.07 - 52%* -.905 - .19
Tur5b_4 931 .842 Turl2_1 .690 470
Scenario 6 Eng6_1 400 498 Engl2 2 1.03 565
- -2.53 * Al* - -.447 - TR
Tur6_1 .690 470 Turl2 2 1.06 .529
Eng6_2 900 .305 Engl2 3 138 441
-1.00 - -.06 -.447 - A5*
Tur6_2 966 185 Turl2 3 172 384
Eng6 3 167 379 Engl2 4 Al4 568
-1.13 - -12 -1.34 - 74%*
Tur6_3 .069 257 Turl2 4 S17 .687
Eng6_4 333 .546 Scenario 13 Engl3a_1 552 .506
-1.66 - .39% -.302 - 22
Tur6_4 138 .350 Turl3a_1 .586 .501
Scenario 7 Eng7 1 667 479 Engl3a 2 1.13 515
- -2.11 * 31 - -1.13 - .60%*
Tur7_1 414 .501 Turl3a_2 1.03 565
Eng7_2 1.03 319 Engl3a 3 207 .559
-.447 - 29 -1.89 - 50%*
Tur7_2 1.00 378 Turl3a_3 .034 185
Eng7_3 133 345 Engl3a 4 .586 732
-1.00 - .28 =707 - 72%*
Tur7_3 .069 257 Turl3a_4 .655 720
Eng7_4 733 691 Engl3b_1 759 435
-.632 - 66%* -.816 - .38%
Tur7_4 .690 .541 Turl3b_1 .828 384
Scenario 8 Eng8a_1 966 185 Engl3b 2 .897 673
.000 - 1.00%* -2.33 * o 68%*
Tur8a_1 966 185 Turl3b_2 1.13 639
Eng8a 2 1.20 491 Engl3b_4 1.00 925
-1.73 - 16%* -.905 - 66%*
Tur8a_2 1.10 409 Turl3b_4 .897 939
Eng8a 3 276 591
-.378 - 67**
Tur8a_3 241 435
Eng8a_4 690 .890
-.881 - S1E*
Tur8a_4 828 .804
Eng8b_1 .862 .350
-.816 - .28
Tur8b_1 793 412
Eng8b_2 1.17 .539
-1.41 - STE*
Tur8b_2 1.03 .565
Eng8b_4 621 902
-1.26 - .89%**
Tur8b_4 759 912

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01

As seen from Table 3, there is only one problematic item in both Wilcoxon Matched Pairs test and Spearman
correlations: 17 1. In order to preserve the integrity of the scale, it was decided to keep or remove this item after
the reliability analysis.
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3.2 Reliability Study

In order to calculate the internal consistency of the scale, Kuder-Richardson (KR-20) method was used. As
mentioned before the responses provided by the students were O or 1, therefore this method was adopted
(Giirsakal, 2001). The KR-20 internal consistency coefficients were calculated as follows: total empathy
score .92, total affective score .91, total cognitive score .87 and total behavioural score .97. Since these results
were satisfactory, and removing the aforementioned item did not change the reliability coefficients, it was
decided to keep item 17 1 in the scale.

3.3 Validity Study

Rasch Analysis Results. The internal structure validity of the scale was evaluated using the Rasch model (Wright
& Stone, 1979). Rasch analysis assumes the data in the scale to be one dimensional and evaluates their
compatibility level to one dimension. To test the data’s compatibility with one parameter ordering model is
equivalent to evaluating the scale’s theoretic structural validity and compatibility (Wright & Stone, 1979). Item
functioning is examined using a combination of statistics, including infit and outfit Mean Square (MnSq), where
infit MnSq is the information-weighted squared residuals and outfit MnSq are unweighted squared residuals.
Both infit and outfit MnSq are a measure of the consistency that items are used by raters with expected values
being close to 1.0, representing perfect fit between responses and the Rach model (Meyer, 2014). However,
acceptable MnSq values are .8-1.2 (excellent fit) (Bond & Fox, 2007), .5-1.5(acceptable fit) (Linacre, 2014). In
this study, these values were taken into account (Tables 4, 5 and 6).

Table 4. Infit and outfit compatibility of affective subscale items according to Rasch analysis and differential
item functioning

Items DIF Infit Outfit
Item2 1 A 1.02 1.24
Item 3_1 A 1.03 1.09
Item4 1 A 1.03 1.14
Item 5a_1 A .94 .88
Item 5b_1 A .94 .87
Item 6_1 A 1.02 1.01
Item 7_1 A 1.08 1.10
Item 8a_1 A .93 .89
Item 8b_1 A 1.05 1.12
Item 9a_1 A 1.09 1.24
Item 9b 1 B- .89 .88
Item 10_1 A .1.02 1.00
Item 11a_1 A .84 .83
Item 11b_1 A .89 .83
Ttem 12 1 A 1.06 1.13
Item 13a_1 B- 1.19 1.24
Item 13b_1 A 1.21 1.32

Table 5. Infit and outfit compatibility of cognitive subscale items according to Rasch analysis and differential
item functioning

Ttems DIF Infit Outfit
Ttem 2 2 A 94 92
Item2 3 A 1.02 1.02
Item3 2 A .96 98
Item 3 3 A 1.05 1.06
Item 4 2 A 1.00 1.01
Item4 3 B+ 1.11 1.11
Item 5a_2 A .88 .86
Item 5a 3 A 1.25 1.26
Item 5b 2 A 92 92
Item 6_2 A .90 .85
Item 6_3 A .94 .94
Item 7 2 A .94 .96
Item 7 3 A 1.03 1.04
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Item 8a 2 A .89
Item 8a_3 A 1.14
Item 8b_2 A .98
Item 9a_2 A 95
Item 9a 3 B+ 1.04
Item 9b 2 A 95
Item 10_2 A 1.01
Item 10_3 A .88
Item 11a_2 A 93
Item 11a_3 A 1.07
Item 11b_2 A 95
Item 12_2 B- .96
Item 12_3 B+ 1.19
Item 13a_2 A 92
Item 13a_3 A 1.10
Item 13b_2 A 1.05

.87
1.14
.96
91
1.01
.96
1.06

.86
.93

1.08

95
.96

1.20

.93

1.12
1.04

Table 6. Infit and outfit compatibility of behavioural subscale according to Rasch analysis and differential item

functioning

Items DIF Infit Outfit
Item2_4 A 1.12 1.30
Item 3_4 A 1.12 1.36
Item 4_4 A .96 97
Item 5a_4 A .84 .84
Item 5b_4 A .86 .82
Item 6_4 A 1.20 1.33
Item 7_4 A 1.20 1.21
Item 8a_4 A .86 .86
Item 8b_4 B+ 94 93
Item 9a 4 A 95 94
Item 9b_4 A .87 .86
Item 10_4 A 1.19 1.46
Item 11a_4 B+ .94 .89
Item 11b_4 A .96 93
Item 12 4 A 1.20 1.20
Item 13a_4 A .90 .87
Item 13b_4 B- 97 .96

As seen from Tables 4, 5 and 6 all items fit into either A, B+ or B- categories. As Meyer (2014) stated it is not
necessary to remove items from the scale unless they fit in the C category. However, since B+ and B- items still
need to be reviewed the internal consistency coefficient was re-evaluated without these items and no difference
was observed. Because of this and to preserve the original structure of the scale the items were kept.

Convergent and discriminant validity. In order to determine the validity of the scale its concurrent validity was
tested (Karako¢ & Donmez, 2014). The evaluations of Empathy Scale in Children and Teenagers (ESCT) were
taken as a criterion and Pearson Product Moment correlation coefficients between the two scales were analyzed.

The results are given in Table 7.

Table 7. Correlation analysis between KEDS and ESCT

n=293 2 3 4 5

1 Affective .143%* .064 .500%* 113

2 Cognitive .144* .680%** .149*
3 Behavioural 719%* .065

4 Total Empathy 164**
5 ESCT

*p <.05, ** p<.01.
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There are not many scales in our country which can evaluate empathy in young ages. Therefore, the Empathy
Scale in Children and Teenagers (ESCT), adapted by Giirtunca (2013), was applied in order to test its correlation
with KEDS. Pearson Product Moment correlation analysis tells us there is a meaningful positive correlation
between the total scores of the two scales (p < .01). Moreover, KEDS’ cognitive score also has a significant
positive correlation with ESCT (p < .05).

In order to check whether or not the dimensions of the scale are separable the relation between the three
subscales was tested. According to these studies affective subscale scores had a positive correlation .14 (p < .05)
with cognitive subscale scores and .06 (p > .05) with behavioural subscale scores. A positive correlation of .14 (p
< .05) was detected between the cognitive subscale scores and behavioural subscale scores. The results showed
that affective dimension and cognitive dimension overlap a little as well as cognitive subscale and behavioural
subscale. Moreover, all subscales had a positive correlation with the total empathy score (p < .01). These
findings confirm the results of the original study conducted by Reid et al., (2012).

Results of the two-way variance analysis which was performed to check whether the empathy scores changed
with the age variable or not were obtained as follows: total empathy score F (1, 145y = 11.12, p <.05; affective F (,
140) = 5.63, p < .05; cognitive F (; 143y = 8.6, p < .01 and behavioural F (; 145 = 16.71, p <.001. When the gender
variable was considered no significant results were obtained in either subscale. Age and gender interaction was
not found to have a significant effect like it did in the original English version of the scale: (F (1, 142 = 3.38,
p > .05) (Table 8). Since only the ages seven and nine were taken into account in Reid et al. (2012)’s study, the
analyses were performed only on these ages.

Table 8. Means (SD) scores on KEDS scales by age and gender

Affect Cognition Behavioural Total
Age Gender n 144 (Max 23) (Max 41) (Max 27) (Max 81)
7 Boy 44 15.58 (3.73) 20.90 (4.53) 11.17 (5.96) 45.20 (8.51)
Girl 38 16.25 (3.16) 23.25(5.20) 11.83 (6.17) 49.32(9.27)
9 Boy 31 14.75 (3.67) 25.40 (5.18) 12.90 (5.99) 53.06 (9.28)
Girl 31 14.15 (3.94) 23.73 (5.03) 51.59 (6.18) 51.59 (8.61)

4. Discussion and Conclusion

Kids’ Empathic Development Scale (KEDS) designed to assess affective, cognitive and behavioural components
of empathy of young children (6 to 10 years old). KEDS’ differs from other empathy scales by combining three
techniques: emotion recognition, picture-based scenarios and behavioural self-report. The aim of this study was
to present the Turkish validity study of the scale and to provide a new tool that has satisfactory psychometric
properties. The results of the study showed that the Turkish version of KEDS is a valid and reliable
measurement.

We reported on a language validation study of the KEDS. The language validation study comprised three steps.
First, five language experts made the translation and back translation of the scale. Secondly, bilingual group
administered first Turkish and three weeks later the English version of the scale, the paired samples t-test, and
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient analysis were reported. Thirdly we looked at the convergent and
discriminant validity. The adaptation degrees for the translated items were higher enough to administer the scale
to the bilingual group. According to the results of paired samples t-test, which was acquired to define language
equivalency of the scale items, no significant differences were found between the responses to English and
Turkish versions except on item 17 1. The results of the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient analysis
which was obtained to define item-total and item-reminder found statistically positive correlations of all items.

The positive correlation between Total Scores of Kids’ Empathic Development Scale and Total Score of
Empathy Scale in Children and Teenagers, which is another scale that evaluates empathy, signifies that they
measure the same structures. However, only the cognitive subscale is related to the Empathy Scale in Children
and Teenagers, which means that the other subscales are distinct. Moreover, the finding that the three subscales
in the scale, (i.e. affective, cognitive and behavioural), had low correlation with each other, showed that they are
discreet constructs. This finding supports the results of the original study conducted by Reid et al., 2012.

Study results also showed that empathy subscales change with the age. It can be seen that the study’s results are
consistent with the results of Reid et al. (2012)’ study. There are meaningful differences between the total score
and subscales according to the age variable, in the current study this is in favor of the older children.
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Unfortunately, no other studies could be found in our country regarding the empathy of such young children. The
increase in empathy skill along with age is a part of emotional development (Kabapinar, 2015). However,
developing training programs to increase empathy skills of children is a topic that must be emphasized. Thus, it
is recommended that researchers should focus their further studies to develop training programs to increase more
effectively the empathy skills of the students.

The results of our language validation study can be summarized as follows. The adaptation degree was high
enough for each item. The paired sample t-test (except 17 1) and the Pearson product moment correlation
coefficient results indicated that the two forms are equal. The convergent and discriminant validity were
satisfying. It is thought that it could be beneficial if future studies could find out if the scale is effected by
variables such as, intelligence, socioeconomic level of the family, education level of the parents etc. Especially
the intelligence variable is viewed as an important variable because it may help design training programs for
gifted children. The experimental study conducted by Kurt (2018) was an attempt for such a study. He developed
a bibliotherapy based training program to increase empathy skills of gifted students. Other studies may search
the effects of such programs to academic success and to life success and wellbeing.

Yal¢in and Yalgin (2018) stated that empathy is an important skill for the kindergarten and primary school
students to understand better the feelings and lives of inclusion students, who need special education. Migration
is another important topic for countries such as Turkey, that have to meet immigrants in everyday life, especially
in schools. As Tiirk, Kagmaz, Tiirniiklii and Tercan (2018) mentioned, empathy is a fundamental skill to develop
communication for students who have immigrants in their classrooms. Further studies that will use Kids’
Empathic Development Scale may provide an insight for the school counselors about the empathy skills of their
students.

Last but not least, a scale used in evaluating empathy (ESCT) is the pen and paper scale, therefore it is thought
that students have answered it sincerely. This can be thought of as one of the limitations of this study. Current
analysis findings showed that Kids’ Empathic Development Scale’s (developed by Reid et al., 2012) Turkish
form is a valid and reliable tool. Therefore, this scale which provides the evaluation of empathy in children of
school age by utilizing many scenarios was adapted into Turkish in accordance with its English original. It is
hoped that the results of this study will provide information to educators about affective, cognitive and
behavioural aspects of empathy skills of young children.
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