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ABSTRACT 

The Toronto Empathy Questionnaire (TEQ, Spreng et al., 2009) has been proposed as a short but 

comprehensive measure of empathy, with sound psychometric properties such as internal consistency, 

test-retest reliability, construct validity and unidimensionality. This chapter presents four studies that 

assessed the psychometric properties of the Italian version of the TEQ. In general, results supported the 

reliability (both as internal consistency and temporal stability) and construct validity of the scale, as 

found in previous studies, but not its unidimensionality. Results from exploratory factor analysis 

showed that a two-factor solution accounted for a substantially higher proportion of variance and 

provided a neat simple structure (Study 1). The two factors clustered straight and reverse items 

(Empathy and Callousness) and in Study 2 fifteen confirmatory factor analysis models specifying either 

two substantively important trait factors, one trait factor and ephemeral method artifacts associated 

with straight and reverse items or one trait factor and stable response-style method factors associated 

with item wording were tested. Results supported the findings of Study 1, since a model with two 

(moderately) correlated factors defined by straight and reverse items had an excellent fit to observed 

data. Results of Study 3 supported the discriminant validity of the two constructs, since the Empathy 

score was significantly more associated than the Callousness score with a measure of appraisal and 

perception of emotions (a facet of trait emotional intelligence that includes empathy), whereas Study 4 

provided evidence of test-retest reliability of total and subscale scores. Taken together, the results 

presented in this chapter seem to advise against the use of a single TEQ score and to suggest the 

computation of two subscale scores for the straight and the reverse items, although further research is 

needed to investigate the replicability and generalizability of these findings in other cultural contexts. 

INTRODUCTION 

Empathy is a key component of social cognition and contributes to the individual’s ability to 

understand and respond adaptively to others’ emotions, succeed in emotional communication, and 
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promote prosocial behavior (e.g., Spreng, McKinnon, Mar, & Levine, 2009). The concept can be traced 

back to Aristotle (Rhetoric III.2.1411b), but the psychological phenomena which it accounts for were 

observed and recorded in the eighteenth century by several critics and philosophers in isolated passages 

(Thorpe, 1937). Apparently (see Fogle, 1946), its first extended formulation was provided by Lotze 

(1858), to whom it was a phenomenon which accounted for our knowledge of the external world. The 

German term used by Lotze was Einfühlung, which literally means “feeling into”. From a 

psychological point of view, Lipps (1903) was one of the main contributors to the modern definition of 

empathy, since he systematically organized the concept (Wispé, 1986). He defined it as the tendency 

for the perceivers to project themselves into the objects of perception and developed a mechanistic 

account of Einfühlung, in which the perception of an emotional gesture in another directly activates the 

same emotion in the perceiver, without any intervening labeling, associative, or cognitive perspective-

taking processes. Titchener (1909) translated the German term into English as “empathy”, trying to 

preserve the idea of the self projected into the perceived object by using a word that recalled the Greek 

empatheia, which means "passion, state of emotion", from en ("in") and pathos ("feeling"). As noted by 

Wispé (1986), Titchener did not provide a neat definition of empathy, but he harbingered two different 

concepts of empathy: a way of knowing another's affect and a kind of social-cognitive bonding. Since 

then, the concept empathy has had a history of disagreement and discrepancy (Preston & de Waal, 

2002). In the last century research on empathy has flourished in a number of different disciplines, 

including philosophy, theology, developmental, social, clinical, counseling and personality psychology, 

ethology, evolutionary science and medicine (for a review see Gerdes, Segal, & Lietz, 2010; Wispé, 

1986, 1987), and lately the discovery of the so-called “mirror neurons” (Di Pellegrino, Fadiga, Fogassi, 

et al., 1992; Iacoboni, 2009) has triggered a new surge of interest. Despite the remarkable consistency 

of empirical data across a wide range of species (see, e.g., Preston & de Waal, 2002), the concept still 

suffers from a lack of consensus regarding its nature. As reported by Preston and Hofelich (2012), the 
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common terms in the empathy literature are: Cognitive empathy (understanding the other by engaging 

one’s own representations through effortful top–down processes), Emotional contagion/ Affective 

resonance (subjectively feeling the same emotion or state as the other, usually for intense emotional 

states), Empathic accuracy (correctly identifying and understanding the state of the other), Self-other 

overlap (correspondence between observer and target. Neural-level overlap occurs when the observer 

uses personal representations of experience to understand the target. Subjective overlap occurs when 

these representations activate related feelings, which are then shared between target and observer), 

Sympathy (Tender hearted feelings of compassionate concern, feeling “sorry for” the other, but see 

Wispé, 1986), True empathy (a compassionate, other-oriented state that requires a distinction in the 

observer between self and other), with the very term Empathy being what they called an “umbrella” 

term for states of feeling “with” or resonating with the other, which can occur at any level, either neural 

phenomenological, conceptual or affective.  

Watt (2005, p. 187) pointed out that "there has been endless hair-splitting in various 

psychological literatures about the possible distinctions one might draw between the terms compassion, 

sympathy, and empathy", and argued that such finely nuanced distinctions were of little usefulness 

from an empirical neuroscience point of view. Traditionally, the definitions of empathy focused on 

either cognitive or affective issues. On the one side, empathy is seen as dependent upon perspective 

taking, perception of affective states and conscious imitation, i.e., emotion recognition, but this 

definition appears to be more consistent with the concept of theory of mind (ToM), and it is rather a 

component of empathy, not to be mistaken for empathy itself. For instance, psychopathy is usually 

identified by characteristics such as a lack of empathy, but research has shown that individuals with 

psychopathic traits not only can recognize emotional pain in others, but can be even more able than 

most people in this regard (e.g., Fecteau, Pascual-Leone, & Théoret, 2008) and can use this ability to 

manipulate others. From such an affective perspective, empathy is seen as dependent upon the drive to 
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respond with an appropriate emotion to someone else's mental states. However, several studies have 

shown that affective empathy may be intact in individuals, such as those with autism or Asperger 

syndome, with difficulties in emotion recognition (e.g., Rogers, Dziobek, Hassenstab, et al., 2007). 

Individuals with such deficit struggle to understand others' motives, intentions and behaviour and tend 

to avoid relationships, finding them confusing, but, differently from psychopaths, rarely hurt others. 

Watt (2007) suggested that a more comprehensive definition of empathy should bring together several 

processes of considerable complexity that bridge the domains of cognition and emotion, i.e., a 

fundamentally positive and nurturing attitude toward another creature, ToM and perspective-taking 

operations, contagion mechanisms that allow the individual to "sample" the suffering of the other via a 

primitive induction mechanism that makes primary emotions "catchy" and affective regulation abilities 

such that the suffering of the other party does not flood the individual. Watt (2005, 2007) concluded 

that human empathy probably reflects variable admixtures of more primitive affective resonance 

mechanisms, melded with developmentally later-arriving ToM and perspective taking. This integration 

of primitive with more cognitive mechanisms occurs under the "supervision" of a motivated valuing of 

another sentient creature, a supervision that underlines intrinsic associations between empathy and 

attachment processes.  

Watt (2007) also warned not to confuse contagion and conscious imitation of emotion, which 

are sometimes conflated in cognitive neuroscience literature (e.g., Carr, Iacoboni, Dubeau, et al., 2003). 

While the former is automatic, ancient, and fast, and probably largely subcortical, the latter is slow, 

effortful, requires cognitive development, cortex, and it is more recent. Preston and de Waal (2002) 

consider contagion 'on a border with empathy', but emotional empathy appears to depend on resonance 

inductions (contagion) and concern for the other and their potential suffering (Watt, 2005). If one 

function of empathy is to promote social interaction and motivate prosocial behavior (e.g., Batson, 

1991; Davis, 1994), prosocial aspects of empathy cannot be separated from this resonance induction as 
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a mechanism for understanding other persons' internal world and affective state. The state of suffering 

induced by resonance is not supposed to flood the individual, but it can trigger a helpful or comforting 

response, for which the empathizer's affective regulation and self-other differentiation must be intact 

(e.g., Decety & Jackson, 2004). Moreover, there must be a fundamentally positive affective stance 

towards the sufferer, in terms of the intrinsic motivation to somehow relieve suffering. This does not 

mean that empathy requires only simple contagion, but basic contagion may be considered as core 

component of empathy, melded with emotion identification (Watt, 2005, 2007) and other later arriving 

functions including stable self-other boundary and affective regulation.   

The variety of definitions is inevitably reflected in the variety of existing measures of empathy 

(self-report, observational, physiological, etc.), which have been recently reviewed by Gerdes et al. 

(2010). Operational definitions of empathy have extended from a process-oriented definition (Preston 

& de Waal, 2002) to a clear separation of the emotional form of empathy from the cognitive form of 

mentalizing (Knafo, Zahn-Waxler, Van Hulle, et al., 2008; Singer, 2006). As for self-report measures, 

the most widely used focus on both the cognitive and affective components of empathy (e.g., the 

Interpersonal Reactivity Index, Davis, 1983; the Empathy Quotient, Baron-Cohen, & Wheelwright, 

2004; the Basic Empathy Scale, Jolliffe & Farrington, 2006), although others only focus on only the 

cognitive (e.g., the Empathy Scale, Hogan, 1969) or the affective component (e.g., the Questionnaire 

Measure of Emotional Empathy, Mehrabian & Epstein, 1972). Grounding on existing self-report 

measure of empathy, Spreng et al. (2009) sought to derive a unidimensional tool for empathy research 

that could complement multifactorial approaches, the Toronto Empathy Questionnaire (TEQ).  

Development of the TEQ and adaptations in other languages 

The TEQ was developed by selecting items from the (then) available measures related, even 

tangentially, to the self-report of empathic processes or the assessment of deficits in empathic ability. 

Several established self-report empathy measures were used, and the initial pool included 142 items: 28 
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from the Interpersonal Reactivity Index (Davis, 1983), 15 from the Hogan’s Empathy Scale (Hogan, 

1969), 9 from the Questionnaire Measure of Emotional Empathy (Mehrabian & Epstein, 1972), 12 

from the Balanced Emotional Empathy Scale (Mehrabian, 2000), 4 from the Scale of Ethnocultural 

Empathy (Wang, Davidson, Yakushko, et al., 2003), 6 from the Jefferson Scale of Physician Empathy 

(Hojat, Magione, Gonnella, et al., 2001), 8 from the Nursing Empathy Scale (Reynolds, 2000), 10 from 

the Japanese Adolescent Empathy Scale (10 items; Hashimoto & Shiomi, 2002), 3 from the Emotional 

Intelligence Scale (Schutte, Malouff, Hall, et al., 1998), 4 from the Dysexecutive Questionnaire 

(Burgess, Alderman, Evans, et al., 1996), 7 from a measure of emotion comprehension (Hornak, Rolls 

& Wade, 1996) and 36 were newly developed on the basis of the literature concerning individuals with 

altered empathic responding due to neurological or psychiatric disease. Items were reworded to ensure 

consistency and assess frequency of behavior rather than to pose general statements or tendencies, so 

that responses could be provided on a 5-point, Likert-type frequency scale (i.e., never, rarely, 

sometimes, often, always). 

The items were administered to a sample of 200 undergraduate students and data were analyzed 

through exploratory factor analysis forcing items to load onto a single factor. To be retained in the 

scale, items ought to have corrected item-total correlations higher than .30, to improve internal 

consistency (as indexed by the alpha without the item statistic) and/or to load substantively (>.40) on 

the single factor. As a result, 16 items were selected to form the TEQ shown in Appendix along with its 

Italian translation (see below for the translation procedure). Spreng et al. (2009) claimed that these 

items represent a wide variety of empathy-related behaviors that have been described in relevant 

literature surrounding this process. The attributes encompassed by the items are emotional contagion, 

emotion comprehension, sympathetic physiological arousal, con-specific altruism, and engagement in 

higher order empathic responding such as prosocial helping behaviors.  
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In their seminal work, Spreng et al. (2009) carried out three studies on undergraduate students and 

found that TEQ scores correlated positively with some IRI subscales (Empathic Concern, Perspective 

Taking, Fantasy), with behavioral measures of social comprehension and interpersonal sensitivity and 

with the Empathy Quotient (Baron-Cohen & Wheelwright, 2004), and negatively with the Autism 

Quotient (Baron-Cohen, Wheelwright, Skinner, et al., 2001). The TEQ always showed high (>.85) 

internal consistency, high (>.30) corrected item-total correlations and high (>.40) factor loadings on the 

single factor. Dimensionality analyses, carried out examining the scree plot and using parallel analysis 

(Horn, 1965) and Velicer’s minimum average partial correlation statistic (Velicer, 1976), suggested 

that the TEQ comprised a single factor. Test-retest reliability was also adequate (r = .81, no significant 

difference in scores of a second administration more than two months after the first). Women scored 

significantly higher than men in two out of three studies. 

It has been argued that the TEQ is mainly a measure of emotional empathy (Gerdes et al., 2010), 

but Spreng et al. (2009) noted that while a focus on the emotional components of empathic responding 

in the TEQ is consistent with the approach taken by other researchers in developing self-report 

measures of empathy, the score correlated also with the IRI subscales of Perspective Taking and 

Fantasy, which have been described as the cognitive components of empathy (Davis, 1983).  

So far, there have not been many studies that further investigated the psychometric properties of 

the TEQ. It has been translated into Turkish (TEQ, Totan, Doğan & Sapmaz, 2012) and French (TEQ, 

Lelorain, Sultan, Zenasni, et al., 2013). The Turkish adaptation enrolled 698 undegraduate students, 

and both item analysis and factor analysis found that three items (1, 6 and 9) did not have an adequate 

(>.30) corrected item-total correlation, nor a substantial (>.30) factor loading on the single factor. The 

authors decided to exclude them and to perform validity and reliability studies of the TEQ on a 13-item 

measure. They fitted both exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis models, and to reach what they 

reckoned an adequate fit they had to free the correlation among the error variances of items 8 and 
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13.Validity analyses showed positive correlations of TEQ with the total score and the cognitive and 

affective subscores of the Basic Empathy Scale (BES, Jolliffe & Farrington, 2006) and with the 

Empathic Tendency Scale (ETS, Dökmen, 1988). Adequate test-retest reliability (r = .73, three-week 

interval) and higher scores in women were also found. The French study does not report any translation 

procedure nor other psychometric properties of the scale, since it aimed at investigating the unique 

contribution of physician practice-related variables (i.e. consultation length, clinical experience, etc.) to 

clinical empathy beyond the contribution of empathic concern, which was assessed through the TEQ. 

Possible wording direction effects in the TEQ? 

The items excluded in the Turkish TEQ since they did not contribute to unidimensionality and those 

whose error variances were allowed to correlate in the confirmatory factor analysis model were all 

“straight” items, i.e., items keyed in the same direction of the construct intended to be measured  so 

that higher scores on the items correspond to higher levels of the psychological variable (also referred 

to as positively worded items or straight worded items)  as opposed to “reverse” items, i.e., items 

keyed in the opposite direction of the construct intended to be measured − so that higher scores on the 

item correspond to lower levels of the psychological variable (also referred to as negatively worded 

items or reverse worded items). The TEQ is composed of eight straight and eight reverse items, with 

the latter supposed to reflect the frequency of situational indifference toward another individual on the 

theoretical parameters of empathy (Spreng et al. 2009). 

Handbooks of psychometrics (e.g., Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994, Coaley, 2010) usually suggest 

to include both straight and reverse items in typical performance measures (i.e., measures of attitudes, 

beliefs, personality, psychopathology, etc.) to reduce or detect the tendency for respondents to agree 

more than disagree (the so-called acquiescence bias), to respond according to their general feeling 

about the subject rather than the specific content of the items (the so-called response set bias) and, 

eventually, to identify careless responding (Meade & Craig, 2012), and this strategy appears to be more 
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effective when the scale consists of an equal number of regular and reverse items (Baumgartner & 

Steenkamp 2001), as it is the case of the TEQ. The rationale of the use of reverse items is that they 

should act as cognitive “speed bumps” (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003, p. 884), 

making respondents to engage in more controlled, as opposed to automatic, cognitive processing of the 

item content, and they help in broadening the coverage of the content domain of the construct and 

enhance the prediction of other constructs (Tourangeau, Rips, & Rasinski, 2000).  

Some authors (e.g., Schriesheim & Eisenbach, 1995; Schriesheim, Eisenbach & Hill, 1991; 

Weijters & Baumgartner, 2012) pointed out distinctions among types of reverse items, classifying them 

as “polar opposites”, “negated regular”, and “negated polar opposites”. For instance, item 7 of the TEQ 

is a polar opposite (“When a friend starts to talk about his/her problems, I try to steer the conversation 

towards something else”) along with 4, 11 and 15, whereas item 14 is a negated regular (“When I see 

someone being treated unfairly, I do not feel very much pity for them”), along with 2, 10 and 12 (see 

Appendix). There are no negated polar opposites in the TEQ  an example might be “When a friend 

starts to talk about his/her problems, I do not try to steer the conversation towards something else”. 

Naïvely, one may assume that reverse items are simply opposites of straight items, and that their 

correlation, once disattenuated for measurement error, should approach 1.00, since they can be 

thought to lie on the same continuum, representing opposite poles of it. However, research has shown 

that is might not be the case, not only in psychometrics, but also in other disciplines of cognitive 

psychology (see., e.g., Savardi, 2009). In fact, even when properly designed, reverse items may 

produce artifactual response factors consisting exclusively of negatively worded items that may 

disappear after the reverse-coded items are rewritten in a positive keying (see, e.g., Nunnally & 

Bernstein, 1994). Schmitt and Stults (1986) argued that the biasing effects of reverse items may occur 

because, once respondents establish a pattern of responding to a questionnaire, they may fail to attend 

to the positive-negative wording or meaning of the items. This seems especially true for children 
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(Benson & Hocevar, 1985), preadolescents (Marsh, 1986), students (Barnette, 1996), and adults with 

lower educational levels (Melnick & Gable, 1990). More detailed reviews on biases due to reverse 

items and the psychological mechanisms underlying misreponse to reverse and negated items can be 

found in Barnette (2000) and Weijters and Baumgartner (2012).  

From a psychometric point a view, reverse items often have lower corrected item-total 

correlations than regular items, and as a result, scales containing reverse items tend to have lower 

reliability (e.g., Schriesheim et al., 1991). For instance, Chamberlain and Cummings (1984) compared 

reliabilities for scores on two forms of a course evaluation instrument and found that score reliability 

was higher when all positively worded items were used. Schriesheim and Hill (1981) tested three 

alternative forms of a questionnaire (all straight items, all reverse items, and mixed) in terms of internal 

consistency and mean scores and found that reverse items, when mixed with reverse items, yielded 

significantly lower internal consistency and mean scores. Also the functioning of response categories 

may depend on the wording direction of the items (Rennie, 1982; Yamaguchi, 1997). Using a Rasch 

model approach, Chiorri, Anselmi and Robusto (2009) found that in the Rosenberg’s Self-Esteem Scale 

(Rosenberg, 1965) straight and reverse items were different in affectivity and in the functioning of 

rating scale categories. In other words, same scoring categories defined amounts of the latent variable 

that differed between straight and reverse items, and therefore they had a different probability of being 

observed. 

In factor analyses reverse items may load on additional wording factors when as few as 10%-

20% of the respondents fail to recognize that some items are reverse coded, thus contributing to a 

poorer fit of a single-factor confirmatory model factor with reverse items (or sometimes straight items) 

often exhibiting smaller factor loadings (Huang, Curran, Keeney, Poposki, & DeShon, 2012; Schmitt & 

Stults, 1986; Woods, 2006). In some cases, reverse items may even distort the factor structure and lead 

to the erroneous specification of multiple substantive factors based on sets of items varying in their 
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coding direction (e.g., Marsh 1996). Benson (1987) and Pilotte and Gable (1990) found different 

response patterns and factor structures for all-straight, all-reverse and mixed forms of their scales, 

which could result in different score interpretations. Consistently, Knight, Chisholm, Marsh and 

Godfrey (1988) reported that straight and reverse items loaded on separate factors on the revised 

UCLA loneliness scale, and the same was found by Billiet and McClendon (2000) on a questionnaire 

of ethnic prejudice, and by Rodebaugh, Woods and Heimberg (2007) on a measure of social anxiety. 

Weijters, Geuens and Schillewaert (2009) manipulated the proximity and the nature of the conceptual 

relationship between the items within a questionnaire and examined their effects on the strength of the 

correlation between the items, and they found correlations become weaker for straight items and 

stronger for reverse items the further items were positioned from each other. Hence, even the 

distribution of straight and reverse items within the scale appears to be able to affect the factor 

structure, since both internal consistency and factor structure depend on correlations among item 

scores. 

 These findings lead some authors to argue against the use of reverse items in measurement 

scales (e.g., DeVellis 2003), whereas others still support it, although with some caution (see 

recommendations in Weijters & Baumgartner, 2012, p. 744). If turning down reverse items can lead to 

a better reliability and a simpler factor structure, such results might also be the outcome of a set of 

items that are minor and redundant variations of the same basic question (Weijters et al., 2009), and 

therefore are all highly intercorrelated without being a comprehensive and representative sample of the 

content domain of the construct they are supposed to measure. Moreover, items that all share the same 

coding direction may give rise to their own systematic method biases (e.g., responses may be biased in 

the direction in which the items are worded), to the extent to method variance is completely 

confounded with content variance and becomes undetectable. As shown above, items can be reversed 

in various ways: Schriesheim et al.(1991) and Schriesheim and Eisenbach (1995) found that there were 
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differences between the types of reverse items, with negated polar opposite items appearing to be the 

least valid. This is hardly surprising, since double negations in wording are known to produce 

ambiguities in item understanding and handbooks suggest not to use them (see, e.g., Janda, 1998). 

Aims of the research presented in this chapter 

The research presented in this chapter aimed at assessing, through a series of four studies, the 

psychometric properties of the Italian version of the TEQ. Internal consistency, test-retest reliability 

and construct validity were assessed, but the main focus was on TEQ factor structure, and on whether 

measurement models specifying either two substantively important trait factors (in this case, positive 

and negative empathy), one trait factor and ephemeral method artifacts associated with straight or 

reverse items or one trait factor and stable response-style method factors associated with item wording 

can provide an adequate explanation of item responses. This case appears analogous to that of the 

Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965), for which there is an ongoing and yet unresolved 

debate about the factor structure underlying responses to its items (for reviews and recent results, see 

Chiorri, et al., 2009, and Marsh, Scalas & Nagengast, 2010). In Study 1 the Italian TEQ has been 

administered to a large online sample to investigate its factor structure, its reliability, and the 

association of TEQ score with socio-demographical variables, an issue that could not be adequately 

addressed by Spreng et al. (2009) and Totan et al. (2012), since their samples were entirely composed 

of university students. In Study 2 the TEQ was administered to a large community sample in its paper-

and-pencil version to test alternative measurement models that included trait factors, ephemeral method 

artifacts associated with straight and reverse items and stable response-style method factors associated 

with item wording. In Study 3 the TEQ was administered in a battery including with well-established 

measures of emotional intelligence, alexithymia, positive and negative affect, personality and social 

desirability to test its construct validity and whether subscales defined by straight and reverse items had 
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a different patterns of correlations with such measures. In Study 4 the temporal stability of TEQ scores 

was assessed by administering the scale twice at a 4-week interval. 

STUDY 1 

In Study 1 TEQ was administered to a large online sample to investigate its factor structure, its 

reliability, and the association of TEQ score with socio-demographical variables. According to 

previous studies, the total score should be higher in women (e.g., Spreng et al., 2009), have an inverse-

U-shaped pattern across the adult life span (O’Brien, Konrath, Grühn & Hagen, 2013) and decrease 

with education (Kraus, Côté, & Keltner, 2010). 

Participants 

An online survey was developed through the Limesurvey (www.limesurvey.org) software following 

the suggestions of Couper, Traugott and Lamias (2001). The author and his assistants emailed the link 

to the survey their contacts, provided that they were at least 18 years old. Participants received an email 

invitation that included a short description of the study and an access token randomly generated by the 

software. To gain access to the website, they had to click their unique study identification link. To 

maintain anonymity, authors did not know participants’ identification links. Once logged in, 

participants were presented with a detailed description of the procedure. To be allowed to answer the 

inventory, they had to answer "Yes" to a question asking whether they accepted participation in the 

study. The website was visited by 1308 contacts between July 2009 and November 2010. Eighty-six 

(6.6%) participants were excluded since did not provide any answer, failed to complete the TEQ and/or 

reported that they had received a psychiatric diagnosis, while the remaining 1222 participants provided 

a complete set of valid answers to the socio-demographical schedule and to TEQ items. Characteristics 

of the sample are shown in Table 1. 

Insert Table 1 about here 

Materials and procedure 
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Participants had to fill in a socio-demographical schedule including questions on gender, age, 

educational level, marital status, and occupation, and the TEQ. The Italian version of the TEQ was 

developed through a mixed forward- and back-translation procedure (Behling & Law, 2000). A lecturer 

of psychology and a psychology student fluent in English independently translated the English version 

of the TEQ into Italian. After consensus among translators was achieved, an Italian-English person, 

blind to the original version, translated this preliminary version back into English. Discrepancies were 

discussed among the translators and with the original authors (N. Spreng) until an agreement on a 

common version was reached. The final Italian version of the TEQ is reported in the Appendix. 

On the website, the socio-demographical schedule and the TEQ were presented on separate full-

page layouts such that participants could view each page of the questionnaire by scrolling up or down. 

To avoid random responding, they were not required to answer all items. 

Results 

Item descriptive statistics showed a negative skewness for straight items (median = .029, range 0.57-

0.07) and a positive skewness for reverse items (median = 0.55, range 0.15-0.88). Kurtoses of all items 

ranged between 0.55 and 0.23, suggesting that the departure from normality of item distributions was 

not substantial, i.e., both skewness and kurtosis were in the [1, +1] range recommended by Muthén 

and Kaplan (1985). 

The issue of determining the number of factors to extract in an exploratory factor analysis was 

addressed by performing dimensionality analyses on the Pearson correlation matrix of TEQ items 

through Scree-plot, Parallel Analysis (PA, Horn, 1965) and Minimum Average Partial Correlation 

statistic (MAP; Velicer, 1976) and. On the basis of the recommendations of Buja and Eyuboglu (1992), 

PA was performed on 1000 random correlation matrices obtained through permutation of the raw data 

and following Longman, Cota, Holden, and Fekken (1989) both the mean eigenvalues and the 95th 

percentile eigenvalues ere considered. These analyses were performed with SPSS 13.0 using O’Connor 
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(2000)’s syntaxes. The Scree-plot suggested that eigenvalues began to level off after two factors, PA 

suggested to extract 2 factors when both mean and 95th percentile were considered and MAP reached 

its lowest value at two factors (Figure 1) 

Insert Figure 1 about here 

Exploratory factor analyses (EFAs) were performed using Principal Axis Factoring , setting to 

one and two (Promax rotation) the number of factors to extract. Results are shown in  
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Table 2.  

Insert  
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Table 2 about here 

The two models accounted for 21.7% and 35.3% of total variance, respectively. Although the 

factor loadings in the 1-factor solution were consistent with previous research and expectations (only 

three items with a factor loading smaller than |.30|), the 2-factor solution provided a simple structure 

and, for some items, substantially higher communalities. The correlation of factor scores in the 2-factor 

solution was .24. 

 Taken together, these results seemed to suggest that a two factor solution, in which straight and 

reverse items loaded on different factors, should be preferred to a 1-factor solution. The two factors 

will be now referred to as Empathy and Callousness. Empathy is intended as inclination to think or feel 

alike someone else and the act or capacity of entering into or sharing the feelings or interests of 

another, whereas Callousness as disregard for the feelings and well being of others, tendency to despise 

other people, and cynism. 

Mean inter-item correlation was .16 (range -.11-.42) for the total scale, .27 (range .18-.42) for 

Empathy and .24 (range .16-.34) for Callousness. Mean corrected item-total correlation was .34 (range 

.20-.50) for the total scale, .44 (range .35-.54) for Empathy and .40 (range .35-.47) for Callousness. 

Cronbach’s alphas (s) and mean scores are reported in 



Factor structure of the TEQ 

 

19 

Table 3. 

Insert 
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Table 3 about here 

Although item analysis statistics for the total scale appear to be adequate, those of the two 

subscales defined by straight and reverse items support the hypothesis of the existence of two distinct 

scales. Moreover, the Spearman-Brown prophecy would predict a Cronbach’s  for the 8-item scales of 

.60, which is significantly lower than the observed s. 

Association of TEQ scores with socio-demographical variables was investigated through 

multiple regression models in which total, Empathy and Callousness scores were regressed on gender, 

the quadratic and linear component of age and years of education. Significant effects of gender1 (gender 

= .08, p = .007) and of the linear component of age (age = .09, p = .003) were found for the total 

score (R2 = .01), but neither the quadratic component of age nor years of education were significant 

(agesq = .04, p = .117, edu = .00, p = .897). Both gender and years of education were significant 

predictors of the Empathy scores (R2 = .02, gender = .15, p < .001, edu = .07, p = .024), but no 

significant effect of age was found (agesq = .00, p = .886, age = .06, p = .075). For Callousness, the 

linear component of age and education were significant (R2 = .02, age = .17, p < .001, edu = .07, p = 

.019) whereas gender and the quadratic component of age were only marginally significant (gender = 

.05, p = .103, agesq = .05, p = .076). 

Discussion 

The results of this study are partially consistent with previous research. The Italian version of the TEQ 

showed adequate internal consistency and corrected item-total correlations as in Spreng et al. (2009) 

and Totan et al. (2012), and the total score was higher in females and tended to decrease with age. 

However, the results of factor analysis did not seem to support the unidimensionality of the TEQ. 

Although the test of the unidimensionality of a scale should take into account also other indices (see, 

                                                 
1 A negative coefficient for gender indicates higher scores in women, given that the gender variable was coded as Females = 

0 and Males = 1. 
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e.g., Slocum-Gori & Zumbo, 2010), the results of the dimensionality analyses, the substantially higher 

proportion of variance accounted for and the neat simple structure of the 2-factor EFA solution 

suggested that a 2-factor model might be a better measurement model for the TEQ items. The two 

factors clustered the straight and the reverse items of the scale, and on the basis of their content they 

were labelled as Empathy and Callousness. If Empathy and Callousness were simple opposites, the 

empirical evidence should have shown that were strongly negatively correlated, but the results of this 

study indicated that their correlation was only moderate. These two factors also showed a different 

pattern of association with socio-demographical variables: while the former was higher in females and 

decreased with years of education, the latter decreased with age and increased with years of education. 

One potential limitation of this study was the internet administration of the TEQ. In the last 

decade the benefits of online psychological research have been acknowledged and it has been shown 

that internet findings generalize across presentation formats, are not adversely affected by nonserious 

or repeat responders, are consistent with findings from traditional methods. (e.g., Gosling, Vazire, 

Srivastava, & John, 2004) and that online and paper-and-pencil presentations are largely equivalent 

when an individual is faking responses in psychological testing (Grieve & de Groot, 2011). On the 

other hand, issues about data quality, representativeness of the samples, response rates, and, above all, 

lack of control on the conditions in which the participants complete the survey are often raised (e.g., 

Bowling, 2005, Lefever, Dal, & Matthíasdóttir, 2007). Although the general pattern of results of this 

study is consistent with previous research on the TEQ, the results of factor analysis might have been 

biased by an unknown proportion of careless responders, which, if higher than 10%, could have 

contributed to the emerging of method factors (as, e.g., in Woods, 2006). Although none of the 

participants showed a high (e.g., 10) number of identical consecutive responses or provided seemingly 

inconsistent socio-demographical information (e.g., an 18-year-old that reported having a PhD and 

being widow) (Meade & Craig, 2012), to test whether the results of this study could have been due to 
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the peculiar administration method, it was decided to collect data on the paper-and-pencil version of the 

TEQ in a more controlled condition and to test a set of measurement models as alternative structures to 

account for relationships among the TEQ items that could or not include method effects. 

STUDY 2 

In Study 2 TEQ was administered to a large community sample in its paper-and-pencil version to test 

alternative measurement models that included trait factors, ephemeral method artifacts associated with 

straight and reverse items and stable response-style method factors associated with item wording. 

Psychometric properties of the scale and association of scores with socio-demographical variables were 

also assessed. 

Participants and procedure 

The 393 participants of Study 2 lived in urban and suburban areas of a middle-sized city in 

Northwestern Italy, and had responded to advertisements requesting potential volunteers for 

psychological studies or were contacted by undergraduate students in partial fulfillment of the 

requirements for the Bachelor's degree in psychology. To be included in the study, they should be at 

least 18 years old, not report an educational level lower than primary school and should not have 

received a psychiatric diagnosis. Their characteristics are reported in Table 1. 

All participants volunteered to take part to the study after being presented with a detailed 

description of the procedure, signed a written informed consent and were not paid for their 

participation. They were tested confidentially, individually or in small groups, in a single session on the 

premises of a psychology department, and were asked to complete the same materials of Study 1. They 

received support from a trainee psychologist and were treated in accordance with the Ethical Principles 

of Psychologists and Code of Conduct (American Psychological Association, 2002).The entire 

procedure took approximately 10 minute to complete. 
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Measurement models for the TEQ 

Fifteen measurement models could be specified and tested using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 

grounding on the results of Study 1 and on the tradition of studies of method effects, which generally 

used either the correlated item error variances(or uniquenesses, CUs) strategy or the latent method 

factor (LMFs) strategy (Bagozzi, 1993; Marsh & Grayson, 1995). Both strategies are based on the logic 

of multitrait–multimethod (MTMM) paradigms (for a review about strengths and weaknesses of both 

the LMF and CU approaches see, e.g., Horan, DiStefano & Motl, 2003). The former approach resolves 

the issue of method effects by allowing correlations among the uniquenesses of straight items and/or 

among reverse items (e.g., Marsh & Grayson, 1994), whereas the latter strategy specifies LMFs that 

capture the variance between the items with the same method (Marsh et al., 2010). In either case, 

method effects associated with one method (e.g., CUs among straight items or LMF for straight items) 

are assumed to be uncorrelated with method effects associated with another method (e.g., CUs among 

reverse items or LMF for reverse items) and with the trait factor. Models that specify CUs have the 

advantage of often converging to a proper solution, but they do not allow to easily summarize the size 

of the methods effects and relate them to other variables (Marsh & Bailey, 1991). Contrarily, LMF 

models allow to directly estimate trait and method effects and to separate method variance from error 

variance, but nonconvergence, improper solutions (i.e., parameter estimates out of range such as 

negative variance estimates or factor correlations greater than 1.0), and admissibility problems (due to 

empirical underidentification) are possible, especially when the methods factors are correlated (Marsh 

& Grayson, 1995). It is still debated whether one approach should be preferred over the other: Lance, 

Noble and Scullen (2002) claimed that when convergent and admissible solutions are found, the LMF 

approach should be preferred, but other authors supported the use of CUs (e.g., Marsh, 1996). 

 Model 1 specified that all items loaded on a single, general factor, consistent with the original 

design of the TEQ. Models 2 and 3 specified two latent factors defined by straight and reverse items 
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but purported to have a psychological meaning (Empathy and Callousness) as suggested by Study 1, 

assuming that they were independent and correlated, respectively. Note that these model imply that if 

method effects exist, they are confounded with the trait factors. Models 4-8 are based on the CU 

approach and posit one trait factor and separate sets of CUs for only straight (Model 4), only reverse 

(Model 5), only negated regular and polar opposite reverse (Model 6), both straight and reverse (model 

7), and straight, negated regular and polar opposite reverse (Model 8) items, respectively. Each set of 

method effects is uncorrelated with the single trait factor and with the other method effects. Models 9-

15 are based on LMF approach and specified one trait factor and LMFs for only straight (Model 9), 

only reverse (Model 10), only negated regular and polar opposite, both independent and correlated 

(Model 11 and 12, respectively), both straight and reverse (Model 13), straight and independent and 

correlated negated regular and polar opposite (Model 14 and 15, respectively) items. In these models 

all trait and method factors are uncorrelated, except the factors of different kinds of reverse items. 

(Figure 2). 

Insert Figure 2 about here about here 

Following Marsh, Hau and Wen (2004), they were used as fit indices the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), 

the comparative fit index (CFI), and the Root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA). 

Parameter estimates were also considered. TLI and CFI values greater than .90 and .95 were taken to 

reflect acceptable and excellent fits to the data, respectively, and RMSEA values less than .06 were 

considered as reflecting a reasonable fit (Marsh et al., 2004). Comparisons among nested models were 

performed considering the difference in CFI and RMSEA, since the 2 test statistic is known to be 

sensitive to the number of parameters in the model and to sample size. Supporting evidence for a more 

parsimonious model required a change in CFI of less than .01 and a change in RMSEA of less than 

.015 (Chen, 2007). Note that the comparison among the fit of models within the CU and the LMF 

model groups allows to test the relative importance and substantive nature of the method effects. 
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Given the known possibility of nonconvergence and instability of MTMM models, as in Marsh 

et al. (2010) the robustness of the alternative models, i.e., their ability to consistently converge to a 

fully proper solution in which parameter estimates provide reasonable approximations to population 

parameters, was tested using simulated data in which the true population parameters were assumed to 

be known. If a model were not able to provide accurate estimates of known population parameters 

based on the matching population-generating model, it would provide a dubious basis for estimating 

parameters from real data. Using the Mplus 6.1 program (Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2010), a simulated 

population according to each one of the fifteen models was generated, and the true model was tested 

with 500 replications of 393 cases each. The population parameters common to the models were as 

follows: factor loadings = .5 (both for the trait and method factors), error variances = .2, latent 

variances fixed at 1. For CU models, population correlations among uniquenesses within straight and 

reverse items were .1. Population correlation among trait factors in Model 3 was set at .3. Correlations 

among uniquenesses between straight and negatively worded items and trait and method factors were 

fixed at zero, except for negated regular and polar opposite method factors, whose population 

correlation was set at .5. The criterion to evaluate model stability was the proportion of samples that 

converged to a proper solution, although other indices can be considered (see, e.g., Marsh et al. 2010).  

Results 

Item descriptive statistics showed a negative skewness for straight items (median = 0.17, range 0.72 

to 0.44) and a positive skewness for reverse items (median = 0.94, range 0.51-1.03). Kurtoses of all 

items ranged between 0.72 and 0.44. These results suggested the use of a robust maximum likelihood 

estimator (MLR) in CFA analyses. 

Results of the simulation analysis revealed all models resulted in fully proper solutions for all 

500 replications with the exception of Model 7 (297 completed replications), Model 13 (381) and 

Model 15 (379). These results questioned the usefulness of such models, which might be affected by 
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empirical underidentification due to overparameterization. In fact, when the TEQ factor structure was 

tested with real data, Model 7 and 15 failed to converge to a proper solution (see Table 4).  

Insert Table 4 about here 

Table 4 shows that the single factor model cannot be accepted due to a poor fit and that, according to 

the criteria stated above, the best fitting models were Model 8 and Model 4. However, fit indices of the 

former seem to suggest an overfit and, besides, not all parameter estimates of CUs among the groups of 

reverse items were significant. In Model 4, that specified one single factor with CUs among straight 

items, straight items loaded significantly on the empathy factor and all CUs were significant, except 

those of item 1 with item 16 and item 9 with item 13. In general, models that specified "general" 

reverse method factors for the reverse items (i.e., 5 and 10) fitted substantially better than models that 

specified two different reverse independent method factors (i.e., 6 and 11). Model 6 ha the same fit of 

Model 12, that specified two different reverse correlated method factors, but the estimated correlation 

among the negated regular and polar opposite method factors was .95, suggesting that the two factors 

were indistinguishable. Model 3, that specified two correlated Empathy and Callousness factors, had an 

excellent fit similarly to all the other models, while being more parsimonious, i.e., estimated less 

parameters and had more degrees of freedom.  

 Cronbach’s s, correlation among the subscale raw scores and TEQ mean scores are reported in 
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Table 3. Mean corrected item-total correlation was .37 (range .25-.47) for the total scale, .39 (range 

.30-.50) for Empathy and .47 (range .34-.53) for Callousness. As in Study 1, the association of TEQ 

scores with socio-demographical variables was investigated through multiple regression models in 

which total, Empathy and Callousness scores were regressed on gender, the quadratic and linear 

component of age and years of education. A significant effect of gender and of both components of age 

was found for the total score (R2 = .11, gender = .13, p = .008, agesq = .20, p = .002, age = .43, p < 

.001), while the effect of years of education was not significant (edu = .05, p = .274). The same 

pattern of results was found for Empathy (R2 = .11, gender = .14, p = .004, agesq = .21, p = .001, age 

= .44, p < .001, edu = .02, p = .716), but not for Callousness, in which only the effect of the linear 

component of age was significant (R2 = .05, gender = .08, p = .123, agesq = .12, p = .059, age = .29, p 

< .001, edu = .06, p = .212). 

Discussion 

The results of this study replicated those of Study 1 in showing that the TEQ has adequate 

internal consistency and corrected item-total correlations. The associations of TEQ total scores with 

socio-demographical variables were more in line with expectations than those of Study 1, since a 

gender difference and an inverse U-shaped association with age was found. This might have been due 

to a larger number of older participants, and thus better data to test age effects in this study, given that 

the third quartile of the age distribution was 47, against 39 of Study 1, which included mostly young 

and middle-aged participants. 

The findings of this study also suggested that a single factor might not be adequate to account 

for the TEQ item intercorrelations. Models with CUs for the straight items (Model 4) and for the 

straight and negated regular and polar opposite reverse items (Model 8) provided the better fit to 

observed data, although not all estimated CUs were statistically significant. The main issue about CUs 

is that any ex post facto decision about them could capitalize on chance given the representativeness of 
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the sample: since this study used a convenience sample, it could not provide any evidence that those 

non significant CUs could actually be ignored. If a model with a single factor and CUs were accepted, 

this would imply that in applied research TEQ scale score could not be simply computed as an 

unweighted sum of item raw scores, but it should be derived by a CFA model that would refine the 

measurement of empathy by allowing CUs among straight items. In most research and clinical 

contexts, therefore, the computation of a total and two subscale scores appears to be much more 

practical, as suggested by Model 3. In fact, consistently with results of Study 1, a two-correlated-factor 

model provided an excellent fit, substantially similar to the fit of the other models (except Models 4 

and 8). Given the more controlled administration conditions of this study, it appears unlikely that the 

best factor structure could be an artifact due to careless responding of a substantial proportion of 

participants, as it has been argued for results of Study 1. However, it must be noted that if trait factors 

exists for the TEQ, they are confounded with method factors.  

The correlation among the Empathy and Callousness factors estimated by the model was .388, 

which is inconclusive with regard to the issue of whether the two factors are two sides of the same coin 

or two distinct constructs, since a negative correlation is consistent with the first hypothesis, but it is 

not enough strong to adequately support it  note that the correlation estimated by the CFA model is a 

disattenuated correlation, since latent factor scores are purged from measurement error. This result is 

consistent with results of Study 1 and with neurobiological research, that suggested that although 

empathy and callousness share some common neurocircuitry involved in the shared representation of 

the emotions and distress, in particular brain areas that integrate physiological input from the periphery 

and that are less reactive in callous individuals, neurobiological impairments in individuals who display 

little empathy are not necessarily due to a reduced ability to understand the emotions of others 

(Shirtcliff, Vitacco, Graf, et al., 2009). Carmines and Zeller (1979) claimed that if two factors were 

substantially meaningful, they should be differentially related to other constructs or criteria. Hence, a 
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construct validity study, in which Empathy and Callousness scores were correlated with measures of 

other constructs theoretically related to empathy (e.g., emotional intelligence and alexithymia), should 

provide evidence of whether they can be considered as distinct or could be merged into a single 

empathy score. This has been done in Study 3. 

STUDY 3 

The aim of this study was to test whether Empathy and Callousness scores had a different patterns of 

correlations with well-established measures of emotional intelligence, alexithymia, positive and 

negative affect, personality and social desirability. In its current definition (Mayer & Salovey, 1997) 

emotional intelligence (EI) is defined as a cognitive ability involving four hierarchical skills: 

perceiving, facilitating, understanding, and managing emotion, but originally it consisted of ten facets, 

and empathy was one of them, defined as the ability to understand others’ emotions by relating them to 

one’s own experiences (Salovey & Mayer, 1990). However, when Mayer and Salovey (1997) revised 

the model targeting an ability-based EI at the expense of a trait- or disposition-based EI (for a review, 

see, e.g., Mayer, Salovey & Caruso, 2000, 2008), empathy was not included because it did not fit the 

ability framework. Despite the success of the ability model, a number of self-report measures of EI 

have nonetheless been developed, and the Emotional Intelligence Scale (Schutte et al., 1998) is 

arguably the most employed. It provides scores in three subscales: appraisal and expression of emotion, 

regulation of emotion and utilization of emotions in solving problems. An empathy score is expected to 

correlate positively with the first component, which, in the original Salovey and Mayer (1990)’s model, 

was divided into the subcomponents of verbal and non-verbal when applied to the self and into the 

subcomponents of non-verbal perception and empathy when applied to others. Alexithymia is 

commonly defined as a deficit in experiencing and processing emotions (e.g., Taylor, Bagby, & Parker, 

1997) and the 20-item Toronto Alexithymia Scale (TAS-20, Bagby, Parker, & Taylor, 1994) is the 

most widely used questionnaire to assess it. It is characterized by three factors, two related to emotional 
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awareness and expression (difficulties identifying feelings, difficulties describing feelings ) and one 

related to a specific tendency to deal with superficial themes and to avoid affective thinking 

(externally-oriented thinking). An association between alexithymia and poor empathic abilities has 

repeatedly been shown (see, e.g., Grynberg, Luminet, Corneille, et al., 2010), hence negative 

correlations should be observed between an empathy measure and the TAS. Positive and negative 

affect (PA and NA, respectively) are the most general dimensions that describe affective experience, 

and almost all descriptors that refer to the “basic” emotions (Izard, 1977) fall within the PA and NA 

clusters. PA reflects pleasant engagement, the extent to which a person feels enthusiastic, excited, 

active, and determined; while NA reflects a general dimension of unpleasant engagement and 

subjective distress that subsumes a broad range of aversive affects including fear, nervousness, guilt, 

and shame. Research has suggested that positive affect is related to greater empathy (see, e.g., 

Volbrecht , Lemery-Chalfant , Aksan et al., 2007). Empathy has also shown positive correlations with 

the Big Five factors of personality (e.g., Jolliffe & Farrington, 2006), and especially with 

Agreeableness (e.g., Caprara, Barbaranelli, Hann & Comrey, 2001). Finally, higher levels of social 

desirability have been shown to be associated with higher levels of self-reported empathy, especially in 

delinquent individuals (Kämpfe, Penzhorn, Schickora, et al., 2009). 

Participants and procedure 

A group of 71 undergraduate students of psychology at a university in Northwestern Italy participated 

for course credit in a personality assessment course. Their socio-demographic characteristics are 

reported in Table 1. Participants were asked to complete the same socio-demographic schedule of 

Study 1 and 2, and a battery of questionnaires including the TEQ and the measures of emotional 

intelligence, alexithymia, positive and negative affect, personality and social desirability described in 

the next subsection. The scales included in the battery were administered in counterbalanced fashion to 
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control for order and sequence effects. The whole procedure took approximately 30 minutes to 

complete. Inclusion criteria were the same of Study 2. 

Measures 

 Toronto Empathy Questionnaire (TEQ, Spreng et al., 2009). As reported in the Appendix. 

 Emotional Intelligence Scale (EIS, Schutte et al., 1998; Italian version in Di Fabio, Giannini, & 

Palazzeschi, 2008). The EIS is a 33-item (22 in the Italian version) self-report measure of emotional 

intelligence and its three components: appraisal and expression of emotion (e.g., “I can tell how people 

are feeling by listening to the tone of their voice”), regulation of emotion (e.g,. “I have control over my 

emotions”) and utilization of emotions in solving problems (e.g., “When I am in a positive mood, I am 

able to come up with new ideas”). Participants are asked to rate each item on a 5-point Likert-type 

agreement scale. 

 Toronto Alexithymia Scale - 20-item version (TAS-20, Bagby, Parker & Taylor, 1994, Italian 

version in Bressi, Taylor, Parker, et al., 1996). The TAS-20 is a self-report measure of the three 

intercorrelated dimensions of alexithymia: difficulties identifying feelings (e.g., “have feelings that I 

cannot quite identify”), difficulties describing feelings (“It is difficult for me to find the right words for 

my feelings”) and externally oriented thinking (“I prefer to analyze problems rather than just describe 

them”). Participants are asked to rate each item on a 5-point Likert-type agreement scale. 

Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS, Watson, Clark & Tellegen, 1988, Italian 

version in Terracciano, McCrae & Costa, 2003). The PANAS is 20-item self-report adjective checklist 

to measure positive and negative affect. Participants are asked to report the frequency (from never to 

always) of their affect over an extended period of time, i.e., how they felt “in general” on a 5-point, 

Likert-type scale. 

Ten Item Personality Inventory (TIPI, Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003, Italian version in 

Chiorri, Bracco, Piccinno & Fogli, 2012). The TIPI is a 10-item self-report measure of the Big Five 



Factor structure of the TEQ 

 

32 

(Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism and Openness). Participants are asked to 

indicate the degree to which each of 10 pairs of adjectives (e.g., “Extraverted, enthusiastic”, 

“Disorganized, careless”, etc.) applies to their personality on a 7-point, Likert-type scale. 

 Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale - Short Form (MCSDS-SF, Crowne & Marlowe, 

1960, Manganelli-Rattazzi, Canova & Marcorin, 2000). MCSDS-SF is a 9-item version of the original 

Crowne and Marlowe’s self-report scale designed to measure social desirability independent of 

psychopathology. Participants are asked to indicate whether statements describing desirable but 

uncommon behaviors (e.g., admitting mistakes) or undesirable but common behaviors (e.g., gossiping) 

are true or false for them. 

Results 

Cronbach’s s, correlation among the subscale raw scores and mean scores for the TEQ are 

reported in 
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Table 3. Cronbach’s s and correlations of TEQ scores with scores on the other measures employed in 

this study are reported in Table 5 along with the significance of the Zcontrast test (Westen & Rosenthal, 

2003).  

Insert Table 5 about here 

The Zcontrast test allows to test whether the correlation coefficients of two variables with a third are 

statistically different in a sample of participants by taking into account the correlation between the first 

two. In this case absolute values of correlation coefficients of Empathy and Callousness with the third 

variable were used, since substantial correlations of the same size but opposite sign would be likely 

result statistically different, but they would suggest the same predictive ability, and thus no substantial 

difference.  

The TEQ total score showed significant positive correlations with EIS total score, Appraisal and 

expression of emotions, Utilization of emotions in solving problems, Agreeableness and Social 

Desirability and negative correlations with TAS total score, Difficulty describing feelings and 

Externally-oriented thinking. Despite some differences in the significance of the coefficients, Empathy 

scores showed a similar pattern of associations: the correlations with Appraisal and expression of 

emotions and Utilization of emotions in solving problems were the highest in size, and a significant 

correlation with Conscientiousness was observed. Callousness scores showed significant negative 

correlations with Utilization of emotions in solving problems and social desirability and positive 

correlations with TAS Difficulty describing feelings and Externally-oriented thinking. Zcontrast tests 

revealed that the correlations of Empathy and Callousness with EIS total score and Appraisal and 

expression of emotions were statistically different. However, since 16 comparisons were made, an 

adjustment of the comparisonwise significance level was needed in order to limit the inflation of the 

Type I error rate, i.e., finding a significant result for chance alone. The widely used Bonferroni 

correction is known to be overly conservative (i.e., it inflates the Type II error rate), so the two-stage 
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Benjamini-Hochberg step-up false discovery rate controlling procedure (Benjamini, Krieger, & 

Yekutieli, 2006) was used. The difference among correlations of Empathy and Callousness with 

Appraisal and expression of emotions remained statistically significant also after this correction. 

Discussion 

The aim of this study was to test whether Empathy and Callousness were differentially related to other 

constructs, and the results showed that this occurred when their correlation with a measure of appraisal 

and expression of emotions of the EIS was considered. As reported above, this facet of emotional 

intelligence is the one that, in the original formulation of Salovey and Mayer (1990)'s model, included 

empathy. Although the sizes of correlations of the two subscales with the other measures were not 

significantly different (consistently with the neurobiological hypothesis of common neurocircuitry, 

Shirtcliff et al., 2009), the fact that the only difference occurred in the theoretically most relevant 

measure seems to support the hypothesis that Empathy and Callousness measure two substantially 

different constructs, though further research is needed to replicate and extend these findings. It must be 

noted that the initial item pool of the TEQ included three items from the EIS, but none of these was 

selected for the final version (see Spreng et al., 2009, Table 2, p. 65). 

In general, the results of this study provided evidence of the construct validity of the TEQ and 

its subscales. As expected, the total score correlated positively with a measure of emotional intelligence 

and with two out of its three subscales assessing the appraisal and expression of emotions and the 

utilization of emotions in solving problems, and negatively with a measure of alexithymia and its 

subscales assessing difficulty describing feeling and externally-oriented thinking. A significant, though 

small-sized, correlation was observed with agreeableness, which is the Big Five factors associated to 

the a tendency to be altruistic, sympathetic to others and concerned with social harmony and other's 

well-being. Consistently with the literature, a positive association with social desirability was also 

found, which might suggest a possible bias in the direction of social desirable responding. However, 
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the MCSDS-SF employed in this study is mainly a measure of impression management (i.e., a 

deliberate response distortion in situations were it is desirable to present oneself in a positive light, 

Paulhus, 1984) and not of self-deceptive enhancement (i.e., a stable view of oneself in positive terms, 

Paulhus, 1984), and it has been suggested that the ability to self-enhance may be considered an 

indicator of social competence and a predictor of successful interactions with others (e.g., Ones & 

Viswesvaran, 1998), which are outcomes expected from the empathic individual  not surprisingly, the 

Callousness score was negatively correlated with the MCSDS-SF. However, this issue needs to be 

addressed by future research. 

STUDY 4 

The aim of this study was to assess the test-retest reliability of the Italian TEQ. 

Participants and procedure 

A group of 56 participants completed the TEQ twice within a 4-week time interval. Recruitment, 

inclusion criteria and procedure were the same of Study 2. Socio-demographic characteristics of the 

participants are reported in Table 1. 

Results 
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Table 3 reports Cronbach’s s, correlation among the subscale raw scores and mean scores for the TEQ 

for both administrations. No substantial differences were found in internal consistency, correlation 

among Empathy and Callousness and total and subscale scores across the two administrations. Test-

retest reliability was also adequate. Intraclass correlation coefficients (two-way mixed model with 

participants as a random effect and time as a fixed effect, single measure; McGraw & Wong, 1996) 

were .79 (95% confidence interval: .66-.87) for total score, .77 (.63-.86) for Empathy and .75 (.61-.85) 

for Callousness. 

Discussion 

The findings of this study suggest that TEQ scale and subscales internal consistency, correlation among 

Empathy and Callousness and scores are fairly stable over a 1-month interval and, therefore, relatively 

insensitive to contamination by short-term state changes. These results replicate those of Spreng et al. 

(2009) and Total et al. (2012), that found test-retest reliability coefficients for the total score of .81 and 

.73, respectively. No difference in temporal stability was found in Empathy and Callousness, either. 

Since the two scales had also similar internal consistencies across all studies (see 
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Table 3), it can be concluded that they do not differ in their reliability. 

CONCLUSION 

Empathy is an evolved response of approach and concern for others, beginning with an emotional 

resonance between the potential empathizer and a fellow, followed by the empathizer’s perspective 

taking on the other’s situation. It is the perspective taking that enables the empathizer, under certain 

circumstances, to provide a helping or care-taking gesture (de Waal, 2009). Being able to understand 

and respond adaptively to others’ emotions, and succeed in emotional communication is therefore 

crucial for the development of prosocial behavior and empathy appears as a key trait for a successful 

adaptation to our social environment. On the other hand, callousness, i.e., the disregard and disdain for 

the feelings and well-being of others, has been found to be associated with delinquency (Byrd, Loeber, 

& Pardini, 2012), with disruption of intrapersonal coordination among moral identity, moral judgment, 

and moral behavior (Cameron & Payne, 2012) and it is considered a basic dimension of personality 

disorders and a clinically relevant personality trait in a dimensional approach to personality pathology 

(Livesley & Jackson, 2009). Hence, both constructs should play a central role in personality 

assessment. A number of measures of empathy have been developed, and the Toronto Empathy 

Questionnaire (TEQ, Spreng et al., 2009) has been proposed as unidimensional tool that could 

complement multifactorial approaches while being quick to administer and to score and thus useful in 

research settings and in all those situations where brevity is a priority, such as clinical contexts with 

limited time for assessment or batteries of questionnaires to be used in large-scale surveys. Although 

sound psychometric properties were found in its seminal paper (Spreng et al., 2009), results appeared to 

be of limited generalization since data were collected on a presumably highly homogeneous sample of 

university students. The Turkish adaptation of the TEQ was also tested on university students, and 

results did not seem to support a unidimensional structure, since three items had to be dropped from the 

scale and a correlation between two item error variances had to be freed to reach an acceptable fit of a 
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single factor model. The research presented in this chapter investigated the psychometric properties of 

the Italian adaptation of the TEQ using diverse groups of participants such as an online sample (Study 

1), community samples (Study 2 and 4) and an undergraduate student sample (Study 3), and found 

support for the reliability (both as internal consistency and temporal stability) and construct validity of 

the scale. However, a unidimensional measurement model failed to adequately fit the data in both 

exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses. A two-factor structure emerged as a better, more 

parsimonious and theoretically relevant measurement model. In the exploratory analyses (Study 1), the 

two factors clustered the straight and reverse items of the scale, thus suggesting two trait factors 

(labelled as Empathy and Callousness) confused with method factors. Using a confirmatory factor 

analysis approach, Study 2 tested fifteen alternative measurement models that included trait factors, 

ephemeral method artifacts associated with straight and reverse items and stable response-style method 

factors associated with item wording. The model with correlated uniquenesses among the straight items 

was the best fitting one, suggesting that the lack of fit the unidimensional model, both here and 

(possibly) in the Turkish study, was mainly due to a substantial proportion of straight item covariance 

that could not be explained by the single factor. However, a simpler two-correlated-trait-factor model 

also had an excellent fit to data and implied a much simpler scoring procedure for the TEQ, since the 

raw scores of straight and reverse items can be summed up to produce Empathy and Callousness 

scores. The moderate negative correlation between the two factors (in the .30s) suggested that the 

constructs they measured were similar but not enough to be considered as two faces of the same coin. 

Hence, in Study 3 it was investigated whether they were differentially related to other constructs in the 

same nomological net of empathy, such as emotional intelligence, alexithymia, positive and negative 

affect and personality. In general, the size of the correlations of the two scales with the other measures 

did not significantly differ (although it differed in the significance of the single correlation 

coefficients), but the correlation with the Empathy of a key construct, the appraisal and expression of 
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emotions, which is the facet of (trait) emotional intelligence that includes empathy, was stronger than 

the one with Callousness score. This result is consistent with neurobiological research, that found that, 

although empathy and callousness share some common neurocircuitry involved in the shared 

representation of the emotions and distress, displaying little empathy does not appear to be necessarily 

due to a reduced ability to understand the emotions of others (Shirtcliff et al., 2009). Taken together, 

these results seem to advise against the use of a single TEQ score and to suggest the computation of 

two subscale scores for the straight and the reverse items. However, further research is needed to 

further investigate the construct validity of the two subscales and, perhaps more importantly, their 

association with behavioral outcomes (e.g., delinquency). 

 Some limitations of the studies presented in this chapter have to be pointed out. The groups of 

participants were all convenience samples, thus limiting the generalizability of the results. However, 

the results of Study 1 and 2 were consistent although the two samples differed in their socio-

demographical background (see Table 1) and administration method. Besides, the reliability of the 

scale and of the subscales did not substantially varied across the general population and student 

samples. The results about the association of TEQ scores with age, gender and education appear 

inconclusive, since they did not replicate across the first two studies, although women uniformly tended 

to obtain higher empathy scores than men, consistently with previous research and some recent fMRI 

research (Schiffer, Pawliczek, Müller, et al., 2013). The method effects could also have been the result 

of the specific wording of the Italian translation, but much care had been put in keeping the translation 

as much literal as possible while maintaining semantic and conceptual equivalence (see Appendix). 

Rather, cultural differences might explain these results. It has been claimed (Hollan, 2012) that more 

ethnographic studies of empathy in context, as it manifests itself in the flow of naturally occurring 

behavior, are required to better identify and analyze the variety of cultural frameworks, social 

situations, and political economic conditions than tend to either suppress and inhibit basic empathy or 
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amplify it into a frequent and reliable means of social knowing. This issue could be addressed by 

adaptation studies of the TEQ in other cultural contexts. 
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Table 1 Demographics of the samples used in the Italian validation of the Toronto Empathy 

Questionnaire 

 

 

Study 1 

(n=1222) 

Study 2 

(n=393) 

Study 3 

(n=71) 

Study 4 

(n=56) 

Female (%) 68 42 72 55 

Age (years) MDS (range) 

32.259.90 

(18-73) 

35.2115.57 

(18-93) 

24.427.95 

(19-59) 

38.8414.83 

(18-64) 

Education (years) MDS (range) 

13.763.19 

(5-21) 

13.523.04 

(5-21) 

15.491.80 

(13-22) 

13.642.68 

(8-18) 

Occupational status (%)     

Occupied 70.6 38.4 19.7 62.5 

Unoccupied 8.0 4.3 0.0 0.0 

Student 18.8 43.8 80.3 32.1 

Housewife 1.7 5.1 0.0 1.8 

Retired 0.7 8.4 0.0 3.6 

Marital Status (%)     

Single 61.1 59.8 90.1 42.9 

Married/Coliving 30.3 33.6 5.6 51.8 

Separated/Divorced 8.3 4.3 2.8 3.6 

Widow/er 0.2 2.3 1.4 1.8 
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Table 2 Exploratory factor analysis on the online Toronto Empathy Questionnaire data in Study 1 

(n=1222)  : factor loadings () and communalities (h2) for the 1- and 2-factor solution. Factor loadings 

higher than |.30| are bolded for ease of interpretation. 

 

 Model 

TEQ item 1-factor  2-factor 

  h2  1 2 h2 

teq01 .27 .07  .47 .15 .19 

teq03 .39 .15  .45 -.01 .20 

teq05 .61 .37  .60 -.12 .43 

teq06 .47 .22  .49 -.07 .26 

teq08 .31 .09  .51 .15 .23 

teq09 .43 .19  .56 .05 .30 

teq13 .49 .24  .51 -.07 .29 

teq16 .51 .26  .56 -.04 .34 

teq02 -.42 .17  -.04 .50 .27 

teq04 -.43 .18  -.06 .49 .26 

teq07 -.34 .12  .01 .46 .21 

teq10 -.27 .08  .10 .48 .21 

teq11 -.29 .08  .12 .52 .25 

teq12 -.42 .18  -.01 .55 .31 

teq14 -.42 .18  -.04 .50 .27 

teq15 -.31 .10  .02 .42 .18 

 



Factor structure of the TEQ 

 

56 

Table 3 Crobanch’s alphas (s) (95% confidence intervals), correlations of Empathy with Callouness 

raw scores (rEC), and scale score means, standard deviations and range for the whole samples and 

gender subsamples (F=Female, M=Male) for the Toronto Empathy Questionnaire 

 

 

Study 1 

(n=1222) 

Study 2 

(n=393) 

Study 3 

(n=71) 

Study 4 - Time 1 

(n=56) 

Study 4 - Time 2 

(n=56) 

Total scale .75 (.72-.78) .77 (.74-.80) .80 (.73-.83) .75 (.65-.85) .77 (.68-.86) 

Empathy .74 (.72-.76) .70 (.65-.75) .76 (.68-.84) .73 (.61-.81) .75 (.63-.87) 

Callousness .71 (.68-.74) .77 (.73-.81) .77 (.70-.84) .68 (.55-.71) .71 (.58-.84) 

      

rECc -.219*** -.296*** -.339** -.328* -.307* 

      

Total scale 62.97±5.74 (43-77) 63.36±6.74 (41-78) 64.68±6.02 (51-78) 63.80±5.74 (54-76) 63.50±5.95 (49-76) 

Empathy 30.60±3.62 (18-39) 30.39±3.66 (16-38) 32.21±2.82 (25-38) 31.54±3.16 (25-37) 31.13±3.46 (22-39) 

Callousness 15.63±3.73 (8-28) 15.02±4.67 (8-36) 15.54±4.45 (8-24) 15.73±3.87 (8-24) 15.63±3.90 (8-26) 

      

Total scale F      

Total scale M 63.35±5.65 (43-77) 63.59±7.22 (41-77) 65.02±6.28 (51-78) 65.19±5.92 (54-76) 65.26±4.92 (56-76) 

Empathy F 62.15±5.85 (45-77) 63.19±6.37 (42-78) 63.00±4.37 (56-71) 62.08±5.10 (54-72) 61.32±6.48 (49-76) 

Empathy M 30.94±3.55 (18-39) 30.56±3.86 (16-38) 32.25±2.79 (25-38) 32.06±3.01 (25-37) 31.94±2.98 (24-39) 

Callousness F 29.87±3.67 (20-38) 30.26±3.51 (21-38) 32.00±3.07 (27-36) 30.88±3.27 (25-36) 30.12±3.80 (22-39) 

Callousness M 15.59±3.68 (8-28) 14.96±4.63 (8-36) 15.24±4.69 (8-24) 14.87±3.92 (8-22) 14.68±3.46 (8-21) 

* = p < .05, ** = p < .01, *** =p < .001
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Table 4 Fit indices for Toronto Empathy Questionnaire measurement models (see also Figure 2) in 

Study 2 (n = 393) 

 

Model 2 df CFI TLI RMSEA 

Model 1 - 1 factor 380.6460 104 .700 .654 .082 

Model 2 - 2 independent Empathy and 

Callousness factors 
171.7740 104 .927 .915 .041 

Model 3 - 2 correlated Empathy and Callousness 

factors 
137.8890 103 .962 .956 .029 

Model 4 - 1 factor with CUs among straight items 78.7220 76 .997 .995 .010 

Model 5 - 1 factor with CUs among reverse items 99.1050 76 .965 .960 .028 

Model 6 - 1 factor with CUs among negated 

regular and polar opposite reverse items 
258.003 92 .820 .765 .068 

Model 7 - 1 factor with CUs among straight and 

reverse items 
DNC DNC DNC DNC DNC 

Model 8 - 1 factor with CUs among straight and 

negated regular and polar opposite reverse items 
57.729 64 1.000 1.013 .000 

Model 9- 1 factor with straight item latent method 

factor 
134.2810 96 .959 .948 .032 

Model 10- 1 factor with reverse item latent 

method factor 
126.6200 96 .967 .959 .028 

Model 11 - 1 factor with negated regular and 

polar opposite reverse independent latent method 

factors 

261.145 56 .821 .776 .066 

Model 12 - 1 factor with negated regular and 

polar opposite reverse correlated latent method 

factors 

126.035 95 .966 .958 .029 

Model 13- 1 factor with straight and reverse item 

latent method factors 
118.1820 88 .967 .955 .030 

Model 14 - 1 factor with straight and negated 

regular and polar opposite reverse independent 

latent method factors 

116.174 88 .969 .958 .029 

Model 15 - 1 factor with straight and negated 

regular and polar opposite reverse correlated 

latent method factors 

DNC DNC DNC DNC DNC 

Note: .2 = chi-square test statistic; df = degrees of freedom; TLI = Tucker–Lewis index; CFI = 

comparative fit index; RMSEA = root-mean-square error of approximation; CU = correlated 

uniquenesses; DNC = did not converge to proper solution 
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Table 5 Internal consistency () of measures employed in Study 3 (n = 71), Pearson correlations of Toronto Empathy Questionnaire 

(TEQ) scores with scores on the other measures and significance (p(Zcontrast) of the comparisons between the absolute value of correlations 

of Empathy and Callousness with each measure.  

 

  TEQ scales  

Measure  Total Empathy Callousness p(Zcontrast) 

EIS - Total score .86 .32** .43*** -.16 .043 

EIS - Appraisal and expression of emotions .77 .29* .46*** -.11 .006 

EIS - Utilization of emotions in solving problems .76 .46*** .47*** -.32** .214 

EIS - Regulation of emotions .74 .00 .03 .02 .747 

TAS - Total score .85. -.23* -.17 .20 .866 

TAS - Difficulty identifying feelings .75 .07 .03 -.08 .730 

TAS - Difficulty describing feelings .77 -.24* -.14 .23* .480 

TAS - Externally-oriented thinking .70 -.42*** -.34** .35** .938 

PANAS - Positive affect .79 .10 .20 -.02 .193 

PANAS - Negative affect .88 .03 -.09 -.09 .194 

TIPI - Extraversion .78 -.07 -.12 .02 .445 

TIPI - Agreeableness .34 .23* .19 -.19 .982 

TIPI - Conscientiousness .68 .22 .29* -.11 .194 

TIPI - Neuroticism .46 .11 -.04 -.17 .121 

TIPI - Openness .48 .01 .08 .04 .392 

MCSDS-SF - Total Score .68 .32** .21 -.31** .443 

Note: EIS = Emotional Intelligence Scale; TAS = Toronto Alexithymia Scale; PANAS = Positive and Negative Affect Schedule; TIPI = 

Ten Item Personality Inventory; MCDSD-SF = Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale - Short Form; * = p < .05, ** = p < .01, *** 

=p < .001 
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Figure 1 Scree plot of the eigenvalues for Study 1 (n = 1222) exploratory factor analysis and randomly 

permuted raw data. MAP = Minimum Average Partial correlation statistic (Velicer, 1976) 
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Figure 2. Fifteen measurement models for the Toronto Empathy Questionnaire (Study 2, n= 393). 

Model 1 = one factor; Model 2 = two trait (Empathy and Callousness) independent factors; Model 3 = 

two trait (Empathy and Callousness) correlated factors; Model 4 = one factor with correlated uniqueness 

among straight items; Model 5 = one factor with correlated uniqueness among reverse items; Model 6 = 

one factor with correlated uniqueness among polar opposites and negated regular reverse items; Model 

7 = one factor with correlated uniqueness among straight and reverse items; Model 8 = one factor with 

correlated correlated uniqueness among straight and polar opposites and negated regular reverse items; 

Model 9 = one factor plus straight latent method factor; Model 10 = one factor plus reverse latent 

method factor; Model 11 = one factor plus one factor plus polar opposites and negated regular reverse 

independent latent method factors; Model 12 = one factor plus one factor plus polar opposites and 

negated regular reverse correlated latent method factors; Model 13 = one factor plus straight and reverse 

latent method factors. Model 14 = one factor plus one factor plus straight and polar opposites and 

negated regular reverse independent latent method factors; Model 15 = one factor plus one factor plus 

straight and polar opposites and negated regular reverse correlated latent method factors; Reverse items 

are shaded; e = error variance (uniqueness) 
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APPENDIX 

 

Italian version of the Toronto Empathy Questionnaire 

 
Item English Italian 

 

Below is a list of statements. Please read each 

statement carefully and rate how frequently you feel 

or act in the manner described. Circle your answer 

on the response form (never, rarely, sometimes, 

often, always). There are no right or wrong answers 

or trick questions. Please answer each question as 

honestly as you can. 

Troverai qui di seguito una serie di affermazioni. Per 

favore, leggi ogni affermazione attentamente e 

indica con quale frequenza ti senti o agisci nel modo 

descritto. Per rispondere, poni una X sul numero che 

meglio rappresenta la tua risposta nella scala 

presentata accanto ad ogni affermazione, ricordando 

che 1 = Mai, 2 = Raramente, 3 = Talvolta, 4 = 

Spesso, 5 = Sempre. Non ci sono risposte giuste o 

sbagliate, né domande a trabocchetto. Per favore, 

rispondi ad ogni affermazione il più sinceramente 

possibile. 

teq01 When someone else is feeling excited, I tend to get 

excited too 

Quando qualcun altro si sente euforico, tendo a 

diventare euforico anch’io 

teq02RN Other people’s misfortunes do not disturb me a great 

deal 

Le disgrazie altrui non mi turbano particolarmente 

teq03 It upsets me to see someone being treated 

disrespectfully 

Mi addolora vedere che qualcuno viene trattato con 

disprezzo   

teq04RP I remain unaffected when someone close to me is 

happy 

Rimango indifferente quando qualcuno a me caro è 

felice   

teq05 I enjoy making other people feel better Mi piace far sentire meglio le altre persone   

teq06 I have tender, concerned feelings for people less 

fortunate than me 

Provo sentimenti di tenerezza e di preoccupazione 

per le persone meno fortunate di me 

teq07RP When a friend starts to talk about his/her problems, I 

try to steer the conversation towards something else 

Quando un amico inizia a parlare dei propri 

problemi, cerco di spostare la conversazione verso 

un altro argomento 

teq08 I can tell when others are sad even when they do not 

say anything 

Riesco a capire quando gli altri sono tristi anche se 

non lo dicono esplicitamente 

teq09 I find that I am “in tune” with other people’s moods Mi accorgo di essere “in sintonia” con gli stati 

d’animo altrui 

teq10RN I do not feel sympathy for people who cause their 

own serious illnesses 

Non provo solidarietà per le persone che sono la 

causa dei propri gravi problemi di salute 

teq11RP I become irritated when someone cries Mi irrita vedere qualcuno piangere 

teq12RN I am not really interested in how other people feel Non sono realmente interessato a come si sentono le 

altre persone 

teq13 I get a strong urge to help when I see someone who 

is upset 

Sento un forte impulso ad aiutare quando vedo 

qualcuno che sta male 

teq14RN When I see someone being treated unfairly, I do not 

feel very much pity for them 

Quando vedo qualcuno che viene trattato 

ingiustamente, non provo molta compassione per 

lui/lei 

teq15RP I find it silly for people to cry out of happiness Trovo che sia sciocco che le persone piangano di 

felicità   

teq16 When I see someone being taken advantage of, I feel 

kind of protective towards him/her 

Quando vedo qualcuno subire un sopruso o 

un’ingiustizia, mi sento piuttosto protettivo nei suoi 

confronti 
Note: RN = reverse item negated regular; RP= reverse item polar opposite 


