
Ajayu, Vol 18, No 1, 2020. pp 52-77

DOI: https://doi.org/10.35319/ajayu.181227

52 

SPANISH ADAPTATION AND VALIDATION OF THE ZOLL & ENZ´S 

EMPATHY QUESTIONNAIRE IN BOLIVIAN CHILDREN 

QUESTIONÁRIO DE EMPATIA EM CRIANÇAS BOLIVIANAS 

Eric Roth
1

Unidad de Investigación Experimental UIE 

Universidad Católica Boliviana “San Pablo” 

ABSTRACT. 

The aim of the present paper is to adapt and validate the Empathy Questionnaire (EQ) 

designed by Zoll & Enz (2005), in a sample of Bolivian children, aged between 8 and 

14 years. The original questionnaire was designed to measure both cognitive and 

affective empathy through 28 items in a five-point scale distributed in two factors. The 

EQ adapted and validated in Bolivia was reduced to 17 items, nine to measure the 

affective scale and 8 to assess the cognitive scale. With this structure, the instrument 

showed adequate values of reliability and factorial validity which leads us to confirm 

that the EQ is an adequate instrument to measure the empathy in this population. 

Likewise, the confirmatory factorial analysis also showed an adequate adjustment of the 

metric model with acceptable values of model fit, adequate parsimony and especially, a 

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) that satisfies the minimum 

requirements of adjustment to the population covariance matrix. 
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RESUMEN. 

 

El objetivo del presente trabajo es adaptar y validar el Cuestionario de Empatía (CE) 

diseñado por Zoll y Enz (2005), en una muestra de niños bolivianos de entre 8 y 14 

años. El cuestionario original fue diseñado para medir empatía cognitiva y afectiva a 

través de 28 ítems en una escala de cinco puntos distribuidos en dos factores. El EQ 

adaptado y validado en Bolivia se redujo a 17 ítems, nueve para medir la escala afectiva 

y 8 para evaluar la escala cognitiva. Con esta estructura, el instrumento mostró valores 

adecuados de confiabilidad y validez factorial, lo que nos lleva a confirmar que el EQ es 

un instrumento adecuado para medir la empatía en esta población. Asimismo, el análisis 

factorial confirmatorio también mostró un ajuste adecuado del modelo métrico con 

valores aceptables de ajuste del modelo, parsimonia adecuada y, especialmente, un 

Error Cuadrático Medio de Aproximación (RMSEA) que satisface los requisitos 

mínimos de ajuste a la matriz de covarianza poblacional. 

Palabras clave: Cuestionario de Empatía, adaptación, validación, niños bolivianos. 

RESUMO 

 

O objetivo deste trabalho é adaptar e validar o Empathy Questionnaire (CE) elaborado 

por Zoll e Enz (2005), em uma amostra de crianças bolivianas entre 8 e 14 anos. O 

questionário original foi projetado para medir a empatia cognitiva e afetiva através de 

28 itens em uma escala de cinco pontos distribuídos em dois fatores. O QE adaptado e 

validado na Bolívia foi reduzido para 17 itens, nove para medir a escala afetiva e 8 para 

avaliar a escala cognitiva. Com essa estrutura, o instrumento apresentou valores 

adequados de confiabilidade e validade fatorial, o que nos leva a confirmar que o EQ é 

um instrumento adequado para medir a empatia nessa população. Da mesma forma, a 
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análise fatorial confirmatória também mostrou um ajuste adequado do modelo métrico 

com valores aceitáveis de ajuste do modelo, parcimônia adequada e, principalmente, um 

Erro de Abordagem do Quadrado Médio (RMSEA) que atende aos requisitos mínimos 

de ajuste da matriz de covariância populacional. 

 

Palavras-chave: Questionário de empatia, adaptação, validação, crianças bolivianas. 

 

 

Empathy is not a unique concept with an invariable meaning. Different disciplines 

use it to facilitate the understanding of some of its phenomena related to the 

interpretation of one's own and others' affective states. Certain notions related to the 

concept of empathy could have arisen more than a century ago linked to the aesthetic 

expression when, for example, it was sought to explain why the contemplation of an 

artistic masterpiece moves us so deeply to the point of tear us or leaving us without 

breath, or when we try to explain the commotion caused by the experience of desolation 

of a degraded ecosystem or the loss of animal and plant species by human negligence. 

Both emotional expressions explained with the same term are undoubtedly different but 

share the fact of tempering the intimate fibers of certain people. 

From the point of view of psychology, the notion of empathy has seen the light 

through the eyes of the phenomenology of Theodor Lipps at the beginning of the last 

century. Lipps, in the words of Sahavi & Overgaard (2012) understood empathy as the 

product of a projection of our own feelings, evoked by others; a kind of somato-sensory 

imitation similar to emotional contagion. It would be an inter-subjective experience, 

something like an "iner seeing" (or "einsehen"in German), an "einfühlung" or "feeling 
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into" that Titchener (1909) would later describe with the Greek term "in-pathos", 

empathy in English. 

More recently, but also from the phenomenology point of view, De Vignemont & 

Singer (2006), emphasized the isomorphic property of empathy which means that the 

affective states of the empathic observer and those of the other person are 

topographically equivalent. In this way, the following requirements should be met: It 

should imply an affective state of the observer, similar to that of the other person. This 

state would be produced by direct observation by the observer who notices the existence 

of the affective state in the other person, and who also recognizes it as the source or 

origin of their emotional reaction. According to Zahavi and Overgaard (2012) this 

proposal does not allow differentiating empathy from other similar reactions such as 

sympathy and emotional contagion. These authors also questioned the assumed 

isomorphism of empathy and criticized its experiential nature with the argument that it 

is not possible to have access to another person experience. Likewise they assume, with 

Bennet and Hacker (2003) that the only evidence that can be obtained from the affective 

state of others is through the inference that allows the observation of the behavior 

associated to the expression of such affective state. The authors point out that we can 

infer pain if we observe the other person taking analgesics or writhing in pain. In the 

same way, we can assume that the person suffers a sorrow if we observe some signs on 

his face (such as certain expressions accompanying crying, for example) or body 

postures (such as those that usually accompany feelings of helplessness), etc. 

On the other hand, Batson (2012) defines empathy as "empathic concern", implying 

that this construct should be understood as an emotional response to the other´s 

suffering. Also, Batson's position emphasizes empathy as a means to understand 

altruistic behavior in what he called "the empathy-altruism hypothesis" (Batson, 2009). 
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The author offers a definition of empathy emphasizing what the construct is not: 

empathy is not knowing the feelings and thoughts of others, it is not adopting the 

posture of another's neurological response, it is not feeling what the other feels. Nor is 

feeling discomfort or anguish when observing the suffering of the other, or imagine 

what one could think or feel in the other's place. Empathy does not suppose, according 

to Batson, to imagine what another feels or thinks and it is not a trait or general 

disposition to feel what others feel. Empathy is the concern that leads to help the needy 

from an altruistic perspective after developing empathic comprehension that allows 

understanding the affective state of the other person (Echols & Correll, 2012). 

Despite the diversity of conceptions, various authors (Eisenberg et al 1994, 

Eisenberg, Espinrad & Sodowsky, 2006, Hoffman, 2000, Vaish & Warneken, 2012) 

agree on defining empathy as an affective response that arises from the understanding of 

another's emotional state and which is very similar to it. Hence, it would seem 

reasonable to understand empathy from two dimensions: the cognitive and the affective 

dimensions. The first one has to do with the series of operations related to the reading 

and interpreting the complex expressive signals emerging from the person, from their 

immediate context and its meaning, allowing obtaining a concrete knowledge about the 

emotional state of the person. These operations are based on the knowledge that the 

observer has of his/her own emotional reactions, their determinants and consequences, 

as well as of the stimuli that predispose and produce them. Cognitive empathy is 

therefore related to the taking of perspective, understood as a series of inferences that 

the observer makes about the emotional state of the other, putting himself in his place 

and making inferences about his emotionality (Eisenberg et al., 1991) and imagining 

himself in a different situation (Decety & Sommerville, 2003). 
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The affective dimension of empathy would come out as a consequence of the 

cognitive verification of affective signals that evoke similar emotional responses in the 

observer and move him to behave in the same direction.  

The measurement of children's empathy.  

Miller & Eisenberg (1988), Zhou, Valiente & Eisenberg (2003) described four 

common methods of measuring affective and cognitive empathy in children.  These 

methods are the following: 

A first group of instruments seeks to measure the perceptions and recognition of the 

emotions expressed by children using stories, drawings or videos. The problem with this 

modality is that the recognition of emotions by itself does not allow us to measure the 

degree of understanding of the complex contextual conditions of empathic emotion. 

Other instruments use drawings or stories that would allow children to interpret the 

emotional situation of other people. These are made known through self-reports or 

interview formats. Here the problem lies in the simplicity of the stimuli used in the 

instrument. Generally, the stimuli that they incorporate do not allow us to recreate the 

true complexity of the scenario that arouses empathic concern. 

In the third place are the questionnaires or scales under the self-report modality that 

are the most widespread means of measuring empathy. In this group of measures, the 

biases and the expectations of both, the evaluator and the evaluated, are the problems 

mostly reported as invalidation conditions. Likewise, the insufficient development of 

the children language and their natural difficulties of abstraction may play against the 

proper understanding of the story or of the items that evaluate empathy. Similarly, such 

limitations hinder the clarity and sharpness of their response. 

However, the paper and pencil self-assessment questionnaire is the most widely 

disseminated data collection tool in empathy research, especially where it is studied in 
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relation to other relevant variables (Feshbach & Feshbach, 1969; Litvack-Miller, 

McDougall, & Romney, 1997; Kestenbaum, Farber, & Stroufe, 1989; Eisenberg, 

Eisenbud, & Fabes, 1993; Garton & Eyal Gringart, 2005).  

Finally, a fourth group of instruments includes psychophysiological measures of the 

emotional response. These measures, while solving some of the aforementioned 

problems faced by the other mechanisms, are often not very sensitive to discriminate, 

for example, between empathy, sympathy or other more subtle expressions associated 

with finer cognitions. Its invasiveness and high cost are also difficulties faced by this 

group of measures. 

About the original version of Empathy Questionnaire (EQ) 

The purpose of this research was to adapt and validate the EQ designed by Zoll & 

Enz (2005) for children, to measure this construct in a Bolivian sample. 

The original questionnaire was designed to measure both, cognitive and affective 

empathy through 28 items in a five-point scale (from 1: “I strongly agree” to 5: “I 

strongly disagree”). For the construction of this version, the authors reported that of the 

chosen items, some were taken from other known instruments, while others were 

specially designed for EQ. The instruments that served as the basis for the construction 

of the EQ were: the Index of Empathy Measurement for Children and Adolescents 

(Bryant, 1982), which in turn is a revision of the Mehrabian & Epstein's (1972) used for 

adults. We also took items from the E scale of Leibetseder et al, (2001); and of the 

adaptation made by Garton and Gringart (2005) of the Index of Interpersonal Reactivity 

(IRI) of Davis (1980, 1983). Finally with validation purposes, EQ received six 

additional items from Eisenberg & Fabes (1998). The EQ data was collected from 

children of both sexes of United Kingdom, Germany and Portugal (N = 623) with ages 

ranging from eight to fourteen years (M = 9.90; SD = .92). 
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The authors did not report reliability or validity information concerning EQ. 

However, they pointed out that no appreciable differences were found between the three 

countries and that exploratory factor analysis suggested two factors (cognitive empathy 

with 12 items and affective empathy with 10 items), both explaining with 31.19% of the 

total accumulated variance. The exploratory analysis discarded, in turn, all the items 

written negatively, so that the test counted in its final version with only 22 items. Table 

1 presents the structure of the original EQ. 

Table 1 Original EQ scales and items. 

Scale Item 

Cognitive 

Empathy 

 When I am angry or upset at someone, I usually try to imagine what he or 

she is thinking or feeling 

 I can tell by looking at a person, whether they are happy 

 I really like to watch people open presents, even when I don’t get a 

present myself 

 When I am arguing with my friends about what we are going to do, I 

think carefully about what they are saying before I decide whose idea is 

best 

 I can tell what mood my parents are in by the look on their faces 

 I notice straight away when something makes my best friend unhappy 

 I can often guess the ending of other people’s sentences because I know 

what they are about to say 

 I often try to understand my friends better by seeing things from their 

point of view 

 On the phone I can tell if the other person is happy or sad by the tone of 

their voice 
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 I often know the ending of movies or books before they have finished 

 I think people can have different opinions on the same thing 

 I can tell by the look on my parents’ face whether it’s a good time to ask 

them for something 

Affective 

Empathy 

 It makes me sad to see a child who can’t find anyone to play with 

 Seeing a child who is crying makes me feel like crying 

 Sometimes I cry when I watch TV 

 It get upset when I see a child being hurt 

 Some songs make me so sad I feel like crying 

 When I see someone suffering, I feel bad too 

 When I walk by a needy person I feel like giving them something 

 It upsets me when another child is being shouted at 

 When my parents get upset I feel bad 

 I get upset when I see an animal being hurt 

Source: Zoll & Enz (2005). 

 

Method 

Participants.  In the present adaptation, the authors tested the complete EQ (the 28 

items studied by Zoll & Enz (2005). The instrument was first translated into Spanish, 

back-translated into English for comparative purposes, and then applied to a sample of 

200 children aged between 8 and 14 years. The mean age of the sample was 10.94 with 

a standard deviation of 1,929. Ninety-nine were males (49.5%) and 101 females 

(50.5%). Before the final procedure of sample selection, informed consent was obtained 

both from their parents and from the staff of the participating school. The application of 

the EQ was carried out at the school classrooms during the regular class periods.  
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Before applying the EQ, the researchers proceeded to test the linguistic and 

grammatical structure of each item (wording) in order to verify that they were 

understood by children in the sample. For this purpose, other children with ages similar 

to those in the sample were invited to participate in focus groups organized by age 

ranges. In each group, the children read the items on the instrument and explained what 

they understood about each one. Sometimes they also suggested alternative forms of 

expression that were more understandable to them. 

Before beginning the test at the classroom, the researchers offered the youngest 

children a brief explanation on how they should respond the questionnaire, providing 

some examples about the use of the response scale. The application of the instrument 

began only when there was certainty that the children clearly understood the response 

modality. When a child persisted in his response difficulties, he was eliminated from the 

sample and replaced by another. The time of application of the test lasted between 30 

and 45 minutes, depending on the age of the participants. 

Adapted instrument. The preliminary test carried out with the focus groups suggested 

the elimination of eleven items that were confusing and difficulting the understanding 

by most of the children interviewed. The result was a questionnaire with 17 items and 

two scales, 8 items for the cognitive empathy scale and 9 items for the affective 

empathy scale; all were written as positive expressions. Each item could be answered on 

a 5-point scale, where 1 = totally disagree and 5 = totally agree. 

Below is Table 2 with the list of items that were finally included for the adaptation of 

the EQ. 
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Table 2. Spanish version of EQ, scales and items  

Scale Items 

Cognitive 

empathy 

 Cuando estoy discutiendo con mis amigos sobre lo que vamos a hacer, 

pienso muy bien lo que están diciendo antes de decidir tiene la mejor 

idea. 

 Generalmente sé cómo terminará una película o un libro antes de que 

haya acabado. 

 En el teléfono puedo saber si la otra persona está feliz o triste por el 

tono de su voz. 

 A menudo puedo adivinar lo que dirán otras personas, porque ya sé lo 

que van a decir. 

 Por la expresión de la cara de mis padres, puedo saber si es un buen 

momento para pedirles algo. 

 Solo con mirar a una persona puedo saber si está feliz. 

 Creo que las personas pueden tener diferentes opiniones sobre lo 

mismo. 

 A menudo trato de entender mejor a mis amigos cuando veo las cosas 

desde su punto de vista. 

Affective 

Empathy 

 Siento pena por otros niños que no tienen juguetes ni ropa 

 Me da pena ver un niño que no tiene a nadie con quien jugar. 

 Me molesta cuando le gritan a un niño 

 A menudo siento pena por los niños que están tristes o tienen 

problemas. 

 Siento pena por las personas que no tienen las cosas que yo tengo. 
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 Me enojo cuando veo que están maltratando a un animal. 

 Me enojo cuando veo que alguien está lastimando a un niño. 

 Cuando veo que alguien está siendo molestado, siento pena por él. 

 Cuando veo a un niño que está herido o sufriendo, siento pena por él. 

     

 

Results  

Data exploration. The distribution exploration showed value coincidences between 

the 5% trimmed mean and the median, slight negative asymmetry (- .140), comparable 

M-Estimators (Huber = 104.96, Tukey = 105.12, Hampel = 105.06, Andrew = 105.12), 

acceptable the kurtosis value (-.496) and a good Kolmogorov-Smirnov´s test of 

normality (.043, p = .200), indicating a relatively normal distribution of EQ data. 

Reliability analysis. For 17 items, a Cronbach's Alpha = .850 allowed to conclude an 

adequate reliability of the instrument. Likewise, the inter-correlations corresponding to 

the total test and separately, to the two sub-scales, corroborate the internal consistency 

of the EQ (see Tables 3, 4 and 5).
 

Table 3 Bivariate correlations of the sub-scale Affective Empathy 

 

 

P1A P3A P8A P11A. P15A P21A P23A  P26A  P27A  

 

P1A 

 

 

1 

        

P3A  ,458
**

 1        

P8A    ,289
**

 ,327
**

 1       

P11A  ,322
**

 ,207
**

 ,364
**

 1      

P15A.  ,335
**

 ,444
**

 ,314
**

 ,317
**

 1     
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Table 4 Bivariate correlations of the sub-scale Cognitive Empathy 

   

              P4C 

 

P9C  

 

P16C  

 

P18C  

 

P20C  

 

P22C  

 

P25C  

 

P28C  

 

P4C  

 

1 

       

P9C  ,230
**

 1       

P16C  ,201
**

 ,160
*
 1      

P18C  ,274
**

 ,204
**

 ,181
*
 1     

P20C  ,229
**

 ,221
**

 ,304
**

 ,179
*
 1    

P22C  ,253
**

 ,169
*
 ,331

**
 ,266

**
 ,364

**
 1   

P25C  ,161
*
 ,338

**
 ,199

**
 ,317

**
 ,252

**
 ,303

**
 1  

P28C  ,233
**

 ,170
*
 ,154

*
 ,161

*
 ,142

*
 ,240

**
 ,276

**
 1 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 

 

 

 

 

 

P21A  ,295
**

 ,277
**

 ,416
**

 ,486
**

 ,425
**

 1    

P23A   ,331
**

 ,330
**

 ,237
**

 ,208
**

 ,326
**

 ,406
**

 1   

P26A   ,284
**

 ,321
**

 ,264
**

 ,312
**

 ,407
**

 ,400
**

 ,352
**

 1  

P27A.  ,288
**

 ,354
**

 ,282
**

 ,356
**

 ,384
**

 ,399
**

 ,485
**

 ,472
**

 1 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 5 Bivariate correlation of total scale and subscales 

 Empatía 

Total 

empatía 

Afectiva 

Empatía 

Cognitiva 

Empatía Total 1   

empatía Afectiva ,911
**

 1  

Empatía Cognitiva ,865
**

 ,580
**

 1 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

 

Exploratory Factor Analysis. The Empathy questionnaire (EQ) was first submitted to 

the Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) on the basis of a bi-factorial structure, following 

the structural approach of Zoll & Enz (2005). The EFA was made with the Principal 

Component Extraction Analysis technique (PCEA), seeking to obtain a maximum 

variance from the set of variables with a minimum of components. Therefore, the PCEA 

forced the consideration of only two components. The input indicators, the KMO = .851 

and the Bartlett Sphericity Test (χ
2
 = 883.604, p = .000) confirmed the feasibility of the 

factorial analysis. 

The table of communalities shows that with the exception of P4C and P9C, all the 

other items in the questionnaire explain at least the 30% of the variance in both factors, 

which confirms the presence of common elements in the instrument. 

The decision adopted regarding the number of components involved in the analysis 

was confirmed by the scree plot that highlights only two eigenvalues differentiated from 

the rest. In this way, the analysis based on two components allowed to explaining 32.29 

percent of the total variance contributed by the 17 items of the questionnaire. 

The extraction of the components was performed using the Varimax method with 

saturation indexes greater than .563 for the items of the affective component and .391 
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for those of the cognitive component. Note that only one item of the later is charged in 

the affective component and another two do so in both components, although with 

higher saturation values for the cognitive component (see Table 6). 

Table 6 Rotated Component Matrix with saturation values for the affective and cognitive components. 

EQ Items 

Component 

Affective 

Empathy 

Cognitive 

Empathy 

P1A.   Siento pena por otros niños que no tienen juguetes ni ropa. ,679  

P3A.   Me da pena ver un niño que no tiene a nadie con quien jugar. ,670  

P21A. Me molesta cuando le gritan a un niño. ,668  

P27A. A menudo siento pena por los niños que están tristes o tienen problemas. ,601  

P15A. Siento pena por las personas que no tienen las cosas que yo tengo. ,597  

P26A. Me enojo cuando veo que están maltratando a un animal. ,592  

P11A. Me enojo cuando veo que alguien está lastimando a un niño. ,591  

P8A.  Cuando veo que alguien está siendo molestado, siento pena por él. ,581  

 P23A.Cuando veo a un niño que está herido o sufriendo, siento pena por él. ,563  

P9C.  Cuando estoy discutiendo con mis amigos sobre lo que vamos a hacer, 

pienso muy bien lo que están diciendo antes de decidir tiene la mejor idea. 

,489  

P22C. Generalmente sé cómo terminará una película o un libro antes de que haya 

acabado. 

 ,702 

P20C. En el teléfono puedo saber si la otra persona está feliz o triste por el tono 

de su voz. 

 ,613 

P16C. A menudo puedo adivinar lo que dirán otras personas, porque ya sé lo que 

van a decir. 

 ,562 
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P28C. Por la expresión de la cara de mis padres, puedo saber si es un buen 

momento para pedirles algo. 

 ,555 

P4C.  Solo con mirar a una persona puedo saber si está feliz.  ,515 

P25C. Creo que las personas pueden tener diferentes opiniones sobre lo mismo. ,405 ,480 

P18C. A menudo trato de entender mejor a mis amigos cuando veo las cosas 

desde su punto de vista. 

,389 ,391 

 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis.  The Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) of the 

Empathy Questionnaire (EQ) for children (Zoll & Enz, 2005) hypothesizes that the 

results obtained can be explained by two factors: affective and cognitive empathy. The 

modeling, developed with the help of IBM-AMOS (Byrne, 2010; Roth, 2012) assumes 

that the items measured by the questionnaire load values other than zero. It also assumes 

that both factors correlate positively. 

Unlike the original proposal, the model included only the 17 items that passed the 

initial comprehension test and that were included in the exploratory factor analysis. 
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Figure 1 Hypothetical model of the Empathy Questionnaire proposing that the 

construct can be explained by the factors of affective and cognitive empathy. 
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The final model was able to successfully estimate all its parameters. Next Table 7 

presents the standardized regression estimates and the multiple squared correlation 

coefficients. 

Table 7 Standardized estimates and multiple squared correlation indices for affective 

and cognitive empathy factors 

Factor Item 

Standardized 

regression 

estimates 

Multiple squared 

correlation 

coefficients 

Affective 

Empathy 

P1A 

P3A 

P8A 

P11A 

P15A 

P21A 

P23A 

P26A 

P27A 

.39 

.53 

.48 

.50 

.63 

.77 

.59 

.63 

.70 

.27 

.28 

.27 

.25 

.40 

.45 

.35 

.39 

.48 

Cognitive 

Empathy 

P4C 

P9C 

P16C 

P18C 

P20C 

P22C 

P25C 

P28C 

.43 

.20 

.43 

.52 

.49 

.52 

.61 

.38 

.18 

.17 

.18 

.27 

.24 

.27 

.38 

.15 



Ajayu, Vol 18, No 1, 2020. pp 52-77 

70 
 

 

The standardized estimators show adequate loads for both factors, with values 

equal to or greater than .39 for affective empathy and .38 for cognitive empathy. 

Likewise, multiple squared correlation values represent acceptable explained 

variances. 

The present model was adjusted through two reformulations seeking an optimal 

fit. Below in Table 8 are the model fit indices along the successive reformulations: 

Table 8 Confirmatory factor analysis indices obtained through two consecutive 

reformulations of the measurement model. 

 

Original model First reformulation Second reformulation 

 

CMIN= 216.940/118 df,  

p = .000 

RMR = .072 

GFI = .892 

CFI = .873 

PRATIO = .868 

PCFI = .757 

RMSEA = .065 

 

CMIN= 164.097/111 df,  

p = .001 

RMR = .061 

GFI = .918 

CFI = .932 

PRATIO = .816 

PCFI = .760 

RMSEA = .049 

 

CMIN= 147.895/110 df,  

p = .009 

RMR = .059 

GFI = .926 

CFI = .951 

PRATIO = .809 

PCFI = .769 

RMSEA = .042 

 

Consequently, after two reformulations, we have an acceptable final 

measurement model (despite the fact that CMIN indicates the impossibility of 

rejecting the goodness of fit of the model) supported by the RMR (Residual 

Average Square Root) that reported a value of .059, and a GFI (Adjustment 
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Goodness Index) with a value of .926, close to the optimum of 1.0. Other fit indices 

(NFI = .838, RFI = .800, IFI = .953, TLI = .940 and CFI = .951) also show an 

adequate adjustment of the metric model. With regard to the parsimony of the 

model, the value of PRATIO = .809, reports a relatively simple model. Likewise, 

the population approximation error RMSEA = .042 satisfies the minimal 

requirements of fitting. 

In addition, for the final reformulated model, the following indicators were 

obtained: a) Distance of Mahalanobis or centroid distance (D2) that allowed to rule 

out the existence of atypical values in the distribution, with the exception of 

observations 36, 39 and 46; and b) HOELTER, that tells us that the results obtained 

are supported by the size of the sample used in this validation (199, p < .01). 

Discussion 

The purpose of this research was to carry out the adaptation and validation of the 

Empathy Questionnaire for children of Zoll & Enz (2005) in a population of Bolivian 

children, aged between 8 and 14 years. Reliability estimates as well as their factorial 

validity allowed us to confirm that the EQ is an adequate instrument to measure the 

empathy of this population through factors such as affective and cognitive empathy. The 

instrument had to be adjusted eliminating 11 items and making small grammatical 

adjustments in the writing of some of them. In the EFA, the matrix of rotated 

components shows that, with the exception of item 9 corresponding to the cognitive 

component, all the items of the questionnaire saturated well in their respective 

components. However, the correlations between the affective and cognitive components 

of the questionnaire are satisfactory, indicating that EQ is a consistent instrument. 

Finally, the confirmatory factor analysis showed a relatively well-adjusted measurement 
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model after two reformulations, representing adequately, the underlying structure of the 

EQ. 

We can conclude then, that the EQ is a simple and easy measure to be administered 

to young children. However, the question remains as to whether the structural simplicity 

of the EQ is capable of representing the true complexity of the empathy construct, 

whose nature is clearly multidimensional. Some authors concerned with the 

measurement of empathy (see Davis, 1980, 1983, Carey, Fox, & Spraggins, 1988, Lietz 

et al., 2011, Reniers, Corcoran, Drake, Shryane, & Völlm, 2011, among others), have 

suggested that the instruments that measure it should reflect the multidimensionality of 

the construct incorporating a greater number of factors in them. So, Chrysikou & 

Thompson (2016) commenting on the properties of the well-known Interpersonal 

Reactivity Index (IRI) (Davis, 1980), have suggested that in order to measure empathy, 

the perspective-taking should be incorporated as a more specific component of 

cognitive empathy, and empathic concern, as well as emotional distress as variations of 

affective empathy, which implies incorporating more than two components in the 

factorial structure of the instrument. Likewise, these authors argued that in order to 

respond to the items that usually measure affective empathy, it is necessary for the 

person to first use their own cognitive resources to "put themselves in the situation", 

causing affective empathy to be confused or masked with the cognitive one. In this way, 

a diminished cognitive response would reduce the response capacity of items that try to 

measure affective empathy. In other words, when someone puts himself in a specific 

situation, he/she may give a response that they know very well it is emotionally 

appropriate without necessarily experiencing it. This situation may reflect cognitive 

empathy but not necessarily affective empathy, introducing a response bias that affects 

the reliability of the measurement.  
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For some authors (Derntl et al, 2010, Krause et al, 2012, Masten et al, 2010, 

Rameson et al, 2011, Thoma et al, 2011), the problem could be alleviated by the use of 

complementary neurophysiological and behavioral measures. In any case, future studies 

on the measurement of empathy should reconsider the complexity of the construct by 

incorporating into its measurement procedures additional factors that account for the 

multidimensionality of empathy. 
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