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Abstract
Social empatng is the abilitg to understand other People bg Perceiving or
exPeriencing their life situations, thus Providing an oPPortunit9 to gain insignt into
social inequalities. Institutions of ]’iigi*ner education have unique opportunities to
engage students in socia”gjust educational conversations that cha”enge negative
social biases of others who are not like them. The current studg investigatecl the
valic[it9 of the inferences made from the lnterPersonai and Social Empatng Index
(ISEI), a common tool used to explore levels of emPathg among co”ege students.
A comparison was then made between the originai constructs described bg the
instrument developers CSegai et. ai., 2013) and the constructs Present in the data
collected for this stu&g. Factor analysis results indicated a structure different from
that Proposed bg the instrument deveiopers. While the number of latent factors
in the current stucig is the same as those Proposed 133 the original instrument
deveiol:)ers 4), items composing the factors were different. Consequentig,
subscale scores calculated using cleveiol:)er suggestec[ items may not be the best
rePresentation of latent constructs related to empathg.

Kegworc[s: emPatlﬂg, interPersonal emPatng, social emPatng socialjustice,

factor analysis
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Social eml:)atng IS an abiiitg to more c[eeplg understand Peopie 139 Perceiving
or exPeriencing their life situations, tnereby Providing insignt into structural
inequalities (Seagai, 2009). Institutions of nigner education Provide oPPortunitg

rich environments that cna”enge students’ intellectual and Personai growtn As

such, co”ege is an ideal Place to explore, deveiop, and cha”enge existing Prejudice.

Communit9 co”eges bg nature foster diversity of students because of the open
access to education. Therefore, it seems intuitive community co“eges could be a
model for buildinga foundation for emPathg, contextual uncﬂerstanding, and social
resPonsibiiitg among students. In fact, research suggests sociaijustice education
while in co”ege affects attitudes and Perceptions of racial Prejudice among

students (JessoP & Williams, 2006).

Need for and PurPose of the Stucig

Individual emPathg is not sufficient to motivate communities towards social
justice. A more effective way to cnange long standing structural inequities requires
Providing PeoPie with oPPortunities to gain deeP contextual knowiecige and have
exPeriences that create emPatnetic insigi‘its into the lives of PeoPie who have
been oPPressed As Part of the |arger effort to ci*iange iong stancﬂing structural
inequalities and create emPatnetic insights, an instrument measuring interPersonal
and social emPatng levels is necessary. Such an instrument would aid in the
measurement of growtn, or lack thereof, of Participants in levels of interPersonal
and social emPatng, both necessary components for emPatnetic insignts. Once
such instrument, the lnterPersonai and Social E‘mpathg Index (ISED Purports
to measure Participants’ interPersonai and social emPatn9 levels (Segai, Cimino,
Gerdes, Harmon & Wagaman, 2013). However, the inferences made

Q)
from ISE! scores have never been assessed for construct valiclitg, using 09

a samPle ot communitg co”ege stuclents. Tne Purpose ot tne current

stud9 was to investigate whether the ISElis an aPProPriate instrument for ﬂU
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usein a largor program ciosignoci to promote increased levels of social ompatiig
needed to encourage greater social rosponsibilitg of students at the community
co”ogo. Sociaijus’cico education infused into core curriculum can Possib|9 impac’c
students’ Porcoptions of ompatiﬁg at a two-year co”ogo. However, an aPProPriato
instrument is necessary to i‘nolp determine whether socialjustico education indeed
Promotool ci‘nangos in student intorporsonal and social omPa‘chg levels. Our studg
invostigatoci whether the constructs Prosentooi bﬂ SCgai et. al. (201%) as Presont

in the ISE], are also valid for use for our samplo (n=98) of communitg co”ogo

students. See Table 1 for details regarciing the samplo.

Table 1
Demographic Information jor Participants (n=95)
| Gender | Ethnicity (Self-Reported) |
Male (r=25) Caucasian (r=39)
Female (n=73) Hispanic (n=38)

Black (n=21)

Instrumentation
The lntorporsonal and Social Empatiﬁy Index (ISE) is an instrument
Purporting to measure trait empathg) with elements of interpersonal and social
empa’ciﬁg (Segal o‘c.al., 2013) . For the 15 items of the ISEI items 1-10 reflect
intorpersonal empathg) and are divided between three components —ltems 2,3, 5,
9 Cognitive Empathg (COQG), ltems 1, 6, 8 Affective Response (AR), and ltems 4,
7,10 Self-Other Awareness (SOA): ltems 11-15 assesses Macro Porspective~Tai<ing
(MPT), which reflect social eml:)atiwg. The Likert Scale used ranges from1 (never)
to 6 (alwags) with choices 2-5 in between.

29

Construct Validi‘cg
One method often used to holp iclentiicg and measure constructs is
exl:)loratorg factor analgsis (EFA) (Henson & Roberts, 2006). For the current
stucig, EFA was used in an effort to investigate which constructs composeoi the y
data collected using the ISEIL. A comparison was then made between the original
constructs described ]39 the instrument developers (Segai et. al., 2013) and the

constructs Prosent in ti’]C current c[ata.

Analgsis and Results

Results of the expioratory factor anaigsis of the fifteen items of the ISEI
revealed differences in construct composition, in comparison to the Previousig
Prol:)oscd factor structure (Segai et.al., 2013). Ultimatelg, a four factor solution
was selected as the best fit for the current data. However, while the selected four
factor solution was also Present in the instrument oeveiopmcnt process (Segai
et.al, 201%), individual items comPosing the factors were different. See Tables
2 and ) ior a comParison oi tho i:actor/itom structure Prosontod bg Segal ot.al.
(201%) and the Factor/ item structure Prcsent in the current data.

Table 2
Chiginal Structure of the ISEl/Factor Composition
Factors Presented by Segal et. al. (2013)
MPT COG S0A AR
Ql1*, Q12*, Q13, Ql4, Q15 Q2 Q3, Q5% Q9+ 04, Q7% Ql0* QI Q6*, Q8

*indicates 1tem loads on a different factor for the current study data
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Table 3
Structure Matrix jor the Current Study
Factor
1 2 3 4

Q21 =258 755 183 =411
(8L S48 369 -.h6% 092
Q8 303 J73 =347 056
Q11 390 238 =503 -.662
Q12 226 584 =399 =439
213 596 282 =709 153
214 222 035 - 806 -.013
Q13 A81 .103 -.bibt -. 184
Q2 815 =030 =343 237
23 109 371 =264 -.052
25 367 .T28 -.093 -.142
29 120 =018 =454 231
4 395 =068 =327 H15
Q7 A07 =181 =599 -.08%
Q10 471 252 =415 =275

Discussion and Conclusion

As community co”ege students deveiop the abilit9 to be aware of and be
sensitive to the Perspectives of those different from themselves, the culture

of the co”ege may be more inclusive. The consequences of a more inclusive
co”ege environment, Particularig for historica”g marginalized students, can be
monumentai) inciuding an increase in retention and graciuation rates (Roberson &
Mason, 2007).

Results of the exploratorg factor anaigsis indicated that while four factors
seem to be Present in the current cﬂata, as the original developers indicatecL the
item composi’cion of the factors was different for this sampie of community co”ege
students. Consequentig, for this sample) the origina”g computec[ construct

or factor scores would not best represent the factors in ques‘cion; the score

inferences would not be valid.

41

References
Barr, J., & Sci“xuetz, P. (2008) . Overview of foundational issues. New Directions
For Community Co”eges, 2008(144), 7-16.

Batson, C. D., Polgcarpou) M. F.,, Harmon-Jones, E., lmi'loi:i:) H.J., Mitciiener, E.

C., Bednar, L.L,& .. Highberger, L. (1997). Empatiﬁg and Attitudes: Can
Feeling for a Member of a Stigmatizecl Group Improve F‘eelings Toward the
GrouP?. Journal Of Personalit9 & Social Psgchologg, 72(1), 105-118.

Cattell, R. B. (1966). The scree test for the number of factors. Multivariate
Behavioral Research, 1, 245-276. doi: 10.1207/s15%27906mbro102_10

Courtright, K.E., Mackeg, DA, & Packard, S.H. 2005). Empa’chg among
Co”ege students and criminaijustice majors: lcientii:ging Predispositionai
traits and the role of education*. Journal of Criminal Justice Education,
16(1), 125-144,205-207. Retrieved from httl:): // search.Proquest.com/
docview,/223%760877accountid=7113

Eisenberg) N., & Miller, P A. (1987). The relation of emPathg to Prosocial
and related behaviors. Psgciwoiogical Bulletin, 101(1), 91-119. doi:10.10%7/00%3-
2909.101.1.91

l:iciwteri, C. S, ComPtorL V., & Amsel, R. (1985). lmagiried emPathg and attributions
concerning activity Preicerences of Phgsica”g disabled co“ege students.
Rehabilitation Psychology, 0(4), 235-239. doi:10.10%7/h00910%3

Field, A. o). Discovering statistics using SPSS (rded)). Los Angeles, CA:
Sage.

rjortoFt, N., PhD, van Winkle, L. J., PhD, & Hojat, M., PhD. (2011). Measuring
emPatiiy in Pi‘iarmacg students. American Journal of Pharmaceutical
Education, 75(6), 1-109. Retrieved from i’lttP:/ / searcii.Proquest.com/
docview/8927562597accountid=7113 06

42

NollvdOonasi

‘“3311DOVHd

>
o
=
=2
(%)
-
=
>
-
<
m
(%]
(%]
(=
m
(%)
-
o
c
=
2
b
-

HOUd4VvV3is3id ANV




Gerdes, K. E., Lietz, C. A, & SegaL E.A. Qon). Measuring emPathg in the 21st

century: Development of an emPatlﬂg index rooted in social
cognitive neuroscience and socialjustice. Social Work Researc]ﬁ)
35(2), 83. Retrieved from ht’cp: / /search.ebscohost.com/ login.
aspx?directztrueé’db:Fﬁh@AN:62585976&5cope=5ite

Giroux, H. A., & Giroux, S. S. (2004). Take back higher education: Race, 9outh,
and the crisis of democracg in the Post~civil rights era. New York, N.Y.:
Palgrave Macmillan.

Giroux, H. A. (2002). Neoliberalism, corporate culture, and the Promise of

]’ﬁglﬁer CC]UCBtiOﬂ: ThC UﬂiVCFSitg as a cjemocratic PUbllC SP]’“ICFC. Har\/ard

Educational Review, 72.(4), 425-463. Retrieved from http: // search.Proquest.

com/docview,/2122797507accountid=7113

Harvey, D. (2005). The neoliberal state. A brief his‘corg of neoliberalism (PP. 64).
New Yor|<) NY: Oxford.

Henson, R. K., & Roberts) K. J. (2006). Use of exploratorg factor analgsis in
Published research. Educational and Psgchological Measurement, 66. 393~
416. doi:10.1177/0013164405282485

Horn, J.L. (1965). A rationale and test for the number of factors in factor analgsis.
Psychometrika, 30, 179-185. doi: 10.1007/bf02289447

Johnson, R.A. & Wichern, D.W. (2007). APPliecl Multivariate Statistical Analgsis
(6thed). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Prentice Hall.

Konra‘chJ S.H., O’brien, E. H., & Hsing, C. o). Changes in Aispositional
empathg IN american co“ege students over time: A meta—analgsis. Personalitg

and Social Psychology Review, 15(2), 180-198. doi:10.1177/1088868%10577595

+5

Lee, S. A. (2009). Does emPathy mediate the relationship between neuroticism
and dePressive sgmptomatologg among co”ege students? Personalitg

and Individual Differences, 47(5), 429-4%%. doi:httP://dx.doi.org/lO.lOlé/j.

Paid.zoc>9.o+.ozo Yy

McKenna, L., E)ogle} M., Brown, T, Williams, B., Mo”oyj A., Lewis, B., & Mo”og,
L. (2012). Levels of emPathg in undergraduate nursing students.
International Journal of Nursing Practice, 18(3), 246-251. doi:lO.llll/j.l4~+O~
172X.2012.020%5.%x

Morrell, M. E. (2010). E’:mPathg and &emocracg: l:eeling7 thinking, and deliberation.
Universitg Park, PA: Pennsglvania State Universitg Press.

Preseton, 5. D., & deWa”, F B. M. 2002). EmPathgz Its ultimate and
Proximate bases. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 25, 1-20. doi:doi:10.1017/
SO140525X02000018

Rasoal, C., Danielsson, H., & Jungert, T. (2012). Empathg among students in
engjneering programmes. E:uropean Journal of Engineering Education,
37(5), 427-4%5. doi:10.1080,/0%04%797.2012.708720

Ruscio, J., & Roche, B. (2012). Determining the number of factors to retain in an
exPloratorg factor analgsis using comParison data of known factor
structure. Psgchological Assessment, 24. 282-292. doi: 10.1037/a0025697

Schuetz P, Barr J. Transmuting resistance to change. New Directions For
Community Co”eges [serial online]. Winter2008 2008;2008 (144) :105-114-.
Available from: Academic Search Complete, lPswich, MA. Accessed April 25,
2015.

Segal, E. A. (201). Social empathgz A model built on empathg, contextual
unclerstanding, and social responsibilitg that promotes socialjustice

Journal of Social Service Research, 37(3), 266. 09

44

NollvdOonasi

‘“3311DOVHd

>
o
=
=2
(%)
-
=
>
-
<
m
(%]
(%]
(=
m
(%)
-
o
c
=
2
b
-

HOUd4VvV3is3id ANV




Segal, E.A, Gercles, K.E., l\/\u”ins, J., Wagaman, M. A, & Androg) D.

o). Social empa‘chg attitudes: Do latino students have more?

Journal of Human Behavior in the Social Environment, 21(4) , 438-454.
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10911359.2011.566445

Sc:galj E. A, Wagaman, M. A, & Gerdes, K. E. 012). Developingthe

Empathy Assessment Index: An explorator9 factor analgsis. Advances

in Social Work, 13(3), 541-560. Retrieved from lﬂttpz//search.Proquest.com/
docview/1417520943%accountid=7113

SCgaL E.A. QoM. Social Empathg: A Model Built on Empathg) Contextual
Understancjing, and Social Responsibilitg That Promotes Social Justice.
Journal Of Social Service Research, 37(3), 266-277. d0i:10.1080/01488%76.20
11.564040

Stevens, J. P. (2009). Appliecl multivariate statistics for the social sciences (5th
ed.). New York, NY: Routledge.

Thompson, B., & Daniel, L.G. (1996). Factor analgtic evidence for the construct
vali&itg of scores: A historical overview and some guidelines. Educational

and Psgchological Measurement, 56, 197-208.

45

46

>
o
=
=2
(%)
-
=
>
-
<
m
(%]
(%]
(=
m
(%)
-
o
c
=
2
b
-

NollvdOonasi

‘“3311DOVHd

HOUd4VvV3is3id ANV




	AN EXPLORATION OF THE VALIDITY OF INFERENCES MADE FROM THE INTERPERSONAL AND SOCIAL EMPATHY INDEX (ISEI)
	Recommended Citation

	tmp.1462397531.pdf.lmRDl

