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I. SAMPLE AND PROCEDURE

For this study, the target population comprised of professionals working in different industries worldwide, in
small  (i.e.,  1-9  employees)  and  large  (i.e.,  >1000  employees)  organizations.  The  data  was  collected  from
employees and managers. An initial sample of N1 = 67 respondents was considered for the initial phase in
which an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted. A second sample of N 2 =  579 respondents  was
considered for the second phase in which a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted. Both versions of
the questionnaire were delivered online. Participants were asked to complete a data protection consent form. 

The table below outlines the demographic and general descriptive statistics regarding both samples. 

Phase 1 (N1 = 67 respondents) Phase 2 (N2 = 579 respondents)

What gender do you identify as?
Male 34.30% (23) 43.50% (252)
Female 64.20% (43) 55.10% (319)
Prefer not to say 1.50% (1) 1.40% (8)
In what industry/sector does your organization operates in?
Food and Agriculture 0% (0) 5.50% (32)
Automotive 0% (0) 1.90% (11)
Electronics 0% (0) 1.40% (8)
Aerospace 3.00% (2) 1.40% (8)
Chemical 6.00% (4) 0.70% (4)
Pharma 0% (0) 1.40% (8)
Defense 0% (0) 1.00% (6)
Telecommunication 0% (0) 1.20% (7)
Construction 0% (0) 3.80% (22)
Energy 1.50% (1) 0.30% (2)
Advertising 9.00% (6) 2.90% (17)
Finance 10.40% (7) 4.50% (26)
Healthcare 3.00% (2) 9.80% (57)
Insurance 1.50% (1) 2.10% (12)
Hospitality 4.50% (3) 2.60% (15)
Information Technology 22.40% (15) 12.6% (73)
Entertainment 3.00% (2) 3.10% (18)
Education 11.90% (8) 8.80% (51)
Sport 0% (0) 0.90% (5)
Transport 3.00% (2) 1.90% (11)
Real Estate 14.90% (10) 6.70% (39)
Management Consulting 6.00% (4) 4.80% (27)
Government 0% (0) 3.60% (21)
Academia 0% (0) 0.20% (1)
Legal 0% (0) 0.70% (4)
Non-Profit 0% (0) 5.40% (31)
Retail and Consumer Goods 0% (0) 10.90% (63)
What is the total number of employees your organisation has?
1-9 10.40% (7) 13.00% (75)
10-50 13.40% (9) 13.20% (82)
51-250 14.90% (10) 17.40% (101)
251-500 7.50% (5) 10.50% (61)
501-1000 6.00% (4) 11.00% (64)
>1000 47.80% (32) 30.40% (176)
Not applicable 0% (0) 3.50% (20)
How many people are currently working in your team / department?
1-5 20.90% (14) 28.90% (167)
6-10 16.40% (11) 19.00% (110)
11-25 29.90% (20) 20.70% (120)
26-50 13.40% (9) 12.80% (74)
> 50 19.40% (13) 15.70% (91)
Not applicable 0% (0) 2.90% (17)
How many people are you currently managing / leading in your organisation?
< 2 20.90% (14) 24.50% (142)
3-5 25.40% (17) 20.00% (116)
5-10 17.90% (12) 16.90% (98)
> 10 14.90% (10) 18.80% (109)



Not applicable 20.90% (14) 19.80% (114)

Managers 79.10% (53) 80.20% (465)
Non-Managers 20.90% (14) 19.80% (114)

In what country do you currently work for your organisation?
United States 62.70% (42) 91.40% (529)
United Kingdom 9.00% (6) 0.90% (5)
Romania 14.90% (10) 0.50% (3)
France 9.00% (6) 0.70% (4)
Singapore 3.00% (1) 0% (0)
Switzerland 1.50% (1) 0% (0)
Australia 0% (0) 0.50% (3)
Canada 0% (0) 0.20% (1)
Hong kong 0% (0) 0.20% (1)
India 0% (0) 0.20% (1)
The Netherlands 0% (0) 0.20% (1)
Cyprus 0% (0) 0.20% (1)
Serbia 0% (0) 0.20% (1)
South Africa 0% (0) 0.20% (1)
Ethiopia 0% (0) 0.20% (1)
Germany 0% (0) 0.20% (1)
China 0% (0) 0.20% (1)
Mexico 0% (0) 0.20% (1)
Did not report 0% (0) 3.80% (24)

II. MEASURES

An analysis  of  the literature was undertaken to identify important references to theoretical  and empirical
studies on individual empathy and corporate social responsibility (CSR).  First, a review of the literature on
empathy revealed that  there was a growing tendency to define empathy as a multidimensional  construct
comprising cognitive, affective and behavioural elements. Secondly, it has also been found that organizations
described as having a highly empathetic culture are likely to engage in CSR initiatives more. There is also a
growing tendency to emphasize the behavioural aspects of CSR based on conceptualisations of stakeholder
management,  thereby highlighting that  CSR behaviors were intended to respond to the rights,  needs and
interests of a variety of stakeholders. However, it was found that CSR measures that integrated the behavioral
dimension were not always implemented along with its cognitive and affective dimensions. 

Therefore,  the starting point for the development of  an organizational empathy scale was to conceive an
exhaustive method for measuring an organization’s approach (i.e., cognitive, affective and behavioral) towards
multiple  stakeholders,  including  employees,  clients  and  shareholders,  the  natural  environment  and  local
communities. As a result, a six-stakeholder classification was initially established, including (1) employees, (2)
business partners, (3) customers, (4) shareholders, (5) natural environment, and (6) society. 

The items of the scale were defined considering the theoretical conceptualizations of empathy presented in
the theoretical body of this project paper. Specifically, the items were constructed having in mind the goal of
measuring  the  organization’s  socially  responsible  behaviors  (i.e.,  behavioral  empathy),  the  organization’s
perspective-taking (i.e.,  cognitive empathy),  and care taking (i.e.,  affective empathy) in relation to the six-
stakeholder classification mentioned above. 

Thus, a 45-item scale was initially created. 

For a review of the 45-item scale consult Appendix 1 – The 45 item Organizational Empathy Scale_V1.



Examples of 3 out of a total of 11 initial items for the proposed (1) employee factor, that aimed to measure a
facet of the organizational empathy construct as a result of employees’ perceptions towards the company’s
approach to their health and well-being, professional development, and needs and concerns.

 (cognitive)  #1 My company believes that performance reviews are an opportunity for employees to
get the support they need to progress professionally.

 (affective) #2 In my company, employees' well-being and concerns are taken into account during the
decision-making process.

 (behavioral)  #3 My company promotes people who are generally not interested in how other team
members are feeling.

Example of 1 out of  a total of  5 initial  items for the proposed  (2) business partner factor, that aimed to
measure a facet of the organizational empathy construct as a result of employees’ perceptions towards the
company’s approach to a transparent communication, safety and good working conditions of their business
partners.

 (behavioral) #4 My company would not deal with a business partner who fails to ensure the safety and
wellbeing of their own people.

Example of 1 out of a total of 8 initial items for the proposed (3) customers factor, that aimed to measure a
facet of the organizational empathy construct as a result  of employees’ perceptions oriented towards the
company’s approach to its customer/user’s needs, experiences and satisfaction, and the quality of its products
or services.

  (behavioral) #5 My company takes action so that all employees regularly experience the company’s
products or services from different customer’s perspectives.

Examples of 1 out of a total of 4 initial items for the proposed (4) shareholders factor, that aimed to measure a
facet of the organizational empathy construct as a result  of employees’ perceptions oriented towards the
company’s approach to the relationship with its shareholders.

 (affective) #6 My company values and respects all of its shareholders’ contributions.

Example of 1 out of a total of 7 initial items for the proposed (5)  natural environment factor, that aimed to
measure a  facet  of  the organizational  empathy  construct  as  a  result  of  employees’  perceptions  oriented
towards  the  company’s  approach  to  reducing  the  environmental  footprint  and  protecting  the  natural
environment.

 (cognitive) #7 My company believes it is important to protect the environment.

Example of 1 out of a total of 9 initial items for the proposed (6) society factor, that aimed to measure a facet
of the organizational empathy construct as a result of employees’ perceptions oriented towards the company’s
approach to increasing the well-being of local communities and giving back to society.

 (affective) #8 My company does not feel responsible to society.

III. INTER-RATER AGREEMENT



Applications of inter-rater agreement (IRA) statistics for Likert scales are plentiful in research and practice. One
application of IRA is to quantify consensus in ratings of a target as it provides a single value of agreement for
each  rating  target,  thereby  facilitating  identification  of  units  of  raters  who  are  very  high  or  very  low  in
agreement (T. O’Neill, 2017). Therefore, all initial 45 items proposed, measured on a 5-Likert type scale, were
subjected  to  an  IRA  procedure  involving  two subject-matter  experts  (SME).  For  this  procedure,  we  have
selected the  rwg indices (James et al., 1994; see also Finn, 1970). The result suggests a complete agreement
between SMEs, as the mean variance for all 45 items was 0.183, the uniform distribution (sigma) was 2, and
the rwg was 1. According to James et al., 1984, a value of 1 indicates complete agreement, a value of 0 indicates
agreement equal to the null  distribution, and values below 0 or above 1 are assumed to be the result of
sampling error and should be reset to 0. 

IV. FACTOR ANALYSIS AND RELIABILITY TEST

To explore the factorial structure of questionnaire in the sample, all 45 items were subjected to an exploratory
factor analysis. Maximum likelihood (ML) estimation methods with oblique rotation (oblimin) were used, and
the input for each analysis was the correlation matrix of the items. The goodness-of-fit  of the model was
evaluated using absolute and relative indices (Brown, 2015). 

The absolute goodness-of-fit indices calculated were according to Kline (2005): (1) the χ2 goodness-of-fit; (2)
the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA); and (3) Tucker-Lewis Fit Index (TLI). 

The χ2 - test is a test of the difference between the observed correlation matrix and the one predicted by the
specified model. Non-significant values indicate that the hypothesized model fits the data. However, this index
is  sensitive  to  sample  size,  therefore  the  computation  of  the  relative  goodness-of-fit  indices  is  strongly
recommended (Bentler, 1990). The error of approximation (RMSEA) refers to the lack of fit of the model to the
population correlation matrix and is  a measure of  the discrepancy per degree of  freedom for the model.
Values smaller than 0.08 are indicative of an acceptable fit while values greater than 0.1 should lead to model
rejection (Cudeck, & Browne, 1993). The Tucker-Lewis Fit  Index (TLI) compares the reproduced correlation
matrix to the real correlation matrix on a scale from an unconstrained null model to perfect fit. It is normed to
fall on a 0–1 continuum, with values greater than 0.9 being indicative of a good fit (Hoyle, 1995).

We have analysed the reliability of the scale, which is an estimate of of much the items “hang together”.  A
reliability coefficient of .70 or higher is considered “acceptable” in social science research situations (Taber,
2018). Our reliability indicates an alpha value of .95 suggesting a high level of consistency between the items.



Chi-squared Test 
  Value df p 
Model       991.965 775 < .001 

Additional fit indices 
RMSEA RMSEA 90% confidence TLI BIC 
       0.110             0.052 - NA 0.800 -2266.672 

The  maximum  likelihood  (ML)  factor  analysis  with  a  cut-off  point  of  .30  and  the  Kaiser’s  criterion  of
eigenvalues greater than 1 (see Field, 2009; Stevens, 1992) yielded a five-factor solution as the best fit for the
data,  accounting for  57.3% of  the variance.  The model  adequacy for  the 5-factor  structure is  χ2  (775)  =
991.965, p<.001; RMSEA = .11; TLI = .80 resulting in a poor model fit.

V. GENERAL RULES FOR EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS

We have retained items that loaded over .30 as those explained 9% of the variance. Cross loadings and / or no
loadings  indicated  bad  items,  so  were  proposed  for  elimination.  To  provide  minimum  coverage  of  the
construct's theoretical domain (Hair et al., 2010) we have decided that each factor should have a mininum of 3
items. However, for some constructs that are very narrowly defined, recent evidence suggests that single-item
measures may suffice (Bergkvist and Rossiter 2007; Drolet and Morrison 2001; Wanous, Reichers, and Hudy
1997). It should be anticipated that approximately one half of the items created using the methods described
here will be retained for use in the final scale, deleted or modified. Finally, we have decided to retain a factor
only if we can interpret it in a meaningful way, no matter how solid the evidence for its retention based on the
empirical criteria (Worthington, R. L., & Whittaker, T. A., 2006).

VI. FACTOR LOADINGS 

Factor Loadings 
  Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Uniqueness 

Q1   0.369     0.414 0.515 
Q2     0.457     0.600 
Q3         0.678 0.243 
Q4 0.590         0.435 
Q5   0.447   0.307   0.468 
Q6R 0.578         0.698 
Q7 0.403   0.410     0.396 
Q8 0.354   0.323     0.345 
Q9 0.589         0.506 
Q10     0.441   0.423 0.554 
Q11   0.408 0.534     0.441 



Factor Loadings 
  Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Uniqueness 

Q12       0.765   0.313 
Q13     0.605 0.322   0.479 
Q14     0.847     0.160 
Q15 -0.340         0.710 
Q16R 0.462         0.424 
Q17   0.357       0.469 
Q18         0.780 0.329 
Q19 0.378         0.696 
Q20 0.604         0.462 
Q21R 0.461         0.826 
Q22 0.685 0.328       0.260 
Q23 0.468 0.360       0.461 
Q24R       0.400 0.522 
Q25 0.325 0.441       0.517 
Q26R 0.694         0.385 
Q27 0.393       0.531 0.482 
Q28 0.361 0.371       0.498 
Q29 0.469 0.317 0.311     0.329 
Q30   0.527       0.508 
Q31   0.815       0.290 
Q32   0.560       0.602 
Q33       0.883   0.131 
Q34 0.513         0.584 
Q35 0.599   0.323     0.425 
Q36       0.822 0.205 
Q37     0.863   0.183 
Q38 0.487       0.370 
Q39 0.391     0.393   0.386 
Q40 0.503   0.347     0.364 
Q41 0.440   0.433     0.444 
Q42 0.534       0.390 0.251 
Q43 0.846       0.289 
Q44   0.491     0.490 
Q45 0.491         0.185 
Note.  Applied rotation method is oblimin. 

Factor Characteristics 
  SumSq. Loadings Proportion var. Cumulative 

Factor 1 8.004 0.178 0.178 
Factor 2 5.358 0.119 0.297 
Factor 3 4.615 0.103 0.399 
Factor 4 4.071 0.090 0.490 
Factor 5 3.724 0.083 0.573 

Factor 1 – Employee & Business Partners & Workplace Empathy

Factor 1 was initially comprised of 11 items (position in the survey: #4, #6R, #9, #15, #16R, #19, #20, #21R,
#26R, #34, #45) reported on a 5-point Likert scale that explained 18% of the variance with factor loadings from
-.34 to .69. A total of 8 items were kept (position in the survey: #4, #26R, #16R, #19, #6R, #9, #20, #45) and 3
items (position in the survey: #15, #21R, #34) were removed to minimise the negative impact on reliability. An



exception was made for item #17 which loaded on factor 2 and was integrated on factor 1. We expect to
delete item #17 post-CFA analysis, if our decision does not yield significant results (later edit: it was not the
case as the item loaded significantly on factor 1). 

The table below indicates that factor 1 ended up with a total number of 9 items (position in the survey: #4,
#26R, #16R, #19, #6R, #17, #9, #20, #45) and has a very good level of consistency between items (0.89). 

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's Alpha N of Items

.896 9
Current reliability: 0.896 (initial items)

Factor Employee & Business
Partner

Items Reliability if Item Deleted Suggestion
My company promotes people who
are generally not interested in how
other team members are feeling.

.882 keep

In my company bad behaviours are
tolerated  as  long  as  results  are
being achieved.

.881 keep

In  my  company,  employees'
wellbeing  and  concerns  are  taken
into  account  during  the  decision-
making process.

.880 keep

In  my  company,  employees  are
encouraged to treat everyone with
respect  no  matter  their  age,
gender,  nationality  or  ethnic
background.

.899 delete

In  my  company,  colleagues  rarely
put  themselves  in  the  shoes  of
others  when  they  make
organisational decisions.

.887 Keep

In  my  company,  employees  are
encouraged to voice their concerns
and  ask  questions  without  being
rejected or criticised.

.888 Keep

My company communicates openly
and honestly with all of its business
partners.

.886 Keep

My company takes into account the
needs of its business partners when
making organisational decisions.

.885 Keep

I  would  recommend my  company
as  being  an  empathetic  place  to
work for. 

.867 keep

Factor 2 – Customer 

Factor 2 was initially comprised of 7 items (position in the survey: #5, #17, #30, #31, #32, #38, #43)  reported
on a 5-point Likert scale that explained 12% of the variance with factor loadings from 0.35 to 0.84. A total of 6
items were kept (position in the survey: #5, #30, #31, #32, #38, #43) and one item (position in the survey: #17)
was moved onto factor 1. 

The table below indicates that factor 2 ended up with a total of 6 items (position in the survey: #30, #31, #32,
#38, #5, #43) and has a very good level of consistency between items (reliability = 0.86).
 
Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's Alpha N of Items

.863 6



Current reliability: 0.863 (initial items)

Factor Customer

Items Reliability if Item Deleted Suggestion
In  my  company,  employees  are
encouraged  to  hold  regular
meetings to discuss  the impact  of
the company’s services or products
on  the  customers/users/clients’
lives.

.843 Keep

In  my  company,  employees  are
encouraged  to  enquire
customers/users/clients about their
level of satisfaction regularly.

.820 Keep

My  company  encourages  its
employees  to  respect  their
commitments  to
customers/users/clients.

.859 Keep

My  company  listens  to  innovative
ideas  brought  up  by  employees
which  are  to the advantage of  its
customers/users/clients.

.835 Keep

My  company  takes  action  so  that
all  employees regularly  experience
the company’s products or services
from  different
customers/users/client's
perspectives.

.825 Keep

In  my  company,  employees  are
encouraged  to  integrate
customers/users/clients'  feedback
when  working  on  their
assignments.

.854 Keep

Factor 3 – Managers

Factor 3 was initially comprised of 4 items (position in the survey: #2, #13, #14, #44)  reported on a 5-point
Likert scale that explained 10% of the variance with factor loadings from 0.45 to 0.84. Because item #13 also
loaded on factor 4, it was replaced by item #8 to ensure the homogeneity of this factor. 

The table below indicates that factor 3 ended up with a total of 4 items (position in the survey: #2, #14, #44,
#8) and has a very good level of consistency between items (reliability = 0.81). 
 
Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items
.817 4

Current reliability: 0.817 (initial items)
Factor Managers Items Reliability if Item Deleted Suggestion

My  company  believes  that
performance  reviews  are  an
opportunity  for  employees  to  get
the support they need to progress
professionally.

.796 Keep

In  my  company,  managers  ask
employees  for  their  opinion  in
solving  a  problem  or  improving  a

.739 Keep



work situation.
In my company, managers actively
offer assistance to help employees
overcome obstacles to learning.

.733 Keep

In my company, managers identify
and  understand  the  feelings,
attitudes,  and  motivation  behind
others’ behaviour.

.811 Keep

Factor 4 – Natural Environment

Factor 4 was initially comprised of 3 items (position in the survey: #12, #33, #37)  reported on a 5-point Likert
scale that explained 9% of the variance with factor loadings from 0.76 to 0.88. All items were kept. 

The table below indicates that factor 4 ended up with a total of 3 items (position in the survey: #12, #33, #37)
and has a very good level of consistency between items (reliability = 0.90). 

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's Alpha N of Items

.907 3

Current reliability: 0.907 (initial items)

Factor Environment

Items Reliability if Item Deleted Suggestion
My company promotes eco friendly
behaviours in the workplace.

.901
Keep

My  company  actively  works  to
reduce its environmental footprint.

.861
Keep

My  company  believes  it  is
important  to  protect  the
environment.

.837
Keep

Factor 5 – Society

Factor 5 was initially comprised of 4 items (position in the survey: #3, #18, #24, #36)  reported on a 5-point
Likert scale that explained 8% of the variance with factor loadings from 0.40 to 0.82. A total of 3 items were
kept (position in the survey #3, #18, #36) and item #24 was removed to ensure a higher reliability. 

The table below indicates that factor 5 ended up with a total of 3 items (position in the scale #3, #18, #36)
and has a very good level of consistency between items (reliability = 0.87). 

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's Alpha N of Items

.874 3
Current reliability: 0.868 (initial items)

Factor Society Items Reliability if Item Deleted Suggestion
My  company  is  actively  engaged,
directly or through partnerships in
activities,  campaigns  and  projects
that aim to increase the quality of
life in local communities.

.821 Keep

My  company  directs  a  part  of  its
budget to donation and social work
favouring  the  disadvantaged,
social,  humanitarian  causes  or
charities.

.846 Keep

My  company  encourages
employees  to  participate  in

.834 Keep



altruistic  activities  such  as
volunteering,  donating  blood,
raising money or social projects.
My  company  does  not  feel
responsible to society.

.870 Delete

In  my  company,  employees  are
encouraged to reflect on the issues
of society at large.

.839 Keep

My  company  targets  sustainable
growth  that  considers  future
generations.

.857 Keep

VII. COGNITIVE INTERVIEWING FOR ITEM DEVELOPMENT

Cognitive interviewing (CI)  is a method to identify sources of confusion in assessment items and to assess
validity  evidence  on  the  basis  of  content  and  response  processes.  The  Standards  for  Educational  and
Psychological Testing specify that during item development, items should be reviewed for clarity, relevance to
the  construct,  and  construct-irrelevant  content  or  structure  (American  Educational  Research  Association
[AERA], American Psychological Association [APA], & National Council on Measurement in Education [NCME],
2014).  Tourangeau  (1984)  proposed  that  for  any  item,  respondents  engage  in  four  cognitive  operations:
comprehension, recall, judgment, and response. Although they may not progress through these operations
sequentially,  respondents  must  understand  what  the  question  is  asking,  retrieve  relevant  information  or
knowledge from memory, make a judgment about the item or recalled information, and select a response. The
respondent’s interpretation is  foundational  to all  inferences we make from assessment results;  therefore,
misinterpretation of test items directly impacts test validity (AERA, APA, & NCME, 2014; Ryan et al., 2012).

Our main goal was to identify those items where there was a misalignment between participant interpretation
and our intentions, and to identify ways to modify those items based on participant response. Therefore, we
have  conducted  3  cognitive  interviews  with  participants  who  have  previously  completed  the  45-item
questionnaire. A cognitive interview guide was established beforehand and used to gather information on
respondents’ thought processes. 

 For  more  details  about  the  interview  guide  consult  Appendix  2 –  Cognitive  Interview  Guide  for
Organisational Empathy Scale Development. 

 For more details about the transcripts resulted after the cognitive interviews consult  Appendix 3 –
Cognitive Interview Transcripts for Organisational Empathy Scale Development

 For  more details  about  the qualitative  analysis  of  the cognitive  interviews  consult  Appendix  4 –
Qualitative Analysis of Cognitive Interviews for Organisational Empathy Scale Development

In addition to the cognitive interviews, feedback from 2 other participants was gathered and added to the
qualitative analysis.  For more details about the content of this feedback,  consult  Appendix 5 –  Additional
Feedback on the Organisational Empathy Scale Items. 

We have reported that all interviewees were able to understand the items discussed (i.e., items #1, #2, #3, #4,
#11, #18, #19, #20, #21, #23, #29, #31, #33, #34, #38, #41, and #42). However, a series of problematic themes
emerged, which were later considered together with the results of the exploratory factor analysis and the
additional feedback, in order to drop or modify several items.

The most frequent issues with the 45-item scale that were extracted post-qualitative analysis are:



 Difficulties relating to the company as a whole; 

 Compound statements;

 Some statements were described as being “distant” (team vs. employee vs. I).

A series of suggestions were also provided by the coordinator of the research project and were altogether
implemented in conjunction with the results of the qualitative and EFA analysis. As a result, the 45-item scale
has been subjected to a significant change from its initial version, yielding a final scale comprising 26 items.  

VIII. NEW SCALE – 26 ITEMS

As a result of the qualitative and EFA analysis, a new scale of 26 items was constructed. 

A limitation of our EFA analysis is the sample size (N1 = 67 respondents). Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) is
generally regarded as a technique for large sample sizes (N), with N = 50 as a reasonable absolute minimum.
Several  of  the  most  frequently  cited  guidelines  are  absolute  numbers.  Gorsuch  (1983)  and  Kline  (1994)
suggested sampling at least 100 subjects. Comrey and Lee (1992) provided the following scale of sample size
adequacy: 50 – very poor, 100 – poor, 200 – fair, 300 – good, 500 – very good, and 1,000 or more – excellent. 

Nonetheless, a number of studies have pointed out that not only sample size, but also high communalities
(Acito & Anderson,1980) as well as a large number of variables per factor (Browne, 1968; Tucker, Koopman, &
Linn,  1969)  contribute  positively  to  factor  recovery.  Recently,  a  steeply  increasing  number  of  simulation
studies has investigated the determinants of reliable factor recovery and shown that minimum sample size is a

function of several parameters. There are no absolute thresholds: the minimum sample size varies depending
on the level of communalities, loadings, number of variables per factor, and the number of factors (Gagné &
Hancock,2006; MacCallum, Widaman, Preacher, & Hong, 2001; Preacher, & MacCallum, 2002; Marsh, Balla, &
Grayson, 1998). 

MacCallum et al. (1999) developed a theoretical framework for the effects of sample size on factor recovery
and provided a basis for the contention that there are no absolute thresholds for a minimum sample size. This
framework is based on earlier theoretical analyses presented by MacCallum and Tucker (1991), subsequently
extended by MacCallum et al. (2001). The framework indicates that factor recovery improves as (a) sample size
increases, (b) communalities increase, and (c) number of variables/number of factors increases; the effect of
number of variables/number of factors decreases as communalities increase, and it may also interact with the
sample size. The simulations in MacCallum et al. (1999) and MacCallum et al. (2001) applied a minimum N of
60, but Winter & Wieringa (2009) suggest their theoretical framework should be applicable to smaller sample
sizes as well.  The study conducted by Winter & Wieringa (2009) offerrs a comprehensive overview of the
conditions in which EFA can yield good quality results for N below 50. Authors showed that when data are well
conditioned (i.e.,  high levels of  loadings,  low number of  factors,  high number of  variables),  EFA can yield
reliable  results  for  N well  below 50,  even  in  the  presence  of  small  distortions.  Additionally,  the  authors
suggested  that  such  conditions  may  be  uncommon,  but  should  certainly  not  be  ruled  out  in  behavioral
research data.

Considering the above, the changes that we have made to the scale produced significant results post-CFA,
which ultimately resulted in an excellent model fit. We recognize that the small sample size is a limit of the
data gathering procedure. In addition to the results of the EFA analysis,  we have conducted a qualitative
analysis based on which we have decided to recommend changes to the 45-item scale. Results of the 2 nd study
in which the sample size was considerably higher (N2 = 579) showed that our changes led to significant results. 



Therefore, 19 original items were entirely dropped from the original 45 item scale. The initial 6-factor solution
proposed has now become a 5-factor one. Factor  (4) shareholders has been dropped entirely along with its
proposed items. Additionally, two items from factor  (2) business partners are were integrate into factor  (1)
employee. The EFA analysis indicated the emergence of a separate factor, which was not originally proposed,
that is factor (3) managers.

The alpha coefficient for the new 26-item scale is .92,  suggesting a high internal consistency. The cronbach
alpha coeficients, the means, and standard deviations (sd) can be found in the table below. 

IX. CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is a powerful statistical tool for examining the nature of and relationships
among  latent  constructs.  It  is  a  type  of  structural  equation  modeling  (SEM)  that  deals  specifically  with
measurement models; that is, the relationships between observed measures or indicators (e.g., test items, test
scores)  and  latent  variables  or  factors.  It  is  often the  analytic  tool  of  choice  for  developing  and refining
measurement instruments (Brown, 2012). CFA is always used in the process of scale development to examine
the latent structure of a test instrument. It verifies the number of underlying dimensions of the instrument
(i.e.,  factors)  and  the  pattern  of  item-factor  relationships  (i.e,.  factor  loadings).  CFA  also  assists  in  the
determination of how a test should be scored.

The 26-item questionnaire has been administered to a sample of 579 participants who responded to each item
on a 1-5 Likert type scale from 1 – Strongly Disagree to 5 – Strongly Agree. A five-factor model was anticipated.

 8 items (#1-#8) conceptualized as indicators of the Employee oriented Empathy Factor;

 6 items (#9-#14) conceptualized as indicators of the Customer / User / Client oriented Empathy Factor;

 4 items (#15-#18) conceptualized as indicators of the Manager oriented Empathy Factor; 

 3 items (#19-#21) conceptualized as indicators of the Natural Environment oriented Empathy Factor; 

 5 items (#22-#26) conceptualized as indicators of the Society oriented Empathy Factor;

A method effect was anticipated for items #2, #3, and #4 because they were reverse-worded.  However, items
#2 and #4 were severely impacting the initial  model’s fit  indicators,  generating an acceptable model fit



(RMSEA = 0.09, TLI = 0.83, CFI = 0.85). For that reason, we have decided to eliminate them from our initial
model, which ultimately resulted in an excelent model fit (RMSEA = .06, TLI = .92, CFI = .93) in our final
model.  

The posited CFA measurement model for the 24-item scale (i.e., without items #2 and #4) is presented in the
path diagram below.

Per conventional  path diagram notation, the latent variables (i.e.,  our factors) are depicted by circles and
indicators (i.e., our items) by squares or rectangles. Factor loadings can be found on the large unidirectional
arrows, and will be clearly outlined further in the tables below (all positive and significant). 

Reliability Analysis for the 24-item scale

The alpha coefficient for the new 24-item scale is .94, suggesting a higher internal consistency for the 24-item
scale, than for the 26-item scale (for which alpha was .92). The cronbach alpha coeficients, the means, and
standard deviations (sd) for the 24-item scale can be found in the table below. 

Our CFA analysis reports completely standardized parameter estimates using the robust ML function.



The chi-squared test indicates the difference between observed and expected covariance matrices.  Values
closer to zero indicate a better fit. Non-significant values also indicate that the hypothesized model fits the
data. Although is steeped in the traditions of ML and SEM, this indicator is rarely used in applied research as a
sole index of model fit. While this is routinely reported in CFA research, other fit indices are usually relied on
more heavily in the evaluation of a model fit.  

Nonetheless, the chi-squared test results for the 24 item-scale are presented in the table below.

The model presented is over-identified with 242 degrees of freedom (df) and significant values (p <.001). As a
result of the above, other measures of fit have been taken into account.  

The estimation process in CFA entails a fitting function and the fitting function most widely used in applied CFA
and SEM research is the maximum likelihood (ML). Using the statistical software JASP, we begin with an initial
set of parameter estimates (i.e.,  referred to as starting values or initial  estimates, which are automatically
generated by the software),  and repeatedly refine these estimates in an effort to minimize the difference
between  the  sample  and  model-implied  variance-covariance  matrices.  Convergence  is  reached  when  the
program  arrives  at  a  set  of  parameter  estimates  that  cannot  be  improved  upon  to  further  reduce  the
difference between the input and predicted matrices. 

As mentioned, there are a variety of goodness of fit statistics that provide a global descriptive summary of the
ability of the model to reproduce the input covariance matrix. The most widely accepted global goodness of fit
indices are: the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR),  root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA), Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), and the comparative fit index (CFI). 

In one of the more comprehensive and widely cited evaluations of cutoff criteria, the findings of simulation
studies conducted by Hu and Bentler (1999) suggest the following guidelines for acceptable model fit: 

(a) SRMR values are close to .08 or below; 
(b) RMSEA values are close to .06; 
(c) CFI and TLI values are close to .90.

The additional fit indices are presented in the tables below. 

For our five-factor solution, each of the above guidelines are consistent with an excellent overall fit of the
model; SRMR = 0.05, RMSEA = 0.06, TLI = 0.92, CFI = 0.93, GFI = 0.90. 
The complete list of all of the parameters in our model are presented in the table below. 



Factor loadings can be interpreted as a regression coefficient. We report standardized parameters, so the
values  in  the last  column called  “std.all”  are  considered.  As  the table  above  indicates,  all  24  items load
between a minimum of .20 and a maximum .88 on each corresponding factor. In other words, at leat 9% of the
factor variance is captured in each corresponding item, which can also be seen in the R2 table below. 

R2 is  a  measure of  how much of  the variance in true outcome is  explained by the model.  Under general
conditions, R2 is also the square of the correlation between the actual and predicted outcomes. If R 2 is close to
one, then the model’s predictions mirror a true outcome, tightly. If R 2 is low, then either the model does not
mirror true outcome, or it only mirrors it loosely. 

Residual variance is sometimes called the coefficient of nondetermination. A 100% of a variable’s variance can
be explained by R2 plus the “unknown”: the unexplained variance. A negative value for a residual means the
actual value was LESS than the predicted value. A positive value for residual, means the actual value was MORE
than the predicted value. We report that the standardized estimates for all residual variances are all positive,
ranging from a low .23 for item Q20 to a high 0.96 on item Q3_reversed.



The table below presents the standadized estimates residual variances (std. est all) for all 26 items.   

X. CONCULSIONS OF CFA

The model fit was acceptable with a SRMR of .05, TLI of .92, CFI of .93, and RMSEA of .06 90% CI (.06, .07)
and GFI of .90. As expected, the indicators all showed significant positive factor loadings, with standardized
coefficients ranging from .20 to .88. 

There are also significant high positive correlations among all five latent factors (see table below). 
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Appendix 1. The 45 item Organizational Empathy Scale_V1



This  is  a  research  project  that  aims  to  develop  and  validate  a  measurement  scale  of  the  organisational
empathy construct. It is the first stage of a larger research that lays the foundation for the book Trampled by
Unicorns, written by French author and entrepreneur, Maelle Gavet.

We understand that many people are cautious about revealing information they consider private, so for that
reason the survey is anonymous. All information obtained is strictly confidential unless disclosure is required
by  law.  We  assure  you  that  we  value  and  respect  your  privacy,  and  we  comply  with  international  data
protection regulations. 

For that reason, please take a few moments to read the consent form before moving forward.

INFORMED CONSENT FORM

� �What is the study about? This is a research project that aims to develop and validate a measurement scale
of organisational empathy. It is part of a larger research project that lays the foundation for the book Trampled
by Unicorns, written by French author and entrepreneur, Maelle Gavet.

� �What will you ask me to do if I agree to be in the study? You are asked to complete a 5-7 minutes survey
with 44 statements relating to your organisation’s approach to its employees, customers, shareholders, local
communities, environment and society at large.
 
� �How will you keep my information confidential?  To help protect your confidentiality, the survey will not
contain information that will personally identify you. Your responses will be confidential and we do not collect
identifying information such as your name or the company you work for, email address, IP address, or any
other personal or sensitive information. All information obtained in this study is strictly confidential unless
disclosure is required by law. We will do our best to keep your information confidential and make sure that all
data is stored in a password protected electronic format.

� �Are there any benefits to society as a result of me taking part in this research? Your participation in this
study may provide valuable information for those interested in entrepreneurship, tech, and global commerce,
as well as those with a hope of technology’s all-empowering prospect. Your participation may also help to
drive the change necessary for organisations as a whole to become more empathetic in their approach to their
employees, customers, and society at large.

� �Are there any benefits to me for taking part in this research study? Participation in this study may help you
consider the role of empathy in your work. 

� �Will I get paid for taking part in the study? Will it cost me anything? There are no financial costs to you or
payments made for participating in this study.

� �What if I want to leave the study? You have the right to refuse to participate or to withdraw at any time,
without penalty. If you do withdraw it will not affect you in any way. If you choose to withdraw, you may
request that any of your data that has been collected be permanently deleted. 

Clicking on the "Next" button below indicates that: 

• you have read the above information
• you voluntarily agree to participate in this study



• you are at least 18 years of age

Before we start tell us a little about yourself

What gender do you identify as?

A. Male
B. Female
C. ________ (Short Answer Space)
D. Prefer not to answer.

In what industry/sector does your organisation operate in? ______

What is the total number of employees your organisation has?

a. 1-9 b. 10-50 c. 51-250 d. 251-500 e. 501-1000 f. >1000

How many people are currently working in your team / department?

a. 1-5 b. 6-10 c. 11-25 d. 26-50 e. > 50

How many people are you currently managing / leading in your organisation?

a. < 2 b. 3 to 5 c. 5 to 10 d. > 10 e. not applicable

In what country do you currently work for your organisation? _______

INSTRUCTIONS

You will be presented with 44 statements about how the company you work for interacts with its employees,
customers, shareholders, local communities, environment and society at large. 
  
Read each statement carefully and rate to what extent do you agree or disagree with how the company you
work for operates in the manner described by the statement. 

There are no right or wrong answers. Please respond as honestly as you can when thinking about the company
you work for. 

Click NEXT to begin

#1 In my company, employees are encouraged to take part in skills development programs to learn how to
manage conflicts, eliminate discriminatory behaviours, or increase cultural awareness.
#2 My company helps its employees in difficult personal situations by providing them with the opportunity to
choose which hours and shifts to work, take leave, or attend psychological counselling.
#3R My company promotes people who are generally not interested in how other team members are feeling.
#4 My company believes that  performance reviews are an opportunity for employees to get  the support
(emotional, feedback, coaching) they need to progress professionally.
#5 In my company, employees' wellbeing and concerns are taken into account during the decision-making
process.



#6 In my company, employees are encouraged to voice their concerns without being rejected or criticised.
#7R In my company, colleagues rarely put themselves in the shoes of others when they make decisions.
#8 In my company, employees are encouraged to value and respect each others’ contributions.
#9 In my company, employees are encouraged to treat everyone with respect no matter their age, gender,
nationality or ethnic background.
#10 In my company, upper management spends time talking with employees about the company’s plans for
the future and business goals.
#11 In my company, managers identify and understand the feelings, attitudes, and motivation behind others’
behaviour.
#12 In my company, managers take the time to talk to their employees when they make mistakes to see what
they could have done differently. 
#13 In my company, managers ask employees for their opinion in solving a problem or improving a work
situation.
#14 In my company, when employees have a problem at work or in their private life, they can safely discuss it
with HR.
#15 In my company, managers actively offer assistance to help employees overcome obstacles to learning.
#16 My company hires people who respond appropriately to other people’s feelings.
#17 My company recruits,  employs  and promotes employees only  on the basis  of  the  qualifications  and
abilities needed for the job to be performed. 
#18R My company would not deal with a business partner who fails to ensure the safety and wellbeing of their
own people.
#19 My company communicates openly and honestly with all of its business partners.
#20 My company takes into account the needs of its business partners when making organisational decisions.
#21R In  my company,  employees  are  encouraged to  prioritise  the short-term purchase  of  the company’s
products or services when dealing with customers.
#22 In my company, employees are encouraged to prioritise the long-term needs of the company’s customers.
#23 In my company, employees are encouraged to consider the long-term impact of the company’s products
and services on its customers.
#24 My company takes action so that employees experience the company’s products or services from the
customer’s perspective. 
#25 In  my  company,  employees  are  encouraged  to  hold  regular  meetings  to  discuss  the  impact  of  the
company’s services or products on the customers’ lives. 
#26 My company trains its employees to empathetically listen to customers’ concerns.
#27 In  my company,  employees are encouraged to integrate customers’  feedback when working on their
assignments.
#28 In  my  company,  employees  are  encouraged  to  enquire  customers  about  their  level  of  satisfaction
regularly.
#29 My company listens to innovative ideas brought up by employees which are to the advantage of  its
customers.
#30 My company encourages its employees to respect their commitments to clients.
#31 My company communicates transparently to its customers any change that impacts them.
#32 My company advances the interests of its shareholders while preserving the interests of its stakeholders.
#33 My company communicates fully and transparently to shareholders about any changes that impact them.
#35 My company actively works to reduce its environmental footprint. 
#36 My company believes it is important to protect the environment.
#37 My company promotes eco friendly behaviours in the workplace. 
#38 My company is actively engaged, directly or through partnerships in activities, campaigns and projects that
aim to increase the quality of life in local communities.



#39 My company encourages employees to participate in altruistic activities such as volunteering, donating
blood, raising money or social projects.
#40 My company directs a part of its budget to donation and social work favouring the disadvantaged, social,
humanitarian causes or charities. 
#41 In my company, employees are encouraged to reflect on the needs of society at large. 
#42 My company actively engages in projects that address the needs of vulnerable groups in society.
#43R My company does not feel responsible to society.
#44 My company targets sustainable growth that considers future generations.
#45 I would recommend my company as being an empathetic place to work for. 



Appendix 2. Cognitive Interview Guide for Scale Development

Cognitive testing serves as “question inspection”, its main strength consisting in the identification of potential
problems  at  any  stage  of  the  cognitive  response  process:  comprehension,  recall (retrieval  of  relevant
information),  response  formation (decision,  evaluation,  and  judgment),  and  response  reporting (fitting
information into answer categories). The analysis of the testing reports is conducted along three main classes
of problems: 

1. comprehension difficulties (interpretations of key concepts)

2. different perspectives respondents adopt in the answering of the same question

3. difficulties  respondents  experience  through  cognitive  tasks  such  as  trying  to  select  appropriate
response categories

This phase is of particular importance since it enables us to detect the substantial sources of measurement
error with regard to the content of the constructs; in other words, it evaluates the content validity of the
selected items, a validity type which cannot be approached with statistical techniques (Latcheva, 2011).

At the beginning of the interview, respondents are informed of their role during the cognitive testing, being
experts who help identify problems within the questionnaire. Items and/or scales can be evaluated through a
variety  of  cognitive  interviewing  techniques  such  as  general  probing,  category  selection  probing,  special
comprehension  probing,  think-aloud,  and  paraphrasing.  Respondents  are  asked  to  answer  the  questions
(choosing one of the available answers) and then respond to probes, which are usually asked immediately
after each question. With each respondent’s consent, we record the interviews and take notes along the way.
The transcribed protocols and the notes are then analysed. Item-non-response behaviour can be assessed with
the following general question: what was going through your mind as you tried to answer the question? Item
responses can be assessed with the following (Willis, & Artino Jr, 2013):

1) actively  verbalized  thoughts  as  respondents  answer  the  survey  questions.  Here  the  role  of  the
interviewer is mainly to support this activity by asking the subject to “keep talking” and to record the
resultant verbal record, or so-called cognitive protocol, for later analysis. 

2) verbal  probing,  which is  a more active form of data collection in which the cognitive interviewer
administers a series of probe questions specifically designed to elicit detailed information beyond that
normally provided by respondents. 

a) Specific probing question

a.i) Why did you answer …?

b) Comprehension & interpretation

b.i) What is … to you?; What does .. mean to you? 

c) Paraphrasing

c.i) Can you repeat the question in your own words?

d) Confidence judgement

d.i) How sure are you that ... (depending on answer)?

e) Recall

e.i) How do you remember that .. (depending on answer)?

e.ii) How did you come up with your answer?

f) General



f.i) How easy/difficult was it to answer this question? Why?

f.ii) I noticed that you hesitated. Tell me what you were thinking.

f.iii) Tell me more about that. 

Appendix 3. Cognitive Interview Transcripts 

Interview 1 – Transcript (main ideas)
Overall experience
 

·   A few statements seemed not to be on par with the others; came across a few situations where
the responses were subjective.

·   Wasn’t really able to have a general overview of the company because I’ve heard stories from
other parts of the company, in which people have not been dealt the same way in which I have in
my department. Sometimes, I have been inclined to choose the neutral option because of that.

·   If statements would have been related to my department or perhaps my team, then my answers
would have been different.

·   I  wasn’t able to generalise some statements across the whole company,  because I  work in a
different area; the dynamics where I work is different from other departments; it’s a big company
(> 50.000 people).

 
Difficulties with the phrase “my company or in my company”
 

·   First thought when thinking of “my company”: my closest environment in my company, the one
in which I am currently involved based on my feelings towards the environment I was dealing
with.

·   Examples  of  rephrasings  that  could  work  for  me:  “in  my work  area”,  “in  my team”,  “in  my
department.”

 
Statements that were not applicable
 

·   There were some statements for which I  didn’t  think I  had some input to give (e.g.,  #34 my
company values and respects all its shareholders’ contributions). Although I see communication
and transparency significant (e.g.,  #33 My company communicates fully and transparently to
shareholders about any changes that impact them), I don’t have a direct view of the company’s
shareholders’ direct contributions. I don’t know how the company values and respects that.

·   An  additional  answer  option might  be useful  here,  such as “I  don’t  know”,  “I  don’t  have an
answer for this”, “I am not aware” or “It’s not applicable.”

 
About item #21 In my company, employees are encouraged to prioritise the short-term purchase/usage of
the company’s products or services when dealing with customers.
 

·   I don’t think the statement was dealing with the same subject as the rest of the survey’s dealing.
It was one of those statements that I went towards the middle – neutral, because I either had no
information about that, or I didn’t feel like they were dealing with the same topic.

·   I didn’t really understand how short-term purchases or usages of a company’s products...how
encouraging this type of thing would be for emphasising.

 
A comparison between items #21 and #23 In my company, all employees are encouraged to consider the
long-term impact of our products and services on its customers.



 
·   It’s subjective again - If I were to talk straight about my company’s products short term and long-

term products, they are kind of the same thing – there would be little difference in between, and
both would be on the same scale of empathic needs. And because of that I wasn’t really quite
sure why it was related to empathy.

·   I wasn’t really able to make a decision. It’s highly subjective and the product would be the same.
It would be the subjective differences for every specific client.

 
Relevant statements
 

·   Statements  that  were  actually  dealing  with  employee  and  customer  benefits,  related  to
employee wellbeing, mental health, safety.

·   I felt those were highly valuable because a company that tries to understand its employees and
its customers at the same time is something that you want to have.

 
Organisational empathy defined by the interviewee
 

·   the company tries to understand how people inside and outside of the company (i.e., employees
and customers) in some way would be understood, and there would be a common understanding
of both sides towards having their specific needs checked, from both sides.

 
External stakeholders (natural environment & society)
 

·   It depends how they do it and what they do. Being involved in welfare social concerns if done in
an appropriate manner and not only done for the eyes of the public, that is highly valuable. For
example, my company has been reducing the carbon footprint and that’s highly valuable to a
sustainable environment.

 
Company’s belief system (#36 My company believes... vs. #37 My company promotes...)
 

·   There is a distinction between what someone says and does.  It  was easy for me to relate to
statement #36 (i.e., my company believes...) because most of the things we do here are based
on  our  company’s  belief  system,  on  what  our  company  believes  employees  should  behave.
However, if our personal belief is not sustained by the board and further implemented, it remains
only a personal belief.

·   My job implies building those belief systems and because that’s the case, the belief system is
there because we are the ones building up that system. Based on my interaction with colleagues
and with what the board generally talks about and how they interact with that belief system, it
was very easy to choose a response.

·   Real-life  results  however  might  be different,  because statistically,  they deal  with  60% of  the
cases, and that creates a small discrepancy between believing and actually achieving.

About item #38 My company is actively engaged, directly or through partnerships in activities, campaigns
and projects that aim to increase the quality of life in local communities.
 

·   That’s  a  good statement  to follow company empathy although a  company saying something
versus achieving certain results is something different. What does actively engage mean? Is that
being checked somehow?

 
How empathic is my company?



 
·   I believe my department as a whole has an empathetic culture; I am not able to pronounce for

the whole company.
·   In my department, the team is highly empathetic and people that would join would need to be

high on empathy. I also think they choose highly empathetic people and because of that, they
create a highly empathetic environment.

 
Final thoughts on key strenghts and improvements
 

·   For me, the proximal environment is easier to assess than the whole company. I am not familiar
with all the company’s interactions, dynamics, and relationships. It’s hard to be, especially in a
very large company (i.e., more than 50,000 employees).

·   I work with a lot of people from different departments. Being empathetic with them, and then
back to me it’s happening a lot, probably because the nature of my job creates a bridge and that
bridge needs to be maintained by them and by us. But just by interacting a few times rather than
being an active observer is something completely different.

·   Improvements: address the subjectivity – high specific cases – survey done for each department –
measure empathy per department from one side of the business to another and create a general
dashboard displaying results of each department.

·   Address statements as referring to the closest environment to you rather than in my company,
and distribute that inside of the whole company.

 
Interview 2– Transcript (main ideas)

Overall experience
 

·   Statements were clear, on point, with different factors and dimensions noticed.
·   Difficulty – sometimes I had the feeling I had to reflect to see if the questions were appropriate to

my company, which is a small company. Some of the statements were not applicable in my case. I
had to strongly disagree because it was not applicable, but that doesn’t necessarily mean I am in
disagreement. That was the difficulty mainly with some of the items.

 
Solution? Get rid of those items that are most applicable to large companies, or have the option to answer not
applicable.
 
About item #1 In my company, employees are encouraged to take part in skills development programs to
learn how to manage conflicts, eliminate discriminatory behaviours, or increase cultural awareness.
 

·   I do understand what this item is about, it’s a bit long, but I can deal with it the way it is now.
Because I work for a really small company this is not applicable in our case.

·   I think it taps into several areas so managing conflict is related to respect and discriminatory
behaviours but you can also consider them separate. And cultural awareness taps into a whole
different  area.  It’s  also  about  respect  for  others,  but  you’d  have  to  actually  work  in  an
environment where you have people with various backgrounds. It’s not always the case.

 
Rephrase statement #1: to cover most experiences and a wider range of companies, I would stick to conflict
management and respecting others during conflicts. In my company, employees are encouraged to take part in
skills development programs to learn about conflict management strategies  / or understanding others during
conflict - we should consider the construct of empathy to assess here.
 



About item #2 My company helps its employees in difficult personal situations by providing them with the
opportunity to work from home when required, take leave, attend psychological counselling, etc. 
 

· This  is  actually  clear  to  me.  I  understand  that  there  are  several  examples  of  support  that
companies can provide to their employees, and it doesn’t have to be an exhaustive list.

 
Comparison (thinking vs. acting) between items #1 In my company, employees are encouraged to...  #2 My
company helps its employees... #3 My company promotes people... #4 My company believes that...
 

·   Yes, I did notice a difference. One is really about things that we can observe in terms of behaviour
and action, item #1 #2, and even #3. These items are really about the action steps we can see in
the organisation. And number #4 is about how the company approaches performance reviews,
like a mental theory, a mental model, on which they base their performance reviews. It’s clear to
me.

·   When I’ve scanned the items,  I  did see that you have actions and that  you have a cognitive
approach. Item #4 was phrased like that – my company believes.

 
The company’s thinking system
 

·   It was easy because it was clear. It’s not actually the case of my company because we are a small
company and we don’t actually use performance reviews in a formal way. I totally understand the
difference and it was clear to me what I had to consider when answering the statement.

·   Why not “neutral”, but “strongly disagree” to statements that are not applicable?  Neutral for
me doesn’t really say anything. It’s not applicable to my company, so for that reason I cannot be
neutral about it.

 
Individual empathy and organisational empathy defined by the interviewee
 

·   Individual empathy is about putting yourself in other people’s shoes and taking their perspective,
and  understanding  their  feelings.  From  a  psychological  standpoint,  empathy  has  three
dimensions (i.e., cognitive, emotional, and behavioural), and it feels natural to me to just extend
this  approach  to  the  construct  of  organisational  empathy,  and  also  include  these  three
dimensions.

·   Organisational empathy should cover how companies understand their employees and all other
stakeholders, consider their  feelings,  their  emotions,  their needs and take actions to support
that.

 
Organisational empathy in relation with society and natural environment (#41 In my company, employees
are encouraged to reflect on the needs of society at large; #42 My company actively engages in projects that
address the needs of vulnerable groups in society.)
 

·   Applicable? -  I am not sure because we have the concept of CSR and this covers a lot better this
concept of eco-friendly behaviours or taking into account the society at large. I do believe that
empathy is the foundation for that. You cannot be responsible unless you understand how other
people feel and think.

·   Individual empathy and organisational empathy are actually the basis for all socially responsible
behaviours. This questionnaire kind of covers a lot of areas, but empathy is perhaps a narrower
construct.



·   I wouldn’t necessarily include this component of being socially responsible. I would mostly focus
on how organisations consider other people’s needs, feelings and differences.

 
Examples of other stakeholders to consider
 

·   Employees are the first that come to mind, management, shareholders, and so on, but that would
be applicable to some organisations, not all of them.

·   If you consider society at large, that might also not be applicable to all organisations or small
companies that really have a small impact.

·   I would say the community, but not necessarily the society at large.
 
About item #21 In my company, employees are encouraged to prioritise the short-term purchase/usage of
the company’s products or services when dealing with customers.
 

·   This is a company that’s really oriented towards making a profit. It is really interested in selling
something. 

·   How would you answer? I choose 1 – Strongly Disagree because that was not something we focus
on; we want to have long-term partnerships.

·   I do believe you had an item related to that which was the opposite. This is also an item that
reflects some kind of behaviour, some kind of action, that organisations can take to build long-
term partnerships.

 
Issues with grasping the meaning of item #21
 

·   It’s not the friendliest way of phrasing it. I sort of grasped the idea behind it.
 
Rephrasing item #21  
 
In my company employees focus exclusively on selling the company’s products or services / focus exclusively on
promoting the products and services.
 
Difficulties with the phrase “my company or in my company”
 

·   Replace with “my team / my office?” I think it’s a valid point people make with this and, as a
psychologist,  I  understand that  people actually refer to the proximal environment when they
evaluate something big.

·   So, if I were to work in a multinational, I would just consider that one division or department that
I work for. It’s like a mental shortcut that we use, and it’s ok.

 
Solution? I wouldn’t necessarily change the phrasing but I would point to this in the questionnaire instructions.
In the beginning, I would say that if you work in a large company please refer to your team or please refer to
your department. To ensure that we evaluate people based on what they actually know.
 
Final thoughts on key strengths and improvements
 

·   I appreciated how you included all prosocial practices that organisations can adopt and I think
this construct of organisational empathy really is the foundation for a socially responsible culture,
puts people first, and understands others’ needs in a very large sense.



·   One strength is that it covers them all. It’s also important to break them individually and kind of
assess them separately. Separate dimensions inside the same instrument.

·   You have empathy at the foundation of an empathetic culture, then empathetic practices, and
socially responsible culture, something like that. Something that clearly reflects the approach, the
actual behaviours and the actual practices that organisations adopt in relation to their various
stakeholders.

·   You  could  divide  this  instrument  into  several  dimensions  or  several  parts  –  empathy  is  the
foundation for other practices that organisations can adopt.

Interview 3– Transcript (main ideas)
Overall experience
 

·   It was a good experience, but maybe because of the fact that I joined the company recently I
couldn’t give very specific answers.

·   I found some of the statements a bit too general and I couldn’t give an answer as accurate as I
wanted. Not all, just a few.

·   Working for a big corporation I could only answer from my personal perspective and what I could
see, and couldn’t generalise my answers. I don't know exactly; I went with neutral.

 
Ambiguous statements
 

·   Not that I remember, no.
·   It’s worth mentioning that because of the covid situation, it made it a bit more difficult to answer

statements,  because now the company cannot be involved in the way they used to be since
everyone’s working remotely. The way the company interacts with the employees has changed in
the past few months.

 
How would you answer and why? (#18, #19, #20)
 
About item #18 My company would not deal with a business partner who fails to ensure the safety and
wellbeing of their own people.
 

·   I answered “agree” because I work in safety and they value the part of safety and wellbeing, but
that again it’s from my own perspective. I don’t know for people outside the safety department,
or outside my departement, if they would answer the same. But given that my company works in
an industry that benefits from the state of wellbeing of other people, I think that’s an important
part.

 
About item #19 My company communicates openly and honestly with all of its business partners.
 

·   As far as I experienced this, I “agree” with that because they are a big company.
·   I’ve interacted with some business partners, but my interaction was limited and again, since I

recently joined the company, I cannot be sure that the feeling I get for answering the question is
the right one. I struggled a bit.

 
About  item  #20 My  company  takes  into  account  the  needs  of  its  business  partners  when  making
organisational decisions.
 



·   I am “neutral” because I do not know what is happening really. There are two scenarios: not
interacting enough with business partners, but also management doesn’t communicate from top
to down how they communicate decisions, but I think the last one applies more.

·   It’s a very big corporation so management doesn’t really tell you how they make decisions.
 
Solution - Not applicable?
 

·   Yes, but not only here, everywhere. Not necessarily “not applicable” but something like when you
don’t want to share your opinion for various reasons.

·   That could be an option in all of the statements because sometimes you don’t know or have a
different opinion about subjects, and you don’t know how to choose, and for that reason you just
go with “neutral”.

 
Individual empathy and organisational empathy defined by the interviewee
 

·   Individual  empathy –  how another  person understands and can see itself  in  my shoes,  and
understand what I’m going through and my emotions, my struggles.

·   Organisational empathy – how an organisation understands each of its employees needs and
how  they  try,  from  the  top  management,  to  put  themselves  in  the  shoes  of  the  lower
management. In the shoes of individuals and try to understand how it must feel to be in that
place. And what the upper management can provide to the organisation as a whole and make the
atmosphere as good as possible. A common understanding of the needs and feelings.

·   If I were to compare the two, individual empathy is not as complex as organisational empathy
because as an organisation you’d have to understand each individual, but also teams and masses
of people. So, you have different levels of feelings and you have to pay attention, and try to
provide them with what you think that they might need.

 
External stakeholders and organisational empathy
 

·   Yes, it  relates to organisational empathy because it’s not one tunnel that goes directly to an
individual.  Empathy  can  have  more  directions.  But  not  only  to  external  stakeholders,  but
somehow other  businesses  as  well,  even competition.  You can learn  from the way they are
acting.

 
About item #29 My company listens to innovative ideas brought up by employees which are to the advantage
of its customers vs.  item #31 My company communicates transparently to its customers any change that
impacts them.
 

·   I  could  tell  that  item  #31  is  more  focused  on  communicating  rather  than  listening  so  the
difference is very well done. And it was easier for me to answer statement #31 than #29, because
that was the way the company behaves.

·   The difference between statements is quite obvious.
· Easy to understand how the company as an entity listens? – They can do it in various ways

through surveys, workshops, and feedback sessions, especially at the corporate level they have a
lot of ways of doing it.

 
About item #21 In my company, employees are encouraged to prioritise the short-term purchase/usage of
the company’s products or services when dealing with customers.
 



·   The  question  is  if  the  short-term  results  is  something  that  the  company  encourages.  Not
necessarily long term. I didn't struggle with that.

·   Maybe the “purchase/usage” part it’s a bit ambiguous, but I got it.
·   Phrasing could be improved? I would generalise a bit – instead of “purchase/usage” to prioritise

short-term results  over  long term results to  make the comparison.  Why not  use  “short-term
impact” or something like that? Keep them separate but “purchase / usage” it’s a bit ambiguous,
and I did have to read it twice to get it.

 
Statements overall connected to empathy
 

·   I  don’t  remember  if  you  had  something  about  “understanding”?  (item  #11 In  my company,
managers  identify  and  understand  the  feelings,  attitudes,  and  motivation  behind  others’
behaviour.) I think it’s important for companies to understand and anticipate employees' needs.
Those two are hand in hand because once you understand something you anticipate others’
needs.

·   I saw statements related not necessarily to empathy, but more the culture of the company. And
empathy is somehow within the culture, the company’s values.

 
Final thoughts on key strenghts and improvements
 

·   One  thing  that  I  was  bothered  about  was  “my company”  –  the  way  it  was  formulated,  my
company – because it made me somehow identify with the company which I don’t really do, but
that’s my personal issue. It makes me feel that I require a certain level of investment to answer
that question. Whereas if you put it more neutral, it kind of alleviates the weight of my shoulders
because when I think of my company I think of something that I built, my business. It’s not a big
thing, but more of a personal preference.

 
Rephrase? “The company I’m working at”
 

·   Having  another  point  6  with  “not  applicable”  or  something  that  shows  that  you  are  in  the
unknown, could help.



Appendix 4. Qualitative Analysis of Cognitive Interviews

Interview 1 Interview 2 Interview 3
Overall Experience

Difficulties  relating  to  the  company  as  a
whole  -  it’s  a  big  company  (>  50,000
employees).
 
Easier  to relate  to a  proximal  environment
(i.e.,  team,  department,  colleagues)  rather
than company as a whole – choose “neutral”
for some statements because of that.

Clear  statements,  on  point  with  different
factors and dimensions noticed.
 
Some statements required more reflection as
they  were  not  necessarily  applicable  to  the
respondent’s situation. 
 
The respondent works in a small  company –
“strongly  disagreed”  because  of  that,  but
doesn’t actually mean disagreement. 

A good experience, but the respondent recently
joined  the  company.  The  respondent  couldn’t
give very specific or accurate answers as wanted
because of that.
 
Some statements were a bit too general so the
respondent  had  some  difficulties  relating  to
some statements.  The respondent  works  for  a
large corporation – choose “neutral” because of
that.

Rephrasings
The following phrases “my company” and “in
my  company”  should  encapsulate  a  more
proximal  environment  for  which  the
respondent can relate better. 

Examples were provided by the respondent:
“in  my  work  area”,  “in  my  team”,  “in  my
department.

Rephrase item #1 to cover most experiences
and  a  wider  range  of  companies.  The
respondent  would  stick  to  conflict
management  and  respecting  others  during
conflicts.
 

● Item  #1 rephrased:  In  my  company,
employees are encouraged to take part in
skills  development  programs  to  learn
about  conflict  management  strategies  /
or understanding others during conflict.

● Item  #21 rephrased:  In  my  company

employees  focus  exclusively  on  selling
the  company’s  products  or  services  /
focus  exclusively  on  promoting  the
products and services.

 
A  solution  was  suggested  for  those  who
struggle to relate to “my company” or “in my
company”,  that  is  to  point  out  in  the
instructions  section  that  if  the  test  taker
works in a large company, to think about their
team or department.

Rephrase item  #21 to avoid ambiguity because
of the terms “purchase/usage” and to generalise
the overall statement. 

A suggestion was provided by the respondent: to
use “short-term impact” to keep the statements
separate (with #23) or “short-term results over
long-term  results”  to  make  a  comparison
between items #21 and #23. 
 
Rephrase  “my  company”  or  “in  my  company”
because  the  respondent  feels  a  strong
identification  with the company (as  it  was  her
own) which is  not  the case  since she recently
joined the company. 

A  suggestion  was  provided  –  to rephrase  “my
company” or “in my company” to “The company
I’m working at”

About items / statements 

The  following  items  are  not  applicable
because the respondent has no direct input
here / no contact with shareholders.
 

● #33  My  company  communicates  fully

and transparently to shareholders about
any changes that impact them.

● #34 My company values and respects all

The  following  item  #1  was  understood,  but
was described as being “a bit long” and “not
applicable  to  my  situation”.  Several  areas
have  been  identified  which  could  also  be
considered and measured separately.
 

● #1 In  my  company,  employees  are

encouraged  to  take  part  in  skills
development  programs to learn how to

The  following  item  #18  was  understood,
relatable  to  and  important  as  the  company
values  safety  and  wellbeing.  The  respondent
could  not  tell  how  colleagues  from  other
departments would answer.
 

● #18 My  company  would  not  deal  with  a

business  partner  who  fails  to  ensure  the
safety and wellbeing of their own people.



its shareholders’ contributions.
 
The respondent doesn’t understand how the
following items are related to empathy.  

● #21 In  my  company,  employees  are

encouraged to prioritise the short-term
purchase/usage  of  the  company’s
products or services when dealing with
customers.

● #23 In my company, all  employees are

encouraged  to  consider  the  long-term
impact of our products and services on
its customers.

manage  conflicts,  eliminate
discriminatory  behaviours,  or  increase
cultural awareness.

The following item #2 was clear and examples
provided were sufficient.

● #2 My  company  helps  its  employees  in

difficult  personal  situations  by providing
them with the opportunity to work from
home when required, take leave, attend
psychological counselling, etc.

 
Items  #1,  #2,  #3,  #4 were  compared  and
differences  between  the  company  “acting”
and  “behaving”  were  clearly  noticed  and
understood.
 
The  respondent  is  not  sure  if  the  below
statements are fully  applicable.  The concept
of  CSR  can  be  measured  separately  using
specific  questionnaires,  but  empathy  is
viewed as the foundation for corporate social
responsibilities.
 

● #41  In  my  company,  employees  are

encouraged to reflect on the needs of
society at large.

● #42  My  company  actively  engages  in

projects  that  address  the  needs  of
vulnerable groups in society.

 
Item #21 below was understood as referring
to  a  company  oriented  towards  making  a
profit, interested in selling. The opposite item
was correctly identified (#23). However, item
#21 was not phrased in the friendlest of ways
and  an  alternative  was  suggested  (see
rephrasing)
 

● #21 In  my  company,  employees  are

encouraged  to  prioritise  the  short-term
purchase/usage  of  the  company’s
products  or  services  when  dealing  with
customers.

 
The  following  item  #19  induced  a  feeling  of
partial uncertainty due to the short time spent in
the company.

● #19 My company communicates openly and

honestly with all of its business partners.
 
The  following  item  #20  induced  a  feeling  of
neutrality. This resulted as a consequence of the
large  size  of  the  company,  which  ultimately
results  in  a  lack  of  frequent  interaction  with
business partners and a lack of communication
from  upper  management  about  how
organisational  decisions  are  communicated.  A
“not applicable” option was suggested.
 

● #20  My  company  takes  into  account  the

needs of its business partners when making
organisational decisions.

 
A comparison between the following items #29
and  #31  resulted  in  a  good  understanding  of
both items, but with a clearer understanding of
item #31, as the behavioural aspect was better
emphasised. However, to ensure understanding
of item #29, suggestions for how the company
listens  to  its  staff  were  provided  by  the
respondent: “surveys”,  “workshops”,  “feedback
sessions”.
 
#29 My  company  listens  to  innovative  ideas
brought  up  by  employees  which  are  to  the
advantage of its customers

● #31 My  company  communicates

transparently  to its  customers  any  change
that impacts them.

 
The following item #21 was clearly understood
as being focused on how the company puts an
emphasis on short-term results rather than long-
term. 
 

● #21  In  my  company,  employees  are

encouraged  to  prioritise  the  short-term
purchase/usage of the company’s products
or services when dealing with customers.

Answer options
An additional answer option is important: “I
don’t know” / “Not applicable”

Have the option to answer “not applicable”. Having another point 6 with “not applicable” or
something  that  shows  that  you  are  in  the
unknown, could help.

Relevant/ irrelevant statements
Statements  related  to  customers  and
employees’  needs,  wellbeing,  external
stakeholders,  and  local  communities  are
relevant.  Item  #38  was  identified  as  an
example. 

● #38 My  company  is  actively  engaged,

directly  or  through  partnerships  in
activities,  campaigns  and  projects  that
aim to increase the quality of life in local
communities.

 
Statements  that  aim  to  measure  how  the
company  “thinks”  are  relevant,
understandable, and relatable to.

The respondent would not necessarily include
the component of being socially  responsible
in  the questionnaire.  The respondent  would
mostly  focus on how organisations  consider
other  people’s  needs,  feelings  and
differences.
 
The  respondent  would  consider  statements
that  refer  to  employees,  management,
shareholders,  and  so  on,  but  the  last  one
would  be  applicable  to  some  organisations
and not all of them.
 
The  respondent  would  consider  statements
that  address  the  community,  but  not
necessarily the society at large (i.e., some are

No ambiguous statements overall.
 
The  “purchase/usage”  terms  from  item  #21
were referred to as “a bit ambiguous”, but the
respondent  understood  the  statement  after
reading it twice.
 
The following item #11 was identified as being
important for empathy because it  contains  the
word “understanding”

● #11 In my company, managers identify and

understand  the  feelings,  attitudes,  and
motivation behind others’ behaviour.

 
The  respondent  identified  statements  related



not applicable for small companies) more  to  the  culture  of  the  company,  where
empathy is embedded within the culture.

Definitions
Organisational empathy = The company tries
to  understand  how  people  inside  and
outside of the company (i.e., employees and
customers)  in  some  way  would  be
understood, and there would be a common
understanding of both sides towards having
their  specific  needs  checked,  from  both
sides.

Individual  empathy is  about putting yourself
in  other  people’s  shoes  and  taking  their
perspective, and understanding their feelings.
 
Organisational  empathy  covers  how
companies  understand  their  employees  and
all  of  their  stakeholders,  consider  their
feelings, their emotions, their needs and take
actions to support that.

Individual  empathy  –  how  another  person
understands and can see itself in my shoes, and
understand  what  I’m  going  through  and  my
emotions, my struggles.
 
Organisational  empathy – how an organisation
understands  each  of  its  employees  needs  and
how they try, from the top management, to put
themselves  in  the  shoes  of  the  lower
management. And what the upper management
can provide to the organisation as a whole and
make  the  atmosphere  as  good  as  possible.  A
common  understanding  of  the  needs  and
feelings.
 
Individual  empathy  is  not  as  complex  as
organisational  empathy  because  as  an
organisation  you’d  have  to  understand  each
individual, but also teams and masses of people.
So,  you  have  different  levels  of  feelings  that
suggest  you have to pay  attention,  and  try  to
provide  them  with  what  you  think  that  they
might need.

Strengths

N/A

All  prosocial  practices that organisations can
adopt were included. It covers them all.

Empathy was delineated as the foundation for
a  socially  responsible  culture,  emphasizing
how people are put first, and their needs are
understood.

N/A

Improvements
Address statements referring to the closest
environment  to  you,  rather  than  in  “my
company”  and  distribute  the questionnaire
inside the company.
 
The proximal environment is easier to assess
than the whole company. I am not familiar
with  all  the  company’s  interactions,
dynamics, and relationships. It’s hard to be,
especially in a very large company (i.e., more
than 50,000 employees).
 
Measure empathy per department from one
side of the business to another and create a
general dashboard displaying results of each
department.

It’s  also  important  to  break  practices
individually  and  assess  them  separately.
Separate  dimensions  inside  the  same
instrument.
 
The instrument could be divided into several
parts  where  empathy  becomes  the
foundation  for  practices  that  organisations
can adopt.
 
Empathy  should  become the foundation  for
an empathetic culture, empathetic practices,
and a socially responsible culture.

The use of the term “my company” should be
changed  to  a  more  neutral  term,  because
currently it requires a certain level of investment
in the company, which it’s not the case.

Other comments
Statements related to external stakeholders
(the  natural  environment  and  society)  are
related to empathy.
 
Being involved in welfare social concerns, if
that’s  done  appropriately  not  only  for  the
eyes of the public; that’s highly valuable.

Get rid of items that are most applicable  to
large companies.
 
It was easy for the respondent to relate to the
company’s  thinking  system  because  of  the
clarity of the items.

The  way  the  company  interacts  with  the
employees has changed in the past few months
due  to  the  COVID  situation  –  the  company
cannot  be  involved  in  the  same  way  since
everyone is working remotely.
 
Statements  related  to  external  stakeholders
(natural  environment,  society)  are  relevant  to
measuring empathy. The respondent suggested
that  other  businesses  /  competition  could  be
another external stakeholder.

Appendix 5. Additional Feedback



Feedback 1 
1. In general,  keeping questions (in your case statements) as simple as possible is best. For example, one
statement is "In my company, employees are encouraged to take part in skills development programs to learn
how to manage conflicts, eliminate discriminatory behaviours, or increase cultural awareness." This is called
"compound"  question  because  it's  asking  about  three  separate  things  at  once:  conflict  management,
elimination of discriminatory behaviors, and increasing cultural awareness). When you get a response to this
question,  you  won't  know  which  of  these  of  these  three  different  skills  or  development  programs  are
happening at the company. If you had asked about each one separately, then you would have a clearer picture.
 2. "My company believes that performance reviews are an opportunity for employees to get the support they
need  to  progress  professionally."  Are  you  interested  in  the  company  beliefs  (which  can  be  hard  for  an
employee to ascertain and which could also vary from actions) or their actions? Meaning, would you rather
know if the company USES performance reviews as an opportunity to provide support for professional growth?
3. There are a number of questions pertaining to the share-holders.  However,  what would happen when
people from a non-publicly traded company (such as Compass) take your survey? They won't know how to
answer this. It might be best to ask whether the company is publicly traded on the first page and employ skip
logic (I'm happy to show you how to do it) to only show shareholder questions to those working at a publicly
traded company.
 4. There are a number of questions that an employee of a company might have a hard time answering for lack
of  knowledge ("My company communicates openly and honestly with all  of its business partners" or "My
company targets sustainable growth that considers future generations"), but you require the respondent to
answer before they can proceed further into the survey. It  might make sense to introduce "I don't know"
option for such questions, so you aren't getting "junk" data (people answering by randomly picking an answer).
 5. I didn't really know what you meant by question "In my company, employees are encouraged to prioritise
the short-term purchase/usage of the company’s products or services when dealing with customers." I think it
might benefit from some rewording.
 6. "My company does not feel responsible to society." -- this is creating a potential for double negative, which
are harder to answer and create a potential for an erroneous answer: I disagree that my company does not
feel responsible to society actually means "my company is responsible to society.

Feedback 2

A few initial thoughts and also some comments in the attached: - these seem like the right categories / buckets
and I like what you're trying to unearth in terms of voice, inclusion, the value placed on how people treat
others; - This definition of empathy doesn't seem like a high bar ... taking in account their impact on people
seems like  table  stakes  ....  and  they  might  consider  impact  and  still  decide  to  put  shareholders  first  for
example. It would be interesting to try to assess what companies really believe the value of their people is -
what's at the core? Do they think their people are their product, their competitive edge, and an asset that
appreciates over time? Or do they value sme top performers and believe most talent is replaceable?; - I'm not
a survey design expert - I think some of the questions might lead to grade inflation or lukewarm answers that
skew your results. At Compass we had the Q for example about "my manager works to build a diverse team" -
even if people think "eh, sure" they might answer yes. A finer gauge was to get at whether people feel like
they belong at the company. And if they trust the decisions their manager makes. Or if they feel their voice is
heard. Again, not an expert but I think questions framed as "I trust," "I believe," "I feel" might. The language is
a bit at a distance “employee” vs. "I"; - Are you asking for evidence and data to back up their claims?  
- Might consider digging into if - with empathy and design thinking - they segment their people to understand
different corporate experiences.... Caring about the impact you have on people is not one size fits all... True
empathy and walking in other people's shoes reveals different employees, different needs.  



Appendix 6. The 26/24 item Organizational Empathy Scale_V2

#1 In my company, my wellbeing and concerns are taken into account during the decision-making process.
#2R In my company, offensive behaviors and comments are tolerated as long as results are being achieved.
#3R My company promotes people who rarely understand other people’s problems.
#4R In my company, my colleagues rarely try to understand my point of view when they make decisions.
#5 In my company, I can voice my concerns and ask questions without being rejected or criticised.
#6 My company communicates openly and honestly with all of its business partners.
#7 My company takes into account the needs of its business partners when making decisions.
#8 I would recommend my company as being an empathetic place to work.
#9 In my company, I am encouraged to take part in regular meetings to discuss the impact of the company’s
services or products on the customers/users/clients’ lives.
#10 In  my  company,  I  am  expected  to  inquire  customers/users/clients  about  their  level  of  satisfaction
regularly.
#11 In my company, I am expected to respect my commitments to customers/users/clients.
#12 In my company, my innovative ideas which I bring up to the advantage of our customers/users/clients are
listened to. 
#13 In my company, procedures are put in place so I regularly experience the company’s products or services
from different customers/users/client’s perspectives.
#14 In my company, I am expected to integrate customers/users/clients’ feedback into my work. 
#15 In my company, performance reviews are an opportunity for me to get the support I need to progress
professionally.
#16 In my company, I often see managers asking employees for their opinion in solving a problem or improving
a work situation.
#17 In my company, I often see managers reaching out to employees and helping them overcome obstacles to
learning.
#18 In  my  company,  I  feel  that  managers  take  into  account  how  personal  circumstances  can  affect  an
employee’s performance.
#19 My company promotes eco friendly behaviors in the workplace.
#20 My company actively works to reduce its environmental footprint.
#21 My company operates under the belief that it is important to protect the environment.
#22 My company is actively engaged, directly or through partnerships in activities, campaigns and projects that
aim to increase the quality of life in local communities.
#23 My company directs a part of its budget to donation and social work favoring the disadvantaged, social,
humanitarian causes or charities.
#24 In my company, I am encouraged to participate in altruistic activities such as volunteering, donating blood,
raising money or social projects.
#25 My company truly cares about its global impact on society.
#26 My company operates under the belief that it’s a moral obligation to meet its business needs without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.

For the 24-item scale the following items have been removed:

#2R In my company, offensive behaviors and comments are tolerated as long as results are being achieved.
#4R In my company, my colleagues rarely try to understand my point of view when they make decisions.



Disclaimer

The current instrument is intended for educational purposes only and should not be understood to constitute
any  type  of  diagnosis  or  healthcare  recommendation.  It  may  help  increase  awareness  of  particular
experiences, provide insightful information about respondents’ perception of their company, but it is not by
itself a tool for diagnosing any type of health or mental health condition. It is not by itself a tool to be used for
pre-employment screening, recruitment and selection purposes and we strongly advise against using it in such
a fashion. Additionally,  the current instrument is not an aptitude,  personality,  or skills  tests.   The current
instrument can and should be used if possible, as best practices recommend, in conjunction with other data
gathering methods such as behavioural observations, focus groups, informal interviews, and other to ensure a
better understanding of what the final user intends to measure. The statistical results of the above EFA and
CFA suggest a valid and reliable instrument, and can be easily replicated and verified, and should be done so,
later on, considering the relatively small sample sizes used in the process of validation.


