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Abstract

The scope of the current research is to validate the Self-Compassion Scale for
Youth (SCS-Y). For this study, participants (N = 193, M, = 11.74) were re-
cruited online. Each participant completed a battery of self-reported ques-
tionnaires. Normality was tested by examining the distributional indices for
each of the SCS-Y items. We then examined the Pearson r intercorrelations of
the SCS-Y items per factor. To test the predictive model in which SCS-Y
items fit, we conducted a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Model fit in-
dices were great: x> = 1.338 (<3.00), CFI = 0.90 (=0.90), GFI = 0.92 (>0.90),
RMSEA = 0.04 (<0.08) and SRMR = 0.06 (<0.08), which prove that the Greek
version of SCS-Y has high construct validity. We evaluated the internal con-
sistency of the SCS-Y factors using Cronbach’s alpha (a = 0.64). To further
examine the scale’s construct validity, we examined convergent and discri-
minant validity by testing the correlations between other measures and scale’s
factor scores. The results revealed that SCS-Y is a reliable and valid psycho-
metric instrument to measure self-compassion in Greek youth. Furthermore,
it reveals that these findings extend to the children population between 8 and
14 years old and suggest an imperative focus for future research and interven-
tion.
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1. Introduction

Positive Psychology, introduced by Martin Selingman in 1998, consists of a
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scientific and structured psychology field that investigates people’s thoughts, ac-
tions, processes and resources that make them flourish. Self-compassion is a rel-
atively recent concept in Positive Psychology. It has its origins in Eastern phi-
losophy and, more specifically, to Buddhist philosophy, which dates back centu-
ries (Davidson & Harrington, 2002). Neff (2003a) was the first to define
self-compassion and introduce it in the psychological literature. According to
Neff (2003a), self-compassion refers to an attitude of warmth and acceptance
towards the self’s sides in moments of vulnerability or failure. The individual’s
difficulty may relate to personal weaknesses, failures, or painful external condi-
tions (Neff, 2009). Self-compassion refers to a healthy, balanced relationship to-
wards oneself, seeing things in their proper dimension when struggling. In other
words, with increased self-kindness, common humanity and mindfulness and
reduced self-judgment, isolation, and overidentification (Neff, 2016).

These six dimensions constitute the essential components of self-compassion.
More specifically, self-kindness is about behaving with a kind, understanding
and supportive attitude towards oneself in a hard time (Neff, 2003a). The indi-
vidual adopts this attitude towards all aspects of himself, his behaviours, feelings
and thoughts (Gilbert & Irons, 2004). Kindness contrasts with the critical atti-
tude towards self, which includes a hostile, derogatory, critical attitude towards
the self, rejecting aspects of the self and its overall value (Neff, 2003b).

Common humanity refers to experiencing negative experiences as a universal
phenomenon. Considering the negative aspects of the human experience in-
volves recognising that all people have flaws, make mistakes and fail. Thus a de-
fective state of the individual is linked to human existence in general. This view
includes recognising the individual’s connection to others and a sense of aware-
ness of common human nature in moments of sadness and weakness. This cha-
racteristic contrasts with isolation, through which the individual perceives his
negative experience as something separate and isolated (Neff, 2003b).

Mindfulness is about being aware of painful thoughts and feelings in the
present moment (Barnard & Curry, 2011; Neff, 2003a). Mindfulness refers to the
awareness, attention and acceptance of the individual’s experience in the present
moment and the recognition and understanding of his emotions in a balanced
way (Shapiro, Brown, & Biegel, 2007). This feature contrasts with two other sit-
uations. One is avoidance, in which the individual ignores and avoids painful
experiences, thoughts and feelings (Neff, 2003b). The other is ruminating and
magnifying the negative aspects of self or life. When this happens, individuals
are so absorbed in their current emotional reactions that they cannot reach the
other side of themselves (Gilbert & Procter, 2006; Neff & Vonk, 2009). Mindful-
ness is the middle ground between the two. Individuals do not suppress or deny
painful emotions, nor do they dramatise them, but recognise and accept the
negative experience.

The three aspects of self-compassion are conceptually different. They are ex-

perienced differently on a phenomenological level, yet they interact and rein-
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force each other (Neff, 2003a). The greater the awareness, the easier it is to un-
derstand the universal dimension of one’s problems. Research shows that
self-compassion is positively associated with positive emotions (Neff, Rude, &
Kirkpatrick, 2007), subjective happiness, and life satisfaction (Heffernan, Griffin,
McNulty, & Fitzpatrick, 2010; Neff, 2011; Neff & Costigan, 2014). Overall, ap-
proaching painful situations in a self-compassionate way seems to facilitate self
and relationship with others (Neff, Kirkpatrick, & Rude, 2007).

Much of the literature looked at similar situations in different population
groups by age, geography, or other criteria. Yarnell and Neff (2013) researched
adolescents’ well-being and their ability to express their needs. Results showed
that self-compassion is a suitable tool for highlighting adolescents’ needs. It
seems to help to adopt a more authentic attitude than them. Smeets, Neff, Al-
berts and Peters (2014) supported that increasing young female students’
self-compassion led to increased awareness, optimism, self-efficacy, and a reduc-
tion in intense criticism self-flagellation. Bluth and Blanton (2014) highlighted
the protective role of self-compassion in adolescents’ stress and depressive
symptoms. Bluth, Roberson and Gaylord (2015) implemented in adolescents an
Awareness-Self-compassion pilot program to reduce stress. Jativa and Cerezo
(2014) showed that self-compassion plays a mediating role between victimisa-
tion and psychological adjustment. It is also associated with reduced internalisa-
tion of adolescents who reported falling victim to school bullying.

Studies in seniors have shown significant self-compassion benefits in this age
group (Allen, Goldwasser, & Leary, 2012). Initially, it seems that self-compassion
is associated with high levels of well-being and a better understanding of difficult
life experiences (Allen & Leary, 2010). High self-compassion levels also appeared
to be associated with a healthier attitude toward average age changes due to
middle-aged, middle-aged women (Brown, Bryant, Brown, Bei, & Judd, 2015).
Finally, research shows that people who report higher self-compassion levels
tend to adapt better to stressful situations (Homan, 2016; Perez-Blasco, Sales,
Meléndez, & Mayordomo, 2016).

Regarding anxiety and depression, Pauley and McPherson (2010) found that
self-compassion helps people cope better with related problems, while Raes
(2010) found similar results. Raes (2011) found that self-compassion may be a
predictor of the development of depression, with other studies reaching similar
conclusions (Krieger, Altenstein, Baettig, Doerig, & Holtforth, 2013).

As the results of the above research show, self-compassion lists a significant
number of benefits to people’s mental health. Thus, there is a need to look for
ways to develop self-compassion or even create programs designed to train
people to be more compassionate towards themselves. In 2013, Neff and Germer
created a program to develop self-compassion and awareness (Mindful-Self-
Compassion Program. Karakasidou and Stalikas (2017) implemented two train-
ing self-compassion programs in Greece. Finally, another study was conducted

in the Greek population to investigate the effectiveness of a short psychoeduca-
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tional program of self-compassion (Mantelou & Karakasidou, 2017). The results
were encouraging, reinforcing the findings of the research.

Neff and her partners (2021) developed the Self-Compassion Scale for Youth to
measure self-compassion. The original scale was constructed for adults. The origi-
nal Self-Compassion Scale for Youth has 17 items measuring six self-compassion
components: Self-kindness, self-judgment, common humanity, isolation, mind-
fulness and over-identification.

Self-compassion has received increased research attention lately, and many valida-
tion studies have been conducted in different studies. This paper aimed to evaluate
the psychometric properties of the Self-Compassion Scale for youth in a Greek pop-
ulation. This study investigates the Greek version of the self-compassion scale’s
psychometric properties in a wide sample of young participants. To our know-
ledge, this is the first SCS-Y’s validation in another language, so no relevant stu-

dies have been included.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Participants and Procedure

Snowball sampling was used to recruit teachers in Greece who invited students
and their parents to participate in the study. Teachers and parents were also re-
cruited online. An advert was posted on Social Media. The present data were
collected during 2020, from January to May. The sample consisted of 193 Greek
children (99 boys, 51.3%, 94 girls, 48.7%), ageing from 8 to 14 years old. The
mean age for the total sample was Mage = 11.74, SD = 2.01, for boys, Mage =
11.78, $D = 12.04 and girls, Mage = 11.69, SD = 1.99. In terms of self-reported
ethnicity: 100% were White. Most (89.2%) reported Greek as their first language.
The researchers did not collect information about socioeconomic status, as most
youths often have inaccurate knowledge of their family’s SES. However, partici-
pants were drawn from socio-economically diverse schools in Greece. To ex-
amine the convergent and divergent validity of the test, participants also filled in
other scales. The current study involves children. Therefore, all participants and
their parents were informed about the study’s purpose and gave their informed
consent. The study followed the Ethics research guidelines of the Hellenic Psy-
chological Society. All participants completed a battery of online questionnaires.

2.2. Translation Procedure

The researchers used forward-backwards translation (Yu et al., 2004). The
translation involved the authors and two independent translators. First, they
forward translated the scale from the original language (English) to the intended
language (Greek). Then, the intended language (Greek) was translated back into
the original language (English). They compared the final product to the original
version. Through the procedure of backward translations, inaccuracies in the
intended language are identified (see also Wang et al., 2006). Finally, inaccura-

cies were noted and were retranslated until full agreement.
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2.3. Measures

Self-compassion Scale for youth: The Greek SCS-Y has 17-item. The SCS
includes the 3 item Self-Kindness subscale, the 3-item Self-Judgment subscale,
the 3-item Common Humanity subscale, the 3-item Isolation 3-item Mindful-
ness subscale and the 2-item Over-Identification subscale. Responses range from
“1-Almost Never” to “5-Almost Always”. Mean scores on the six subscales are then
averaged (after reverse-coding negative items) to create an overall self-compassion
score. Higher scores correspond to higher levels of self-compassion. In the current
research, internal consistency reliability was found to be a = 0.64.

Life Satisfaction Scale: (LSC; Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985;
Greek version: Stalikas & Lakioti, 2012). The Life Satisfaction Scale investigates
the estimation of a person’s quality of life according to their criteria. It compro-
mises five items rated on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly Disagree-7 =
Strongly Agree). The scale showed good internal consistency (a = 0.86).

Brief Resilience Scale: The Brief Resilience Scale (BRS, Smith, Dalen, Wig-
gins, Tooley, Christopher, & Bernard, 2008; Greek version: (Kyriazos, Stalikas,
Prassa, Galanakis, Yotsidi, & Lakioti, 2018) measures one’s ability to recover
from stress and adversity. It compromises six items, rated on a 5-point Likert
scale from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5). Higher scores indicate
more resilience. Half of the items are reversed scored to avoid social desirability
response bias. In this study, Cronbach’s a was a = 0.62.

SPANE Scale: The Scale of Positive and Negative Experience (SPANE; Diener
et al.,, 2010) compromises 12 items, six a to assess positive feelings and six to as-
sess negative feelings, such as “Good”, “Unpleasant”, “Sad” and “Contented”. It
is scored in a 5-point Likert-type scale, and three subscales can be calculated,
two for positive and negative experiences and one for a balance between them.
Higher scores suggest a higher frequency of positive and negative emotions and
also for balance. SPANE is reported to have good psychometric qualities, and in
this study, Cronbach’s a = 0.85 for positive emotions and a = 0.80 for negative
emotions.

STAI Questionnaire: The State-Trait Anxiety Inventory for children consists
of 40 items, which relate to—state anxiety and trait anxiety (STAIC, 40 items),
(STAIC; Spielberg, Edwards, Lushene, Montuori, & Platzek, 1973). The score is
the sum of the points for each subscale. The answers are given on a scale of 4
grades (1 = not at all, 2 = little, 3 = moderate, 4 = very much. The questionnaire
has been standardised in the Greek sample population by Psychountaki, Zervas,
Karteroliotis, & Spielberg, 2003). In this study, the internal consistency was a =
0.73.

SHS Scale: The Subjective Happiness Scale documents a subjective perception
of happiness, as the individual experiences (SHS, four items, a = 0.94) (Lyubo-
mirsky & Lepper, 1999). The Cronbach alpha was a = 0.62. It has been standar-
dised in Greece by Karakasidou, Pezirkianidis, Stalikas and Galanakis (2016). Its

four items are rated on a 7-point Likert scale, with the lowest scores indicating
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not a very happy person and highest scores showing a very happy person.
Depression Anxiety Stress Scales-21: (DASS-21; Lovibond & Lovibond
1995; Greek version: Stalikas & Flora, 2012). The DASS-21 measures three nega-
tive emotional states (seven items per scale): 1) depression, 2) anxiety, and 3)
tension/stress. Respondents report the presence of 21 symptoms over the pre-
vious week using a 4-point Likert-type scale (1-Did not apply to me at all to
4-Applied to me very much or most of the time). The scale demonstrated very

high internal consistency (a = 0.89).

2.4. Statistical Analysis

The data were analysed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences vol.
21 and the IBM SPSS Amos, version 21.

Item analysis and normality testing. First of all, normality was tested by ex-
amining the distributional indices for each of the SCS-Y items. Cohen, Cohen,
West, and Aiken (2002) suggest cut-off scores of less than 2 for skewness and
less than 7 for kurtosis.

Inter-item correlations. We then examined the Pearson r intercorrelations of
the SCS-Y items per factor according to Neff and colleagues (2021). Correlations
between 0.20 and 0.40 would indicate reasonable item homogeneity. Correla-
tions less than 0.20 would be indicative of items that load at different factors and
higher than 0.40 would suggest that the two items do not capture an ample
width of the variance of the specific factor, in which they load (Piedmont, 2014).

Confirmatory factor analysis. To test the predictive model in which SCS-Y
items fit, we conducted a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using the IBM
SPSS AMOS, version 21. Thus, we created a model based on Neff and colleagues
(2021) model of six factors that load to a higher-order self-compassion factor
and a model of six first-order correlated factors based on previous studies (see
Karakasidou & Stalikas, 2017). Preliminarily, Mardia’s test of multivariate nor-
mality and Mahalanobis d-squared statistic were examined (Hair, Black, Babin,
& Aderson, 2010). Different fit indices were used to assess model fit: x? ratio
(x*/degrees of freedom), the root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA;
Browne & Kudeck, 1993), the standardised root-mean-square residual (SRMR;
Hu & Bentler, 1995), the comparative fit index (CFI; Bentler, 1990), and the
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI; Joreskog, & Sorbom, 1996). Cut-off scores are based
on Hu and Bentler (1999) suggestions for model fit: x* values less than 3,
RMSEA and SRMR values less than .08, and CFI and GFI values higher than .90
indicate good model fit.

Internal consistency reliability. We evaluated the internal consistency of the
SCS-Y factors using Cronbach’s alpha. Values higher than 0.70 indicate good
internal consistency (DeVellis, 2012; Kyriazos, 2017).

Convergent and discriminant validity. To further examine the scale’s con-
struct validity, we examined convergent and discriminant validity by testing the

correlations between other measures and scale’s factor scores. Positive correla-
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tions with similar constructs would be indicative of convergent validity and neg-
ative or non-correlation with totally different constructs would indicate discri-

minant validity.

3. Results
3.1. Item Analysis and Normality Testing

To examine item quality and the probability of dysfunctional items or polarisa-
tion, we estimated the variances, means and standard deviations of the 17 SCS-Y
items. We expected variances ranging from 1 to 2.5, indicative of a normal dis-
tribution regarding the given answers (reports of self-compassion were rated on
a 5-point scale). Moreover, we were expecting means ranging from 2 to 3.5, also
indicative of a normal distribution. Results indicate that all items have a normal
distribution. Means were ranging from 2.47 to 3.59, standard deviations from
1.280 to 1.472 and variances from 1.638 to 2.166, as expected. Also, we com-
puted skewness and kurtosis values for SCS-Y items (see Table 1). They were

less than 2 for every item.

Table 1. Distributional indices of the SCS-Y items (N = 183).

Item No.  Subscale Mean SE SD Var Skewness  Kurtosis
1 SK1 3.59 0.10 1.41 1.97 -0.59 -1.00
2 IS1 2.48 0.09 1.31 1.71 0.45 -0.92
3 SJ1 2.66 0.10 1.40 1.95 0.35 -1.08
4 CH1 2.81 0.10 1.37 1.88 0.16 -1.19
5 OlI1 291 0.10 1.36 1.85 0.10 -1.19
6 M1 3.12 0.10 1.35 1.83 -0.09 -1.24
7 SJ2 2.56 0.10 1.33 1.78 0.38 -1.01
8 CH2 2.72 0.10 1.39 1.93 0.21 -1.23
9 SK2 2.98 0.10 1.35 1.82 -0.04 -1.17
10 152 2.47 0.09 1.29 1.66 0.42 -0.96
11 M3 3.05 0.10 1.35 1.82 -0.21 -1.13
12 SJ3 2.75 0.09 1.28 1.64 0.25 -1.05
13 CH3 3.10 0.11 1.47 2.17 -0.04 -1.43
14 012 2.88 0.10 1.39 1.93 0.10 -1.23
15 SK3 3.32 0.09 1.29 1.67 -0.34 -0.93
16 1S3 2.56 0.10 1.39 1.94 0.45 -1.04
17 M2 2.97 0.10 1.38 1.92 -0.06 -1.25

Note. SD = standard deviation, SE = standard error of mean, Var = variance.
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3.2. Inter-Item Correlations

To further examine item quality, we carried out a correlational analysis between
the items that belong to the six factors of self-compassion (see Table 2) identi-
fied by Neff (2003a) and confirmed for the SCS-Y by Neff and her colleagues
(2021). We were expecting to find positive statistically significant correlations
between the items ranging from 0.20 to 0.40.

Self-Kindness inter-item correlations ranged from 0.30 to 0.41, Self-Judgment
from 0.20 to 0.27, Common Humanity from 0.22 to 0.42, Isolation from 0.24 to
0.38, Mindfulness from 0.28 to 0.49 and Overidentification inter-item correla-
tions were 0.33. The above inter-item correlations were significant (p < 0.001).
Opverall, almost all items of each factor showed correlations ranging from 0.20 to
0.40, which is indicative of high item redundancy, apart from two Mindfulness
items. More specifically, M1 and M3 showed higher correlation (r = 0.49), indi-
cating that these items capture a smaller width of the factor variance. The above

findings are indicative of adequate construct validity.

Table 2. SCS-Y inter-item correlations (N = 183).

I# 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
1 1

2 0.09 1

3 0.03  0.41** 1

4 030" 0.18* 0.17* 1

5 0.13  0.30%** 0.28%** 0.31*** 1

6  0.33** 0.02 0.05 0.21** 0.10 1

7 0.04 0.21** 0.28%* 0.11 0.09 0.07 1

8 0.17* 012 0.17* 0.22** 0.19** 0.14 0.18* 1

9 0.30** -0.08 0.00 0.26*** 0.11 0.20** -0.09 0.25%** 1

10 0.05 0.38%** 0.38*** 0.04 0.24** -0.02 0.29*** 0.24*** -0.04 1

11 039 0.06 -0.08 0.09 0.03 0.49*** -0.04 17* 0.23** 0.01 1

12 0.14 0.16* 0.20** 0.12 0.17* 0.06 0.23*** 0.08 -0.03 0.31*** -0.01 1

13 0.17*  0.15* 0.16** 0.42*** 0.21** 0.33%* 0.06 0.29** 0.29** 0.11 0.24*** 0.12 1

14 0.08  0.22%* 0.23*** 0.07 0.33** 0.17* 0.16* 0.08 0.03  0.26%* 0.15* 0.25%** 0.26%** 1

15  0.37** 0.05 0.07  0.27*** 0.27*** 0.26*** -0.03 0.27* 0.41"* -0.01 0.38*** 0.02 0.30*** 0.07 1

16 0.03  0.24%* 0.31** 0.12 0.25%* 0.07 0.24*% 0.21** 0.12 0.35** -0.02 0.21** 0.24*** 0.24** 0.11 1

17 0.30** 0.08 0.08 0.22** -0.07 0.30*** 0.10 0.16* 0.22** -0.01 0.28*** 0.03 0.22** 0.05 0.38*** 0.09 1

Note. ***p-value < 0.001, **p-value < 0.01, *p-value < 0.05. I# = item number.
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3.3. Reliability

We estimated the scale reliability using the Cronbach alpha index, which was a =
0.64, while the initial validation found high internal consistency reliability levels
(a = 0.85; Neff et al., 2021). Further item analysis exploring the possibility of
strengthening the scale reliability would give negative results if any of the items

were deleted.

3.4. Factor Analysis

We first created the correlated first-order six-factor model (Model 1) using
AMOS that was identifiable. We then ensured multivariate normality of the
SCS-Y items using Mardia’s test. Also, following the Mahalanobis d-squared
cut-off score of 100, we found no outliers. We then tested the model fit; the ex-
traction method was the maximum likelihood. The evaluation of the model fit
indices showed that x? ratio was 1.338, which is lower than 3, CFI and GFI values
were higher than 0.90, while RMSEA and SRMR values were less than 0.08.
These values are indicative of a good model fit (see Table 3 and Figure 1). Se-
condly, we created the second-order model, where the six factors load to a high-
er-order factor of self-compassion (Model 2). However, this model demonstrat-
ed a poor fit to the data (see Table 3).

3.5. Convergent and Discriminant Validity Analysis

To further examine the scale’s validity, we tested convergent and discriminant
validity by examining the correlations between SCS-Y factors and other con-
structs. More specifically, we tested convergent validity by examining the corre-
lations of SCS-Y positive factors among them and with life satisfaction, resi-
lience, positive emotions, positivity and subjective happiness. In contrast, their
correlations with SCS-Y negative factors, depression, state and trait anxiety,
stress, and negative emotions were tested for discriminant validity. On the other
hand, the convergent validity of SCS-Y negative factors was tested by examining
their correlations with other negative constructs. In contrast, for their discrimi-
nant validity, we tested their correlations with SCS-Y positive factors and other
positive constructs (see Table 4).

The results indicate that SCS-Y factors have satisfactory construct validity.
More specifically, SCS factors have good convergent validity, since the three
negative factors that indicate self-criticism (self-judgement, isolation and over-
identification) showed statistically significant low to moderate positive correla-
tions to experiencing of negative emotions (r= 0.19 to 0.22), stress (r = 0.21 to
0.25), depression (r = 0.19 to 0.30), trait anxiety (= 0.30 to 0.36) and state an-
xiety (r= 0.18 to 0.25); the negative factors also showed zero to moderate nega-
tive correlation to experiencing of positive emotions (r = —-0.11 to —0.21), posi-
tivity (r=—0.17 to —0.31), subjective happiness (r= —0.12 to —0.17), life satisfac-
tion (r=—0.04 to —0.16), and resilience (= —0.23 to —0.36), which are indicative

of adequate discriminant validity.
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Table 3. Fit indices in confirmatory factor analysis for the SCS-Y (V= 183).

b df x/df GFI CFI RMSEA SRMR
Model 1 139.182* 104 1.338 0.92 0.90 0.04 0.06
Model 2 322.311% 119 2.708 0.79 0.43 0.10 0.11

Note. *p-value < 0.001. df = degrees of freedom, CFI = comparative fit index, GFI = goodness of fit index, RMSEA = root mean
square error of approximation, SRMR = standardised root mean square residual. Extraction method: maximum likelihood.
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Overidentification 0.40 0.1
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Figure 1. Standardised solution of the six-factor model of the Greek version of SCS-Y.
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Table 4. Convergent and discriminant validity of the SCS-Y (N=183).

SK SJ CH I M (o) § SC
Self-kindness 1
Self-judgement —0.15* 1
Common Humanity 0.33%** 0.12 1
Isolation -0.09 0.47*+* 0.19* 1
Mindfulness 0.43%%* —-0.11 0.25%%* -0.10 1
Overidentification 0.05 0.24%%* 0.21** 0.34%* -0.02 1
Self-compassion 0.61*** —0.56*** 0.34%** —0.57*** 0.61** —0.46*** 1
Trait anxiety —0.25%** 0.30%** 0.09 0.36%** —0.24*** 0.327%%* —0.44*+*
State anxiety -0.05 0.18* 0.21** 0.25%%* -0.12 0.21%* —0.19**
Depression —-0.11 0.19%* 0.12 0.30%%* -0.13 0.24%** —0.27***
Stress -0.08 0.21** 0.15* 0.25%%* -0.13 0.22%* =0.23***
Negative emotions —0.29%* 0.22** 0.04 0.25%%* —-0.19** 0.19** —0.35%%*
Positive emotions 0.38%%* —0.21** 0.12 —-0.11 0.39%%* -0.14 0.42%%*
Positivity 0.38%** —=0.31%%* 0.01 —0.26*** 0.32%%* -0.17% 0.45%**
Life satisfaction 0.35%** -0.16* 0.01 -0.14 0.27* -0.04 0.30%**
Subjective happiness 0.32%%* —0.15% 0.06 -0.17* 0.31%%* —-0.12 0.36%%*
Resilience 0.27%%* —0.23** -0.10 —0.31%** 0.24%** -0.36%** 0.42%**

Note. ***p-value < 0.001, **p-value < 0.01, *p-value < 0.05. SK = Self-Kindness, SJ = Self-Judgement, CH = Common Humanity, I = Isolation, M = Mind-
fulness, OI = Overidentification, SC = Self-Compassion.

On the other hand, the two of the three positive factors of self-compassion
(self-kindness and mindfulness) except for common humanity and the total
score showed statistically significant, statistically significant low to moderate
positive correlations to experiencing of positive emotions (r = 0.38 to 0.42), po-
sitivity (r= 0.32 to 0.45), subjective happiness (r= 0.31 to 0.36), life satisfaction
(r = 0.27 to 0.35), and resilience (r = 0.24 to 0.42). The positive factors apart
from common humanity correlated negatively to experiencing negative emo-
tions (r = —0.19 to —0.35), stress (r = —0.08 to —0.23; only the correlation with
the total score was statistically significant), depression (r = —0.11 to —0.27; only
the correlation with the total score was statistically significant), trait (r= —0.24
to —0.44) and state anxiety (= —0.05 to —0.19; only the correlation with the total
score was statistically significant), which indicates adequate discriminant validi-
ty. However, the common humanity factor was found to correlate positively with
stress (r = 0.15), state anxiety (r = 0.21), and with both positive and negative
factors of SCS-Y.

3.6. Normative Data

Means, standard deviations, ranges and percentiles were computed for the
SCS-Y factors to assist mental health professionals in deeply understand and

better interpret its scores (see Table 5).
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Table 5. Descriptive statistics and normative data for SCS-Y factors (N = 183).

Mean SD Range 5 10 25 50 75 90 95
SK 3.36 0.95 3.67 1.67 2.00 2.67 3.33 4.00 4.67 4.67
SJ 2.68 0.89 4.00 1.33 1.67 2.00 2.67 3.33 3.67 4.33
CH 2.92 0.99 4.00 1.33 1.67 2.33 2.67 3.67 4.33 4.67
I 2.52 0.95 4.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.67 3.33 3.67 4.00
M 3.09 0.97 4.00 1.40 1.67 233 3.00 3.67 4.33 4.67
01 2.93 1.08 4.00 1.00 1.50 2.00 3.00 4.00 4.50 4.50
SC 3.21 0.50 2.64 2.33 2.66 2.86 3.19 3.52 3.80 4.16

Note. Percentiles provided: 5, 10, 25, 50, 75, 90, 95.

4. Discussion

The purpose of the current research was to validate the psychometric properties
of The Self-Compassion Scale for Youth (Neff et al., 2021) in a sample of Greek
children. According to the literature review, Neff and her colleagues conducted
studies to investigate the benefits of self-compassion on adolescents. It has been
proven that self-compassion encourages adolescents to adopt an authentic atti-
tude (Yarnell & Neff, 2013), increasing the levels of awareness, self-efficacy, and
optimism while decreasing self-criticism self-flagellation (Smeets et al., 2014).
Self-compassion has also been found to protect adolescents from depression and
stress (Bluth & Blanton, 2014).

The original SCS-Y consists of 17 items, which measures the whole
self-compassion. The items load to six factors, which load self-compassion
components (self-kindness, self-criticism, common humanity, isolation, mind-
fulness, over-identification). Responses are given to a 5-point Likert scale, rang-
ing from 1 = Almost Never to 5 = Almost Always (Neff et al., 2021).

Results showed that the Greek version of the SCS-Y presents good validity and
reliability. Therefore, it should be considered a reliable instrument in measuring
self-compassion in Greek youths. Firstly, the variance among items was ex-
amined to detect possible problematic items or polarisation. According to the
results, there were no dysfunctional items, as all items have a normal distribu-
tion ranging from 1.64 to 2.17 (variance). Also, the mean scores range from 2.47
to 3.59 and the standard deviations from 1.28 to 1.47. Skewness values range
from —0.59 to 0.45, and Kurtosis values range from —1.43 to —0.92, which are
both below 2, so they were acceptable.

The next step was to calculate the inter-item correlations, which showed ade-
quate construct validity. Inter-item correlations ranged from 0.30 to 0.41 for
self-kindness, 0.20 to 0.27 for self-judgment, from 0.22 to 0.42 for common hu-
manity, from 0.24 to 0.38 for isolation, from 0.28 to 0.49 for mindfulness and
0.33 for overidentification and the significance was p < 0.001 for all the in-

ter-item correlations.
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Reliability was tested using Cronbach alpha, and the index was 0.64. This in-
dex is lower than the original scale’s index (a = 0.85; Neff et al., 2021). As the
index was not satisfactory enough, further steps were calculated to test if the
Cronbach alpha index would have given a higher index if items deleted. Never-
theless, no satisfactory results were found. One explanation is that the current
research sample consisted of 193 children aged 8 to 14 years old, so the age devi-
ation was big.

CFA was conducted to test the six-factor model fit. Mardia’s test ensured the
multivariate normality, and Mahalanobis d showed no outliers. Model fit indices
were great: x> = 1.338 (<3.00), CFI = 0.90 (= 0.90), GFI = 0.92 (>0.90), RMSEA =
0.04 (<0.08) and SRMR = 0.06 (<0.08), which prove that the Greek version of
SCS-Y has high construct validity. The original scale was also constructed using
ESEM and CFA models with similar fit indices, which proved well-defined fac-
tors (Neff et al., 2021). On the other hand, Model 2 showed poor fit data. Maybe
a larger sample (N > 200 participants) would have shown good fit data.

Also, convergent and discriminant validity analysis was conducted to examine
the scale’s validity further. The positive subscales were correlated with positive
variables, like life satisfaction, resilience, positive emotions, positivity and sub-
jective happiness. The results show low to moderate positive correlations except
for the subscale of common humanity. The two positive scales were also nega-
tively correlated with experiencing negative emotions, stress, depression, trait
anxiety and state anxiety. On the other hand, the three negative subscales were
positively correlated with the negative variables (zero to moderate). They were
negatively correlated with the positive variables, like life satisfaction.

Contrary to the expected results, the common humanity factor correlates po-
sitively with stress, state anxiety and the negative factors of SCS-Y. In contrast, it
was expected to have been negatively correlated with the above factors. Accord-
ing to Ozlem, Sahin-Baltaci, & Karatas (2017), common humanity differs from
the other two variables regarding the acceptance of pain and negative emotions
as a situation that all people experience in their lives. On the other hand,
self-kindness refers to the kind attitude one has for itself, while mindfulness re-
fers to the present-awareness of painful thoughts and feelings. Ozlem et al.
(2017) have found that only the common humanity factor predicts counselling
help-seeking, as the individual recognises the pain as a universal phenomenon.
Hence, it is easier to talk about its negative thoughts and feelings. Acknowledg-
ing pain as a universal phenomenon does not necessarily mean that the pain is
reduced because the individual may evaluate it as something inevitable and that
all people suffer from it.

The current results are explained exclusively by the original scale’s psychome-
tric features. There were no other published translated versions of SCS-Y to
compare our results.

One limitation of the study was the reliability, which was not satisfactory

enough. Further studies should be conducted, including a larger number of the
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sample without big age differences. One second limitation was that the reliability
was tested using Cronbach alpha, so further studies should examine test-retest
reliability. Researchers should also investigate the psychometric properties of the
SCS-Y worldwide since it is essential to consider possible cultural differences.
The Greek version was not likely to be compared with other versions rather than
the original one since the SCS-Y has not been adapted/adjusted yet to other for-
eign populations. Since the Greek version of SCS-Y showed good psychometric
properties, Greek researchers should leverage it in studies to study the benefits of
self-compassion on Greek youths. Finally, future research may investigate the
construct of a Self-Compassion Scale for Greek adolescents. The current study
collected data from children aged 8 to 14.

Despite the limitations, the results showed that SCS-Y is a valid and reliable
psychometric instrument. As self-compassion is a taught construct, this tool
could help measure interventions’ efficacy in youth. Thus, relevant interventions
could be designed, implemented and investigated. During childhood and ado-
lescence, young people shape their personality. Still, this period of human life
seems to affect mental health during emerging adulthood and throughout
adulthood. Self-compassion appears to be a healthy and balanced way for a per-
son to relate to himself. Research shows that high self-compassion levels are as-
sociated with self-esteem, self-efficacy, and well-being (Smeets et al., 2014).

On the other hand, high self-compassion levels lead to lower levels of anxiety,
stress and depression (Bluth & Blanton, 2014). Therefore, self-compassion in-
terventions could help young people in terms of support and prevention, with
positive consequences throughout their lives. The possibility of using a re-
search-valid and reliable tool to measure self-compassion opens the horizons for
further research at a development stage that has not been thoroughly investi-
gated yet. Besides, children and adolescents need emotional support to cope with
everyday life difficulties. Therefore, there seems to be a need to design and im-
plement scientific programs to enhance youth’s mental skills. Finally, research

may extend to clinical or vulnerable populations.

5. Conclusion

The results showed that SCS-Y is a reliable and valid psychometric tool to meas-
ure self-compassion in Greek youth. In surveys, the SCS-Y would be doled in
combination with other variables in order to broaden the contribution of
self-compassion in youth in the field of Positive Psychology. Also, means, stan-
dard deviations, ranges and percentiles were presented in order to assist mental
health professionals in understanding and interpreting in-depth the scores of its
subscale, and this may help them to configure the therapeutic aims and enhance
children’s positive components of self-compassion (self-kindness, common hu-
manity, mindfulness). Finally, mental health professionals and researchers should
consider that SCS-Y is a psychometric tool that measures self-compassion in

children and not in adolescents.
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