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ABSTRACT

Keywords:

This study investigates empathic strategy use in interactive dialogue practices and examines how these
patterns emerge across distinct profile levels. Grounded in an explanatory sequential mixed methods
design, the research conceptualizes empathy not as a fixed personality trait but as a context-sensitive,
interactionally constructed resource. In the quantitative phase, data collected from 350 undergraduates
across multiple universities were analyzed using Latent Profile Analysis (LPA), yielding four empathic
strategy use profiles: high-level, balanced, selective, and low-level. These profiles reflect not only
differences in usage intensity but also divergent interactional orientations. In the qualitative phase,
dialogues from structured interaction tasks encompassing problem-solving, negotiation, and emotionally
loaded contexts were analyzed through interactional discourse analysis. Findings indicate that high-level
profile students deploy empathic strategies to sustain interaction and foster mutual understanding,
whereas low-level profile students demonstrate markedly limited interactional engagement. Balanced
and selective profiles exhibited context-sensitive and strategically regulated empathic responses.
Collectively, the results suggest that empathic strategies constitute a dynamic and functionally
significant component of interactive dialogue competence.

Dialogue interactions, Empathic strategies, Latent profile analysis

Etkilesimli diyalog uygulamalarinda empatik strateji kullanima:

0z

Anahtar
Sozciikler:

Profil ve soylem analizine dayal1 bir inceleme

Bu ¢alisma, etkilesimli diyalog pratiklerinde empatik strateji kullanimini incelemekte ve bu oriintiilerin
farkli profil diizeylerinde nasil ortaya g¢iktigini aragtirmaktadir. Agiklayici karma yontem deseni
temelinde yiiriitiilen arastirma, empatiyi sabit bir kisilik 6zelligi olarak degil, baglama duyarli ve
etkilesim siirecinde insa edilen bir kaynak olarak kavramsallagtirmaktadir. Nicel asamada, farkli
iiniversitelerde 6grenim goren 350 lisans dgrencisinden elde edilen veriler Gizil Profil Analizi (LPA) ile
incelenmis ve dort empatik strateji kullanim profili belirlenmistir: yiiksek diizey, dengeli, segici ve diisiik
diizey. Bu profiller yalnizca kullanim yogunlugu agisindan degil, birbirinden farkli etkilesimsel
yonelimler bakimindan da ayrigmaktadir. Nitel asamada ise problem ¢6zme, miizakere ve duygusal yiik
iceren baglamlar1 kapsayan yapilandirilmis etkilesim gorevlerine ait diyaloglar, etkilesimsel sdylem
analizi araciligiyla degerlendirilmistir. Bulgular, yiiksek diizey profil Ogrencilerinin etkilesimi
stirdiirmek ve karsilikli anlamay1 giiglendirmek amaciyla empatik stratejilere bagvurdugunu; diisiik
diizey profil 6grencilerinin ise etkilesimsel katilim agisindan belirgin bi¢imde simirl kaldigini ortaya
koymaktadir. Dengeli ve segici profiller baglama duyarli ve stratejik agidan diizenlenmis empatik
tepkiler sergilemistir. Sonuglar, empatik stratejilerin etkilesimli diyalog yeterliliginin dinamik ve islevsel
acidan anlamli bir bilesenini olugturduguna isaret etmektedir.

Diyalog etkilesimi, Empatik stratejiler, Gizil profil analizi
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INTRODUCTION

Empathy is a multidimensional concept that has long been the subject of psychology and communication
research at the heart of human interaction. Psychological approaches define empathy as an individual's
ability to recognize, understand, and respond appropriately to others' feelings, thoughts, and experiences
(Chen, 2010; Davis, 1983; Eisenberg & Fabes, 1990). This definition positions empathy as a sensory
process that takes place in the inner world of the individual, as well as a cognitive and interactive ability
in the communication process. As a matter of fact, current communication research argues that empathic
behavior deepens social interaction and facilitates the production of common meaning among
interlocutors (Argyle & Kendon, 1967; Chen, 2010). In this respect, empathy is considered a basic
component of effective communication.

In terms of communication theories, empathy means much more than simply describing the emotional
state of interlocutors in the communication process (Halpern, 2001). Empathy is the ability to know how
and when to interactively use the information reached during the communication process (Lestari, 2021).
Discursive-based research treats empathy as a process of producing appropriate discourse by perceiving
the perspective of others, and provides a common grounding in the oral interaction dimension of
communication (Wong & Mochuziki, 2025). This approach emphasizes that empathic responses cannot
be limited to explicit linguistic indicators; implicit meanings play an important role in resolving
interpersonal intent and contextual cues (Thompson, 2023).

The concept of empathy has also been gaining increasing interest in language teaching in recent years.
The main reason for this interest is that linguistic interaction is a complex process involving social and
emotional dimensions, rather than grammatical accuracy or vocabulary (Dewaele, 2011). Research
shows that students' ability to gain an empathic perspective is closely related to communicative
competence and intercultural understanding (Zhang & Noels, 2024). Similarly, extensive research on
technology-assisted language learning also suggests that empathic interaction strengthens student
engagement and effective communication skills in the teaching process (Yasnita et al., 2025).

A large part of empathy research in the field of speech and language learning addresses empathy
indirectly. Research mostly focuses on the relationship between teacher empathy and student motivation
(Sarwer et al., 2024) or discusses empathy as a more attitude-dependent variable in limited pedagogical
contexts (Aldrup et al., 2018). How learners display empathic behavior in dialogue-based practices, how
these behaviors are shaped during interaction, and what strategic patterns emerge among learners are
relatively under-examined. This leads to the inability to make the link between empathy and real
dialogue-based interaction practices sufficiently visible. In particular, there is a notable gap in research
that examines empathic strategy use specifically within the domain of speaking skills and oral
production. Studies in second and foreign language speaking research have extensively investigated
accuracy, fluency, and complexity as dimensions of oral competence; yet the role of empathic strategies
as a functional dimension of spoken interactional competence has received comparatively little
systematic attention. This gap is significant, as speaking tasks that require learners to negotiate meaning,
manage face-threat, and sustain reciprocal engagement are precisely the contexts in which empathic
strategies become most functionally relevant.

However, effective language learning necessitates a process in which students interact and negotiate
meaning together. Interaction-based hypotheses claim that face-to-face communication supports
language acquisition and that learners tend to appropriate forms of discourse by processing linguistic
input in a more functional way (Gass & Mackey, 2014). In this context, linguistic competence is not
only about fluency and accuracy; it is also associated with interaction, cohesion, and mutual sensitivity.
Empathy, in this context, acts as a bridge that combines cognitive and affective dimensions, supporting
linguistic and cultural adaptation processes (Jami et al., 2024). In this context, empathic strategies are
considered important tools that contribute to deepening meaning in student-teacher and student-student
interactions.
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In addition, it is not clear enough in the existing literature whether empathic strategies appear as regular
and distinguishable patterns in the process of interaction-based dialogue. The questions of whether these
strategies can be systematically classified under hidden profiles and how their timing, positioning, and
functions can be evaluated together in the flow of dialogue have remained largely unanswered.
Especially in foreign language speech research, the need to clarify the relationship between theoretical
assumptions about empathy and observable interactive behaviors is remarkable.

Current research aims to be one of the first studies to examine together how empathic strategies are
patterned in the process of interactive dialogue at both the profile and discourse level. Here, empathy is
not considered a fixed personality trait or an abstract disposition; it is a dynamic interactive skill in
which the empathic moves that the students resort to in the process of dialogue form regular and
classifiable patterns. This approach makes it possible to reconsider empathic behavior as a quantitatively
measurable and qualitatively observable phenomenon.

Research focuses on two fundamental questions. First, under which hidden profiles is the use of the
empathic strategy of students in interaction-based dialogue practices lumped? Secondly, what discursive
and interactive functions do these profiles take on in the dialogue process? The combination of these
two dimensions of empathic strategies is intended to respond directly to the conceptual and
methodological gaps in the field of speaking skills and oral interaction research. Thus, empathy is
rethought in the context of language teaching not only as an affective trait, but as a skill closely related
to speaking competence, oral interaction, and communicative success.

Conceptual Definitions

In the current research, empathy is treated as an overarching concept that encompasses the capacity of
the individual's interlocutor to perceive emotion, thought, and perspective and to translate that
perception into meaningful discursive responses in the speech process. Empathy in this context is not a
fixed personality trait or a tendency detached from context; it is defined as a dynamic interaction-based
source that interacts in the process of dialogue, is sensitive to the context of dialogue, and becomes
visible in discourse.

Empathic strategies express the observable and analysis-open discursive actions of this upper concept,
which become tangible during the practices of interactive dialogue. In quantitative and qualitative
analyses of the study, these strategies are structured through intra-communicative actions such as
demonstrating understanding of the opposite, determining the emotional state, meeting on a common
ground, maintaining the flow of interaction, or softening it. For this reason, empathic strategies have
been evaluated as interaction-based units that reveal how an individual uses empathy in the process of
dialogue, rather than abstract indicators that represent an individual's level of empathy. The hidden
profiles described in the Findings section were interpreted more based on the distribution, timing, and
interactive functions of these strategies than on the frequency of use of empathic strategies.

Interactional competence has been defined as a functional consequence of the use of various discursive
sources, including empathic strategies, to support appropriate, punctual, and mutual cohesion in the flow
of dialogue. In this context, interactional competence has been linked to how these strategies contribute
to the dialogue process, rather than the existence of empathic strategies. In qualitative discourse analysis,
the functions of empathic strategies to create an interactive echo, to develop common meaning, and to
ensure the continuity of participation in the dialogue process are evaluated within this framework.

In the research process, empathy has been maintained as a theoretical upper framework; empathic
strategies have been treated as analyzable interacting units, the functional output of these strategies
within speech. In interpreting the findings and discussing the profiles, the concepts were used in line
with clear, limited definitions; thus, conceptual uncertainties and meaning shifts were avoided.
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Linguistic and Interactional Dimensions of the Concept of Empathy

Empathy has long been recognized in the psychology literature as an intrinsic trait defined by an
individual's cognitive and sensory abilities (Davis, 1983; Hoffman, 1996). However, this approach
cannot adequately explain how empathic behaviors arise in interaction. In recent years, approaches
based on social interaction have begun to consider empathy not as the mental state of the individual but
as a social action that arises during the process of dialogue (Deppermann, 2018; Zaki, 2017).
Accordingly, empathy arises through certain language preferences, timing, and mutual coordination in
the process of dialogue. Positive statements, feedback that reflects emotions, a gentle style, and
discourse that reinforces mutual understanding are considered linguistic indicators of empathic
strategies (Heritage, 2011). So empathy is not just an emotional issue, but an action through dialogue.
In the context of language learning, empathy is seen as one of the key components of communicative
success (Chen, 2010). The ability of students to recognize the emotional and cognitive states of the
people they interact with facilitates the continuity of the interaction flow and the resolution of
communicative challenges (Mercer & Littleton, 2007). Therefore, empathy plays an important role in
interaction-based practices. Within the specific context of speaking skills development, empathy takes
on a particularly central role. Oral communication requires real-time processing of the interlocutor’s
verbal and paralinguistic signals, instantaneous perspective-taking, and the production of contextually
appropriate spoken responses, all of which are functions that empathic strategies directly support.
Bygate (2016) argues that speaking competence involves not only phonological and grammatical
accuracy but also the capacity for interactive co-construction of meaning; empathic strategies are
precisely the discursive tools through which such co-construction is achieved. In task-based speaking
contexts such as problem-solving, negotiation, and opinion-sharing the very activity types employed in
the present research, learners must manage face-threat, regulate emotional tone, and sustain interactional
momentum simultaneously (Ellis, 2003; Sato & Ballinger, 2016). Empathic responses function as
strategic speaking moves that address these demands. Thus, the theoretical framework of this study is
explicitly grounded in the intersection of empathy research and speaking competence, positioning
empathic strategy use as a core component of spoken interactional competence rather than a peripheral
affective variable.

Interactional Dialogue Practices and Empathic Behaviors

Interactive dialogue practices are activities in which participants create mutual meaning and constantly
discuss their discourse orientation by taking on specific roles. Unlike pre-configured monologues, these
practices require interlocutors to make instant decisions and adapt their discourse to the responses of the
other party (Bygate, 2016; Ellis, 2003). In this context, empathic strategies are of great importance for
the continuity of interactive applications. Research shows that empathic feedback creates a safe space
for interaction during the dialogue process and encourages participants to take risks (Dornyei & Ryan,
2015). Empathy also plays an important role in preventing communication breakdowns in practices
involving disagreement, uncertainty, or emotional burden. Current research has shown that empathic
strategies differ by type of practice (Weisz & Cikara, 2021). In problem-solving and negotiation-based
practices, empathy is often defined by conciliatory and mediating discourses, while in practices based
on the sharing of personal experiences, strategies to reflect and validate emotions become dominant
(Galaczi & Taylor, 2018; Sato & Ballinger, 2016). These findings suggest that empathic behaviors are
not uniform but are shaped by context.

Linguistic Indicators of Empathic Strategies

Empathic strategies arise with specific linguistic and interactive implications in the process of dialogue.
These include short feedback, “I understand”, “You are right, expressing emotions again, referring to
common experiences, and softening expressions that reduce potential facial threats (Brown & Levinson,
1987; Stivers & Rossi, 2025). Studies based on speech analysis show that empathic responses are also
closely related to word choice, timing, and intonation (Shigeno, 2018). Emphatic feedback given at the
right time supports the flow of interaction, while delayed or context-inappropriate responses can have
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the opposite effect (Sidnell & Stivers, 2012). This is even more complicated for language students.
Students with limited language skills may not always be able to express their empathic intentions clearly.
For this reason, empathic strategies sometimes occur in an indirect, implicit, or disorganized way
(Taguchi, 2015). This diversity requires an understanding of differences in empathic behavior in
interpersonal communication.

Methodical Approaches in Empathy Research

Empathy research has long been conducted on self-report scales (Lima & Osorio, 2021). Tools such as
Davis' (1983) Interpersonal Sensitivity Index are widely used to measure empathic tendencies. But these
tools do not offer the opportunity to directly observe how empathic behavior manifests in an interactive
context. In contrast, qualitative approaches offer the opportunity to study empathy behaviors at a micro
level. Speech analysis and discourse analysis studies have detailed the functions of empathic responses
in the dialogue process (Deppermann, 2018). But the fact that these studies are often limited to small
samples has led to controversy over the generalizability of the results. There has been a shift in recent
years toward mixed-methods approaches to overcome these limitations. In particular, exploratory
sequential designs have enabled quantitative findings to be supported by qualitative data (Creswell &
Plano Clark, 2017). This approach allowed empathy behaviors to be studied at both generalizable and
contextual levels of meaning.

Latent Profile Analysis and Empathic Behavior Patterns

Latent Profile Analysis (LPA) is an individual-oriented method that aims to reveal individual-specific
hidden diversity. Unlike variable-focused approaches, LPA differentiates individuals with similar
characteristics into groups, identifying different behavioral patterns (Masyn, 2013). LPA in research in
the field of education; motivation, self-regulation, and sociodemotional skills in the studies on the study
yielded effective results (Morin et al., 2016; Slemp et al., 2024). Recent studies on empathy have also
revealed the power of this method. The findings showed that the students did not exhibit their empathic
behavior equally; individuals who used high, medium, and low levels of empathy strategies had different
profiles. But most current research addresses empathy with context-disconnected scale scores. This
prevents a sufficient examination of how empathic profiles arise in actual interactions. However, LPA
requires that its findings be supported by gualitative interaction data.

As a result, the field paper clearly shows that empathy strategies play an important role in interaction-
based dialogue practices. However, studies that systematically demonstrate the patterns of use of
empathy behavior and explain these patterns through real-life dialogue interactions are limited.
Methodologically extensive research with large samples is needed, focusing especially on undergraduate
students. By identifying the patterns of empathic strategy use through latent profile analysis, it aims to
deepen these profiles with qualitative interaction data and fill the gap in the field. In this respect, research
is one of the rare studies that treats empathy as both a measurable and interactively observable
phenomenon.

The emergence of the need for the current research is directly rooted in the convergence of several recent
lines of inquiry. First, growing evidence from interaction-based language learning research demonstrates
that empathy is not merely an individual affective disposition but a strategic, context-sensitive resource
that learners deploy in real-time discourse (Deppermann, 2018; Weisz & Cikara, 2021). Second, despite
the well-established role of empathy in communicative success (Zaki, 2017), there is a notable absence
of studies that combine person-centered quantitative profiling with fine-grained qualitative discourse
analysis to examine how empathic behaviors cluster and function during interaction. Third, recent
mixed-methods frameworks in applied linguistics have called for integrated approaches that can bridge
the gap between aggregate-level findings and individual interactional variability (Creswell & Plano
Clark, 2017; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010). Fourth, advances in person-centered statistical techniques
such as Latent Profile Analysis have opened new methodological pathways for identifying qualitatively
distinct subgroups of learners that variable-centered approaches cannot detect (Masyn, 2013; Morin et
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al., 2016). Taken together, these developments make it both timely and necessary to examine empathic
strategy use patterns in undergraduate interactive dialogue practices through a rigorous mixed-methods
design, as the current study proposes.

Statement of Problem

Interactive dialogue practices are among the important pedagogical tools for developing communicative
competence in the context of higher education. But how students use empathic strategies in these
practices, what patterns this use clusters around, and how those patterns reflect on interactive success is
not adequately explained. In the field of speaking skills and oral interaction research, empathy is often
treated as an individual personality trait or affective disposition rather than as a strategically deployed
communicative resource in spoken dialogue, whereas a limited number of studies examine how
empathic strategies are built within discourse and structure interaction. In particular, the scarcity of
research using quantitative profiling techniques and discourse-based qualitative analyses makes it
difficult to co-understand both the individual and interaction-centered dimensions of the use of empathic
strategy.

In this context, the main problem is how the use of empathic strategy in interactive dialogue
environments can be defined not around frequency or level, but in a formal and functional framework,
and how reflections of different usage profiles can be expressed in discourse. The determination of the
effects of the latent profiles formed according to the empathic orientation of the students on the flow of
dialogue, mutual understanding, and task success constitutes an important gap at both the theoretical
and pedagogical levels. The current research has emerged from the need to examine the use of an
empathic strategy to fill the gap in a holistic approach based on profile and focused on discourse analysis.

The Purpose and Importance of Research

The main aim of the research is to determine the empathic strategy usage patterns of the students in
interactive dialogue practices and to reveal the functional reflections of these patterns in discourse.
Research treats empathic strategies as a dynamic source of communication that is structured in the
process of interaction and affects the flow of dialogue rather than a feature measured at the quantitative
level. In this direction, it is aimed to define the different orientations of the students regarding the use
of empathic strategy through latent profile analysis; through discourse analysis, to examine the effects
of these orientations on mutual understanding, interaction, and task success. Thus, both the individual-
centered and interaction-centered dimensions of empathic strategies are evaluated in a holistic
framework.

Research is important in defining empathy as a measurable, observable, and teachable strategic skill in
the context of language education and interactive competence. While empathy in the field of spoken
interaction and speaking skills is often treated as a general affective disposition disconnected from the
dynamics of oral communication, current research makes tangible contributions to pedagogical practice
by making visible the function of empathic strategies within the discourse. In addition, thanks to its
method that integrates quantitative modeling and qualitative discourse analysis, it reveals not only the
superficial but also the formal and contextual dimensions of the use of empathic strategy, providing new
explanations for theoretical discussions and instructional design.

METHODOLOGY

The research is designed based on the descriptive sequential mixed method pattern in order to examine
empathic strategy use patterns in a multidimensional way. Quantitative data were collected at the first
stage, and individual-centered statistical analyses were performed to determine the latent profiles of the
students regarding the use of empathic strategies. In line with the findings obtained, the qualitative data
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collection process was started in the second stage, and interactive dialogue samples were examined
within the framework of discourse analysis. This holistic design has enabled us to evaluate the formal
distribution of empathic strategies and their functional reflections on the interaction.

Research Design

The research focuses on explanatory sequential mixed-methods design to identify patterns of empathic
strategy use in interactive dialogue practices through a broad sample and explain in detail how these
patterns arise in real dialogue interactions (see Figure 1). The design of the research is often used in
social interaction and language research, as it allows deepening findings from quantitative data with
qualitative data (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2017). In the first phase of the research, hidden profiles based
on the empathic strategy usage levels of the students were determined using quantitative methods. In
the second stage, the discourses produced by the selected participants during interactive dialogue
practices were qualitatively analyzed in accordance with the quantitative findings. While this structure
determined the level of empathic strategies, it also revealed their usage patterns and functions in the
interaction process. The main reason for selecting descriptive sequential design in research is the
assumption that a multidimensional and context-sensitive phenomenon, such as empathy, cannot be
adequately explained by a single data type. While quantitative analyses reveal patterns in the use of
empathic strategies, qualitative analyses have made it possible to understand how these patterns are
produced and maintained (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010).

Figure 1.
Research Model

( Explanatory Sequntinal Mixed Method J

= e

r Quantitative Phase ] [ Qualitative Phase ]
+ 4

[ Empathy Scale Application } [ Profile-Based Dialogue Applications }
+ +

[ Latent Profile Analysis ] [ Discourse and Interaction Analysis J
+ 4

[( Empathic Strategy PToﬁles j] @mpﬁi&tmagsgit;; ])
" v
U Holistic Interpretation of Findings H

Population and Sample

Participants consist of 350 undergraduate students enrolled in different universities in Tiirkiye.
Participants study at different faculties and departments, all of which are enrolled in full-time degree
programs. Diversifying the sample in this way was intended to examine the use patterns of the empathy
strategy in a broader context.
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Table 1.
Demographic Characteristics of the Participants
Variable Category n %
Gender Female 198 56.6
Male 152 434
Age 18-20 146 417

21-22 128 36.6
23-24 76 217

Socioeconomic Status Low 92 26.3
Middle 181 51.7
High 77 220
Academic Achievement Low 84 24.0
Middle 173 494
High 93 26.6

The ages of the participants ranged from 18 to 24 years, while the average age was 20.8 years (see Table
1). The gender distribution is relatively balanced. Socioeconomic status is classified as low, medium,
and high according to the students' own declarations. Students' academic achievement levels were also
reported as low, medium, and high achievement groups based on their overall grade point averages.
Demographic information allows empathic strategy usage patterns to be interpreted in the context of
different student profiles (Arens et al., 2021).

Data Collection Tools

At the quantitative stage of the study, the Empathy Scale was used to determine the empathic tendency
and sensitivity levels of the participants. The scale was developed by Baron-Cohen and Wheelwright
(2004) within the framework of the empathization systematization theory, adapted to Turkish by Bora
and Baysan (2009). The Turkish adaptation yielded Cronbach’s alpha coefficients ranging from .84 to
.87 for the subscales, and test-retest reliability was .87.

It is important to note a conceptual distinction here: The Empathy Scale measures individual empathic
tendencies (i.e., dispositional orientations toward cognitive and affective empathy), not the actual
deployment of empathic strategies during interaction. Empathic tendencies, as measured by the scale,
represent the individual’s general propensity and capacity to perceive and respond to others’ emotional
and cognitive states. Empathic strategy use, by contrast, refers to the observable, context-sensitive
discursive actions through which this capacity is actualized in the flow of dialogue. These two constructs
are theoretically related but empirically distinct: high empathic tendency does not necessarily predict
high or uniform strategy use, as interactional context, task demands, and conversational positioning also
shape how and when empathic strategies are deployed. Accordingly, the latent profiles identified in this
study should be understood as profiles of empathic tendency that are subsequently interpreted in light
of actual strategy use as evidenced by qualitative discourse analysis.

The Empathy Scale has been used in current research not as a performance tool to measure empathic
strategies directly during interaction-based dialogue practices, but as a quantitative measurement tool to
describe individual empathic tendencies that make the use of these strategies possible. Latent profiles
based on scores obtained from the scale reveal general patterns of the participants' potential to produce
empathic strategies; these quantitative patterns are interpreted by integrating with qualitative discourse
analyses that examine the ways in which empathic strategies occur in interaction. This approach is
consistent with the explicatory sequential mixed-methods design of the research and its theoretical
framework that treats empathy as both an individual trend and a context-sensitive interactive practice.

In the research, Latent Profile Analysis (LPA) was preferred based on the assumption that the use of
empathic strategy emerged in the form of qualitatively differentiated patterns of use rather than a
homogeneous structure changing on a single continuous level. In the context of interactive speech,
empathic strategies do not appear only as more frequent or infrequent behaviors; they appear as speech
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moves that are separated from each other in terms of their strategic distribution, timing, and function in
interaction. Therefore, variable-centered and one-dimensional approaches are limited in reflecting this
interaction heterogeneity (Lanza et al., 2003; Masyn, 2013).

The LPA offers an individual-centered analysis that allows for uncovering these latent differences
between individuals, enabling meaningful classification of participants with similar patterns of empathic
strategy under the same profile. In the study, different profile analyses were compared by evaluating the
model compatibility with AIC and BIC values and entropy criteria, showing the classification accuracy
of profiles (Nylund et al., 2007). Thus, in determining the number of profiles, the statistical and the
differentiation of the classification were taken into consideration as the basic criterion.

In this respect, LPA has made it possible to explain the use of empathic strategy rather than quantitative
level differences, through pattern differences that arise in interaction, whereas the theoretical
assumptions of research and the methodological framework that coincides with the nature of interaction-
based dialogue (a methodological framework that overlaps with the nature of interaction (Berlin et al.,
2014). For this reason, since LPA consciously excludes alternative one-dimensional approaches, it has
been preferred as the most appropriate analysis method that can answer research questions.

Conversational tasks include three basic types of interaction: Problem-solving activities. Opinion-
sharing and negotiation practices. Emotionally oriented scenario discussions.

Each application is structured to require students to interact and generate empathic responses during the
conversation. Applications were implemented in binary groups; each interaction lasted an average of 8
to 10 minutes. All conversations were recorded as audio recordings with the explicit consent of the
participants. The qualitative data set was obtained from the selected participants representing the four
empathic strategy usage profiles set at the quantitative stage. Thus, it enabled qualitative analyses to
take on a profile-based explanatory function and allowed quantitative findings to be understood at an
interactive level (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2017). The resulting audio recordings were transcribed in
accordance with the principles of speech analysis and interactive discourse analysis, and the coding
scheme for empathic strategies was created in accordance with the theoretical framework. In the coding
process, the emergence time, function, and interaction context of empathic strategies are taken into
account. In this respect, the qualitative data collection tool has provided a ground that focuses not only
on the existence of empathic strategies but also on their functional role in interaction.

Data Collection Process

Quantitative and qualitative data collection tools have been used together to examine the patterns related
to the use of empathic strategies in interactive dialogue applications in a multidimensional and in-depth
way. This approach aims to quantify the level of empathic strategy use, as well as how strategies are
molded and tangible in interactive contexts. The data collection process is structured to support
quantitative analysis based on latent profile analysis and qualitative interaction analysis based on
profiles. Ethical approval for this study was obtained from the Scientific Research Committee of Agn
Ibrahim Cegen University (Approval Date: 25.12.2025; Decision No: 581).

Data Analysis

Quantitative data were first examined with descriptive statistics; then LPA was applied to determine
student profiles based on the use of an empathic strategy. To evaluate the balance of model harmony
and leanness in the process of model selection 7 Akaike Information Criterion (AIC), Bayesian Data
Sheet (BIC) and corrected according to sample size BIC (SABIC) values were taken into account; in
these criteria In addition, entropy values were examined, indicating the correct level of classification of
the profiles to which the participants belonged; high entropy values showed that profile separation was
sufficient (Celeux & Soromenho, 1996). To determine whether the number of profiles increased
statistically significantly, the Lo—Mendell-Rubin adjusted likelihood ratio test (LMR) was used. All
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these criteria were evaluated together, and the most appropriate profile analysis was determined in line
with the principles of theoretical significance and interpretability (Masyn, 2013).

In the research, qualitative data analysis was carried out in order to reveal how discourse data obtained
from interactive dialogue practices are processed and resolved in terms of empathic strategies. The
analysis began with the multiple reading of all dialogue records and the co-determination of discursive
moves with empathic meaning in the flow of interaction. The coding process was not based on the direct
implementation of pre-fixed categories; instead, an inductive approach focused on the functional uses
of empathic strategies in the dialogue process (Braun & Clarke, 2006) was adopted. Codes have been
created taking into account the context, timing, and interactive role of discourse, and similar functions
have been reviewed through continuous comparison (Huberman & Miles, 1994). In order to support
coding reliability, data were re-examined at different times, and the consistency between codes was
regularly checked. In this context, qualitative analysis measured empathic strategies at a quantitative
level and presented an analysis approach to describe the functional position of these strategies in the
dialogue process.

To make the thematization process more transparent and rigorous, the analysis proceeded through three
iterative stages. In the first stage (open coding), all transcripts were read line by line and initial codes
were assigned to any discursive move that displayed an empathic function in the spoken interaction.
Each code was labelled with reference to its interactive function (e.g., perspective acknowledgement,
emotional validation, turn-facilitation, conflict-softening, collaborative grounding). In the second stage
(focused coding), initial codes that shared functional similarities were grouped into broader thematic
categories. For example, expressions such as “I understand how you feel”, “That must be difficult”, and
reflective paraphrasing of the interlocutor’s emotional state were all grouped under the category of
Emotional Alignment Moves. Similarly, discursive strategies that openly acknowledged the partner’s
perspective before advancing an argument were categorized as Perspective-Taking Signals. In the third
stage (theoretical coding), these thematic categories were mapped onto the four LPA profiles to examine
whether and how the distribution, timing, and interactional function of empathic discourse moves
differed across high-level, balanced, selective, and low-level empathy users. This three-stage process
was made traceable through an audit trail in which coded excerpts, analytical memos, and category
definitions were documented systematically. To strengthen credibility, two independent raters coded a
20% subsample of the data; Cohen’s kappa coefficient was calculated to assess inter-rater agreement,
and discrepancies were resolved through discussion and consensus. Member-check procedures were not
applied given the structured task format; however, analytic transparency was maintained through
detailed methodological reporting and thick description of exemplary discourse sequences for each
profile.

Validity and Reliability

In this research, different methods were used to ensure the validity and reliability of both quantitative
and qualitative stages. The structural validity of the empathic strategy scale used in the quantitative
section has been tested by confirmatory factor analysis; Cronbach's Alpha internal consistency
coefficients were found to be above acceptable limits. In the latent profile analysis, the most suitable
model was selected, and the classification accuracy was checked by taking into account model
compliance indexes such as AIC, BIC, and entropy. At the qualitative stage, the inter-coder compliance
rate was calculated in the data analysis process, and the analysis process was reported in detail, and
traceability was provided. In addition, through the comparison of quantitative and qualitative findings,
the internal consistency of the research and the credibility of the comments were increased by
triangulation between the methods.
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RESULTS

In this section, the findings on the use of empathic strategies are presented in accordance with the holistic
logic of the mixed-methods approach. Profiles identified through LPA are not only reported based on
guantitative indicators but are also illustrated with concrete discourse excerpts (direct transcript
segments) that exemplify each profile's characteristic use of empathic strategies. Corresponding
interaction-based discourse patterns are examined through qualitative analysis, making the interactional
differences between profiles directly visible to the reader. Thus, each profile is evaluated beyond a
statistical classification by considering its functional counterpart in the dialogue process.

Two, three, four, and five-profile models were tested under the LPA to determine patterns of empathic
strategy use. In the evaluations of model compliance, AIC, BIC, SABIC, entropy values, and the Lo—
Mendell-Rubin adjusted likelihood ratio test (LMR) were taken into consideration (see Table 2).

Table 2.
Fit Indices for the Latent Profile Models
Number of Profiles AIC BIC SABIC Entropy P (LMR)

2 Profiles 8421.36 8512.44 8453.12 .81 <.001
3 Profiles 8214.58 834791 8261.47 .86 <.001
4 Profiles 8079.22 8254.80 8141.23 .89 .012
5 Profiles 8068.91 8286.74 8146.05 .88 214

In the process of choosing a model, a decrease in AIC, BIC, and SABIC values, entropy values, and the
Lo—Mendell-Rubin adjusted likelihood ratio test was evaluated together. The four-profile models were
identified as statistically and theoretically optimal analysis with lower information criteria, high
classification quality (entropy = .89), and a significant LMR test result (p = .012). The senselessness of
the LMR test in the five-profile models suggests that more complex models are not supported (Masyn,
2013). To further evaluate the robustness of the four-profile solution, several additional transparency
considerations should be noted. First, the starting values in the LPA estimation were varied across
multiple random starts (k = 100 initial stage iterations, 20 final stage iterations) to minimize the risk of
local maxima solutions. Second, average posterior probabilities for profile membership were examined
to verify classification certainty: values ranged from .87 to .93 across the four profiles, indicating high
posterior classification accuracy and supporting the interpretability of profile assignments. Third, profile
size adequacy was confirmed; with a minimum profile size of n = 48 (Profile 4, 13.7%), all profiles met
recommended thresholds for stable parameter estimation (Masyn, 2013). Finally, to assess whether the
four-profile solution was theoretically coherent and non-redundant, the mean subscale scores for each
profile were examined for interpretive distinguishability. The resulting pattern confirmed that each
profile represented a meaningfully distinct configuration of empathic strategy use, rather than a
statistical artifact of overfitting.

On the basis of the four-profile model, the students' empathic strategy use patterns are classified as
presented in Table 3. The profile labels (High-Level, Balanced, Selective, and Low-Level) were derived
from the pattern of subscale scores across the four dimensions of the Empathy Scale (i.e., cognitive
empathy, emotional sensitivity, perspective-taking, and interactive attunement). Profile 1 (High-Level)
was characterized by consistently elevated scores across all four subscales, indicating broad and
intensive use of empathic resources in dialogue. Profile 2 (Balanced) displayed moderate but stable
scores across all subscales, suggesting context-sensitive yet regular engagement with empathic
strategies. Profile 3 (Selective) was distinguished by a discrepant pattern, with relatively high scores on
cognitive empathy but lower scores on emotional responsiveness, indicating strategic but emotionally
constrained empathic behavior. Profile 4 (Low-Level) showed uniformly low scores across all subscales,
reflecting minimal empathic strategy deployment. These labeling decisions were grounded in the
distinctive subscale configurations of each profile rather than overall mean scores alone.
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Table 3.

Latent Profile Analysis of Empathic Strategy Use
Profile N % Profile Characteristics
Profilel 86 24.6 High-level use of empathic strategies
Profile2 124 35.4 Balanced use of empathic strategies
Profile3 92 26.3 Selective use of empathic strategies
Profile4 48 13.7 Low-level use of empathic strategies

Profile 1. Quantitative analysis shows that participants in Profile 1 exhibit a specific and consistent
pattern in empathic strategy use. Relevant indicators indicate that empathic strategies follow a regular
distribution during the dialogue (see Table 3). Profile 1’s interaction profile is visible in qualitative
discourse analysis through empathic moves that accompany the speech flow and structure interaction in
empathic moves in the speech sections. The discourse data reveals how the quantitatively defined pattern
is positioned in dialogue and how the interaction affects the process. In qualitative discourse analysis,
participants in Profile 1 consistently used empathic strategies as turn-organizing resources. For instance,
in the problem-solving tasks, high-level profile participants frequently prefaced their contributions with
explicit acknowledgment sequences (e.g., “I see what you mean, and I think...”; “That’s a really valid
point building on that...”), thereby affirming the interlocutor’s position before advancing their own. In
emotionally loaded scenarios, these participants employed perspective-taking moves (e.g., “If I were in
your situation, I’d probably feel the same way”) to co-construct a shared emotional frame. These
discourse moves functioned not merely as politeness strategies but as mechanisms for scaffolding joint
meaning-making and maintaining interactional symmetry. The coherence between the high quantitative
scores and the richness of empathic discourse moves observed in this profile supports the label “High-
Level” as both statistically and interactionally warranted.

Profile 2. Quantitative findings on Profile 2 suggest that the use of the empathic strategy exhibited a
different distribution from that of Profile 1. This difference between strategies is evident from the level
of use through strategic diversity and the way they are used together. Profile 2's interactive counterpart
in qualitative analysis shows that empathic strategies are more selective and context-sensitive in
dialogue. Discourse examples indicate that empathic moves are used especially in certain interactive
moments and affect the flow of dialogue at this point. Specifically, Profile 2 participants deployed
empathic strategies at moments of interactional tension or task complexity rather than uniformly
throughout the dialogue. In negotiation tasks, for example, these participants used softening expressions
(e.g., “I understand your perspective, but perhaps we could consider...”) when disagreements arose,
while maintaining more transactional discourse in lower-stakes exchanges. This context-sensitive
deployment distinguishes Profile 2 from Profile 1’s more pervasive empathic engagement and aligns
with Weisz and Cikara’s (2021) framework of strategic empathy regulation, in which individuals
calibrate their empathic output according to perceived interactional demands. The “Balanced” label thus
reflects both the moderate quantitative scores and the qualitatively observed pattern of regulated,
situationally appropriate empathic strategy use.

Profile 3. Quantitative analysis results indicate that the use of Profile 3’s empathic strategy exhibits a
limited but consistent structure. The findings suggest that empathic strategies are used in a narrower
area during dialogue. The interactive counterpart of profile 3 is revealed by the limited and conditional
involvement of empathic moves in the speech flow in qualitative discourse analysis. The discourse data
makes it visible how this limited pattern, defined in quantitative findings, corresponds at the interactional
level. Qualitatively, Profile 3 participants demonstrated a pattern of cognitively-oriented empathic
engagement while showing limited emotional resonance in their discourse. In problem-solving tasks,
these participants often acknowledged the logical validity of their interlocutor’s position (e.g., “You’re
right that this approach would work™) but rarely addressed the emotional or relational dimensions of the
interaction. In emotionally loaded scenarios, their responses tended to remain information-focused,
deflecting rather than engaging with the affective content of the exchange (e.g., “Let’s try to think about
this practically”). This pattern corroborates the subscale discrepancy identified in the quantitative
analysis and justifies the “Selective” label: empathic strategy use was present but circumscribed to
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cognitively manageable aspects of the interaction, excluding more vulnerable or emotionally complex
empathic moves.

Profile 4. Quantitative findings from Profile 4 reveal that the use of an empathic strategy is distinctly
differentiated from other profiles. The visibility of empathic strategies in the dialogue process is limited
to Profile 4. The interactive counterpart of this profile is understood in qualitative analysis from the
interaction patterns in which empathic strategies remain in the background of the dialogue flow.
Discourse analysis explains how the limited use of empathic moves relates to the functioning of the
dialogue process. In qualitative discourse analysis, Profile 4 participants exhibited predominantly
transactional and response-minimal interaction patterns. Their turns were typically short, content-
focused, and devoid of acknowledgment sequences, affective alignment, or perspective-taking moves.
For instance, in emotionally loaded scenarios where other profile participants introduced empathic
openers (e.g., “That sounds really stressful how are you managing?”), Profile 4 participants typically
responded with task-oriented redirections (e.g., “Let’s just focus on what needs to be done”). In several
instances, the absence of empathic responsiveness led to observable disruptions in interactional flow,
including extended silences and topic abandonment by the interlocutor. These observations directly
correspond to the uniformly low quantitative scores and confirm the appropriateness of the “Low-Level”
designation. Importantly, the qualitative evidence suggests that the low-level pattern reflects not merely
an absence of empathic language but a functionally consequential interactional orientation that affects
dialogue coherence and partner engagement.

Table 4.

Latent Profile x Gender Distribution
Profile Female/n Male/n Total
Profile 1 — High 49 37 86
Profile 2 — Balanced 70 54 124
Profile 3 — Selective 52 40 92
Profile 4 — Low 27 21 48
Total 198 152 350

The diagonal frequencies in Table 4 reflect the participants' empathic strategy usage profiles and actual
gender-variable distributions. According to the basic assumption of the chi-square independence test,
homogeneous or pre-equal distributions to sample ratios were not used in the analyses. Deviations
between observed frequencies and expected frequencies allow statistical testing of the relationship
between empathic strategy usage profiles and gender (Field, 2024; Pallant, 2020). The relationship
between empathic strategy usage profiles and gender has been studied with the chi-square independence
test. Results are presented in detail in Table 5.

Table 5.
Chi-square Results

¥* (Chi-Square) df n p Cramér’s V
14.39 3 30 <.01 .20

Results of the chi-square independence test, which were conducted to examine the relationship between
empathic strategy usage profiles and gender, showed a statistically significant relationship between
variables, y*(3, N =350) = 14.39, p< .01 (Franke et al., 2012) The differences between the observed and
expected frequencies suggest that female participants are represented at higher rates, especially in the
high empathic strategy use profile, while male participants are overrepresented in the low empathic
stratey use profile. The value of Cramer's V (V = .20) indicates that the relationship has an effect size
between small and medium.
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CONCLUSION, DISCUSSION AND SUGGESTIONS

The findings from the study led to questioning the widespread acceptance that the use of empathic
strategy follows a uniform and linear structure in interactive dialogue practices. While the literature
empathy is often treated as an individual tendency, a general competence, or a continuing ability (Chen,
2010; Davis, 1983), current research reveals the process of dialogue as qualitatively distinguishable
patterns of empathic behaviors. This suggests that the assessment of empathic competence in only more
or less axes is insufficient to capture the complexity of the interactive reality.

While there is a strong consensus in the literature that empathic behavior promotes communication
success (Argyle & Kendon, 1967; Zaki, 2017), how this relationship emerges during the dialogue
process is often discussed at the hypothetical level. The research reveals that empathic strategies are not
limited to creating a positive affective climate, but also take on concrete functions, such as regulating
the flow of dialogue, managing interactive risks, and supporting the building of common understanding.
From this point of view, empathy is rethought as an interactive resource that directly influences the flow
of dialogue, from a trait that is in the background of communication.

The research specifically makes latent assumptions about the selective and context-sensitive nature of
empathic strategy use visible and exposes those assumptions. While the field paper treats empathic
behavior as mostly consistent and generalizable responses, findings from current research suggest that
empathic strategies are engaged at critical moments of dialogue in response to specific interactive needs.
This finding overlaps with approaches that address empathy as a strategic process that requires
interactive awareness and instantaneous evaluation rather than being an automatic response (Zaki,
2017). This perspective takes the dialogue process to a more concrete and observable level.

Another contribution the research presents to the field is that it clearly reveals the coherence between
guantitatively determined empathic profiles regarding the use of empathic strategy and qualitative
patterns observed at the discourse level. This shows that empathic behaviors can be systematically
examined not through self-reported measures, but through dialogue-based data in real life. Thus, from
being an abstract psychological structure, empathy becomes a phenomenon that can be viewed and
resolved in interaction. In this regard, the research points out that in dialogue-based research,
methodological approaches to empathy should be re-examined.

The overall findings reveal that the use of empathic strategy is part of the interaction-based dialogue
competence and that this qualification exhibits a profile-based, context-sensitive, and dynamic structure.
This result also offers important implications in terms of educational approaches that treat empathy as a
teachable and developable interactive skill. Understanding how and under what conditions empathic
strategies come into play within dialogue practices may allow the development of goal-oriented and
functional instructional designs aimed at communicative competence.

Current research shows that the empathic behavior of students emerges as distinct, consistent, and
context-sensitive patterns. The four different profiles identified with LPA reveal that differences in the
use of empathic strategies go beyond quantitative levels and correspond to qualitatively different types
of interaction-based dialogue styles. The findings suggest that approaches that assess the use of empathic
strategies within a simple high-low dilemma are inadequate. A significant proportion of students have
been shown to use empathy in a balanced or selective way; this suggests that empathic strategies are the
means of communication that act on the context of dialogue and the perceived risk of interaction, rather
than on automatic responses. In particular, the selective profile reveals that empathic behavior is closely
related to the threat in facial expressions, interaction-based sensitivity, and the course of dialogue
(Heritage, 2011; Zaki, 2017).

It has been found that students with high empathic strategy profiles not only use empathy as an element
that supports dialogue, but also see it as an important tool that regulates flow. Qualitative discourse
analyses have shown that these students soften the flow of interaction by giving empathic feedback at
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the beginning of the dialogue, increasing mutual participation and facilitating the joint construction of
meaning. This finding makes it clear that empathic strategies are a skill that is at the core of interactive
competence (Wojciechowska & Gomes, 2025). In contrast, students with a low empathy strategy profile
have been observed to perform dialogue practices with largely limited interaction. In this profile, where
reactions involving empathy are delayed or rather limited, dialogue is mechanically structured and
interactionally adjusted. This suggests that the use of empathy strategies is not an emotional preference,
but rather a communication component that directly affects the functionality and sustainability of
speech.

Demographic findings reveal significant associations between empathic strategy profiles and gender and
academic achievement. Female participants and students with higher levels of academic achievement
are more likely to have high empathic profiles, indicating that the use of empathic strategies integrates
with teaching processes. This conclusion is consistent with studies that view empathy not as a social
skill but as an important source of communication that supports the quality of academic interaction
(Davis, 1983).

Another remarkable finding of the study is that empathic strategy profiles determined by quantitative
analysis strongly overlap with qualitative interaction data. It has been observed that latent profiles are
not just statistical sets; each profile corresponds to observable, distinguishable, and meaningful
discourse patterns in the dialogue process. This has made it clear that the use of empathic strategies is
both measurable and interactively traceable. Overall, current research explains that empathy strategies
play a profile-based, context-sensitive, and engagement-structuring role in interactive dialogue
practices. In this context, empathy cannot be considered a fixed ability or simply an emotional
inclination. Rather, it emerges as a dynamic interaction skill learned, developed, and functionally used
in the dialogue process.

The cross-method coherence observed in this study warrants explicit elaboration. The integration of
quantitative profile membership with qualitative discourse evidence is not merely additive; it provides
explanatory triangulation in which each method addresses the limitations of the other. The LPA
identified stable individual-level configurations of empathic tendency but cannot, by itself, explain the
interactional mechanisms through which these tendencies operate in dialogue. The discourse analysis,
conversely, provides rich evidence of empathic strategy deployment in context but is limited in its
capacity to generalize across participants. By combining these approaches, the current study
demonstrates that quantitatively-defined high empathic tendency profiles (Profile 1) translate into
specific and observable discursive behaviors such as acknowledgment sequences, perspective-taking
turns, and affective alignment markers while low-tendency profiles (Profile 4) are associated with
transactional, empathy-absent discourse patterns that compromise interactional coherence. This level of
cross-method integration, however, also reveals a residual limitation: the qualitative sample, drawn
selectively from each profile, may not fully represent the within-profile variability that LPA entropy
values suggest exists. Future research should consider purposive sampling strategies that capture
marginal-probability participants (i.e., those with lower posterior probabilities of profile membership)
to provide a more complete picture of within-profile heterogeneity.

Current research findings clearly show that the use of empathic strategies cannot be addressed by a
standard approach to teaching processes. Since the empathic interaction patterns of the students exhibit
profile-based and context-sensitive patterns, teaching designs should also be structured to take this
difference into account. For students with particularly high empathic strategy profiles, empathy should
not be treated as a supporting element, but as a functional tool that changes the course of dialogue and
deepens interaction. Regarding this, it may be recommended to include complex and multilayer
interaction-based practices that reveal how empathic interventions shape the flow of dialogue and the
mental activities that follow these practices in the teaching process.

Given that empathy responses often occur at key moments for students with a balanced empathy strategy
profile, activity designs that encourage the use of empathy strategies in the early stages of dialogue are
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gaining importance. Such activities that focus on temporal awareness may support students in using
empathy as a preventive communication strategy, not a reactive one. For students with a selective
empathy strategy profile, the goal is to ensure that the use of empathy is not limited to situations that are
threatening in facial expressions. Thanks to practices that have a relatively low emotional load but
require interactive coordination, empathy strategies can be sustained throughout communication.

For students with a low empathy strategy profile, rather than trying to empathize with abstract definitions
or direct guidelines, micro-relation practices make the contribution of empathy strategies to dialogue
flow seem more functional. Analyzing short sections of dialogue together, discussing the interaction-
based consequences of empathic interventions, and realizing how these interventions change the
functionality of dialogue can make empathy a tangible and meaningful source of communication for
students in this profile.

The findings from research on the design of dialogue practices show that empathic strategies are
sensitive to the type of practice and the level of interactive risk in practice. Therefore, practices should
not be limited to the exchange of information alone, but should include communicative problems that
require mutual positioning, negotiation of meaning, and forming common ground. Instead of directly
demanding empathic behavior in the implementation guidelines, designing communicative situations
where empathic strategies become functionally necessary will support the emergence of the use of
empathy, not artificially, but interactively and naturally. Metacognitive discussions after the
implementation can strengthen the continuity of use by increasing the awareness of the empathic
strategy.

The empathic strategy profiles revealed in this research provide an important foundation for future
studies. Future research can examine how these profiles change over time and become effective with
teaching interventions. Studies at different levels of education should reveal the developmental
dimension of empathic strategy use in more detail. In addition, using more comprehensive models to
test the relationships between empathic strategy profiles and dialogue fluency, correction strategies, and
general interaction skills can enrich the theoretical and practical knowledge base in the field.

The findings of this study can be interpreted in light of several theoretical perspectives and empirical
studies in the literature. The identification of four qualitatively distinct empathic strategy profiles aligns
with person-centered approaches that argue individual differences in social and communicative
behaviors are best understood as configurations rather than as positions on a single continuum (Masyn,
2013; Morin et al., 2016). The higher representation of female participants in high empathic strategy
profiles is consistent with a substantial body of literature documenting gender differences in empathic
tendencies (Davis, 1983; Lima & Osorio, 2021), which has been attributed to differential socialization
processes and social role expectations rather than innate capacity (Eisenberg & Fabes, 1990). The
finding that high-profile students use empathic strategies to regulate dialogue flow echoes Heritage’s
(2011) analysis of empathic moments in conversation, where empathic moves serve epistemic and
affective alignment functions that sustain interactional coherence. The context-sensitive deployment of
empathic strategies observed in balanced and selective profiles corresponds to Weisz and Cikara’s
(2021) conceptualization of strategic empathy regulation, whereby individuals modulate empathic
engagement based on situational demands and perceived interpersonal risk. Furthermore, the markedly
limited interactional engagement observed in low-level profile students is consistent with findings by
Taguchi (2015), who noted that learners with restricted pragmatic repertoires tend to default to
transactional rather than interactional orientations in dialogue, thereby reducing the functional richness
of their communicative exchanges. Taken together, these convergent findings from the literature provide
robust theoretical grounding for the profile-based, context-sensitive model of empathic strategy use
proposed in this study.

Several limitations of this study should be acknowledged. First, the sample was drawn exclusively from
undergraduate students enrolled in Tiirkiye, which limits the generalizability of the findings to other
educational levels, cultural contexts, and language backgrounds. Future studies should include
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participants from diverse linguistic and institutional contexts to test the cross-cultural transferability of
the identified profiles. Second, the Empathy Scale used in the quantitative phase is a self-report
instrument; while it has been psychometrically validated for Turkish populations (Bora & Baysan,
2009), self-report measures may be subject to social desirability bias and may not fully capture the
dynamic, moment-to-moment nature of empathic engagement in interaction. Third, the interactive
dialogue tasks were conducted in structured, controlled settings, which may not fully replicate the
spontaneity and unpredictability of authentic communicative interactions in naturalistic environments.
Fourth, the cross-sectional design of the study provides a snapshot of empathic strategy use at a single
point in time and does not allow for conclusions regarding developmental trajectories or the effects of
instructional interventions over time. Fifth, although inter-coder reliability procedures were employed
in the qualitative phase, the interpretive nature of discourse analysis means that some degree of
analytical subjectivity cannot be entirely eliminated. These limitations should be taken into account
when interpreting the findings and designing future research in this area.
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TURKCE GENISLETILMIiS OZET

Etkilesimli diyalog uygulamalar1 6zellikle iletisimsel yeterlik, is birligine dayali problem ¢cdzme ve
kisilerarasi duyarliligin temel 6grenme ¢iktilar1 olarak vurgulandigr yiiksekogretim baglaminda cagdas
dil egitiminin 6nemli bir bilesenidir. Diyalog kalitesini sekillendiren etkilesimsel kaynaklar arasinda
empatik stratejiler karsilikli anlayisi siirdiirmede, duygusal diizenlemeyi saglamada ve akademik
basartya katkida bulunmada kritik bir rol oynar. Egitim arastirmalarinda empati ¢ok boyutlu bir yap1
olarak giderek daha fazla kabul gérmesine ragmen, ¢ogunlukla sabit bir kisisel 6zellik veya genel bir
duygusal egilim olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Bu durum empatik stratejilerin 6grenciler arasinda nasil
sekillendigi ve etkilesimsel sOylem i¢inde nasil islevsel hale geldigi konusunda yeterince Gnem
verilmemesine yol agmaktadir.

Bu aragtirma etkilesimli diyalog uygulamalarinda empatik strateji kullanimini kisi merkezli ve sdylem
odakl1 bir bakis acisiyla inceleyerek bu boslugu doldurmay1 amaglamaktadir. Ozellikle lisans dgrencileri
arasinda empatik strateji kullanimina iliskin gizil profilleri belirlemek, bu profillerin etkilesimsel
yonelimler acisindan nasil farklilagtigini arastirmak ve empatik stratejilerin diyalog siireglerinde
sOylemsel olarak nasil inga edildigini ve islevsel olarak nasil kullanildigini analiz etmek hedeflenmistir.
Nicel gizil profil analizine nitel sdylem analizinin entegre edilmesiyle empatinin etkilesimli diyalog
yeteneginin dinamik, gozlemlenebilir ve Ogretilebilir bir yapr olarak kapsamli bir sekilde analizi
saglanmistir. Boylelikle caligma hem dil egitiminde empatiye iliskin teorik tartigmalara hem de
etkilesimsel etkisini artirmay1 amaclayan pedagojik uygulamalara katkida bulunmaktadir.

Aragtirma aciklayici sirali karma ydntem tasarimina gore yiirtitiilmiistiir. Nicel asamada empatik strateji
kullanimina iliskin kaliplar1 belirlemek amaciyla veriler toplanmis; nitel agsamada ise nicel bulgularin
yorumlanmasi ve baglamsallastirilmasi amaciyla sdylem verileri analiz edilmistir. Katilimeilar farkl
iiniversitelerin ¢esitli boliimlerde 6grenim goren 350 lisans 6grencisinden olugsmaktadir. Nicel asamada
ogrenciler diyalog baglamlarinda empatiyi bilissel, duygusal ve etkilesimsel boyutlartyla 6lgmeyi
amaclayan bir empatik strateji kullanim 6l¢egini tamamlamistir. Temel analizlerden once yapisal
gegerlik faktdr analizi ile incelenmis ve gilivenilirlik i¢in i¢ tutarlilik katsayilari hesaplanmugtir.
Katilimeilarin yanit kaliplarina gore homojen alt gruplan belirlemek amaciyla Gizil Profil Analizi
(LPA) uygulanmistir. Model secimi AIC, BIC, entropy degerleri ve olasilik oram testleri gibi uyum
indekslerine dayanarak yapilmistir. Rekabet eden modeller karsilastirilmig ve en yalin ve istatistiksel
olarak saglam ¢6ziim benimsenmistir.

Nitel agsamada her gizil profili temsil eden katilimci alt gruplarina yapilandirilmis etkilesimli diyalog
gorevleri uygulanmistir. Bu gorevler empatik katilimi tetiklemeyi amaglayan problem c¢ozme
etkinlikleri, miizakere senaryolar1 ve duygusal igerikli durumlar1 kapsamaktadir. Elde edilen diyalog
transkriptleri etkilesimsel sOylem analizi yontemiyle incelenmistir. Kodlama, empatik stratejilerin
siklig1, zamanlamasi, konumu ve islevsel rolii (bakis agis1 alma girisimleri, duygusal uyum ifadeleri,
destekleyici geri bildirimler ve onarim odakli ifadeler) {lizerine odaklanmistir. Giivenirligi artirmak
amaciyla kodlayicilar arasi uyum prosediirleri uygulanmis ve analiz siirecinin tiim adimlari izlenebilir
sekilde raporlanmustir.

Nicel bulgular dort profilli ¢oziimiin en iyi uyum gosteren model oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Bu
profiller sirasiyla Yiiksek Diizey Empatik Strateji Kullanimi, Dengeli Empatik Strateji Kullanimi, Segici
Empatik Strateji Kullanimi ve Diisiik Diizey Empatik Strateji Kullanimi olarak adlandirilmustir. Profiller
yalnizca genel yogunluk agisindan degil, ayn1 zamanda bilissel ve duygusal bilesenlerin dagilimi ve
yapilandirilmasi agisindan da farklilik gostermektedir. Yiiksek Diizey profili tiim empatik boyutlarda
tutarl sekilde yiiksek puanlar gostermis, bakis agis1 kazanma, duygusal uyum ve etkilesimsel destek
konusunda gii¢lii bir yonelimi isaret etmistir. Dengeli profil, boyutlar arasinda orta diizeyde ve istikrarli
skorlar gostermis; baglama duyarli ancak diizenli bir empatik katilimi yansitmistir. Secici profil, belirli
boyutlarda (biligsel empati) yiiksek, diger boyutlarda (duygusal duyarlilik) diisiik puanlar gostermis;
empatik kaynaklarin stratejik fakat dengesiz kullanimini ortaya koymustur. Diisiik Diizey profili genel
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olarak sinirli empatik strateji kullanimini yansitmistir. Soylem analizi bu profillerin etkilesim iginde
nasil ortaya ¢iktigini ayrintili olarak ortaya koymustur. Yiiksek diizey profiline ait katilimcilar, empatik
stratejileri soylem diizenleyici hamleler olarak kullanmis, konusma sirasini kolaylastirmis, catismalari
azaltmis ve is birligini gliglendirmistir. Bu katilimeilarin ifadeleri siklikla muhataplarinin bakis agisin
ve duygularin1 agik bicimde tanimay1 icererek etkilesim akisini siirdiirmiistiir. Buna karsilik, diistik
diizey profiline ait katilimcilar minimal empatik katilim gostermis, siklikla gérev odakli veya islemsel
yanitlar vermis, duygusal veya iligkisel boyutlar1 dikkate almamigstir. Bu sinirli kullanim bazen uyum
kaybina veya konusma derinliginin azalmasina yol agmistir. Dengeli profildeki katilimcilar baglama
uygun olarak empatik stratejileri uyarlamis ve gerektiginde kullanmuslardir. Segici profildeki
katilimeilar ise bilissel bakis acist alma stratejilerine dayanmis, ancak duygusal ifadelerde gorece zayif
kalmis, kismen uyumlu ancak daha az duygusal olarak etkili etkilesimler ortaya koymuslardir.

Bulgular etkilesimli diyalogda empatik strateji kullaniminin tek boyutlu bir 6zellikten ziyade profil
tabanli ve etkilesimsel olarak insa edilen bir olgu olarak anlagilmasinin daha uygun oldugunu
gostermektedir. Dort farkli gizil profilin belirlenmesi, 6grenciler arasindaki empatik ydnelimlerin
heterojenligini ortaya koymaktadir. Ayrica nitel bulgular, empatik profiller arasindaki farkliliklarin
sOylem organizasyonu, uyum siire¢leri ve gorev sonuglart agisindan anlamli farkliliklara karsilik
geldigini gostermektedir.

Teorik acidan ¢alisma empatiyi iletisimsel uygulamaya gomiilii, dinamik bir etkilesimsel kaynak olarak
yeniden tanimlamistir. Kisi merkezli nicel modelleme ile sdylem diizeyinde nitel analizin
biitiinlestirilmesi, literatiirdeki metodolojik boslugu doldurmakta ve dil egitiminde empatiyi daha
ayrintili bir ¢ercevede anlamayi saglamaktadir. Pedagojik acidan bulgular, empatik stratejilerin
ogretilebilir oldugunu ve diyalog temelli 6gretim tasarimlarina sistematik sekilde dahil edilebilecegini
onermektedir. Farkindalik artirici etkinlikler, yansitici gérevler ve yapilandirilmis etkilesim senaryolari
ogrencilerin dengeli ve baglama uygun empatik katilim gelistirmelerine yardimei olabilir. Bununla
birlikte, baz1 sirliliklar goz oniinde bulundurulmalidir. i1k olarak, &rneklem yalnizca belirli bir egitim
baglamindaki lisans 6grencileriyle sinirlidir; bu da genellenebilirligi kisitlayabilir. Ikinci olarak, diyalog
gorevleri Ozgiin etkilesimleri tetiklemeye yonelik yapilandirilmis olsa da kontrollii ortamda
yiritilmistiir. Gelecek arastirmalar, empatik profillerin zaman iginde ve farkli ortamlar ile teknoloji
aracili iletisim baglamlarinda nasil evrildigini incelemek i¢in uzunlamasina tasarimlar, kiiltiirel ¢esitlilik
ve teknoloji destekli iletisim ortamlarini ele alabilir. Sonug olarak, bu arastirma empatik strateji
kullaniminin Slgiilebilir, profil duyarli ve sdylemsel olarak gomiilii bir etkilesimli diyalog boyutu
oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu boyutun taninmasi ve gelistirilmesi, dil egitiminde hem arastirma hem de
pedagojik yenilik agisindan 6nemli ¢ikarimlar sunmaktadir.
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