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ABSTRACT

This study aimed to adapt the Active Empathic Listening Scale (AELS) to Turkish and test its validity and reliability
to explore active-empathic listening skills in the Turkish sample. It sampled 847 (556 females and 291 males)
respondents between the ages of 18 and 61. The data were collected using a personal information form, AELS,
and the Empathy Quotient (EQ). The EFA yielded a three-factor structure explaining 64.98% of the total variance.
The factors were named sensing, processing, and responding, as in the original version. The results of the CFA
showed that the model had a perfect with the data (x2\sd = 2.09 [x2 = 83.93, sd = 40, p < .001], GFI = .97, AGFI =
.94, CFl = .97, RMSEA = .05, and SRMR=.04). According to the results of the criterion validity analysis, there was
a significant moderate positive correlation between the AELS and the EQ, and its sub-scales. Cronbach'’s alpha
coefficient was .88 for the total AELS, .77 for the sensing factor, .72 for the processing factor, and .84 for the
responding factor. The test-retest reliability was .60 for the total AELS, .40 for the sensing factor, .57 for the
processing factor, and .50 for the responding factor. The adaptation of the Active Empathic Listening Scale (AELS)
to Turkish culture has demonstrated that the scale is a valid and reliable measurement tool.
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Introduction

Communication is an interactive process involving the transmission and reception of messages
between the communicator and the recipient. Listening is widely regarded as the most crucial
element of communication because it facilitates the initiation, maintenance, and development
of interpersonal relationships (Bodie, 2012). Another important factor affecting communication
outcomes is listening, which is defined as the process of taking in verbal and nonverbal cues,
creating meaning from them, and reacting to them (Purdy & Borisoff, 1997). Through active
listening, individuals engage in a dynamic process that entails controlling and processing the
information received according to their cognitive structures, schemas, interests, needs, and
other individual factors (Brownell, 2011). As a skill developed throughout life, listening becomes
the most frequently utilized component of the receptive language system, which grows
increasingly complex over time (Dogan, 2020). Listening is a basic method of comprehending
and interpreting messages, whether in discussions or when consuming media. Beyond
acquiring information, listening is essential for understanding the perspectives, emotions, and
needs of others, making it a critical component not only of information processing but also of
social life (Gearhart & Bodie, 2011). A significant reason for this lies in the strong connection
between listening and empathy. Empathy, as defined by Rogers (1957), involves situating
oneself in another person’s position, viewing events from their perspective, and recognizing,
feeling, and communicating their emotions and thoughts. It entails gaining deeper insights by
comprehending others’ viewpoints (Akin, 2022) and responding emotionally, cognitively, or
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behaviorally in appropriate ways. Consequently, an empathetic listener helps others feel
acknowledged, valued, and understood (Andolina & Conklin, 2021; Floyd, 2014; Miller, 2018). In
summary, empathy is a fundamental component of an effective listening process.

Effective listening cannot be fully understood by emphasizing only its empathic dimension. The
concept of being active is frequently cited in definitions of effective listening. Specifically, an
individual is said to be practicing active listening if they listen to a situation with focused
attention. This means that someone trying to understand what the other person is feeling is also
actively engaged in the process (Pence & Vickery, 2012). In the related literature, this skill is
conceptualized as “active empathic listening,” characterized by the integration of an empathic
component into the active listening process. Active empathic listening involves three key stages:
sensing, where explicit and implicit information is received; processing, where information is
retained and synthesized, and responding, where verbal and non-verbal cues are employed
(Bodie, 2011). This skill is particularly important due to its role in fields such as communication,
education, and psychology. In communication, this form of listening is often described as a
process in which the sales representatives focus on the act of listening and convince the
customer that they have been heard (Drollinger et al., 2006). Research indicates that this form
of listening plays a critical role in enhancing personal sales performance (Drollinger & Comer,
2013). In educational settings, students are encouraged to approach situations from the
perspective of others by listening actively and empathetically. On the other hand, students in
schools are expected to actively and empathetically listen, evaluate events from an unbiased
perspective, act without prejudice, and understand the experiences reflected in the expressions
(Dilidizgtn, 2021; Tirkel & Oz, 2021). In psychology, understanding and unconditional
acceptance underscore the importance of empathic listening (Lichtenberg et al., 2014; Myers,
2000; Rogers, 1957; Weger et al., 2014). Meier and Davis (1997) identify active listening as the
essential component of psychological counseling. In this process, counselors encourage
participants to speak and, rather than managing the process, guide it by explaining the
counselor's role. Through these skills, the counselor aims to understand another person's
perspective and, without prejudice (Adler et al., 2006), evaluates both explicit and implicit cues
(Weaver & Kirtley, 1995).

Despite its significant role in different fields, active empathic listening in Turkiye is limited to a
few studies (Babayigit, 2023; Kozak & Dodan, 2014). However, in addition to theoretical studies,
there are several studies based on the measurement of this skill in global literature (Brown et
al., 2021; Haley et al., 2017; Jonsdottir & Kristinsson, 2020; Jones et al., 2019; Lloyd et al., 2017,
Manusov et al., 2020; Sims, 2017). These studies are addressed in a wide range of fields, from
psychology to health sciences, from language education to business. Given that listening is the
most frequently used skill, the situation in Turkey is considered a significant shortcoming. On
the other hand, researchers (Brunfaut, 2016; Shrivastava, 2014; Ulum, 2015; Walker, 2014)
frequently emphasize that listening skills continue to be challenging and problematic. Due to its
implicit, automatic, complex, and interactive nature (Vandergrift, 2011), listening is considered
one of the most challenging areas to develop, measure, and evaluate (Alderson et al., 2007).

This study was conducted because of the benefits that active empathetic listening offers to
people and various fields, the paucity of research on this kind of listening in the literature, and
the difficulties that come with listening as a complex research area. This research aims to
provide a valid and reliable measurement tool by adapting the Active Empathic Listening Scale
developed by Bodie (2011) into Turkish. A review of the literature reveals that the measurement
tools developed or adapted for different types of listening (Ellialti & Batur, 2018; Yildiz, 2018;
Carkit & Altun, 2020; Soylemez, 2015; Taskin, 2017; Kaya, 2014) are relatively limited. These
scales predominantly focus on academic and critical listening skills and are designed for
specific populations, such as university and secondary school students.

The Empathic Listening Scale (ELS) developed by Telli (2019) for high school students, for
instance, comprises three sub-dimensions: “readiness,” “evaluation,” and “responding” and 18
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items. However, this scale is confined to the school and classroom communication contexts of
high school students and differs in structure and content from the scale targeted for adaptation
in this study. Moreover, although Ozgilnak (2023) adapted the Active Empathic Listening Scale
into Turkish, in an unpublished master’s thesis, the sample was restricted to nursing students,
and the validity studies did not include exploratory factor analysis. This study aims to evaluate
the psychometric properties of the Active Empathic Listening Scale using a broad adult Turkish
sample, including a wide age range. The scale consists of three dimensions: sensing (the
reception of explicit and implicit information), processing (the retention and synthesis of
information), and responding (the use of verbal and non-verbal tools). In this context, the study
aims to measure active empathic listening levels across three stages: the first stage involves
receiving information, the second entails remembering and synthesizing it, and the third focuses
on responding appropriately. The scale has previously been adapted into other cultural contexts,
including Greek (Kourmousi et al., 2017), Japanese (Asai et al., 2020), and Chinese (Guo et al.,
2022). Therefore, adapting the scale meticulously to Turkish culture is both necessary and
significant. It is anticipated that this adaptation will provide a valuable tool for use in fields such
as psychology, communication, and language education, contributing to the literature through
both relational and applied studies.

Method

Research Design

As this study aims to assess the validity and reliability of the Active Empathic Listening Scale, it
was designed using the survey model, a widely used quantitative research method. Survey
research is defined as a method for determining participants’ views on a subject or event, as
well as their characteristics, such as abilities, interests, or attitudes (BlyUkoztirk et al., 2020).
Additionally, surveys are designed to obtain information about a population by analyzing data
from a relatively smaller group that represents the population (Krathwohl, 1997). For this study,
a cross-sectional survey design was employed, where the data are collected at a single point in
time (Creswell, 2020). This approach was chosen to ensure a focused and time-bound
evaluation of the scale’s psychometric properties.

The steps of the scale adaptation process are as shown in Figure 1:

Construct Convergent
Langgr?tgei?nd \?gﬁdw; and Reliability Criterion
A Discriminant Analyses Validity
Validity (EFA, CFA) Validity

Figure 1 Steps of the adaptation process

Research Group

For the adaptation of the Active Empathic Listening Scale to Turkish culture approval obtained
from the scale’s author (Date: 31.05.2023) and the Trabzon University Social and Human
Sciences Scientific Research and Publication Ethics Committee (Approval No: E-81614018-000-
2300055260, Date: 06.10.2023).

In the initial stage, the original version of the scale was reviewed for translation accuracy by five
language experts. Based on the feedback received, the researchers created the Turkish version
by comparing the translated items. Subsequently, this form was evaluated by eight experts for
translation accuracy and cultural appropriateness. The experts included three specialists in
Turkish Language Education, three in Guidance and Psychological Counselling, and two in
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Foreign Language Education. Following their feedback, the Turkish form was examined by the
researchers within the semantic, linguistic, psychometric, and contextual frameworks. To
ensure the accuracy of the translation, the researchers who developed the original scale were
consulted for semantic verification. After these consultations and the translation-back-
translation process, the final version of the Turkish form of the Active Empathic Listening Scale
was completed for use in the data collection phase.

The inclusion criteria for participation in the study required individuals to be over the age of 18
and possess an educational level sufficient to respond to the scale items. Data were collected
from a Turkish sample using an appropriate sampling method, using both online (via Google
Forms) and printed questionnaires. A consent form outlining the purpose, scope of the study,
and participants’ rights was presented to the participants. Only those who consented to
participate were allowed to proceed with the survey. In accordance with ethical guidelines, data
were collected without asking any identifying personal information. Participants who expressed
interest in taking part in the retest study were asked to provide only their contact details.

Data Collection Instruments
Personal Information Form

The researchers used a demographic information form. In the form, there are questions about
gender, age, education level, income level, and marital status of the participants.

Active Empatbhic Listening Scale (AELS)

This scale was developed by Bodie (2011) to measure adults’ active empathic listening levels.
The scale, developed by Bodie (2011), was administered to 416 university students aged 18 to
47 and consists of 11 items across three sub-dimensions: “Sensing”, “Processing”, and
‘Responding”. It was designed using a 7-point Likert scale, with Cronbach'’s alpha reliability
coefficients of .70 for the overall scale, .77 for “Sensing,” .73 for “Processing,” and .79 for
“Responding.” The fit indices of the scale (x?/df = 2.90, GFIl = .95, AGFI = .92, CFl = .95, RMSEA
= .06, SRMR = .06) indicate good model fit, demonstrating that the scale is well-suited for its

intended purpose (Bodie, 2011).
Empathy Level Determination Scale (ELDS)

The scale developed by Lawrence et al. (2004) to measure the empathy level of individuals was
applied to 149 university students and was adapted into Turkish by Kaya and Golakoglu (2015).
Consisting of 13 items, the scale has 3 sub-factors, namely “social skills”, “cognitive skills”, and
“‘cognitive empathy”. At the same time, it was prepared in 5-point Likert type and Cronbach’s
alpha reliability coefficient was found to be .86 for the whole scale, .61 for "social skills", .75 for
"emotional response” and .74 for "cognitive empathy". When the fit indices of the scale are
examined, it is seen that the data show good fit (x2/sd= 171.58, GFl= .92, AGFI= .88, CFl= 91,

RMSEA= .07 and RMR=.06) (Kaya & Golakoglu, 2015).
Data Analysis

There are varying opinions about the sample size needed for analyses in scale development
research. Typically, a sample size of 5to 10 times the number of items is considered sufficient
(DeVellis, 2016; Kline, 1994). Accordingly, for the 11-item Active Empathic Listening Scale
(AELS), a minimum dataset of 110 participants was determined to be necessary. The suitability
of the collected data for parametric analysis was assessed, and the skewness (-.73) and
kurtosis (.26) values for the AELS, and the skewness (-.57) and kurtosis (.89) values for the
Empathy Level Determination Scale, were found to meet the normality assumption (1)
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2015). To test the sample’s factorability, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)
measure of sampling adequacy and Bartlett's test of sphericity were conducted. The dataset
was randomly split into two halves to separately perform exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) (Cudeck & Browne, 1983). To determine the factor structure
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of the AELS, Principal Component Analysis with orthogonal (Varimax) rotation was applied. For
the CFA, goodness-of-fit indices such as Chi-square (x?/df), SRMR, GFIl, AGFI, CFl, and RMSEA
were used (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 1994). To evaluate reliability, Cronbach'’s alpha coefficients
were calculated for each subdimension of the scale, along with item-total correlations and item
discriminations. Additionally, test-retest reliability was examined by collecting data from 37
volunteers approximately three weeks after the initial data collection. The statistical analyses
were performed using IBM SPSS 26.0 and AMOS 21.0.

Findings
Exploratory Factor Analysis

To examine the factor structure of the scale, the dataset was randomly split into two samples
for cross-validation analysis, as recommended by Cudeck and Browne (1983). This approach
allows for testing the factor structure across different subsamples of the same population
(Byrne, 2010). In the first sample, consisting of 426 participants, the sampling adequacy was
assessed using the KMO measure and Bartlett's test of sphericity. The results indicated that the
sample was adequate (KMO = .97) and that the scale items demonstrated a multivariate normal
distribution (x? = 1879.28, df = 55, p < .001). Additionally, anti-image analysis revealed that the
cross-correlations between items ranged from .88 to .93, confirming their adequacy (>.50)
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2015).

In the Principal Components Analysis (PCA) conducted to determine the factor structure of the
11-item Active Empathic Listening Scale (AELS), the Promax rotation method was employed
due to the anticipated interrelationships among subdimensions. The exploratory factor analysis
(EFA) initially identified a two-factor structure with eigenvalues greater than 1, explaining 57.85%
of the total variance. However, cross-loadings were observed for certain items. Considering the
theoretical underpinnings of the scale and the factor loadings of the items, a three-factor
solution, consistent with the original scale, was imposed (DeVellis, 2016).

The exploratory factor analysis, with three factors, revealed an item distribution similar to the
original scale. This three-factor structure explained 64.98% of the total variance, and the
subdimensions were labeled in alignment with the original form. Table 1 presents the common
variance values of the scale items, the predominant factor on which each item loaded, and the
corresponding factor loadings. Additionally, item-total correlations are provided in Table 1. The
factor loadings ranged from .48 to .91, and item-total correlations varied between .51 and .67.

Table 1 Exploratory Factor Analysis Results of Active Empathic Listening Scale

ltems Factor Loadings
Sensing Processing Responding Common [tem-Total
Variance Correlation
I | am also sensitive to things .75 .57 54
that the person I am
listening to, consciously or
unconsciously, does not
mention.
12 | notice things that the .89 66 51
person | am listening to
does not say but that they
implies.
13 | understand how the person .82 .69 61
I'm listening to feels.
14 | pay attention not only to 48 .53 .62

the words spoken, but also
to elements other than
words (e.g. tone of voice,
stress, intonation).
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15 | reassure the person | am .67 .56 .58
listening to that | will
remember what they say.

16 | summarize the points, | 96 76 .56
agree and disagree with at
the appropriate time.

17 | pay attention to the points .67 .69 .67
the person | am listening to
makes.

18 | use verbal confirmation 73 .67 67

expressions to make sure
that the person I am
listening to feels heard.
19 | reassure the person | am 73 .65 .64
listening to that | am willing
to listen to their ideas.
110 | ask the person | am 83 71 64
listening to questions to
show that | understand their
point of view.
111 | show that I am listening 91 .68 .55
with my body language (e.g,
by nodding my head).
Eigenvalue (Explained Variance) 1.21 78 (%7.12) 515
(%11.03) (%46.83)

Reliability Analyses

To assess the reliability of the Turkish version of the Active Empathic Listening Scale,
Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency coefficient was calculated separately for the total scale
and its subscales, with the results summarized in Table 2. The Cronbach's alpha values were
.88 for the total scale, .77 for the perception subscale, .72 for the processing subscale, and .84
for the responding subscale. Furthermore, item-total correlations ranged from .51 to .67, and it
was found that removing any of the items would not contribute positively to the Cronbach's
alpha coefficient. These findings indicate that the internal consistency of the scale is at an
acceptable level.

To examine the scale’'s temporal stability, test-retest correlations were calculated. For this
purpose, the scale was administered to a sample of 37 adults (27 females, 73%; 10 males, 27%)
at three-week intervals, and the results were analyzed. The test-retest reliability coefficient of
the Active Empathic Listening Scale showed a moderate, statistically significant correlation of
.60. The correlations for the subscales, calculated for the three-week intervals, ranged from .40
to .57. Based on these findings, it can be concluded that the scale’s reliability over time is
acceptable.

Table 2 Descriptive Findings and Reliability Analysis Results of the sub-factors of the AELS

X SS Cronbach's Alpha Test-retest
1. Sensing 5.68 1.03 g7 A40x*
2. Processing 5.43 1.15 72 S7**
3. Responding 5.98 1.01 .84 .50**
4.AELS Total 5.72 90 .88 .60**

**p< .01 AELS= Active-Empathic Listening Scale
Confirmatory Factor Analysis

The goodness-of-fit indices of the three-factor structure derived from the exploratory factor
analysis (EFA) were further examined through confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The CFA was
conducted on a randomly divided sample (n=421), and the resulting goodness-of-fit indices
were x2/df = 2.09 (x? = 83.93, df = 40, p < .001), GFI = .97, AGFI = .94, CFI = .97, RMSEA = .05,
and SRMR = .04. According to the widely accepted criteria in the literature (Bayram, 2013; Byrne,
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2010; Doll et al., 1994; Hu & Bentler, 1999), these values indicate an excellent fit. Based on these
findings, it can be concluded that the 11-item, 3-factor model derived from the Turkish sample
fits the data well. Figure 2 provides a summary of the model’s structure and the factor loadings
of the items. The standardized factor loadings resulting from CFA ranged from .54 to .79, and
all were statistically significant at the .01 level.

Figure 2 Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results of Active-Empathic Listening Scale

To assess the construct validity of the obtained model, Average Variance Extracted (AVE) and
Combined Reliability (CR) coefficients were calculated. The AVE value for the Perception factor
of the Active Empathic Listening Scale was .42 (42%), with a CR value of .74. For the Processing
factor, the AVE was .41 (41%) and the CR was .66. The AVE for the Responding factor was .43
(43%) and the CR was .75. In line with the criteria proposed by Fornell and Larcker (1981), CR
values should exceed AVE values, and AVE should be greater than .50 to ensure convergent and
discriminant validity. However, Hair et al. (2014) suggest that if the CR value is above .60, the
AVE can be below .50, emphasizing the need to evaluate AVE and CR together. Based on these
guidelines, the convergent and discriminant validity of the AELS can be considered acceptable.

Criterion Related Validity

To assess the criterion-related validity of the Active Empathic Listening Scale, a correlation
analysis was conducted using the scores from the Empathy Level Determination Scale (Kaya &
Colakoglu, 2015). A moderate positive correlation was found between the total scores of the
AELS and the ELDS (r = .52, p < .01). The AELS demonstrated strong positive correlations with
its sub-factors. Further analysis of the correlations between the sub-factors of AELS and the
ELDS revealed positive and moderately significant relationships. The correlation values obtained
from these analyses are detailed in Table 3.

Table 3 Relationships between Active-Empathic Listening Scale and Empathy Level Determination Scale
Scores

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1.AELS Total 1 .86** 84x* .85%* S7** .52x* A48** .35%*
2.Sensing? 1 O71** .56%* S1x* AT** A3** 31x*
3. Processing? 1 .50x* A48x* A45%% A40x* .28%*
4. Responding? 1 AT** AQF* .39%* 31**
5.ELDS Total 1 87** .85%* O7**
6. Cognitive EmpathyP 1 64** .35%*
7. Emotional Response® 1 4T
8. Social SkillsP 1

**p< .01 a= Active-Empathic Listening Scale Sub-Factor, b= Empathy Level Determination Scale Sub-Factor
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Discussion and Conclusion

This study used psychometric procedures on a Turkish sample of persons who were 18 years
or older, in order to adapt the Active-Empathic Listening Scale (Bodie, 2011) into Turkish. Scale
adaptation is commonly employed in behavioral research. Adapting a scale with established
validity and reliability to a different culture not only saves time and resources for researchers
but also facilitates cross-cultural comparative studies (Hambleton & Patsula, 1999).

The most critical and demanding phase in scale adaptation is the linguistic translation stage
(Hambleton, 1996). This stage requires more than simple translation; it necessitates a
comprehensive analysis of the construct being measured from linguistic, cultural, and
psychological perspectives (Van de Vijver & Tanzer, 2004). In this study, considerable attention
was given to the meticulous implementation of the scale adaptation process, as it leads to
reliable results in subsequent research. Experts proficient languages, cultures, and psychology
assessed the scale items with respect to cultural norms of linguistic and empathic listening.
Subsequently, the translation and back-translation method recommended by Hambleton and
Patsula (1999) was employed, and the back translations were reviewed and finalized with the
input of the scale's original developers.

The validity of the factor structure of the original form of the scale in the Turkish culture, was
first examined using exploratory factor analysis. Considering the theoretical foundations of the
scale, as well as the cross-loadings and factor loadings of the items (DeVellis, 2016), an
exploratory factor analysis was conducted to determine a three-factor structure. The results of
this exploratory factor analysis revealed that the distribution of the items was similar to the
original structure of the scale, with the total variance explained being 64.98%. The sub-factors
of the three-factor structure were named after the original form (Sensing, Processing and
Responding). In this context, the results indicate that the structure of the scale factor is
consistent with that of the original form (Bodie, 2011). Moreover, the factor loadings obtained
in this study ranged from .48 to .96, which is quite similar to the factor loadings in the original
form of the scale (.54-.94), and the explained variance was similar at 60.5%. In the adaptation
study conducted on a Greek sample, the exploratory factor analysis results showed that the
scale had a three-factor structure, explaining 67% of the total variance (Kourmousi et al., 2017).
Similarly, in the adaptation study conducted on a Chinese sample, the results of the exploratory
factor analysis indicated a three-factor structure, explaining 70.72% of the total variance (Guo
et al,, 2022). These findings support the construct validity of the Turkish version of the scale.
However, it should be noted that exploratory factor analysis was not performed in the Turkish
adaptation study by Ozgilnak (2023) and the Japanese adaptation study by Asai et al. (2020).
Some comparative studies have found that relying solely on confirmatory factor analysis for the
adaptation of measurement tools to different cultures is insufficient (Organ, 2018). Highlighting
this limitation, Bandalos and Finney (2010) argued that structures that cannot be detected by
confirmatory factor analysis can be clearly revealed through exploratory factor analysis.
Therefore, it is recommended that exploratory factor analysis be conducted for the specific
culture, followed by testing the model's fit. The two adaptation studies mentioned have
significant limitations in this regard.

After conducting exploratory factor analysis, confirmatory factor analysis was performed on a
different sample to assess whether the model fit the data well. The analysis results indicated
that the factor structure was an excellent fit for the data (x2/df = 2.09, GFI = .97, AGFI = .94, CFI
= .97, RMSEA = .05, and SRMR = .04). These fit indices are found to be similar to those obtained
in the original study of the scale (x2/df = 2.90, GFI = .95, AGFI = .92, CFl = .95, RMSEA = .06, and
SRMR = .06) (Bodie, 2011). When examining the confirmatory factor analysis results from
adaptation studies conducted on different language and cultural samples, it was observed that
the Chinese sample of medical students (x2/df = 2.25, RMSEA = .06, CFl = .97, TLI = .96, and
GFIl = .96) from the study by Guo et al. (2022) showed similar values. The Greek sample of
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teachers (RMSEA = .08, CFl = .97, and GFI = .96) from the study by Kourmousi et al. (2017) also
showed similar values. Meanwhile, the Japanese sample of university students (x2 = 128.980,
AGFl = .92, CFl = .94, TLI = .77, RMSEA = .06, and SRMR = .04) from the study by Asai et al.
(2020) showed partially similar values. Similar values were found in the adaptation study
conducted with a Turkish sample consisting of nursing undergraduate students (Ozgilnak, 2023)
(x2/df =1.79, GFl = .97, AGFI = .95, CFI = .98, RMSEA = .04, and SRMR = .03) to those obtained
in this study. While some similarities and differences exist in the goodness-of-fit indices across
studies, it can generally be concluded that the values obtained from all five versions
demonstrate a good fit with the data.

The link between the Active Empathic Listening Scale (AEDO) scores and those from the
Empathy Level Determination Scale (EDBO) was examined in this study, in order to investigate
the criterion-related validity of the AEDO. A moderate positive and statistically significant
relationship was found between the total scores of the two scales (r = .52, p <.01). The EDBO,
developed by Lawrence et al. (2004), aims to measure empathy within the context of social
understanding and its sub-factors include social skills, emotional response, and cognitive
empathy (Kaya & Colakoglu, 2015). In this regard, there are commonalities between the sub-
factors of the AELS (Sensing, Processing, and Responding) and those of the ELDS. The analyses
revealed moderate positive correlations between the sub-factors of the scales, indicating that
the conceptual domains of the AELS and the ELDS are similar.

To assess the reliability of the Turkish version of the scale, the Cronbach’s alpha internal
consistency coefficient was calculated, yielding a value of .88 for the total scale. When
examining the sub-factors, the a value was determined to be a = .77 for Sensing, a = .72 for
Processing, and a = .84 for Responding. Considering that the reliability threshold for
measurement instruments used in research is typically set at .60 or higher (Blyukoztirk, 2002;
Kalayci, 2010), the given values exceed this acceptable threshold. These results are consistent
with those found in Bodie's (2011) original study (Sensing = .73, Processing = .66, Responding
= .78, Total = .86). When examining the reliability analysis results from adaptation studies in
other languages, Kourmousi et al. (2017) reported a = .82 for Sensing, a = .76 for Processing, a
= .82 for Responding, and a = .87 for the total. Asai et al. (2020) reported a = .64 for Sensing, a
= .67 for Processing, a = .68 for Responding, and a = .82 for the total. And Guo et al. (2022)
reported a = .79 for Sensing, a = .83 for Processing, a = .79 for Responding, and a = .87 for the
total. In the Turkish adaptation study with nursing students, reliability coefficients of a = .75 for
Sensing, a = .57 for Processing, a = .81 for Responding, and a = .86 for the total were reported.
In this context, the reliability coefficients in this study are close to those found in the original
form and in other language adaptations. This suggests that the scale is reliable in the Turkish
cultural context. Regarding test-retest reliability, a moderate positive correlation of .60 was
found for the total scale. The correlations for the sub-factors ranged from .40 to .57, which can
be considered acceptable. Similarly, Asai et al. (2020) found a moderate positive relationship (a
= .51) in their test-retest correlation and reported correlations between the sub-factors ranging
from .48 to .53. Likewise, Guo et al. (2022) found a moderate positive correlation coefficient of
.56 when examining test-retest reliability. In the original version of the scale (Bodie, 2011) and
the Greek version (Kourmousi et al., 2017), test-retest reliability was not assessed. However, the
findings from this study, as well as those from the Chinese and Japanese versions, show parallel
results regarding the scale's consistency over time.

This study has demonstrated that the Turkish version of the Active Empathic Listening Scale
(AELS) is a valid and reliable measurement tool, based on both internal consistency and test-
retest results. Despite cultural differences, empathy is an essential skill for positive social
inclusion (Asai et al., 2020). Since active empathic listening is directly related to empathy, it is a
crucial skill for individuals. In this regard, the Turkish-adapted scale can be used to objectively
measure and assess the active empathic listening skills of adult individuals. The scale may also
enable research examining the effects of empathic listening in various contexts such as
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education, healthcare, business, and psychotherapy. Furthermore, it can contribute to studies
exploring the role of empathy in communication and relationship processes between
individuals. Additionally, the AELS can be utilized to investigate how empathic listening is
perceived and practiced across different cultural contexts. In conclusion, as active empathic
listening plays a critical role in fostering healthy relationships in both societal and individual lives,
the Turkish-adapted AELS is expected to contribute to numerous studies in various fields.
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OZET

Bu galismanin amaci, bireylerin aktif empatik dinleme becerilerini belirlemek amaciyla gelistirilen Aktif Empatik
Dinleme Olgegini Tiirkgeye uyarlamak ve Tirk érneklemindeki gegerlik ve giivenirligini incelemektir. Calismaya
18-61 yas arasi 847 (Kadin=556, Erkek=291) yetiskin birey katilmistir. Veriler Kisisel Bilgi Formu, Aktif Empatik
Dinleme Olgegi ve Empati Diizeyi Belirleme Olgegi aracilidlyla toplanmistir. Agimlayici faktor analizi sonucunda
toplam varyansin %64.98'ini acikladidi Gg faktorld bir yapiya ulasiimistir. Bu g faktor: Algilama, isleme ve yanit
verme seklinde orijinalindeki gibi isimlendirilmistir. Dogrulayici faktor analizinin sonucunda ise modelin veri ile
mikemmel diizeyde uyumlu oldugu belirlenmistir (x2\sd= 2.09 (x2= 83.93, sd= 40, p< .001), GFI= .97, AGF|= .94,
CFl=.97, RMSEA= .05 ve SRMR=.04). Olglit baglantili gegerlik analizlerinde ise Aktif Empatik Dinleme Olgegi ile
Empati Diizeyi Belirleme Olgegdi'nin hem toplam puanlar hem de alt faktérleri arasinda orta diizeyde pozitif
yonde anlamli bir iligki bulunmustur. Olgegin Cronbach alfa i¢ tutarlilik katsayilari toplam igin .88; alt faktérler igin
ise algilama .77, isleme .72 ve yanit verme .84 bulunmustur. Olgegin test tekrar glivenirligi ise toplam igin .60,
algilama igin .40, isleme igin .57 ve yanit verme igin .50 olarak hesaplanmistir. Aktif Empatik Dinleme Olgeginin
Turk kdltirine uyarlanmasi sonucunda dlcegin gecerli ve guvenilir bir 6lgme araci oldugunu belirlenmistir.

ANAHTAR KELIMELER

Dinlemme, Dinlemne tiirleri, Empati, Aktif empatik dinleme, iletisim.
Giris

lletisim, mesajlann aktarniimasinin ve alinmasinin ifade edici ve alici taraflar arasinda
gerceklestigi etkilesimli bir surectir. Kisiler arasi iliskilerin kurulmasina, surduridlmesine ve
gelistiriimesine yardimci olma niteliginden oturd dinleme iletisimin en onemli unsuru
sayllmaktadir (Bodie, 2012). SozlU veya sozsiz mesajlari alma, anlam olusturma ve bunlara
yanit verme streci (Purdy ve Borisoff, 1997) olarak ifade edilen bu beceri, iletisim sonuglarini
etkilemede de merkezi bir rol Ustlenmektedir. Clnku dinleme yoluyla bireyler yaratici bir strece
aktif olarak katilmakta, alinan bilgiyi kontrol etmekte ve daha sonra bunu kendi biligsel yapilarina,
semalarina, ilgi alanlarina, ihtiyaglarina ve diger bireysel etkilere gore islemektedirler (Brownell,
2011). Yasam boyunca gelistirilen dinleme, zamanla karmasiklasan alici dil sisteminde bireyin
gunlik hayatta en sik kullandigi beceri haline gelmektedir (Dogan, 2020). Sohbet ederken, bir
medya igerigini izlerken veya baskalariyla etkilesime girerken, iletilen mesajlari anlama ve
yorumlamanin yolu dinlemeden ge¢mektedir. Bilgi edinmenin yani sira bagkalarinin bakis
acilarini, duygularini ve ihtiyaclarini anlama dinleme vasitasiyla gergeklestiginden bu beceri
yalnizca bilgi edinmenin degil sosyal yasamin da 6nemli bir pargasi sayllmaktadir (Gearhart ve
Bodie, 2011). Bu, bir bakima dinleme ile empati arasindaki gicli bagdan ileri gelmektedir.
Bilindigi Uzere empati, kisinin kendisini baskasinin yerine koyarak, olaylara onun bakis agisi ile
bakma, duygu ve distincelerini tanima, hissetme ve iletme surecidir (Rogers, 1957). Baska bir
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ifadeyle; kisilerin bakis agisini kavrayarak baslangicta belirgin olmayan i¢ gorller kazanmayi
(Akin, 2022) ve buna badli olarak duygusal, bilissel veya davranissal tepkiler verebilmeyi
icermektedir. Boylelikle dinleyici konumundaki kisi karsidakine onaylandigini, deger gordugunu
ve anlasildigini hissettirmektedir (Andolina ve Conklin, 2021; Floyd, 2014; Miller, 2018). Kisacasi
empati etkili bir dinleme surecinin dnemli bir yonunu olusturmaktadir.

Etkili dinlemeyi tanimlamak i¢in yalnizca empatik yonu vurgulamak yeterli gortlmemektedir.
Aktif olma etkili bir dinlemeyi tanimlamada oldukga sik kullanilan bir terimdir. Yani kisi dinleme
durumuna odaklanmis sekilde katiim sagliyorsa aktif bir dinleme gerceklestirdigi
anlasgiimaktadir. Bu karsisindakinin ne hissettigini anlamaya ¢alisan bir muhatabin ayni
zamanda aktif bir katiiminin olmasi anlamina gelmektedir (Pence ve Vickery, 2012). Alan
yazininda “aktif empatik dinleme” olarak kavramsallastirlan bu beceri aktif dinleme strecine
empatik bir katmanin dahil edilmesiyle karakterize edilmektedir. Bununla birlikte, aktif empatik
dinleme agik ve ortuk bilgilerin alindigi “algilama”, bilgilerin hatirlandigi ve sentezlendigi “isleme”,
s0zlu ve sozslz araglarin kullanildigr “yanit verme” asamalarini igermektedir (Bodie, 2011). Bu
beceri ozellikle iletisim, egitim ve psikoloji alanlarindaki rold itibarlyla onem kazanmaktadir.
lletisimde bu dinleme bigimi genellikle satis elemanlarinin dinleme eylemine odaklandigi ve
musteriyi dinlemenin gergeklestigine ikna ettigi bir stirec olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Drollinger vd.,
2006). Aktif empatik dinlemenin bu yontyle kisisel satis performansinda oldukga kritik bir gorev
Ustlendigi belirtimektedir (Drollinger ve Comer, 2013). Ote yandan okullarda 6grencilerden aktif
ve empatik dinleyerek olaylara karsi tarafin bakis acisiyla yaklasmalari, duygu ve disinceler
hakkinda ©on vyargisiz davranmalar, sozlerin hangi deneyimleri yansittigini anlamalari
beklenmektedir (Dilidiizgln, 2021; Tirkel ve Oz, 2021). Anlayis ve kosulsuz kabul gibi nitelikler
ise empatik dinlemeyi psikolojinin dnemli bir bileseni haline getirmektedir (Lichtenberg vd., 2014;
Myers, 2000; Rogers, 1957; Weger vd., 2014). Meier ve Davis (1997) aktif dinlemeyi psikolojik
danismanin temeli olarak nitelendirmektedir. Bu surecte danismanlar danisanlar katiimaya
davet etmekte danismanin rolinu agiklamakta sureci yonetmek yerine yonlendirmektedirler.
Danisan ise kostugu bu beceriler ile; baska bir kisinin bakis agisini Ustlenmeye, yargilarini askiya
almaya (Adler vd., 2006) acik veya gizli ipuglarl yakalamaya calismaktadir (Weaver ve Kirtley,
1995).

Farkli alanlardaki kayda deger etkisine ragmen TUrkiye'de aktif empatik dinleme birkac calisma
(Babayigit, 2023; Kozak ve Dogan, 2014) ile sinirli kalmaktadir. Halbuki uluslararasi literatir
incelendiginde kuramsal ¢alismalara ek olarak son yillarda dahi bu becerinin olgtimune dayali
birgok calismaya (Brown vd., 2021; Haley vd., 2017; Jonsdottir ve Kristinsson, 2020; Jones vd,,
2019; Lloyd vd., 2017, Manusov vd., 2020; Sims, 2017) rastlanmaktadir. Bu calismalar
psikolojiden saglik bilimlerine dil egitiminden isletmeye kadar genis bir yelpazede ele
alinmaktadir. Dinlemenin en sik kullanilan beceri oldugu goz onunde bulunduruldugunda
Turkiye'deki durum buyk bir eksiklik olarak degerlendiriimektedir. Ote yandan, arastirmacilar
(Brunfaut, 2016; Shrivastava, 2014; Ulum, 2015; Walker, 2014) dinleme becerisinin zorlu ve
sorunlu bir alan olmaya devam ettigini siklikla vurgulamaktadirlar. Cunku ortuk, otomatik,
karmasik ve etkilesimli dogasi (Vandergrift, 2011) dinlemeyi gelistirilmesi, olgllmesi ve
degerlendirilmesi en zor alanlardan biri yapmaktadir (Al-derson vd., 20071).

Aktif empatik dinlemenin bireye ve farkl disiplinlere sagladigi olumlu katkilar, alan yazininda bu
dinleme tdrine yonelik ¢alismalarin yetersizligi ve nihayetinde dinlemenin problemli bir alan
olmaya devam etmesi bu calismayi yapmada itici bir glic saglamistir. Bu galisma, Bodie (2011)
tarafindan gelistirimis olan Aktif Empatik Dinleme Olgeg@ini Tirkgeye uyarlayarak gegerli ve
guvenilir bir olgcme araci ortaya koymayi amaclamaktadir. Alan yazini incelendiginde dinleme
turlerine iliskin gelistirilen ve uyarlanan dlgme araglarinin (Ellialti ve Batur, 2018; Yildiz, 2018;
Carkit ve Altun, 2020; Soylemez, 2015; Taskin, 2017; Kaya, 2014) oldukca sinirli oldugu goze
carpmaktadir. Bu olcekler, genellikle akademik ve elestirel dinleme becerilerine odaklanmis olup
universite ve ortaokul 6grencileri gibi belirli gruplara yonelik olarak hazirlanmistir. Diger taraftan
Telli (2019) tarafindan lise ogrencileri igin gelistirilen “Empatik Dinleme Olgegi” (EDO)
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“hazirbulunusluk”, “degerlendirme” ve “yanit verme” olmak tzere (¢ alt boyut ve 18 maddeden
olugsmaktadir. Soz konusu olgek yalnizca lise ogrencilerinin okul ve sinif igi iletisimlerini
kapsamakta ve uyarlanmasi hedeflenen bu olcekten farkl alt boyutlar ve maddeler icermektedir.
Tum bunlarin yaninda Ozgilnak'in (2023) yayimlanmamis yiksek lisans tezinde Aktif Empatik
Dinleme Olgegi'ni Turkgeye uyarladigi fakat drneklemini hemsirelik bolimi 6grencileri ile sinirls
tutarak gegerlik calismalarini agimlayici faktor analizi olmadan gerceklestirdigi gordlmastar.
Aktif Empatik Dinleme Olgegi'nin psikometrik 6zelliklerinin genis bir yas grubunu igeren yetiskin
Turk orneklem Uzerinde incelendigi bu galismada, “algilama” “isleme” ve “yanit verme” olmak
uzere Ug boyut bulunmaktadir. Bu kapsamda agik ve ortuk bilgilerin alindigr ilk asama, bilgilerin
hatirlandigi ve sentezlendigi ikinci asama, sozlU ve sozsUz araclar kullanmayi gerektiren Gguncu
asama ile bireylerin aktif ve empatik dinleme seviyelerinin ol¢ilmesi amaglanmaktadir. Alan
yazini incelendiginde s6z konusu dlgedin Yunan (Kourmousi vd., 2017), Japon (Asai vd., 2020)
Cin (Guo vd., 2022) gibi farkli kiltlrlere uyarlandi§i gorilmektedir. Bu agidan oOlge@in Turk
kdlturdne titizlikle uyarlanmasi onemli bulunmaktadir. Boylece psikoloji, iletisim ve dil egitimi gibi
alanlarda kullanilmasi mumkun olan olgek ile yapilacak iliskisel ve uygulamali galismalarla alan
yazinina katki saglanacag@i dusunulmektedir.

Yontem

Arastirma Deseni

Bu arastirma, Aktif Empatik Dinleme Olgeginin gegerlik ve glvenirligini ortaya koymayi
amacladigindan nicel arastirma yontemlerinden tarama modeline gore tasarlanmistir. Tarama
arastirmalari vasitasiyla “bir konuya, olaya iliskin katiimcilarin gordslerinin veya yetenek, ilgi veya
tutum gibi ozelliklerinin belirlendigi” bilinmektedir (Blyukoztirk vd., 2020). Ayrica tarama
calismalarn ile evreni temsil eden gorece daha kuguk bir gruptan, tim evren hakkinda bilgi
edinme amaclanmaktadir (Krathwohl, 1997). Bu arastirmada, “belirli bir zamanda verinin
toplandi§l” kesitsel tarama tercih edilmistir (Creswell, 2020).

Olcek uyarlama isleminin basamaklari ise Gorsel 1'deki gibidir:

. s Yakinsak ve "
Dil ve Kapsam Yapi Gegerligi Guvenirlik — i
Gegerligi J L (AFA, DFA) égggm; Analizleri Oltit Gegerlig

Gorsel 1 Uyarlama isleminin Basamaklari

Arastirma Grubu

Arastirmanin 6rneklemi 847 yetiskin bireyden olusmaktadir (%65.6 Kadin, n=556; %34.4 Erkek,
n=291). Yaslari 18 ile 61 arasinda degisen grubun yas ortalamasi 27.98'dir (SS= 10.05).
Katilimcilarin gcogunlugunun egitim seviyesinin %68.4 (n=579) ile Universite oldugu, bunu %18.2
(n=154) ile lise ve %9 (n=76) ile lisansistl dizeyde egitim goren katilimcilarin izledigi
gortlmektedir. EGitim dlzeyi ortaokul ve alti olan 28 (%.3.4) ve egitim dlzeyini belirtmeyen 9
(%1.1) katilimei bulunmaktadir. Gelir dizeyini belirten katilimcilarin biytk cogunlugu alt orta
(n=445, %52.5) grupta yer alirken, %33.9'u (n=287) st orta, %9.7'sI (n=82) diislk ve %1.5'i (n=13)
ylUksek gelir grubunda yer almaktadir. Arastirmaya katilan bireylerin %55.5'i (n=470) bekar,
%30.7'si (n=260) evlive %13.2'si (n=112) iliskisi oldugunu belirtmis 5 katiimci medeni durumuyla
ilgili herhangi bir cevap vermemistir.
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islem

Kesitsel tarama niteligindeki bu calisma igin 6ncelikle, Aktif Empatik Dinleme Olgegi'nin Turk
kilturiine uyarlanmasi igin dlgek sahibinden (Tarih: 31.05.2023) ve Trabzon Universitesi Sosyal
ve Beseri Bilimler Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi Kurulundan (No: E-81614018-000-
2300055260 Tarih: 06.10.2023) onay alinmistir.

Ik agamada 6lgek formunun orijinal hali geviri kontroll igin 5 dil uzmanina gonderilmistir. Alinan
donutler neticesinde ceviri maddeleri karsilastirilarak arastirmacilar tarafindan Turkce form
olusturulmustur. Daha sonra bu form, geviri ve kilturel uygunlugun kontroltne iliskin uzman
kontrolU igin 8 uzmana gonderilmistir. 3'U Turkge Egitimi, 3'U Rehberlik ve Psikolojik Danigsmanlik,
2'si Yabanci Diller Egitimi olmak Uzere alanlarindaki 8 uzmandan ceviri ve kulturel uygunluga
iliskin alinan dondtler 1s1ginda olgegin Turkge formu arastirmacilar tarafindan anlamsal, dilsel,
psikometrik ve baglamsal gergevelerde incelenmistir. incelenen ve gevirisi dizenlenen dlgegin
anlamsal kontrolu igin oOlcegi gelistiren arastirmacilara basvurulmustur. Orijinal formlari
gelistiren arastirmacilarla yapilan degerlendirmeler sonucunda cgeviri ve geri geviri sureci
tamamlanmistir. Bu asamalarin ardindan veri toplama surecinde kullanilacak Aktif Empatik
Dinleme Olgegi'nin Turkge formunun son héli elde edilmistir.

Arastirmaya dahil olma kriteri olarak yalnizca 18 yas uUsti olmasi ve oOlcek maddelerini
cevaplayabilecek egitim duzeyine sahip olmasi dikkate alinmistir. Uygun ornekleme yontemi ile
Tlrkiye genelinden toplanan verilerde online (Google Forms) ve basili formlardan
yararlaniimistir. Anket oncesinde ¢alismanin amaci, kapsami ve katilimcei haklari konusunda
bilgiler iceren onay sayfasi katiimcilara sunulmus ve onaylayanlarin veri toplama araglarini
doldurmalarina izin verilmistir. Etik kurallar geregi veriler isim zorunlulugu olmadan toplanmis
olup sadece testin tekrar arastirmasina katilmak isteyenlerden iletisim bilgilerini yazmalari
istenmigtir.

Veri Toplama Araclar
Kisisel Bilgi Formu

Arastirma grubunun bazi demografik bilgilerinin tespit edilebilmesi i¢in arastirmacilar tarafindan
kisisel bilgi formu olusturulmustur. Olusturulan formda katiimcilarin cinsiyet, yas, egitim
durumu, gelir diizeyi ve medeni durum ile ilgili sorular bulunmaktadir.

Aktif Empatik Dinleme Olgegi (AEDO)

Bu dlgek, yetiskin bireylerin aktif empatik dinleme dizeylerini 6lgmek amaciyla Bodie (2011)
tarafindan gelistirilmistir. 18-47 yas araligindaki 416 universite ogrencisinin katilimer oldugu
Olcek 11 madde ve ¢ alt boyuttan olusmaktadir. Bu alt boyutlar “algilama’, “isleme” ve “yanit
verme"dir. Ayni zamanda 7'li Likert tipinde hazirlanmis olup Cronbach alfa guvenirlik katsayis
Olgegin butlnu igin .70, iken alt boyutlari olan “algilama” i¢in .77, “isleme” i¢in .73, “yanit verme”
igin .79 olarak saptanmistir. Olgegin uyum indeksleri (x%/sd= 2.90, GFl= .95, AGFI= .92, CFI= 95,
RMSEA= .06 ve SRMR=.06) olcegin iyi dizeyde uyumlu oldugunu gostermektedir (Bodie, 2011).

Empati Diizeyi Belirleme Olgegi (EDBO)

Kisilerin empati dizeyini 6lgmek amaciyla Lawrence vd. (2004) tarafindan gelistirilen bu olgek
149 Universite ogrencisine uygulanarak Kaya ve Colakoglu (2015) tarafindan Turkgeye
uyarlanmistir. 13 maddeden olusan olcedin “sosyal beceriler”, bilissel beceriler” ve “bilissel
empati” olmak Uzere 3 alt faktort bulunmaktadir. Ayni zamanda 5'li Likert tipinde hazirlanmig
olup Cronbach alfa glivenirlik katsayisi 6lcegin butinu icin .86 alt boyutlari olan “sosyal beceriler”
icin .61, “duygusal tepki” icin .75 ve “bilissel empati” icin .74 olarak saptanmistir. Olgegdin uyum
indekslerine bakildiginda verilerinin iyi diizeyde uyumlu oldugu (x?/sd= 171.58, GFl= .92, AGFI=
.88, CFI=.91, RMSEA= .07 ve RMR=.06) gorilmektedir (Kaya ve Colakoglu, 2015).
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Veri Analizi

Olgek gelistirmeye yonelik arastirmalarda analizlerin yapilacagi 6rneklem biiyikligi konusunda
farkl gorusler bildirilmektedir. Genellikle katilimcilarin madde sayisinin 5ila 10 kati olmasi yeterli
orneklem blyUkligu olarak gortlmektedir (DeVellis, 2016; Kline, 1994). Buna gore 11 maddelik
AEDO icin yapilacak islemlerde en az 110 kisilik bir veri seti gerektigi belirlenmistir. Toplanan
verilerin parametreye uygunlugu kontrol edilmis olup AEDO icin (skewness= -.73 ve kurtosis=
.26) ve Empati Dlzeyi Belirleme Olgegi igin (skewness = -.57 ve kurtosis= .89) elde edilen
degerlerin normallik varsayimini (+1) sagladigi tespit edilmistir (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2015).
Orneklemin faktorlenebilirligini test etmek Uzere Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin (KMO) ve Bartlett's
kiresellik testleri uygulanmistir. Acimlayici faktor analizi (AFA) ve dogrulayici faktor analizinin
(DFA) ayri ayri gergeklestirilebilmesi igin orneklem rastgele iki yariya bolinmdustir (Cudeck ve
Browne, 1983). Aktif Empatik Dineleme Oleginin (AEDO) faktor yapisini belirlemek tzere Temel
Bilesenler Analizi ortogonal (Varimax) dondirme metodu ile birlikte gergeklestirilmistir. DFA
analizleri icin Ki-kare x2/sd, SRMR, GFI, AGFI, CFI ve RMSEA gibi uyum iyiligi dedgerleri
kullaniimistir (Hu ve Bentler, 1999; Kline, 1994). Glvenirligi test etmek amaciyla dlgedin alt
boyutlari icin ayri ayri Cronbach Alpha i¢ tutarliik katsayilari ile birlikte madde toplam
korelasyonlari ve madde ayirt edicilikleri hesaplanmistir. Ayrica ilk veri toplama uygulamasinin
yaklasik 3 hafta sonrasinda gonullu 37 katiimcidan tekrar veri toplanarak bu iki olgegin test
tekrar test guvenirligi incelenmistir. Analizler igin kullanilan istatistik programlari ise IBM SPSS
26.0 ve AMOS 21.0'dr.

Bulgular
Agimlayici Faktor Analizi

Olgegin faktor yapisinin test edilmesi igin Cudeck ve Browne'nun (1983) énerisi dogrultusunda
capraz-dogrulama analizi (cross-validation analysis) yapilarak veri seti iki rastgele ornekleme
ayrilmistir. Bu analiz sayesinde ol¢egin faktor yapisinin ayni populasyonun farkl orneklemlerinde
test edilmesi gibi bir avantaj ortaya ¢ikmaktadir (Byrne, 2010). 426 kisilik ilk orneklemde KMO ve
Barlett kuresellik testleri ile orneklem yapisi kontrol edilmistir. Elde edilen degerler orneklem
uygunlugunun yeterli (KMO= .97) ve olgek maddelerinin gok degiskenli normal dagilima sahip
oldugunu (X= 1879.28, sd= 55, p< .001) gostermektedir. Bunun yani sira gergeklestirilen anti-
image analizinde maddeler arasindaki capraz korelasyonlarin .88 ile .93 arasinda degistigi ve bu
degerlerin yeterli buyuklikte (>. 50) oldugu saptanmistir (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2015).

Toplam 11 maddeden olusan Aktif Empatik Dineleme Olgeginin (AEDO) faktor yapisini
belirlemek amaciyla yapilan Temel Bilesenler analizinde, alt boyutlar arasindaki iliski
beklendiginden Promax dondirme metodu kullaniimistir. Yapilan agimlayici faktor analizi
sonucunda, 0z degeri 1'den buyuk iki faktorlu ve toplam varyansin %57.85'ini aciklayan bir yapi
ortaya cikmistir. Fakat capraz yiklenen maddeler oldugu gorilmustir. Olcegin teorik temelleri
ve maddelerin faktor yukleri dikkate alinarak dlgedin orijinalinde oldugu gibi tg faktorll yapiya
zorlanmistir (DeVellis, 2016).

Uc faktor ile kisitlanarak yapilan agimlayici faktor analizi sonucunda ortaya ¢ikan madde
dagiliminin olgegin orijinali ile birebir benzer yapida oldugu gorulmustur. Toplam varyansin
%64.98'ini aciklandigr tc¢ faktorll yapida, alt faktorler orijinal formdakilerle benzer sekilde
isimlendirilmigstir. Tablo 1'de 6lgek maddelerine ait ortak varyans degerleri, her maddenin agirlikli
olarak yuklendigi faktor ve madde faktor yukleri sunulmustur. Ayrica her maddenin toplam olgek
ile korelasyonlari da Tablo 1'de gosterilmistir. Buna gore maddelerin faktor yukleri .48 ile .91

arasinda degismekte olup madde toplam korelasyonlari da .51 ile .67 arasindadir.
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Tablo 1 Aktif Empatik Dinleme Olgegdi'nin Agimlayici Faktor Analizi Sonuglari

Maddeler Faktor Yukleri
Algilama isleme Yanit Ortak Madde-
Verme Varyans Toplam
Korelsyonu

M1 Dinledigim kisinin -farkinda olarak .75 57 .54
veya olmayarak- dile getirmedigi
seylere karsi da duyarlyim.

M2 Dinledigim kisinin soylemedigi .89 66 .51
fakat ima ettigi seyleri fark ederim.

M3 Dinledigim kisinin nasil hissettigini .82 .69 .61
anlarim.

M4 Sadece soylenen kelimelere degil A48 .53 .62
kelime disindaki unsurlara da
(6rnegin ses tonu, vurgu, tonlama)
dikkat ederim.

M5 Dinledigim kisiye soylediklerini .67 .56 .58
hatirlayacagima dair given
veririm.

M6 Katildigim ve katilmadigim 96 76 .56
noktalari uygun zamanda
Ozetlerim.

M7 Dinledigim kisinin hangi noktalara 67 69 67
degindigine dikkat ederim.

M8 Dinledigim kisinin onu 73 .67 .67
dinledigimden emin olmasini
saglamak icin sozli onay ifadeleri
kullanirm.

M9 Dinledigim kisiye fikirlerine acik 73 .65 .64
olduguma dair gliven veririm.

M10 Dinledigim kisiye bakis agisini 83 71 .64
anladigimi gosteren sorular
sorarim.

M11 Dinledigimi beden dilimle (6rnegin, 91 .68 .55
basimi sallayarak) gosteririm.

Ozdeger (Agiklanan Varyans) 1.21 78 515

(%11.03) (%7.12) (%46.83)

Giivenirlik Analizleri

Aktif Empatik Dinleme Olgegi'nin Tirkge formunun givenirligini degerlendirmek igin Cronbach
alfa i¢ tutarlilik katsayisi hem toplam olcek hem de alt faktorler igin ayri ayri hesaplanmis ve
sonuclar Tablo 2'de 6zetlenmistir. Olcegin bitiini icin elde edilen Cronbach alfa i¢ tutarlilik kat
sayisi .88 iken algilama alt olgegdiicin .77, isleme igin .72 ve yanit verme alt olgegi i¢in .84 olarak
hesaplanmistir. Ayrica madde-toplam korelasyonlarinin .57 ile .67 arasinda degistigi, maddelerin
Olgekten cikarilmasi durumunda Cronbach alfa degerine olumlu katki saglamayacaklari
gorulmustur. Elde edilen sonuglar, dlgegin i¢ tutarliliginin iyi dizeyde oldugunu gostermektedir.

Olgegin zaman igindeki tutariligini test etmek amacliyla test-tekrar test korelasyonlarina
bakilmistir. Bu amagla dlgek, t¢ hafta arayla 37 kisilik (27 Kadin %73, 10 Erkek %27) yetiskin bir
gruba uygulanarak sonugclar analiz edilmistir. AEDO'niin test-tekrar test giivenirlik katsayisinin
.60 ile orta duzeyde anlamli iliski gosterdigi tespit edilmistir. Alt boyutlar icin hesaplanan Ug
haftalik uygulamalar arasindaki korelasyonlarin da .40 ile .57 arasinda degistigi gordlmastur.
Buna gore AEDO'niin zamana karsi glivenirliginin kabul edilebilir diizeyde oldugu soylenebilir.

Tablo 2 AEDO'niin alt faktorlerinin Tanimlayici Bulgulari ve Glvenirlik Analizi Sonuglari

X SS Cronbach Alfa Test-tekrar test
1.Algilama 5.68 1.03 77 A40**
2.isleme 5.43 1.15 72 57**
3.Yanit verme 5.98 1.01 .84 50**

4 AEDO Toplam 5.72 90 .88 60%*
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** p< .01 AEDO=Aktif-Empatik Dinleme Olcegi
Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi

Acimlayici faktor analizinden elde edilen g faktorli yapinin veri seti ile uyum iyiligi degerleri
dogrulayici faktor analizi ile kontrol edilmistir. Rastgele bollinerek olusturulan diger orneklem
(n=421) Uzerinde gergeklestirilen DFA sonucunda uyum iyiligi degerleri x*\sd= 2.09 (x> 83.93,
sd= 40, p< .001), GFI= .97, AGFI= .94, CFl= .97, RMSEA= .05 ve SRMR=.04'tlr. Bu dederlerin
literatlrde sikga kullanilan olgutlere gore (Bayram, 2013; Byrne, 2010; Doll vd., 1994; Hu ve
Bentler, 1999) mikemmel uyum diizeyinde oldugu gortlmektedir. Bu sonuglar dogrultusunda
Turk ornekleminden elde edilen 11 madde ve 3 faktorlik modelin, veri ile oldukga iyi uyum
gosterdigi soylenebilir. Gorsel 2'de modelin yapisi ve maddelerin faktor yikleri 6zetlenmektedir.
DFA sonucunda elde edilen standardize edilmis katsayilarda maddelerin faktorleri ile yuklerinin.
54 ile .79 arasinda degistigi ve tumunun .01 duzeyinde anlamli oldugu gorulmektedir.

m

1
58
2
.69
=
m<

Gorsel 2 Aktif-Empatik Dinleme Olgegi'nin Dogrulayic Faktor Analizi Sonuglar

Elde edilen modelin yapi glvenirligini kontrol etmek igin Ortalama Agiklanan Varyans (AVE) ve Birlesik
Guvenirlik (CR) katsayilar hesaplanmistir. Aktif Empatik Dinleme Olgegi'nin Algilama faktor igin AVE
degeri .42 (%42) ve CR .74, isleme faktorii igin AVE degeri .41 (%41) ve CR .66, Yanit Verme alt faktori
icin ise AVE dederi .43 (%43) ve CR .75 bulunmustur. Yakinsak ve ayrisim gegerligin saglanabilmesi igin
CR degerlerinin AVE degerlerinden biylk olmasi ve AVE'nin .50'den yiiksek olmasi beklenir (Fornell ve
Larcker, 1981). CR dederinin .60'tan blytik olmasi durumunda AVE degerinin .50'nin altinda olabilecedi,
burada AVE ve CR'nin birlikte dederlendirilmesinin énemli oldugu yoninde gorisler mevcuttur (Hair vd.,
2014). Buna gore AEDO'niin yakinsak ve ayrisma gegerligi kabul edilebilir diizeydedir.

Olciit Bagintih Gegerlik

Aktif Empatik Dinleme Olgegi'nin olgit bagintili gecerligini sinamak igin Empati Dizeyini
Belirleme Olceginden (Kaya ve Colakoglu, 2015) alinan puanlar ile korelasyon analizi yapilmistir.
AEDO ile EDBO toplam puanlari arasinda orta diizeyde pozitif yonde anlamli iliski oldugu
belirlenmistir (r= .52, p<.01). AEDO'niin kendi alt faktorleri ile pozitif yonde guicli iliskilere sahip
oldugu gorilmektedir. AEDO ve EDBO'niin alt faktorleri arasindaki ilisiklere bakildiginda, yine
pozitif yonde orta dizeyde anlamli iligkiler tespit edilmistir. Analizlerin sonucunda ulasilan
korelasyon degerleri Tablo 3'te detayh olarak sunulmustur.

Tablo 3 Aktif-Empatik Dinleme Olgegi ile Empati Diizeyini Belirleme Olgegi Puanlari Arasindaki iligkiler

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1.AEDO Toplam 1 86™ 84 85™ 57 52" 48™ 35"
2.Algilama? 1 617 .56™ 51 AT 43 31
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3.islemea 1 59" 48" 45" 40™ 28"
4.Yanit verme? 1 A7 427 .39™ 31
5.EDBO Toplam 1 87 85~ 67"
6.Bilissel EmpatiP 1 .64 .35
7.Duygusal Tepkib 1 47
8.Sosyal Beceriler? 1

**p< 01 a= Aktif-Empatik Dinleme Olgegi Alt Faktéri, b= Empati Diizeyini Belirlerme Olgedi Alt Faktorii
Tartigma ve Sonug

Bu calismada, Bodie (2011) tarafindan gelistirilen Aktif Empatik Dinleme Olgegdini (The Active-
Empathic Listening Scale) Turkgeye uyarlamak lzere 18 yas st yetigkin bireylerden olusan
Turk ornekleminde psikometrik islemler gerceklestiriimistir. Davranis arastirmalarinda olgek
uyarlama calismalari siklikla tercih edilmektedir. Gegerlik ve guvenirlik degerleri bilinen bir olgegi
farkli bir kdlture uyarlamak arastirmacilara para ve zaman kazandirmanin yani sira kulturlerarasi
karsilastirmali galismalarin yapilmasina da olanak saglamaktadir (Hambleton ve Patsula, 1999).

Bir 6lcegdin uyarlanmasi sirasinda en énemli ve dikkat gerektiren asamanin dilsel geviri asamasi
oldugu belirtiimektedir (Hambleton, 1996). Clnkl bu asama yalnizca basit bir geviriyi degil
Olculen yapiyr dilsel, kulttrel ve psikolojik acilardan buttnctl bir sekilde analiz etmeyi
gerektirmektedir (Van de Vijver ve Tanzer, 2004). Bu ¢alismada da 6lgedin uyarlanma stirecinin
titizlikle yurdtulmesi ve ilerleyen arastirmalarda da guvenilir sonuglar saglamasi amaciyla buyuk
0zen gosterilmigstir. Her iki dile, kilttre ve psikoloji bilgisine hakim uzmanlar olgek maddelerini
dilsel ve empatik dinlemenin kulttrel kodlari agisindan degerlendirmistir. Sonrasinda Hambleton
ve Patsula'nin (1999) onerdigi ceviri ve geri geviri yontemi izlenmis olup olgedi gelistiren
yazarlarin geri gevirileri kontrolleri ile tamamlanmistir.

Olgegin orijinal formunun faktor yapisinin Tirk kiltirinde gegerliligi oncelikle agimlayici faktor
analizi kullanilarak incelenmistir. Olgegin teorik temelleri ile maddelerdeki capraz yiklenmeler ve
faktor yukleri dikkate alinarak (DeVellis, 2016), tg faktorll yapi icin agimlayici faktor analizi
gerceklestirilmistir. Yapilan bu acimlayici faktor analizi sonucunda ortaya c¢ikan madde
dagiiminin olgegin orijinali ile benzer yapida oldugu saptanmis ve toplam varyansin %64.98'ini
acikladigi belirlenmistir. Ug faktorli yapidaki Olgegin alt faktorleri orijinal formlardaki gibi
(Sensing=Algilama, Processing=isleme ve Responding=Yanit verme) isimlendirilmistir. Bu
baglamda ulasilan sonug 6lgedin orijinal formunun faktor yapisiyla uyumludur (Bodie, 2011).
Ayrica bu galismada elde edilen faktor yuklerinin .48 ile .96 arasinda degistigi bunun da olgegin
orijinal formundaki faktor yikleri (.54-.94) ve agiklanan varyansla (%60.5) oldukg¢a benzer oldugu
gorulmistir. Olgegin Yunanistan drneklemi Gzerinde yapilan uyarlama galismasinda agimlayici
faktor analizi sonuclart olgegin Uc faktorld bir yapida oldugu ve toplam varyansin %67'sini
aclikladigr tespit edilmistir (Kourmousi vd., 2017). Ayni sekilde Cin 6rneklemi tzerinde yapilan
uyarlama calismasinda da agimlayici faktor analizi sonuglarinin Gg faktorlt bir yapida oldugu ve
toplam varyansin %70.72’sini agikladi§i goriimdstir (Guo vd., 2022). Bu bulgular dlgedin Tirkge
formunun da yapi gegerliligini destekledigini gostermektedir. Bununla birlikte dlgegin Ozgilnak
(2023) tarafindan gergeklestirilen Tlrkge ve Asai vd. (2020) tarafindan gergeklestirilen Japonca
uyarlamalarinda agimlayici faktor analizinin - gergeklestirimedigi - gorilmektedir.  Olgme
araglarinin farkli kulttrlere uyarlanmasinda yalnizca dogrulayici faktor analizi yapiimasinin
yetersiz bulundugu karsilastirma galismalari mevcuttur (Organ, 2018). Bu sinirliliga dikkat ceken
Bandalos ve Finney (2010) dogrulayici faktor analizi ile farkina varilamayacak yapilarin
acimlayici faktor analizi ile net bir sekilde ortaya konulabilecegdini belirtmistir. Bu nedenle hedef
kdltur icin de acimlayici faktor analizinin yapiimasi daha sonra modelin uygunlugunun test
edilmesi onerilmektedir. Bahsedilen iki uyarlama ¢alismasinin bu agidan onemli sinirlilik tagidig
soylenebilir.

Acimlayici faktor analizinden sonra farkl bir orneklem Uzerinde modelin verilerle iyi uyum
sag@layip saglamadigini tahmin etmek igin dogrulayici faktor analizi yapilmistir. Analiz sonuglar
faktor yapisinin veri ile mikemmel dizeyde uyumlu oldugunu gostermistir (x?\sd= 2.09, GFl=
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.97, AGFI= .94, CFl= .97, RMSEA= .05 ve SRMR=.04). Ulasilan bu uyum degerlerinin clgegin
orijinal galismasinda elde edilen uyum indekslerine (x?/sd= 2.90, GFI= .95, AGFI= .92, CFI= .95,
RMSEA= .06 ve SRMR=.06) yakin oldugu gorilmektedir (Bodie, 2011). Olgegin farkl dil ve
kdlturlerdeki orneklemler tzerinde yapilan dogrulayici faktor analizi sonuglarina bakildiginda Guo
vd. (2022) tarafindan yapilan galismadaki tip 6grencilerinden olusan Cin 6rneklemi (x 2/sd= 2.25,
RMSEA= 0.06, CFl= .97, TLI= .96 ve GFI= .96) ile benzer degerlere; Kourmousi vd. (2017)
tarafindan yapilan galismadaki 6gretmenlerden olusan Yunanistan orneklemi (RMSEA= .08,
CFl= .97 ve GFI= .96) ile yakin degerlere ve Asai vd. (2020) tarafindan yapilan calismadaki
Universite 6grencilerinden olusan Japonya 6rneklemi (x?=128.980, AGF|= .92, CFI= .94, TLI= .77,
RMSEA= .06 ve SRMR=.04) ile kismen benzer degerlere sahip oldugu belirlenmistir. Yalnizca
hemsirelik lisans ogrencilerini kapsayan Turk orneklemde yapilan uyarlama galismasinda da
(Ozcilnak, 2023) bu galismada elde edilen degerlerle benzer (x*\sd= 1.79, GFl= .97, AGFl= .95,
CFl= .98, RMSEA= .04 ve SRMR=.03) oldugu gordlmustur. Calismalarda ulasilan uyum iyiligi
indekslerinin arasinda bazi benzerliklerin yani sira bazi farkliliklarin da oldugu gorilmektedir
ancak genel olarak bes farkl versiyonunda da ulasilan degerlerin verilerle iyi dizeyde uyum
sagladigi soylenebilir.

Calismada, AEDO'nin dlcit baglantili gecerliligini incelemek amaciyla EDBO ile arasindaki
korelasyona bakilmis ve toplam puanlar arasinda orta diizeyde pozitif yonde anlamli bir iliski
oldugu hesaplanmistir (r=".52, p<.01). Lawrence vd. (2004) tarafindan gelistirilen EDBO, empatiyi
toplumsal anlayis baglaminda 6lgmeyi hedeflemekte ve bu dogrultuda dlgegin alt faktorleri de
sosyal beceriler, duygusal tepki ve bilissel empatiden olusmaktadir (Kaya ve Colakoglu, 2015).
Bu bakimdan AEDO'nin alt faktorleri olan algilama, isleme ve yanit verme ile EDBO'nin alt
faktorleri arasinda ortak noktalarin bulundugu soylenebilir. Yapilan analizlerde, olceklerin alt
faktorleri arasinda da pozitif yonde orta dizeyde anlamli bir iliski oldugu belirlenmistir. Bu durum,
AEDO'nin kavramsal alani ile EDBO'niin kavramsal alaninin benzerlik tagidigini gostermektedir.

Olgegin Turkce formunun givenirligini degerlendirmek maksadiyla gerceklestirilen Cronbach
alfa i¢ tutarlilik katsayisi toplam olgek icin .88 olarak tespit edilmistir. Alt faktorlere bakildiginda
ise algilama icin a= .77, isleme icin a= .72 ve yanit verme igin a= .84 olarak belirlenmistir.
Arastirmalarda kullanilacak 6lgme araglariigin ongorulen guvenirlik dlizeyinin .60 ve Uzeri oldugu
dikkate alindiginda bu degerlerin kabul edilebilir sinirlarin Uzerinde oldugu gorudlmektedir
(Buyukoztirk, 2002; Kalayci, 2010). Bu degerlerin dlgegin orijinal galismasinda Bodie’nin (2011)
ulastigr bulgularla (Algilama=.73, isleme=.66, yanit verme=.78 ve toplam=.86) tutarli oldugu
gorulmektedir. Diger dillere yapilan uyarlama c¢alismalarindaki guvenirlik analizlerine dair
sonuglara bakildiginda Kourmousivd. (2017) algilama igin a= .82, isleme i¢in a= .76, yanit verme
icin a= .82 ve toplami i¢in a= .87; Asai vd. (2020) algilama igin a= .64, isleme icin a= .61, yanit
verme ic¢in a= .68 ve toplam igin a= .82; Guo vd. (2022) ise algilama igin a= .79, isleme igin a=
.83, yanit verme igin a= .79 ve toplam igin a= .87 bulduklari belirlenmistir. Olgegin hemsirelik
ogrencileri Uzerinde yapilan Turkge uyarlamasinda da algilama igin a= .75, isleme igin a= .57,
yanit verme igin a= .81 ve toplami igin a= .86 guvenirlik katsayilari elde edildigi gortlmektedir. Bu
baglamda olgedin bu ¢alismadaki sonuglari ile hem orijinal formun hem de diger dillere yapilan
uyarlama galismalarinin guvenirlik katsayilarinin birbirine yakin oldugu soylenebilir. Bu da Turk
kdlturtne yapilan uyarlama c¢alismalart sonucunda olgegin guvenilir bir olgek oldugunu
gostermektedir. Test tekrar test korelasyonuna bakildiginda ise olgegdin toplami igin guvenirlik
katsayisinin .60 ile orta duzeyde anlamli iliski gosterdigi tespit edilmis. Alt faktorler icin de
aralarindaki korelasyonun .40 ila .57 arasinda degistigi belirlenmis, bunun da kabul edilebilir
diizeyde oldugu soylenebilir. Asai vd. (2020) da test tekrar test korelasyonu yaptiginda orta
dlizeyde anlamli bir iliski tespit etmis (a= .57) ve alt faktorler arasindaki korelasyonun .48 ila .53
arasinda degistigini belirlemistir. Benzer sekilde Guo vd. (2022) de test tekrar test givenirligini
incelendiklerinde .56 ile orta diizeyde anlamli bir iliski tespit etmislerdir. Olgegin orijinalinde
(Bodie, 2011) ve Yunanca versiyonunda (Kourmousi vd., 2017) ise test tekrar test glvenirligi
incelenmemigstir. Ancak hem bu ¢alismadan elde edilen bulgular hem de Cince ve Japonca
versiyonundaki bulgular olgcegin zaman icerisindeki tutarlliklarina dair degerler paralellik
gostermektedir.
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Bu galisma, AEDO'niin Tirkge versiyonunun hem ig tutarlilik hem de test tekrar test sonuglarina
dayanarak olgegin gecerli ve guvenilir bir 6lgme araci oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Kulttirden
kdlture farkliliklar olsa da sosyal durumlara olumlu bir sekilde dahil olmada empati 6nemli bir
beceridir (Asai vd. 2020). Aktif empatik dinleme becerisi de empati ile dogrudan iligkili
oldugundan bireyler i¢cin muhim ve gerekli bir beceridir. Bu bakimdan Turkgeye uyarlanan bu
Olgek yetiskin bireylerin aktif empatik dinleme becerilerini objektif bir sekilde olgmede ve
degerlendirmede kullanilabilir. Olgek egitim, saglik hizmetleri, is dinyas, psikoterapi gibi farkl
baglamlarda empatik dinlemenin etkilerini inceleyen calismalara da olanak saglayabilir. Ayrica
insanlar arasindaki iletisim ve iliski streclerini anlamsada empatinin nasil rol aldigini inceleyen
calismalara katki saglayabilir. Ek olarak farkli kdlttrel baglamlarda empatik dinlemenin nasil
algilandigi ve uygulandigini arastirmak icin de AEDO'den yararlanilabilir. Sonug olarak, aktif
empatik dinleme hem toplumsal hem de bireysel yasamlarda iliskilerin saglkl bir sekilde
yuritilmesinde kritik bir role sahip olmasi agisindan Turkgeye uyarlanan AEDO'nin farkli
alanlarda birgok ¢alismaya katki saglayacagi dusunulmektedir.

Yazar Katki Oranlari
Calismaya her yazar esit oranda katki saglamistir.
Gikar Gatigsmasi Beyani

“Aktif Empatik Dinleme Olgegi'nin Tirk Kiltirine Uyarlanmasi” baslikli makalemizin herhangi bir
kurum, kurulus, kisi ile mali ¢ikar catismasi yoktur. Yazarlar arasinda da herhangi bir cikar
catismasi bulunmamaktadir.
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