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Abstract
The aim of the present study was to adapt the Brief Beneficence Satisfaction Scale (BBSS) (Martela & Ryan, 2015) into 
Turkish context and to test its psychometric properties. The study included a community sample of 322 (61% women, 30% 
men and 9% unspecified). Confirmatory factor analysis verified a four-item single factor model. The BBSS-TR showed posi-
tive correlations with altruism and subjective happiness, indicating similar correlation coefficients as in the original study. 
The Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient for the BBSS-TR was .85. Results concluded that the BBSS-TR is a valid and 
reliable measure to be used in future research. The importance of beneficence satisfaction as a new psychological concept 
has been discussed.
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Introduction

To do good is a virtue that has been emphasized throughout 
human history and it can even be described as a supra-cul-
tural phenomenon, that is, to varying degrees, doing good 
for one’s environment is something that is at least universally 
approved, if not practiced. One’s striving for the good of oth-
ers has so far been investigated frequently under the concept 
of ‘altruism.’ Altruism, as a pro-social practice that can be 
best described as ‘to love one’s neighbor as oneself’, shows 
itself in many ways, such as general concern for the welfare 
of others (Dovidio et al., 2006), informal helping ranging 
from advice and social support to daily chores (Riche & 
Mackay, 2010), volunteering (Bekkers, 2006; Piliavin & 
Siegl, 2007) and spending money on others (Camerer, 2003) 
without expecting any reward or repayment.

Although altruistic acts are not done for external rewards 
or repayment, it has been argued that their frequency in 
human behavior may result from their contribution to one’s 
wellness (Martela, & Ryan, 2015). Remarkably, psycho-
logical research showed that those who do good, in fact do 
well. Cross-cultural research have so far been able to show 

the link between altruism and well-being in many different 
countries such as the USA (Schwartz et al., 2009; Thoits & 
Hewitt, 2001), Turkey (Gülaçtı, 2014; İşgör, 2017), Mexico 
(Corral-Verdugo et al., 2013), China (Feng & Guo, 2016), 
India (Sharma & Singh, 2019) and Uganda (Aknin et al., 
2013a). Moreover, these studies also differ in terms of their 
samples’ developmental characteristics, which even more 
clearly points out the importance of altruism with regards 
to well-being. In fact, researchers have used the term ‘psy-
chological universal’ as they explain the beneficial nature of 
pro-social activity (Aknin et al., 2013a).

The observations mentioned above led researchers across 
the world to investigate why and how altruism leads to well-
being, and, as a result, various scales have been adapted or 
developed with the aim of studying altruism and its corre-
lates. However, a quick literature review either in English or 
in one’s language will easily show that the present assess-
ment tools seem to be unable to go further than answering 
who is more altruistic or whether those who engage in pro-
social behavior are happier. As it has been argued before 
(see Martela & Ryan, 2015), many of the existing scales 
try to quantify altruistic behavior without assessing one’s 
satisfaction of them.

To elaborate on the quantification problem, it seems help-
ful to take as an example the Self-Report Altruism Scale 
(Rushton et al., 1981), one of the frequently used altruism 
scales, which to this day keeps being adapted to different 

 * Samet Şahin 
 sametsahin_@hotmail.com

1 Counseling and Guidance, Dokuz Eylul University, İzmir, 
Turkey

http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5961-9447
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/s12144-021-02365-4&domain=pdf


10787Current Psychology (2023) 42:10786–10791 

1 3

languages (for its Turkish adaptation, see Tekeş & Hasta, 
2015). Rating items such as ‘I have made change for a stran-
ger’ or ‘I have donated blood’ based on frequency may be 
problematic, in that, 1) people might differ in their personal 
types of altruistic behaviors and 2) people might differ in 
how much they psychologically benefit from a certain altru-
istic behavior. Moreover, items such as ‘I have given a stran-
ger a lift in my car’ might be rated less frequent in cultures 
where there is perceived risk in close contact with strangers. 
Therefore, forced behavioral choices and frequency ratings 
can provide misleading results both within and across cul-
tures. It can be argued that psychologically sound altruism 
scales that focus on one’s overall subjective satisfaction 
would yield more accurate results, if one’s main goal is to 
investigate how it relates to other variables.

On the other hand, researchers like Martela and Ryan 
(2015) seem to share similar concerns in having devel-
oped the Brief Beneficence Satisfaction Scale. The Brief 
Beneficence Satisfaction Scale is a 4-item and one-factor 
altruism scale that focuses on one’s overall satisfaction with 
their pro-social activity (namely, beneficence satisfaction). 
Building upon some prior research to measure perceived 
pro-social impact (e.g., Aknin et al., 2013b; Grant, 2008), 
Martela and Ryan (2015) have attempted to develop a brief 
and psychometrically sound scale of beneficence satisfac-
tion. Rather than listing or quantifying behaviors, the Brief 
Beneficence Satisfaction Scale asks participants about their 
subjective feeling of pro-social impact. By doing so, the 
scale is believed to have provided applicability across dif-
ferent behaviors and contexts.

The aim of the present study is to adapt the Brief Benefi-
cence Satisfaction Scale into Turkish and examine the psy-
chometrical properties of the Turkish form. To this end, the 
relationships between beneficence satisfaction (Martela & 
Ryan, 2015), altruism (Rushton et al., 1981) and subjec-
tive happiness (Lyubomirsky & Lepper, 1999) are examined 
along with other psychometrical examinations. It is hoped 
that the adapted scale will be used in positive psychology 
studies in Turkey, a country in which positive psychology 
has recently become an emerging field of study.

Method

Participants

Online data collection method was used to obtain research 
data during the COVID-19 pandemic. Online versions of the 
research scales were prepared and sent to postgraduate stu-
dents via WhatsApp groups. Snowball sampling technique 
was chosen to reach participants.

A total of 372 participants answered the survey but par-
ticipants were given an instruction in between the items of 

SRA-TR, the present research’s longest scale (Please, choose 
‘3’ before you go on to the next item) to detect random 
responding. From 1 to 5, those who chose a different num-
ber than ‘3’ were deleted. As a result, five participants were 
omitted. Moreover, since online responding may result in 
duplicate cases, the data were accordingly analyzed in SPSS 
and 39 duplicate cases were found. After their omission, 
328 participants remained. Finally, in assessing multivariate 
normality, six outliers were found to cause violation. After 
their elimination, the final sample was 322 (86.6%). Par-
ticipants’ mean age was 27 (range = 18–65) and 61% were 
women (30% men and 9% unspecified). Table 1 shows the 
participants’ demographics in detail.

Instruments

The Brief Beneficence Satisfaction Scale (BBSS) BBSS was a 
one-factor scale that included four items in total. It has been 
developed by Martela and Ryan (2015) over a sample of 335 
participants aged between 18–74 (64% women and mean 
age = 37). The scale is a 7-point Likert type scale ranging 
from 1 (not at all true) to 7 (very true). The reliability of this 
scale was 0.81 in the original study.

Table 1  Participant demographics

N %

Gender
Female 196 61%
Male 98 30%
Unspecified 28 9%
Marital status
Single 246 76%
Married 71 22%
Divorced 5 2%
Employment status
Student 95 30%
Employee 93 29%
Unemployed 67 21%
Employed student 35 11%
Unspecified 32 10%
Socioeconomic status
Medium 229 71%
Low 55 17%
Unspecified 28 9%
High 10 3%
Educational status
Higher education 264 82%
Secondary school 47 15%
Primary school 11 3%
Total 322
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The Turkish Self‑Report Altruism Scale (SRA‑TR) Originally 
developed by Rushton et al. (1981), the Turkish version of 
the scale has been adapted by Tekeş and Hasta (2015). The 
scale was adapted into Turkish over an online sample of 
282 participants aged between 18–54 (67% men and mean 
age = 27). SRA-TR included a total of 20 items in two sub-
scales (helping and philanthropy). The reliability coefficients 
for the two Turkish sub-scales were 0.81 and 0.70 respec-
tively. The reliability of the entire scale was 0.84. SRA-TR 
requires participants to rate the frequency of certain pro-
social behaviors that they had shown on a scale ranging from 
1 (never) to 5 (always).

The Turkish Subjective Happiness Scale (SHS‑TR) Originally 
developed by Lyubomirsky and Lepper (1999), The Turkish 
version of the scale has been adapted into Turkish by Doğan 
and Totan (2013) over two different samples. The first sam-
ple consisted of 348 university students (66% women and 
mean age = 22) and the second of a community sample of 
222 participants aged between 18–61 (63% women and mean 
age = 39). SHS-TR is a 7-point Likert type scale that has a 
total of 4 items in a single factor. The reliability coefficients 
for the two sample groups were 0.65 and 0.70 respectively 
in the adaptation study.

Procedure

The first step of the present study was obtaining permission 
from Frank Martela, the first author of the targeted scale 
(see Martela & Ryan, 2015). After obtaining the permis-
sion, the required ethics approval application was made to 
and obtained from the Research Ethics Committee of Dokuz 
Eylül University. The next step was translating the original 
form into Turkish by using Brislin’s (1970) back translation 
method. Following this method, two Turkish researchers 
who each have a PhD in counselling and are both fluent 
in English translated the original form into Turkish sepa-
rately. Afterwards, the two forms were examined, revised 
and combined into a single Turkish form. This form then was 
translated back into English by two other Turkish researchers 
who similarly each have a PhD in counselling and are both 
fluent in English. The same examination, revision and com-
bination process was repeated for the back-translation form. 
This form was then sent to Frank Martela in order for him 
to confirm the back-translation. After Martela’s confirma-
tory feedback, it has been concluded that the Turkish Brief 
Beneficence Satisfaction Scale (BBSS-TR) was accurately 
translated.

After the back-translation, all the scales were con-
verted and combined into an online form through Google 
Forms. Three different forms were created with the three 
scales lined up differently to avoid any order effects. The 
scale orders (based on a 3 × 3 Latin square order) were as 

follows: 1) BBSS-TR, SRA-TR & SHS-TR, 2) SHS-TR, 
BBSS-TR & SRA-TR and 3) SRA-TR, SHS-TR & BBSS-
TR. Each form included a short debriefing about the over-
all aim of the study and confidentiality, an informed con-
sent box and a demographics form at the very beginning. 
Then, the three links were shared via WhatsApp groups of 
postgraduate students.

After data collection, reliability and normality tests were 
executed. When the scales showed good reliability and the 
normality assumptions were satisfied, validity testing fol-
lowed. The construct validity of the four-item and one-fac-
tor model was tested with confirmatory factor analysis on 
AMOS. χ2/df (p < 0.05) between 0–2 indicated a good fit, 
whereas χ2/df (p < 0.05) between 2–5 indicated an accept-
able fit (Hooper et al., 2008). The cut-off values for RMSEA, 
GFI, CFI and SRMR were < 0.08, > 0.90, > 0.95 and < 0.08 
respectively (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Convergent validity, then, 
was tested using correlation and simple linear regression 
analyses.

Results

Assumptions Testing

For univariate normality, skewness and kurtosis tests pro-
vided values between -1.96 and + 1.96 (Field, 2005, p. 72). 
For the multivariate normality, the critical ratio value on 
AMOS was above 5.00 which indicated a non-normal dis-
tribution (Byrne, 2010, p. 104). After omitting six outliers, 
the critical value for multivariate normality was below 5.00 
and both univariate and multivariate normality assumptions 
for confirmatory factor analysis were satisfied.

Construct Validity

The preliminary DFA results were as follows: χ2 = 10.80, 
df = 2, χ2/df = 5.40, GFI = 0.98, CFI = 0.98, RMSEA = 0.12 
and SRMR = 0.03. As can be seen, these results did not 
indicate an acceptable fit. Modification indices suggested 
correlating the errors of the item 1 and the item 2 (the 
item pair that was found to have the highest inter-item cor-
relation, 0.64). After following this suggestion, the model 
showed quite a good fit, the summary of which was as fol-
lows: χ2 = 0.02, df = 1, χ2/df = 0.02, GFI = 1.00, CFI = 1.00, 
RMSEA = 0.00 and SRMR = 0.001. In addition, validity and 
reliability tests on AMOS (a plugin by Gaskin & Lim, 2016) 
further validated the good fit of the model, providing a CR 
(composite reliability) value of 0.84 and an AVE (average 
variance extracted) value of 0.57 (see Hair et al., 2014). The 
model can be seen below in Fig. 1.
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Convergent Validity

To assess the convergent validity of BBSS-TR, altruism and 
subjective happiness were investigated along with benefi-
cence satisfaction in the present study. Within this scope, the 
correlations among BBSS-TR, SRA-TR and SHS-TR were 
investigated. In addition, two simple linear regressions were 
executed in order to see how BBSS-TR predicted SRA-TR 
and SHS-TR separately. Findings showed that BBSS-TR 
demonstrates good convergent validity. In fact, the correla-
tions between study variables were similar to those of the 
original study. Below are the correlations from both the pre-
sent scale adaptation (Table 2) and the original scale devel-
opment study (Table 3).

As can be seen in the tables, the Turkish adaptation of 
the Brief Beneficence Satisfaction Scale showed equiva-
lent convergent validity in comparison to the original 
form. It is also important to note the well-being scales 
used in the two studies were not the same. Although sub-
jective happiness and subjective well-being are similar 
constructs, they are also different, which could explain the 
slightly different correlation coefficients observed. Simple 
linear regression results further validated the convergent 
validity of BBSS-TR. The first simple linear regression 
that was calculated to predict SRA-TR based on BBSS-TR 
showed the following results: F(1,320) = 52.432, p < 0.000 
and R2 = 0.141. Based on the β values, the regression 
equation for predicting SRA-TR from BBSS-TR was y 
(SRA-TR) = 12.640 + 0.132x (BBSS-TR). On the other 
hand, the second simple linear regression that was cal-
culated to predict SHS-TR based on BBSS-TR showed 
the following results: F(1,320) = 101.235, p < 0.000 and 
R2 = 0.240. Based on the β values, the regression equa-
tion for predicting SHS-TR from BBSS-TR was y (SHS-
TR) = 14.251 + 0.413x (BBSS-TR).

Reliability

The four items of BBSS-TR showed good reliability (Cron-
bach’s α = 0.85). The data were also examined for poten-
tial gender and age differences. As assumed, no significant 
difference was found with gender. However, a significant 
positive correlation was found between age and benefi-
cence satisfaction. Older participants showed more benefi-
cence satisfaction than younger ones (r = 0.20, p = 0.00). 
This finding was not seen as a threat to the reliability but 
a result of developmental change in adulthood (see Freund 
& Blanchard-Fields, 2014). Moreover, a significant posi-
tive correlation was found in the original study as well. The 
reliability test on AMOS further validated the internal con-
sistency of the scale, showing a CR (composite reliability) 
value of 0.84.

Fig. 1  The BBSS-TR model

Table 2  Correlations between beneficence and other study variables

** p < .01

M SD 1 2 3

1. Beneficence 5.38 0.98 -
2. Altruism 3.37 0.56 .38** -
3. Subjective happiness 4.41 1.16 .49** .21** -

Table 3  Correlations between beneficence and other variables in the 
original study

** p < .01

M SD 1 2 3

1. Beneficence 4.65 1.16 -
2. Altruism 2.39 1.04 .34** -
3. Subjective well-being 4.12 2.56 .57** .22** -
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In addition to Cronbach’s alpha, item-total statistics were 
also performed to investigate reliability. The item-total cor-
relations for the four items ranged between 0.68 and 0.71 
showing good discrimination. Results indicated that exclu-
sion of any item would lead to a decrease in Cronbach’s 
alpha. Thus, BBSS-TR was shown to have good reliability. 
Further analyses showing item descriptives can be seen in 
Table 4.

The other two scales that were used for assessing con-
vergent validity also showed adequate reliability. The Cron-
bach’s alpha for SRA-TR was 0.85 and the Cronbach’s alpha 
for SHS-TR was 0.74.

Discussion

In the present study, psychometrical properties of the Turk-
ish Brief Beneficence Satisfaction Scale were investigated. 
According to CFA results, the four-item and one-factor 
model showed quite a good model fit after the first modifi-
cation on AMOS. The modification of correlating the errors 
of the item 1 and the item 2 was thought to be justifiable, 
in that this item pair had the highest inter-item correlation 
(0.64). Also, considering the similarity of the first two items 
in terms of their meaning (Item 1 = I feel that my actions 
have a positive impact on the people around me and Item 
2 = The things I do contribute to the betterment of society), 
this modification was not seen as problematic.

Results also affirmed BBSS-TR’s convergent valid-
ity. When correlations between study variables (namely, 
beneficence satisfaction, altruism and subjective happiness) 
were examined, similar correlations were found as to those 
in the original study. Moreover, the correlation between 
beneficence satisfaction and subjective happiness (r = 0.49, 
p < 0.01) were stronger than the correlation between altruism 
and subjective happiness (r = 0.21, p < 0.01), indicating that 
beneficence satisfaction is theoretically a separate construct 
that could be further investigated in well-being research. 
Measuring one’s pro-social activity satisfaction, seemed to 
provide better results than measuring one’s frequency of cer-
tain pro-social behaviors in explaining well-being.

Moreover, scores were tested for potential gender and 
age differences. As anticipated, no significant difference 
was found with gender. Nevertheless, a significant positive 

correlation was found between beneficence satisfaction and 
age, as older participants showed more beneficence satisfac-
tion than younger ones (r = 0.20, p = 0.00). This finding was 
seen as a result of common developmental change in altru-
ism through adulthood that has been subject to developmen-
tal psychology research (see Freund & Blanchard-Fields, 
2014). It also seems important to note that a significant 
positive correlation between beneficence satisfaction and 
age was found in the original study as well. Future research 
could further investigate this link using beneficence satisfac-
tion as a construct. Lastly, the reliability tests showed good 
reliability for BBSS-TR with a Cronbach’s alpha value of 
0.85 on SPSS and a CR (composite reliability) value of 0.84 
on AMOS.

In conclusion, it can be said that the Turkish adaptation 
of BBSS is a valid and reliable tool that is thought to con-
tribute to well-being research both in theoretical and prac-
tical terms. In theory, it can help facilitate future positive 
psychology research in Turkey. Pro-social activity and one’s 
satisfaction thereof can be an area of interest for positive 
psychology researchers in academics. So, the construct and 
its relationship to other constructs are yet to be studied. 
BBSS can be a helpful tool, in that, it can allow measuring 
one’s overall satisfaction from pro-social activity quickly 
and subjectively. In practice, counselors and other mental 
health practitioners who work to facilitate individuals’ well-
being can make us of the scale in their well-being inter-
ventions. The scale can be used pre- and post-intervention 
to assess clinical outcome. It is also suggested that future 
research investigate the psychometric properties of the scale 
on different samples.

Appendix

BBSS‑TR Sample Items

1. Eylemlerimin etrafımdaki insanlar üzerinde olumlu bir 
etkisi olduğunu hissederim.
2. Yaptığım şeyler toplumun iyileşmesine katkı sağlar.
3. Item 3.
4. Genel olarak diğer insanların yaşamlarına olan etkim olumludur.

Table 4  Item descriptives M SD Skewness Kurtosis

Statistic Std. Err Statistic Std. Err

BBSS1 5.50 1.12 -.73 .14 .64 .27
BBSS2 5.21 1.27 -.60 .14 .03 .27
BBSS3 5.16 1.23 -.42 .14 -.16 .27
BBSS4 5.65 1.09 -.81 .14 .67 .27
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