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Table S1
 Overview of Compassion Measures

	Compassion Measure
	Orientation of Compassion
	Identified Papers
	Structure Number of scales
(number of items)
	Scale
	Scoring

	Compassionate Engagement and Action Scales – Adolescence (CEAS-A)

[adapted from CEAS (Gilbert et al., 2017)]
	Self-compassion

Compassion towards others

Compassion from others
	Cunha et al. (2021)
	3 scales with 2 sections: (39)
self-compassion (13) –
engagement (8), action (5) compassion for others (13) – engagement (8), action (5) compassion from others (13) – engagement (8), action (5)
	1-10 
(never to always)
	Total scale = Σ (all items for the scale)
Sections: Σ (items for each section, excluding reverse coded items 3 and 7)

	Self-Compassion Scale (SCS)
	Self- compassion
	Cunha et al. (2016) 
Stolow et al. (2016) Kumlander et al. (2018)
Muris et al. (2018)
Gruber et al. (2023)

	6 subscales: (26)
self-kindness (5)
self-judgment (5)
common humanity (4)
isolation (4) mindfulness (4)
over-identification (4)
	1-5 (almost never to almost always)
	Total = Σ (all items) or mean of subscale means
Subscales = Σ (subscale items) or mean of subscale items

(Self-judgement, isolation, over-identification = reverse scored)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Self-Compassion Scale – Youth (SCS-Y)

[newly developed measure, but also draws on SCS items (Neff, 2003b)]
	Self-compassion
	Neff et al. (2021) Karakasidou et al. (2021)
Deniz et al. (2022) 
Nazari et al. (2022)
   Huang (2022)
   Cheung (2023)
Henje (2024)
	6 subscales: (26)
self-kindness (5)
self-judgment (5)
common humanity (4)
isolation (4) mindfulness (4)
over-identification (4)
	1-5 (almost never to almost always)
	Total = mean of subscale means
Subscales = mean of subscale items

(Self-judgement, isolation, over-identification = reverse scored)

	Compassion Scale – Child (CS-C)

[newly developed measure]
	Self-compassion

Compassion towards others

Compassion towards other living things
	Nas and Sak (2021) 
Heidary et al. (2022)
	3 scales: (20) compassion for others (9) self-compassion (5)
compassion toward other living things (6)
	1-5 
(never to always)
	Total scale = Σ (all items for the scale)
Subscales = Σ (items for each subscale)

	Compassion Scale – Adolescence (CS-A)

[adapted from CS (Pommier et al., 2020]
	Compassion towards others
	Sousa et al. (2022)
	Subscales: (16)
kindness (4)
mindfulness (4)
common humanity (4)
indifference (4)
	1-5 (almost never to almost always)
	Total = mean of all items Subscales = mean of subscale items
(Indifference items = reverse
scored)

	Self-Compassion Scale – Child (SCS-C)

[adapted from SCS-Short form (Raes et al., 2011, which was adapted from the SCS (Neff, 2003b)]

	Self-compassion
	Sutton et al. (2017)
	6 subscales: (12)
self-kindness (2)
self-judgment (2)
common humanity (2)
isolation (2) mindfulness (2)
over-identification (2)
	1-5 
(never to always)
	Total = Σ (subscales) Subscales = Σ (items for each subscale)

(Self-judgement, isolation,
over-identification = reverse scored)

	Shortened Self-Compassion Scale –Adolescence (S-SCS-A)

[adapted from SCS (Neff, 2003b)]
	Self-compassion
	Muris et al. (2016)
	3 subscales: (9)
self-kindness (3)
common humanity (3)
mindfulness (3)
	1-5 
(never to always)
	Total = Σ (all items) Subscales = Σ (items for each subscale)

	Self-Compassionate Reactions Scale – Child (SCRS-C)

[newly developed measure]
	Self-compassion
	Zhou et al. (2019)
	4 vignettes with 6 items each
6 subscales (24)
self-kindness (5)
self-judgment (5)
common humanity (4)
isolation (3) mindfulness (3)
over-identification (4)
	1-6 
(very unlikely to very likely)
	Total = Σ (subscale means) Subscales = mean of subscale items

(Self-judgement, isolation, over-identification = reverse scored)





Table S2
Overview of Participant Demographic Information

	Measure
	Authors
	Stated aims (pertaining to developing/validating a compassion measure)
	Population (location/ language), sample size
	Age/ school year
	Gender
	Ethnicity/ language
	Socioeconomic status

	CEAS-A
	Cunha et al. (2021)
	To adapt and study the psychometric properties of the CEAS in
the adolescent population:
i)
to adapt the language of the adult CEAS  (original Portuguese version) to facilitate comprehensibility
among the adolescent population 
ii) To study the CEAS psychometric
properties (dimensionality, quality
of the items, internal consistency, temporal stability, gender
differences, convergent and divergent validities).

	Sample 1:
Student sample (Portugal) Sample size: 674
	Sample 1:
12 to 19 years (M = 14.88, SD
= 1.67)
	Sample 1:
61% female
39% male
	Not reported
	Not reported

	
	
	
	Sample 2:
Student sample (Portugal) Sample size: 336
	Sample 2:
12 to 19 years (M = 15.48, SD
= 1.62)
	Sample 2:
27% male
73% female
	
	

	
	
	
	Sample 3:
Student sample (Portugal)
Sample size: 76 (test-retest)
	Sample 3:
12 to19 years (M = 15.87, SD
= 2.27)
	Sample 3:
11% male
89% female
	
	

	SCS
	Cunha et al. (2016)
	To examine the factorial structure of the SCS in a community adolescent sample
ii) test the measurement invariance
across gender. 
iii) assess convergent validity 
	Student sample (Portugal) Sample size: 3165
	12 to 19 years (M = 15.49, SD
= 1.59)

7th to 12th grade (M = 9.70, SD
= 1.43)
	53.8% female
46.2% male
	Not reported
	Not reported

	SCS
	Stolow et al. (2016)
	 (1) to examine the factor structure, reliability,
and construct validity of the SCS in children and adolescents;

	Student sample (US) Sample size: 193
	9 to 16 years (M = 13, SD = 2.4)

27.5% 5th grade (M = 9.9 years, SD = 0.61)
40% 8th grade (M = 12.7 years,
SD = 0.58)
32.5% 11th grade (M = 16 years, SD = 0.56)
	59% female
41% male
	58.0% Caucasian
17.0% African American
14.5% Asian
6.0% Hispanic
4.0% Multi-ethnic
0.5% of other
	Not reported

	SCS
	Kumlander et al. (2018)
	To examine the factor structure of the SCS, specifically
whether the six-factor and unidimensional model
can be confirmed. 
ii)to assess criterion validity of the factors of the SCS, i.e.
their associations with depression
	Sample 1:
Student sample (Finland) Sample size: 1725

Sample 2:
Student sample (Finland) Sample size: 1497 (for replication)
	Sample 1:
95% aged 15 to 17 years (M = 16.56, SD = 1.95)

Sample 2:
Not reported, but reported to be largely the same students
	Sample 1:
50.3% female
48.4% male
1.3% other

Sample 2:
51.3% female
47.0% male
1.7% other
	Not reported
	Not reported

	SCS
	Muris et al. (2018)
	To conduct a series of face validity checks with psychologists and psychology students to demonstrate that the positive and negative subscales of Self-Compassion Scale (SCS) are very different in nature, to examine the
relations between various SCS subscales and symptoms of anxiety and depression as well as coping styles in a community adolescent sample
	Student sample (Netherlands) Sample size: 130
	15 to 19 years (M = 16.68, SD
= 0.89)

49.2% higher general secondary education 50.8% pre-university education
	66% female
44% male
	Not reported
	Not reported

	SCS
	Gruber et al. (2023)
	i) to translate the SCS for adolescents (Stolow et al., 2016) into
German; 
ii) examine the factorial structure of this translation,
comparing a two, three, and six-factor solution using CFA in a
community sample; iii) test reliability and validity by investigating
internal consistency and correlations between
SCS-CA, measures of mindfulness, quality of life, and externalizing
and internalizing symptoms
iv) examine potential
gender differences.
	Community sample (German)
Sample size: 255
	10 to 19 years old
(M = 14.9, SD = 2.6)

Secondary school (gymnasium): n =172
University: n =19
Other (no details): n = 64
	59.2% female
	Not reported
	Not reported 

	SCS-Y
	Neff et al. (2021)
	To develop and validate the SCS-Y for use with early adolescents in middle school.
	Sample 1:
Middle school students (US) Sample size: 279

Sample 2:
Middle school students (US) Sample size: 402

Sample 3:
Middle school students (US) Sample size: 102 (test-retest)

Sample 4:
Middle school students (US) Sample size: 212
	Sample 1:
11 to 15 years (M = 12.17, SD
= 0.93)
42.2% 6th grade
32% 7th grade
25.7% 8th grade

Sample 2:
11 to 15 years (M = 12.43, SD
= 0.97)
34.8% 6th grade
30.6% 7th grade
28.9% 8th grade

Sample 3:
11 to 14 years (M = 12.52, SD
= 1.05)
48% 6th grade
43.1% 8th grade

Sample 4:
11 to 14 years (M = 12.18, SD
= 0.84)
27.4% 6th grade
42.9% 7th grade
28.3% 8th grade
	Sample 1:
56.7% female

Sample 2:
48.8% female

Sample 3:
51% female

Sample 4:
42.5% female
	Sample 1:
35.3% White
30.5% Hispanic
11.2% Other
7.6% African American
7.6% Asian
(88.3% English as first language)

Sample 2:
47.3% White
17.2% Other
16.9% Hispanic
10.2% African American
7% Asian
0.2% Native American (74.4% English as first language)

Sample 3:
54.9% White
14.7% Hispanic
9.8% Asian
9% Other
8.8% African American
1% Native American (82.4% English as first
language)

Sample 4:
80.2% White
7.1% Asian
3.8% Hispanic
3.8% Native American
1.9% African American
(91.5% English as first language)

	Participants reported to be from socioeconomically diverse schools

	SCS-Y
	Karakasidou et al. (2021)
	To evaluate
the psychometric properties of the Greek version of the  SCS-Y 
	Community sample (Greece). Sample size: 193
	8 to 14 years (M = 11.74, SD =
2.01)
	51.3% male
48.7% female
	100% White
	Participants reported to be from socioeconomically diverse schools

	SCS-Y
	Deniz et al. (2022)
	To translate the SCS-Y into Turkish and test its validity on a Turkish sample of youth. ii) explore its associations with depression, resilience, and well-being
	Student sample (Turkey).

Sample size: 450
	11 to 15 years (M = 13.09, SD
= 1.59)
	61.8% female
	Not reported
	Not reported

	SCS-Y
	Nazari et al. (2022)
	To psychometrically evaluate the Persian translation of the
SCS-Y and evaluate its factor structure among young adolescents. 

	Student sample (Persian). Sample size: 532
	12 to 15 years (M = 13.57, SD
= 1.01)
34% 7th grade
35.9% 8th grade
30.1% 9th grade
	50.8% female
	Not reported
	Not reported

	SCS-Y
	 Huang et al. (2022)
	To examine the psychometric properties of the Chinese version of the SCS-Y. 
A reliability and validity assessment of
the SCS-Y was conducted. 
	Student sample (China)
 42.7% elementary school (grades 4 to 6), 
37.8% middle school (grades 7 to 9)
19.6% high
school (grades 10 and 11).
Sample size: 1298
	10 to 17 years (M= 12.90, SD = 1.84)
	52.5% female
	100% Chinese 
	Not reported 

	SCS-Y
	Cheung et al. (2023)
	To translate the SCS-Y from the Chinese version of the SCS. To study the
psychometric properties of SCS-Y in adolescents aged
between 12 and 18 in Hong Kong, China, and the UK.
To examine measurement invariance to determine
whether the scales had a stable factor structure 
independent of group membership across gender and
cultures.
	Community sample (China (including Hong Kong),UK)

Sample size: 2881 (1777 (61.7%) Chinese, 1104 UK (38.3%)
	12 to 18 years 

China: M=16.58, SD = 1.32
UK: M =16.42, SD =1.30
	China: 56.8% female
UK: 76.1% female
	China:
 97.7% Asian, 1.9 % ‘Caucasian’, .2% other

UK: 
70.1% ‘Caucasian’, 13.4% Asian, 8.1% Black, 1.6% Hispanic, 6.8% Other
	Not reported

	SCS-Y
	Henje et al. (2024)
	To validate the Swedish translation of
the SCS-Y in a secondary
school sample including age 15–20. 
ii) to confirm the single-bifactor model of the SCS-Y & investigate whether CSR and USR are one single
dimension or two semi-independent, unipolar
dimensions.
	Student sample 

Sample size: 316
	15 to 20 years (M =17.07, SD = 1.36)

15 years: n =6
16 years: n =91
17 years: n =108
18 years: n =86
19 years: n =20
20 years: n =5

Test-retest:
119 girls, 36 boys, age: M = 16.91, SD = 0.84)
	67% female
	90% born in Sweden. All spoke Swedish fluently.
	Parents:
17.60% manual workers, 
32.6% clerical/office workers, 32.6% professionals, higher civil servants, executives, 7.60% self-employed
 11.10% unknown

	CS-C
	Nas and Sak (2021)
	To develop a new compassion
scale for 12 to 18-year-olds (Turkish version)
	Middle school and high school students (Turkey).

Sample size: 756
	12 to 18 years
12.3% age 12
14.9% age 13
15.6% age 14
15.7% age 15
16.1% age 16
13.6% age 17
11.6% age 18
	52.4% female
47.6% male
	Not reported
	33% low
43.5% middle
23.5% high

	CS-C
	Heidary et al. (2022)
	To evaluate the validity of the Persian version of the current scale.

To assess face, content and construct validity (testing positive associations with mindfulness, emotion regulation, and well-being
and negative associations with anxiety)
	Junior high, and senior high school students (Iran)

Sample size: 302
	12 to 18 years (M = 15.85, SD
= 7.1)

38% junior high
	85% female
	Not reported
	Not reported

	CS-A
	Sousa et al. (2022)
	To validate the adolescent version of the
CS. Specifically, the psychometric properties of the instrument
across different samples of Portuguese adolescents were assessed
(i.e., a community sample and a sample of boys with behavioral
disorders).
	Sample 1:
Community adolescents (Portugal)
Sample size: 658

Sample 2: Forensic sample (Portugal)
Sample size: 183
	Sample 1:
14 to 18 years
Female (M= 16.02) Male (M = 15.75)

Sample 2:
14 to 18 years (M = 15.96, SD
= 1.04)
	Sample 1:
37.8% male

Sample 2:
100% male
	Not reported
	69% low
24.6% medium
6.4% high

62.3% low
31.1% medium
6.6% high

	SCS-C
	Sutton et al. (2018)
	To assess the reliability and validity of a
modified version of the SCS-SF (Raes et al. 2010),
the SCS-C that was adapted for the population of late childhood and early adolescence. 
To answer
the following research questions: 1) What is the factor structure and internal consistency of
the SCS-C when used with a population of children, ages 8–12? and 2) Does the SCS-C
relate to other constructs (namely, mindfulness, self-concept, well-being and psychological
adjustment, empathy, and prosocial goals and behavior) as predicted by previous research
with adolescents and adults?
	Student sample (Canada) Sample size: 382
	8 to 12 years (M = 11.3, SD =
0.90)

4th to 7th grade
	50% female
	(71% English as first language)
13% Cantonese
14% Other language
2% Filipino
	Participants reported to be from a diverse range of socioeconomic statuses

	S-SCS-A
	Muris et al. (2016)
	To examine relationships among self-compassion,
self-esteem, and self-efficacy and symptoms
of anxiety disorders and depression in nonclinical
adolescents aged 12–17 years. To assess the reliability and construct validity (PCA) and concurrent validity of the shortened SCS

	Student sample (Netherlands) Sample size: 132
	12 to 17 years (M = 14.8, SD =
1.09)

16.7% low or middle level preparatory education
31.1% higher general continued education 49.2% pre-university
secondary education
	42% male
58% female
	>90% from Dutch descent 100% had good mastery of Dutch language
	Based on occupation of both parents 20.5% low
58.3% middle
21.2% high

	SCRS-C
	Zhou et al. (2019)
	To develop an age-appropriate scale to assess children’s self-compassionate reactions by
using a vignette technique.
Study 1: to develop the vignettes and
items for the scale
Study 2: Confirmatory factor analysis. Invariance and equivalence of
the structure of the SCRS-C across genders were also investigated.
Convergent validity was examined ( correlations
with measures of self-esteem,
self-acceptance, and mindfulness). Discriminant validity was
evaluated (correlations with a measure of narcissism.
Concurrent validity (correlations with 
measures of psychological adjustment
and
psychological maladjustment. 

Study 3: To evaluate test-retest reliability of the SCRS-C 
	Sample 1:
Student sample (China)
Sample size: 161

Sample 2:
Student sample (China)
Sample size: 637

Sample 3:
Student sample (China)
Sample size: 77 (test-retest)
	Sample 1:
9 to 12 years (M = 11.49, SD =
0.59)

Sample 2:
9 to 12 years (M = 10.62, SD =
1.20)

Sample 3:
9 to 12 years (M = 9.89, SD =
0.73)
	Sample 1:
30% female
36% male
34% not given
Sample 2:
47% female
51% male
2% not given

Sample 3:
44% male
55% female
1% not given
	100% Chinese
	Not reported


Note: CEAS-A = Compassionate Engagement and Actions Scales – Adolescence; CS-A = Compassion Scale – Adolescence; CS-C = Compassion Scale – Child; SCS = Self- Compassion Scale; SCS-C = Self-Compassion Scale – Child; SCS-Y = Self-Compassion Scale – Youth; SCRS-C = Self-Compassionate Reactions Scale – Child; S-SCS-A = Shortened Self-Compassion Scale – Adolescence


Table S3
Quality ratings for individual papers

	Measure
	Content validity
	Factor structure
	Internal consistency
	Test-retest reliability
	Construct validity
	Floor/ ceiling effects
	Interpretability
	Total

	CEAS-A
Cunha 2021
	0
	2
	2
	2
	2
	0 (NR)
	1
	9

	SCS-Y
Neff 2021
Karakasidou 2021
Deniz 2022
Nazari 2021
Huang 2022
Cheung 2023
Henje 2024
	1
1
0
0
1
1
0
1

	1
2
0
2
2
2
2
2
	1
1
1
1
2
1
2
1
	1
0 (NR)
0 (NR)
0 (NR)
1
0 (NR)
0 (NR)
1
	1
2
0 
0 (NR)
1 
0 (NR)
1 
1 
	1
0 (NR)
1
0 (NR)
1
1
1
1 
	2
2
0 (NR)
0 (NR)
1
0 (NR)
2
2
	8
8
2
3
9
5
8
9

	SCS
Cunha 2016
Stolow 2016
Kumlander 2018
Muris 2018
Gruber 2023
	0
0
0
0
0
0
	1
2
0 
1
0 
2
	1
2
2
2
1
1
	0 (NR)
0 (NR)
0 (NR)
0 (NR)
0 (NR)
0 (NR)
	2
1 
0
2
2
1 
	1
1
0 (NR)
0 (NR)
0 (NR)
0 
	2
1
2
0 (NR)
0 (NR)
1
	7
7
4
5
3
5

	CS-C
Nas & Sak 2020
Heidary 2022
	1
1
1
	2
2
2
	2
2
2
	0
0 (NR)
0 (NR)
	2
0 (NR)
2
	0 (NR)
0 (NR)
0 (NR)
	0
0 (NR)
0 (NR)
	7
5
7

	CS-A
Sousa 2022
	0
	2
	1
	0 (NR)
	1
	0(NR)
	1
	5

	SCS-C
Sutton 2017
	0
	2
	2
	0 (NR)
	0
	0 (NR)
	0 (NR)
	4

	S-SCS-A
Muris 2016
	1
	0 (PCA)
	2
	0 (NR)
	0
	0 (NR)
	1
	4

	SCRS-C
Zhou 2019
	1
	0 
	1
	0
	0
	0 (NR)
	0 (NR)
	2



Note: NR = Not reported
















Table S4
Overview of translation processes used for translated measures
	Measure
	Paper
	Translation
	Forward translation
	Backtranslation
	Expert panel
	Pre-testing and cognitive interview 

	SCS
	Kumlander et al. (2018)
	Finnish
	Two translations to Finnish: one by an independent professional translator, one by  the research
group. Description suggests a conceptual translation was aimed for.

	all items (of common version) back translated by
independent professional blind to the original version
	The authors discussed the translations to discover possible discrepancies
reflecting ambiguous wording in the items. Synthesis of the two translations produced by the authors
	Not reported

	SCS (SCS-CA)
	Gruber et al. (2023
	German 
	Two research assistants translated the English
version into German, and a native English speaker translated
both German versions back into English. A conceptual translation was aimed for.


	A native English speaker translated
both German versions back into English
	The authors and translators discussed all discrepancies


Mindfulness and self-compassion
experts carefully checked to determine if the used language
was clear, if all items represented the facets of self-compassion
defined by Neff (2003), and if any cultural
adaptations were needed. 

	Not reported

	SCS-Y
	Karakasidou et al. (2021)
	Greek
	Authors report that the translation (forward and back) ‘involved the authors and two independent translators’ (p.539). It was not clear whether a conceptual rather than a literal translation was aimed for.


	Authors report that the translation (forward and back) ‘involved the authors and two independent translators’ (p.539). Therefore, it was not clear whether this was independent. 
	Reported that the authors and two independent translators compared the final product to the original
version. Inaccuracies identified through back translation were noted and re-translated until full agreement.

	Not reported

	SCS-Y
	Deniz et al. (2022)
	Turkish
	Reported that the measure was translated from the original English to Turkish.  Did not report the translator’s/translators’ role in the research and profession. Did not report if this was a conceptual or literal translation.
	Not reported
	Not reported 
	Not reported

	SCS-Y
	Nazari et al. (2022)
	Persian
	Reported that the measure was translated from the original English to Persian by two Persian translators. One of the translators (a psychologist)
was aware of the concepts being examined. 
The other translator was neither informed nor
aware of the scale concepts and had no psychological background. Description suggests a conceptual rather than a literal translation was aimed for.

	An English translator
completed a back translation of
the consensual version. 

	Reported that an expert committee
reviewed the two versions.

	32 students 
from the target sample evaluated the consensus translated
SYS-Y. 
Participant debriefing was conducted to identify
actual and potential linguistic understanding, grammar, and
ambiguity. It was not reported how participants were debriefed.

	SCS-Y
	Huang et al. (2022) 
	Chinese
	Three Chinese-
English bilingual researchers translated the scale into
Chinese. A conceptual rather than a literal translation was aimed for.
 

	Another researcher back-translated the scale into English,
without referring to the context of the original scale. 

	The forward translated scale was proofread by two certified
Translators. 

The
back-translated scale and the original one were compared
by a native English speaker.

All the versions of the scale were presented to a professor of psychology proficient in English to confirm
the equivalence between the original and Chinese versions
The
back-translated scale and the original one were compared
by a native English speaker.
	The final Chinese version of
the SCS-Y was pilot-tested using a convenience sample of 15 youths to evaluate its readability.  It was not reported how this was assessed

	SCS-Y 
	Cheung et al. (2023)
	Chinese (adapted the Chinese version of the SCS, Chen et al. (2011) & translated the SCS-Y)
	The 17-item SCS-Y was translated
to Chinese by a Chinese-English bilingual psychologist. A conceptual rather than a literal translation was aimed for.


	Another bilingual psychologist in the project team, who
never saw the two scales, back-translated them into English.

	The Chinese phrases and vocabulary in the translated
version were checked by a third bilingual expert, so the
phrases were idiomatic to increase the readability of SCS-Y.

	Not reported

	SCS-Y
	Henje et al. (2024)
	Swedish
	Unclear, not explicitly reported. 
	A professional translator was hired for back-translation

	Not reported
	Four adolescent girls read and answered the
questionnaire and confirmed the relevance and understandability
of the items. It was not reported exactly how this was assessed.

	CS-C
	Heidary et al. (2022)
	Persian 
	A professional translator who was an expert in English and
Persian translated the compassion scale into 
Persian.
It was not reported whether a conceptual rather than a literal translation was aimed for. 

	Another qualified interpreter, fluent in
English and Persian, translated the
scale back from Persian into English.
	The original
and the retranslated questionnaire were compared. No significant differences were identified
	Not reported






