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Introduction

The development of objective technigues for
measuring dynamic processes of personality is an important
and broad area for scientific research which has attracted
wide attention only .in relatively recent years. Among
different personality processes which have received con-
sideration, empathy — the ability to put oneself "in the
psychological shoes" of another person and to understand
his feelings in a situation — has been discussed by
various writers as an important personality characteristic
in which individual differences exist and should be meas-
urable. From the viewpoint of the field of child develop-
ment, the present study views empathy as a personality
characteristic particularly deserving of research atten-
tion. It is hypothesized that the quality of interper-
sonal relations between a child and adults is of crucial
importance to the developing child; that empathy is a
primary factor in the establishment of positive interper-

sonal relations; and, consequently, that the quality of



child-adult relations will be determined in substantial
part by the adult's empathy toward children. It is
further hypothesized that adult empathy for children is
an ability which varies among adults and which should
be measurable by objective techniques. The present
study seeks to develop a projective test of adult em-

pathy for young children. *

#* The test described in this paper is part of a
University of Wisconsin contributing project for North
Central Regional Research Project NC 21: Family
Influences on Personality.



I. Survey of the Literature

Measurement of adult-child relationships: general

The study of adult-child relationships has increas-
ingly become a research area of vital interest to in-
vestigators in several scientific disciplines. The
literature in this field is extensive and represents a
variety of approaches; both teacher-child and parent-
child relationships have received consideration. The
general hypothesis basic to most of the research may be
stated as follows: Relationships between child and adults
are crucial in the process of child development.

Current research in this field may be divided into
two broad areas:

1) Investigation of the dynamics of the adult-child
relationship. This area includes studies of the dnfluence
of child-rearing practices on child personality, and
studies of the influence of adult personality traits on
child personality.

2) ngelopment of technigues for measuring observed
phenomena of individual differences in adult-child rela-
tionships. The present study, which takes as a starting
point the observation that some adults are better able
than others to understand young childrens feelings and
communicate this understanding to children, falls in this

area.



Measurement of adult-child relationships: predictionm
of success in teaching

In studying individual differences among adults
having contact with children, substantial effort has been
centered on the problem of success and failure in teach-
ing. Of particular interest in recent years have been

attempts to establish methods for the prediction of

teaching success, i.e., techniques which can be used with
subjects who have not completed teacher training.

Fuller (13) has pointed out the lack of good stand-
ardized tests for use in the preservice selection of
teachers of young children, and has investigated various
standard test scores and academic stending as possible
predictors of teaching success. None of the measures
investigated proved adequate.

Various studies have dealt with the development of
standardized observational technigues for measuring
teacher qualities. These technigues, which require obser-
vation of the subject in actual interaction with children,
are not usable with teacher candidates before they begin
training. In additioﬁ, since such techniqgues require the
use of trained observers and are very time-consuming, they
cannot satisfy the need for simplified types of measure-
ment. They are, however, frequently used in the validation
of other types of tests.

A wide variety of guestionnaires, attitude scales, and



other non-projective, paper-and-pencil technigues have
been used in the evaluation of teachers. Generally such
tests seem best suited for measuring the factual know-
ledge and overt attitudes of subjects, without having the
power to elicit information concerning deeper personality
characteristiecs.

It appears essential that techniques for measuring
deeper personality characteristics be developed, if better
than gross distinctions between "good" and "poor" teachers

are to be made. The development of projective technigues

for "getting at" underlying personality dynamics has been
the focus of intensive interest on the part of a substan-
tial number of research workers. Concentrating specifi-
cally on projective techniques for use with teachers have
been studies by Goodenough, Fuller and Olson (14),
Alexander (2), and Hatch (16). Goodenough, Fuller and
Olson had limited success with a word-association test.
Alexander has used pictures of the type used in the Themat-
ic Apperception Test, portraying children, in order to
predict subjects! acceptance of various types of child be-
havior and their ability to offer affection to children.
Hatch developed a test of adult empathy for children,
using photographs of children to elicit subjects! respon-

SesS.



Empathy: defined

Empathy, as measured by Hatch's study and in the
present study, is seen as a subtle, deep-seated personality
characteristic which plays a role of vital importance in
interpersonal relations.

Bender and Hastorf, discussing social perception, have
pointed out:

The most complex problem in the realm of percep-
tion is the understanding of other persons. We at-
tempt to resolve our "metaphysical solitude" and feel
ourselves into the life of another person in order to
understand what the nature of experience is for him.
Individual differences in this perceptual ability
seem to exist and should be measurable. (7, p. 556)
Several writers have discussed empathy as one im-

portant factor present in positive adult-child relation-
ships. Remmers has proposed the hypothesis:

. « « that teachers' ability to empathize with
their pupils, especially in the interpersonal areas
freighted with attitudes, when measured will be found
to be an important factor in the teachers! influence
upon personality development of pupils. If this
hypothesis is substantiated, it will provide an im-
portant basis for selection, placement, guidance, and
training of teachers. (23, p. 163)

The present study makes use of this hypothesis,
recognizing, however, that in the achievement of success
in teaching, various factors other than empathy are also
operative.

Empathy, then, is viewed as a type of perceptual

ability which appears to facilitate interpersonal relations —



one which 1s measurable, and which may be especially
crucial in adult-child relationships. Various definitions
of empathy have been proposed. In addition, several

writers have defined other terms (e.g., understanding,

acceptance) in a manner similar to some definitions of

empathy.
Dymond, who has done extensive research in the area
of measuring empathy between adults, has observed:

Some people appear to be very sensitive to eues
as to how others are feeling and reacting while
others appear to be grossly unaware of the thoughts
and feelings of others. This "faculty" of being
able to see things from the other person's point
of view, while it does not insure more respect or
admiration for the other, does seem to assure more
effective communication and understanding. (10, p.344)

The same writer defines empathy as:

« « « the imaginative transposing of one's
self into the thinking, feeling and acting of
another and so structuring the world as he
does. (12, p. 127)

And in an article with Cottrell, Dymond has indicated
that empathic ability requires that the individual:

. « « take the role of [the other] . . . place
himself in the psychological shoes of the [other] and
« « o« perceive the situation from that perspective;
and . . . respond to himself as the [other] responds
to him. (9, p. 356)

Hatch (16), whose research concentrated on the

measurement of adult empathy for children, has defined

empathy as:



« « o« the human being's propensity for reacting
in social situations by experiencing, both emotion-
ally and intellectually, the reaction of the other
person in the situation.

She elaborates this concept in the operational
definition used in her test of adult empathy for children:

A person's response is an empathic response
if — when observing another person behaving in a
situation — his spontaneous response is to move
toward the other person's reaction. This "moving
toward" is recognized in his expression by signs of
positive affect toward the other; by conceptualiza-
tion of the other as the whole, complex personality
which he is; and, by treating the other's reaction
as an event caused by the dynamic relation between
himself and the situation of which he is a part. (p.54)

Olden (20), writing in The Psychoanalytic Study of
the Child on adult empathy for children, explains:

Empathy is the capacity of the subject in-
stinctively and intuitively to feel as the object
does. (p. 112-113)

[It is a back-and-forth process,] . . . an
interchange of the emotional experience of feeling
as the object does and an intellectual process of
observing, judging, understanding. (p. 113)

Empathy may be described as a feeling that
emerges spontaneously in social contact, that
enables the subject instantaneously to sense the
object's apparent emotions of shyness, hate,
haughtiness, happiness, etc. But empathy goes
further. It has the capacity ad libitum to tres-
pass the object's screens of defenses, behind which
the real feelings may hide . . . (p. 115)

« « «» mature empathy with a child is a process
which is guite as independent of theoretical or
purely intellectual understanding as it is of
liking or not liking. (p. 114)



On the Fels Parent Behavior Rating Scales (5), de-
signed as observational technigues for use in home situ-

ations, the variable Understanding is defined as in-

cluding, and similar to, empathy:

The concept includes an ability to meet the
child on his own level, to show insight and empathy
in regard to his needs, capacities, and limitations.
Thus, it represents not only an intellectual process
but an emotional one as well. (p. 10)

[It includes] the parent's ability to see the
child's point of view, his capacity and needs, and

the degree to which his behavior toward the child
shows sensitivity to him as an individual. (p. 78)

Several other definitions of empathy which have been
proposed have somewhat more limited applicability than
those given above. Rogers (24), drawing on experience in
psychotherapy, has discussed empathy as it functions in

the clinical situation.! The intensive relationship he

l. As time has gone by we have come to put in-
creasing stress on the "client-centeredness" of the
[therapeutic] relationship because it is more effec-
tive the more completely the counselor concentrates
upon trying to understand the client as the client
sees himself.

e « « 1t is the counselor'!'s function to assume,
in so far as he is able, the internal frame of
reference of the client, to perceive the world as
the client sees it, to perceive the client himself
as he is seen by himself, to lay aside all percep-
tions from the external frame of reference while
doing so, and to communicate something of this em-
pathic understanding to the client.

« « o counselor participation becomes an active
experiencing with the client of the feelings to which
he gives expression, the counselor makes a maximum
effort to get under the skin of the person with whom
he is communicating, he tries to get within and to
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describes as sought in non-directive therapy, in which the
empathic relation is seen as the primary therapeutic tool,
is neither possible nor desirable of achievement in every-
day, non-clinical situations. The teacher, for example,
cannot absorb herself completely in the feelings of one
child; she must at all times be prepared to take active
responsibility within an entire group of children. It
does, nevertheless, seem desirable that any individual in-
teracting with others be able to achieve as much empathic
understanding as possible given the limits of the particu-
lar situation, and to communicate that understanding to
the other.

Investigations of empathy made within a social-

psychological framework have tended to depart still further

live the attitudes expressed instead of observing
them, to catch every nuance of their changing nature;
in a word, to absorb himself completely in the atti-
tudes of the other. And in struggling to do this,
there is simply no room for any other type of coun-
selor activity or attitude; if he is attempting to
live the attitudes of the other, he cannot be diagno-
sing them, he cannot be thinking of making the process
go faster. Because he is another, and not the client,
this understanding is not spontaneous but must be
acguired, and this through the most intense, continu-
ous and active attention to the feelings of the other,
to the exclusion of any other type of attention.

Even this description may be rather easily mis-
understood since the experiencing with the client,
the living of his attitudes, is not in terms of emo-
tional identification on the counselor's part, but
rather an empathic identification, where the coun-
selor is perceiving the hates and hopes and fears of
the client through immersion in an empathic process,
but without himself, as counselor, experiencing those
hates and hopes and fears. (p. 86
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from the concept of empathy as considered above, insofar
as their emphasis has been on developing measures of indi-
viduals' ability to predict the attitudes of other individ-
uals or groups. Such prediction would appear to depend
upon objective knowledge about the others for whom the pre-
dictions are made, rather than upon the utilization of
subtle clues in face-to-face situations. This approach
has generally been used in order to measure the degree of
understanding or, conversely, social distance existing be-
tween members of different groups: e.g., subjects drawn
from management are asked to predict the responses of a
ngtypical" member of the labor group. The definitions of
empathy given by Remmers< and Kerp and Speroff3 are based
upon this approach.

Ausubel, Schiff and Gasser (4), while considering re-
lationships between specific individuals, give a still more
specialized definition of "sociempathy" — one which is

limited to sociometric perceptions.4

2. s » » the abllity te predict, or project oneself
into, the responses of others, whether individuals or
groups, particularly responses of a social-emotional,
attitudinal sort. (23, p. 161)

3% &b & the abllity teo put yourself in the other
person's position, establish rapport, and anticipate
his reactions, feelings, and behaviors. [Past defi-
nitions of empathy] stress mere identity of feeling
and omit the practical element of prediction of the
other's behavior. (17)

Le o+ o« o & form of social perception which refers to
an individual's awareness of his own and others!
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Empathy: its relationship to other personality traits —
sympathy

Other dynamic processes of personality are freqently
discussed in connection with empathy, either in defining
empathy itself or in positing personality correlates of

empathy. Insight, identification, projection are among

the terms sometimes appearing in definitions of empathy;
Dymond (10) has carefully defined these terms with

reference to empathy.?

sociometric status in a given group of which he is a
member. (p.lll)

5. Insight may . . . be thought of as a product of
the empathic process. Insight into oneself seems to
require the ability to stand off and look at oneself
from the point of view of others. In order to see
ourselves as others see us, we need to structure the
situation from their perspective or transpose our-
selves into their thinking and feeling. Insight into
others also appears to be dependent upon the ability
to take the role of others.

Identification appears to be a very special kind
of role-taking; one that is more lasting, less fre-
guent, and more emotional than is implied in the term
empathy.

There is no implication that one would uncon-
sciously like to be the other person in order to em-
pathize with him, nor does empathy necessarily imply
any emotional ties with the other.

Projection seems to be an antithetical process
to empathy since projection involves the attribution
of one's own wishes, attitudes and behavior to some
thing or some one other than the self. If projection
is involved, therefore, the thoughts and feelings of
the self are attributed to the other rather than those
of the other being experienced. The individual who
attempts to understand the behavior of others using
projection as the mechanism, assumes that "since this
is how I feel if I were in his situation, this is how
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Sympathy is the process most frequently discussed in
relation to empathy. Dymond suggests that:

Empathy is viewed . . . as a neutral process.
It may lead to positive feelings and closer social
relations, as when it results in sympathy, but this
is not necessarily the case. (10, p. 343

Koestler observes:

Empathy can be described as a process of "pro-
jection" or "introjection"; both are metaphors re-
ferring to the experience of partial identity between
the subject's mental processes and those of another
with the resulting insight into the other's mental
state and participation in his emotions. Empathy
becomes sympathy when to this mental resonance is
added the desire to collaborate or help. (18, p. 360)

According to Mead:

The attitude that we characterize as that of
sympathy springs from this same capacity to take the
role of the other person with whom one is socially
jmplicated. Sympathy always implies that one stimu-
lates himself to his assistance and consideration of
others by taking to some degree the attitude of the
other person whom one is assisting. The common term
for this is "putting yourself in his place." (19, p.366)

These writers are in agreement in considering empathy
as a neutral process, distinct from, though related to,
sympathy. The tests of empathy developed by Dymond and by
Bender and Hastorf (see discussion below) were designed to
measure empathy as a neutral process, i.e., simply as the

e ———————e

he must feel." Predictions based on projection, there-
fore, may or may not be accurate but one runs the risk
of distorting reality by impressing onto others one's
own meanings. (pp. 343-344)
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ability to predict the responses of others in a defined
situation. The situation, however, was in each case essen-
tially an artificial one; Bender and Hastorf observed that
subjects found the given task a difficult one because of
its unfamiliarity.

In familiar, real-life situations, on the other hand,
the distinction between empathy and sympathy is less clear-
cut. The same is true also in the use of situational-type
tests, designed to simulate real-life situations, for the
measurement of empathy; and this is the type of test used
both by Hatch (16) and by the present study. Hatch found
it necessary to include "signs of positive affect"
("warmth") in her operational definition of empathy. The
present study, in which scoring of the test is based upon
evidences of adult recognition and acceptance of the
child's feelings, has of necessity considered sympathetic
action as one indication of the presence of adult empathy
for the child in the situation — following the writers
quoted above who consider sympathy as an outgrowth of the
empathic process. It should be clearly noted that accept-
ance of the child's feelings does not necessarily imply

approval of the child's behavior in a situation.

Empathy: an operational definition

The present study deals with the measurement of adult

empathy for children in simulated face-to-face situations
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of adult-child interaction. We are measuring not empathic

ability in the abstract, but empathy-in-action. Empathy

empirically considered, as an asset for adults who interact
with children, ideally goes beyond silent understanding to

manifest itself in appropriate behavior by the adult which

communicates the adult understanding to the child.

We propose the following operational definition of
adult empathy for children:

§ The empathic adult will respond to a child's ex-
pression of needs by quickly recognizing and accepting the
child's feelings in the situation. It is proposed that
this empathic understanding will manifest itself, and thus
be communicated to the child, in the taking of appropriate
action to meet the child's needs and in the showing of
warmth and sympathy toward the child. It is expected that
the empathic adult, as well as feeling with the child in a
situation, will recognize each child as unique, will see a
child's reactions in terms of causes, and will be able to
think clearly, richly, in well-organized fashion about the
total personality structure of a child.

As evidence of successful communication between
adult and child, it is expected that the empathic adult
will be sought out by children, and that relationships be-
tween this adult and children will be characterized by

feelings of mutual satisfaction.
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Empathy: technigues of measurement

Although empathic ability has been described as a per-
sonality characteristic in which individual differences
exist and should be measurable, only a few descriptions of
attempts to develop techniques for measuring empathy are
to be found in the literature.

As measures of empathy between adults in face-to-face
situations, Dymond (10, 12) and Bender and Hastorf (7)
have developed technigues which require subjects to predict
the responses, on given personality scales, of other indi-
viduals with whom they are fairly well acquainted. Valida-
tion in these studies is simply achieved by comparison of
responses predicted for the others with their actual re-
sponses. An earlier study by Bender and Hastorf substitu-
ted short written "personality portraits" for face-to-face
acquaintance with the individuals for whom responses were
predicted.

Several social-psychological studies which have been
concerned with measuring the ability of subjects to predict
the attitudes of typical members of other groups on atti-
tude scales have used similar prediction techniques. The
degree of reciprocal empathy between members of different
racial, religious, and economic groups has been measured
in this fashion, by Remmers (23), Sappenfield (29), and
others.

Dymond (12) has used subjects'! responses on the



17

Thematic Apperception Test, analyzed for this particular
purpose, as a measure of the subjects' capacity for
empathy.

While Dymond has adapted the analysis of responses on
a standard projective test to the measurement of empathy,
to the writer's knowledge only one attempt prior to the
present study has been made to develop a projective test
specifically designed for measuring empathy. This is the
work of Hatch, to be discussed at some length below. 1In
clinical use some projective tests have proved to be re-
markably sensitive tools for gaining information about
various aspects of personality. In the measurement of em-
pathy, the use of projective techniques makes it possible
to simulate real-life situations in which the subject ‘
would be expected to demonstrate empathy or the lack of
empathy. A characteristic of projective techniques is the
concealment from subjects of the significance of the test
and test responses — a characteristic which serves to
elicit relatively spontaneous, un-self-conscious responses.
Such technigues are thus particularly applicable to the
measurement of ecomplex, deep-seated factors of personality,

of which empathy is defined as one.

A projective test of adult empathy for children (Hatch)

Hateh (16) has developed a projective test of adult
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empathy for children, using a series of five photographs

of children, and adults and children, as the projective
medium. Subjects were instructed: "Write about the things
that are interesting to you about these children in these
situations. Use your imagination freely." A time limit
was set for each response.

Responses were scored on three factors:

1. "Response to Feelings of the Individual in the
Situation" (degree of acceptance and attention to the
child's feelings);

2+ "Cognitive Structuring of Individual's Person-
ality" (degree of well-organiged thinking about the
child!'s personality);

3. M"Recognition of Dynamic Properties of the Situa-
tion for the Individual" (degree of recognition of
causative factors in the child's reactions).

Scores thus obtained were not found to differentiate
adequately between subjects as rated by judges on their
empathic ability as manifested with children in school
situations. However, when responses were re-scored
according to a "needs-action scale," designed to assess
proposals for adult action and to determine how well these
proposals met the child's needs in the given situation,

a significant difference was found between subjects rated

as manifesting high and low empathy in school situations.
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This finding seems to indicate that judges did not, or were
not able to, separate subjects' empathic ability from their
taking of appropriate action when judging them in actual
situations of adult-child interaction.

As one of her initial hypotheses, Hatch proposes that:

Empathy for children on the part of the adult
makes for positive adult-child relationships. That
is, insofar as the adult's manner of response to
children is an empathic response — insofar as the
response-variables at their empathic levels coexist
and are active in the adult personality in adult-
child relationships — the resulting relationships
are of a cooperative, mutually satisfactory
quality. (p. 78)

She goes on to point out:

Dictates of physical being as well as dictates of
culture establish the fact that the adult is in con-
trol of adult-child relationships. To the extent that
this is true, pertinent facts of the personality of
the adult in relation to children establish the gquali-
ty of the resulting relationship. (p. 296)

In accordance with the finding that judges'! ratings
of subjects! empathy in actual interaction with children
correlated with subjects! responses on the test as scored
by a needs-action scale, she proposes the following
hypothesis:

when an adult responding to children recognizes
child needs and proposes adult action appropriate to
meeting the needs, indicating that there is some in-
tegration of empathic responsiveness with an active
adult role in relation to children, the adult's
relationships with children are of a cooperative
mutually satisfactory quality.

If proposals of this kind are seriously lacking,
the relationships are of noncooperative quality re-
gardless of the adult's empathic responsiveness to
children and/or his tendencies to propose adult action
of any but an appropriate type. (p. 314)
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Some observations on the Hatch test as related to the
present study

In evaluating Hatch's study, it was felt by the
present writer that room for further research existed par-
ticularly along the following lines:

1. Increasing the number of pictured situations to
which subjects are asked to respond would appear to be ad-
vantageous in obtaining a more representative sample of
subjects! reactions in a variety of situations. ©Since it
is possible that a subject's empathy for children may
vary with variance in age and sex of the child and in the
type of situation presented, the desirability of offering
a considerable range of situations, in order to obtain a
generalized picture of the subject's empathic responsive-
ness to children, is clear.

2. It seemed likely and desirable that a more sim-
plified, objective system of scoring responses than that
used by Hatech could be developed. As her scoring guides
are rather heavily loaded with descriptions which seem to
depend on subjective interpretation by each scorer (she
points out the need for the person using the scoring
guides to empathize with the responding subject, making
it necessary that scorers be persons of high empathic
ability), there is substantial room for improvement in the

objectivity of scoring guides.
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3. Since responses on the Hatch test were found to
be correlated significantly with ratings of actual teach-
ing behavior only when the taking of appropriate adult
action (assumed to be a result of empathic understanding)
was taken into account, it should be valuable to establish

a test in which empathy as manifested in adult action to

meet child needs is the quality measured.
That factor which the present study seeks to measure

may be described as empathy-in-action, or empathy-plus-

action. The concept of empathy-plus-action has sometimes
been defined (see discussion above, pp. 13-14) as
sympathy. Because, however, in popular usage the term
sympathy generally conveys the connotation of "feeling
sorry for," we shall continue to use the term empathy.

We propose, however, that in real-life or simulated real-
life situations it is necessary that adult empathy for

children be measured as it manifests itself in appropriate

adult behavior, which may be verbal and/or non-verbal, in

the situation.

A methodology adaptable to the measurement of empathy:
the Picture Association Method (Rosenzweig)

The Rosenzweig Picture Association Method for Assess-
ing Reactions to Frustration (Picture-Frustration Study)
has been developed as a projective technique which

ngttempts to evaluate typical modes of response in every-
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day situations of stress." (27, p. 141) The method uses a
series of simple cartoon-type line drawings which depict
only the bare outlines of the situations. No facial ex-
pressions are shown. The subject is instructed:

In each of the pictures in this leaflet two
people are shown talking to each other. The words
said by one person are always given. Imagine what
the other person in the picture would answer and
write in the blank box the very first reply that
comes into your mind. Work as fast as you can.

"It is assumed as a basis for the P-F Study that the
subject unconsciously or consciously identifies himself
with the frustrated individual in each pictured situation
and projects his own bias in the replies given." (27, p.l45)
The author has suggested that this technique stands midway
between word association methods and the Thematic Apper-
ception Test; it is simple to use and relatively easy to
score, but it uses pictures to permit identification and
is capable of probing more deeply into personality than
do word association tests, while remaining considerably
more limited than the TAT. The P-F Study may be adminis-
tered in individual or group situations; individual ad-
ministration has the advantage of permitting a follow-up
inguiry and the notation of reaction times.

The method of the P-F Study, as Rosenzweig has pointed
out, should readily lend itself to a variety of uses. The

characters portrayed may vary as desired, and the contents

of the social situations may be adapted to whatever psy-
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chological interest is under study. Further, Hateh (16)
has commented favorably upon the degree of objectivity
in scoring which it has been possible to work out for the
P-F Study. It was felt, therefore, that this method
could profitably be adapted for use in the measurement of

adult empathy for children.
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II. Method and Procedure

The Test: development

In the adaptation of the Rosenzweig method to the
measurement of adult empathy for children, the Children's
Form of the Rosenzweig Picture-Frustration Study was ex-
amined in detail. In this test a series of line drawings
depict situations designed to promote a particular type
of response. In each picture two individuals are shown
interacting. The drawings offer no clue to the emotions
of the pictured individuals. A balloon provides space for
the words of each individual; the words of one individual
are given, those of the other left blank.

In order to measure adult empathy for children using
this technique, each of the series of pictures should
represent interaction between an adult and a child.
Several of the pictures in the Children's Form of the
Rosenzwelg Picture-Frustration Study lent themselves to
direct adaptation for this purpose, and these have been so
used. Others were not appropriate, and it was necessary
to develop original pictures. Other projective tests
(15, 16) were also investigated to provide ideas for situé-
tions.

In selection of the situations to be pictured, the

following criteria were considered:



1. The test should include common situations.
Events pictured should be of the sort which normally take
place between adults and children. The setting of all
pictures is either indefinite or may be assumed to be a
home situation.

2. The situations should represent a variety of
common emotional needs of children. From the list of
needs given in Stein's manual for the Thematic Appercep-
tion Test (30, pp. 30-36) those needs which are relevant
to child-adult interaction were selected and used as a
check-1list on this point.

3. The situations should be of a sort in which dif-
ferent responses are_possible within the culture pattern.
The pictured child, by his words, leaves the way open for,
e.g., approval/disapproval, help/no help, acceptance/re-
jection, sympathy/no sympathy. The adult in each case may
clearly recognize and directly respond to the child's
need, may recognize but redirect the child's need, may
ignore, reject or deny the child's need. Situations which
are likely to evoke only responses within a very narrow
range (when health or safety is directly involved, for
example) should not be included.

Because of their particular tendency to elicit
strong and highly subjective emotional responses, no

situations directly relating to sex were included.
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4. Three sorts of relationships should be included:

a. A child's relationship with his material
world, when help or approval from the adult is needed.

b. A child's relationship with other children,
both peers and younger or older children, when help in
working out the relationship is needed from the adult.

c. A child's relationship directly with the
adult.

In the first two instances, the adult functions
as a means to an end for the child; in the third, the
relationship with the adult is itself the goal.

5« The children pictured should be of indeterminate
age, tending toward the younger levels. The two sexes
should be equally represented among both children and

adults pictured.

In the Rosenzweig P<F Study the words of one indi-
vidual in each picture are given; the space for the words
of the other, with whom the subject is expected to iden-
tify, is left blank to be filled in by the subject. In
the present study, several possibilities appeared to exist
with regard to the inclusion of words for the pictured
individuals — in this test, always an adult and a child:

1. To leave the words of both individuals to be
filled in by the subject. This procedure would create a
test situation less structured than that of the P-F Study,
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allowing the subject more freedom in projecting his own
interpretation on the situation. The Thematic Apperception
Test, using vague pictures, and Hatch's test for empathy
(16), using photographs, are two examples of measuring
devices which offer the subject no structured field beyond
that provided by the picture itself. However, the par-
ticular nature of the cartoon-type drawings used in the
present study, which are more clearly organized than the
TAT drawings but at the same time lack the facial ex-
pressions and other clues present in photographs, appears
to make the approach selected, in which the subject is
asked to supply the words for only one individual, most
feasible.

2. To include the words of the pictured adult,
leaving the words of the child to be filled in by the sub-
ject. In this event the subject would be asked to predict
the response of the child in the situation, a method which
might appear comparabie to other tests of empathy in which
subjects predict the responses of another. (7, 10, 12)

However, in those tests subjects are making pre-
dictions for actual persons with whom they are acquainted.
In the present test, on the other hand, the child in each
situation is drawn only in outline, all elements which
would suggest individuality having been eliminated. A
subject asked to give words for the child might project

himself into the role of the child and respond as he would
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respond if he were a child. The aim of the test requires

that an entirely different process take place — that the

subject respond as an adult to the child in the situation,

in order to demonstrate whether or not he as an adult is
empathic toward children.

In the nature of the test, then, it is evident
that in the measurement of adult empathy for children by
this means the logical procedure is:

3. To include the words of the pictured child,
leaving the words of the adult to be filled in by the sub-
ject. In this way the customary projective situation is
set up; the expectation is that the subject projects him-
self into the role of the adult in the pictured event,
responding as he would respond in a comparable real-life

situation.l

As the first step in the development of the test
itself, descriptions of a variety of possible situations
to be pictured, using the above-mentioned sources of ideas
and keeping the listed criteria in miﬁd, were written.
Final choice of the situations to be used was made by two
workers in conference. Preliminary rough sketches were

made from the descriptions selected, and from these the

l. The guestion of whether this process is what
actually takes place with subjects in this test will be
discussed at length below.
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final drawings were made.

The test as used in this study includes twenty-eight
pictures. Developers of the Rosenzwelg test found that
twenty-four pictures were sufficient for their purposes;
the number in the present test is comparable, providing a
small margin in case some pictures in use are found to be
unsuitable. The sequential order in which the pictures
appear was determined by random.

The directions for the test are worded as follows:

In each of the pictures on the following pages
two people are shown talking to each other. The
words said by one person are always given. Imagine
what the other person in the picture would answer,
and write that answer in the large box on the page
opposite the picture. Write the very first reply
that comes into your mind. Work quickly.

(These directions were adapted from the directions
for the Rosenzweig P-F Study.) In the directions no
reference is made to the fact that all the pictures ahow
adult-child situations, in order to increase the like-
lihood that subjects' responses will be relatively spon-

taneous and not the result of a conscious pre-set to

meet an "approved" pattern. ¥*

¥ A sample copy of the complete test will be found
in Appendix A.
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The Test: method of administration

The test was administered by the experimenter, to
subjects enrolled in a course in child development, during
the scheduled class hour in the regular classroom. The
class instructor was not present. ©Subjects were told that
they were free to leave as soon as they completed the task.
No other oral directions were given.

The approximate time taken by subjects to complete

the test ranged from twenty to fifty minutes.

The Test: subjects

In the present study, test results from a total of
106 completed tests (representing 72 different subjects)
are included. All subjects were female senior child
development majors at the University of Wisconsin, en-
rolled in Home Economics 179 (Field Work in Home Econom-
ics — a year course of supervised teaching in the nursery
school, with one class meeting per week).

The first group of subjects (Group I) was composed
of thirty-eight subjects enrolled in the course during the
academic year 1952-1953. The test was administered to
this group at the end of the school year. None had ever
taken it before.

Thirty-four subjects enrolled in the course during

1953-1954 were given the test on two occasions: once at
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the end of the first semester (Group IIa) and again
toward the end of the second semester (Group IIb). Be-
cause eight subjects who had been part of Group IIa were
not present at the second group administration, subse-
gquent arrangements were made for them to take the test
individually (but under otherwise comparable circum-
stances of administration).

Nineteen of the subjects in Group II had taken the
test at the end of the previous academic year, while en-

rolled in another class.

The Test: scoring

For scoring the test a five-point scale was estab-
lished, ranging from +2 (signifying a highly empathic
response) to -2 (signifying a non-empathic response).
Responses scorable as +2 or +1 are those considered to show
empathy; responses scorable as -2 or -1 are those con-
sidered non-empathic; and responses scored O are those
considered ambivalent or non-committal.

Original plans called for the development of a single
set of descriptions of each of the five scoring categories,
sufficient for scoring responses given to all twenty-eight
pictures. The attempt to put this plan into effect soon
demonstrated that it was, although ideal, not practical;

variation among the pictured situations is sufficiently
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great to necessitate descriptions of each of the five
scoring categories, illustrated by sample responses, for
each picture.

while it proved necessary to develop a separate

scoring guide for each of the twenty-eight pictures, the
original goal of establishing comprehensive categories has
been retained in part. Efforts to make the scoring cate-
gories for all pictures as closely comparable as possible
have resulted in a general description of scoring prin-
ciples which is applicable to the entire test, although
not sufficiently detailed for use in scoring individual
items. This general description follows:

+2 Accepts child's expressed feelings without

qualification.

+1 Accepts child's expressed feelings with qualifi-
cation. ("Qualification" varies somewhat; it
includes postponement of compliance with child's
request, suggestion of an alternative way of
meeting child's need, non-critical attempt to
modify child's behavior, apparent reluctance in
compliance with child's request.)

0 Makes a response in which child's expressed feel-
ings are neither accepted nor rejected, or are
both accepted and rejected.

-1 Rejects or denies child's expressed feelings with
qualification. ("Qualification" in this instance
is generally an explanation or other softening of
the statement which renders it less flatly re-
jecting than -2 responses.)

-2 Rejects or denies child's expressed feelings

without qualification or with ridicule, strong
criticism, or threat of punishment.
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The scoring guides for each picture were worked out
by a process of independent scoring, consultation, and
further independent scoring by two research workers, using
the responses of thirty-eight subjects (Group I) as sample
reactions. The resulting scoring guides will be found in
Appendix B. The sample responses on the scoring guides
are, with a few exceptions, verbatim responses of actual
subjects. A few tYpes of possible responses have been

added by the investigators.

The Test: objectivity of sdoring

In order.to determine the degree of objectivity
present in the scoring guides, two workers independently
scored the complete test responses of thirty-six sub-
jects — a total of 1008 responses (Group IIa, including
two subjects whose results were not included in the final
comparisons because they dropped the course at the end of
the first semester). These tests had not previously been
used in the development of the scoring categories. Of
the two workers scoring these tests, one was the present
writer, who had been active in the development of the
scoring procedure; the other was a graduate student in
child development who had not participated in the develop-
ment of the test, and who worked entirely from the written
scoring directioms.

As a scoring refinement deemed useful at this point
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both to better understand the components of objectivity in
scoring and to indicate specific weak points in the exist-
ing scoring categories, the two scorers indicated their
level of confidence in assigning the score for each re-
sponse. These levels of confidence were defined as
follows:

A The response clearly fits into one of the scoring
categories as given. (This is to be interpreted
liberally; if you can score a response without
much difficulty and are fairly sure you have it
in the right place, mark it A.)

B The response does not clearly fit into one of the
scoring categories as given, but there appears to
you to be a place where it does belong, either
with reference to the scoring categories or to the
general criteria for scoring.

C1 The response is one which in your judgment is
scorable, but for which a scoring category does
not exist in the scoring categories as given.

C, The response is basically unscorable, being very
ambiguous or one in which tone of voice is cru-
cial. (Note: While present scoring categories
frequently indicate that such responses should be
scored 0, they remain basically unscorable and
should be so indicated with Cg2.)

These are recognized as crude and subjective defini-
tions; they were established, however, merely in order to
jndicate strong and weak points in the scoring categories,
and they proved useful for this purpose.

Agreement between the two scorers on the thirty-six
tests was calculated separately for each of the twenty-
eight pictures. On sixty-eight per cent of the pictures

(sixteen out of twenty-eight) agreement was .8l or better.
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On eighty-two per cent of the pictures (twenty-three out
of twenty-eight) it was .75 or better. On the test con-
sidered as a whole, the mean agreement between scorers was
.81.

On only 1.9% of the responses scored was the dis-
crepancy between scorers! assigned scores greater than one
scale point. (Scale points are +2, +1, 0, -1, -2. On all
but 1.9% of responses, scorers assigned either the identi-
cal score or scores adjacent to each other on the scale.)

After the computation of the scoring agreement just
described, the two workers conferred on all responses on
which there was disagreement and arrived together at a
single score for each.

Following this consultation, the same two workers in-
dependently scored the thirty-eight tests of Group I
(1064 responses) and forty tests of Group IIb (1120 re-
sponses. ©Six of the subjects in this group had not been
subjects in Group IIa and were not included in succeeding
comparisons.) Since some discussion of the scoring guides
had preceded the scoring of these two groups, it was ex-
pected that overall agreement might increase somewhat.
This did occur.

See Table I for all results.



TABLE I

Ratio of Complete Agreement Between Two Scorers

(groups in the order in which scored)

Picture no. ITla I IIb
(36 _subjects) (38 subjects) (40 subjects)

3 <94 1.00 975
2 <94 <97 . 925
3 + 16 <95 8375
& .92 1.00 .90
5 .86 «95 875
6 78 «89 975
: § +83 .97 975
8 97 97 .90
9 67 by 11 .80
10 92 «95 18
11 Ny s 1..00 75
i «92 .89 alh
13 078 -79 .80
14 o 42 .89 85
1P .69 .82 925
16 .86 82 .80
17 .86 iy 7 3 675
18 64 <84 675
19 .78 84 b
20 1.00 97 «95
21 ‘ .81 .79 .80
22 .81 .87 175
23 .78 .89 175
24 .86 .89 825
25 .92 97 .80
26 .69 .87 2525
27 .78 .82 .30
28 .86 79 «90
Mean agreement .81 87 .85

% of individual

responses on

which disagree-

ment was greater

than one scale

point .019 «011 «013
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he Teacher Rating Scale: development

As a means of validating the projective test being
developed, a rating scale for student teachers was devised.
Each of the supervising teachers at the University of
Wisconsin nursery school was asked to rate on this scale
each of the student teachers who taught under her direction
for a semester.

It was desired to include for rating each trait which
has been described as a component of empathy, stating each
as an action-pattern or apparent feeling-pattern which
could be observed by a supervising teacher. A list of
descriptions of traits in their positive (empathic) and
negative (non-empathic) manifestations was made, drawing
on definitions of empathic responses available in the 1lit-
erature (principally, 16). Each description was then ana-
lyzed by two workers for clarity and relevance. Thirteen
descriptions were selected. An intermediate definition
was added to each, and the items were set up on a five-
point continuum, with the two extremes and the middle point
defined and the other two points to be considered as
intermediate.

The order in which the thirteen traits appear on the
rating scale is the result of an attempt to group them by
category; i.e., to place next to each other those which

appear most closely related, in order to distinguish them
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from each other and permit orderly thinking by the rater.
To avoid halo effect, the positive and negative ends of
the continua were alternated in a random pattern.

The rater is instructed:

.« « « For each trait, put an "X" within the sec-
tion of the line which most accurately indicates the
student's most frequent type of response to children
in the nursery school. If the student's responses to

children have changed during the semester, rate her
in terms of her responses at the end of the semester. ¥

The Teacher Rating Scale: scoring

Scoring on this scale was simply accomplished by
assigning the numbers 1 to 5 to the five points on the con-
tinuum, with 1 representing the lowest (negative) point
and 5 the highest (positive). This method placed subjects
in the same rank order as did assigning the numbers -2 to
+2; consequently it was used arbitrarily in order to give
all positive numbers and to distinguish these scores from
those on the projective test. A subject's score was the

total of ratings received on each of the thirteen traits.
The Teacher Rating Scale: administration and scores

For Group I, all teacher ratings were secured at the

end of the academic year. Two ratings were available for

# A sample copy of the teacher rating scale will be
found in Appendix C.
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each subject: one from the supervising teacher under
whom she had worked during the first semester, and a
second from the second semester. (A total of fiwe differ-
ent supervising teachers had worked with various subjects
in this group during the year and made ratings, but each
subject was rated by only one teacher each semester.)

For Group II it was possible to secure a teacher
rating for each subject at the end of each semester.
(Two different supervising teachers made ratings at the
end of the first semester, three at the end of the second.)

Wwhile it was evident for both groups of subjects that
individual differences existed between supervising teach-
ers in their tendency to give high or low ratings, at the
same time no appreciable trend of improvement in ratings
from the first semester to the second was apparent.
Therefore it appeared desirable to combine teacher ratings
for the two semesters in each case, in order to minimize
individual differences in supervising teachers' approach
to the rating scale.

Out of a possible eombined score of 130, the teacher
ratings for subjects in Group I ranged from 126 to 49,
and for subjects in Group II from 130 to 70.
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III. Results: Analysis of Data

The method of rank-order correlation was used to
determine the degree of agreement between scores on the
test and teacher ratings. It is recognized that rank-
order correlation yields only a crude comparison. How-
ever, since preliminary scanning of the results suggested
that agreement would be low, use of this simple method of
comparing scores seemed adequate at this point.

The scores on the test of subjects in Group I ranged
from +30 to -22 with a mean of +10.5 (see Table II). For
Group I, p= -.03, indicating no correlation whatever be-
tween the test score and the teacher rating. No differ-
ence was found between the mean score on the picture test
of subjects ranked in the highest % and those ranked in
the lowest 7 on the teacher rating scale. Similarly, no
difference was found between the mean teacher rating score
of subjects in the top % and bottom 3 of the group as
ranked by test scores.

Subjects in Group II were given the test twice, with
an intervening interval of approximately four months. On
the second administration scores for the group as a whole
improved slightly; the range of scores for Group IIa was
+31 to -2 with a mean of +16.9, and for Group IIb (same
subjects) +35 to +4 with a mean of +18.3 (see Table II).



TABLE 1II

Distribution of Picture Test Scores

Group I Group IIa Group IIb
Score (freguency) (freguency) (freguency)
35 ta 39 1
30 to 34 1 1 0
28 to 29 2 6 6
20 8o 24 5 4 9
15 %0 19 | 10 8
10 to 14 6 9 5
558 9 3 1 A
0t & 2 P2 i
-5t -1 3 L
-10 to - 6 1
-15 to -11 3
-20 to -16 0
-25 to =21 b
N 38 34 34
Mean score 10.5 16.9 18.3
Median score 14 18 18
Range +30 to =22 +31 to -2 +35 to +4

41
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However, among individual subjects, seventeen of the
thirty-four (50%) improved their actual numerical score by
one or more points on the second administration; fourteen
(41%) had a lower score the second time; and three (9%)
received the same score on both occasions.

Correspondence between scores for the group on the
first and second administrations, as determined by rank-
order correlation, was .558. This relatively low correla-
tion suggests that the test as usediin this study does not
yield very reliable results over a four months' interval.

Comparison of test scores with combined teacher ra-
tings for Group IIa yielded p= .350 (significant at the
.05 level). Comparison of test scores and teacher ratings
for Group IIb indicated P .458 (significant at the .0l
level).

Subjects in Group IIa who ranked in the top % of the
group on the teacher rating scale had a mean score on the
test of 19.3, while those ranked in the bottom % averaged
15.1 on the test (not a significant difference). Subjects
in this group scoring in the highest # on the test had a
mean teacher rating of 117.4; those in the lowest %, 100.5
(a2 difference significant at approximately the .035 level).

Subjects in Group IIb in the highest % on teacher
ratings received a mean test score of 22.9; those in the
lowest ¥, 15.4 (a difference significant at the .02 level).

Those subjects in the top %+ as measured by test scores
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had an average teacher rating of 120.8, while those in the
pottom + averaged 99.9 on teacher ratings (a difference
significant at better than the .0l level).

In each of the three groups (I, IIa, IIb) the scores
of the top % and bottom % according to teacher ratings
were further compared. It was found that in each group
the top ¥ had received more +2 scores on the test than had
subjects in the bottom 3 (Group I, 50/33; Group IIa, 53/30;
Group IIb, 56/29), but that no consistent difference
existed on any of the other four score levels. The ratio
of rank order correlation between teacher ratings and the
+2 score alone of each subject was found to be consistent-
ly but only slightly higher than the correlation obtained
by using total test scores: Group I, f==.073; Group IIa,
p= «479; Group IIb, p= .550. (Correlations for Groups
IIa and IIb are significant at the .01 level.)

An inspection was made of the scores on each of the
twenty-eight pictures, but no consistent differences were
found between individual pictures in ability to discrimi-
nate between subjects ranked in the highest % and lowest %

by teacher ratings.
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IV. Results: Discussion and Conclusions

Discussion of results and their implications for further
research

It is evident that the test as used in this study is
not an adequate instrument for measuring these subjects!
empathy for children, at least as presently validated.
However, certain positive results may be noted.

In the first place, the degree of scoring objectivity
achieved even at this primary stage of the research indi-
cates that it is possible to work out objective scoring
guides for this type of test. With a larger group of
sample responses on which to improve scoring guides and
with the information thus far gathered about weak points
in the present guides, it should be possible in the future
to arrive at a still higher level of objectivity.

Second, subjects! responses represented a fairly wide
range within the possible range of responses. These sub-
jects are all well trained in the principles of child
development, but according to teacher ratings they differ
in their empathic responsiveness to children, and conse-
quently it is anticipated that they will differ in their
responses to the pictures. If the test were measuring
only subjects! knowledge of '"best" answers for an adult to
give in the pictured situations, it would be expected that

only a small range of responses would be found in this
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group homogeneous with respect to training. Because this
is a selected group of prospective teachers who would be
expected to show more empathy for children than would a
random sample of the general population, it was expected
that responses of this group would yield a mean score on
the + side, and this in fact was the case. (Mean scores
were: Group I, +10.5; Group IIa, +16.9; Group IID,
+18.3.)

Third, while correlations between test scores and
teacher ratings are certainly not high, they are, with the
exception of those for Group I, significant and in the ex-
pected direction. Use of only the +2 scores consistently
yielded higher correlations and suggests that the use of
extreme scores rather than a combined score may eventually
prove to be a better means of discriminating subjects!
empathic ability.

The fact that correlations were positive for Group Il
and not for Group I cannot be completely explained at this
point. As a group, Group I was scored lower both on
teacher ratings and on the test than was Group II; whether
this indicates that Group II is actually superior or only
that uncontrolled and unknown factors made it appear so
cannot now be determined.

The single difference in administration of the test to
the two groups which appears of possible significance lies

in the number of times the test was taken. The highest
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correlations were obtained for Group IIb, in which the
subjects had all taken the test four months previously.
It seems likely that subjects taking the test for a second
time are conscious that comparisons will be made, and will
tend to try either to repeat their previous test perform-
ance or to improve it. However, according to the pro-
jective theoretical framework within which the test was
developed, such attempts would not be expected to improve
the discriminatory power of the test. Further, a little
over half of the subjects in Group IIb were taking the
test for the third time, having first taken it eleven
months earlier at the close of the previous academic year.
No better correlation of test scores and teacher ratings
is evident for these subjects than for those in the group
(both in Group IIa and Group IIb) who had not taken the
test the year before. While repetition of the test may be
a factor accounting for higher correlation for Group IIb,
it is not a clearly defined one. It would appear more
likely that the reasons for the discrepancies between
ratings and test scores and between the results found for
the two groups lie in the various uncontrolled factors
present in the administration of the test.

The writer continues to feel that the test, in spite
of a variety of present weaknesses, shows potential value
as a technique for measuring adult empathy for children.

Factors which appear to the writer as weaknesses in the
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test and its administration will now be discussed, with

recommendations for improvement.
l. Method of administration.

It seems likely that the method of administering the
test used in the present study may be the greatest point
of weakness. The group method used was chosen because it
provided a convenient way of securing a considerable number
of tests in a short time. Since the study was in its
initial phase, it appeared desirable to have available a
large number of responses for use in the development of
scoring and in exploring preliminary results.

However, the test as a projective instrument is based
on the assumption that subjects will follow the directions
and give their first and immediate responses to the pic-
tured situations. Unless first responses are given, no
standard of comparability exists for subjects' approach to
the task. In the group situation, with its impersonality
of administration and with no time limit set, no insurance
that subjects will give first responses is present.

Under the present méthod of administration, subjects
took from twenty to fifty minutes to finish the test.
Allowing for individual differences in length of response
and speed of writing, nevertheless the degree of discrep-
ancy makes it clear that subjects vary considerably in

their approach to the task. The volunteered comments of
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several subjects upon completion of the test further
support this point.

One subject wrote on the back of her test:

In every picture I found I had two spontaneous
reactions; the negativistic stereotyped answer and a
more rational, understanding answer. The stereo-
typed answer took but a sentence where in most cases
the other answer [would] entail a little longer
explanatory answer. . . . /

It is evident from her test protocol that this sub-
ject generally did give the shorter, "stereotyped answer,"
consequently making on the test a low score which was at
variance with her high teacher rating. This raises
several interesting points: Might a time limit produce
more non-empathic responses? Has the subject in her teach-
ing overcome a tendency to be negativistic? Would the
gquick negativistic response represent the subject's former
attitude or a repressed attitude?

Several other subjects, taking the test in groups
whose results are not considered in the present paper,
made further comments. One subject came back into the room
to speak to the examiner after she had completed the test,
saying that she had thought she was supposed to reply as
the average parent would, but that a friend in the group
had answered as she would; and this subject was now worried
that her responses would be "all wrong.™"

Another subject, after taking an unusually long time

to complete the test, remarked to the examiner that giving
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responses on the test certainly made one concerned about
the difficulties involved in raising children; she had
apparently been trying hard to give the "right" or "best"
answer.

Said one girl, who seems to have identified with the
children in the pictured situations: "I could just heat
my father and mother saying these things."

One subject was not through at the end of fifty
minutes; in complete disregard of the directions, she had
skipped some pictures and gone back, erased and rewritten
some answers, and was obviously struggling to make a good
impression on whoever read the test.

In the light of these experiences, some of the sub-
jects in Group IIb were asked individually upon completion
of the task:

Would you write a brief note about how you
answered? Do you think the answers you gave are the
answers you would give in those situations, or the
answers someone else would give, or did you have any
other feelings about it while you were doing it?
Responses to this request clearly indicated the vari-

ety of individual approaches to the task; for example:

Sometimes as I answered these guestions I
thought of what I should say; other times I wrote
just what came into mind. . . .

Sometimes the first answer that came to my mind
wouldn't be the answer I would give because I would
know better now. However I wrote the first thought

that came to my mind. Some of the answers I would
give and some I would not.
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On the whole the answers I gave were the answers
I felt I should give in the majority of the cases.
However, whether I would say them in the actual situ-
ation when pressed for time is another thing. I
tried to put myself in the situation but this was
relatively hard to do.

Many of my responses were geared to my child
development training. I honestly believe that many
of the technigues used with children, illustrated in
this test, would be used by me in the situation.
Perhaps, many of these answers are those which I
would like to give, but I'm not sure I would be able
to. I also had in mind while answering it, that it
should be representative of my training at the nur-
sery school and in child development.

e« « « I answered as I would (the adult) in all
cases.

Rosenzweig, in discussing the P-F Study (27), has
indicated that establishment of the desired projective
situation has likewise been a problem in that test. He
has suggested that subjects may respond in any of several
ways: self-critically; as desired, projecting what they
would actually say; in terms of unconscious orientation
at the time, which in interpreting responses would neces-
sitate some translation from the actual words to under-
lying personality patterns.

He has made several suggestions in regard to the ad-
ministration of the P-F Study which seem applicable to
this test as well:

Individual administration is preferable. The subject
when finished can be asked to read aloud what he has writ-

ten; the examiner notes significant voice inflections and
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may ask, where necessary for clarification, non-leading
questions (e.g., how the individual in the picture felt
when he said what the subject has written). The total time
taken to complete the test is noted; if desired, reaction
time on each picture (from the end of writing one response
to the beginning of writing the next) may also be noted.

Setting an arbitrary time limit of thirty to forty
seconds per picture would help to insure first response.

A definitely projective response might be encouraged
by adding to instructions the phrase "whether or not that
is what you would say in the situation."

At the end of the test the subject could be reguested
to go through it again and give the responses he thinks he

would actually make in those situations.

To the writer's knowledge, no standard projective test
has been found to give as satisfactory results in group as
in individual administration. Especially since the test
in the present study is one about whose purpose subjects
are likely to draw ready conclusions (correct or incorrect),
it would seem particularly necessary to have better con-
trols over the testing situation than can be achieved in
group administration.

Among further possible techniques for use in individ-
ual administration of the test are these:

Give the entire test orally. Requiring that the sub-
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ject write his own responses slows the administration of
the test and is likely to make the subject more considered
in his responses, whereas oral responses would have more
spontaneity.

If the test is given orally, use a recording instru-
ment to record the subject's words as they are spoken.
scoring of the test could then be done directly from the
recordings. In this instance a new and interesting factor
would arise in regard to scoring objectivity — the de-
gree of agreement between judges in interpreting signifi-
cant voice inflections of the subject.

In an inquiry following the test, ask the subject how
he perceived the pictured situations and what roles he
assumed.

In an inguiry following the test, reread the subject's
responses one by one and ask for each: "And then what
happens (in the situation)?" Such an inquiry would intro-
duce considerable complex material; it would indicate,
however, whether or not the subject sees the pictured
adult as following through actively on his verbal responses,

and would be an interesting area for exploration.

Another weakness in the present method of adminis-
tration was the request made for subjects' names. This
was initially recognized as a problem, but the coding of

tests to permit necessary comparison with teacher ratings
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would have presented still greater difficulties. Under a
system of individual administration subjects could be
asked to sign up in advance for appointments. No mention
of names at the time of testing would be necessary, while
timing of responses would further help to minimize the
giving of considered responses.

It does appear possible that a method of group ad-
ministration somewhat more conducive to the giving of
spontaneous responses could be developed if necessary. At
the present time, however, the advantages seem to be over-

whelmingly on the side of individual administration.

2. System of scoring.

Refinement of the present system of scoring is ex-
pected to be a continuous necessity for some time. The
present scoring guides were developed using the responses
from the tests of thirty-eight subjects. Scoring two
groups in addition to this one has posed some new problems
and indicated some areas for revision. Work with the test
results of further groups will doubtless suggest new areas
in which scoring descriptions and examples can be improved.

Comparison of the spread of scores for each picture
(comparing all scores from Group I, Gooups IIa and IIb)
has indicated definite differences among pictures in their

tendency to evoke particular levels of responses. ©Several
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pictures, for example, elicit a large percentage of +2
écores; more are heavily weighted with +1 scores. A few
tend to evoke primarily O or -1 responses, even among these
groups of subjects whose responses tend as a whole to be

on the positive side.

This spread may indicate only the wide difference
among the pictured situations, and the present scoring
may continue to be found most logical and adeguate. On
the other hand, it may be found desirable to shift the
scoring categories sccording to empirical findings in order
to decrease these differences among responses to the dif-
ferent pictures. Whatever changes are eventually made,
detailed analysis and comparison of the present scoring
cétegories should be desirable in effecting improvement
from all aspects.

Certain other techniques of scoring not yet investi-
gated may prove of value. For example, in this study it
was found that scores made only on +2 responses correlated
better with teacher ratings than did total scores. It is
possible that such factors as length of response, initial
words of response, analysis of particular elements of
language of response, etc., might prove significant.

As the scoring categories now stand, they do not in
a number of instances distinguish what might be the over-
indulgent adult's response from the truly empathic one.

(See 20, 21 for a discussion of this distinction.) Several
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+2 definitions appear to describe overindulgent re-
sponses, and further work with the scoring system may make
it possible to distinguish these. It should be emphasized
here that the categories were intended to measure the
degree of empathy shown in a response, without attempting
to make distinctions between responses according to their

tdesirability" in a particular system of child-rearing.

3. The teacher rating scale as means of validation.

e s e e e et

Thus far the only means used for validating the test
has been the teacher rating scale. It was found rather
readily scorable by the supervising teachers who used it;
nevertheless certain limitations in this scale are
apparent.

The raters are supervising teachers who may have
worked with as many as twenty-five student teachers during
the semester. Their ratings, done at the end of the semes-
ter, must be based on recall of each student teacher in the
group as she has worked with children. Because observa-
tions have not been made in the specific terms of traits
on the rating scale, Jjudgments used in rating must be de-
rived from general or specific impressions of the student
gained during the semester. It seems likely that although
traits on the rating scale are limited to factors con-

sidered directly related to empathy, nevertheless a type
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of halo effect based on the supervising teacher's im-
pression of a student's overall teaching efficiency may
persist into the making of ratings. Inspection of course
grades given on the basis of general teaching ability, in
comparison with scores on teacher rating scales, indicates
that ratings are positively related to grades. However,
enough variation exists to suggest that the rating scale
does yield information concerning a factor which is dif-
ferent from and not exactly equivalent to overall teach-
ing ability.

It was noted that there are individual differences
among raters in their tendency to give high and low re-
tings to the group of subjects rated, especially in their
tendency to avoid or use extremes on the scale. While the
effects of these differences can be decreased somewhat by
combining ratings, the fact that a subject is rated by
only one rater each semester is something of a weakness in

the use of the scale.

Several other means of validation might be used as
supplementary to, or instead of, the teacher rating scale:

A system for observing subjects in actual interaction
with children, and for scoring their actual responses to
children, is now being developed by a graduate student in
child development at the University of Wisconsin. The

results of such rating-in-action can be compared with the
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results on the teacher rating scale and with test re-
sponses.

The test could be administered to subjects who are not
child development majors but who are otherwise comparable
to the child development majors serving as subjects in the
present study, and results for the two groups compared.

It is hypothesized that the test should distinguish be-
tween those who are professionally interested and/or
trained in child development and those who are not —
that the former should on the whole demonstrate greater
empathic ability toward children.

If parents are used as subjects for the test, it
might be possible to administer the test to their children
as well, in order to compare results. It could be hypo-
thesized that a child given the test (asked for each
situation: "What do you think the grownup is saying in
this picture?") would be likely to identify with the pic-
tured child and would give the response he is accustomed
to hear from his parent. While it is not known whether
‘this method would give the expected results, it would be

an interesting technique to investigate.
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Some related theoretical areas for further research

The theoretical study of empathy and related person-
ality factors remains a major research area which this
paper has not treated directly. Some discussion of work
which has been done, mentioning areas for further re-
search, seems appropriate as a conclusion to the des-
cription of the present study.

The question as to whether empathic ability may be
improved as a result of training and practice in inter-
personal relations remains an open and important one.
Within the scope of the present study it was not possible
to make any adequate comparisons having bearing upon this
question. However, future research continuing the work
begun in this study may eventually yield information with
respect to the comparability of subjects! test responses
before and after participation in the program for major
students in child development at the University of Wiscon-
sin — findings which will have a direct bearing on the

total problem.

In the area of research on personality factors re-
lated to empathy, Dymond (10), studying general adult em-
pathy, has found certain other characteristics to be posi-
tively correlated with empathy. Subjects in this study,

meking ratings on a scale including six personality traits,
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rated themselves and others and predicted the ratings made
by others. Insight, measured by comparing subjects' self-
ratings with their ratings by others, had a rather high
positive correlation (.65) with empathy (as measured by
ability to predict others'! responses on this scale). In
addition, a special study was made of those subjects who
placed more than one standard deviation on either side of
the mean (a division yielding seven subjects in the low-
empathy group, six in the high-empathy group). These sub-
jects were given the Wechsler-Bellevue Intelligence Scale,
Rorschach test, Thematic Apperception Test, and the Cali-
fornia Test of Ethnocentrism.

On the Wechsler the Verbal IQ's of the two groups
were similar, but on Performance the mean for the high
group was 130.5, for the low group 116.5. Dymond suggests,
referring to the lows, that:

These people appear to function best on the ab-
stract verbal level but seem to be somewhat at a loss
to deal with concrete situations and particularly as
they relate to other people. (p. 347)

Rorschach results indicated significant differences
in several factors. In summary, the subjects in the low
group tend to be:

+ « « immature, introverted, motivated from
within, but have some conflict with these motivations.
They are rather rigid and constricted, consciously
attempting to keep themselves under control. They
are afraid of emotion and are not capable of forming

many good emotional contacts with the outside world.
Their emotions are more of the explosive variety,
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which are held back and so build up until they ex-

plode and overflow the controls. (p. 348)

Subjects in the high group, on the other hand:

. » « Show rather extroverted personality
structures, being more responsive to promptings from
without. They are in better balance and more at
peace with themselves, not showing as many signs of
anxiety and depression as those whose ability is
low. Their emotional contact with others is wider,
they are adaptive to others and their contacts are
rich and satisfying. They are sensitive to the
feelings of others and display social tact. (p. 343)
On the Thematic Apperception Test, common distinctive

elements were seen in these areas:

l. Family atmosphere and relations. Highs indi-
cated close interpersonal relations, underlying love,
family as a source of support rather than a problem area.
Lows indicated aggression and conflict in family relations.

2. Orientation to others. Highs showed great in-
terest in other people. Lows are lone wolves, egocentric,
afraid of getting hurt, taking but not giving.

3. Major goals. Highs seek goals in terms of home
and family, establishment of a close, mutually interde-
pendent relationship. Lows seek self-aggrandizement and
- being looked up to; there is a remarkable lack of love
themes in their stories.

4. Concept of self. Highs see themselves as sensi-

tive, idealistic, romantic, aware of their need for others.

Lows admire capability and cautious and controlled people;
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they are freguently insecure and have built up a shell of
superiority.

The California Test of Ethnocentrism corroborated some
of these same points.

Some subjects in the low group seemed unaware of their
unsatisfactory social relations, while others have
rationalized.

The mere fact that they are so inwardly oriented
and rigid in their structure makes it impossible for
them to empathize with others successfully. It is
unimportant to them to know what the other is think-

ing and feeling; it is their own thoughts and feelings
that count. (p. 349)

No studies known to the present writer have dealt
directly with the personality correlates of adult empathic
ability toward children. Hatch (16) discusses the rela-
tionship between adult empathy for children and incorpora-
tion of an active-adult role with children, but only as
a related aspect to her major problem. Olden (20),
writing in a psychoanalytic framework, describes several
traits which appear to be characteristic of the adult who
successfully empathizes with children. These are presented,
apparently, as hypotheses made on the basis of clinical
experience, and have not been verified by systematic re-

searche.

Warmth of feeling-tone has been characterized in this

paper as one aspect of adult empathy for children.
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Alexander (1), while not directly concentrating on em-
pathy, has studied the capacity to show affection as an
important personality characteristic for people who work
with children. He hypothesizes that some common structural
characteristics of the self which prevent an individual
from displaying affectionate behavior are:

1) Devaluation of the self.

2) Dependency. (A person giving affection must be able
to have another dependent upon him. People with extreme
dependency needs cannot tolerate dependency in others.)

3) Anxiety. (Anxious people are unable to offer se-
cure affectional relations; they are afraid to have others
gee that they desire to give of themselves. Further,
anxiety consumes energy which is thus not available for
use in positive interpersonal relations.)

4) Conflict. (The individual must devote his energies
and his sensitivities of perception toward efforts at
solution of the conflict.)

A TAT-type projective test, using eight pictures of
children alone and with adults, was developed. The re-
sponses of subjects (25 teachers) were analyzed for evi-
dence of the above four characteristics. From this analy-
sis subjects were rated on a three-point scale for the
degree to which it was predicted that they would show
affection. Classroom observations noting the amount of

affection, warmth and support shown by the teacher to
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children were made; they were found to correlate positive-
ly with the ratings of the teachers made from the test

analyses.

Olden (20) suggests that the adult's ability to em-
pathize with children is rarer than the capacity to empa-
thize with other adults. It appears that somewhat dif-
ferent personality characteristics may be required to be
empathic toward children and toward adults. There is
little basis at the present time, however, for stating
either of the following possibilities as true:

1) Adults who are highly empathic toward children
are correspondingly less sensitive toward other adults.

2) Adults empathic toward children tend to be em-
pathic toward persons of all ages.

This area remains a fruitful field for research.

A related area for research, and a still more complex
one, concerns the effect on child personality development
of contact with empathic (or non-empathic) adults. Some
studies in this direction, while not specifically dealing
with empathy, have been made, among them that of Brown,
Morrison and Couch (8) on the influence of affectional
family relationships on the personality development of
children. In addition, Dymond has in one study (11)

indicated that subjects rated high in empathy were shown
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by Thematic Apperception Test protocols as likely to have
experienced close home relationships — a finding which
suggests that a warm (and empathic?) home tends to produce

empathic children.
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Summary

There is general agreement in the literature that
empathy is a definable personality characteristic which is
an important factor in interpersonal relations and which
should be measurable. There is a need for objective
techniques for the measurement of empathy, with particular
practical demand for methods of measuring adult empathy
for children. Only a few attempts to develop measuring
instruments in this field have been made, and these have
generally been limited in scope and/or success.

The present study is an attempt to develop a pro-
Jective test of adult empathy for children, utilizing a
series of line drawings depicting real-life situations
in order to measure empathy-in-action. Experimentation
with the test, while suggesting that it has potential
value as a measuring instrument, has indicated the need
for further research into the problems of administration,
scoring, and validation of the test. Proposals for
further work with this instrument and for research in

related theoretical areas are presented.



10.

11.

66

SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY

Alexander, Theron. "Certain Characteristics of the
Self as Related to Affection." Child Development,
22: 285-290. December 1951.

Alexander, Theron. "Prediction of Teacher-Pupil
Interaction with a Projective Test." Journal of
Clinical Psychology, 6: 173-176. 1950.

Anderson, Harold H. and Gladys L., eds. An Intro-
duction to Projective Techniques and Other Devices
for Understanding the Dynamics of Human Behavior.
New York, Prentice-Hall, Inc. 1951.

Ausubel, David P., Schiff, Herbert M., and Gasser,
Edward B. "A Preliminary Study of Developmental
Trends in Sociempathy: Accuracy of Perception of Own
and Others'! Sociometric Status." Child Development,
23: 111-128. June 1952.

Baldwin, Alfred L., Kalhorn, Joan, and Breese, Fay H.
"The Appraisal of Parent Behavior." Psychological
Monographs: General and Applied, 299, 63, 4. 1949.

Bell, John E. Projective Technigques: A Dynamic

Approach to the Study of Personality. New York,
Longmans, Green and Co. 1948.

Bender, I. E. and Hastorf, A. H. "The Perception of
Persons: Forecasting Another Person's Responses on
Three Personality Scales." Journal of Abnormal and
Social Psychology, 45: 556-561. 1950.

Brown, Andrew W., Morrison, Joan, and Couch, Gertrude.
"Influence of Affectional Family Relationships on
Character Development." Journal of Abnormal and
Social Psychology, 4R: 422-428. 1947.

Cottrell, Leonard S., Jr. and Dymond, Rosalind F.
"The Empathic Responses: A Neglected Field for
Research." Psychiatry, 12: 355-359. November 1949.

Dymond, Rosalind F. "Personality and Empathy."
Journal of Consulting Psychology, l4: 343-350. 1950.

Dymond, Rosalind F. "A Preliminary Investigation of
the Relation of Insight and Empathy." Journal of
consulting Psychology, 1l2: 228-233. 1948.




12.

13.

14.

15.

lé.

b By

18.

19.

20.

21l.

R2.

R3.

67

Dymond, Rosalind F. "A Scale for the Measurement of
Empathic Ability." Journal of Consulting Psycholo
i3t 127-133. 1949.

Fuller, Elizabeth M. "The Use of Measures of Ability
and General Adjustment in the Preservice Selection of
Nursery School-Kindergarten-Primary Teachers."

Journal of Educational Psychologw, 37: 321-334. 1946.

Goodenough, Florence E., Fuller, Elizabeth M., and
Olson, Edna. "The Use of the Goodenough Speed-of-
Association Test in the Preservice Selection of
Nursery School-Kindergarten-Primary Teachers."
Journal of Educational Psychology, 37: 335-346. 1946.

Grace, Harry A. and Lohmann, Joan J. "Children's
Reactions to Stories Depicting Parent-Child Conflict
Situations." Child Development, <3: 61-74. March
1952,

Hatch, Helen Betty. Study of the Measurement of
Adults' Empathy for Children by a Projective Test.
Cornell University, unpublished Ph.D thesis, 1951.

Kerr, wWillard A. and Speroff, Boris J. "The
Measurement of Empathy." Psychometric Affiliates,
1951.

Koestler, A. Insight and Qutlook. New York,
Macmillan. 1949.

Mead, George H. Mind, Self and Society. Chicago,
University of Chicago Press. 1934.

Olden, Christine. "On Adult Empathy with Children."
Chapter in The Psychoanalytic Study of the Child,
Volume VIII. 1954.

Porter, Blaine M. "Measurement of Parental Accept-
ance of Children." Journal of Home Economics, 46:

Rapaport, David. "Principles Underlying Projective
Techniques." Character and Personality, 10: 213-
AV 1942,

Remmers, H. H. "A Quantitative Index of Social-
Psychological Empathy." American Journal of Ortho-
psychiatry, 20: 161-165. 1950.




24.

25a

26.

VAR

28,

29.

30.

68

Rogers, Carl R. "The Attitudes and Orientation of
the Counselor." Journal of Consulting Psychology,
13: 82-94. 1949.

Rosenzweig, Saul. "The Picture-Association Method
and Its Application in a Study of Reactions to
Frustration." Journal of Personality, 1l4: 3-23. 1945.

Rosenzweig, Saul, Clarke, H. J., Garfield, M. S.,

and Lehndorff, A. "Scoring Samples for the Rosenzweig
Picture-Frustration Study." Journal of Psychology,
2L: 45-T2. 1946.

Rosenzweig, Saul, Fleming, Edith E., and Rosenzweig,
Louise. "The Children's Form of the Rosenzweig
Picture-Frustration Study." Journal of Psychology,
26: 141-191. 1948.

Rosenzweig, Saul, Fleming, Edith E., and Clarke, H. J.
"Revised Scoring Manual for the Rosenzweig Picture-
Frustration Study." Journal of Psychology, 24:
165-208. 1947.

Sappenfield, Bert R. "The Attitudes and Attitude
Estimates of Catholic, Protestant and Jewish Stu-
dents." Journal of Social Psychology, 1l6: 173-197.
1942.

Stein, Morris I. The Themetic Apperception Test:

e St st e

Adult Males. Cambridge, Addison-Wesley Press, Inc.
.__.§_194 ’ pall= T 1031 » ’




APPENDIX A. The Test



Name

Last First Middle Initial

Date Course No.

This is part of a research project in
child development. Your name is requested
so that duplications can be avoided as more
than one class is included in the project;
but your name will not be revealed, Your
grade in this course will in no way be affected
by your responses. Please follow directions
exactly.

Proceed from one page to the next
throughouts Do not turn back at any time,
When you finish one page, go right on to

the next. Work quicklye

Do not ask any questions; do not
speak to anyone. Vhen you have finished,

turn your paper over,



In each of the pictures on the
following pages two peonle are shown
talking to each other. The words said
by one nerson are always siven., Imagine
what the other person in the nricture
would answer, end write that answer in
the large box on the pase opposite the
picture., Vrite the very first reply

that comes into your mind., Work quickly.



Will you
play a game
with me?

y N







Let me get
in bed with
you.,. ‘1I'm

scared.,







I don't want
to kiss grandma

goodbye.

Y













I don't want
to tie my shoes.
Will you tie

them for me? l

X\

e
/Qﬁ







I hit him
because 1

don't like him,

/







Look at the
blg mudpie

I made,







Come here =0
I can give you

a big kiss,







S

Will you get me
a cowboy sult?
All the other

kids have them.,

> \lg

A

ni T, i

1







10

Listen to me
now, I want
to tell you

something.

§







11

I only picked
a few, 1
thought 1t was
all right,







Tell her to go
home, I don't

want to play

with her.







13

He's a crybaby,

isn't he? 1
didn't cry.
S ——







14

I don't want to
go to bed. He
doesn't have to

go to bed yet.

L

L L

5







15

I don't

want to

eat this,.













17







18

I can wet my
bed 1f I want

to. He wets

his bed.







19

Don't spank
me., I won't

do it again.

)/







20

Don't go out
tonight, Stay

home with me.,







21

Let's take the
baby back, I

don't want a new

baby sister,







22

Can 1

saw too?







23

Don't let
her hit me.

~\/

JMMWN

gt







I want to

play my

drum now.

=\N

<

¢ "\

Xoo,




24




25

He tried to
take my wagon
so I hit him,







26

Go away.

I hate you.







27

I want a

cookle,

e







The other
girls won't

play with me,

w
G

")/

M

)







APPENDIX B. Scoring Guides for the Test



General Principles for Scoring

Definition of empathy

The scoring categories are set up with the goal of
measuring the degree of empathy present in subjects! re-
sponses. It is hypothesized that the subject identifies
with the pictured adult, projecting himself into the
situation and giving the response which he would actually
give in a similar situation. Responses are scored accord-
ing to the degree of empathy which the subject in his re-
sponse displays toward the pictured child.

It is hypothesized: that the empathic adult will
recognize and accept a child's feelings in a situation.
Respect for the child's feelings will remain evident even
in situations in which it is necessary to deny a child's
request and/or disapprove of his behavior.

¢ that the non-empathic adult
lacks the patience, imagination, concern, sensitivity --
any or all of these -- to be aware of or interested in a
child's feelings. He structures a situation not in terms
of the way it appears to the child, but in terms of the
way it relates to (or infringes upon) adult values. His
responses show little or no respect for the child as a
person, but reflect primarily or exclusively the grown-up
point of view.

Basic scoring categories

+2 Accepts child's expressed feelings without
qualification.

+1 Accepts child's expressed feelings with qualifi-
cation. ("Qualification" varies somewhat; it
includes postponement of compliance with child's
request, suggestion of an alternative way of
meeting child's need, non-critical attempt to
modify child's behavior, apparent reluctance in
compliance with child's request.)

0 Makes a response in which child's expressed
feelings are neither accepted nor rejected, or
are both accepted and rejected. (Response ex-
presses ambivalence or avoidance of the issue
by a change of subject, a non-committal remark.)

-1 Rejects or denies child's expressed feelings with
gualification. ("Qualification" in this instance
is generally an explanation or other softening of
the statement which renders it less flatly re-
jecting tham -2 responses.)



-2 Rejects or denies child's expressed feelings
without qualification or with ridicule, strong
criticism, or threat of punishment.

Some general criteria for difficult-to-score responses

Those responses which essentially consist of two
parts, and which as a result fit into two different scoring
categories, are to be scored as follows:

When the two parts are separated by one point on the
scale (e.g., a response which is partly +1 and partly -1),
the response receives the intermediate score (in this
case, 0).

When the two parts are contiguous on the scale (e.g.,
a response which is partly +1 and partly 0), the response
receives the score applicable to the first part of the
response.

(N.B. These principles of combination are applicable
only in those cases in which inclusion of a lower-scoring
part in the response does not automatically lower the
scoring of the total response, as indicated in the scoring
categories.)

In general, use of a threat of punishment, strong
criticism, or ridicule automatically makes a response -2,
whether or not a qualification is given.

If the subject has crossed out part of the response,
and that part is still legible, score it.

Score all responses. Omissions may be made only
where the subject omitted a response altogether.

Levels of confidence

A The response clearly fits into one of the scoring
categories as given. (This is to be interpreted
liberally; if you can score a response without
much difficulty and are fairly sure you have it
in the right place, mark it A.)

B The response does not clearly fit into one of the
scoring categories as given, but there appears to
you to be a place where it does belong, either
with reference to the scoring categories or to the
general criteria for scoring.

Cl The response is one which in your judgment is
scorable, but for which a scoring category does
not exist in the scoring categories as given.

C2 The response is basically unscorable, being very
ambiguous or one in which tone of voice is cru-
cial. (Note: While present scoring categories



frequently indicate that such responses should
be scored 0, they remain basically unscorable
and should be so indicated with C3.)

Indicate your level of confidence for each score by
putting the appropriate letter in the upper right-hand
corner of each scoring box.



+2

+1

wWill you play a game with me?

Complies with child's request
without qualification.

Complies with child's request with

ualification: postponement to a
efinite time. (Must be worded
positively. There may be initial

mention of adult busyness if a
definite promise follows.)

Both complies with and denies
child's request:

a. Initially denies child's re-
quest, adding a promise of
compliance.

b. Initially stresses adult
busyness, adding an implied promise
which emphasizes the need for the
child to wait.

Puts off child's request non-
committally: postponement to an
indefinite time.

Denies child's request with
gualification: non-critical
explanation.

Sure.

What shall we play?

Since you have the game with you I will. I
will finish reading later.

Yes, as soon as I finish reading.

After I finish this page.

I will in a few minutes.

Just a minute and we'll have a good game.

I'm reading the paper now, but I'll play as
soon as I'm through.

No, I'm busy reading. Wait until I finish
this page.

Not now, I'm busy. I will when I finish this.

I'm busy now. Let me finish reading.

Wait until I finish reading my paper.

I'm busy now. Wait until later.
Some other time I will.
Later, I'm reading the paper now.

No, I'm busy now.
Not right now, I'm reading.
I'm busy reading the paper nowe.



1. (continued)

-2 Denies child's request:

a. without qualification. No, I won't.

Not now.
b. with criticism. May give Don't bother me now, I'm busy.
explanation. I've told you not to interrupt me while

I'm readinge.



+2

+1

I'm

Let me get

—_—T

in bed with you.

Complies with child's reqguest
without qualification. May indi-
cate that compliance is temporary.)
Accepts child's feelings implicitly
or with a comforting, non-
belittling explanation.

Complies with child's request with
qualification: proposes alternative
to meet the need. Accepts child's
feelings implicitly or with a
comforting, non-belittling
explanation.

Initially denies child's request,
adding proposal of alternative to
meet the need.

Complies with child's request but
rejects child's feelings as
unreasonable.

Makes a comment which could be
positive or negative depending on
tone of voice. .

Ignores child's request and rejects
child's feelings as unreasonable.

scared.

Climb in between us.

All right; but I'll tell you about the storm
so it won't frighten you.

Get in and we'll talk about it.

You can sit on the bed until the storm is over.

You may come for a few minutes. We'll talk
about it and then I'll take you back to
your room.

I'1ll come back and sleep in your room tonight.

Let's go back to your room. I'1ll tuck you in
and we'!ll talk about the storm.

The thunder can be frightening, but it can't
really hurt us. I'll put a light in your
room so it won't be so dark.

Go back to bed. I'll come with you.
Hush, you can't sleep with us. I'll
back to your room and tuck you in.

come

There's nothing to be afraid of, but
climb in.

I'1ll come back and tuck you in, but it's
silly to be scared.

you can

What are you afraid of?

What's the matter? It's only a storm.

Lightning won't hurt you.
There's nothing to be afraid of.



2. (continued)

No, we're too tired.
Go back to bed. Lightning's nothing to be

afraid of.

Rejects child's feelings with
criticism. Don't be silly, it's only a storm.

-2 Denies child's request. May reject
child's feelings as unreasonable.



3.

+2

+1

I don't want to kiss Grandma goodbye.

Explicitly accepts child's ex-
pressed feelings without qualifi-
cation. (May mention a future
visit.)

Accepts child's expressed feelings
with gqualification:

a. Proposes alternative way of
saying goodbye.

b. Doesn't quite drop the subject
(e.g., mentions Grandma's feelings),
without coaxing directly.

¢c. Says nothing. (Accepts impli-
citly but does not definitely
release child from obligation.)

Coaxes child to comply but also
gives in.

Ignores child's feelings while not
directly coaxing child to comply.

Non-critically seeks cause of
child's feelings.

All right, you don't have to.

Well, that's all right this time. She'll be
back again.

All right. Maybe you'll want to next time.

You don't need to. Maybe you'd rather wave
from the window when she leaves.

All right; say goodbye any way you want.

Then let's walk to the car with her.

All right. Grandma just thought you would
like to.

(Says nothing, looks pleasant.g

(Ignore the comment and smile.

I think Grandma would like it very much if you
did, but you don't have to.

We won't see her for awhile; I thought you
would like to say goodbye.

wWhy not?



3. (continued)

-1 Rejects child's expressed feelings Now dear, Grandma came over just to see you.
with qualification: coaxes or She may not come back if she thinks you
gives reasons for child to comply. don't like her.

That will hurt her feelings.

-2 Rejects or denies child's expressed Be a good girl and kiss her.

feelings without qualification. Why, what a thing to say to your grandmal
Oh, you really want to.
Threatens punishment. You know what will happen to you if you

talk like that!
0.K., but then you'll have to play indoors
all afternoon.



+2

+1

Do you like my picture?

Complies with child's request

for approval without gqualification.

Complies with child's request for
approval with qualification:

a. Proposes alternative place

to draw.

b. Disapproves of location of
the picture.
c. Asks "but what is it?"

Ignores child's request for ap-
proval but proposes definite
alternative place to draw. May
disapprove of location of picture.

Neither gives nor denies approval.

Denies child's request for ap-
proval with qualification: Dis-
approves only of location of the
picture. Proposes no alternative
place to draw.

Yes, I do.
Yes, tell me about it.
It's a fine picture.

It's a nice one, but lett's find some paper to
draw on.

Pictures are fine, but there are better
places to draw.

I like your picture,cbut I don't want you to
draw on the wall.

Yes, but what is it?

Next time use paper for your picture.

The wall isn't the place to draw. We'll get
you a blackboard.

I'd like it better on a sheet of paper.

I can't tell whether I like it or not.
Well, 211 I can see is that it's on the wall.
.What 1s 1t?

No, not on the wall.
You shouldn't color on the wall.
The wall is not the place to draw pictures.



4« (continued)

-2 Denies child's request for ap- Certainly notl!
proval without qualification. No, now remove that immediately.
Directly criticizes child, You know better than to write on the walll
especially with "Il" or with What are you doing drawing on the wall?
critical or sarcastic question. Do you always draw your pictures on the wall?

Threatens punishment. You ought to be spankedl



5. 1 don't want to tie my shoes. Will you tie them for me?

s e s .

+2 Complies with child's request ALl right;, I will.
without qualification. Accepts I guess you'd like some help this time. I'1l
child's feelings implicitly or do them for you.
explicitly; may non-critically All right, I will today because you're tired.

interpret feelings.

+1 Complies with child's request with

gualification:
a. Encourages child to do part of I'1l help a little bit.
the task with adult help. You do one and I'll do the other.

I'1ll help; you must try and tie them too.

You start to tie them and I'll help you in

a minute.
b. Non-critically comments that 0.K., but I know you can do it yourself.
the child can do it.
0 Initially denies child's request, No, I won't tie them for you -- but I'll

adding promise of partial compliance. help you do it.
Complies with child's request but I will if you want, but you can do it so well
ignores child's feelings. Com- that I'd like to see you do it.
pliance is grudging, coaxing that You should learn to tie them yourself, but
the child do it, or critical; may I will.
meke it clear that no help will You're big enough to do it yourself, but I will

be given in the future. this once. Next time you'll have to do it.



5

(continued)

-1 Denies child's request with

qualification:
a. Offers continued adult atten-
tion and encouragement.

b. Hints at grudging help if
child fails.

Denies child's request without
qualification.

Youee big enough to do it alone. 1I'll
watch you.

Show me how well you can tie them yourself.

No, you can do it yourself. I'll stay here
in case you can't.

No, you can tie your own shoes.

A big boy like you can tie his own.

Well, I think it's about time you learned how.
Don't be such a baby.



6.

*2

+1

I hit him becau

se I don't like him.

Accepts child's expressed feelings
(may non-critically interpret
feelings) and action without
qualification. May express accept-
ance by speaking to other child
supporting the action.

Accepts child's expressed feelings
with gqualification:

a. Proposes alternative way of
expressing feelings.

b. Disapproves of action, while
explicitly accepting feelings.

c. Seeks or suggests cause of
feelings.

Ignores child's expressed feelings:
a. ©Speaks only to soothe other
child.

b. Changes the subject.

Makes a comment which could be
positive or negative depending on
tone of voice.

I guess you were pretty mad at him.

I know, sometimes you're tired and everything
seems disagreeable.

(to other child) Maybe she was trying to
tell you to stop doing that.

If you don't like him that's all right.
him,though.

If you don't like him you don't have to play
with him.

We don't hit people we don't like, though.

I know you don't like him, but I can't let
you hit him. That hurts him.

Why don't you like him?

Did he do something to make you mad?

You don't like him because he broke your doll,
put he didn't mean to do it.

Tell

That's o.k., Johnny, you aren't really hurt.
She will want to play with you some other day.
Let's go find something else to play.

What's the matter here?



6.

(continued)

-1 Ignores child's expressed feelings

and eriticizes action with
gualification:

a. explanation disapproving of
hitting.

b. attempt to smoothe things
over.
c. sSeeking cause of action.

Explicitly denies child's expressed
feelings with qualification: sug-
gestion that it is another feeling.

Criticizes child's action without
gualification.

Criticizes or denies child's ex-
pressed feelings or child's justi-
fication for action.

Hitting hurts him, though.

We don't hit people. We wouldn't like it if
someone hit us. :

We don't hit people. Why don't you getnyour
new game to show him?

It wasn't nice to hit him. What was he
doing that made you hit him?

You don't dislike him; why are you mad at him?

We don't hit people at any time.

That isn't a very good idea.

Sheme on youl

We shouldn't say we don't like other people.

Tell him you're sorry.

Of course you like him.

Then you must learn to like him.

That's no reason to hit anybody.

You must learn not to hit people if they
aren't hurting you.



+2

%1

Look at the big mudpie I made.

Complies with child's request for
approval without qualification.

Complies with child's request for
approval with gualification: a

non-critical comment relating to
dirtyness of child and/or mudpie.

Makes a comment which could be
positive or negative depending on
tone of voice. Neither gives
clear approval nor criticism.

Ignores child's request for ap-
proval: suggests that it is time
to clean up, or that clothes
should be changed first. (Implies
that activity is all right; disap-
proval is in terms of present
clothes.)

It certainly is a big one.
Are we going to have a party?

It's a fine mudpie.
you in the tub.
That's nice. Don't you think you should leave

it in the sandbox now?
That was fun, but now we'll clean your dress.
Mudpies are fine to make, but next time you'll
need to put on overalls first.

Now let's go in and put

My goodness, looks as if you got pretty muddy
in the process.

Looks like you have been very busy -- they
are all over you.

Now that the mudpie is made, come in and
wash for dinner.

You'd better come in now and get cleaned up.
You're all dirty. You should have changed
your clothes first.



7. (continued)

-2 Denies child's request for ap- But you've gotten your dress all dirty.

proval without qualification. Look at your dresst

Critical emphasis is entirely on Can't you ever keep clean?
dirt. Oh dear, you look as if you've been rolling

in the mudl-=



+2

+3

Come here so I can give you a big kiss.

Complies with child's reguest
without qualification.

Complies with child's request

with qualification:

a. postponement to a definite time.
(Must be worded positively. There
may be initial mention of adult
busyness if a definite welcoming
promise follows.)

b. asking child to take the
initiative.

Both complies with and denies
child's request:

a. Initially denies child's re-
guest, adding promise of compliance.
b. Initially stresses adult busy-
ness, adding an implied or unen-
thusiastic promise which emphasizes
need for the child to wait.

c. Welcomes child's feeling but
denies requeste.

Puts off child's request non-
committally: postponement to
indefinite time.

Denies or ignores child's request
but offers alternative type of
companionship.

0f coursel
(No comment; accepts kiss.)
All right, and then I'll finish the dishes.

Surely, as soon as I dry my hands.

O.k., just a minute.

I'd like one as soon as the dishes are done.

I'm busy now, but I'd like one as soon as
I'm through.

I'm busy so you come here and kiss me.

Not nowe I will as soon as I finish the
dishes.

Wait until I finish the dishes.

I'm busy now. When I'm through with the

dishes you can kiss me.

I'd like to have a kiss, but I'm doing the
dishes.

Later, I'm doing the dishes now.
I'm busy now. Wait till later.

I'm busy now. Would you like to help me?
Would you like to help put the cups away?



(continued)

Denies child's request with
qualification: non-critical
explanation.

Denies child's request:

a. without qualification.

b. with eriticism. May give
explanation.

I'm doing the dishes now.
Not now, I'm busy.

Not now.
Please get out of the kitchen.

Can't you see I'm busy?



+2

*3

Will you get me a cowboy suit? 1

Accepts child's implied feelings
(desire to be like others)
without qualification:

a. Complies with child's request
without qualification.

b. Makes a definite promise to
get a suit or part of one suon.

c. Takes definite immediate action

to get a suit or part of one.

Accepts child's implied feelings
with qualification:

a. Suggests a way for child to get

himself a suit or part of one.

b. Suggests a substitute way for
child to gain group acceptance.

ce Initially denies child's re-
guest but takes immediate action
or makes definite promise to get
part of a suit.

d. Makes an indefinite but en-
couraging promise (one which would
probably be convincing to child)
to get a suit or part of one soon.
e. Explicitly accepts child's
feelings but makes only an
indefinite promise.

the other kids have them.

Of course I will.

What kind would you like?

I'll buy you one next time I'm downtown.

We'll get youra gun and a big hat.

Let's go in and see if we can find a bandana
for you to wear.

Maybe you can find a scarf in the house to wear.

Maybe you could earn money to get one.

We'll see. Right now% you have a bat and ball,
maybe the others would like to play with you.

Cowboy suits are too expensive, but there's a
banddana in the house and we'll get a gun.

We can't afford to buy one but we'll fix one
up for you.

We'll see what we can do about getting you
one.

Perhaps mother can buy you one tomorrow.

I know you want one. Maybe we can buy one.
It would be fun to have one, wouldn't it?
We'lll see.



(continued)

Explicitly accepts child!'s feelings
but denies child's request.

Makes a

conditional promise to get

a suit soon (leaves the way open
to back down later).

Puts off child's request non-
committally, and/or with post-
ponement to indefinite time.

Ignores
child's
factual

Ignores
child's
cation.

Rejects

child's feelings, denies
request with qualification:
explanation.

child's feelings, denies
request without qualifi-

or criticizes child's

feelings.

I'd like you to have one. But sometimes we
can't have everything others have.

I know you'd like one, but we can't afford it.

I know lots of boys have them, but let's us
wait for awhile.

We'll get one if they're not too expensive.

Maybe.

We'll see.

Do you think you need one?

We'll see what we can do -- suits are quite
expensive.

Maybe some day, but not just now.

Cowboy suits are too expensive.

No, I can't get you one now.

No, you don't need one.

Just because they do doesn't mean you have to.



10.

+2

+1

— — — — — ——

Complies with child's request
without qualification.

Complies with child's request with
qualification:

a. postponement to a definite
time. (Must be worded positively.
There may be initial mention of
adult busyness if definite

promise follows.)

b. Attention of only one adult

is offered.

Both complies with and denies
child's request:
a. Initially denies child's re-

guest, adding promise of compliance.

b. Disapproves of the interrup-
tion, adding promise of compliance.

Puts off child's request non-
committally: postponement to
indefinite time.

Makes a non-committal comment.

Ignores child's request; gives
attention but not as requested.

All right, what is 1it?

Tell us in Jjust a minute, when Daddy is
through talking.

We'lre talking right now; we'll be glad to
listen to you as soon as we're through.

Come here and tell me quietly; they're
talking.

Not right now; when Mrs. Brown is through
talking you can tell us.

Don't interrupt. We will gladly listen if
you will wait.

You're interrupting us; you can tell us in
just a minute.

Wait till later to tell us.

Not now, grownups are talking.
some other time.

Tell us

Shh -- not so loud.

I think it's your bedtime. Come with

mother like a good boy.



10.

(continued)

Denies child's request with qualifi-
cation: explanation. (May disap-
prove of interruption but not cri-
ticize strongly.

Criticizes child's request with
qualification: promise of
compliance.

Denies child's request:
a. without qualification.

b. with criticism. May give
explanation.

Ignores child's request and
apologizes to guests in a way
which belittles child.

This isn't a good time to tell us.
We're talking right now.
Don't interrupt while we're talking.

Don't interrupt and use that tone of voicel
We will listen in a minute.

No, not now.

Go away and don't bother us.

Can't you see we're busy talking now?
We're talking and it's rude to interrupt.

Don't mind Junior, he loves to talk.



= 5 e

+2

+1

I only picked a few.

Accepts child's feelings and
action without qualification.

Accepts child's implied feelings
(wish to pick flowers) -- with
qualification: explanation about
picking flowers -- by:

a. admiring the flowers.

b. offering alternative place
to pick flowers.

c. explaining how they can be
enjoyed in the garden.

Accepts child's implied feelings
by direct reassurance or by a.,
b., Or c. above, with qualifica-
tion: explanation that permission
should be asked first.

Accepts child's implied feelings
by a., b., or c. above, but
denies reassurance.

Ignores or denies request for
reassurance but explains that per-
mission should be asked first.

I thought it wa

s all right.

Of course it's all right.

The flowers are very pretty, but we shouldn't
pick them. They aren't ours.

Those are the neighbors! flowers; you can
pick the ones in our garden.

Yes, it's all right, but only certain ones.
I'1ll show you the ones you can pick.

Flowers die quickly when they are picked. If
we leave them in the garden we can enjoy
them for a long time.

It really is all right, but some I don't want
picked, so will you ask me next time?
They're very lovely; but next time ask first.
This time is excused, but please ask me
next time.

No dear, it isn't all right; they aren't ours.
You can pick the ones in our garden.

Those belong to someone else and you have to
ask if you can pick them.

It would be better to ask if it's all right.

No, I've been saving those. After this ask me.



11. (continued)

0 Gives direct reassurance but That's o.k. this time, but don't pick
prohibits further picking. any more.
Gives direct reassurance but They aren't ours. Come with me while I apolo-
requires apology to owner. gize to Mrs. Smith; she'll understand.

-1 Ignores child's feelings and dis-
approves of action with qualification:
a. explanation why flowers should Those aren't our flowers and you shouldn't
not be picked. pick them.
Those aren't supposed to be picked.
It's against the law to pick flowers here.
b. grudging permission to keep Those shouldn't be picked. But since you
those which have been picked. did we'll keep them.
Those are ours and we want them to stay in
the garden. You may take those but
please don't pick any more.

-2 Rejects child's feelings and
disapproves of action:

a. without qualification. I don't want you to pick flowers.
b. with criticism. May give No, it isn't all right. You know better
explanation. than to pick other people's flowers.

You picked them with the stems too short.

Ignores child's feelings and Go tell Mrs. Bryan you're sorry.
demands apology.



124

+2

+1

Tell her to go home. I don't want t

Complies with child's request
without qualification. Accepts
child's feelings explicitly or
implicitly; may show consideration
for feelings of other child as long
as no criticism is implied.

Complies with child's request

with qualification:

a. Modifies child's feelings (e.g.,
says they are temporary) or ig-
nores them, in making explanation.

b. Praises other child in a way
that might imply criticism of
child.

Accepts child's feelings but
denies request: indicates that
child must explain to other
child herseif.

Accepts child's feelings but de-
nies request: non-critically pro-
vides activity for other child.

Ignores child's request, shows
concern only for other child,
without implying criticism.

play with her.

You don't need to play with her. (to other
child:) Maybe you'd better go home now;
come back later.

(to other child:) Mary would rather play by
herself today. ©She'll come get you when
she wants to play.

Jane i§ feeling cross and doesn't want to play

She'll want to play later, though.
After a while

now.

Susan hasn't had her nap yet.
she can come out to play.

0.K., maybe you'll feel more like playing
later. It was so nice of Patty to come
over.

If you don't want to play with her you'll
need to tell her that.

She made the trip to see you. I'll find
something for her to do and if you want to
play later you can.

You don't need to. I'll have her visit me
for awhile.

(to other child:) How are you today, Janie?



12. (continued)

0 Seeks cause of child's feelings. Why don't you want to?
Have you been fighting about something?

-1 Ignores child's request and
child's feelings:
a. Non-critically urges Let's all play together.
friendly play. She just wanted to know if you'd like to
play with her in her wagon.
She is the nice little girl from next door.
b. Apologizes to or praises I think it was very nice of her to come.
other child in a way that im-
plies criticism of child.

-2 Denies child's request with That isn't a nice thing to say.
criticism or sarcasm. Maybe she came to see me and doesn't want to
play with you at all.

Denies child's feelings. Of course you want to play with her.



13.

+2

+1

He's a crybaby, isn't he? I didn't cry.

Explicitly accepts child's ex-
pressed feelings that he didn't
cry, without qualification.

Explicitly accepts child's ex-
pressed feelings that he didn't
cry, with gqualification:

a. Explains that crying is all
right sometimes.

b. Explains non-critically why
other child is crying.

c. Suggests helping other child.

Ignores child's expressed feelings:
a. Makes a non-critical, factual
explanation which includes no
comparison of the children.

b. Seeks cause of other child's
behavior, without criticism.

’

You didn't cry, did you?
Yes, you were a brave boy.
He must learn not to cry, like you.

That's right, you didn't. Sometimes people
do, though, and that's all right too.

No, you didn't cry. But he feels bad and
needs to cry a little.

That's fine, but now let's do something so
he'll stop crying.

No, you didn't cry.
your friend?

Why don't you help

It's all right to cry. Sometimes people
need to cry when they're hurt.

Maybe he's crying because he's hurt.

Why is he crying? Did he hurt himself?

Let's find out what the trouble is.

what happened? Maybe he had a reason to cry.



13.

(continued)

Makes an explanation which rejects
child!'s expressed feelings:

a. Makes a comparison of the
children, thus minimizing child's
achievement in having not cried.

b. Disagrees with child's evalu-
ation of other child, with
explanation.

c. Blames child for other child's
crying, with explanation.

Rejects child's feelings without
gualification:

a. Disagrees with child's
evaluation of other child.

b. Blames child for other
child's crying.

c. Criticizes or ridicules
child.

You weren't hurt as much as he was.

You cried when you were hurt too.

Some people cry easier than others.
cry sometimes when we're hurt.

He's not a crybaby. He just needs to cry
when he's hurt. :

We all cry when we feel bad, but that isn't
being a crybaby.

You hurt him, that's why he's crying.
people cry when they're hurt beadly.

We all

Most

He's not a crybaby.

You hit him too hard and hurt him; that's
why he's crying.

What a nasty thing to sayl

Sometimes you're a crybaby too.



14.

+2

*3

I don't want to go to hed.

Accepts child's expressed feelings
by compliance with child!'s request
without qualification. (May
indicate that compliance is
temporary.)

Accepts child's expressed feelings
-— with gualification: explanation
about bedtime --:

a. explicitly.

b. by temporary compliance With
child'!'s request.

c. by promising future fulfill-
ment of child's request.

d. by pointing out that other
child used to go to bed early or
will go to bed soon.

e. Dby offering compensatory
attention to child.

Initially denies child's request,
but accepts child's feelings by
a., b, c., d., Or e. above.

Ignores child's feelings, makes a
facgual explanation that increased
age results in increased efficiency
or in less physical need for sleep.

He doesn't have to go to

bed yet.

All right, five more minutes.
O0.K., you can stay up till the program
is over.

I know you'd like to stay up, but it's
bedtime now. He's older and goes to bed
a little later.

Just five more minutes, then.
less sleep than you do.

When you're as big as he is you can stay
up later too.

He had to go to bed at the same time when he
was your age.

If he were your age he would be.

He'll be going to bed, too, in a few minutes.

He goes to bed a little later. 1I'll tell you
a story as soon as you're ready for bed.

He needs

No, it's bedtime for you now. When you're a
little older you'll be able to stay up
later too.

He takes less time to get ready, so he
doesn't need to start as early.
He's older and needs less sleep than you do.
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(continued)

Rejects child's expressed

feelings with qualification:

a. explanation in terms of age or
size only, which emphasizes the
child's being littler and/or

less privileged.

b. explanation in terms of time
onlye.

Rejects or criticizes child's
feelings wibhout qualification.

You're too little; he's bigger and can stay
up longer.
Your brother is older and can stay up later.

Eight o'clock is your bedtime and nine
o'clock is his. It's now eight o'clock.

You know perfectly well it's your bedtime.
Stop fussing and go to bed.
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I don't want to eat this.

Accepts child's expressed feelings
without qualification. (Accept-
ance may take the form of

offering alternative food.)

Accepts child's expressed feelings
with qualification:

a. Encourages child to eat some
but clearly indicates that she may
leave the rest or that she need
only taste it.

b. Explicitly accepts child's
feelings, but encourages child to
try it.

Ignores child's expressed feelings:
encourages child to eat as much as
possible, to eat it because it is
good for her, or assures her that
she will like it.

Initially ignores child's feelings
and urges compliance, adding ;
acceptance of child's feelings.

0.K., you don't need to eat it.

If you are finished you may leave the
table and play.

(Ignore and don't urge.)

wWould you like some vegetable soup?

You can taste it to see if you like it.

I guess you're not very hungry. You could
just eat part of it.

Take one more bite, then you are done.

Eat what you can and leave the rest.

Just taste it, then.

You don't have to, but I think you'd like it
if you tried it.

0.K., you don't have to. We like it, though.

Try it and eat as much as you can.

You can eat some of it. We all like it.
Try some because that food is good for you.
Taste it; I'm sure you'll like it too.

But it's so good for you -- leave it alone
then.

Butiyou like that food.
it this time.

Well, you can leave
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(continued)

Rejects child's expressed feelings
with qualification: explanation.

Rejects, denies or criticizes
child's expressed feelings
without qualification.

Threatens punishment.

That food is good for you and you need to
eat it.

Don't act that way. You need to eat that to
make you grow.

Eat that immediately.
Of course you do.
Stop acting that way.

If you don't finish your dinner you can't
have any dessert.

All right, but then you won't get any ice
cream.
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I don't wa

nt her to have a turn.

Accepts child's expressed feelings
without qualification. (May indi-

cate that compliance is temporary.)

Accepts child's exressed feelings
-- while explaining that turns are
necessary --: ,

a. explicitly.

b. by temporary compliance with
child's request.

c. Dby promising another turn
soon.

d. suggesting another activity
to child as compensation.

Ignores child's expressed feelings:
makes a non-critical, factual
explanation.

All right, you swing as long as you want.

O0.K., call her when you're through swinging.

I know you don't. Suppose you swing a little
longer and finish your turn.

I know you don't want her to, but the swing
is for everyone.

I'm glad you like it that much, but other
children like to swing too.

It's her turn now, though. I'll give you
one big push first.

If you let her swing now I think she'll push
you later.

We always take turns. You may have another
turn when she is through.

Maybe you could push her for awhile.

She'd like to swing too. Would you like to
play in the sandbox?

If you let her swing for a little while then
we'll take a walk.

Well, we have to take turns.
one swing.
We have to share the swing.

There's only
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(continued)

Rejects child's expressed feelings
with qualification: explanation
which is critical and/or stresses
the rights of the other child.

Rejects, denies or criticizes
child's expressed feelings
without qualification.

Threatens punishment.

Don't be rude. We all have to take turns.

But you've been swinging a long time and
must learn to share your things.

You mustn't act that way. You'd want her
to give you a turn.

We should give her a turn after she came to
visit you.

Don't talk like that.

It's her turn now.

Get off that wing this instant.

She can have a turn just as well as you can.

Oh, I'm sure you want her to.

If you can't take turns you can't play here
any more.
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The baby took my doll.

Accepts child's implied feelings
by promising immediate return of
the doll. %May tell baby to
return it.) Implies active adult
support or assistance.

Accepts child's implied feelings
with gualification:

a. Suggests a way for child to get
doll back, without offering active
help.

b. Explicitly promises return of
doll after a short interval.

Ignores child's implied feelings:
a. Suggests cause of baby's
behavior.

b. Suggests cooperative play.
S8eeks cause of child's feelings.
Stresses desirability of child's

giving in, but explicitly promises
return of the doll.

She'll give it right back.

I guess she likes it too -- but I'll get her
doll for her to play with.

Let's find her a doll and you can both play.
She's too little to understand that this
one is yours.

You get her doll and then I'1ll help you get
yours back.

(to baby:) Give Sally back her doll.

Find her something else to play with and
she'll give it back to you.

She just wants to hold it a little and then
she'll give it back to you.

She'll give it back after she's played with
it a little.

She likes the doll very much, just as you do.
She just wants to hold it for awhile.
She's too young to know it's yours.

Maybe you can both play with the doll.

Didn't you want her to?

Is there something wrong with that?

Let her have it a few minutes, and then
she'll give it back.
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(continued)

Rejects child's implied feelings
with qualification:

a. Treassurance.

b. conditional stress on giving
in to the baby.

¢c. positive encouragement.

d. suggestion of alternative
activity for child.

Rejects child's implied feelings
without qualification.

Let her have it. ©She won't hurt it.
She'd like to play with it; if you aren't
playing with it we'll let her use it.

It will be nice for you to share with
your sister.

Let her play with it; you can play with
your truck.

Let her have it.

What am I supposed to do about it?

We must let her have things because she is
so much littler.
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I can wet my bed if I want to.

R —_— s —

Explicitly accepts child's ex-
pressed feelings without
qualification.

Accepts child's expressed feelings
-—-with qualification: explanation
about age difference --:

a. explicitly, or reassuringly.

b. Dby non-critically offering an
opportunity for some babying
from the adult.

c. by non-critically praising and
strongly supporting more mature
behavior.

Ignores child's expressed feelings:
a. Makes a non-critical, factual
explanation about age difference.

b. Non-critically encourages
child not to wet in future.
c. Changes the subject.

He wets

fn g

is bed.

Yes, it's all right if you want to.

Well, you've learned not to. I know some-
times you might forget, though.

You can if you want, but you don't need to.
He's littler and can't help it.

It's not really a matter of wanting to; he
can't help it. But there are things you can
do like he does; I can dress you and take
care of you sometimes, when you want me to.

He Jjust hasn't learned not to yet. Come let
me tuck you in bed and tell you a story.

You're a big boy now, and when he is big like
you he won't need to wet his bed any more.
He'd really like to be able not to, like you.

Your body has grown enough to stop wetting
the bed; his hasn't.
He wets his bed because he's so little.
You're a big boy and have learned not to wet;
he is little and hasn't.
Try to remember to go to the bathroom in time.

Would you like to help me change the sheets?
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(continued)

Rejects child's expressed feelings
with qualification: Makes an
explanation which is critical or
in which the emphasis is on ex-
cusing the other child only.

Criticizes or denies child's
expressed feelings without
gualification.

Threatens punishment.

He's learning not to as you were at his age.
Now you should know that you shouldn't.

He is younger and hasn't learned, but you
are older and should know better.

He doesn't want to wet the bed and is
trying not to.

He can't help wetting his bed, and he doesn't
do it all the time anyway.

You're too big to do such a thing.

Don't be such a baby.

Just because he wets his bed is no reason
for you to.

0f course you don't want to do that.

Then we'll have to treat you like a little
boy too. If that's what you want, go
ahead and do it.
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won't do it

Don't spank me. I

Accepts child's feelings by giving
reassurance without qualification
and/or by explicitly acceptlng
child's promise.

Accepts child's feelings by giving
explicit or clearly implied
reassurance, with qualification:
a. explanation attempting to
modify child's behavior.

b. conditional acceptance of
child's promise.

Ignores child's feelings, makes an
explanation attempting to
modify child's behavior.

Reassures child but promises or
implies future spanking.

Asks for repetition of child's
promise.

again

What you did doesn't deserve a spanking. I'm
glad to hear you won't do it again.

I won't spank you.

Of course you won't.
did it.

Now tell me why you

All right, I won't.
to do that again.

I won't spank you. But please remember that's
a dangerous thing to do.

I Jjust want to talk to you a minute.

All right then. Let's see if you can be good.

You try very hard not to do it again, then.

But try to remember not

That was a dangerous thing you did and I want
,you to be careful.

Come here and let's talk about it.

Be sure it doesn't happen again.

I won't spank you this time, but if it happens
again I'll have to.

I won't this time, but don't let it happen
again.

You're sure you won't?
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(continued)

Ignores child'!s feelings and
promises or implies future spanking.

Implies present spanking but ac-
cepts child's promise for the
future.

Rejects child's feelings:
a. Explicitly rejects child's
promise.

b. Promises or clearly implies
present spanking.

¢c. Promises more severe punishment
in the future.

If you do it again I'll have to spank you.

I'm sorry, but I asked you not to do that.
I think next time you'll know that it
just wasn't a good thing to do.

You always say that, but you never mean it.

You have said that before, and you must
learn that you can't do that.

I have to spank you. I warned you.

If it ever happens again, you'll get twice
as hard a spanking.
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Don't go out tonight.

Complies with child's request with-
out qualification. (May indicate
that complance is temporary.)

Accepts child's feelings:
a. explicitly,

b. by any two of the following:
assuring parents!' return;
assuring parents' affection;
providing substitute attention
of baby sitter; promising fu-
ture parental attention,

c. by assuring child that parents
will be avalible if needed,

e seseesWith qualification: expla-
nation that parents must go out.

Explains that parents must go out
and/or gives brief meassurances.

Stay home with me.

All right, we'll stay home tonight.

I'1l read you a story before we leave.

We'll stay and talk to you for five
more minutes.

I know you'd like us to stay -- we'll be
back soon.

We love you, but we have to go now.

We'll be back as soon as you're asleep.

We're going next door and Grandma is stay-
ing with you. When you wake up we'll be
home again.

Jane will read you a story before you go to
sleep, and tomorrow night we'll stay home
with you.

We won't be gone long, and if you go to sleep
now we'll have lots of fun together tomorrow.

We have to go out, but we'll leave our phone
number and you can call us if you really
need us.

We have to go out; the baby sitter will be
downstairs.

We'll be back soon.

Someone else is staying with you tonight.

- The sitter will read you a story as soon

as we go.
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(continued)

Criticizes or denies child's feel-
ings, but adds any two of the
types of reassurance (see b.
+1) (or c.).

under

Rejects child's feelings critical-
ly, with qualification: explains

that parents must go out or gives
brief reassurance.

Criticizes or denies child's feel-
ings without qualification.

We're just going to a movie; we'll tell
you about it tomorrow.

Don't act that way now; we won't be gone

long, and Grandme is here with you.

You know you don't mind staying here alone;
we'll be back soon and we'll stay home
with you tomorrow night.

We told Mrs. Brown we'd come over. You
go to sleep.

Don't act that way; we're Just going to
the movies.

Please don't make a fuss now; we won't be

gone very longe.

Go to sleep‘and don't be a baby.
You're not afraid to be here without us.
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Let's take the baby back. I don't want a new baby sister.

Explicitly accepts child's express-
ed feelings without attempt to
change them. (May interpret feel-
ings; may offer support and com-
fort,)

Accepts child's expressed feelings
with qualification: suggests pos-
sibility of future modification of
feelings.

Accepts child's feelings:

a. by any two of the following:
assuring parents!' affection; as-
suring child that he used to be a
loved baby; suggesting that baby
will have more appeal later; gives
or promises child the opportuni-
ty to participate,

b. Dby promising child some at-
tention all to himself,

seeWith qualification: ignores
or denies child's request.

Implicitly accepts child's feel-
ings but assures future modifica-
tion of feelings and implies that
they are unreasonable.

I know you don't like her.

It isn't much fun having a baby who takes
all of Mommy's time, is it?

She isn't much fun now, is she? You can
help me take care of her and before long
she'll be old enough to play with you.

I know you don't like her now. Maybe you
will later.

Well, after we get used to her we might like
her quite a bit.

We love you too, de@r, and in a while you can
help me with her.

Come sit by me and help me hold the bottle.
Did you know you were just that small once,
and you ate that way?

We can't take her back. When she gets bigger
you'll be able to play with her. Would you
like to hold her?

In a minute I'11l put the baby down and then I
want to see that house you're building.

She's really very nice and you will like her
soon.
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(continued)

Offers supportive explanation or
attention which is primarily
centered in terms of the baby
(and which does not meet criteria
of a. under +1).

Seeks cause of child's feelings.
Offers supportive explanation or

attention but implicitly denies
child's feelings.

Implies undesireability of child's
feelings by suggesting desir-

ability of the feelings held by <+t -

others.
Rejects child's request without
qualification.

Criticizes or denies child's
expressed feelings.

-Baby sister likes you.

Come sit by me and help me with her.

You can help 8ress her and feed her and
help mother a 1lot. :

I don't think you've held the baby yet,
have you?

We can't take her back.
want a new baby sister?

Why don't you

We all love our baby and since you're
her big brother I bet you can really
help take care of her. Come help me
feed her the bottle.

We all like her very much, and I think

she would like to stay here with all of us.
She's happy to have
a brother.

We can't take the baby back; she belongs
to us.

What an awful thing to sayl
Of course you want a sweet little sister.
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Can I saw too?

Complies with child's request with-
out qualification. (May provide
smaller saw if no initial denial or
mention of child's inability to use
the big saw is made.)

Complies with child's request with
qualification:

a. postponement to a definite time.
(Must be worded positively.)

b. explanation that saw is too big,
with provision of a smaller saw.

c. provision of alternative ac-
tivity which is explicitly help-
ful to adult, or which clearly

offers participation with adult.

Initially denies child's request,
adding promise of compliance or
provision of alternative activity.

Initially stresses adult busyness

All right, you can help me do this.

Let's get your little saw and some wood for
you.

Yes, but we'll get you a smaller saw.

You can as soon as I finish sawing this log.

Yes, I'll show you how I do it now and then
we'lll let you try it.

Only grownups can use this saw -- where's
your saw?

This saw is too big, but maybe we can find
a small one for you.

This wood is too hard for you to saw, but
I'1l fix some for you to hammer.

This saw is too big, but I'll need to have
you help me carry the wood.

Let's get your hammer and nails, and you can
help me that way.

No, I don't have a saw you can use;

I'1ll buy you one next time I'm ih town.

No, sawing's too hard. You could get your
hammer.

This wood is too hard for you to saw. Wait
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(continued)

or makes explanation that the
saw is too big, adding an im-
plied promise which emphasi-
zes the need for the child to
wait.

Puts off child's request non-
committally: postponement to in-
definite time.

Suggests alternative actiwity
which does not offer partici-
pation with the adult.

Denies child's request with
gqualification: non-critical
explanation.

Denies child's request with-
out qualification, or brief
and belittling explanation.

till I have finished this and I'll see
what I can find for you.
Let me finish doing this first.

Later.
Some other time you can.

Why don't you get a doll to play with?

You just watch, otherwise you might hurt
yourself.
No, this work is too hard for you.

No, ¥'m sorry.
Don't bother me now, I'm busy.
You're too little.
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Don't let her hit me.

Complies with child's request
without qualification, expli-
citly offering adult protection.
May express compliance through
clear criticism to other child.

Complies with child's request with
qualification: adult protection is
implied, by means of reassur-
ance.

Implicitly denies child's request
but suggests technique for child
to use.

Non-critically seeks causes of
the situation.

Offers conditional reassurance
to child.

Implies that both children are
at fault.

Changes the subject.

I won't let her.
Mother will protect you.
(to other child) We don't hit peoplel

She isn't going to hit you.

I don't think she will.

She won't; why don't you talk to her and
find out what'!s wrong?

Hit her back.
Tell her not to hit you.

Let's find out what's wrong.

why does she want to hit you?

Tell me what happened.

I don't think she will unless you've
made her very angrye.

Why don't you both play nicely and stop
hitting each other?

Lets all go get some cookies.
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(continued)

Implicitly denies childs Tequest:
implies that child is at fault,
without direct criticism.

States that child is at fault.

Denies or criticizes child's re-
quest without qualification.

What did you do to her?
Did you hit her first?
Did you do something to make her angry?

She wouldn't want to if you hadn't hit her
first.

Look out for yourself.

Oh, don't be such a baby.
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I want to play my drum now.

Accepts child's epressed feelings
without qualification.

Accepts child's expressed feelings:
a. explicitly,

b. by postponi
definite time,
positively.)

activity to a
Must be worded

c. by proposing alternative
location for activity,

d. suggesting another acti-

vity to child as compensation.
Either continued adult atten-

tion must be included or there
must be postponement to a definite
time promised,

«eeWith qualification: explanation
that activity is denied now.

Initially denies or criticizes
child's request, adding promise of
compliance or provision of alter-
native activity.

Makes an implied promise which
emphasizes need for the child
to wait.

O.K., go ahead.
Shall we have a parade?

I know you do, but we're still sleeping.

That drum is fun to play with, but it's bed-
time for all of us now.

It's bedtime now; you can play your drum in
the morning.

Weter sleeping now; after breakfast we'll
all have a parade.

You can play outside if you like.
Let's read the funnies together now.
Mommy's still asleep.
well, right now we have something else to do.
I'm tired and want to sleep now. Why don't
you play with your blocks and after breakfast
we'll have a parade.

You can't play now, it's bedtime. It will have
to wait till morning.

You need to think of others when playing a drum.
You can play it when everyone is awake.

You'll have to wait till everyone is up to

play your drum.
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(Continued)

Suggests alternative activity which
does not include continued adult
attention, and adds no promise of
compliance.

Puts off child's request non-
committally: postponement to
indefinite time.

Rejects child's expressed feelings
with qualification: non-critical
explanation.

Rejects child's feelings:

a. without qualification

b. with criticism. May give
explanation. ,

Threatens punishment.

I need to sleep and I can't with all that
noise. Find a book to read.
Find something else to do for a while.

Were sleeping now; you'll need to wait
till later.

It's bedtime; we don't play drums now.
I have a headache and wish you wouldn't.
No, not now; we're sleeping.

No, stop it!
Stop that noise. Can't you see Daddy is
sleeping?

If you don't stop it I'1ll have to take
the drum away from you.
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He tried to take my wagon so I hi

Accepts child's implied feelings,
and action, without qualification.
May express acceptance by speaking
to other child, supporting the
action.

Accepts child's implied feelings
(must mention feelings) with
gualification:

a. proposes alternative way of
expressing feelings,

b. disapproves of action,

Implies acceptance of child's
feelings by suggesting a sub-
stitute for other child.

Ignores child's implied feelings:
a. Attempts to initiate co-
operative playe.

b. Criticizes other child's action
but suggests another techniques for

him to use.

him.

I guess you didn't want him to do that.

He made you mad, didn't he?

You were right in hitting him.

That's Sue's wagon and she doesn't want
you to take it.

Find something else to play with, Mike.

Could you have told him some other way?

Hitting isn't a good idea. Tell him you
don't want him to have it.

We don't hit people even if we don't like
what they do. _

I know he made you mad, but I can't let
you hit him.

Let's see if we can find him another wagon.

He only wanted to see how yours works.
I'1ll get his and you can both ride your
wagonse.

Why don't you both play with it?

He would like to use it too; could you
use it together?

Jimmy, ask for the wagon instead of
grabbing
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(continued)

Rejects child's implied feelings
with qualifications:

a. Makes conditional suggestion
that child give up wagon.

b. Criticizes other child's
action.

Ignores child's implied feelings
and gives reason for other child's
action.

Ignores child's implied feelings and
criticizes action with qualifica-
tion: attempts to initiate
cooperative play or makes con-
ditional suggestion that child give
up wagona.

Rejects, criticizes or denies
child's feelings.

Criticizes child's action with-
out qualification.

" You didn't mean that.

You might let him have the wagon if
you're through with it.

It would be nice if you would let him
use you wagon. He doesn't have one.
Maybe next time he'll ask to use it and
you'll be glad to share it with him.

I guess he wants to play with it for a while.

Hitting's not nice. Why don't you take turns?
You shouldn't have hit him. If you let

him have the wagon, you could swing

for a while.

You don't need it.
Of course you'd
like to share it with him.

Let him have the wagon.

That wasn't nice of you.
We mustn't hit other children.
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Go away. I hate you.

Explicitly accepts child's express-
ed feelings without qualification.

Explicitly accepts child's express-
ed feelings with qualification:

a. suggestion that feelings are
temporary. '

b. suggestion of activity to
conciliate child.

c. explanation about situation
that caused feelings.

Implicitly accepts child's feelings
by compliance with child's request
without qualification.

Changes the subject with suggestion
of activity to conciliate child.
Seeks cause of child's feelings.
Neither accepts nor rejects

child's feelings: gives re-
assurances.

I guess you're pretty mad at me.
I was pretty unreasonable, wasn't I?
I'm sorry.
I know many times a person feels that way.

I guess you'er pretty mad now. You'll feel
better later on.

I guess what I did made you mad.
go to the zoo this afternoon?

That's all right. I'm going for a walk now,
though, and you may come if you like.

I know you get mad sometimes, but we all need

to do things we don't like to do at times.

Shall we

(Walks away, says nothing.)
A1l right, I'll go away.

Let's go for a walk and get an ice cream cone.
Why?
What did I do?

I don't hate you, though.
Now honey, I won't hurt you.



26.

-1

-2

(Continued)

Complies with child's request
with comment which could be
positive or negative depending
on tone of voice.

Denies or criticizes child's feel-
ings with qualification:

a. redefinition of feelings.

b. suggestion of activity to
conciliate child.

c. explanation about situation
that caused feelings.

Denies or criticizes child's
feelings without qualification.

All right, I'1ll go away. You come to me
when you feel differently.

You're mad at me, but you don't really hate me.
I don't think you really mean that. Let's

see if we can find a book to read.
It isn't nice to say you hage people.

I guess I made you mad, though.

Of course you don't.

No you don't. You're just trying to get
your own way.

What a thing to say to mel



27«

+2

+1

I want a cookie.

Complies with child's request
without qualification.

Complies with child's request

with qualification:

a. postponement to a definite
time. (Must be worded positively.)
b. proposes immediate
alternative.

c. stated 'qualification'.
(Compliance is grudging in some

way.)

Both complies with and denies child's
request:

a. Initially denies child's

request, adding a promiseof
compliance.

b. Makes an implied promise

which emphasizes need for child to
wait.

Puts off child's request non-

committally: postponement to
indefinite time.

Denies child's request with

Certainly.
They're in that jar.

After dinner you can have one.
It's too close to dinner. Would
you like a carrot?
We haven't any, but we can make some.
O.Ke, but only one. It's too near
dinnertime. :
Yes, if you will say please.

No, not now. You may have one for dessert.

It's almost dinnertime. You'll have to

wait till then.

Not now. Later you can.

No, it's too near dinnertime.



27. (Continued)

qualification: non-critical It'd spoil your appetite.
explanation. We don't have any cookies.
-2 Denies child's request: No, you can't have a cookie.
a. without qualification. Don't bother me now.
be with criticism. May give You know perfectly well we don't eat

explanation. cookies just before dinner.



28. The other girls won't play with me.

+2 Accepts child's implied feelings
(desire to get in group):
a. explicitly, offering sympathy.

b. by offering support: a sug-
gestion to help child get in
group.

41 Accepts child's implied feelings
with qualification by:
a. offering substitute
companionship.

b. by offering a suggestion to
help child get in group while
non-critically implying that
the child is at fault.

c. by clearly criticizing the
groups attitude or adopting
'sour grapes' attitude -- not
supportive sympathy.

d. offering suggestion to help
child get in group soon.

And you'd like them to, wouldn't you?
I'm very sorry.

Well, let's find out why. I'll come
with you while you ask them.

Let's go out and see what they are
playing. :

Why don't you show them your new game?

You go tell them I said they should play
with you.

Let's us play something together.
Bobby and Pat are playing next door

and I'm sure they'll play with you.
Maybe if you'll go and play what they're
playing now they'll come and play what
you want to play another time.

They should be ashamed of themselves.
Never mind, they're mean old things.

I'm sure there's some game you can all
play together. Let's wait till they're
finished with this one.



28.

0

(continued)

Suggests alternative activity
which does not include companion-
ship.

Non-critically seeks or suggests
cause of group's behavior.

Implies that child is at fault,
without direct criticism.

Criticizes or states that child
is at fault but offers support.

States that child is at fault.

Rejects or criticizes child's
feelings without qualification.

Could you play something else?
Why don't you play with your doll house
for a while?

Why not?
I guess they're playing a game for just
three people.

Did you do something they didn't like?

Maybe they don't like the way you play.
I think they'd like to have you help
them build blocks when they come in.

k £ 4 ybu were nice to them they would.
What did you do to make them mad?

Don't come whining to me. It's not
my fault.



APPENDIX C. The Teacher Rating Scale



This is part of a resecarch project in
child development. You are requested to rate,
on each of the thirteen traits which follow,
each of the student teachers who have worked
with you in the nursery school this year,

Each trait is a continuum, divided into
five sections., The center position and the
two end positions are characterized in dbrief
statements; the two positions not so character-
ized are to be considered intermediate,

For each trait, nut an "X" within the
section of the line which most accurately
indicates the student's most freauent type of
response to children in ﬁhe nursery school,

If the student's resmonses to children have
changed during the semester, rate her in terms

of her responses at the end of the semester,



Date

L )

Name of rater

Name of student

hl

1.
Is able to see
situations as
child does.
More concerned
with child's
feelings than
his actions,

! 1

Sometimes is
able to see
situations as
child does, at
other times is
more concerncd
with ehild's
actions than
his feelings.

Ignores child's
view of situations.
More concerned
with child's
actions than

his feelings.

1

2.
Judges in terms
of good and bad
children rather
than in tcrms of
desirablce and
undesirable acts,

Sometimoes
judgoes in torms
of good and bad
children, at
other times in
terms of desir-
able and unde-
sirable acts,.

Judges in torms
of desirable and
undesirable acts
rather than in
terms of good
and bad children,

%TM__ww_ L

Ignorcs causative
factors in child's
roactions,

I i |

Is partly able
to see child's
reactions in
terms of causcs,

Sees child's
reactions in
terms of causcs,

4

k4, )
Fails to take
anpropriate action
to moot child's
nceds,

L !

Somctimes takes
appropriate
action to mcct
child's nceds, at
other times fails
to do so.

Takes ampropriate
action to mect
child's necds.

I

5
Recognizcs ocach
child as unique,
and reospccts and
weleomes
individuality.

Recognizes, re-
spects and welcomes
individual differ-
ences only to a
limited degree,

Fails to recog-
nize individual
differcnccs., Does
not respect or
welcome indivi-
duality.



i I

i /

{

6.
Values child's
work in terms
of its meaning
to the child
rather than to
the adult.

L |

Sometines valucs
child's work in
terms of its .
meaning to the
child, at other
times in terms
of its meaning
to the adult,

Values child‘s
work in terms of
its meaning to
the aduvlt rather
than to the
child,

L Wl

Mistakes and

Has partisl

Is able to iden-

misinterprets success in iden- tify correctly o
a child's tifying a child's child's feelings
feelings in a feclings in a in a2 situation,
situation, situation,

! 1 i | )

8'

Overloolks cues
to a child's
feelings; fails
to recognize
feelings until
they become .
very obvious,

Misses minimal
cues, but begins
to recognize a
child's feclings
before they have
become very
obvious,

! i

Recognizes minime
cues to a child's
feelings, ouilckly
and before they
become very
obvious,

|

Relationships
with children
are character-
ized by feel-
ings of mutual

Some relation-
ships with child-
ren are charac-
terized by feelings
of mutual satisfac-

Relationships with
children are
characterized by
feelings of mutual
satisfaction,

dissatisfaction, tion, others by
dissatisfaction.
L ! 41 {
10 S

Is cool and
detached, does
not show liking
for children,

Shows some warmth,
but sometimes is
cool and detached,

Shows warmth
toward gnd liking
for children,



W

L

11.

Is sought out
by children,

Is ignored by
children;
children seem
generally una~-
ware of her
existence,

If rejected by
children,

12,

L

Does not share
symoathetically
with child in
joy, distress,
ete,

L

§ =

Sometimes
shares sympa-
thetically with
chikd; may re-
spond with in
some types of
situations ut
not in others,

l

Is sympathetic
and sensitive;
resvonds with
child in Jjoy,
distress, etec,

I

13,

Is able to think
clearly, richly,
in well-organized
fashion about the
total personality
structure of a
child,

Thinks with some
clarity and orga-
nization about
the personality
of a child, but
misses some parts
of the total
picture,

Thinks vaguely,
sketchily, one-
sidedly about
the versonality
of a child.



Approved \dusa..s. O, %M
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