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The study incor por ated three areas of concern . Lit erature 

and r esearch findings r elated to day- care focussed on the social­

emotional effects of attendance . It was found that f ear s r ec;ar ding 

har mful consequences of mother- child separat i on and multiple 

caret aker s were not substantiated . Although many f indings were 

equivocal , there was considerable evidence indicating benefi cial 

outcome:-:; of ct..-ty- c,1r e . In r:1.rticul ar , pro~;oc i aJ 1Jd1aviour c. were 
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found to be i mpr oved . An important variable in day- care i s interaction 

with peers . The nature of peer influence on children ' s social 

development was , however , largely t heor etical . It was conc~uded 

that peer experiences should facilitate the l os:::; of coc;centrism and 

coincident i ncr ease in empathy in pre s chool children. 

Emphasis was placed on t he r ecent change i n viewpoint t hat the 

preschool child is not necessarily egocentric but capable of 

r esponding empathically. Empathy i n chil dren was found to be 

influenced by socialisation experiences and proJocial behaviour s 

were linked , at l e: ,1:,t theoretically , to empat hy . "Cognitive " 

empathy was within the capabilities of young children and defined 

ar; under~-;tanding what anotl1er person i s fee ling. 

The aim of the study , therefore , was to i nve stigat e cognitive 

empathy of children attending day- care . 

Dorke ' s (1971) I nter personal Per ception Test was used t o 

measure empathy in sixty day- care children (30 male and 30 female) 

between t hree and four- and- a- half year s of age . Social and 

inter per sonal skills were assessed by a Social Behaviour Rating 

Scal e and the PPVT :1erved as a measur e of verbal intelligence . 

Factors included in the de si gn wer e length of stay in day- care 

(NEW , OLD , XOLD) , age (3yr . old , 4yr old), sex and a r etest after 

twelve weeks of day- car e attendance . Result s were analysed in 

tcr1110 of a 5 x 2 (Tr eatments x Sex ) du::,i o 1 with l cnc;th of stay 

in day-care and age defining treatment classi f i cations . 
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Tl,c rc;,ulk; i11u.i.c0.Lcu Lk1L chiJdri":r, who had r1t.tcndcd day- care 

for some time were mor e empathic t han children who had not had this 

experience . Empathy was found to increase with age but there were 

no diffe rence s between male and female children. The extent to 

which children were empathic was found to be related to their prosocial 

behaviours and interpersonal skill s . Althou13h increases in empathy 

over U,c tcd, - r cte~;t intcrv.11 were sli[';ht , NEW children showed a 

gr eater development in empathy than OLD children. The r esults also 

showed Lhat empathy varied with the emotion bein13 i dent i fied and 

t here were differences between item - correctness and response -

correctness . 

The study c-uppor ted the idea that day- care can be a growth­

enriching experience and can promote t he development of empathy . 

It is impliec. that early interaction with peers is the factor largely 

re sponsible for improved social devel opment . 

Finally :.t was suggested that child- rearing and l'urrr,cll 

education have gr:::at potential for facilitating prosocial be~1aviours 

and e;npat:1y by offering s r_, cialised acti'1ities and experience::; . 

Given the i mplicat i ons of this fo r behaviour modification , especially 

aggre[sion and viol ence , it seems particularly important that dir ect 

attention be given to facilitating mature l evels of empat riy and 

socic.l develop:nent 
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rnTHUDUC'J'lON 

Uriti l rL:ccntly v0ry little was kr:owll ,11Jollt the child ' s 

understandi ng of ni13 soci a l world , particularly i n comparison v:i tr. 

tl1f~ a:1101mt known in terms l).E' P 1ti child , ;:!rtd ' noncoci.Jl ' compl't ,~nce . 

However , i n the last ten years , there has been a great deal cf 

intere~t and re search on the soci al dpvelopment of childr en and 

prosoc:i al at;pe ,..;ts of their b0havi.our . 

The topic of thi s the ~:is is how the ch:.. l d ' s scc::i.al un.ierstanding , 

in particular , empathy the under stardin6 uf other s ' emoti ons , 

thout:;hts or v~.ewpoints - can be influenced by t he experience of 

cJ ay - c :.u·e • 

The .:.1ea that day- care can enrich developr.1ent i:.; only just 

bcgi.nning to gain ac ceptanc r:; 7 and has hc1d to over come earli P, r 

fear·:, l'q:;ardi.nr, mother - child sepa.ration , mult i ple ca r etakers etc . 

That d:1.y- carc rnay hc1vc a beneficial effl!ct , ·in term~, of child 

dev,~ l uJJ'!!Cnl:. ·1 ij the fir:,t premise of thi~ study , wH.h Ll,e focu~ 

on early peer interact i ons as evidenced in day- care . 

It is this element , i n which chil dren have: to leai'n Lo 

fllilc t ih'1 in a group and ad':l.pt to the varyin13 demands of ~roup b i'e , 

that is l:.o be assoc.:.ated wi th empathy of pr eschool child r en , and 

at the :;anie time , w-Lth certain µrococial bt:l ia viours . 

The rat i onale , therefore , i s that an earl y cxpeTier1ce of 

"'uch a nature as day- care ·.vil1 have some effect on soci.al growt h . 

The unde r lyinG ] ogj c; ha'., thr ee comJ.)'.Jn<:nL.s . Tt .i :: to~) 

presumpt i ous to s t at e categorically t hat attendance i n duy-ca:cc 

enhances s ocial devel opment , a.nd henc e t he pros and conn of 

day- care ef:ect s must be dea l t with . 

I f day- care i s to encourage social grm-rth t hen some a spect 

or combi nat i on of aspects , m·.ist be contributing t owards thi s 

outcorne . It -Ls also logi cal t o expe ct t hat extensive peer contact 
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and interaction will be an important contri buting factor . 

For the y,.,ung child to function s ffect.ively and successivel y 

in a day- care group , he mut.~t learn certaj n adaptive social skills 

anrl behaviour s . T1,us , it is possible to ,:;nvi sar;e a. spirallir.g 

eff ec:t of increased peer i nteraction with increased social 

develo;2rnent , and vice versa . 

Moreover , His social development of a particular kind 

that will probably be most evident , that which enable~; succc ~:.,;ful 

functioning in a group of peers - it i s therefore likely , that 

behaviour will be most faci.l itated in pro'.,ocial areas and , in 

particular , the area of under standing :mother ' s viewpoint and 

feclin8s , empathy . 

Hence the relationship between the three theoretical 

ernphases has bee!'l drawn , and will be discussed in the:=:e terms . 
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DAY-CJ\f/li; t,T'l'ENDANCE AND SOC.LAL- L'.:MUTIONAL DJ,:VEL01'MENT 

The i rr,portance of the preschool period for development 

cannot oe overemphasised and the notion that experi ences and conditions 

during the first 5 or 6 years of life can greatly influence how a 

chi:Ld ~row::; up is widely acccpLed (Caldwell 1967 , 1973 ; Sigel , Starr 

et c:11 1973) . Thus, si nce experience and environment can affect a 

child ' c; development , attendance in day- care can be an important source 

of influence . 

Day- care , however , is a relatively recent inovation in child­

rearing and there is much controversy within t:1e literature regarding 

the nature o: the effect s of day- care . Concomitantly there have been 

few definite .:indings . This kind of situation has given rise to the 

serious need for further study on all aspects of day- care aLtendancc . 

The controvcr~y concerning day-care has been centred on the 

significance of mother-c hi ld separati on and the presence of multiple 

caret-akers . The idea that the separation of mol~her ar,d c:1ild , 

especially durine; the preschool years , is seriously detrimental to 

t he child ' :; welfare Wf:l.S eiven c;reat w1~1..e;ht in 1951 in a review of 

studies or. i nstitut i onalised. children, prepared by J·ohn Bowlby. 

Bowlby concluded that cbilrl.ren living in group care institutions 

suffp,red from se·rnre "maternal depri vation" , causing the cognitive 

deficits and emotional difficulties observed in such children. Tl1e 

cnq,h:-i ,,L, on the importance of tlie sinr,le mother figure stood out 

in Bmvlby ' s review , and many assumed day- care to have similar 

effects as institutional care, since both involved mother- child 

separation . 

However, this assumption was scarcely appropriate , for childr en 

in the institutions studied suffered from many tl 1ings besides the 

lack of a single mother figure. They had very little contact with 

fathers or father f igure s (or any other adults), few toys , little 

contact with other children and were , in general, "stimulus 

deprived" a s well as "mother deprived" . (Bee , 1974). Whereas quite 
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tl.r' r e:vc! r :;n C'.'ln lie: tru e in driy- r.:, r n cent r e:-, . 

Nt:ve rtl1ele:.;:.; , the vie1-J that day-cu.re aU.,enclance wa:; l1ar111l'ul 

for the child ' s emotional well- being seemed to remain , based on the 

idea t hat "naternal deprivation" is synonymous with "maternal 

separation" . 

It wa s a __ so feared that. the presence of several concurrent 

m,-,ther fie;ures in <'arly life would re sult in a diffusion of the mother 

im~, r,e and later inability to e:;tahlish meo.nin13ful r elationships . 

Insecure maternal attachment plus severe anxiety and distress from 

repeated daily separ ations ,va s expected in a day- care situation 

(Ainsworth & BelJ , 1970 ; Ainsworth , Bell & Stayton 1971 ; Robertson 

& Robertson , 1967 , 1971 ; Tizard & Tizard 1971) . 

However , as with the effects of separation , Lhe t hHory 

concerni ng the effects of multiple mothering developed in the context 

of i nsU tut ional care and was associated \vith impersonal or 

reject i ng maternal c.s.re . Co:~sequently , t:1ese theorie~- need 

r evisi on before they are applied to day- care as it exists today. 

The view Unt cby- c'1rc :.;cpar.::rLlon ha::; c ffccl-. :, ~;_i_mj lar in 

form to those of "institution- t ype " separation has teem debated 

at leneth in t he literature . Swift (19(,4 ) stE.tes tl1at there is much 

evidence to support t he position that the child in dLJy- care r ctainc 

thP essential relationship and identification with his parents 

despite the long day away from home (Heinecke , 1956; Rutter , 1972) . 

Therefore , concern over the effect 2 of day- care arose mainly 

from maternal deprivation literature in 1vhich separation was equated 

with deprivation . Secondly , this literature was looking at 

im,titutional care in which children often suffered much more than 

t he loss of a single mother figure . It is now clear that the 

effects of separation are not ahrays as severely adverse as earlier 

studies implied (Witner 1962) , and , i n fact , the case for har mful 

effect s of day- care has t ended to be overstated. 



Tl 1<' prc ,:r:nt. purpo;.<! i ,; to :-:how thal. rl., y - c:trf- :icp:iration i s 

not automatical ly detrimental to the emotional stabili ty and growth 

of C!1ildren . 

Mor8 n cc:uLJy with j nc:rca:.:ing munbcr :_; of.' wornct i in the work 

force (it i s estim,ded that ther e are bei:,ween 30 , 000 and 40 , 000 

working women wit h pre school children in 1\J . Z., S.R.o.w., 1975) and 

consequent increa !.': ing demand f er day-car e , a major revi sion of 

c!ild- r ea ring concept s has been ne cessary . 

Unfortunately , in any day- care study ther e are a nurn'oer of 

confounding variables . I nitially , t here is the problem of the self 

r ecruiting ncs.ture of U1e sample of subject s , and that certain"day­

care attendance" effect s may well result from particular home 

attituc.e s amo~g t he parent s of day- care childrc n . At the ~.;ame t i me , 

chi l dren who settle down well at day- care pr obably stay on longer 

tlwn children who don ' t seLtle i n well . Consequen tly , cl1.i. l drcn 

who have att ended day- car e fo r a long time and so ar e specially 

suited fo r research studies , could well r epresent a r.on- typical gr oup . 

I n the fol2.owi ng r evi ew , i t shoul d al so l;c r crncrnbr_:: r cd th:1t 

a lar ge proportion of .lay- care r esearch has co:ne from t he U.S .A. and 

many of these studies have berm carried out in very intensively 

educat i onal centre s with extremely cor.1petent staff . Thus , i t may 

not be r easonable to generali se such re sult s to dc:1.y- care as a whole . 

Effe ct s of day-care att endance may al so be i nfluenced by 

variables Silch as the amount of time spent in the centre , the age 

&t which the child begi ns day- care and the type and quality of care 

pr ovid ed . 

These ar e some of thP- constraints i n the area of day-car e 

r esearch and must be r ecognised when interpreting studies . 

A further limitation is t he availability of techniques for 

evaluating the social and emotional functioning of preschool 
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chi 1Jr(~n . Sucl1 a task is ocin~ 1uaue cv,;n more co111r l c:x by t.he wide~ 

di. vf,r:; i t.y of Lcl1;,vinnr jr,cl1.1ckd under t hc.: r ubri c of " social and 

ernot i.ona l d.cw!l c1pment". 

Eavints briefly outlined some of t l,e experimental difficultie s 

in t hi~ area , the review o f day- care studie~ f ollows . 

";n terms of t he effects of day- care 2ttendance on attachment 

and emot iomil stability , studi es t hat are availab l e tend not to 

confirm the earlier fear s of social rr1B ladjustment s , personality 

Ji .::;C)rdcrs , J o::,~; and attachment as pr eviously di scu ssed (Braun & 

Caldwell , 1970 ; Caldwell & Sr:ii.th 1970 ; Cald we ·:1 , Wr-Leht , Jlonig & 

Tannenbaum 1970) . This position ha:~ been supported in a study by 

Schwarz , Strickland & Krolick (1973) usin6 20 c:h-Lldren -....,ho harl been 

attending c:ay- ca r e f r om infancy , and children ent ering day- .::-n.r e 

i nit~ally at 3 and 4 years of age . Ratings of affect , tension and 

,;ocial int 1.:Tactior, obtaint~d on the f :i r st day and fif-t.l 1 1-wck in a 

new facili Lt,r cc,ntra cEctcd the not i on that infant day- care leads 

to e:not-,ional insecur ity. ~he early day- care group exhibited cJ 

more positive affective response on arrival in the new day-care 

settiu8 and t ended to n:main happier than the matc:1ed group of 

children who had started day- care later . 

In qcdH.jor. to recent day-care r e::;earch frorn the U.S . A., 

Lhere i :-:; com;id1:: ralile ev:i. rknce f rom Eui·o1Y ' ,H1 sL uJ..i.v; , pu rr.i cul a rly 

fro;n -t. hose countrj es i n wh:i.ch 6r o11p child- rearing is the rule 

rather than t he exception . 

Studies on the kibuutzim of I sra el , in which all children 

are placed in extro.- family i nst itutions at a very early age , 

have found few deleter ious effects of reari ng on social att achments, 

personality development , interper sonal relationships ar.d mother­

attachment etc (Gewirtz 1965 ; Maccoby & Feldman 1972; Rabin 1958; 
Spiro 1958) . Rabin (1965) concluded that t he early day-care 



siLual.lort of Lhc Ki1Juul:dm Wi.l.:..: not d<..:Lriml:ntal t o the <.:l,ild ' ~, 

emotional development . Similarly , Wolins (1974) compared groups of 

horr-e-resred and day- care children in Austria , Yugoslavia , Poland and 

Israel , and tlta re:::ults failed to support the lonc.:- held ni=~gative 
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view of group.care effects on social- emotional development . No 

p0ycho:;\1cial deficiencie3 \vcre ,Jvident , rather the group care settings 

we1·P. char::i.cterised by successfnl social integration. 

Therefore , \vhile empirical r esearch i s st i ll sparse , what 

doe[, exist points t.o the possibility of day- care achieving favourable 

results. 

Earlie:- concern on the effects of multiple mothering has 

likewise not \.,een substantiated by r esearch (Mead 1954 ; Yarrow 1962) 

and factors other than maternal separ ation may be more crucial in 

influP.r,cing attac"lment anc. emotional development . Etaugh (1971..) 

ccncludP.s that strent~h of attachment to the mother is unrelated 

hoth to maternal availability aP..d the number of caretakers 

(Ainswurt.h 19(-'.) ; KoteJ chuck 1971 ; Muccuby & Fc~ldm,m 1';72 ; Sc:J.affer 

& Emer son '2.964) , but what does seem important for crnot.:.o:-1al 

adjustment i s the stability oi' care given to the chilcl (Moore J964, 1969) . 

Thus , given the con.,traints on re search and intcrpretation!J , 

the body of evidence now accumulating is i ndicating llenefits 

rather than dangers of day- care . 

In the past , day- care has been seen merely as a "substitute" 

service , but it is far more appropriate to see that it has unique 

value s of its own . For instance , the ~mcial element 0£' day- care 

is probably the feature that most distinguishes it from other 

experiences to which t he preschool child i s exposed . In a day- care 

eroup t he chUd is con!3tan'Lly surrounded by a fair1y 1arGC nurnl>cr 

of children of similar age and only one or t wo adults. The child 

i s also offered activity and self- expression in areas in which the 

home offers only limited possibiliti es . Conversely, the child has 

to learn to adapt it ' s ovm individual activities to the collecti ve 



nr.ti v-i t.i (';-, of t.h0 c: 1~n11r :,n,l m11:~t-. 1 n.1rn to :-;h.'1rf: hnth ::pace and 

materials . Such early interaction with peers suggests that personal 

dcvci I upmcn l:, anc.l social adjusLrnenl:, wlll uc encouri_i!_'.Ccl Ll ir uut.;l I day­

care. This premise states the underlying theme of the present, study 

anJ i s discussed at Greater lcnr;th in the f.ollowine c~iapler cm peers . 

Although the so6al (: l e~nent i s clearly a distinctive feature 

of day- care , it has been largely ignored in day-care research , while 

e:xpectat-.ionr, that the opportunity to interact with other children 

will facilitate social development and t he acquisition of social 

ski:ll s , have rnor2 often bt:cn expressed in research into nursery 

schools (an equivalent to the New ZeaJand kindergarten) . 

As well as differing in terms of traditional researc h emphases , 

day-care certre s and n:1rsery schools ar e different on a number of 

counts , for example , t heir aj_ms and consequent prognnnr.1es , length 

of daily attendance , the part of population that children arc drawn 

from (SE:~ , fc:i. :nj_Jy background) etc . However , one thing they do 

have in common iE, a highly sccial situation and for this rea:;on nursery 

school research i s reJevant . 

Sjolund (1973) ha2 rev:Lewed studie5 concerning the effect of 

nursery school on social and emotional growth and concluded that the 

major:!..ty (8CY/> of all those to be found) demonstrate a positive effect 

in one or more social- emotional fields . As with day-care research, 

some of these :-1tudie s have certain methodo]ogical fauUs , for 

example , no control groups , unmatched groups of r;ub jects, or a 

retrospective design that says nothing about the effect~ while 

children were actually attending nursery school . 

Given this qualification on the studies , those aspects of 

social development that have been found to be improved after 

attending nursery uchool were largely of a "prosocial" nature. That 

is, studies (with adequate controls and matched groups) have 

reported increases in the amount of social activity and participation 

of children (Jersild & Fite 1937, 1939), improved peer and social 



c.l' ij1t:.,Lrnc1tL ( ilal.L1vick 19'.:)G) , lnc;rea~cu abiJ.Hy tu ~<;[., 1111 ~,iLh ot tlt:r~; 

(?dc!':,.:m 1938i Vitz 1961) , dc:cre::ised dependence on ad11lts (Heathers 

1955; Peterson 1938) and, in general , gr eater social adjustment and 

soci al skills . 

Since r:ursery schools and clay- care centr es have a co1TUT1c.m 

social factor it is rennonaoJ c to expect :;imilar trends as these , 

in terms of the effects of day- care attendance . ~ore recent day­

car e r·cscarch li.:.1s considered tire social aspect and has found this 

to be so . Caldwe].l (1973) r eported that day- care was found to he 

associated with the acqui sition of adaptive social ski] l s as well 

as with healthy emotion~l development . Caldwell & Richrr.ond ( 1968) 

i.n :,tudyin1~ children at the Cl1iJdr c11 ' s Ccntrn , Sy.r:icuse rt:1,ort 

t hc.t many of the children showed they "car ed for '' one another , more 

freque11tly tha~ one usually finds in gr oups of children of a 

similvr age . There i s also some evidence that the day- care 

children had o. sense of togetherness and community fee.line . 

Therefore , extrapolating from nursery school studies and 

using findings from day- care research , it is clear that day- care 

i s likely to promote social development of presct:ool cr.ildren and, 

moreover , it i s pro~,ocial behn.viour s that are most encouraeed . 

Althoup;h the controver sy and debat8 over the effects of 

day- car e has not heen resolved , this review has shown that increasing 

cvi.rlonce L; civing <.l.'.ly- carc a mor e favourable imu~e . It is al:::o 

clear that problems and constraints in such studi es prevent defi nite 

statcmer,ts vf outcomes from beinc; made . 

Nevertheless , it has been shown that day- care attendance 

can result i n positive growth and development in emotional and 

social areas . 

MASSEY UNtVERSIJ.X 
l.lBRAAl 
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1'1!F. JNF'LlJBNCF. Of IBF.R.S ON SOCIAL- F.M01'IONAL DEVELOPMEN'I' 

Fr om the previous secti on , it wau l'ow1<l LlnL :.;ociul devel opment 

can be encouraged by pre school experience and it i s the purpose of 

this section to investigate to what degr ee this i s the result of 

the presence of peers . 

The i ssue here , beco~es one of determining the r oles of 

maturation and experience . For the present purpose the concept of 

m.'.ltur :1ti on will r ef er to those chanc;es which "primarily represent 

an unfolding of the nature •••• of the organism that are at l east 

relatively independent of special environmental circumstances , 

training or experience" (Liebert , Poulos & Strauss , 1974 , p . 79) . 

It i s held that , with increasing age , peer interaction changes 

both quantitatively and qualitatively. For example , Par ten (1932 ) 

reported that the amount of social participation increased with 

chronological age and that "as they grow older , nursery school 

clti.1ur c 11 cnc~l/~l1 more frt~qu~ntly in ar;::ociative and coop<1rativC; 

activities with age- mates , and less f r equently i n solitary play , 

onlooker behavi our and i solated play" (1932 , p. 264) . 

Such changes are maintained by many to be lar~cly Lhc r esult 

of naturation , per se . From this viewpoi nt , it can be hypothesi sed 

that with maturation there i s a concomitant growth in cognitive 

skills that may well enable the development of appropriate social 

skills . Thus , one could argue that factors ' internal ' to the child 

and his own individual make- up contribute in large part , to the 

process of change in peer interactions and soci al growth. Along 

such lines , Piaget (1932 , 1970) has proposed a general theory of 

social development in which both maturation and experience play a 

role in the transition from lower to higher levels of social 

development - maturation i s important primaril y as it effects the 

child ' s cognitive capacities , while social experience serves as a 

catalytic agent advancing or retarding the operation of a built- in 

timed mechanism. In this formulation , there are cognitive 

limitations underlying the young child ' s type of interaction with 

peers , one of these being the state of egocentrism. It follows 

10 



natur.:illy th:it a mo.jor prcrcqui;;ite for erowth in peer relations 

and general social behaviour is a change in aspects of cognition. 

Moreover , there will be a certain period in development , where Lhu 

child is incapable of cooperation and mutual i nteractions with age­

mates due to cognitive limitations . 

11 

The way in which these cognitive structures are induced to change 

is therefore i~portant . Age and maturation seem to be the all 

important variables , for by virtue of growing older , the child 

shifts from interaction primarily with adults to increasing inter­

action with peers . In order to make sense of these new experiences 

and inte~ro.te them with prior views , ch.:i.n13es in cognitive ' schema ' 

are posited to occur , so forming the basis for subsequent development 

in social spheres . Hence , this cognitive shift interacts with , and 

is in part the product of , new modes of social experience and peer 

r elations . 

From thi0 , a number of que;.tions arise concernine the effects 

of day- care experience on the development of peer relations in pre­

school children. From Piaget ' s formulation of social development , 

this age group is characterised by egocentrism, that is , they lack 

appropriate cognitive "mechanisms " for the growth of cooperative 

and mutual interactions . But will the experience of being in close 

pr oximity to a large number of age-mates facilitate a cognitive 

shift ;;uch that nppropri.:i.tc c.tructur es will emcree sooner? Or will 

this cognitive limitation be such that the child in day-care is 

unaware of his peers , signifying that the day- care environment has 

no meaning for him in terms of peer r elations? That is , what is 

often supposed to be an instance of ' forced' peer contact may not be 

so at all , since for the egocentric child , peer contacts are not 

' contacts ' at all . 

There is , however , a lack of integrated findings on the effects 

of peer interactions which i s possibly due to the difficulty i n 

isolating t he variance in children ' s soci alisation that is derived 

from contact with peers. The world provides virtually no opportunity 



Lo :..;Lucly ch.ilclrun ' s :.;oc.ialisution occurrine solely in the peer r,roup , 

nor does it provide many instances for studying children ' s development 

in the absence of peer interaction. 

Therefore , comparative psychology can make a meaningful 

contribution to the study of peer interaction effects , as well as 

the effects of it'~; J.bccncc . For example , Hnrlow & Harlow (1965) 

have suggested that the ear ly development of children ' ::; relations 

with ace-mates is similar in some r espects to the sequence with 

which the peer affectional system develops in r hesus monkeys - the 

first staGe is a ' reflex ' staGc , during the first 20- 30 days of 

life in which there i s visual orienting to peers and proximity­

maintaining behaviours ; the second , exploration stage involves 

brief periods of gross bodily contact ; and the third stage is one 

of interactive play, and at 12 months an ' aggressive ' stage appears . 

Although the determinants of t hese changes have not been fully explored , 

certain experiential differences have had interesting develo~mental 

consequences. For example , "total isolation (including isolation 

l'rom mother) for a period of 6 monthu , as compared to ::c.;mi-

isolation (no contact with other monkeys except for sight or sound) , 

produced an absence of social play with peers for as long as ~4 weeks 

following the termination of the isolation experience " (Hartup 1970a 

p . 365) . In addition , the same experimenters showed that the lon~cr 

infant monkeys ar e reared by their mo~her only and deprived opportunity 

to interact with peers , the more gross arc their social inadequacies . 

Infants peer-deprived for 4 months and then allowed to interact , 

rapidly developed typical play patterns but were mor e wary and 

aggressive than control infants (peer contact from 15 days on) . 

Infants peer deprived for 8 months , were even more wary and 

hyperaggressive than the 4 months gr oup . 

The Harlows concluded that animals who are deprived of the 

opportunity to form affcctional responses to peers during the fir3t 

year (before the stage of aggressive interaction) , fail to acquir e 

the necessary modulating and controlling syst ems needed later for 

effective social r elations . 

1 ;i 



Furthermore when i nfant monkeys were separated from their mother s 

at birth , and allowed continual exposure to peers only , different 

aberrations in social development occurred - they seemed to uccoruc 

hyµe rattached to each other and extremely hostile to str anger i nfants 

(Suomi & Harlow , 1975 , Chap . 6) . 

Therefore , it would seem that too much exposure to a gi ven class 

of soci al partners can have deleteri ous consequences for social 

development . But it i s , nevertheless , suggested by the Harlows that 

the primary vehicle for developi ng ' social ' potential lies in the 

development and maintenance of peer friendships , at l east i n r hesus 

monkeys and possibly in man al so . 

However , there is only limited evidence that such principles as 

the~c generally hold i n the case of human childr en . Freud & Dann 

(1951) described six Gerrr.an- Jewish war or phms , who had been in clu:;c 

contact with each other since infancy in concentraLion camps. These 

children ' s attitudes to adults were bizarre but there was a hi gh 

dc~ree of mutual attachment , - they cared greatly for each other and 

not at all for anybody or anything else . Although there were a number 

of factors confounded in this study , when combined with dctta from 

comparative studi es , it does appear that contact with peers can 

contribute significantly to the social development of young children. 

The exact nature of the effect on the child ' s t otal development , 

of early peer contact , still r emains a matter of conjecture however . 

Though most agree that the gr owth of peer r el ati ons contributes 

significantly to t he development of social competence in children, 

few have gone deeper i nto the ' cause- and- effect ' r elationships 

involved. For instance , Appolloni & Cooke (1975) hypothesise t hat 

interacti on between i nfants may serve to facilitate behavioural 

devel opment ; Mccandle ss & Hoyt (1961 ) maintain that peer interaction 

among preschool-age children is indispensable for normal devel opment 

as it provides opportunity for the important r ehearsal of ' life­

roles '; Lewis & Rosenblaum (1975) maintain that meaningful peer 

relationships are necessary for the social development of pr eschool 



cl1 i. l Jn;11 , arnl .:.i:;.:u111L! ik1l, i[' cl1.ildrc11 ore r;i.vcn the opportunity 

to interact with , and form relationships with age-mates , this will 

facilitate the growth of adequate social repertoires ; Jones (1972) 

hypothesised that play experience with peer s may be just as 

important for human develop~ent , as Harlow & Harlow found it to be 

for the development of adaptive social and sexual behaviour among 

r hesus monkeys . 

Although these hypotheses and assumptions seem justifiable , they 

lack substantial empirical support (apart from some comparative 

studies illu::;tratcd above ) . Only a few ::;tudie:1 have looked o.i pre­

school experience and the effect of peers on social growth, for by 

far the majority have considered changes in social development with 

chronological age . Mor eover , most of the pertinent data on peer 

i nfluences have come from studies of childr en in nursery school s 

and day- care centres , and they, in no way , isolate the effect of 

peers from other socialising influences in the child ' s experience . 

Even so , since the presence of a large number of agemates is one of 

the most distinguishing features of these kinds of experiences , it 

i s probable that changes in social growth may be derived f r om this 

factor . 

For example , Gehler (1972) , demonstrated that children who had 

preschool experience formed new social relationships more often and 

more easily than those who did not have this experience . The pre­

school group also showed a greater degree of constancy in r el ation­

ships , a strong tendency for mutual aid and in gener al , an improved 

development of social attitudes . 

A similar study by Smith & Connolly (1975) looked at patterns 

of play and general social interaction of preschool children . They 

found that a number of variables differed in relation to length of 

nursery school experience , for example , sociability in pl ay , 

behaviour , rough- and- tumble play, laughing and smiling were found 

to be correlated with nursery experience more highly than with age . 

A composite measure of social participation al so r evealed higher 



l:, 

correlation with nursery experience than with age (partial 

correlation with nursery experience , age held constant= 0 . 44; 

partial correlation with age , nursery school experi ence held constant 

= 0 . 29) . Smith & Connolly concluded t hat these results indicate 

that nursery school experience can be conducive to improvement in 

the ability to interact and play with other children. 

McGre~(1974) , in a study of interpersonal spacing of preschool 

chiluren, looked at the influence of lengLh of nursery :.,chool 

experience . Although aGe and nursery experience covaried , the 

results showed that the older , nursery- experienced children were 

more social towards peers and younger , nursery- inexperienced 

children tended to avoid new peers and seek adult solace . 

Similarly , in terms of grup formation , older experienced children 

preferred each others ' company in close proximi ty , while young 

inexperienced childr en avoided both older children and each other. 

In addiLiori , peer:-: can oper.:.itc to produce ;,Orne chnnr,c s in 

social interaction , for example , Hartup & Coates (1967) showed 

that peer models can affect the prosocial behaviour of young 

children. Young nursery school children were exposed to an age­

mate who displayed an unusually high level of sharing behaviour, 

and modeling effects wer e clearly apparent . 

Therefore , this evidence suggests that contact with peers 

can have an important facilitating effect on the development of 

interpersonal behaviours in preschool children. For this reason 

it is expected that , in the present study, the degree of familiarity 

and length of experience with age-mates in a day- care situation 

will further the development of social participation and social 

' sense ' . 

However , it should be noted here that other studies have found 

the quality of social participat ion ·highly correl ated with 

chronological age , but unrelated to the extent of preschool 

experience , for example , Raph, Thomas , Chess & Korn (1968) . 



P:..trLcn & N<..!wh:J.11 (1%3) o.Lo :;howcd that dc13rcc of :-:ocial 

participation was not accounted for by length of nursery school 

attendance , but rather determined by age and I .Q. Similarly , 

Iwanaga(1973) using 3, 4 and 5 year old children found a strong 

linear relationship between age and the highest attained level of 

interpersonal play structure . 

How then can these changes in interpersonal behaviour with 

maturation and experience , be drawn toget her and explained in 

terms of a developmental sequence? As discussed in the introductory 

paragraphs , the most explicit theoreti cal base explaining differences 

in children ' s r esponsiveness to peers has been formulat ed by Piaget 

(l<JJ~) . In this , three major sLages are propo:.;cd , Lho rlr :..:L L; an 

egocentric stage lasting until the child i s approximately 6 years , 

during which the child ' s level of cognitive functioning and lack 

of extensive interaction with peers produces an indifference to rules 

and norms and a ' colleclive- monologue ' type of intcrudlun wltb r,ccrc . 

Most relevant here is the emphasi s Piagct places on increasing peer 

contacts as a determinant in the transition from this presocial 

egocentric stage to the followi ng non- egocentric ones . 

However , this egocentric attitude of the preschool child may 

well reflect the child ' s early sociali sation with parents , according 

to Ausubel & Sullivan (1970) , - "accustomed to being on the 

r ecci ving end of a nurturant r elationship , to bcine favoured u.rnl 

given special consi deration, they ••• (young children) •••• are naturall y 

r el uctant to surrender their privileged posi t i ons or consider the 

needs of others . Under atypical conditions however , where children 

become emotionally dependent on each other instead of adults , 

egocentrici ty is less marked , using the example of children r eared 

in the kibbutz ." (p.330) . Thi s has also been found in Russia and 

China wher e cbservers have commented on the degree of cooperation, 

helpi ng and social i nteracti ons i n nursery school children and i t 

] (, 

has been suggested that "egocentri sm" i s culture- bound. (Bronfenbrenner , 

1970; Luria , 1972) . 



TliL:r cl'ore , a:..; riaget al so µroµo:.;c:..; , r elevant exper ience with 

peers is a necessary growth factor in this sequence from 

egocentrism to true social interaction with age-mates . But also , 

it seems able t o inf luence the rate of developmenL through this 

sequence , speedi ng up changes in cognitive structures and in social 

skill ::; 

Therefore , i t appear s that maturation is an importanL facLor in 

the growth of interper sonal skills , but it also seems reasonabl e to 

expect that differences i n amount of peer socialisati on will be 

associated with variations in children ' s social development . Hence , 

the experience of extensive peer interaction as found i n day- care 

can logically be expected to encour age soci al development and 

prosocial behaviour s . It will also enabl e the child to move away 

from an attitude of egocentricity , to develop in terms of empathy . 

17 
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EM!'A'l'llY IN CHILDREN 

The previous section suggested that the pre~encc of peers 

and interaction with them , can encm.:rage the social growth of young 

children. One particular aspect of social development , related 

closely to peer interactions , is the ability to understand another ' s 

point of view or feelings , that is , empathy. 

The study of empathy in children has r ecently become a focal 

point of interest and research , reflecting a broader contemporary 

orientation towards t he child ' s social development . The past two 

decades have seen an increasing number of empirical studies of 

empathy, i t ' s assessment , development and functions (Aronfreed , 

1968; Borke , 1971; Chandler et al 1973 ; Feshbach 1973 ; Feshbach 

& Feshbach 1969; Feshbach & Roe 1968) , and it's possible role as 

an important mcdio.tor of certain positive social behaviour ;such 

as helping , sharing , altruism and moral conduct (Hoffman 1970; 
Staub 1971 , 1972) . 

The general agreement as to the si gnificance of empathy, 

however , contrasts with the various meanings given the construct 

and the diverse phenomena to which the label empathy has been 

ascribed. For example , empathy has been used interchangeably 

with such terms as sympathy, kindnes~ compassion,projection , 

intuition , role- taking , affective perspective taking etc . 

Although defined in a number of ways , empathy has primarily been 

characterised as either a cognitive response to another's 

affective ritate (i . e . understanding whnt another person i s feeline) , 

or an affective response (i . e . having the same emotion as the 

other person) , or both . Mor eover , differences in definition have 

resulted in variations in the way the term has been operationalised , 

t he measurement of empathy depending on each r esearcher ' s 

particular emphasis . 

Thus the area has been beset with both conceptual and 

methodological inconsistencies which have only been complicated 



by Ll ic µ1·u<.:uclitr ::1 l pn>ulcm:., µre ..;•·n-L in any rJ xpJ.oro.t i m1 of t he 

ab:i..J.itj e:3 of young children . With thi.s kind of situation , 

comparing the resu1ts from various studies is difficult and may 

1111 L lw 111\.·;i11i_ 1ti_:'. ' u ) , .:i11J ~:j 11Cl- <: 1J:1~, Lruc L v:,li.Jil.y i;; l.'1cki r1/ '. , 1. hC' 

mea S'JTc:S r:iay not be assessing the same con::;;truct . In .fact , the 

extt!r;t to whic l1 u nv-1thy r.1ea[.ui·es actually a:3 :;~ss ernpat~y , a~, 

opp'.)sed to ot her con,;truct s , is a CJ.UP. Sb.on t bat r emains laq~ely 

lmar swered (Deutsch & Mr1.dle , 1975) . 

The l\,JJ major kind ~; of ins trument s for measuring e:npai.,J ,y in 

v 1i l dren closely reflect the dichotomy of ' cognitive ' and 

' affective ' definit,ior, ~:; of empatr.y . The child is usually presented 

19 

with a hri.ef story depictine a situation accompanied by a picture (for 

example , Borke , 1971 , 1973) or a sedes of slides (for example , 

Feshbach & Roe , 1968) . The f,ituations are sir.1ple and depict the 

<;1'.1otions o.f hapµi ness , sadn<;s:, , anger , ,rnd f ear . ln or.e i 11:, L,rncc , Llie 

ch l <l ~:., a sk~d , "How does the c hild i.n 1, hc stcJr;r fee]?" , ar,d 1.. hc ccirrecL 

an swer is cocied as ' ernpe1.thy ' by Borke (1971) and as ' social u,,derst andi.ng ' 

by f e3hbacll (Fe:::ht.ach & Fe shbac h , 1969; Fe shbach & Roe , 1968) . In the 

othE:r i n star.ce , the child :..s asked , "How do you feel ?" and the correct 

an~Mcr is la:,clled as ' e:npathy ' by Fesl1bach . Therefore , operationally, 

empathy is a cognitive respcnse for Bor ke , ancl an affective response 

for Feshbach. 

From th::; division , ari ses the question of how t he s e two are 

related . For example , if empathy is defined as understanding ano t her ' s 

feelings , is thi s mediated by emotiona l factors such as imitating 

another ' s emotior.al cues , 1'.'ole- taking, identifi cation , or projection? 

l1r i :.; cmµuthy , defined a..; a sk1red t-inot:ionu1 cxpc~r-L<mcc , rncd:iat<;rl by 

understandi ng? In an attempt to integrate these approaches , Feshbach 

& Kuchenbecker (1971+) proposed a three- component model of empathy 

i nvoJvir,g both cognitive and rtffecti ve dimensions . Two of the elements 

are cognitive - t :1e ability to discriminate and label af .fective states in 

others , and the ability to assume the perspecti·:e and role of another 

person , and the third element i s onP, of emotional capacity and respons­

iveness . In this scheme all three el ements are necessary for an empathic 

response to occur , and all are equally subject to development and 

modification t.hrough l earning and experience . This model does , 



howc vcr , have shortcomings , for example , 'Lhe direc Liun o:r· se4u<.mce 

of the affective and cognitive reactions is not specified and 

therefore their relationship is not clear. 

However , the relation between understanding how another feels 

and actually experiencing that same emotion has been empirically 

studied . For instance , Feshbach & Roe (1968) , using subjects 

aged 5-7 years , asked both questions , "How do you feel? " and 

"llow does the story- child feel?" . They found that more children 

reported the depicted emotion in answering the second question 

than the fir st , and it was suggested that "empathy as a 

vicarious affective r esponse may be contineent upon the 

comprehension of a social event , while social under standing may 

be independent of an affective response" (Feshbach & Roe , 1968, 
p. 133) . 

This hypothesis that ' cognitive ' empathy i s a necessary 

but not sufficient condition for ' affective ' empathy was eiven 

some support in another study using Borke ' s test (Mood , Johnson 

& Shantz, 1974) . Using children between the ages of 3 and 5 years 

Mood et al found that , of the total r esponses across emotions , 

57% were correct identifications of the story- child ' s feelings , 

but only JO% of these also felt the same way as the story- child . 

Thus , whether a child correctly identifies how another child feels 

or not , there is a tendency not to feel the same way himself . 

Mood et al concluded that with a preschool sample affective 

empathy is much less frequent than cognitive empathy. On the other 

hand , Feshbach (1973) concludes that while the cognitive di mension 

is important , it is the affective component that gives empathy it ' s 

unique property. The significance of this depends largely on how 

one chooses to define the criteri a for an empathic response and 

illustrates the problems in this field when comparing the r esults 

of various studies . 



nc:--:pit c :,uch difficul Lio~ , scvcr ,11 j rnportu.nt findin13s have 

been made . The major achievement has been a change in viewpoint. 

'l'lte view of the preschool child as profoundly egocenl..rlc (l1lageL , 

1967) was perpetuated by a number of studies showinG that up to 

about 7 years of age , children were non- empathic and that with 

i ncreasing age after t his poi nt, social sensitivity increased and 

egocentrism decreased (Burns & Cavey, 1957 ; Flapan, 1968; Gate s , 

1923 ; Collin , 1958; Walton, 1936) . However , this has given way to 

a rather different view . From the findings of several other studie s , 

the preschooler has emerged as much more competent in the social 

sphere. It i s now believed that children can respond empathically 

before the age of 7, and certain studies have even questioned the 

importance of egocentrism in relation to young children's social 

activities (DeVilliers & DeVilliers , 1975; Garvey & Hogan , 1973). 

Many of the studies f orcing a change in view were concerned 

with empathy as "under standing how the other i s fe eling", largely 

based on :aorke ' s Interpersonal Perception Test (1971 ), which consists 

of 23 storie s each accompanied by a picture and requiring only a 

nonverbal re sponse, selecting a face . Borke (1971) found that 

children as young as three years showed an awareness of other 

people ' s feelings and could identify above a chance level those 

situations that evoke different kinds of affective responses. 

Social sensitivity was found to increase with age , consistent with 

Piaget ' s observations, and ability to react empathically varied with 

the emotion being identified - happy situations were identified with 

high reliability by 3 year olds , but situations involving unpleasant 

feelings of sadness , anger and fear , were recogni sed with increa~.;ing 

accuracy in the 4- 7 year old range. (Borke, 1971, 1973). It may 

be that the child's empathy develops at different rates for some 

emotions than for others (Guiora, 1967). 

In addition , the empathic responses to the emotions of 

sadness or anger showed the least consistent trends and may 

reflect individual differences in responding to frustration 

"while some individuals react to the frustrating agent and feel 



an[;ry, oLher:, respond to the deprivation r esulting from the 

frustration and feel sad" (Borke, 1971 p . 269) . 

Mood et al (1974) confirmed the se findings that young 

children are capable of correctly identifying the affective states 

of others (cognitive empathy), although as noted previously , 

affective empathy occurred much less frequently, Similarly , 

Kurdek (1975) showed that children as young as five were able to 

re spond empathically and that this increased with age . 

Thus t hese studies suggest that accurate empn.thy concern.in~ 

simple emotions is achieved by preschool children. 

Empathic ability in such children nevertheless seems to vary 

with the complexity of cues presented . Deutsch (1974) presented 

episodes in which affective expression was incongri..,ous with the 

situation in some instances and congruous in others . Children 

(aged 2 , 11 - 5, 1) scored significantly higher on the congruous 

than on the incongruous episodes , suggesting that "when the l evel 

of affective discrimination becomes more difficult •••• young 

children have difficulty" (p738) . However results on the congruous 

episodes in this study support the finding that awareness of 

positive and/or neeativc affective re sponses i s well establi shed 

by three years of age . 

In summary , then , given tasks within their capabilities 

young children are capable of understanding how another is feeling 

and this cognitive empathic ability can vary with the complexity 

of the cues in the situation. 

Empathy in children has also been shown to vary with 

differing degrees of similarity (in terms of age , sex and race) , 

between the child and the observed person. Boys are more empathic 

when judging story- boys and girls when judging story- girls , than 

when making cross- sex judgements (Feshbach & Roe , 1968; Deutsch , 1975 ; 



Klein , 1970) . ;i11ppnrti.vc <:virl cnce for thi.. s comes from a study by 

Rothenberg (1970) in whi ch dissimilar ity between targets and 

observer was maximised . It was found that older ch.ilJr<._;t1 W<._;re 

si gnificantly more accurate in perceiving the adults ' fee l ings 

than younger children , and that 8-} year olds had difficulty 

accurately identifying emotions that , in the previous studies , 

preschoolers had ident ified correctly. This suggests that the 

use of dissimilar targets and situations for child- judgers 

decreased the accuracy of empathic re sponses . 

Therefore , accurate empathy in preschool children occurs 

when the situati on the other person is in , is familiar to the 

child and/or the other person is substantially similar to the 

child . "Accurate understanding of these same emotions is not 

usually attained until middle or late childhood when the situations 

and people judged have low similarity and low familiarity to the 

child • (Shantz. , 1975 , p281 ) . These cfaLa tend to support the 

not i on that accuracy in judging other ' s emotions under conditions 

of similarity and familiarity may be no more t han self-description 

(Bronfenbrenner , Harding & Go.llwe.y , 1958; Chandler & Greenspan , 

1972 ; Flavell, 1968) . However this will be discussed more fully 

later , along with other criticisms on empathy re search. 

Sex differences in empathy is another variable t hat has been 

studied in children , but findings have been inconclusive . Some 

studie s have found femal es to be more empathic than males with this 

effect being more evident between the years of 4 and 7 . (Fay , 1970 ; 

Feshbach. & Feshbach , 1969 ; Roe , 1976). Other studies , however, 

have found no differences due to sex . (Borke , 1971 ; Rothenberg , 

1970) . 

Another vari abl e possibly influencing empathy and it ' s 

development is chi l d-trai ning practi ces . Unfor tunately very few 

studies have investi gated the correlates of empathy and different 

socialisation experiences . One study has specifi cally examined the 

r elationships of chi ld- rearing factors t o chi l dren ' s empathy, 



:i .1-:o·, ·::; ; i.uit u11cl r,··l nt.r:rl pn:; ir, iv0 nnrl JV'/~ntivn :=;or.in l hnl'v-1vi.01J r s 

(N. Feshbach , 1975b). Looking at the antecedents of empathy , 

only one significant parental dimension was found for boys -

2/+ 

a parental emphasis on competition was associated with low empathy 

in their sons . Empathy, in girls , however , appeared to be r elated 

to maternal behaviours r efl ecting a positive and non-restrictive 

relationship wit h their daughters ; empathy in girls was negatively 

correlated with maternal conflict and rejection and with maternal 

punitiveness and overcontrol, while it was positively associated 

with maternal tolerance and permissiveness . Information regarding 

socialisation effects on the development of empathy also comes 

from cross-cultural studies . Borke (1973) found that recognition 

of emotions was inf luenced to a considerable extent by t he inter­

act ion of social class and cultural factors . There was increased 

awareness of fearful situations by very young Chinese middle-class 

children that may reflect the over-protective tendencie s of their 

parents . Al so the ability of Chine se middle-class and .lower-class 

children between the ages of 3 and 4 to recognise sad situations 

more correctly than their American counterparts possibly r eflects 

t he Chine se emphasis on feeling "shameful" or "losing face ". 

In a r ecent study, Roe (1976) compared the empathy re sponses 

of fir st grade Greek and American children. Re sults showed the 

American sample to be significantly more empathic , the effect 

being primarily due to the very low empathy scores obtained by the 

Greek boys . Roe interpret s thi s sex differ ence as a refle ction of 

the greater indulgence, overprotection and consequent egocentricity 

of Greek boys as compared to Greek girls. 

These findings serve to illustrate the point that empathy can 

be affected by factors of child-rearing, particularly those factors 

relating to the experience and expression of feeling. The study 

of empathy will also be furthered by looking at other social 

situations, peer interactions and teacher-child interactions, and 

their role in empathic growth. In fact, it was Piaget (1932) who 

emphasised the critical role of peer interaction for the development 
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interaction as a necessary factor f or the growth of r ole- taking 

skills and vice versa. Piaget maintained that egocentric 

functioning decreases as a r esult of the child' s confrontation 

0r ,_ ,, 

with peers who differ in their wishes , perspective , needs and thoughts . 

Then, as r ole- taking abilities and empathy emerge , the child can 

engage in reciprocal social behaviour . Accordingly , the child who 

experi ences extensive social interaction will be more likely to 

r educe his eeoccntri sm quickly and will , therefore , be able to 

respond more empathically. 

The implication then, is that children who have been attending 

day- care for some time should be less eeocentric and more empathic 

than their age- mates who have not had similar extensive peer 

interactions. 

As well as these factors that have been shown to affect 

empathy in young children , empathy has also been attributed a role 

in the acquisition and manifestation of certain social behaviours 

as gener osity (Bryan 1972; Fay 1970) , altruism (Hoffman 1975) , 
helping others in distress (Staub 1970) , and cooperation (Kohlberg 

19()9 ; Levine & lloffm.1n , 1975 ; Ruderman , 1961) . The empirical 

data relevant t o these theoretical propositions , though , have 

not been eA-tensive and the findings often equivocal . For example , 

in the case of cooperation and empathy (Ceresnie 1974; Levine 

& lloffman 1975) no positive relation was found . Thus the hypothesis 

of.a substantial relationship between empathy and prosocial 

behaviours has not been strongly supported to date , but neither 

has it been refuted. It was also expected for empathy to be 

inversely related to antisocial behaviours, especially aggression 

and a number of studies have investigated this proposi t i on 

(Feshbach & Feshbach , 1969; Huckaby 1971; Mehrabian & Epstein, 1972) . 

Feshbach & Feshbach found that empathy was positively related 

to aggression in preschool children , a finding that was consistent 

with an earlier finding by Murphy (1937) that children who were 



more sympathetic were more aggressive. This r elationship has been 

attributed to a common factor of activity level. 

With older boys aged 6 and 7, however , Fcshbach & Feshbach 

found an inverse relation between empathy and agression and for 

girls ol' both ages , empathy and aggression were unrelated . 

Similar trends were al so found by Mehrabian & Epstein (1972) and 

Huckaby (1971) , indicating , i n general , an inverse relation between 

empathy and aggression for boys older than five .years . 

To summarise this section, the inconsistencies in definitions 

and methodologies in empathy research were noted. Despite these , 

important contributions have been made to the understanding of 

empathy. Firstly, a major revision on the young child ' s social 

competence has been forced due to the findings of studies showing 

that the preschool child is capable of responding empathically. 

Secondly , it has been found that this empathic ability can be 

influenced by factors of cue complexity , similarity of l,hc pcr:.;on 

and/or situation the child is presented with and by socialisation 

practices . 

The implication for the_present study, t herefore , is that 

day- care children should be more empathic. 

Thirdly, young children were found to show ability in the area 

of ' cognitive ' empathy more f r equently than in ' affective' empathy. 

In the three- component model of empathy it was suggested that the 

affective element gives empathy it's uniqueness , i mplying that 

without sharing the emotion of another , young children are not 

truly empathic . However, this model itself has shortcomings and 

may not be a realistic representation of empathy. 

Empathy as it relates to prosocial behaviours in young 

children was also considered and although linked theoretically, 

there was found to be little empirical substantiation. An inverse 

relationship was found between empathy and aggression in older boys 

though. 

';>.(, 
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by c.ome discu"sion of the criticism ;.urrounrline empathy research. 

Several issues embedded within the various definitions , measures 

and interpretations have received severe criticism. 

The definitions of empathy as an understanding of affect or 

a shared emotional experience , although the most common in the 

literature , have been criticised by Chandler for being "mistakenly 

analytic and unnecessarily piecemeal" (1977 , p. 7. ) . He suggests 

that a less fractionated view of empathy should be adopted , of the 

sort proposed by Piaget (1970) in which empathy i s an i ntegral 

response arising from the interaction of cognitive and affective 

a~;pccts within the individual. From thi3 perspective , the 

separation of these two elements is impossible and is , Chandler 

says , ''a myth of conceptual convenience". This question i s not 

easily re solved , but in the present study a definition of ' cognitive ' 

empathy was chosen as a means of providing a more complete picture 

of the growth of empat hy i n children . 

One major criticism of empathy measures and their 

interpretation has centred r ound the issue of projection . As has 

been noted above , when the situation of the other person and/or 

the other person is substantially similar to the child , accurate 

empathy is facilitated . Hence , there i s doubt as to what meaningful 

interpretation can be placed on the findings . 

Since the situations used in the Interpersonal Perception 

Test and the Affe ctive Situations Test (Fcshbach & Roe , 1968) and 

other methods (Deutsch , 1975) are probably quite familiar to young 

children , the child may identify the correct emotion from his own 

experience or from remembering others ' responses when he was an 

observer. It is for this reason that Chandler & Greenspan (1972) 

and Chandler (1974) have been critical of interpretations such as 

Borke ' s that empathic skills are involved in r esponses to these 

tests . They suggest that more primitive mechanisms , such as 



that "projecti..on i ~: the cx.'.lct or1positc of Jcr,itimatc empathic under­

standing" (1974 , p . 3 . ) . 

:..'.e 

Borke (1972) however , in reply to Chandler & Greenspan , 

:.,L.:.1Lc.; L11at , "Lhc use of projecLion , identification , an<l ,;tcrcoLyplng 

in no way negates the conclusi on that young children realise other · 

people have thoughts and feelings different from their own . I t simply 

indicates that these are the primary mechanisms for understanding 

the per spective of the others during thi s stage of development " (p . 108) . 

Borke suggests that empathy i s a continuous process which proceeds 

through a series of hierarchical stages beginning with a general 

sen.3itivity to others ' emotions and feel i ngs culminating i n truly 

relativistic thinking. Corroborating evidence for this comes from 

a study by Urberg & Docherty (lS,76) , in which five tasks were used 

t o form a hierarchy of empatr,y skills (using 3orke ' s task to measure 

the mo st basic type o: empathy) . Results showed that skills neecied 

for !:.he early tasks were l ogical prercqui~ities to those ::eedcd for 

later tasks . 

Furthermore , it has beer. suggested (Livesley & Dromley 

1973 ; Shantz 1975) , that the young child' s attributi on of his own 

thoughts and feelings , that is , his egocentric attitude , may be an 

important means of understandinc others . "Since as humans we are 

more alike than we are different , the child ' s assumption of si milarity 

to others i s probably often .:i.ccur atc ," (Sh,:mtz , 1975 , µ 313) an<l 

egocentri sm may have an adaptive function , particularly during the 

early years of life . 

On the other hand, it has been shown (Kurdek, 1975) that 

5 year old children use projection in empat~y tests less than older 

children (11 year olds) . Kurdek , using children aged 5 ,3 - 11 , 6 

found that empat~y increased with age , but so too did projection , 

When pr ojection was controlled for , empathy scores decreased with 

age , the younger children receiving similar scores on both the 

controlled and uncontrolled measures . 



'T'Jm;, t.Jie·r1: i..; cli :..1{:reemont on t he .1rprnpriatE:n0.ss of empathy 

as a construct to explain performance on many of the empathy tests . 

One view is that projection may contribute substantially to response 

accuracy and that this can not be called empathy. Another view is 

that if mechani sms such as projection provide accurate ways of under­

standing others , then it is legltimate to label response::; as 

' empathic ', since this represents one stage in empathy development . 

Finally , it may be that young children do not use projection as 

fre(luently as one t hinks , or when it is used by young children it 

i s not at all counter- productive . 

Several. other comments have been made on the procedurP-s 
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commonly in use for the as:,essment of ' affective ' and ' co~nitive ' 

er.1pathy. It has been suggested that these procedures generally 

provide a series of highly congruent contextual , thematic and 

expressive cues that redundantly prescribe the same affective response 

(Chandler , 1974) , and in so doing fail to test empathy and easily 

permit a kind of sterectypicaccuracy. It is i mplied t~at , particularly 

with children, the rr.easure should demand the most arlvanct~d behaviours 

and that the presence of empathy not be inferred unless all the 

criteria for empathy are met by the re r:ponsc (Ianot:,t:,i & Collccc , 

1<)7'.j ) . llowuvcr , there has arisen a ' double bind ' kind of ~.ituation 

in which the empathy measures have r equired such language and 

cognitive competency that t he pure mechanics of re sponding have been 

beyond the capabilities of young children . Borke (1971) therefore , 

has made an important distinction between the empathic re ::;ponse in 

an individuaJ and the ability to communicate that response to others. 

As a consequence , the test she developed enabled preschool children 

to demonstrate empathy nonverbally. Hence the argument that empathy 

measures are oversimplified , i s not valid w:1en preschool children 

are being studied and w~at is important i s that t he demonstration 

of empat~y is made as easy as possible for the subjects whil e still 

measuring the construct intended . 

Specifical ly , criticisms have been made about t hose studies 

in wr.ich empathy i :, assumed to i mply a shar ed emotional experience , 



r cquj rinc a matc h between a :;ubjcc L' s feeling 0tatc :.: and those of 

the stimulus pers0n (Fe shbach, 1973; Hoffman 1976; Ianotti & Meacham 

1974 ; Mood & Johnson 1973) , t hat i s , measures of "affective" empat hy . 

Chandler has stated that the repe~ted inquiry into how subjects feel 

"creaLes demand characterL;tics the effects of v,;hich cannot be 

calculated" and that "even if one can imagine that children's emotions 

go through t he kinds of kaleidoscopic changes which these procedures 

se,,m to demand , there is no guarantee that (they) are capable of 

accurately r eporting on thefe rapid fluctuations in their own 

subjective experience". (1974, p . 5) . This suggests t hat measuring 

'affective ' empathy in young children could be very misleading as 

an indicator of empathic ability and that a 'cognitive ' measure of 

empathy is more appropriate. 

Hence, from this discussion of procedures for empathy 

asses sment it would seem that a measure such as Borke ' s (1971) -

requiring only a nonverbal r esponse and asse:::;s ing ' cognitive ' 

empathy - i s most reliable and appropriate for use with young children . 

Some of the more si gnificant criticisms of empathy re search have 

been di :;cussed . The di stinctir,n between C(,gnitive and affective 

e1r,pathy, though frequently used, may be unrealistic and unnecessary. 

Both cognitive and affective measures of empathy have been attacked 

for their simpl i city and their lack of control over projection 

influencing performance. 

In reply to this, it was noted that projection may he adaptive 

for the young child in understanding others and may represent the 

beginnings of empathy development. Although this question is not 

resolved, the bulk of evidence seemed to support this l atter viewpoint . 

In particularly, measures of ' affective' empathy have been 

criticised for absurd and unrealistic demand characteristics especially 

when measuring empathy in young children. It appeared , therefore, 

that "cognitive" measures are the most suitable for use with young 

children. 

JO 



C01':CLUSI0NS AND PRESENT STUDY 

The discussion of these three topics has, in common, shown the 

~ced for serious reexaminat ion of principles concerning early child 

development. 

JJ 

Firstly, the notion that day-care is harmful in terms of development 

was not substantiated, since many of the fears arose out of institutional 

care, marked ly different in character to day- care today. The concern 

that the situation of mother- child separation and mul1iple caretakers would 

together result in emot ional difficulties, loss of attachment, personality 

and social disorders (Ainsworth & Bell 1970; Bowlby 1971 i Robertson & 

Robertson 1968), may well be inapproriate in terms of day-care. 

It is difficult to state unequivocably, the outcorres of studies, 

since in this area there exist many experimental constraints and confounding 

variables, not lessened by the difficulty in assessing social-emotional 

development in children . Bearing this in mind, the evidence that was 

reviewed found that, by reason of group c~re, children in day-care will be no 

more likely to present social and emotional disorders, than home- reared 

children (Etaugh 1974; Rabin 1965; Wolins 1974). In fact, many studies 

indicated favourable effects of day-care attendance on social-emotional 

growth . (Cald~ell 1973; Caldwell .tl al 1970; Sjolund 1973). 

Moreover, social development was found to be most encouraged in 

"prosocial" areas , that is, proG'ress was in terms of social participation, 

helping and cooperating activities, getting on with others, etco 

Therefore, while the controversy over the exact nature of day- care 

eff ects r emains to be solved, the accumulating evidence indicates that 

dangers of institutional care can not necessarily be applied to day-care 

and that day-care has beneficial features of it's own. Hence, the premise 

that day-care may enrich development can be meaningfully studied. 

To investigate further those features of day-care contributing to 

a positive effect on development, the influence of peers on social and 

emotional development has been discussed. That the nature of social 

interactions change with both maturation and experience and the balance 

between the two, the cognitive shift vis-a-vis improved social behaviour, 
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was put forw ard as partic,1larly relevant to this st"t;.dy. 

Al though little research has been done on t he i.nfluence of peers, 

compar ative studies with rhesus monkeys have contributed to the understanding 

of peer interaction effects in humans. Such investigations found peer 

in ter action in the young to be very important for appropriate and adequate 

social growth (Harlow & Harlow, 1965; Suomi & Harlow 1975)0 Although 

mother-infant separation l ed to social maladjustments, l ack of interaction 

with peer s r es~lted in malajustments of a similar strength. Contrary to 

the idea that the child must not be separated from his mother, such 

evidence suggests that if the child is not separated, social-emotional 

development will be hindered. 

There was some evidence that these principles are appropriate 

for human children, and that early contact with peers is necessary and 

will facilitate the development of interpersonal behaviours and social 

skills. 

Pincet (1967) has suegestcd tha t egocentric functioning will 

decrease as a result of peer interactions during middle childhood while 

the child younger t han 6years i s "egocentric" and non-social. However 

this idea is possibly culture-bound and it has been suggested that with 

different social experiences, particularly early peer interactions, 

development from egocentric to non-egocentric stages can be promoted. 

(Ausubel & Sullivan 1970; Bronfenbrenner 1970). 

The idea proposed therefore, is that, with early and extensive 

peer interaction as evidenced in day-care, the preschool child will 

overcome his egocentricity and develop socially. That is, experience 

will change certain cognitive structures, enabling the loss of egocentricity 

and the coincident increase in empathy. 

Empathy, as a construct, has been variously defined by different 

writers so causing conceptual and methodological inconsistencies. The 

major distinction between "cognitive" and "affective" definitions is 

dealt with, the former being more frequent in children. 

7 
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Result3 from sever al studies have forced 11 major change in the 

view of the young child as egocentric and unable to r espond empathically. 

(Borke, 1971; Kurdek , 1975; Mood, Johnson & Shantz, 1974). Empathic 

ability in pr eschool children hns been dcmonstraled und er conditions of 

familiarity with a situation, and/or similarity with the person being 

judged. 

Empathy, reflecting the absence of egocentrism, meant that from 

f>iaget ' s formulat ion, interaction with peers would be a stimular,t in it 's 

development. The more extensive the social interaction, the more likely 

a child is to lose his egocentrism and respond more empathically. 

Children 1 s empathy, therefore, can be affected by socialisation and 

patterns of rearing , an idea supported by empirical evidence (Borke 1973; 

Feshbach 1975b; R::>.e 1976). 

Empat hy in children can also be affected by the emotion that is 

being identified, for example , Borke (1971) found that the 'happy' emotion 

was more readily identified than unpleasant emotions of sadness or anger. 

In add ition empathy was related, at l eas t theoret ically, to certain 

prosocial behaviours. 

Some studies were concerned with differences in empathy between 

males and females, but the findings were not conclusive. 

Finally an important issue arising out of the discussion on 

criticisms of empathy research, concerned the way in which empathy should 

be measured in children. Debate surrounding aspects of test simplicity, 

stereotypic accuracy, projection, and the affective/cognitive distinction 

has not been settled. However the use of tAsts such an Borke ' s (1971) is 

justified for this is possibly one of the most ·.3:pplicable measures for 

testine erupathy in preschool childreno 

The present study , therefore, defining empathy as "unders tanding 

how the other is feeling", intends to determine the relationship between 

these factors, d~y-care, peers and empathy . Hence, the hypotheses are 
as follows: 



1. Dny- crrr r: wil1 r-n:-:ourr1(';e thP il evelopment of empathy, that is,children 

who have been atten:iing day-care for some time are expe~ted to show a 

higher degree of empathy than children who are just begining dny- c.'.lre ; 

2 . From a maturation point of view , older children will be more empathic 

than younger children ; 

3. The level of development of empathy will be positively r e lated to 

the level of development of certain prosoci al behaviours, for 

example , sharing, helping , cooperation; 

4 . There will be no differences in empathy between male and female 

children; 

5. Since experience of day- care is the important factor in this study, 

empathy in children will be expected to increase over a given period 

of day- care attendance . 



METHOD 

Several aspects of desi gn wer e examined to develop an 

appropriate and effective procedure for testing the hypotheses. 
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Firstly, some aspect of day-care attendance had to be selected. 

There were two possibilities , full-time attendance could be compared 

with part-time att endance, or new entrants could be compared with 

long- stayer s . Since the study want ed to highlight any day- care effects, 

it needed to minimise ' within- group' differences and maximise ' be tween­

group 'differences . Hence , it was decided to choose only full-time 

day-care attenders and compare children just beginning with those 

who had been attendine for some time. 

Secondly , although it was clear that day- care centre s vary in 

t heir programmes and kind of care , this variable was not included , 

since it i s difficult to quantify and since there were inadequate 

numbe r s of children for it to be reasonably controlled . Al so , on 

the basi s of findings in empathy research , subjects were not matched 

on I.Q. or mental aee. Since it was possible t hat mental age may 

contribute significantly to empathy, if subject s -were matched on thi s 

variable , then any differences from day-care attendance may have been 

levelled out. However , subjects were measured on I.Q. so t hat in the 

analysis of results the contribution of intelligence to empathy 

could be determined . 

DESIGN 

The design was factorial with four factors - length of st ay 

in day-care, age , sex , and a r etest session after 12 weeks of day-care 

attendance . The factors age and sex each had two levels, while length 

of stay had two levels , balanced for age, and an additional level 

on only one age level. This was done because of the confounding of 

length of stay in day-care with the age of startine in Treatments 

1 - 4. The design is represented in Table 1 and Fig. 1 • . 



TABLE l i DES TGN & SUBJECT NUMBERS FOR T.l'.0'1' & l-lliTli1.iT ( ) 

FACTOR A - LENGTH OF STAY 

NEW OLD 

3 yr M = 6 (4) M = 6 (6) 

FACTOR B - F = 6 ( 5) F = 6 (6) XOLD 

AGE 1 :i. 

4 yr M = 6 ( 5) M = 6 (6) M = 

F = 6 (3) F ::: 6 (6) F ,; 

3 4 

FIG. 1 - GRAPHIC REPRESENTATION OF DESIGN 

Age of Suhject [XJ 
at testing M 

Treatment 
Group 

2yr 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Amount of day- care 
experience 

Jyr 4yr 

J6 

SE.",S IONS 

6 ( 5) 
(i ( 5) 

5 



T\ lJ·Lh.:ip:1111,:; j11 Ll1t! :; luJ:r Wl;l'C (;0 <;)1:ilurc n , who r1ilfi .l l<:d ttie 

sever al cri t eria for sel ecti on and wer e drawn f r om fift een day-care 

centre:, in the Wellington r0gion . (See Appendix A.) 
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Day- care attendance was required on a full- time basis and thi s 

was defined as a minimum of 25 tours per week . Children just 

beginning day- care (subsequently referred to as NEW subjects) had 

a maximum length of stay of three weeks ; the length of stay of 

children who bad been some time in dA.y- care .fell within the 6- 12 

months range (subsequently referred to as OLD subjects ); and the 

final category were chi ldren who had spent longer than 12 months in 

day- care (subsequently r eferred to as X OLD subjects) . 

Furthermore , there were two aee categories ; in the three 

year old group , ages fe l l between two years eleven months (2 ,11) 
and thr ee years six months (3 ,6) , and in the four year old gr oup , 

ages fell between three years eleven months (3 ,11) and four years 

si x months (4 ,6) . 

Tables 2 and 3 show t he means and standard deviations for 

aee and l ength of stay for subjects at the time of testing. 

TABLE 2: MEANS & STANDARD DEVIATIONS ( ) OF SUBJECT AGES ( in months ) 

NEW OLD 

M F M F 

38. 8 40 40 38. 5 
3 yr XOLD 

(2 .4) (2. 57 ) (3 . 1) ( 1.05 ) M F 

51 49 53 50 51 49 
4 yr 

(2.0) (1. 9) (0. 89 ) (1.95) (2.24) (3.63) 



'1'J\ nLF. '3 : MEJ\NS & STJ\NDJ\HD DEVJJ\TIONS ( ) OF SUB,JECTS I LENG'1'H 

OF STAY (in months) 

NEW OLD 

M F M F 

0.33 0 . 625 9.5 8. 67 
XOLD 

3 yr 
(0.204) (0 .137) (2.17) (2.25) M F 

0.583 0 . 375 9.67 9.0 24 21.2 

4 yr 
(0.204) (0.209) (2.34) (2.61) ( 6 . 81+) (4.41) 

The three variables age at testing, length of stay in 

day-care and age of starting day- care are not independent of one 

another . That is, age of starting is dependent on length of stay 

and ae;e at testing, and in a similar way each one is dependent on 

t he other t wo. Therefore , in a 2 x 2 design of leneth of stay and 

age a t t cstine; , the t hird variable is a1ways confounded and henc e 

the addition of a fifth category (Treatment 5) . · In this way , only 
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one variable is confounded at a time Hhen comparing relevant treatment 

groups , for example , Treatments 2 and 4 control for length of stay 

but confound agu of starting, and Treatment s 2 and 5 control age of 

starting but confound le~gth of stay. 

On t he rete st , the total sample size dropped from 60 to 51 (i. e . 

by 15%) largely through the loss of NEW subjects . (See Table 1). 

Measures 

Subjects were measured on three tests, the main one being the 

Interpersonal Perception Test which provided an empathy score. 

The Social Behaviour Rating Scale was used to determine what relation 

there was between empathy as measured by t he · IPT , and t!mpathy in 

terms of certain behaviours. 

Thirdly, the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test provided a measure of 

verbal intelligence so that the extent to which empathy was influenced 

by intelligence could be determined. 



Interpersonal Percention Test 

This test , devi sed by Borke (1971) , consists of 23 stories (accompani ed 

by pictures) depicting circumstances that result in pleasur e , :,acll:c '., :; , 

anger or fear , together with four fac;cs ckpictine t he crnot ions of happy, 

sad , afraid and angr y (one set of 4 male faces and one set of 4 female 

f ace s ) . For each subject Lht: uct of ::.,.:i.mc- ~;e x face ~ is 11 ~:1~d . 

Tne eleven storie~ in Part I de scri be events l eading up to t he story­

character's affective state caused by someone ot her than the subject , 

for example , "How does Nancy feel when her mother makes her eat 

something she doesn ' t like?" 

Part II stori es describe ever.ts leadine up to the character ' s 

affective state caused directly by the subject himself , for exampl e , 

"How does Nancy feel i f you gi ve her some ice- cream?" Wi th each 

story the subject i s asked to indicate how the story character felt 

by pointing to one of the four faces . 

J9 

Borke (1973) later developed a second set of stor ies along 

t.hese same lines , but of which only 16 ar e scored for empathi c r esponses. 

This resulted from t he f i nding that some of the original 23 stories 

wer e r esponded t o arnbival ~ntly by children and some showed cultural 

differences . Hence only those stories which most children r esponded 

to in the same way wer e scored , a s follows : 

Part 1 Stories 1 and 11 Happy 

6 and 10 Sad 

5 and 9 Afraid 

4 and 7 Angry 

Part II Stories 1 and 12 Happy 

4 and 6 Sad 

5 and 8 Afraid 

7 and 10 Angry 

In t he present study only these 16 stories were used and scoring 

procedure was as follows : any item was scored correct if the child 

gave happy as a response to a happy situation (subsequently called 

HAPPY) , afraid as a response to a fearful situation (SCARED) and 

ei ther angry or sad as a response to a frustrating situation 



Interpersonal Perception Test cont ' d . 

(SAD/ANGRY) . The collapsing of the ' sad ' and 'angry' categories 

was based on the fact that both these responses appear to be equally 

acceptable reactions to frustrating situ2.tions - ''the degree to which 

a situation might make someone feel sad or angry possibly reflects 

individual differences in responding to frustration." (Borke , 1971 , 

p.269) . 
Also , based on evidence that there are no differences between Parts 

I nnd II (Borke , 1971 , 1973) , scores on these two parts were combined 

to give an empathy score . 

Certain modifications were made , however , to the IPT for 

use in the present study. In order that children were sure what 

emotion each face characteri sed , an extensive practice section was 

devised . The criterion for proceeding with the test items was the 

correct identification of emotions on the faces . Any errors were 

explained and the procedure repeated until this was mastered . From 

the small pilot study carried out , this alteration was found to be 

boLh necessary and effective . In addition , the names of the story 

characters were made suitable for New Zealand subjects and two sets 

were produced (~ary and John ; Susan and Peter) so that the subject ' s 

own name was never used in the test . 

For each story and picture (see example in Appendix C) the 

experimenter placed the four faces in front of the subject and the 

order of the faces differed for each item , the criticKl face never 

appearing in the first position. This was done so that the subject 

would not be correct mer~ly by selecting the firnt face he came to . 

A final modification was to the order in which the stories were 

presented . According to which emotion was characterised , t he order 

of the stories was randomised on a latin square in an attempt to 

eliminate any sequential effects. The resulting story order was as 

follows : Part I - Happy, Angry, Sad, Afraid, Sad ,Happy, Afraid , Angry; 

and Part II - Afraid, Sad , Angry, Happy, Angry, Afraid , Happy and Sad. 

(The final form of the test appears in Appendix B). 
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Sod al nchA.yj our n.attne $c·a1e 

This scale was developed with tte aim of providing a behavioural 

measure of empathy and to be used as a correspondine measure to the 

IP1' . Ideas on the behaviour repertoires of young children and possible 

~ocial behaviours reflecting empathy were gained from several sources . 

(Beck1::r & Krug, 196L. ; Digman , 1965; Johnson & Dornmarito , 1')71 ; 

Mar~hall & Mccandless , 1957 ; White & Watts , 1973) . From these , ten 

items were constructed, each referring to a single variable and each 

defining a recognisable behaviour pattern. They were sharing , helping , 

co- operation , type of role play , sympathy:, approach to a new child , 

maintl:nance of social contact and as an overall summary , ecncral 

relations with other children . Rating of these items was along a 

5- point scale on which '1' represented zero degree of a particular 

bheaviour and '5' represented behaviour maximally typical of the subject , 

and by totalling ratings on the ten items , each subject r eceived a 

Social Behaviot.r score . (See Ap.penclix B) . 

Peabody P:i.cture Vocabulary Test 

rorrn B of the PPVT (Dunn , 1965) was used on both te r;t ancl retest 

sessions , and although no test- retest r eliability is reported in the 

manual , a study by Moed , Wight & James (1963) reports a test- retest 

coefficj ent of O. R8 after one year , \vith 29 physically disabled 

children. Validity studies mentioned in the manual indicate that 

correlations with Stanford- Binet mental ages and WISC I . Q' s range 

from .70 to low . 80 ' s 

The PPVT is a nhighly usable test , of moderate reliability 

and largely unestablished validity" (Lyman, 1965 p . 821) but is 

"probably now the best of it ' s kind". (Piers , 1965 , p. 823) . The ·PPVT 

requires a nonverbal response and for thi s reason was used here . 

PROCEDURE 

The first stage of the study consisted of a small pilot study using 

children who were not going to participate in the main study and 

although the sample size was very small (n=6) , there were some 

important outcomes . 



Each :;ul)ject w:1:J tn::;ted indi. vj dually ancl the IPT and PPVT were 

administered , i n that order for half the subjects and the reverse 

order for the other half of the subjects . However , it was found 

that by administering both these together each subject ' s concentration 

decreased signi ficantly after the first . Also there was found to 

be no differences in responding to the tests as a result of the 

order of administration. 

From t his preliminary study , it was decided t:iat some 

familiarisation vrith each child before testing was necessary. 

As a result , in the study itself , the experimenter spent 5- 10 

minutes with each subject prior to testing. In this period the 

expeTimenter ' s actions largely depended on the individual child , 

but generally included such things as helping with activities the 

child wa:, engaged in , talking to thE-: child, rcadine stories and 

often , just being present was enough to allow the subject to lose 

his shyness . 

Then , in a separate r oom from the rest of the children , 

the subject was eiven the IPT . Also from the pilot study, there 

was then a break of 15- 20 minutes before giving the same sub ject 

the PPVT , during which time another subject was given the IPT . 

If a subject did not want to cooperate , then he was in 

no way forced to do so and often such children would cooper ate 

after some other children had ' had a t urn '. 

After all the subjects in the particular day- care centre 

had been t ested , the supervisor was then given a Social Behaviour 

Rating Scale for each one . In addition to the printed instructions , 

the experimenter went through this r ating scale and explained how 

it was to be completed , and that it should be completed by the 

person or per sons most familiar with the subject . The supervisor 

was given 7 to 10 days in which to complete these rating scales , 

depending on how many t her e were . 



From the r ecord" of the day- care centr e , information was 

gained r egarding each subject ' s age of start ing day-care and amount 

of time spent there each week . 
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After t he first te :=-ting of all subjects , this same prrJcedure 

was repeated after 12 weeks of day- care attendance , or approximately 

three months . 

However , as can be seen from Table 1, several subject s 

were lost over this pericd , most of them being subjects who had 

bc~un tby- care for the first time . 



P.ESULTS 

Subjects' responses showed that they readily understood what 

emotions the four faces characterised and only in a few cases was it 

necessary to repeat the practice items to achieve this correct 

identification. 

From the testing sessions a number of observations were made , 

for example the selection of the correct face was frequently accompanied 

by an appropriate verbal response . Secondly, in answering the second 

part of each question, "Why do you think Mary (John) would feel ••••• ?", 

subjects related the emotion to the situation correctly. However , a 

few subjects explained their selection of an incorrect face with an 

inappropriate relation between the emotion and situation, for 

example , one subject chose the HAPPY face in response to the question , 

"Show me how Mary (John) would feel if she were alon~ in the dark?", 

with the explanation "Because she likes the dark ." This type of 

response was infrequent since only fifteen such answers (<2%) were 

observed over all subjects' responses . 

Since the design was not completely factorial , the facLorl.l of 

length of stay and age were regarded as separate treatments and a 

5 x 2 (Treatments x Sex) de sign was used to analyse the re sult s . 

It should also be remembered that there does exist a 

confounding ( see p 38 Method) between length of stay in day-care , 

age at testing and age of starting day-care. 

Subjects in the study were not matched for I.Q, but on analysis 

a significant covariance of intelligence scores with empathy scores 

was found. (K, (1.49) = 15.78, E<.OOl, Tables 4 and 5). 
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'rAULE 4: COVARIANCE ANALYSIS 01'' lN'r ELLIGENCE & EMPATHY 

SOURCE x2 XY y2 ADJUSTED V AHN D .. F. l•.EAN SQUARE 

A SEX 104 .02 - 16 .458 2 .604 A1 = 4,735 1 4. 735 
B TREATMENTS 1052 . 94 244 . 9 130. 059 

rr 
Byy = 102 .556 4 25 .639 

A x B 376.39 59 . 333 18 . 291 ~ 12.655 4 3. 164 

RESIDUAL 9512 .84 535 .667 123. 792 ~= 93 . 629 49 1 • 911 

TABLE 5 :: TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE OF COVARIANCE 
o E

1 (Using difference in error terms Eyy 
yy 

SOURCE D. F. SUMS OF SQUARES ME_t,N SQUARES F 

COV ARIAf;cE 1 30. 16 3 30. 163 15 . 78 

E1 49 93 . 629 1 • 911 
F 1 ,'.iO ( • 01 ) - 7 . 17 yy 

E 50 123 .792 yy 

Furthermore , from the analysis of homogeneity (Table 6) , the effect of 

intelligence is seen to be homogeneous within the five treatments 

(F (9 .40) = 0 . 539 , E. ). 25) and therefore can be treated as a nlnele 
effect over all treatments. 

TABLE 6 : 

SOURCE 

TEST OF HOMOGENEITY OF WITHIN CLASS REGRESSION 

Error is partitioned int o s1 = E - ~ (E 2 /E ) 
yy xyj XXj 

S2 = ~ (Ex:./Exx·) - (Exy2/Exx) 
J J 

D.F. SUMS OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARES F 

49 

40 

9 

93 . 629 

83 . 507 

1 o. 122 

1 • 911 

2. 088 

1 0 1 ?.5 

F5140(0 .05 ) = 2o12 

F9 , 40(0 . ?5) = 1o34 

, 539 N. S. 



'rhe significant covariance results mec:Ult that an :innlysia of 

variance of empathy scores wa3 unrcnlistic and empathy scores were 

adjusted such that , as near as possibl e , each t r eatment group was 

equated on the covari ate intelligence . 
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Using these adjusted means and at- statistic , differencu.; between 

=elln.s of relevant co~ditions were tested for eval uating t he f irst two 

hypothes~s (Tables 7 and 8) . 

TABLE 7: ADJUS'rED MEANS & AVERAGE EFFECTIVE ERROR OF EMPATHY SCORES 

(i) FACTOR A : SEX 

MALE FEMALE ERROR (s12 ) 

~ y 7 . 708 8 . 274 1.932 

(ii ) FACTOR B TREATMENTS 

1 2 3 4 5 ERROR 

B-y 5 . 905 7 .880 7 . 419 9.753 9 . 001 1. 965 

(iii) CELLS 

2 3 4 5 ERROR 

MALE 5 . 061 7 . 841 7 . 066 9. 11 2 9 . 467 
FEMALE 6 . 749 7 .917 7 . 772 10. 394 8 . 536 1.93 

Key to treatment Nos : 1 . NEW 3 yr old 

2 OLD 3 yr old 

3 NEW 4 yr old 

4 OLD 4 yr old 

5 XOLD . subjects 



'l'A13LE 8 : COJVIPAJUSON OF ADJUSTED MEANS 

Comparison 

Age : 4yr . ~ 3 yr 

(3+4 ~ 1+2) 

Length Qf Old vs New 

stay:· (2+4 ~ 1+3) 

Sex: Female .Y.§. ma.le 

Age of Start at 2yr 

. 405 

. 405 

. 359 

vs start at 3 yro405 starting: 
(2+5 vs 1 +4) 

Interactions 

Age x length 

of stay : 1+4 vs 2+3 

Age x sex : 

(1+2) M.+(3+4) F 

VS (3+4)M + (1+2)F 

Ar;c x age of starting : 

2+4 ~ 1+5 

Sex x length of stay : 

(2+4)M + (1+3)F ~ 

(1+3)M + (2+4)F 

Sex x age of starting :: 

(2+5 )M + ( 1+4 )F .Y.§. 

(1+4 )M + (2+5 )F 

. 405 

. 401 

.405 

. 401 

. 401 
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t Signifi cance 

4 . 18 . 001 

5 . 321 • 001 

1 . 577 N. S. 

1 • 511 N.S. 

. 443 N.S. 

• 14 N. S. 

) . )68 . 005 

. 397 N. S. 

2. 384 N. S. 



This analysis revealed a significant main effect of length of 

stay in day- care (~ (49 ) = 5.32 , £ (.001) , OLD day-care children 

receiving significantly higher empathy scores than NEW children (see 

Fig 2. ) However OLD and XOLD subjects (treatments 4 & 5) were not 

significantly different on empathy(~ (49) = 1. 315 , O. l<E <0 .2) . 

Testing the differences between treatment means also revealed 

a significant main effect of age (~(49) = 4. 18. E<. 001), four year 

old children scoring higher on empathy than three year olds . 

Interaction between age and length of stay variables was not 

significant , although it was clear that OLD three year old children 

received a similar but slightly higher empathy score to NEW four year 

olds (mean empathy scores were ? . 880 and 7.419 respectively , see Fig. 2.) 

The third variable age of starting day- care, confounded in the 

design, did not have a significant main effect on empathy . However , 

the only significant interaction in the analysis of results was between 

age of subjects at testing and age at which day- care was started 

(~ (49) = 3.368, £( .005) . In this interaction, length of stay is 

clearly confounded and makes a meaningful interpretation difficult 

(Interaction illustrated in Fig 3) . 

Testing differences between means also showed no significant 

differences in empathy due to sex , although females generally scored 

higher than males (see Fig 4) . 

In order to assess prosocial behaviour of day-care children 

according to the third hypothesis , the social behaviour rating scale 

was completed , through group discussion among the workers in a day- care 

centre . Thus the ratings on each subject combined a number of impressions . 

On analysis it was found that social behaviour scores correlated 

positively and significantly with empathy scores , partialling out the 

contribution of I . Q. (partial correlation=+ . 632 , E<.001 , Table 9) . 



FIG 2: EMPATHY SCORES OF NEW & OLD DAY-CARE SUBJECTS 
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TABLE 9: CORRELATIONS & PARTIAL CORRELATIONS AMONG EMPATHY 

SOCIAL ll~:IIAVIOllH & l.Q . SCOJ/.1!:C 

COR.Rb:LATION SIGNIFICANCE PARTIAL SIGNIFICANCE 

Empathy & social 

behaviour scores 

Empathy & I .Q. 

score::; 

Social behaviour 

& I . Q. scores 

+ 0 . 612 . 001 

+ 0 . 474 .001 

+ 0. 128 N.S. 

CORRELATION 

+ 0 . 632 . . 001 

+ 0. 491 . 001 

- 0 . 194 N. S . 

The interrelations between all three scores was of minor 

interest (Table 9) . Correlations and partial correlations indicated 

that the relationship between social behaviour and I .Q. score s i s 

not significant , while that between empathy and I .Q. is very 

significant (E, = . 001) . 

Also subsidiary to the major hypotheses was an analysis of 

variance carried out on subject ' s three emotion scores , HAPPY, 

SAD/ANGRY, and AFRAID. This analysis showed a significant main 

effect of emotions. ([ (2 , 100) = 28. 729 :e. < .001 , Table 10) . 

Furthermore , the nonsignificant interaction between Treatments 

and Emotions (f (8,100) = 0. 3 467 , E > . 25) shows that treatment 

effects on the separate emotions did not differ and confirms that 

emotion scores could be meaningfully added to give a total empathy 

score . 
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TABLE 10 : ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF CHILDREN ' S EMOTION SCORES 

SOURCE D.F . SUMS ef SQUAAES MEAN SQUARES F p 

Treatments 4 43 .352788 10.838194 13. 133 <. 001 

Sex 0 .868056 0. 868056 

Treatments x sex 4 6. 097222 1 .524306 

Error 50 41 .263889 0 .825278 

Total 59 91 . 5819 

(wi ttin subjects) 

Emoti onc 2 47 .41 9444 23 .709722 2n . 729 < . 001 

Tr x emotions 8 2 .2888~9 0. 28611 1 0.3467 > . 25 

Sex x emo tions 2 0.019444 0 . 009722 0 . 01 18 > . 25 

Tr x sex x emotions 8 2. 577778 0 .322222 0. 3904 > . 25 
Error 100 82 . 527778 0.825278 

Total 179 226 .415278 

&lotion scores were not adjusted for covari ance with intelligence since 

each emotion may have been affected differently and consequent analysis 

very complex . Since the main effect was very large and the interactions 

very non- significant , the same tre~ds can be expected had the appropriate 

adjustments been made for the effect of intelligence. 

Certain trends were also evident in terms of how the subjects 

responded to the four emotions. For exampl e, HAPPY items were answered 

correctly most often (81 . 25% of all HAPPY items were correct) and SCARED 

items were answered least correctly (only 5(ifo of the SCARF.J) items wer e 

correct , see Table 11 ). 

TABLE 11 :· TOT.ALS & PERCENT AGES OF RESPONSES FOR EACH ITEM PRESENTED 
(Qrobabi litr [resEonseZitem]} 

RESPQliSF.'.§_ 
HAPPY SCARED SAD / ANGRY NO RESPONSE TO'r AL 

STI1'1ULUS HAPPY 195 10 30 5 240 
ITEMS 81 . 25% 4.167% 12 . 5% 2. 083% 1oo% 

SCARED 50 120 65 5 .21+0 
20.833% 50. o% 27 . 083% 2. 083% 99.9(j/, 

SAD/ANGRY· 81 59 329 11 480 
16 . f575% 12 . 292% 68.542% 2.292% 10o% 



How ever, lookine nt the ty pca of r esponsos (Tnble 12), a different 

pattern emerged , for example, SAD/A.~GRY responses were most often correct 

(77.5 CJfo of all SAD/A.~GRY responses were accurate) and HAPPY responses were 

correct least often (only 59.82% of all HAPPY responnes were correct). 

TABLE 12: TOTALS & PERCEi'TTAGES OF ITEMS FOR 1,ffiJCH EACH RESPONSE WAS GIVEN 

(Eo babili t;y ( i t em[res:eonse ) 

RE3PONSES 

HAPPY SCARED SAD/ /u'iGRY NO R8SPONSE:.: 

s·rIMULUS HAPPY 195 10 30 5 

IT1'MS 59 . 816% 5.291% 7 .075% 23 .81% 

SCARED 50 120 65 5 

15.337% 63.492% 15.33% 23 . 81% 

SAD I 81 59 329 11 
!u'WRY 

24.847% 31 .217% 77 .5 94% 52.38% 

TOTAL 326 189 424 21 

1oo% 1 oo% 99.99% 1 OC/fo 

In order to evaluate the final hypothesis, change in empathy over 

time, all subjects were retested on the three measures after an interval 

of twelve weeks day-care attendance. The effect of this interval on changes 

in empathy was analysed by a 5 x 2 (Treatments x Sex) analysis of variance 

(Table 13) . 

TABLE Q: ANALYSI:-l OF VARik1CE ON CHk1GE IN EMPATHY 

SCORES OVER TEST - RETEST INTERVAL 
SOURCE D.F SUM 6f SQUARES MEAN SQUARES 

Sex 0.029 0.029 • 011 N.S • 
Treatments 4 36.502 9. 126 
Treatments x sex 4 1 .646 .412 F1,4o(.25) = 1.36 
Error 41 107.033 2. 611 

Total 50 145 .21 
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Usinc- the same procedure of t e:-;; ting differences between mo .-.1.ns with a r 
statistic (Tables 14 & 15), a single significant main effect of length 

of stay in day-care was found (1(41) =·2.906, E,(.01), with NE~l chi ldren 

showing a greater increase in empathy than OLD children (see Fig. 5 ) . 

TABLE 14 : MEAN CHANGE SCORES OF EMPATHY 

(i) FACTOR A: SEX 

JVAl-E FEillALE 

1 .067 1.02 

(ii) FACTOR B : TREATMENTS 

2 

1.75 0.25 

(iii) CELLS 

2 

Male 1.5 0.25 

Feraale 2 .0 0.25 

3 4 

2.084 -0.167 

3 4 

2 . 0 0.083 

2.167 -0.4167 

5 

1.30 

5 

1.5 

1.1 



FIG 5: CHANGE IN EMPATHY WITH LENGTH OF .STAY IN DAY-CARE 
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TABLE 15 :· COMPA.B.ISON OF MEAN CHANGES IN ~FATHY 

Comparison s-
D 

t Significance 

Age: 4yr ~ 3 yr .505 0.257 N.S. 

(3+4 ~ 1+2) 

Length New vs Old 
of sta.y: (1+3 VS 2+4) .512 2.906 • 01 

Age Start at 2yr 

of ~ start at 3yr .493 - .033 N.S. 

starting :( 2+5 ~ 1+4) 

Interactions 

Age X length of stay: .505 1. 224 N.S. 

1+4 ~ 2+3 

Age X sex:· • 505 -0.034 N.S • 

( 1 +2) M + ( 3+4) F 

vs ( 3-t4 ) M + ( 1+2 ) F 

Age x age of starting: .496 2. 991 .005 

2+4 ~ - 1+5 

Sex x length of stay: .506 .390 N.S. 
(2+4)M + (1+3) F ~ 

( 1 +3) M + (2+4) F 

Sex x age of starting: .493 .203 N.S. 
(2+5) M + (1+4) F vs 

(1+4) M + (2+5) F 

Of the ten groups only OLD four year old females showed an 

average decrease in empathy. (Treatment 4, Table 14). 
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The only significant interaction effect was again between aee 
at testing and age of starting day-care (i (41) = 2.991, E_(:.005, Fig. 6.) 

It should be noted that the change in empathy scores was not 

adjusted for the effect of intelligence, since the influence of intelligence 

on the ability to change empathically is probably negligible. As in the 

analysis of emotions , the trends were so significant that the same can 

be expected had the results been adjusted for intelligence. 

While the initial set of empathy and Social Behaviour scores were 

positively and significantly correlated, correlation between the change 

in these scores was non significant ( r = ~.066). 

As part of the general description of subjects, the means and 

standard deviations of I.Q. scores are given (Table 16) and, using the 

test-retest sample of 51, reliability of the PPVT was found to be 0.495. 

TABLE 16: I.Q. SCORES - MEANS & STANDARD DEVIATIONS ( ) 

NEw OLD 

M F M F 

3 yr 1 03. 33 98.5 111.667 1 05 . 83 XOLD 

(17.22) (12.14) ( 1 O. 64) (8.89) M F 

4 yr 107 .667 105 .6 108.33 115.667 105 97.83 

(12.56) (9.22) (16.2) (19.93) (13.8) (13.2) 

For reference, a summary of all scores on both testing 

sessions (empathy, I.Q. and Social Behaviour scores) can be found 

in Appendix D. 



FIG 6: INTSMCTION OF /\GT1: WITH AGE OF STARTING DAY-CARE, 

ON CHANGE IN EMPATHY 
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

The purpose of the pre3ent section is to interpret the results 

and draw conclusions from them. 
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As a preliminary finding, the results indicate that intellectual 

ability is an important factor in empathy . Although thi3 effect may be 

related to the use of a 'cognitive' measure of empathy , since the 

emphasis is on the child's understanding and labelling of emotions , 

it is nevertheless consistent with other evidence. Deutsch & Maclle 

(1975) report that most investigations have found mental age as a 

correlate with empathy situational measures irrespective of whether 

cognitive empathy or affective empathy is being assessed . 

Given this effect of intelligence, the major hypothesis of the 

study is supported, namely that day-care can encourage the development 

of empathy in children. It was found that children as young as three 

years of age can respond empathically and furthermore, that children who 

have been attending day-care for six to twelve months have a higher 

level of empathic ability than children w~o have not experienced day-care. 

In addition , OLD three year old children were as empathic as NEW 

four year olds and in fact, the former group received a slightly higher 

mean empathy score. The expe_rience of day-care has therefore contributed 

as much to the growth of empathy as approximately eleven months of 

maturation in the absence of day-care. On the other hand, there was a 

lack of significant difference in empatny between OLD and :XOLD children 

(comparing four year old subjects only) that is suggestive of a 'ceiling' 

on day-care's facilitating effect over empathy. 

While there has been limited empirical research on the whole 

question of day-care, peers and empathy the confirmation of the major 

hypothesis is predictable on theoretical grounds. Evidence has been 

cited suggesting that early contact with peers may contribute importantly 

to the child's socialisation ,and the development of his social and 

interpersonal competence. (e.g.Hartup, 1970b). Although the study began 

by considering possible dangers of day-care attendance, it was indicated 

that such an experience may facilitate social development by providing 
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unusually good opportunities for peer interaction and social participation 

(e.g. Caldwell, 1973). Further to this argument, was the fact that 

empathy itself may be influenced by socialisation and rearing practices 

and that it's development is particularly fostered by peer relations 

and interactions (Piaget, 1967). 

Therefore it seems likely that peer interactions and social 

aspects of day-care were the factors responsible for the growth of 

empathy found in the present study. Furthermore, in the absence of 

day-care it is reasonable to anticipate that growth in empathy and peer 

behaviour would be retarded,as also confirmed by the present findings . 

Empathy was found to increase with age, in agreement with 

previous findings and supporting another of the study's hypotheses . 

(Borke,1971; Fla~.an, 1968; Rothenberg, 1970). 

While empathy was affected by the child's length of stay in 

day-care, it did not differ with the age at which day-care was started 

confirming the decis i on to choose length of stay as the critical independent 

variable in the study. However the interdependence between age of the 

child at testing, length of stay and age of starting day-care was 

impossible to eliminate and resulted in the confounding previously 

discussed. 

Therefore meaningful interpretation of the interaction between age 

and age of starting day-care is precluded, allowing only suggestions. 

For example, since OLD and XOLD children are not substantially different 

in terms of empathy, such an interaction may simply reflect the low 

mean empathy score of NEW three year old children. 

The absence of male-female differences in empathy found in the 

present study has been reported elsewhere (Borke, 1971; Rothenberg, 1970) 

but is'contrary to our cultural expectations that females have greater 

social insight and empathic ability than males"(Borke, 1971, p.269). 

However , the absence of differences found may reflect the type of child­

rearing practices present in day-care, where it is possible that expectations 

of social understanding and awareness a.re similar for girls and boys. 



Children ' s scores indicat e a substantial relationship between 

prosocial behavi ours and empathy suggesting that these behaviouru -

cooper ativeness , kindness , sharing , friendliness - develop and are 

strengthened by the child's empathic ability. The idea that the 

capacity for empathy is es sential t o a wide range of basic pr ocesses 

and skills in the area of social behaviour and development (Bronfenbrenner , 

Harding & Gallway, 1958) , has been largely unexplored and there is a 

serious need f or more extensive investigati on in this whole area of 

the rel ation between social cognition and interpersonal behaviour . 

The present results al oo provide some evidence on the validity 

of the Social Behaviour Rating Scale . While social behaviour scores 

were not significantly related to I.Q. scores, they were related to 

IPI' scores suggesting that t he empat hy and social behaviour measures 

ar e both measuring the srune underlying construct of empathy. 

Despite the expectation that day- care fosters the growth of 

empathy, changes in empathy over the test-retest interval we r e s l ight . 

However NEW children show a gr eater increase in empathy than OLD children , 

that is, the effectiveness of t~r0e months of day- care i3 ncglieible for 

children who have already spent six to twelve months in car e , but 

considerably more effective for those children just beginning day- care. 

That increases in empathy differ according to the amount of time 

already spent in day-care gives added support to the notion of an upper 

limit or ceiling a b the extent to which day-care can facilitat e empathy . 

A model of the effect of day- car e on empathy can therefore be formulat ed 

and is illustrated i n Fig 7 the rate of change in empathy development 

corresponds to the slope of the line and there is clearly a decreasing 

marginal change in empathy witn increasing time spend in day- care o The 

lack of empirical r esearch in the areas of empathy and day- care, means 

that the model is pertinent only to the pr esent study and cannot be 

incorporated into a more gener al scheme of either empathy development 

or day- care effects . 

Further t o changes in empathy ove r the t est-retes t interval, was 

the interaction between the age of the child and the age at which day-care 



FIG 7: HYPOTHESIS OF DAY-CARE ' S EFFECT ON EMPATHY 
(not to scale) 
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was started , also found in empathy scores on the first testing sessions . 

Since there is again the confounding of length of stay in this interaction, 

a meaningful interpretation can not be ma.de . 

Given the implication that empathy facilitates prosocial behaviour 

it is expected that increases in empathy will correspond with improved 

social and interpersonal behaviours . This has not been substantiated 

by the present results whore , although empathy and social behaviour 

scores increased (60. 7ff/o and 64 . 7% respective increases), there was 

no evidence of a relationship between the two. This implies, therefore 

that empathy , in this case a cognitive awareness and the behaviours and 

skills r eflecting this awareness, have increased independently of one 

another . 

Subsidiary to the major ~ypotheses were the results concerning 

children's responses in terms of the three emotion categories , happy, 

sad/ angry and afraid . The ability to respond empathic ally varied with 

the emotional response being identified (Borke , 1971, 1973; Mood , 

Johnson & Shantz , 1974) . Although happy items were mo=e often correct 

than afraid , sad or angry items , happy responses were given incorrectly 

to ma.~y of the items. This suggests an indiscriminate use of the 

response . 

On the other hand, sad/angry items were less often correct than 

happy items but sad or angry r esponses were the most accurate and 

discriminating . Hence , it is necessary to consider "response-correctness" 

as well as "item- correctness" to obtain a true indication of empathy 

performance . By considering these two types of information the present 

results contradict Borke 's (1971) finding that happy situations are 

identified most correctly and with the highest reliability, and that 

angry situations are identified with the greatest difficulty. Present 

results show an exact reversal of this in terms of those situations that 

are most reliably identified by preschool children . The trend that 

emerged shows a lack of discrimination in children's responses to happy 

and afraid situations . In part, this may result from certain features 

of Borke's Interpersonal Perception Test , for example , in answering the 

question "Show me how Mary (John) would feel if you told him a ghost 



story ," the child may respond in terms of the story- telling and un!:lwer 

happy , ignoring the fearful nature of the story . That is , the ability 

to respond empathically requires the combinat ion of all aspects of 

information, a response based on only part of the information often 

being incorrect. 

Although problems of experimental design have been previously 

discussed , there are general shortcomings that need to be mentioned . 

To begin with , day- care research uses a sample of subjects that is 

lnrGely "sclf-recrui ted" nnd for a number of reasons may r epresent 
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a non-typical group; that is , they may possess distinctive characteristics 

and abilities r esultine from factors other than their attendance at 

day- care . In answering even the most basic question about day- care 

t here are a complexity of variables involved, concerning characteristics 

of day- care - staff- training , size of centre , materials , pr ogrammes , 

quality of care , the par ents - working status , parenti ng skills , SES , 

and the child - age, development , birth order etc . 

These are variables in any day- care study and since only a few 

can be controlled , the present findings can only be stated with the 

knowledge that there are such variable and uncontrolled factors involved . 

Furthermore , the testing of preschool children presents it's own 

difficulties, particularly in the reliability of assessments . Due to 

large variations in mood and attention , the performance of pre- schoolers 

can be un:..itablc from day to day . (Anastas i, 1976 ; Cronl>uch , 19'/0) . 

It is therefore not surprising that the test-retest r eli ability of the 

thr8e meaRures was not high (r (:i:Pr) = 0.695 ; r (Social Behaviour)= 

0.505; r (PPVT) = 0.495) and this is not enhanced by the long test­

retest interval over which the correlations were calculated. 

A final area of weakness concerns the construct of empathy. 

While the definition of empathy has been precisely stated for the present 

purpose , there are difficulties concerning the consistency of definitions 

and consequent validity of empathy measureso There is some evidence for 

the convergent validity of the Interpersonal Perception Test through 

correlation with the measure of social behaviour , but discriminant 
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validity was not indicated. The high correlation of the IPT with I.Q. 

scores was however consistent with previous findings on the correlates 

of empathy . 

Within its operational and concepLual boundaries, the stuuy 

concluded that day-care promotes the growth of empathy in pre- school 

children • . By children acquiring more experience with interpersonal 

r el at ionships they became mor0 knowledgeable about the thoughts and 

feelings of others. 

In addition, the extent to which children had an understanding 

and awareness of others seemed to bear a significant relationship to 

their prosocial behaviours and positive interpersonal attitudes. 

UnfortunatGly the paucity of research surrounding both day-care 

and empathy has meant that these findings and conclusions can be 

verified only in the implications from theory . Future work could 

fruitfully be directed toward specification of day-care's role in 

social development. 

A far-reaching implication of the present conclusions is that 

day-care is capable of providing the child with a basis for wider learning 

and experience. The rather timid attitude that day-care may possibly 

enrich the lives of young children should be abandoned and replaced with 

the view of day-care as a valuable experience for development. 

Some evidence also allows speculation on the training of 

empathy with respect to problems of aggression and violence. Since 

empathy has an inhibitory effect on aggression (Feshbach & Feshbach, 1969; 

Huckaby, 1971; Mehrabian & Epstein, 1972) it is possible t.hal by training 

children to Qe empathic and socially sensitive, levels of 

conflict and aggression will be reduced. With empathy and prosocial 

behaviours being facilitated by socialised activities and peer relationships, 

formal education and child-rearing could have an important impact on the 

modification of aggression. By enriching the child's social experience 

and e~tending his social competency, a positive step in resolving violence 

and aggression in our schools and society could be taken. 



Hence attention should be directed towards the development of 

mature levels of empathy. 

Despite obvious limitations in the understanding of empathy, 

"education and child- rearing do not and cannot wait for extensive 

data". (Shantz, 1 975, p315) . 
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APPENDIX A 

Day- care centres involved i n the study: 

ADELAIDE CHILD CARE CENTRE 

CITIZEN'S DAY NURSERY 

FRASER CRESCENT CHILD CARE CENTRE 

GRIFFINS CHILD CARE CENTRE 

HOMESTEAD (PALMERSTON NORT:I) 

JOYLYN 
KELVIN GROVE CHILD CARE CENTRE 

LEVY CHILD CARE CENTRE 

MELLING CHILDREN'S CENTRE 

MIRANGI DAY NURSERY 

MOTIIERCARE DAY NURSERY 

PETER PAN CHILD CARE CENTRE , KELBURN 

SALVATION ARMY CHILD CARE CENTRE 

TEACHER'S COLLEGE CRECHE 

UPPER HUTT COMMUNITY CHILD CARE CENTRE 

W. D. & H. O. WILLS CHILD CARE CENTRE 

2 



APPENDIX B Test Materi als 

Interpersonal Perception Test Part One 

Part Two 

Social Behaviour Rating Scale 

3 



PSM.153/KC/76 

MASSE". Y U N I V E R S I T Y 

DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY 

INTERPERSONAL PERCEPTION RESEARCH 

PART ONE 
I 

NAME:. 

AGE: 

. .................. ~ ................ . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
DATE OF BIRTH: ••••••••••••••••••• 

DATE: ........................... 
EWIINER: .•.....•....••....•....• 

PRETEST: 

INSTRUCTIONS: 

1. Exruniner places single picture of child (the one normally used for Part Two), 

in front of subject and the face of one happy boy and one happy girl. 

Exruniner says: We're going to play n grune where I want you to pick out the 

face that matches the body I give you. Pointing to picture. This is a 

picture of Mary (John). Pick up the face that belongs to Mary's (John's) 

body and put it on the picture. 

lf subject correctly identifies appropriate face, examiner says: 

Thll.t's right. Mary (John) is a girl (boy) so we choose the girl's (boy's) 

face. 

If the subject does not identify the appropriate face, examiner explains: 

H.:-try (John) is a girl (boy) so we should put the girl's (boy's) face on 

M~ry's (John's) body. Examiner places correct face on picture. Like this . 

Then removes face from picture, and says: Now you pick out Mary's (John's) 

face and put it on the picture. 

When subject has mastered this, proceed with the second task. 

2. Examiner placos pictures showing child of so.me sex as subject in following 

order: Happy, Sad, .Afraid, 1.\ngry. Here are some more pictures of Mary (John). 

See if you can pick out the face where Ivfo.ry (John) is HAPPY; and where 

Mnry (John) is AFRAID; nnd where Mary (John) is ANGRY. 

Examiner circles the faces child selects correctly: 

HAPPY SAD AFRAID ANGRY NONE 

If subject gets trial completely correct, proceed .with test. 

If subject makes any incorrect responses, exruniner must go through the 

explanation for only those ones chosen incorrectly. Examiner says: Some of those 

you didn't get quite right, Let's go through them again. 
I, 
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Incorrect response for HAPPY - Examiner points to happy fnce, nnd says: In 

this fnce Mo.ry (John) is smiling. Tha t means she (he) feels HAPPY. Can you soe 

her (him) smiling? 

Incorrect r esponse for SAD - Exnminer points to the so.d face, and says: In 

this face Mary (John) is crying, b,:;c,2use c;he (ho) fools SAD. Cc.n you see her (him} 

crying? 

Incorrect r esponse for AFRAID - Examiner points to nfraid ft:tco nnd sQ.ys : In 

this f nce Mn.ry (John) is very scnred , thr..:.t meo.ns she (he) feels JlFRAID. 

~co how scared she (he) is? 

Cc.n you 

Incorrect response for ANGRY - Examiner points to nngry fnco nnd snys: In 

this f.'.lce Mary (John) is very cross, Thnt menns she (he) feels ANGRY. Can you 

see how cross she (he) is? 

After going through the necessary explnmtions, exrunincr repeats initial 

task, placing pictures of faces in a now random sequence in front of the subject. 

Ern.inc!' snys: Now YOU h.'.1.ve nnot hor turn. Sec if you can pick out the fnoc 

where M.::try (John) is f ee line; HAPPY; .::tnd where she (he ) is f ee ling SAD; and 

where she (he) is f eo lina Af<'R.,i.ID; and the f n.ce wh0rc she (ho) is feeling ANGRY. 

Exnminor circles facon child selects correctly: 

HAPPY SAD .AFRAID .1\.l'J'GRY NONE 

Continue procedure until the subject gets ..911£ complete trinl correct; also 

noting how mo.ny trials arc needed to reach this. 

When the subject lllll.kes correct responses, examiner gives cncourngemont by 

saying: Th,::,. t ' s good. Now whn.t -3.bout when Ml'..ry (John) feels t I t t I t t (Sad, 

Afr:,i d, Angry, Ha.ppy) • 

TEST: 

INSTRUCTIONS: Now I run R:Oing to tell you some stori E: s nbout Mary (John) and I 

wnpt you to pick the fn.ce showing how Mary (.John) feels in ench story. There are 

no right or wrong answers. All I wnnt to know is how you think :Mary (John) feels 

in ench story. 

NOTE : Exruniner reshuffles pictures before each story and circles child's 

re9ponse. 

1. · Show me how Mnry (John) would feel if her mother wns going to take her some 

plnce she liked to go. Would she feel (examiner n::unes emotions according 

to sequence). Pick up the face you think and put it on the picture. Why 

do you think Mary (John) would feel _______ ? H S A A N 
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4 . Show :-!IC how M11ry (John) would feel if her mo ther forced 

her t o e~ t something she didn't l ike , Would she f eel 

(ex~miner n::U:1es emotions according to sequence) . Pick up 

the face you think n.nd put it on the picture. Why do you 

think Mnry (John ) would feel ____ ? 

6. Show me how M,:i.ry (John) would fool if she f ell nnd hurt 

herself. \lould she feel ( e::m.'Ilincr nruncs emotions according 

to sequence) . Pick up the f cce you think and put it on the 

H S A A N 

picture . Why do you think Mnry (John) would feel ____ ? H S A A N 

5. Show me how Y.bry (John) would f eel if she dr eo.r.wd that a 

tiger w~s chc sing her . Would she f eel (exarainer no.mes 

emotions according to sequence) . 

think nnd put it on t he picture . 

(John) would f eel ____ ? 

Pick up the f nce you 

Why do you think Mnry 

1 O. Show me how !{m-y (John) would fet::l if someone 3ho l iked 

very much ho.d to go away . Would she feel (cxc.miner nl'\lll..8s 

emo t ion2 according to sequence ) . Pick up the fnce you 

think a nd put it on tho picture . Why do you think Mnry 

(John) would feel ____ ? 

11 . Show me how Mary (John) would feel if she got a new toy 

9. 

ns a gift . Would shd feel (examiner names emotions 

according to sequence) . Pick up the face you think and 

put it on th€l picture . Why do you think Mary (John) 

would feel ____ ? 

Show me how l'lnry (John) would fe el if she were o.lone in 

t ho d2.r k . Would she feel (examiner names emotions 

according to sequence) . Pick up the face you think and 

put it on the picture . Why do you thi nk Mary (J ohn) would 

feel ____ ? 

1: Show me how Mary (John) would feel if her sister or her 

brother took her toys away from her. Would she feel 

(exruniner names emotions according to sequence) . Pick 

up the face you think and put it on the pictur e . Why 

do you t hink Mary (John) would feel ____ ? 

H S A A N 

H S A A N 

H S A A N 

H S A A N 

H S A A N 
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fll A S S E Y U N I V E R S I T Y 

DEPiJi.TME N'l' 01" PSYCHOLOGY 

I N'i'ERPERSONAL PERCEPTION RESEARCH 

PART TWO 

NAME: DATE OF BIRTH: ••••••••••••••••• • •••• 

AGE : DATE: .......•.......•...•...••.....• 

EXM1INER: .•........••....•..•.•.•.•• 

~: 

INSTRUCTIONS: 

Examiner sayn: Now I o.m 1,:oing to t ell you n f ew more s tories only th;s ~im~ 

there will be .iust this one picture: of Mary (John) for you to put .the face on. 

Exrunincr plncos picture in front ·of the subject. 

NO'l'E: 

response. 

Examiner runhufflos pictures befor e cnch story and circles child's 

5. Show me how Mary (John) would feel i f you pret ended to be 11 

ghost nnd rru1 nfter her in the dark. Would she feel 

(examiner nG.mes emotions according to sequence), Pick up the 

4. 

7. 

f~ce you think and put it on the picture. Why do you 

think Mary (John) would feel ____ ? 

Show me how Mary (John) would f0el if you :r2ushed her down 

and she go t hurt . Wrmld she feel (examiner names 

emotions according to sequence). Pick up the face you 

think and put it on the picture. Why do you think Mary 

(John) would feel ? 

Show me how Mary (John) would feel if she ,just finished 

building a tow0~ of blocks and :zou knocked it down. 

Would she feel ~examiner names emotions according to 

sequence). Pick up the face you think and put it on 

the picture. Why do you think Mary (John) would 
feel ____ ? 

H S .A A N 

H s A A N 

H S A A N 
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1. Show oe how Mary (Jolm) would f eel if you gave her some ice 

crea~ . Would she feel (examiner n~~es emotions according to 

sequence) . Pick up the face you think and put it on the 

picture , Why do you think Ifary (John) would feel ____ ? H S A A N 

10. Show me how Mary (John) would feel if you said something 

bad nbout n~r father or rr.other . Would she feel 

(examiner names emotions according to sequence) . Pick 

up the face you think and put it on the picture . Why do 

you think Mary (John) would feel ____ ? 

8 , Show me how Mar y (John) would feel if you told her a 

ghost storv . Would she feel (examiner names emotions 

according to sequence) . Pick up the face you think and 

put it on the picture , Why do you think Mary (John) 

would f eel ____ ? 

12. Show me how Mary (John) would feel if you invited her to 

come and pl~y with you. Would she f eel (exami nar names 

emotions according to sequence) . Pick up the face you 

think and put it on the picture. Why do you think MD.ry 

(John) would feel ____ ? 

6. Show me how Mary (John) would feel if you l eft h~r end 

went to play with someone else . Would she feel 

(examiner n..'U!les emotions according to sequence) . Pick 

up the face you think and put it on the picture . Why 

do you think Mary (Joh':l) would feel ____ ? 

H S A A N 

H S A A N 

H S A A N 

H S A A N 
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M A S S E Y U N I V E R S I T Y 

DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY 

SUPERVISOR RATING SCALi<.: I•'OR SOCIAL BEHAVIOUR 

OF CHILDREN IN CHILD CARE CSNTRES 

SUBJECT'S NAME: 

AGE: 

I NSTRUCTIONS : 

........................................................ 

This questionnaire provides a measure of each child's social 

behaviour. A number of items are given and you should think 

of each one separately and mark the alternative most closely 

describing the child's behaviour. You answer each item simply 

by circling the no. on the scale corresponding to bhe behavio"J.r 

category most characteristic of the child. 

It is important to spread your ratings across the whole scale, 

and not to use the middle categories too often. 

SHARING BEHAVIOUR : Definition - when one child offers another a valued obj ect , 

e. 6 . a toy, game or food. 

For example, "John gives one of his toy trucks to Peter so they can both play 

together:~· 

TO WHAT DEGREE IS THIS KIND OF BEHAVIOUR (shown by John) TYPICAL OF X? 

1 2 3 4 5 
I 

Not at all 
characteristic 
i. e. unable to 
share toys. 

:tv'ii.nimally 
typical. 

Moderately 
characteristic. 

Strongly 
typical 

Maximally 
typical, i.e. 
willingly 
shares toys 
frequently. 

2. IIl~LPING BEIIAVIOUH: Definition - when the child engaGes in behnviour indicating 

concern over the comfort or welfare of another child, like retrievin~ u dropped 

object. 

For example, "Jane crawls behind a chair and gets stuck. Jane starts to cry. 

Mary tries to pull her out, and then calls for help." 

TO WHAT DEGREE IS THIS KIND 01" BEHAVIOUR (shown by Mary) TYPICAL OF X? 

2 3 4 5 

Not at all 
characteristic 

Minimally 
typical. 

Moderately 
characteristic. 

Strongly 
typical. 

Maximally 
characteristic. 
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CO-OPERATIVE BEHAVIOUR : Definition - when a child complies willingly with 

another's suggestion or initiative. 

For example, "Susan is building with some blocks on the table, sees ::ioroe on the 

floor which she needs, and asks Jane to pick them up. 

picks up blocks and carries them to Susan." 

TO WHAT DEGREE IS 'l'HIS KIND OF BEHAVIOUR TYPICAL OF X? 

2 3 

Jane, who is nearby, 

4 5 

Not at all 
characteristic, 
i.e. always non­
co-operative. 

Minimally 
typical 

Moderately 
characteristic 

Strongly 
typical 

Maximally 
typical, i. e, 
frequently 
co-operates, 

4. 

5. 

PLAY HEHAVIOtTR : Definition -

Associative and Co-operative play: Group play in which the child interacts 

with other children in the nature of the behaviour, e.g. conversation, 

borrowing or sharing toys, foll~wing or chasing one another, physical contact 

and organised play involving different roles. 

Parallel play: Child plays independently, but the behaviour he chooses 

naturally brings him among other children; he plays beside, rather than with, 

other children. 

Looking-on play: Intermediate category in which child watches others play, 

follows them around, s tands or sits near them, but does not interact with the 

children, or take part in play behaviour himself, 

Self or Solitary play: Child plays along and independently and there is no 

interaction with other children, his interest is centred on his own behaviour 

which is pursued without r eference to hwat ~thers are doing. 

Nothing: Minimal activity, either physically or socially. 

SELECT THE BEHAVIOUR 1•10ST CHARACTBRISTIC OF THE CHILD WHILE AT THE CENI'RE. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Nothing Self-play Looking-on 
play 

INITIATION OF CONTACT WITH OTHER CHILDREN: 

child seeks out other children to play with. 

Parallel play Group play 

Definition - the degree to which a 

For example, "Jane is in the back corner. Mary goes over to Jane and says 

'Let's play nurse'," 

or, "John goes and asks Peter to come and help him build a house in the sand." 

TO WHAT DEGREE IS THIS KIND OF BEHAVIOUR TYPICAL OF X? 



KC/76/PSM. 156 

5. contd . 

Ifot at all 
typical, i.e . 
waits until 
someone else 
seeks him out . 

2 

Minimally 
typical. 

- 3 -

3 

Moderately 
typical , i. e . 
will only seek 
out specific 
children. 

4 

!3tronGlY 
typical . 

5 

Maximal l y 
cha rac t eristic , 
will seek out 
any child to 
play wi t h . 

6. TYPE OF ROLB PLAY: Definition - ability of the chi ld t o understand another ' s 

perspective . 

For example , ~dul t role pluy i nvolves dressing up like an adult , or playi ng an 

adult role such as 'fathers' or 'mothers '. 

TO WHAT DEGREE IS 1\.00LT ROLE PLAY TYPICAL OF X? 

2 3 4 5 

Not at all 
characteristic, 
i . e . child never 
pretends to be 
anyone different 
from himself , 

Minimally 
typical. 

Moderately 
typical . 

Str ongly 
typi cal, 

Maximally 
typical, i . e . 
always enacts 
classes of 
social ' other s • 
e . g. mothers, 
engine drivers 
etc . 

7, SYMPATHETIC BBHAVIOUR : Definition - when the child is ecncrally solicitous 

to another child in distress . 

1''or example, "Jane bumps her head and cries . 

starts to cry also. " 

Mary is beside Jane and !Jho 

or, "John fulls over in the park. Peter goes to him and helps him up, and 

they both go to the supervisor. 11 

TO WHAT DEGREE IS THIS KIND OF BEHAVIOUR TYPICAL OF X? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all 
characteri stic. 

Minimally 
typical . 

Moderately 
characteristic . 

Strongly 
typical . 

Maximally 
characteristic . 

8 . APPROACH TO NE\·/ CHILD: Definition - when the child engages in friendly 

behaviour to a child who is new to the child care centre , indicating awareness 

of the new child's feelings of sadness or loneliness . 

For example, "John talces the new boy out to see the big trucks they pl ay with 

outside, and shows him how they work." 

N.B. This is spontaneous behaviour on the child 's part , without being 

instructed to do so by the supervisor. 
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8 . contd . 

TO ~'IHAT DEGREE IS THIS KIND OF BEHAVIOUR TYPICAL OF X? 

2 3 4 5 

Not ut 1111 
charac tcri:Jtic . 

Mini mally 
typical. 

Moderately 
characteristic . 

Stronely 
typi cal. 

Maximally 
typical. 

9. 1·1hrnTAINif;G SOCIAL CONTACT: Definition - when the child makes sure a social 

contact continues , and enjoys partici:pati nt; with other children. For example , 

"John is sitting in a group . 

follows . " 

The group leaves to go outside , and John 

TO WHAT DEGREE IS THIS KIND OF BEHAVIOUR TYPI CAL OF X? 

2 3 4 5 

Not at all 
characteristic . 

Minimally 
typical. 

Moderutc l y 
characteristic . 

Strongly 
typical . 

MA.ximnlly 
characteristic . 

10 . GENERAL RELATIONS HITH OTHER CHILDREN: Definitions -

Ru tine 1 - No ubili ty to ,;e t nlone with other children - does not talk; 

very shy; cannot share ; cn.nnot take turns ; cannot refrain 

from bossine , pushin6 , snutching ; disruptive . 

2 - Needs a great deal of adult or supervisor help to get along with 

others OH can only get along with a few ' special ' frie:mds OR can 

only get along with others when eng~ged in a few specific activities 

OR is very inconsistent from day to day in ubility to eet along with 

othr::r children. 

3 - Can get along with other children to a limited extent . 

4 - Frequently disph.ys friendly attitude plus ability to ge t along 

with others r easonably well. 

5 - Consistently displays ability to get al ong with others r easonabl y 

well in any situation, 

RATE THE CIIILD ACCORDING TO HOW HE ACTS MOST OF THE TIME , I.E. THE BEHAVIOUR 

MOST CH;lliACTERISTIC OF HIM . 

2 3 4 5 



APPENDIX C 

Example item of Interpersonal Perception Test 

Part 1. Question 6: Show me how Mary (John) would feel 

if she fell and hurt herself~ 

4 

-·- --- -, 

N.B. The pictures depicting the events were mounted individually 

on A4 sized cardboard and the faces were individually mounted 

on ' playing card ' sized cardboard. 
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APPENDIX D. Summary of all test scores 
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