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ABSTRACT

Sixty hours of observations were conducted in three preschool settings
to examine 4-year-olds' spontaneous empathic responses to their crying
peers. Children's responses to distressed peers were recorded into a micro-
cassette player and later transcribed on’;o paper. A sociometric assessment
was given to each child to determine their friends and soclal status. It was
expected that the popularity of children and the number of reciprocal
friendships would predict empathic behavior. Also, it was expected that the
presence of a teacher would predict the frequency of empathic behavior.

The statistical analyses showed that popularity, reciprocal
friendships, and teacher absence did not predict higher frequencies of
empathic behavior; however, qualitativé observations showed that young
children did behave empathically to their peers. Often, teachers responded
so quickly to distress that children did not have a chance to initiate

empathic responses, and further, may not have felt responsible to do so.



Empathy in the Context of Preschool Friendships

The present study examined 4-year-01ds' spontaneous empathic
responses to the crying of peers in three chi‘ld care settings. Naturally
occurring crying episodes present unique scenarios to record children's
empathic responses. Previous work in the study of empathy has focused on
children’s elicited responses by showing video tapes or photographs of
children in distress (Feshbach & Roe, 1968; Borke, 1971; Deutch, 1974; &
Pearl, 1985).

In the majority of previous studies, the children were shown video
tapes or pictures of distressed peers and asked to 1abel the emotions, and
then tell how it made them feel. Although early empathy tests did not look
at empathy in a naturalistic settihg, the results provided valuable
information. For the most part, these tests indicated that young children
could label emotions, especially explicit emotions such as happiness and
sadness. Laboratory tests used to elicit children’'s emotional responses
provide 11ttle information about how children respond to emotions in a
natural setting; therefore, a purpose of the present study was to examine
empathy, or shared emotion, occurring between crying children and their

peers in a preschool setting.



Two previous studies observed children's spontaneously occurring
emotional behavior in natural settings. Phinney, Feshbach, and Farver (1986)
examined the responses of 2- to 4-year-olds to their crying peers. Their
findings showed that even these very young children responded to 20% of
crying ep1sodes by approaching, consoling, or chastising. In a similar study,
Caplan and Hay (1989) interviewed 3- to 5-year-olds when a peer cried in
the classroom. The findings were that children were very accurateA in
labeling emotions and suggesting 1nter;/ention strétegies (e.g. "Make him feel
better” or "Put a band-aid on"). It 18‘ still unclear how children go about
labeling and responding to emotions in a naturalistic setting. There is a lack
of descriptive information concerning empathic behavior in a natural setting.
Besides the lack of descriptive information, there is no clear information
about what motivates young children's empathic behavior (Etsenberg &
Mussen, 1989). |

Possibly, teacher behavior hinders children's empathic responses.
Teachers respond to children's distress so quickly that children do not have a
chance to initiate empathic responses. Because teachers respond so quickly
and consistently, children may not feel it is their responsibility to respond
to the distress of their peers. In Caplan and Hay's study (1989), 92% of the

children said that they thought teachers were responsible for helping
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children in distress. The remaining 8% said "mom” should help a distressed
peer. Caplan and Héy (1989) also found that teachers usually responded to
distressed peers in less than ten seconds, therefore, teachers have many
opportunities to model empathic responses. No studies have specifically
examined the frequency of empathic behavior when a teacher is not at the
scene to respond.

Children's friendships could also motivate empathic behavior.
Emotional interactions have been cited to occur more often between friends,
than non-friends. For example, Brachfeld-Child and Schiavo (1990) found
that 4- to 6- year-olds were more involved and emotionally expressive when
playing games with friends than they were with non-friends. Also, several
studies indicate that preschoolers spend more time playing with their
friends than other classmates (Vespo, 1987; Hartup, Laurenson, Stewert &
Eastenson, 1988).

One study done with fourtﬁ graders found that children who had more
reciprocal friends (pairs of children who chose each other on a friendship
rating), were more empathic based on the Feshbach and Roe Test for Empathy
(FASTE; Feshbach & Roe,1968). Possibly, the reason no similar studies have
been conducted with young children is because there is research which

suggests that young children's friendships change on a daifly basis (Selman,



1979). Even if young friendships vary, Selman (1979) states that 4- to 6-
year-old children desire to have a playmate so much that many would prefer
to play with someone they do not particularly like rather than play\alone.
Children, as well as adults, have a desife to maintain friendships. Eisenberg
and Mussen (1989) suggest that young children respond empathically to
friends in order to maintain their friendships. How often children's
friendships change rﬁay vary, but what is clear is that friendships are an
important part of young children’s lives. No research has examvine;‘d
friendship or popularity as possible motivators for empathic behavior among
preséhoolers.

The purpose of this study was to examine the empathic responses
(observing, reporting, and comforting) of 4-year-olds to peers in distress. It
was expected that popularity (number of times chosen as a friend on the
sociometric assessment) would signif icantly predict a higher frequency of
empathic responses to peers who were crying. It was also expected that
children "having a higher number of reciprocal friends (children who chose
each other as a best friend on the sociometric assessment) would
significantly predict a Higher frequency of empathic responses. Finally, it
was anticipated that teachers' absence at the scene of a crying child would

significantly predict a higher frequency of empathic responses by peers.



Method

subjects

The subjects in the present si;udy were 35 4-year-old children (16 girls
and 19 boys) enrolled in a university lab school and two private preschools.
The three preschools had play-based currfcula and served families in the
surrounding middle class community. The children ranged in age from 48
months to 36 months (M=32). A consent letter was sent to each parent
requesting permission for their child to participate. Those who returned the

consent form were included in this study.

Proceduyres

Naturalistic Observgg;‘ign. The purpose of the observations was to
record the empathic responses of peers and teéchers who were within
hearing and seeing distance of a child who cried. Children were observed in
outdoor play to maximize collection of crying and responding. Phinney,
Feshbach, and Farver (1988) reported that children were involved in more
accidents and aggressive disputes outside than during inside free play. Each
setting was observed for a total of 20 hours. The outdoor area was scanned

until a crying child was observed. The investigator recorded who was crying,



why they were crying, and the exact words and actions of children and
teachers within hearing or seeing distance of the child in distress. The
information was spoken into a micro-cassette tape recorded and later
transcribed. For example:
C and S are running from a group of children chasing them. C falls
down on the cement. A teacher runs over to the scene. Spointstoa
group of children and says, “They were being mean to us and hurt us.
~Here they come now.” A teacher examines C's knee. S leans down and

looks closely at C's knee. The teacher says, “Do you feel better?” C
does not respond. S says, "Here they come?” C and S take off running.

Sociometric Assessment. A Sociometric Assessment developed by Asher,
Singleton, Tinsley, and Hymel (1979) was used to identify children's friends.
Test-retest reliability for the sociometric was calculated by Howes (1988)
with a sample of approximately 100 4-year-olds in a 3-year longitudinal
study and was found to be 0.78,

- The procedure for administering the assessment began when a familiar
investigator took each child into a room and had them identify pictures of all
the children in the study. Then children were asked to point to their three
best friends who they liked to play with the most and then three people they
did not care to play with at all. After all the children had finished, the

number of times each_child was chosen as one of a classmates three best



friends was tallied. The number of times each child was chosen as one of
the three whom classmates least liked to play with was also tallied.

The children were also given a status score which was the number of
times nominated as a best friend minus the number of times chosen as a
least-liked peer. Children who were chosen more times as a least liked
friend than a best friend were givgn ascore of 1. Children who were chosen
more times a best friend that a least-liked friend were given given a score

of 2
Coding

Categories for Causes of Crying. Categories similar to those used

by Phinney, Feschbach, and Farver (1986) were formed for causes of crying,
peer responses, and teacher responses. First, every response from all of the
above categories was written down. Similar résponses were grouped
together to form smaller categories which will be described below. Causes“
of distress were grouped into three categories: object dispute, aggression,
and accident and were coded in the following way:

(1) Object dispute was coded when the cry resulted from a dispute

over an object, ter‘ritory, or role in play. (Object dispute was coded

when a child cried because she wanted a toy that another was using.
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Territorial dispute was when a child was in an area and did not want
anyone else in the area. Fighting over arole in play was considered
when two children wanted to be the ghost buster, for example, and one
cried when she did not get to take the role.)
(2) Aggression was coded when the cry resulted from name calling,
hitting, kicking, or throwing sand. (ln a similar study conducted by
Phinney, Feshbach, and Farver (1988), aggression'was defined as verbal
or physical assault. A more narrow definition was used in this study
which included only the types of aggression exhibited during the
study.)
(3) Accident was coded when a child fell or was hurt unintentionally
by a peer. (For example, vx;hen a child cried when she got her f inger run

over by a wagon pulled by another child.)

Categories for Empathic Responses to Crying. Empathic

responses were also grouped into three categories. Although preconceived
categories were not formed, the present categories were similar to those
used in a study done by Phinney, Feshbach, and Farver (1986). The categories
were called observer, comforter, and reporter and were defined in the

following way:
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(1) Observer was coded when children were within 3 feet of the crier
and watched the crier or looked toward a teacher to respond. (For
example, a child cried and a nearby peer bent down and looked at her or
looked toward a teacher to see what the teacher would do.)
(2) Comforter was coded when the child offered verbal or physical
assistance to a peer in distress such as apologizing or giving hugs,
kisses, or objects. (For example, a child cried and another child offered
her a favorite baby doll.) |
(3 Reportér Was coded when the child‘ asked questions such as , "What
happened?” or toldua teacher or peer the "who, what, why, or where" of
an incident. (For example, a child cried and a peer reported to a
teacher, "I saw Jim hit her in the sandbox because she wanted the

truck.”)

Teacher Responses to Crying. Teacher responses to peers in

distress were grouped into five categories very similar to those used by
Phinney, Feshbach, and Farver (1986). The categories used in the present
study were teacher absent, teacher observes, teacher mediates, teacher

questions, or teacher consoles and were coded in the following way:
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(1) Teacher absent was coded if the teacher was physically absent
from the crying episode.
(2) Teacher observe was Coded when the teacher was aware of the
crying and observed the scene while children worked out the problem.
(3) Teacher mediates was coded When the teacher attempted to get
the children who were involved in the crying incident to work out the
problem or to apologize. | |
(4) Teacher questions was coded when the teacher asked the children

“in or around the scene questions such as: "What happened?”,

“What can we do to w(o‘rk this out?”, "Who hit her?”, or "Why did you
dump sand in her face?" |
(5) Teacher consoles was coded when the teacher physically or
verbally comforted the child by hugging, holding, or offering words of

comfort.

Narrative Coding. Each nérrative waé examined and pertinent
information was recorded on a summary sheet devised for each child (See
Appendix D). After all the narratives were examined, each child's summary
sheet contained the foHow'ing information: (1) Total frequency of crying; (2)

Causes of each cry; (3) Total empathy score (total frequency of observing,
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reporting, and comforting); (4) Frequency for each category of responses:
observing, reporting, and comforting; and (5) Teacher responses to the

particular child when in distress.

Reliability

Reliability for the recording of narratives was assessed between the '
two investigators recording the narratives. Each observer recorded the same
ten narratives, and the narratives were independently coded. All
reliabilities were calculated by a ratio of agreements in coding to number of
disagreements. Reliability for recording the narratives was taken three
times during the study and each time yielded 100% agreement.

Reliability for coding of narratives was calculated on 10% of the
narratives 3 times during the study and inter-coder reliability ranged from
85% to 100%. Narratives were randomly chosen and the two trained
investigators coded the narratives separately and then compared their

results.
Results

The results will be presented:in the following order: preliminary

analyses to examine gender and setting effects; primary analyses to examine



popularity, reciprocal friends, and teacher absence as predictors of the
frequency of empathic responses. Statistical analyses were performed using
the SAS (Statistical Analyses System) computer program. The code book,
child summary sheet, raw data, and frequencies will be presented in

appendices C, D, E, and F respectively. .

Preliminary Analyses

An Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) test was conducted to examine the
relationship of gender to the frequency of empathic responses. A total of 16
males and 19 females were observed in the three settings. No significant
results were found for gender, F (1,335 = 1.48, p = 0.23; therefore, gender

was not considered as a variable in further analyses.

The three settings were similarly compared using an analysis of
variance for the frequency of empathic responses. Signif icaht differences
were found among the three settings, F (2,32) = 12.6, p = 0.0001. As can be
seen from Table 2, setting 3 was significantly different. Because the mean
of setting 3 was extremely different from the other two settings, a post hoc

analysis was not conducted.
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As aresult of these findings, setting 3 was omitted from the study; only

settings 1 and 2 were used for the remaining analyses.
Primary Analyses
Popularit d Status

The primary method of analyses for the study was regression analyses.
Initially, popularity fthe number of tvimes each child was chosen by
classmates as a best friend) was tallied for each subject. The possible
range of scores was from 1 (chosen by one person as a best friend) to 6
(chosen by six people as a best friend). When popularity was used to predict
empathy, the results were not s‘ignificant, F(1,21)=232,p=0.14,R2=0.10.
These results are shown in Table 3 which shows the results for all the

regression analyses.
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When status (the number of times a child was chosen as a friend minus
the number of times chosen as not a friend) was used to predict empathy, the

results were also not significant, F (1,21) = 1.69, p = 0.21, R2 = 0.07.

Reciprocal Friends

Each child was given a score for the number of times he/she chose a
person as a best friend who also chose ‘him/her as a best friend. The
possible range of scores was from 0 to'3. When reciprocal friendship was
used to predict empathy, the resuits were not significant, F ( 1,22)=0.12,p

=0.73,R2 =0.01.
Teacher Absence

Out of 127 crying episodes, teachers were only absent 12 times.
Teacher absence was not a significant predictdr for the occurrence of

emapthy, F (1,21) =0.34, p = 0.56, R2 = 0.02.
Discussion

The phenomena of empathy is enormously complex and difficult to study
(Eisenberg & Mussen, 1989). There is an ongoing debate over the definition

and measurement of empathy. Historically, researchers have debated
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whether emapthy results from affective arousal (feeling with another
person), cognition (1abeling and understanding another's emotions), or both
(Strayer, 1987). As aresult of the debat‘e over definition and measurement
of empathy, the empirical daté is very Hmit‘ed (Eisenberg & Mussen, 1989).
Since empathy is difficult to study, it is not disheartening that there were
no statistically significant findings in this study. The descriptive
information gleaned from this study indicates thaf young children do respond
to the distress of\peers.

The descriptive information recor)ded during this study contains
valuable information regarding children’'s emotional behavior. Crying
occwl‘red 126 times in two settings, the average being 2.1 cries per hour.
The same average number of (;ries per hour was reported in a similar study
done by Phinney, Feshbach, and Farver (1986). Crying episodes served as
unigue scenarios to examine empathic responsés. The specific empathic
responses of children in the present study will be described in detail below.
The cétegories for empathic responses used in this study were similar to
those used in the study done by Phinney, Feshbach, and Farver (1986). The
impact of popularity, reciprocawl friendships, and teacher proximity on

empathy will also be discussed.



Empathic Responses

Observer

Young children are very curious about the emotions expressed by their
peers. Often children stopped playing and watched what was happening to
peers who were crying. Observers, defined as children who were within 3
féet of a crier and simply watched or directed their gaze toward a teacher to
help, accounted for 56% of the total empathic responses. In a similar study,
Howes and Farver (1987) reported that bystander observations accounted for
43% of the total responses. Usually, the observers were bystanders who
were not involved in causing the distress. For example, E never cried during
the study or caused another child to cry; however, she carefully observed
others crying 19 times during the étudy. E spent most of her outside time
engaged in solitary play, but whenever she heafd crying, she would curiously
walk over and watch the situation.

The high frequency of children observing peers crying indicates that
children are curious and interested in the emotional expressions of others.
Crying episodes provide the opportunity for children to watch peers and
teachers respond to the distress of :others. It was observed that children

would imitate a peer's empathic response to a crier:y
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M fell down on the cement. L was walking by and said, "What
happened?" M does not respond. L now leans down and pats M.

Then she puts both arms around him and gives him a hug. K has been
watching, and she leans down and gives M a hug.

F and E were at the scene when K Tell down and cried. F patted him and
said, "I bet that hurt." E watched F and then bent down and gave K a big
hug.

Teachers have many opportunities to model emotional responsiveness.
The interest and attentiveness to how teachers comfort a crying child may
be reflected in children's attempts to respond fo crying. Some very
interesting responses were recorded where children imitated adults, for
example:

B runs into M with the wagon. M starts to cry. J approaches and says,
"Hey, B and M can we settle this?” Then R continues the attempt to
mediate by saying, "B, why did you run into M?" B says, "Because he
threw sand at me earlier.” R reasons out loud, "So, if you don't throw
sand at B then he won't hit you with the wagon.”

A teacher is holding K because he is crying. L approaches and says
to K, "What happened?” Kignored L. L says, "You don't want to talk
about it?"

D s fighting with L over a toy stove. J is watching the scene. A
teacher approaches and J says to the teacher, "Just say, who had it
first.”

A teacher removes F from a situation because she scratched a friend.
F looks up at the teacher and says, "I am very, very angry. | have not
had much rest.”
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L is trying to get away from the teacher when she is talking to him
about not throwing shovels. C approaches and says to L, "Like my dad
says, take a long walk on a short pier.”

t Kapproaches a younger peer and jumps up and pretends to punch him.
SB is sweeping nearby and says in a loud voice, "YOU LEAVE HIM ALONE;
HE 1S JUST A LITTLE BOY." SB pats the little boy and repeats the above
four times in a strong voice. She finally goes back to her sweeping and
yells out, "I AM WATCHING YOU."

Comforter

Children offered hugs, kisses, pats, or objects to crying peers in 25% of
the observed episodes. A similar study reported that comforting accounted
for 20% of the total responses (Howes & Farver, 1988). When children
comfort, they go beyond obéerving or reporting the facts by taking action to
alleviate distress. Here are some examples of children comforting their
peers:

A teacher is holding J, who is crying because K said, "I don't want to be

your friend.” K watches her cry and runs to her locker and comes back

with J's favorite doll saying, "Here J, do you want your baby?" At the
same time E brings a picture she has drawn to a teacher and says, "Will
you give this to J? She is sad.”

M is crying and he says to B, "You hurt me; ybu stepped on my foot." B

gets down and kisses M's knee. B says, “Is it broken? | kissed it for

you." Then B holds out a little animal and shakes it at M which makes
him laugh.

A falls and bends down to see his wound. A teacher approaches and
says, "Do you need a band-aid?" R comes running up with a roll of
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masking tape and says, "No, no we can put some tape on it." ThenR
comments, "Poor A, he better not run today.”

Reporter

The reporter would either ask questions such és, “What happened?” or
would spread the word about the who, why, whét, or when of a crying episode
to surrounding teachers. Reporting acg:ounted for 19% of the total responses.
Likewise, Howes and Farver ( lk987) reported that children offering
information to a teacher about a distress episode accounted for 20% of the
responses in their study. | Child réporters wanted to know "What happened?"
For example, J touched a crying child's arm and said, "What? What is it?
what happened?” It is interesting to note that teachers were observed
saying the exact words, "What happened?” to crying children 35 times during
the present study. Quite possibly children may-be modeling‘ the teachers
when they request the “cold facts” of a crying episode.

“Upon arriving af the scene of an incident, teachers often ask questions.
In order to make sense §f a situation they did not see, teachers often asked
"what happened?” and continued asking questions in order to mediate the
situation. Teache;‘s typically used questions to med\iate a situation of

distress.
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L hits a little boy with a shovel and makes him cry. A teacher
approaches and comforts the little boy while asking L, "What
happened?” L looks down and does not respond. The teacher says,
"Are you upset?™ L says, "It was an accident.” Teacher, "How did
you hurt him?® L says, "I was running with a shovel." Teacher, "So,
your body did not hit him, but your shovel did?" Teacher points
to the scratch on the boy and L 1ooks and then glances down. Teacher,
“Can you tell him you are sorry?” L squirms around and refuses to
apologize. Then another child approaches and says, "What happened?”
According to Kostelnik, Stein, whiren, and Soderman (1988) bombarding
children with questions is not the best way to find out about children's
emotions. Instead, a teacher could verbally recognize the emotions a child
may be feeling without forcing any certain responses from the child. For
example, a teacher might say to a child who does not want to share a bike,
"You wish you could ride that bike all day; it 1s frustrating when you have to
share something you really enjoy."

Children often offered information about an incident to an approaching
teacher without being prompted. Young children may feel more responsible
to tell the teacher who did it and how it happened, than to actually comfort
the victim themselves. Four-year-olds in the present study were able to
interpret what happened and verbalize relevant information to a teacher.

Below are some examples of children reporting the facts:

M hits A on the back. A teacher approaches. A yells from the climber,
"M did it. He hit her on the back.”
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R is on the cement crying when a teacher approaches and 1ifts her up.
A says, "She fell. | saw her."

R hits Re with a play horse and she cries. A teacher approaches and K
says, "R hitted her. He wanted the horse, and she would not get off.”

Sometimes children reported that superheroes were responsible for the
distress which children caused. Superheroes provide an escape for taking
responsibility in causing a peer’'s distress. Interestingiy, chiidren seem to‘
be empowered to behave with distinct patterns when re-ehacting superhero
episodes. According to Carlsson-Paige and Levin (1990), when children
engage in superhero play they imitate what they see or hear from the me;jia
instead of using their own creative ideas, props, characters, and story plots
to play. Below are some examples of superhero play taken from the
observations done in the present study :

M and A are pulling the wagon and bump into F. F cries and the teacher

comforts her. Mand A say, "We were Ninja Turtles, so we did not mean
to push her.”

B throws sand at P and runs to hide. P cries. The teacher gets B and
asks if he has something to say to P. B says, “| am Batman, and Batman
throws sand.” P says, "You hurt me." B ignores this and says, "P, are
you Joker?*

L and J were playing Ninja Turtles and covering up C in a barrel. C gets
scared and starts to cry and a teacher comforts her. J approaches and
says, "l don't know what happened. Ninja Turtles are good. | don't know
why they did something to C. Maybe they thought she was a pizza. They
didn't have pizza, so they made pizza out of children.”
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G and M are fighting over a steering wheel while playing Ninja Turties.
M pushes G's hands away from the wheel. A teacher approaches and M
says, "We were playing Turtles and Leonardo is supposed to drive.” The
teacher says, "No matter what the Turtles do, at school we share.”
Superheroes possess powers that children wish they had fn their own
lives (Kostelnik, Whiren, and Stein, 1986). Superheroes can solve every
problem and overcome ahy obstacle. When children role play a superhero,
they can avoid responsibility and school rules because in their eyes
superhero power exceeds every day résponsibility. In effect, superhero piay
is a way for children to transform themselves into more powerful roles than
they have in every day life (Kostelnik, Whiren & Stein, 1986). Sometimes
children may use superhero characters to rationalize their own behavior.
Children know that they should not hit their friend, so they transform into
superheroes and then hit and Say the superheroes did it. Possibly, when
children transform into a superhero character, empathic behavior is less
likely to be exhibited. ‘The only exception s when the child transforms into
a superhero who helps others. Carlsson-Paige and Levin (1990) suggest
teacherg and parents do not ban superhero play altogether, but instead help /

children see how superheroes have feelings and often use their power to help

other people in distress.
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Popularity and Empathy

Popularity was measured in this study by a commonly used sociometric
assessment (Asher, Singleton, Tinsley & Hymel, 1978). Results indicated
that popular children, or children chosen most frequently as a "best friend”,
did not respond empathically more often then less popular children. No other
studies have examined overall popularity as é predictor of empathic
behavior,

Popularity is difficult to measure with young children using a
sociometric assessment. One reason may be that young children are often
encouraged by parenfs and teachers to be friends with everybody. The
biggest concern parents had with the sociometric assessment used in this
study was that they did not want their child to single out peers they liked
and did not Tike for friends. Parents wanted their child to be friends with
everyone, not to choose certain people they liked the best or least. When
adults encourage children to have everyone for a friend, it denies children’s
real emotions (Kosteinik, Whilen & Soderman, 1988). In reality, liking
someone for a friend is not something thét can be demanded.

Another reason popularity was hard to measure in preschoolers was

that children had a difficult time choosing only three best friends. One
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comment was, "I want to pick all of them. Can | pick more?" Another child
said, "I have a bunch of best friends and you know it. | love them and they do
love me." Other comments about choosing friends ranged from very
simplistic reasons such as, "l like him a little bit because he said please one
day” to comments indicating a ‘very cherished relationship such as, "I like E.
She is not like anybody else. She just likes me."

Children gave very specific reasons for not choosing certain people as
friends. Children perceived as naughty, mean, or aggressive were not chosen
by their peers as friends. Children were able to distinguish qualities they
did not want in a friend, but had a hafd time choosing just three people they
wanted for best friends. Typical comments about children not chosen for
friends were:

"She hits me, you better not go close to her."

"I do not like him. He is the meanest."

"He is naughty to me.”

"I do not like him. He always knocks down my buildings.”

In this study there was not anyone who was never chosen as a friend.
Hayes, Gershman, and Bolin (1988) suggest that young children choose
friends they like on the basis of mutual activity, proximity, and physical

possessions. It may be that young children choose friends on the sociometric
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based on who has the latest toy or likes to do the same activities, rather
than on internal qualities such as emapthy.

One other‘aspect of the sociometric assessment done in this study is
that the range for number of times chosen as a friend was only 1 to 6. In
addition, theré was nobody who was not nominated at Ieast once as a best
friend. With only 15 or 20 children per ;lass and a small range for number of
times chosen as a friend, it is unclear whethef the results of the
sociometric measure truly made a distinction befween,popular not popular

children.

Reciprocal Friendship and Empathy

Number of reciprocal friends did ﬁot statistically predict the frequency
of empathic behavior. Simply measuring the number of reciprocal
friendships did not tap into the quality of empéthic exchanges that occurred
between two children who chose each other as a best friend on the
sociometric assessment. It is important to note that according to
descriptive data, approximately 40% of the crying episodes were responded
to by observing, comforting, or reporting the facts by a reciprocal friend.

In a similar study, children were three times more likely to respond to a

teacher identified friend than other classmates (Howes & Farver,1987). In
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the future, reciprocal friendships may be best identified by observing dyads
or triads of children who frequently engage in play. Reciprocal friends were
observed to respond to each other's distress in this study, for example:

K, A, and R are playing together. K begins to cry and says to a teacher,
"R won't be my friend or play with me." K walks over and sits on a big

mat still crying. R then leaves her play and approaches K saying, "Peek
aboo, I'm ready to play with you now K" K smiles. R lays on the mat

and kicks up her feet while giggling, and K does the same.

K is working hard to put all the magnets in a bowl. R and F approach
and start taking the magnets out of the bowl. K cries and stomps her
feet saying, "You are not my friend." K leaves. R says toF, "Lets put
them back so she'll be our friend and so she won't be mad. We don't
want her to be mad, do we?" Then R runs after K and says, |
won't mess up your magnets any more."
Reciprocal friendship pairs appear to be dynamic dyads in which empathic
behavior is exchanged, and should be the basis for further study on the

occurrence of empathic responses.

Teacher Proximity and Behavior
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