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Abstract

Scope and Method of Study: The purpose of this study
was to determine personal characteris;ics of 3, 4, and 5
year old preschool children with imaginary companions.
Preschool children 3, 4, and 5 years old were interviewed in
order’to identify preschool children with imaginary
companions as well as to obtain descriptive information
about make-believe friends. The final sample consisted of
42 preschool children enrolled in either a university
laboratory school or a private preschool. Twenty-one
children reported an imaginary character (12 females and 9
males, with an age range of 46 to 65 months). These
children were matched with 21 children who reported no
imaginary companions (12 females and 9 males, with an age
range of 44 to 65 months). The Multidimensional Stimulus
Fluency Measure was used to identify creative potential in
the preschool children. The Kohn Social Competence Scale, a
teacher rating, was used to assess the social and emotional
functioning of the preschoolers. Mothers completed the
Behavioral Style Questionnaire, an assessment of the child’s
temperament.

Findings and Conclusions: Results from the probit
analyses revealed that five single independent ;ariables

(originality, interest-participation, cooperation-
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compliance, approach, and adaptability scores) did not
significantly predict the presence of imaginary companions.
However, children with imaginary companions scored
significantly higher on the intensity dimension of the
temperament scale than children without pretend friends.
When the three temperament variables (intensity, approach,
adaptability) were examined together within a model, results
demonstrated that these temperament variables significantly
predicted the presence of imagin-ary companions. Individual
differences in temperament appear to be important
characteristics in looking at pre-school children with make-
believe friends. Also, children with imaginary companions
scored significantly higher on the social competence scale
than children without imaginary companions. Children with
greater social skills may practice and rehearse their social

interactions with imaginary companions.
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Personal Characteristics of Preschool

Children With Imaginary Companions
Introduction

Years ago, children who reported having imaginary
companions were often considered to be hallucinating and
even schizophrenic. Some of these myths have changed, but
many people still rega?d children with imaginary companions
as being extremely removed from reality and a cause for
concern.

The first study concerning imaginary play companions
was conducted by Vostroskey in 1895. Even with this early
research, few studies have explored the phenomenon. Much of
the literature refers to Svendsen’s (1934) definition of the
companion.

According to Svendsen, it: .

implies an invisible character, named and referred
to in conversation with other persons or played
with directly for a period of time, at least
several months, having an air of reality for the
child, but for no apparent objective basis. This
excludes that fype of imaginative play in which an
object is personified, or in which the child
himself assumes the role of some person in his

environment (p. 988).



The literature also suggests that imaginary companions
can be animals, humans, stuffed animals, and even
personified objects. Manosevitz, Prentice, and Wilson
(1973) defined the imaginary companion as a very vivid
imaginary character (person, animal, object) with which the
child interacts during play and daily activities.

There has been much concern about whether the imaginary
companion is a healthy and normai developmental occurrence
in young children. When trying to understand the purposes
served by imaginary companions, it is important to be aware
of the potential functions such fantasy may serve for
children.

Ames and Learned (1946) believe that imaginary
companions may occur as part of the natural development of
some children, detérmined by internal factors, and occurring
as part of the normal development of imaginative behavior.
Singer (1973) also regafds the imaginary character as part
of the normal development of imaginative behavior.

Piaget (1962) believes that imaginary companions are a
common phenomenon to young children and the companions are
viewed as an indictor of the healthy development of the
child’s symbolic or fantasy play.

According to Jalongo (1984), children create imaginary
companions for numerous reasons, but despite each companions
unique characteristics, he, she, it, or they appear to have

a protective role. Imaginary companions insulate the child



from peer rejection, free the child from guilt, or become a
charicature of fears that can be placed under the child’s
supervision and control.

Nagera (1969) describes several potential functions of
the imaginary companion that were formulated during the
psychoanalytic period. The imaginary companion serves a
variety of functions depending on the various needs of the
child. These functions of the imaginary companion include:
serving as a superego prop for children; as a scapegoat; and
serving to prolong the child’s feelings of omnipotence and
control. Nagera also states that children may create
companions who are an impersonation of the child’s primitive
ego ideals. Finally, Nagera describes the feelings of
loneliness, neglect, and rejection that frequently motivate
children to create pretend friends.

The family structure and home environment are
associated with the‘development of imaginary companions in
young children. Several studies cite evidence that the size
of the family does not influence the creation (Hurlock &
Burstein, 1932; Svendsen, 1934). Svendsen (1934) found that
althoggh the phenomenon is encountered in families of all
sizes, the important consideration is the size of the family
at the time the child creates the companion. In her sample,
50 percent of the selected children were the only child at
the time of their companion creations. bAmes and Learned
(1946) found that the subjects in their study were only

children or had only one or two siblings. Kalyan-Masih



(1986) also found that the oldest or only children in her
study were more likely to experience the phenomenon.
Manosevitz, Prentice and Wilson (1973) reported that 73% of
the imaginary companion subjects in their study were only or
first born children. Sixty-one percent of the children with
imaginary companions had no siblings at the time of the
appearance of the imaginary companion. Findings of these
studies indicate that chronological proximity to siblings
appears to be a significant factor contributing to the
development of imaginary companions.

In Kalyan-Masih’s (1986) investigation of family
characteristics of children with imaginary companions, she‘
found no significant differences between the imaginary
companion and the non-imaginary companion group of parents
on age, education, soéioeconomic level, or family size.
Manosevitz, Prentice and Wilson (1983) found that nuclear
family disruption does not appear to be a contributing
factor to the creation of imaginary companions.

Although many of the children who created imaginary
companions‘were from families with little or no sibling
interaction, the opportunities for play with‘other children
were not lacking. Children with many real playmates also
give evidence of creating imaginary companions (Ames and
Learned, 1946; Manosevitz, et al., 1973; Kalyan-Masih,

1986). Manosevitz, Prentice and Wilson (1973) found that



there were no significant differences between the two groups
in their study on household members, number, age, and sex of
playmates, or number of pets.

Parents in the Manosevitz et al. (1973) study were
asked to complete a seven adjectiﬁe checklist that described
their child’s play at home. The home play of 97% of the
children who had imaginary companions was described as
"self-initiated", in comparison to 86% of the children who
did not have imaginary companions. The home play of the
imaginary companion group was described as "quiet" for 18%
of these children and for 34% of the non-imaginary companion
group. Manosevitz et al. (1973) suggest that these
differences in self-initiation and quief play imply that the
child who has an imaginary companion may be more capable of
engrossing in play activities.

Svendsen (1934)\revealed that some form of personality
difficulties were reported for 35 of the 40 selected
children in her study.\ Timidity was the personality
difficulty most often reported.

Parents in the Manosevitz et al. (1973) study were also
asked to rate their child’s personality on two dimensions
using a 7-point scale. The first dimension was
characterized at one end by "shy and reserved" and at the
other end by "open and outgoing". The children in both
groups were rated as more open and outgoing than average.
The second dimension was characterized at one end by 'very

adept at talking and interacting with adults", and at the



other end by "talks and interacts much easier with children
than adults". Parents of children with imaginary companions
rated their children as being more verbal and able to
interact with adults than did parents of children who did
not have imaginary companions.

The assumption is often made that those children who
have had imaginary companions are more intelligent and more
creative than those who have no companions. Shaefer (1969)
explored the relationship between the reported occurrence of
childhood imaginary companions and creativity in 800 high
school students. He found that creative adolescents of the
literary nature reported this childhood fantasy more often
than did their matched controls. Shaefer and Anastasi
(1968) investigated this further in their study of 400 high
school males. They found that the visually creative
adolescent boy was more likely than any other to report
imaginary companions and childhood daydreaming.

Manosevitz, Fling, and Prentice (1977) explored
creativity, intelligence and waiting ability in 42 children
who had been identified by parental report as having
imaginary companions. There were no significant differences
found in creativity, intelligence, or waiting ability in the
group of children having imaginary companions as compared to
the control group. The findings of this study are
inconsistent with prévious studies. The conflicts may be a
result of differences in sampliﬁg procedures, age of

subjects, or methods used to measure the three variables.



Kalyan-Masih (1986) also explored intelligence as a
factor associated with the creation of imaginary companions.
Results of her study indicate that there are no significant
differences in intelligence between the imaginary companion
group and the non-imaginary companion group. In regard to
the five Piagetian tasks, Kalyan-Masih reported that the two
groups were more alike than different.

Manosevitz, Prentice, and Wilson (1973) found that 93
percent of the children in their study preferred not to
interact with their imaginary companion when there were
other children to play with. Svendsen (1934) found that
imaginary companions were talked about freely in the family
or within the hearing range of family members. Hurlock and
Burstein (1932) found that boys showed greater reticence
than girls in discussing the activities shared with their
companions with other people. Data for Svendsen’s (1934)
study were also obtained through a recorded interview with
each of the children. When questioned by a stranger about
their imaginary companions, 5 of the children greeted the
first question with smiles. Sixteen of the children took
the question seriously and answered the questions in the
same manner.

The literature reflects three approaches to
understanding the role of the imaginary companion. The
first approach, as described by Nagera, reflects the
psychoanalytic view. The second approach reflects the

Piagetian aspect of the phenomenon. In this regard, the



imaginary companion is viewed as an indicator of the healthy
development of the child’s symbolic or fantasy play. Others
regard the imaginary companion as a part of the normal
development of imaginative behavior (Singer, 1973; Ames &
Learned, 1946). The literature suggests that children
create imaginary companions for numerous reasons, but for
whatever purpose the imaginary companion appears to be an
important aspect of the child’s intellectual, creative, and
social development.

Much of the literature suggests that the imaginary
companion is a very positive aspect in the developing child,
but it is clear that interpretations of the role of the
imaginary companion are needed. Several aspects of the
phenomenon have been explored: intelligence, creativity,
and environmental and family correlates thought to be
associated with the imaginary companion. Few studies have
explored several of the7aspects in one particular study.

Upon reviewing the available literature, many
inconsistencies are found in fhe findings of these studies.
These inconsistencies may be a result of several factors.
One of these factors may be due to poor sampling techniques.
Several researchers relied on parental reports to identify
children with imaginary companions. Some adults may be
reticent about discussing their child’s make-believe world
or may not be aware of the make-believe character. Other
studies relied on teacher observations to identify these

children. The literature suggests that more often the child



plays with the imaginary companion when not in the presence
of other children. One group of researchers interviewed
high school and college students about their childhood
imaginary companions. This method is also subject to error
because of the drastic effects of time on memory. Several
studies have focused primarily on creativity and
intelligence but findings of these studies have also been
inconsistent. These discrepancies may be a result of the
various methods used in assessing creativity and
intelligence. Few studies investigated personality factors
associated with £he phenomena such as the child’s
temperament and social competence.

The purpose of this study was to determine personal
characteristics of 3 to 5 year old preschool children with
imaginary companions. Investigating several personal
characteristics with one group of children with imaginary
companions and one group of children without coﬁpanions is a
strength of this study.

The following hypotheses were examined.

1. Higher originality scores on the Multidimensional
Stimulus Fluency Measure predict the presence of
an imaginary companion.

2. Higher receptive vocabulary scores on the Peabody
Picture Vocabulary Test predict the presence of an

imaginary companion.
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Higher scores on the interest-participation
dimension of the Kohn Social Competence Scale
predict the presence of an imaginary companion.
Higher scores on the cooperation-compliance
dimension of the Kohn Social Competence Scale
predict the presence 6f an imaginary companion.
Higher levels of approach on the Behavioral Style
Questionnaire predict the presence of an imaginary
companion.

Higher levels of adaptability on the Behavioral
Style Questionnaire predict the presence of an
imaginary companion.

Higher inténsity scores on the Behavioral Style
Questionnaire predict the presence of an imaginary
companion.

Higher scores on the interest-participation
dimension and the cooperation-compliance dimension
of the Kohn Social Competence Scale predict the
presence of an imaginary companion.

Higher levels of approach, higher levels of
adaptability, and higher intensity‘scores on the
Behavioral Style Questionnaire predict the
presence of an imaginary companion.

Higher originality scores on the Multidimensional
Stimulus Fluency Measure; higher receptive
vocabulary scores on the Peabody Picture

Vocabulary Test; higher scores on the interest-
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participation dimension and the cooperation-
compliance dimension of the Kohn Social Competence
Scale; and higher levels of approach, higher
levels of adaptability, and higher scores on the
Behavioral Style Questionnaire predict the

presence of an imaginary companion.

Method
Subjects

Fifty-nine preschool children 3, 4, and 5 years old
were interviewed for this research project. All of these
children were enrolled in either half-day or full day
preschool programs. Fifty-two of these children were
enrolled in a University Laboratory School. Seven of the
children were enrolled in a private preschool program.

Each of the children were interviewed in order to
identify preschool children with imaginary companions as
well as obtain descriptive information about their make-
believe friends. Two graduate students conducted the
interviews with the preschool children and the interviews
were tape recorded. At the completion of the interview, the
investigator listened to the audio tapes and categorized the
interviews into two groups. The first group consisted of
children who reported having an imaginary companion(s) and
were able to give some type of descriptive information about
their make believe friends. The second group consisted of

children who reported that they did not have imaginary
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companions or children who were unable to provide any
descriptive information about their pretend friend(s).

For the purposes of this study, the investigators
employed the Manosevitz, Prentice, and Wilson (1983)
definition of the iﬁéginary companion. According to these
researchers, the imagihary companion is a very vivid
imaginary character (person, animal or object) with which
the child interacts during his or her play and daily
activities. The investigator included children in the
imaginary companion group who attributed human
characteristics to dolls, stuffed animals, and pets.

The final sample consisted of 42 preschool children 3,
4, and 5 years of age. Of the fifty-nine preschool children
interviewed for this project, twenty-one of the children
reported a vivid imaginary character (12 females and 9
males, mean age = 54 months, with an age range of 46 to 65
months). The twenty-one children who reported imaginary
companions were matched with twenty-one children who
reported no imaginary companions (12 females and 9 males,
mean age = 54 months, with an age range of 44 to 65 months).
The two groups were matched according to age, sex, and
number of siblings. A child who reported an imaginary
companion was matched with a child from the group with no
imaginary companions who was no more or less than six months
different in age, the same gender, and had a similar number

of siblings.
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Instruments

Imaginary Companion Interview

The Imaginary Companion Interview was used in this
study to identify preschool children with imaginary
companions. The interview was developed by the investigator
and questions for this interview were based on information
from the literature (Hurlock & Burstein, 1932; Svendsen,
1934; Manosevitz et al., 1973; Singer, 1973; Kalyan-Masih,
1986). Two graduate students conducted the interviews with
the preschool children and the interviews were tape
recorded. The interviews weré conducted in a small room
within the child's classroom or in a room at the center with
which the children were familiar.

Multidimensional Stimulus Fluency Measure

The Multidimensional Stimulus Fluency Measure (MSFM)
(Moran, Milgram, Sawyers,‘and Fu, 1983) was used to identify
creative potential in the preschool children. The MSFM is
an adaptation of Wallach and Kogan's (1965), Ward's (1968)
and Starkweather's (1971) creativity tasks. The MSFM, an
assessment of ideational fluency, consists of three tasks:
instances, uses and pattern meanings; In the two instances
tasks, children are asked to name all the items that they
can think of that are round and that are red. 1In the two
uses tasks, children are asked to name all the possible uses
for a box and for paper. In the pattern meanings task, the

stimulus items are 3-dimensional wooden shapes painted red,
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blue and yellow. The children are handed the 3-dimensional
shape and asked what each 3-dimensional shape could be.

Scoring protocols have been established and Godwin
(1984) reports the reliability of these scoring protocols as
well as normative data from research with preschool children
(interscorer reliability = .98). Responses were scored as
original or popular (given by less than or more than 5% of
the normative sample). Responses were scored as original or
popular on each task and a totél séore was calculated by
finding the sum of original and popular responses across the
three tasks. This total score, or quantity of responses, is
a measure of ideational fluency. The sum of the popular
responses on the three tasks is the total popular score.
The sum of the original responses on the three tasks is the
total originality score. The originality score is the
measure of creative potential, the score which was used for
this study.

Moran et al (1983) report that the alpha coefficients
of the original and popular scores were .76 and .55
respectively. The validity of the MSFM as a cognitive style
destinct from intelligence was evidenced by Moran et al.
(1983) with a nonsignificant correlation between original
scores and intelligence (p = .09).

Moore and Sawyers (1987) report that the MSFM appears
to be a relatively stable assessment of ideational fluency

for children between the ages of 4 and 7 (xr - .54, p < .01).
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Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test = Revised

The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test - Revised (Dunn &
Dunn, 1981) was used as a measure of receptive language
vocabulary. The PPVT-R has also been used as a measure of
intelligence for preschool children.

The test consists of 175 items arranged in order of
increasing difficulty. Each item is set up in a multiple
choice format, with four simple black and white
illustrations. The subject is asked to select the picture
that best illustrates the meaning of the word orally
presented by the examiner. Reliability for the PPVT-R has
been established and reported by Dunn and Dunn (1981).

Split half reliability is reported for children and youth
(ages 2 1/2 - 18) and coefficients ranged from .67 to .88 on
Form C (median .80) and from .61 to .86 on Form M (median
.81).

Alternate-forms reliability was established based on an
immediate retest and coefficients for the raw scores ranged
from .73 to .91 (median .82). Coefficients for the standard
scores ranged from .71 to .89 (median .79). Alternate-forms
reliability was also established based on a delayed retest
and coefficients for the raw scores ranged from .52 to .90
(median .78). The coefficients for the standard scores

ranged from .54 to .90 (median .77).
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Kohn Social Competence Scale

The Kohn Social Competence Scale (Kohn, 1988) was used
to assess social and emotional functioning of the preschool
children. The Kohn Social Competence Scale (KSC) is a
teacher rating scale, consisting of items that can be easily
observed. The KSC scale consists of 64 positive and
negative statements regarding the child’s classroom behavior
and is set on a 5-point Likert-type scale. Each of these
items rates the degree of frequency of behaviors considered
to be socioemotional. The items are summed to yield two
bipolar dimensions; interest-participation versus apathy-
withdrawal and cooperation-compliance versus anger-defiance.
Items on the first dimension concern the child’s interest,
curiosity, assertiveness in the preschool setting, and the
child’s involvement with other children. The opposite end
of this dimension relates to shyness, isolation from
ciassroom activities, and passivity. The second dimension
relates to the child’s ability to conform to the rules and
routines of the classroom. The negative pole of this
dimension relates to defiance, hostile interactions with
peers,\and the creation of disturbances that upset the
normal tone of the classroom.

Kohn (1988) reports the reliability of the Kohn Social
Competence Scale with 112 children between 33 and 73 months.
Internal consistency‘was demonstrated on both factors of the
rating scale (Factor I: r = .95, SEm = 4.99; Factor II: r =

.96, SEm = 4.24). Interrater reliability scores have also
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been established for each of the factors (Factor I = .77;
Factor II =.80).

Information regarding scoring directions and procedures
' are printed on the inside of the KSC form and can be found
in Appendix C. In order to score the KSC, the Answer Sheet
TM must be separated by tearing along the perforated edge of
the form. Positive items for Factor I are represented by
circles and individuals scoring the form must sum the
numerical values of the responses that have been darkened by
the rater. Next, a Negative score for Factor II is obtained
by summing the numerical values that are represented by
squares. Raw scores are entered on the spaces provided on
the Answer Sheet and the total raw score is calculated for
Factor I by subtracting the score for the Factor I negative
items from the score for the Factor II positive items.

This process is repeated for Factor II. Positive items
for Factor II are represented by triangles and negative
items are represented bf diamonds. The total raw score for
Factor II is calculated by subtracting the negative sum for
Factor II from the positive sum of Factor II. Final raw
scores are calculated by adding the total raw scores from a
second rater or by doubling the raw scores obtained by an
individual rater (Kohn, 1988).

Behavioral Stvle OQuestionnaire

The Behavioral Style Questionnaire, (BSQ), developed by
McDevitt and Carey (1978) has been used to assess children’s

temperament. The BSQ is a Likert-type questionnaire that
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was completed by the mother. The questionnaire contains 100
items which are to be rated from one (almost never) to six
(almost always). The questionnaire yields scores in each of
the nine categories of temperament identified by Thomas,
Chess, Birch, Hertzig & Korn (1963). These nine categories
are activity level, rhythmicity, approach/withdrawal,
adaptability, intensity or reaction threshold of
responsiveness, quality of mood, distractibility, and
attention span/persistence. Based on information found
within the literature, the following temperament dimensions
were explored for the purposes of this study: approach,
adaptability, and intensity.

Initial scoring procedures include transferring the
mothers responses for each of the BSQ questions to a scoring
sheet which is arranged by temperament categories. The
scoring sheet can be found in Appendix C. Individuals
scoring the BSQ must circle or check the numerical response
for each of the test items (range: 1-6). Item responses are
then totaled and divided by the number of items rated. This
procedure is repeated for each of the temperament
categories. The BSQ has a test-retest reliability of .89

and an alpha reliability of .84 (McDevitt & Carey, 1978).
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Results

Linear models were used to conduct tests of the
hypotheses stated in the introduction. Ordinary least
squares (OLS) regression is not appropriate in this case
since the dependent variable in this study is a dichotomous
variable. Probit and logit analyses are appropriate methods
of estimation for the models investigated. According to
Aldrich and Nelson (1984) probit and logit procedures yield
results that are essentially indistinguishable from each
other. Consequently the choice of one procedure over the
other is often an arbitrary choice and does not
significantly alter the conclusions. For this study, probit
analyses were conducted to estimate the models using the
Statistical Analysis Systems (SAS) computer program.
Analyses consisted of the probit procedure in which single
and multiple independent variables were used to predict the
presence of imaginary companions. Probit analyses yield
significance tests that are two-tailed in nature, however,
due to the directional hypotheses stated in the
introduction, results from the one-tailed significance tests
are presented (Bartz, 1988). Results of the probit analyses
are presented in the following sequence: creative
potential, social competénée, and temperament and are
presented in Tables II and III respectively. All of the
information regarding the instruments, raw data, and

statistical analyses for this project are presented in



20

Appendices C, D, and E respectively. Mean scores and
standard deviations were computed for the imaginary
companion group and the control group and are presented in
Table 1. Due to test administration difficulties, scores
from the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test were not included

in the analyses for this project.

Creative Potential

The first analysis examined originality as measured by
the Multidimensional Stimulus Fluency Measure (Moran,
Milgram, Sawyers, and Fu, 1983). The test of significance
on the originality scores for the probit procedure was not
significant (approximate X2(l) = 1.13, p = 0.15). As a
result, it was concluded that originality scores do not
predict the presence of imaginary companions.

Originality scores on the MSFM for the imaginary
companion group ranged from 7 to 41 (M = 18.00, SD = 8.21).
Originality scores for the control group ranged from 4 to 36
(M = 14.52, SD = 9.58).

Social Competence

The second analyses examined the social and emotional
functioning of the preschool children as measured by the
Kohn Social Competence Scale (Kohn, 1988). The interrater
reliability was established by asking two teachers who had

the most contact with the preschool children to complete the
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forms independently. The scores from the teachers were
summed to yield the total scores for each of the dimensions
which are stated in the Kohn Social Competence Manual (1988)
interest-participation (Kohn 1) and cooperator-compliance
(Kohn 2). In the case of the children from the private
preschool, only one teacher was available to complete the
forms. The scores from the teacher were doubled to yield
total scores on each of the dimensions. This method of
yielding a total score is an acceptable method and is
reported in the Kohn Social Cbmpetency Manual.

The test of significance on the interest-participation
(Kohn 1) scores for the probit procedure was not significant
(approximate X2(1) = .47, p = .25). As a result, it was
concluded that interest-participation (Kohn 1) scores do not
predict the presence of imaginary companions.

The scores for the interest-participation dimension
(Kohn 1) ranged from 32 to 143 for the imaginary companion
group (M = 97, SD = 32.44) and from 28 to 150 for the
control group (M = 90.05, SD = 34.12).

The test of significance on the cooperation-compliance
(Kohn 2) scores for the probit procedure was not significant
(approximate Xz(l) = 1.80, p = .09). As a result, it was
concluded that cooperation-compliance (Kohn 2) scores do not

predict the presence of imaginary companions.
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Scores for the cooperation-compliance dimension (Kohn
2) for the imaginary companion group ranged from -106 to -10
(M = -39, SD = 38.76) and from -112 to -15 (M = -51.52, SD =
31.65) for the control group.

Temperament

Mothers were asked to assess their child’s temperament
using the Behavioral Style Questionnaire developed by
McDevitt and Carey (1978). Three of the nine temperament
dimensions as identified by McDevitt and Carey (1978) were
analyzed for the purposes of this project, including
approach, adaptability, and intensity.

The test of significance on the approach scores for the
probit procedure was not significant (approximate Xz(l) =
.31, p = .29). As a result, it was concluded that approach
scores do not predict the presence of imaginary companions.

Scores for the approéch dimension ranged from 1.5 to

5.0 (M = 3.15, SD = .94) for the imaginary companion group
and from 1.4 to 4.3 (M = 3.01, SD = .70) for the control
group.

The test of significance on the adaptability scores for
the probit procedure was not significant (approximate X2(1)
= .24, p = .32). As a result, it was concluded that
adaptability scores do not predict the presence of imaginary

companions.
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Scores for the adaptability dimension ranged from 1.4
to 4.2 (M = 2.88, SD = .80) for the imaginary companion
group and from 1.2 to 3.7 (M = 2.77, SD = .66) for the
control group.

Results from the test of significance on the intensity
scores for the probit procedure were significant
(approximate X2(1) = 2.97, p = .04). As a result, it was
concluded that intensity scores predict the presence of
imaginary companions.

Scores on the intensity dimension for the imaginary
companion group ranged from 3.3 to 5.6 (M = 4.50, SD = .63)
for the imaginary companion group. Scores for the control
group ranged from 3.2 to 5.3 (M = 4.15, SD = .62) for the
control group.

A model was used which included the following
variables: interest-participation (Kohn 1) and cooperation-
compliance (Kohn 2). The test of significance on the model
was significant for the probit procedure (likelihood ratio
Chi square Approximation = 56.26, p = .04). As a result, it
was concluded that interest-participation (Kohn 1) scores
and cooperation-compliance (Kohn 2) scores within a single
model predict the presence of imaginary companions.

A model was used which included the following
variables: approach, adaptability, and intensity. The test
of significance on the model was significant for the probit
procedure (likelihood ratio Chi square approximation =

53.45, p = .04). As a result, it was concluded that
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approach, adaptability, and intensity scores within a single
model predict the presence of imaginary companions.

A model was used including all the variables examined
in this project. The model included: originality,
interest-participation (Kohn 1), cooperation-compliance
(Kohn 2), approach, adaptability, and intensity socres. The
test of significance on the model for the probit procedure
approached significance (likelihood ratio Chi square
approximation = 46.53, p = .07). As a result, it was
concluded that originality, interest-participation (Kohn 1),
cooperation-compliance (Kohn 2), approach, adaptability, and
intensity within a model did not significantly predict the

presence of imaginary companions.

—— — — — —————————— ———————————————

When examined as single independent variables,
originality, interest-participation (Kohn 1), cooperation-
compliance (Kohn 2), approach, and adaptébility scores did
not predict the presence of imaginary companions. However,
results fromt eh probit procedure revealed that intensity
scores predicted the presence of imaginary companions. The
interest-participation (Kohn 1) socres and cooperation-

compliance (Kohn 2) scores within a single model predicted
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the presence of imaginary companions. The three temperament-
variables i.e., approach, adaptability, and intensity scores
were examined within a single model and the model was
significant. A single model including originality,
interest~-participation (Kohn 13, cooperation-compliance
(Kohn 2), approach, adaptability and intensity scores did
not significantly predict thé presence of imaginary

companions.

Discussion

Considering the findings of this research project,
Singer’s theoryﬁregarding the imaginary companions a part of
imaginative behavior seems to be supported. The purpose of
this study was to compare pergonal characteristics of 3, 4,
and 5 year old preschool children with imaginary companions
and their cohorts without imaginary companions. These
personal characteristics included creative potential, social
competence, and temperament. ’Information regarding
preschool children with imaginary companions is quite
limited. Few studies have explored personal characteristics
of preschool children with pretend friends. Investigafing
several personal characteristics with one group of children
with imaginary companions and one group of children without

companions is a strength of this study.
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Six single independent variables were examined for this
research project including: originality, interest-
participation (Kohn 1), cooperation-compliance (Kohn 2),
approach, adaptability, and intensity. Findings from this
study revealed that five of the single variables examined
did not predict the presence of imaginary companions in the
preschool sample. However, results demonstrated that
intensity predicted the presence of imaginary companions for
this sample. Higher intensity scores appear to be an
influencing factor contributing to the creation of pretend
or make-believe friends. Questions from the intensity
dimension of the temperament scale describe children as
being more involved in their daily activities and highly
reactive to situations and events (McDevitt & Carey, 1978).
This author believes that children who scored higher on the
intensity dimension may be more involved in imaginative
ideas and behaviors. Additionally, such children may have a
greater potential to create an imaginary companion.

Findings from this study réveéled the originality or
creative potential scores did not predict the presence of
imaginary companions. This finding is consistent with the
Manosevitz, Fling, and Prentice (1977) study where no
significant differences were found in creativity in their
group of children having companions as compared to the

control group who had no imaginary companions.
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Social Competence

The two social competence dimensions, interest-
participation and cooperation-compliance, served as
independent variables in a model predicting the presence of
imaginary companions; results demonstrated that the model
was significant. Children who reported imaginary companions
scored higher on the social competence scale than those
children who reported no imaginary companions. Findings
from this study revealed that together the two aspects of
social competence predicted the presence of imaginary
companions. It may be that children who have greater social
skills may practice and rehearse their social interactions
with roles with their pretend or make-believe friends. One
other possible explanation is that children who have greater
social skills may prefer interacting with others and create
an imaginary companion to interact and play with when there
are no real children to interact with. It is important to
recognize that the social competence scale is a teacher
rating. Children who have positive interactions with their
teachers may be rated higher on the social competence scale.

Temperament

The three temperament variables:- approach,
adaptability, and intensity served as independent variables
in a model predicting the presence of imaginary companions
and results demonstrated that the model was significant.
These findings indicate that temperament variables may be

related to the creation of imaginary companions. 1In
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examining the norms for the approach adaptability, and
intensity dimensions of the Behavioral Style Questionnaire
(McDevitt & Cary, 1978), the means for this sample are
closer to the withdrawal dimension of the approach-
withdrawal continuum and closer to the slow to adapt
dimension of the adaptable continuum. These three aspects
of personal style i.e., approach, adaptability, and
intensity, appear to be contributing characteristics to the
creation of pretend friends. Piaget (1962) regards the
imaginary companion as a common phenomenon in young
children. Although all young children do not have imaginary
companions, many may have the potential to create pretend
friends. 1Individual differences in temperament and personal
styles appear to be important characteristics in looking at
preschool children withvimaginary companions. These
stylistic differences may influence the child’s ability to
create and the desire to share information about their
imaginary companions with an interviewer.

The six variables: driginality, interest-
participation, cooperation-compliance, approach,
adaptability and intensity served as independent variables
in a model predicting the presence of imaginary companions.
The full model approached significance but these six
variables within a model did not predict the presence of

imaginary companions.



29

The literature suggests that children create imaginary
companions as early as 2 1/2 years of age. The mean age for
the children with imaginary companions in this sample was
54.1 months. Sixteen three year olds were interviewed for
this research project énd only four reported a pretend or
make-believe friend and were able to provide some type of
descriptive information. Many of these three year olds
named real friends or classmates. It seems that many of
these children did not fully understand the meaning of
pretend and make-believe. Many of the three year olds who
did report imaginary companions were unable to provide any
of the descriptive information asked in the interview.
Perhaps many of these children did not have the verbal
skills to describe their pretend friends or provide
additional information about their relationship. None of
these children were included in the group of children with
imaginary cémpanions.

There is a need for reliability in future imaginary
companion interviews. It is recommended that two
individuals listen to the audio tapes separately in order to
establish reliabilit? in categorizing the interviews.

Limitations of this Study

It is important to recognize that some of the children
may have been reticent about discussing their pretend
friends with the interviewers. 1In one particular case, a
child reported that she had no pretend or make-believe

friends. However, in conversations with the child’s mother,
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the mother reported that the child maintained an on-going
relationship with several pretend friends.

Even with the findings of this research project, the
investigator regards the direct interview with the preschool
children as a valid and consistent approach in identifying
preschool children with make-believe friends. Many adults
may be reticent about‘discussing their child’s make-believe
world or may not even be aware of the make-believe
character. Many studies have relied on teaéher observations
to identify these children. The literature suggests that
more often the child plays with the imaginary companion when
not in the presence of other children. 1In a recent article
regarding young children as informants for research
projects, Hatch (1990) suggests several strategies for use
with children under seven years of age. These suggestions
include taking time to establish personal relationships with
the children, emphasizing informal rather than formal
interview methods as studies are designed and implemented,
and asking questions children can answer, expecting them to
answer, and acceptance of their answers. Each of these
suggestions was considered and employed in the deéign and
implementation of this research project.

Qualitative Differences

Qualitative differences in descriptions of imaginary
companions were found in this sample of preschool children.
Many of the children reported personified stuffed animals

and dolls. These imaginary companions "snored", "were
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nice", and "were bad". Many of the children described
imaginative games in which they played with their pretend
friends. These ranged from "Eor" playing "bucking bull" to
"Tiger" and "Pooh-Bear" playing "coo-coo" and "moo-moo".
Some of the children described their companions as sisters
and brothers but most of the children labeled their
companions as friends. One child reported a magical blue-
bird named "Guessy" who lived in the trees. Further
research into the qualitative differences of the imaginary
companions reported by the preschool sample would be a
worthwhile endeavor. This research may lead to more
information regarding personality differences of preschool

children with imaginary companions.
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Table 1

Means and Standard Deviations

Range of scores Imaginary Companion Control Group

Varilables for this sample Group

N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D.
orlg (4-41) 21 18.00 8.21 21 14.52 9.58
K1 (28-150) 21 97.00 32.44 21 90.05 34.12
K2 (-106~- -10) 21 -39.00 28.76 21 ~-51.52 31.65
App (1.4-5.0) 20 3.15 .94 21 3.01 .70
Adp (1.2-4.2) 20 2.88 .80 21 2.77 .66
int (3.2-5.6) 20 4.50 .63 21 4.15 .62
S (0-1) 21 0.43 0.51 21 0.43 0.51
Age ' (44-65) 21 54.10 5.28 21 54.05 5.82
Sib (0-4) 21 1.14 0.85 21 1.05 0.59

g€



Table IT

Probit Analyses for Single Independent Variables

36

Chi Square One-tail

Variables Estimate

b
Originality -0.03 1.13 .15
Interest -

Participation (Kohn 1) =-0.00 .47 .25
Cooperation-

Compliance (Kchn 2) -0.01 1.80 .09
Approach -0.13 .31 .29
Adaptability -0.13 .24 .32
Intensity -0.56 2.97 .04
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Table III

Probit Analyvses for Multiple Independent Variables

Variables Likelihood Ratio Chi Square o}

Social Competency 56.26 .04
Interest-Participation (Kohn 1)
Cooperation-Compliance (Kohn 2)
Temperament 53.45 . .04
Approach
Adaptability
Intensity
Full model 46.53 .07
Originality
Interest-Participation (Kohn 1)
Cooperation-Compliance (Kohn 2)
Approach
Adaptability

Intensity
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Years ago, children who reported having imaginary
companions were often considered to be hallucinating and
even schizophrenic. Some of these myths have changed, but
many people still regard children with imaginary companions
as being extremely removed from reality and cause for
concern.

The first study concerning imaginary play companions
was conducted by Vostroskey in 1895. Even with this early
research, few studies have been conducted exploring the
phenomenon of imaginary companions. Despite the lack of
information, there exists a small but rich literature
regarding imaginary companions. Much of the literature
refers to Svendsen’s (1934) definition of the imaginary
companion.

According to Svendsen, it:

implies an invisible character; named and referred
to in conversation with other persons or played
with directly for a period of time, at least
several months, having an air of reality for the
child, but for no apparent objective basis. This
excludes that type of imaginative‘play in which an
object is personified, or in which the child
himself assumes the role of some person in his
environment (p. 988).

The literature also suggests that imaginary companions
can be animals, humans, stuffed animals, and even

personified objects. Manosevitz, Prentice, and Wilson
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(1973) defined the imaginary companion as a very vivid
imaginary character (person, animal or object) with which
the child interacts during play and daily activities.
Incidence of Imaginary Companions

The incidence reported in the literature of imaginary
companions in young children varies. Svendsen (1934)
reports that imaginary playmates are not a common phenomenon
to all children. Hurlock and Burstein (1932) developed a
questionnaire for their study aimed at finding: 1) the
commonness of the phenomenon, 2) the background of the
child, and 3) facts about the imaginary playmate. The
questionnaire was answered by 701 high-school and college
students. Hurlock and Burstein chose adults for the
subjects in their étudy because they believed that children
were reticent about discussing their imaginary companions
with adults and obtaining first-hand information from these
children would be difficult. However, this method, too, is
subject to error because of the drastic effects of time on
memory. Hurlock and Burstein reported that 31 percent of
the women recalled having imaginary companions in comparison
to 23 percent of the men. These researchers found in their
study that the creation of the imaginary playmate seems to
occur more often among girls than boys. The women reported
that the imaginary companion first appeared between the ages
of five and seven. Men experienced the phenomena at a later

age, usually after the age of ten.
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Svendsen (1934) focused attention on some of the
individual and environmental factors thought to be
associated with the phenomenon. Her sample was selected
from 119 children from a Chicago éuburb between the ages of
3 and 16. She found that 40 of these children had, or at
one time, had one or more imaginary playmates for a minimum
period of several months. Svendsen obtained some of the
information for her study through a direct interview with
each of the children. As a supplement to this information,
Svendsen interviewed each of the mothers té obtain
information regarding the child’s social history. A school
report of academic and social adjustment was obtained as
well as an intelligence test.

In another study conducted by Ames and Learned (1946),
21 percent of the 210 children from the Yale Clinic of child
Development gave evidence of having imaginary companions.
One hundred and ten of these children were enrolled in the
Guidance Nursery. The children were between 2 and 4 years
-of age. One hundred research cases were added from Dr.
Frances Ilg’s guidance files. The records on these children
were available from 2-3 years of age up to 5-10 years of
age. Data for Ames and Learned’s study was obtained through
parent interviews andvby direct observation of the children
during play. The purpose of their study was to present the
main types of imaginative behavior commonly observed in the

preschool child.



42

Using a parental questionnaire, Manosevitz, Prentice,
and Wilson (1973) investigated the familial and individual
factors associated with the presence of imaginary companions
in 222 preschool children between the ages of 3 and 5. 1In
their sample, 63 of the boys and girls as reported by their
parents had one or more imaginary companions, while 159 were
reported as never having had an imaginary companion.

Functions Served by the Imaginary Companion

There has been much concern about whether the imaginary
companion is a healthy and normal developmental occurrence
in young children. When trying to understand the purposes
served by imaginary companions, it is important to be aware
of the potential functions such fantasy may serve for
children.

Ames and Learned (1946) believe that imaginary
companions may occur as partiof the natural development of
some children, determined by internal factors, and occurring
as part of the normal development of imaginative behavior.
Singer (1973) also regards the imaginary character as part
of the normal development of imaginative behavior.

Piaget (1962) believes thaf imaginary companions are a
common phenomenon to young children and the companions are
viewed as an indictor of the healthy development of the
child’s symbolic or fantasy play.

Pines (1978) describes the role of the imaginary

playmate as a true companion.
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According to Pines:
whatever their breed, sex or character, the
playmates have one thing ip common: they talk a
lot, and listen even more. They corroborate the
children’s stories; they share accounts of how
unfair the world is; they give unfailing support
. . these imaginary playmates represent an
invaluable tool that allow children to rehearse
themselves in certain roles and to prepare for
life’s real problems (p. 41).

According to Jalongo (1984), children create imaginary
companions for nuﬁerous reasons, but despite each
companion’s unique characteristics, he, she, it, or they
appear to have a protective role. Imaginary companions
insulate the child from peer rejection, free the child from
guilt, or become a caricature of fears that can be placed
under the child’s supervision and control.

Fraiberg (1959) describes the imaginary companion
created by her niece, Jannie during a time when Jannie was
frightened by animals who could bite. Jannie creates a
bashful, cowardly beast, named Laughiné Tiger. Using
fantasy and imagination Jannie transforms the beast into a
friendly, laughing one, who is afraid of children,
especially his mistress. Through imagination, Jannie was
able to take coﬁtrol'bf her fears and anxieties. According
to Fraiberg, these experiences with imaginary companions can

have a positive effect upon the mental health of a child.
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Nagera (1969) describes several potential functions of
the imaginary companion that were formulated during the
psychoanalytic period. The imaginary companion serves a
variety of functions depending on the various needs of the
child. First, the playmate may se;vé as a superego prop for
children. In this manner, the child may use his pretend
friend to help him avoid doing something he has come to know
as "bad".

Very often, the child uses his imaginary combanion as a
scapegoat. In this way, the child attempts to avoid the
criticism of his parents, tries to maintain his self-love,
and by identifying the imaginary companion as the naughty
one, he moves toward a self-critical attitude that will
eventually lead to self-control.

Another function the imaginary companion may serve to
prolong the child’s feelings of omnipotence and control.

The playmate is a 'neéessary, intermediate step’ between
accepting the true feelings of the child’s omnipotence and
realizing that control ultimately lies within the hands of
his parents (Nagera, 1969, p. 182). Benson and Pryor 91973)
also wrote on this aspect of imaginary companions. -

Nagera also states that children may create playmates
who are an impersonation of the child's primitive ego
ideals. The companion is good, strong, lovable, etc.

Nagara also speaks of the companion as an outlet for
expressing the negative aspects of the young child’s

ambivalence in regard to his relationship with his parents.
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The imaginary companion may be used for defiance and
provocation. Finally, Nagera describes the feelings of
loneliness, neglect, and rejection that frequently motivate
children to create imaginary companions.

Age of the child Who Experiences An Imaginary Companion

The imaginary companion’s first appearance is
significantly related to the child’s age (Somer & Yawkey,
1984) . Hurlock and Burstein (1932) found that among the
women in their study, the age range in which the imaginary
companion first appeared was between five and seven years.
Men who remembered having imaginary companions reported a
later first appearance, usually around ten years of age. 1In
Svendsen’s (1934) study, the median age of appearance in
this group was reported to be 2 years and 5 months. Ames
and Learned (1946) reported that the appearance of these
playmates occurred most often between the ages of 36 and 48
months. In Nagera’s (i969) study at the Hamstead Clinic, he
observed the appearance most frequently in children between
the ages of 2 1/2 to 3 yeéfs and 9 1/2.to 10 years. The
majority of the children who had a companion were in the
earlier age range.

Kalyan-Masih (1986) investigated some of the
characteristics of children with imaginary play companions,
the characteristics of the imaginary play companion itself,
and family characteristics 6f the child. Children who
played with imaginary companions were identified by parents

and teachers at two nursery schools and one kindergarten.
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Her sample consisted of 44 children (15 boys, 29 girls; mean
age 57.3 months) having imaginary companions and 48 children
(24 boys, 24 girls; mean age 60.2 months) having no
imaginary companions. The Stanford-Binet and Peabody
Picture Vocabulary Test as well as selected Piagetian tasks
- Seriation, Classification, Number, Left-Right, and Mass
were administered to assess intelligence. Data for this
study were also obtained through a demographic questionnaire
completed by the parents. The parents of children with
imaginary companions completed an additional questionnaire
regarding their child’s imaginary companion. Parents and
children in this group were also interviewed. Parents in
this study reportea the imaginary companion first appeared
when the child was between 2 1/2 and 3 1/2 years of age.
Across the literature, the major age range for the
appearance of imaginary companions is between the ages of 2
1/2 and 9.

Family Structures, Environmental Factors, and Personality

Characteristics That Influence the Development

of Tmaginary Companions

The family structure and homé environment are
associated with the development of imaginary companions in
young children. Several studies cite evidence that the size
of the family does not influence the creation (Hurlock &
Burstein, 1932; Svendsen, 1934). Svendsen (1934) found that
although the phenomenon is encountered in families of all

sizes, the important consideration is the size of the family
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at the time the child creates the companion. In her sample,
50 percent of the selected children were the only child at
the time of their companion creations. Ames and Learned
(1946) found that the subjects in their study were only
children or had only one or two siblings. Kalyan-Masih
(1986) also found that the oldest or only children in her
study were more likely to experience the phenomenon.
Manosevitz, Prentice and Wilson (1973) reported that 73% of
the imaginary companion subjects in their study were only or
first born children. Sixty-one percent of the children with
imaginary companions had no siblings at the time of the
appearance of the imaginary companion. Findings of these
studies indicate that chronological proximity to siblings
appears to be a significant factor contriﬁuting to the
development of imaginary companions.

Firstborn or only children are subject to the
development of imaginary companions because social
interaction with siblings and peers is limited. With the
development of companions, children can practice and develop
social and language skills which might otherwise develop
more slowly as a result of little age-mate interaction
(Manosevitz, et al., 1973).

In Kalyan-Masih’s (1986) investigation of family
characteristics of children with imaginary companions, she
found no significant differences between the imaginary
companion and the non-imaginary companion group of parents

on age, education, socioeconomic level, or family size.
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Manosevitz, Prentice and Wilson (1983) found that nuclear
family disruption does not appear to be a contributing
factor to the creation of imaginary companions.

Although many of the children who created imaginary
companions were from families with little or no sibling
interaction, the opportunities for play with other children
were not lacking. Childrén with many real playmates also
give evidence of creating imaginary companions (Ames and
Learned, 1946; Manosevitz, et al., 1973; Kalyan-Masih,
1986). Manosevitz, Prentice and Wilson (1983) found that
there were no significant differences between the two groups
in their study on household members, number, age, and sex of
playmates, or number of pets.

Parents in the Manosevitz, et al. (1983) study were
asked to complete a seven adjective checklist that described
their child’s play at home. The home play of 97% of the
children who had imaginary companions was described as
"self-initiated", in comparison to 86% of the children who
did not have imaginary companions. The home play of the
imaginary companion group was described as "quiet" for 18%
of these children and for 34% of the non-imaginary companion
group. Manosevitz, et al. (1973) suggest that these
differences in self-initiation aﬁd quiet play imply that the
child who has an imaginary companion may be more capable to

engross himself in play activities.
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Svendsen (1934) revealed that some form of personality
difficulties were reported for 35 of the 40 selected
children in her study. Timidity was the personality
difficulty most often reported.

Parents in the Manosevitz, et al. (1983) study were
also asked to rate their child’s personality on two
dimensions using a 7-point scale. The first dimension was
characterized at one end by "shy and reserved" and at the
other end by "open and outgoing". The children in both
groups were rated as more open and outgoing than average.
The second dimensions was characterized at one end by "very
adept to talking and interacting with adults", and at the
other end by "talks and interacts much easier with children
than adults". Parents of children with imaginary companions
rated their children,as‘being more verbal and able to
interact with adults than did parents of children who did
not have imaginary companions.

Intelligence, Creativity and Waiting Ability

of Children With Imaginary Companions

. The assumption is often made that those children who
have had imaginary companions are more intelligent and more
creative than those who have not. Shaefer (1969) explored
the relationship between the reported occurrence of
childhood imaginary companions and creativity in 800 high
school students. He found that creative adolescents of the
literary nature reported this childhood fantasy more often

than did their matched controls. Shaefer and Anastasi
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(1968) in?estigated this further in their study of 400 high
school males. They found that the visually creative
adolescent boy was more likely than any other controls to
report imaginary companions and childhood daydreaming. This
was also reported for adolescent girls as well (Anastasi &
Shaefer, 1969).

Manosevitz, Fling and Prentice (1977) explored
creativity, intelligence and waiting ability in 42 children
who had been identified by parental report as having
imaginary companions. There were no significant differences
found in creativity, intelligence, or waiting ability in the
group of children having imaginary companions as compared to
the control group. The findings of this study are
inconsistent with previous studies. The conflicts may be a
result of differences in sampling procedures, age of
subjects, or methods used to measure the three variables.

Kalyan-Masih (1986) also explored intelligence as a
factor associated with the creation of imaginary companions.
Results of her study indicate that there are no significant
differences in intelligence between the imaginary companion
group and the non-imaginary companion group. In regard to
the five Piagetian tasks, Kalyan-masih reported that the two
groups were more alike than different.

Descriptive Data on Imaginary Companions

Imaginary Companions are very realistic to their

creators and the personality and physical characteristics

attributed to the playmates are of the child’s imagination.
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Although these playmates are imaginary, they are as vivid
and real to the child as a living playmate would be (Hurlock
and Burstein, 1932).

In most instances, male children are more likely to
have male imaginary playmates. Female children show a
lesser tendency to have imaginary companions of the same
sex. Often, the age of the companion is unknown
(Manosevitz, et al., 1973). In some cases the age and sex
of the imaginary companion are the same as the child
(Kalyan-Masih, 1986).

Girls with imaginary companions are able to give more
definite descriptions of their playmate than boys (Nagera,
1969) . Because children are able to give descriptions of
the appearance of their companions, there is an indication
that the experience is accompanied by visual imagery
(Svendsen, 1934).

Most children have only one imaginary companion but a
small portion have 2 or more of these playmates (Manosevitz,
et al., 1973). Children refer to their imaginary companions
using common names and names of television characters, but
sometimes create their own names (Manosevitz, et al., 1973;
Kalyan-masih, 1986). The imaginary companion has it’s own
identity but at any moment, the name, sex, or age could
change to suit the child’s wishes and to fit the particular
circumstances (Kalyan-Masih, 1986).

Svendsen (1934) found that the imaginary companion did

not live in the child’s home, even when the playmate was
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conceived as a sibling. Some imaginary companions are
labeled as relatives, but it is more common for the
companion to have the role of a playmate and friend (Ames &
Learned, 1946; Kalyan-Masih, 1986). Imaginary companions
can be animals, humans, and even personified objects (Ames
and Learned, 1946). In one study, parents reported that
their child’s imaginary companion most often resembled a
person or animal (Kalyan-Masih, 1986).

Svendsen (1934) found that children played with their
companions in such a way as to indicate that the companion
was conceived of as occupying space. The children spoke to
them directly and mény had a place set for them at the
table. Activities shared with imaginary companions are very
pleasurable and highly imaginative.

Kalyan-Masih (1986) found that the imaginary companion
was very real to the child but most often played with the
companion when alone.

Manosevitz, Prentice and Wilson (1973) found that 93
percent of the children in their study preferred not to
interact with their imaginary companion when there were
other children to play with. Svendsen (1934) found that
imaginary companions were talked about freely in the family
or within the hearing range of family members. Hurlock and
Burstein (1932) found that boys showed greater reticence
than girls in discussing the activities shared with their
companions with other people. Data for Svendsen’s (1934)

study was also obtained through a recorded interview with
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each of the children. When questioned by a stranger about
their imaginary companions, 5 of the children greeted the
first questions with smiles. Sixteen of the children took
the question seriously and answered the questions in the
same manner.

There have been concern whether the child’s view of the
imaginary companion is realistic or unrealistic. 1In
Svendsen’s (1934) study, the make-believe character of the
play was established in one little girl by 4 years and nine
months of age. There appears to be a transition period from
5 to 6 years. A child aged 3 remarked, "They’re crazy
things" (Svendsen, 1934, p. 997). Another child at the age
of 5 stated, "in my heart I can see him" (Svendsen, 1934, p.
977). Both of these statements imply that children are able
to draw some distinction between imaginary and real
playmates.

Ames and Learned (1946) reported that the usual
duration of this phenomenon is from 36 to 42 months, or from
42 to 48 months. The duration of the imaginary companion
varied in Kalyan-Masih’s study between one to four years.

Information regarding the disappearance of the |
imaginar& companions is difficult to obtain. Svendsen
(1934) found that there is evidence that imaginary
companions are played with more secretiy as a result of the
child becoming aware of social disapproval. Several studies
imply that the playmate disappears when the child begins

school and there is an increase in the opportunities for
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companionship (Hurlock & Burstein, 1932; Svendsen, 1934).
Hurlock and Burstein found that the last appearance of the
imaginary companion occurs much later among boys and among
girls, but for both groups the most frequent time was after
ten years of age.

Parental Views of Imaginary Companions

Few studies have focused on parental attitudes of
children’s imaginary companions. Brookes and Knowles (1982)
conducted a study usihg an interview and a questionnaire of
such attitudes. Results of their study indicated that
parents did not hold a very positive attitude toward their
children playing with imaginary companions. Many of these
parents reported that they would make a neutral response,
neither encouraging or discouraging their children in their
play with their imaginary companions. A substantial portion
of the parents indicated that they would discourage this
play. 1In comparison,‘Svendsen’s (1934) study showed that in
36 of the 40 cases that imaginary companions were accepted
and even encouraged. In the Manosevitz, et al. (1973)
study, 50% of the parents encouraged the imaginary
companion, 43% of the parents ignored the companion, and
only 7% discouraged the child’s imaginary companion.
Kalyan-Masih (1986) found that parents whose children had
imaginary companions remembered more often having their own
imaginary companions. Mothers reported having experienced

this phenomenon more often than fathers. Kalyan-Masih
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suggests that some of the mothers may have been more
tolerable or even encouraged this type of fantasy play.

Upon reviewing the literature regarding imaginary
companions, it is clear that there is a need to explore this
phenomenon further. The literature reflects three
approaches to understanding the role of the imaginary
companion. The first approach, as described by Nagera,
reflects the psychoanalytic view. The second approach
reflects the Piagetian aspect of the phenomenon. In this
regard, the imaginary companion is viewed as an indicator of
the healthy development of the child’s symbolic or fantasy
play. Others regard the imaginary companion as a part of
the normal development of imaginative behavior (Singer,
1973; Ames & Learned, 1946). The literature suggests that
children create imaginary companions for numerous reasons,
but for whatever purpose the imaginary companion appears to
be an important aspect of the child’s intellectual,

creative, and social development.
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Okl h S U X ) STILLWATER, OKLAHOMA 74078-0337
anoma otate nzverszty 241 HOME ECONOMICS WEST
| (403) 744-5057
DEPARTMENT OF FAMILY RELATIONS |
AND CHILD DEVELOPMENT . February 26, 1990

COLLEGE OF HOME ECONOMICS

Dear Parents,

I am a graduate student in the Department of Family
Relations and Child Development at Oklahoma State
University. For my Master’s thesis, I will be conducting an
investigation focusing on perscnal characteristics of
preschool children with 1maginary companions.: As a part of
this research, I would like to 1interview your child to find
out if he/she has an imaginary companion as well as
obtaining information regarding the imaginary companion.
The interview is composed of ten questions and will take
approximately 8 to 10 minutes. The interview will be
conducted in the small group room within your child’s
classroom during the self-select center times of the daily
schedule. Your child will be interviewed by a trained
graduate student and the interview will be tape recorded. I
am also requesting your permission to use an edited tape of
your child’s recorded 1interview for research presentations.
The audio tapes will be edited and your child will not be
personally identified in the edited audio tapes. The
interview 1s nonjudgmental with no correct or incorrect
answers. In addition to the interview, I will also use the
following information that was collected during the 1989
Fall semester as a part of the Child Development
Laboratories Data Base: the Multidimensional Stimulus
Fluency Measure; the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test; the
Kohn Social Competence Scale; and the Behavioral Style
Questionnairse. '

The purpose of this letter is to request permission for your
child to be interviewed for this research project and to
participate as a subject. All of the information gathered
regarding your child will remain confidential and your child
will not be personally identified in the study. The audio
tapes of the interview will be kept in the research office
of the Child Development Laboratories during the time of the
study and will be destroyed at the completion of this
research project.
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If you have any questions concerning this research project
please contact Dr. Donna Couchenour, the director of the
Child Development Laboratories, or Heidi Welch, the
investigator, at 744-5730. For information regarding the
legal rights of research subjects you may contact Terry
Macuila in the Office of University Research Services, 001
Life Sciences East, Oklahoma State University, (405) 744~
5700.

Please return the attached consent form to Mary Wilson in
the Child Development Laboratories Office, 101 Family &
Cchild Sciences Center, Oklahoma State University, by Friday,
March 2, 1990. The interviews will begin on Monday, March
12, 1990. Your cooperation is greatly appreciated.

Respectfully,

Heidi Welch
Investigator

y@mu,&udim

Donna Couchenour, Ph.D. .
Director, Child Development Laboratories
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CONSENT PORM

"I, , hereby authorize
Heidi Welch to interview my child, '
for her research praoject."

" I understand that the interview is composed of ten
questions and will take approximately 8-10 minutes. All of
the information gathered on my child will remain
confidential and my child will not be personally identified
in this study. A code number will be assigned to my child
and this code number will not be used for identification
purposes. I understand that the findings of this study will
be reported for the group and not for the individual."

" I understand that the purpose of this procedure is to
collect information for an investigation entitled ’Personal
Characteristics of Preschool Children with Imaginary
Companions.’ The purpose of this study is to examine
personal characteristics of 3,4, and 5 year old preschool
children with imaginary companiocns."

" I understand that participation is voluntary, that there
is no penalty for refusal to participate, and that I am free
to withdraw my consent and participation in this project at
any time without penalty after notifying the project
director. I may contact Heidi Welch for further information
about this research project at (405) 744-5730. I may also
contact Terry Macuila, University Research Services, 001
Life Sciences East, Oklahoma State University, Stillwater,
Oklahoma 74078: Telephone (405) 744-5700."

"I have read and fully understand the consent form. I sign
it freely and voluntarily. I understand that I will be
given a copy of this consent form."

Signed Date
(signature of subject’s parent)

Child’s name:

" I further authorize Heidi Welch to use an edited tape of
my child’s recorded interview for research presentations."”

Yes___No

Signed Dats
(signature of subject’s parent)
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Oklahoma Sta,te U’rL’[:’L‘eTS?,'ty STILLWATER, OKLAHOMA 74078-0337

241 HOME ECONOMICS WEST
(405) 624-5057
DEPARTMENT OF FAMILY RELATIONS
AND CHILD DEVELOPMENT
COLLEGE OF HOME ECONOMICS

March 19, 1990
Dear CDL Parents:

I am hopeful that you are still considering allowing your
child to participate in my thesis research on imaginary
companions. If that is true, it is not too late to return
the consent form. I have attached another copy of this
consent form for your convenience.

If you have comments or questions about the study, please
contact me or Dr. Donna Couchenour at 744-5730. Since we
are nearing the end of the school term I must complete data
collection in the next few weeks. Will you please return
the consent form by Friday March 23?

Thank you for your assistance. I will be presenting
information from this study at the mini-conference as well
as the Friends of CDL meeting on April 12.

Sincerely, )
\éﬁgééAiézi; ZLL/zzLéf¢>4.J

Heidi Welch
Investigator
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Oklahoma Sta,te UnZ’UeTSZty STILLWATER OKLAHOMA 740780337

241 HOME ECONOMICS WEST
(405) 744-5057

DEPARTMENT OF FAMILY RELATIONS
AND CHILD DEVELOPMENT
COLLEGE OF HOME ECONOMICS

April 11, 1990

Dear CDL Moms,

As I have gone through data for my research project with preschoal
children with 1maginary companions, I noticed that the enclosed
Behavioral Style Ouestionnaire was not n your child's data folder.
As a part of my research project, [ am using the mother's report
of the child's temperament and would 1ike you to complete the en-
closed questionnaire. Please return the guestionnaire to me by
Monday, April 16, 1990 1n Room 114 of the CDL. If I can be of
help to you please call me during the day at 744-5730 (CDL) or
during the evenings at 624-1559 (home). I appreciate your time
and help 1n this matter. Thanks!

Sincerely, )
Nicde TOLL ek

Heidi Welch -
Investigator

o»-
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O ’ S U ) . STILLWATER, OKLAHOMA 740780337
klahOWla tate nZLeTSZty 241 HOME ECONOMICS WEST
(405) 744-5057
DEPARTMENT OF FAMILY RELATIONS -
AND CHILD DEVELOPMENT April 25, 1990
COLLEGE OF HOME ECONOMICS

Dear CDL Moms,

[t's not too Tate to return the Behavioral Style Ouestionnaire'! Please
return the Questionnaire by Friday, April 27 to your child's teacher.

If you need another copy of the Questionnaire, please call me as soon as
possible: 744-5730 (work), 624-1559 (home during the evenings).

Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

/da‘c&'

Heidi Welch

)_. —_
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Okl h S U ver: STILLWATER OKLAHOMA 4078 0337
anoma State University 141 HOME CONOMICS WEST
303 733 5037
DEPARTMENT OF FAMILY RELATIONY
AND CHILD DEVELOPMENT
COLLEGE OF HOME ECONOMICS

June 25, 1990

Dear Parents,

I am a graduate student in the Department of Family
Relations and Child Development at OKlahoma State
University. For my Master'’s thesis, I am conducting an
investigation focusing on personal characteristics of
preschool children with imaginary companions. As a part of
this research, I would like to interview your child to see
if he/she reports having an imaginary companion as well as
obtaining information regarding the imaginary companion.
The interview is composed of nine questions and will take
approximately 8 to 10 minutes. The interview will be
conducted within a classroom in the Methodist center., Your
child will be i1nterviewed by a trained graduate student and
the interview will be tape recorded. I am also requesting
your permission to use an edited tape of your child’s
recorded interview for research presentations. The audio
tapes will be edited and your child will not be personally
1dentified 1n the edited audio tapes. The interview 1is
nonjudgemental with no correct or incorrect answers.

In addition to the interview, I would also like to play two
separate games with your child to measure his/her creative
potential and receptive vocabulary. Each of these games
will take approximately 15-20 minutes and will be conducted
within the center. Each of these games are nonjudgemental
and will be conducted on separate days.

As another component of my research, I am requesting that
each mother complete the attached Behavioral Style
Questionnaire. The Behavicral Style Questionnaire 1s a
parental report of your child’s temperament. The Behavioral
Style Questionnaire is to be completed by the mother.

The purpose of this letter is td request permission for your
child to participate as a subject in this research project.

All of the information gathered regarding your child will

remain confidential and your child will not be personally a
1dentified in the study. The audio tapes of the pul

CENTEN&&
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All of the information regarding your child will remain
confidential and your child will not be personally
identified in the study. The audio tapes will be kept in a
research office during the time of the study and will be
destroyed at the completion of this research project.

As emphasized earlier, I may be contacting you to discuss
this research project and request permission for your child
to participate as a subject in this study. At this time, I
will be able to answer any questions that you may have or
help with any concerns. Please feel free to contact me if
you have any questions about this research project at 744-
5730 (work) or at 624-1559 (home). Another letter and
consent form will be given to you once I have contacted you
and you have agreed to'allow your child to participate. I
am looking forward to working with you and your child. Your
cooperation is greatly appreciated.

Respectfully,
Heidi Welch
Investigator
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OklahOmCL State U’TL’L.’UeTS’ity STILLWATER, OKLAHOMA 740780337

241 HOME ECONOMICS WEST
(405) 744-5057

DEPARTMENT OF FAMILY RELATIONS
AND CHILD DEVELOPMENT
COLLEGE OF HOME ECONOMICS

June 25, 1990

Dear Parents,

I am a graduate student in the Department of Family
Relations and Child Development at Oklahoma State
University. For my Master’s thesis, I am conducting an
investigation focusing on personal characteristics of
preschool children with imaginary companions. As a part of
this research, I would like to interview your child to see
if he/she reports having an imaginary companion as well as
obtaining information regarding the imaginary companion.
The interview is composed of nine questions and will take
approximately 8 to 10 minutes. The interview will be
conducted within a classroom in the Methodist center. Your
child will be interviewed by a trained graduate student and
the interview will be tape recorded. I am also requesting
your permission to use an edited tape of your child’s
recorded interview for research presentations. The audio
tapes will be edited and your child will not be personally
identified in the edited audio tapes. The interview is
nonjudgemental with no correct or incorrect answers.

In addition to the interview, I would also like to play two
separate games with your child to measure his/her creative
potential and receptive vocabulary. Each of these games
will take approximately 15-20 minutes and will be conducted
within the center. Each of these games are nonjudgemental
and will be conducted on separate days.

As another component of my research, I am requesting that
each mother complete the attached Behavioral Style
Questionnaire. The Behavioral Style Questionnaire is a
parental report of your child’s temperament. The Behavioral
Style Questionnaire is to be completed by the mother.

The purpose of this letter is to request permission for your
child to participate as a subject in this research project.
All of the information gathered regarding your child will

remain confidential and your child will not be personally A
identified in the study. The audio tapes of the %%
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interview will be kept in a research office during the time
of the study and will be destroyed at the completion of this
research project.

If you have any questions concerning his research project
please contact Heidi Welch, the investigator, at 744-5730
(work) or at 624-1559 (home), the research director, Dr.
Donna Couchenour, at 744-5730. For information regarding
the legal rights of research subjects you may contact Terry
Macuila in the Office of University Research Services, 001
Life Science East, Oklahoma State University, 744-5700.

Your cooperation is greatly appreciated.

Respectfully,

Heidi Welch
Investigator
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CONSENT FORM

"I _ hereby authorize °
Heidi Welch to include my child,
in her research project."

"I further authorize Heidi Welch to interview my child for
her project. I understand that the interview is composed of
nine questions and will take approximately 8-10 minutes."

"I authorize Heidi Welch to play 2 separate games with my
child in order to measure his/her creative potential and
receptive vocabulary. I understand that each game will take
approximately 15-20 minutes and will be conducted on
separate days."

"I understand that all of the information gathered on my
child will remain confidential and my child will not be
personally identified in this study. A code number will be
assigned to my child and this code number will to be used
for identification purposes. I understand that the findings
of this study will be reported for the group and not for the
individual."

"I understand that the purpose of this procedure is to
collect information for an investigation entitled ’‘Personal
Characteristics of Preschool Children with Imaginary
Companions.’ The purpose of this study is to examine
personal characteristigs of 3,4, and 5 year old preschool
children with 1maginary companions."

" I understand that participation is voluntary, that there
is no penalty for refusal to participate, and that I am free
to withdraw my consent and participation in this project at
any time without penalty after notifying the project
director. I may contact Heidi Welch for further information
about this research project at (405) 744-5730. I may also
contact Terry Macuila, University Research Services, 001
Life Sciences East, Oklahoma State University, Stillwater,
Oklahoma 74078: Telephone (405) 744-5700."

"I have read and fully understand the consent form. I sign
1t freely and voluntarily. I understand that I will be
given a copy of this consent form."

Signed Date
(signature of subject’s parent)

Cchild’s name:




"I further authorize Heidi Welch to use an edited tape of my
child’s recorded interview for research presentations.”
Yes No

Signed Date.

(signature of subject’s parent)

71



=0

Oklahoma State University STLLWATER, ORLAHOA 74078033

241 HOME ECONOMICS WEST
(405) 744-5057 :
DEPARTMENT OF FAMILY RELATIONS
AND CHILD DEVELOPMENT
COLLEGE OF HOME ECONOMICS

June 25, 1990

Dear Parents,

I am a graduate student in the Department of Family
Relations and Child Development at Oklahoma State
University. For my Master’s thesis, I am conducting an
investigation focusing on persconal characteristics of
preschool children with 1imaginary companions. As a part of
this research, I would like to interview your child to see
if he/she reports having an 1maginary companion as well as
obtaining information regarding the imaginary companion.
The interview is composed of nine questions and will take
approximately 8 to 10 minutes. The interview will be
conducted in the small group rcom within your child’s
classroom during the self-select center times of the daily
schedule. Your child will be interviewed by a trained
graduate student and the interview will be tape recorded. I
am also requesting your permission to use an edited tape of
your child’s recorded interview for research presentations.
The audio tapes will be edited and your child will not be
personally identified 1in the edited audio tapes. The
1nterview 1s nonjudgemental with no correct or incorrect
answers.

In addition to the interview, I would also like to play two
separate games with your child to measure his/her creative
potential and receptive vocabulary. Each of these games
will take approximately 15-20 minutes and will be conducted
within the small group room. Each of these games are
nonjudgemental and will be conducted on separate days.

As ancother component of my research, I am requesting that
each mother complete the enclosed Behavioral Style
Questionnaire. The Behavioral Style Questionnaire is a
parental report of your child’s temperament. The Behavioral
Style Questionnaire is to be completed by the mother.

The purpose of this letter is to request permission for your

child to participate as a subject in this research project. A
All of the information gathered regarding your child will %%
remain confidential and your child will not be personally
identified in the study. The audio tapes of the CENTENNIA
1890 » 1990

Ceteoranng *he Past Preparnng or ‘ne Future
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interview will be kept in a research office during the time
of the study and will be destroyed at the completion of this
research project.

If you have any questions concerning his research project
please contact Heidi Welch, the investigator, at 744-5730
(work) or at 624~-1559 (home), the research director, Dr.
Donna Couchenour, at 744-5730. For information regarding
the legal rights of research subjects you may contact Terry
Macuila in the Office of University Research Services, 001
Life Science East, Oklahoma State University, 744-5700.

Please return the attached consent form and the Behavioral
Style Questionnaire to Heidi Welch by Wednesday, June 27
1990. Your cooperation is greatly appreciated.

Respectfully,

Gfeidy Tleleds

Heidi Welch
Investigator
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CONSENT FORM

"I . hereby authorize
Heidi Welch to include my child,
in her research project.”

"I further authorize Heidi Welch to interview my child for
her project. I understand that the interview is composed of
nine questions and will take approximately 8-10 minutes."

"I authorize Heidi Welch to play 2 separate games with my
child in order to measure his/her creative potential and
receptive vocabulary. I understand that each game will take
approximately 15-20 minutes and will be conducted on
separate days."

"I understand that all of the information gathered on my
child will remain confidential and my child will not be
personally identified in this study. A code number will be
assigned to my child and this code number will to be used
for identification purposes. I understand that the findings
of this study will be reported for the group and not for the
individual.™

"I understand that the purpose of this procedure is to
collect information for an investigation entitled ‘Personal
Characteristics of Preschool Children with Imaginary
Companions.’ The purpose of this study is to examine
personal characteristics of 3,4, and 5 year old preschool
children with imaginary companions."

" I understand that participation is voluntary, that there
is no penalty for refusal to participate, and that I am free
to withdraw my consent and participation in this project at
any time without penalty after notifying the project
director. I may contact Heidi Welch for further information
about this research project at (405) 744-5730. TI may also
contact Terry Macuila, University Research Services, 001
Life Sciences East, Oklahoma State University, Stillwater,
Oklahoma 74078: Telephone (405) 744-5700."

"I have read and fully understand the consent form. I sign
it freely and voluntarily. I understand that I will be
given a copy of this consent form."

Signed Date
(signature of subject’s parent)

Child’s name:




"I further authorize Heidi Welch to use an edited tape of my
child’s recorded interview for research presentations."”

Yes No

Date

Signed
(si1gnature of subject’s parent)




APPENDIX C

INSTRUMENTS
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Welch

SUBJECT NUMBER:
DATE:
TIME:
INTERVIEWER:

IMAGINARY COMPANION INTERVIEW

Primary Questions

1. Do you have a pretend or make-believe friend?

Probes: .
a. Have you ever had a pretend friend?
b. Do you have a pretend friend that no one

else can see?
- c. Do you have any dolls, stuffed animals, or
pets that you like to talk to?

2. Does (did) your pretend friend have a name?

3. What does (did) your pretend friend (include name)
look like?
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4.

Probes:

SUBJECT NUMBER:

Is (was) your pretend friend (include name) always
the same?

a. Is (was) your pretend friend (include name)

always a boy, girl, animal, or etc.?
b. 1Is (was) your pretend friend (include name)
always your brother, sister, or friend?

Is (was) your pretend friend (include name) with
you all the time? .

where aoces (did) sour gretend friena (include

name) live?

why do (did) you have this friend?
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SUBJECT NUMBER:

What sort of things do (did) you and your pretend

8.
friend (include name) do together?
9. If the child indicates that he/she no longer has
the i1interviewer will ask:

the 1maginary companion,
What happened to your pretend friend (include

name)
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Creativity Research Group

General Instructjon for the Examiner
Please bear in mind the following general guidelines:

(1) The establishment of the proper atmosphere for testing
and rapport between examiners and subjects is a critical
factor in this study. Examiner behavior can significantly
affect the research results. Examiners must behave 1in a
friendly manner, create a pleasant atmosphere, and refrain
om_any behav whi creates the impression o cheol-
type testi valuation. The‘very words and actions of
the examiner are critical. -
(2) Examiners are requested to arrive early and to make a
special effort by means of informal talk to establish
rapport. It 1s imperative not to express anger or
impatience at any time. It is important to maintain a
pleasant tone in your speech at all times.
(3) Since testing procedures are untimed, each subject will
finish at a different time. Allow children enough time to
do this task. Do not overschedule.
(4a) The examiner must bear in mind the importance of
establishing trust, a pleasant atmosphere, and the desire to
participate. The warm-up game is designed to help achieve

these goals. The examiner should maintain as natural a
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manner as possible while at the same time stimulating the
child's iﬁterest in the games, and encouraging him to think
and to make the maximum effort to give as many responses as
possible.
(4b) The examiner should exchange names with the subject,
record the name, and continue to call the subject by his
first name during the testing session. The child was asked
his first name so that the examiner can use it in
establishing a moré relaxed and‘friendly atmosphere.
(4c) The examiner says:
Todaf we are going to play some games. They are a new
kind of game which you have probably not played before.
We wi1ll play several different games. Thgse are
thinking and imagination games. You don't have to
hurry. We can play as long as you want.
(4d) Refer to specific task instructions for detailed
instructions on tasks and answer sheets. Examiner records
child's answers verbatim on the form provided. If you do
not have enocugh room use the other side of the answer sheet.
(4e) At the end of the test session the examiner should say
to the subject: "That was the last game today. Thank you
for your cooperation, you were a big help. You did very
well. I'll see you again and play some more games like

these."
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(5) The examiner is to answer the subject's questions in
the following manner:
(a) Procedural questions are to be answered by
repeating the instructions or explaining in
synonymous terms.
(b) Questions designed to elicit help from the
examiner'aré answered by saying "Whatever you
think" or "Do what you think is best."
(c) Children may ask "Is that right?" Respond by
saying: "There are no right or wrong answers,
whatever you think is fine.”
(6) It is important to remember that we are guests within
the school and have been allowed the privilege of testing
the children. We need to remain courteous at all taimes.
Confidentiality of data must be respectéd. Also children
may refuse to be tested or decide to quit in the middle of a
test session. If this occurs use "gentle cohersion" to try
to persuade the child to stay but if the child will not,
discontinue testing for that day and try later in the week.
(7) Be sure to record any irregularities in testing, such
as discontinuance, which might occur before, during, or
after testing on the form provided for general comments.
(8) In Session I we will be using the following tasks:

1. Instances

2. Uses

3. Patterns



CREATIVITY RESEARCH

Examiner Report Form (1)

Subject # Date
Gender M F Experimenter
Session I: Taime in Time out

83

The examiner says: TODAY WE ARE GOING TO PLAY SOME GAMES.
THEY ARE A NEW KIND OF GAME WHICH YOU HAVE PROBABLY NOT
PLAYED BEFORE. WE WILL PLAY SEVERAL DIFFERENT GAMES.

ARE THINKING AND IMAGINATION GAMES. YOU DON'T HAVE TO

HURRY. WE CAN PLAY AS LONG AS YOQOU WANT.

Proceed to Task 1.

General Comments:

THESE
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tances Tas tructions

"Now we're going to play a game called 'all the things
you can think of'. I might say, "tell me things that hurt"
and I would like you to tell me as many things as you can
think of that hurt. Llet's try it. Please tell me all the
things you can think of that hurt." (Let the child try to
generate responses.) Then reply with, "Yes, that's fine.
Some other things that hurt are falling down, getting
slapped, fire, getting bruised, a knife, apd probably there
are a lot of other things too." (The examiner should vary
answers so as to give all of these which the child did not
give.) Then proceed by saying, "You see that there are all
kinds of different answers in this game. Do you know how to
play?" (If the child indicates understanding of the game
proceéd with test items. If the child does not understand
repeat procedure from beginning. If the child is still not
understanding, terminate test sessions.) The examiner
shouid then say; "Now. remember, I will name something and
you are supposed to name as many things as you can. Take as
long as you want. OK, let's try another" (NO help should
be given to the child when test items are being used). ‘
(1) Name all the things you can think of that are ROUND.

(2) Name all of the things you can think of that are RED.

When child stops responding ask "What élse can you think
of? or "Tell me some more things you can think of" until the

child indicates he or she has no more responses.
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CREATIVITY RESEARCH
INSTANCES
Answer Form
Subject # ________ Time to first response

Response time-(first
to last response)

Name all the things you can think of that are ROUND:

child's Responses:
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CREATIVITY RESEARCH
INSTANCES
Answer Form

Subject # Time to first response

Response time-(first
to last response) °

Name all the things you can think of that are RED:

child's Responses:
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Use a st tions

"Now today we have a game called 'what can you use it
for?" The first thing weire going to play with will be a
pencil. (Experimenter hands pencil to child.) I want you
to tell me all the things you can think of that you can DO
with a pencil, or PLAY with it, or MAKE with it. What can
you use a pencil for?" (Let the child try to generate some
responses.) Then reply with "Yes, that's fine. Some other
things you could use a pencil for are as a flagpole, to dig
in the dirt, or you could use a pencil as a mast in a toy
boat. Probably there are a lot of other things too. (The
examiner should vary answers so as to give all of these
which the child did not give.) Then proceed by saying, "You
see that there are all different answers in this game. Do
you know how to play?" If the child indicates understating
of the game, proceed with test items. If the child does not
understand, fepeat procedure from beginning. If child still
does not understand, terminate. The examiner should then
say: "Now remember, I will name something and you are
supposed to tell as many uses for it as you can think of.
Take as long as you want. Let's try this one." NO help
should be given to the child on the test items. V
(1) What can you use a BOX for?

(2) What can you‘use PAPER for?

Problems may arise when children ask additional questions.
For example, if the child asks, "What size box" the
experimenter should reply with a very neutral answer such as
"Whatever size you think of." All clarifications of the
test questions should be non-committal type.

When the child stops responding, ask, "What else can
you think of?" or "Tell me some more things you can think

of" until child indicates he or she has no more responses.
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CREATIVITY RESEARCH
USES
Answer Form

Subject # Time to first response

Response time-(first
to last response)

What can you use a BOX for?

's Responses:



CREATIVITY RESEARCH
USES
Answer Form

Time to first response

Subject #

Response time-(first
.te last response)

What can you use a PAPER for?

child's Responses:
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PATTERNS (3 Dimensional)

This task deals with the three dimensional designs. The

administration of the test should go as follows:

*In this game I'm going to show you some blocks. After
looking at each one I want you to tell me all of the things
you think each block could be. Here is an example - Qou can
turn it any way you'd like to. (Give the example block to

the child.)

"What could this be?" .

(Let the child respond.) "Yes, those are fine. Some other
things I was thinking of were a bridge, a bed, a building
block, a chair, and there are probably a lot of other things
too." The experimenter should vary answers so as to give
different ones than the child. If the child indicates an

understanding of the game, proceed with the tasks.



91

CREATIVITY RESEARCH
PATTERNS
Answer Form

Subject # Time to first response

Response time-(first
to last response)

Name all the things you think this could be:

chi1ld's Responses:



CREATIVITY RESEARCH
PATTERNS
Answer Form

Subject # Time to first response

Response time-(first
to last response)

Name all the things you think this could be:

€hild's Responses:
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Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test—Revised
INDIVIDUAL TEST RECORD FORM L

by LLOYD M. DUNN & LEOTA M. DUNN
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TEST ITEMS AND
FORML | ABBREVIATED INSTRUCTIONS

Administering the TRAINING ITEMS

For most subjects under age 8: Use Plates A, B, and C. Administer as many
training item senes as necessary to secure three consecutive correct responses.
For most subjects age 8 and over: Use Plates D and E. Administer as many
training item senes as necessary to secure two consecutive correct responses.

'p"ﬂé'flc: ADDITIONAL PRACTICE WORDS & KEYS
Trenng  SERIES
Pate WORDS & XEYS Senes X Senes Y Senes 2
A doll (4) fork (1) table (2)  car(3)
8 man(2?) comb (3) sock (4) mouth (1)
C  swinging (3) dnnking (4) walking (1) chmbing (2)
o) whgeo (4) zipper (2)  rope (1) rake (3)
E gant(1) pnde (3) wilch (4)  royal (2)

(Complete cirections are givenn Part | of the Manual )

Administering the TEST ITEMS

Basal: Highest 8 consecutive correct responsas

Celling: Lowest 8 consecutive responses containing 6 errors

Starting Point: For a subject assumed to be of average ability, ind the person s
age circled inthe margin, and begin the test with that item. Otherwise consult
Part|of the Manual for turther instrucuons.

Recording Responses and Errors: Record the subject's response (1, 2, 3, or 4)
lor each item agministered For each error, draw an obhque line either through
the plate number of the item missed, or through the geomelric figure,

as illystrated below

3denvelope....(2) 4_Q or 32envelope....(2) L _a
Every eighth figure 1s 1dentical to help determine the pasal and cetling.

&

:Mn:n Worg Koy Responee Errov
NOTE 4)
Ages in circles refer to » 1 bus o (4 o
the lowest age in a 6- or 2 bhand . .. M ——0
12-monthinterval For )
examople, ltem 11s the 3 bed ' @) — &
;l:mng nem for ages 4 tractor .. ....(2) e— Q
-6 through 3-5, and
Item 30 for ages 5-0 "5 coset ... ..(1) —— @
through 5-5 Use ltem 6 snake ...... (4) w
110/or ages 16-0 and
over 7 boat..... e (2) — O
8 tre ..... o3 —0
page4 9 cow....... (1) —— D

™M

™

m:a- Wword Key Mesconse Error
10 lamp...... (4) —— &
11 drum........ (3) —0 &
12 knee (4) <
13 helicopter .. (2) —em w
14 elbow ........ (4) %
15 bandage . (4) O
16 feather ... (1) —_— d
17 empty (3) JAN
18 fence......... 4) —— O
19 accdent. ....(2) —0 @
20 net . Q) —_—
21 teanng (4) — ©
22 sal . (1) — T
23 measunng (2) —_—
24  peeling (3) — &
25 cage ) — O
26 ool (4) 0o Y
27 square, (4) — W
28  stretching (1) — o ©
29 arrow ) e O
30 tying (2) —
31 nest 1) — &
32 enveiope @) —
33 hook 3 — ¥
34 pasting (4) =&
35 patng (1) — 0 7%
36 penguin ) — C
37  sewing (2) e
38 delivering (1) —
39 diving (2) O
40 parachute ) — <
41 furry (8) e T
42 vegetable (4) — <
43 shoulder Q) —— C



T et Word Key Mesponse Error e Word \_Key Response Error
44 dnpping....... @ — O 78 spatula....... @® —0O
45 claw ......... 4 — & 79 cooperation....(4) —_ O
46 decorated..... @ — Q % 80 scalp......... @ _—_ A
47 frame ... .... M —9 81 tWIg.......n.. @ Q
48 forest......... @) — W 82 weasel ....... @ —_ 9
49 faucet........ Q) —— O 83 demolishing ...(4) — _ W
50 group ........ 3 — O 84 balcony...... M —_ ©
51 stem......... B — 0O 4 85 locket........ M — O
52 vase ........ @) — A 86 amazed....... @® —_ Od
53 pedal......... (1) —— Q 87 tubular........ M — A
54 capsule. ..... @2 — 9 88 tusk......... 1) — O
55 surpnised 4) — W 89 bolt... ..... @ — ©
56 bark......... @ —— ¢ v 90 communicaton (4) — _ W
57 mechanic @ — O 91 carpenter .... () — O
58 tambounne.. .(1) — (O 92 solation ...... m——0
59 disappointment . (4) —— _ A 93 inflated ....... @ — Od
60 awarding. @) — Q 94 coast........ @ — A
61 pitcher. . @3 —— ¥ 1 95 adustable .. (2 —  Q
62 reel ....... 1) — W 96 fragile Q — 9
63 signal . (1) —— © 97 assaultng.... (1) —— W
64  trunk @ —0O 98 apphance . 1y —— ©
65 human .. 2 — O 99 pyramid 4 — O
66 nostril (1) —— A w100 blazing 1y —— 4
67 disagreement (1) — Q 101 hoisting. 1N —— A
68 exhausted @2 — 9 102 arch 4 —_ Q
69 vine . (4) i 103  lecturning 4 —_ ©
70 ceremony (4) o 104 dilapdated . (4) —— W
71 casserole @2 —— O = 105 contemplating. (2) —— ©
72 vehicle 4) — O 106 canister. . M —— O
73 globe . @) — A 107 dissecting Q) — O
74  filng @) — 108 link .. (4) A
75 clamp 2 — @ 109 solemn .. @) —— @
76 reptile () —— W 110 archery. ..... 2 — 9
77 sland ... (1) —— O 111  transparent... (3) —— W
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Number  Wora Key Response Error :::u Word Koy Reaponse Error
112 husk......... (1) ¢ 146 nautical....... @) — W
113 utensi . ..... @ —— QO 147 tangent....... (1) —— ¢
114 ctrus ....... @) —— O 148 inclement ..... 4 —0O
115 pedestnan..... (Q —— A 149 traectory...... 1 — O
.116 parallelogram .. (1) —— @ 150 fettered....... 1) — A&
117 slumbering ....(3) —— Y 151 waif.......... @ — @
118 peninsula .. ... 4 —— W 152 jubdant....... @ — 9
119  upholstery. . ... @ —— O 153 pilfering....... @) — %
120 barricade. . .... 4 —— O 154 repose........ @) — ©
121 quartet ....... @ — 0O 155 carrion........ ® —— O
122 tranqul ...... (3) —r A 156 ndigent .2 — 0
123 abrasve .... (1) —_ Q 157 convex .... . (1) ——— &
124 fatigued .8 —— 9 158 emaciated.. ..(2) —— Q
125 sphercal...... () —— ¥ 159 dwergence ....(4) Q
126 syrnnge ....... @ — © 160 dromedary ....(Q) —— W
127 feline......... 2 —— O 161 embelishing ..(2) —0o ¢
128 and  ........ 4 —— O 162 entomalogst ..(3) —— O
129 exteror....... (1) —— & 163 constran ..... M —20a
130 constellation .. (4) Q164 mfirm. ...... 1) — A
131 cornea. (2) — Q@ 165 anthropod .. (3) —— Q
132 mercantle .. (1) — W 166 specter .. (4) \Vj
133 ascending .. .(3) —m0— © 167 incertitude () — Y
134  filtration . . —— 0O 168 witreous. 1 ——o ¢
135 consuming (4) O 169 obelsk 1 ——0O
136 cascade . (4) A 170 embossed ... (4) —— O
137 perpendicular  (3) —— Q 171 ambulation ....(2) — A
138 replenishing ... (1) ——— < 172 calyx......... () —— Q
139 emission Q) ——— w 173 osculation..... (3) — Y
140 talon @) —— O 174 cupola...... (4) w
141 wrath @) —— O 175 homunculus 4 —_ ¢
142 incandescent  (4) O  Caiculating Raw Score

143 arrogant . () —— & Céiingtem . .. —_—
144 confidng .. . (8) —m0— Q minuserrors® ......... . .

145 rhombus... ..(3) —— ¥ Rawscore ...........iiinin.. Q

*Ccunt arrors between highest basal and lowest ceiling only
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Obtained Mark jhe ob d score onthe lop
Test Scores scale Then draw a heavy siraight vemcal ing through

% and acioss the thise scales This tne wil extend

TRUE SCORE CONFIDENCE BAND

10 3mact w0 AREA 10 Smalk

s This shaced area provides a confidence band the range of scores within which
Aot | Swnane o Agn the subjeci s hue scores can be expecled 10 lah 68 imes in 100 (These band
of Scoe eibne otbae wiglh values are based on 3 median standard error ol measurement {SEM) of

Imougn the thiee oblained dewvialion lype 1est scores 7 700 109 7 ) = 7 wilhihe band widihs made nc dihe
l band on ‘g::: ?;u of the' ver:cal :cove :':‘agm:n-: 2 1o . M S ‘:;";: 'm’l? o more e munh:'Saeharl '2"“ Manuallasnedh;ho ‘elmmul
1 i ne uSsH {0 menl lor moie precise values and & discusson O conhdence
schedule 10 the fight An ssample 15 given in Figure 1 4 P v o2 bands Also see the Manual lor & discussion of how 10 caicuiate the trus score
‘F'll:nv:l psaggn;? . of ine Manuat 7 | 3saevove 14 0 conhdence band lor the age equivalent
Standard score +
equivalent —-F"rrrf'ffﬁ*fﬁﬂ%ﬂ'rﬁ"'" WWH”**"**WMMW"M* RRBASAREY AOEES ARARN AAASS RARRS AARLY ALY ARRRY AARAN I
“'gmhm \ Append A) % W00 105 M0 15 1200 125 130 135 140 WS 150 155 160
Percentile rank — " ' eprboefrprefurebssfrengereefores ;
(tromTable 3, Appendix A) 1 5 15 20 2530 354045 5055606570 15 60 85 90 % 99
Stanine t t 1 1 t + +
(lromTable 3, Appendix A) 1 4 H) 6 1 8 9
EXTREMELY MODERATELY wow | HiGH MODERATELY EXTREMELY
Age equivalent LOW SCORE LOW SCORE AVERAGE SCORE HIGH SCORE HIGH SCORE

(tromTable 4 Appendix A)

- Data from Other Tests
' Test Date Results
. PPVI-R  FORMM

——

[~ Observations - -

| Brielly descube the subject s lest behavior such as interestin lask quickness ol response signs of
' perseveration, work habils elc

Performance Evaluabon

This standardized lest provides an estvnale only of this individual s h bulary In S
English as compared with a cross scchion of U'S A persons ol the same - age Do you beheve the
pedormance ol this subject represents lauly her o hus lrue abihly inihis area? _ Yes ___ No

It not cite reasons such as rappon problems poor lesting siluation heanng or vision loss wisual
perceplual disorder tesl 0o easy or 100 hard (automatc basal of ceing used) eic

Recommendations

e s sgrave

L6



Kohn Social Competence Scale
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READY-SCORE™ ANSWER SHEET

Directions.

Marking the Answer Sheet.

For each tem fuln the circle corresconding to the category that best

cescrioes the child Sconing instructions are provided inside the form

Use z pencl or ball point per Press firmiy but

xeer "=z marks nside tne circles If you make a mistake do not
aramze oo arase your mark \lake arn X on the wrong mark like this
W™ =22 ~en marx the space you want If you decige that your first

CNCICE waS COrrect ¢ross out the second answer with an

cirze yGur hirst mark ke this @

wn

o N

o

™

Chug can communicate nis her needs (o the
teacner

Chiid seeks adult attention by crying

Chiid seeks aduit ad for eacn step of
activity

Child 1s responsipie 1n carrying out requests
ana directions

Chiid seeks physical contact with teacher

Chid adds treely (verbally or nonverpally) to
teacner s suggestions

Child exoressas open defiance of authonty

Chud shies away and withdraws when
approached By other chuidren

Chiid responds with immediate comphance to
teacher s direction

Chiid can be independent cf aduit n forming
ideas aoout 2r clannming acuvities

Chiid ‘frowns snrugs snouider
stamps foot wnen teacner
suggestion

Chng can e ingependent of aauit n
avercaming difficuities with other chiidren or
actvities

oouts  or
makes a

Excessive oralse and encouragement from
teacher 1s required for cnid o particioate in
actvities

Qther children seem unwiiling 0 olay with
ts child

Chiid 18 unwilling 'O carry out reasonable
suggestions from teacher even wnen having
arthicuity -

Chiid feels comfortable encugh with other
chiidren (0 be able t0 e@xpress nis, her own
desiras or opINIoNs
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31

32

Chiid huts teacner
Chiid 1s feartui in approachmg other criidren

Chid can accept teachers 'deas and
suggestions for play or ways of playing

Chid gets wiling cooperation from most
other cnidren

Chil@ gives the appearance of comoiying
with teacher s suggestions but does not do
activity

Child 1s bossed and dominated by other
children '

Chiid s 1deas have impact on many children
In the classroom

Chiid repeis onysically - for examgle mits or
kicks

Child easily gets attention of atner crudren

Chig nas aifficuity detending s her owr
ngnts with other crildrer

Chud cooperates with ruies and reguiations
Chid cawdies wnen requred 'O 3C
something

In play with other chidren chnd can shit
between ieading and following depenaing on
situation

Chid reacts negatively to teacners :deas
and suggestions for play or activittes

Child 's unabie to occupy himself; herselt
without other chiidren airecting hissher
activities .

Child 18 willing t0 turn to other cruidren tor
help and assistance
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Kohn Social Competence Scale
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READY-SCORE™ ANSWER SHEET

Chid s Name
. Year Montn Qay
Sex Male Femaie Testing Date
N
Rater s Name Date of Birth
Titte/ tion
Titte/ Positio Chid s Age
Final  Factor | Apathy - Withdrawal Factor If  Anger - Defiance
Raw - '
Scores. = _ - =
75t Qater 2~¢ Rater Firal Raw Score ‘st Rater 2nd Rater Tra 32w 3czre
or 15t Qarer cor 3t Rater
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TO THE EXAMINER:

Directions for Scoring the Answer Sheet

This answer snest allows for the caiculation of factor scores on the Kohn Social Competence Scale

Factor | Positive

Fzctor | Negative
Factor It Positive
O Facter i Negative

z

items contritutns to the scores for each factor are coded on the reverse side of the answer sheet by the
geometric Jesigns civen above Scores for each factor are calculated by simply adding the number of
darkened Zesigns which correspond to each of the factors. For exampie, the numencal values within each
darkenea circie 11 2 3 4 or 5) are added together to obtain the raw score for Factor |, Positive In the
same way *the numerical vaiues within each darkened square are added together to obtan the raw score
for Factor ¢ *vegative Note that the order of the numencal vaiues differs from one column to the next on
the arswer sneet Also pe careful to add the correct value when an answer has been changed (crossed
out vin z2n X Ta ootain the raw scores for the postive and negatve portions of Factor i, repeat the
procecure .sec for optaiming the Factor | raw scores by adding together the darkened numerical values
aggearng vittir *he ‘riangles and diamonds

Record each =f the four raw scores in the spaces provided at the bottom of the answer sheet. Users are
cauticned tc .erfy raw scores by adding each score twice and cc  2anng each to the range given for that
factor

Next for each factcr subtract the negative sum from the positive sum and record the differences in the
spaces labeled Factor Scores " The two Factor Scores are then ntered in the spaces at the top of the
answer sheet in the area labeled "Final Raw Scores *

In arder to .se the norms tables. only pooled or doubled scores can be used, therefore, to calculate final
raw scores use one of the following methods. (1) obtain the raw scores from a second observer who has
rated the same child (on a separate answer sheet) and sum the two ratings in the spaces provided, or
(2) double the raw scores when only one rater 1s avallable

The Final Raw Scores for Factor |, Apathy-Withdrawal, and for Factor Il, Anger-Defiance, shouid then be
converted tc standard scores following the methods descnbed in the Manual for the Research Edition of
the ¥chn Problem Checkitst/Kohn Social Competencg Scale, The Psychological Corporation, 1988 The
maual crovides norm tables and further information on the interpretation and use of the Kohn scales
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Kohn Social Competence Scale

101

READY-SCORE™ ANSWER SHEET

Child's Name
Year Month Day
Sex Male Female Testing Data.
Rater s Name Date of Birth
Title/Position Child's Age
;
g g g
™ N
g/ | § ¢
w 5 5~ L:
TETHEHE g
FIEIRIS/E £
33 Child actively defies the teacher's ruies 49 Child 18 bossy and dominating with other
and reguiations. @ @ @ @ @ chiidren @ @ @ @ @
34 Child can give 1deas to other chiidren as 50 Child spends time sitting, looking, or
well as accept their ideas. (ONO) @ ® @ wandernng aimiessly around @ ® ® 6 ®
35 When changing from one activity to 51 Chid can remain alert and interested in
anothar, child resists entenng the new an actvity @ @ @ ® @
actmty (ONORORONO)
52 Chid prevents other children from
36 Child appears at a i0ss in unstructured, carrying out routines. ONONORONO)
free-play activities. (ONONONONG]
53 Child succeeds in gettng others
37 Child easitly makes the change from one interested in what he/she is doing @ @ ©) @ ®
activity to the next. @ @ @ @ @
_ 54 Child shows interast int only a few types
38 Child seems to enoy playing both with of things @ @ ®@®06
others and by mimseft/hersetf ONONONONO)
55 Child puts things away carefully @ @0 ®06
39 Chid s hr?sme or aggressive wrth other c
children - for example, pushes, taunts, or 58 Chid 18 unwiling to play with other
bullies @ @ ® @ @ chiidren except on his/her own terms ONG) ® @06
40 Other children copy this child's ideas for 57 Child responds well when the activity 1s
play @ @ @ @ @ planned or directed by the teacher @ @ @ @ @
41 Chid has toc be a leader in order to 58 Chid disrupts activities of others (ON©) @ ® ®
participate in activities with other chiidren @ @ @ @ @ c
59 Child easily loses interest and flits from
42 Chid participates in a half-hearted way @ @ ©] @ @ one activity to another ON©) ®@®06
43 Child takes possession of other chiidren s 60 Chid can participate activelty
equipment without their permission @ @ @ @ @ structured activittes as well as free~-play
activities @ @ @ @ 0O
44 Chid demonstrates Iittle interast in
materiais, objects, or activities @ @ @ @ @ 61 Chid easily gives up when confronted
with a difficulty ONONONONO)
45 Childis open to the ideas and suggestions
of other chiidren @ ® @ @ ®| s2 Chid shows enthusiasm about work or
play (ON©) @ @ ®
46 Chid1s resoon' sible In following through B3 Chid has rouble k he ru ‘
on reutines - for example, washing hands, ) roul eeping to the rules of
cleaning up, or puthng toys away @ @ @ @ ® the game @ @ ® @ ®
47 Child is quarrelsome @ @ @ @ @ 64 Child resists going along with the ideas
of other children @ @ ©] @ ®
48 Child seems eager 10 try new things Q@ @ ® @ 6@
DO NOT WRITE IN THIS AREA



BEHAVIORAL STYLE QUESTIONNAIRE

by
Sean C. McDeviiZ, Ph.D. and Willimm 8. Cazey, M.0.

DATA SHEET

Relacionship to Child

Date of Racing

moncth day yesar

RATING TMFCRMATION

L.

IS

Plesse bdase your racing on the child's recesnc and curreanc behavior (the last
four to six vewxs).

Considar only vour swn imprassicns and observacions of cths child.

Race sach quescion !ndevendanclv., Do not purposely aczampc Co prasent a
consiscenc picsure of the caild.

Use extrere raci-~gs wvhere sppropriace. Avoid racing only asar the siddle of
ths 3caia.

Race each Ltam guicklvy. 1! you cannot decide, skip the {(tem and come dack to
te lacer.

F32¢ everv (ze=m, Circle tha aumber of any {(Zam that you are unadle to snsver
due 23 .scx af informacion or any iLtsm thac does noc apply o your child.

Copyright Yy Sean C. Mclavitt, Ph.D. and Willlam 3. Carey, M.D., 1973. All righes
resesved. ‘
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USING THE SCALE SHOWN BELOW, PLEASE MARK AN "X" IN THE SPACE THAT TELLS HOW

OFTEN THE CHILD'S RECENT AND CURRENT BEHAVIOR HAS BEEM LIKE THE BEHAVIOR OESCRIBED

8Y EACH ITENM.
Almose Rarely Usually Usually
never doces not doas
1 3 3 4

Fraquently

Almost
always

1. The child {3 moody fof mors than a fow
miauces wvhea corractaed or disciplined.

2. The child seems nect to hear wvhen iavolved
in s favorize activicy.

3. The child can be coaxed cuc of s forbidden
activicy.

4, The child wruns ahead when valking with che
parsnc. ‘

5. The child laughs or smiles vhile playing.

6. The child moves slowly vhen working on a
project or activicy.

7. The child responds {ncensely to disapproval.

8 The child nseds 3 period of adjuscnenc to
gsc usad to changes {a school or ac home.

9. The child enjoys games that {avolve
ruaning or jumping.

10. The child {5 slow to adjust %o changss ia
household rulss.

11. The child has bovel movements ac abdouc the
same time each day.

12. The child (s wtlliag co ery new things.

1. The child st2s calnly while vacchiag TV or
liscening 20 mu3te.

164, The child leaves or vancs to leave ths
tadble during =eals.

15. Changes in plans bocher the child.

16. The child 10cices =1z0r changes {n mocher's

dress avr appearance (clochiag, hairscyls, ecc.).

almoste
never

slmose
nsver

almosc
neverc

almost
aevar

almose
never

almost
nsver

almose
never

slmosec
flsver

alnosc
neverct

almosc
never

almosc
never

'-I

r‘l

P"I

Pl
|
o

|

N '
o
p|'
o ’

"I

~f
“

o
“

|

‘|

o'

|

oI

almoste
always

slmost
alvays

almose
always

almose
alvays

slmosc
alvays

alnosec
sluays

almost
alwvays

almosc
alwvays

almosc
slvays

slmose
always

& Llmost¢
always

alzosc
alvays

slzosc
slways

slzosc
slvavs

slmosc
slways

almose
slwvavs
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Almoace Rarely Usually Usually Fraquancly Almeost
never does not alvays
1 2 3 bl ]
J4. The child {s annoyed st {ncterrupcing play slmose ___ 0t _t__t__ ' almosc
to comply wizth a parsncal requasc. never L 2 3 & 5 &6 alvays
35. The child practicas an Jecivicy uncil he/she slmose ___:__:_ ' _‘_ ! alzosc
mascercs iC. never L 2 3 & 5 & alwvays
36. The child eacs sbout the same amount ac almose _ 0t !, SlmOBE
supper from day to day. never 1 2 3 6 3 6 alwvays
37. Unusual noises (sirens, thunder, etc.) almose ___-___:_ ot slsosc
incecTupe ¢he child's bdehavior. never 1 2 J 6 S5 6 always
J8. The child complains vhen tired. almese ___ o0t alocsc
never L 2 3 4 5 & always
J9. The child loses {ncaresc {n a new toy or almese __:__t__:___t ' ___ almosc
gane the sazs day. nsver 1 2 3 & 3 & alvays
40. The child bacomes angrossed (n an {ncac- slmose ___: __c__:__ ' ___ slmosc
eascing accivity for one half hour or mors. nsver 3 2 3 e 3 & alvays
4l. The child crias {ncensely when hure. alsese o :___:__:___°___ &lmosc
never L 2 3 4 5 & gslways
42. The child reaczs scrongly to kidding or alzose __: _ t it alzosc
light-heartad cowments. ftever l 7 3 e 8 § slvays
43. The child approsches childrea his/her age aloose __ - ' almosc
thac Re/she dcesn’'t xnow. . naver l 4 3 3 b 4 always
L&, The child plays quiscly wich hts/her coys sloose ___ - " almasc
and games. asver l : [ 6 always
43, The child ts outwardly axprsssive of his/har alnosc¢ e e e e sloosc
emocions. never b 3 e b 6 slvays
6. The child i3 enchustascic vhen He/she aloose __ " ' ___ aloosc
mastery an aciivity and vants CO show nsver i 3 o 3 § alvays
svecryone.
47. The cntld {3 sleepy ac hiz/her ded-ctine. alsose ___ - _____ almosc
aever l pa 3 o 3 8 aslways
L3. The child scops an actiivily deciuse sorre- almoec __ - ________ alzose
thiag else cacshes his/her acctanclion. never L 2 3 & 5 & slways
9. The child {3 hungry ac dinnar time. slaose o slmosc
never Il 2 3 & 3 6 always
$0. The child holds Sack unzil surs of hizmsell/ alzesc —_—t et oy, Almo3C
asver L 2 J & 3 & aluays

herself.
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Almosc Rarely Usually Usually Fraquancly Almose
never does not does alvays
1 2 k] 4 S . 6

51. Tha child looks up when someons valks pasc almese ___:___:__:___‘__:__ almost
1 2 3 & 5 6

the doorevay. never alwvays
$2. The child becomes upset {f he/she misses a almose ___:_ o _:___°  _* slmosc
regulacr talevision program. ' never | 2 J 4 5 & alwvays
$3. The child rsacts scrongly (cries or come  almese ___:___:_ _:__ ‘' __‘'__ 8lmosc
plains) to & dissppoinczanc or failure. never L 2 3 & 5 6 alvays
34. The child sccepts new foods withia one or almose ___:__ ' ' ___°__! almosc
tvo tTiss. never L 2 ) & 3 6 alvays
§5. The child has difficulty gectiag used to almese __:___:__: I almose
new situscions. never L 2 3 & 3 6 alwvays
$6. The child will aveid aisbehavior £ almose __:__:__° 't almosc
punished firmly once or twics. never L 2 J & 3 6 alwvays
S7. The child (3 sensicive ¢o noises (tala- almose ___:__ 0 ' ' . almosc
phone, doordell) and looks up right avay. never P 2 3 & 3 § alvays
S8. The child prefars aciive oucdoor play to almose ___: ' __: ‘' almosc
qulac play (nstde.  never L 2 ) & 3 6 alvays
59. The chtld dislikes mtlk or ocher driaks almose __ - - __'___ almosc
Lf aoc {ca-cold. never L 2 )} & 3 6 alvays
60. The child nocices diffarences or changes almosc ___ - - ______ sl=mosc
{n the consiscency of fcod. . never l l J e 6 alvays
61. The child adjuscs eastly to changes (n almesc __ - _____ alzosc
his/her toucine. never | 2 J s b] 6 alwvays
62. The child eacs aooul the smms amouat ac almese ___ - ______ almosc
breaxfasc f{rom day to day. never 3 o 3 & alvays
63. The child seems co tsxe secdscxs in alsese ___ ' __ alsosc
scride. ' never l 3 ) e S 6 always
64, The child csies or wnines vhen fruscracsd. almesc __ - ___ ' __ almosc
never 1 3 e ] 6 aslways

65. The chtld repeacs Senavice for which he/she almesc __:_ - ___: ' ____ sloosc
has praviocusly been puntsned. nevee J e 3 6§ alwvays
66. The child looks up {rom playing vhea the almose ___ &+t _____ alawsc
tslepnone rings. never 1 2 3 & 5 6§ always
§7. The child s willing to tTy new foods. almosc _________ aloosc
. never l 2 3 3 $ 6 aslwvays
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Almose Rarely Usually Usually Prequencly Almose
never does not does alvays
L 2 3 4 s . 6

68. The child needs encouragement befors he/she almose ___:_ ______:__ ' __ al=mosc
1 2 3 & S5 b

vill ety new things. aever alvays
69. The child eries or vhines vhen {1l vith s slmose ___ ' 't o, 8lmost
cold or upset scomach. never | ¢ 3 & 5 6 alvays
70. The child runs to ge¢ wvhers he/she vants to almose ___:_ !  J SR slmosc
8o ‘ never L 2 3 & 3 & always
71. The child's actencion drifts avay or lapses almesc ___:__t__'___ ‘' 8lmesc
vhen liscening to parsnctal inscructions. never | 2 J & 5 6 alwvays
72. The child becomes angry vith one of his/her almese ___:__:_ ' __'___'___ slmosc
playmacas. ’ never i 2 3 o H 6 always
73. The child Ls reluctaac to give up when almose __ . __-__:__'__ slmosc
trying ¢co do & difficule cask. never 1 2 3 & S5 6 alvays
74. The child ceacts to mild approval {rom the almosc __ _: t et almosc
parent (& nod or smile). Asver ' 2 ) 6 3§ 6 aslwavs
75. The child raquescs "someching to eac’ be- almose __°__:___: ‘et dlmose
tveen meals and tregular snacks. never 1| 2 3 & 5 & alwavs
76. The child rushes o grasc cthe parenc ot almese __ - ¢ ___ almoss
greecs loudly afssr absence durtiag the day. navar l 2 3 s b] 6 always
77. The child looxsz up vhen he/she hears voicss aslmosc __* et almose
{n the nex¢t coom. ' nevarg ! 2 4 ) 6 alvays
78. The child procascs vhen dented & requesc by almose __ - - alzosc
by the paranc. ' never ! 2 3 6 b 6 alwvays
79. The child ignores loud noises vhen teading almose __-__ ' _______ 3#lmosc
or looking ac ptctures (a & dook. never 3 H 3 o bl 6 alvays
30 The child dislikes & food thac hesshe had ' almose ___ - ' __-__ ‘' __ 8loosc
praviously sesmed o sccapes. never b3 3 0 b] 4 alwvays
81. The child scsps vhac he/she ts doing and alzose __ - ' __ 4lmosc
lcoks up when Zhe pareat encery Che room. never 1 1 I e b 5 always
82. The child criss for more thaa & few minuces almese __-__ ¢ - - _____ slmosc
when hucge. never | 2 6 5 6 alwvays
83. The child vacches s long ( | hour or more) almesc __:_ - _:__°__'___ almosc
TV program victhoue gecting up ¢o deo scmeching never 1 23 A 3 § alvays
else.
84. The child sponcanecusly vakes up a¢ the almese ___ ' i e slmose
' 1T 2 3 & 5 6 alvays

usual time on veexends and holidays. nsver



Almose Rarely Usually Usually  Frequeacly Almose
never does not does alvays
1 2 3 s bl
8S. The child responds to sounds or noises almose ___t_ ' o 'e i &lmosc
unrelaced to his/her accivity. never L 2 3 & 5 6 always
86. The child avoids nev guescs or visitors. aloose 1t ! e, Glmost
never | 2 3 & S 6 always
87. The child fidgecs when a scory is deing almose ___: ot ' &lmost
read o him/her. never L 2 3 4- 5 6 alvays
88. The child decomes upsec or cries over minor slmose ___: ' ___‘'___:__ salmosc
falls or bumps. never L ¢ 3 & 5 6 alvays
89. Tne child facerTupes an activity to liscen almesc __«_ 1ttt ___ almosc
to conversacion around hin/her. never L 2 3 6 5 & alvays
90. The child {s unwilling cto leave a play almese ___:__ ‘' 8lmosc
activity chac ha/she has not complecad. never L 2 3 6 5§ & always
91. The child L3 able to fall asleep when almosec ___ —_—t ' e 8imost
cthers (3 conversacion in a neardy room. never 1 2 3 o F) 6 always
92. T™e child Yecomes highly excicad vhea pre-  almosc ___:__ : ¢ i almosc
senced wich & new oy or gxme. never L 7 3 e ] 6 alvays
93. The child pavs aczancion from scare o almose ___ - - __i___°___ almosc
finisn Jnen the parent tTiss to explain some- never 1l 2 3 I b) 6 alvays
thing ¢o him/her.
96 T e child speaxs 1o suickl, thac (¢ Ls some= almosc ___ - ____-__ almosc
times dtfficult ¢to underscand him/her. never l 2 ] 3 5 § always
99. The child vancy o leave the table during almose ___ __ - ____ almosc
meals 2o ansver :he doorsell or pnona, never L 1 3 o b 6 always
96. The child complaias of eveacs in school or almosc __-___ - ' ___'__ almosc
vith slaymaces thac day. asver l p3 3 e S 6 alwavs
37. Tne child {Tocwvns when asked to do & chors sloose ___ - - ____‘___ slzosc
bv the parent. . never 1 3 J -6 S 6 alvays
38 The child tends to hold Yack Lo new almese __ - - 8lmosc
sicuacions. never l 2 ] 6 bl 6 alvays
99 The child laugns hard wvhils vacching almose __-__ - ___'____ almesc
television cartoons or comady. never | 2 3 6 3 6 alvays
100. The child has "off" days vhea he/she i3 almese __-___-_ _____° alnosc
never L. 2 J & 3 slvays

moody OT STanky.
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3cuA I_RAL 377 QUESTIOMNNALRL - Profile Sheet

for 3 to 7 year old children

Developed (1975) by Sean C. McDevitt, Ph.D. & William B. Carey, M.D.

Child's Name Date of Rating

Age at rating: years, months, Sex

Category score from Scoring Sheet:

Profile: Place mark in appropriate box below:

. |
Activity] Rhythm. [App/With| Adapt. | Intens. Mood PersistDistracé Thresh
high arryth, (withdr. |slowly |intense negative|{nonpers |low disg low
+l S.D.| 4.31 3.43 3.93 3427 5.17 3.99 13.56 4.70 4.58
Mean 3.56 2.75 2.99 2,55 4.52 3.31 2.87 3.89 3.98
; .
-1 S.D.| 2.81 2.07 2.05 | 1.83 3.87 2.63 2.18 3.08 3.38
'l .
very very ‘ . non-
low Rhyth. apo. adapt. mild pPositivelhigh pexn distrac| hign

Easy rhthm. aoo. 'adaot. mild lpos;tive
ae ; slowly '
Diflicult arrzvehm.d withdr.l adant. [intense |negative
. slowl
Slow to Warm up low Wlthdt-‘adap:¥ nyld lnecat;ve

Diagnostic Clusters

Definition of diagnostic clusters used for individual scoring:

Easy = Scores greater than mean in no more than two of difficult/easy cata
gories (rhythmicity, approach, adaptability, intensity & meoed) and neitner
greater than one stancdard deviations.

Difficult = 4 or S scores greater than mean in difficult/easy catagories
(as above) This must i1nclude intensity and two scores greater than one
standard deviation)

Slow to warm up - as defined above, but if either withdrawal or slow adapt-
ability is greater than one standard deviation, activity may vary up to
3.93 and mood may vary down to 2.97.

Intermediate = all others. Intermediate high = 4 or 5 diff/easy catagor:we
above mean with one 1 standard deviation, or 2 or 3 above mean with 2 or

1 standard deviation. Intermediate low = all other intermed:iates.

This child's diagnostic cluster date of scoring
Scored by -
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APPENDIX D

RAW DATA
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Variable Codes

id = identification number

ppvt = score on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test

orig originality score on the Multidimensional Stimulus
Fluency Measure

app = approach score on the Behavioral Style Questionnaire

adp = adaptability score on the Behavioral Style
Questionnaire

int = intensity score on the Behavioral Style Questionnaire

Kl = interest-participation (Kohn 1) score on the Kohn
Social Competence Scale

K2 = cooperation-compliance (Kohn 2) score on the Kohn
Social Competence Score

icl = children who repofted imaginary companions

ico = éhildren who reported no imaginary compagion

s = gender O = female 1 ; male

sib = number of siblings
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1d PPVt orig app adp int k1 k2 ic age s sib pr

3543 37 21 . . . 102 =10 1 46 o 1 1
3544 53 11 2.8 2.4 4.3 114 =281 52 0o 1 16
3448 57 18 5.0 4.2 4.9 74 =731 49 1 1 2
3538 54 20 3.3 3.7 4.4 81 =111 46 1 4 17
3509 37 21 2.2 2.9 5.5 112 =-78 1 52 11 3
3545 . 22 3.0 3.7 3.3 124 =261 52 g 1 4
4465 27 22 3.6 3.1 4.3 143 -101 65 o 0 18
4556 83 11 1.5 1.5 4.2 124 =231 59 1 0 5
4553 52 26 3.3 2.5 3.9 67 =211 59 0 1 6
4458 49 9 3.6 3.0 5.3 133 -151 61 0 1 7
4564 63 19 1.8 1.4 4.3 117 =371 56 o 1 8
4460 70 9 3.0 3.1 4.3 133 =121 57 1 2 9
4550 59 11 3.9 2.8 4.8 51 =281 58 0 1 10
5462 Sé6 24 1.8 1.7 4.3 70 =521 56 1-1 11
5510 24 18 1.9 2.2 4.3 69 -101 1 46 0o 1 12
5419 73 41 4.1 2.7 4.1 81 -106 1 56 1 0 13
5517 86 9 4.1 4.0 4.7 105 =501 57 o 2 14
5467 74 7 3.4 3.8 5.2 125 =-181 57 1 1 15
5560 55 28 2.8 2.6 3.3 130 =361 53 o 1 19
1101 37 11 3.7 2.8 4.9 50 =401 47 1 2 20
1103 71 20 4.2 3.5 5.6 32 =441 52 o 1 21
3537 55 16 3.2 2.6 5.2 106 =240 46 o 1 21
3540 . 5 2.6 3.5 4.8 100 =41 0 52 1 1 2
3508 60 11 3.1 3.3 3.9 116 =106 0 51 11 3
5421 48 16 3.5 3.5 3.8 33 =-69 0 57 0 2 4
5562 96 16 4.1 3.1 4.3 28 =240 60 1 0 5
5561 . 4 3.0 2.7 4.0 95 =750 56 0 1 6
4461 72 8 3.3 2.7 3.8 150 =150 62 0o 1 7
5468 65 36 3.1 2.1 3.2 104 =250 56 0o 1 8
4563 72 9 3.0 2.1 4.3 113 =36 0 60 11 9
5424 56 4 3.1 2.1 4.1 93 -1l12 0 55 o 1 10
4549 . 12 2.1 3.2 4.3 95 =95 0 59 11 11
5451 41 9 4.3 2.9 3.3 63 =23 0 45 o 1 12
4470 28 10 3.6 3.1 4.5 134 =39 0 60 1 0 13
5469 48 35 1.4 1.2 3.3 124 -19 0 55 o 2 14
5471 43 27 2.2 2.6 5.3 56 =600 58 1 1 15
5454 32 5 3.8 2.9 3.9 110 =220 46 0 2 1
1106 53 25 3.6 2.9 3.8 90 =720 51 0 1 16
1104 62 17 2.8 3.4 3.5 66 -104 0 47 1 2 17
1102 91 14 2.6 1.5 4.3 56 =280 62 o 0 18
1105 64 21 2.5 3.1 4.3 38 =44 0Q 53 o 1 19
3449 38 ] 2.3 3.7 5.3 121 =49 0 44 1 1 20
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APPENDIX E

PROBIT ANALYSES



Probit Procedure
Class Level Information

Class Levels vValues

Ic 2 o1

Number of observations used =

Probit Procedure

Dependent Variable=IC

Goodness~-of-Fit Tests

Statistic Value DF
Pearson Chi-Square 31.2246 - 22
L.R. Cchi-Square 41.0419 22
Probit Procedure
Variable DF Estimate Std Err ChiSquare
INTERCPT 1 0.45973779 0.492629 0.870924
ORIG 1 -0.0281934 0.026562 1.126604

115

42

Prob>Chi-sq

- > - - - —

Pr>Chi Label/Value

0.3507 Intercept
0.2885




Probit Procedure

Dependent Variable=IC

Goodness=-of-Fit Tests

Value DF

39.6348 34
46.5320 34

Probit Procedure

Estimate Std Err ChiSquare

Statistic

Pearson Chi-Square

L.R. Chi-Square
Variable DF
INTERCPT 1 6.05475938
ORIG 1 -0.0594983
K1l 1 -0.0086643
K2 1 -0.0078128
APP 1 -0.198611
ADP 1 -0.0469483
INT 1 -0.8894112

2.528274
0.027663
0.007508
0.008559
0.356769
0.413505
0.395594

5.73516
4.62614
1.33189
0.83322
0.309907
0.012891
5.054825

Prob>Chi-Sq

Pr>Chi Label/Value

0.0166 Intercept
0.0315
0.2485
0.3613
0.5777
0.9096
0.0246
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