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Since the 13te*194b;s, empathy has been studied by social science
\\\researchers (Dymond 1948 Gaqe, 1952 Cranbach, 19553 Carkhuff, 1969;

£

k;rtn\& Grumuon, 1972, and Northouse 1977) in an attempt to exp1a1n

the ‘way 1 which empathy funtt1ons in the commun1cat1on process, It is

well estab11shed\thaz empathy pTays an 1mportant roTe in effect1ve inter-
° =
persona] commun1cat1 n\\\Tn the therapeut1c setting, empathy has.been

descr1bed as a ‘core cond1t1on of successfuT therapy (Truax & Carkhuff,

1967) - Teachers of “"human commun'cat1on stress the empath1z1ng function
q

- §n human 1nteract1on to the po1nt of uggest1ng it is synonomous w1th

commun1cat1on (M111er & Steinberg,’ 1975; Cronkhite, 1976).
' The der1vat1on of the term "empathy" 15 accred1ted to Theodor Lipps.»
(1909 who def1hes 1nfuh1ung, or empathy, as: the prbcess of feeling into.
Add1t1ona11y, in the researth T1terature empathy is defined in pr1mar1Ty
four different ways. In the 1nterpersona1 perception T1terature empathy
1S def1ned as the ab1T1ty of ‘an individual to accurateTy predict the
“attitudes, values, and emotions otwanother. The empha51s in this approach
is on perception'apcuracy. In the therapeut1c Jiterature, the definition

\ “of empathy is extended.to inchde the reSpOnses individual's make to the
perceptibn of others‘ Empathy is defihed from this viewpoint as the
“ability of an 1nd1v1dua1 to be sens1t1ve té the thoughts and feelings of
another 1nd1v1dua1 and to supporthEﬂy communncate this understand1ng to
-the other. Another perSpeCt1Ve to the study of empathy_ has focused on
the receiver, the person w1th whom “the listener is empath1z1ng. In this .

£ 8

approach, the TeveT of understand1ng reported by the cT1ent js defined as
perceived. empathy In the personality T\terZ}ure empathy is- def1heﬂ as d
trait character1st1c of individuals who repg t themse]ves as sensitive %p )

~ the feelings of others. - )

A\ \ ) ’ . 2




- R .l T , . 2
Atthough empathy is central to various theories of humam interaction,
" there appears to be some ambiguity and confusion regarding the meaning-
“and assessment of empathy (Katz, 1963; Mccroskey, Larson, &‘knapp, 1977;
Lah1ff 1975 Wallston & we1tz, 1975; Dance & Larson, ]976) Empathy has
been def1ned 1n many different ways, operat1ona11zed 1n var1ous ways, and

assessed d1fferent1y In an effort to clarify empathy as a construct the

K <4

present study se]ected five empathy-1nstruments representat1ve of three

different methodo]og1ca1 approaches for ana]ys1s L v
The purpose of the study was ‘to determine whether se]ected empathy

instruments actually measure a s1m11ar construct when emp]oyed to measure

,___-_.,—

the empathic process in on- go1ng 1nterpersona] communication dyads. The

kinds oV/1nstruments se]ected for ana]ys1s were those typ1ca11y used by

1nvest1gators to assess pred1ct1ve empathy, perce1ved empathy, and seft-

N4

reportqempathy. A]though equa]]§ 1mportant* Roger1an therapeut1c empathy

was not the focus.ofsghis invest1gat1on.‘
. & REVIEW OF LITERATURE

— @ . l

i~

Pred1ct1ve Empathy N i N

MR

In the social sc1ence 11terature pred1ct1ve empathy 1s ]abe]ed person

t 3

perception, intuition,fsens1t1v1ty, communication accuracy, perceptual ’
accuracy, and {nedacta;e accuracy to name a few. ‘Degree\of accuracy in
:person perception "is tggicommon e]ement in each of these approaches
Stugjes of predictive empathy have focused primarily on the perceptua]
component of the.gmpathic process. More specnf1ca11y, these. stud1es have
C concentrated on:that dimension of the empathic process whereby’ an in- .
,d1v1dua1 attempts to accurately perceive the thoughts and feelings of

';ianother 1nd7v1dua] w1th1n a part1cu1ar communication.situation- >
. . : N

~
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o Research on pred1ct1ve empathy Qp & 1

Dymond (1948 1949)

former be1ng ant1thet1ca] to the ]atter g cg“prOJect1on involyes’

' \
attr1but1ng to others one S own mean1ngs and empathy 1nvo1ves ascer- °

taining for one s self the mean1ng of others Dymond operationalized

empath1c ab111ty as the accuracy of a subfact S pred1ct1ons of anather

subJect s ratings on a series of .self-report scales in ‘a given srtua-
., . 1Y ) . B . )

t1ona1 context

LI
-~

S1m11ar1y, most pred1ct1ve empathy measures since Dymond's instruct
subjects to pred1ct a target person S responses to a series of agree-
disagree type statements If subJects perce1ved target persons about

whom they were f1111ng-out the questionnaire as, 11ke ‘themselves, the

~N-
.der1ved//mpathy score wWas the result of both.accuracy of perception and

projection. Delimiting that port1on of subjects correct pred1ct1bns which

was based on the attribution to others of subjects own attitudes has beens

~

a difficult problem for researchers (Gage.&‘Cronbach; 1955).

In fact, this problem remained an obstacle.to development -of empathy

‘measures which were relatively free-of biases until the mid-sixties when
‘Hobart and Fah}oerg (1965) developed a refined procedure which accounts

. for the confounding effects of projection on overall empathy score\s\E

Hobart and fah]berg's procedure measures empathy by having subjects \
dict. an objectlperson's responses on those items on a series of agree-
disagree statements which the subject has self-scored differently from
the iérget person. " Predictive empathy represents the ability of an i#n-

dividual to see the uniqueness and differences in others. ,/\

hd
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Hobart and Fah]berg have des1gned an empathy measure whtch accounts

\

for® proaect1on but does not e11m1nate it ent1re1y To date this measure - .

is the most advanced pred1ct1ve empathy measure:.. ' | ‘ SN

3Perce1ved Empathy} L ' T » R : L

\\ An ent1re1y d1fferent approach to the measurement of empathy 1s found . [

$1n the studies of&reéearchers who have measured emphthy as perce1ved under- :

Ky

stand1ng Perce1ved empathy represents the understand1ng wh1ch is ex-

2

per1enced by an individual with whom a listener is empath121ng It is d

\ .

process wh1ch occuré in the c]]ent and is measured by hav1ng a c]ﬁent tate

-a 11stenen on’ ‘a series of statements.

)
¢

Representat1ve of th1s approach 1s the- research of Barrett Lennard
'(19627 Bas1ng his theory on the sem1nal works of Rogers (195]) and Katz
_(1963) Barrett Lennard Has construoted 3 mode] of . empathy composed of
three distinct phases 1The 1n1t1a1,phase 'is Tabelled the "1nner process
.of empath1c/J1sten1ng" and is s1m11ar to pred1ct1ve empathy The second
is called "commun1cated" empathy and para]]e]s the centra] d1mens1on 1n ’
Rogers' ~approach to,c11ent—centered therany ‘The f1na1 phase of the '

‘ empathic process . is 1abe11edﬁ“perceived‘empathy. ' .o

Barrett Lennard has deve]oped 1nventor1es which assess empathy_ as it y
occurs at the d1fferent phages in the process To measure perceived
empathy, Barrett Lennard des1gned a 16 item L1kert~type scale wh1ch asks Cg
the respondent to descr1be the level of understand1ng he or she may feel

o

from a spec1f1c listener. Th1s inventory has been used 1n various stud1es
N
of perce1ved empathy and is typ1ca1 of perce1ved empathy measures.

Se]f-report Empathy \\éa - N /} ‘ ;

sured- is the use‘pt se1f7/

_ A third major way empathy has been
reports. Empathy, in this view, is the degree to which a subject indicatis

Q
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that he or she understandsjothers.'ffersona]ity*jnvehtories have been' used

.
DAY

to.measure se1ftreport mﬁﬁathy as well as inVehtdries which .ask respondents

to report direCtiy,their own.percept?oh.of their;own"1eve1 of understanding
of: others o ,“ : . f . o 5

Typ1ca1 of the personalnty se]f-réport measures 1s the Hogan empathy
" measure. - It is composed of items drawn from the Ca]1fo_n1a P cho]og1ca1

Inven'tpry-(C-PI, Gough 1964)“ and the M1nhesota Mu1t1ph"

1c Per ona11ty

5 \‘ .
,Inventory‘(Hathaway & McK1n1ey, 1943) and d1scr1m1nates high and 1ow em\ . \

. path1zers - It s assumed, in the Hogan approach that’ empathy is a part

-of.-a pFrsOn S persona11ty and that it can be measured as other conmon\\

s

persona11ty traits are measured.

1}

S1m11ar to the Hogan persona]1ty type se]f-report measure-are se]f- :
report measures of emotional sens1t1v1ty (Aderman & Berkowitz, 1970;
Mehrab1an & Epste1n, 1972) " In,this research, it is theorized that em- -

pathy can be measured by subJects responses to a ser1es of statements ‘ ,F
about the emot1ona1 exper1ences of others. In this approach, an 1nd1v1dua1
who reports that he or-’she is sens1t1ve to others emotional situations is

sa1drto be empath1c. Empathy is essent1511y seTf-repOrted emotional

- "

responsgveness S Y

. -

The most direct method of measuring' se]f-report empathy is to ask
“individuals directly the degree to which they feel empathic. 0by1ous1y,
a sociat desirabiTity factor is inherent -in this approach. Most in- v

dividuals would find it desirable to be'empathic and therefore may tend { .

to rate themselves as more empathic than they actually are. Barrett-
e

Lennard (1962), Rogers, et al. (1967), and Kurtz and Grummon (197?) all

4 ’ .
report that therapists tend to overrate their own empathic ability.

) - =y
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Nonetheless, th1s approach has been used in study1ng empathy and 1s
typified by a measure deve]oped by Barrett Lennard On th1s measure,
subjects rate their own empathtc ab111ty on a 16-item 1nventory composed
of quest1ons wh1ch ask subjegts about the degree tp which they understand-
',’others Empathy from thi's perspect1ve is the _degree to Wthh an 1n- o
djvidba],reports an understanding of others.
Overall, in the research 11terature empathy has been assessedl1n.many
ways including se]f—report empathy perce1ved empathy, and pred1ct1ve .
empathy. Each of these maJor approaches has resu]ted in d1fferent opera-
. tionalldef1n1t1ons of.empathy as a construct. However, each approach has
_1abe1]ed‘the oonstructfunder observation empathy and.each,has.purpbrted‘to

»

~ measure empathy. ," : R

/

The present study sought to determine the conéurrent va]1d1ty of f1ve

empathy measures selected from the three different approacheg It sought
p

) to ascerta1n the nature of the re]at1onsh1ps between pred1ct1ve,\perce1ved .
L r.
\ and se]f—report empathy measures.” The goal of the study was to determine
\

whethbr the five selected empathy meaoures were corre]ated with each other

and whether certa1n of the measures were corre]ated ith more than one

METHOD ¢ ' /3

! = ’

s other empathy measure. ( N

/

Measures '
The five empathy instruments selected for analysis can be classified

under three approaches: pred1ct1ve perce1ved and self-report empathy.

X

« Predictive empathy. The procedure used to measure pred1ct1ve empathy

 was deve]opbd‘byﬂHobart and Fahlberg '(1965) to overcome problems that

. . s
- g . -

earlier reséarchers had encountered. To reduce stereotype effects and

[




B ' N
response biases the Hobazt and‘{ahlbeﬁa‘measuze consisted of 46 forced-
' oo
thoice agree-dfsagree statements. -T?é source of these statements was the

ﬁjers-Briggs Type Indioator which characterizes people into qpng1an ’
psycho]og1ca1 types. To contro] for projeotion; the:instrument ts‘sconed
by summing the number of times a subject accurately predicts a target

" subject's responses on statements which the target)subject has scored
djfferehtlyythan the subjeétt The'prediotive empathy score is a,ratjo
store which is dertved'by dividing the number of correct'predictions by
the total number of d1ss1m11ar response§ made by paired subJects

1

Operational, predictive empathy was def1ned as the number of correct

[ -~

predictions a subject-makes of a target person's responses on 46 agree-
disagree”statements divided by the number-of statements on which the

sybject and the target person have dissimilar responses.

" . Hobart and Fahlberg validated the empathy ratio Score with two
external measures of predictive empathy: Dymond's deviation score and
'Hastorf and Bender's refined empathy score (1958). The correlations

bétWeen theqempathy ratio score and the two external measures were .46
and .74, respectively. ) ‘ ) ot

[

' Perteived empathy. To measure perceived empathy, the Barrett-Lennard

-Relationship Inventory which is des1gned to measure empath1c understanding,
coqgruence, 1eve] of regard, and unconditionality of regard was employed.
‘The-perce1ved empathy scale on the'Relat1onsh1p Inventory is composed of
16 items on nhich a subject is asked to describe a dyadic partner's 1eve1.
of empath1c understand1ng on a 6—po1nt sca]e wh1ch has a range of +3 to -3,
w1th no neutral po1nt. Subjects rated their partners on statements such

as "Sne usda]]y senses or rea11zes what I am fee11ng," and "He appreciates
exatt]y_how.the‘thingswl experienceifee] to me." ’

04
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- Operationally, perceived empathy was defined as the numerical summation -
of the responses a subject makes on a 16-item instrument constructed of
statements describing the dyadic\partner's responses to the subject.”

« Test-retest reliability coefficients from .86 to .91 for the‘empathic
understanding scales on the Relationship Inventory have been reported by

Barrett-Lennard (1969). and Mills and Zytowski (1967) using college students”

as subjects. Snelbecker (1967) and Hollenbach (1965) report split-half ;

~reliability coefficients rang%ng from..61 to .94 for the four principal

Relationship Inventory scales. \

Self-report empathx, Three distinct types of instruments were used

1
to assess self-report empathy: Hogan's (1969) empathy scale, Mehrabian

and Epstein's (1972) emot1on\ﬁ empathy scale, and Barrett- Lennard S (1962)

-.se1f-report empathy scale. The Hogan empathy scale is based on the as- v

sumption that an empathic person has a disposition which allows the persoff
to adopt a broad moral perspective; It is a 64-item persona1ity.ins>rument
constructed of true-fafse statements se]ected from, the MMPI, the CPI, and
tests deve]oped by the Inst1tute of Persona11ty Assesipent and Research,
Un1vers1ty of California, Berk}ey, 1969 Greif and Hogan (1973) ¥eport
test-retest re11ab11ﬁty coefficient of_.84 for tnisrscale and internal
consistency estimates up.to 1.

Using the Hogan empathy perspective, empathy is operat1ona11zed as

the summation of a subject's correct responses to a 64-item true or fa]se

‘.instrument constructed of statements taken from the CPI, MMPI, and the
.8 . .

IPAR. " \ L

-8

Mehrabian and Epstein's emotiona]iémpathy scale measures the degree

‘to which an individual vicariously responds to the perceived emotional

< oy

10
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experiences ‘of others. It is a measure of emotionpal expressiveness.a The )
instrument -is composed of 33 statements to which a subject .responds on'a'.
Q-pointisca\e4on nhlch +4.représents "very strong‘agreement" and -4 re-
presents very strong disagreement." The total emotionai empathy score
is computed by obtaining the a]gebraic sun of all 33 responses to the
sca]es\“'Mehrabian and Epstein report 3 spiit half reliability corre\ation
of .84 for the entire measure.

Operationally, seif—report empathy- from Mehrabian and Epstein's per; ;
spective js the a]gebraicjsum of a subject's responses to a 33-item instru-

.ment‘comﬁosed“oi items about emotional expressiveness.

Self-report empathy was also meaSured‘by employing the empathy scale
on the Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory. This scale is similar to
the 1nstrument used to measure perceived empathy in that it 1s constructed
of 16 “items ‘dn which the subJects is asked to describe his or her own
‘level of empathic understanding-on‘a 6-point scale w1th a range trom +3
to -3.‘ The difference hetWeen:this'instruPent and the perceived empathy

. instrument is in the format of the statements on~the scales. On the self-
report form the subjects rate themselves and on the perceived empathy form
Subjects are rated by the individuals with whom subjects are empathizing.

Operationaiiy, self-report empathy was the numerical summation of

s

" the responses a subject makes on a 16- item instrument constructed of state-

e

ments describing the;]eve] of understanding a subJect feels toward a dyadic
partner. } |
Mills and Zytowski (19q7) have reported test-retest reiiability data

-

' using a sample of- undergraduates (N = 79) which indicated an r =..90 for
the se]f-report mpathy sca]e Barrett-Lennard (1969) reported anr = .86

oy

._for test-retest reliability on this scale.
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Procedure |

To collect data, it was necessary to have paired subjects. In- .

structions on spécific quesfronqqires asked subjects to rate a target
- other with whom they had engaged in conmunication. As a part of the

interper7gpa1 commpnicetion cpprsé: 9dfstudents were randomly paired

with each other for a series of 10 dyadic interactions,- the overal]

"purpose of .which was the 1mprovement of 11sten1ng and interpersonal .

skills \\J@ese pa1rs became the subJects for the study

a

Near the ‘end vathe semester, students were adm1n}stered the
questionnaire packet which contained the five empathy peesures, each
of which had specific'ipstructions.f Instructions on the éredicﬁiVe
empathy inventory asked'subjects to respond first in terms of their qQwn

' attitudes and second]y in terms of the way they_f§1t their dyadic partner
wou]d respond - to the 1nventory Instruct1ons on the perceived empathy }
1nventory asRed individuals t respond to the way 'they felt thelr:dyad1gl
partner'had responded to them in the dyadic interact%ons: On the self-

. report inventories, subjects were 1nstructed 0 respond in ‘terms pf their
own att1tudes or the way in wh1ch they perce1ved their own lével of em-

pathic understanding. | ' | ' .

A ] : . ",
' RESULTS _ / Vs
Scores spbjecfs received on each of the‘five empathy-measUres'were”

v

/ \ y . : .
analyzed using ‘the Pearson product moment correlation. Intercorrelations
between predictive, perceived, and self-report empathy are presented in

Table 1. - ' ‘ C o

Al of the,dntercorre]atipns between the empathy measures were either

negligible or.very low. Only the correfation between Mehrabian's'se]f-:x

, woo-
R T .

ab i . .','%. ) " .. "
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reportﬂneagure and Barrett Lennard' s self-report measure was s1gn1f1cant
.

N ( = - 284) However thlS Corre]at1on was obviously weak and in a nega-

" tive d1rect1qn.

. . Table 1

o (
s ”_‘ S CQRRELATIONS BETWEEN EMPATHY MEASURES
Measure - . v fe 3 4 s
N T | " N 3
Predictive Empathy 1.0
Perceived Empathy -.097 1.0
Self-report Empathy (Hogan) A ki .196 1.0 )
. , 3\ N
Self-report Empathy (Mehrabian) _ .067 -.162 —.1ﬁ4 1.0.

* /

" Self-report Empathy (Barreft-Lennard) .170 130 .12 -.284% 1.0

*p .05-

“An ana}yiis was done to determine the power of the significance tests
associated with the correlations. The range or -power estimates was .10

to .775 (Glass & Stanley, 1970). .

g ' , . DISCUSSION
-The’jnténtion of this study was to determine the concurrent validity

of‘fivé selected empathy measures. Chosen for analysis were measures which

N

" . have been qseq consistént]y by prior researchers in studies of the empathic
proce$§f The measurés'were reprgséntative of three diffegent theoretical
R abprégéhés. .If the measures. had concufrent validity, it was expectcd that
. subjects’ ﬁébrqs on the five instruments woulh be correlated.
fﬁehcentraj-%indihg of the study was that none of the five empathy

“measures were 5frong1y or moderately correlated with any of the éthcr

cmpathy measures Negliq1b1e correlations between measures of predictive,

N fii%;
o o -, : : 44
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perceived, and'ge]f-report empathy in'éhfgoing dyadiclrelationships suggest
that each emﬁathy instrument measures a ?ifferent construct. Although all
five empathy jnstrumenes have been emp]oyed'by reeearchers to measure a
single construct, each appears to be measuring something different. This
finding indicates that there exissp no concurrent validity betweeh the

five empathy measures selected for analysis. ) |

v Several observations can be made concerningqthe results of this
study. .Fir§{f predictive empathy appears unre]eateq to perceived empatey
‘fn on-going dyadéi Being accurate about another individea]'s attitudes

4

and feelings is,noE\ necessary prerequisite to héving the other individual
. feel as if he or she is‘understood. Subjects in this study who had high
' predictiee empathy scores were not hecessari]y perceived as more under-
standing by’tﬁeir dyadic pertﬁErs. ,
This suggests that eccuracy of perception (predictive empathy) is
_-a distinct construct and not a necessary condjtioﬁ of perceived empathy.
Individuals may perceive others as emgefhic but the understanding they
perceive is not necessari]y a functio&}o? whether others actua]]yfperceive

.~

them accurately. )

Second, predictive empathy is also unrelated to se]f—reperted empathy.
Whether one is or is :ot accurate in ﬁerceivingeothers correctly is un-
;elated to whether one describes himself or heree]f as empathjc. In- \»
dividuals in this Sawple who scored high'in'predictive empathy did not
necessarily score‘high:on emotiona] sensitivity (Mehrabian's self-report
1nst;uhent), on a personality type measure (qogan's se]f-reportlinstrument),

or on self-perceived empafhy (Barrett-Lennard self-report 1nstr£ment)l In

.essence, the self-reported scores subjects made of their own empathy wqrgﬁ?b

L)

- -
-
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distinct from subjétts pfedictive empathy scores, suggesting EQ{; self-
report empathy aﬁd predictive empathy“are separate constructs;hbgh _//

Thirdy self-report empathy and perceived empathy are di{ferent from
each other. Subjects whq were high empathizers as indiqateﬁ by the three
self-report empathy measures were ngt necessarily perceived by their dyadic‘

" partners as understanding 1isteners; Likewise, low empéthi;ers were not
always-perceived as lacking in understanding. "The facet of the eTpathic
process which is measured by self-report empathy measures is not the same
facet of empathy as that measured by having individuals report the levéh
at which they feel understood. Again, the two.kinds of instrument;‘are
measuriﬁg differeqt variables. Both variables are iabe]ed empathy, but
self-report empathy and perceived empatHy are disfiﬁcb coﬁstructs.

Fourth, analysis of the intercorrelations of the three self-report
empathy instruments indicates that eégh of the self-report empathy in-
struments'méasures,sometbing'differe;;.‘gln thé study, three kinds Pf

" self-report empathy instruments gemqtio&é] sensitivity, personality iype,

~ and se]f-perceiQed) were emp]éyed. Theré was (1ittle -or no relationship
between the way a subjéct scored one in§trument ana:the way hg-or she
scored another. Ind%vidua]s high in emotionaf sensitivity were not al- .
ways the individuq]s.who scored high on the personality-type measure of
empathy, nor were they the individuals who consistently reported their
sélf-perception as hthly;empathict Conchrrent]y, when emp]éyed to measure
empathy in on-going dyads, the self-report instruments do not measure a
unitary construct. - |

Findings éf'this study give additional sﬁpport to prior reséarch
which has indicated that empathy is an ambiguous construct. Each of the

i~
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instruments selected for analysis in +this study has been used in prior

[ 4

studies to measure‘empathy, However, none of the five empéthy measures
employed in the\present study were even' moderately related.
These results suggest that possibly the empathié process involves
several steps and mea3uring empathy invdlves operétiona]izing it diffehent]y
at each step. For example, it seems 1ogicé] tg.assume that predictive em-
ipathy accounts for part of the empathic proce§§ but not the entire process.
It is-not the same,as perceived empathx. ﬁékhﬂps the empathic process
~ invgjves a sensitive persbnality and perceptual accuracy in the listener
and an openness to being understaod iﬁ the client. In additjon, the pro-
cess a]so_invo]ves communicatgd empathy by thé']istenér which is an em-
phasis in therapeutic interaction. Each of these steps appear to be logi-
cally pérts of the gréater empathic pfocess; |
~ For researchers, the present study further validates the need to

Spgrationa]ize empathy carefu][y;l In choosing a medsure of empathy,othe
inVestigafor needs to ascertain specifical]y'that partrof‘the proce§s which
is ﬁo.bé éna]jzed ‘fﬁeneraiizabi]ity of results will continue fo’be limited
‘until researchers are more sé]ective in chdosing e%bathic measures. |

Also, the results point tofthe need for adaitional empathy measures
which would have concﬂﬁrent‘Va1idity with ong or more of the presentvmea-g
sures.’ Perh;Bk a new empathy measure could be designed which could be
validly used to qyélyze more than a sing]é aspect of the empathic process.

Empathy femains an,important construct in theory developed to explain
the humah communication process. Yet the emedthy measures used by-social

R -’ 5 ' .
science researchers to explain how empathy funcrions in relationships have

- restlted in a body of research which lacks explanatory power because of

bon,
-
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the  absenceé of coﬁcurrent validity between empathy measures. Until a
unified theory explaining the complex aspects of the empathic. process

A ) ‘\
is constructed and recognition is given to the diversity of empathy

measures, the importance of the empirical findings concefning-empathy 7

will remain unclear. I c S
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