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ABSTRACT 

The purpose ofthesetwo studies wasto develop and validate an empathy scale 

contexualized forthe workplace. In the first study,a WorkplaceEmpathy scale was 

designed and administered to 153 students atthe University ofTennessee. The students 

were instructed to answerthe itemsin relation to a past or presentjob. An internal 

consistency reliability of.82was observed forthe final set ofitems. Inthe second study, 

185 employeesfi"om eight different companies voluntarily participated in completing the 

WorkplaceEmpathy(WE)scale,theInterpersonal Reactivity Index(IRI,ageneral 

measure ofempathy),a Job Involvement scale,a Job Satisfaction scale and a Customer 

Service Orientation scale. The employees'supervisors also rated the importance of 

empathy tothe performance ofeach employee'sjob.WEand theIRI were significantly 

related(r=.50,p<.01)and WEwas significantly related to customer service orientation 

andjob satisfaction, but notjob involvement.WEalso accoimted for additional variance 

above and beyond theIRIin predicting customer service andjob satisfaction.Participants 

injobs where empathy wasimportantfor performance had significantly higher WE 

scoresthan participants injobs in which empathy wasofmoderateor little importance, 

whereasIRI scores did not significantly differ between thetwo groups.The combined 

results demonstratetheimportance ofmeasuring empathy in the context ofthe 

workplace. 
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CHAPTERI 

INTRODUCTION 

Historical Definitions 

The conceptofempathy has been defined from multiple perspectives. One ofthe 

oldest definitions comes fi-om Germany,"einfuhlung," which is translated as"feeling 

together with"or aform ofinternal impersonation(Lipps, 1907in Goldstein&Michaels, 

1985). Titchener(1909in Wispe,1986)translated Lipps'concept as empathy,fi-om the 

Greek empathia,as a meansofpreserving the idea ofthe selfprojected intothe perceived 

object. 

Later definitions fi-om the fields ofsociology and psychology grew more precise 

and involved taking the role ofanother, pretending to be that person,engaging in 

vicarious introspection orstepping into another's shoes(Mead,1934;Coutou, 1951; 

Katz, 1963;Blackman,Smith,Brokman,&Stem,1958).Buber(1948)and Dymond 

(1949)focused onthe ability to engage in and understand the world ofthe other by 

conceptualizing empathy asthe ability to transpose oneselffrom one place to another and 

integrate with the thoughts,emotions,and behavior ofthe other. 

Others elaborated on the communication betweenthe empathizing individual and 

the empathized-with targetby specifying that empathy involvesthe following steps: 

perception ofboth verbal/nonverbal messages fi-om another,understanding the 

communication ofthe other,awareness ofone's own physical responsesto the other,not 

mistaking others'feelings for one'sown,and accurately communicating one's'in-tune' 

feelings and understanding to the other(Goldstein&Michaels,1985). 
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StatementoftheProblem 

In contrastto manyofthe previous definitions,Kohler(1929,in Davis, 1979), 

distinguished between understanding the world ofthe other intellectually and emotionally 

by defining empathy asthe understanding,but notthe sharing ofthe emotion. Thisleads 

tothe present day conceptualizations ofempathy that can be viewed fi"om three 

perspectives: cognitive, affective,and combinations ofcognitive,affective,and 

behavioral perspectives. However,it is still debatable whetherthe constructcan be split 

into three distincttypologiesorifit is merely one construct with three facets. It is 

necessaryto distinguish this in orderto establish a consensus onthe definition ofthe 

construct and understand it's potential relationshipsto other constructs. Furthermore,the 

behaviorsto which empathy is linked are debatable and the construct has yetto be 

extensively researched in applied setting outside ofthe therapeutic context. 

Objectives ofthe Studies 

The purpose ofthefollowing studies isto provide an overview ofthe empathy 

research to date and validate a measure ofempathy in the workplace. The intent isto 

investigate the role ofcontextin understanding and defining empathy as well as 

exploring the utility ofthe constructoutsidethetherapeutic arena. 

Overview ofChapters 

Thefollowing chapter exploresthe componentsofempathy asa construct along 

with the similarities and differences oftheir respective proponents. Chapter3investigates 

the construct validity ofempathy and Chapter4exploresthe theoretical foundations of 

empathy,reviewing findings fi'om clinical, social,and physiological studies ofempathy. 

Chapter5summarizes literature on gender differences in empathy and chapter6 
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addresses empathy in the workplace. Chapter7investigates measures ofthe constructto 

date and Chapter8 addresses the present state ofresearch on empathy and suggestsfuture 

directions. Chapter9presentsthe proposal ofthetwo studies involved in the construct 

validation ofa measure ofempathy in the workplace and Chapter 10 addressesthe 

method,results and discussion ofthe findingsofthetwo studies. 
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CHAPTERn 

WHATISEMPATHY(OR WHATISITNOT?) 

The concept ofempathy hasgone through many changesthroughoutthe years,ranging 

from the state/trait debate(Duan&Hill, 1996),to conflict over whether it is one 

construct or several. Concerningthe latter argument,someofthe differenttypes of 

empathy that have been suggested are additive empathy(Means,1973),emotional 

empathy(Mehrabian&Epstein, 1972),primordial empathy(Katz, 1963),genotypic and 

phenotypic empathy(Hogan,1975),individual and massempathy(Reik,1949), 

cognitive, affective,and cognitive/affective empathy(Gladstein, 1977),postural empathy 

(Allport, 1937),and compathy/mimpathy/unipathy/transpathy(Schelar, 1954).Empathy 

has also been condensed into basic empathy(a natural feeling for others)and trained 

empathy(taught/learned for professional purposes)(Alligood, 1992). However,the 

definitions ofempathy overthe past50 years can be narrowed down tothree 

perspectives: cognitive, affective,ora combination ofcognitive, affective,and behavioral 

aspects. It appearsimsettled,based onthefollowing literature, whetherthese definitions 

are related to a multi-faceted single construct or are several independent constructs. 

Cognitive Perspective 

From a purely cognitive perspective,empathy has been viewed as a way of 

relating and understanding the other's experience while maintaining emotional distance 

(Wolf,1988 in Karlin, 1990)or even knowing whythe person isfeeling/thinking that 

way,yet not necessarily agreeing with the person'sthoughts orfeelings(Lefton,Buzzota, 

& Sherberg., 1980). 
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Other cognitivists have portrayed empathy in terms ofaccuracy ofprediction, 

such asthe difference between one's ratings ofatarget and thattarget's self-ratings on a 

specified trait(e.g.,Dymond,1949;Dymond,1950inDuan&Hill, 1996)the ability to 

predict personality test scores(Fleishman&Salter, 1963)or behavior(Friedman,1985). 

Karlin(1990)described"managerial empathy"asthe"extentto which a workplace 

manager is perceived to understand,andcommunicate[his/her]understanding,ofan 

employee'sthoughts and feelings in their work relationship,as measured by a 

questionnaire"(p.49-50). Thoughfeelings are mentioned in his definition,the cognitive 

component,"understanding," is the focus. 

Perhapsthe mostunusual cognitive perspective ofempathy is that which has been 

attributed to effective manipulators,who havethe ability to attune or understand,but not 

identify, with the emotional stateofanother. He/she understandsthe other purely in the 

service ofhis/her own needs orin avoidance ofpain. Somefamous film actors/actresses 

who have portrayed scoundrels include Michael Caine and Steve Martin in"DirtyRotten 

Scoundrels"and John Malkovich and Glenn Closein"DangerousLiaisons."To meet 

their own selfish ends, all ofthese characters expertly manipulated people by using their 

ability to understand,but not emotionally relate to the state ofanother. In the wordsof 

Basch,(1983), "...the world's greatest scoundrels have been exquisitely and unerringly 

attuned to grasping the significance ofthe unconscious or unspoken affective 

communicationsofothers and have used that knowledgeto achieve base aims"(p. 120). 

Though some might have categorized this as an affective definition ofempathy,Iinstead 

placed it under a cognitive rubric as it showsthatthe empathizing person clearly lacksin 



Empathy6 
affective identification,even though he/she understandsthe emotional state ofthe other 

very well. 

AffectivePerspective 

From an affective perspective,empathy has sometimes been conceived ofas 

"EmotionalEmpathy"(Stotland, 1969)orthe parallel emotional experience ofthe 

observer withthe experience ofthe other because he/she perceives thatthe other is 

experiencing or aboutto experience emotion. However,theemotion neednotbe the 

same thatthe other is experiencing. An illustration is seeing someone crying outof 

frustration and the observer crying also,but outofsadnessforthe person,notfrustration. 

In contrast,Eisenberg,Wentzel,and Harris(1998)defined empathy as an affective 

responsethatis highly similar whatthe otheris feeling. Regardless, all ofthese 

researchers conceptualize empathy as affectively-focused. 

Combined Cognitive,Affective,and BehavioralPerspectives 

The multi-faceted approach ofdefining empathy as including cognitive, affective 

and behavioral aspects,has received the most support not only in termsofsheer number 

amongthe definitions ofempathy,buttaking both emotional and cognitive aspectsof 

empathy into accoimt has also been suggested to allow for predictive superiority(Coke, 

Batson,andMcDavis,1978;lannotti, 1979in Davis, 1979). 

In extending the definition ofempathy beyond the cognitive perspective,Kohut 

(1984),described empathy as analyzing one'sown feelings that have been aroused by 

another's emotional expressionyerremaining objective. Barrett-Lennard(1981)viewed 

empathy as an evolving awareness ofanother,which involved communicating the desire 

to knowthe other as well as comprehending and caressing what istantamounttothe 
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other atthattime, yet still maintaining emotional distance. Other researchers have also 

supported a similar definition(Goldstein&Michaels, 1985;Macarov,1978;Gladstein, 

1977).Thus,in these conceptualizations ofempathy,there isthe comprehension ofthe 

others'cognitive and emotional experience and communication ofthis comprehension, 

butthe actual sensual experience ofthe other's affect is still lacking. 

Other researchers felt that accurately perceiving the cognitive and emotional 

experience ofthe other constituted empathy. In his study ofnaturalistic social cognition, 

Ickes(1990)defined"empathic accuracy"asthe ability to accurately detectthe emotional 

valence and content ofanother's situation. Specifically, he calculated the valence 

accuracy ofa dyad exchangefor each individual as"theindex ofthe percentage of 

instances in which a dyad member'sinference aboutthe overall emotional toneofhis or 

her partner's[rating of]positive,negative,or neutral matched the actual valence label 

assigned tothe[rating]by the partner"(p.733). The content accuracy was"an index to 

the degreeto which a dyad member's written description ofthe inferred content ofhis or 

her partner's[rating] matched the actual content ofthe sentencethatthe partner had 

written to describe the[rating]"(p.733). Still other researchers included the emotional 

sharing ofthe others' affective experience in addition to the perception ofthe experience 

in defining empathy(Olden,1953;Karush,1979;Kohut,1966). 

In a more comprehensive definition ofempathy,Levenson&Ruef(1992) 

summarized the literature on empathy as encompassingknowingwhat another person is 

ftQVing,feeling what another is feeling,and respondingcompassionatelyto another's 

distress. Some individual authors developed their own comprehensive definitions such 

asBasch's(1983)"MatureEmpathy"orthe ability to accurately appraise another's 
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emotional situation and to be receptive and respond to another person's needs. Basch 

specified thatone does notfeel"threatened"by the emotional needs ofanother,nordoes 

one mistake those needsfor one's own. Thus,although the observer experiencesthe 

emotionsofthe other, he/she does notownthem and maintainssome distance. Finally, 

Feldstein&Gladstein (1980)defined empathy asa process involving cognitive empathy 

(role-taking ability, ability to comprehend another's frameof 

reference/thoughts/feelings), affective empathy(unconscious identification offeelings 

with another),and behavioral empathy in theform ofcommunicatingthe verbal and 

nonverbal empathic experience. 

Summary 

Historically,empathy has been defined from cognitive, affective, and 

combinationsofcognitive,affective and behavioral perspectives. From a purely 

cognitive perspective,empathy involves understanding the emotional situation ofthe 

other. From a purely affective perspective,empathy is experiencing an emotional 

reaction to another's emotional state,which may be parallel to or differentfrom whatthe 

other is experiencing. Thecombined cognitive/affective/behavioral perspective involves 

understanding another's'situation cognitively and affectively and frequently 

communicating this understanding. Parallel emotions are not always experienced, 

depending on the particular theorists' perspective. This comprehensive definition has 

beenthe most pervasive in the literature and while the contributions ofdifferent 

theoretical perspectives may have been helpful in understanding the complexity of 

empathy,theorists are still far from achieving a consensus on a definition which is a 

desirable goal forthe purpose ofmaximum utility ofa construct. In thefollowing 
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reviews ofthe literature,the type ofempathythe particular author was addressing,if 

known,will be indicated. 



Empathy 10 
CHAPTERm 

CONSTRUCT VALIDITY 

Construct validity involves the theories surrounding a construct and their 

subsequent empirical verification(Messick, 1989). This includesthe componentsofa 

construct,its correlates,and potentially whatit predicts. Although this would also pertain 

tothe consistency in behaviors oritem responses that reflect particular determinants, 

actual measures ofempathy will be discussed in Chapter 7.Thefollowing is a discussion 

ofdifferent modelsofempathy,different conceptualizations ofthe construct,and several 

traits/behaviors with which it is associated. 

Modelsand Concepts ofEmpathy/EmpathicProcess 

Davis(1979)distinguished between empathic concern(e.g..compassion leading 

to a helping response,for instance), personal distress(egotistic response ofhelp because 

ofneed to self-soothe in response to experience ofother...still respondsame way),and 

debilitation(so highly empathic that overwhelmed by emotions)in his modelofempathy. 

Through a series ofvalidation studies, he developed a scale ofempathy,normed on 

psychology undergraduates(over 500 males and 500females),that yielded the following 

factors:Fantasy,Perspective Taking(FT),EmpathicConcern(EC),andPersonal 

Distress(PD). Davislabeled theEC andPD subscales as emotional in tone and the 

Fantasy andFT subscales as cognitive. 

Davis'study yielded several significantfindings. TheFantasy subscale 

significantly correlated.53 with the Mehrabian-Epstein EmotionalEmpathy scale for 

females(no datafor males). Also,the greater thePT score,the greaterthe subjects'self-
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esteem for males and females. Perhapsthis finding emerged because the greaterthe 

ability to takethe perspective ofanother,the more settled or confident someone is in who 

they are. TheEC scale also significantly correlated greaterthan.50 with thePersonal 

Attributes Questionnaire's F-scale,which describesfeminine qualities(Spence, 

Helmreich,&Stapp,1974in Davis,1979). Across gender,thePD subscale had the 

strongest significant correlations with other measures with greaterPDindicating lower 

self-esteem,greater fearflilness, shyness,social anxiety,and loneliness. Low 

correlations also emerged between mostofthe emotional scales, demonstrating 

orthogonality,and,while other correlations between the subscales were significant,they 

were under.30. Lastly,women had higher empathy scores overall. In short,Davis' 

findingssupporta multifaceted view ofempathy(a single construct with multiple 

components). 

Barrett-Lennard(1981)described what hetermed thatEmpathy Cycle. This 

modelinvolved thefollowing steps between the"Em"(empathizing person)and the"Ex" 

(person expressing situation/need). He divided the process ofempathy into phases. 

Phase 1:Empathic resonation byEm afterEx hasexpressed his/her need or explained 

his/her situation;Phase2:Expressed empathv byEm(directly or indirectly);Phase 3: 

Received Empathv—Em expressesin a communicative way(behavioral)that he/she is 

awareofEx's situation;Phase4:Ex is aware ofEm'sunderstanding ofhim/her;Phase 5: 

Feedback,fi-esh resonation and theEx continues self-expression so that also carries 

feedback toEm. ThoughPhase 1 is unclear(the process ofresonation is unexplained), 

thistheory again supportsthe view that empathy has multiple componentsin that 
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empathy involves atthe least, cognitive and behavioral aspects ofempathy in the 

expression,reception and awareness(Phase4)ofthe described empathic process. 

Theodore Reik(from Katz,1963)developed a model ofEmpathic Understanding. 

Thisinvolved identification(loss ofself-awareness in becoming absorbed in other's 

experience),incorporation(taking in experience ofother as opposed to projecting our 

own experience on them),reverberation(whatis familiar to usin the experience of 

another),and detachment(distancing our subjective involvementto use reason and logic 

to place our understanding in perspective). Viewed from a 

cognitive/affective/behavioral perspective, several ofthese steps could involve affective 

(i.e.,incorporation)or behavioral(i.e., reverberation)responses. Nonetheless,empathy is 

still portrayed as a singular construct with several aspects. 

Thus,all the above modelssupporta cognitive/affective/behavioral combination 

view ofempathy involving communication and validation offeelings ofthe other,in 

contrastto earlier conceptualizations ofempathy as merely"feeling"or"imderstanding" 

the others' situation. 

Correlates ofEmpathy 

In orderto fully understand whatempathy is and its' subsequent potential in 

psychological research,the characteristics and behaviors related to empathy need to be 

addressed. Different studies will enlighten the readerto possible mediators,moderators, 

and the various qualities that research hasfound to be associated with empathy. 

Reviewing the correlates ofempathy should provide significant guidance in 

understanding this constructand indicating future avenues ofresearch. 
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Self-Esteem 

As previously mentioned,in Davis'study(1979;1983),greaterPerspective 

Taking(PT,one aspectofhis empathy measure)was positively related to measuresof 

self-esteem for males and females and negatively related to shyness,loneliness,and 

fearfulness. 

In contrast,the Personal Distress subscale(PD)was most strongly related(greater 

than.-.53)to all ofthe above measures. Specifically, higherPD and lower self-esteem 

were consistently related to greater fearfulness, more shyness,social anxiety,and 

loneliness across gender. 

Abilitv and Achievement 

Davis(1979),utilizing psychology undergraduates(n> 1000),did notfind 

significant relationships between self-rated empathy scores and SAT scores,though 

teacher empathy has been related to student achievementin theform ofexam scores in 

college students and sixth grader students(Wager,1969in Karlin, 1990 and Robinson, 

Wilson and Robinson,1978)and minorities(Scheuer, 1971). Another study ofteacher 

empathy thattouched onthe moreinterpersonal effects ofthe constructinvolved 10,000 

elementary and secondary students with highly empathicteachers. These students with 

empathicteachersshowed improvementin reading,self-conceptscores and fewer 

absences,disciplinary problemsand acts ofvandalism(Aspy&Roebuck, 1977). Thus, 

in an educational setting,teacher empathy and student achievement mightbe related. 



Empathy 14 

Davis(1979)also found thatthe Perspective-Taking(P-T)subscale ofhis 

empathy measure positively correlated with the Work and Mastery subscales and 

negatively with the Competitivenesssubscale ofthe Work and Family Orientation 

questionnaire. Helmreich and colleagues(Helmreich,Spence,Beane,Lucker& 

Matthews, 1980;Helmreich,Bean,Lucker,and Spence,1978)found that achievement 

(number ofcitations)for psychologists,scientists and engineers also positively correlated 

with the Work and Mastery subscales and negatively correlated with the Competitiveness 

subscales. Thus,Davis reasoned,hisP-T subscale could potentially relate to 

achievementor success in one's field. 

WorkPerformance.Commitment.Absenteeism 

Karlin(1990),in his study of259 drug-store employees(27departmental heads 

and 232hourly employees;78%female)found thatPMEperceivedmanagerial 

empathy), acrossthe total sample,was more strongly related to organizational 

commitmentthan performance ratings orthe need for empathy.Committed employees 

alsotended to have positive performance appraisals,fewer absences and were more 

likelyto be atthe higher level ofthe organization. Thus,though other variables may 

contributeto the commitmentofemployees at a higher status(e.g.,greater rewards),the 

results here also raise the possibility thata positive relationship could exist between 

workplace status and a need for empathy. 

Consideration 

Empathy,as defined by the ability ofa supervisorto predict an employees' 

personality test scores,wasfound to be significantly and positively related to the 

supervisors'scoreson a measure ofconsideration(Fleishman& Salter, 1963). Defined 
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in this manner,this study could also be perceived as measuringthe cognitive component 

ofempathy. Based on these findings,empathy could potentially be related to 

productivity as research investigating consideration has demonstrated the positive 

influence ofa humanistic managerial style(in which consideration is afactor)on group 

productivity(Katz&Kahn,1951 and 1952;Katz,Maccoby,Gurin,&Floor, 1951)as 

well as individually(Trieb&Marion, 1969,in Karlin, 1990). 

Summary 

Tosummarize,empathy has been conceptualized in many ways,either as a multi-

faceted construct or a processthatinvolves multiple steps. Studies havefound 

correlations between empathy and self-esteem,productivity,student achievement, 

scientific achievement,workercommitmentand potentially productivity(ifconsideration 

can be subsumed under empathy). These results indicate potential avenuesoffuture 

research such asfurther exploration ofthe relationship between empathy and 

consideration as well as empathy's association with other personality characteristics(e.g., 

self-esteem). Thusfar,empathy appearsto be a construct related to desirable 

characteristics and behavior. 

An investigation ofempathy and consideration would constitute an exploration of 

the definition ofempathy itself, which has been the focus ofmuch ofthe literature onthe 

construct. Valid research in this area would involve a stringent definition ofempathy and 

a comparisonto proposed related constructs,such as consideration. An externally valid 

criterion(e.g., productivity)should also be included. A study ofthe relationship 

between empathy and productivity in the workplace,for instance, could serve asa means 

offurther elucidating the componentsofthe construct as well as what it is related to. 
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This would be an applicable and practical finding and likely to generate interest in future 

endeavors. Atthe very least,the findings for empathy thusfar indicate the potential ofa 

construct once solely applied to therapeutic situations. 
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CHAPTERIV 

THEORETICALFOUNDATIONS 

Clinical Roots 

With Titchener's(1909in Duan&Hill, 1996)focus on empathy asa projection 

ofoneselfinto the other, his conceptualization ofempathy lacked both an awarenessof 

selfor mental comprehension until Mead(1934)distinguished betweenthe selfand other 

in his definition and added the cognitive elementofperspective taking. Clinical 

definitions have ranged fi-om"as ifone were aware ofthe other person"(Rogers,1959,p. 

210inDuan&Hill, 1996),"feeling in"(Downey,1929,p. 176inDuan&Hill, 1996) 

and"vicariousintrospection"(Kohut,1971,1977)to entering the internal world of 

another(Truax&Carkhuff, 1967)and"transposing oneselfinto thethinking,feeling,and 

acting ofanother"(Dymond,1950,p.344inDuan&Hill, 1996). 

Developmental/clinical models ofempathy also include Hoffman's(1982)steps 

to reach empathy:reactive newborn cry, classical conditioning,accumulation ofpainful 

memories/experiences,mimicry,and symbolic association. Feshbach's similar model 

(see Goldstein and Michaels, 1985)included the child's ability to identify the emotional 

state ofanother,then to assumethe viewpoint ofthe other, etc. Hoffman also related his 

modelofempathy development as crucial tothe developmentofmorality. 

Both psychoanalysts(Kohut,1977)and humanists(Rogers, 1959in Duan and 

Hill, 1996)initially regarded empathy as either a cure or a necessary condition for 

psychological change.Other researchersfound the empathic qualities ofthe counselorto 

be associated with level ofpsychotherapeutic outcomes(see Homblow,1980). Freud 

(1921 in Homblow,1980)linked empathy with the processofidentification and adaptive 
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regression. From a Jungian perspective,Fordham(1972)regarded thetherapist's ability 

to empathize as his/her"effective knowledge ofthe archetypal experience in the patients' 

material"(p.20). However,the supportofempathy as a cure or necessary condition in 

therapy has become debatable. Some inconsistent research results have been reported 

and some have concluded that empathy in itselfis not sufficient for successful therapeutic 

outcomes except in very specific situations and perhapsfor only milder disorders(see 

Duan&Hill for a review, 1996). 

Findingsfrom Developmental and Social Psychology 

Eisenberg,Wentzel,and Harris(1998)reviewed the role ofemotionality and 

regulation in empathy-related responding. They listed several concepts and constructs 

involved with empathy-relatedresponding from the developmental and social 

psychological literature including cognitive perspective taking(understanding another by 

cognitively placing oneselfin the other's situation); dispositional emotional intensity(the 

variance ofemotional intensity among individuals); dispositional empathy,sympathy,or 

personal distress(the variance ofthese constructs between individuals),emotional 

regulation(neurophysiological regulation and control ofone's internal state,attentional, 

and perceptional processes);empathy(feeling the experience ofanother and also 

responding affectively); personal distress(aversive emotional reaction to vicariously 

experiencing the other's situation); situational empathy,sympathy,or personal distress 

("state"empathicresponding);sympathy asan affective responsethat likely stemsfrom 

empathic sadnessthatinvolves feelings ofsorrow for another;and vicarious emotion 

(emotion provoked bythe cues ofanother's emotions). Contrary to other authors, 

Eisenberg,Wentzel,and Harris see empathy as a prerequisite for sympathy and thus,the 
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findingsthey site for sympathy they also treat as findingsfor empathy. The review 

addressed the relationships among the above-mentioned concepts in the current literature. 

Emotionalitv 

Eisenberg,Wentzel et al. overviewed studies that compared empathy-related 

responding to measures ofemotionality. Adult studies were based on self-report 

measures while children studies were based on physiological or facial reactions. It was 

found that adults' self-reported emotional intensity wasrelated to distress and sympathy. 

However,the generaltendencyto experience frequent negative emotions appearsto be 

more strongly and positively correlated with personal distress and less strongly with 

sympathy. Initial evidence that adults' self-reportedpositive emotionality is related 

negatively to personal distress was also reported byEisenberg,Wentzel et al. It could 

be surmised,therefore,that positive emotionality mightbe positively linked to sympathy. 

Concerning studies with children, it appearsthat children who are jfrequently and 

intensely predisposed toward negative emotions are also low in sympathy. Children 

proneto personal distress also appear likely to experience negative emotions more often 

than their peers(Eisenberg,Wentzel,et al., 1998). Thus,empathy appearsto be a 

positive emotional experience. 

Emotional Regulation 

In Eisenberg et al.'s review ofstudies ofadults concerning relationships with 

measuresofemotional regulation,strong evidence wasfound that adults who are proneto 

personal distress arelow in regulation. Although there issome supportfora positive 

association between regulation and sympathy,generally the findings are mixed. 

Moreover,verbal and nonverbal expressions ofpersonal distress or sympathy in certain 
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provocative situations tend to be related tolow self-reported emotion regulation. In 

contrast,cognitive perspective taking has been consistently linked with measuresof 

adults'regulation. Combined with Davis'similarfindingsregarding perspective taking, 

empathy seemsrelated to generally positive functioning. 

Eisenberg et al.'s review ofstudies with children found mixed findings,though 

they suggestthat sympathetic children are well regulated and that interventions which 

encourage children's regulations are likely to increase their sympathy. Furthermore, 

children's sympathy seemsto be predicted by a combination ofindividual differences in 

emotionality and regulation. Thatis,for children tending to have intense emotions 

(positive and negative),regulation is used for modulating that intensity. However,for 

children less prone to emotional reactions,regulation ofattention may enhancethe 

potential for helping others. In short,sympathetic children maytend to have better 

emotional regulation than their less sympathetic peers. 

Empathv and Social Skills 

Finally,the Eisenberg,Wentzel,et al. review addressed the relationship between 

sympathy/empathy and the capacity for social skills for children. In the above-cited 

studies,children who were sympathetic appeared to be fairly strong in their social skills. 

The authors surmised that it is likely that sympathetic responding,socially competent 

behavior and low problem behavior are all partially an outcome ofchildren's abilitiesto 

manage their emotions in optimal ways. Thus,individual differences in regulation and 

perhaps in dispositional emotionality may contributeto several aspects ofchildren's 

socioemotional competencies. Furthermore,they reasoned that it could be possible for 

social skills training programs or other interventions that emphasize children's 
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understanding and control ofemotion to contributetothe developmentofsympathy and 

empathy. 

Overall,research concerning the cognitive aspectofempathy indicates it is 

positively related to emotional regulation for adults. In children,emotional regulation 

appearsto bea necessary precursorto attaining empathy/sympathy. Thusfar,the 

literature on empathy portrays the construct as a positive characteristic,relating to 

confidence,general maturity and harmony with others. 

Distinctions Between Sympathy and Empathy 

Giventhe above assumption and the common linkage ofthetwo wordsin 

everyday language,sympathy and empathy will now be addressed. Lauren Wispe(1986) 

defined sympathy asthe heightened awarenessofand need to alleviate another's 

suffering. Sympathy not only intensifies the objective elementsofthe person's situation, 

but also the subjective,internal elements. Empathy,the author distinguished,refersto 

the attempt bya self-aware individual to nonjudgementally understand the positive and 

negative experiencesofanother,relying on imaginative and mimetic skills, similarto the 

cognitive aspectofempathy. With sympathy,the concern is communion, Wispe claimed, 

while accuracy isthe focus ofempathy. Another distinction is that self-awareness is 

reduced in sympathy,but heightened in empathy. Thisreduced self-awareness in 

sympathy may be dueto the high emotional involvement with the experience ofthe other. 

In sum,Wispe stated that"The object ofempathy isto'imderstand'the other person. 

The object ofsympathy isthe other person's'well-being'"(p.318),indicating that she 

viewsempathy in a purely cognitive light and sympathyfrom a more behavioral 

perspective. 
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Although this is a good attemptto separatethetwoterms,it is not as 

comprehensive as it needsto be. Wispe did not fully address whether it would appear 

that empathy could focus on both understanding and the person's well being orthat 

sympathy might be a prelude to empathy or vice-versa. Furthermore,I disagree with her 

conceptualization ofempathy and in general regard empathy asa much more in-depth 

experience than sympathy. I would arguethat sympathy is perhaps that initial, base 

reaction one hasto another's emotional or difficult situation and that empathy would 

involve a much further extension ofoneselfinto the world ofthe other,in stark contrast 

to Wispe's claim that empathy is more self-focused. I would agree that empathy involves 

understanding the other,butthat it also involves experiencing the emotionsofthe other 

and possibly acting on these thoughts and feelings as well,again in contrastto Wispe. 

Other authors have different perspectives onthe empathy/sympathy distinction: 

Ehmann(1971)maintained that sympathy's major elementsofcondolence, pity, and/or 

agreement are notfound in empathy. Bucheimer(1963)described empathy as a 

convergence oftwo individuals and sympathy as merely feeling'alongside'another and 

Katz(1963)described empathy as afocus onthe particular contextofthe other while 

sympathy only heightened one's awareness ofone's own feelings. Katz's definition is in 

particular contrast with Wispe'sseemingly altruistic"other"focus in the experience of 

sympathy. 

Further Findings in SocialPsychology 

Attribution Theorv 

Other studies in the social psychological literature havefound empathy related to 

thefundamental attribution error (Regan&Totten, 1975;Galper, 1976;Gould& Sigall, 
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1977;Davis, 1979).Davis(1979)compared his measure ofempathy(which included the 

factors Fantasy,Perspective Taking(FT),Empathic Concern(EC),and Personal Distress 

(PD)to a questionnaire assessing attributions. TheFAEinvolves always attributing the 

behavior ofothersto their internal nature. This is also called a"developmental" 

attribution as opposedto a"situational" attribution, which indicates thatthe environment 

is responsible for the behavior. However,the occurrence oftheFAE is relative. For 

instance,in addition to being prevalent in Western nations, it occurs mostly whenjudging 

others as opposed to oneselfand is also morelikely to occur when someone lacksthe 

timeto makea moreinformed decision(Tavris&Wade,1997). 

Whenthe Empathic Concern(EC)subscale ofDavis' previously described 

empathy measure wascompared to occurrence oftheFAE,overall, higher levelsofEC 

were more associated with situational attributions. Perspective Taking(PT)was also 

positively related to situational attributions. Thus,the betterone is attaking another's 

perspective or being concerned with the others' welfare,the less likely to maketheFAE. 

The experiments involved subjects watching a video ofa male(target)tryingto 

impress afemale and werethen divided intotwo conditions: one in which subjects were 

instructed to merely observe,the other in which they were instructed to empathize with 

thetarget. Concerning the quality ofthe target's evaluation,greaterEC was associated 

with more situational attributions when thetarget was negatively evaluated and more 

dispositional attributions when positively evaluated. Thus,the more empathetically 

concerned subjects demonstrated a self-serving bias in relation to the target: positive 

outcomes were attributed internally,but negative outcomes were attributed externally. 
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Acouple ofgender effects also occurred. Across both conditions,a gender 

difference emerged depending on the quality ofthe target's evaluation. Whenthetarget 

received a negative evaluation,men continued to showthe positive EC-situational scores, 

whereas womenshowed the reverse(higherEC resulted in more dispositional 

attributions). However,another gender difference occurred based on thetype of 

attribution across both instruction conditions. EC and Personal Distress(PD)were 

"strongly and positively" related to women making dispositional attributions in Davis' 

study(1979).Thatis,those women who were high inPD also showed a strong positive 

relationship between theirECscoresand their tendency to attribute the male target's 

behavior to his disposition. Therefore,PD,atleastfor women,could be moderating 

attributional styles. To elaborate,while the more empathic mentend to attribute a 

target's behaviortothe situation regardless ofthe quality ofthe behavior,women might 

be more proneto such external attributions only whenthey are low onPD. 

It may be worthyto note,though,thatDavis'results mightbe colored bythe 

natureofthe experiment,which involved a male targettrying toplease afemale. For 

example,one reason that empathetically concerned women may have made more 

dispositional attributions whenthe male target was negatively evaluated is because they 

were identifying with thefemale. They might have felt thatto situationally attribute a 

negative evaluation wasto place the responsibility on thefemale. 

Concerning the findings for the presence or absence ofempathy instructions, 

when specifically instructed to empathize,the greater thePD score,the more likely 

subjects wereto make situational attributions for both males and females. Thus,adding 

specific instructionsto empathize makePD a moderatorfor both sexes. It could be 
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deduced that when people with high anxiety are consciously engaged in being empathic, 

they reduce their anxiety by making external attributions, alleviating the targetofany 

personal responsibility. That is, distressed people might do this in labeling their own 

behavior and therefore would generalize this to others as well. 

Other studies have demonstrated similar results concerning the empathy-

attribution relationship(Regan&Totten, 1975;Galper, 1976;Gould& Sigall, 1977)such 

that when subjects were instructed to empathize,their attributions were more situational, 

avoiding the fundamental attribution error(FAE).Lacking instructions,the subjects have 

committed theFAE,which meansthatthey attributed the outcomesto dispositional 

qualities. Each study similarly defined empathy as imagining howthe person feels or 

putting oneselfin the place ofthe target, which could involve both affective and 

cognitive componentsofempathy. While Regan and Totten,along with Galper's studies, 

supported such findings,an interesting addition emerged with Gould and Sigall's study 

based only on women:instructions to empathize led to dispositional attributions for 

successand situational attributions forfailure. Ofcourse,dueto the factthat Gould and 

Sigall's subjects were all women,their results cannot be related to gender. Furthermore, 

their study allowed fortwo kinds ofoutcomes(good and bad),while only one outcome 

(which could be construed as onthe positive side)was presentin the Galper study. 

However,by comparing the results to Davis'findings,it could be suggested that perhaps 

the women in Gould and Sigall study were less personally distressed. 

Helping 

Other social psychology experiments havefound that empathyfacilitates helping. 

Taking a cognitive/emotional approach to empathy.Coke,Batson,and McDavis(1978) 
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had male and female subjects listen to a radio newscastofatragic situation. The subjects 

were instructed to either imagine the target's condition, specifically how it madethe 

targetfeel(the emotional condition)and how it affected the target's life(the cognitive 

condition). This"imagine"situation constituted the empathy condition. A comparison 

condition involved only observation ofthe broadcasting techniques. The subjects were 

then solicited to volunteertime to help the target. As predicted,the subjects in the 

empathic condition offered more help than the subjects in the observation condition. 

In a similar experimentthat madeuse ofDavis'empathy scale(1979),Davis 

found that subjects instructed to empathize also offered more help as afunction oftheir 

PT scores. WhileECwasalso related to helping, it only contributed when subjects were 

also high on fantasizing ability. Thus,FT has been shownto contributetothe avoidance 

oftheFAEas well as offering assistance. 

Other studies haveshown that empathy is causally related to prosocial behavior 

(Eisenberg&Miller, 1987)and altruistic behavior,though,in slight contrastto Davis' 

findings ofhelping being conditionally offered, help by highly empathic subjects in 

altruistic studies remained consistent regardless whether the escape condition waseasy or 

difficult (Batson&Coke,1981;Batson,Duncan,Ackerman,Buckley and Birch, 1981; 

Batson,Dyck,Brandt, Batson, Powell et al., 1988;Batson,O'Quin,Fultz,Banderplas 

and Isen, 1983). 

Physiological Studies ofEmpathy 

An additional componentofthe previously mentioned Coke et al. study(1978) 

wasthe effect ofarousal on helping behavior by having subjects either ingest an arousal-

inducing drug or by giving false-arousalfeedback to subjects through a galvanic skin 
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response monitor. When arousal was attributed to empathic concern forthetarget,it 

significantly contributed to helping. Therefore,it appearsthat arousal can influence 

empathy ifit is labeled as contributing to the empathic response. 

Another study by Levenson and Reuf(1992)investigated the relationship between 

empathicaccuracy and heart rate,skin conductance,and general somatic activity. Then-

research involved correlating self-reportempathy ratingsto self'other ratingsofvideo 

interactions with simultaneous physiological monitoring. Subjects were married couples 

and rated 15-minute videos oftheir own interactions(ofa designated spouse)while being 

physiologically monitored. The videos consisted oftwo conversations. While viewing 

the segments,subjects continuously indicated on a 9-point scale,from very negativeto 

very positive,how they werefeeling during the interaction. Theythen rated how they 

thoughttheir spouse reacted. Rating accuracy was determined by comparing subject's 

ratings with identical self-ratings obtained previously from the target spouse.The authors 

considered this rating dialto be a measure ofempathy,but also required subjectsto fill 

outMehrabian and Epstein'sempathy scale(1972)as well asthe empathy subscale from 

the CaliforniaPersonality Inventory(CPI). Though no relationship emerged between the 

empathy scale ofthe CPIand rating accuracy,high scores onthe Mehrabian-Epstein 

empathy scale were associated with greater rating accuracy forpositive affect only during 

thesecondconversation. However,in general,the greaterthe physiological similarity 

between subject and target,the greaterthe accuracy ofthe subject's rating ofthe target's 

negative affect. 

The authors point outthat ifa componentofempathy is the ability to discern how 

the other isfeeling,then these self-report measures are lacking. However,this comment 
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does notseem totake into accountthatthe self-report scale wassomewhatrelated to 

accuracy with positive affect and the physiological similarity was related to accuracy 

with negative affect. The self-report questionnaires and the rating dial could also be 

measuring two different aspectsofempathy. Empathy may have both cognitive and 

emotional componentsthat are captured in the scale as well asthe physiological linkage. 

Using either alone could results in seeing only part ofthe puzzle. Furthermore,the small 

numberofsubjects(31)in this study makethe findings somewhattenuous. 

Another study investigating empathic accuracy involved a more complex rating 

procedure(written thoughts and feelings)ofvideo-taped interactions(Ickes, Stinson, 

Bissormette,&Garcia, 1990)and Davis'Interpersonal Reactivity Index(1983),his self-

report measure ofempathy based on his dissertation work previously discussed(1979). 

Both contentand emotionaltone accuracy were compared forthe subjects. Neither 

Davis' measure northe written thoughts and feelings werefound to be significantly 

related to content or emotional accuracy,though content accuracy wasinfluenced by such 

factors as physical attractiveness ofone's partner and self-monitoring. Thus,combined 

with the above study,it mightsuggestthat self-report measures ofempathy are not 

completely capturing the ability to understand how another is thinking orfeeling. The 

complexity ofa construct such asempathy could also contribute to these mixed findings. 

Again,as in the Levenson&Reufstudy,established self-report measures could very well 

be measuring different aspectsofempathy than are assumed in these studies. 

Summary 

In sum,though empathy has been positively related to positive therapeutic 

outcomes in the clinical literature,it is no longer regarded as a solely sufficient element 
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for all therapeutic situations. It is perhaps useful in only very specific therapeutic 

situations or with particular client disorders. In social psychology studies,both children 

and adults who experience significant personal distress appear to below in empathy and 

emotional regulation,though associations between sympathy and emotional regulation 

are mixed. Cognitive perspective taking,however,has often been linked to adult 

emotional regulation,though findings with children are not clear. Children who are 

sympathetic,however,do seem to have stronger social skills than those who are notor 

are less so. Personal distress also appearsto moderate emotional regulation. Regarding 

thefundamental attribution error,subjects who are specifically instructed to empathize 

tend to avoid this error and make more situational attributions,thoughthis tendency 

appearsto be potentially moderated by personal distress(PD).Empathizing subjects are 

also more likely to offer help to another in need. Lastly,thefindings in the physiological 

studies regarding empathy are mixed,but overall self-report questionnaires have notfared 

well. This could be due tothefactthatthey are not capturing all the elements ofempathy 

or are measuring different aspectsthan the other non self-report measures. However, 

Davis' measure(1979)hasa strong validation background. Therefore,the results must 

be regarded as inconclusive. 
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CHAPTERV 

GENDERDIFFERENCESINEMPATHY 

An extensive review ofgender differences in empathy wasconducted by 

Eisenberg and Lennon(1983). Regarding self-reported empathy in reaction to emotional 

situations, they concluded thatthere was atendency forfemalesto report more empathic 

reactions than malesin response to the simulated emotional states ofothers. However, 

the authors cautioned that such results could not be conclusive because,they stated,"self-

report measuresfrequently are not consistent with other measures ofempathic 

responding"(p. Ill)and this has also been noted in reviewing the literature on empathy 

thusfar. 

WhileEisenberg and Lennon did not find any significant gender differences 

attributed to empathy in physiological measures ofempathic responding(e.g.,heart rate 

or skin conductance reactionsto supposedly empathy-evoking conditions),the authors 

did find differences in the facial, vocal and gestural measures ofempathy. Thatis, 

females exhibited more nonverbal indications ofempathy(particularly vocal affect), 

especially when it was obvious that empathy isthe construct being measured. This could 

be attributed to thefact that empathy is a culturally approved traitfor women in America. 

However,regarding the lack ofdifferentiation in physiological measures,it is dubious as 

to whether heart rate,GSR(Galvanic Skin Response)or pulse rate canjustifiably even 

represent an empathic reaction. Any one ofthose physiological reactions could represent 

arange ofemotions. 

Concerning responsesto self-report scales,in particular Mehrabian and Epstein's 

(1972),females overwhelmingly obtained significantly higher empathy scores. 
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Especially for adults,the sex differences were strongly significant in empathy,with a 

mean effect size(thatis,independentofsample size)of.99. 

With teacher and peer-report measures(performed in onlytwo studies listed in 

Eisenberg and Lennon),the highly significantfindings indicated thatteachers and peers 

viewed females as much more empathicthan males. However,other studies ofempathy 

involving less traditional measures(e.g., classification ofchildren's'responsesto the 

distress ofothers;interviewing children on moral reasoning)did not demonstrate clear 

evidence ofsex differences in the tendency to empathize,though all these studies were 

focused on children. Thusagain,itis implied that perhaps self-report measuresof 

empathy and non-traditional measures ofthe construct are capturing different aspects or 

types ofempathy. 

Eisenberg and Lennon also reviewed the literature related to affective roletaking 

which would highly correspond to acommon definition ofempathy(or at least a part of 

empathy,like Davis'Perspective Taking). Overall,although women appeared to be more 

skilled than men at decoding visual overt nonverbal cues,there were relatively few 

consistent sex differences in children's affecting role-taking abilities. Thus,perhaps 

empathy develops overtime and is therefore most evidentin adults. 

Summary 

Eisenberg and Lennon(1983)summarized their research by concluding that"sex 

differences in empathy are highly related tothe method ofassessing empathy"(p.119). 

While gender differences favoring females emerged the strongestfrom self-report 

measures,few sex differences werefound when empathy was assessed with non-

obtrusive measures such as physiological and facial/gestural measures.I would also point 
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outthatthe inconsistencies in the literature have emerged more often with children than 

adults, perhaps indicating that more socialization is needed to occur before significant sex 

differences emerge. That is,the findings for empathy in children thusfar could indicate 

that empathy is a significantly socialized construct. 
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CHAPTER VI 

EMPATHYIN THEWORPLACE 

Thefunctioning ofthe workplace relies heavily on the interpersonal relations 

among its employees(Karlin, 1990).One study(see Karlin, 1990)found that80%of 

upperlevel workers("decision-makers")spenttheir time in face-to-face communication 

and based88%oftheir decisions onthese communications.Empathy,in turn,has been 

found to foster good communicationflow in effective decision-making(Boyd,1985; 

Farrant, 1977)in addition to encouraging independent problem-solving(Catt&Miller, 

1985;Buckman,1984;Baker&Gorman, 1978). It would be difficultto conceive of 

face-to-face communicationsthat pertained to importantissues notinvolving the ability 

to see another's viewpoint,atthe most basic level. Thus,such findings are one 

justification forthe exploration ofempathy in the workplace,a constructthat can 

potentially affect interpersonal effectiveness. 

Other studies have provided additionaljustification for empathy in the workplace 

by supporting the role ofmanager as counselor(Buckman,1984;Bolyard,1983;Golen& 

Sykora,1983;Farber, 1982;Baker&Gorman,1978).Research in ClinicalPsychology 

has proposed athata need for an empathic connection between employees and their 

managers is quite natural based on self/other psychology,the parent-child relationship, 

and related findings(Wolf, 1988,in Karlin, 1990;Kohut,1984;Lictenberg,Bomstein& 

Silver, 1984;Smith&Pederson, 1983;Ainsworth,Blehar,Waters,&Wall,1979; 

Ainsworth,Bell&Stayton, 1974;Kanungo,1982;Seeman,1975).Empathyin particular, 

among other qualities, has also been found totranscend differences in clinical training, 

philosophical orientation,context and client characteristics(Truax&Mitchell, 1971). 
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Specifically,ifempathy could transcend differences in one setting(therapy),it could 

potentially transcend them in another(workplace),particularly from the viewpointof 

'manager as counselor.' Based on all ofthese findings,empathy would appear to be a 

useful characteristicfor a manager. Likewise,Tannenbaum,Weschler and Massarik 

(1961,in Karlin, 1990)also agree that a clinical/empathic approach to dealing with 

employeescan have a strong influence on workplacefunctioning. I agree as well,though 

the usefulness ofan empathic approach is likely to differ according to the industry and 

particular situation. 

In Karlin's study(1990),the perceived level ofmanagerialempathy(PME)was 

significantly, albeit moderately(r=.26,p<.001)related tothe general employee'stotal 

scoreonthe performance ratings. However,PMEappeared to differentiate somewhat 

according to status in that Karlin found a substantial correlation betweenPMEand 

performance ratings for department heads(r=.58,p<.001)asopposed to hourly 

employees(r=.21,p<.01). Acrossthe total sample,organizational commitment correlated 

positively and significantly(r=.33, p<.001)withPME. Other researchers feelthat using 

empathy,among other"counseling"techniques,most effectively deals with 

psychological factorsthatinfluence worker performance(Frunzi&Dunn,1974). 

Ikemi&Kubota(1996)found thatthose workers whotended to perceive their 

managers as higher on empathy,unconditional positive regard,and genuineness 

correspondingly rated lowerfor depression,anxiety,and fatigue. Ofcourse,like most 

coirelational data,this finding could be also have emerged because those who are less 

depressed to begin with have a more positive view oftheir superiors. Thefinding thatthe 
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attitude ofone's superiors/managers is related to employee satisfaction and adjustment 

has been demonstrated by others (Fiedler, 1967) 

Furthermore,Karlin's 1990studyfound that employees(department heads and 

hourly employees across several stores)rated the needforempathyfrom their immediate 

manager as between important and very important(the highest rating)(mean value 3.42, 

s.d.,.65)(Karlin, 1990).In a similar vein. Cooper(1978)surveyed over 160 companies 

and found thata majority ofemployees atthese companies had grievances about their 

companies'lack ofrespect and willingnessto address employee problems. Concerning 

this latter study,the companies'disregard for employees could be construed aslacking in 

empathy. Thefindingsimplythatthe employees wantto be understood,showing a need 

for an aspectofempathy similar to Davis'Perspective Taking subscale(the cognitive 

aspectofempathy). 

Other research cites thatthe"best-run"companies,with examplesfrom such 

large,well-known companies as Hewlett-Packard,Wal-Martand Delta Airlines,arethose 

thatinvest substantially in respecting and responding to their employees'needs(Peters& 

Waterman,1982),the latter ofwhich could be viewed asa behavioral aspectofempathy 

(actively addressing needs ofthe other). Other studies cite that identifying with 

employees on an empathic level can help a manager grasp an employee's potential 

(Massarick,1969). Theinfluence ofmanagerson their employees' morale and 

adjustment has also been documented(Albrecht,1982;Albrecht&Adelman,1984; 

Brayfield&Crockett, 1955). Tracy(1979),in turn,holdsthat managers wholack 

sensitivity can create urmecessary problemsthat affect morale and productivity. 
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Asfew studies exist that directly study empathy in the workplace,it might be 

helpfulto address constructsthat are potentially related to empathy and have been 

investigated in the workplace. From a behavioral perspective,supportiveness could be 

viewed as a partofempathy. That is,the behavioral manifestation of 

appreciating/relating to another's situation could result in the expression ofthis 

appreciation and thus,be perceived as a sign ofsupportiveness. Therefore,it could be 
I 

that expressed empathy is commonly perceived asa supportive gesture. Studies that have 

shown organizations perceived as supportive also havelower absenteeism rates and more 

committed and satisfied employees(Eisenberger,Huntington,Hutchinson&Sowa. 

1984).Ifsupportivenesscan be construed as part ofempathy,these studies are significant 

finding.s forthe potential ofempathyin the workplace. Davis(1972)also citesfindings 

ofsignificant positive correlations between work-group performance and satisfaction 

with supportive managerial styles(see Smith,1986;Indik,Georgopoulos&Seashore 

1961;Wager,1965 all in Karlin). 

InconsistentFindings in the Workplace:Future Research Potential 

In Karlin's study(1990),the perceived level ofmanagerialempathy was 

significantly, albeit moderately(r=.26,p<.001)related tothe employee'stotal score on 

the performance ratings. However,the more empathic manager mightbe a morelenient 

rater. This kind ofproblem needsto be avoided by perhapsrelying less on ratings and 

instead employing more objective measures ofperformance(e.g.,number ofpromotions 

in pasttwo years). 

Karlin also found an inverse relationship between productivity and perceived 

managerial empathy(PME),which may be due to the method ofmeasurement(total sales 



Empathy37 

divided by total payrollfor each store). Such afinding could also indicate different 

implicationsfor empathy depending on the level ofthejob. Research has shownthat 

managerial personnel place a higher importance on intrinsic needsthan workers ata 

lower level(Baril&Reavy,1984;Porter, 1961 and Hill&Hunt,1973). What doesthis 

say abouttheinfluence ofempathy on people ofdifferent status? Like Karlin's other 

findings,this finding about productivity might be related to a difference between upper 

and lower-level workersthat is not distinguished by this measure ofproductivity. 

Karlin also did notinvestigate how important empathy is relative to other needs 

and motivators(pay,position,status)or context asfar as what conditions/situations in 

which empathy mightbe most relevant.Forinstance,he statesthat"there exist no known 

situations in which empathy would be detrimental" p.111),but logically,there are 

situations in which too much ortoo little empathy is inappropriate,such asin emergency 

room situations in which doctors and nurses need to act with more expediency than 

empathy. Similarly,in business situations, acting in a no-nonsense manner can be more 

effective than showing empathy in situations requiring decisive action. Also,perhaps 

certain aspects/types ofempathy (high orlow cognitive, affective, or behavioral)work 

best at different times. Some workers might be more receptive to a cognitive aspect of 

empathy,whereas others respond betterto something more demonstrative and blatant like 

the behavioral side ofempathy. Again,thetype ofsituation is bound to influence the 

effectiveness ofthe aspect/level ofempathy as well. 

The specific behaviorsinvolved in empathy in the workplace also remain unclear. 

Karlin himselfraised the following question; what exactly is involved or notinvolved in 

the behavior ofmanagersthat employees perceive to be empathic? Furthermore, 
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empathy's relationship withjob performance also needs a more direct investigation, 

instead ofrelying solely on findings ofsupportiveness. Karlin also questioned how 

empathy could combine with other traits to affect worker performance as well as mediate 

or moderate performance variables. The inconsistencies in his own study and the 

questionsKarlin has raised all indicate useful avenuesofresearch forthe purpose of 

establishing the role ofempathy in the workplace. 

Summary 

In summary,research on empathy in the workplace indicates that workers are 

potentially healthier, happier(in terms ofsatisfaction, commitment,morale)and possibly 

perform better when dealing with empathic-like superiors and/or working in an empathic-

related environment. Thefindings for empathy related to interpersonal effectiveness also 

have implicationsfor affecting workplacetransactionsamong coworkers and,perhaps 

through future investigations,customer service. It also appearsfrom Karlin's research 

thata higher status or position at work is more positively associated with a need for 

empathy. Future studies should explore status asrelated to a need for empathy using 

multiple measures(self-report and behavioral and/or affective assessmenttools). The 

inconsistencies in the research also support using multiple measuresin orderto 

understand empathy's different aspects or distinguish between different types of 

empathy,in addition to verifying the usefulness ofempathy in different contexts and the 

behaviorsthis construct might mediate or moderate. 
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CHAPTERVn 

MEASURES OFEMPATHY 

Historically,empathy has been measured utilizing a variety ofprojective and 

clinical instruments,such asthe Rorschach Test,the Thematic Apperception Test,the 

Role ConstructRepertory Test,the MMPI(Minnesota MultiphasicPersonality 

Inventory),CPI(CaliforniaPersonality Inventory),along with rating scales and multiple-

choice responsesto video-taped interviews(Homblow,1980). TheEmpathy Test(Kerr, 

1947;Kerr& Sperofif, 1954),which involved the ability to takethe perspective of 

another,wasamongthe early attempts at creating empathy measures and has been 

perceived as very questionable in it's viability(Hall, 1965;Thomdike,1959). This was 

followed by the AccurateEmpathy measure(Dymond,1949;Dymond,1950in Duan& 

Hill, 1996)which measured the ability to predictthe response ofanother in which 

subjects interacted for a specified period oftime and then completed questionnaires on 

personality traits(selfratings/other ratings/ratings ofhow the others rated themselves/ 

how they might have been rated by the others). Their score wascalculated by how 

accurately they estimated the others' self-ratings as well as the other members'ratings of 

thetargeted subject. The difference between the subject's estimates ofanother's ratings 

and the actual ratings made by that member wasthen taken to yield two deviation scores 

(correct prediction ofother's self-ratings and one'sown ratings by others;see details in 

Davis, 1979). 

Davis(1979)and others have criticized this type ofmeasure's validity(Hastorf& 

Bender,1952;Bender&Hastorf, 1953;Cronbach, 1955),pointing outthe problemsthat 

could arise iftwo people have a similar response style. Chapin's Social Insight Test 
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(Chapin, 1942)and Cassel's(CasseU959) Social insight scales were other early 

measuresofempathy that have also been criticized for either being too broad in their 

conceptualization ofempathy ortheir methodology has yielded questionable reliability 

and validity(Borden,1960;Black,1965) 

Truax and Barrett-Lennard Scales 

Empathy studies began to flourish in the 1960's,beginning with the Truax(1961) 

and Barrett-Lennard(1962)empathy scales. Though widely used,the Truax scale has 

been criticized for its unreliability and invalidity(Rappaport&Chinsky, 1972).However, 

the Empathic Understanding scale ofBarrett- Lennard'sRelationship Inventory(1962, 

1978)^ which involves ratings of1-6on a series ofstatements about another,has 

demonstrated significant predictive validity with client/therapist outcomes(Gurman, 

1977),though seemingly low applicability outside a therapeutic situation(see Karlin, 

1990). 

TheHogan Empathy Scale 

TheHoganEmpathy Scale(1969),a self-report measure drawn mainlyfromthe 

MMPIand CPI,although popular, has not demonstrated impressive reliability and 

validity(Cross and Sharpley, 1982;Johnson,Smither&Cheek,1983).It appears broad 

in scope,appearing to measure overall interpersonal effectiveness and generally not 

discrete enoughto capture empathy. Johnson,Smither and Cheek'sstudy(1983) 

demonstrated howthis scale captures interpersonal effectiveness in sofar as it correlates 

highly with sociability(i=.50),adjustment(r=.48), social self-confidence(r=.64),and 

nonconformity(r=.68)in addition to other similar personality measures. Another cause 
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for concern wasthatthe Hogan scale appeared more valid for males(Chlopan,McCain, 

Carbonell&Hagen,1985). 

The Mehrabian-Epstein Questionnaire Measure ofEmotionalEmpathy 

The Mehrabian-Epstein Questionnaire Measure ofEmotionalEmpathy(QMME) 

emerged in 1972and contains subscales ofSusceptibility toEmotional Change; 

Appreciation ofthe Feelings ofUnfamiliar and Distant Others;ExtremeEmotional 

Responsiveness;Tendency ToBeMoved by Others'Positive EmotionalExperiences; 

Tendency ToBeMoved by Others'Negative EmotionalExperiences;Sympathetic 

Tendency;and Willingness ToBein Contact with Others WhoHaveProblems.It has had 

mixed results in validation studies. One criticism is thatthe authors did not attemptto 

differentiate between the type ofemotional responses,but only assessed a"global" 

emotionality score. Chlopan et al(1985)reviewed studies utilizing the QMMEand 

summarized that high scorerstend to be more socially aware,as well as more helpful(see 

also Davis,1979, 1983)and morally advanced,indicating thattheQMME might have 

Hogan'sscope problem. Yet,Chlopan et al. pointed outthatthere wasalow correlation 

betweentheQMMEand Hogan. They reasoned thattheQMMEfocused on vicarious 

emotional arousal and Hogan on role-taking ability, potentiallytwo different aspectsof 

empathy. It was also noted that while the Hogan appeared to be more valid for males,the 

QMMEappeared to be more consistent forfemalesthan males.TheQMMEappearsto 

be weak in predictive ability(Davis,1979)and lacking in construct validity,though some 

ofthe subscales(e.g.Emotional Contagion,which wasrelated to emotional empathy) 

might be useful(Dillard and Hunter, 1989). 
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Stotland et al.'s Empathy Scale 

Stotland,Mathews,Sherman,Hansson and Richardson(1978)developed a 

measureofempathy thatinvolved emotional reactions to diverse situations. This scale 

included five factors: Denial-Avoidance(unempathic responses),Involvement-Concern 

(tendency to imagine other's reactions),Hostility-Empathy(contrastto empathy),Friend-

Empathy(empathizing with a fi-iend's experiences),and Fantasy-Empathy(tendencyto 

projectoneselfinto characters in movies,books,plays). Only the Fantasy-Empathy 

subscale has beenfound to have a significant relationship to physiological arousalto 

another's emotions,onjudgmentsofothers and on ability to role-play(Stotland et al., 

1978). 

The Jackson Personality Inventory-Revised 

The Jackson Personality Inventory-Revised(1994)wasdeveloped asageneral 

purpose personality inventory and includes an Emotional subscale thatincorporates 

Empathy,Anxiety,and Cooperativeness. Whilesomereviewers have been highly critical 

ofits reliability and validity(Pittenger, 1998),others have been less harsh and regard itto 

be as adequate as many other existing personality scales(Zachar, 1998). The 

significance oftheEmpathy portion ofthe subscale alone has yetto be reviewed. 

InterpersonalReactivityIndex 

Davis'(1979,83)Interpersonal Reactivity Index conceptualized empathy as 

consisting ofthe following factors: Perspective-Taking,Fantasy,Empathic Concern,and 

Personal Distress subscales. The measure consists offour 7-item scales with alpha 

reliability estimates ranging fi"om .68-.79,which is acceptable considering thefew items 

in the subscales. The strongest correlations with other measures(r>.30,p<.05)have 
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been forPerspective-Taking(i=.42)and a correlation forthePD scale(r=-.40 only for 

females,though males still had a significant correlation ofi=-.25)with Hogan's measure 

(see Johnson et al., 1983),and a correlation forthe Fantasy and Empathic Concern scales 

with the Mehrabian-Epstein QMME(r>.50).Furthermore,although thePD subscale was 

a more valid predictorforfemales in Davis'dissertation work(1979),it was strongly and 

positively correlated acrossgender with measures ofshyness,social anxiety and 

fearfulness and negatively with measures ofself-esteem and positive emotionality in 

Davis'1979and 1983 studies. Dillard and Hunter(1989),recommend theIRI as an 

overall more valid scale than the QMME. 

Regarding Davis'dissertation work with the other subscales.Perspective Taking 

positively correlated with high self-esteem(as well as negatively with fearfulness and 

shyness),avoidance ofthe Fundamental Attribution Error(FAE)when making 

attributions aboutatarget and helping when subjects were specifically instructed to 

empathize. TheEmpathic Concern subscale also demonstrated a considerable degree of 

construct validity with its' positive relationship tothe F-scale(feminine)ofthePersonal 

Attributes Questionnaire across gender as well as being positively associated with a 

tendency to avoid theFAEand helping behavior. 

Summary 

Although the reviewed empathy measures overall havesomewhat questionable 

reliability and validity,severalsubscalesfi-om different measures(e.g.,Empathic 

Concern,Perspective Taking,Fantasy-Empathy,Emotional Contagion)did demonstrate 

some utility and potential forfuture use. Thelow intercorrelations betweenDymond's 

scale,Hogan's,and Mehrabian and Epstein's scales indicate that either empathy is multi-
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faceted(one construct with several aspects)or thatthere are discrete types ofempathy 

(Kagan&Schneider,1987and Kurtz&Grummon,1972). Based onthe reviewed 

literature,it would appearto Davis(1979, 1983)as well as myselfthat empathy is a 

single constructthat has multiple qualities. Again,research findings indicate that self-

report and non-traditional measures ofempathy(e.g., physiological,interviews)yield 

different results, prompting the usage ofmultiple methodsto accurately capture empathy. 
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CHAPTERVm 

OVERVIEW OFLITERATUREAND 

FUTUREDIRECTIONSINRESEARCH 

Overview ofLiterature 

Empathy has been defined throughoutthe literature from cognitive and affective 

perspectivesto combinations ofcognitive, affective and behavioral perspectives. The 

combined cognitive/affective/behavioral definition has been the most pervasive. This 

multi-faceted definition involves understanding another's situation cognitively and 

affectively and frequently communicating this understanding. Parallel emotions are not 

always experienced,depending on the particular theorists' perspective. Based onthe 

relevant literature that emphasizes acomplexity ofrelationships and definitions 

associated with empathy,it is more likely that empathy is one construct with several 

cognitive/affective/behavioral facetsthan a constructthat can be separated into distinct 

types. Thatis, an empathicindividual is likely to have all three aspects ofempathy, 

though in varyingdegrees, depending on the presence ofother moderating/mediating 

characteristics. To illustrate,it's notthat a hero does not experience thefear ofthe 

coward,butthatthe hero is able to conquer it. 

Studies haveshown empathy to be related to a number ofpositive characteristics. 

Direct or indirect correlations have been found between empathy and self-esteem, 

productivity,student achievement and workercommitment. Though constructs such as 

consideration have been proposed as related to empathy,this has yetto be validated, 

though logically it appears plausible. 



Empathy46 

An aspectofempathy research that is lacking concerns the validation ofthe 

constructin applied arenas. Empathy should be related to more external criteria, such as 

in studies ofthe workplace where such factors as productivity,job performance and 

coworker relations could be explored in relation to empathy. 

Concerningthe understanding ofempathy to date,several moderators ofempathy 

have been explored in the literature. Personal distress,for instance,appearsto moderate 

empathy in adults and frequently women,though findings are confusing.In some studies, 

an inverse relationship exists between empathy or aspects ofempathy(e.g..Perspective 

Taking)and personal distress. However,the relationship becomesless clear in studies of 

the relationship between attribution theory and empathy. In general,subjects who are 

more empathictend to make more situational attributions and avoid making the 

fundamental attribution error,but when specifically instructed to empathize with atarget, 

a positive relationship also emerges across gender between personal distress and 

situational attributions. Highly distressed subjects mightfeel thatthe mostempathic 

reaction isto alleviatethe targetofresponsibility by making an extemal/situational 

attribution fortheir behavior. 

Measuresofempathy have traditionally relied on self-report,though other 

methods have been employed. Physiological measures and other non-traditional 

measuresappearto assess empathy differentlyfrom self-report methods,based on their 

respective low intercorrelations. Each method may be capturing a differenttype or aspect 

ofempathy. Based onthe findings relating different measuresto personality 

characteristics, it would appear that empathy mayindeed beafairly broad conceptthat is 
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positively related to such characteristics as helpfulness, morality and self-esteem,though 

other personality variables likely moderate how empathy is individually expressed. 

Concerning sex differences in empathy,research indicatesthat sex differences 

tend to be associated with method ofmeasurement. Whilegender differencesshowing 

empathyto be more strongly and positively related to females emerged primarily from 

self-report measures,few sex differences werefound when empathy wasassessed with 

non-obtrusive measures such as physiological and facial/gestural measures.That very 

inconsistent sex differences have emerged repeatedly with studies ofchildren moreso 

than adults could also indicate thatempathy is a signifrcantly socialized construct. 

Behaviors that empathy has been found to positively influence include helping 

and social skills. Concerning behaviors in the workplace,research indicates that 

employeestend to be more satisfied, potentially more productive or perform better when 

working with empathic superiors orin empathic(e.g.,supportive,considerate) 

surroundings. A positive relationship between work status and a need for empathy also 

potentially exists,though further verification is needed. 

Future Directions ofResearch 

In orderto more clearly understand empathy and what it is related to cognitively, 

affectively,and behaviorally, more applied and multi-method studies need to be pursued. 

Additionally,studies need to explore in what contexts empathy,or certain levels ortypes 

ofempathy mightbe more advantageous or,in contrast, detrimental. Either Davis' 

(1983)Interpersonal Reactivity Index(IRI),as it is the mostrigorously constructed scale 

to date,oranew measure based on thefew reliable and valid subscales ofprevious 

measures(including those oftheIRI)should be used in further investigating this 
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construct. Future studies need to utilize self-report, personal descriptions,and possibly 

physiological or unobtrusive ratingsto truly capturethe complexity ofthis construct. 

Ifany consensus on a definition ofempathy exists,the multi-faceted view of 

empathy as a constructthat has cognitive, behavioral,and affective aspects hasthe most 

support. Using this comprehensive definition,empathy needsto be investigated in 

applied conditions in orderto be a more useful constructin the field ofpsychology. 

Karlin(1990)tookthe first step by measuring perceived empathy in the workplace. EEs 

study demonstrated the empathy is mostimportantto upper-level workersin relation to 

their superiors,but generally importantto hourly workers. Organizational commitment 

and performance ratings were more strongly related to departmental headsPME 

(Perceived ManagerialEmpathy) scores than those ofthe hourly employees,though 

significant correlations emerged for both groups. Self-report measures,ifdeveloped in a 

rigorous manner and combined with other methods,could also be used to assessthe 

importance ofempathyamong coworkersor coworkers and customers. Ifsuch a measure 

could prove useful and demonstrate associations with work success or satisfaction, 

companies could use such a measure as a hiring tool. The establishmentofan empathic 

measure as a hiring tool would demonstratethe utility and practical application ofa 

construct once solely relegated to the therapeutic context. 
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CHAPTERIX 

PROPOSALTOSTUDYEMPATHYINTHEWORKPLACE 

Justification forProposal 

Though empathy has been historically defined fi*om multiple perspectives,the 

most popular current definitions involve some combination ofemotional,cognitive and 

affective perspectives(Coke,Batson,&McDavis,1978;lannotti, 1979in Davis, 1979; 

Kohut,1984;Barrett-Lennard, 1981;Goldstein&Michaels, 1985;Macarov,1978; 

Gladstein, 1977;Ickes, 1990;Karush, 1979;Levenson&Reuf,1992;Basch, 1983; 

Feldstein&Gladstein, 1980). Concerning empathy's utility in different settings,the 

previous significance ofthe construct in the therapeutic context has recently been 

questioned(Duan&Hill, 1996)and other avenues have been explored,such asthe 

workplace(Karlin, 1990). 

Based on a variety ofstudies,the empathic individual would appearto have many 

positive characteristics such as being more helpful(Coke,Batson,&McDavis,1978; 

Davis, 1979;Eisenberg&Miller, 1987)and possibly regulating his/her emotions better 

than a non-empathic individual(Eisenberg,Wentzel,&Harris, 1998). Studies have 

found empathyto be related to anumber ofpositive characteristics including self-esteem 

(Davis, 1979),ability(Wager,1969in Karlin,1990;Robinson,Wilson,&Robinson, 

1978;Scheuer, 1971;Aspy&Roebuck,1977),student achievement(Davis, 1979and 

Helmreich et al., 1978 and 1980),workplace performance,commitment,low absenteeism 

(Karlin, 1990)and consideration(Fleishman&Salter, 1963). 

The workplace is germanefor the study ofempathy. Karlin's (1990)study 

demonstrated a significant need for empathy between superiors and subordinates ata 
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certain status level, but it failed to address such questions as whetherempathy is more 

important in some occupations than others and whetherthe level ofempathy ofthe 

workersthemselves were related to satisfaction orjob involvement. Furthermore, 

addressing the role ofempathy in customer-service orientation is also another promising 

but unexplored avenue ofresearch in the workplace. Thefactthat empathy has been 

found to be related to interpersonal effectiveness(see Karlin, 1990)is a positive indicator 

forthe potential relationship between customer-service orientation and empathy as well. 

Accordingly,Iinvestigated empathy in the contextofthe workplace. First,I 

developed a measure ofempathyforthe workplace. The extant measures ofempathythat 

have reliable and valid subscales(e.g.,Davis, 1979)are general in nature and may not be 

as relevantto work as a more specialized measurementofempathy. Along these lines, 

Schmit,Ryan,Stierwalt and Powell(1995)found thatthe validity ofa general personality 

inventory for work settings wasincreased through contexualization ofthe itemsto work 

by simply adding"at work"tothe scale statements. The present studies involved the 

contextualization ofa measurementofempathy to the workplace by using items which 

refer to work behaviors,attitudes and relevant emotions. 

Empathy Defined for the Workplace 

Although many researchers have offered definitions and modelsofthe empathic 

process(Levenson&Reuf,1992;Feldstein& Gladstein, 1980;Barrett-Lennard, 1981; 

Reik in Katz, 1963),I chose a conceptual modelofempathy that seemed to bethe most 

comprehensive and prevalent in the literature, in addition to being the most work-

applicable:the cognitive, affective and behavioral model(e.g.,Basch,1983;Davis 1979). 

In this model,empathy includesthe ability to accurately appraise another's emotional 
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situation(cognitive aspect),be receptive to another person's needs(affective aspect)and 

respond tothose needs(behavioral aspect). This conceptualization also specifiesa lack 

offeeling"threatened"by the emotional needs ofanother and the avoidance ofmistaking 

the others'needsfor one's own. In Davis'terms,the lack offeeling threatened would 

translate into having alow level ofpersonal distress. In short,an empathic person by this 

definition understands another's situation, experiences similar emotionsto the other and 

respondsto the needs manifested bythe other. However,the empathizing individual does 

notconfuse his/her feelings with the others'feelings and does notfeel overwhelmed by 

the experience ofthe other. 

Objectives oftheProposed Research 

The first purposeofthese studies wasto develop a reliable measure ofempathy 

which focused onthe workplace and relationshipsamong coworkers. As Stanley(1971) 

has noted,reliability is the essential first goal ofany new measure.The empathy measure 

developed in this study will hereafter be referred to as WorkplaceEmpathy(WE). The 

second purposeofthese studies wasto explore the construct validity oftheWE measure. 

Validity is a matterofdegree and not something that is all or none(Messick, 

1989). Messick defines validity as"an integrated evaluativejudgementofthe degree to 

which empirical evidence and theoretical rationales supporttheadequacy and 

appropriatenessand actions based on test scoresor other modesofassessment"(1989,p. 

1). Hefurther defined construct validity as"based on any integration ofevidence that 

bears on the interpretation or meaning oftest scores"(1989,p.7),concluding that 

"construct validity embraces almost all formsofvalidity evidence"(p.8). Cronbach and 

Meehl(1955)notethatconstruct validity is pursued when the constructlacks a"criterion 
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ofuniverse ofcontent[that]is accepted as entirely adequateto define the quality to be 

measured"(p.282). The current state ofempathy research meetsthis criterion and thus 

construct validity ofWEwas a primaryfocus ofthis study. 

Manytypes ofvalidity are subsumed under construct validity(content validity, 

criterion-related validity, convergent/discriminant validity, etc.)and the present study 

could not address all ofthese. However,as an initial effort,these studies examined 

several different and importanttypes ofvalidity—including convergence ofindicators, 

nomological validity,incremental validity, and known-group validity in an effortto 

elaboratethe construct-validity ofWE. 

Whenevera new measure ofa construct is developed,one ofthe first questionsto 

be addressed is whether it is related to established measures ofthe construct. An 

important and related question is whetherthere is a"convergence ofindicators," which 

refersto the extentto which assorted measures(indicators)ofthe same construct are 

related and display similar relational patterns(Messick, 1989).Tothis end,WEwas 

correlated with an already established measure ofempathy,the InterpersonalReactivity 

Index(IRI)(Davis, 1980).Davis'IRI was chosen because it has demonstrated reasonable 

reliability and validity through comparisons with other measures(e.g.,HoganEmpathy 

Scale, 1969;Questionnaire Measure ofEmotionalEmpathy,1972)and behaviors(e.g., 

helping). Furthermore,Davis' measure is built on a comprehensive modelofempathy 

that reflects the more commonly held notion ofempathy as a multi-faceted construct with 

cognitive, behavioral and affective components. Given thatthe WE measure was 

contextuatlized tothe workplace,a significant, but notoverly high correlation,was 

expected between it and theIRI empathy measure. 
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Anotherimportant question is whether a newly developed measure is related to 

other logically associated(by either theory or deduction)constructs. Nomological 

validity, described asthe "fit between obtained data patterns and theoretical predictions 

aboutthose patterns"(Cook& Campbell,1979 in Messick, 1989),is ofinterest here and 

wasexplored by relating WEto measures ofJob Involvement,Job Satisfaction and 

Customer Service Orientation (CSO)(Lounsbury&Gibson, 1999;Lounsbury& 

Hoopes, 1986).A significant correlation between WEand Job Involvement,Job 

Satisfaction,and Customer Service Orientation was expected forthose occupational 

groupsfor which empathy isimportantforjob performance. Itheorized thatthe greater 

WEasubject exhibited,the morejob involved, satisfied, customer-service oriented they 

would be. 

Anotherimportantissue addressed concerns incremental validity, specifically, 

whetherthe new measure ofa constmct accountsfor unique(i.e., incremental)variance 

in a criterion variable above and beyond that accounted for by an established measure(or 

measures)ofa construct(Messick, 1989). Theincremental validity ofa construct has 

also been defined asthe"degree to which it raises the multiple correlation when it is 

included in a set ofpredictor variables"(Lord&Novick, 1968,p.274). Byexamining 

the unique contribution ofWEversus theIRIto the prediction ofthe criterion variables 

ofJob Involvement,Job Satisfaction and the CSO,it was possible to examinethe 

incremental validity ofWorkplace Empathy. 

A fourth issue regarding the development ofa new measure is whether groups 

regarded as high orlow onthe construct actually score high orlow onthe new measure 

ofthe construct. This issue wasexplored in the present study through the investigation of 
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known-group validity. Known-group validity refers to predicting and verifying 

differences on a construct as afunction ofgroup membership where there is evidence of 

preliminary consensus onthe group's standing in relation to the construct(Messick, 

1989;Cronbach&Meehl,1955;Crano&Brewer, 1973).^ Job groups identified as high 

orlow in empathy were compared on WE,with the expectation thatincumbents in high-

empathyjobs would score higher on WEthan incumbents in low empathyjobs. 

In sum,following the development ofaWE measure,its construct validity was 

explored by establishing a convergence ofindicators,examining nomological validity, 

evaluating incremental validity, and assessing the known-group validity ofWE. 

Research Questions 

Thefollowing five research questions were addressed: 

1) A reliable scale ofWorkplace Empathy was developed. It wasexpected that 

this scale would comprise one factor with behavior,affective,and cognitive 

componentsofempathy and that a satisfactory(e.g.,>.70)level ofinternal 

consistency reliability will be achieved. 

^ A similarprocedure has also been describedasthe methodofcontrasted 

groups byAnastasiand Urbina(1997),which they citeasa means"usedquite 

commonlyin the validation ofpersonality tests"(p.122). The usageofexpertratings 

hasalsoproven usefulin the validation ofpersonality tests becauseofthe difficulty of 

providing objective criteria when studying more elusive constructssuch asempathy 

(Anastasiand Urbina,1997). 
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2) In an efifort to investigate whether WEwas related to general empathy and 

demonstrates a"convergence ofindicators"(Messick, 1989),the relationship 

betweenWEand an established measure ofempathy,Davis'(1980) 

Interpersonal Reactivity Index was examined.It wasexpected thatthere 

would be a significant correlation between thesetwo measures. It was also 

expected thatthis relationship would be positive since they are both 

measuring empathy(convergence ofindicators),but it was anticipated thatthe 

correlation would be modest(i.e., lessthan.5)because one measure was 

work-based and the other a measure ofgeneral empathy. 

3) To explore nomological validity(Messick, 1989),the relationship between 

WEand measures ofthree work variables—job involvement,job satisfaction 

and customer service orientation—^was examined in occupations for which 

empathy is deemed high orlow by targeted experts. Specifically, it was 

expected thatWE would be significantly and positively related tojob 

involvement,satisfaction and customer service in those occupationsfor which 

empathy wasconsidered to be an important attribute for employee 

performance. 

4) Toexamine the incremental validity(Lord&Novick,1968)ofWE,the 

studies investigated the unique variance it accounted for injob satisfaction, 

job involvementand customer service orientation above and beyond the 

variance accounted for byDavis' established measure ofempathy,the IRI. 

Specifically,a series ofhierarchical multiple regression analyses were 

performed with theIRI measure entered first and WEentered second to 
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separately predictjob satisfaction,job involvement and customer service 

orientation.Incremental validity would be demonstrated by a significant 

change in the squared multiple correlation after entering WE. 

5) In an effortto assess"known-group" validity(Messick, 1989;Cronbach& 

Meehl,1955;Crano&Brewer, 1973)for WE,the measure was given to 

occupational groups which were regarded by subject matter experts as"High" 

and"Low"interms ofthe importance ofempathyfor successfuljob 

performance. Specifically,incumbents in"High"empathyjobs were expected 

to have significantly higher mean scores onthe work-based empathy scale 

than incumbentsin"Low"empathyjobs. 



Empathy57 
CHAPTERX 

VALIDATION OFTHEWORKPLACEEMPATHYMEASURE 

Overview ofthe Research 

The purposeofStudy 1 and Study2wasto assessthe reliability and validity of 

WorkplaceEmpathy measure. Two separate studies were conducted to determine the 

WE'svalidity. Study 1 established the reliability ofan original measure ofempathy in 

the workplace(the WE)utilizing a population ofstudents who were also employed in the 

workforce. Study2investigated the construct validity ofWEby administering theWE 

measure,a general measure ofempathy and other work-related measuresto a workforce 

population. 

Method 

Participants 

Study1 

Atotal of153 students atthe University ofTennessee,Knoxville participated in 

this study. One-fourth ofthe subjects were drawn from afirst level undergraduate 

psychology course,two-fourths were drawn from third level undergraduate psychology 

courses and onefourth wasdrawn from agraduate course in Statistics. 

Study2 

Atotal of185 subjects in the workforce returned the revised WEand related 

workplace measures with some or all ofthem completed.The positions ofthe subjects 

ranged from clerical to managerial(see Appendix E:"Subject Occupations"). A total of 

73 subjects werefrom a credit union,18from a construction company,23 from an 
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information technology company,13 and 11 fromtwo governmental agencies,4from a 

television station,27from aradio station and 16 from a blood donor agency. 

Measures 

The WorkplaceEmpathyMeasure(WE) 

A measure ofWorkplace Empathy(WE)was developed on the basis of 

contextualized versions ofreliable and valid empathy subscales from Davis(1980), 

Mehrabian&Epstein(1972)and Lounsbury&Gibson(1999). The items were original, 

created specifically forthe workplace and dealt with the ability to cognitively, affectively 

and behaviorally identify with the experience ofanother and in particular incorporated 

the conceptsofempathic concern,perspective taking and emotional empathy. 

Additionally,afake-good scale wasadded to accountfor potential faking(Lounsbury& 

Gibson, 1999). Atotal of57items were included in the original measurein the pilot 

study(see Appendix A:"PilotEmpathy Measure").Instructions required subjects to fill 

the measure out with a recent or pastjob position in mind and to also write the specific 

job in mind onthe measure in an assigned space. Atotal of22items were retained from 

the pilot study with an alpha reliability of.82. This revised measure wasthen utilized in 

Study 2. 

Based on a workforace population of185 in Study 2,a Cronbach's alpha 

reliability analysis wasconducted on each measure. WE's22original items yielded an 

alphaof.79. 

InterpersonalReactivityIndex 

Utilized in Study 2,Davis'(1979,83)Interpersonal Reactivity Index,as discussed 

in chapter Vn,is a general measure ofempathy,which he divided into thefollowing 
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subscales:Perspective-Taking,Fantasy,Empathic Concern,and Personal Distress. The 

measure consistsoffour 7-item scales with alpha reliability estimates ranging from.68-

.79.In Study 2,theIRI yielded an overall alpha of.81. The strongest correlations with 

other measures(above.30and p<.05)have been aforPerspective-Taking(r=.42)and a 

forthePD scale(i=-.42 only forfemales,though males still had a significant correlation 

of-.25)with Hogan's measure(see Johnson et al., 1983),and a correlation forthe 

Fantasy and Empathic Concern scales with the Mehrabian-Epstein QMME.Furthermore 

(r>.50). Dillard and Hunter(1989),recommend theIRI as an overall more valid scale 

than the QMME. Seethe fiill description in Chapter Vnfor more details. 

JobInvolvement,Job Sati^actionandCustomerService Orientation 

Included in Study2,three work-related measuresofJob Involvement,Job 

Satisfaction and Customer Service Orientation were included. Each ofthese measures 

has been validated in a number ofindustrial settings and has consistently yielded 

coefficient alphas of.7-.8 (Lounsbury&Gibson, 1999;Lounsbury&Hoopes,1986). In 

Study 2,the Job Involvement scale(n=12items)had a coefficient alpha of.83,while the 

Job Satisfaction scale(n=9items)had an alpha of.73. The Customer Service Orientation 

scale(n=12items)had a coefficient alpha of.70. 

Procedure 

Study1 

Data collection forthe pilot studytook place in the Fall of1999 atthe University 

ofTennessee. Students were solicited in several undergraduate and graduate classes, 

yielding a total of153 participants. Participation wascompletely voluntary and subjects 
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were provided with a letter ofexplanation along with the measure(see AppendixB: 

"Informed ConsentforPilot Study"). 
» 

Study2 

Davis'Interpersonal ReactivityIndex(IRI),the Customer-Service Orientation 

(CSO)Scale,the Job Involvement Scale and the Job Satisfaction Scale were added to the 

WE measure in a composite questionnaire for distribution to subjects employed in the 

workforce. In addition, managers/supervisors were required to fill out Subject Matter 

Experts(SME)(see Landy&Vasey,1991)forms,which rated their employeeson a 

range of1-5 ofthe importance ofempathy to the performance ofthe particularjobs(see 

Appendix C:"Subject MatterExpert Rating").A definition ofalow(1),middle(3)and 

high(5)empathy injob performance wasgiven onthe SME. Individuals in supervisory 

positions were solicited over the phoneto endorse their companies' participation. 

Thefollowing types ofcompanies anonymously agreed to participate in this 

study: a credit union,a construction company,an information technology company,two 

governmental agencies,a television station,a radio station and a blood donor agency. 

Subjects either completed an interactive onlineform ofthe measures ora hard copy. 

Subjects who completed the online form emailed their responses directly back to me,but 

with only the last five digits oftheir social security number on the attached measures. 

Their emails were deleted oncethe measures were downloaded to assure anonymity(see 

AppendixD:"Dissertation Informed Consent"). Subjects were given a deadline oftwo 

weeksto complete and return their online measure to me and I personally collected those 

thatfilled out hard copies atthe end ofthetwo- week interval. Data collection took 
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approximatelytwo months. Feedback was personally distributed to the companies 

following data collection and analysis. 

Results 

All statistics were conducted using the SPSS statistical package Version 8.0. 

(SPSS,1999). 

Study 1 

Subjectsthat answered in arandom manner(e.g.,chose the same answerfor at 

leastten items in arow)orfailed to fill out approximately 15% oftheitems were 

excluded fi"om the first setofanalyses. Asa result,atotal of113 subjects were included 

in the reliability and factor analyses. The majority ofexclusions were dueto students 

skipping the Customer Service Orientation measure. It wasexpected that not all students 

would beofageto have had such experience. While a varimax rotation resulted in the 

majority ofitems on one factor(Stevens, 1996),an unrotated exploratory factor analysis 

yielded the greatest number ofreliable items(>.35)on onefactor. Atotal of22items, 

all loading above.4,emerged. The resulting alpha forthese22items was.82,meeting 

the commonly used criterion for reliability(>.70)(Cascio, 1987). The mean inter-item 

correlation was.24. These22itemsand their item-total correlations are displayed onthe 

next page in Table 1. 

There is a balanced representation ofthe three main componentsofempathy in 

this set ofitems with six behavioral items,eight cognitive items and eight affective items. 

Based onthese results,these items significantly representthe multi-facet 

conceptualization ofempathy appearing in much ofthe current literature. The relatively 
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Table 1 

Final WorkplaceEmpathyItems arid Item-Total Correlations 

WorkplaceEmpathy 
Items 

3. Whenacoworker confides 

in me abouttheir problems 
related to work,I will listen 
and tryto help them 
howeverIcan. 

4. I prefer to solve problems of 
a technical or practical 
nature. 

I would rather understand 
the personalities of the 
people I work with. 

11. It would bother me if a 
fellow coworker were fired. 

12. It's usually easy for me to 
relate to what other people 
are feeling. 

13. I believe that there are two 
sides to every work problem 
and that both perspectives 
should be considered 
carefully. 

16. I rarely try to relate to my 
coworkers better by trying 
to understand what they 
think of me. 

20. In the workplace, I don't 
always think it's necessary 
to look at everybody's side 
of a disagreement before I 
make a decision. 

21. I am unconcerned when I 
see a fellow coworker who 
is clearly stressed or upset. 

22. When a coworker confides 
in me about their personal 
problems, I try to maintain a 
professional relationship. 

□□□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

□□□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

□□□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

□□□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

□ □□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

□□□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

□□□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

□□□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

□□□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

□□□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

WorkplaceEmpathyItems 

When a coworker confides in 
me about their problems 
related to work, I will 
discourage them fi"om 
confiding in me. 
I prefer to solve problems of 
a personal or social nature. 

I would rather understand the 
job skills and abilities ofthe 
people I work with 
It wouldn't bother me if a 
fellow coworker was fired 
It's usually difficult for me 
to relate to what other people 
are feeling 
I believe that there is a right 
and a wrong for every work 
problem and no debate is 
necessary. 

I often try to relate to my 
coworkers better by trying to 
understand what they think 
of me. 
In the workplace, I always 
look at everybody's side of a 
disagreement before I make a 
decision. 

I get concerned when I see a 
fellow coworker who is 
clearly stressed or upset. 
When a coworker confides in 
me about their personal 
problems, I try to treat them 
like a fi'iend 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

.49 

.37 

.42 

.37 

.63 

.36 

.48 

.47 

.36 

.59 
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Table 1(Continued) 

WorkplaceEmpathyItems 

23. Ialwaystry to help afellow 
employee who is clearly 
distressed. 

25. I prefer to achieve emotional 
identification with the people 
I work with. 

30. I often try to understand my 
coworkers better by trying to 
imagine how things look 
from their perspective. 

35. When I see a coworker make 
a fool of him/herself, it 
doesn't affect me. 

37. It is usually difficult for me 
to imagine myself in other 
people's shoes. 

39. I find myself feeling 
impatient with people who 
bring their personal problems 
to work. 

40. I try to make myself 
available to people who have 
problems at work. 

41. I feel the best course of 
action is to defend a 
coworker who is being 
unfairly slighted. 

44. I would rather be known as a 
good listener. 

45. My coworkers' misfortunes 
do not affect me at all. 

53. It's more important to 
connect on a personal level 
with my clients/customers. 

56. Any customer/client that 
takes out their fhistrations on 
me needs to deal with 
someone else. 

□□□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

□ □□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

□□□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

□□□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

□□□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

□□□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

□ □□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

□ □□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

□ □□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

□ □□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

□□□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

□□□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

WorkplaceEmpathyItems 

I try not to bother a fellow 
employee that is clearly 
distressed. 
I prefer to keep some 
distance and not achieve 
emotional identification with 
the people I work with. 
I rarely try to understand my 
coworkers better by trying to 
imagine how things look 
from their perspective. 
When I see a coworker make 
a fool of him/herself, it 
bothers me. 
It is usually easy for me to 
imagine myself in other 
people's shoes. 
I find myselfwondering how 
I can help those people who 
bring their personal problems 
to work. 
I try to stay out of other's 
people's problems at work 

I feel the best course of 
action is to not defend a 
coworker who is being 
unfairly slighted. 
I would rather be known as a 
persuasive talker. 
My coworkers' misfortunes 
tend to get to me. 
It's more important to remain 
professional with 
clients/customers. 
Any customer/client that 
takes out their fhistrations on 
me needs to be listened to 
and helped if possible. 

Item-Total 

Correlatio 

n 

.52 

58 

.51 

.24 

.38 

.46 

.51 

.36 

.38 

.59 

.49 

.41 
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high coefficient alpha indicates that WE as measured here can be regarded as a unitary 

construct. 

Study2 

As predicted,WEand theIRI were significantly and positively correlated(r=.50, 

p<000). 

It was also predicted thatWE would be significantly and positively related tothe 

Job Involvement,Satisfaction and Customer Service Orientation scales forthose 

occupationsthat empathy wasregarded as an important attribute for work performance, 

according to ratings on the SME(see Table 2). TheSMEor Subject MatterExpertRating 

Form gave empathy ratings of1-5. A"1"indicated that empathy was"only slightly, ifat 

all" importanttojob performance;a"2"indicated"somewhat"important;a"3"indicated 

"moderately"important;a"4"indicated "important"tojob performance and a"5" 

indicated thatempathy was"very important"tojob performance. Those subjects whose 

occupations were rated above a"3"on theSME were expected to be more strongly and 

positively related to the work-related measuresthan those subjects whose occupations 

were rated as a"3"or less onthe SME(see Table 2). Two-thirds ofthe subjects' 

occupations were rated above a"3"(empathy was perceived as important or very 

importanttothe position)and athird were rated as a"3"orless(empathy was perceived 

as being ofmoderate orlow importance to the position). 

Forthose subjectsin occupations that had higher empathy ratings(i.e. above a 

"3"),WEcorrelated positively and significantly only with the CSO(r=.43,p<.000). The 

IRI measure also correlated positively and significantly with the CSO(r=.30,p<.003). 
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Table2 

CorrelationsBetween WEfWorkplaceEmpathy Measured and IRI(Interpersonal 
Reactivity Index)and Related Work Measures 

For TotalSample 

Customer Service Orientation Job Involvement Job Satisfaction 

IRI .33»* .11 .14 

WE .42** .04 .25** 

For Subjects in High Empathv Jobs 

Customer Service Orientation Job Involvement Job Satisfaction 

IRI .30** .15 .22* 

WE .43** -.02 .15 

For Subjects inLow Empathv Jobs 

Customer Service Orientation Job Involvement Job Satisfaction 

IRI .44** .00 -.02 

WE .37** .03 .28* 

Bolded Numbersindicate significant difference between WEand IRI correlation with 
cso 

*p<.05 
**p<.01 
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The difference between the correlation ofWEwith theCSO wassignificantly 

differentfrom the correlation ofIRI with CSO(z=2.75,p<.05; Guilford&Fruchter, 

1978). 

Forthose subjects in occupations that had lowerempathy ratings(i.e.,"3"and 

below),WEwas also significantly and positively correlated with the CSO(n=.37,p<.005) 

and the Job Satisfaction scale(r=.28,p<.035). TheIRIwas significantly and positively 

correlated only withthe CSO(r=.435,p>.001),though the difference between 

correlations oftheIRIand WE with to the CSOforthese"low"empathyjobs was not 

significant(z=.57). The respective correlations betweenWEand theIRI with the CSO 

for"high"and"low"empathyjobs were also not significantly different(z=1.34 and 1.76, 

respectively;Guilford&Fruchter, 1978). 

Forthetotal sample,irrespective ofthe importance ofempathytojob 

performance,WEwas significantly related to both the CSO(r=.42,p<.000)and the Job 

Satisfaction scale(r=.25,p<.000). WEwas not significantly related tojob involvement. 

TheIRIonly significantly and positively correlated with the CSO(r=.33,p<.000),butthe 

difference between theIRI and WE correlations with the CSO turned outto be non 

significant(z^l.24). Thus,the only significant difference to emerge betweenthe 

correlations ofWEand theIRIin relation to the work measures wasforthe subjects in 

which empathy was considered very importantto theirjob performance. 

Another research question proposed thatWEwould add unique variance in 

accounting for customer service orientation,job involvement andjob satisfaction,above 

that accoimted for by the IRI. A series ofhierarchical multiple regression analyses were 
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conducted with theIRI entered first and WEentered second.The amountofunique 

variance contributed by a variable in a multiple regression equation is represented bythe 

squared semi-partial correlation coefficient(Steven, 1996). WhenWEwas entered after 

theIRIto predictthe CSO,a significant change was demonstrated in the squared multiple 

correlation(squared semi-partial r=.083,p<.000).Forjob involvement,WEdid not 

accountfor any unique variance. Forjob satisfaction,WEadded unique variance above 

that accounted for byIRI(squared semi-partial r =.041,p<.009).Ascan be seen in Table 

3,theIRI accounted for unique variance only in predicting Customer Service Orientation 

(squared semi-partial r=02,P <.05)Even then,WEaccounted for an additional8%of 

the variance in Customer Service. WEaccounted for significant additional variance in 

the criterion above and beyond that accounted for bytheIRI. 

In thefinal research question,incumbents in"high"empathyjobs were eiqiected 

to have significantly higher mean scores on WEthan those in the"low"empathyjobs. 

Anindependent samplest-test confirmed thatthe meanWEscoresforthose in the"high" 

empathyjobswere significantly higherthan WEscores ofthose in the"low"empathy 

jobs(t=-3.036,df=154,p<.003). Furthermore,no significant difference emerged forthe 

high and low groupson theIRI(t=-1.622,df=155,p<.107). 

Summary 

In sum,the majority ofthe predictions for Study2were confirmed. WEand IRI 

are significantly related,butthe shared variance ofthesetwo measures was not greater 

than.50. WEis significantly related to customer service orientation andjob satisfaction, 

whereasWEwas not significantly related tojob involvement. Furthermore,WEaccounts 
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Table3 

Results ofStepwise Multiple Regression for IRI(Interpersonal ReactivityIndexl and WE 
fWorkplaceEmpathy Measure)when Accountingfor Variance in Customer Service.Job 
Satisfaction and Job Involvement 

Dependent Variable: Customer Service Orientation 
Squared Semi-Partial 

Step Variable MultipleR Rsauared Rsauared Chanae Correlation 

1 mi .331 .110 .110** .02* 

2 WE .439 .193 .083** .08** 

—1 WE .415 .172 .172** 

2 mi .439 .193 .020* ~ 

Dependent Variable: Job Satisfaction 
Squared Semi-Partial 

Step Variable MultipleR Rsquared Rsauared Chanae Correlation 

1 mi .140 .020 .020 .00 
Q4»*2 WE .247 .061 .041** 

1 WE .246 .060 .060** 

2 mi .247 .061 .000 — 

Dependent Variable:Job Involvement 

Squared Semi-Partial 
Step Variable MultipleR Rsquared Rsauared Chanae Correlation 

1 mi .108 .012 .012 .01 

2 WE .110 .012 .000 .00 

1 WE .037 .001 .001 

2 mi .110 .012 .011 

*p<.05 
**p<.01 
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for additional variance above and beyond the ERI in predicting customer service andjob 

satisfaction. Lastly,as predicted, participants in"high"empathyjobs had significantly 

higherWEscoresthan participants in"low"empathyjobs,whereasIRI scores did not 

significantly differ between thetwo groups. Thus,the degree ofnomological, 

incremental and known-group validity established in this study wassignificant. 

Discussion 

Overview oftheFindings 

Mostofthe research questions were supported in this study ofempathy in the 

workplace and a significant degree ofconstruct validity wasreached for WE. Areliable 

scale ofempathy in the workplace(WE)was developed and refined. Thefinal set of 

items represent a balanced ofcognitive,affective and behavioral items. This supportsthe 

multi-faceted conceptualization ofempathy,which isthe most prevalent and 

comprehensive definition ofempathy in the literature(Basch, 1983;Feldstein& 

Gladstein, 1980;Levenson&Reuf,1992). 

WEalso turned outto be significantly and positively related to the Interpersonal 

Reactivity Index(IRI),a general measure ofempathy. The factthatthey share25% 

common variance suggests that both measures are tapping a commonfactorto some 

extent.However,the correlation wassufficiently modest so asto indicate that although 

thetwo measures are related,they are notjust measuring the same construct. This isto 

be expected since my measure ofempathy was contextualized forthe workplace,whereas 

theIRI was designed as a general measure ofempathy. 

As anticipated,when applied to a workplace setting,WEoutperformed theIRIin 

several respects and contributed to the establishmentofnomological validity for WE.For 
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the total sample,WEwas more strongly related to the Customer Service Orientation scale 

(CSO)and Job Satisfaction(JS)than the IRI. Likewise,WE contributed variance above 

that accounted for bytheIRIin the case oftwo work-related measures. Specifically,WE 

contributed an additional4%ofthe variance in Job Satisfaction and an additional8%of 

the variance in Customer Service Orientation. 

WEwasalso found to be more strongly related tothe CSOthantheIRIforthose 

occupations whereempathy was regarded as importanttojob performance which added 

tothe degree ofincremental validity ofWE. Correlations between the empathy measures 

and theCSO were notsignificantly lowerfor those occupations in which empathy was 

regarded asofmoderate or little importance tojob performance.WEand theIRI were 

still positively related tothe CSO,though not significantly different in their respective 

correlationsforthese"low"empathy occupations. Similarly,incremental validity was 

positively assessed when WEalso distinguished between incumbents in"high"empathy 

jobsfrom those in"low"empathyjobs. That is,the"high"empathyjobs had 

significantly higher mean WEscoresthan incumbents in"low"empathyjobs. TheIRI, 

in contrast, did not differentiate between thetwo groups. 

Thus,there wasno case in which theIRIoutperformed WEand aconsiderable 

degree ofconstruct validity was established for WE. These combined results not only 

affirm the importance ofempathy in the workplace,butthey also reinforce the notion 

thatthe meaning ofempathy differs as afunction ofthe context in which it is studied. 

The particularly strong relationship betweenWEand the CSO is consistent with several 

findings in the literature that indicate empathyto be related to interpersonal effectiveness, 

social skills, and helping(Eisenberg,Wentzel,and Harris, 1998;Karlin, 1990). 
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Given these encouraging findings,the WorkplaceEmpathy measure mightbe 

useful in selecting candidatesfor positions in which customer service is ofmajor 

importance tojob performance. Furthermore,such candidates who score high on WE 

would also be more desirable in thatthey are more likely to be satisfied with theirjobs. 

Although further research would be needed to test this proposition, it appearsto be an 

application which merits investigation.For example,candidatesfor customer servicejobs 

could be given the WEwith the results being recorded, but not used for hiring decisions. 

Later,criterion data onjob performance in terms ofcustomer service,absenteeism and 

turnover could be collected and the predictive validity ofthe WE measure could be 

assessed. 

Findingsthat Failed to SupportResearch Questions 

Where both WEand theIRIfailed was in relation to Job Involvement,with which 

neither measure correlated significantly. One possible explanation ofthis finding 

involves the definition ofempathy and other characteristics that empathy has correlated 

with in the past. Empathy isfocused on understanding,affectively experiencing and 

behaviorally responding tothe world ofthe other. Empathy has been found to positively 

correlate with self-esteem, helping, prosocial behavior, morality and avoidance of 

dispositional attributionsfor behavior(Coke,Batson&McDavis,1978;Davis,1979; 

Eisenberg&Miller, 1987;Regan&Totten, 1975;Galper, 1976;Gould& Sigall, 1977), 

while evenperceivingempathy from superiors in a work environment has been related to 

stronger employee commitment,performance ratings and satisfaction(Karlin, 1990; 

Cooper,1978;Davis, 1979). Thatis, in addition to being other-focused,empathy or even 
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the perception thereofis traditionally related to multiple positive behaviors and 

characteristics. 

Upon closer examination ofthe Job Involvement scale, halfthe items could easily 

be perceived as negative from an empathic person's perspective. They involve putting 

one'sjob above everything,enjoying thejob above everything, etc. Someone who would 

strongly and positively endorse such items would not be an empathic person becausethey 

would befocused on their work above all else, whereas empathic individuals place then-

greatestimportance on people,by definition. Work would be an end in ofitselfforthe 

type ofperson who would endorsethese items,in contrastto the empathic person who 

relates bestto people and notthings. For example,several subjects wrote directly onthe 

Job Involvement Scale something to this effect:"I really like myjob,butfamily/loved 

ones/living bythe Bible comesfirst." In short,the empathic subjects are less likely to 

endorse thosejob-involvement items which might be seen as encroaching on family or 

personal life. It appears,based onthese findings,thatjob involvement is not related to 

empathy. 

Another questionable finding is the difference between mean scoresforthe 

"high"and"low"empathy groups. Although the mean difference between WEscoresfor 

"high"and"low"empathyjobs wassignificantly different with those in"high"empathy 

jobs scoring significantly higher onWEthan those in"low"empathyjobs,the difference 

is seemingly very small. The mean scoreforthe"high"empathyjobs was3.9 and the 

meanforthe"low"empathyjobs was 3.7. Although WEremains statistically superior in 

distinguishing between high and low empathyjobs,especially astheIRI did not at all 

differentiate between thetwo groups,such a difference may be ofquestionable value in 
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applied settings. That is, in terms ofknown-group validity,the WEappearsto have 

achieved statistical but not practical significance(Chow,1998;Kirk, 1996). However, 

viewed from another perspective,the difference between high and low empathy groups 

mightbe camouflaged by the fact thatthe scale mean scores were used. Ifwelook at 

scale total scores,the difference between high and low empathy groups changesfrom 3.7 

vs. 3.9to 81.4 vs. 85.8,which might have practical significant in some settings,such as 

pre-employment selection where small predictor differences can results in large criterion 

differences givens small selection ratios(e.g., choosing 1 candidate outof20or 50) 

(Muchnisky,1993). 

LimitationsofCurrent Studv 

Although a strength ofthis study is the diversity ofparticipating companies—a 

credit union,a construction company,an information-technology company,two 

governmental agencies,a t.v. station,a radio station and a blood donor agency—subject 

participation still suffered from volunteer bias. Though endorsed by their superiors,the 

employees were notin any wayrequired to fill out this measure and thus,it might be that 

the more empathic people in these companies werethe ones likely to volunteerforthe 

study asthey would be more likely to wantto help the investigator. Furthermore,alow 

response ratefor several ofthe companies mightfurther bias the generalizability ofmy 

sampletothejobs and companies being considered. Fourofthe targeted companies had 

several hundred employees and the maximum response-rate was35%. The other 

companies had significantly fewer employeesthatI could targetfor this study (10-30) 

and the response-rate ranged from 50-100%. 
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Another limitation ofthis study is the reliance on self-reportfor all the measures. 

Ideally,a mixture ofself-report and more objective measures would be best as studies 

have shown that findingsfor empathy are somewhat dependent on how it is measured 

(Ickes, Stinson,Bissonnette,&Garcia, 1990;Levenson and Reuf,1992). Also,thefact 

thattwo-thirds ofthe subjects' occupations were rated as"high"empathyjobs onthe 

Subject MatterExpert ratingform(SME)is anotherindication that perhaps supervisors 

had a positive biasin rating the positions. From the standpoint ofexternal validation of 

the WE,it would be a logical step to study it in relation to more objective measures such 

as productivity,turnover,or promotions. 

Recommendationsfor Further Research 

Future research could moveforward fi-om this study in the service ofmore 

strongly establishing the construct validity ofempathy in the workplace. TheWE 

measure could be widely distributed to a larger sample where all employees are required 

to complete it or given a small incentive(e.g.,leave work an hour early). In addition to 

the use ofadditional objective measures,the issue ofjob status,raised by Karlin(1990) 

could also be addressed to discover ifthe degree/level ofempathy differs according to 

position status. 

Asfar as developing a useful measure ofempathy in the workplace,this study has 

demonstrated theimportance ofcontext. It would therefore be alogical next stepto 

targeta particular kind ofjob within a certain industry in which a researcher would have 

sufficient reasonto believe empathy is important. Validating WEagainstjob 

performance would be an importantfirst step toward using it in pre-employment 

selection.. 
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In general,it would appear,based on past and present research,that empathy in 

applied settings can be best understood situationally. Davis(1979,1980, 1983)has 

created the mostimpressive and comprehensive measure ofempathy to date and,while 

Davis'IRlwasrelated significantly and positively to Customer Service Orientation, my 

WE measure was still significantly and more strongly related to customer service as 

operationalized in the present study. Thatis notto say that Davis'IRl measure is not 

useful in other settings or might notbe more valid in some settings, butin the present 

setting,the WE measure demonstrates greater validity. The present research also lends 

credence tothe proposition that,compared to a more general measure ofa construct, 

more contextualized measures may lead to increased validity in more specific research 

settings. Hopefully,future research on empathy in the workplace as well as other milieus 

will confirm and extend the present findings. 
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APPENDIX A 

PILOTEMPATHYMEASURE 

Please indicate the]oh title yoi/ currently hold or the oneyou heldfor Xh& longest 
period oftime 

The items will be presented in an anchored format, with opposing statementsfor each 
anchor(1-5). The statements will be self-descriptions ofscenarios or character traits. 
Choosing a"1"indicates thatthe subject agrees most with that anchored statement onthe 
left, choosing a"2"will indicate thatthe subject somewhat agrees with that left 
statement,and choosing a"3"will indicate thatthe subject sees himselfassomewhere in 
betweenthetwo anchoring statements. By consequence,a"4"would indicate some 
agreementtoward the right anchoring statement and"5"would indicate total agreement 
with the right-anchored statement. 

1. I maintain a positive mood even □□□□□ I do not feel OK ifthe people I work 
1 2 3 4 5ifthe peopleI work with seem with seem depressed. 

depressed. 
2. Before criticizing a coworker, I □ □□□□ Before criticizing a coworker, I focus 

1 2 3 4 5try to imagine how I would feel on how I can suggest they correct 
if I were in their place. their behavior 

3. When a coworker confides in me □ □□□□ When a coworker confides in me 
about their problems related to 
work, I will listen and try to help 

1 2 3 4 5 about their problems related to work, 
I will discourage them from 

them however I can. confiding in me. 
4. I prefer to solve problems of a 

technical or practical nature. 
□ □□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

I prefer to solve problems of a 
personal or social nature. 

5. People never know when I am 
not telling the truth. 

□□□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

People can always tell when I am not 
telling the truth. 

6. I become nervous ifmy 
coworkers around me seem to be 

□□□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

I don't become nervous ifmy 
coworkers seem to be nervous. 

nervous. 

7. If I'm sure I'm right about 
something, I don't waste time 

□□□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

Even if I'm sure I'm right about 
something, I still listen to my 

listening to my coworkers' coworkers' arguments 
arguments. 

8 I would rather understand the 
personalities of the people I 

□□□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

I would rather understand the job 
skills and abilities of the people I 

work with. work with 
9. Most of my employers have □ □□□□ Most of my employers have been 

1 2 3 4 5taken advantage of me. good to me. 
10. The people I work with do not □ □□□□ The people I work with have a great 

1 2 3 4 5have a great influence on my influence on my moods. 
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moods. 

11. It would bother me ifafellow □□□□□ It wouldn't bother me if a fellow 
1 2 3 4 5

coworker were fired. coworker was fired 
12. It's usually easy for me to relate □ □□□□ It's usually difficult for me to relate 

1 2 3 4 5to what other people are feeling. to what other people are feeling 
13. I believe that there are two sides □ □□□□ I believe that there is a right and a 

1 2 3 4 5to every work problem and that wrong for every work problem and 
both perspectives should be no debate is necessary. 
considered carefully. 

14. I tend to feel embarrassed when □ □□□□ I do not tend to feel embarrassed 
1 2 3 4 5it is clear that a coworker is when it is clear that a coworker is 

feeling embarrassed. feeling embarrassed. 
15. Life has been a raw deal for me. □ □□□□ Life has been good to me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

16. I rarely try to relate to my □ □□□□ I often try to relate to my coworkers 
1 2 3 4 5coworkers better by trying to better by trying to understand what 

imderstand what they think of they think of me. 
me. 

18. It's more important for me to □ □□□□ It's more important for me to 
1 2 3 4 5understand the thinking styles' understand the emotions and feelings 

and cognitive processes of my of my coworkers. 
coworkers. 

19. A person who steals out of □ □□□□ A person who steals out ofnecessity 
1 2 3 4 5necessity is less to blame than a is just as much to blame as a person 

person who steals for personal who steals for personal gain. 
gain. 

20. In the workplace, I don't always □ □□□□ In the workplace, I always look at 
1 2 3 4 5think it's necessary to look at everybody's side of a disagreement 

everybody's side of a before I make a decision. 
disagreement before I make a 
decision. 

21. I am unconcerned when I see a □ □□□□ I get concerned when I see a fellow 
1 2 3 4 5fellow coworker who is clearly coworker who is clearly stressed or 

stressed or upset. upset. 

22. When a coworker confides in me □□□□□ When a coworker confides in me 
1 2 3 4 5about their personal problems, I about their personal problems, I try to 

try to maintain a professional treat them like a fiiend 
relationship. 

23. I always try to help a fellow □ □□□□ I try not to bother a fellow employee 
1 2 3 4 5employee who is clearly that is clearly distressed. 

distressed. 
24. If I say something that is not □ □□□□ If I say something that is not true, I 

1 2 3 4 5true, I worry about it a lot, even forget about it, as long as nobody 
if nobody knows what I did. knows what I did 
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25. I prefer to achieve emotional 
identification with the peopleI 

□□□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

I prefer to keep some distance and 
not achieve emotional identification 

work with. with the people I work with. 
26. When I'm upset at a coworker, I 

usually try to "put myself in his 
or her shoes" for a while. 

□ □□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

When I'm upset at a coworker, I 
usually try shrug it off and focus on 
my work. 

27. Most companies try to pay 
employees as little as they can. 

□ □□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

Most companies try to pay employees 
a fair wage. 

28. When working on a group 
project, I am usually unaware of 

□ □□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

When working on a group project, I 
can usually sense the moods ofmy 

the moods ofmy teammates. teammates. 

29. I would rather be seen as a □ □□□□ I would rather be seen as a 

30. 
decisive, take-charge person. 
I often try to understand my 
coworkers better by trying to 
imagine how things look from 
their perspective. 

1 2 3 4, 5 

□ □□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

perceptive, understanding person. 
I rarely try to understand my 
coworkers better by trying to imagine 
how things look from their 
perspective. 

31. I don't think it is OK for a long-
term employee to use a sick day 
for personal reasons. 

□ □□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

I think it is OK for a long-term 
employee to use a sick day for 
personal reasons. 

32. When I see another coworker 
being taken advantage of, I try to 
mind my own business. 

□ □□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

When I see another coworker being 
taken advantage of, I try to do 
something about it. 

33. When I am not paid well for my 
work, I sometimes take 

□ □□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

When I am not paid well for my 
work, I would never take something 

something little to even the to even the score—even if it was a 
score. small thing. 

34. I believe very few employees 
take company property home 

□ □□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

I believe many employees take 
company property home from work 

from work without returning it. without returning it. 
35. When I see a coworker make a □ □□□□ When I see a coworker make a fool 

fool ofhim/herself, it doesn't 1 2 3 4 5 of him/herself, it bothers me. 
affect me. 

36. Even if I don't feel like I'm 
being treated fairly, I will still do 

□ □□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

I will do my job to the best ofmy 
ability as long as I am being treated 

my iob to the best ofmy ability. fairly. 
37. It is usually difficult for me to 

imagine myself in other people's 
□□□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

It is usually easy for me to imagine 
myself in other people's shoes. 

shoes. 
38. 

39. 

When I pay cash and somebody 
gives me too much change, I 
always call it to their attention. 
I find myself feeling impatient 
with people who bring their 
personal problems to work. 

□ □□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

□ □□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

When I pay cash and somebody gives 
me too much change, I usually don't 
say anything about it. 
I find myselfwondering how I can 
help those people who bring their 
personal problems to work. 
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40. Itry to make myselfavailable to □□□□□ I try to stay out of other's people's 
1 2 3 4 5people who have problems at problems at work 

work. 

41. I feel the best course of action is □ □□□□ I feel the best course of action is to 
1 2 3 4 5to defend a coworker who is not defend a coworker who is being 

being unfairly slighted. unfairly slighted. 
42. Even if my job does not pay □ □□□□ Ifmy job does not pay good money, I 

1 2 3 4 5good money, I always put in a sometimes work slow or take an extra 
good day's work. break. 

43. I would buy stolen merchandise □□□□□ I would never buy stolen 
1 2 3 4 5if it would help out a person in merchandise from anybody no matter 

need and I knew neither ofus how great their need. 
would be caught. 

44. I would rather be known as a □ □□□□ I would rather be known as a 
1 2 3 4 5good listener. persuasive talker. 

45. My coworkers' misfortunes do □ □□□□ My coworkers' misfortunes tend to 
1 2 3 4 5not affect me at all. get to me. 

46. Everybody cheats a little □ □□□□ Hardly anybody cheats in their work. 
1 2 3 4 5somewhere in their work. 

47. If an employee receives too □ □□□□ If an employee receives too much 
1 2 3 4 5much money in their paycheck, money in their paycheck, it is the 

it is their responsibility to correct responsibility of the payroll 
the situation. department to correct the situation. 

48. When I see a coworker being □ □□□□ When I see a coworker being treated 
1 2 3 4 5treated unfairly, I try to actively unfairly, I try to avoid getting 

intervene. involved. 
49. If a coworker was apprehensive □ □□□□ Ifa coworker was apprehensive about 

1 2 3 4 5about a project, I would not a project, I would most likely help 
necessarily help them out. them out. 

50. I sometimes feel like the whole □ □□□□ I seldom, if ever, feel like the whole 
1 2 3 4 5world is trying to cheat me. world is trying to cheat me. 

ONLY THOSE WHO OR ONLY THOSE WHO fMFB OR 
HAVEHAD HAVEHAD 
CLIENTS/CUSTOMERS CLIENTS/CUSTOMERS
SHOULD ANSWER THE SHOULD ANSWER THE 
FOLLOWING ITEMS FOLLOWING ITEMS 

51. I would not have any problem □ □□□□ I would have a problem with 
1 2 3 4 5whatsoever with rearranging my rearranging my schedule to 

schedule to accommodate my accommodate my clieiits/customers 
clients/customers. 

52. If I had some bad news for a □ □□□□ If I had some bad news for a 
1 2 3 4 5client/customer, I would tell client/customer, I would express it 

them straight out without trying very tactfully and carefully. 
to gloss over anything. 

53. It's more important to connect □ □□□□ It's more important to remain 



on a personal level with my 
clients/customers. 

54. IfIthink a customer/client is 

wrong,it is myjob to bring that 
to their attention and letthem 

know my perspective. 
55. There's always a way to solve a 

client's/customer's problems. 
56. Any customer/client that takes 

out their frustrations on me 
needs to deal with someone else. 

57. Even though I may get frustrated 
with a customer/client, I can still 
readily see their point ofview. 

1 2 3 4 5 

□ □□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

□ □□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

□ □□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 

□ □□□□ 
1 2 3 4 5 
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professional with clients/customers. 

Even if I think a customer/client is 
wrong, I still try to understand things 
from their perspective. 

Sometimes a client's/customer's 
problems are unsolvable. 
Any customer/client that takes out 
their frustrations on me needs to be 
listened to and helped if possible. 
When I get frustrated with a 
customer/client, it is hard for me to 
understand their point ofview 
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APPENDIXB 

INFORMED CONSENTFORPILOT STUDY 

ToWhom It May Concern; 

Forthe purpose ofmy dissertation in theIndustrial/Applied area ofthe Experimental 
PsychologyPh.D.program atthe University ofTennessee,Iam researching work-based 
personality attributes. 

I would like you to answerthefollowing items in referencetoa working position you either 
currently hold or.ifyou are not presently working,the working position you held forthe longe.st 
period oftime. 

Your participation in this project is completely voluntary. You are not obligated to 
continue ifyou feel uncomfortable at any time. 

Filling outthis measure constitutes yourinformed consent in this study. 
This measure is anonymousso do not put your name or any other personal identification 
on this form. 

Please be aware that you are contributing to an important body ofresearch that is 
focusing on qualities that contribute to personal and professional success in life. 

Sincerely, 

Wendy C.Chambers,M.A. 
DepartmentofPsychology 
University ofTennessee at Knoxville 
College ofArts and Sciences 
307 AustinPeayBuilding 
Knoxville,TN 37996-0900 

https://longe.st
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APPENDIXC 

Subject Matter ExpertRating Form 
WorkplaceEmpathyStudy 

Date Job Title Years in This Job/Career Area: 

Company Plant/Facility Job Being Rated: 

Instructions: Based on the description ofempathy below,rate the degree(by 
checkingthe appropriate box)to which empathy is considered importantforthefull 
and satisfactory performance ofthejob being rated using the following scale: 

(leave blank)ifthis cognitive ability is not required at all forthisjob. 
r~l 1 Only Slightly,Ifat all importantforthejob as a whole. 
r~l2 Somewhatimportantforthejob asa whole. 
r~l 3 Moderately importantfor thejob as a whole. 
I I 4 Importantforthejob as a whole. 
r~l 5 Very importantforthejob as a whole. 

Emnathic Ability 

GeneralD^nition:Empathy includes the ability to accurately appraise another's 
emotional situation,be receptive to another person's needs and respond to those needs. 

♦ F-Kample ofLevel1(Slightly.Ifat all important to iob nerformancel;In this t)q)e 
ofoccupation,it is importantto betask-focused and objective. To perform well,an 
individual needsto be analytical when appraising situations and rely on facts and data 
as opposed to personal factors when drawing conclusions. Agood performer in this 
position should not havetrouble giving or receiving tough performance feedback. 

♦ ExampleofLevel3IModeratelv Importantto Job Performance);In thistype of 
occupation,it is importantto be sensitive to bothtask and interpersonal consequences 
concerning decisions and actions. A good performer should be able to understand the 
viewpointsofothers and appreciate their emotional or personal situations,butthey do 
not ever feel"threatened"or overwhelmed by the emotional needs ofanother and do 
not confuse the others' needs with their own. Such a performer should take logical as 
well as personal or emotionalfactors into account when appraising a problem. 

♦ ExampleofLevel5(VeryImportant to Job Performance);In thistype of 
occupation, it is very importantto be able to tune into the thoughts and feelings of 
others and actively respond to meet their needs. A good performer must be insightful 
and considerate ofthefeelings ofothers,such astaking the concerns and preferences 
ofothers into account when making decisions. The ability to read others well and 
also gain rapportis very consequential totop performance in this position. 
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APPENDIXD 

DISSERTATIONINFORMED CONSENT 

ToWhom It May Concern: 

Forthe purposeofmy dissertation in the Industrial/Applied area ofthe Experimental 
PsychologyPh.D.program atthe University ofTennessee,Iam researching work-based 
personality attributes. 

Your participation in this project is completely voluntary. You are not obligated to 
continue ifyou feel uncomfortable at any time. 

Filling outthese measuresofthis Work Styles Survey constitutes yourinformed consent 
in this study. These measures are anonymousso do not put vour name on thisform,but 
only the lastfive digits ofyour social security numberand the name ofyour 
company and departmentforthe purpose offeedback. Your name will never be 
associated with your results and onlyIwill have access to your anonymous results. 
ALLFEEDBACKWELLBEDISTRIBUTEDINPERSON,NOTOVEREMAIL. 

To fill outthe5measures(the last should be Customer Service Orientation)over 
email,please click onthe attached document,which should automatically open in Word 
(ifnot,save itto your desktop and open in Word). Forthose spaces indicating namesor 
numbers,please place the cursor within the box and type accordingly. Forthose boxes 
that need to be checked(the items on the measuresthemselves), please use your cursorto 
click once onthe box you choose and an"x"will appear. IFYOUSHOULD 
ACCIDENTALLYCHECKMORETHAN ONEBOX,please click the box you do 
NOTwantasecond time and it will removethe"x." 

Itshould take you approximately 15-20 minutes to fill out all five measures. 

You will have to save the survey to alocal drive and fill it out before you will be able 
to send it back via email. Please attach this completed documentto an emailto 
wendra@utk.edu 

Please be aware that you are contributing to an important body ofresearch that is 
focusing on qualities that contribute to personal and professional success in life. 

Plgase also fill outand return these measures bv *****.2000 as this is a time-

sensitive nroiect.Thankvou very much! 

Sincerely, 
Wendy C.Chambers,M.A.(a.k.a."WENDRA") 
DepartmentofPsychology 
University ofTennessee at Knoxville 
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APPENDIXE 

LIST OFPARTICIPATING OCCUPATIONS 

Account executive sales 

Account executive sports anchor 

Accounting support specialist 

Administrative assistant 

Application programmer 

Applications specialist systems 

Associate workforce planner 

Business development assistant 

Carfacts assistant 

Clinical consultant 

Cls specialist 

Collections officer 

Consumerloan underwriter 

Coordinator 

Credit card specialist 

Documentation specialist 

Electronic operations 

Emergency response consultant 

Estimating coordinator 

Field operations manager 

File clerk 

General ledger specialist 

General manager human resources 

Head teller 

Human resources assistant 

Human resources consultant 

Implementation specialist 

Industrial hygenist 



Interviewer 

Manager(variety) 

Marketing assistant 

Marketing development 

Memberservices officer 

Mortgageloan officer 

Nurse 

Payroll specialist 

Phlebotomist 

Project controls administrator 

Project secretary 

Real estate service specialist 

Receptionist 

Report writer 

Safety specialist 

Software engineer 

Senior business service loan 

Systems analyst 

Systems consultant 

Systemsengineer 

Technical consultant 

Teller 

Training consultant 

Empathy 101 
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VITA 

AsI have been writing APA style all my life(it seems),Itake great pleasure in writing in 

the first personthroughoutthis document and the Vita will be no exception. I have what 

superficially appearsto beatraditionalPsychology background,butIam prepared to set 

the record straight. Ido indeed have aB.A.in GeneralPsychologyfrom the University 

ofNorth Florida and an M.A.from Florida Atlantic University,wrapping up with the 

Ph.D.here in Knoxville,Tennessee. However,coupled with my interest in Psychology is 

my passion forthe arts, particularly theatre and creative writing,whichIhave pursued 

alongside my more conservative education. Though my dissertation topic ofempathy 

wasinspired bythe new waveofEmotional Intelligence that Daniel Goleman sparked 

back in 1995,1feel mostofall that empathy capturesthese tvrin passions. Because,I 

sincerely believe,whether aPsychologist, Actress or Writer,empathy is among the 

primary elements necessary for excellence in these pursuits. 




