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ABSTRACT

THE SELF-CENTERED ORIENTATION IN
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIPS

by James I. Linden

Although the concept of orientation to others has been
theoretically defined and discussed (Jones and Thibaut, 1955; Bron-
fenbrenner, 1958), no one has ever empirically investigated whether
people do differ reliably and consistently in the ways they orient them-
selves to others, The present research was designed to explore the

following hypotheses:

1. People have consistent and reliable differences in their
orientations toward other people;

2. Differences in these orientations are significnatly related
to traits of personality;

3. Differences in these orientations are significantly related
to the ability to make accurate predictions about others,

To test these hypotheses, a projective test of orientation
was developed (The Human Relations Scale). Its theoretical basis
was Bronfenbrenner's delineation of orientation into first person,
second person, third person and non-personal types. Scores on this

test were then correlated with inventory measures of personality and
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with measures of interpersonal sensitivity. Results of the first
hypothesis revealed that the first person orientation was by far
the most consistent of the four (r = .77), and that people who
were first person oriented were least likely to have tendencies
to the other three. (Correlation with second person orientation
equalled -.51; with third person orientation equalled -.29; with
non-personal orientation equalled -.76). This result was ex-
plained within the psychoanalytic theory positing self-orientation
to be the most primitive of the four ways of looking at people, and
thus the most likely to exist in the purest form. Either the first
person oriented individual has never progressed past the self-
oriented stage of development, or he has regressed back to that
stage in the face of conflict.

Relationships between personality variables and orien-
tation were also explained within the psychoanalytic concept of re-
gression. First person oriented people were found to be more
impulsive and emotional than others and it is these types of people
who are most susceptible to escaping from frustration via defense
mechanisms such as regression.

Non-personally oriented individuals were found to be
calm, just the opposite of the emotional first person orientation.
This relationship was explained from both an intuitive and a statisti-

cal point of view.
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A relationship was also found between second person
orientation and achievement motivation. Since the tests were given in
a classroom situation and since the second person alternatives were
the most altruistic, grade-conscious students seemed to express their
motivation by marking the '"best' answers in each case.

The only finding relevant to the third hypothesis was a
trend (r = .43) in the first study between third person orientation and
second person sensitivity, If this relationship is validated with a more
refined test of orientation it would mean that sensitivity training
programs should attempt to change trainees' orientations to third
person; i.e., we will be better able to make predictions of what a
person thinks of himself if we look at him through other people's eyes.

Although the findings of this study were essentially negative,
the possibility of significant relationships between orientation to others
and the ability to understand people remains, and its potential implica-
tions are so important that further refinement of the Human Relations
Scale may be helpful in clarifying the presently uncertain relationship

between orientation and sensitivity to people.
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INTRODUCTION

The literature of social sensitivity reveals little research
on how individuals orient themselves to others. While the concept of
orientation has been discussed and defined (Jones and Thibaut, 1955;
Bronfenbrenner, 1958), no one has investigated the crucial question,
"Do people have enough consistency and stability in their orientations
to justify the use of such a concept?"

The present study was therefore based on the following
assumptions: 1) People have consistent differences in the ways they
orient themselves to others; 2) differences in peoples' orientations
are related to traits of personality; and 3) these differences are re-
lated to the ability to understand others. To test these assumptions,
a projective test of orientation was developed, and scores on it were
related to inventory measures of personality and to tests of the abil-

ity to understand others.



HISTORY OF THE PROBLEM

In this section, a discussion of orientation to others is

followed by a review of the relationship of these orientations to per-
sonality and to sensitivity--the ability to make accurate predictions

about others' behavior.

Types of Orientations

We assume that each person has a frame of reference
from within which he observes and evaluates others in terms of their
behavior, their feelings and their attitudes. We have called this frame
of reference, or set, ''orientation.' The following review is based on
Bronfenbrenner's classification of interpersonal sensitivity into four
types--first person, second person, third person and non-personal,
and on Jones and Thibaut's division of orientation into the first,

second and third person types.

First person orientation

First person orientation refers to a set or frame of ref-
erence adopted in interpersonal relationships in which the perceiver
interacts with others on the basis of what the others think of him.

This is analogous to what Bronfenbrenner calls first person sensitivity,

or A's ability to predict what others think of A. Jones and Thibaut's



conception of first person orientation is based on a motivational factor
causing the individual to perceive another from a '"What can he do for
me ?'" frame of reference. The interaction will continue as long as
the person is seen to be able to offer the perceiver material or psy-
chological comfort. Jones and Thibaut divide this set into four cate-
gories on the basis of the type of motivation responsible for the first
person orientation. 1) The greater our need to learn about our
environment, the more positively a person will be regarded if he is
reliably informative. 2) The more insecure we feel about our values
and opinions, the moreattracted we will be to those who agree with
our way of thinking. 3) The more we are motivated to control others,
the more we will beattracted to those who play the submissive role in
their interpersonal interactions. 4) Finally, the stronger our need
to achieve a goal, the more we will like those who can facilitate its
attainment. In all of these situations, the questions implicitly asked
by the perceiver are,'"What does this person think of me ?'" and '"What

can he do for me ?, ' the essence of the first person orientation.

Second person orientation

Second person orientation has been conceptualized in this
research as a frame of reference or predisposition in an interpersonal
interaction based on a motivation to understand the determinants of
another's behavior unrelated to his association with the observer.

The observer asks himself, "What does this person think of himself?



Why does he behave the way he does ?'" This orientation is derived

from Bronfenbrenner's concept of second person sensitivity, or A's
ability to predict what B thinks of himself. Jones and Thibaut call
this type of inferential set the ''causal-genetic set' in which the ob-
server views others from a deterministic point of view. The person
is not seen as controlling his behavior completely, as there are many
parts of his overt behavior which seem logically unrelated to each
other. These '""missing links'' are supplied by the observer accord-
ing to his own implicit theory of personality. Chance and Meaders'
(1960) concept of psychological-mindedness is similar to second
person orientation; i.e., '"Why does this person behave the way he

does ?"

Third person orientation

A person is said to have a predominantly third person
orientation when he evaluates another on the basis of what the other
person's friends think of him. "How does he fit into his social milieu?
Is he well-liked by his associates?'" are some of the questions this
observer might be thinking. Jones and Thibaut call this the '"situa-
tion-matching set, ' an inferential set based on a tendency to judge
people in terms of how they fit into the situations or social patterns
in which they live. This type of orientation is based on Bronfenbrenner's
concept of third person sensitivity; however, where third person

sensitivity refers to A's ability to predict how B feels about others,



third person orientation derives from A's motivation to evaluate B

on the basis of what B's friends think of B.

Non-personal orientation

Non-personal orientation is a frame of reference adopted
in interpersonal interactions based primarily on observing the objec-
tive facts of the situation with little interest or motivation to determine
what the person thinks of himself, what he thinks of the observer, or
what his friends think of him. The non-personally oriented individual
sees others in an objective, impersonal light, devoid of his relation-
ships with others. This type of orientation is analogous to Bronfen-
brenner's concept of non-personal sensitivity, or the ability to make
objectively validated predictions about §nother unrelated to his person-
to-person interacts. Questions the non-personally oriented individual
asks himself might be, ""How much does he weigh? Does he have a
college degree ? Is he creative ?"

To summarize, the four ways individuals orient themselves
to others in their social interactions are based on four different moti-
vational factors: ''What does this person think of me ?'" (first-person),
"What does he think of himself?" (second person), '"What do his
friends think of him?"'" (third person), and '""What are the objective,
unbiased facts about this individual?' (non-personal orientation).

We have assumed that the motivational orientation a person adopts in
his social interactions is a relevant variable in the individual's per-

sonality and in his ability to understand others.



Orientation and Personality

Below is a summary of work done concerning the ways
people orient themselves to others as related to various personality
characteristics,

According to most psychologists (especially psychoanaly-
tically oriented ones), the newborn child is completely narcissistic.
He is concerned with satisfying his drives, naive of the existence of
other people in the not-self world. Even when he learns that there
are objects which are not self, he is concerned primarily with self-
satisfaction, and evaluates others (mother, breast) in terms of
their ability to satisfy his instinctual drives (Sullivan, 1945). Thus,
according to psychoanalysis, the new-born child views others from a
narcissistic, self-oriented point of view, and it is only later by
achieving meaningful object relations and a sense of reality that other
ways of evaluating people develop (Fenichel, 1941).

Dymond _( 1949) found people who assume little similarity
with others (i.e. of low empathy) to be first person oriented and
emotionally immature, further evidence for the relationship between
first person orientation and primitive modes of behavior.

In a study conducted by Chance and Meaders (1960) it
was found that people of high empathic orientation (i.e., those who
tend to see themselves as being quite similar to others) were non-

conforming and socially aloof. Further, they established a significant



negative relationship between ''psychological mindedness' (second
person orientatior)and empathy., People oriented in their social inter-
actions toward putting themselves in the other's place were less
accurate in the amount of similarity they assumed than the less psy-
chologically minded. Mullin (1962) confirmed this finding by con-
cluding that empathic drive or psychological-mindedness was negatively
related to accuracy of assumed similarity: the more we try to
empathize with others, the less we actually succeed.

It seems plausible to assume that since third person
oriented individuals judge other people on the basis of what others
think of them, people of this orientation would have a low self-concept
and have little confidence in their own abilities. Since low self-esteem
is often caused by destructive parental attitudes (Sullivan's ''reflected
appraisals, " 1945), attitudes of both peers and adults might well be
major determinants of third person orientation.

We have conceived the non-personally oriented individual
to be the calm, even-tempered member of the group, a person who
interacts with others from within an objective, impersonal frame of

reference regardless of their relationships with other people.

Orientation and Sensitivity to People

.

The greatest potential significance of differentiating and

categorizing interpersonal orientations is that if they do indeed exist






as we have postulated, one or more of them may profoundly influence
our observations of others and our ability to understand their behavior.
Ifthis is so, if orientation is a relevant variable in understanding
others, it may have profound implications on the goals and methods

of training in interpersonal sensitivity.

The Components of Sensitivity

Sensitivity to people may be operationally defined as the
ability to predict accurately another's thoughts, feelings or actions
in a given situation (Smith, 1966). Before Cronbach's study in 1955
investigators of social sensitivity had implicitly assumed that the
trait they were studying was a unidimensional one. That this was not
the case was established by Cronbach. Below is a summary of the
components of sensitivity, and of relatiénships which may exist or
have been found to be present between types of orientation and the
ability to understand others.

A person's level in judging others is his general tendency
to rate others high or low on an evaluative rating scale. Level
accuracy refers to the degree to which a person's level corresponds
to the actual level of the person judged, as measured by ratings he
gives himself on the same traits.

Spread refers to the amount of the rating scale a judge
uses in his judgments of others. The degree to which his rating de-

viations correspond to those of the self-rating is a measure of spread

accuracz B



The concept of empathy has been theoretically discussed

and defined numerous times in the literature (Titchener, 1915;
Lindzey, 1954; Newcomb, 1957; Kuenzli, 1959; Silkiner, 1962;
Mullin, 1962; Broxton, 1963). However, the first person to opera-
tionalize the definition was Dymond in 1948. Her tests of empathy
attempted to measure the amount of similarity people assumed with
members of the same and opposite sex. The amocunt of assumed

similarity was called empathy. Empathic accuracy was the accuracy

of assumed similarity--the degree to which assumed similarity
corresponded to actual similarity. Dymond found high empathizers
to be introverted, emotionally immature, self-centered (first person
oriented), and to have had unsatisfactory early family relationships.

Group sensitivity (called stereotype accuracy by Cron-

"

bach) is a person's ability to predict the typical attitudes, interests
and behavior of a particular group (Johnson, 1963). Johnson found
this ability to be related to leadership, linguistic talent, liberalism,
non-conformity, observational accuracy and the ability to profit from
experience. Bronfenbrenner showed group sensitivity and inter-
personal sensitivity to be virtually unrelated (r = .05).

Interpersonal sensitivity was defined by Grossman as

'"the ability to differentiate between individuals in terms of their
thoughts, feelings, and attitudes, and, to use this knowledge in

making predictions about the individual" (1930). Grossman found
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the ability to be generalized over sexes and to be associated with

observational perceptiveness and open mindedness. Bruni (1963)
confirmed the relationship between observational perceptiveness
and the ability to make predictions about an individual.

Bronfenbrenner's theoretical and empirical study on the
methodological considerations involved in measuring sensitivity
divided interpersonal sensitivity into four categories; first, second,
third and non-personal. Since our conceptualization of the four types
of orientation is based on Bronfenbrenner's four types of sensitivity,
relationships between orientation and the ability to understand others
will be discussed here.

The more first person orientated we are, the less will
be our ability to understand and empathize with other people. If
we concern ourselves with others only to the extent that they can be
of use to us or think highly of us, how can we be observant enough
(Bruni, 1958), empathic enough (Mullin, 1962; Dymond, 1954),
sensitive enough (Grossman, 1963; Johnson, 1963) or interested
enough in others to understand them and make valid judg'rnents about
them apart from their relationships with us? If this degree of first
person orientation existed, sensitivity would be non-existent and
ego-centrism would rule. A major goal of sensitivity training pro-
grams (Wechsler, 1962) is to reduce the degree to which people are

first person oriented, enabling them to see others in a light uncolored
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by the others' relationship to them. Classical Psychoanalysts strive

to '"remove themselves from the situation' and look at the patient
from as non-ego-involved a frame of reference as possible. The
reason that they undergo analysis themselves is to be able to recog-
nize when their judgments are being colored by an ego-involvement
on their part (countertransference; Wolstein, 1964).

Second person sensitivity (the ability to predict what
another thinks of himself) is similar to Golden's E2 (Empathy 2') , Oor
the ability to judge another's judgments of himself. In other words,
how closely do my predictions of X's self-rating scale correspond to
his actual scale (Golden, 1953) ? While this ability might seem to be
a direct function of second person orientation, many studies have
shown that empathic drive is unrelated to ability in this area (Mullin;
Chance and Meaders). In fact, numerous studies have shown that
clinical psychologists, who are most definitely '"psychologically
minded, ' are no better at predicting certain kinds of behavior than
are non—psychologistsx (Estes, 1938; Luft, 1950; Weiss, 1963).
Clinicians would argue that all of these studies were concerned with
predictions of present or past behavior and that none pertained to
predicting how an individual will behave in the future under stress
or anxiety-producing situations, an essential component of sensitivity

to clinicians.
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Golden defines El as '"the ability to judge others' judg-
ments of others, ' an ability which would seem to be related to third
person orientation, or the motivation to determine what A's friends
think of A. As mentioned, this differed slightly from Bronfenbrenner's
idea of third person sensitivity (see page 4).

Non-personal sensitivity as defined by Bronfenbrenner
refers to ""A's recognition of B's feelings about certain physical
objects or abstract ideas which have no reference to particular
individuals or groups.'! This ability would seem to be related to
non-personal orientation, in which the observer is concerned with

impersonally evaluating an individual's behavior and predicting his

general feelings about life.



HYPOTHESES

The preceding review of the literature on orientation and
its relationship to personality and sensitivity suggests a myriad of
potential hypotheses relating the three variables. The present research,
however, was designed primarily to investigate the nature of the ways
people orient themselves to others, and how these orientations are
influenced by personality and affect our ability to understand others.
Therefore, the following general hypotheses were explored:

1. People have consistent and reliable differences in their
orientations toward other people;

2. Differences in these orientations are significantly related to
traits of personality;

3. Differences in these orientations are significantly related to

differences in the ability to make accurate predictions of
others.

13



METHOD

To test these hypotheses, the major task was to construct
a projective test ( The Human Relations Scale) in order to differentiate
and measure the four types of orientation to others. The measures of
orientation were then correlated with scores on a five-factor personality
inventory (The Protebob Personality Inventory) developed by Grossman.
To test the relationships between orientation and sensitivity, measures
of the latter were obtained from various sensitivity tests described

below.

The Human Relations Scale

The Human Relations Scale measuring orientation to
people is a projective test consisting of fifty-two multiple choice ques-
tions based on hypothetical situations involving various kinds of inter-
personal interactions. The subjects are asked to pick the alternative
which most closely approximates the way they think the hypothetical
person would behave in each situation. Each alternative in every item
represents one of the four types of orientation to others; therefore by
adding the number of items a person answers from each orientation
we can determine to what extent each orientation is present in his
personality. Following is the method used in developing the final form

of the Human Relations Scale.

14
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The first Human Relations Scale consisted of eighty-nine

items constructed on the basis of trichotomizing the concept of orien-
tation into what we now call first, second, and third person orienta-
tions. At this point in the research, non-personal orientation was not
included in the test. Furthermore, the conceptualization of first,
second and third person orientations was not the same as it became
later, the three types being called self, other and social orientations,
respectively. A person with a ''self orientation' was said to interact
with others on the basis of '"What kind of friend would this person be?"
This is similar to first person orientation, which is based on answer -
ing the question '"What does this person think of me?'" An 'other
orientation' was based on a desire to understand the reasons for the
other person's behavior: '"Why does this person behave as he does ?"
This is virtually the same as our present second person orientation.
Finally, the ''social orientation' was one in which the person asks,
"How does this individual function in his social milieu?, " similar to
third person orientation, which is based on the question, '""What do
others think of him?'" The eighty-nine items used in the first H-R
Scale were constructed and refined with special emphasis on equating
the social desirability of each alternative. That is, the items were
reworded and modified to attempt to have each choice on each item

be answered by approximately one-third of the subjects.



16

The second H-R Scale had two major revisions. First,

the addition of the non-personal orientation alternative to each itemj;
second, a process of reducing the total number of items from the
original eighty-nine down to fifty-six by the final administration of
the form. It was with the second form of the H-R Scale that the
current names of the four types of orientation came into being. The
test was constructed so that each item (or interpersonal contact
situation) had four alternatives corresponding to each of the four
possible orientations. Each subject was again asked to pick the al-
ternative which most nearly expressed how he thought the hypotheti-
cal person would behave in the ambiguous situation. A sample question
follows:

The Case of Albert: Little Albert is a schoolboy in Germany.

He is doing below average work in math and sees his teacher
for help. What is Albert thinking during the conference ?

1. "He is one cf my best teachers." (N)
2. "I wonder if he's interested in helping me." (1)
3. "I wonder what kind of teacher he thinks he is." (2)
4. "I wonder if his colleagues respect him for seeing
students like me." (3)

In the above example, if a person answered number one he would be

said to have had a non-personal orientation in this situation. It is an
objective statement about the person, unrelated to his feelings about
or relationships with others. Number two is obviously a first person

alternative, revealing a preoccupation with the person's feelings
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toward '""me.'" Number three asks, '"What does this person think of
himself?, " our definition of second person orientation; and number
four is an attitude based on the teacher's reputation with others, or
third person orientation.

The statistical refinement and shortening of the test
was done by a series of administrations to various classes at Michi-
gan State University during the Winter Term, 1965. After each
administration a social desirability test was done to attempt to even
the proportion of subjects answering each alternative. In addition,
item analyses were performed after each administration to improve
those alternatives which proved to be negatively discriminating.
That is, if the twenty-seven per cent who scored the highest on
first person orientation answered a particular item from a first
person orientation less often than the lowest twenty seven per cent,
this item was ''negatively discriminating' and either dropped from
the test or radically modified before being used in the next from of
the scale. The item analysis was applied until the test was shortened
to fifty-six items, consisting of the most discriminating of the original
items in the scale.

The third H-R Scale was a further refinement of the fifty-

six item scale used in the Winter, 1965 study. It consisted of the
fifty-two most discriminating items from the above test, plus some

rewording of certain items to improve their social desirability.
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A copy of the H-R Scale is found in Appendix A. The sample question

on page 16 illustrates the structure of the instrument.

A final statistical refinement of the Human Relations
Scale consisted of scoring only those items which proved to be posi-
tively discriminating by at least twenty per cent. It consisted of
forty-two items of two, three, or four alternatives eag:h, with each
type of orientation appearing about thirty times. The final form of

the Scale is shown in Appendix D,

The Inventory Measures of Personality

To test the hypothesis that different types of orientation
are associated with traits of personality, measures of the latter were
obtained from a five-factor personality inventory. Development of
the five personality factors used in this study began with Hershey's
(1958) condensation of numerous items from various personality
scales (MMPI, etc.) into twenty-two separate scales, each measur-
ing a particular factor. Using these twenty-two variables, Grossman
(1963) again factor analyzed and isolated five virtually independent
personality traits. These traits were measured by scales of sixty
items each in the Fall of 1964 and Winter of 1965. In the Spring of
1965 Grossman again item analyzed the sixty items down to forty on
each of the five scales, using the forty items which showed the

highest correlations with each over-all scale. (See Appendix B for
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the final form of the Protebob Personality Scale.) Table 1 shows

the four or five highest factor loadings for each of the five basic
personality traits used in the final form of the scale, along with
each scale's repeat reliability, and internal consistency.

Other personality variables correlated with orientation
were: (1) each subject's overall grade-point average at Michigan
State University; (2) each subject's scores on the College Qualifi-
cation Test, taken by all entering freshmen, and (3) scores on
class quizzes and examinations taken by the students as a part of

the regular course work,

The Measures of Sensitivity

To test the hypothesis that orientation is a relevant
variable in the process of understanding others, measures of sensi-
tivity were correlated with scores on the Human Relations Scale.
Measures of social sensitivity were obtained from the Cline Film
Tests and from Silkiner's Test of Ability to Judge People. The
components of social sensitivity measured by these scales were
observational and inference accuracy.

Observational accuracy is an important component of

sensitivity., People who are observant tend to be able to predict
the behavior of groups (group sensitivity) and differences between

individuals (interpersonal sensitivity) better than non-observant
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people (Johnson, 1963, Grossman, 1963). Measures of observa-
tional accuracy were obtained by using Cline's (1955) film tests of
three men and three women, each lasting five minutes. The test

used to determine subjects' accuracy was originally developed by
Harris (1962) and subsequently modified by Bruni (1963) and Gross-
man for use in this study. Two measures of observation were obtained:
Appearance--the judge's accuracy in observing the physical character-
istics of the six people in the films; and Conversation--accuracy in
observing what the interviewee said during the five minute interview.
The Cline films were used in both the first and second studies (Fall
and Winter, 1964-65). There was no measure of observational ac-
curacy in the Spring study.

Inference accuracy is synonomous with social sensitivity,

referringto aperson's ability to make inferences about others'
behavior in given situations. Again the Cline films were used in the
Fall and Winter studies with modifications of the six separate instru-
ments (one for each interviewee) used by Cline (1960) in conjunction
with the same filmed interviews. Each instrument consisted of thirty
true -false items concerning inferences about the interviewee that
might be made from observing him in the film. These were then
compared with what the interviewee actually said of himself on the
same items concerning his personality characteristics, beliefs,

family relations and future actions. Measures of second person
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inference (what the interviewee thinks of himself--the same as
second person sensitivity) and third person inference (what others
say about him--third person sensitivity) were obtained from these
thirty item instruments.

The measure of inference accuracy used in the Spring
study was Silkiner's unpublished (1960) expansion and revision of a
test developed by Trumbo (1955). Silkiner's final form had an odd-
even reliability of .77 and a test-retest reliability of .59, both higher
than Trumbo's original test. Silkiner's test of Ability to Judge People
consists of 145 true-false questions about a number of actual case
histories. It contains a combination of second, third and non-personal
inferences so that direct comparison with the Cline test was not pos-
sible. Therefore, the obtained measurements are an indication of
the subjects' overall inference accuracy (or sensitivity) regardless
of the second, third or non-personal sub-groups. A copy of this
test is found in Appendix C.

Because of practical difficulties in obtaining measures of
first person sensitivity, there were no measures of this type obtained

in the present study.



RESULTS

The first hypothesis, that people have consistent dif-

ferences in their orientations, was only partially confirmed. '"Con-
sistency''of orientations was measured by each scale's internal
consistency reliability (using Kuder-Richardson's formula No. 20).
The only sub-scale which showed significant reliability was that
measuring first person orientation.

Table 2. --Internal consistency reliabilities of the four
types of orientation (N = 50)

Orientation Reliability (K-R No. 20)
First person L7
Second person .45
Third person .26
Non-personal .47

Item analysis of the test revealed that some items had
alternatives with discriminations of less than twenty per cent. The
test was therefore readministered using only those alternatives with
a minimum of two alternatives with a discrimination of more than
twenty per cent. The final administration consisted of forty two items

of two, three or four alternatives apiece, each orientation being

24
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present approximately thirty times. Results are shown in Table 3.

On both administrations, the third person scale had the lowest reli-
ability; since the large discrepancy in reliabilities was statistically
suspicious, a comparison of the variances of the four scales was made.
It showed the third person scale to have significantly lower variances
than the rest. Statistically, this explained the poor reliabilities of the

third person scale.

Table 3. --Internal consistency reliabilities of the final
administration of the Human Relations Scale (N = 50)

Orientation Reliability (K-R No. 20)
First person .72
Second person .46
Third person .06
Non-personal .61

Of much interest in determining the nature and differences
in orientations was the degree of independence between the four
measures of orientation. From Table 4 it may be concluded that
people who were first person oriented had the fewest tendencies to
the other three types. That is, this orientation was the least indepen-

dent of the four.
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Table 4. --Intercorrelations between the four types of orientations

(N = 50)
Orientation First Second Third Non-personal
First person 1.00 - 51 -.29% -, 763k
Second person o . 1.00 -.29% .02
Third person o . . . 1.00 .08
Non-personal o . .. A 1.00

* Significant at .05 level
#**Significant at . 001 level
To summarize these results, first person orientation was found
to be the most consistent and mutually exclusive of the four types.
People who adopt this orientation are most definitely first person
oriented and least likely to be anything else.

Hypothesis two, concerning the relationship between orientation

and personality traits, revealed the following trends:

1. In the first study (conducted in the Winter, 1965), first
person oriented individuals tended to be more emotional than others.
This trend was not confirmed in the second study in the Spring, 1965:
Males showed a slight trend in that direction, but females showed no

relationship whatsoever,
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Table 5. --Correlaticns between first person orientation and emotionality

Winter Study Spring Study
Group (N = 100) (N = 50)
Males .48%% (N=43) .16 (N=27)
Females .30% (N=57) -.03 (N=23)
Combined .4 3k .09

*Significant beyond .05 level
#**Significant beyond .0l level

2. First person oriented individuals were more impulsive
or feeling-centered than others. As shown in Table 6, there was a

definite trend in this direction in both studies:

Table 6.--Correlations between first person orientation and impul-

siveness
Winter Study Spring Study
Group (N = 100) (N = 50)
Males .27 (N=43) .19 (N=27)
Females ,40%% (N=57) .22 (N=23)
Combined . 33k . 20%

*Significant beyond .05 level
**Significant beyond .01 level

3. A relationship was found in a preliminary study in the
Fall, 1964, and in the Winter study between second person orientation

and achievement motivation, This trend was not confirmed in the
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Spring study, possibly due the the low reliability of the second person

orientation sub-scale. Achievement motivation was inferred from

the students' overall grade-point averages at Michigan State University,

from the College Quaiification Tests, and from quizzes taken in the
course from which the sample was taken (Industrial Psychology 255).
In the Fall, a ,47 correlation was found between grade point average
and second perscn crientation, in the Winter study this correlation
was ,24. The correlation between class quizzes and second person
orientation was .44 in the Fall;, between second person orientation
and the College Qualification Tests it was , 16, All were significant
beyond the .05 level except the last.

4, Non-personally oriented individuals were found to be
less emotional than others. This relationship, however, was due in
the Winter study to the male group (r = . 38) and in the Spring study
to the female group (r = .44).

Table 8. --Correlation between non-personal orientation and lack of
emotionality (calmness)

Winter Study Spring Study
Group (N = 100) (N = 50)
Male . 38%% (N=43) .08 (N=27)
Female ,00 (N=57) .44%% (N=43)
Combined . 26%% L 21%

*Significant beyond .05 level
**Significant beyond .01 level
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Suggested trends between types of orientation and per-

sonality may be summarized as follows: First person oriented indi-
viduals tend to be highly emotional, impulsive, feeling-centered and
irritable. Second person oriented individuals (in the classroom
situation) were more achievement motivated than others. Non-person-
ally oriented people were shown to be calm, bland and even-tempered.
There were no significant relationships between third person orienta-
tion and any personality variables.

The third hypothesis postulating a relationship between

differences in orientation and sensitivity to people revealed a trend
in an unexpected direction., Third person oriented individuals scored
significantly higher on the second person inference scale (second
person sensitivity) than others (r = .43, significant beyond the .01
level) . However, this result of the Winter study was not confirmed
in the Spring. The extremely low reliability of the third person sub-
scale (r = .26 and .06) necessarily biased these results,

There was no relationship between second person orienta-
tion and second person sensitivity. This lack of relationship parallels
both Mullin's (1962) and Chance and Meaders' (1960) findings; i.e.,
empathic drive, psychological mindedness and other-orientation are
unrelated to the ability to understand and predict what others actually
think of themselves. There was likewise no relationship between

third person orientation and third person sensitivity.



DISCUSSION

Since this study was essentially of an exploratory nature,
the results obtained and the conclusions inferred from them must be
considered only as potential trends which might be confirmed by
future research. Any more definite conclusions at this point would
be premature. Even the highest reliability of the Human Relations
Scale was barely satisfactory; whether this means that our four con-
ceptualizations of orientation are not consistent within individuals,
or that the scale itself needs further refining is a moot point. What
is important to keep in mind when interpreting the results is the bare
fact that, for whatever reason, the reliabilities are low and the trends
suggested are only tentative until the problem of orientation has been
explored further.

The most significant finding suggested in this study con-
cerns the relatively consistent and internally stable nature of the
first person orientation. People who are first person oriented are
most consistently first person oriented (r = .77 on the first adminis-
tration; r = .72 on the second), and have little tendency to the other
three types (correlation with second person orientation, =, 51; with

third person orientation,— 29; and with non-personal orientation, = 76) .
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One explanation for the large discrepancy in the reliabili-

ties of the four sub-scales might lie in the possible uniqueness of the
first person orientation, As mentioned before, this orientation is
associated with the most primitive stages of development and is
therefore the only one which ever completely dominates the personality.
It is from this self-oriented world that the child emerges as he
matures. Sullivan's personifications of the '"goocd vs. bad mother"
are based on the child's perception of the mother or the breast as it
is related to satisfying his own needs (1945). If the mother is seen
as giver of all, unconditionally accepting, and an object of non-
frustration, she is judged by the child as good; if she is rejecting

of his demands she is bad. No other criteria are used by the young
child except those which directly pertain to her relationship with
him. This is the essence of first person orientation.

It might be more understandable now why first person
oriented people are more definitely first person oriented than second
person oriented people are second person oriented, etc. We begin
life in the primitive self-orientation and as we mature we learn to
judge others by criteria other than those related to ourselves. That
these criteria often change from one to another is inevitable; that is
what contributes to the low internal consistency of the other three
sub-scales, When a person is self-centered in his interactions with

others, it is a sign either that he never progressed beyond the early
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form of orientation or that he regressed back to the time when he
was the center of the world and everyone did cater to his wishes.
Psychoanalysis would explain this with the theory of mental economics:
everyone has a fixed quantity of psychic energy; if we are using some
of it at one point of fixation (the first stage of orientation), there is
that much less to be used at the other stages. When there is no
fixation or regression, the person is able to use his psychic energy
(more diffusely) for the other three more mature types of orientation
to others.

The extremely low reliability of third person orientation
(r = .26, and .06 on the last administration) deserves comment,
Third person oriented individuals, since they rely heavily on other
people's opinions cf others, might well have low self-concepts and
would be likely to vascillate between one type of thinking and another.
This assumption is supported by the low internal reliabilities of the
third person scales. Whereas first person oriented individuals are
relatively stable in their orientation, third person oriented individuals
change from situation to situation, depending on the nature of the
interaction.

Relationships between differences in orientation and
personality traits could also be interpreted within the psychoanalytic
framework suggested above. The tendency for self-centered or

first person oriented people to be more emotional and impulsive
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than others fits neatly in the theory. As opposed to the rational,

organized, problem-centered individuals who can handle their prob-
lems more realistically and maturely, emotional and impulsive
people tend to be less organized and therefore more prone to escapism
and defenses in the face of conflict. One of these defenses is re-
gression and its psychic counterpart, first person orientation. An
individual is confronted with a conflict; he is not able to solve it
immediately and becomes frustrated. Frustration leads to expres-
sions of emotionality and irritability, which accompany the regres-
sion-induced self-centered orientation.

It is also possible that the person has never gotten past
the primitive stage of first person orientation, in which case regres-
sion could not be the explanation for the relationship to emotionality and
impulsiveness. In this case we might postulate that the immature
adult who clings to the primitive form of orientation might have other
traits characteristic of little children; i.e., lack of emotional control,
impulsiveness and little ability to empathize with others (Dymond, 1950).

The relationship found between non-personal orientation
and calmness, although it wé.s due to the males in the Winter (r = . 38)
and the females in the Spring (r = .44), makes sense from both an
intuitive and a statistical point of view. Non-personally oriented in-
dividuals are supposed to be coolly rational and objective, unaffected

by a person’s relationship with others. The bland, according to the
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analysis of the personality inventory, are calm, have a high degree
of suppression, and low sensory awareness, Further, since first
person and non-personal orientation correlated -.76, we would
expect anything which was positively related to one to be negatively
related to the other; first person oriented individuals were calm
(low emotional control), the non-personally oriented were just the
opposite.,

Finally, the correlations between second person orienta-
tion and achievement motivation may be due partially to the class-
room situation in which the tests were taken. Since the H-R Scale
was given only in connection with college courses, the students most
concerned with getting high grades probably were motivated to
""do well' on this test, even though they were assured there were no
right or wrong answers. The second person oriented alternatives
on the test were almost always the most altruistic or 'other-oriented';
the motivated student was concerned with making a good impression
on the teacher, who in this case valued highly altruism and concern
for others.

The greatest potential significance of this research lay
in the third hypothesis--investigating possible relationships between
differences in the ways individuals orient themselves to others and

the ability to understand people. If there are such relationships,



35

and if they are consistent and stable over time, sensitivity training

programs might focus more attention on the problem of changing
orientations to others in order to improve trainees' sensitivity to
people.

From Bronfenbrenner's delineation of the four types of
interpersonal sensitivity (pages 2-5) associations between second
person orientation and second person sensitivity, and third person
orientation and third person sensitivity were investigated. (Due to
the practical difficulties involved in measuring first person sensitivity,
no measure of this was obtained.) Neither of these associations was
significant in either study. Either, (1) the relationships, in fact,
do not exist, or (2) they do exist, but the measures of orientation
were not reliable enough to show them. If the former explanation is
correct, it would be in line with most previous findings in this area
(Mullin, 1962; Chance and Meaders, 1960) which have shown that
psychological mindedness and empathic drive are unrelated or even
negatively related to empathy. If the reason for the lack of relation-
ship, however, is due to low reliabilities of the instruments, this
seems an important enough problem to warrant further refinement
of the H-R Scale to retest the hypothesis.

However, the present research did reveal one trend in
this area between third person orientation and second person sensi-

tivity. Individuals who viewed others through a third person's eyes
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were better at predicting what the others thought of themselves.
This .43 correlation obtained in the Winter was not confirmed in the
Spring study, again possibly because of the low reliability of the
third person sub-scale. Whatever the reason, the .43 correlation
seems to warrant further study. If it is eventually shown that third
person orientation does in fact have a positive effect on the ability
to understand what others think of themselves, it would have impor-
tant implications on the structure and purpose of sensitivity training
programs.,

Although the exploratory nature of this study precluded
drawing any significant conclusions, the trends discussed above sug-
gest many avenues for continued research. Improvement of the in-
ternal consistency reliabilities of the Human Relations Scale is a
prerequisite for any continued work with the instrument in its present
form. In addition, the repeat reliability should be obtained to deter -
mine how stable over time the four conceptualized orientations are.
1f, after further refinement of the scale, one or more of the four
repeat or internal consistency reliabilities is below .80, our assump-
tion that there are four distinct ways of orienting to others would be

seriously questioned.

Evidence in this study points to a dichotomy of orienta-
tions, i.e., self and not-self. This trend should be further explored
and possibly validated by external criteria of self-centeredness. Since

many of the significant trends in this study were related to the first
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person orientation, investigation of the self-centered—other-centered
dichotomy as the two general orientations might well reveal signifi-
cant differences in personality correlates and in the ability to under-
stand others.

The importance of understanding the nature of the self-
centered orientation in interpersonal relationships lies in the
detrimental effect first person orientation has on the process of
understanding others. Sensitivity training programs are most
concerned with reducing the degree to which people are ego involved
in their interpersonal relationships (Wechsler, 1962). A scale
which could reliably determine how self-oriented a person is in his
social interactions and relate this trait to personality characteristics
would have far-reaching diagnostic value in training people to be

more sensitive to others.



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Although the concept of orientation to others has been
theoretically defined and discussed (Jones and Thibaut, 1955; Bron-
fenbrenner, 1958), no one has ever empirically investigated whether
people do differ reliably and consistently in the ways they orient
themselves to others. The present research was designed to explore
the following hypotheses:

1. People have consistent and reliable differences in their
orientations toward other people;

2. Differences in these orientations are significantly related
to traits of personality;

3. Differences in these orientations are significantly related

to the ability to make accurate predictions about others.

To test these hypotheses, a projective test of orientation
‘was developed (The Human Relations Scale). Its theoretical basis
was Bronfenbrenner's delineation of orientation into first person,
second person, third person and non-personal types. Scores on this
test were then correlated with inventory measures of personality and
with measures of interpersonal sensitivity. Results of the first hypo-
thesis revealed that the first person orientation was by far the most
consistent of the four (r = .77), and that people who were first person

oriented were least likely to have tendencies to the other three.

38
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(Correlation with second person orientation equalled -.51; with third
person orientation equalled -.29; with non-personal orientation
equalled -.76). This result was explained within the psychoanalytic
theory positing self-orientation to be the most primitive of the four
ways of looking at people. and thus the most likely to exist in the
purest form. Either the first person oriented individual has never
progressed past the self-oriented stage of development, or he has
regressed back to that stage in the face of conflict.

Relationships between personality variables and orien-
tation were also explained within the psychoanalytic concept of
regression, First person oriented people were found to be more
impulsive and emotional than others and it is these types of people
who are most susceptible to escaping from frustration via defense
mechanisms such as regression.

Non-personally oriented individuals were found to be
calm, just the opposite of the emotional first person orientation.
This relationship was explained from both an intuitive and a statis -
tical point of view,

A relationship was also found between second person
orientation and achievement motivation. Since the tests were given
in a classroom situation and since the second person alternatives
were the most altruistic, grade-conscious students seemed to ex-

press their motivation by marking the '"best' answer in each case.



40

The only finding relevant to the third hypothesis was a
trend (r = ,43) in the first study between third person orientation
and second person sensitivity. If this relationship is validated with
a more refined test of orientation it would mean that sensitivity
training programs should attempt to change trainees' orientations
to third person; i.e., we will be better able to make predictions of
what a person thinks of himself if we look at him through other
people's eyes,

Although the findings of this study were essentially
negative, the possibility of significant relationships between orien-
tation to others and the ability to understand people remains, and
its potential implications are so important that further refinement
of the Human Relations Scale may be helpful in clarifying the
presently uncertain relationship between orientation and sensitivity

to people.
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APPENDIX A

The Human Relations Scale
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TUMAIT RDATIONS SCALE

Thils is a scale ncasuring belicls about how people rcact

¢illerent situations. ‘Yhere are no right or wrong answers.

In any cases it may be difficult to choose an answer, but

m‘\
Li10

case marik a choice for each one.

Case of Yans: Thc place: IMunich, Germany. The time: 1922.

Hans l.cyerhoi{, a poor shopkecper, has been invited to a secret
rneeting of a small organization headed by Adolf Hitler. Ilans is
bewildo“cu throuchout the neoting,.

1.

lie

Ul
.

unav is he thinking at thoe end of the mceting?
l. "I ondor what that man thinks I can do for him,"
Mimis nman bCllOVuS morc in himgelf than any man I've net."
3. "Tho others seem to think he had some great ideas."
Le "ie is an impressive spcaker."

I“oans beeomics enthralled with Ditler and tries to convince one

cf his custoners Rudolpn, to join the Party. Why is he husitant?
1. “fne oticr members view Hans as a tool in tnelr machine,"

Ze ‘'lans, himself, doesn't lmow what he is joining

3. 'Hans and the rest will soon outgrow this craze.

I "I wionder why Hans wants me to join theParty."

In tine, however, Han's friend, Rudolph lless, joins the Party
and boconries one of Iitler's most trusted aides. For some
recason, in the middle of Vorld VWar II, Rudolph Ilcss flew alone
risht over London only to be shot down. What were Hitler's
tiiouhts about this?

1. “He did it to cwbarrass me before the world."
2e "o dld 1t to snhow tho othcra he wasn't a coward like they
uald' -

. "lIe did it to prove to nimself he is brave."
lle "He did it in o mouent of insanity."
..ans, however, reuained far down the party power. hat does his
wife thinii about the situation?
1. '"Hens is mﬁou and kind, he does not fit in well with men

like Iiitler.”

2. 'ile st Tfeel inadcecuate not to have been ppomoted any higher."
3. T wonder if he thinks I'm partly rcspon31ble.
Lie 'Tho other mcrbers don't respect him at all."

Tlanig' only deusihter, IHilda, falls in love with one of the few
dews lelt in kMwnich. Ilans ol course is opposcd to the romance.
“wat doces her lover, liax, think about Hans?
1. "lans is so wealt that oven his friends in the party don't
rospect hin, "
2. ‘We is ovly poor, Trizhtened shopkeeper."
3. ‘e thinlks hLo prejudices are based on truth.,"

~—

-
.

9T Yhink he senuinoly hates me, "

Jilda and lax ulOUO, as a frlendly puard lets tiem through a
ciicclt=pointe. diat was the ruard thinking as he let them through?
1. "ihey will have few friends in all of Germany.'
2. "Tmey will always be grateful to me for letting them outs"
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o '"They will not jet far bofore they are caurht,"
lie  "cy lmow not what they do, only of their mutual love."

7 ® i\L

s ziilda is killed when their auto crashes after being chased
o} he police, lax's thoushts?
1 "She died loving mo. '
2. "To her friends she w'.ll renain forever a symbol of courage."
3. "I she had to die, shc would have chosen this waye"

1

. Ve both knew it wouldn't worlk; we just had to do it."

wiie Cose of Cardinal Vineccnzit: Cardinal Vincenzi is attending the
wcunenical Council in .lome. Jhere 1s a question on the floor about
wnich he has strong feelings, diamctrically opposed to those of the
rone. The Cardinzl is in the procecss of composing a speech to
Gdeflend Iils point of viowe.

6. ~nat is tiie Cardinal thinking 23 he is writing his speech?
l. "c Pope has a high regard Tor his opinion; I must respect it.
2. "IMc Pope is the most imporbant person here."
3. "the other Cardincls have a high regard for the Pope; my
snceen must take t.ils into account,"
lLe "I mmst be careful not to arouse the Pope'!s ire a;ainst me."
e “he Pope's reactions to Vincenzi's speech?

1. "7he audience was impressed with Vincenzi's point of views."

2. "He respected me even thouzh our opinions differed."

3. '"He thinks his views are valid, yet recognizes the virtues
of humility,."

L. "Vincenzi is a persuasive speaker,"

Tho Caso of Babe: Dosidos boing one of baseball's great heroes,
Babe nucth had a sincere intcrest in children. I!le once had an
int erview with Tommy Smith, reporter for his high school papers

10. Vhat was Tomny thinking during the interview?
1. "I hcpe he thinks I'm doing a good job."

2. "I wonéer il he knows how admired he is."
3. "Peoople think he's really great to give of his time like this."
ILe "Jith his muscles it's no wonder he hits so many home runsi"

]

the Casce of lartha: Illartha is an orphan. She is fifteen years old
and is being considered for adoption through a social work agencye.
The interested couple is talking with a social worker.

1l. The social worker is thinking:
le "I wonder if this couple is grateful to me for helping
them set a child."
2. '""mey have favorable recormendations from respectable people."
3. "It seems like they would make good parents."

lle "They scem to think they could handle the situation,"

12, The couple's thoushts?

l. “I wonder if Martha would like to leave the orphanage?"
2. "She seems to like us fairly well."
3. "She is a very pretty girl and seems intellipgont,"

e "She secms to bo well liked by her friends."
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Thic social worker decides to rccoimiend the adoptione. Waat
mignt the social worlizer thinikk during her conference with the
supervisor?

l. "le secms to respect my vicws.

2e .""io experience meltes him a lkeen judge of adoption cases."

3« "o has a lOo of confidcnce bccause of his social work
experience. !

l.e e is roespected by most of the staff because of his
professional ability."

lcr gL) sor's thougnts?
1. “Jc's done a good JOO of analysis."
2. "3he lmows she has Lo convince ne.”

3¢ I've heard she is a very capable workers"
ire  She rcally thinks she's got a r00d cases"

»—:

~artha is adopted by the couple. At the end of a year the

oclal woriicr gives final approval for permanent adoption.

1at was the wo*kcr qunxing as she said her last goodbys?"
artiha reclizes thac she hias ncever been happier.

"er parents and fricnds have grown to like her."

In a couple of years we should know if 1t Wlll work out,"

Hr=

Thoy all seamed terribly grateful to me.'

wihoH *, Q
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Pwo years later liartha fulls in love with a college senior

namned u¢ll. “hat do hor parents think about this?
1. At cightoen we should cxpoct a girl to fall in love."
2. "3ill secms to love her too; he treats her like a queen."

3. She doesn't nced us as she used to.”
Le "She thiinlks shne has found her lovesd"

Zow do her parents feel cboutv 21117
1. "Ie tninls he can nialie Lartha happy.”
2. "I kop he tolies a liking to use"

3. ‘lartha zays he's uell-liked and mekes friends easily."
ILe  "He seocms 1ike a nice lovel-headed boy."

.2y docs rartha feel guilty abeut leaving her parents so soon?
J £ J

1. i hove they don't think themselves failures."
2. I hope thecy don't resent my leaving after all the help they
1n
;ave mee :

3.  iny lmz:'ermo would feel TOJerCd in this situation."

T da

I "People might thinlk that they weren't good enough parents.”

llortha ta2llis to hier social worlier for advice. Ilartha's thoughts?

1. "I hope che doesn't think I let her down."

2. "I wondecr if she tuinks she made a mistake."

3. A social worizer would be a food person to talk to now,."
le "I's lad she's held in sucha hlgn esteem by the staff; she

riust be a ood social worker,.'

annd thie social. worker's unougnt

1. 'lartha thnrs I can give hﬂr some good advice,"

2. "sShe is a stable person and will maice the right decision.”

3« "I hope her parcnts don't resont her for leaving them so soon."
lle  "She knows she nceds advice."
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2l. Yhe sceial worker tallts vith her parentse. Iler parents! thoughts?
1. ”ﬁﬂ~ °ocla1 worlicr thinlts she'll be able to advise us well."
,L

2. "artha seems %o think a lot of her."
e ”‘“o will be zood BO tollk to noire "
e 3ae probably thinlis o let her down as parcnts.”

£2e artha and D11l decido to ret sicrried. !fow do her paronts feel
ncw?

1. "iMey makze a [reat couple and they have happy days ahead.
Ce ”‘AO;'re tie “1nd ol couple that will have many friends."

3. “Thcv know tiiey made the right decision.™

Le ‘ilope she still loves us!"

23 at is Bill thinlting now?

1. "Zer parents still love and understand her."

2. "llartha seocns haopler with hersclf than ever before,"
3. "Tur lives are just beginning.”

e "I hope she loves iie as imch as I love her."”

e Cooc of Lou:  Lou is the Lfather of tree college-ajse children.

as been acting rather cold toward his wife as of late. His
is worried., They had a]vq,, motten elong well in their 26 years
riase, and whenever eitlicr had a problem, they wore able to

t togethoer.

0]
)

2l .zt do you thinlk his wifle is thinking?

1. "I wonder if he is anzry witn me.'

2. "ie thinlis therce is somethins wrong with hlmsclf.
3. Mie ight be upset by criticism from his boss."

.« "ie has never acted lilze this before."

25, Jhat is Louts boss thinking about his chan e of mood?
. n
L

Tou lmoirs nila worlk ig not us rood as it should be.
2e ”I rvonder if he thin'ts I on too demanding a boss."
ils paor werik ic a_xocting the office's output.”

¢ other worlers are becoming impatient with him,"

t-..v

23 nat is Lou's closcse {Triend thinking?
"7 iy s other fricnds have notlced his change."

.
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2. I wondeor wnat lie thinlts hils problens are.

3. "'"le's a strong person ond should get over his problems soon."
e T wonder if he thinks I can help him."

n)
-~

e .2t night 3ally, nis favorite child, bc thinking when she
rcads her notherts letter telling of her father's problens?
1. ™ie must be depressed because I left for college."

2. "I ~suess adults have periods of depression gust like us kids."
3. "I wonder if he knows vhat's Lroubllnﬂ him,
lLe ™I la0ope he can talk it out with his friends."

e Cogse of slbert: Little ilbert is a schoolboy in Germany. :ie
is doinzg below averane work in math and sees his toacher for help.

20e + Mat is Albert thinliin: during the conference?
5 s onc .of my best teachers."
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2. "I wonder if he's interestod in helping me."
3. "I wonder wnat liind of tcacher he thinks he isl."
I "Iig colleagues rospeet him for secing students like me."
29. Poor Albert falled his Mubﬂ coursce Ilow did his teacher feel?
1. "I nope this docsn't hurt his solf-confidence too much,"
2. "I hopc his fricndu arcn't too hard on him."
3« "I hove hc doesn't fcel resentful toward re for failing him."
iLe '"Ic just doesn't hove the ability to do math."
30e Ilow dld nis teacher Feel o few ycars later when his former
ctudent Tormuwlated an couation e=ncv, chan/,ing the course of
world dis*ory?
l. "Iinstein will go dom as one of the great thinkers of all
time. !
2. "I wonder if he thinlic I was a poor tecacher,'
3. Mic is being Ticiled by cll as our sreatest physiciste”
ite "He is too humble a man %o let fame spoil his character."

“he Coase of Sonmuel leghevolz: Iy, Deshievsky is a world champion chess
nlayjcre Cn a recenv touvr he wlayed fifty players simultaneouslye.

2le  lhat werc his opnonents thinking when they sat doun to play him?
ie ”Ic is Lruly onc of the world's grcatest players.”
2. he mist know he's preby ood to play so many people at once."
3. “ooes e tainik I' - challen~e?™
d hin in the very hichest regard."

532 Cnc of ©whe pleyers, a Tif

aat 1s thie boy thl, ing a

lLe 'Zveryone sccms to hol
L

cen year old boy, dofeats the liasters
3 he i1s congratulated by Reshevsky?

1. “Acunpvs'y secris to gonuincly respect me now,
2e M"The dudicnce scens Lo adnire him for his gracious behav;or
2. "Miis pla'1-3 is superior to anyone I've ever played."

« '"“lec imows he could beat me nine out of ten tlnes, but that
everyone loscs once in a wnile." |

‘

|
33. Yo boy is Dobby Misher, current U.S. chess chamvioﬁ. As they
nlayed for the second time last year what was ﬂoshevsky thinking?
1. T don't think success has cone to Bobby's head."
2. "I necver would have “uogsod ve'd be playing [for the
chompionsiip. |
3. ¢ seens to look at me differently than he did - -the last tlme.
e ".lie audience seacms to really like him, maybe for his youth.

~—
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3lte .at did DBobby think after he defeated the old master again?

1. lis one mistalte at the end cost him the game."

2. "ihe chesg world probably still views Reshevsky as the
chaimion. "

3. "ie must think It his eaual now.'

"I wonder if he still thinks he's tho cham01on.

r—
o



N

- ) -

¢ Coso of Cathy: Cathy and her rociriste are both sophomores at
large wniversity. ey just had o ipfht about keoping the room

neat, Cathy cla;m:nd Acr rooiziate is not neat enough.

35 -“ﬂb LS Cathy thinking alter the L£igpnat?
.Y - . © "
1. sne thinlis a1l I €9hvin's of is neatnesse.
2 ”““nor girls think ghce is too sloppy, too."

(Tenn

3e She thinks her standerds are the most practical."
lLe  "iop S'andards arc ooviously much lower than mine.'

36. ”ha was Cotny thinking as shc Tinichod talliing to her house-
otaer, Mrs. wbllis, abcut the problcei?

o1 e

1. "She recally waderstands the probloit.”

- u J l . \_ . .

2 An - houscriother would have trouble handling this kind of

nroblen,
3. "I ecaa scec why the rirls thinik lirse £1lis is so understanding."
Le "I woncder wirt she th.ushi of ne and my side of the

arcuiicnt,

37e Catny nut: a new roorwiate; her thOUﬁhts upon meeting her were:
1. I Liepe she's morc well-lilied than rn;y old rocrmate."
2. "I uohcen AP ohe Lhilinis Ttm Lo neots"
3. ‘inrihing will be botter tiil the old situation.”
Lo "1 thiniz she'll try fard to et alonge"
Lac Case of Sob: Bob is & senlor majoring in math and plans to Jo
TO produatoe scoicol next year. Ils math teacher, lMr. Lewis, is retiring.,

d“

3Ce 10w does 500 fecl abo is bit of nowus?
1. "Tho teacher thn 5 h con't convey the maverial as well now,"
2. iire. Louis thinks I have a lot of a01lity in math."
3. M"It's best Tor all that he retire nowe.'

l.e M"Stuc unts "rll be happy to hear this; they thousht him

5

too azrd,.'

39. c:low does thie principal feel about thig?
1. "I hope Lewlis docsn't hold a grudge against me for suggesting
he retire.”

2. "he uuq¢f scens to really rcspect him for his teaching
ability.'

3. ”"“'s accenting tho chanrse very well."

e "Ie was a good uO”CﬂC“' I hopec we can get someone as good

to teke ﬂlo placc.”

L0 ls wifc's thouchts about this news?
l. "I am ve r~r proud of all the praise he's getting from his
collearucs. "
2. Il nau a felling of rcal satisfaction after these 30 years."
3e “Tbo~c next vears nmisht ve a jood change for hin,"

Lo "aybe he will nced me morc now that he is not working.

ploced by a young PiDde  She is brisht, good-looking
cnd sinsle.  Jhat 1s Lob '1 nlizing as he Vall into class?
. d be an intercsiing coursc.'
2. "I wonder vhat the stallf think of this ncw addi tlon."'
3. "I wonder how she Teols in this new situation,”
lle "I hope she likes my work,"
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L2. 3he is a hard mariker and Bob fails hias first exam. IHis thoughts
now?
1. "She's trring to show to the class who's boss.'
2. “She's thc hardest tcacher in uhc department.
3. "I wonder what she thlnxs of me."
e "I wonder how the rest of the class feels about her marking.
13 Bob ~oeos to her about his work. ier thoughts?
1. “I;v other tcachers must have “douuht “he had more ablllty.
2 Lc scems unset at rie for mari:ing hard."
3. "it's rood that he's coile to tal¢ to me about his work."
ite "Iz seens genuinely interested in improving his work,.,"
Ithe  2ob finally gets siraishiened out and winds up with an A for
the course. Bobls tho Upto uboui, this?
1. “She thinks I roa’l imow the matorial now."
2. "I w<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>