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Abstract

The present study examined an interview method for measuring the theory of mind and its adaptation to
a young adult Japanese population. The original interview method devised for English-speakers (Bosacki,
2000) used an ambiguous story to probe the interviewee’s mental state references and causal explanations
when interpreting the story. The verbal responses were coded and scored in the same way as the original
study. In this study, we compared the scores of Japanese mothers and female university students. The distri-
bution and internal consistency of the interview scores were analyzed and found to reach at an acceptable
level. The interview scores correlated positively with cognitive empathy measured on the Empathizing
Quotient Scale and also correlated negatively with the Interpersonal Reactivity Index in a subordinate
measure of “personal distress”. The mothers’ interview scores were significantly higher than the female uni-
versity students. Drawing on these results, the extent to which this interview method can be used to measure
a Japanese—speaking population of young adults and adults was discussed.
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