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ABSTRACT

To explore the relationship of personality and demograrhic

variables to social status in the clementary school, all grade three

students in ﬁhe Yellowheud School Division were given a sociometric
éués££onﬁaire,> From-ﬁﬁé daia Fhey weferédiégbfized‘inté five groups:
1. Accepted child, 2. Rejected.child, 3. TIsolated child,
-h. Ambivalent-Impact c%ild, 5. Average ghild. -Euch student was
( then administered the Children's Personality Questionnaire. Additional
data @stablishing‘the gubqect's sex and.plaée'of recidence was
collected.
| Analysis of data revéaled that the sociometrigally gerived
groups did not differ with rGSpéct to: (a) number of clascmhtes . -
. . . P 3
chosen and number of clacsmates rejected; (b) awareness of socia-

_metric status; (c) sex; (d) place of residence and (e) personality

traits as measured by the CPQ, However, patterns of relationshiyps

-~

[
between the monitored variables did emerge and are discussed and
A .

depicted in the thesis.
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>
TNTRODUCTION AND THESIS PROBLEM
¢ T : . .

Introduction

/

Don. a fourtéen year old student tearfully entgrs the

counsellor's oftice. He is a very intelligent student, taller than .
averééé and vefy ﬁﬁéh-déérweighi;';ﬁié academic éfaﬁaing‘haé always boen
at the top of the clasg. Don's problem is that for as iong as he can

remember his classmates have jecred at him and ridiculed him

freguently. Most attempts on his part to change.the situat ion have

= >

failea and he feels he has exhausted all alternatives open to hir.
Don's problem of peer rejection is a too-common one for maﬁy

children.. CQnsequences.of such rejection are always emqtionally trying

for thé rejected child, as illustratéd in these further ex;mfles.

Edna, a short, chubby adolescent female has been consultiné

the counsellor fér help in trying to win friends. A year previously,

" she atGEmpted suicide in a vain attempt fo avoid the loneliness and

pain her classmates have inflicted upon her in refusing o assccilate
with her. She is talking of suicide again.
Ellen and Bcb, brother and sister, are fighting a losing battle

to become acceﬁﬂ%d by their Junior high sbhoollclassmates; Both Ellen
and Bob are considered to be very polite and mannerly by theif teachers.

* However, both continue to>have insults and cruel practical jokes heaped

upon them in spite of all their attempts to pleasé their classmates.
Bob is considering quitting school as soon as_possiblef//he knoys no

other solution. Ellen has not yet given up her attempts to change her



social status.

Jameé, a spiritcd'and restless student, has an unenviable kﬁgck
for inducing other boys. usually bigger'than himéélf. iﬁto fighting wi;h
him. These fights invariably result in James' being bea%en. He con-
_stantiy4complains of being picked on. All a;;istancevby school staff
has-so far been futile;

‘Although these e*amples are adnﬁttedi& Of a sersational nature,
théy;édéquatéiQNiiiﬁé;;éﬁe<£he sevéfiﬁyubf.éééiéi fégéctiénl fhééé
five\students, actual cases in a school (although the names have been
Qhangé&), illusﬁfate.whaﬁ has always been a frustﬁ@}ing and heartbreak-
ing problem for éverylteacher, the experiences of what has been
variously described as the "léw-sociometric child," thev"sogial isolate,"

n

the "unaccepted child," the'."re,jected child," the "alienated child," and
ﬁhe "unp0pu£;r'child.” Frustrating in that aost attempts at helving

the ghild do not work, énd heart':breaking in the kndwle.dge th'at the cﬁild
ié ﬁndergoing a severe treuma, and the teaéher while knowing this, can

" do nothing. .

The problem is of ﬁéjor proportions, in quahﬁity as well as
quality. Children with low sociometric status have been shown to'out-
numbér those of a relatively‘high sociometric‘s£atus (Thomﬁs and Muro,
'1973). Low socibmepric status Children'alsé fend.to adopt self- .
defeating strategies to change th®ir sociometricbpositibn«(Lanning and
Robbins, 1972). Such a high incidence of children with préblems-in
social relatidnships, coupéed withvthé children's inability to bring

about change on their own suégests that if effective change is possible,

a great dé%l»of counsellor time must be directed toward the problem of

.:’/ .
the socially’rejected child.



. As the problem is of suCh a.magnitude, it seems highly

Justified that a concerted effort at re: search and develoPment of -
./.

‘effective intervention strategies be made to help the bounsellor in his

:

 atask. Ideally, 1f it were possible to isolate behaviors which cause a

Chlld to be reJected, apprOpriaic behavior modification strategie .could
) ]
likely be employed to allow the child to develop social interaction

a

behaviors (Lilly, 1971). Such an approach however, seems premature as

.

" notr enough. is Presently known.gggarding,the;actual behaviors which

‘retard socialization. Moreover, behaviors can not be considered out of

'context. Therefore, most researc? to'date has concentrated upon isolat-
ing general correlatlonal data, an 1mportant first step in simplifylng
the task of studylng causal relatlonshlps

“}n the preceding portion ofltois chapter,.an attempt‘was made
to show toe need for an extended efﬂort inro researching the phenomens

of social rejection. A well-reseérched and &ell-deVeloped fund of - = w
3 . Rt l
correlatlonal data was shown to be of partlcular 1mportance in establish-

ing a solid foundation for research 1nto the dynamlcs of rejection.. In

V

the remalnder of the chapter, 1t w1ll be shown how - the present study '

purports to{contrlbute;to the-foundatlon of rejection researqh, w1;h

the emphasis placed on correlstion of personality with sociometric

~

o

status. ' C . .
' . . N

-Personality as a Focal Point ' A l

Persomality can“be viewed as a topic central to the problem of
social rejection. ' To demonstrate this, a‘relevant peréonality theory

will be reviewed, and its relationship to, and application in, the

present’ study will be outlined. ' .

¥,

\\\ _ According to Cattell (1950, 1957) personalf%y??g'concerned?witﬁ»

' : B
del -



all the beﬁgviors of' .the individual, both overt and covert. Personality
assegsment of an individual weuld then represent a complete pigture of'
thé typical b&ggviors displayedvby the individnzl (a task~inher%ﬁt in
the present study). To degive an instrument papable of personality
assessmeat; Cattell concerned himself first with delineating a completé
range of.behaviors for huwnan beings. The’adswer appeaged-to lie in the
huﬁan language. Every aspect of one human being's behaviorspthat is
likely to affect another has come to be handled by some verbal symbol.
o
These verbalosymbols, or descriptors, are called "traits" by Cattell
bl(l950) However, the 1n1t1al dlfficulty in describing personality by
traits is that there'are too many of them, three to five thousand
traits in the language of civilized people (Allport and Odbert, 1936).
To discover if any of these traits are related (and to therefore bring
the number down to a morehm;aageable size), Cattell submitted them to a \\5
' multiple correlational analysis called factor analysis. He did'findv “
that all the traits were manifestations of some larger, single under- . \L
lying personality traits, called "source traits." For cnildren of
about age eight years; Cattell derived fourteen source traitsr The‘
resylt’of a great,deal of work was the development of an instrument for
measuring tﬁese traits, the naﬁe of the instrument called the Children's
Persoaality Questiennaire. When administered in the manner prescribed
by'battell, the test yields sceres which indicate a summary of
. persbnality chéfaoteristics for an'individual child (or for select
. ] - :
\ groups of children, if handled that way) .
In.the present study, groups of children (determined by socio-b

metric meand) were administered the Children's Personality Questionnaire

.in an effort to determjme the relationship of personality character-




istics to sociometric atus. The means of, and Justification for,
-determining which "subjects to study, as well az a discussion of other
L7 , N

3 . ‘C' . . . . ¢
areas Or invectigatlon included in the present study, follow

2

T—
iﬁ;;diately.

The Thesie Problem

With regards to social rejection most research has been done

with subjects of adolescent gge or older. This is unfortunate.

Children tend to develop a social behavioral repertoire that remains

relafijely constant and-imperyiou5~to’change‘in the‘absenéefof some kinﬁl'

of soci;l behavioral intérventibn (Barclay, 1966a). The longer that

the children are allowed to perform inappropriate behgviors, the .

tronger4the behavior is establishedj hence the more difficult becomes
;//(,fjhe task of exfinétion of the inappropriate behaviors and the relearning'

of new more apprOpri§t€'behaViOTS‘(WOlpe, 1958). Therefore, the earlier

the intervention can také‘pléce, the more effecéive the intérféntion

will bé.
‘ , . Y

There appears, however, a limit as to how early in life social
rejection can be studied, as ﬁell as how .early in iife it can be Qieweé
'as a problem. Below about age éight years, peer groups are éredominantly
incohesive and in a constant state of flux (Moreno, 1953). Observed
rejection_beloﬁ age €ight may or may not be the aétual beginningsvof
permanent rejection behaviors.

AThe optimum age to focus researéh upon, evidently, is eight
years of age or, when ftﬁdents are iﬁ grade threé at school. Sociometric
data ?o} that group reéches an acceptable level of reliability, while
the group social behaviors exhibited by "pairing" and

"interlocking of pairs" is in its initial stages of development



(Moreno, 1953). "Pairing" and "interlocking of pairs" ag used nere and
gy Moreno, refers to the development of more stable, two-way friendship
patterns, with their eventfial union with other g;isting dyadic fricnd-
ships. Therefore, this study will focus upon grade thrée students.

As will be discussed in chaptér two, early studies
differentiated between the isolated child and the child écfively
rejected; However, research into the personality characteristics of
young children in these two categories was limitgd. Valid and reliable
tests of personality which were broad in scope and convenient to
administer were notAavailable for young children. After such tests as
the Children's Personality‘Quesfionnaire (CPQ) were available,
opérational'reétrictions emerged which severely limited psychological
investigations. For example, the inclusion of "negative" choice
questions in sociomepric tests (necessary to differentiate fhevisbiate
from the fejedt) were discontipued by most researghers because it was
found. to cause resentment within the gfoups, as well as complicate
statistical énalysis of results (Norfhwgy, 1967). The deletion of the
negative choice resulted in the social 1solate and the social reject
being t;eated as members of a common gréup. Highly accepted children
and high ambivalent impact children (thoée both highly accepted and
highly.réjected) were also,placéd in a common“category. These actions
were unfortunété in fhat subsequenﬁ research related to the broad
rather undiffeféntiated grouping must be viewed with a great deal of
caution, as éhe research may have arrived at invalid conclusidgs.\.

(’f As an illustration of how more precisevdifferentiétion d;n

influence results, in a recent study involving differentiéted.groups of

rsocial‘iéolates, highly rejected children, highly accepted children,



e

differentiated groups:

|

-

and high ambivalent impuct children, the reading patterns of the sécial
isolate werec not significantly diffcrehf from those of the highly
accepted child. 'Howcvér, the rejected child;4who‘is more activelx dis-
liked, displayed a poorer reading performance than both the accepted
and isolated child (Bloomer, 1909). This is surprising in view of the
fact that the traditionai stagd taken is that the ;solate belongs in
the same g;oup (and is usﬁélly included) as the rejectgg’child,‘while
considered diamctriéally opposite in characteristics to the highl&_
accepted child. Therefore, a more differentiated grouping approach
seems to yield more information. ‘ T
The present study (for reasons just gi&en) will concerﬁ itself

with.subjécts presently in grade three; the groups will be socio-
metricaily determined within the guideline of Bloomer's sociometric
categories. Thus this study will focus upon the following five
.
1. Highly accepted children.

2. Highly rejected children.

3. Socially isoléted children.

k. High ambivalent impact children.

5. Average éhildrén.(those not in groups 1 - 4).

In addition to studying the relationship between personality

e I

characteristics and sociometric status the relationship to sociomet;ié
. . //, &

status of four other psychological and demographic.vafiables will be

invesfigatqd. ‘Each of the additional variables have been the focus of

numerous other studies (as detailed in Chapter II). Because the results

of those studies have been somewhat contradictory, it was felt that to

. include the four extra variables in the present study was Justified.



A

eal

- -t

The'present study will éttdumt to determine tﬁurofore, the
relationhship between the following variables:
1. Sociometric statuc (acceptance and rejection).

2. Personality traits.

3. Sex.
L. Residence (in toww or out of.town).
5. Awareness of sociometric status (acceptance and r€jection).

~gree of acceptance and rejection of others (positive and
~
negative feelings toward others).

\\% Although the variables under scrutiny in this study, as just

outlined, have been shown to be important and relevant in understanding

i

rejection phenomena, they represent only a portion of tthe‘variables

which have been investigated. This will be evident in Chapter II, where

. ¢
[

a survey of studies will be included in which variables other than those

of this study were investigated. 0

4

ro X



CHAPTER II

Al

J REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

.

Tntroduction:

Moreno's Who Shall Sgrvive, in which he described valid and

reliable methods of measuring the social status of individuals within
'

grbups, was the initiator fog the vo;umes of research related to the
present studj. ‘ThiS'interest in social &cteptance and rejection
phenomena was most intense during the period ®of time from when Who Shéfl
Survive was first published (1934) up to the late léSO's. Correlation .
studles were undertaken covering.almost e&ery conceivable contributory
factor, including one in which acceptance was correlated with-
"Pubescence: a'three point rating of presence of pubic hair, made by
the school gym instructor in individual examinations in the locker roon"
(p. 56U, Davis; 1957). Because sociometry was, and to an extent, still

is in its infancy, much of the research was random, non-standardized,
, 4 1

and non—systematized,

In the following pages of this chapter, a select, represent-

ative sample of ngi?arch related to correlates of sociometric status

- . ‘\“—‘- .
will be reviewed. : .

The fifst review section will deal with studies which were

-

examinations of variables not included in the present study. These -

studies, were included in the review as it seemed to contribute toward a
o ¢ . -

¢

more complete: portrayal of the children under‘scrutiny in the stﬁdy.

The second review section will examine the research related

3



. @ . * PR . ‘¢ : v
directl¥ to thg vargables in the present study. . As much’ as ;is pouLible,
the emphasis will be uyon Jesearch-concérning Childfen in the cl;menﬁhfy

a8 .4 .

L3

) . _ b "
grades, particularly those near the grade three Ievel. J’ o
. b b -
* " 1" : "
The third review section termed "A Critique” .will outline some
- L

limitations of tHe relatgd ru&%urch to date.
— Flnally‘ based on the review, the opcrdtlonal de*1n1tlona of
sociometric groups will be given, followed by & statement of the

hypotheses relevant to the ypresent study.

A Review of Research Not blrectly leated to the Present Study

Sociometric Patterns and School evement

Sociometric placemept does appear to have a relationship to
achool performance.

Hill (1963) roudy that rejected children suffer from high
anxiety levels. Palermo, Castenada and McCandless (1960) found that
highly anxious children were not able to perform as well on ?onceptual
learning tasks.- High anxiety was also shown-to correlate negatively with
language arts achievement (Scarborough, Hindsman and Hanna, 1961). A
conclusion from these results is that students not aqcepteé by their
peersvwill achieva poorly in academics generally and in language arts
sPecifiéall&. This qonclusion has baen suppoziifgiﬁ*atudies with
elementary school students (Grossman and Wrighter,-igka; Bloomer, 1969;'
Stevens, 1971), with male Junlor high students (Davis, 1057) male senlor
high students (Pulv1no and Meckelson, 1972), with BrlE}E@ students
1nclud1ng elementary, Junior high and senior school pupﬁ%UF Rlchards,

- 1967) and university undergraduate students (Puiv1no and Hansin, 1973).

The relationship of sogiometric status is not limited to
12 ’/ﬁ

. : L r .
academic courses. In non-academic courses such as- band, shop ami-

2
i



physical education, re¢jected children are also less successful than
normal children (Muwna, 1968). A factor contributing to the rejected
child's low achievenent in'school cources is his apparent low ability
to conform to classroom requirements (Bonney and Powell, 1993). School
then becomes an unplcasant place for rejected childreh, to the point
that they leave sc@%ol earlier, and at a higher rate than do the non-
rejected children (Barclay, 1966a). {

Finding the way to increase a reSected child's popularity, then,

would facilitate his learning nrocess as well as glve him an approach

reaction rather than an avoidance reaction to school.

Sociometric Patterns and Physical Appcarance
Studies concerned with the relationgship between soclometric

status and physi;al appearance have- focused on the young adolesgent fof

om the variables do seem related. Kuehne and Creekmore (1971) féugd
that clothing was significantly rela{ed to the social status of high\\\
school girls, but not for boys.' In general agreement with this‘was
Litrell and Eicher (1973) who found, in addition that if the sociaily
unaccepted grade nine giri shared the same general opinion egarding
suitability ofvclothihg and appearance as that of her refe;:;&§ group,
she had a significantly better chaﬁce of moving into an acceptéble

status i.e. the referencé éroup. In a slightly different appréach,
Brpzovich (1970) guestioned gradeisix étudents as to what character-
istics they associated with popwlarigy; two dimensicns of appearance,
(clean and neat, and best looking) emerged as those factors correlated
. . y
highest with popularity i.e. .75 and .80 réspectively. An earlier study
(Austin and Thompson, 1948) with grade six students indicated that

appearance was not a significant factor determining selection and rejec-

P
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tion of pécrs. A rossible explunation may lie in the valuc differences
between children twenty yearc agco and of children today, at the prade six
level particulurly. At any rate, for younger children,'the results of
soéiometric/glftus—-épyeurmuce studies are.inconclusivé.

Sociometric Patterns and Interests

Results of studies investigating fﬁe associgtion of interests
and sociometric patterns have also been inconsistent. Austin &nd
'Thompson (1948) asked grade six students,in an urban setting to explain
regsoﬂs for selection of friends. Simil;rity of interests was given as
‘ being a highly important factor in acceptubility. Richards (1967),
working with British students of ages 11 to 16 years, found no éorrela—
tion between interests and soéiéhhkzéc sﬁatus. Howe;er, the relationshig)
between interests.énd social acceptability sbems detefﬁined somewhat by

4 LY
the population being studied (Barclay, 1966b). In a rural community, no
interest differences were noted between sociomctric status levels for
10 ﬁo 14 year olds. However, interests did correlate with sociometric
status of students of that age in an urban comnunity. ﬁigh sociometric
status boys and girls were lesslinterestéd'in western orienged materials
and re;igious music and more interested in current popular fads and music
while the opposite was true of low sociometric status childr;n. Rural-
urban differences in this study ﬁéybhave been dﬁe to the fact that
country and western 6riented‘materials and music may be the popular fads
and music for the rural areas. TheréfqreAboth high and low_sociometric
children would haye'similar iptérests in the rural areas, but not
necesséfil& so.in urban areas. The differences, rather than the QSffii//\
kinds:of interests, i%em to be thé factors diﬁfergntiating sociometric

-,

status. At present, however, no real conclusions regarding.the



relutionship seenm possible, without further well-controlled réplicative
reseurch.

Sociometric Patterns und Birth Order

Results of studies attempting to establish correlationd
between birth order und popularity among peers are also contradictory.
Shacter (146L) ctates thut first borns, being timid and dcfe?dent, should
thus be less popular. However, Alexander (1066), agreeing that first

' .
borns are "sensitive-derendent,” suggests that they should be therefore

more popular.

The sensitive-dependent\yercon is seen to be more aware
of , and to take greater dpcount of, the feelings and
expect@tions of others, and this implies that he is
more adept in social situations. Qreater social
adeptness should generally lead to greater acceptance
by others. . . . (Alexander, 1966, p. Ll)

Both.Alexander (1966) and Schacter (1964) obtained results
-supporting their respective antithetical hypotheses. Shacter, using
undergraduate student subjects, found that the later borns werle fnsider-
ably more popular than first borns, while Alexander, using senicf male
high school student subjects, found first borns to ce more popular than
later borns. Earlier; Marshall and McCandless (1957) studying pre-
schoolers, found that adult-dependency correlcted negatively with social
acceptance. If we assumed all Sther factoré.being equal (which in fact,

they are not) then Marshall and McCandless would indeed support the

. L)

hypothesis that first borns, being dependent, would be less' popular than

later borns. However, due to the variation in conditions of the three

studies, no real ,conclusion seems possible--further, more closely

fcontrolléd replicited studies are needed to clarify the issue.

A



Socioretric Patterns and Other Demorruaphic Variables

Bonney (1744) fownd that tRe high acceptance child had ; hizh
probability of coming from a fmaller family unit, with a higher socio-
econoric background. Elementury school children high in popularity
also reported greuater acceptance by their par¢hts than did those low in

<

popularity (Armentrout, 1972). Male coldere students who were socially
rejected had had more frequent moves when living with their families

(Kidd, 1951).

A Review of Research Directly Related to the Present Study .

-

Sociometric Patterns and Sex Differences

According to Moreno (1953), subjects at‘a grade three level
tend to choose'friénds.o} the same sex. If the subjécts were divided )
equally between boys ‘and girls, then sex difﬂprenceé should be unrelated
to sociometric gtatus. In most studies, this was founa to be trle.
However, Marshallmand.McCandless (1957) using pre-schoolers as subjects,
discovered that girls were chosen more often than boyse The'presént

study will try to investigate the relationship VYetween sociometric
\ . : - :

status sex differences in an attempt'to resolve the issue.

Sociombtrié Patterns and I.Q.

Findings in studieé ébrrélating sociometric status aqd_ability,
intelligence, and/ér I.Q. have been cdnsist nt. Elementary students who
have higher peer accéptance also have higher intelligence (Bonney, 19kk;
Grossmann -and Wrighter, 1948; Miller, %956). Rejection by peers was
found primarily in students whose I.Q. was below normal (Grossmann and
Wrighter, 1948). Both Davis (1957)fand'Richards (1967) found that peer
acceptance and intelligence correlated positively for junior high

students as well. ' .

[y



For the purposes of.this study, scoring on Factor B
(Intelligencc) of' the CPQ\‘ will be correlated with the vari_abies
associated with sociometrie status dincluding a determination of CPQ
Factor B score differences between soq@omeﬂric Groups.

Sociometric Patterns and Rural-Urban Cleavage

Research investigating the relationship between sociometric
status and place or residence (nearness to peers) has been very

inconclusive. ' ‘ uq/

o Grade six students reported that pearness of residence of peere
was ah 1mportant fagtor in selectinb them as frlends (Aushin>aha R
Thompson, 1948). Sociog;ams of children age 11 to 16 years ol& in
Britain supportcd_this (Richards, 1967). Country students tended te
choose ohher country gtudents as friends, while town students tended
to choose othef town studenhs as friends. Seagoe (1939) aieo found this
but gualified the conclu51on by saying that oppo“tunlty for~frequent
social interraction appears to be a neces ary but not sufficient condi~v
hion for estaélishing friendships. However, Becker end Loomis (19&8)
using high school sthdents as subjects, found fhaﬁ on the contrary, no‘
such ru:al-urban friendship cleavage existed. Friendship choices flewéd
from farm to non-farm students freely. . In an extensive study u51ng
chlldren in grades 1 to 12 from both rural and urban re51dences,
Devault (1957) found that children'tended choose friends among their
classmates who live succe551vely farther from them .as they progressed
through the twelve grades. Only in grades 10, 11 and 12 did children .
livihg cleser together choose one another more frequently than'those

living farther apart.. This would seem to contradict the earlier studies.

However, when DeVault writes of greater distances between friends as
’ N . - ‘
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students progre§§¢from grade one to six, he is re;>rring-to changes from

-

a meaﬁ distahce of 1.2 miles for grades 1, é and‘3 ﬁo 1.6 miles for
grades 4, 5 and 6. In some communities such as are found in>¥owns in
.rufal Alberta, .l milbs is not a significant diétance. .A student. living
one milé fromvtown’may have all the necessary opportunities fOr-frequent
interréction that Seapoe (1939) refers tp. Séme;studehts living ‘en
miles from town, with ready access to transportétion may. also have ample
opportunities for social interraction. Thérefore, énotheg'Variable,\
time spent in ﬁrban social interraction, in addition to distance, may be
just as importantfﬁ“faétor‘in'determining'social status. |

In the presenp study, the subjecté are divided almost egually

, . _
o0 urban-rural residency. As a means of attempting to clarify the

issue\as to whether place of residence does relate to sociometric

the sociometric groups will be compared as to residence

o

status,

. differencks. Iniaddition, the place of residence will be correlateéd

with the Ather demographic, sociometric and psychological variables, . .in

an™®Itort to further illuminate the dynamics of sgtial rejection and

U : ’lA';

acceptance.

Sociometrié Patterns aﬁd'Behavior—Personality Variables -
l A

By far the‘greatest'amount of research into correlates of socio-

metric status has been concerned with behaviorfpersonality variables.

The methods ussd'range from behavidf obsérvation;, includiné judggmental
non—standardigéd'ﬁeache? évaluatibus, through uses of clinical projéctive
personality tests such as the Rorschach, up to well deVeloped quective

tests of personality such as the Children's Personality. Questionnaire

fCattell, 1963). Most of the research has focused'on the adult subject,

particularly early research, as a better selection of assessment instru-'

g
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" rejected child's repertoire.

‘student in the primary gradec///yzller (1956) found hlgh acoeptance

persons. Adinolfi (

p o .
ments are available for the gdult population. Although the focus of this
study is on Ehu"icwer elemehtary grade school subject, specifically grade

4

three stu&éhts, a representative sample of research on other subjects
will’he included in a review of the research.

Ring, Braginsky.and Levine (1967) and WBllstoQ.(l972) showed
that the ineffective‘interpersonah.intéractor is one ?hQ is inept and
ignorant at role playing, who cannot play a role beyond that in whith

he believes is indicative of himsélf; and is therefore attitudinally

and behéviorally rigid. He is inept and unpolished socially, and finds

‘interaction Qoh;né&eiaing. Herhay be well motivated,:be able to state

appropriate and effective.interperconal behavior, but is unable to
practise it. Consistent with this are findings that 'the low sociometyric

status person \is dogmatic (Larsen, 1971), aliehating:other group members/.
by ﬁispléying traits of intolerance and“rigidity. Lanning and Robbins
. AT , ,

(1967) found also that rejected children are’ unable to sé%ially adapt,
but tend to develov self—defeating strétegies for solving their'problems.

A suggestlon (51nce dlsputed by Wallston, 1972) was that if the child
was exposed to role playlng, in which he experlenced the giving and \

receiving of socially 1rr1tat1ng behavior, this will show him appropriate

| . .
behaviors. As has been shown, however, knowing apprépriate behaviors

seems insufficient a condition for assimilating such behaviors into the

b
f

| . ) . .
The question of the rejected child's awareness or unawareness

: a ,
of h1s soc1ometr1c status remains an swered one artlcularl for the
s P

persons more aware of their €ociometric status than low acceptance

O)'after“reviewing'numerou§ studies, concluded

LN

e
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that the low acceptance or rejected individuals are'unable to accurately

predict their status. In contﬁpst, grade-fohr students of low socio-

\ N
metric status were shown to be very much aware of their status (Stevens,

1971). Further studiec are in order to clear up this inconsistency in
. . : ~\Q§
¢ . S

The role of behaviors in.establishing sociometric status is

results. ’

described in InterversonalvDiagnosis of Personality (Leary, 1957). .
‘ﬁccgrding_to Lééry;‘personaiity is but- a pattern df'interpersonal
féspbnsés expfésséd byAtheviﬁdiQidual. In éaaiﬁion, interpersonal-
activities'éré goal-qr;ented, in particular to promote self-esteem or
_avoid_anxiety. Such goals are realized by appropriate.reacfions of
significant ofhers. ﬁiééry further suggests.that these‘goal-orienteq
gctivities on the part of one person elicit certain and pfedictable
- reaétioﬁé:};om others. . Positive behamiors elicit bbsitive behaviors
'énd negative behaviors would elicit negatf&e behavibrs; Combinations
of -these behaviors would pull the expéct@d goﬁbinations in return. |
Thusy bitter reb. _licus behaviof (negative and submissive) would pull
puﬂitive re --¢"ion andvsuperiority from others. In reverse, fejection
and dominance by others results from negative and submissiye behavior’
on tﬂé'pért of the rejected child.: This is‘consistent with most of ﬁhe
research results found in the literature. . : s

| At a college level,‘bgha§ior§-found to be characteristic of

e ! .
rejected males were ofuthe~physically-aggressive, bragging, showing off,

1

attention demanding, immeture and socially inept kind (Kidd, 1951;.
. @ ’ ’ ’
Bonné€y, Hobbit and Dreyer, 1953).
Northway (194L4) in looking at low“accéﬁ%ance kids found some

were shy, withdrawing, ébcially ﬁninterested persons (submissive), while

18
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others were noisy, boastful, socially ineffective persons (negative).

In other ;tudies, rmuch fhe same behaviors were found typicél of socially
unacceptable or rejected children--generally poor social.skills invoiving
,inefficien% aﬁd non-rewarding (to others)‘aggressive behévior; as well

as naive attempts at becoming more acceptable (anney, 1oLk; Northway

and Wigdor, 19L7; ‘Brozowich, 1970). In two studies involving»behavior
observations of grade one subject; (Bonney and Powell, 1953) and pre-
schoolers (Hartrup, Glazer, and Charlesworth, 1968), high accepﬁance
children (measured in terms of pbsitive choices).gave more positive
reinforcement (smiles, Qooperative and voluntary group behaviors) to

their peers,than did low_accepténée children. There was no .difference
bgtween theggroups with regards to negative behaviors. However, when

the lo;maccépted child wa§ determined as #result of rejectioﬁs, greater .
»amounts of negative behaviors came from them than the accepted childrern.
i The difference is in separating thé isolated child and the rejected
child in the low aéceptancé!!ioup; As Leéry (1957) has pointed out
submissiveness apart from ne-#ti ity ma&rcontrigute to low acceptance.
The sociai isolatelmay also be'of iow acceptancé in.that they are
unnoticed, so not chosen. A low overt classroom participation rate has
been éhown to correiéte with low rggard of a child (Petersen,-l968;
"Larsen, 1971); This does not imply rejection, as those very uﬁnoticed
by the groub are more likely to be Tiked thah disliked (Lemann and
Solomon, 1952). | ‘ .

Research using instruments'for measuring personality Qariables

characteristic of sociometrically détermined groups has also demonstrated -
_that high social accéptance is aséociéteﬁvwith poéitive perSOnality

characteristics; while low social acceptance is related to lack of
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positiv% personality traits and‘the presence of some ﬁegative
charaé%eristics.

Adalt male isolgtes (as compared with non-isolates) have’
greater anx1ety,trewdo toward °ChlZOld and psychopathic deviate patterns
(Mlll 1953), egocentrlclty and an unawareness of group definitions and
expectations (Kidd, l))l), and -are more exhibitionistic and aversive to
 the advice of others (Adinolfi, 1970). Rejected female university
freshmen were shown to be_dom;nating,‘exhibitionistic, controlling-and
self -protective (Adinolfi; 1970). However, in contrast to these

' .
studies, Boaney, Hobbit and Dfeyer (1953) found no real correlation
betwee; sociometrgc‘statusvand.any of,Cattell’s sixteen personality .’
factors. ) R

Research with the high school population has shown unaccepted
high school students to be less self-confident, less cheerfal, less
enthusiastic; less acceptant of group standards, less conventional, less
eoncerned with social approval (Gulnouard and Rychlak, 1062), as well
as dlfferlng from accepted students in having lower self -reliance, a
lower sense of personal worth and freedom, greater Qithdrawal tendencies
‘1ahd nervous eymptoms higher social standards, poorer soc1al skllls,.
and greater anti- 3001al tendencies (Scandrette, 1955 Bauer, 1971)

Bonney (l9h3) worhlngvﬁlth students in grade four found thaf——;>
strong p051t1ve perconallty tralte and friendly att%tudec are more
important in establishment of relatlonshlps ‘than are negative traits.

A conclus1on in that study was that perhaps d00111ty, nlcet&, and
submission to authorlty, traits gener?tly rewardlng to adults dealing
1th chlldren, may 19 fact peee a ha?dlcap in chlld”en s strivings for

peer acceptance. Other studies since seem to support this conclusion.

-
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As youngsters reach the upper elementary grades, .or beyond, masculinity
in boys is mdre rewarded than femininity in girls’(Gfay, 1957).
Extremes of gasculiniﬁy in girlé are not rewarded however, nor is
femininity in boys, both correlates of low sociometric status
(Brozovich, 1970). Outpoing personality characteristics (Northway_and '
Wigdor, 1947), high personality or egi/ékability (Barclay and Barclay,
1965; Richargs, 1967) with normal pqgsonalify édjustment (Grossman . |
and Wrighter, 1048; Sheikﬁ 1972) all corrélate_positively.with high .
-acceptance by peers. |

.‘ In these studiesﬁhowevér, a precise differentiatidn of groups
as recommended by Bloomer (1969) was not done.  Actual generalizations
of results from the reviewed studies to the present study are not

possible. To further the knowledge regarding the relationship of
sociémetric statﬁs'to peréonality-behavior variables, thebpresgnt study
will examine the différentiaped'sociometric groups with regards to:
| 1. Personality traits as determined by the CPQ:
C 2. Deéree of negativeness toward beersvas determined by the
ngmbérVOf peers rejected on a sociometric questionﬁai:e; .
3. Degree of positiveness toward éeer; as determined by the
: number of peers chosen on avsociomefric;questionnaire.
L.  Socicempathy és determiﬁed by the size of discrepapcy between
edtimated agd actual rejections and acceptanées receivedi'

In-addit;on, interéorrelations between the monitored variables will be

examined.-

A Short.Critique of the Literature Reviewed‘

t ©

Many of the studies reviewed here support onelanother, while

many fail ﬁo-replicate. Reasons why either happens are not clear. Some
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of the problems corftributing to inconsistent results are as follows:

1. Operational definitions of the status groups rarely arc sihilar
frqm study to study. The diffiéulty lies in sociometric
’instrﬁments,:some of whit¢h contain only choice questions
related to work (Scandretie,V1953) or to play (Ausﬁin and
Thompson, 1948; Millcr, 1956), or'both (Guiﬁouard and —
Rychlak, 196255 while others include both choice questions
and rejection questions dn;ombined'(Gronlund and Anderson,

1957), andbéﬁﬁﬁiﬁed to.éive é "th scorébof'§6éiométric‘stétus

_(Bérclay, 1966b). Some studies limited the numbér of accepts

and rejects thé children could list (Guinouara and Rychlak,

1962) while others cdunted all students listed (Halpin, Halpin

and Har@leyé 1972). After sociometric meaéurements'were taken,
designation. of ctudents (labellingj was somewhat arbitrary.

Bauer (1971) ﬁsed the ten studdnts with the highest score on

his scale to be "most preferred étudents"‘and‘those ten with

the lowest score to be "least preferred students." Gﬁinouard

énd Rychlak“(l962{£§ed ranégm percentage~pqiﬁts as sociometric b
criterion. Lgﬁanh ang Soléﬁon (1952) used probability
‘calculations to label their subjects.

2. . Most Studies used oniy the chéice sociometric questionnéire:'
this resulted in placing social isolates andrrejects'in the
same group, and highly accepted”andAhigh ambivalent impact _
chiidfeﬂ"in\another; Research has'shoﬁn that each category is

l ) \\\f¥~n‘,r’ . .
in fact different in many reSpeqts and that grouping them
ﬁogether causés a distorted and'false,piéture of the results

(Northway, 1944; = Grossmann and Wrighter, 1948; Muma, 1968;

v
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Bloomer, 1969; Adinolfi, 19%0).
) % . v
" Because oflthc unsystematic approach ased in investigating t@e
.phenomena associated with sociometric data, to generalize from preylouv I
bresearch to the present study and specifically to‘hypoth0517e %}ncca
of differences between eoc1ometr1cally determined groups would be pre—‘
mature and invalid at the present time.
iAsza first step in attempting to resolve the preceding
probleme to aocio?etrto research, the present“staay>wi}%>inooppofate the
following: |
1. Use of a pure sociometric questionnaire.
2. Adoption of vhat has‘been shown to be optimum differentiated
’ grouping. ]
3. Partial standafdization of proCedures‘by using the same

operational definition of groups as included in a previous

related study.

Operational Definitions and Hypotheses ' ) . Co. - .

Operational Definitions
For the ourooses of this study then use will be made of.

Bloomer s (1969) operational deflnlt;ons of the soc1ometr1c groups, as
he, to date, hm?}men the only one to include the high- amblvalent ?mpact
" child separate from the high acceptance group. The Operatlonal
.definitions are -as follows: ‘ |
- 1.  Accepted Childﬁ‘ithe child aceepted by at least 50% of his

~classmates and rejected by no more than lOa of his classmates.
2. Rejected Child: the child acéepted by no more than 10% of his

classmatee and rejected by at 1eé§£150% of hia,classmates.

3. Isolated Child: the child accepted by no more than 10% of his



classﬁates and rejecdxd by.no more than 10% of his classmates.
L. High Ambivalent Impact Chiid: the child_acéepted by at least

MO% of his Tlassmutes and rejected by at least Lo% of his

classmates. .

5. Nofma; Child: vthe child not included_iﬁ the first four
catego{ies.

Acéeptancc and rejection are to be determined by an administered
>é§;i/ﬁetric Queétibnndife., If é definifibnrﬁofdefiiné féiié ﬁetweeﬁ.tﬁb
wholg numbers, each of the numbers will be used to ihclude the éhbjects
in categories 1 to L i.e. if 10% of the classmates is 2.k ClaiiEE:eS

then rejectioﬁ by 3 classmafeS'will_not disqualify a student from the

"accepted' category if the other criteria is satisfied as closely.

h Hypotheses:
| The following will cons£itu§e‘the six hypothesés‘reievant to
this study. |
1. Children in each of the five sociometrically determined‘;ells
will differ in the number of classmates accepted and in the
number of classmates rejected. ' | - ~
2. Children in each of:thp five sacibmetrically Qe§ermined cells
l&ill differ in theif'abilitynto'predict their sociometric
: n

status in terms of both number of acceptances received and

rejections received.

Bt

" 3. Children in each of the five sociometrically'detérmined cells
will differ with respect to ﬁiace of residence (in town or out

‘of town).

&

L. Children in each of the five éociométrically determined cells
will differ with respect to sex.

i



‘Patterns of relationships among

.

Children in each of the ff;e sociomctrically determined cells
willfdiffer on cach of Cattell'svfourteen.personélity factors
as detefmined by the Children's Pérsonélity Questionnaire
(Cattell, 1963). V
sociometric, demographic aqd

~

psychological variables monitored will arise..



CHAﬁ%ER III
~ PROCEDURE AND DESIGN

The Sample

The sample consisted of all‘grade three stidents in the
Yello&head‘school Division attending schools ;p'Eyanéburg, Wildwood,
Nifdﬁ,lEdson“a?d Hiﬁﬁoﬁ, invblviﬁé-é totél-ofﬁgum'h -%nté;‘ GfadetthféeE
students‘in Peers School, Fulham School, Bryan School %ﬁd Jacob Stahl
School were not included in the sample, as they were mémbers of a
combined fwb grade classroom i.e. grades 3 and 4 in one clasgroom;
‘The Sociometric measurement of those studehts would,héve been invalid

with regar" to the gréde.three population. Twenty-one students were

‘vabsent from school at the time of the testing, and thus were excluded

1 4

from doing the Children's Personélity.Questidnnaire. They were however,
included in.the socioﬁefric‘measurement.

All subjects were included who wére shown to be members of the
sociometric groups I to IV; of fhe subjects sho;nfto be.mémbers of the‘
sociometric group V, 38 (equal to the iargest of the otherjgroups) were
randdmly selecfed for this study, using a tablé of random numbers in

'Edwards (1967). =~

Instruments Used

‘Two instruments were used in the present-study. They included
a sociometric questionnaire'(with additional questions assessing the
subjedt!s-area of residenCE'and'predictionFabilityAof sociometric status)

‘<o

and thé'Children'sJPersonality Questionnaire (1963 edition) Form B,

26 Q\



including both By. and Bp.

The Sociometric Questionnairel ‘ ‘ ' »

.Sociometry in General:

The term ”preferéntiél sociometry" is used when we want to
refer specifically to the measurement of interhuman relations and inter-
aﬁimal relations which can be describéd in terms of prefefenceé
("attraLtion;neutrality-rejection in a choice situaﬁion") ﬁBjerstedp,
1956, p. 28). This de%inition was reached after consultation yiﬁhvﬁopeq )
guthorities including U.,Brohfegﬁrenner, R. B. Catteli, H; H. Jenﬁings
.and J. L. Moreno (Bjerstedt, 1958). ‘
.The method Qf soclometric measurémgnf used in thg preéent study
is described ps the "Primary Sociometric Chqice” method, with the |
follbwing i£ems o}>infprmation inéiuded in the instfument
(Bjerstedt, 1058) | | . | ,‘ -
1. PreférenCe aspéct:. interaction setfing (inrthis study, playini
at recess).
2. Prefference effect: préctical outcomés if any, confidentiality

pf/;esults (in this study, no outcomes ‘given, secrecy

emphasized). - .

3. Preference area: ' among what individuals (in this study,

individuals within the'classroom); -
L. Preference sign: which end of the preference scale, positive
or negative choices (in this study the sign was indicated by -

the underlined words, most and not to emphasize the sign).

‘

T

1 The copy of the sociometric questiénnaire used\in/this_study can
be found in Appendix A. o

1
1

|
|
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5.  Preference method: limited ¢hoice, or ranking (in this study,
no. limit to number of -choices and no fanking desired).
6. Preference-motivation réquest: reasons for choice needed or
not;(in this sfudy no reason asked for).

Socioﬁetric ipstruments are composed of two major cells, socio-
metric and néérASociQmetrié. _The present stﬁdyautilizes a sociometric_\
instrument. Near;sociomeﬁri? measures necessitate a value judgement
from fheASubjéct, such aé "Who WOuld make tﬁe best leédef, in your
classroom?" or "Who is themoﬁz\:;pulaf.peréon in your clé;s?" ?afé

sociometric measures involve nd ch judgements.

Validity |
| As Jehnings (l§h3, p- 27) has said of the sociometric test,
"it aoes_not attemﬁt to measure behavior of a certain type by‘eliciting
related responses, bgt-empioys a sample of the actuai'ﬁehaviof studied."
In other words, choice behavior‘is what is beingustuaied, and choice
behavior is what is elicited by.the test. Reference,7then to én'outside;
criterion has no meaning in the usual sense. An implicit assumption
here though is that the subjects do not falsify their responses.
Peﬁinsky (l9h95.suggests thaf to meet the question of Qhether‘the
subjec?s' stated éhoices'may be accepﬁed as vglid in ﬁhe sense that they
are subjectively ﬁonest,'the‘teéting situation-éhould bé set up in such
a way as to maximize the rapport with the‘experimenter and the motivation
of the subjects, a contentién also_pﬁt_fortﬁ by Moreno (1953).

Validity of soéiometric instrumints becomé questionable when
generalizatidns'and inferenqes are attempted,'such as attempting to
discuss antindividﬁa%'s sociometric‘scores using words such és |

"cheerful" or "frustrated" (Pepinsky, 1949). Generalization beyond the

n
(¢S



 specific behavior sarmled doeé necessitate reference to outside criteria
or supportive data. An aésumﬁtion implicit in the present study is of
thé kind that rejected childrén in schogl are from the same'population
as(rejectéd children in other ;chools; the same applies to the other
sociometric cells used. Although the validity.of this assumption ié
.not known,‘it is to be assumed_valid for'the purposes of this study.
Reliability o | .
Pepiﬁsky (l9h§)"ha§ sﬁaﬁgdVthatlth§utf§ditipnally used concept
of reliability (split-half or;tést-retest),as used by psychologists
seems to have.littie directlmeaning or application to‘the field of
sdciometry.i Reborts of reliability in SOCiQmetr;c research have been Al
on the basis of a tésﬁ-retest COrfelation. Severél“étudies using
lapses of-one%to four days betwéen testing reported éofrelations varying'
from .93 to .96 (Pepinsky, 19L9, p: 45). After longer periods of time
between testing sessions (8 months ), the correlations were lower, .65
anq .66 (Jennings, 1943). . Blake, Mouton ana Frﬁchter (1955) in review-
ing a total of 53 studies bearing on the reliability of sociometric
Judgements reached thelfollowing conclusions: |
1. The greater the interval’betyeeh test and retest, thé loﬁgr:f
the correlation coefficient.
‘2. . The older the subjects, the larger the correlation'of’test.
Aand'retest fesults. : ‘
3.. The longer the subjects have been acguaigted 5éfore fé;ti;g, l
‘ the iargér ﬁhe correlation of test and retest results.
L. The more relevant the qhoiée‘éfiteria is té-the'group; the . .
greater the con;istéhdy of results. |
5. Itvis possible for:group'members to maké,éénsistent judgeﬁents. T

.



Inﬁefpretation of correlation coefficients (reliability figures)
hade in thebtraditional way ie complicated.a With sociometry, only the_
Lriterion of choicé is held constant, while the behavior ﬁaterial
(i.e. the interpersonal relationship), on the basis of whichva cheice
“is given, varies with eaeh'subject, and the subjects are expected to
vary in their choices‘(Pepinsky, 1949). In other words, correlatidh
fluctuations might legitimately be'expected, ref'lecting behavior change
rather than low reliébilityf With a‘sociometfic instrument, "it is not -
possiblento speak of test reliability independent of the "influence of

the stabillty of the ch01ce behav1or itself" (Pepinsky, l9h9, p 56)..

The Children's Personallty Questlonnalre (CPQ)

In discussing the "CPQ" Cattell, et al, state that it

. . . is firmly based on the personality sphere concept--
a design to insure initial item coverage for all the
behavior that commonly enters ratings and the dictionary
descriptions of personality. - Thus, it has not been built.
up only by factoring of questionnaire material, but is .
part of the géneral structuring research on personality
‘in everyday life rating data, %bJectlve tests, ete. - .4\;

. (1970, p. 6)

, Further it is " ;

. based on a series of 1ntérlock1ng researches over
twenty -five years, directed to locating unltary,
‘independent., and pragmatically important ‘'source traits;
both in ratings and questionnaires. By source traits,
we mean factors (rotated to obligue sinple structure)
affecting large areas of the overt personality behavior,
~such as 1ntelllgence, emotional stability, superego
strength, surgency, and dominance. (Cattell, Eber; and'-
Tatsulka, 1970, pe 7). J

rn

The source traits that are. measured by the CPQ are as follows.

1. Factor A - Sizothymia VS. Afectothymla

2. TFactor B - Low Intelligence vs. ngh Intelllgence

3. Factor C - Ego Weakness vs. Ego Strength - : , .

L.  Factor D - Phlegmatic Temperament vs. Excitability.
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5. Factor E - Sﬁbmiésiveness vs. Doﬁinance = ) .
; 6. Factor F -.Desﬁrgénéy Vee Surgency o l
’ i
)‘ 7. " Factor G - Low Superego Strength vs. High SJgLrego Strength
8. Factor H - Threctia vs. Parmia .

@ 9.“‘Factor-Iv- Harria vs. Premsia

10.- 'Factor J - Zeppia vs. Coasthenia.

"11. Factor N - Naiﬁefe vs. Shrewdness

12. Facﬁor 0 - Untroubled Adequacy vs. Guilt Proneness
13.  Factor-03- Low séif—séhiiment’Inﬁégration‘Qé. High Strength of

Self-sentiment

« [

1k, Factor'Qn- Low Ergic Tension vs. High Ergic Tension

Validity
Validity of the CPQ scales is interpreted ‘as the correlation
between observed and true scores, where factor trueness was estimated
: : ; e

from a very thorbugh and comprehensive factdr analysis. The direct'

concept (construct) validity coefficients on scalés range from .72 to
, 4

.%h (Form B).

" Reliability
Test-retest reliability for the scales range from .54 to .89

with the majority of the scores in the .70 to .89 range (Form B).
‘The instructions for the CPQ were slightly revised for the
purpose of thisqstudy, as the entire test was given orally (as pér

Manualbdirections.for subjects of the age in this study) using answer
BT T . ’ . o
sheets. ‘A copy of the directions and answer sheet used will be found

in Appnndix B and C.
H 3 N \. K o
Procedure

" The Socigmetric Questionnaire (with the data request supplement)
. g . . \



and the Children's Per"onallty Questionnaire Forms B, and By, were
“administered . to the cubjects as'a group,(a total classroom). Testing
. . - - i
. . \ / .
was completed in one session per class encompassing about 1 1/2 hours,
‘ o .

during the second week of June, 1974. Two examiners administered the

testd using a standard format.

~
-

. % . During a short period before.testing, the examiner-engaged-in‘

random conversation with the students, to enhance eXaminer-subject

- rapport,—end increase-éhe~motivationuof therstudents to cooperate N

B appfoPriately. Next, fhe students were told that the4things they were

ebouthto wrife wene very .cecret. No onenbuﬁfthe examinerbcould see u f

what was written. The students were:to make sune no one saw or found

out'nhat they wrote. The sociometric questionnai?e was systematically

given, dnestion by dquestion, with an effort made to make sure all

examinees understood thevdirections.
- Next the examineniread the revised direetions for the CPQ,

werking thrOugh hhe two sample,queStions Wdth the sfudents to ensure

understanding Q#ubjects were then tbld“that listening was important,

and that all questlons were ﬁﬁ}be given orally Queshdons from the

subJects as to word meaning were aﬂiwered wi%h the exceptlon of the .

three-alternative questlons. These questions were written on the bBﬁ@k%

.
'

board with no furthew'querles answered
The CPQ results for two subJects were dlscarded One subjebt
had to leaye the school before completlon of the questlonnalre, and the o)
other was found marking hlS answer sheet at random, worklng ahead of the
~appr0priate question. These two members as well as all absent members
were asked to complete the~so;10metrlc questlonnalre in order to'ensure
the veiid sociometric placenenp of all other sthects. The personallty

S
. h‘“é . e
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analysis of the ébscnt subjects was excluded from i:. present étudy.

Analysis
Part I'- Sociometric Placement of~gubjects

Each classroom was tregteg'as an isolatéd gioup, with tallies
made of the total number of times éach subject;s name was listed as 5

. : | _
- -~chotce and the number of* times each was listed as a reject. Assignment
. N ,’ .

of each subjectr was then made to a sociometric group, according to the

definitions in Chapter II. Based upon the population tested and
Bloomer's (1969) findings with an urban group, the expected sample size

for categories one to four was n = 35 (10%). The sample distribution,
. B i ! .
however, was different, as illustrated in Table I below.

’ o~
) -

" TABLE 1

POPULATICN DISTRIBUTICN PER SOCIOMETRIC CELL

‘ A
Sociometric - o(2) R .

Cell Expected (1) nj Actual Nj  Expected 7N (3) _Actual %N
Accepted 35 .10 10% 2.8%,
Rejeécted 35 38 10% 10.7%
Isolate 35 ' b 109 119
Ambivalent - S .

- Impact 35 - 6 - © o 10% ‘ 1.7%
Average Coo213 : 297 - © 60% 83.7%

4

(1) "Expected" figures based upon Bloomer's (1969) results.

(2) Nj refers to the number of subjects in the cell.

" (3) N refers to pOpulatioﬁzsize (355). I



Part II - Data Anélysis o C : ‘;
Raw scores for each of the factors of the CFQ werebd?tefmined
for each subject. In addition sociometric self—prediction-ability
scoréé'were determined for each subject. These scores were célculatgd
as (a) discrepancy between predicted_numbef of choices received and
actual number of choices received, (b) disérepancy between predicted v,
number of rejectipns‘received and actual humﬁer of rejeétions'reéeived,.
and.(c) éum'of”the discfepant scores for both_acceptance"and'rejection;
‘A one-way analysis of variance‘was r;n oniﬁhe_five groups, for
each of the following Qariableé:
1. ° number of classmates the subject rejected.
2. number of clascmates the‘subject chosé. o .
3. predicted rgjections received. ) ‘ |
L, ~'pfedicted choices received.
5. numbér ofArejections received.
6. number of choices received.

T discrepancy.between (3) and (5).

3. discrepahcy between (4) and (6).

9. . sum of discrepancies .(7) and (8) .-
10.  subject's place of residence (in town or out of town).
11. subject's sex.

~ P

12 —'25. Raw écores dérived for eaéh of the personality factors
measured by the CPQ. :
.In addition, for each analysis of variaﬁqe, the Sheffe Multiple
_Comﬁarigbn of Means Test was used to determine inter-group differehces
of means. This analySi§ was made'using the ANOVIS Program developed-

by the Division of Educational ResearchvServiées, at the University of

~



Bu

Alberta.

‘To test hypothesis six (Chagter II), a correlétion’matrix was
run for variables 1 - il again;t variables 1 - 25. frobability figures
for each correlation were run to determine which of &hé‘correlationu
figuresxwe:é significant. This andlysic was made u;ing the DESTO2

Program developed by the Division of Educational Research Services, at ~
- the University of Alberta. ' ' _ : o
;$>;_. S . o o e . ] e

- - For all éﬁélységj_zhe null hypothesis was rejected ifue .05.



CHAPTER IV

#INDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS . .

1 3
For. each hypothesis, the findings related to the hypothesis

will be outlined, and_a conclusion reached as to supbort or non-

supﬁorﬁ of the hypothesis. - - - ... . . C - Lo

.-Hypéthesis I
Chii&ren*in eéch of the fivg'sociometrically determined cells
‘will differ in the number'of classmates écgepted and in the numbér of
classmates rejected. |
Findings | - '_ o SR
The hypbthesis was tested using én analysis- of variance for
variables (1) éndJ(E) (i.e. numbér of fejecti0n§ and choices listed)
across thz five sociométricagrouis.~ No significant differences betwéen
'groupsvweré noted. The findings are summarized in Table 2, Tabie 3 an& o
.Téble L. . . | |
TABLE 2 - . L
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATTONS OF NUMBER OF

CLASSMATES ACCEPTED AND REJECTED FOR THE FIVE GROUPS

T

- | CLASSMATES REJECTED  CLASSMATES ACCEPTED
GROUP : MEAN. §.Ds- - MEAN . s.D.
Accepted 7.10 3.11  ‘7.80 3.01
Rejected; o ©7.60 5.39  6.16 - - 3.92

" Isolate 6.0 6.68  6.00 -  3.26
Ambivalent-Impact 7.50 2.07 5.00 4.15
Average 8.71  _ Lh.Bk  6.67 . 3.7k

36



" TABLE 3
SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF

' NUMBER OF CLASSMATES REJECTED FCR THE FIVE GRCUPS

SOURCE ss - MS . DF . F P
Between . - 50.0k 12.51 - L S .0.52 0.72
Within 2183.30 23.99 %91
\ - - . : <
TABLE k4

.SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARLANCE OF

. NUMBER.OF CLASSMATES ACCEPTED FOR THE FIVE GROUPS

SOURCE ss - MS . DF P P
Between © 52.37 15-09 | Lo - 0.93 Q.45
Within - 1286.87 101k a1

Conclusion 4

Thus, confirmation of Hypothesis I was not obtained. The groups
. do not differ significantly in the number of classmates rejeeted and
classmates ECCepted; |
| HYPOTHESIS II

Children in each of thé five sociometrically determined cells’
will différ in their ability to predict théir éociometfic'status in -
terms 6f both acceptances received and rejections received.
Findings

_For each child, a-prediction error‘score‘(difference between

U]
‘\‘



predictedzséore and bbéerved score) was calculated for reJeCtibn,
acceptanée, éﬁd combined (rejection error score +'acceptance error
score). The scores were u§ed és indications of ability to‘predict
.sodibmetric status, where a lower scoré indicates a higher ability to
accurately predict sociometric status. The mean estimate errors and ‘

standard deviations for each group appear in Table 5.
’ ' -
'TABLE 5
THE MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF =~

SOCIOMETRIC STATUS ESTIMATE ERROR FOR THE FIVE GROUPS

‘ o
GROUP .- REJECTION | ~ ACCEPTANCE ZCOMBINED.
' ~ Estimate Error ‘Estimate Error Estimate Error
MEANS ~ S.D.  MBANS  S.D. MEANS.  S.D.

Accepted "é,uo .09  5.00 2.1 1140  5.72
Rejected 7.63  5.06 LBy  h.63 12.53  6.33 .
Isolate ;’, 12.00° 2 ok k.25 - 2.98 16.25 RS
Amﬁivaleﬁt-impact ‘ 3.17 2?Eé '~ 2.50  3.08. 5.67 L4.68
Average | o 6.h§ 3.6 L.o8 . 3.77. 9.39 ™ 5.k49

-

An analysis of variance of the mean error of esﬁimate of .
rejection, accéptance, and combfﬁed for all groups was performed-to
determine thé significance of the ébserved differences. The summaries

appedr in Tables 6, 7, and 8.
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TABIE 6

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS COF VARIANCE OF MEAN.ERROR

39

‘OF ESTIMATE OF REJECTION FOR THE FIVE GROUPS
SOURCE - 88 MS DF - F P
Between .  289.70 7243 L  4.00 .005
Within | 1648.29 1821 91
< I
TABLE 7
SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF MEAN ERROR
OF ESTIMATE OF ACCEPTANCE FOR THE FIVE GROUPS
SOURCE ss MS DF R P
Betwéén: 38.56 I ' .61 65 1{
- Within 143k .59 CS15.76- 91
0
/ (. \\ C T/
/ B " TABIE 8
P SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF MEAN COMBINED
R i ?\ ----- i ’ ’ . -
- ’ ERROR OF ESTIMATE FOR THE FIVE GROUPS
i - o .
SOURCE S8 MS P F o P
T . Y : .
Between L67.91 116.98 L4 3.49 .01 -
.7 Coh _
Within. 3053.05 33554 91

As the F-ratio is significant for,group-differenCes.beyond the.

S per cent level of significance for rejection estimate error and

combined estimate erro™wfor those variables the Sheffe Multiple



-

Comparison of Means test was used to examine thé,diffefeﬁcés between all
- possible pairs of means.
For rejestioa estimata efror, only the difference 5etweenlthe.

Isolate éroup and Ambivalent-ImpaCt group (differenc¢s= 8.83).was‘.b
.significant_(p = .04). . For combined estimate error, no groups differed
significanﬁly. Differences were a;l beyond the.lO,psr cent level of
significance. : . - R | .
_;Conclﬁsion |

' -Thellsolate.grsup‘demsnstrased a lower awareﬁess of.their own
sociometric status with regards to rejectipn,'thanuthe Anbivalent-
Impact group. Noidifférences between groups-were_demonstrated in
acpeptance'essimaté error or the combined estimate error. As a result,

Hypofhesis IT must~be rejected, althbugh some supporﬁ was demonstrated.

Ay

HYPOTHESIS IIT i

‘.Children in'eacﬁrof the five sociometrically determined cells
wi;lbdiffsr withkrespect Fs place‘of residence (in town or cut of town) :
Finqings S ' o o0

For statistical reasons, the Isolate group was excluded from

PO

this statistical analysis. Th& entire group.were fromfa‘rural resideﬂce.

W

Therefoﬁg *the variance was zerd for the group with regards to the vari-
able of plaég;of re51dancy.' The mean and standard dev1at10n for each

'gr0qp appedrs in Table 9.
o

~

¢



_ TABLE & 4
THE .MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF
PLACE. OF RESIDENCE FOR THE FIVE GROUPS
(Residence in town = 1; Residence out of town = 2)

e
"

GROUP - B MEAN . s
Accepted - | _ 1.76 : 0.48
Rejected | 1.37‘ o 0.49
Isolate , ~ - o C20 T 0.00 (;
Ambivalent-Impact ' :- ) ‘ 1.33 ., | - 0.52
Average ' | . 1.39 . | 0.49

An analysis of variance of the mean place of residence for all
groups except the Isolate was performed to determine the significance of

the observed differences._ The summary appears in Table 10.

TABLE 10
SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF MEAN PLACE OF

RESHRENCE FOR THE FOUR GROUPS (TSOLATES EXCLUDED)

SOURCE S8 \ MS ~"DF F P
" Between . .96 .32 -3 1.33 .05

Within. 21.35 .24 89

Conclusion .

- The socicmetric groups (ex¢luding the Isolate) do not differ
v . _ :

"significantly with respect to place of residence, rural or urban. Thus,

Hypothesis III must be rejected.

S
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HYPOTESIS IV

Children in cach of the five sociometrically determined éél;s

will'differ with respeét to sex. b
Findings
To r¥ilitate statistical handling of the hypofhcsis, males.
. were éssig ed a Yalue of\1l and females a value.of 2. The means and i ' 3
standafd 5eviati6ns for;éhe five groups appear in Tabli ll._
' “PABLE 11
THE MEAES/AND~STANDAR DEVIATiONS OF
THE VARIARYE SEX F ‘ fHE FIVE GRCUPS
. GROUP ; // | MﬁkN S S.D.
Accepted - 1.k . 0327 .
Rejected ' , s 1.34 W - 0.29 g
Isolate - 1.50 . 0.33
© Ambivalent-Tmpact - 1.33 - 0.27
Avefage a - 1.58 | :._ 0.27

An analysisg of variance of the mean sex scores for all groups
was performed to determine the $ignificance of-the'observed'differences.

The summary appeérs in Table 12.



o TABLE 12
SUMMARY OF ANALYSTS OF VARIANCE OF MEAN .

SEX FOR THE FIVE GROUPS

SOURCE Ss MS DF F P
Between l.i9 . 0.30 L -1.10 .36
Within 2l .55 0.27 o1 \

. Coneclusion - ' ““'“f" o /

There is no.difference between groups as to. sex of the subjects.

A Therefore Hypothesis IV must be rejected;

HYPOTHESIS V
~ Children in each of the five sociometrically determined cells
will differ on each of Cattell's fourteen personality factors as

determined by the Children's Personality Questionnaife.A

- Findings
Transforming of raw écores obtained on the CfQ into normed
scores was deeméd.unnecessary, as no fu:ther infofmatioﬁ5wou;d,be
derived in doing so. As a result, thejsﬂatisticél'analysis ;as-pérformed
on ;he raw écores for éach facﬁdr. An anélysis‘of Variancé was performed‘
'on‘tﬁe mean raw scores‘of each factor for all grbups,'to determiﬁe the

significanceé of diff -ence betweén the means. The.results are

sumarized in Table 13.

13



 TABLE 13

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF RAW SCORES on

- FACTORS (CPQ) FOR THE FIVE GROUPS

FACTOR”

v 8S

SOURCE MS DF F
: et . L '

A Between . 21.66 5.41 L 2.13 .08
Within 231.75 2.55 91 .

B Between “3#)15- 8.54 Y 2.91 .03

: ‘Within - 266.76 2.93 9L

C " ‘Between '35.38 8.8k . ' Lo 3.52 .01
Within 228.148 2.51 91 - -

D . Between 24.75 - 6.19 L 2.00 .10
Within 280;91c*b 3.09 91 .

E Between 35.13 8.78 N 3.15 . . .02

4 Within 253.50 2.79 91,——~\\\\\\

F Between 14,13 3.53 | L - 1.26 .29
Within’ 255.85 '2,81" 91

G Between 15.89 3.97 Lo 139 .32
Within 303.Lk4 3.33 91

H " Between - 7.06 1.77 oy 0.61 .65

' Within = 261.93 2.88 01 -
I Betweeh 11.18 2.80 " 0.99 L2
' Within 256.65 2.82 91 ;

J . Between 12.85 3.21 'u 1.50 - .21

: Within 19k.31 2.1k 91 L

N :Betweeh 13.80 3.49 4 i "1.04 .39
Within . - - 303.16 S 3:33 o1 ' '

_ | a, C e . N
0 Between | 36.18 9.0k4 - " 3.11 .02
: Within 26k4. 45 2.91 91 e :

Q, - Between 12,32 3.08 L 0.76 .56
3 Within 370,17 k.07 91 ' O
Q, Between _ = 17.58 k.39 - 0.93 - .h5

Within L28.05 k.70 91 ‘ :




>The F-ratio is "significant for group rawv score differences

‘
beyond the 5 per cent level of signlflcanCe for factorﬂ B, C, E, and O..

" For eacnegf thece factors, the Scneffe Multlple Comparison of Means
, \

test was used to|exam1ne the difference between all pos51ble pairs of

N i

means. & . : ;
' ~ va ) . . .. . B
Although the F-ratio is significant for group differences
beyond the .05 level for factors B, C, and O, a five per cent level of

 -significance was not found for differences between any of the pairs of
. . ) . M . .

o . . . 4

means.., S
However for-factor E, the Scheffe test revealed that the mean
Tor hlghly accepted students (5.20) was 51gn1f1cantly4h1gher than the
mean for the average students (3.21) at tne 3 per cent level.
é%nclusionv . : " .
When each group mean was palred with all other group means, to
determlne mean dlfferences for all the factors of the Children's
Personality Quest;onnalre (a total of lhO'poss1ble dlfferences), only‘one

pair of means was found to be different at the five per cent level.

Therefore, Hypothesis V must Fe rejected.

N r\,ﬁ{&PO‘I‘HESIS VI

Patterns of relatlonshlps among soc1ometr1c, demographlc and

psychologlcal variables monitored will arise.

: ’

Findings

Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were .derived
‘from a correlatlon matrlx constructed by palrlng varlables 1 < 11 with

variables. l - 25 (as descrlbed in Chapter IIT). The s1gn1flcance of

the resulting correlatlon'coeff1c1ents was determined asing a t-test.

_bs



A summary of the results may be found in Tabie 1L, ‘(Raw score:

differences in the CPQ related to sex were expected, so those correlation
v i o ! - :
coefficients were not examined),

o

In general the correlations are moderate They range from

+ .20 to + .57, with the maJorlty in the area of + 20 to + .30.

- - .

Summary of Corrclatlonal FindingS/f?

! - .
1. The numbcr of clas smateg fejected is related to the number of

a rejectlons a subject expécts to recelve 1n return ( 20)

2. ,Even greater_ls the relatlonshlp between the number of class-

A
mates a subject lists'as choices, and the number of classmates
! S

he expects would choose him ( hh) " The number ‘of classmates

llsted_au choices by a subJect is related to hig scores on’
) . . : 9 ’

Pt : Factor A’(affectothymia - good naturedness, readiness to
cooPerate,,ettentiVeness toward peOple) ‘Factor H (Parmla -

“’adventurous, soc1ally bold), and Factor I (Prem51a - sens1t1ve,'

depen@gn,t)l : & S

» ,\‘r

3;' The number of regectlons a subJect expects 1s related to

Factor D (exc1tab111ty - 1mpat1ent demandlng), and Factor Q3
(low selqisentlment integration - casuel, CareleSS‘Of soclal
rules,~follow§ own urges ) .

L ‘I‘he nu.mber of times a subJect expects to be listed as a ch01ce

by hls classmates is related to a lower number of reJectlons

%

actually,recerwed, actual choices received, Factor A

! : .
.(Affectothymia - good naturedness, readiness to cooperate,

) ) E . " ) ‘
attentiveriess toward people)z Factor:D (excitability -

Jlmpatlent demandlng) Factor G (hlgh superego strength -

o ~ conscientious, perseverlng, rule bound), Factor 1 (premsia =

1

a
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o

sensitive, dependent), and Factor'Qh (low ergic tencion -

relaxed, tranquil, anfrustrated).

The number of rejections a subject actually receives from his

classmates is related to a lesser number of choices received,

sex (boys received more rejections), Factor A (sizothymia -

reserved, detached critical, cool), and Factor B {low

_ intelligence - concrcte thinking, lower scholastic mental

capaCity).. !

The number of choices a subject actually receives . from his

0
classmates is related to Factor A (affectothymia - good !

naturedness, readiness to cooperate, attentiveness toward

people).

The subject's error in predicting the number of rejections
received from his classmates is related to a lower number of
choices'received,,sex (bo&s were less accurate in rejection‘

predictions),‘and.Factor A (sizothymia - reserved, detached,

“
PO I

cool, critical).

-
"

vThe subject's-error in predicting the number. of choices received

from his classmates is related to the number of classmates

'listed as choices, the number of choices predicted (the higher

the number’ of chOices expected the greater the error),
Factor D (phlegmatic temperament - deliberate, inactive),
Factor G (low superego streng;p,— disregards rules, undepend-*
‘aole, byrpasses obligations), Factor l (premSia - sensitive,
dependent and Factor Q (high strength of self- sentiment -

: i
controlled, SOCially precise, self- disCiplined compulSive)

_The subject's summed error of estimate for rejection and



acceptance is related to the number of choices predicted, and
. Factor I (Premsia - sénsitife, depeﬁdent).
10. The subject's place of residence is related to peraonallty in
that a subject from a rural residence would display traits of
Coasthenia (Factor J - doubtlng, obstructive; inaividualiétic,
reflective, 1nterﬁally restraining) and Guilt Proneness
(Factor O - apprehensive, worrying,ddepr6551ve, trbubled) more
than would urban subjects. o L~

-

Conclusion
Patterns of relationships between the variables monitored did

arise. Therefore Hypothesis VI must be accepted.

N *ﬁél:



CHAPTER V-
DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

Discussion

Sociometric Distribution

4

- In previous studies dlfferentlatlng the reJeoted from the
. isolate, the subjects under scrutlny were from-centres tossess1ng
large pOpulatlons; The ersent study differs in that the sch00154
from which the sample was drawn were’ 51tuated in relatlvely emall
~ centres. That dlfference~appears reflected in the distribution as to
sociometric ‘status of the subjects (See Table 1). | .
Incidence of highly accepted, isolated and high anbivalent-

lmpact subjects seem partlcularly low. The only subjects belonging
to an entreme group.(extreme in the.sense of non—average),'were'those,
highly_ rej ected by'thei‘r fpe@‘.

| The low 1nc1dence of soc1al 1solatlon wouldvsuggest that 1n
. - 5 .
a small community, each member would take on a certain s1gn1flcance
(status), and would find it very dlfflcult to become |, "lost in the
-crowd." The ‘problem of 1solat10n of students w1th1n'a classroom

equivalent to those 1ncluded in the present study, would then be of

minimal prOportlons. However those students who do achleve 1solatlon

under such conditions would probably 1n«turn‘ emonstrate extremes of

the characteristics‘usually found in social i olates.
" There appears to be another condition indigenousfto.the
smaller tentres--4 relative scarcity of social'"stars." This Would

result in-a low degree of loading on the rate of "being chosen,"
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\
creating lower dggﬁers of-Highly accepted and high‘ambivalenc-impact
,students; | + ‘

Therefore, schools in smaller comnunities would.have a
tendency toward p;esessing bi-model sociodetric diétributions-fﬂ
acceptable and reject®d. Students would elther be “okay" or heavily
.dlsllked, rather than included in one of the five categorles advocated
by B;oomer (1069) - This 1s not to say that there were- not flve
differeﬁt kinds of subjects idcluded ih the present study. A summary

of the choices received and reJectlons received, per group may be

seen in Table 15. , : v -
! o TABLE 15 ' o .
THE MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF RECEIVEDA

CHOICES AND REJECTIONS FOR THE FIVE GROUPS

. | . BREJECTIONS =~ CHOICES

| GROUP" o . " MEAN  5.D. - 'MEAN  ° S.D.
Accepted o | 3.70  3.68 : 10.60  3.63
Rejected . L 15;50 bz . 2.55 jzeTz]
Isolate - 2.25° 0.50 300 0.0
Anbivalent-Tmpact | 9.83 3.5 1017 3.06
Average - L 8.29 3.97 . 6.34 3.32

‘ .
An analysis of variance was used to determine if the observed

differences were significant. The F-ratios for rejections and choices
were: 51gn1f1cant w1th the probablllty level less than .01 in each case.
(The 1solate grbup was excluded from: the analy51s of variamce of the'

choices, as the group varlance was zero). A Sheffe Multiple Comparison



ofﬁMeansttest was run‘to examine tbe differences between all possible
pairs of means.
| For_rejections received, the rejected group recetyed a

significantly greater number thén all other grouns. 'The accepted.group :
-received fewerureJeCtions than the rejected, or the averagevgroup. Ail
other differences:were not significant.

For choices received, the accepted'group differed from both
" the rejected &nd the normal group; the rejected group differed from \
all other groups‘examined; the.ambivalent-impact differed from the
rejected.and average groups§ ,the‘normal gronp differed from all others
examined. ' | |

In summary; although there abpears to- be a‘socioﬂetric
distribution resembling a bi-modal rather tban penta-modal modelvas

outlined by Bloomer.(l960), the subjects as,described and defined by
. .
Bloomer do ex1st in the pOpulatlon observed in the present study.

Non communlcated Accebtance ‘and ReJectlon
e -

An 1mp11c1t assumptlon underlylng Hypothe51s I is that both
reJectlon and acceptance of oné subgect on the part of another would be
| rec1procated.' This postulate arose as a‘result of Moreno's statement
that'children‘of‘about age eight years'are beginning dyadic formations,
sometlmes grouns of greater number o a more and more bermahe%t basis.
Such relatlonshlps would remaln intact as long as the membeﬂs found
mutual satisfactlon within the relationship. If one were tO;v1ew
reJectlon from another as aknegatlve stlmulus; and acceptance from '
another as a positlve stimulus, then mutual acceptance and reJectlon

. P

" would appear tovbe essentlal for-frlendshlp and non—frlendshlp

respectively. It thus would follow that high accepted subjects would;



S

LY

1ist more choices and highly rejected s\pjects would list more rejections

(i.e. Be more accepting'and nonracceptiﬂg'respectiVely). Sup? a
conélﬁéion was reached by othérs‘mentioned in Chaptef Ii (Leéry, 1957) .
In the'presenﬁ study, however, -this conﬁlusion yas:not

possiblel No significant diffefences were noted in the number‘of
'rejéctiqné aﬁa choices’giVep by,eéch éréup.
| | A possible expianation is that the]rejectipns and choices - o

given,by the grade three studehts are not generélly.translatid into

behaviors.b Rather, they:remain covert, presenting vague and ill-defined
stimuli- when expressed . in day-to—day‘interaction..'Expressidns of " -

-.rejection through behaviors would take the form of avoidance of inter-
N i
.action with the rejected by the rejéctor-—a rather subtlée approach,

‘ _rather than openly expressed negativism. Thus; overt rejection

expressions, except in extreme cases, would be in a manner difficult to

discriminate from ﬁeutrality. Expressions of choice as well would be

" shown in similar rather subtle ways, with the exception of established

DY [N :

‘friendship groups, where more open‘expressiona‘pf affection are

" encountered.
Due to the ill-defined nature of expressing-feelinés towar

others, the'grade‘three subjects in the presént study should be equally
. unawarz of their socialiktatué. ‘This was found to be true. Grade

three Children aﬁPe%r td have been influenced by the adult social .

processes which place somevhat of a taboo on open expression of feelings.
' - R : - ’

Grade three children have not had the experience of being able .

to pick up the mény subtle communications common among adults, and in
particular, to puf meanings to them. Expressioné of negative or positive

feelings may not be decoded unless openly‘given and defined.

.
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These two condltlons, ev1dencc of soc1ally learned suppression
-of feellngs, coupled wlth the child's 1nsens1t1v1ty to subtle signs of
_feelings from others suggests that rejectionjbr acceptance (measured _
sociometrically) may not be as‘serious and widespread a problem as
initially believed." Rejection CEnnot have a deleterious effect,

socially or psychologically, if not communicated.
}

ReJectlon expressed in behavioral. merms-—bullying, scape-
goatlng or verbal taunts--however, cannot be dealt w1th mlnlmally, as
 ‘1t is past the subtle stage, ex1st1ng in a very real and open manner.

Perhaps if dealt with whlle still o vertly'deflned, rejection may not

arise as a.problem.

"Characteristicsg Related to'Acceptance and Rejection ! | ~

| ) In‘dealing with rejection as a problem, therLresent study
attempted to isclate characteristlcs related to sociometric status.
Personallty study, asAa-way_of.delineatlng.characteristlcs'of socio-
netric groups, particularly groups of the same age as those in the-
present'study; appears to_be inappropriste. _In'only'one‘ofialpossible
: one‘hundred and forty differences was a significanCe found; The’highly
accepted group was shown to have a greater degree of assertlveness, |
4 1ndependence, aggresslveness, and domlnance, than that possessed by
the average group. This dlfference would suggest ?he highly accepted
plgroup does possess qualltles of leadership not possessed by the average
group.- However, expected dlfferences between the reJected and the
accepted groups did not arise.

Examinatlon‘of the correlations between‘specific sociometric

and demograph'ic variables and s‘ome@conallty variables would suggest

that that approach y1elds more information.



Rejéctioh seems ;ssqciated with being_agt}@ pted. The higher
the rejektion score, the lower the acééptqnce score; This would help
explain é low incidencé .of ampivalent-imbact subgectsl It is difficult
being generally popular while being generally unpépulgr.

Rejection seems to afflict grade threc boysf mofé th;n it does
gfade three £irls. However, whensviewed as a characteristic of socio-
metric grours, there was novséx diffgrence betweén groups.

Another factor which did not show up as a difference‘between‘;
groups bt 1s related|to.relection, was intelligence. Loy intelligence
as é@@gured by Factoryé of the’CPQ'is related to rejéction.

Intelligence was a fad@or.rélated to individual rejectionvbﬁt is not
one found'to be a delineafing factor in'sﬁowing sociometric group
differences. This may gxﬁlain somé.pf the discrepant resdlts‘o%';
previous‘research in this area. Studies relatihg rejection tb iéwer\
~ order intelligencé—-involying concfete thinking--would probably arrive
at Similé; résults, ﬁhile stud;es relating'inpelligence to séciometric
groups may or may not arrive at similar conclusions; depending of coﬁrse
upon the grouping\procedures.

| The only pérsonality factor related to. rejection was Factor A.

- Non-rewarding a5pectslpf personality such as reserved, detached,

1 4 ¢ .
critical and cool behaviors, would, if considered out of context,

—

contribu@eltbArejectiogf;f a sﬁbjec%. _Such was the case.
| Difectly_0pposite charécteriétiés--good naturedness, réédines;
to cooperate, and‘éttentivéness_toward people44wére found 't3 be, |
logically, reiaﬁed to be?ng ghOSeh more often.
- In spite of the highly.éignificant'relationships Jjust reQieWed,

one must keep in mind that each indicator of relationship was of a
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moderate leyel. fhe varlability of one factor is accounted for by
another to the extent of .4 to 25 pcr.cent, depending upon the relation-.
ship examincd."Therefore this res earch procedure of analyzlng the
relationships seems ilnadequate. Indlcations only, are given. A
different procedure'ls suggested.’ T

Implications

Research Imnlications N

- e

study, a number of. Droblems emerged. vParticula‘

personality characteristics of the groups‘méﬁhsv(‘

. . . -
- - %, ~ -
- + WL TN

-too general fb reueal.differential inggrmation as requif%ﬁgy:The o
. =y, .
variables characteristic of one group ate not unrelated to other’groups.
Rather than univariate relationships belng involvea, multlvarlate
relationships seem to arise. Both acceptance and rejection'are‘
considered in constructingvsociometric groups. Both must be considered-‘
together when relating soc1ometr1c status to other variables. However,
each considered 1ndependently also will add more information. . So too a
dlfference arlses con51der1ng the other Varlables s1ngly -and grouped
ﬂbe correlatlons derlved when the variables of thls study wgre
‘paifﬁﬁiseparately are relatlvely small Each of the variables
contrlbutes to reJectlon and acceptance, albelt in a small way. What
seems obxlous is the questlon "What contrlbutlon will clusters of the
variables make?” Therefore, a recommended approach to future research
is to use a factor analytlc method ‘to determlne the relatlonshlp of the
variable cluster to sociometric phenomena. |

Another recommendatlon for further research 1s that systematlc

work be done, malntalnlng constancy of group deflnltlons, subJects,

T . T .
[N » T
‘ . - R
o .
. . . . - L



-this

Educationalvlmplications e ' .

3 Fl

sociomftric questionnaire, and assessment, variables. In additon, as
. - : - .

study has brought.out possible soclometric differences between
small communltles and large communities, grade three students and. tho

of other grade lefels, these differences deserve to be rystematlcaLly

%

investigated. . ‘ o

A major concluslon reached in the present study‘ls that ~
acceptance-rejectlon phenomena is 1nc4%d1bly complex, related to no orie
maJjor contr;butory factor. Further research, “as just dlscussed,lla
needed before any major breakthrough is made in ways of assisting the
sociall: Aicapped child,

| L ‘.’ pP{ :

However, a series of implications for education have arisen.

The grade three level appears to be the Optlmum time to help potentlally

réjected children. Rejection is in a dormant like" state,'generally

not immediately'obvious. Thereforé most work with the rejected'child

in an effort to a551st his learnlng of coc1al skllls, need not be done

under the pressure usually assoclated w1th crlses work. Very . little
‘trauma seems to be asc001ated with soc1ometr1cally determlned reJectlon

. at that stage, characterlstlc of grade three students

As the. reJected child is more tled to concrete thlnklng than

h
the average Chlld, approaches to teaching s001al skllls should be by
way of demonstrable examples In additon the rejected child should

be encouraged to partlclpate in as many soc1al functlons as avallable

to him, w1th approprlate coaching from an adult observer well acqualnted

]
1

with child development

o
-
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DATA SHEET

Name

Imagine you are playing.at recess?

R
kY

H
3
; .

. PartA e

Choose in your mlnd and wrlte down the names of the boys and
f glrls in your class w1th whom you' “would not want to play with
- at récess. ey,
" .\‘ H
- - :
‘ : K ﬁf
Yoo it '
» . 5 '
) ;‘ ' -" .’ ¥
’ M )
Part ‘B ’.2
Choose in’ your mind and wrlte dovn the names of the boys and
T ;glrls 1n your class w1th whom you would like best to play w1th
. . ’ ﬂiﬁ ) '
at recess. "’!{"

How many students do you think.put-your name down in Part A? Write

how many in the blank. : ‘ J'u

v

How many students do .you think put your name down in Part B9 Wfite' -~
: how.many in the Blank : cL L

““You live in town. (ﬁrlte wes or no) e e
* - You live out of taowm. (wrlte yes or ‘no)- "

-
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REVISED CPQ DIRECTIONS
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WHAT YOG‘DO'AND’WHAT YOU THINK

'PRINT YOUR NAME:  FIRST - LAST
YOUR AGE GRADE ____ BOY OR GIRL
SCHOOLr NAME

LISfEN carefully to eaéh sentence the teacher reads to you and mark an X
on the O for the choicé'tﬂat fits you beé%q;. Some sentenees will not.
'have'fhe words Jjust thé way you wanﬁ‘theh but mark.aﬁ answer for each
:qgestién the best way;you can. You may ask for help if you don't know
ﬁgword. Just raise youf hand and the ‘teacher will help you. Do not
;alt too long before answerlng a question. Mark it and wait for the
next one. -Most of the guestions have tvon 01rcles to chooce from but

other questions havg three circles. Always listen to all the'ch01ces

and pick just oqs of them for your answer.

i

. P . . 5
. '
| ’ ' 22@7
+ : ) RS
)
y

SAMPLE QUESTIONS '

Teacher reads: 'You are in grade one (choice K), grade three

-%&mkeLf??@ﬁﬂefﬂe(dmﬁeMﬁ"

Sample I K L M . b
. 0o 0 -0. ' -

Mark.your answer:

Teacher reads;", 'hen you wish to use the t01let in school, you use

the:ﬂ&y's’washyoom (choice;K) or the'g;~ washroom (ch01ce L)."
Maik‘your answer: I

Sample II K~° L M
o

-~ i
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Part B

‘An;wer Sheeﬁ-
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