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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

According to modern philosophies of education, a good 

teacher does more than merely dispense subject matter to 

pupils. One of the things he presumably does is to help his 

students learn to live, work, and play cooperatively (14).-

This concern with interpersonal relations within the class-

room has received much emphasis in recent years because 

research has shown that good social adjustment, or the lack 

of it, influences a person's physical and mental well-being 

(7, 17, 33), his educational progress (30, 32, 37), and his 

attitude toward society as a whole (26, 35, 37). 

The school is the one agency in our society to which 

the vast majority of American children are exposed. There-

fore, the classroom in school is one of the most important 

social groups in the lives of Americans. Within each class-

room the relationships among the pupils form patterns similar 

to those in other groups. There are leaders, followers, 

cliques, reciprocal companionships, and isolated members. 

A sociometric study of almost any group will show that a few 

children, approximately 10 per cent, are consistently 

isolates, while a few other children are given most of the 

attention, positions of leadership, and other responsibilities 

(11, p. 251). 



Because of the potential dangers isolated individuals 
i 
hold for a democratic society and because of the effects 

isolation has on personality development, teachers must be 

especially concerned about those children in their classrooms-

who are least acceptable to their agemates. To be always on 

the outskirts of a group is not only harmful to the individual, 

but it limits the potential contributions that this individual 

might give to the group if he were an accepted member of it 

C7) . 

The majority of the teacher's efforts in this area has 

depended upon his judgment of the social adjustment of the 

Children in his classroom. However, Gronlund (22, 23, 24, 25, 

27), Bonney (6, 7, 10), and Elsom (19) found that the ability 

of teachers to make such judgments varied widely. In one 

study of the accuracy of teachers' judgments of the socio-

metric status of their pupils, Gronlund (23) reported corre-

lations ranging from .268 to .838, with a mean of .595. In 

addition, he found no significant relationship between 

ability to judge sociometric status and the following vari-

ables: age of the teacher, years of teaching experience, 

length of time in present position, semester hours of college 

training, recency of college training, semester hours in 

education courses, semester hours in psychology, or size of 

class (23, 24, 27). Gronlund (27) concluded that although 

some teachers' judgments were quite accurate, the average 

teacher was inaccurate in enough instances to cause concern. 



Elsom (19, p. 381) concurred and noted that despite the 

good intentions of a teacher, there is little he can do to 

further the social development of his pupils if he is unable 

to perceive the pupils' present status. 

While accurate judgments of social adjustment are not 

necessarily followed by proper ameliorative practices, 

accurate judgments are a prime requisite (19, 23). The 

modern teacher's concern for identification of the socially 

handicapped children within his classroom has created in-

creased interest in sociometry (4). Through sociometric 

measures, the teacher is able to see more clearly the social 

networks within his classroom. However, merely becoming 

aware of the social relationships is not enough, according 

to Amidon and Hoffman (3). The teacher also must be skilled 

in problem identification, initiation'of remedial techniques, 

and evaluation of his resocialization efforts (3, 9). 

Recent research tends to support the theory that the 

group's social structure can be modified and the status of 

the least-preferred children improved by the classroom 

teacher (1, 2, 13, 15, 20, 31). Under proper leadership, all 

members of the group can become participating members. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study was to ascertain the effective-

ness of two techniques for encouraging teachers to use 

sociometric data to effect change in the sociometric status 



of the least-preferred children in their 'classrooms. In the 

school where the first technique was utilized (Experimental 

School One), the teachers received sociometric data and 

analysis, a booklet of suggestions to facilitate the re-

socialization of the low-status children, and special 

consultative help from a resource person. In the school 

where the second technique was utilized (Experimental School 

Two), the teachers received the sociometric data and analysis 

and the above-mentioned booklet but no consultative help. 

The sociometric measurements were administered in a third 

school, a control, but the teachers did not receive the 

sociometric data and analysis, the booklet, or the special 

consultative help. 

Hypotheses 

To carry out the purpose of this study, the following 

hypotheses were formulated: 

I. The gain from pretest to posttest of the least-

preferred children in Experimental School One (i.e., where 

teachers received the sociometric data and analysis, the 

booklet of suggestions, and special consultative help) will 

be significantly greater than that of the least-preferred 

children in Experimental School Two U.e., where teachers 

received the sociometric data and analysis and the booklet 

of suggestions but no consultative help): 

A. as determined by the Play Question Score, 



B. as determined by the Work Question Score, 

C. as determined by the Total Social Roles Score, 

D. as determined by the Two-Criteria Composite 

Score, 

E. as determined by the Three-Criteria Composite 

Score, 

F. as determined by the Mutuals Score, 

G. as determined by the Different Social Roles 

Score, 

H. as determined by the Strong Social Roles Score, 

I. as determined by the Self-Esteem Score, 

J. as determined by the Defensiveness Score, 

K. as determined by the Morale Score. 

II. The gain from pretest to posttest. of the least-

preferred children in Experimental School One will be sig-

nificantly greater than that of the least-preferred children 

in the control school (ĵ .e. , where teachers received no 

sociometric data and analysis, booklet, or consultative help) 

A. as determined by the Play Question Score, 

B. as determined by the Work Question Score, 

C. as determined by the Total Social Roles Score, 

D. as determined by the Two-Criteria Composite 

Score, 

E. as determined by the Three-Criteria Composite 

Score, 

F. as determined by the Mutuals Score, 



G. as determined by the Different Social Roles 
( 

Score, 

H. as determined by the Strong Social Roles Score, 

I. as determined by the Self-Esteem Score, 

J. as determined by the Defensiveness Score, 

K. as determined by the Morale Score. 

III. The gain from pretest to posttest of the least-

preferred children in Experimental School Two will be sig-

nificantly greater than that of the least-preferred children 

in the control school: 
A. as determined by the Play Question Score, 

B. as determined by the Work Question Score, 

C. as determined by the Total Social Roles Score, 

D. as determined by the Two-Criteria Composite 

Score, 

E. as determined by the Three-Criteria Composite 

Score, 

F. as determined by the Mutuals Score, 

G. as determined by the Different Social Roles 

Score, 

H. as determined by the Strong Social Roles Score 

I. as determined by the Self-Esteem Score, 

J. as determined by the Defensiveness Score, 

K. as determined by the Morale Score. 

The gain from pretest . to posttest of a randomly 

selected group of least-preferred third grade children from 



Experimental Schools One and Two will be significantly 

greater than that of least-preferred sixth grade children: 

A. as determined by the Two-Criteria Composite 

Score, 

B. as determined by the Three-Criteria Composite 

Score. 

V. There will not be a significant difference between 

the gains of least-preferred children: 

A. in grades three and four, 

B. in grades four and five, 

C. in grades five and six. 

VI. There will not be a significant difference between 

the gains on the Three-Criteria Composite Score of groups 

of least-preferred children: 

A. in grades three and four, 

B. in grades four and five, 

C. in grades five and six. 

Significance of this Study 

In recent years there has been much emphasis placed on 

the concept of the total personality as an integrated, 

functional unit which is more than the sum of its parts. 

The individual is accepted by others, therefore, not primarily 

because of certain traits, but because of the total impres-

sion his personality makes on others (8, p. 470). Bonney 

(11) has demonstrated that the individual's social 
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acceptance, or lack of it, is well established at age five 
i 

and that it is amazingly constant over a period of years.. 

Gronlund and Holmlund (28) found that pupils with low socio-

metric scores in the sixth grade did not blossom out in high . 

school and that sociometric status in the elementary school 

years is highly predictive of later adjustment of students. 

Because many of the problems and difficulties displayed 

by adolescents and adults seem to develop before entrance 

into the secondary school, Kranzler, Mayer, Dyer, and Munger 

(29), Bedoian (5), and Camp (16) suggest that resocialization 

programs would be most effective at the elementary school 

level. The Lippitt team (29) studied classroom atmospheres 

and concluded that the teacher is the most potent single 

factor in the school life of the child. Others have shown 

that the teacher can effect change in status of pupils with-

in his classroom (8, 26, 36). 

This study was significant because it evaluated two 

procedures for encouraging elementary school teachers to use 

sociometric data to improve the social acceptance of the 

least-preferred children in their classrooms. This study 

was based on research findings suggesting that the elementary 

school teacher may be in a unique and important position to 

effect change in total group relations and to improve the 

sociometric status of children least acceptable to their 

agemates. 



This study was an extension of a part of a research 

project by Bonney (9). A larger group of teachers and stu-

dents was used in the present research and a booklet of 

suggestions for resocializing the low-status pupils was 

added. Other modifications of the Bonney study were these: 

1. The experimental period was extended to eighteen 

weeks. 

2. An additional measure, Behavior Rating Form, was 

used. 

3. A sociometric criterion dealing with leadership 

was eliminated. 

4. Only one consultant was used. 

5. The term "least-preferred children" was applied to 

the socially-isolated children in the study. 

Definition of Terms 

Least-preferred children.—This term was applied to 

those children whose scores on at least two of the three 

sociometric measures (i^e., Play Question Score, Work Ques-

tion Score, and Total Social Roles Score) were in the lowest 

fifth of their class distributions and whose third score was 

less than 20 per cent of the total possible score. 

Three-Criteria Composite Score.—This score was 

obtained by summing the Play Question Score, the Work Ques-

tion Score, and the Total Social Roles Score. For statisti-

cal treatment and comparison, this score was converted into 

the percentage of possible score. 
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3. Two-Criteria Composite Score.--This score was ob~ 
I 

tained by summing the Play Question Score and the Work Ques-

tion Score. For statistical treatment and comparison, it 

was converted into the percentage of possible score. 

Limitations 

This study was limited to a metropolitan area of approxi-

mately 500,000 people in Texas. It was further limited to 

three large elementary schools that were approximately equal 

in socioeconomic level; achievement, as measured by the 

Composite Score of the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills; and total 

school enrollment. In addition, it was limited to those 

schools in which the superintendent, the principals, and the 

teachers were willing- to cooperate. 

The study was specifically limited to 41 teachers and 

their 1203 pupils in grades 3 through 6. These grade levels 

were chosen because children of these ages were able to 

read the measuring devices with a minimum of teacher assis-

tance. The study was further limited to those low-status 

pupils whose scores on at least two of the three sociometric 

measures were in the lowest fifth of their class distribu-

tions and whose third score was less than 20 per cent of the 

total possible score. 

Assumptions 

It was assumed that the teachers followed the directions 

for administration of the measuring devices and that the 
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teachers in the two experimental schools used many of the 

suggestions given in the booklet, "Changing the Sociometric 

Status of Socially Isolated Children." It was further 

assumed that the pupils responded honestly to the morale 

scale and that they were sincere-in their choices on the 

three sociometric measures. 

Procedures for Collecting the Data 

Subjects 

Forty-one teachers and their 1203 students in grades 3 

through 6 in 3 large elementary schools in a Texas metropoli-

tan area of 500,000 people were included in this study. The 

3 schools were approximately equal in socioeconomic level; 

achievement, as indicated by the Composite Score of the Iowa 

Tests of Basic Skills; and in total school enrollment. 

In the pretesting 257 children were identified by socio-

metric measures as the least-preferred children in their 

classrooms. At the end of the 18-week study, 223 of these 

children remained. For statistical treatment of the hypoth-

eses, 30 of the least-preferred children from each school 

were matched on the basis of grade level, type of isolation, 

and percentage of possible score on the Two-Criteria Composite 

Score. The percentage of the total group of low-status 

pupils in each school who increased and who decreased on six 

measures was found. In addition, a randomly selected sample 

of 25 least-preferred children from Experimental Schools. One 

and Two was drawn for each grade level. 
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Description of the Instruments 
I 

! In this study two sociometric devices were used to" 

identify the least-preferred children in each classroom and 

to measure gain in status after the eighteen-week study: 

1. The computerized sociometric questionnaire developed 

by Eddie Meyers at North Texas State University was used 

(see Appendix A). It consisted of two criteria—a question-

naire situation concerning choices for play companions and 

a questionnaire situation concerning choices for work com-

panions. Each student was requested to write his own name 

and identification number on the IBM answer sheet. The stu-

dents were then requested to list three to five friends and 

their identification numbers, obtained from a class roll, 

for each question. Responses were coded on the IBM sheet by 

clerical personnel and submitted to the North Texas State 

University Computer Center for computation. Four scores 

were obtained: the Play Question Score, the Work Question 

Score, the Two-Criteria Composite Score, and the Mutuals 

Score. 

Studies of the constancy of total group status based 

on the choices received have shown these median rank-order 

coefficients for the varying time intervals between test and 

retest: one week or less = .90, two to nine weeks = .76, 

and three months to one year = .65 (12, p. 6). 

The greatest claim of validity for sociometric devices 

is their face validity. It is assumed that no one is a 
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better judge of an individual's feelings toward others than 

is this individual himself. Congruent validity, indicating 

a relationship between sociometric status and certain per-

sonality characteristics, has been shown only in comparing 

the high-status pupils with the low-status pupils (12). 

2. The social roles measurement was accomplished with 

a form designated "How Pupils See Each Other." This socio-

metric device was developed by Bonney to discover which 

pupils are perceived by their classmates as functioning well 

in many roles, which in a few, and which in none (see 

Appendix B), All roles referred to activities in a classroom. 

The social roles measurement gave a useful assessment of how 

well each child was functioning in overt ways in his class-

room (9, p. 15). Three scores were obtained from this mea-

surement: a Total Social Roles Score, a Different Social 

Roles Score, and a Strong Social Roles Score. 

Two other measurements were used in the study: 

1. The North Texas Attitude toward School Scale (see 

Appendix C) was an adaptation by Bonney of scales developed 

at the University of Texas, New Mexico University, the New 

York City schools, and others. The scale consisted of 

forty-seven items to which pupils responded on the basis of' 

Nearly Always, Sometimes, Seldom, and Never, with points of 

three, two, one, and zero assigned for each response respec-

tively. The Morale Score was obtained by summing the scores 

received on all items (9, pp. 17-19). Change in morale of 
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the least-preferred children was obtained by comparing pre-

test scores and posttest scores. 

The items in the North Texas Attitude toward School 

Scale measure the child's feelings toward his school, 

teachers, and classmates. Several items concerned the 

child's perceptions of parental, teacher, and peer support 

and approval. 

2, The Behavior Rating Form or teacher rating sheet 

(see Appendix D) was developed by Coopersmith (18). Each 

teacher was requested to rate the least-preferred children 

in his classroom on the basis of Always, Usually, Sometimes, 

Seldom, and Never, with points of five, four, three, two, or 

one assigned for each response according to a special key 

provided by correspondence from the author. Two scores were 

obtained from this rating sheet: a Self-Esteem Score and a 

Defensiveness Score. Pretest scores were subtracted from 

posttest scores to determine change. 

Ten items concerned behaviors presumed to be related to 

self-esteem and three items concerned behaviors related to 

defensiveness. Items in this rating schedule referred to 

such behaviors as the child's reaction to failure, self-

confidence in a new situation, sociality with peers, and the 

need for encouragement and reassurance. The behaviors to be 

rated were selected after a series of observcitions of child 

behavior in and out of the classroom, repeated interviews 
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with teachers, principals and a clinical psychologist, and 
I 

I 

evaluations and discussions with a research committee (18, 

p. 10). 

Procedure for Obtaining Data 

In the three elementary schools a battery of measuring 

devices was administered to the students by their homeroom 

teacher at the end of the fifth week of the fall semester, 

1968. The data were analyzed and given to the teachers in 

the two experimental schools during the seventh week of the 

fall semester, 1968. In addition, the teachers in the 

experimental schools were given a booklet of suggestions for 

resocializing the least-preferred children in their class-

rooms. The control school did not receive the sociometric 

results and analysis or the booklet. The measuring devices 

were administered again in all three schools during the 

seventh week of the spring semester, 1969, at the end of the 

eighteen-week experiment. 

A fourth measuring device was obtained from the teachers 

in all three schools on the least-preferred children in their 

rooms. Each teacher was asked to complete the Behavior 

Rating Form at the beginning and again at the end of the 

experiment in an effort to measure change in the self-esteem 

of the least-preferred children. In the control school, the 

teachers were told that the children to be rated were 

selected as subjects for a study attempting to measure change 
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in social status over an eighteen-week period. No additional 
j 

information or explanation was given to the control school 

teachers. 

Procedures for Treating Data 

Non-parametric statistics were used in analysis of the 

data. Thirty least-preferred children from each of the 

three schools were matched on the basis of grade level, per-

centage of possible score on the Two-Criteria Composite 

Score, and type of isolation. The matching was done so that 

the Friedman Two-Way Analysis of Variance could be used, to 

test Hypotheses I through III (34). In addition, a parametric 

statistic, significance of the difference between two per-

centages was used for-total groups of least-preferred chil-

dren who increased in score and who decreased in score (21, 

pp. 135-138). 

To test Hypotheses IV through VI, randomly selected 

groups were drawn from Experimental Schools One and Two. 

Twenty-five least-preferred children from each grade level 

included in the study were selected so that the Kruskal-

Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance could be used (34). 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The empirical data pertinent to this research is pre-

sented in four sections: Theoretical Framework, Modification 

of Group Structures, Resocialization of Low-Status Pupils, 

and Teacher Influence on Pupils' Social Status. 

Theoretical Framework 

In the course of one's life, one accumulates a large 

number of expectations about what things go together and 

what things do not. When an expectation is not fulfilled, 

dissonance occurs (11, 12). A person in such a state of im-

balance is motivated to do something to restore a balanced 

condition (15, p. 264). The equilibrium theory offers a 

systematic way to consider the alternative courses of action 

open and to understand one's choice among them. This theory 

is represented by recent contributions by Heider (17), 

Newcomb (25), Osgood and Tannenbaum (26), Festinger (11, 12), 

Zajonc (28), and Gage (15, 16). 

Several descriptions and names have been applied to 

this theory. The phenomenon is explained by Heider (17) as 

the tendency toward a "balanced" state, and Newcomb (25) 

labels it "strain toward symmetry." Festinger (11, 12) writes 

of cognitive dissonance, while Osgood and Tannenbaum (26) 

•? i 
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discuss the congruity theory. What Zajonc (28) calls the 
j 

Consistency theory, Gage, Runkel, and Chatterjee (16) call 

the equilibrium theory. 

The equilibrium theory, as outlined by Gage (15) and by • 

Gage, Runkel, and Chatterjee (16), suggests that when pro-

fessionally minded people are given information directly 

relevant to their efforts, they will, sooner or later, be 

influenced by some of it. These authors found that increased 

feedback of information about the pupils and the pupils1 

feelings*— information not usually available to teachers— 

produced noticeable change in the behavior of the teachers 

and also improved the accuracy of teachers' perceptions of 

their students. Teachers who were given information con-

cerning their pupils' self-perceptions and perceptions of 

their teachers modified their behaviors more than a group of 

teachers who had not been given this information. 

Bonney (7) suggested another application of the equilib-

rium theory in the elementary school. Information concerning 

sociometric data should produce cognitive dissonance, or 

dissatisfaction, because of the inaccuracies in the teachers' 

perceptions of pupils' sociometric status. Bonney theorized 

that if this information is given in a non-threatening way 

and if teachers are given specific suggestions of how to 

resocialize the children of low status,, the teachers are 

more likely to act on this data and attempt to improve total 

group relationships. Bonney (7) further proposed that a 
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special consultant could increase the teachers' efforts of 

resocialization through classroom visits, conferences with 

teachers, and newsletters. The newsletters would be used to 

report resocialization efforts observed by the consultant in 

order to reward the teachers' efforts and to encourage other 

teachers to try new techniques. 

Modification of Group Structures 

The early work of Moreno (23) advanced the theory that 

sociometry could be used to modify the structure of groups. 

Numerous studies have attempted to test this theory in a 

variety of situations. Sociometric devices and techniques 

have been used at all age levels and with all types of groups. 

They have been found to be particularly useful in working 

with groups of students in school. 

The potential contributions of sociometry were first 

demonstrated in a New York correctional institution for 

girls. Sociometric techniques were used by Jennings (18) 

and by Moreno and Jennings (24) to improve total group rela-

tions. The self-concepts and the status of socially isolated 

girls were also improved in the process. 

McCleary (22) worked with a teacher in a junior high 

school English class in an attempt to modify the group's 

social structure. At the beginning c£ the year there were 

three cliques and five isolates within the class. After two 

weeks, during which the teacher used certain planned tech-
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structure, there were no clearly distinguishable isolates 

and cliques. 

A study by Kerstetter and Sargent (20) illustrates how 

sociometric grouping may have a beneficial effect if factors 

other than pupils' choices are also considered. This study 

focused on a subgroup of five delinquency-prone boys within 

a fifth-grade classroom over a ten-month period. Using re-

assignment therapy based on sociometric data, the teacher 

was able to improve the group's social structure, as evidenced 

by an increase in the number of choices given and choices 

received by group members on the sociometric measurement. 

It was noted that the subgroup became integrated into the 

general classroom structure and that delinquent behavior by 

the five boys ceased. 

One study at the college level also reflects on the 

possible effects of sociometric grouping in modifying group 

structure. Zeleny (29) compared three different methods of 

improving students* social acceptance in college classes. 

In one class the students worked on problems in arbitrarily 

assigned groups, in another class the work groups were 

arranged on the basis of sociometric choices, and in a third 

class the author interviewed the students and gave them 

suggestions for improving their behavior. Changes in the 

sociometric results over a four-week period indicated that 

students gained most in social acceptance where sociometric 

work groups were used. The least effective was that of 
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working in arbitrarily assigned groups, although even this 

method improved the social acceptance of some students. 

In all the above-mentioned cases, the results supported 

the claim that sociometric arrangement of groups could improve 

social interactions and increase social acceptance. 

Resocialization of Low-Status Pupils 

Other studies have been concerned with improving the 

social status of particular pupils within the classroom 

group. In the following studies sociometric grouping was 

accompanied by special efforts on the part of the teacher to 

attract favorable attention to the low-status pupils. 

Johnson (19) attempted to alter the interpersonal rela-

tionships within two groups of fourteen-year-old boys. Of 

special interest were efforts to improve the status of the 

least-accepted boy in each group. Both groups had approxi-

mately the same initial intra-group social structure. Of 

the two experimental techniques used, that of having the 

adult leader work directly on an isolate in an attempt to 

bring him into group acceptance was unsuccessful. The second 

and principal technique, that of having the group leader as 

shown by sociograms assume partial responsibility of working 

the isolate into acceptance, was more successful in improving 

the social position of the isolate. 

Chennault (9) attempted to improve the social acceptance 

of unpopular mentally-retarded pupils in special classes. 

She had the two least-accepted and the two most-accepted 
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mentally-retarded children plan and rehearse a single dramatic 

skit for a period of five weeks for fifteen minutes twice 

weekly. This took place in a special room outside of the 

classroom. The presentation of the skit was before the 

class as a whole. Results showed significant improvement in 

peer acceptance and self-perceived peer acceptance for the 

experimental subjects. The author noted, however, that a 

number of factors involved in the method of experimentation 

may have had an effect on the results (9, p. 457). 

Amundson (4) attempted to improve the status of isolates 

and rejectees in six eleventh-grade homerooms using socio-

metric procedures. Two homerooms carried on a series of 

discussions of adolescent problems, two other homerooms pro-

vided counseling for isolates and rejects with the help of 

the guidance staff, and two homerooms carried on extensive 

social programs. Amundson noted that group discussion, as a 

means of working out group tensions, was not a simple pro-

cedure that resulted in increased student acceptance of each 

other. Although the homeroom teachers were interested and 

made considerable preparation, there were no measurable gains 

as a result of this activity. Counseling of rejects and 

isolates in this study resulted in gains in social acceptance. 

Social activities resulted in a measurable gain in the home-

room where the teacher was vitally interested and carried on 

an extensive program. A routine program showed no measurable 

gain. Amundson (4, p. 187) stated that one of the most 
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significant conclusions in the study was not based on 
I 

statistical results, but on the observation of change in' 

teachers who participated in the project. "They were more 

observing of interpersonal relationships within their groups,' 

of leadership qualities, and of isolation and rejection than 

they had been previously" (4, p. 187). It was observed that 

this interest spread to other teachers whose homerooms were 

not involved in the study. 

At the elementary school level Atkinson (5) found that 

sociometric grouping for social studies work groups in the 

fourth and fifth grades reduced the number of isolates over 

a two-year period. Similar results were reported by Shoobs 

(27) who found that sociometric grouping and counseling 

built up self-confidence among intermediate grade pupils and 

reduced classroom tensions. He noted that there also was 

marked scholastic and behavior improvement (27, p. 163). 

Kranzler, Mayer, Dyer, and Hunger (21) reported on 

research attempting to assess results of counseling with-

fourth-grade students. A sociometric device was administered 

to four fourth-grade classrooms. Students of low sociometric 

status were randomly assigned by classrooms to one of three 

treatment conditions—counseling, teacher guidance, and 

control. When treatment conditions were compared, the 

evidence seemed to indicate significant differences in the 

relative frequency with which subjects increased or decreased 

in sociometric status. The differences favored the counseling 
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condition, and these differences persisted over a period of 
i 

seven months. The authors noted (21, p. 94 8) that the data 

did seem to suggest, however, that certain kinds of behavioral 

modifications can be brought about in a classroom by the 

teacher if she is aware of her students' low sociometric 

status and is given suggestions as to what she might do. 

Blain and Ramirez (6) tested the effects of social re-

inforcement and interaction with peers on the sociometric 

ranks, and discriminability and meaningfulness of names of 

low sociometrically ranked elementary school children. The 

results indicated that sociometric rank and meaningfulness 

of names can be altered through interaction alone, whereas 

discriminability depends on interaction involving some 

degree of social reinforcement, either positive or negative. 

Blain and Ramirez (6, p. 954) noted that when children were 

given opportunities to interact with classmates whom they 

did not know very well they subsequently ranked them higher 

than they had prior to interacting with them. 

Early (10) used fourth- and fifth-grade pupils in an 

experiment designed to demonstrate the effects of classical 

conditioning by the teacher upon attitude behavior. Previous 

pilot studies by Early and Mercer (10, pp. 176, 180) had 

demonstrated that more children stated they liked a social 

isolate after the name of that person had been paired with 

a word having positive evaluative meaning. In her later 

study, Early (10) found that conditioning the names of four 
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isolates with words of positive meaning significantly in-

creased their status in .free play situations. During the 

period of treatment and observation there was noticeable 

change in the quality of the isolates" behavior. "All four 

of the isolates became more animated, participated in games 

with other children when they had not done so previously, 

and chose children from their class as playmates" (10, p. 179) 

This improvement was not noticed in control isolates. The 

improvement in the status of the experimental isolates did 

not show up on the posttest sociogram. The fact that there 

were no significant changes in the low-popular halves of 

either class suggests a difficulty of modifying established 

social structures in a short period of time. 

Another word of caution was given by Bonney and Peery 

(8). They were unable to show measurable personality changes 

in three second-grade isolates. They stated that their 

findings emphasize the difficulty of helping children who 

suffer from rather serious personal-social maladjustments. 

Obviously there will be low-status children within some 

classrooms with such severe problems that they cannot be 

helped by the classroom teacher. 

Teacher Influence on Pupils' 

Social Status 

Several studies have concentrated on the influence of 

the classroom teacher in improving the social position of 

isolates and other low-status pupils. These studies indicate 
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that the teacher's influence is sufficient to increase a 

pupil's status. 

Flanders and Havumaki (13) investigated the influence 

of teachers on the choice value of students. Socioraetric 

data were collected from 330 tenth-grade students after they 

had interacted with a teacher who praised their participation. 

In seventeen ten-man groups the teacher interacted only with 

subjects in the odd-numbered seats. In another sixteen 

groups, all subjects were allowed to talk and statements 

involving praise were directed to the group as a whole. In 

the former situation the subjects in the odd-numbered seats 

received significantly more choices than did the subjects 

seated in the even-numbered seats. In the latter situation, 

the difference between subjects in the odd- and even-numbered 

seats was not significant. The authors concluded that these 

results indicate that teacher-pupil interaction involving 

praise that is supportive and constructive is likely to 

increase the choice value of a student indicating greater 

acceptance by his peers (13, p. 68). 

The purpose of the study by Flory, Alden, and Simmons 

(14) was to determine whether the regular classroom teacher 

could bring about improvement in the personal adjustments of 

her pupils when diagnoses were made by a standardized per-

sonality test. Fourth graders with low scores on the 

California Test of Personality were studied for two years. 

The authors concluded that the regular classroom teacher- can 
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improve the personality adjustment of children without the 

help of specialists. It was noted, however, that a teacher 

is likely to be most successful in her attempts to improve 

personality adjustment of her brighter pupils (14, p. 8). 

Research by Amidon and Hoffman 

Of particular interest for this study is the research 

by Amidon (1) and by Amidon and Hoffman (2, 3). They con-

sidered the question, "Can teachers help the socially re-

jected?" An in-service program was organized to train 

teachers in the use of specific procedures and techniques 

for helping rejected children in their classrooms. The 

research was conducted in an elementary school that had four 

classes at each of the six grade levels. Two classes at each 

grade level were assigned to a control group, and two classes 

at each grade level were assigned to the experimental group. 

The experimental and the control groups were each made up of 

twelve teachers and their classes. The experimental group 

had eight meetings and three individual conferences with one 

of the authors who served as a consultant to the group. At 

the first five meetings the teachers were taught a system 

for analyzing classroom interaction. The last five meetings 

were concerned with the social structure of the classroom, 

research on the socially isolated child, and the data on 

sociometry, attitudes, and personality that had been gathered 

in the school. The control group received no such training 
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and was not aware of the purpose of the experiment. At the 

end of the experiment, twenty-two of the total of ninety 

children were less rejected than they had been at the 

beginning. The most important finding of the study was that 

the position of the rejected children in the experimental group 

was significantly more likely to improve over the year than 

the position of the rejected children in the control group. 

The number of children in the experimental group whose 

position was improved was more than four times the number of 

children in the control group whose position improved. 

A study by Amidon (1) tried to ascertain the most 

effective way of using techniques for effecting change in 

the sociometric status of socially-isolated pupils. Under-

graduate students of elementary education were given a few 

hours of training in sociometry. These college students 

were assigned to work with small groups of children. The 

college students were randomly divided into two instructional 

groups. Each of the two instructors used a different pro-

cedure to try to help the student leaders improve the position 

of any isolates in their groups. One college group was 

taught to use those techniques which, on the basis of research 

reviewed, seemed to have been successfully used to help the 

isolate become an integral member of the group. With the 

other college group, the instructor emphasized the diagnostic 

approach to the classroom; in this group student leaders 

were asked to analyze the social-psychological factors . 
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present in their groups before deciding on a technique to 

use. Arnidon concluded that, on the basis of the results of 

the study, it seems possible for student leaders or teachers 

to improve the position of the child who is an isolate in a 

small group. Secondly, the process of identification is 

central in the attempt to help the isolate. Finally, it 

seems to be more effective to relate analysis to technique 

than simply to become acquainted with various group techniques. 

Amidon and Hoffman (2, p. 154) state that there is 

evidence to indicate that the teacher can learn the skills 

for objectively observing children's behavior, for collecting 

sociometric data, for analyzing the data, for planning and 

taking action, and for evaluating the results. If one 

assumes that it is desirable to help children who are socially 

isolated from their peers, then it would seem desirable to 

help teachers acquire appropriate remedial techniques. The 

results of their research indicates that such techniques can 

be taught and that improvement of the social status of 

isolates is possible. 

The Bonney Research Project 

There were three major aspects of the Bonney Research 

Project (7): the initiation and evaluation of a resocializa-

tion program tailor-made for low-status pupils by their 

classroom teacher with assistance from special consultants, 

a study of the change in the total group structure, and 
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comparisons and contrasts between high-status and low-status 
I 

pupils. The present research was an extension with certain 

modifications of the first part of the Bonney Research 

Project. 

Bonney (7) believes that in the large majority of 

schools the kind of help that can be given to personality 

development of children is primarily what can be called re-

socialization, as contrasted with psychotherapy. Bonney 

attempted to show that the regular classroom teacher can 

improve the status of socially handicapped children in his 

classroom by utilizing procedures which are available in 

the great majority of elementary schools. 

Low-status pupils in'grades three through six were 

identified at the beginning of the 19 67 school year in the 

North Texas State University Laboratory School. Four 

sociometric criteria were used—a play question, a work ques-

tion, a leadership question, and a measure of reputation, 

"How Pupils See Each Other." Children with scores in the 

lowest third of their class distributions on three of the 

four measures were labeled "Lows." During the second 

semester the children were again tested as a check on 

accurate identification of the "Lows." For fourteen weeks 

concerted efforts were made by the teachers to improve the 

status of these children least acceptable to their agemates. 

Bonney also tested two other schools which were used as 

controls. Results of the posttesting at the end of the 



fourteen-week experiment were disappointing. Statistically 

it was not proved that the "Lows" had improved significantly 

in the experimental school. The teachers in the North Texas 

State University Laboratory School, however, stated that 

they observed improvement although this did not show up on 

the measuring devices used. 

Concluding Statement 

The purpose of this chapter was to present the empirical 

data pertinent to this research. This study partially 

replicates the Bonney Research Project in an attempt to 

verify his findings. Several major modifications were the 

use of larger numbers of teachers and pupils, the use of a 

booklet of instructions and suggestions for teachers, and 

the use of an additional measuring instrument. This study 

adds important information concerning techniques for en-

couraging teachers to effect change in the sociometric status 

of pupils. 
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CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES FOR OBTAINING AND TREATING DATA 

CONCERNING CHANGE IN SOCIOMETRIC STATUS 

OF THE LEAST-PREFERRED CHILDREN 

This chapter presents in detail a description of the 

subjects, the statistical procedures, the instruments used 

to identify the least-preferred children and to measure 

change in status, and the procedures involved in obtaining 

and processing data. 

Description of the Subjects 

Forty-one regularly employed teachers and their 1203 

students in grades 3 through 6 in 3 large elementary schools 

in a Texas metropolitan area of 500,000 people were included 

in the study. The 3 schools were selected from a list of 5 

elementary schools that were approximately equal in socio-

economic level; achievement, as determined by the Composite 

Score of the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills; and total school 

enrollment. Each school was middle class or higher in socio-

economic level, was above average in achievement at every 

grade included in the study, and had a total school enroll-

ment close to 600. Table I contains total school enrollments, 

total enrollments of grades three through six, and enroll-

ments by grade levels of the three schools at the beginning 
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TABLE I 

A COMPARISON OF TOTAL ENROLLMENTS, TOTAL ENROLLMENTS OF 
GRADES THREE THROUGH SIX, AND ENROLLMENTS BY 

GRADE LEVELS (OCTOBER, 1968) 

Enrollment 
School 1 

(Experimental) 
School 2 

(Experimental) 
School 3 
(Control) Total 

(Total School) 
Grades 1-6 571 576 590 1737 

Grades 3-6 352 422 429 1203 

Grade 3 102 105 105 312 

Grade 4 89 103 114 1 306 

Grade 5 95 94 101 290 

Grade 6 66 120 109 295 

of the study. Although the three schools had similar total 

school enrollments, Experimental School One had seventy 

fewer pupils in grades three through six than Experimental 

School Two and seventy-seven fewer than the control school. 

The greatest difference among the schools was at the sixth 

grade level. Experimental School One had fifty-four fewer 

sixth graders than Experimental School Two and forty-three 

fewer than the control school. 

The Teachers : 

In this study the teachers in the two experimental 

schools were the keys to the resocialization of their least-

preferred children. Table II shows comparative figures of 

the number, sex, age, marital status, teaching experience, 
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TABLE II 

A COMPARISON OF THE NUMBER, SEX, AGE, MARITAL STATUS, 
TEACHING EXPERIENCE AND COLLEGE PREPARATION 

OF THE TEACHERS 

School 1 
(Experi-
mental) 

School 2 
(Experi-
mental) 

School 3 
(Control) Total 

Total Teachers 
Grades 3-6 13 14 14 41 

Sex 
a. Females 
b. Males 

12 
1 

14 
0 

12 
2 

38 
3 

Age 
a. Range 
b. Mean 

25-55 
41.9 

24-65 
50.1 

26-58 
'41.4 

25-65 
44.4 

Marital Status 
a. Single 
b. Married 
c. Widowed 
d. Divorced 

1 
10 
1 
1 

2 
11 
0 
1 

3 
9 
1 
1 

6 
30 
2 
3 

No. with Children 9 • ' 4 9 22 

Yrs. Teaching Experience 
a. Range 
b. Mean 

3-28 
13. 3 

3-36 
19.6 

2-28 
11.9 

2-36 
14.9 

College Preparation 
a. Bachelor's degree 
b. Master's degree 

13 
4 

14 
6 

14 
6 

41 
16 

and college preparation of the teachers in the three schools-

two experimental and one control. Thirty-eight of the forty-

one teachers were females. The age range was twenty-five to 

sixty-five, with a mean of 44.5 yearg. Thirty-five teachers 

were or had been married and of these twenty-two had at 

least one child. Years of teaching experience ranged from 
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two to thirty-six, with a mean of 14.9. All teachers had 
i 

either a Bachelor of Science or a Bachelor of Arts degree 

and sixteen had master's degrees. 

The Least-Preferred Children 

Of the 1203 children tested in October, 1968, 257 were 

identified as the least-preferred children in their class-

rooms. Table III contains comparative total enrollments in 

grades 3 through 6 and the number of least-preferred children 

TABLE III 

A COMPARISON OF TOTAL ENROLLMENTS IN GRADES THREE THROUGH 
SIX AND NUMBERS OF LEAST-PREFERRED CHILDREN IN 

OCTOBER, 19 68, AND IN MARCH,' 19 69 

School 1 School 2 
{Experi- (Experi- School 3 
mental) mental) (Control) Total 

Grades 3-6 
a. Oct., 1968 352 422 429 1203 
b. Mar., 1969 355 420 436 1211 

Least-Preferred 
a. Oct., 1968 70 92 95 257 
b. Eliminated 6 15 13 34 
c. Mar., 19 69 64 77 82 223 

in each of the three schools at the beginning and at the end 

of the study. The total enrollments in grades 3 through 6 

in the three schools increased from October to March from 

1203 to 1211. However, this population had changed greatly 

during the 18 weeks. One hundred fifteen children had moved 

away and 12 3 children were new in the 3 schools in the grade 
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levels included in the study. Thirty-two of the socially 

handicapped children had moved and 2 others were eliminated 

because they were being treated by psychiatrists. There were 

223 of the least-preferred children remaining at the end of 

the study. 

Approximately 20 per,cent of the children tested at 

each grade level were identified as the least preferred. 

Table IV contains the numbers and percentages of least-

preferred children by grade levels in each of the three 

TABLE IV 

A DISTRIBUTION OF LEAST-PREFERRED CHILDREN BY 
GRADE LEVELS (MARCH, 1969) 

School 1 School 2 School 3 Total 
(Experimental) (Experimental) (Control) No. Q. "O 

Grade 3 19 17 17 53 17 
Grade 4 17 23 20 60 20 

Grade 5 19 18 22 59 20 
Grade 6 9 19 23 51 18 

Total 64 77 82 223 19 

schools at the end of the study. The largest number of these 

children was at the fourth grade and the smallest number was 

at the sixth grade. However, the smallest percentage of 

least-preferred children was at the third grade and the 

largest percentage at the fourth and fifth grades. 

Each teacher was asked to rate the actual achievement 

of the least-preferred children in his classroom on the basis 
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of "above average," "average," "below average," and "extremely 
I 
I 
low." Table V contains the number of least-preferred children 

TABLE V 

A DISTRIBUTION OF THE LEAST-PREFERRED CHILDREN BY LEVEL OF 
ACTUAL ACHIEVEMENT AS RATED BY THEIR TEACHERS 

(OCTOBER, 19 68) 

Level of 
Achievement 

School 1 
(Experimental) 

School 2 
(Experimental) 

School 3 
(Control) Total 

Above Average 13 13 17 43 

Average 20 32 39 91 

Below Average 26 28 29 83 

Extremely Low 8 11 9 27 

in three schools in each category. Over half of the children 

were rated as average" or above. Approximately 37 per cent 

of the low-status children were judged by their teachers as 

"average" in achievement. Eighteen per cent were "above 

average"; 34 per cent were "below average"; and 11 per cent 

were rated "extremely low." 

The least-preferred children were categorized according 

to type of isolation. Table VI contains a distribution of 

the number of least-preferred children in the three schools 

by type of isolation. Type "A" consisted of those children 

whose Play Question Score and Work Question Score were both 

in the lowest fifth of their class distributions and whose 

Total Social Roles Score was less than 20 per cent of the 

total score possible. Approximately 70 per cent of the 
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TABLE VI 

A DISTRIBUTION OF LEAST-PREFERRED CHILDREN BY TYPE OF 
ISOLATION (OCTOBER, 1968) 

Type of 
Isolation 

School 1 
(Experimental) 

School 2 
(Experimental) 

School 3 
(Control) Total 

Category A 49 67 58 174 

Category B 8 9 18 35 

Category C 10 7 18 35 

socially handicapped children were of this type of isolation. 

Of these, 40 per cent were also in the lowest fifth of their 

class distribution on the Total Social Roles Score. 

Type "B" isolation consisted of the 15 per cent of the 

least-preferred children whose Play Question Score and Total 

Social Roles Score were in the lowest fifth of their class 

distributions and who received less than 20 per cent of 

possible nominations on the Work Question Score. Type "C" 

isolation included the remaining 15 per cent who were in the 

lowest fifth of their class distributions on the Work Ques-

tion and Total Social Roles Scores and who received less 

than 20 per cent of possible nominations on the Play Question 

Score. 

Statistical Procedures 

Two non-parametric statistical formulas and a parametric 

statistical formula were used to measure change in the socio™ 

metric status of the least-preferred children in grades three 
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through six. Hypotheses I, II, and III were tested with the 

Friedman Two-Way Analysis of Variance and with the formula 

for significance of the difference between percentages. 

Hypotheses IV, V, and VI were tested using the Kruskal-Wallis 

One-Way Analysis of Variance. 

The Matched Sets 

Thirty of the least-preferred children from each of the 

three schools were matched on the basis of grade level, per-

centage of possible score on the Two-Criteria Composite 

Score, and type of isolation. Each school represented a 

different condition being tested for significant improvement 

in the choice status, morale, and self-esteem of the least-

preferred children (i.e., two experimental schools and a 

control school). The gain in percentage of possible score 

from pretest to posttest was obtained for each child on each 

of five measures. The gain in score from pretest to posttest 

was obtained for each child on six other measures. It was 

necessary to test each of the eleven measures separately 

using the Friedman Two-Way Analysis of Variance (5, pp. 283-

284, 310-311). 

Within-set ranks were assigned. The child with the 

greatest gain was ranked one, the next largest gain ranked 

two, and the least gain ranked three. Tied ranks were 

assigned the average rank of the ties. Then the matched 

sets were separated by schools and the sums of ranks were 
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found for each school. To test for significant differences, 

the three sums of ranks were inserted irt the Friedman formula, 

which yielded a value ( x r
2 ) -

xr2 = NMk+IT I (Rj)2 ~ 3 N (k+1) • 

N = the number of rows. 
k = the number of columns. 
(R.)2 directs one to first square, then sum all 
^ column rank totals. 

The value of Xr
2 was interpreted for significance according 

to a chi-square table. 

Total Groups of Low-Status Pupils 

Total groups of least-preferred children from each of 

the three schools were compared. The formula for the sig-

nificance of the difference between percentages was computed 

for those low-status pupils who increased in score on each 

of six measures (4, pp. 135-138). The formula was also used 

for the percentages of the least-preferred children who 

decreased in score on each of these six measures. 

The significance of the difference between percentages 

of two groups who increased in score on each measure was 

tested against the null hypothesis that no real difference 

existed between the two groups. The formula for the standard 

error of a percentage difference is 
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i SEot = /
p°<wr + • 

P = mean of the percentages in the two groups 
exhibiting the behavior. 

Q = (1 - P). 
N = number of cases in Group 1. 
N = number of cases in Group 2. 

The pooled estimate of P is found by the formula: 

p = NiPj + N2P2 

N7~ + N 2 

The Randomly Selected Groups 

A randomly selected group of twenty-five children for 

each grade level included in the study was selected from the 

least-preferred children in Experimental Schools One and 

Two. The Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance was 

used to determine if there was a significant difference among 

the grade levels in improvement of the sociometric status 

of the least-preferred children (5, pp. 285, 311-313). 

The gains from pretest to posttest of the percentage of 

possible score on the Two-Criteria Composite Score for the 

100 children were ranked, irrespective of grade level, from 

largest to smallest. The ranked gains were then separated 

by grade level and the sum of ranks for each grade level was 

obtained. The sums of ranks were inserted in the Kruskal-

Wallis formula, which yielded a value known as H. H was 

interpreted for significance from a chi-sguare table. 
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19 R-2 

H = — Y _2 3 (n+1) . 
n(n+1) L n . 

D 

n = the number of cases in all the samples combined. 

R. 2 

— directs one to square each sum of column ranks, 
j divide each of these squares by the number of 

ranks in the column, then add the resulting 
quantities together. 

The same procedure was followed for the gains in the per-

centage of possible score on the Three-Criteria Composite 

Score. 

Description of the Measuring Instruments 

In this study two sociometric devices, a -morale scale 

and a teacher rating sheet, were used to identify the chil-

dren least-preferred by their classmates and to measure 

change in status at the end of the eighteen-week study. 

1. The computerized sociometric'questionnaire was 

developed by Eddie Meyers at North Texas State University 

(see Appendix A). It consisted of two criteria, a question-

naire situation concerning choices for play companions and 

a questionnaire concerning choices for work companions. 

Each student was requested to write his own name and identi-

fication number on the IBM answer sheet. The students were 

then requested to list three to five friends and their 

identification numbers, obtained from a class roll, for 

each, question. Responses were coded on the IBM sheet by 

clerical personnel and submitted to the North Texas State 

University Computer Center for computation. The computerized 
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sociometric questionnaire was administered during October, 

1968, and again in March, 19 69. 

The pretest data were used to identify the socially 

handicapped children in each classroom. Each child received 

a Play Question Score, a Work Question Score, and a Two-

Criteria Composite Score. Each of these scores was converted 

into percentage of possible score for statistical purposes. 

In addition, each child received a Mutual Score, which was 

the total number of reciprocated choices made by the isolated 

children. Change in status of the least-preferred children 

was obtained by comparing pretest and posttest scores. 

Bonney and Fessenden (2) note that there are no grounds 

for assuming that sociometric measures of interpersonal 

relationships should remain entirely constant over any given 

time interval. In fact, it is assumed that some changes in 

interpersonal feelings are taking place all the time. Studies 

of the constancy of total group status based on the choices 

received have shown these median rank-order coefficients 

for the varying time intervals between test and retest: one 

week or less = .90, two to nine weeks = .76, and three months 

to one year = ,65 (2, p. 6). Bonney and Fessenden (2) con-

clude that the teacher may assume that the relative ranks 

achieved by pupils in a particular sociometric appraisal are 

fairly representative of the ranks which they will achieve 

from subsequent appraisal on the same or similar criteria. 

It is noted, however, that this stability does not necessarily 

result from repeated choices made by the same individuals. 
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The validity of sociometric data depends upon one's 

point of view. From one standpoint, when pupils give honest 

and sincere responses to a sociometric question, it can be 

said that these responses have "face validity" in the sense 

that no one is a better judge of an individual's feelings 

toward others than is this individual himself (2). The 

second way of approaching the validity of sociometric results 

is to assume that if they are measuring something that is 

important or significant about human behavior, they should 

show some relationship with other methods of assessing 

personal-social adjustment. Research findings have not shown 

marked relationships between various methods of personality 

measurements and sociometric data (2). However, when those 

who are high in choice-status are contrasted with those who 

are low, the findings are quite consistent in showing most 

frequently-chosen individuals to be reliably superior to the 

infrequently-chosen ones in some psychologically and/or 

socially approved types of behavior adjustment (2, p. 7). 

2. The social roles measurement was accomplished with 

a form designated "How Pupils See Each Other." This socio-

metric device was developed by Bonney (1) to discover which 

pupils were perceived by their classmates as functioning 

well in many roles, which in a few, and which in none (see 

Appendix B). All roles were stated in a positive manner; 

there were no derogatory or socially unfavorable roles. All 

of the roles referred to things or activities done in a 
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classroom; they did not refer to personality traits. The 

objective was to have an assessment of how well each child 

functioned in overt ways in his classroom group. The 

eighteen roles were those that could be worked with and im-

proved most appropriately in a school setting (1). 

Also, the social roles data were used to assess changes 

in status of the least-preferred children over the time 

interval involved in this study. Pretest scores were sub-

tracted from posttest scores to measure change. The Total 

Social Roles Score was obtained by summing all nominations 

received by each child for the eighteen roles. This score 

was converted into percentage of possible score for statisti-

cal treatment and comparison. The Different Social Roles 

Score was obtained by counting the number of different roles 

for which each child was nominated. The Strong Social Roles 

Score was the number of social roles for which each isolated 

child received 20 per cent or more of the class nominations. 

3. The North Texas Attitude Toward School Scale (see 

Appendix C) was an adaptation by Bonney (1) of scales 

developed at the University of New Mexico, the New York City 

Schools' Research Department, The University of Texas, the 

University of Chicago, the Psychological Corporation of New 

York City, and the Purdue Research Foundation. 

The scale consisted of forty-seven items to which pupils 

responded on the basis of Nearly Always, Sometimes, Seldom, 
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3-n(^ Never, with points of three, two, one, and zero assigned 
i 
for each response respectively. The total score was obtained 

by summing the scores received on all items. The pretest 

scores of the least-preferred children were compared to their 

posttest scores to measure change. 

Reliability for this new instrument was found to be .86 

and .89 respectively in a test-retest administration to 24 

fifth-grade students at Newton Rayzor Elementary School, 

Denton, Texas, and 22 combined fifth- and sixth-grade stu-

dents at Krum, Texas, a rural community near Denton. A 

split-half correlation of .68, using the Spearman-Brown formula 

for correction, was established by an analysis of the 320 

attitude scales administered to the sixth grades of Denton. 

Results from the Attitude Toward School Scales (n = 320) 

were submitted to an item analysis to determine the dis-

criminatory powers of each item. All of the forty-seven 

items significantly discriminated between the upper and 

lower one-fourth, with forty-five at the .001 level of sig-

nificance and the remaining two at the .01 level of signifi-

cance (1) . 

4. The Behavior Rating Form or teacher rating sheet 

(see Appendix D) was developed by Coopersmith (3). Each 

teacher was requested to rate each of the least-preferred 

children in his room at the beginning and at the end of the 

study on the basis of Always, Usually, Sometimes, Seldom, 

a n d Never. The thirteen items referred to behaviors presumed 
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to be related to self-esteem and defensiveness. Items in 

this rating schedule referred to such behaviors as the child's 

reactions to failure, self-confidence in a new situation, 

sociability with peers, and the need for encouragement and 

reassurance. 

Two scores were obtained from the Behavior Rating Form--

a Self-Esteem Score and a Defensiveness Score. These scoring 

directions were obtained in correspondence with Coopersmith: 

Part I is the Self-Esteem Score and consists of the first 

ten items. The scores given below are for the extreme left-

hand response with the other extreme being either 5 or 1. 

Item Score Item Score 
1 5 6 1 
2 1 7 1 
3 1 8 1 
4 5 9 5 
5 1 10 5 

The sum of part I is multiplied by 2 to give a base of 100. 

Part II is the Defensiveness Score and consists of items 11 

through 13 The scoring directions are as follows: 

Item 
11 

Score 
5 

12 5 
13 5 

The behaviors to be rated were selected after a series 

of observations of child behavior in and out. of the class-

room, repeated interviews with teachers, principals, and a 

clinical psychologist, and evaluations and discussions with 

a research committee. The sample consisted of 1748 children 

and their teachers (3, p. 10). 
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Coopersmith found considerable differences in the scales 

of measurement used by different teachers. There was a 

general tendency to rate girls higher than boys. Teacher 

ratings for the basic sample of 1748 children ranged between 

23 and 100, with a mean of 68.4 and a standard deviation of 

13.6. The mean for the girls was significantly higher than 

that for boys (F = 4.2, p < .001). The test-retest reliability 

by one teacher after an 8-week interval was .96 (3, p. 10). 

Collecting and Processing the Data 

Procedures for Collecting Data 

In the three schools a battery of measuring devices was 

administered to the students by their homeroom teacher on 

October 10 and 11, 1968, the end of the fifth week of the 

first semester. The data were analyzed by clerical personnel, 

and certain sociometric information and a booklet, "Changing 

the Sociometric Status of Socially Isolated Children," were 

given to each teacher in the two experimental schools on 

October 23, 1968, the seventh week of the first semester. 

The teachers in the control school did not receive the 

sociometric data and analysis or the booklet. 

In Experimental School One each teacher, was given the 

following material: 

1. A list of the names of the least-preferred children 

in his classroom and the choices made by each of these chil-

dren on the play question and the work question. 
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2. An information sheet showing the type of isolation 

of each of the least-preferred children according to these 

classifications: 

a. Type "A"—Low status f scores in the 

lowest fifth of class distributions) on the play question 

and the work question. Received less than 20 per cent of 

possible nominations on Total Social Roles Score. 

b. Type "B"--Low status on play question and the 

social roles measurement. Received less than 20 per cent 

of possible nominations on the work question. 

c. Type "C"—Low status on work question and the 

social roles measurement. Received less than 20 per cent of 

possible nominations on the play question. 

3. A list of the names of the highly-chosen children 

on each of the three measures (play question, work question, 

and total score on social roles). 

4. A booklet, "Changing the Sociometric Status of 

Socially Isolated Children," which explained the purposes 

and procedures of the study, the uses and need of sociometry 

for the classroom teacher, and a plan for organizing a 

remedial program for the resocialization of the least-preferred 

children. The booklet also listed specific suggestions for 

helping socially isolated children as well as improving total 

group interpersonal relationships (see Appendix E). 

In addition, a special consultant was available to work 

closely with the teachers in Experimental School One in 
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planning and initiating a remedial program for the least-

preferred children. The consultant, as a special resource 

person, was available to the teachers of grades three through 

six in Experimental School One approximately two days each 

week during the eighteen-week study. The consultant visited 

each of the thirteen classrooms a minimum of eight times and 

had numerous individual conferences, both formal and informal, 

with each teacher. Four newsletters were distributed to the 

teachers. These newsletters reported techniques that had been 

tried in Experimental School One and gave background informa-

tion to the teachers. The major purpose of these newsletters 

was to reward the teachers who tried the suggestions mentioned 

in the booklet and to encourage others to try these ideas. 

The consultant had two faculty meetings after school during 

the study. In one meeting he explained the research project 

and told of the related research and significance of the 

study. This first meeting was to answer questions and to 

secure the cooperation and enthusiasm of the faculty. The 

second faculty meeting concerned one of the suggested re-

socialization techniques, role playing. A fourth-grade 

teacher and eight of her pupils demonstrated the "warm-up" 

exercises, the role playing episode, and the follow-up dis-

cussion , 

In another experimental school, School Two, the teachers 

were given the same sociometric information as mentioned 

above and the booklet, "Changing the Sociometric Status of 
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Socially Isolated Children." One faculty meeting was held 

before the study began to answer questions and to secure the 

cooperation and enthusiasm of the faculty. The special 

consultative help was not provided during the eighteen-week 

study. There were no classroom visits, individual conferences, 

or newsletters. It was left to each teacher to make use of 

the data and the booklet in whatever way he wished. 

The teachers in the control school, School Three, were 

not given any sociometric data or analysis and were not pro-

vided a copy of the booklet. Special consultative help, 

faculty meetings, classroom visits, individual conferences, 

and newsletters were not provided. The teachers in the 

control school were told simply that they were taking part 

in an experiment that would last eighteen weeks. 

A fourth measuring device was obtained from the teachers 

in all three schools on the least-preferred children in 

their rooms. Each teacher was asked to complete the Behavior 

Rating Form (see Appendix D) at the beginning and again at 

the end of the study in an effort to measure change in self-

esteem and defensiveness of the least-preferred children. 

In the control school, the teachers were told that the chil-

dren to be rated were selected for further s.tudy to determine 

if their social status changed over a period of time. 

On March 12 and 13, 1969, the same measuring devices 

were administered to 1211 children in grades 3 through 6 in 

the 3 schools. This population was somewhat different after 
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18 weeks. Of the original 1203, a total of 115 children 

had moved and 123 students were new in the 3 schools. Of 

the original 257 least-preferred children, 223 remained. 

Procedures for Processing Data 

The gain from pretest to posttest for each of the least-

preferred children was used to measure change during the 

eighteen-week study. The Play Question Score, the Work 

Question Score, the Total Social Roles Score, the Two-

Criteria Composite Score, and the Three-Criteria Composite 

Score were each converted into percentage of possible score 

for statistical treatment and comparison. The gain in score 

from pretest to posttest was found for each child for the 

Mutual Score, the Different Social Roles Score, the Strong 

Social Roles Score, the Self-Esteem Score, the Defensiveness 

Score, and the Morale Score. 

Hypotheses I, II, and III were tested two ways. Thirty 

matched sets were used. It was necessary to use the Friedman 

formula and to test each of the eleven measures separately. 

In addition, total groups of least-preferred children from 

each school were compared. The significance of the difference 

between percentages was used for total groups of least-

preferred children who increased in score and who decreased 

in score on each of six measures. 

Hypotheses IV, V, and VI were tested using randomly 

selected groups of least-preferred children for each grade 
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level included in the study. The Kruskal^-Wallis formula was 

used to measure significant differences among the grades on 

the Two-Criteria Composite Score and the Three-Criteria 

Composite Score. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS CONCERNING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF TWO 

TECHNIQUES FOR IMPROVING THE STATUS OF 

THE LEAST-PREFERRED CHILDREN 

The basic purpose of this study was to ascertain the 

effectiveness of two techniques for encouraging teachers to 

use sociometric data to effect change in the sociometric 

status of the least-preferred children in their classrooms. 

The data were also analyzed to determine significant differ-

ences in improvement of the low-status pupils among the grade 

levels included in this study. This chapter contains the 

presentation and analysis of data germane to these purposes. 

The Experimental Techniques 

Hypotheses I, II, and III were concerned with determin-

ing the effectiveness of the two experimental techniques for 

improving the sociometric status of the least-preferred 

children in grades three through six. These three hypotheses 

were tested two ways—thirty matched sets were tested with 

a non—parametric statistical formula on each of eleven mea-

sures (2, pp. 283-284, 310-311) and total groups of least-

preferred children in each school were tested for statistical 

difference of percentages of those who increased in score 

and who decreased in score on each of six measures (1, pp. 

135-138). 
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Thirty of the least-preferred children from each of the 

three schools (!_.£• , two experimental schools and one control 

school) were matched on the basis of grade level, percentage 

of possible score on the Two-Criteria Composite Score, and 

type of isolation. Each school represented a different 

condition being tested for significant improvement. It was 

necessary to test each of the eleven measures separately 

using the Friedman Two-Way Analysis of Variance (2, pp. 2 83-

284, 310-311). These measures were the Play Question 

Score, the Work Question Score, the Total Social Roles Score, 

the Two-Criteria Composite Score, the Three-Criteria Composite 

Score, the Mutuals Score, the Different Social Roles Score, 

the Strong Social Roles Score, the Self-Esteern Score, the 

Defensiveness Score, and the Morale Score. Table VII contains 

TABLE VII 

A COMPARISON OF SUMS OF RANKS BY SCHOOLS ON EACH OF 
ELEVEN MEASURES 

Measure 
School 1 
(Exp. ) 

School 2 
(Exp. ) 

School 3 
(Control) x r

2 

Play 56 70 54 5 . 0 7 
Work 6 1 . 5 59 5 9 . 5 . 12 
Social Roles 52 63 65 3 . 2 7 
Two-Criteria 5 7 . 5 6 5 . 5 57 1 . 5 2 
Three-Criteria 5 3 . 5 6 6 . 5 60 2 . 82 
Mutuals 55 6 4 . 5 60 . 5 1 . 5 2 
Different Social Roles 5 4 . 5 69 56 . 5 4 . 1 2 
Strong Social Roles 60 6 1 . 5 5 8 . 5 . 1 5 
Self-Esteem 6 7 . 5 5 5 . 5 57 2 . 85 
Defensiveness 62 58 . 5 5 9 . 5 .2.2 
Morale 60 65 55 1 . 6 7 
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comparative figures of the suras of ranks for each of the 

three schools and the Y 2 values for the eleven measures. Ar 

A xr
2 value of 5.9 9 was necessary for significance at the 

.05 level. None of the values was significant. 

It was predicted in Hypothesis I that the gain from 

pretest to posttest of the least-preferred children in 

Experimental School One Ci*e. , where teachers received the 

sociometric data and analysis, the booklet of suggestions, 

and special consultative help) would be significantly greater 

on each of the eleven measures than in Experimental School 

Two (i_. ê . , where teachers received the sociometric data and 

analysis and the booklet but no consultative help). Although 

the xr
2 values of the eleven measures were not significant, 

there was a tendency for the least-preferred children in 

Experimental School One to make slightly greater gains than 

in Experimental School Two. A comparison of the sums of 

ranks {see Table VII) indicates that gains were greater in 

Experimental School One on eight of the eleven measures. 

This superiority in the school utilizing a consultant was 

most marked on the Different Social Roles Score, the Play 

Question Score, the Three-Criteria Composite Score, and the 

Total Social Roles Score. The children in Experimental 

School Two made greater gains on the Self-Esteem Score, the 

Defensiveness Score, and the Work Question Score than the 

children in Experimental School One did. 
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The formula for significance of the differences between 

two percentages was obtained for six measures (1, pp. 135-138) 

These six measures were Play Question Score, Work Question 

Score, Total Social Roles Score, Two-Criteria Composite 

Score, Three-Criteria Composite Score, and Morale Score. 

Analysis was made for the percentage of least-preferred 

children who increased on each of the six measures in the 

two experimental schools. A t value of 1.9 6 was necessary 

for significance at the .05 level and a t of 2.58 was neces-

sary for significance at the .01 level. Table VIII gives 

comparisons of the percentages of children who increased on 

TABLE VIII 

A COMPARISON OF THE PERCENTAGES OF CHILDREN WHO 
INCREASED ON EACH OF SIX MEASU.RES IN 
EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOLS ONE AND TWO 

School 1 School 2 
(Exp.) (Exp. ) Fisher's 

Measure N = 64 N = 77 t 

Play 56 44 1.43 

Work 41 50 

C
O
 

o
 

I—
{ 

Social Roles 72 49 2. 80* 

Two-Criteria 59 57 .24 

Three-Criteria 77 61 2.07** 

Morale 56 40 1.93 

**Significant at .05 level. 

each of the six measures in the two experimental schools. 

There was a significant difference in percentages at the .01 
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level on the Total Social Roles Score. The difference in 

percentages on the Three-Criteria Composite Score was sig-

nificant at the .05 level. The difference in percentages on 

the Morale Score was almost significant at the .05 level. 

In all of these three instances the larger percentages of 

least-preferred children who increased were in Experimental 

School One. It is of interest to note that on two other 

measures, the Play Question Score and the Two-Criteria Com-

posite Score, a larger percentage of the children from 

Experimental School One increased than in Experimental School 

Two. On only one of the six measures, the Work Question 

Score, did a larger percentage of the low-status children 

from Experimental School Two improve. 

Table IX shows comparisons of the percentages of chil-

dren who decreased on each of the six.measures in the two 

TABLE IX 

A COMPARISON OF THE PERCENTAGES OF CHILDREN WHO DECREASED 
ON EACH OF THE SIX MEASURES IN EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOLS 

ONE AND TWO 

School 1 School 2 
(Exp. ) (Exp.) Fisher's 

Measure N = ' 64 N = 77 t 

Play 19 35 2.13* 
Work 28 21 .99 
Social Roles 22 38 2.07* 
Two-Criteria 30 38 1.01 
Three-Criteria 22 38 2.21* 
Morale 44 57 1.55 

*Significant at the .05 leve. 
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experimental schools. There were significant differences in 

percentages at the .05 level on the Play Question Score, the 

Total Social Roles Score, and the Three-Criteria Composite 

Score. All three favored Experimental School One in that a 

smaller percentage decreased on each of these measures than 

in Experimental School Two. It should be noted that on five 

of the six measures a smaller percentage decreased in scores 

in Experimental School One. Only on the Work Question Score 

did a smaller percentage of children from Experimental School 

Two decrease. 

The data presented in Tables VII through IX indicate 

that the gain from pretest to posttest of the least-preferred 

children in Experimental School One was significantly greater 

than in Experimental School Two on only two of the eleven 

measures. Hypothesis I, therefore, is accepted as tenable 

for only the Total Social Roles Score and for the Three-

Criteria Composite Score. The trend from most of the other 

measures was in favor of Experimental School One. 

It was predicted in Hypothesis II that the gain from 

pretest to posttest of the least preferred children in 

Experimental School One would be significantly greater on 

each of the eleven measures than in the control school (i.e., 

where teachers received no sociometric data and analysis, 

booklet, or consultative help). This hypothesis was not 

supported by the xr
2 values obtained on the eleven measures 

for the thirty matched sets (see Table VII). A comparison 
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of the sums of ranks, however, shows that the largest differ-
| 

ence between sums of ranks for Experimental School One and 

the control school was on the Total Social Roles Score. This 

difference, though not significant, favored the experimental • 

school. The second largest difference between sums of ranks 

was on the Self-Esteem Score and this favored the control 

school. Most of the differences between sums of ranks were 

quite small. Of the largest differences, three favored the 

experimental school and three favored the control school. 

Table X shows comparisons of the percentages of the 

least-preferred children who increased on the six measures 

TABLE X 

A COMPARISON OF THE PERCENTAGES OF CHILDREN WHO INCREASED 
ON EACH OF THE SIX MEASURES IN EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOL 

ONE AND IN THE CONTROL SCHOOL 

School 1 School 3 
(Exp.) (Control) Fisher's 

Measure N = 64 N = 82 t 

Play 56 46 1.19 
Work 41 50 1.08 
Social Roles 72 45 3.29* 
Two-Criteria 59 60 . 12 
Three-Criteria 77 56 2.66* 
Morale 56 59 . 37 

*Significant at .01 level 

in Experimental School One and in the control school. There 

were significant differences in percentages at the .01 level 
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on the Total Social Roles Score and on the Three-Criteria 

I 

Composite Score; both favored Experimental School One over 

the control school. Two measures favored the control school; 

these were the Work Question Score and the Morale Score. 

Table XI shows comparisons of the percentages of least-

preferred children who decreased on each of the six measures 

TABLE XI 

A COMPARISON OF THE PERCENTAGES OF CHILDREN WHO DECREASED 
ON EACH OF THE SIX MEASURES IN EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOL ONE 

AND IN THE CONTROL SCHOOL 

School 1 School 3 
(Exp.) (Control) Fisher's 

Measure N = 64 N = 82 t 

Play 19 18 .15 

Work 28 22 .83 

Social Roles 22 45 2.91* 

Two-Criteria 30 29 .13 

Three-Criteria 22 41 2.56** 

Morale 4 4 38 . 73 

**Significant at .05 level. 

in Experimental School One and in the control school. There 

was a significant difference in percentages at the .01 level 

on the Total Social Roles Score. The difference in per-

centages on the Three-Criteria Composite Score was significant 

at the .05 level and approached significance at the .01 level. 

Both these differences favored Experimental School One over 

the control school. Although not significant, two measures 
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favored the control school; these were the Work Question 

Score and the Morale Score. 

The data presented in Tables VII, X, and XI indicate 

that the gain from pretest to posttest of the least-preferred 

children in Experimental School One was significantly greater 

than in the control school on only two of the eleven measures. 

Hypothesis II is accepted as tenable for only the Total 

Social Roles Score and for the Three-Criteria Composite Score. 

It was predicted in Hypothesis III that the gain on 

each of the eleven measures would be significantly greater 

for the least-preferred children in Experimental School Two 

than in the control school. The xr
2 values for the eleven 

measures on the thirty matched sets were not significant 

(see Table VII). The differences between the sums of ranks 

for Experimental School Two and the control school tended to 

favor the control school on seven of the eleven measures. 

Table XII shows comparisons of the percentages of least-

preferred children who increased on each of six measures in 

Experimental School Two and in the control school. There 

was a significant difference between percentages at the .05 

level of children who increased on the Morale Score, and 

this measure favored the control school over Experimental 

School Two. Although not significant, a larger percentage 

of children in Experimental School Two increased on the 

Three-Criteria Composite Score and on the Total Social Roles 

Score. The differences in percentages were small on the. 

other measures. 
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TABLE XII 

A COMPARISON OF THE PERCENTAGES OF CHILDREN WHO INCREASED 
ON EACH OF THE SIX MEASURES IN EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOL TWO 

AND IN THE CONTROL SCHOOL 

School 2 School 3 
(Exp.) (Control) Fisher1s 

Measure N = 77 N = 82 t 

Play 44 46 . 24 

Work 50 50 .00 

Social Roles 49 45 .48 

Two-Criteria 57 60 . 37 

Three-Criteria 61 56 .61 

Morale 40 59 2.26* 

^Significant at .05 level, 

Table XIII shows the percentages of least-preferred 

children who decreased on each of the six measures in 

TABLE XIII • 

A COMPARISON OF THE PERCENTAGES OF CHILDREN WHO DECREASED 
ON EACH OF THE SIX MEASURES IN EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOL TWO 

AND IN THE CONTROL SCHOOL 

School 2 School 3 
(Exp.) (Control) Fisher's 

Measure N = 77 N = 82 t 

Play 35 18 2.33* 

Work 21 22 .14 

Social Roles 38 45 

in 
00 • 

Two-Criteria 38 29 1.14 
Three-Criteria 38 41 .37 
Morale 

mi* * • ir* * t w 

57 38 2.29* 
^Significant at .05 level 
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Experimental School Two and in the control school. The 

differences in percentages on two measures, the Play Question 

Score and the Morale Score, were significant at the .05 level; 

both favored the control school. Three other measures, 

though not significant, tended to favor Experimental School 

Two; these measures were the Work Question Score, the Total 

Social Roles Score, and the Three-Criteria Composite Score. 

One other measure, the Two-Criteria Composite Score, favored 

the control school. 

The data presented in Tables VII, XII, and XIII indi-

cate that the gain from pretest to posttest of the least-

preferred children in the control school was significantly 

greater than in Experimental School Two on only one of the 

eleven measures. On none of the measures was the gain sig-

nificantly greater in the experimental school. Hypothesis 

III, therefore, is rejected. 

Improvement by Grade Levels 

Hypotheses IV, V, and VI were concerned with determining 

if there were significant differences between the grade 

levels included in this study in improvement on the Two-

Criteria Composite Score and on the Three-Criteria Composite 

Score. A randomly selected group of twenty-five children 

for each grade level included in the study was selected from 

the least—preferred children in the two experimental schools. 

The Kruskal—Wallis One—Way Analysis of Variance, a non-

parametric statistic, was used to test for significant 
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differences (2, pp. 285, 311-313). Table XIV shows the sums 
i 
I 
of ranks for each grade level on the Two-Criteria Composite 

TABLE XIV 

A COMPARISON OF SUMS OF RANKS BY GRADE LEVELS ON THE 
TWO-CRITERIA COMPOSITE SCORE AND ON THE 

THREE-CRITERIA COMPOSITE SCORE 

Grade 
Two-Criteria 
(N = 100) 

Three-Criteria 
(N = 100) 

Grade 3 1088.5 1214 

Grade 4 1434 1467 

Grade 5 1368.5 1196 

Grade 6 1165 1173 

H = 4.54 H = 2.69 

Score and on the Three-Criteria Composite Score. An H value 

of 7.82 was necessary for significance at the .05 level. 

Neither of the H values obtained for the two measures was 

significant. 

It was predicted in Hypothesis IV that the gain from 

pretest to posttest of a randomly selected group of least-

preferred third-grade children from the two experimental 

schools would be significantly greater than of the least-

preferred sixth-grade children on the Two—Criteria Composite 

Score and on the Three-Criteria Composite Score. The H 

values obtained (see Table XIV) were not significant. 

Hypothesis IV was, therefore, rejected. It is of interest 

to compare the sums of ranks. These indicate that the third 
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graders made slightly greater gains on the Two-Criteria 

Composite Score than did the sixth graders. The sixth 

graders, however, made slightly greater gains on the Three-

Criteria Composite Score. 

It was predicted in Hypothesis V that there would not 

be a significant difference between the gains on the Two-

Criteria Composite Score of groups of least-preferred chil-

dren in grades three and four, in grades four and five, and 

in grades five and six. The H value of 4.54 was not signifi-

cant, Hypothesis V is accepted as tenable. There was a 

tendency for the children in grade three to make slightly 

greater gains on the Two-Criteria Composite Score than the 

fourth-grade children and for the sixth-grade children to 

make slightly greater gains on this measure than the fifth-

grade children. 

It was predicted in Hypothesis VI that there would not 

be a significant difference between the gains on the Three-

Criteria Composite Score of groups of least-preferred chil-

dren in grades three and four, in grades four and five, and 

in grades five and six. The H value of 2.69 was not signifi-

cant. Hypothesis VI is accepted as tenable. 

Summary of the Findings 

The results of testing the hypotheses considered in this 

study can be summarized in the following manner: 
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1. Considering only the statistical-treatment of the 

thirty matched sets, no .significant differences were found 

on any of the eleven measures among the three schools. 

2. Considering the statistical treatment of all least-

preferred children from each school, several statistically 

significant differences were found in percentages of children 

who increased in score and who decreased in score. 

3. A larger percentage of the least-preferred children 

in Experimental School One increased on the Total Social 

Roles Score (at the .01 level) and on the Three-Criteria 

Composite Score (at the .05 level) than in Experimental 

School Two. 

4. A smaller percentage of the least-preferred chil-

dren in Experimental School One decreased on the Play Ques-

tion Score (at the .05 level), the Total Social Roles Score 

(at the .05 level), and the Three-Criteria Composite Score 

(at the .05 level) than in Experimental School Two. 

5. A larger percentage of the least-preferred children 

in Experimental School One increased on the Total Social 

Roles Score (at the .01 level) and on the Three-Criteria 

Composite Score (at the .01 level) than in the control school. 

6. A smaller percentage of the least-preferred children 

in Experimental School One decreased on the Total Social 

Roles Score (at the .01 level) and on the Three-Criteria 

Composite Score (at the .05 level) than in the control 

school. 
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7. A larger percentage of the least-preferred children 

in the control school increased on the Morale Score (at the 

.05 level) than in Experimental School Two. 

8. A smaller percentage of the least-preferred children 

in the control school decreased on the Morale Score (at the 

.05 level) than in Experimental School Two. 

9. There were not statistically significant differences 

in the amount of increase on the Two-Criteria Composite 

Score and on the Three-Criteria Composite Score among the 

grade levels included in this study. 

The findings indicate that the experimental technique 

which utilized a consultant was somewhat more effective in 

improving the status of the least-preferred children than 

was the second experimental technique which did not utilize 

a consultant, and the conditions in the control school. The 

data also indicate that this second technique (i_-e. , where 

teachers received sociometric data and analysis and a booklet 

of suggestions for resocializing the low-status pupils) was 

not more effective in improving the status of the least-

preferred children than were the conditions-in the control 

school (i,.e. , where teachers did not receive sociometric 

data and analysis, a booklet of suggestions, or consultative 

help). 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The present research was an investigation of the effec-

tiveness of two techniques for encouraging teachers in grades 

three through six to use sociometric data to effect change 

in the sociometric status of the least-preferred children in 

their classrooms. In addition, this study investigated the 

possibility of differences in improvement among the grade 

levels included in this study. 

Summary of Method and Procedure 

In three elementary schools a battery of measuring 

devices was administered to the students in grades three 

through six. From the data obtained from 1203 children, 257 

subjects were identified as the least-preferred children in 

their classrooms. The sociometric data and analysis were 

given to the teachers in the two experimental schools. These 

teachers also received a booklet of suggestions for resocial-

izing the children least acceptable to their agemates. In 

one of the experimental schools a special consultant was 

available to work closely with the teachers in initiating 

tailor-made remedial programs for their low-status pupils. 

The teachers in the control school did not receive the 
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sociometric data and analysis, the booklet, or consultative 

help. The measuring devices were administered again in all . 

three schools at the end of the eighteen-week experiment. 

To test the first three hypotheses, which were concerned 

with ascertaining the effectiveness of the two experimental 

techniques, thirty of the least-preferred children from each 

of the schools were matched so that a non-parametric statis-

tical formula could be used to test for significant differ 

ences among the schools (11, pp. 2 83-2 84). In addition, the 

data were analyzed with a parametric statistical formula 

(7, pp. 135-138), Total groups of the least-preferred chil-

dren from each school were tested for significant differences 

between percentages of children who increased in score and 

who decreased in score. 

To test the last three hypotheses, which were concerned 

with differences in improvement among the grade levels, 

another non-parametric statistical formula was used (11, 

pp. 285-286). 

Findings 

Effectiveness of Two Experimental Techniques 

1 No significant differences were found using the non-

parametric statistical formula for the thirty matched sets. 

However, it is important to note that there were certain 

trends. The parametric statistical formula did reveal sig-

nificant differences and suggested other trends. 
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1. When Experimental School One and. Experimental School 

Two were compared it wag found that, although none of the 

Xr
2 values was significant for the thirty matched sets, a 

definite trend was noted from the sums of ranks for the two 

experimental schools. The least-preferred children in 

Experimental School One (.i.e. , where teachers received socio-

metric data and analysis, a booklet of suggestions, and 

special consultative help) made the greater gain on more 

measures than the children in Experimental School Two (i.e., 

where teachers received the sociometric data and analysis 

and the booklet but no consultative help). On eight of the 

eleven measures, gains were slightly greater in Experimental 

School One than in Experimental School Two. 

The significance of the difference between percentages 

was computed for the percentage of least-preferred children 

in each of the experimental schools who increased in score 

on each of six measures. On five of the six measures a 

larger percentage of the low-status pupils in Experimental 

School One increased than in Experimental School Two. The 

difference between percentages on one of these measures, the 

Total Social Roles Score, was significant at the .01 level. 

The difference between percentages on another measure, the 

Three-Criteria Composite Score, was significant at the .05 

level. The difference between percentages on the Morale 

Score approached significance at the .05 level. 
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The significance of the difference between percentages 

was also computed for the percentage of•least-preferred 

children in each of the experimental schools who decreased 

in score on each of six measures. On five of the measures 

a smaller percentage of the least-preferred children in 

Experimental School One decreased than in Experimental School 

Two. Three of these differences were significant at the .05 

level; they were the differences between percentages on the 

Play Question Score, the Total Social Roles Score, and the 

Three-Criteria Composite Score. 

These findings can be explained in terms of the equilib-

rium theory (5, 6). Cognitive dissonance was apparently 

kept at a higher level throughout the experimental period by 

the presence of the consultant. The classroom visits, the 

conferences with individual teachersthe faculty meetings, 

and the newsletters were somewhat effective in encouraging 

teachers in Experimental School One to help the low-status 

pupils. This is in agreement with the predictions of Bonney 

(5) . 

There was an unexpected by-product of the experimental 

study. The teachers in Experimental School One became very 

interested in research on social isolation, sociometry, role 

playing, and other related topics. The consultant was kept 

busy answering questions and looking up information for them. 

A number of these teachers reported that they had become more 
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interested in taking graduate courses to learn how to counsel 
I 

With pupils and bring about change. 

2. When Experimental School One and the control school 

were compared, none of the xr
2 values was significant. A 

comparison of the sums of ranks of Experimental School One 

and the control school does not show a clear trend for the 

thirty matched sets. One must look at the data pertaining 

to the percentages of children who increased in score and 

who decreased in score to get an idea of significant differ-

ences and trends. 

On three of the six measures a larger percentage of the 

least-preferred children in Experimental School One increased 

than in the control school. The differences between per-

centages on two of these measures, the Total Social Roles 

Score and the Three-Criteria Composite Score, were signifi-

cant at the .01 level. 

The significance of the difference between percentages 

was computed for the percentage of low-status children who 

decreased in score. On two of the six measures a smaller 

percentage of the least-preferred children in Experimental 

School One decreased than in the control school. The differ-

ence between percentages on the Total Social Roles Score was 

significant at the .01 level, and the difference on the 

Three-Criteria Composite Score was significant at the .05 

level. 
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The experimental condition was especially effective in 

increasing the social visibility of those children least 

acceptable to their ageraates as indicated by the Total Social 

Roles Score. Bonney (5) believes this to be an indication 

that the teachers in Experimental School One had successfully 

diffused positive feelings and leadership roles throughout 

the group and had widened the range of participation within 

their classrooms. Schmuck (12) also agrees that greater 

participation of children within the classroom is an important 

accomplishment. The fact that the least-preferred children 

in Experimental School One did not make significantly greater 

gains on the other measures than did the children in the 

control school is supported by the Bonney Research Project, 

which was not able to show significant improvement in the 

experimental school with the same measuring devices (5). 

Another finding in the present research is in agreement 

with the findings of Bonney (5). The teachers in Experimental 

School One noted that most of the least-preferred children 

in their rooms had shown social improvement during the 

eighteen-week experiment. Many of these children were 

participating in the classroom and were playing at recess 

with their classmates for the first time. Most of them had 

demonstrated a greater interest in school and improved 

relationships with teachers. That this reported improvementr 

which was also noted by the consultant in his classroom 

visits and playground observations, did not show up on more 
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of the measures is disappointing. Bonney, (5) believes these 

findings suggest that either our measuring devices are not 

sensitive enough to measure this observable change or that 

it is almost impossible to statistically prove differences 

for large groups of low-status pupils, since the failure of 

some to show progress cancels out the gains of others. 

Furthermore, he says that research must be aimed more at 

individuals rather than groups. 

One other finding must be noted. Many of the least-

preferred children from the control school did improve in 

social status without the benefit of a specially designed 

remedial program. Apparently some teachers create conditions 

in their classrooms which are conducive to improving inter-

personal relationships. 

3. When Experimental School Two.and the control school 

were compared, it was found that although the xr
2 values on 

the eleven measures for the matched sets were not significant, 

a comparison of the sums of ranks for Experimental School 

Two and the control school did show a trend favoring the 

control school. On seven of the eleven measures the gains 

were slightly greater in the control school. 

The significance of the difference between percentages 

was computed for the least-preferred children in each of 

these two schools who increased in score on each of six 

measures. On only two of the six measures did a larger 

percentage of the low-status pupils in Experimental School 
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Two make greater gains than did the children in the control 

school. Neither difference between percentages was signifi-

cant. A larger percentage of the pupils in the control school 

gained on the Morale Score; this difference between per-

centages was significant at the .05 level. The mean of the 

Morale Score in the control school had been lower than the 

means in the two experimental schools on the pretest. The 

means for the two experimental schools were about the same 

on the posttest. The mean of the Morale Score in the control 

school was higher on the posttest; this gain brought up the 

mean of Morale Score in the control school to the same level 

as that found in the two experimental schools. 

The significance of the difference between percentages 

was computed for the percentage of children in each school 

who had decreased in score on each of.the six measures. On 

three measures a smaller percentage of the children in 

Experimental School Two decreased than in the control school; 

these differences between percentages were not significant. 

A smaller percentage of the control school children decreased 

on three measures. The differences on two measures, the 

Play Question Score and the Morale Score, were significant 

at the .05 level. 

These findings do not agree with the findings of Amidon 

and Hoffman (1, 2) and by others (3, 4, 8, 9, 10). These 

authors have concluded that sociometric data and analysis 

and specific suggestions for resocializing low-status pupils 

are effective in helping the least-preferred children. 
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Differences in Grade Level Improvement 

From the two experimental schools a randomly selected 

group of least-preferred children from each grade level was 

drawn. No significant differences among the grade levels 

were found on two measures. 

Conclusions 

On the basis of the findings of this study several con-

clusions seem warranted: 

1. The experimental technique which utilized sociometric 

data and analysis, a booklet of suggestions for resocializing 

the least-preferred children in each classroom, and special 

consultative help for teachers is an effective way to improve 

the social visibility of those children least acceptable to 

their agemates. 

2. It can be concluded that in comparing the effective-

ness of the two experimental techniques, the technique 

utilizing the special consultative help was more effective 

in improving the social visibility of the least-preferred 

children than was the second technique which did not use the 

consultant. 

3. One can conclude that the experimental technique 

utilizing sociometric data and analysis, a booklet of sug-

gestions for resocializing low-status pupils, and special 

consultative help was more effective in improving the social 

visibility of the least-preferred children than were the 

conditions in the control school. 
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" 4. One must conclude from this study that the socio-

metric data and analysis and the booklet of suggestions by 

themselves were not enough to improve the status of the 

least-preferred children to a greater extent than the usual 

operations carried on in the control school. 

Recommendations 

Related to previously stated conclusions, the following 

recommendations are offered: 

1. A special consultant or counselor should be provided 

in the elementary school to work closely with teachers in 

interpreting sociometric information and other data in order 

to improve interpersonal relations within their classrooms. 

2. There should be greater attention given in teacher 

training courses to sociometric devices and to resocializa-

tion techniques for use with groups and with individuals. 

3. Elementary school supervisors and principals should 

be trained in educational research as it applies to class-

room interactions and to the teacher's influence on the 

social status of pupils. 

For future educational research the following are 

recommended: 

1. The present study should be replicated. The experi-

mental period should be extended to a year or longer. 

2. Those children identified as the least-preferred 

children in the present study should be retested periodically 

in future years and their progress should be carefully noted. 
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3. More sensitive measuring devices should be developed 

that could measure minute changes in status. 
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APPENDIX A 

INSTRUCTIONS .TO TEAOKKRS 

Sociometric Questionnaire: 

1. Explain to students that they will be asked to respond to two measuring' 
devices ( a questionnaire and a "How Pupils See Each Other." The purpose 
of these is to help the teacher better understand the class and help 
everyone in it to profit from being in this group. 

8. Ask the pupils to clear their desks except for a pencil or pen. 

J. The teacher should pass out the Class Rolls. 

4. Instruct the pupils to find their name and ID number and circle them. 

5. Call attention to the fact that the roll contains the names of all 
class members and an ID number for each. 

6. Say: "I WILL PASS OUT THE ANSWER SHEETS FOR THE QUESTIONNAIRE. DO NOT 
WRITE ON THErt UNTIL I TELL YOU TO DO*SO." 

7. After each has an answer' sheet says "CIRCLE WHETHER YOU ARE A BOY OR A 
GIRL; (check to see that this is done correctly); WRITE YOUR NAME IN 
THE BLANK AT THE TOP OF THE PAGE} (pause until this is done)} NOW 
WRITE YOUR ID NUMBER IN THE BOX BESIDE YOUR NAME." 

8. Directions for the Questionnairei "PLEASE GIVE THE NAMES ASKED FOR IN 
EACH OF THE TWO QUESTIONS. YOU MAY PUT THE SAME NAMES UNDER BOTH 
QUESTIONS IF YOU WISH, BUT YOU WILL PROBABLY WANT TO NAME SOME NEW ONES 
ON THE SECOND QUESTION. NOTICE THAT THE ANSWERS TO QUESTION ONETGO 
UNDER ROMAN NUMERAL ONE (I) AND THE ANSWERS FOR QUESTION T.<0 GO UNDER 
PC MAN NUMERAL TWO (II). ARE THERE ANY QUESTIONS ABOUT WHAT YOU ARE TO DOT 

* 

QUESTION ONE: WHICH PUPILS.IN THIS CLASS WOULD YOU CHOOSE TO BE WITH 
YOU IN A PLAY GROUP—ONE IN WHICH YOU PLAY GAMES AND HAVE FUN. LIST 
FROM THREE "TO FIVE NAMES. PUT THE CORRECT ID NUMBER FOR EACH OF YOUR 
CHOICES IN THE BOX TO THE RIGHT OF THE NAME. 

QUESTION TWO: WHICH OTHER PUPILS IN THIS CLASS WOULD YOU CHOOSE TO WORK 
WITH YOU ON A COMMITTEE OR WORK PROJECT—ONE WHICH REQUIRES THAT YOU™ 
OBTAIN INFORMATION AND PREPARE A REPORT TO BE GIVEN TO YOUR TEACHER, AND 
POSSIBLY BEFORE YOU CLASS. YOU MAY LIST FROM THREE TO FIVE NAMES. USE 
YOUR CLASS ROLL AND WRITE THE NAME AND ID NUMBER FOR .EACH OF YOUR CHOICES. 

9. Check to see that each pupil has .f.ollovred the direction 

10. Take up the answer sheets. The class roll#• will be used for the "How 
Pupils See Each Other." . •-



GIRL (circle one} 

JR NAME: FIRST LAST 

YOUR 
IDENTIFICATION 

NUMBER 

DO NOT MAKE ANY TYPE OF 
MARK ON THIS SIDE OF PAGE 

3 r==:r 

5 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 " " 5 " ~ 4 " 

5 6 

5 6 

" 5 " 

2 3 4 5 6 

9 1 Z 
9 I Z 

8 9 Z 

"ft" "&z — 

a 9 

Play Group 

3|L NAME: FIRST LAST 
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Boy or Girl (Circle One) 

HOW PUPILS SEE EACH OTHER 

four Name , ID Number 

directions: By listing in the names asked for in the blanks below you 
•/ill help your teacher to better understand this class, so she can help 
sach child gain the most from this yea^s work. 

En the blanks under the questions below you may list the name of any 
ihild more than once if you wish, but probably you will want to think 
of some different names to put under the different questions. If you 
oelieve that no child fits a particular question you may leave the space 
blank. 

In this class which children are: 

1. Most likely to do or say something unusual or original 

2. Most likely to dare to be different in some ways from most of 
the group 

3. Most li3cely to do or say something which helps settle a 
difficulty between two br more children in the classroom 

\ I I , 

4. Most likely to do ot say something which helps settle a kind 
of difficulty on the playground or in the halls 

5. Among the best in making an oral report before the class 

6* Among the best in acting a part in a play or dramatization 

7. Most likely to do or say something to cheer Up a group or 
introduce some kind of humor 

8. Among the best in making posters or other kinds of art exhibits 

9, Among the best in playing games during play periods or noon hours 
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10. Among the best in writing stories which are interesting to the 
rest of the class 

11. Among the best in bringing to the class some form of musical 
enjoyment through singing, playing the piano, vicblin, horn, or 
other instrument 

12. Most likely to show some concern' about the difficulties and 
failures of other children 

ij, Most likely to show concern about the whole class doing well and 
being a "good class" in whatever is undertaken 

1A, Most likely to offer good suggestions during a class discussion on 
a topic in social studies; language arts, or some other subject 

15, An\c-ng the best in being friendly with most other class members 

16, Most likely to offer to share school materials when needad by other 
children 

17* Most.likely to have-a good .time- and-enjoy hiK.self-vihej-ever he is 

18.- .Among the best in thinking out the answer to a problem in ons of-oui*--
school subjects (arrUiEetir.̂  ..sclencô ..etc.*.) -given in-A-book-OV" 
by the -teacheir 
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ATTITUDE TOWARD SCHOOL 

Boy or Girl (circle one) 

Your Name I.D. Number 

DIRECTIONS.' Please answer each of the questions below by putting a check mark (X) 
under one of the four headings given in the columns to the right of 
the questions. 

These four columns are: 

(l) Nearly Always or Most of the time (2) Sometimes (5) Seldom (4) Never 

1. During school hours, I would rather 
be in school than anywhere else. 

1 1 

Nearly 

l A l w a y s 

i 2 
1 
Sometimes 

5 

Seldom 

k 

Never 

1. During school hours, I would rather 
be in school than anywhere else. 

Whenever I find or make something 
which I think the other students and 
the teacher will like, I bring it 
to school* 

Whenever I make something like a 
booklet, or a picture, or write a 
story, or have a good test paper, I 
take it home. 

V 

„ 1 JJJ«A 

h* During play periods everyone has a 
fair chance to play and do well. 

„ 1 JJJ«A 

5. My abilities are recognized and given 
a-fair place in this school. 

6. When a student doesn*t like something ' 
in this school there is someone wjio 
will listen to him. 

~ T 

7• When I see a way that I can help out 
another student, I try to do it 

8« I believe my school work is fairly 
judged or graded bv mv teachers." 

9. My teachers are eager for me to 
learn new things. 

- — - — — — . 

-

T " ' 
- — - — — — . 

f 



Nearly 

Always 

11» V/hen a problem comes up in our 
school groups, we discuss with the 
teacher how best to deal with it* 

1 

15 

, I like_ to go to school, 

• I feel free to ask my teachers 
anything I want to. _ _ _ _ 

I get along O.K. with boys# 
(girls only) 

.15. I get along O.K. with girls. 

(ĥ YiL-SILVZ.) 

16. I an glad to see other students do well 
in their school work. , .. 

X e e l that my teachers li>e me. 

18% ^y parents are pleased with my 

school work* 

19. I feel, that I ..am succeeding in scho6l., 

20. I .fe my teachers. 

21. ky teachers seem cheerful and happy. 

22. I feel free to get up out of my seat 
without asking permission of the 
teacher, to talk to another child 
about schbol work, or to borrow a book, 
or something. 

25. Most other students that I know in this 
school like me. 

24. .In class discussions I raise my hand 
to volunteer information. 

25. I am encouraged to work on topics or 
projects of special. interest to me. 

26. I feel free to speak out in class and 
tell other students what I think of 
things they have said or d6ne. 

27* ivIost of the other students like to 
see me do well in school. 

28. My teachers do all they can to help me 
* • ^ — x * « rtw. -f rs 1 r> n y . 

Sometimes: 

i 

T 
Seldom 

4 

Never 95 
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f 1 ! 
Nearly : 

Always 

| 2 

• Sometimes 

r 

.So Idora 

r* ^ ^ 

Never 

29» Our required home-work is about right. 

JO, When I break a school or group rule, 
spill or break something, I feel 
free to admit it to my teachers. ^ 

Jl. When I need to, I can work quietly in 
this class without bein#; disturbed. 

32. -I hope I can go to school for many more 
years. 

33* I am-proud of my school. 

^4. I enjoy our play periods. 

55* My teachers understand how I feel about 
.things. 

36. I-have sat near or worked with other 
students whom I wanted to be with* 

57. A student in this class can be different 
from others in some ways and not be 
made fun of or avoided. 

38* When a student annoys others, 'or 
interferes with what the group is 
trying to do, he is controlled or 
punished. 

39• A student who has a sense of humor 
5s really appreciated in this class. 

40. A smart student who is very good in 
his school work is admired in this 
class. 

4l. In this classroom I have felt 
relaxed and at ?r?.e. 

42., My class work is interesting. • 

45. The rules of this school are 
enforced with fairness for 
everyone* 

| 

* 

44. \vhen it comes to being strict, the 
. teacher of this class is about right. 

1 

45. There are plenty of books for our 
needs in the school library. 

46. I feel that what I am learning in 
school will be valuable to me in 
later life. 

1 

96 



APPENDIX D 

Boy or Girl (ci'/cle one) 

Name of Pupil ... . . .. • Date_ 

Name of Teacher School , 

BEHAVIOR RATING'FORM 

1. Does the child adapt easily to netf situations; feel comfortables in nek settings, 
enter easily into new activities? 

always . usually. . sometimes seldom never 

2. Does this child hesitate to express his opinions, as evidenced by extreme 
caution,-failure to contribute, or a subdued manner in speaking situations? 

always ^usually sometimes ^ ^seldom never 

5. Does this child become upset by failures or other strong stresses as evidenced 
by such behaviors as pouting, whining, or withdrawing? 

always usually sometimes seldom never 

H. How often is this child chosen for activities by his classmates? Is his compan-
ionship sought for and valued? 

always usually . sometimes seldom never 

5. Does this child become alarmed or frightened easily? Does he become very 
restless or jittery when procedures are changed, exam3 are scheduled or strange 
individuals are in the room? 

^always usually sometimes seldom never 

6. Does this child seek much support and reassurance from his peers or the 
teacher, as evidenced by seeking their nearness or frequent inquiries as to 
whether he is doing well? 

always usually sometimes seldom never 

7. When this child is scolded or criticized, does he become either very aggressive 
or very sullen and withdrawn? 

always usually sometimes seldom never 

8. Docs this child deprecate his school work, grades, activities, and work products? 
Does he indicate he is not doing as well as expected? -

^always usually sometimes seldom 

97 

never 
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9. Does this child show confidence and assurance in his actions toward his teachers 
and classmates? 

always usually sometimes seldom never 

10. To what extent does this .child show a sense of self-esteem, self-respect, and 
appreciation of his own worthiness? . 

very strong strong medium mild weak 

11. Does this child publicly brag or boast about his exploits? 

always usually sometimes seldom never 

12. Does this child continually seek attention, as evidenced by such behaviors as 
speaking out of turn and making.unnecessary noises? 

always usually ^sometimes. seldom. never 

1J. Does this child attempt to dominate or bully other children? 

always ^ usually sometimes ____ seldom. never 



APPENDIX E 

CHANGING THE SOCIOMETRIC STATUS OF SOCIALLY 

ISOLATED CHILDREN 

by 

Joe P. Strain 
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INTRODUCTION 

flIt seems clear from our present research on many kinds of 
groups, both in and out of school, that as social rewards are 
better distributed to provide for increased leadership roles 
and more satisfying interpersonal contacts, there is an improvement 
in group morale as evidenced in more harmonious relationships, 
reduced absenteeism, better attitudes toward official leaders, and 
improved efficiency records. Furthermore, as these conditions are 
brought about there is a tendency for people to like each other 
better and to seek mature types of support from each other~-thus 
indicating that when artificial barriers are removed there is, 
indeed a genuine desire of people to affiliate with each other*11 

Merl E. Bonney 

The school is the one agency in our society to which the vast 

majority of American children are exposed. Therefore, the classroom in 

school is one of the most "important social groups in the lives of 

Americans. Within each classroom the relationships among the pupils 

form patterns similar to those in other groups. There are leaders, 

followers, cliques, reciprocal companionships,* and isolated members. 

A sociometric study of almost any group will show that a few children, 

approximately ten per cent ar^ consistently isolates while a few other 

children are given most of the attention, positions of leadership, and 

other responsibilities. 

Because of the potential dangers isolated individuals hold for a 

democratic society and because of the effects isolation has on person-

ality development, teachers must be especially concerned about -those 

children in their classrooms who are least acceptable to their agemates, 

To be always on the outskirts of a group is not only harmful to the 

individual but it limits the -potential contributions that this 

individual might give to the group if he were an accepted member of it. * 
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Recent research tends to support the theory that the group social 

structure can be modified and improved by the classroom teacher. Under 

proper leadership, all members of the group can become participating 

^members. 
i 

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ON SOCIOMETRY 

1 * What is sociometry? 

Sociometry is concerned with the measurement of inter-personal 

preferences among the members of a group in reference to a stated 

criterion, such as with whom one would like to work on a committee, or 

one's choices for play companions. Sociometry also measures reputations, 

such as who in a classroom is best at art or who is best in math. 

2. What are the assumptions underlying sociometry? 

Bonney lists the following assumptions: 

a. Preferences are subjective facts; no one likes everyone or every-
one equally well; some people will always be preferred more than 
others. 

b. Behind and within all social organizations there is an informal, 
inter-personal organization based upon preferences and prejudices. 

c. All groups are characterized by a hierarchy of status. This 
hierarchy is shaped'like an inverted pyramid with many popular 
people at the top and a few unchosen at the bottom. Regardless 
of resocialization efforts, there will always be a hierarchy in 
in the group. 

d. The hierarchy can be measured and quantitatively described by 
sociometric techniques. 

e. All group structures can be changed by appropriate efforts. 

3• In what ways can sociometry be useful to the classroom teacher? 

Sociometry can be useful" in these ways: 

a. Sociometric tests can be used as a diagnostic tool to identify * 



102 

problems which originate from, or are influenced by, the social 
structure of the group. 

b. Sociometric data can ba used as a criterion of behavior change, 
particularly in response to an experimental procedure introduced 
into the classroom setting to improve the social behavior of 
individuals. 

c. The interest that is generated by the teacher in her efforts to 
better understand her class carries over to the children and 
better rapport develops between the teacher and her pupils. 

d. Possibly the chief value of soci'ometric studies is to make 
teachers more conscious of the importance of inter-personal 
relationships among the children they teach. 

4. Why are sociometric measurements so important for the teachers? 

While accurate judgments of social adjustment are not necessarily 

followed by proper ameliorative practices, accurate judgments are a 

prime requisite. Sociometric data are an important and necessary source 

of information. Accuracy is the goal of the teacher, and sociometric 

measurement increases his accuracy of diagnosis. 

5. Why is it important to attempt to help the least preferred children 

in the elementary school classroom? 

Some authorities, such as Moreno and Bonney, believe that if a child 

is not accepted by his peers in the early grades, he will not be able to 

develop normal inter-personal relations as he grows up. Research by 

Goopersmith indicates that at some time preceding middle childhood-the 

individual arrives at. a general appraisal of his worth; this appraisal 

remains relatively constant and enduring over a period of years. The 

child's behavior, as related to social learning, will not change unless 

remedial help is given. This means that a child who is not accepted by 

his classmates will likely become an adult who is still unable to relate 

to his peers. 
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6. Why not leave the remedial help of low-status pupils to specialists? 

Studies, such as those by Lippitt, have shown that"the teacher is 

the most potent single factor in the school life of the pupil. It has 

been shown numerous times that the teacher in the elementary school can 

and does influence the group's social structure, for better or for worse. 

7. Does helping the isolate lower the social position of other children? 

When the teacher succeeds in bringing other children to the front in 

group activities, the very popular do not lose their popularity; there is 

just more popularity in the group. Actually the isolates may still be at 

the bottom of the hierarchy after the experimental period, but they will, 

hopefully, be better accepted than before. 

8. What do we know about isolates? 

Numerous studies of isolates have shorn that the only common character-

istic is their isolation from their groups. Certain factors, however, tend 

to be more associated with the isolate than with the highly-chosen child. 

These are: ' * 

a. Isolates are more likely to achieve at a lower level than other 
members of their elementary school group. 

b. Isolates are likely to be the first to give up when the group 
encounters difficulties. 

c. Isolates are more likely to become ill. 

d. Isolates are more injury prone. 

e. Isolates are more likely to create disciplinary problems. 

f. Isloates are often talkative and restless. 

9. What causes isolation? 

The causes apperar to be of two kinds: (1) those factors present 
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in the relationship of the child to the group and (2) certain individual 

factors present in the child himself. Apparently there- are four types 

of isolates: (1) those who are uninterested in social relations, 

(2) those who are unskilled in making positive social contacts, 

(3) those who have a physical handicap which is rejected by the group, 

and (4) those who are severely recessive and withdrawn due to acute 

emotional problems. 

1®• What are the teacher's chances for success in his remedial program? 

A well established social stratification in a classroom is not 

likely to be greatly changed no matter what procedures the teacher uses. 

Even after widening the range of participation and using other types of 

socialization efforts, the classroom will probably still have isolates. 

There will be children who have personality problems so severe that they 

are beyond the professional competency of any teahcer. However, children 

who are isolated because they are socially ineffectual or socially 

uninterested can be helped by the teacher. 

11. What are the possible results of a successful remedial program? 

Some possible results are: 

a. The teacher can expect to reduce some of the differences among en 
the pupils of high, middle, and low social status. 

b. The teacher can hope to create an improved classroom atmosphere 
where there are fewer pupils who receive no social rewards at all. 

c. The teacher can diffuse positive feelings and leadership roles 
throughout the group. 
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PLAN FOR .ORGANIZING A REMEDIAL PROGRAM 

The following steps constitute a procedure which has been found 

useful to many teachers in. working with classroom problems which involve 

social relationships: 

I* Problem Identification and Data Collection 

In this study two sociometric devices will be used to identify the 
least preferred children in your classroom ( one asks for play and 
for work choices and the other is a social roles measurement). The 
teachers will be asked to administer these measures to their classes. 
All analyses of the data will be done for the teacher by Mr. Strain. 

II. Diagnosis 

•'The sociometric data and analysis will be given to the teachers. The 
teachers should study carefully the data pertaining to each child 
identified as a least preferred child. Other information should be 
gathered, such as teacher observations, parent conferences, cumulative 
record information, interviews with the child*s previous teachers, and 
others. The teacher should try to formulate answers to these questions: 
Why is this child not accepted by his agemates? Is his problem shyness? 
Does he need special tutoring in physical skills or academic subjects? 
Does he not know how to make or to keep friends? Is this child too 
severely Isolated to be helped by the classroom teacher? etc. 

III. Planning and Taking Action * 

The classroom teacher must be the person to plan and to initiate 
activities to improve the sociometric status of the least preferred 
children in his'classroom. At the end of this booklet are specific 
suggestions to aid the teacher in tailoring a program for her class. 

IV. Evaluation 

At the end of the experimental period, the teachers will again administer 
the sociometric devices. Mr. Strain will compare the pre-test and the 
post-test results to determine change in status. 



106 

SUGGESTIONS ON HOW TO UKLP THE ISOLATE 

AND OTHER LOW-STATUS CHILDREN 

The suggestions for resocialization of the least preferred children 
and for improvement of the group are divided into four major categories: 

I. AN ACCEPTING CLASSROOM ATMOSPHERE 

II. USE OF GROUP TECHNIQUES 

III. USE OF INDIVIDUAL TECHNIQUES 

IV. OBTAINING PARENTAL SUPPORT 

Although the teacher should take all four areas into consideration 

when planning and initiating a remedial program, each program will have 

its own emphasis. The suggestions given are ideas gleaned from 

published materials by experts in psychology and sociometry. It is hoped 

that each teacher can think of other suggestions and that he will pass 

these ideas on to, his' fellow teachers and to Mr. Strain. 

I. AN ACCEPTING CLASSROOM ATMOSPHERE 

1. Increase the number of positive statements given in the class-
room. Corrections and criticisms should be given privately 
and in a manner that is not rejecting. 

2. Admit inner feelings toward each youngster. There may be pupils 
that are hard to like and to help. Do not feel guilty about 
your feelings. By-honestly admitting these to yourself, you 
will be better able to treat the child fairly and accept him 
as he is. 

3. Give a fair share of warmth and acceptance to all your students. 
Beware giving the low-status child undue attention which could 
harm his status with his peers. . , ' 

4. Increase the opportunities for inter-personal enjoyments by 
providing many different types of leisure pursuits and activities 
(plays, class elections, role playing, science club, etc.), so 
that different facets of a student's personality may be 
perceived. 
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5. Encourage classroom discussions. Research suggests that the 
classroom teacher talks too much and often does all the question-
ing and much of the answering. Children need confidence in 
talking and stating opinions. 

II. THE USE OF GROUP TECHNIQUES 
i 

A. Sociometric Placement 

1. In arranging a seating chart, use sociometric data. Position 
the least preferred children first to insure that they are 
seated by at least one of their choices. 

2. Use sociometric data to balance small groups. Be sure that 
each group of six to eight contains no more than one or two 
highly-chosen pupils and no more than one or two low-status 
pupils. 

3. Enlist the hlep of one of the highly~cho$en children. It 
may be an important part in the training of the popular 
child to expand his emotional experience toward people who 
do not appeal to him so much as others. 

4. Pair a high-status child with a low-status child for the 
purpose of competitive, task-oriented assignments where 
cooperation is mandatory for winning. 

5. Pair a high-status child with a low-status child for the 
purpose of interviewing each other for a biography. 

6. Let the socially handicapped child choose the group he 
wants to work in at times. 

7. Use the interests of the isolate to bring him into the group. 

8. Use one or two youngsters to whou.the child is favorably 
inclined (as shown by his choices on the sociometric devices) 
to help resocialize the least preferred child. 

9. Provide success experiences in some area—academic work, 
physical games and sports, or social activities--which build 
up the unchosen pupilfs self-confidence. 

B. Group Discussions 

1. Discuss problems of attitudes and behavior. Probe the 
feelings in the group about the world and local events. 
For example: How did the poeple caught up in these events 
feel? How did they react? Did they have a choice of actions? 
Did these people do the right thing with regard to the incident? 
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2/ Discuss characteristics we like and dislike in people, 

3. Keep discussion groups small to give more leadership 
roles and greater security to the low-status pupil. 

4. After reading interesting realistic short stories which 
illustrate concepts about people and their behavior, invite 
students to explore the causes of the behavior in the 
incidents. 

5. Avoid generalities when correcting children's behavior. 
Be specific in what you want corrected. The younger the 
pupil, the more important it is that the behavior changes 
be discussed in specific terms. 

6. Use a variety of topics for discussion. iFor example: 

a. "The new student in class"--How does he feel? How can 
- he be made welcome? How would you like to be a new 

student in a different school? What would you do to 
become accepted? 

b. "The child with a physical handicap"--How would you feel 
if you had this handicap? What could you do if someone 
makes fun of you? 

c. "Fear"--Is everyone afraid of something? What are you 
afraid of? Do others have this same fear? How do we 
behave when we are afraid? How can we keep from being 
so afraid? 

d. "Worry"--Does everyone worry? Do some people worry more 
than others? ̂  How does it feel when you worry? 

e. Use other topics which will broaden the pupils' under-
standing of themselves and of others. Selection of 
topics must be carefully made: discussions which are 
too obviously aimed at a particular class member will 
be embarrassing and not very useful. You might wait 
until the child to be discussed is absent or out of the 
room. 

C. Role Playing 

Role playing is an interesting technique that can be used with 

any age level from small children to adults. It consists of spontaneous 

reenactment of a situation real or imaginary. Its purpose is to draw 

attention to the event and to analyze it. Children quickly learn the 
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procedures. First, the teacher reads a short behavioral incident to the 

class. Then pupils are selected to play the parts of people in the 

incident under study. There are rio dress rehearsals or speeches to learn. 

The children taking part in role playing are simply told to behave as 

they believe their character would. Sometimes the same incident may be 

replayed using different pupils to play the same characters. Often new 

understanding will emerge as different viewpoints of the incident come 

to' light. It is very important to have a discussion period after each 

role-playing episode. Two samples follow: 

• Story #1: "Moving" 

£i^£ii®Sion Topic_ -Getting to know people before making decisions about 
them 

Johnny has just moved into the neighborhood and several boys are 
watching from a distance. He would like to become friends. Both 
Johnny and the boys feel uncomfortable. What happens? 

Story jfP-.: "The Team" 

Discussion Topic—'He doesn't belong to our crowd 

Storvi You and a bunch of the boys are getting r̂ eady to play baseball, 
deciding who will choose first.' You look over to the side and see 
a boy poorly dl-essedi (You can tell he is from the poor part of 
tov/n). You know that he would like to play, i'.'hat happens? 

1. Use role playing to help children gain insight into the way in 

which their behavior affects others. 

2. Short social studies socio-dramas can be useful in teaching 

children the humanness of historical figures. 

5. Watch for incidents during the school day that can.be used 

in role playing, such as, poor sportsmanship, cafeteria manners, 

school safety rules, and fire drills. 
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D. Study of Personality and Behavior. 

1. -Discuss ways in which peoples of the earth are different. 

The works of Ruth Benedict, Margaret Mead, and other anthro- • 

pologists are good background material for the teacher. 

2. Read a biography of a well-known person. Study his personality 

Note that he had faults and peculiar traits and that he was not 

liked by everyone. 

J, Have the pupils write biographies of classmates. Discussions 

and extensive reading of library biography books will be needed 

for the children to work up guidelines of what information is 

nee.ded for these classroom biographies. 

4. Pair off. the class for interviews. A highly chosen child can 

be paired with the low-status child. Be sure the high-status 

child and the least preferred child are compatible. These 

interviews can be used for the class biographies. Avoid haying 

good firends as partners. 

5. Discuss individual differences. Why are some children shy, some 

bossy, aome conscientious, some lazy, etc,? 

6. Discuss exceptional children. How would it feel to be a cripple? 

A member of a minority race? Blind? A genius? A slow learner? 

How do these children differ from an average child? Can they 

do things the average child canH? 
I 

7. Teach children to. be aware of their own behavior and to think 

about why they act and react as they do. 

Modifying the Values of the Group 

1. Be constantly aware of what the group is thinking. One way to 

find out is to use a "Gripe Sheet11 or an "Evaluation Sheet." 
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On these let the children evaluate what is going on in math, 

science, P. E., other courses, the political elections, etc. 

Always include a topic labeled "Gripes.11 To be successful, the 

| class should discuss these sheets and the reasons for them. The 

teacher must assure the pupils that the sheets are confidential 

and will not be "held over their heads" and used against them. 

The purpose is to help the teacher get to kni::? the class better 

and to improve her teaching. Any statements will be accepted 

as long as they are honest and respectful. 

; * 2. Do not reward or give special attention to undesirable behavior. 

Ignore it, if possible, and make corrections individually and 

in private. . 

5. Use deserved praise to encourage improvements by the group. 

4. Use your knowledge of the social hierarchy to modify the group. 

A new idea is more likely to "go over" if pupils of high status 

can be used to promote it. Cliques can be improved and made 

more accepting*of outsiders if the teacher works with them in-

stead of fighting them. When the teacher corrects a child, she 

should know which children will probably side with the child.-

5. Use well-adjusted children as helpers for the least preferred 

children. Often an isolated boy is poor in physical skills. 

Have another boy teach him how to improve his catching, etc, 

6. Have a sympathetic classmate tutor the isolate when he needs help, 

III. THE USE OF INDIVIDUAL TECHNIQUES 

A. Praise 

1.- Arrange situations where the socially handicapped child can 
demonstrate a skill which is highly valued by the group. 
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For instance, the least preferred child could be taught soap 
carving before the plass begins this art project. When the 
time comes, this child will have a valuable* skill which the 
group needs, 

2, Arrange for the isolated.pupil to provide his work group with 
important information. (Don't overdo this.) 

3, Find out the interests and hobbies of the isolate which might 
bring him into the group. 

4, Use selective reinforcement; try not to reward undesirable 
behavior. Praise any attempt he makes to improve. 

5, Give praise to the least preferred child when deserved. 

6, Help the group become more aware of individual contributions 
and more alpreciative of each member. The teacher may have 
to plot with a few selected children of high status to give 
needed recognition to the isolate for a job well done. 

Increased responsibility and status 

1. Give the least preferred child responsibility for attending 
to classroom duties which have some status in the eyes of 
the class members. 

2, Give him important tasks to perform which he can handle. 

3. Give the low-status pupils specific tasks within their 
abilities in which they are" working with the group instead 
of for the group. 

4, Have each child keep a progress report. Teach him that 
responsibility for improvement in school work is his. The 
teacher's job is to help the student help himself. 

5. Show enthusiasm for the interests of the isolate. The 
isolate might feel extra important if he could teach the 
teacher something the teacher didnft know, 

6, Make efforts to get the least preferred child to participate 
in school sports, games, and activities, 

C, Conferences 

1. Confer with the low-status child privately and get to know 
him better, 

2. Help the least preferred child develop the necessary knowledge 
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arid skill needed in peer relations through discussions, role 
playing, the study of personality and behavior, etc. 

3. Select for remediation only a few of the problems of the 
isolate. Don't try to change all his faults at once. 

4. Develop good rapport with the socially handicapped child 
before pointing out areas of needed improvement. 

IV. • PARENTAL SUPPORT 

1. Treat inquires by parents about the sociometric study and 
results as you treat inquires about the Iowa Tests of Basic 
Skills. In most cases the parents should be referred to the 
principal. In any case, the teacher should never use labels, 
such as "isolate" or "least preferred child," in parent 
conferences. The sociometric data are- for the use of the 
professional teacher in increasing accuracy in diagnosis. At no 

. \ time should this information become general neighborhood knowledge. 

2. Try to secure the cooperation of the parents of the least preferred 
child. The child must perceive his parents as supporting, 
accepting, arid interested in his welfare. 

3. Suggest to the parents of the low-status child that their child 
should invite another classmate to his house for play or for a 
special trip or activity. Studies have shown this to be an 
effective way to develop firendships for the isolate. 

4. Encourage a closer relationship between child and parent of the 
same sex, particularly in cases where a boy needs to learn a 
masculine role. 
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