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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

There is increasing interest in the relationships that 

exist between the social acceptance a child enjoys and the 

success noted by marks received, achievement, intelligence, 

and socio-economic background (13). Research indicates 

that children who are socially acceptable (according to 

sociometric measurement) and children who come from high 

socio-economic levels receive higher marks in school than do 

less socially acceptable ones (as determined by sociometric 

measurement) and lower socio-economic children (6,20). The 

interrelatedness of these factors should provide information 

important in improving teaching. 

Russell and Thalman (20) found a significant relation-

ship between personality traits and school success and 

commented: 

It is important that we know the extent of 
the relationship between the teacher's marks 
and the teachers estimate of the pupils person-
ality because there is widespread belief that 
marks are assigned on the basis of academic 
achievement. If the findings of this study are 
true, they should be recognized and either 
accepted or corrected in terms of our educa-
tional philosophy; and if they are false, they 
should be challenged and shown to be false 
(20, p. 268). 



When the intellectual level is approximately the same 

for boys and girls, girls are found to receive higher marks 

than boys (19). 

School marks often follow students into their work life. 

School marks always follow them into college life and play 

an influential role in the admittance or rejection of the 

student by a college and the advanced opportunities a college 

education offers. An understanding of the relationships be-

tween the major variables in assignment of grades is needed. 

A realistic understanding of the role of social acceptability, 

intelligence, achievement, and socio-economic status should 

be possible. 

Shmuck (21) pointed out that pupils of low social status 

are also low utilizers of their ability. This poses a prob-

lem that should be understood by teachers. If pupils' per-

ceptions of themselves as low in social acceptance contributes 

to low utilization of ability, effort to raise the level of 

social acceptability, actual or perceived, needs to be made 

to give these pupils an incentive to use their potential. 

There is a need for greater understanding of the rela-

tionships between social success and academic success of 

students. The social and academic pressures of society are 

great upon today's children. Anxiety produced by these 

pressures is found everywhere and among all kinds of children. 

Materialism and social prestige are coming to assume 

more importance in the thoughts of many children than are 



the academic studies that are vital to their best growth and 

development (13). It is imperative that there be more under-

standing of the influences of social and academic success. 

"We must take into account all areas of a child's develop-

ment if we are to understand him and meet his needs" (13, 

p. 14). 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study was to determine the rela-

tionship of teacher and peer preferences of selected fifth 

grade students to socio-economic level as measured by the 

occupation of the head.of the household, academic standing 

as computed from the marks assigned by the teacher, achieve-

ment test score results, intelligence test scores, and the 

sex of the child. 

More specifically, this study permitted conclusions to 

be drawn concerning the following questions: 

1. What is the relationship between socio-economic 

level and each of the following factors? 

a. Total peer preferences 

b. Peer rating of friendliness 

c. Peer rating of social veneer 

d. Peer rating of stability 

e. Peer rating of leadership 

f. Peer rating of sense-of-fair-play 

g. Total teacher preferences 

h. Teacher rating of friendliness 
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i. Teacher rating of social veneer 

j. Teacher rating of stability-

k. Teacher rating of leadership 

1. Teacher rating of sense-of-fair-play 

m. Academic standing 

n. Achievement 

o. Intelligence 

P. Sex 

2. What is the relationship between academic standing 

and each of the following factors: 

a. Total peer preferences 

b. Peer rating of friendliness 

c. Peer rating of social veneer 

d. Peer rating of stability 

e. Peer rating of leadership 

f-. Peer rating of sense-of-fair-play 

g. Total teacher preferences 

h. Teacher rating of friendliness 

i. Teacher rating of social veneer 

J. Teacher rating of stability 

k. Teacher rating of leadership 

1. Teacher rating of sense-of-fair-play 

m. Achievement 

n. Intelligence 

o. Sex 



3. What is the' relationship between achievement and 

each of the following: 

a. Total peer preferences 

b. Peer rating of friendliness 

c. Peer rating of social veneer 

d. Peer rating of stability 

e. Peer rating of leadership 

f. Peer rating of sense-of-fair-play 

g. Total teacher preferences 

h. Teacher rating of friendliness 

i. Teacher rating of social veneer 

j. Teacher rating of stability 

k. Teacher rating of leadership 

1. Teacher rating of sense-of-fair-play 

m. Intelligence 

n. Sex 

4. What is the relationship of intelligence and each 

of the following factors: 

a. Total peer preferences 

b. Peer rating of friendliness 

c. Peer rating social veneer 

d. Peer rating of stability 

e.. Peer rating of leadership 

f. Peer rating of sense-of-fair-play 

g. Total teacher preferences 

h. Teacher rating of friendliness 



i. Teacher rating of social veneer 

• j. Teacher rating of stability 

k. Teacher rating of leadership 

1. Teacher rating of sense-of-fair-play 

m. Sex 

5. What is the relationship between sex and each of 

the following factors: 

a. Total peer preferences 

b. Peer rating of friendliness 

c. Peer rating of social veneer 

d. Peer rating of stability 

e. Peer rating of leadership 

f. Peer rating of sense-of-fair-play 

g. Total teacher preferences 

h. Teacher rating of friendliness 

i. Teacher rating of social veneer 

j. Teacher rating of stability 

k. Teacher rating of leadership 

1. Teacher rating of sense-of-fair-play 

Hypotheses 

The hypotheses of this study were 

1. There would be a significant positive correlation 

between socio-economic level and each of the following: 

a. Total peer preferences 

b. Peer rating of friendliness 

c. Peer rating of social veneer 



d. Peer rating of stability 

e. Peer rating of leadership 

f. Peer rating of sense-of-fair-play 

g. Total teacher preferences 

h. Teacher rating of friendliness 

i. Teacher rating of social veneer 

j. Teacher rating of stability 

k. Teacher rating of leadership 

1. Teacher rating of sense-of-fair-play 

m. Academic standing 

n. Achievement 

o. Intelligence 

P. Sex of the child 

2. There would be a significant positive correlation 

between academic standing and each of the following: 

a. Total peer preferences 

b. Peer rating of friendliness 

c. Peer rating of social veneer 

d. Peer rating of stability 

e. Peer rating of leadership 

f. Peer rating of sense-of-fair-play 

g. Total teacher preferences 

h. Teacher rating of friendliness 

i. Teacher rating of social veneer 

j. Teacher rating of stability 

k. Teacher rating of leadership 

1. Teacher rating of sense-of-fair-play 
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3. There would be no significant correlation between 

academic standing and the following: 

a. Achievement 

b. Intelligence 

c. Sex of the child 

4. There would be no significant correlation between 

achievement and each of the following s 

a. Total peer preferences 

b. Peer rating of friendliness 

c. Peer rating of social veneer 

d. Peer rating of stability 

e. Peer rating of leadership 

f. Peer rating of sense-of-fair-play 

g. Total teacher preferences 

h. Teacher rating of friendliness 

i. Teacher rating of social veneer 

j. Teacher rating of stability 

k. Teacher rating of leadership 

1. Teacher rating of sense-of-fair-play 

m. Intelligence 

n. Sex of the child 

5. There would be no significant correlation between 

intelligence and each of the following: 

a. Total peer preferences 

b. Peer rating of friendliness 

c. Peer rating of social veneer 



d. Peer rating of stability 

e. Peer rating of leadership 

f. Peer rating of sense-of-fair-play 

g. Total teacher preferences 

h. Teacher rating of friendliness 

i. Teacher rating of social veneer 

J- Teacher rating of stability 

k. Teacher rating of leadership 

1. Teacher rating of sense-of-fair-play 

m. Sex of the child • 

6. There would be no significant correlation between 

the sex of the child arid each of the following! 

a. Total peer preferences 

b. Peer rating of friendliness 

c. Peer rating of social veneer 

d. Peer rating of stability 

e. Peer rating of leadership 

f. Peer rating of sense-of-fair-play 

g. Total teacher preferences 

h. Teacher rating of friendliness 

i. Teacher rating of social veneer 

j. Teacher rating of stability 

k. Teacher rating of leadership 

1. Teacher rating of sense-of-fair-play 
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7. There would be no significant difference between 

the three groups (self-contained, partially self-contained, 

and Joplin plan) on any of the following: 

a. Total teacher preferences 

b. Total peer preferences 

c. Socio--economic level 

d. Total achievement scores 

0 • Total intelligence score? 

f. Total academic standing 

Background and Significance of the Study 

A study by Williams (23) revealed a positive relation-

ship between "likeability" ratings by teachers and the 

student's grade point average. Likeability correlated 

higher with grade point averages than did ability scores. 

Williams made the following comments on the results of the 

study: 

It is mildly surprising, to say the least, 
to find that a supposedly "non-intellectual" 
measure correlates higher with school grades 
than does an "intellectual" one. A possible 
clarification exists in the fact that ability 
scores have approximately the same relationship 
to both "likeability" ratings and grade point 
averages. This suggests that a common factor 
may underlie the three of them (23, p. 154). 

• 

Research by Carew (6) indicated that students with 

high sociometric status also had grade point averages con-

siderably higher than students with low sociometric status. 
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Porterfield and-Schlichting (18) found that a signifi-

cant relationship existed between peer prestige status and 

reading achievement. 

Russell and Thalman (20) conducted a study in 1955 

investigating the relationship of personality traits and 

success in school as shown by grades received. A positive 

correlation (r = .658) was found. 

Eargle (9) asked teachers to list the ten students 

most preferred and the ten least preferred by them. No 

directions were given as to how to choose. The grades 

assigned were higher by far, for the most preferred students. 

In a doctoral dissertation by Royster (19), peer accept-

ance was correlated with grades received in school subjects 

and with intelligence. When the boys and girls were con-

sidered as a group, a significant relationship existed 

between acceptance and achievement in both seventh and 

eighth grade subjects. When boys and girls were considered 

separately, the correlation was higher for girls. Royster 

concluded: "Achievement as measured by teachers' grades was 

found to be related significantly to peer acceptance" 

(19, p. 82). 

A doctoral dissertation by Bonney (2) dealt with :the 
* 

characteristics of students whose academic success differed 

radically from their standardized achievement test scores. 

He indicated that teachers considered the overachievers more 

popular than the underachievers. • 
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A very interesting study by Shmuck, using 724 elementary 

school children in rural, industrial, and suburban areas 

showed, 

1. Pupils with low status are lower utilizers 

of their ability than higher status pupils. 

2. Pupils who see themselves as having low 

status are lower utilizers of abilities than those 

who see themselves as having higher status (21, p. 349). 

In a similar study conducted by Epperson (10), it was 

discovered that social isolation and powerlessness are re-

lated to low actualization of the pupil's academic potential. 

Margaret Buswell (5) studied children to find if there 

was a difference in achievement of accepted and rejected 

children. The results indicated that children accepted by 

their peers were higher achievers than were rejected children. 

An investigation by Bonney (3) considering second, 

third, and fourth grade pupils revealed a slight positive 

correlation between social success and achievement and be-

tween intelligence and social success. 

The socio-economic level of the student affects the 

student's social status, as well as correlates positively 

with intelligence and academic success (1, 5, 8). 

This investigation was unique in that all the various 

factors involved in the many studies mentioned have been 

incorporated into one study so that the intercorrelations 

of all can be ascertained. Additionally, this study 
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included a factor analysis of selected variables to deter-

mine the main underlying factors. 

Definition of Terms 

Terms to be employed in this investigation were defined 

as follows! 

Socio-economic level—the rating assigned the occupa-

tion of the head of the household on Warner's Index of 

Status Characteristics. 

Academic standing—the mean of the teacher-assigned 

marks in English, reading, spelling, social studies, mathe-

matics, science, and writing for the first five reporting 

periods of the 1967-1968 school year. 

Achievement—the score made by the child on the 

California Achievement Test—Elementary—Form W. 

Intelligence—the score made by the child on the 

California Test of Mental Maturity—1963 Revi si on--Level II, 

Short form. 

The personality traits measured were friendliness, -

social veneer (neatness and politeness), stability, leader-

ship, and sense-of-fair-play. Examination of the literature 

revealed these to be basic traits valued in children by 

teachers and other children (12, 15, 16, 24). The instru-

ment employed in this investigation with its use of these 

terms is located in the Appendix. 

Total peer preferences—the total score on the combined 

facets of the sociometric instrument as rated by each pupil's 

classmates. 
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Peer rating of friendliness—the score for each pupil 

compiled from the ratings assigned him by all the class 

members on his suitability for a job calling for friendly 

conduct. 

Peer rating of social veneer—the score for each pupil 

compiled from the ratings assigned him by classmates on 

suitability for a job requiring neat and polite behavior. 

Peer rating of stability—the score assigned the pupil 

by classmates on his suitability for a job requiring stable, 

dependable behavior. 

Peer rating of leadership—the score for each pupil 

compiled from the ratings assigned him by classmates on his 

suitability for a job requiring the attributes of leadership. 

Peer rating of sense-of-fair-play—the score for each 

pupil compiled from the ratings assigned by classmates on 

his suitability for a job requiring fairness. 

Total teacher preference—the score for each pupil on 

the combined factors of social acceptance assigned by the 

teacher. 

Teacher rating of friendliness—the score assigned the 

pupil by the teacher on the characteristic of being 

friendly. 

Teacher rating of social veneer—the score assigned the 

pupil by the teacher on the characteristic of being neat 

and polite. 
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Teacher rating of stability—the score assigned each 

pupil by the teacher on the characteristics of being stable 

and dependable. 

Teacher rating of leadership—the score assigned each 

pupil by the teacher on his leadership qualities. 

Teacher rating of sense-of-fair-play—the score 

assigned by the teacher on the pupil's fairness. 

Limitations of the Study 

This study was limited to fifth grade students in a 

Southwest suburban area. All subjects enrolled in the 

classrooms included in the study were white. 

Basic Assumptions 

In this study the following assumptions were made: 

1. Measures of teacher and pupil preferences were 

actually an index of the social acceptability of the 

students rated. 

2. School records were accurate, thereby rendering 

a dependable measure of the students socio-economic status. 

3. Achievement and intelligence test scores were 

accurate within the normal range of variance found in such 

testing. 

4. Measures of friendliness, social veneer, stability, 

leadership, and sense-of-fair-play do encompass those per-

sonality traits valued highest by teachers and other children, 
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5. The geographical area in which the study was con-

ducted was representative of suburban areas of the United 

States due to the influx of people from various regions of 

the country. 

Instruments 

The sociometric instrument employed in this study was 

an adaptation of Cunningham's Scale (7) designed specifically 

for this investigation. This scale permits the rating of 

each child in the classroom by all other children in the 

class on each of the five preference measures of friendli-

ness, social veneer (neat and polite), stability, leadership, 

and fair play. The reliability for this scale was estab-

lished by the test-retest process administered in the Pilot 

Study conducted prior to the beginning of this investigation. 

The California Test of Mental Maturity was selected as 

a group intelligence test with the idea that group tests 

would yield sufficient exactness for this study (4). 

The California Achievement Test was employed as the 

measuring instrument for achievement. It is a widely used 

test of achievement and considered'a reliable measure of 

this area (4). 

The Occupational 'Rating Scale from Warner, Meeker, and 

Eell's Index of Status Characteristics was used to ascertain 

the socio-economic level of the participating subjects. 

Kahl and Davis (14) state, "our data agree with Warner's 

that occupation (as Warner measures it) is the best predictor 
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of either social participation or the whole socio-economic 

cluster represented by the general factor identified by-

factor analysis" (14, p. 322). 

Description of Tests Used 

1. The Sociometric Scale contained five columns labeled 

respectively: friendliness, social veneer (neatness and 

politeness), stability, leadership, and sense-of-fair-play. 

The students were given a list of the names of all class 

members, with a number beside each name. They were also 

given a sheet with identical numbers and a blank space be-

side each number under each of the five headings. Each 

student was directed to arrange the pages so that the num-

bers matched. A description of what constituted friendli-

ness, etc., was read by the investigator (Appendix). Time 

was alloted for them to mark each person, with the exception 

of themselves, with a rating of from one to five. The 

directions specified a "five" rating as excellent,.ranging 

downward to a rating of "one" as least helpful. This pro-

cedure was followed until all five factors had been marked 

by each pupil (Appendix). 

The scores assigned each pupil on each measure were 

added and then divided by the number of students in the class. 

The total score was computed by adding the scores on all 

five measures. 

The teachers were given pages identical to those used 

by the students and asked to rate each pupil in the same 
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manner. The total for the rating by the teacher was deter-

mined by adding the scores assigned on all five measures. 

2. Warner's Occupational Scale lists seven divisions. 

The rating is found by checking the occupation of the head 

of the household by Warner's seven areas. The listings 

range numerically from one to seven with one being the top 

of the scale. For this study, the numbering was reversed 

so that the higher number, seven, wo.uld be the greatest in 

value. This provides for ease in statistical treatment. 

This scale reflects a validity reporting of r = .85, and a 

reliability correlation of r = .91 (22). 

3. California Achievement Test—Elementary—form W 

yields scores in the general areas of reading, arithmetic, • 

and language plus a total battery score. The reading section 

is divided into reading vocabulary and comprehension. The 

arithmetic section yields scores in arithmetic reasoning 

and arithmetic fundamentals and a total score for arithmetic. 

The final section of the test concerns English and is diveded 

into three sections: capitalization, punctuation, and word 

usage. The score for each section was used plus the final 

combined score. 

The reliability coefficients are as follows: total 

reading r =. .95, total arithmetic r = .87, total language 

r = .96, and total battery r = .97. Content validity was 

established by having curriculum experts, research special-

ists, college professors, teachers, and state department of 
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education personnel write critical reviews. The construct 

validity was established by correlating the results with 

other established tests (4). 

4. The California Test of Mental Maturity—1963 Revi-

sion—Level II—short form—consists of seven test units and 

yields scores for Language, Non-Language, and Total. The 

areas were determined by factor analysis using the Thurstone 

centroid method of factor extraction. A total of 38,793 

cases from schools representing seven geographic regions of 

the United States were tested during the scaling and norming 

of the 1963 Revision (4). 

Summary 

There is a need for greater understanding of the rela-

tionships between social acceptance and academic success of 

students. If non-intellectual factors are found to corre-

late higher with success in school as measured by scholastic 

marks received, than do intellectual ones such as.intelli-

gence and achievement, this information would be valuable 

for all those persons attempting to improve the quality of 

education. 

This study was designed to ascertain what relationships 

exist between teacher*preferences, pupil preferences, socio-

economic level, academic standing, achievement, intelligence, 

and the sex of the child. 
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An adaptation of Cunningham's Scale (7) was used to 

measure the social preferences, Warner's Occupational Scale 

(22) measured the socio-economic level, the California Test 

of Mental Maturity (4) yielded the intelligence measure, and 

the California Achievement Test (4) supplied the achievement 

scores. 
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CHAPTER II 

THE NATURE AND INTERRELATE DIME SS OF PEER-TEACHER 

PREFERENCES AND SELECTED FACTORS 

The child and his success in school is influenced by 

many factors. Among the more important of these factors is 

acceptance, both by peers and teachers, socio-economic back-

ground, teacher's marks, achievement, intelligence, and sex. 

The influence and interrelatedness of these; variables are 

of much interest and concern to both the teacher and the 

researcher. As educators understand the part each plays in 

the child's life and activity in learning, the better pre-

pared they will be to provide children with the best educa-

tion possible. 

The Peer Group 

A peer refers to a person one meets in. terms of approx-

imate equality, a companion or fellow. For a child, it is 

another child with whom he can associate with approximately 

equal status (10). The importance of the influence of the 

peer group must not go unnoticed in the assessment of chil-

dren and their reactions, abilities and successes or failures, 

Martin and Stendler (61) point out that the peer group is 

accepted as a socializing agent for the child and is one 

which grows in importance as the child advances in years. 

24 
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Ruch (76) states that the peer group is generally-

viewed as the vehicle through which one learns the norms, 

attitudes, and skills of his culture. Mouly (65), in dis-

cussing the socializing agents which help mold behavior, says: 

Another powerful socializing agency is the 
peer group whose influence as a testing ground 
for the acceptability of the child's behavior, 
is of special importance as he shifts from a 
passive infantile dependence upon his parents 
and other adults to a more active and assertive 
dependence upon his peers. The child soon 
learns that conformity to group standards is 
the price he must pay for acceptability, and as 
he learns to read the cues, he acquires social 
sensitivity (65, p. 209). 

An interesting factor relating to conformity and the 

peer group was brought out in a study in 1956 by Dittes and 

Kelley (28). It was found that students who were told that 

they were only minimally accepted by their peers conformed 

more than those who were told that they were highly accepted. 

It would appear that perhaps feeling accepted gave a higher 

degree of freedom to act as one would, whereas rejection, 

or slight acceptability, enslaves one to conform even more. 

Research has been conducted to determine the traits 

that make for acceptance by peers and teachers. Guinouard 

(45), Kuhlen (55), Lambert (56) and Wodder (90) found per-

sonality traits labeled friendliness, social veneer (neatness 

and politeness), stability, leadership, and sense-of-fair-

play as those traits valued by children in their peers. 

Jersild (51) reports preliminary findings by Tannebaum and 

his associates to indicate that the studious pupil is likely 
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to be viewed with more favor by his classmates at the elem-

entary level than at the high school level. 

Feinburg, Smith, and Schmidt (36) conducted a study of 

2475 boys, ages 13 to 15; 1050 of these were from high in-

come families, 775 from middle income families, and 650 from 

low income families. It was found that all groups agreed in 

characterizing the accepted peer as being intelligent, fair, 

able to take a joke, good company, athletic, quiet, con-

scientious and honest. Rejected peers were described as 

pesty, noisy, conceited, silly and effeminate. 

Fey (37) indicated that the individual with high 

acceptance-of-others scores tended in turn to feel accepted 

by others, and tended toward being accepted by others. 

It appears from the research completed that peer 

acceptability is a complex affair, affected by many con-

siderations. Its importance, influence, and implications 

are varied and vital to those who deal with children. 

Being accepted by peers is a socially important factor. 

There are much wider reaching factors connected in various 

ways to this acceptability. In a study by Commass (19), a 

significant relationship was found between social acceptance 

and certainty in interpersonal relationships, ability to 

communicate verbally, and eye-hand coordination. This 

would seem to infer that the more mature, secure-within-

themselves, outgoing verbal children have the advantage of 

tending to be more acceptable to their peers. 
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Barbe (5) studied the peer relationships of children of 

different intellectual levels and found that bright children 

were chosen by the average child as friends more frequently 

than were slow learners. 

In a study by Marshall (60) of junior high school age 

boys and girls, it was revealed that sociometric status in 

both sex groups was higher for girls than for boys. 

Vagharsh (86), in a study conducted at the sixth grade 

level, indicated there was a tendency for chronologically 

older students to have lower social status among their 

classmates than at-age or under-age students. 

King (53) analyzed four studies in the area of socio-

economic status and sociometric choices and found the data 

insufficient to support a general theory. It would seem 

that many factors play a part in determining social accept-

ability, and socio-economic status is not necessarily a 

determining one. 

The relationship of acceptability by one's peers and 

intelligence is an interesting but unresolved question. A 

study by Bonney (8) of second, third, and fourth grade 

pupils showed a slight positive correlation between social 

success and intelligence. Flotow (39), in a study of ele-

mentary age children, .indicated that there was a positive 

relationship between sociometric choices and intelligence. 
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Grossman and Wrighter (44) reported that intelligence 

did make a difference up to the point of normal intelligence, 

and thereafter it did not. 

Cunningham (24) conducted a study using thirty-two 

fourth and fifth grade students. The Otis Quick Scoring 

Test (Beta) was used to measure intelligence and Cunningham*s 

Social Distance Scale was used to measure peer acceptance. 

It was concluded there was no significant relationship be-

tween acceptance by peers and intelligence. 

Yamamoto, Lembright,. and Corrigan (92) studied 750 

fifth grade children on the relationship of intelligence, 

creative thinking, and'sociometric choice. The researchers 

pointed out that neither creative thinking nor intelligence 

carried much weight in explaining a child's sociometric 

status in the classroom. 

Cannon (15) studied social acceptance and its relation-

ship to socio-economic status. The results revealed they 

were significantly related for children who lived in town 

but not for rural students. 

Porterfield and Schlichting (71) studied peer status 

and its relationship to reading achievement. The authors 

tested all of the sixth grade children in the Tulsa, Okla-

homa Public Schools. The Stanford Achievement Test and a 

Sociometric Questionnaire were used. This study indicated 

a significant relationship between reading achievement and 

peer prestige. 
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Rosenberg, McHenry, and Rosenberg (74) investigated 

sociometric ratings as predictors of academic performance. 

The research revealed that sociometric status was signifi-

cantly related to academic performance in the upper range, 

higher achieving students, but not in those showing failing 

or below average academic performance. Buswell (13) studied 

children to determine differences in achievement of accepted 

and rejected children. The results indicated that children 

accepted by their peers were high achievers. 

Russell and Thalman (77) revealed a relationship of 

personality traits and success in school as shown by grades 

received. A positive correlation, r = .658 resulted. 

In a doctoral dissertation by Royster (75), peer 

acceptance was correlated with grades received in school 

subjects and intelligence. When boys and girls were con-

sidered as a group, a significant relationship existed 

between acceptance and achievement in both seventh and 

eighth grade subjects. When boys and girls were considered 

separately, the correlation was higher for girls. Royster 

concluded that achievement as measured by teacher grades 

was related significantly to peer acceptance. 

Carew (16) revealed that students with high sociometric 

status also had grade point averages considerably higher 

than students with low sociometric status. 
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An interesting study by Shmuck explores a different 

area. Us.ing 724 elementary school children in rural, indus-

trial, and suburban areas, it was found: 

(1) Pupils with low status are lower 
utilizers of their ability than are higher 
status pupils. 

(2) Pupils who see themselves as having 
low status are lower utilizers of abilities 
than those who see themselves as having higher 
status (79, p. 349). 

Epperson (34) found that social isolation and power-

lessness are related to low actualization of the pupil's 

academic potential. 

Teacher Preferences and Its Influence 

Williams reported a positive relationship between 

"Likeability" ratings by teachers and the students' grade 

point average. Likeability was found to correlate higher 

with grade point averages than did ability scores. Williams 

made the following comments on the results of this study: 

It is mildly surprising, to say the least, 
to find that a supposedly "non-intellectual" 
measure correlates higher with school grades 
than does an "intellectual" one. A possible 
clarification exists in the fact that ability 
scores have approximately the same relation-
ship to both "likeability" ratings and grade 
point averages. This suggests that a common 
factor may underlie the three of them (88, 
p. 154). 

• 

Eargle (30) asked teachers to list the ten students 

most preferred and the ten least preferred by them. No 

directions were given as to how to choose. The grades 

assigned were higher for the most preferred students. 
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A doctoral dissertation by Bonney (7) dealt with the 

characteristics of students whose academic success differed 

radically from their standardized achievement test scores. 

A conclusion of the study was that those with grades higher 

than would be expected from the achievement test scores were 

considered by the teacher to be more popular than those re-

ceiving grades lower than indicated by the achievement test 

scores. 

Lewis, Lovell and Jessee (57) studied interpersonal, 

relationships and pupil progress. This investigation re-

vealed that sixth graders who perceive a relationship with 

the teacher that is in the direction of an ideal psychother-

apeutic relationship will make greater academic gains. 

Rogers (73) discusses the need to be cicceptant as a 

primary requirement to work effectively with people. Evi-

dently this acceptance is needed by all students if they are 

going to be able to do their best and achieve the most that 

is possible for them. Teacher acceptance is important— 

even necessary. It needs, however, to encompass all, rather 

than a selected few. 

Socio-economic Status and Its Ramifications 

Social class exerts an influence upon its children in 

various ways. In studying the differences between adequate 

and retarded readers, Newton (68) pointed out that parents 

of adequate readers were significantly higher (P = .01) in 

occupational status. Curry (25) investigated the effect of 

socio-economic status on the scholastic achievement•of sixth 
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graders. Using 360 randomly selected students in the 

Southwestern United States, he administered the California 

Test of Mental Maturity, the California Achievement Test, 

and a measure of socio-economic status. It was found that 

as the intellectual ability decreases from high to low, the 

effect of social and economic conditions on scholastic 

achievement increases greatly, especially in language. 

Similar results were reported by Deutsch (27) in a study of 

the role of social class in language development and cog-

nition. Language seemed to be the chief way through which 

the environment inhibited development. Hindley (48) showed 

that the absence of siblings is associated with the rising 

intelligence curve. This suggested that the attention 

given the only child may be a factor in intellectual devel-

opment. 

Anderson (2) investigated the relation of intelligence 

on the Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Test to the socio-

economic status of their parents. Five hundred ninety-eight 

fifth and sixth graders were the subjects. A high relation-

ship between intelligence scores and social class membership 

resulted. Unlike other studies, however, this investigation 

found no superiority of non-verbal to verbal intelligence in 

the lower class. 

In research conducted at Palermo University (69), in 

which 10,000 children were studied, a positive correlation 

between intelligence and socio-economic level was found. 
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Burchinal (11) reports in a study of rural girls, a 

low positive relationship between occupation of father and 

intelligence. In reporting on conditions productive of 

superior children, Havighurst (47), pointed out a positive 

relationship between socio-economic level and measured 

intelligence. Dockrell (29) investigated this problem in 

Scottish primary schools and reported a significant (P = .01) 

positive relationship between socio-economic status and 

Intelligence Quotients. 

Levinson (58) studied the intelligence of applicants 

for admission to Jewish day schools. The mean Intelligence 

Quotient was 114.88 _+ 13.7 on the Stanford-Binet using 

2,083 preschool children. The author accounts for these 

higher Intelligence Quotients consistently found among 

Jewish children in terms of socio-economic background, 

superior verbal ability of Jewish children because of cul-

tural pressures, the book-centered culture of the Jewish 

home, and the motivation toward intellectual achievement 

imparted to Jewish children by their parents. 

Marshall (60) found achievement to be positively re-

lated to socio-economic status. Mehlman (63) indicated 

social acceptance, as measured by Edward's Social Desir-

ability Scale, was not significantly related to social class. 

Udry (85) in studying the importance of social class in a 

suburban school reported that no relationship appears be-

tween social class and social acceptance. Possibly the 
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suburban area contained children in very similar socio-

economic backgrounds. Udry investigated three contentions 

of Hollingshead: 

(a) social class as determined by the father's occupa-

tion and intelligence are closely related, 

(b) social class as determined by the father's occupa-

tion and achievement in school are closely related, and 

(c) same-sex adolescent friendship groupings closely 

follow class lines. 

In discussing the effects of social class on the school 

years of a child, Eson (35) pointed out: 

As a group upper- and middle-class children 
will be better prepared for school learning and, 
as they progress through the grades, the advantage 
over their lower-class age mates increases. A 
number of factors operate to produce this effect. 
These factors can be classified as those pertaining 
to the child's personality characteristics and his 
attitudes toward the school and those pertaining to 
the reaction of the school community. These two 
sets of factors interact with each other. That is 
to say, the attitudes of the student induce a re-
action from teachers and peers that tend to rein-
force the attitude, and the reaction of teachers 
and others to certain class characteristics tends 
to produce in the student other attitudes and 
feelings about school (35, p. 434). 

In discussing the influence of social class, Mouly (65) 

reported: 

Differences in expectation connected with 
difference in social class have a direct bearing 
on child development. Middle-class parents tend 
to be more permissive and follow more closely 
the practices advocated by the experts; they rely 
more on reasoning, isolation, appeal to guilt, 
and methods involving the threat of loss of par-
ental love and approval. As a result, they are 
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generally more successful in bringing about 
self-control through the internalization of 
the .values of the social group. Middle-class 
families are more rigorous than lower-class 
families in training their children in feeding 
and cleanliness habits. They generally begin 
training earlier and are more likely to empha-
size achievement, responsibility, self-reliance, 
initiative, independence, and self-improvement 
through education (65, pp. 94-95). 

In writing of the teacher and social class, Eson (35) 

listed nine characteristics of teachers: 

1. Most teachers, as members of the middle-class 
express a belief in God and they are usually active in 
church activities. 

2. Middle-class teachers value cleanliness and 
order very highly and they respond negatively to body 
odors, dirty hands, unkempt hair, as well as to lack 
of order. 

3. They value thrift, ownership, and a good 
reputation on money matters. 

4. The teacher as a member of the middle-class, 
has a strict code of honesty. Middle-class people 
sometimes violate this code but they tend to be more 
surreptitious in doing so than lower-class people. 

5. They view emotions and reason as being in 
conflict, and value the latter over the former. 

6. The middle-class teacher stands strongly 
opposed to the expression of strong emotion, partic-
ularly those emotions that are aggressive or sexual in 
nature. 

7. The use of clean and correct language stands 
fairly high on the middle-class teacher's scale of 
values. 

8. The middle-class person is likely to operate 
on the premise that hard work and self-discipline will 
be rewarded. Along with this-goes a strong sense of 
duty and responsibility to others, as well as a sense 
of guilt when engaged in activities that bring satis-
faction in and of themselves. 

9. The middle-class teacher believes that learn-
ing and schooling are means of improving one's social 
position (35, pp. 440-441). 

Middle-class children and teachers from similar back-

grounds share a bond of common appreciation. However, the 



36 

parent from the lower-class home often has transmitted 

values that are in direct opposition to those held by the 

middle classes, teachers included (35). 

The findings by Terman and Oden (83) and by Wolfe and 

Smith (91) indicated that with intelligence held constant, 

background factors do make a large difference in future 

success. 

Academic Standing and Related Factors 

Burton (12) suggested looking at the marking system as 

a necessity stemming from the inadequacy of the present 

curriculum or teaching methods. Apparently school practices 

are so inadequate that a grading system had to be invented 

to make them work at all. As students progress from elem-

entary school to college, they get progressively more grade-

conscious and, in a sense, more convinced of the unimpor-

tance of education apart from grades. They often cannot 

afford to pursue items of interest inasmuch, as it will de-

tract from the study of what the test will cover. The only 

conclusion that can be reached under such circumstances is 

that the students are working for the teacher. 

Mouly (65) commented: 

A more common criticism of grades is their 
undependability from the standpoint of validity 
and reliability. Students often get lower grades 
than they deserve because of undue difficulty in 
the examination or in the grading. Some teachers 
set standards in terms of what they could have 
done—or would have liked to have done-—when they 
went to school. Some pride themselves on being 
tough and proceed to appoint themselves as 



37 

watch-dogs of academic standards. Besides re-
flecting personality problems of potential 
interest to a psychiatrist and considerable 
lack of understanding of the principles of 
sound evaluation, these teachers are only de-
ceiving themselves, while doing considerable 
harm to some students (65, p. 439). 

Burton (12) pointed out that grades often incorporate 

more than just a bit of downright injustice. It has been 

indicated repeatedly that both men and women teachers give 

higher grades to girls for equal or lesser performance. In a 

study by Lobaugh as reported by Mouly (65), girls obtained a 

grade-point average of 2.19 while boys had 1.97 even though 

on standardized tests the median score for boys was 46 and 

for girls 36. In another study (65), it was reported that 

the boy ranking first on the standardized tests actually 

failed to graduate while the class valedictorian ranked 36th 

and the salutatorian ranked 105th. The evidence applied to 

groups and did not deal with the student who received an un-

deserved grade simply because the teacher consciously liked 

or disliked him (65). Goodenough (43) reported a correlation 

of .40 between errors in scoring papers and the teacher's 

rating of the children's personal attractiveness. 

Conversely, Nell (67) reported that teacher's assigned 

marks and scores on the Metropolitan Achievement Test corre-

lated as follows: arithmetic, r = .79; science, r = .68; 

language, r = .81; and social studies, r = .64. In a study 

dealing with the prediction of the scholastic achievement 

in middle-school pupils, Tsudzuki (84) indicated that school 
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marks are better predictors of scholastic achievement in 

the middle school than were intelligence tests. 

Edminstor (31), pointed out that while school marks 

provide general suggestions of achievement, intelligence, 

attention, acceptance by one's peers, and the ability to 

learn from the printed word, the correlations were not high 

enough for predictive purposes. If teacher's marks are to 

be used by employees and institutions, some standards should 

be determined to make the interpretation of school marks more 

reliable and valid as measures of achievement. 

Achievement and its Relatedness 

Achievement is influenced by many factors. To estab-

lish an achievement quotient for a student, divide the 

educational age by the mental age and multiply by 100. 

Similar comparisons can be made in other academic areas in 

which standardized tests provide an educational age. 

Mouly (65) reported: 

In practice, gifted children are generally 
accelerated from the standpoint of EQ and dull 
children are retarded. This is understandable 
since academic progress is certainly related to 
intelligence. However, the gifted child is 
generally retarded in AQ while the dull child 
is accelerated, i.e., the bright child's edu-
cational growth does not keep pace with his 
mental growth, whereas the dull child is more 
advanced academically than bright younger 
children of the same mental age (65, p. 434). 

Mitchell (64) revealed the self-rejectant over-achiever 

to be ambitious, highly motivated, and highly competitive, 
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making desperate attempts at setting goals of academic 

excellence to convince himself and others that he is a 

worthy person. Mitchell also found a self-acceptant over-

achiever group consisting of well adjusted, hardworking 

students who had been consistently successful. These were 

efficient people who used their talents and energies con-

structively rather than dissipating them in self defense. 

Washburne and Heil (87) classified a group of elemen-

tary school teachers into three types: the turbulent, the 

self-controlling, and the fearful. The turbulent teacher 

was described as one who placed major emphasis on thinking 

objectively, and conjecturing; one attracted by ideas rather 

than people. The turbulent teacher was not greatly con-

cerned with structure and order. The self-controlling 

teacher focuses on organization, planning, and order. The 

self-controlling teacher showed warmth and understanding and 

was sensitive to the feelings of the pupils. The fearful 

teacher was unable to establish an orderly environment and 

was anxious. Rules to guide his and other's actions were 

considered desirable. This teacher tended to self-protec-

tive and non-commital with others. 

Washburne and Heil (87) summarized: 

The results of the study confirmed the major 
hypothesis, namely, that different kinds of teachers 
get varying amounts of achievement from different 
kinds of children. The self-controlling teacher 
got the most achievement from the several different 
kinds of children; the fearful teacher got the 
least achievment. The turbulent teacher got almost 
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as much achievement as the self-controlling teacher 
from children classified as conformers and strivers 
but less than half as much achievement from children 
classified as opposers and waverers. Although the 
fearful teacher got the greatest achievement with 
strivers, the amount of such achievement did not 
differ appreciably from that obtained by the self-
controlling teacher and the turbulent teacher 
(87, p. 425). 

Christensen (18) confirmed in part the findings of 

Washburne and Hell with results indicating that pupil 

achievement in vocabulary and arithmetic was greater in those 

classes where pupils rated their teachers higher on a warmth 

scale. 

In studying high school students, Chapman (17) pointed 

out that the highest achievers were girls, who had fewer 

previous failures, more academic interests, and their parents 

were more often professionals or owners of businesses. 

Bonney (8) reported a slight positive correlation be-

tween achievement and social success. 

Intelligence and its Impact 

Stoddard (82) presented a comprehensive description 

of intelligence when he defined it as: 

The ability to undertake activities that 
are characterized by (1) difficulty, (2) com-
plexity, (3) abstractness, (4) economy, (5) a-
daptiveness to a goal, (6) social value, and 
(7) the emergence of originals, and to main-
tain such activities under conditions that 
demand a concentration of energy and a 
resistance to emotional forces (82, p. 4). 

Difficulty is determined by the age of the child who 

can carry on the behavior. Complexity refers to breadth of 
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intelligence. Abstractness is described as thinking 

symbolic representation that is objective and systematic. 

This attribute is at the heart of Stoddard's definition and 

it appears in every formulation of intelligence. Economy 

refers to the efficiency with which a person carries out 

the task. Adaptiveness to a goal refers to appropriatness 

of activities. Social value refers to the usefulness to 

society as a whole. The emergence of originals refers to 

original, creative thinking and problem solving and dis-

tinguishes different types of intelligence at the higher 

end of the continuum (82). 

Mouly (65) revealed that even though intelligence tests 

are not measuring all the factors postulated by Guilford's 

recent work, it is true that to the extent that learning 

ability is accepted as an important aspect of intelligence, 

however defined, there must of necessity be a relationship 

between I. Q. and success in school. 

Kelley (52) wrote of a 90 per cent overlap between the 

material included in tests of intelligence and that incor-

porated in tests of academic achievement. More recently, 

in 1954, Coleman and Cureton as reported by Mouly (65) have 

estimated the overlap at 95 per cent. 

Among the severest critics of present-day intelligence 

tests are Dairs (26) and Eells (33) who argue that test 

designers have accentuated the socio-economic differential 

in I. Q. by choosing items that are unfair to lower 
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socio-economic level children. The question to be answered 

is what purpose do we expect intelligence tests to serve? 

If we are interested in the testee's true intelligence, 

then obviously our present tests are not fair to lower 

socio-economic level children. If, however, we are inter-

ested in Intelligence Quotients for what they lead us to 

expect by way of academic and occupational performance, then 

our present tests reflect a relatively appropriate differen-

tial (65). 

Cronback (23) has pointed out that a typical intelli-

gence test and an achievement test overlap about 71 per 

cent in what they measure. The error of measurement would 

account for an additional 14 per cent of each test score. 

Cronbach concluded that with children having the same 

achievement, about half of the individual differences 

appearing in the Intelligence Quotients score are due to 

random error. 

Honzik (50) indicated in a study of more than 150 chil-

dren, age six to age eighteen, that only 15 per cent showed 

an Intelligence Quotient change of less than 10 points. 

More than half the group changed 10 to 20 Intelligence 

Quotient points. About one-third showed changes of 20 

points or more and about one in ten changed 30 or more 

points. 

Bayley (6), in a longitudinal study, reported that 

intellectual growth through the first eighteen years is a 
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result of varied and complex factors. The total life ex-

perience of a particular child can provide disturbing or 

stabilizing influences and these, together with the inherited 

predispositions for growth, determine a child's mental growth 

pattern. Richards (72) concluded like fluctuations related 

to characteristics of the child's current life situation. 

Similar fluctuations were reported in a longitudinal study 

by Sontag (81). 

Regardless of the stability or fluctuations of the 

Intelligence Quotient, researchers have investigated its 

relatedness to many factors. McBee and Duke (62) studied 

seventh graders for the relationship between intelligence, 

scholastic motivation, and academic achievement. A strong 

positive relationship between intelligence and achievement 

resulted. Frandsen and Grimes (40) studied fifth grade 

students and reported a correlation of r = .61 between 

school achievement and intelligence. 

Lindgren and Guedes (50) studied the relationships 

between social status, intelligence, and educational 

achievement. It was concluded that all three factors were 

positively related. 

On the other hand, Muthayya (66) studied level of 
9 

aspiration and intelligence of high achievers and low 

achievers and the results indicated a lack of relationship 

between scholastic achievement and level of aspiration, 

between intelligence and aspiratibn, and between achievement 

and intelligence. 
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Intelligence influences perhaps all aspects of one's 

life. Haxthshorne and May (46) reported a correlation of 

.50 between scores of intelligence and honesty. Numerous 

investigations, including those of Glueck (42), have in-

dicated delinquency to be more prevalent among children of 

below-average Intelligence Quotients. 

The Role of Sex Differences 

Varying results have been reported concerning the 

differences in achievement, intelligence, and so forth, 

between the sexes. Levinson (58) reported in a study of 

Jewish children that males had an average Intelligence 

Quotient higher than girls. Boys averaged 118.06 to girls 

114.2. This, however, was not a statistically significant 

difference. 

In comparing boys and girls on achievement, Holowinsky 

(49) reported appreciable difference. 

Gaits (41), writing on sex differences in intelligence, 

puts forth the hypothesis of female superiority in intel-

ligence due to differential' sex chromosomal composition. 

The intelligence of girls at age eleven plus improves 

relative to that of boys. "A secular advance of the adoles-

cent spurt in mental growth is occurring paralleling the 

advance in the physical growth spurt (41, p. 332)." 

Alexander (1) investigated sex differences in seventh 

grade problem solving. The results indicated arithmetic-

reasoning test scores slightly favored girls when 
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Intelligence Quotient was allowed to vary, but with Intel-

ligence Quotient held constant, boys did slightly better. 

Neither difference was significant. 

Anderson, Hughes, and Dixon (3) administered Gates 

Primary Reading Tests plus the Stanford-Binet to 107 boys 

and 102 girls. The average Intelligence Quotient was 120. 

It was concluded that girls learned to read earlier than 

boys, but the rate of development after that was the same 

for both sexes. Reinforcing this conclusion on beginning 

reading was a study by Balow (4). One hundred fifty-one 

first grade boys and 151 first grade girls were tested. 

Girls were significantly higher in both reading readiness 

and reading achievement in the first grade. 

Book and Meadows (9) tested for intellectual differences 

between the sexes in 5,925 students. A standardized intel-

ligence test, made up of ten subtests, was the measure em-

ployed. It was concluded that from ages nine to sixteen, 

girls were superior in the total score. Boys were superior 

after age sixteen. The authors suggested that there was no 

real difference, rather, girls were superior earlier because 

of accelerated maturation. Boys appeared more intelligent 

after sixteen because more dull boys than dull girls drop 
* 

out of school. 

Campbell (14), reporting on the social sex development 

of children, revealed girls to be more advanced at all ages. 

Crandall, Kathowsky, and Preston .(21) indicated that girls 
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value intellectual attainment over other areas of competence 

more than boys, and that girls take the blame for intel-

lectual failure rather than projecting blame as boys do. 

Crandall and Robson (22) in a related study, reported that 

girls significantly more often asked help and approval from 

adults than help from peers. Girls withdrew from threat 

significantly more often than boys. In another study, 

Crandall, Kathowsky, and Crandall (20) concluded no sex 

differences in the acceptance of responsibility up through 

the fifth grade. However, from grade six on, girls take 

responsibility for their own performance significantly more 

than boys. 

Edmonds (32) researched differences in the verbal 

ability of socio-economically depressed groups and concluded 

no overall sex differences in verbal skills, and no differ-

ence between the sexes within the separate social classes 

used in the study. 

Flory (38) studied sex differences in skeletal develop-

ment in 6,500 subjects from birth to maturity. It was re-

ported that growth rates were related to sex. Girls were 

more mature at birth, one year ahead at school age, one and 

one-half years ahead at age nine, and two years ahead at 

the average age of the onset of puberty. 

Klausmeier and Wiersma (54) reported on the relation-

ship of sex, grade level, and locale to performance of high 

Intelligence Quotient students on divergent thinking. They 
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studied 160 children,, grades five and six. The results 

revealed girls to have higher mean scores on flexibility, 

expressional fluency, plot questions and object improvement. 

Boys had higher mean scores in current events, problem-

solving, and analogies. 

Phillips (70) wrote that sex, social class, and anxiety 

were sources of variation in school achievement. The sub-

jects were 759 seventh grade students. It was concluded 

that girls were higher in achievement and anxiety than boys. 

Intelligence quotient correlated higher with achievement in 

boys than in girls. 

Samuels (78), in reporting on sex differences in 

reading achievement among 216 boys and 237 girls in the 

first grade in Arizona schools reported the following: girls 

were significantly superior in mental age, Intelligence 

Quotient scores, drawing test scores, and teachers' rating. 

When boys and girls were matched on mental age, girls re-

mained superior on reading and teachers' grades. Sinks and 

Powell (80) conducted a similar study in grades four through 

eight. No consistent sex'differences resulted. 

Wisenthal (89) studied sex differences and attainment 

in junior schools. The subjects were 1,164 boys and 1,085 

girls, aged seven through eleven. It was concluded that 

girls had higher achievement records and were rated by 

teachers as being more favorable toward school than boys. 
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Summary 

Research indicated that girls were more socially 

acceptable to boys, other girls, and teachers in ratings 

conducted in the school setting. This may be the result of 

the tendency of girls to conform more than boys to the 

standards and expectations of the school environment. 

Socio-economic status exerted an influence on all the 

factors being studied, but its value changed with the cir-

cumstances. In areas of widely varying socio-economic 

levels, higher level status is important in peer acceptance, 

achievement, intelligence, and teacher assigned marks. 

Where the range is more limited, the influence does not 

seem to appear. 

Academic standing, as noted by teacher assigned marks, 

corresponded positively with teacher preferences, peer 

status, and being female. A positive relationship was also 

found between academic standing, achievement, and intel-

ligence . 

Achievement tended to correlate positively with social 

acceptance, being female, and intelligence. This is prob-

ably due to younger girls liking school and its activities 

more than do boys. Boys tended to catch up and on the 

average surpass girls in achievement after maturity. 

Intelligence is influenced by environment to a rather 

large degree. Therefore, it is not surprising to find 
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intelligence linked positively with higher socio-economic 

status, acceptance, and achievement. 

Sex is an influential factor. Girls mature earlier. 

Girls are generally more school-oriented and conform more 

closely to adult wishes and standards than do boys. Girls 

are also usually more verbally proficient than boys, which 

is an added advantage in the school environment. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

The purpose of this study was to explore the inter-

relationships among elementary school pupils between peer 

preferences, teacher preferences and other selected factors 

such as the following: socio-economic' level, academic 

standing, achievement, intelligence, and sex. To accomplish 

this, a battery of tests (described in Chapter I) and pupil 

and teacher preference ratings (Appendix) .were administered 

to all the participants in this study. 

Description of Subjects 

The subjects of this study were students enrolled in 

the fifth grade of a suburban school district in the South-

western United States. This area was selected because of 

the diverse population. It was considered suitable for 

finding a representative cross-section of American school 

children. 

A total of 327 students enrolled in three separate 

elementary schools were involved in the study. From one 

school, fifth graders including a total of 104 students, 

56 girls and 48 boys, were participants. From a second 

school, a total of 138 fifth grade students, 66 girls and 
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72 boys, were included. From a third school, 85 fifth grade 

students, 47 girls and 38 boys, were included. 

The four teachers for Group I were female, all age 

thirty-seven years. Three had twelve years teaching exper-

ience and one had sixteen years experience. 

Group II involved four female and one male as teachers. 

The male teacher was twenty-seven years old with five years 

teaching experience. The females were as follows: twenty-

six years old with seven years experience, thirty-five years 

old with three years experience, fifty-three years old with 

twenty-seven years experience, and thirty-one years old 

with eleven years experience. 

Group III involved three teachers, one male, two female. 

The male teacher was thirty-nine years of age with nine years 

experience. The female teachers were thirty-seven years old 

with twelve years experience and thirty-eight years old with 

twelve years experience. 

The enrollment in this system was considered representa-

tive of the population and the individual schools were a 

cross section of the entire district. School One was lo-

cated in a middle to upper-middle class region. School Two 

was located in a middle to lower-middle class region. 
» 

School Three was located in a region drawing children from 

a lower class and also children from upper-middle class. 

All students involved in this study were white. 
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Procedures for Collecting Data 

The peer preference rating instruments were administered 

on three separate days, one day at each school. The rating 

by the pupils required approximately one hour for each class. 

The teacher rated the pupils while they were rating each 

other, and students had no knowledge that the teacher was 

rating them. The instructions (Appendix) were followed 

exactly. All pupils were given the same instructions. The 

students were directed to circle the number referring to 

themselves and leave it blank. The socio-economic level of 

each pupil, as determined by the occupation of the head of 

the household, was obtained from the records in the school 

principal's office. Only those students enrolled in the 

class from the beginning of the academic school year were 

included in the sample. A total of 14 from Group I, 16 from 

Group II, and 13 from Group III had to be excluded. These 

data resulting from the sociometric measures were taken at 

the end of the fifth, six week, reporting period of the 

1967-1968 academic school year. 

The academic standing for Group I was computed from 

the marks assigned by each teacher for each of the five re-

porting periods in the content areas of English, reading, 

spelling, writing, social studies, mathematics, and science-

health. The same procedure was employed for Group II with 

the exception of mathematics. In Group III, identical pro-

cedures were followed, with the exclusion of mathematics 
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and reading. Students were taught these two subjects by 

someone other than the rating teacher. 

The achievement tests were administered in the school 

by the various teachers in October, 1967. The California 

Achievement Test, Elementary, Form W was used. The Califor-

nia Test of Mental Maturity was administered in November, 

1967 and yielded the Intelligence Quotient scores, sub-

scores, and total. In the event a student was absent from 

school on any of the testing days, he was excluded from the 

study. The sociometric tests were administered one time. 

Derivation of Peer and Teacher Preferences 

Each pupil rated every other pupil in the classroom, 

using a number ranging upward from one, least helpful, to 

five, excellent, on five social traits (see Appendix).. 

The areas were friendliness, social veneer (neatness and 

politeness), stability, leadership, and sense-of-fair-play. 

The numbers assigned for pupil one, for instance, were added 

together and divided by the number of students in that class. 

This afforded the computation of all the student ratings in 

the class regardless of the number of raters in each class. 

The mean score for each trait or category was added to the 

mean score for each of the other four traits to yield a total 

peer preference score. 

The teacher rated each pupil by the same scale used by 

the students. The five scores were added together for a 

total teacher preference rating for each pupil. 
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Sex 

The subjects of this study were 327 students: 169 

females and 158 males. 

Social Class 

Warner's Occupational Scale was used to determine social 

class. The numbering from one (highest) to seven (lowest) 

as shown by Warner, was reversed for this study for computa-

tional ease. Therefore, the number seven represents the 

highest socio-economic level, six the next highest, ranging 

downward to one as the lowest socio-economic level. 

This single measure was selected on the basis of the 

results of writings by Kahl and Davis (4) who reported: "our 

data agrees with Warner's that occupation (as he measures it) 

is the best predictor of either social participation or the 

whole socio-economic cluster represented by the general 

factor identified by factor analysis" (4, p. 322). 

Achievement 

The California Achievement Test was employed to assess 

achievement scores. The Elementary Test—Form W yields 

achievement in reading, arithmetic, language, and a total 

battery score in terms of grade placement scores. 

Intelligence 

T h e California Test of Mental Maturity—1963 revision— 

Level II—Short form was employed to assess level of 
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intelligence. This test yields an Intelligence Quotient 

score for language, non-language, and total. 

Group I was assigned an academic score in English, 

reading, spelling, writing, social studies, mathematics, 

and science-health. The possible scores for each of these 

ranged from zero as the lowest, to fifty-five as the highest 

possible. For a total academic standing score, all academic 

subject scores were added together, making possible a zero 

as the lowest and 385 as the highest score possible. The 

highest possible score for Group II was 330. The highest 

possible score for Group III was 275. The intelligence 

test yielded a score for Intelligence Quotient language, 

Intelligence Quotient non-language, and Intelligence 

Quotient total. The achievement scores included were 

language, reading, arithmetic, and a total for achievement. 

Factor Identification 

Group I, a total of 104 students, resulted in a total 

of twenty-nine factors. Inter-correlations were computed 

for these twenty-nine factors. A factor analysis was 

conducted using the.principle axis method of factor rotation. 

This yielded four factors accounting for 75 per cent of the 

variance. . 
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Intercorrelations were computed for the three groups. 

Mathematics was excluded from Group II. Mathematics and 

reading were excluded from Group III. This was accomplished 

since students enrolled in mathematics were taught and marks 

were assigned by a teacher other than the rating teacher. 

In the case of Group III, students enrolled in both reading 

and arithmetic were taught and marks were assigned by a 

teacher other than the rating teacher so the reading and 

arithmetic marks were omitted. 

The six total scores. — peer preference, teacher pref-

erence, socio-economic level, academic standing, Intelligence 

Quotient and achievement test score — were utilized for all 

three groups and analysis of variance computed to ascertain 

if there were any significant differences between the groups. 

Procedures for Treating Data 

Correlation coefficients were computed on all the sets 

of measures. The null hypothesis was tested statistically. 

The significance of the obtained correlations was ascertained 

from an appropriate table (3, p. 184). Interpretation 

followed the pattern set by Borg (2, pp. 280-282). The 

p = .05 level of confidence was accepted as statistically 

significant. The Pearson Product-Moment Coefficient of 

Correlation formula (3, p. 91) utilized in this study follows: 

NSXY - (SX) (SY) 

[NSX2 - (SX)2] [N2Y2 - (BY)2] 
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A factor analysis was computed to determine whether 

there are common factors underlying these measures. "Factor 

analysis is a set of methods for analyzing a table of inter-

correlations" (1, p. 91). Bagg ley stated;, "it is as a 

method of discovery that factor analysis plays a unique 

role" (1, p. 96), and for this reason this technique was 

employed. 

All computations were conducted at the Computer Center 

at North Texas State University. 

Each pupil received a score ranging from one to five 

i_.,e. , 1.0 to 5.0, for a peer rating derived as noted earlier 

for each of the five social traits investigated: friendli-

ness, social veneer (neatness and politeness), stability, . 

leadership, and sense-of-fair-play. Each pupil also had a 

total peer preference score derived from adding the scores 

of the five traits together with the lowest possible score 

being 5.0, ranging upward to the highest 25.0. The decimals 

were rounded off in all cases of computation.. 

Each pupil was assigned a rating by the teacher ranging 

from one to five on each of five social traits, plus a total 

teacher preference score arrived at by adding the scores on 

the five traits. This total amounted to a score ranging 

between five and twenty-five, with five the lowest and 

twenty-five the highest score possible. 

The Academic standing was computed by including each of 

the five marks, for the five reporting periods used, and 
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assigning a corresponding number for each derived from the 

following scale: 

A =11 points 
A- = 10 points 
B+ = 9 points 
B = 8 points 
B- = 7 points 
C+ = 6 points 
C = 5 points 
C- = 4 points 
D+ = 3 points 
D = 2 points 
D- = 1 point 
F = 0 points 

Summary 

In order to determine significant correlations between 

the measures of peer preferences, teacher preferences, socio-

economic level, teacher assigned marks, Intelligence Quo-

tient, achievement, and sex, correlations were computed 

between all factors. 

A factor analysis was computed to determine common 

underlying factors. Group I, with a total of twenty-nine 

factors, constituted the scores analyzed. 

Analysis of variance was computed on the six total 

factors, total peer preference, total teacher preference, 

socio-economic level, total academic standing, total Intel-

ligence Quotient, and total achievement, to determine 
I 

whether there were any significant differences between the 

groups. The results of these statistical procedures are 

presented and described in the following chapter. 
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CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

The data obtained in this study were analyzed to deter-

mine the interrelatedness of peer and teacher preferences, 

socio-economic status, academic standing, achievement, 

intelligence, and sex among elementary school students. The 

results are reported in this chapter in terms of the hypoth-

eses presented in Chapter I. Correlations were computed 

between all factors, a factor analysis was conducted on the 

correlations of Group I, and analysis of variance was util-

ized to determine whether there were any significant dif-

ferences in total peer preferences, total teacher prefer-

ences, socio-economic level, academic standing, intelligence, 

and achievement between Groups I, II, and III. 

The .05 level of confidence was established as the 

level for rejecting the null hypothesis that the true corre-

lation was zero. The table of correlations coefficients and 

t ratios in Baggley (1, p. 189), was the information source 

for judging the significance of each correlation coefficient. 

The correlations were assessed in terms of Borg's discussion 

on interpreting correlations (2, pp. 280-284). 

The data in Table I give the simple correlations for all 

possible pairs of the twenty-nine variables used to study 

Group I in this investigation. 
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TABLE I 

SIMPLE CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR GROUP I 

70" 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 . 28 23 

1 1.00 .94 .91 .89 .84 .29 .57 .61 .51 .52 .65 .61 .55 .60 .62 .59 .62 .36 .37 .61 .40 .32 -.34 .96 .65 .13 .67 .42 .59 

2 1.00 .94 .91 .86 .30 .57 .60 .50 .53 .64 .60 .56 .60 .62 .61 .61 .31 .37 .62 .41 .35 -.31 .96 .66 .04 .67 .39 .59 

3 1.00 .92 .84 .32 . 54 .61 .51 .48 .67 .62 .60 .64 .66 .63 .65 .33 .38 .65 .45 .41 -.37, , .96 .65 .09 .71 .40 .62 

4 1.00 .85 .39 .55 .62 .56 .49 .66 .64 .59 .59 .72 .67 .68 .38 .39 .64 .43 .41 -.22 .95 .96 .09 .72 .44 .63 

5 1.00 .19 .42 .53 .48 .47 .58 .54 .48 .51 .60 .60 .56 .31 .40 .54 .31 .30 -.12 .91 .55 .03 .62 .39 .49 

6 1.00 .42 .39 .46 .34 .19 .13 .16 .18 .29 .22 .14 .06 .07 .13 .11 .11 -.00 .32 .69 .06 .20 .08 .17 

7 1.00 .58 .41 .57 .51 .48 .44 .46 .47 .36 .45 .30 .26 .34 .37 .18 -.07 .57 .77 .08 .51 .32 .35 

8 1.00 .63 .59 .60 .65 .56 .52 .67 .62 .61 .43 .46 .55 .47 .45 -.25 .62 .83 .08 .68 .51 .57 

9 1.00 .32 .48 .46 .45 .37 .54 .49 .43 .39 .46 .47 .43 .29 -.07 . 54 .76 .01 .53 .47 .51 

10 1.00 .39 .38 .36 .37 .43 .33 .42 .19 .14 .31 .24 .26 -.17 .53 .72 .10 .43 .19 .32 

11 1.00 .84 .83 .75 .83 .87 .80 .65 .51 .69 .60 .44 -.35 .67 .57 .07 .91 .68 .73 

12 1.00 .75 .69 .84 .71 .83 .78 .51 .64 .62 .44 -.25 .61 .55 .05 .90 .72 .71 

13 1.00 .76 .75 .71 .76 .50 .39 .61 .53 .42 -.31 .58 .51 .08 .88 .52 .64 

14 1.00 .72 .67 .72 .38 .34 .56 .44 .31 -.35 .61 .49 .05 .83 .41 .53 

15 1.00 .80 .87 .66 .48 .69 .62 .49 -.22 .67 .64 .10 .93 .66 .72 

16 1.00 .72 .51 .58 .64 .48 .50 -.23 .64 .54 .00 .85 .62 .66 

17 1.00 .59 .41 .67 .53 .36 -.28 .64 .53 .09 .91 .59 .67 

18 1.00 .52 .52 .65 .43 -.06 .34 .38 .08 .64 .92 .66 

19 1.00 .50 .47 .43 -.07 .39 .38 .06 .52 .81 .58 

20 1.00 .63 .55 -.38 .63 .48 .11 .71 .59 .90 

21 1.00 .64 -.23 .42 .44 .08 .60 .66 .77 

22 1.00 -.15 .36 .34 .15 .47 .49 .72 

23 1.00 -.30 -.14 -.25 -.28 -.07 -.32 

24 1.00 .67 .09 .70 .41 .60 

25 1.00 .05 .62 .43 .52 

26 1.00 .07 .08 .14 

27 1.00 .67 .74 

28 1.00 .72 

29 1.00 

Peer rating -
Peer rating -
Peer rating -
Peer rating -
Peer x-ating -
Teacher rating 
Teacher rating 

8 Teacher rating 
9 Teacher rating 
10 Teacher rating 

friendliness 
social veneer 
stability 
leadership 
sense-of-fair-play 
- friendliness 
- social veneer 
- stability 
- leadership 
- sense-of-fair-play 

11 English marks 
12 Reading marks 
13 Spelling marks 
14 Writing marks 
15 Social Studies marks 
16 Mathematic marks 
17 Science marks 
10 Intelligence quotient - language 
19 Intelligence quotient - non-language 
20 Achievement - language 

21 Achievement - reading 
22 Achievement - mathematics 
23 Sex 
24 Total peer preferences 
25 Total teacher preferences 
26 Socio-economic level 
27 Total academic standing 
28 Total Intelligence Quotient scores 
29 Total achievement battery scores 
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The following results are for Group I, with Groups II 

and III being discussed later, followed by a comparison of 

the results from Groups I, II, and III. Group I was made 

up of four classrooms. A total of 14 had to be excluded 

leaving an N of 104. These four classrooms were, organized 

on a self-contained basis with the students and the respec-

tive teachers being together for all the classes. The 

correlations of socio-economic level and the remaining 

variables of Hypothesis I are contained in Table II. 

TABLE II 

CORRELATIONS OF SOCIO-ECONOMIC LEVEL (ITEM 26) AND ' 
REMAINING VARIABLES OF HYPOTHESIS I - GROUP I 

Item Variables r Level 

24 Total peer preferences .09 NS 
1 Peer rating of friendliness .13 NS 
2 Peer rating of social veneer .04 NS 
3 Peer rating of stability .09 NS 
4 Peer rating of leadership .09 NS 
5 Peer rating of sense-of-fair-play .03 NS 
25 Total teacher preferences .05 NS 
6 Teacher rating of friendliness -.06 NS ' 
7 Teacher rating of social veneer .08 NS 
8 Teacher rating of stability .08 NS 
9 Teacher rating of leadership .01 NS 

10 Teacher rating of sense-of-fair-play .10 NS 
27 Academic standing .07 NS 
29 Achievement .14 NS 
28 Intelligence .08 NS 
23 Sex of the student -.25 .01 

Hypothesis I predicted there would be a statistically 

significant positive correlation between socio-economic level 

and each of the other selected variables. An examination of 
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the findings presented in Table II revealed the sex of the 

student to be the only significant correlation. The greatest 

correlation resulting was between the variable sex and socio-

economic level. This finding, r = -.25, indicated the corre-

lation to be in the direction of girls but was not great 

enough for predictive purposes. Borg (2) reported correla-

tions at this level to have no value in "either individual 

or group prediction" (2, p. 283). The null hypothesis was 

retained and research hypothesis was rejected with the ex-

ception of "sex" which was significantly related to socio-

economic level. 

The correlations of academic standing and the selected 

variables for Hypothesis II are found in Table III. 

TABLE III 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN ACADEMIC STANDING (ITEM 27) AND 
THE VARIABLES OF HYPOTHESIS II - GROUP I 

Item Variables r Level 

24 Total peer preferences .70 .01 
1 Peer rating of friendliness .69 .01 
2 Peer rating of social veneer .67 .01 
3 Peer rating of stability .71 .01 
4 Peer rating of leadership .72 .01 
5 Peer rating of sense-of-fair-play .62 .01 
25 Total teacher preferences .62 .01 
6 Teacher rating of friendliness .20 .05 
7 Teacher rating of social veneer ! .51 .01 
8 Teacher rating of stability .68 .01 
9 Teacher rating of leadership .53 .01 

10 Teacher rating of sense-of-fair-play .43 .01 
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Hypothesis II predicted there would be a significant 

positive correlation between academic standing and the vari-

ables listed in Table III. The results reported in Table III 

revealed that the null hypothesis was rejected and the re-

search hypothesis accepted in every instance. Social veneer, 

stability, and leadership, and teacher ratings of stability 

may be considered high enough to make group predictions 

accurate enough for most purposes. It seemed accurate to 

report that there was a statistically significant relation-

ship between these measures and academic standing within the 

classroom. 

The correlations between academic.standing, achievement, 

intelligence, and sex follow in Table IV. 

TABLE IV 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN ACADEMIC STANDING (ITEM 27) AND 
ACHIEVEMENT, INTELLIGENCE, AND SEX - GROUP I 

Item Variables r Level 

29 Achievement .74 .01 
28 Intelligence .68 .01 
23 Sex -.28 .01 

Hypothesis III predicted there would be no statistically 

significant correlation between academic standing and achieve-

ment, intelligence, and sex. An examination of the data in 

Table IV revealed the correlation between academic standing 

and achievement was .74 which was significant at the .01 level 
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of confidence. The null hypothesis was therefore rejected 

and the research hypothesis was also rejected. Intelligence 

and academic standing were correlated significant at the .01 

level. The null hypothesis was rejected as was the research 

hypothesis. Academic standing and sex were significantly 

correlated in favor of girls. The null hypothesis and the 

research hypothesis were both rejected. 

These results indicated that achievement, intelligence, 

and sex were significantly related to teacher's marks, with 

achievement correlating slightly higher than intelligence. 

According to Borg (2, p. 283), the correlations obtained 

for total peer preferences and peer measures of friendliness, 

girls tended toward receiving higher marks assigned by 

teachers. 

Hypothesis IV predicted there would be no significant 

correlation between achievement and the variables listed in 

Table V. The correlations between achievement and the 

selected variables for Hypothesis IV are found in Table V. 

An examination of Table V will reveal that all corre-

lations were significant except "achievement" and "teacher 

rating of friendliness". The null and research hypotheses 

were retained for this variable and rejected for all others. 
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TABLE V 

CORRELATIONS OF ACHIEVEMENT (ITEM 29) AND OTHER 
VARIABLES OF HYPOTHESIS IV - GROUP I 

Item Variables r Level 

24 Total peer preferences .60 .01 
1 Peer rating of friendliness .59 .01 
2 Peer rating of social veneer .59 .01 
3 Peer rating of stability .62 .01 
4 Peer rating of leadership .63 .01 
5 Peer rating of sense-of-fair-play .49 .01 
25 Total teacher preferences .52 .01 
6 Teacher rating of friendliness .17 NS-
7 Teacher rating of social veneer .35 .01 
8 Teacher rating of stability .57 .01 
9 Teacher rating of leadership .51 .01 

10 Teacher rating of sense-of-fair-play .32 .01 
28 Intelligence .72 .01 
23 Sex -.32 .01 

All peer ratings and the teachers* rating of stability 

were statistically significant, although not high enough for 

predictive purposes according to Borg (2, p. 283). Only 

intelligence correlated high enough to be called a variable 

with predictive value in terms of achievement. As with 

academic standing, "sex" indicated results in the direction 

of girls being higher achievers. 

The correlations between intelligence and selected 

variables for Hypothesis V are found in Table VI. 
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INTELLIGENCE (ITEM 28) AND PEER-TEACHER 
PREFERENCES AND SEX - GROUP I 
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Item Variables r Level 

24 Total peer preferences .41 .01 
1 Peer rating of friendliness .42 .01 
2 Peer rating of social veneer .39 .01 
3 Peer rating of stability .40 .01 
4 Peer rating of leadership .44 .01 
5 Peer rating of sense-of-fair-play .39 .01 

25 Total teacher preferences .43 .01 
6 Teacher rating of friendliness .08 NS 
7 Teacher rating of social veneer .32 .01 
8 Teacher rating of stability .51 .01 
9 Teacher rating of leadership .47 .01 

10 Teacher rating of sense-of-fair-play .19 NS 
23 Sex -.07 NS 

Hypothesis V predicted there would be no statistically-

significant correlation between intelligence and the varia-

bles listed in Table VI. The results indicated no signifi-

cant difference in teacher rating of friendliness, teacher 

rating of sense-of-fair-play, and sex. Therefore -the null 

and research hypotheses were retained for these variables 

and rejected for all others. 

The correlations between sex .and the selected variables 

of Hypothesis VI are given in Table VII. 
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' CORRELATIONS OF SEX (ITEM 23) AND PEER-
TEACHER PREFERENCES - GROUP I 
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Item Variables r Level 

24 Total peer preferences -.30 .01 
1 Peer rating of friendliness -.34 .01 
2 Peer rating of social veneer -.31 .01 
3 Peer rating of stability -.37 .01 
4 Peer rating of leadership -.22 .05 
5 Peer rating of sense-of-fair-play. -.12 NS 
25 Total teacher preferences -.14 NS 
6 Teacher rating of friendliness .00 NS 
7 Teacher rating of social veneer -.07 NS 
8 Teacher rating of leadership -.07 NS 
9 Teacher rating of stability -.25 .01 
10 Teacher rating of sense-of-fair-play -.17 NS 

Hypothesis VI predicted there would be no statistically-

significant correlations between the sex of the student and 

the peer preference measures or the teacher preference 

measures. The results revealed a persistent trend toward 

preferences for girls with one-half of the variables being 

significantly related and the remainder non-significantly 

related. 

Table VIII contains the simple correlations for the 

twenty-seven variables for Group II. The mathematics marks 

and achievement-mathematics were not included for this group 

because the mathematics was taught by a teacher other than 

the teacher from whom the sociometric ratings were obtained. 
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SIMPLE CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR GROUP II 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 

1 1.00 .92 .89 .89 .85 .55 .65 , .62 .67 .57 .69 .62 .58 .47 .71 .69 .44 .48 .54 .48 -.25 .96 .71 .43 .69 .49 .54 

2 1.00 .92 .89 .84 .49 .61 , .56 .65 .56 .67 .62 .57 .52 .71 .69 .44 .50 .55 .47 -.26 .95 .66 .41 .69 .57 .55 

3 ] L.00 .86 .80 .48 .61 , .59 .64 .59 .68 .64 .57 .49 .68 .67 .44 .47 .49 .44 -.31 .94 .68 .42 .71 .49 .50 

4 1.00 .84 .46 .54 , .50 .65 .52 .63 .58 .53 .47 .67 .64 .47 .54 .53 .47 -.19 .94 .62 .42 .67 .54 .54 

5 1.00 .45 .59 , .51 .55 .52 .63 . 54 .53 .38 .69 .65 .47 .52 .52 .47 -.08 .90 .61 .41 .62 .53 .55 

6 1.00 .64 . .71 .62 .64 .47 .44 .40 .24 .50 .57 .24 .20 .30 .23 -.16 .51 .83 .21 .49 .24 .31 

7 1, .00 , .68 .58 .79 .57 .46 .49 .33 .56 .60 .32 .28 .41 .35 -.27 .64 .86 .20 .54 .32 .43 

8 .00 .72 .65 .59 .51 .53 .30 .61 .64 .47 .42 .47 .46 -.31 .58 .88 .25 .60 .49 .51 

9 1 .00 .64 .55 .54 .47 .32 . S7 .59 .48 .43 .48 .46 -.23 .67 .84 .31 .54 .50 .50 

10 1.00 .53 .40 .42 .28 .50 . 55 .27 .28 .34 .28 -.32 .59 .85 .27 .84 .29 .37 

11 1.00 .70 .83 .59 .85 .80 .54 .46 .65* .57 -.34 .69 .63 .49 .87 .55 .66 

12 1.00 .63 .46 .76 .72 .45 .40 .52 .49 -.29 .61 .54 .28 .80 .47 .53 

13 1.00 .65 .78 .77 .49 .34 .58 .50 -.28 .58 .54 .39 .84 .46 .57 

14 1.00 .55 .56 .28 .29 .43 .29 -.30 .50 .34 .30 .69 .31 .39 

15 1.00 .90 .65 .52 .71 .63 -.17 .71 .64 .46 .88 .65 .73 

16 1.00 .60 .42 .64 .58 -.19 .69 .68 .44 .86 .57 .65 

17 1.00 .67 .69 .77 -.10 .47 .42 .40 .54 .93 .76 

18 1.00 .66 .63 -.03 .52 .38 .37 .47 .89 .71 

19 1.00 .78 -.13 . 55 .47 .38 .65 .74 .94 

20 1.00 -.08 • .49 .42 .36 .54 .78 .92 

21 1.00 -.23 -.31 -.18 -.30 -.07 -.11 

22 1.00 .69 .45 .70 .53 .56 

23 1.00 .29 .61 .44 .49 

24 1.00 .41 .42 .39 

25 1.00 .56 .64 

26 
1.00 .81 

27 
1.00 

1 Peer rating -
2 Peer rating -
3 Peer rating -
4 Peer rating -
5 Peer rating -
6 Teacher rating 
7 Teacher rating 
8 Teacher rating 
9 Teacher rating 

friendliness 
social veneer 
stability 
leadership 
sense-of-fair-play 
- friendliness 
- social veneer 
- stability 
- leadership 

Variables 

10 Teacher rating - sense-of-fair-play 
11 English markB 
12 Reading marks 
13 Spelling marks 
14 Writing marks 
15 Social Studies mark3 
16 Science rnarka 
17 Intelligence quotient - language 
18 Intelligence quotient - non-language 

19 Achievement - language 
20 Achievement - reading 
21 Sex 
22 Total peer preferences 
23 Total teacher preferences 
24 Socio-economic level 
2 5 Total academic standing 
26 Total Intelligence Quotient scores 
27 Total achievement battery scores 
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Correlations were computed for twenty-seven variables 

for Group-II. This group excluded mathematics marks and 

achievement-mathematics because mathematics was taught out-

side the regular classroom by a teacher other than the rating 

teacher. The correlations of socio-economic level and the 

remaining variables of Hypothesis I are contained in 

Table IX. 

TABLE IX 

CORRELATIONS OF SOCIO-ECONOMIC LEVEL (ITEM 24) AND 
REMAINING VARIABLES OF HYPOTHESIS I - GROUP II 

Item Variables r Level 

22 Total peer preferences .45 .01 
1 Peer rating of friendliness .43 .01 
2 Peer rating of social veneer .41 .01 
3 Peer rating of stability .42 .01 
4 Peer rating of leadership .42 .01 
5 Peer rating of sense-of-fair-play .41 .01 

23 Total teacher preferences .29 .01 
6 Teacher rating of friendliness .21 .01 
7 Teacher rating of social veneer .20 .01 
8 Teacher rating of stability .25 • .01 
9 Teacher rating of leadership .31 .01 

10 Teacher rating of sense-of-fair-play .27 .01 
25 Academic standing .41 .01 
27 Achievement .39 .01 
26 Intelligence .42 .01 
21 Sex of the student -.18 .05 

The trend is toward a preference for girls with all of 

the variables being significantly related. For Group II 

the null hypothesis was rejected and the research hypothesis 

accepted on all variables. 
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The correlations between academic standing and the 

variables, selected for Hypothesis II are shown in Table X. 

TABLE X 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN ACADEMIC STANDING (ITEM 25) AND 
THE VARIABLES OF HYPOTHESIS II - GROUP II 

Item Variables r Level 

22 Total peer preferences .70 .01 
1 Peer rating of friendliness .69 .01 
2 Peer rating of social veneer .69 .01 
3 Peer rating of stability .71 .01 
4 Peer rating of leadership .69 .01 
5 Peer rating of sense-of-fair-play .62 .01 
23 Total teacher preferences .61 .01 
6 Teacher rating of friendliness .49 .01 
7 Teacher rating of social veneer .54 .01 
8 Teacher rating of stability .60 .01 
9 Teacher rating of leadership .54 .01 

10 Teacher rating of sense-of-fair-play .48 .01 

The results reported in Table X for Group II revealed 

the necessity of rejecting the null hypothesis and accepting 

the research hypothesis in every instance. 

The correlations between academic standing, achievement, 

intelligence, and sex are shown in Table XI. 

TABLE XI 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN ACADEMIC STANDING (ITEM 25) AND 
ACHIEVEMENT, INTELLIGENCE, AND SEX - GROUP II 

Item Variables r Level 

27 Achievement .64 .01 
26 Intelligence .56 .01 
21 Sex -.30 .01 
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An examination of the data for Group II revealed 

academic standing to be significantly related to achieve-

ment, intelligence, and sex. The correlation for sex was 

in the direction of girls. The null and research hypotheses 

were rejected. 

The correlations between achievement and the other 

variables of Hypothesis IV are shown in Table XII. 

TABLE XEI 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN ACHIEVEMENT (ITEM 27) AND 
OTHER VARIABLES OF HYPOTHESIS IV - GROUP II 

Item Variables r Level 

22 Total peer preferences .56 .01 
1 Peer rating of friendliness .54 .01 
2 Peer rating of social veneer .55 .01 
3 Peer rating of stability .50 .01 
4 Peer rating of leadership .54 .01 
5 Peer rating of sense-of-fair-play .55 .01 
23 Total teacher preferences .49 .01 
6 Teacher rating of friendliness .31 .01 
7 Teacher rating of social veneer .43 .01 
8 Teacher rating of stability .51 .01 
9 Teacher rating of leadership .50 .01 

10 Teacher rating of sense-of-fair-play .30 .01 
26 Intelligence .81 .01 
21 Sex -.11 NS 

An examination of Table XII reveals that all correla-

tions were significant except "achievement" and "sex". The 

null and research hypotheses were retained for this variable 

and rejected for all others. 
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The correlations between intelligence and the selected 

variables' of Hypothesis V are found for Group II in Table XIII, 

TABLE XIII 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN INTELLIGENCE (ITEM 26), PEER-
TEACHER PREFERENCES AND SEX - GROUP II 

Item Variables r Level 

22 Total peer preferences .53 .01 
1 Peer rating of friendliness .49 .01 
2 Peer rating of social veneer .51 .01 
3 Peer rating of stability .49 .01 
4 Peer rating of leadership .54 .01 
5 Peer rating of sense-of-fair-play .53 .01 

23 Total teacher preferences .44 .01 
6 Teacher rating of friendliness .24 .01 
7 Teacher rating of social veneer .32 .01 
8 Teacher rating of stability .49 .01 
9 Teacher rating of leadership .50 .01 

10 Teacher rating of sense-of-fair-play .29 .01 
21 Sex -.07 NS 

An examination of Table XIII reveals that all correla-

tions were significant except "intelligence" and "sex". 

The null and research hypotheses were retained for this 

variable and rejected for all others. 

The correlations between sex and the other variables 

of Hypothesis VI are given in Table XIV. 
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• CORRELATION OF SEX (ITEM 21) AND PEER-
TEACHER PREFERENCES - GROUP II 
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Item Variables r Level 

22 Total peer preferences -.23 .01 
1 Peer rating of friendliness -.25 .01 
2 Peer rating of social veneer -.26 .01 
3 Peer rating of stability -.31 .01 
4 Peer rating of leadership -.19 .05 
5 Peer rating of sense-of-fair-play -.08 NS 

23 Total teacher preferences -.31 .01 
6 Teacher rating of friendliness -.16 .05 
7 Teacher rating of social veneer -.27 .01 
8 Teacher rating of leadership -.31 .01 
9 Teacher rating of stability -.23 .01 

10 Teacher rating of sense-of-fair-play -.32 .01 

The data revealed a persistent trend toward preference 

for girls with all the variables being significantly related 

except "peer rating of sense-of-fair-play". The null and 

research hypotheses were accepted on sex and peer rating of 

sense-of-fair-play and rejected on all others. 

Table XV contains the simple correlations for the 

twenty-five variables for Group III. The mathematics marks, 

achievement-mathematics, reading marks, and achievement-

reading were not included for Group III because the mathe-

matics and reading were taught by a teacher other than the 
# 

teacher from whom the sociometric ratings were obtained. 
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TABLE XV 

SIMPLE CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR GROUP III 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 

1 H
 

O
 

O
 

CO
 

CD
 

. 8 4 .83 .86 .55 .52 . 5 8 . 4 0 .47 . 2 8 .12 . 3 0 . 1 0 . 1 1 - . 1 3 - . 0 2 - . 0 5 - . 3 6 .93 .62 . 1 1 . 2 1 - . 0 9 - . 0 7 

2 1 . 0 0 . 9 4 . 9 1 . 87 .52 . 5 1 . 6 0 . 46 . 4 4 . 36 . 1 8 . 3 1 .22 . 2 1 - . 0 6 .02 .03 - . 3 5 .97 .62 . 1 6 . 2 9 - . 0 2 . 0 4 

3 1 . 0 0 .93 .88 . 5 1 . 5 1 .62 .45 .45 . 3 8 .22 .32 .26 .24 - . 0 2 . 0 8 . 10 - . 3 9 .96 .62 .15 .32 .03 . 1 1 

4 i->
 

o o . 8 8 .53 . 5 1 . 63 . 4 9 . 4 4 . 3 9 . 2 8 . 34 . 3 0 . 30 . 0 1 .12 . 1 1 - . ,35 .95 . 64 . 1 9 . 3 6 .07 . 1 1 

5 

o o •H
 . 53 .46 . 5 8 . 4 0 .48 . 2 4 .15 . 2S .15 .13 - . 0 9 .05 .03 - , 3 0 .93 . 6 0 .10 . 2 1 - . 0 3 . 0 0 

6 1 . 0 0 .73 . 7 1 . 4 8 . 4 9 . 4 9 . 3 7 . 4 1 .43 . 4 1 . 0 4 . 2 1 . 1 1 - .23 .53 .83 . 2 9 . 4 8 .12 .05 

7 1 . 0 0 .72 . 4 7 ' . 6 0 .52 .37 . 54 . 3 4 . 4 1 .02 . 2 1 . 16 - .35 . 53 .85 .23 . 4 9 . 1 1 . 0 8 

8 

o o rH
 . 6 8 . 5 4 .54 .43 .42 . 4 9 .49 .17 . 3 1 .22 - . 3 6 . 6 1 . 9 0 . 2 0 . 55 .26 . 2 1 

9 1 . 0 0 .43 . 3 8 . 2 9 . 1 8 . 4 1 . 4 1 . 10 .24 " .15 - . 0 6 . 44 .77 .24 . 3 9 .17 . 2 0 

10 i . c : > . 3 7 . 2 1 . 3 8 .32 .35 .05 .17 .15 - . 2 5 . 4 8 .74 . 2 9 .37 . 1 1 . 0 8 

11 1 . 0 0 .73 .65 . 8 0 . 7 8 .36 . 4 0 .45 - . 4 1 .34 .56 .34 . 9 1 . 4 1 .39 

12 1 . 0 0 .55 . 6 8 .73 . 5 0 .46 . 5 1 - . 4 5 . 1 8 . 4 1 .32 .86 .53 .47 

13 1 . 0 0 .55 .49 .12 . 2 8 . 27 - . 4 7 .33 .46 . 3 8 .73 . 2 1 . 2 1 

14 

o o . 82 .43 . 44 .43 - . 2 9 . 20 .49 .37 . 9 0 . 4 8 .44 

15 o 1
 

o . 43 . 5 1 . 4 8 - . 2 6 . 1 9 . 5 1 .35 . 8 9 . 5 0 .46 

16 1 . 0 0 .64 . 6 4 - . 2 1 - . 0 7 . 1 0 . 2 0 . 4 4 .93 .63 

17 1 . 0 0 . 6 1 - . 2 1 .04 . 2b .23 . 4 9 .87 .57 

18 1 . 0 0 - . 2 9 .04 . 2 0 , ' .18 . 4 9 . 6 9 .93 

19 1 . 0 0 - . 3 8 - . 3 0 - . 2 4 - . 4 2 - . 2 3 - . 2 7 

20 1 . 0 0 .64 .15 .28 - . 0 2 .03 

21 1 . 0 0 .30 . 56 . 1 9 .16 

22 

o o <—* . 4 0 .23 . 20 

23 \ 
1 . 0 0 . 50 .46 

24 o o . 67 

25 1 . 0 0 

X Peer rating - friendliness 
2 Peer rating - social veneer 
3 Peer rating - stability 
4 Peer rating - leadership 
5 Peer rating - seiise-of>-fair-play 
6 Teacher rating - friendliness 
7 Teacher rating - social veneer 
8 Teacher rating - stability 
9 Teacher rating - leadership 

10 Teacher rating - sense-of-fair-play 
11 English marks 
12 Spelling marks 
13 Writing marks 
14 Social Studies marks 
15 Science marks 
16 Intelligence quotient - language 
17 Intelligence quotient - non-language 
18 Achievement - language 

19 Sex 
20 Total peer preferences 
21 Total teacher preferences 
22 Socio-economic level 
23 Total academic standing 
24 Total Intelligence Quotient scores 
25 Total achievement battery scores 
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Correlations were computed for twenty-five variables 

for Group-III. This group excluded mathematics and reading 

marks along with achievement-mathematics and achievement-

reading. The mathematics and reading were taught outside 

the regular classroom by teachers not rating the pupils. 

The correlations of socio-economic level and the remaining 

variables of Hypothesis I are contained in Table XVI for 

Group III. 

TABLE XVI 

CORRELATIONS OF SOCIO-ECONOMIC LEVEL (ITEM 22) AND 
REMAINING VARIABLES OF HYPOTHESIS I - GROUP III 

Item Variables r Level 

20 Total peer preferences .15 NS 
1 Peer rating of friendliness .11 NS 
2 Peer rating of social veneer .16 NS 
3 Peer rating of stability ..15 NS 
4 Peer rating of leadership .19 .05 
5 Peer rating of sense-of-fair-play .10 NS 
21 Total teacher preferences .30 .01 
6 Teacher rating of friendliness .29 • .01 
7 Teacher rating of social veneer .23 .05 
8 Teacher rating of stability .20 .05 
9 Teacher rating of leadership .24 .05 
10 Teacher rating of sense-of-fair-play .29 .01 
23 Academic standing .40 .01 
25 Achievement .20 .05 
24 Intelligence .23 .05 
19 Sex of the student -.24 .05 . 

The null hypothesis was rejected and the research hy-

pothesis was accepted with the exception of total peer ratings 

and peer ratings of friendliness, social veneer, stability 

and sense-of-fair-play. All other variables were signifi-

cantly related to socio-economic level. 
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The correlations between academic standing and the 

variables selected for Hypothesis II are shown in Table XVII 

for Group III. 

TABLE XVII 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN ACADEMIC STANDING (ITEM 23) 
AND THE VARIABLES OF HYPOTHESIS II - GROUP III 

Item Variables r Level 

20 Total peer preferences .28 .01 
1 Peer rating of friendliness .21 .05 
2 Peer rating of social veneer .29 .01 
3 Peer rating of stability .32 .01 
4 Peer rating of leadership .36 .01 
5 Peer rating of sense-of-fair-play .21 .05 

21 Total Teacher preferences . 56 .01 
6 Teacher rating of friendliness .48 .01 
7 Teacher rating of social veneer .49 .01 
8 Teacher rating of stability .55 .01 
9 Teacher rating of leadership .39 .01 

10 Teacher rating of sense-of-fair-play .37 .01 

The null hypothesis was rejected and the research 

hypothesis was accepted in every instance. 

The correlations between academic standing, achieve-

ment, intelligence and sex are shown in Table XVIII for 

Group III. 
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TABLE XVIII 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN ACADEMIC STANDING (ITEM 23) AND 
ACHIEVEMENT, INTELLIGENCE, AND SEX - GROUP III 

Item Variables r Level 

25 Achievement .46 .01 
24 Intelligence .50 .01 
19 Sex -.42 .01 

The null and research hypotheses were rejected. Academic 

standing correlated with sex in favor of girls. 

The correlations between achievement and the selected 

variables of Hypothesis IV are shown in Table XIX for 

Group III. 

TABLE XIX 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN ACHIEVEMENT (ITEM 25) AND 
OTHER VARIABLES OF HYPOTHESIS IV - GROUP III 

Item Variables r Level 

20 Total peer preferences .03 NS 
1 Peer rating of friendliness -.07 NS 
2 Peer rating of social veneer .04 NS 
3 Peer rating of stability .11 NS 
4 Peer rating of leadership .11 NS 
5 Peer rating of sense-of-fair-play .00 NS 

21 Total teacher preferences .16 NS 
6 Teacher rating of friendliness .05 NS 
7 Teacher rating of social veneer .08 NS 
8 Teacher rating of stability • .21 .05 
9 Teacher rating of leadership .20 .05 

10 Teacher rating of sense-of-fair-play .08 NS 
24 Intelligence .67 .01 
19 Sex -.27 .01 
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The research hypothesis was accepted for all variables 

except teachers rating of stability and leadership, intel-

ligence, and sex. The direction of sex was again in favor 

of girls. 

The correlations between intelligence and the selected 

variables of Hypothesis V are found in Table XX for Group III 

TABLE XX 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN INTELLIGENCE (ITEM 24) AND PEER-
TEACHER PREFERENCES AND SEX - GROUP III 

Item Variables r Level 

20 Total peer preferences -.02 NS ' 
1 Peer rating of friendliness -.09 NS 
2 Peer rating of social veneer -.02 NS 
3 Peer rating of stability .03 NS 
4 Peer rating of leadership .07 NS 
5 Peer rating of sense-of-fair-play -.03 NS 
21 Total teacher preferences .19 .05 
6 Teacher rating of friendliness .12 NS 
7 Teacher rating of social veneer .11 NS 
8 Teacher rating of stability .26 .01 
9 Teacher rating of leadership .17 .05 
10 Teacher rating of sense-of-fair-play .11 NS 
19 Sex -.23 .05 

The research hypothesis was accepted for all variables 

except total teacher preferences, teachers rating of stability, 

leadership, and sex. The correlation between intelligence 

and sex was in favor of girls. 
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The correlations between sex and the selected variables 

of Hypothesis VI are given in Table XXI for Group III. 

TABLE XXI 

CORRELATIONS OF SEX (ITEM 19) AND PEER-r-
TEACHER PREFERENCES - GROUP III 

Item Variables r Level 

20 Total peer preferences -.38 .01 
1 Peer rating of friendliness -.36 .01 
2 Peer rating of social veneer -.35 .01 
3 Peer rating of stability -.39 .01 
4 Peer rating of leadership -.35 .01 
5 Peer rating of sense-of-fair-play -.30 .01 
21 Total teacher preferences -.30 .01 
6 Teacher rating of friendliness -.23 .05 
7 Teacher rating of social veneer -.35 .01 
8 Teacher rating of leadership -.36 .01 
9 Teacher rating of stability -.06 NS 

10 Teacher rating of sense-of-fair-play -.25 .01 

The persistent trend toward preference for girls was 

revealed with all variables being significantly related to 

sex except "teacher rating of stability". The research 

hypothesis was accepted for all the variables except 

"teacher rating of stability". 

Hypothesis VII predicted there would be no statistically 

significant difference between the three groups on six major 

variables. Group I was composed of totally self-contained 

classes. Group II was self-contained with the exception of 

the classes in mathematics. The class was not together for 



90 

this subject and a teacher other than the regular one taught 

the students this subject. In Group III, students in both 

mathematics and reading were taught outside the regular 

classroom with different peers and a different teacher. 

TABLE XXII • 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF MEAN DIFFERENCES IN 
TOTAL TEACHER PREFERENCES FOR THE 

THREE GROUPS 

Source of 
Variance 

Sums of 
Squares df Variance 

Estimate 
F Level 

Between means 192.02 2 96.01 
4.27 .05 

Within means 7284.91 324 22.48 

Total 7476.93 326 

Hypothesis VII (a) predicted there would be no statis-

tically significant difference in total teacher preferences 

between the groups. The results presented in Table XXII re-

vealed a difference significant at the .05 level of confi-

dence. An inspection of the means, standard deviations, 

Fisher's t_, and level of significance in Table XXEII revealed 

a difference, statistically significant at the .05 level of 

confidence, between Group I and II, and between Group II and 

III. The difference between Group I and III was not statis-

tically significant. The teachers in Group II evidently 

rated the children higher. Perhaps this was some function 

of the total school environment found at the school com-

prising Group II. The null hypothesis was rejected, as was 

the research hypothesis. 
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The means, standard deviations, Fisher's t, and level 

of significance for the total teacher preferences of the 

three groups are shown in Table XXIII. 

TABLE XXIII 

MEANS,' STANDARD DEVIATIONS, FISHER'S t, AND LEVEL 
OF SIGNIFICANCE FOR TOTAL TEACHER PREFERENCES 

OF THREE DIFFERENT GROUPS 

Groups N Total Teacher Preferences Groups N 
Mean SD t Level 

Group I 
Group II 

104 
138 

17.76 
19.21 

4.87 
4.73 -2.36 .05 

Group I 
Group III 

104 
8.5 

17.76 
17.55 

4.87 
4.51 .30 NS 

Group II 
Group III 

138 
85 

19.21 
17.55 

4.73 
4.51 2.53 .05 

Hypothesis VII (b) predicted there would be no statis-

tically significant difference between the three groups on 

total peer preference scores. An examination of the findings 

presented in Table XII revealed this to be true. The 

research hypothesis was accepted. 

The analysis of variance of mean differences in the 

total peer preferences for the three groups is shown in 

Table XXIV. 
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF MEAN DIFFERENCES IN 
TOTAL PEER PREFERENCES FOR THE 

THREE GROUPS 

92 

Source of 
Variance 

Sums of 
Squares df Variance 

Estimate F Level 

Between means 1768.10 2 884.05 
.66 NS 

Within means 433573.80 324 1338.19 

Total 435341.90 326 

Hypothesis VII (c) predicted there would be no statis-

tically significant difference between the three groups on 

socio-economic level. An examination of the findings pre-

sented in Table XXV revealed a statistically significant 

difference at the .01 level of confidence. An analysis of 

TABLE XXV 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF MEAN DIFFERENCES IN 
SOCIO-ECONOMIC LEVEL FOR THE 

THREE GROUPS 

Source of 
Variance 

Sums of 
Squares df Variance 

Estimate F Level 

Between means 15.01 2 7.50 
5.44 .01 

Within means 446.63 324 1.38 

Total 461.64 326 

the results presented in Table XXVI revealed where the dif-

ference appeared. There was no statistically significant 

difference between Groups I and II, but there was a statis-

tically significant difference, at the .01 level of 
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TABLE XXVI 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, FISHER'S t, AND LEVEL 
OF SIGNIFICANCE FOR SOCIO-ECONOMIC LEVEL 

OF THE THREE GROUPS 

Groups N Socio-economic Level Groups N Mean SD t Level 
Group I 
Group II 

104 
138 

4.48 
4.43 

1.08 
1.17 

.35 NS 

Group I 104 4.48 1.08 
3.01 .01 Group III 85 3.96 1.27 3.01 .01 

Group II 
Group III 

138 
85 

4.43 
3.96 

1.17 
1.27 2.86 .01 

confidence, between Groups I and III and Groups II and III. 

An examination of the means indicated Group III to be lower 

in socio-economic status, while Groups I and II were very • 

similar. The null hypothesis and the research hypothesis 

were rejected. 

Hypothesis VII (d) predicted there would be no statis-

tically significant difference in the achievement scores of 

the three groups. An examination of the data presented in 

Table XXVII revealed a difference, statistically significant 

TABLE XXVII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF MEAN DIFFERENCES IN 
ACHIEVEMENT FOR THE THREE GROUPS 

Source of 
Variance 

Sums of 
Squares df Variance-

Estimate F Level 
Between means 

Within means 

Total 

1428.90 

24756.10 

2 

324 

714.45 

76.41 
9.35 .001 

Between means 

Within means 

Total 26185.00 ' 326 
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at the ,001 level of confidence. Table XXVII presents the 

analysis of variance of mean differences in achievement for 

the three groups. An analysis of the data presented in 

Table XXVIII indicated Groups I and II to be very similar 

on achievement, with Group III significantly lower at the 

TABLE XXVIII 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, FISHER'S t, AND LEVEL 
OF SIGNIFICANCE FOR ACHIEVEMENT SCORES 

OF THE THREE GROUPS 

Groups N Total Achievement Scores 
Mean SD Level 

Group I 
Group II 

Group I 
Group III 

Group II 
Group III 

104 
138 

104 
85 

138 
85 

59.17 
58.48 

59.17 
54.06 

58.48 
54.06 

7.93 
8.61 

7.93 
9.69 

8.61 
9.69 

.61 

4.00 

3.67 

NS 

.001, 

.001 

.01 level of confidence than Groups I and II. The null 

hypothesis was rejected, as was the research hypothesis. 

The means, standard deviations, Fisher's _t, and level 

of significance for achievement scores of the three groups 

are presented in Table XXVIII. 

Hypothesis VII (e) predicted there would be no statis-

tically significant difference in the intelligence scores of 

the three groups. Table XXIX gives the analysis of variance 

of mean differences in intelligence scores for the three 

groups. An examination of the findings presented in 
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TABLE XXEX 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF MEAN DIFFERENCES IN 
INTELLIGENCE SCORES FOR THE 

THREE GROUPS 

Source of 
Variance 

Sums of 
Squares df Variance 

Estimate F Level 

Between means 5531.60 2 2765.80 
15.06 .001 

Within means 59515.40 324 183.69 

Total 65047.00 326 

Table XXIX revealed a difference statis.tica.lly significant 

at the .001 level of confidence. An examination of Table XXX 

reveals Group III to be considerably lower in intelligence, 

significant at the .001 level, than Group I or II. 

Table XXX presents the means, standard deviations, 

Fisher's t., and level of significance of intelligence scores 

for the three groups. 

TABLE XXX 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, FISHER'S t, AND LEVEL 
OF SIGNIFICANCE OF INTELLIGENCE SCORES 

FOR THE THREE GROUPS 

Groups N Total Intelligence Scores Groups N Mean SD t Level 
Group I 
Group II 

104 
138 

111.13 
113.02 

11.92 
14.13 -1.08 NS 

Group I 
Group III 

104 
85 

111.13 
103.01 

11.92 
14.22 4.09 .001 

Group II 
Group III 

138 
85 

113.02 
103.01 

14.13 
14.22 5.36 .001 
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There seemed to be a consistent pattern of Group III 

being lower in all areas, with Group I and II very similar. 

The null hypothesis was rejected,as was the research 

hypothesis. 

Hypothesis VII (f) predicted there would be no statis-

tically significant difference between the three groups con-

cerning academic standing. Academic standing was compiled 

from teacher assigned grades. The analysis of variance of 

mean differences in academic standing for the three groups 

is shown in Table XXXI. An examination of the data pre-

sented in Table XXXI revealed a difference significant at 

TABLE XXXI 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF MEAN DIFFERENCES IN 
ACADEMIC STANDING FOR THE 

THREE GROUPS 

Source of 
Variance 

Sums of 
Squares df Variance 

Estimate F Level 
Between Means 322387.00 2 161193.50 

Within Means 1417820.00 324 4375.99 
36.84 .001 

Total 1740207.00 326 

the .001 level. An examination of the data presented in 

Table XXXII revealed the mean differences showing Group II 

to be the group receiving the higher marks.. Group I was 

lower, significant at the .05 level, with Group III very 

low in comparison to the other two, significant at the .001 

level. It is interesting to note that the teachers in 
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Group II gave higher ratings to their students than teachers 

in Groups I and III. The null hypothesis and the research 

hypothesis were rejected. 

Table XXXII gives the means, standard deviations, 

Fisher's t, and level of significance of academic standing 

for the three groups. 

TABLE XXXII 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, FISHER'S t, AND LEVEL 
OF SIGNIFICANCE OF ACADEMIC- STANDING 

FOR THE THREE GROUPS 

Groups TvT Total Academic Standinq 
Groups N Mean SD t Level 
Group I 
Group II 

104 
138 

248.62 
227.85 

78.11 
63.78 2.42 .05 

Group I 
Group III 

104 
85 

248.62 
168.08 

78.11 
51.11 8.33 .001 

Group II 
Group III 

138 
85 

227.85 
168.08 

63.78 
51.11 6.55 .001 

A factor analysis was computed using the data on 

Group I with 104 subjects and the twenty-three variables 

listed at the bottom of Table XXXIII. Four factors emerged, 

accounting for 75 per cent of the total variance. 

The first factor appeared to-be one of academic per-

formance with heavy loadings on all academic grade areas. 

The other outstanding 'loading, although not as great as 

marks, was intelligence quotient—language. This appeared 

to denote a general verbal ability which appears to play a 

part in the attainment of high marks. The next highest 
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RESULTS OF FACTOR ANALYSIS FOR GROUP I 
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Variables Factor I Factor II Factor III Factor IV 

1 .35 -.45 -,.74 .18 
2 .34 -.47 -.75 .16 
3 .38 -.43 -.74 .20 
4 .37 -.50 -.66 .24 
5 .30 -.41 -,.69 .17 
6 -.02 -.79 ,.04 .02 
7 .32 -.69 -,.16 .09 
8 .37 -.61 -.22 .37 
9 .16 -.64 -.13 .42 

10 .23 -.62 -.26 .02 
11 .75 -.23 -,.28 .42 
12 .74 -.23 -.19 .46 
13 .79 -.19 -,.22 .29 
14 .79 -.20 -,.30 .12 
15 .70 -.33 -,.23 .45 
16 .63 -.26 -.27 .42 
17 .78 -.22 -,.27 .32 
18 .44 -.11 ,.06 .74 
19 .17 -.17 -,.12 .73 
20 .40 -.12 -.48 .58 
21 .30 -.13 -,.16 .73 
22 .08 -.08 -,.27 .71 
23 -.28 -.18 ,.50 -.02 

1 = Peer friendliness 13 = 
2 = Peer social veneer 14 = 
3 = Peer stability 15 = 
4 = Peer leadership 16 = 
5 = Peer fair play 17 = 
6 = Teacher friendliness.ratings 18 = 
7 = Teacher social veneer ratings 
8 = Teacher stability ratings ' 19 = 
9 = Teacher leadership ratings 

10 = Teacher fair-play ratings 20 = 
11 = English grades 21 = 
12 = Reading grades * 22 = 

23 = 

Spelling grades 
Writing grades 
Social Studies grades 
Mathematics grades 
Science grades 
Intelligence quotient-
language 

Intelligence quotient-
non-language 

Achi eveme n t -1 angua ge 
Achi evement-reading 
Achievement-arithmetic 
Sex 



99 

loading concerned the teacher rating of stability. This 

suggested- a possible halo effect stemming from stable, de-

pendable behavior within the classroom. Girls load to a 

significant degree, r = .28, but not as highly as the other 

factors. 

The next factor derived loads heavily on the teacher 

ratings of the social traits of the pupils,, All five measures 

show correlations in the .60's except friendliness which has 

a .79 loading. Social veneer (neatness and politeness) be-

havior appeared next in order with a .69. It appeared that 

teacher preference was a separate factor, surpassed only by 

the factor centering on marks assigned by the teacher. 

The third factor loaded heavily on peer preferences. 

All five peer measures loaded heavily with social veneer at 

.75, friendliness and stability at .74, fair play at .69, 

and leadership at .66. Achievement— language loads at .48 

on this factor. Again, a verbal ability is being evidenced. 

On sex, the loading was male on this factor, which seemed to 

depart from the other findings. 

The fourth factor was an intelligence-achievement factor. 

The heavy loadings were on Intelligence Quotient language 

.74, Intelligence Quotient Non-language .73, Achievement-

reading .73, and Achievement-arithmetic .71. Achievement-

language loaded at a lesser degree of .58. On sex, the 

direction was toward girls, but was not near significance 

at .02. • 
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It was interesting that intelligence-achievement should 

account for the smallest amount of the variance, with school 

marks, teacher ratings, and peer ratings providing the major 

portion of the variance. This would appear to indicate some 

unusual things about our schools and what is really influ-

encing the school environment. 

Comparison of Group I, II, and III Data 

Group I was composed of 104 subjects from one area of 

the school district, Group II was made .up of 138 subjects 

from another area of the school district, and Group III 

consisted of 85 subjects from still another area of the 

school district. 

The peer preferences were slightly lower for Group III 

with Groups I and II very similar. Their lower scores from 

Group III, however, were not significantly lower. The 

teacher preferences were about the same for Groups I and 

III, with Group II rated significantly higher by the teach-

ers. The teacher assigned grades were significantly lower 

for Group III, with Groups I and II very nearly the same. 

An unusual feature was seen on the correlations concerning 

Intelligence Quotient Language scores and the peer prefer-

ence ratings. In group III, negative correlations resulted 

here, while Groups I and II revealed positive correlations 

in the .30's and .40's. The verbal factor did not influence 

peer preferences in the group in one school whereas it was 

a distinct factor in the other two groups. 
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The means for the three groups on Intelligence Quotient 

Language and Intelligence Quotient Non-language was perhaps 

noteworthy. The mean of each area for Group I was 110. 

Group II revealed means of 112 and 113, respectively, Group III 

yielded a mean Intelligence Quotient Language of 100 and Non-

language 106. Group III was significantly lower than the 

other" two, revealing a spread of six Intelligence Quotient 

points between the Language and Non-language. 

The results of all three groups was similar regarding 

sex. All areas measured favored girls. These data did not 

produce a correlation high enough for predictive purposes, 

but a definite relationship appeared to exist. The negative 

correlations denoted a female loading on the sex factor with 

a positive loading indicative of a male factor. There was 

no positive correlation on any of the factors within any of 

the groups regarding sex. 

In Group II the highest correlations were between 

socio-economic level and peer preferences at .40, while in 

Group III the lowest (under .20) correlations were on these 

factors. In Group I there was a non-significant correlation 

of .07 with academic standing. Group II contained a wider 

range of socio-economic levels and resulted in a signifi-

cant correlation of .41 with academic standing. The corre-

lation in Group III of .40 was significant. Each of these 

correlations was significant at the .01 level of confidence 

but was not sufficient for predictive purposes. 
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The correlations between academic standing and Intel-

ligence Quotient total were: Group I .68, Group II .56, 

and Group III .50. Each was significant at the .01 level 

of confidence. The correlations between Intelligence 

Quotient and achievement were: Group I .72, Group II .81, 

and Group III .67. These correlations were high enough to 

be of'value for predictive purposes. There was a signifi-

cant relationship between intelligence and achievement. 

Group II contained the lowest correlations between 

marks assigned and teacher preference ratings and yet the 

mean of teacher preferences was significantly higher than 

the other two groups. This could indicate a higher accept-

ance of all the children by these teachers and a more ob-

jective grading on their part. Another interesting aspect 

was revealed that Group II had the highest mean Intelligence 

Quotient of 113, 111 for Group I, and 103 for Group III. 

The mean achievement level for Group II was at the approx-

imate grade level 5.8 and slightly higher, 5.9 for Group I. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

This study was designed to determine the interrelation-

ship between peer and teacher preferences, and socio-economic 

level, teacher assigned marks, sex,'intelligence, and 

achievement. A rating scale for friendliness, social veneer, 

stability, leadership, and sense-of-fair-play was adminis-

tered to the children, with the children rating each other. 

The teacher rated the students on the same five traits. The 

socio-economic level of the family was determined using 

Warner's Occupation Scale. The California Test of Mental 

Maturity yielded Intelligence Quotient scores. The Califor-

nia Achievement Test supplied achievement scores. Scores 

for separate subject marks were computed from the teacher 

assigned marks, the academic standing score being compiled 

from the marks assigned in all the subject areas used in 

the study. 

The subjects participating in this study consisted of 

groups of fifth-grade students enrolled in the public 

schools of a suburban school district located in the South-

western United States during the 1967-1968 school year. 

The total of 327 students was from three schools: Group I 

104 
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consisted of 104 students; Group II consisted of 138 stu-

dents? Group III consisted of 85 students. All participants 

were white. 

Seven hypotheses were investigated in this study: 

1. There would be a significant positive correlation 

between socio-economic level: peer ratings, teacher prefer-

ence ratings, academic standing, achievement, intelligence, 

and sex. 

2. There would be a significant positive correlation 

between academic standing: peer ratings and teacher prefer-

ence ratings. 

3. There would be no significant correlation between 

academic standing and achievement, intelligence, and sex. 

4. There would be no significant correlation between 

achievement: peer ratings, teacher preference ratings, 

intelligence, and sex. 

5. There would be no significant correlation between 

intelligence: peer ratings, teacher preference ratings, 

and sex. 

6. There would be significant correlation between the 

sex of the child, peer ratings, and teacher preference ratings, 

7. There would be no significant difference between 

the three groupsj self-contained classroom, partially self-

contained, and classroom operated on the Joplin plan; on 

total teacher preference, total peer preference, socio-

economic level, total achievement scores, total intelligence 

scores, and total academic standing. 
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Correlation coefficients were computed on all variables 

for Group I, II, and III; factor analysis was utilized on 

Group I; and analysis of variance was used to determine the 

similarities of the groups. An arbitrary level of signifi-

cance was set at the .05 level of confidence. 

Findings 

On the basis of the analysis of the data, and within 

the limitations of the study, certain findings were revealed 

in reference to the population studied: 

1. Socio-economic level was not related to peer 

ratings, teacher ratings, academic standing, achievement, or 

intelligence. 

2. Students rated high by their peers and teachers 

received higher marks in the basic school subjects. 

3. Pupils who received higher marks in school also 

did well on intelligence scores and the achievement tests. 

4. Girls tend to perform better on achievement and 

intelligence tests and also tend to receive higher school 

marks. 

5. Intelligence was significantly related to peer and 

teacher ratings of the students. 

6. Girls tended to be more accepted than boys by 

both peers and teachers. 

7. Students rated their peers about the same, even 

among groups that differ on teacher ratings, socio-economic 

level, achievement, intelligence, and grades assigned. 
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8. School marks accounted for most of the variance 

found in the study, followed by teacher preferences, peer 

preferences, and intelligence-achievement. 

Conclusions 

Based on the findings of this study, certain conclusions 

appear to be warranted: 

1'. Socio-economic status is not significantly related 

to peer or teacher sociometric ratings, academic standing 

as determined by marks received, achievement level, intel-

ligence quotients, or sex. This was true also of some 

other research. Some research did report socio-economic 

status as a significant factor in relation to the other 

factors investigated. 

2. Students enjoying high sociometric status with 

peers and teachers do have significantly higher school 

marks than those of low sociometric status,, 

3. Girls score higher on achievement tests, intel-

ligence tests, teacher and peer sociometric ratings, and 

receive higher school marks'than do boys. This would seem 

to indicate that girls are more school oriented or schools 

are more girl oriented. 

4. School marks 'accounted for most of the variance in 

the factor analysis of this investigation, with the intel-

ligence-achievement factor accounting for only a very small 

portion of the variance and coming in a poor fourth behind 
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teacher preferences and peer preferences. In the school 

setting where traditionally school marks are thought to 

reflect achievement and intelligence, this is indeed a 

strange phenomenon and in need of further scrutinizing. 

Implications 

Based on an examination of the literature and of the 

findings of this study, certain implications seem feasible: 

1. Socio-economic level does not play as dominant a 

role in the lives of today's youth as do education and 

sociometric status. To raise the quality of education and 

teach students the social graces required to get along with 

one's peers and adults seem much more important. Then, 

with an adequate educational background and social poise, 

one can then raise his own socio-economic level. 

2. A need for an active program in the elementary 

school aimed at helping the students acquire social graces 

appreciated by others so that their main energies might be 

expended in the direction of learning is indicated. 

3. There is a need for more understanding, appreciation 

of, and interest in boys by teachers within the elementary 

school. Teachers need to find ways to make school a more 

boy-centered place. Our schools at this point are operated 

more for girls. Moving the curriculum into more active 

learnings as opposed to reading and hearing about learning 

would seem to be a move in this direction. 
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4. More emphasis needs to be placed on the real learn-

ing going on in schools and less on the marks received. 

Students should be in school to learn rather than to collect 

marks. To accomplish this may require the abolishing of 

marks altogether. This is a vital matter worthy of further 

consideration. 

Recommendations 

The following recommendations for further research are 

made based on the findings of this study: 

1. An investigation employing the same measures should 

be conducted at the beginning of the school year and again 

at the latter part to determine what differences take place 

during the year in peer preferences and teacher preferences 

and the possible influence of these upon the other measures 

used. -

2. The personality traits of accepting and non-accept-

ing teachers should be investigated along with the school 

environment in which such teachers are found. The full 

implications of this should be studied as it affects grades, 

learning as measured by achievement and the extent of the 

full use of the intellectual capacity of the students. 

3. A similar study should be conducted in areas in-

cluding a wider range of socio-economic backgrounds with a 

factor analysis computed to ascertain what possible part 

this factor plays in the school setting. 



APPENDIX 

ORAL INSTRUCTIONS 

Please do not write until you are asked to do so. 

1. Match the numbers on the name sheet to the numbers on 

the tally sheet. 

2. You are to put one number beside each letter. 

3. Circle the space when you come to your own name. 

4. When you finish one column, wait for further instructions. 

Listen carefully to these directions as to how to decide 

what number to place beside each name: 

I will describe five different jobs you and your class-

mates might be called upon to do. For people you consider 

EXCELLENT for a job we are rating at that time, put a 5_ 

beside that name. People you consider GOOD for the job, 

put 4_ beside the name. People you do not know or have no 

opinion of, put 3_ beside the name. People you consider 

LEAST HELPFUL for the job, put 1_ beside the name. 

Do not begin until you have been instructed to. 
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(WRITE ON THE BLACKBOARD THE FOLLOWING:) 

EXCELLENT 5 

GOOD 4 

DO NOT KNOW OR HAVE NO OPINION 3 

NOT VERY SUITABLE 2 

LEAST HELPFUL 1 

(DISTRIBUTE SHEETS: NAME SHEETS FIRST, TALLY SHEETS NEXT) 

On the first sheet handed to you-, you will find the 

names of everyone in your class. Match the numbers by the 

names with the numbers under FRIENDLINESS. 

I will read you a description of five different jobs. 

Mark, the number beside each name that describes how that 

student would fit that job in. your opinion. No one will see 

your paper. Be as honest in your ratings as possible. Start 

at the top and go down. When you come to your name, circle 

the space and go on. 

Job No. 1.—Suppose your school is planning an open 

house for parents. Your room needs some students to help 

show the parents around and make them feel welcome. A per-

son who is friendly would be good for this job. Mark each 

classmate on this job in the column under FRIENDLINESS. 

(PAUSE WHILE COLUMN ONE IS MARKED) 

Now slide the name sheet over to the next column. This 

time you will write in the column under NEAT & POLITE. 
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Job No. 2_.—The P.T.A. needs some students from your 

room to help serve refreshments at a P.T.A. meeting. The 

person for this job should be neat and polite. Mark each 

classmate on this job. 

(PAUSE WHILE THE PAPERS ARE MARKED) 

Slide your name sheet over to the column marked 

STABILITY. You will mark in this column now. 

Job No. 3_.—A group of first grade children need some 

help and guidance on a project. Your room has been asked to 

suggest some people for this job. We'need stable and de-

pendable people for this job. Rate each classmate on this job. 

(PAUSE FOR PAPERS TO BE MARKED) 

Slide the name sheet over to the column under LEADERSHIP. 

Job No. 4_.—Your school has decided to set up a Student 

Council to help in making some of the plans and guidelines 

for the school. Leaders are needed for this job. Rate each 

classmate as you think each suitable for this job. 

(PAUSE WHILE PAPERS ARE MARKED) 

Slide the name sheet over to the last column, FAIR PLAY. 

Job No. _5.—Some students are needed from this room to 

umpire a softball game. We need fair, honest people for 

this job. Rate each classmate on his or her suitability 

for this job. 

(PAUSE WHILE PAPERS ARE MARKED) 

Thank you very much for your cooperation. I will now 

collect the papers. You have been most helpful. 



EXCELLENT 5 

GOOD 4 

DO NOT KNOW OR HAVE NO OPINION_ 3 

NOT VERY SUITABLE 2 

LEAST HELPFUL 1 
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STUDENT NAME SHEET 

Directions for scoring: Jane Adams 1 

Sally Brown 2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Ted Williamson 24 

Bart Zimm 25 
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COLUMN I COLUMN II COLUMN III COLUMN IV COLUMN V 

FRIENDLINESS NEAT-POLITE STABILITY LEADERSHIP FAIR PLAY 

1 1 1 1 1 

2 2 2 2 2_ 

3 3 3 3 3_ 

4 4 4 4 4_ 

5 5 5 5 5 

6 6 6 6 6 

7 7 7 7 7_ 

8 8 8 8 8_ 

9_ 9 9 9 9_ 

10 10 10 10 10_ 

11 11 11 11 11_ 

12 12 12 12 12_ 

1 3 13 13 13 13_ 

1 4 14 14 14 14_ 

1 5 15 15 15 15_ 

1 6 16 16 16 16_ 

1 7 17 17 17 17_ 

1 8 18 ' 18 18 18_ 

1 9 19 19 19 19_ 

2 0 20 20 20 20_ 
* 

21 21 21 21 21_ 

22 22 22 22 22_ 

2 3 23 23 23 23_ 

2 4 24 24 24 24_ 

25_ 25 25 25 25 
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