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CHAPTER I
INTROMUCTION

Statement of Froblem
The problem of this study was to determine what influence physieal
appearance, health and vigor, emotlonal stabllity and coutrol, soelal
aggressiveness, adaptability and tolerance, dependsblility, dependence
on othsra for assistanqa and emotional support, being a source of now
experience to others, sceial service and abiliti&s[haV& upon the

popularity of high school students.

Purpose of 3tudy
The following study was undertaken to discover some of the ways in
whieh high school students who are povular differ from those who are not

80 popular.,

Limitations

This study was limited to the Junior and senior high school students
of Horth Pexas State Teachers College Domonstration éehool. Forty-five
gtudents in the popular group were used while only thirty students in the
unpesulir group were used, The other ratings in the popular group were
three or mors ratings by other students in sehool in thirty-four eouses
and two esch in the remaining eleven ¢ases. The other ratings in the une
popular group consisted of two ratings by other students in 211 thirty

CuBeS.,



Definition of Terms

By self ratings is meant the ratings the students gave themselves
on the Perzonality Scales-Rating Self.

By other ratings is meant the ratings other students, who were
asked to rate some other student used in this stuvdy, gave them on the
Personality Scales-Rating Others,

Hethod of Collecting Data

The personality acales used in colleecting data for this study were
prepared by Merl ¥. Bonney of North Texas State Teachers Colleze. They
were in two forms e¢alled A Perscnality Seale «~ Rating Self and 4 Persole
ality Seale « Rating Others.

Bach item in one seale was the same ag the corresponding item in
the other seale, other than that the wording was changed to suit the
gituation of the rater. For example, item Number I in the Personality
Seale - Rating Self was, "Do you have a feeling of buoyaney and well
being? ® Item Fumber I in A Personality Seale - Rating Others was, "Does
he have a feeling of buoyaney and well being?"”

The scales were composed of 157 itewms. Fach item used bad soze
bearing on ons of the nine peraonality traits under consideration in
this study. On each item the rater, or person filling out the form, was
instructed to rate himself, or sameone ¢lse as the case might bave been,
according Yo the following seale:

1 -~ means almost never
£ w- means seldom
3 -~ moans saretimes

4 w- means usually
§ = means nearly always



There were three different sections In the person:1lity seales and
though the five digit secale had a slightly different meaning in eath
gection the relative valve of each digit was the sane,

411 the students in the Demonatration Higlh 3chool were given
Personality Seale - Rating Self snd aske? to rabte themselves, Then
they were given a Fersonality Sesle - Rating Othera and asked to choose
gome friend of their owrn sex and to r:te him or her, In these personal-
1ty scalss they were asked to name an additional friend, but they were
not asked to rate this seeond cholee at that time,

All students who were chosen by three or more to rate or as second
choleces were considered popular studends and were ineluded in the popular
group in this astudy. The studenits who were not chosen at all as first or
second cholees were considered umpspular and were ineluded in the unpopus~
lar group in this study.

It should be mentioned here that 111 students whoe had not attended
the Demonstration High 3chool at least ons entire semester preceding the
semester during which this data was collected were eliminated from ¥bis
study. It was felt that perhaps they had not been in school long
enough to establish friendships with other students.

The ratings on all psrsonality seqles were tabulated and ehecked to
see if there were as many as three ratings by others for sack student in
the popular group, Then sone student whe had chosen a8 a sscond choice
sach student for whom there wers not three ratings by othere was asked
to rate him or her,

For ratings by others for the unpopular students, at least two

students who kpew each of them were asked to rate him or her,



Related Studies
There have Deen quite a number of related studies made by well known
authors, It would be all but impossible to cover such works in this
study, but the following is a review of the more slgnificant studies:
_; Merl E, Bomney' conducted a study with the fourth-grade ehildren in
three Denton, Texaé, schools in whieh he arrived at the following conclue
sions:

A child is well accepted in a group more beegause of what he im
and what he does whieh wins the admiration of others than begauvas
of whst he refrains from 40ing. o « o

Popularity is not the superficisl thing 1t is often asaumed to
be but is rather tied up with the most basie 4traits of personslity
and character, + .

The socially strong ehild is generally attractsd to others whe
are likewise soecizlly strong.

Althoughk 1% is no doubt trus that liking and digliking people
is not due primarily $o particular traits, buk is due to the impres~
sion whieh ones total personality makes upon another total personal-
1ty, 1t is still necessary to study traits in order to discover whieh
kinds are most important for certain purposzes.

Bonney® in his study with the second grades in three Denton, Texas,
dohools found the following:

Soeisl atatus was found %o be quite highly concentrated in a
few pupils at the top. The atability of status wag cuite high, . .
The relationship betwsen I.%. and sociasl status was on the whole
not marksd, but the first and fourth quartiles in status (when the
three grades were combined) show a significant difference in I,Qs «
being 16 an@l 17 points respectively in the first and second grades.
- Some relationship was found between reading sbility and social
statug particularly in respest to the readinz ages obtained in January
and the reading galins made betwesn Septembey and January. + « «

Vo lpp, Mer1 E. Bonney, "Fersonality Traits of Soeially Successful and

3o00ia1ly Unsuccesaful Children™, Journal of Fdueational Psychology, WAXIV
(November, 1945), 449.472, "

2
Dp. Merl B. Bonney, "A Study of Soelal Statuas on the 3econd CGrade
Level"™, The Journal of Genetic Payehology, IX (Jume, 1948), 271.3085,



v Most of the gernerally recognized desiralble personality tralts
were found by teachers to bhe much more comuon among the vopular
than =smopg the umopular children, « . »

On the whole teacher judgements of socially suceessful pupils
agree quite well with pupil cholcess o o »

The data on sex differences show a rather strong and highly
consistent dendeney for girls to receive a hicher atatus score
than bo¥Se o « »

A correlation of # ,52 was found in Sehool B botwmen the
occupational intellicenee status of parents as messured by the
Barr Seale and the soeial siatus seore of their ehildrene . « «
An r of £ 62 was found in this school bebtwsen sociability of
parents as mweasured by s ovestionniire and the soeial acceptance
secores, In 3ehool C a correlation of £ .63 was obtained between
the cultural status of the hane on the ¥innesota Hoame Status Index
and the social status scores of the ehildren in sehool, These
correlations were the higheat obtained between any one factor and
the social succesas scores,

There waz a rather high tendency for the more popular children
to come from the smaller family units. More than twice as many
o1y " ehildren wers found in the highest group in seocial aceeptance
than in any of the three lowsr groups.

Fot mueh relation was found between the soeial status scores
and ehronolorical age.

v Seagoe” in her study of 115 pairs of friends of the Garvey distriet
in Los Angeles County, California, found a slight but significant
relationship between associates in the personal characteristics of
atheletic ability, cleanliness, eourtesy and total gecore in soeiaslly
desirable traits,

¥ Flﬂmming4 in his stﬁdy of seventy-one girls of the Horaee Mann High
School for Girls, Teachers College Columbia University, found the basie
qualities of leadership %o be liveliness, wide interest, intelligence,
good sportsmanship, ablility to amuse, atheletie prowsss, a pleasant

voice, and the absence of modesty.

5M3y Ve Seacve, "Factors Influencing the Seleetion of Assoclates ™,
Journal of Educationnl Regearch, XXVII (September, 193u), 32-40,

“Fawin 6. Flemaing, "E Factor Analysis of the Persorality of Eigh
School leaders”, Jourmal of Appiied Pgychology, XIX {October, 1935),
596605,



Pintner, Forlano, and Freadmanﬁ

in thelr study of 819 children in
grades 5 to 8 in four different Few York schnols found that friends are
Just as likely to differ, as to resemble, the ehild in question, The
positive eorrelation with chronologieal age and mental age led them to
conclude that physical maturity and, to some exient mental maturity,
are far more potent in influeneing friendship than are the personality
traits they had agssumed they were measuring,
Van ms in her study of 42 girls who were attending a private
girls' comp in 1936 found the following:
1. The correlation of chronological age im pairz of friends varied
from .05 to .49 There were scme indieations that the cloger the
friendship, the higher the chronologiceal age correlation,
2, Though this study included no data on I.Q« the fact that one
ecorrelation each of self-suffielency, doainanes, self-confildence,
and gociability equaled or ezeceeded the correlations of chronological
age, made it appesr possidle that certain tralts other than
intellectual ones may be responsible for the formation of friend-
ships among c¢hildren,

3, Girla tended to choose as friends girls of similar age and
with a gimilar degree of dominance and soeisbility.

4, The degrees of emotional stability, self-sufficlency, intro-
version and self-econfidenee seemed to have little to do with the
formation of friendships among adolescent girla. '

B, For these girls there were little relation between the traits
measured by the Bernreuter Inventory and chronolosical 486. o « o

Winslow and Frankel? in their study of questionmaires f£illed out by

SR, Pintner, G, Farlano, and H. Freedman, 'Personality and Attitudinal
Similarity Among Classroom Friends ", Jourmal of Applied Psycholopy, XXI
(Fobruary, 1937) 48«65, -

6Virginia E, Van Dyne, ‘Personality Trailts and Friendship Formation
in Adoleascent Girls ™, The Jourmal of Social Psycholory, XII (November, 1940)
21303,

v 7Charles Nelson Winslow and M., N. Frankel, "A (uestiomnaire Study of
the Traits That Adults Consider To Be Important in the Formation of Friend
ships With Members of Their Own 3ex“, Journal of Soeial Psychology, XIII
(Pebruary, 1941) 37-49,
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100 men and 100 women 4t frooklyn Collose found the followings

The results sbows? that the mood luportant ehapneteristics of
frisnds in the opinian of the ralers wore thoss shick vrofuce
conganiality in face to face pevrnonal contacts,: FPighest in the
acsle of profepence, Tor edanple, were "loyalty', *abdllity to oobe
fide in', and Pranksesa®, Sizmilacly, thoze most atrongly disliked
wmre ‘thinskinnednoas®, “hyversensltivity?, *garrolity? and
*oracgart abaut ecnuesta with the opocaile zex', lLosn pevsonal
eharactariatios, sueh w3 religlous belisfs, politieal belisfs,
soonomle statug, and lotelligeses wers decund %o be relatively
uniavortanty « « oThe lavgost sex differences, and those thnt were
st-tistieally relilable, wre found to be the womer's craster dige
like for ‘promiseulty =ith the opposite sex', and uwenva greater
rraference for frispds with ‘oconventioml, good socisl manners?
and for friends who ponseas Yihe ability to bs eonfided in',

.méﬁ in ner study at Purdue Uslvorsity fonnd the following:

Corralatione of the aotial acesfiados scorns and the awarenass
of sotial agcodiante seores gave Littles indiestios that the ehildren
afs swars of Low weil they are liked by their clasamsbes, « 5 »

There g ad $o be Litile Indication that the ohild's foslines
regarding his wocl-l accepiants wag Telated to hls feeslings of
unbarpiness or confliet in vy of Lis relationahins unlessz it wis
il solletonlliote » o «

The evidence for the oxistence of behavior pattersns which
typify the obhild who farls reiscted wan 2180 DBSEY e o »

Sy501n €, g, "Astioelsyeholosicnl Yectors In The Hshavior and
ttituder of Chlildra

By  1Is wmreness of ‘eesplauce 3tatua”, Joursal
alogy, LFIVI, (day, 1948}, 271808,

P
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CHAPIER IX
TRAID ANALISIS

Physieal jppearanee, Health and Vigor
The first personality trait %o be considered is phyzicsl aopente
ance, boalth and vigor, Table 1 pressnta the ratinzs thut the popular

children gave themsolves on thess traits,

TABIE 1

PraCRen oF TU0AL GaOUP OF POPULAS CEILD
SPIVES 4 RATING OF B ON TARIos PRY
BEARIIG OF PIYSIC AL COACTERINTICS

WITH 3D0ILAR 4TINS

EE WHG S47Y T
PRI OF ITrws
IN oopanIsen

Por Cont of Items

75 i ] 1
o to k<4 . 4 - o .
100 74 49 B

%E * o« % G 6'? %‘? %,% &%‘E

Dthers & o 2,2 . 18.6 42,8 58,5 647

Theas ratings show that there was s tendenay on the part of ths
populinr students o rate thasselves lowsy on phyeiesl appesrance,
henlth and vigor than their {ricsndas rabed them. 3Ix and sevensitenthbs
por cent of the popular chkildren gnve thewaelves a rating of 5 on
fron 850 to 74 per cent of the items in this trait, while their friends
gave 13,6 par cent of them sueh a raling on this mpnber of the itema,
The same holds true in each quartils throughout ths table, It then

follows that o larger per cent (42,2) of tie popular children gave

8



themselves a rating of & on 0 items in this trait than the per cent (6,7)
of them who were glven a rating of & on O items in this trait by other
raters, Probably this wag due to a sense of modesty on the part of the
pooular students,.

The reverse of what was found in the relationship between the self-
ratings and the ratings of others in the popular group wasz found in the
upper quartiles of the unpopular group, Table 2 gives the per e¢esnt of

rétings of § the unpopular children gave themselves,

TABIE 2

PER CENT OF TOTAL GROUP OF UNPOPULAR CHILISTH WHO G\VE TN
SELVFS A RATING OF B ON VARIOUS FROPORTIONZ OF ITM3
BEARIRG OR PHISICAL CHARACTEFRISTICS WITH
SIHTLAR RATING BY OTHERSI

Per Cont of Items

78 50 28 1
to %o to to 0

100 74 49 24
Zelf « + » & 10,0 43 .3 16,7 30,0
Othere . « 0 G40 26,7 46,7 25,3

Ten per ocent of the unpopular children gave themselvesz a rating of 6

on from 50 to 74 per cent of the items in this trait, while only 3.3 per
*

cent of thew were given a rating of 5 on from 50 to 74 per cent of the items
by those who rated them. The same holds true for the quartile from 24 to
49 per cont of the items in tkias trait, Bowever, the pieture changes in
the next quartile when only 1€.7 per cent of the unpopular children gave
themselves a rating of 5 on fron 1 to 24 per cent of the items in this

trait, as conpared with 46,7 per eent of them who were given such a pmating

by those who rated them.
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Thirty per cent of the umpopular ehildren gave themselves a rating
of 5 on O items in this trait, while only 23.3 per sent of them were
given a rating of 5 on O items in this tralt by other raters., This
shows that even though some of the unpepular ehildren did give themselves
a higher rating than they were given by asanciate raterg, not all of them
did, However, there was a tendsney for many of the unpepular students to
overrate themaelves. Perhaps this was due to an atbtempt to try to come
pensate for a real or imaginary weakness in this trait on the part of some
of the unpopular atudents,.

The unpopul-r students rated themsel®es higher on phyzienl appenrance,
health and vigor than the popular students rated therselves, Comparing
the result in Table 1 with that in Table 2, it is found th:t 10 per cent
of the unpo ular ehildren gave themselves a rating of 5 on freom 50 %o 74
per cent of the items in this trait, while only 6.7 per eent of the popu-
lar children gave themselves a rating of § on from 50 to 74 per cent of the
items in this trait, Forty-two and two-tenihs per eent of the popular
group gave themgelves a rating of B on 0 itews in this tralt, while only
30 per cent of the unpopular group gave themselvea a rating of B on O 7
items in this trait. This secums to incie:te that the ﬁnpopular studaﬁ;s
were higher in this trait than were the popular students, However, there
wis 3 tendency on the part of the unpepular students to overrate themselves,
and a tendeney for the popular students to underrate thomselves as dige
¢losed by the ratings of othera,

The ratings by other students show very distinetly that the Dopular
studenta prated higher on this trait thap 4id the unpopular students,

Table 1 and Table 2 show that 15.6 per cent of the popular students were
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given by their friends a rating of 5 on from 50 to 74 per cent of the
items in this trait, while only 3.3 per e¢ent of the unporular children
were given ratings of § in this quartile of the items in this trait,

4 gimilar relationship existsd between the two groups in the quartile
from 25 to 49 per cent of the items in this trait, Twenty~three and
three-tonths per cent of the unpopular children were given a rating

of 5 on O items in this trait by associate raters, while only 6,7 per
cent of the popular children were given a rating of 5 on ¢ items in
this trait by other raters.

It may be saild that oun the basis of the ratings by other students
the popular gtudents rated higher in physiezl appearance, health and
vigor than did the unpopular students., This may be e¢loser to the actual
faets since the ratings by others were much more consistent than were

the self-ratinge in either group,

Exotional 3tability and Control
The second trait for consideration is emotional stability and
eontrol.
A few of the popular ehildren were rated rather high by their
friends on this trait while nore of them rated thewselves quite so high,
As in Table 1, the popular students were inclined to underrate themselvogs,
Table 3 gives the per cent of ratinge of § that the popular children

gave themselves on these traits,



12

TABIE 3

PTR CENT OF TOTAL GROUF OF PUPULAR CHILIREN WH0 GAVE THEMe
SELVES A RATING OF 5 OGN VARIOU3 PROPRTIONS OF ITEMS
BEARING ON CHRACTERISTIOS OF RMOTIONAL STABILITY
AND CONTROL IN COMP RISCK WITH SIILAR
RATINGS GIVER BY OTHERS

Per Cent of Items

75 80 25 1
to to to to 0
100 74 49 24
Self .+ « & (4] 11.1 2202 4GS 20~D
Othars F 404 3.2 3503 5"‘9 2.2

Four and four~tenths per cent of the popular children were given
a rating of 5 on from 75 to 100 per cent of the items in this trait by
their friends, while none of them gave themselves a rating of 5 on this
number of items, The pleture changed somewhat in the next quartile when
11.1 per cent of the popular students gave themselves a rating of 5 on
from S0 to 74 per cent of the items in this trait whereas only 2.2 per cent
of them were given a rating of 5 on this number of the items by those who
rated them, Howsver, in the next two quartiles they rated themselves lower
than they were rated by their friends,

In Table 3, 80 per cent of the popular children gave themselves a rat-
ing of 5 on O items in thig trait, while other raters gave only 2.2 per
cent of them a rating.cf 5 on O items in this trait,

It ean then bz sald, as in physieal appearance, health and vigor,
that the popular students rated themselves lower on this trait than they

ware rated by others.

Evidently, some of the unpopular students felt themselves rather weak
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in this tralt and tried to coupensate for their weakuess by giving theme
gelved a high rating on this trait, for 13,3 per ¢ent of theu gave then-
selves a rating of § on from 75 to 100 per cent of the items in this trait,
while none of them wore given a vating of 5 or this number of the items in
thig trailt by associate raters.

Table 4 gives the per ceut of ratings of 8 the unpopular ehildren gave

themaelves on various items in this tralst,

TADLE 4

PER CENT OF TOTAL GRCUP OF UNPOFUL.R CHILIMEN WHO GAVE THIM.
SELVES 4 RATING OF 5 O VaRIOUS PROPORTIONS OF ITRMS
BEARIKNG ON CERACTERISTICS OF EuOTIONAL STABILITY
ARD GONTROL IN CQOMPARISCR WITH SDAILAR
RATINGS GIVEN BY OTHERS

Per Cent of Items

795 50 25 1
to to to to 0
100 74 49 24
321f . . . 15,3 6‘? 16,7 B345 10.0
Others . . 0 B3 30,0 56,7 1040

3ix and seven~tenths ner cent of the unpopular children gave themselves
a rating of 5 on from 80 to 74 per ecent of the items in this trait, while
S5 per ecent of them were given sueh 2 rqting by others. One ip every 5 gave
himself a rating of 5 in one~half or more of the items in this trait, while
1 in 30 were given a rating of 5 on one~half or mors of the items by others,
The same number (10 per cent) gave themselves a rating of B on 0 items
in this trait as were given a rating of 5 on ¢ iteme by other raters, Howe
aver, many of the unpopulsr students rated themselves higher on this trait

than they were rated by those who rated them,
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A8 in physieal appearance, hezlth and vigo?, the unpopular group rated
thenselves higher in emotional stability and control than the popular group
rated themaelves, One in every five or 20 per ecent of the unporular gtu.
dents gave themselves < rating of § on 5 per cent or move of the items in
thig trait, while one in 9 or 11.1 per cent of the popular students gave
themselves a rating of & on that per cent of the items in this trait, In
Table 3, 20 per eent of the populsr ehildren gave themselves a rating of 5
on O items io this trait, while only 10 per cent, in Table 4, of the unpopu-
lar children gave themselves a rating of 6 on ¢ items in this trait, So
again the unpopular ehildren gave themselves a higher rating orn a trait than
the popular ehildren gave theumselves,

Comparing the ratings given the two groups by other ratera in Tablse 3
and Table 4, it was found that the popular students were rated higher in
this trait than were the unpopular students., Four and four-tenths per cent
of the popular students were given a rating of € on from 75 to 100 per cent
of the items in this trait, while none of the unpopular students were giwen
a rating of 5 on this number of items, Twice as many of the popular group
was given a rating of & on one-half or more of the items in this trait as
were of the umpopular group. Ten per cent of the unpopular group was given
a rating of 5 on 0 items in this trait, while only 2.2 per cent of the
popular children were given a rating of 8 on 0 items in this trait,

It is then apparent that the popular students were rated higher on
emotional stability andé control by other raters th:n were the unpovular stu-
Gents, It then gseems that the self-ratings must have been at Tault again
and that the popular students are more stable emotionally than are the une

popular studentis,
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3ocial Aggressiveness - The Initiation of
Boeial Contacts and Soeial Fvents

Soeial aggressiveness, the initiation of soeial eontret and soeial
events, is the third trait for consideratinm,
Table 5 gilves the per cent of ratin's of & given by other raters to

the popular group of children on this trait of soclal sggreesiveness,

TABLE B

PER CERT OF TOTAL GROUF OF POPULGR CHILIREN Y10 GAVE TRl
SELVES A RATING OF & ON VIRIOUS PROPCRTIONS OF ITEMS
BEARING Ok CHARACTITRIZTICS OF SCCIAL
ABGRESS IVENESS IN COMPARISON WITH
SIbiLAR RATINGS GIVEN BY OTHERS

Per Cent of Items

75 BG 25 1
o to to to 0

00 74 49 24
Selfl « + o 0 2,2 6.7 55,58 55,6
Others « « 0O 4] 24,4 75 ok 22

Analysls of the duta show only 2,2 per cent of the popular students
gave themselves a rating of § on B0 per cent or more of the items in this
trait., None of the unpopular students gave themselves éueh a rating, and
none of eithsr group was gliven a rating of 5 on B0 per cent or more of
the items in this trait by those who rated them. This indiestes that
nelther group rated as high on this trait as they rated on either of the
two preceding traits.

Table & shows %hat 35,6 per eent of the popular children gave thewmselves

a rating of 5 on O items in this trait, while only 2,2 per ¢ent of them
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were given a rating of 5 on G items by their friends. It is then evident
that the populur group as a whole were given a higher ratings by other
raters than they gave themselves on this trait,

Table & gives the per cent of ratings of 5 on this trait that ﬁhe Ulle

popular children gave themselvaes,

TABLY 6

FER CENT OF TOTAL GROUP OF URPGIULAR CHILIRPE WEO GAVE THINw
SELVES A RATING OF 5 OF V4aRIOU3 PROPORTIONS OF ITENS BEAR.
IRG ON CHARACTERISTICS OF 30CIAL ACCRESSIWENESS IN
COMPARIS'N TITH 3LETLAR RATINGS GIVEN BY CTHERS

Per Cent of Items

76 50 28 1
Lo to to to G

;QQ 74 49 24
Belf o 4 & 0 0 20,0 57.8 23,3
Others . . 6] 4] 16 o7 7S 03 10.0

Twenty per cent of the unpopular students gave themselves s rating of
S on from 25 to 49 per cent of the items irn this trait, while 16,7 per cent
of them were given such 1 rating on this number of iteams, However, in the
next quartile the picture changes., Here 56,7 per cent of the unpopular
stﬁaente gave themselves a rating. of 6 on from 1 to 24 per cent of the
items in this trait, while 73.3 per cent of them %are given s rating of 6
on this per eent of the items by those who rated them, Twenty-three and
three~tenths per e¢ent of the umpopular group gave themselves a rating of
5 on 0 itema in this trait, while only 10 per cent of them were given a

rating of § on O items in this trait by assocliate raters.
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From the results shown in Table 6, 1t is apparert that though a few
of the unpopular students rated themselves higher in this trait than they
ware r:ted by others, the mamjority of trem rated themselves lower in this
trait than they were rated by others, This was of partivular interest
since in both the preceding traits they rated themselves highsr than they
were rated by these who rated then,

In Table 5 and Table € it can be observed that 2,2 per cent of the
popular students rated themselves higher than any of the unpopular students
rated themselves, However, 20 per cent of the unpopular students gave them.
selves a rating of 5 on from 84 to 49 per cend of the items in this trait,
while only’s.vvper cent of the popular students gave themselves a rating
of & on that per ecent of items in this trait, The differencs in the next
quartiles waé very small, fér only 1.2 per cent more of the unpopular stuw
dents gave themselves a rating of 5 on frowm 1 to 24 per cent of the iteus
in this trait than 4id the popular students, Thirty-five and six-tenths
per cent of the pooular group gave themzelves a rating of 5 on 0 items in
this trait, where 25,3 per cent of the unpopular group gave themselves suoch
a rating on ¢ items in this trait,

It 1s then elear that the unpopular students, on an average, rated
themselves higher on this trait than did the pepular students, even though
the unpopular students did rate themselves slightly lower on this tralt
than they were rated by thogse who rated thanm, |

The popular studerts were rated slightly higher on this trait than
were the unpopular students when the ratings given by other students were
compared, In Table 5, 24.4 per eent of the popular students were given

a rating of 5 on from 25 to 49 per cent of the items in this tralt, whils
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16,7 per cent of the unpopular students {Tabls 6) were given sueh a Pate
ing on this number of the ltems, The difference between the two groups

in the quartile from 1 to 24 per cent of the items was nil, Ten per cent
of the wunpopular group were given a rating of § on O items in thie trait by
asgociate raters as compared with 2,2 per aent of the popular group.

It is evident then from the ressults in Table 5 and Table 6 that both
groups were low iu socia) aggressiveness, the initiation of social eontacts
and social evsnts, The difference in the two grouns in this trait wae
slight, aitbough the odds were slightly in favor of the popular students

on the basis of ratings given by other students,

3da§tabiiity an@ Tolerance
The fourth trait for consideration is adaptability and tolerance. A
fow of the popular students were rated somewhat higher by their friends in
adaptability and tolerance than they rated themselves, while a few others
rated themselves slightly higher than they were rated by others, Table 7

gives the ratings of B the popular children gave themaelves,

TABIE 7

PER CENT OF TOTAL GROUF OF POPULAR CHILIR®N WHO GAVE THRM-
SELVES A RATING OF § ON VaRIOUS PROPCRTIONS OF ITHHS BAR-
ING O CHARACTERISTICS OF ADWPTABILITY AND TOLERANCE

Per Cent of Items

75 B0 25 1
to to to to ¢]
100 7449 24
%lf « 8 @ Q 6!’? 3303 48-9 1111

Others , . 4.4 647 53,5 42,2 13,4
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Pour apd four-tenth: of the popular students wers given a rating of
5 on from 70 to 100 per cent of the ltems in this trait by other raters,
while none of them gave themselves a rating of 5 on that per cent of the
itens in the trait, In the next two quartiles of the items, from 50 to 74
per cent and from 25 to 49 per cent, the zame pereentage of atudents gave
themselves a rating of D as were given a rating of 5 by those who rated
them, Forty-eight and nine-tenths per cent of the porular group gave them-
selves a rating of § on from 1 to 24 per cent of the items in this trait,
while 42,2 per cent of them were given a rating of 5 on this per cent of
the items, Eleven and ons~%enth per cent of the popular students gave
themselves g rating of & on O items in this trait, while 13.4 per eent of
them wore given o vatinzg of B on O items In this trait by those who rated
them, On the whole it can be sald that the popular students rated thémaelveé
on this fralt very mueh as they were rated by those who rated th&m;

Table & gives the per cent of ratingas of 5 that the unpopular children

gave themzelves on this trait,

TABLE 8

FER CENT OF THE TOTAL GROUUP OF UNPOPULAR CEILIREN WHO GAVE THEMw
STLVES & RATING OF B (N ViRIOUS PROPORTIONT OF ITENMS BR AR
ING ON ADAPTABILITY AKD TOLERANCE IN COMP RISCH WITH
SDIILAR RATINGS GIVEN BY (OTHER3

-
——

FPor Cent of Items

7% 50 28 1
to t to to 0

160 74 49 24
301f , . . 0 16,7 20,0 4545 20.0
Others + . 0 0 4040 5543 8.7




Sixtesn and seven«tenths psr ecent of th: unpopular students gave
themselves a rating of & on from BC to 74 per ¢ent of the items in this
tralt, while none of them were given a rating cf 5 or this per cent in
this trait by other raters, In the other two leower quartiles of this
table, the uwnpopular studsnis were rated higher in this trait by these
who rated them than they rated themszlves., Twenty per eent of them gave
themselves a rating of & on 0 items in this trait, where only 6.7 per
cent of them were given a rating of 5 op O items in this trait by those
who rated them,

Other than the 16,7 per cent of the umpopular group who rated theme
selves higher than they were rated by other raters, the majority of
them rated themselves quite a bit lower than they were rated by other
raters. |

In compsring the ratings the two groups gave themselves on this trait,
10 per cent more of the unpopular group gave themselves a rating of 5 on
from B0 to 74 per cent of the items than d4id the popular group. However,
in the lower quartiles a larger per cent of the popular atudenta gave
themselwes a rating of © on those percentages of the items than 4id the
unpopular students. For example, 33.,3 per cent of the popular students
gave themgelves a rating of 5 on from 25 to 49 per cent of the items in
this trait, while only 20 per cent of the unpopular stuﬁents gave thenselves
a rating of § on that percertage of the items, Twenty per cent of the
unpopular group gave themselves a rating of & on O items in this traid,
while 11.1 per cent of the popular groud gave themselves a rating of 5 on

0 items,
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Other than a small groud at the top who very 1likely overrated them
gselves or who were weak and had Tormed the habit of adapting themselves
to any situation rathrr to resist, 1t can be s=id, according to the
self-raters, the porular students rated khigher on this tralt than did
the unpopular students,

When the ratings given the two groups by other students were com-
pared, 1l.1 per cent of the popular students rated higher than any of
the uppopular siudents, Four and four~tentis per cent of the popular
students were given a rating of 5 on from 75 to 100 per cent of the items
in this trait, while none of the unpopular students wers glven a rating
of B on that per cent of the items dy other raters, 3ix and seven~tenths
par eent of the popular groul was given 2 rating of 5 on from 850 to 74 per
cent of the items of this tralt as compured ~1th none of the unporular
group, However, in the next guartile the pileture changes, Forty per send
of the unpopular group was given a rating of § on fram 28 to 49 per cent of
the items in this trailt by other raters as compared with 23,3 per cent of
the popular group. The result in the next quartile wms similar. Only €.7
per eent of the unpopular group was given by other raters a rating of 5
on O itews in this trait as caupured with 13.4 per tent of the populsr group.

Rleven and one-tenth per cent of the popular sludents 4id rate higher
in this trait than 4id any of the unpopular group, but in the lower quar-
tile the unpopular siuflenis rated higher on this trai% than aid the popular
group. However, any atvantage thut the unpopulsr group nay have over the
popular group in adaptabllity and folerance con, perhaps, be explained by
mapy of the very weak students having formed the habit of adapting themselves

to any situztion rather than to offer any reslstances
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Dependability - A Sense of Obligation In
all Personal and Group Relationships

The Tifth tralt for conzideration is dependgbility - =z aense of
obligation in all personsl and group ralationshipéf Table 9 givern below
shows the per cent of ratings of 5 the popular c¢hildren gave themselves

on this tr’iit.

TABLE @

PAR CE¥NT OF TOTAL GROUF OF POPULAR CHILTREN WHC GAVE THEM
SELVES A4 RATING OF 8 O VARICUS PROPORTIONS OF ITWMS
BERING ON CHARACTERISTICS OF DFPEMDABILITY IN CQbMw
PARISON WITH SIMILAR RATINGS GIVEN BY (OTHERS

Per Cent of Items

7% 50 25 1l
to to to t 0

100 74 89 24
Self .« « o 0 15.6 2¢.4 85.6 4.4
Others . - 4,4: lf’te 20.0 55'3 6.7

Only in the first quartile, from 75 to 100 per eent of the items, was
the vopular group rated higher by those who rated them on dependabilisy
than they rated themselves., Here 4.4 per cent of thewm were given a rating
of B on from 75 to 100 per cent of the items, The same per cent {(15.6) of
them were given by other raoters a rating of 5 on from 50 to 74 per cent of
the items in this %rait as gave themselves that rating. In the two lower
quartiles a slightly larger per cent of them gave themselves a rating of
9 én the percentages of the items Ineluded In those quartiles, Four and
four~tenths per cent of the popular group gave themselves a rating of §
on 0 items in this trait, while 6.7 per cent of them were given by other

raters g rating of & on O items in the tratt,



There was very little difference then in the ratings the popular
group gave themselves and the ratings they were given by their friends on
dependability, _

The per cent of ratings of § the unpopular children gave themselves

on the trait of dependability are shown in Table 10.

TABIE 10

PER CEET OF TOTAL GROUP OF UNPOPULAR CHILDREN WHO GAVE THEMe
SELVES & RATING OF § OF WARIOUS PROPORTIONS (F ITRMS BERARING
N CHAIACTIRIBTICE OF IEPENDABILITY IN COMPARIZON WITH
-SIMILAR RATINGS GIVEN BY OTHERS

i
gi

Per Cent of Items

78 80 26 1
to to to to 0

100 74 49 24
Self . . . 0 2040 30.0 40,0 10.0
chﬂrﬁ * - 3'3 3.5 36'? %‘4 1%.3

Three and three-tenths per cent of the unpopular students were given by
other raters a rating of 5 on fram 75 to 100 per cent of the items in this
trait, while none of‘them gave themselves a rating of 5 on that per cent of
the items in this trait. But 20 per cent of them gave’themselves a rating
of 5 on from 50 to 74 per cant of the items in this tralt, while only 3.3
per cent of them were given such a rating on that number of the items by
other'raters. In the two lower quartiles a slightly larger per cent of the
unpopular students were given s rating of 5 on those percentages of the items
in this trait than gave themselves a rating of 5 on those percentages, Ten
per cent of them gave themselves a rating of 5 on O 1tems in this trait,

while 13.5 per cent of them were given by other raters a rating of 5 on 0
items in the trait.



A few of the unpopular group rated themaelvss rather high on this
trait, but there was litile actual difference in selfe-ratings and the
ratings given them by those who rated them.

In the uoper cuartiles (from 5O to 74 per cent and from 25 4o 49 per
cent) of the items a slightly larger per cant of the unpopular group gave
themselves a rating of § than did the popular group, However, in the
quartile from 1 to 24 per cent of the items in this tralt, 55.6 per cent
of the popular atuderts gave themselves a rating of 5 while orly 40 per
eent of the unpopular students gave themselves a rating of 5, Ten per
eent of the unpovular students gave thenselves a rating of 5 on O items
iﬁ this tralt, whils only 4.4 per cent of the popular students gave them-
sgives a rating of § on 0 items ir the trait,

The aetual difference in the ratings the two groups gave tbhemselves
was small.

On the basis of ratings giver the two groups by other students, the
popular students rated higher than 4id the unpepular students on thia
trait, Twenty per ocent of the popular group was given by other raters a
rating of 5 on 850 per cent or more of the items in this tralt ag compared
with 6,6 per cent of the unpopular group, In the next quartile the popu~
lar group was not rated as high, Thirty«six and seven~tenths per eent of
the unpopular studenis were given by other raters a rating of S on from
25 to 49 per cent of the ltems in this trait, while only 20 per cent of
the porular students were given a rating of 5 on those percentagzes of the
items. However, the balance was restored in the next quartile when 53,3
per cent of the porular students were given by other raters 3 rating of 5

on from 1 to 24 per cent of the items in this trait as compared with 43,4



per cent of the unpopular students. Thirteen snd three-tenths per cent

of the unpopular students were given a rating of 5 on ¢ ifems in this
trait, while only 6,7 per cent of the popular students were given hy other
raters a rating of 5 on O items in this trait,

Then, on the basis of the ratings given by those who rated them, it
eat be sald that the popular students rated highber on dependsability than
444 the unpopular atudents,

Dependence on Others for issistance
and fmotional Support

Dependencs om others for assistamce and emotional support is the sixth
trait for consideration.

ont of the students in both groups rated themselves and were rated by
other raters campérativaly low in dependence on others for aasistance and
emotional support.

Table 11 zivea the per cent of ratings of § the popular students gave

thenselves on this ﬁrait.

TABLE 11

FZR CENT OF TOTAL GRCUP OF POPULAR CHILIRTN WHAC GAVE THM.
SELVES A RATING 0F § ON VARICUS PROPIRTIONS OF ITFMS
BEARING ON CHWRACTERISTICS OF DEPENIZECT (N OTHRRI
It COMPARISON WITH SIMITAR RATINGS GIVEN BY OTHFRS

Per Cent of Items

76 50 28 1l
to o o ta 0
100 74 49 24
3611' . "W 0 0 1503 69&0 1‘7'7
Qthers . . 0 0 15,3 6840 7.7
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These data show that there was complete agreement between the ratinga the
popular students gave themselves and the ratings their friends gave them
on thias trait,

Table 12 gives the per cent of ratings of 5 the uunvonular children

gave theomselves on this trait.

TABLE 12

PER CENT OF TOTAL GROUP OF URPOPULAR CHILIREN WEO BAVE THUM.
SELVES 4 RATING OF § OW VARIOUS PROPORTIONS OF ITELS
BIARING ON CEAR CTTRISTICS OF TUFPENIENCE ON CTEFR3
I COMPARIION WITH SIMILAR RATINGS GIVEN BY OTHIR3

Fer Cont of Jtems

75 50 26 1
to to to to ¢
100 74 : 49 24
Belf 4+ . o} 543 20,0 56,7 20.0
Others . ) 4] 20.0 56.7 15,5

Three and three-tenths per cent of the unpopular group gave thouselvas
a rating of © on 50 per cent or mors of the items in this trait, while none
of them wers given by other raters a rating of 5 on BO per eent or more of
the items. The same per cent (20) gave themselves a rating of 5 on from 25
to 49 per cent of the items in this trait as was giwen by others a rating
of 5 on that per cent of the items, Assoelate raters gave 66,7 per cent of
the unpopular studerts a rating of 5 on from 1 to 24 per cent of the items
in this trait, while 56,7 per cent of them were given by other raters a rate-
ing of 5 on that per cent of the items. Thirteen and three~tonths per cent
of them were gZiven a rating of 5 on 0 items in this trait by other raters,

while 20 per ecent of them gave themselves a rating of 5 on 0 items,
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A Wery amall per cent of the unpopular students gave themselves a
higher rating on this trait than they were given by other raters, while
saeversl rated themselves lower on this trait than they were rated by other
ratera., Therefore, in the main, it can be said that the unpopular children
ware rated by others a little higher on this tralt than thsy rated thenme
selves,

Three aad three~tenths per cent of the unpopular students rated theu-
selves higher on this trait than any of the poprular studenis rated theme
golves, Twenty per cent of the unpepular group gave themselves a rating
of 5 on from 25 to 49 per cont of the items in this trait, whereas 15,3
per cent of the Dopular group gave themselves a rating of B on that per cent
of the items in thig trait, However, a much larger difference in the oppo-
site dirsetion was given when 69 per cent of the popular group gave theie
selves a rating of 8 on fros 1 to 24 per cent of the items In this trait,
while only 56,7 per cent of the unpopular group gave theuselves a rating of
5 on that per cent of the 1tems, This left 20 per cont of the unpopular
group who gave themselves a rating of § on O items in this tralt as com-
pared with 17,7 per cent of the popular group,

This might seem to iuply that, as a whole, the popular group gave
themselves a higher rating on this trait than 3id the unpopulayr group, but
it must be remembered that one student who gave hinmself a rating of & on
25 per cent of the items rates mueh higher than 4id a student who gave
himself a rating of § on ome item in the trait,

Twenty per cent of the unpopular students were given by other raters
s rating of 8 on from 25 4o 49 per cent of the items In this tralt a8 com-

pared with 13,3 per cent of the popular studenta. In the pext quartile
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fow more of the populsr group were given by other ratera g rating of B on
from 1 t¢ 24 per cent of ths items in this 4trall than were of the unpopue
lar group. {69 per cent as compared with 66,7 per cent) but not enough to
offset the advantage the unpopular zroup had in this ftrait in the upper
quartile, Thirteen snd three-tenths per eent of the unpopular groud wae
givgg by other raters a rating of 5 on ¢ items as compared with 17,7 per
eent of the ponular group,

Although the difference is not great, the unpopular group d4id saem to
be the more dependent on others for assistance and emotional support than
did the popular group.

Being a 3ource of New Zxperlence
To Others

The seventh trait for consideration is that of being a source of new
sxperience to others, A4 few of the popular students rated themselves rather
high on being a aocures of new experience to others, while the rest rated
themselves very low, Table 1% gives the Der cent of ratings of 5 the popular

children gave themselves on this trailt,

TABLIE 13

PFR CEWT OF TOTAL GROUY OF POPULSR CHILIREN WHO GAVE THEN-
SELVES A RATING OF § ON VARIOUS FROPCRTIONS OF ITTMS
BYARTHCG OF CHARACTERIATICS INVOLVED IN BRING A 3CURCRH

OF FEW TXPERIENCE TO OTHFRS IX COMPARISON #WITH
SIEILAR RATINGG GIVEN BY OTHFERS

Per Cent of Items

78 850 25 1
Yo to to to 0
100 74 49 24
Self , . . 2,2 2,2 0 37.8 7.8
Others , . 0 0 17.8 75.5 6.7
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Four and four«tents per eent of the pojsular students gave themsalves
a rating of O on B0 per cent or nore of the items in this trait, while
none of them were giver a rating of & on B0 per cent or more of the items,
{mly 37.8 per cent of the popular group gave themselves a rating of 5 on
from ) to 24 éer eent of the items, while 70.5 per cent of then were given
a rating of 5 on that per cent of the items in this trait by other raters,
The percentage of popular students (57.3) who gave themselves a rating of
§ on 0 itemns in this trait as compared with the percentage of those {6.7)
who were giveu a rating of £ on O ltems in this trait by their friends w8
guite strixing.

It is then evident that the popular students were rated much higher
by their friends than they rated themselves on this trait,

Table 14 gives the per eent of ratings of 5 the unpopular ehildren

gave themaslves in t%ia trait.

TABLT 14

FER CENT OF TOTAL GROUP OF UNPOFULAR CHILIARN WHO GAVR THrHSFLVES
A RATIHG 0F B ON VARTOUS FPROPORTIONS OF TR BRARID
CHAR/CTFRISTICS INVOLVED IN BEING A SOURGT OF 1wy
FAPERIVECE TO OTHERS IN COUPIRISON WITH SIMILAR
RATIHGS GIVEN BY CTHR3

Per Cent of Items

75 50 25 c 1
%o to to to ¢

100 74 49 24
Self & o« » 9] 3.3 6.7 45 o3 46,7
Cthers , . 0 o 18,7 65,3 20,0

Thias data show that aside fram 3.3 per cent of the unponular students

who gave themselves s rating of 5 on fronm 50 to 74 per cent of the items
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4n this tralt, the unposular students rated themselves somewhat lower
thon they were ratsd by other raters, This is worth noticing because in
most traits in this study the reverse was true,

ilthough 2.2 per cent of the popular zroup gave themselves a rating
of B on from 75 to 100 per cent of the items in this trait, ths advantages
the unpopular group gave themselves in the other guartiles outweighed this
advantage of the popular group. The unpopular students did rate themselves
higher on this trait than did the popular students, but 1t must be remsiw
bered that the popular studerts underrated themselves very much in compari-
gon with the ratinsgs the other raters gave them,

The ratings given the two groups by other raters show that the popular
students rated somewhst hicher in this tralt than did the unpopular atue-
dents, None of sither group was given a rating of 5 on 50 per cent or mecre
of the items in $his *rait, which means that both groups were low on the
trailt, Seventyefive and five-tenths per cent of the popular atudents were
given by other raters a rating of © on from 1 to 24 per cent o the items
in this tralt as compared with €3.% per cent of the unpoPular students.
associate raters gave 20 per cent of the unmpopular group a rating of S5 on O
items in this teait ag ecompared with €,7 par eent of the popular students,

It then appears that popular students were a better source of new
experience to others than were the unporulsr students,

Social Service - MoBivation and an Attitude
Of Good %ill Toward Others

3oeial serwice, motiwation and an attitude of good will $oward others,

is the eighth trait for consideration, Table 18 gives the psr cent of

ratines of § that the popular students gave themselves on this trait.
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TABLE 15

PrR CENT OF THT TOTAL GROUP OF POPULAR CHILDREY WHD GAVE THEM.
SELVES 4 RATING OF 5 ON VARIOUS PROPORTION3 OF ITEMS BEARING
0N CHARACTERISTICS OF 30CIAL ZERVICH IN CGEPARIZON WITH
SIMIT.AR RATINGS GIVEN BY OTHERS

s : -

Pep Cont of Items
78 80 25 1
to to to to 0
100 74 48 24
Self « « « 4] 4.4 1?18 430.0 37.8
Others , . 0 2,2 40,0 57 .8 Ly,

The data show that the popular group waz rated by their friends much
higher than they rated themselves on soeial service, Forty per cant of
them were given a rating of & on from 25 to 49 per cent of the items in
this ¢rait by other maters as commared with 17.8 per ecent of them who gave
themaelves a rating of 5 on that per cent of the items, Thirty-seven and
aight-tenths per cent of then gave themselves a rating of 5 on O items in
thia trait, while none of them were given a raiing of B on O 1teﬁs in this
trait by other raters. i

Table 16 gives the per cent of ratings of & the unpopular children

gave theiselves on this trait,

TABLR 16

PIR CENT OF TOTAL GROUP OF UNPOIUL M CHILDREN WHO GAVE THNMe
STLVES A RATING OF 6 O VARIOUS PROPCATIONS OF ITMS
BEARING ON CHARACTIRIATICS OF 30CT4lL FHRVICE I
CORPIRIIN wITH SINTL 4 RATTHGS CIVEN BY OTHTRY

Yer Cernt of Items
75 50 25 1
to to to %o 3]
, 100 74 49 24
delf . . , i) ) 16.7 50.0 30,0




These data show that, other than the three and three-tenths per cent
of the uwnponular students who gave thewselves =z ratipng of 5 on from 50 to
74 per cent of the items in this trait, they rated themselves lower on
this trait than they were rated by others. Thirty per ¢ent of them gave
themselves a2 rating of 5 on O items in this trait as eompared with 15.3
per cent of them who were given by other raters a rating of 5 on O items,

A slightly larger psr cent of the popular group gave themselves g
rating of & on 25 per cent or more of the items in this trait than did
those of the unpopular group. However, a larger per cent of the unpopular
group gave themselves a rating of 5 on from 1 to 25 per cent of the iiems
in this trait than did those of the popular group. Thirty-seven and eight-
tenths per cent of the popular group gave themselves a rating of 65 on O
items iu this trait as compared with 30 per ceent of the unpopular group,

Agsoeiate raters gave the popular students a hizher rating on this
tralt than those who rated the unpopular students gave them, Over twice as
many of the popular students were given a rating of § on 2% per cent or
more of the ltems In this trait than the unpopular students, A larger psr
eent of the unpopular group #as glven by other raters a rating of 5 on from
1 to 24 per cent of the items in this trailt than the popular group, How-
ever, not enough of them were given to offeet the advantage the popular
group had in the higher quartiles, Thirteen and three-tenths per cent of
the unpopular group was given a rating of 5 on 0 items in this tr:it as
compared with zero per cent of the popular group.

The popular grou: ¢an then be sald to have rated higher in socisl ger-
vice - motivation and an attitude of good will toward others, than did the

unpopular groule



39

Abilities
The ninth and last Hrait for eonsideration is abilitles. Table 17

gives the per cent of ratings of 8§ the porular ehildren gave themselves.

TABLE 17

PRR CERT OF TOTAL GRIUF OF POPULAR CHIIDRER WHD GAVE THELw
SELYES A RATING OF B O VARIOUS PROFORTIMNG OF ITEMS
BRARING ON OH RACTFRISTICS OF ABILITIRS IN C(Me

PARTSON WITH 3RILAR RATINGS GIVEN BY OTHERS

Pep Cent of Items

78 80 25 1l
to to to to 0
100 74 49 24
Salf « « » 4] 0 2.2 20,0 77.8
Others . » 18] 3] 6"7 55.5 37.8

These data show that the popular students rated themselves much lower
on abilities than their friends rated them, Seventy-seven and eight~tenths
per cent of the popular group gave themselves a rating of 5 on C items in
this trait, while their friends gave U7.8 per cent of them a rating of 5 on
¢ items in this trait,

Table 18, on following page, gives the per cent of ratings of 5 the un-
popular students gave themselves on this trait. The data show that other
than 3.5 per cent of thesm who gave themselves a rating of § on from 50 to
74 per cent of the items In this tralt the unpopular students rated them.
selves lower on this trait than the other raters rated them, Seventy per
cant of the unpovular group gave themselves a rating of B on O items in this
trait, while 85,3 per cent of them were given by other raters a rating of 5

on O items in thiz trait.
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TABLE 18

FER CENT OF TOTAL CROUP OF UNFOFUL.R CHILIDEEN WHD GAVE THEMe
SELVES A RATING OF 5 OH VARIOUS PROPORTIONS OF ITEM3
BRARING ON CEWRACTERISTICS OF ABILITIES IF CO-

PARIZON WITH SIMILAR RATINGS GIVEK BY OTHFR3

Per Cent of Items
B0 25

(2]
to to to to 0
100 74 49 24
Self * & % 0 503 0 ﬁs.? 7@‘0
Others + ¥} (4] Dl 40 .4 53 .3

The comparison of the self-ratings in Table 17 and Table 18 show that
the unpopular group rated themselves higher on this trait than the popular
group rated themselves, Seventy-seven and eight-tenths per cent of the
vopular group gave themselves a rating of 5 on O items in this tralt as
compared with 70 per cent of the unporular group who gave themselves a rat-
ing of 5 on O items in this trait,

The ratings given each group by other students show that the popular
students rated sbmewhat higher in this trait than did the unpopular stu-
dents, Twice as many of tha popular students were given by other raters a
rating of 5 on fram 25 to 49 Per cent of the items in this trait as were
given the umpopular students, Fifty-three and three-tenths per cent of the
unpopular students were given a rating of 5 on O items in this trait as
campared with 37,8 per cent of the popular gtudents who were given a rating
of 5 on O items in this trait by others.

It is than evident that the popular students rated higher in abilities
than 6id the unpopular students according to the ratings given by those who

rated them,
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Firgt it iz neeesssry to gconsider the items ok which the pepular
siudents rated muech highor than @43 the uvmpopular astudents, Table 19
presants the items on mhioelh the popular students rated higher than the

unpopelar studenta,

TABIE 19

COMPIRIBON OF POPULAR AND UNPOPULAR OROUPS OF THY BA3IS OF RATIIGS
OF 5 GIVEN BY oTIERI OF YARIOUS ITHMS 05 wuICH TI POPULIR
CROUP Wi3 RATED HIGITR THAE TR LOW GROUP

o ) ' -Pm’ (‘hsut‘v of K’wm%ﬂt of 9%%%&
Cnestion Items % Hatines 8 Ratings In Favor

Por Popular For Unvopme OF Popular
Group _ lar.Group  Group

1. Doss he returs borrcowsd money? 68,4 37,2 31,2

2, 1Is he loyal to hie friends;
énoe he atand up for then
whep they avre pot prosent? 44,9 BS54 21.5

Sa I3 he ecaln nnd relasxed (Dot
execitadle and rescilems)? 37.8 18,3 16,5

4y ¥han bhe is involved aleng with
othera in some king of
ditfieuity, doss he accept
his fvll share of reaponsie
Bility rather thun $rying to

ahift Dlame)? 48,8 250 B0
S+ Dows he exoress appraeistion

to pthars for thelr ausise

tanes or kindtiess to hin? 29,2 11.% 27,8
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PABIE 19--{Jontinued

Per Cent Of Per Cent Of Difference

‘ : , 5 Ratings G Ratings In favor
tems
Question Iiems Por Popular For Unpopu=- Of Popular
Groups lar Groups Groups

6. Does he trust his asaocciates
to do the right thing by
him {not suspiciocus)? 41,7 19.0 28,7

7¢ 18 ke tactful in dealing with
people, 8o that he foes not
antagonize thewm or hurt
their feelinga? 26.0 €466 18.%4

8, ©Can he lose in a gsme without
being irritated or upset? 47 .3 24.6 22,7

9. Dees he try to console his
friends whan they ars sad
or upset? 3546 15,9 22.3

10. PFrom the standpoint of
physieal vigor, does he
feel "up to" his oppore ,
tunities for social life? 40,2 £l.6 18,6

1l. Doea he invite others %o his
living quarters [room,
apartment, bome} for coume
panlionship, or some kind of
antertainment? 26.9 8448 18,42

12, 1Is he a lively, "on the go*
type of person? 40.5 22.8B 17.7

On item mumber )} im Table 19, 68,4 per cent of the popular students
were given a rating of § on this ltem by other raters while only 37.2 per

cent of the unpopular students were given a rating of & on this item by
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those who rated them, Therefore, 31.2 per ¢snt more of the popular group
were given a rating of § on this item by other raters than was true of
the unpopular group. The 12 itema included in this table sbowed a differ
ence of 17 per cent or more between ratings given the popular group and
the unpopular group, whieh ias a significant difference,

Table 20 gives the various items on which a comparison was made of the

ratings given the povular and the unpopular groups by themselves.

TABIE 20

COPARISOR OF POPULAR AND URPOPULAR GROUFS O THE BASIS OF RATINGS
OF 5 GIVEKN THEM3PLIVES (BY SELF-RATIRGS) ON VARIOUS ITHNS ON WHICH
TH POPULAK GROUP WaS HIGHER THAN THE LOW GROUP

‘ Par Cent OFf Per Cent Of Difference
Question Items 5 Ratings 8 Ratings In Favor

For Popular For Unpopu~ Of Popular
Group lar Croups CGroups

1. Do you get along quite well
with all kirds of people
{rather than juat a few ‘
gselected ones}? 40,0 16,7 P

2. TWhen given s task to perfomm
by a teacher or supervisor,
do you carry it ocut %o the
best of your ability, even
though you do not gee any
value to yourself in what
you zre asked to do? 26,7 16,7 10.0

3« Are you friendly with all
members of your usual
groups regardless of how
their social status may be
{not cliquish)? 40,9 23.5 17.6

-

4. ‘Vhen you have a task to pere
form whieh involves work=
ing with others (such as
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Table Be~fontinued

Far ﬁwg of %r Cant Of Difrersnte
tnestion Items B Ratings 8 Zatings ‘In Favor
For Faml% ?am C‘zzgmmm of ng:xm

somuittee assigrments) do
yoe sake It 2 point $o gat
others to kelp Fou a3 0ODw
trasted with dolng searly
all tks whols work youraelf? BE.9 13,0 15,6

Ba dre you friendly with ansaow
ciates who bave weskpeszes
ané Faults whiek leritate

6, Do you trust your associates
to do the right thisg by
you (Bot suszieious)? JGB.& 18,7 21.9

7« Bo you play pranks or practi- .
enl Jokes on others whom
you know oulte well¥ 18,8 B 453 12,17

Bs Do you get g 1ot of sétislac-
$tion oudt of the succosses
of your group (in school,
chureh or conmunity) evsn
though you have ooatribaded
very 1ittlz or sothing tow A
ward theses succesges)? 2748 16.7 11.2

9, Do you try ts conscls your
friends whan they e sad
or fdeyrossedy 87 7 L% 54 17.7

10« Then a friend of yours has n
personsl defeet whieb you
econsider to be a serisus
bhandiesy to him, do you try
4o do sossthing $o hely Bim
overcons 147 S308 20,0 153
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Table 20--Qontinued

Par Gent Of Psrrcent OfllniffErencé

Question Items 5 Ratings 5 Ratings In Favor
For FPopular TPFor Unpopu~ Of Popular
Group lar Group Group

11. Do you participate in an
actiwity agresd upon by
the majority of your
group (when no important
principles are involved)
even though you are not
much interested in the
kind of thing being done? 31.2 16,7 14,5

12, 4are you a lively %on the
go" type of psrson? 40,0 4.2 15,8

The data in Table 20 show pome items from A Personality Seale - Rate
ing Self on which a larger per cent of the porular students gave themselvss
a rating of 8§ than the per ecent of the unpopular studants who gave thene
gelves a rating of 5, For example, on item 1 in Table 20, 40 per cent of
the porular students gave themselves a rating of 5 on this iten while 16,7
per cent of the unpopular students gave themselves a rating of 5 on this
item, Henee, 235.5 per cent more of the popular students gave themselves
a rating of 5 on $his item than did those of the unpopular students.

It should be notliesd that items 6, ¥ and 12 in Table 19 are similar
to items 6, § and 12 in Table 20, This means that on these items the
popuiar students gave thesselvss a higher rating than the unporular stu.
dents gave themselves, and that other raters also gave them a higher vating

than those who rated the unpopular students gave them,
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Table 21 gives the various items on which a eompsrison was made of
ratinga of & given by other raters on whieh the unporular grouvp wms

higher than the popular group,

T4BLE 2}

COMPARISON OF THN POPULAR AND UNPOFULAR GROUFS ON THR BASIS oOF
RATINGS CF 5 GIVER BY OTHERA ON VARIOUS ITRMS ON WHICE THE
UNFOPULAR GROUP .3 HIGHR: THAN THY POPULAR GROUP

Per Cent Of Per Cent Of Difference
estion Items 5 Ratings © Retings 1In Favor
For Unpopu~ For Popular ¢f Unpopu-
lar Groups Groups lar Groups

ls ZIoes be participate in an ze-
tivity agreed upon by tha
majority of his group (when
no important principles are
involved) ewen though ke is
net much interested in the
kind of thing beingz done% 81,6 16,1

-t
fen
1443

2+ Dosa he keed from showling
grief when he is sad or de-
preazed (not sasily moved

to tﬁm}? ; ];,e;'? 1 S7

i

3. Dopss he stand up for what he
thinks is right or true when
his views are eontrary to
those held by most other
members of a particular

group he is in? 18,3 12,4 5.9

4+ I8 he good at one of the
following: eard triecks or

parlor madie? , 17.0 3,54 13,086
B+ Participation in competitive
fisintel iﬂ&l contea ‘Eg‘u 63 66 A };%55 5'£ 1

6. %hen he is in sn Informal
goelal situation does in ine
troduece himself to persons
he does not kmowd 1040 5,58 4,6

oy




Thege data show the items on whieh the unpopular students received a
greater per cent of ratinzs of 5 given by other raters than 4id the popular
students, For example, in Table 21, 31.6 per ecent of the unpopular
students were given a rating of 5 on itenm nmbér 1 while only 16,1 per
cent of the popular students were given a rating of & on this item by
their friends,

It is interesting to notice the amall number of items on whieh other
raters gave the unpopular students a higher rating than the ones who rated
the popular students guve them, In faet, it iz doubtful that the differw
ence in more than two of the items in Table 21 i3 great encuzh to be of
any signifieance,

Table 22 gives gelf rated ratings of 5 in which the unpopular group

was higher than the popular group,

TABLE 28

COMPARTSON OF POPULAR AND UNPOFULAR CROUPS ON THE BA3IS OF RATINGS
CF 5 GIVEE TIMESTLVES (BY SELF RATERI) ON VARIOUS ITHMS ON
WHICH THE UNPOPULAR GROUP Y43 HIGHFR THAN THR PCPULAR CROUP

Per Cent Of Per Cent Of Differsnce
Cuestion Items 5 Ratinge S Ratings In Favor
For Unpopu~ For Popular Of Unpopu~
lar Groups Groups 1ar Groups

l. Do you think before you act
when arvoused to anger or
fear (not impulsivel}? 21.4 11,4 10,0

2., Can you keep from "going to
pieees® or"losing your head"
in emergency situations,
sueh as accidenta, or any
kind of situation involving
impending phywical danger? 43 .3 17.8 28,5




Table 28-~Continued

Guestion Items

Fer Gantv Of Per Cent Of Difference

S Ratings
For Unpopt-
lar Group

3.»

If you find out that you have
been wrong on some point in-
volvaed in a disagrecment
with one of your associstes,
do you later admit tc him
that you were wrong?

5 Ratings
For Popular

Group

In Pavor
0f Uznpobu.
lar.Group

24,2

B.68

15.528

4y

¥hen some very unexpected and
shoeking ¢ircumstances arise
such ag reception of bad
news, or a gSerioug disap-
pointment, - do you adapt
yourgell Yo those faots
without erying, demands fopr
synpathy, or excessive dis-
couragement?

13,3

16,7

Can you accept well-intenw
tioned eriticism from your
friends or co-workers withe
out showlng resentment and
anger?

26,6

13,3

13,3

6.

Do you go out of your way to
rends? assistanee to friends
and sgsoeiates by such acts
48 loaning material, helping
them find things, doing part
of thelr work, ete.?

0.0

4,55

25.45

Do you ammse others by telling
bmmoroug stories?t

17.2

4,44

12,76

B

Individual sports, usually not

involving eonpetition (swimp-

ming, archery, hunting,
fishing, rowing, horseback
riding, skating, bicyeling,
etcn)v

16.7

6.66

10.04
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Table 22~-Gontinuved

Por Cont Of Per Gent OF Difference

tusstion Item 5 Ratings 5 Ratinga In Favor
Por Unpopu~ For Fopular Of Unpopue
Aar Croup Group Jar Croup
9. Planning soeial events and
Partiesﬁ ) 10.0 0 10,0
10, Singinz. ' 10,0 0 10,0

These data in Table 22 show the items on whiech s considerably larger
per cent of the unpopular students gave theuselves a rating of 5 than the
per cent of the popular students who gave themselves a rating of B.

It is worthwhile to notice that the items in Table 21 are not similar
to any item in Table 228, This means that the ratings the unpopular stue
denta gave themselves d4id not agree with the ratings given by others on
suy of the items on which the unpopular shudenis gave thewmselves a high
rating.

Fome of the items ineluded in Table 19 are the same or similar to
items in Table 20. This means that there was some agreement between the
ratings the popular students gave themselves and the ratings their friends
gave thein on some of the items at lesst. In fact, had there been room in
this report to inelude all the items on whieh the popular students were rated
higher than the unpopular students by other raters, 1t would be seen that the
popular group rated higher on every item included in Table 20 and gll but
two of the items in Table 28, This means that all items in which the pop-
ular gstudents gave themselves a higher rating than the unpopular students

gave themsslves were also given by other raters a higher rating than wers
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the wnpopular students, and also on mogt of the items on which the une

popular students gave themselves a high rating,.



CHAPTER IV
SUMGHRY

From the data considered in this study, the following was found:

l. The popular studenis were superior to the unpopular students in
physieal appearancs, health snd rigor.

2+ The popular studentas were mors smotionally stable and controlled
than were the unpopular students.

$. Both groups wers low in gsocial aggressivenesz, the initiation of
soeial eontaets and soeial events, but the popular students seemed to
bave a alight lead over the unpopular students in this trait,

4, The unporulnr students scemed fo h:ve a slight lead over the Dop-
ular students In adaptability and tolerance, but, perhaps, this can be
explained by the weak situdents havipg formed the habit of adjusting to
meet any situstion Decsuse 1t seemed fo be the easier way.

8, 'Thé popular students were suvperior to the unpopular students in
dependsbility - aiaansa of obligation in 31l personasl and group relation-
ships.

6, The unpopular students wmere slightly superior %o the popular
students in dePendance on others for assistnnce and emotional support.

7, The popular students were a better source of new experience %o
others than were the umpopular ztudenis.

8,' The popular group rated higher in soecial service -~ motivation and

an attituds of good will toward others - than did the uppopular students,
9. The superior group in abilities was the popular eroup,

48
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