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C2IAPl'IR I 

Although •ach individual had been guaranteed the right to receive 

an equal education, the American eTBta ot education had not, until 

recently, recognised that each individual did not poaaeu ua equal 

capacit7 to learn. for II08t ot our nation•a hil'tar7, children vho vere 

•ntal.11 handicapped vere put into cl.uaea with typical children, it, 

indeed, they wre allowed in the school.■ at all. BOllllftr, the pb;yaical 

placement ot these children into the Nplar cluaroo11 did not provide 

an equal degree ot the opportunitiea tor learning which the regular 

studente reoeived. 

Deapite the tact that the first clua QflaniNcl ■olely tor the 

••tall7 bend1capped vu eat•bl1 ebed in 1896, the pwUI ot tbeN 

apec1al clear~ a1.gbt be c~ to the pace ot a mail. Portunatel7, 

during the lut twnty-t1Ye yura .&arican eclucation bu anbaed to the 

needa ot the •ntel.ly bend1cepped, 

One ot the origjnaJ and oagoinl concen■ u tba n:, ill llb1.oh the 

•ntally band1cepped, u a group, IN loolmd upon bJ the rest ot Aaer­

ioan aoc1et7. 'l'be degree ot IIOCial acceptance bu long been ot concern 

to parents, teacben, and proteuional educational adm.D1.nnton and 

reaearoben, It bu appare~ been the preoUoe to ■Slpq • 

the apeciel clane• without giring edequate cone1der&tioll to tbl ettecta 

ot apec1•J claaa placea...t on the aocial rela~+:lp,I at tale abildreA 

inYolTecl. Mt a reault, -av of the cluaes baff tended., hGIIIIVV 

unintentionally, to foster ■ocial oatracuation. For aaple, special 

education claHH wre varioualy placed •down at tbl. end o! tbe hall,• 
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"down ill the buUBnt, • •upataira--a~ troa tbB Min Ucrir ot trattic, • 

or •out in the portable cluarOOll.• 'l'hua it vu not surprising that 

there U little social contact between the •ntall,7 handicapped and the 

normal chlldnn. This · lacJc of contact 111.ght be cona14ered-a contribu­

ting factor tb the" acceptance ot atereotypea ot the •ntaily handicapped 

by the nonal cbildren, describing them aa "SJDelly, • ■-an,• •rough," 

•bullies,• "eddiea," •retardo, • "bad aport,a," or the like. 

It baa been userted that the personality variablea which are so 

very ct.pendent on social acceptance, or, at least, an 1nd1.sdual1a per­

ception ot it, play- a T1tal role 1n the degree to vbich all ch1lclren, 

no\· ·obl.7 tbe lilnta:l.17 bandlcapped, ut111se their •x1•• ~U.ctual 

abillt:,. Var· 1ib1a reuon, it 1a bel:lend that the educatiobal eariron­

Jl8Dt 1Jr vldcb' ta •lltall.7 beMlaapped aN placed abould be om llld.ch 1a 

atructllftd to encourage aocial, u wll as acadeatc, parUcipaUon vitb 

ngula'r clu• qe •tea. It bu bNn pointed out :repeateclq b7' ilffeat­

igator• that iomi■HN aocial contact tends to 1ncrea• aooial acoept,ance 

and thereby enhances ael!-concept. 



,?urpose or the Iaftatigation 

In 
the 

sunaer of 1972 the school board of the Clarksville-Montgom­

ery County (Tennessee) Unitied School System changed its policy in 

3 

regard to the place•at of educable •ntally retarded students. Prior 

to the 1971-1972 school :,ear, all or these children were ia self-con­

tained classrooms located either within tbe regular school building or 

1n an adjacent building in the 1-ediate area. In the 1970-1971 school 

year the special education students were placed back into the regular 

cla1sr0011 on an experimental basis in three eleJantary schools. They 

receim special help in mathematics and reading troll the resource 

teacher tor two periods a dq, but ruained 1n the regular cluaro011 for 

their other subjects. 

For ,ears, beginning with the clusic vark of Jabnaon (19SO), 

l'INarch bu imicated that the •ntall.1 retudad in tbe regular clus­

rooa,,... rejected aoc1all7, despite tbe1r phywical preNnce. ~ 

people decided to atop at th1a point in Johuon•• reeearch and began to 

proola1a the d,rtue■ or ■pecial clu•• vb1ch vauld be Ngregated tr• 

the regal.ar clulll"OOIII. Ho•YV, tor variou reuon■, tb1a policy baa 

not alwaya been aatiatactory either. Thia vu the apparent dtuation in 

the Cl.arknWe-Montgoaey Count7 area at the ti.al or th1I iDYestigation. 

The purpoae of tb1a inffatigation vu to detera:lne it the plac1•nt 

or educable •ntall1 retarded st1Mlellts in the replar c1u.-. --14 be 

1uvuaental ia 1apro'rinl tuir 10cial acoeptuce. Social aaoeptanae 

vu •uured bJ the adw1 •d at.ration or a 1ociaat.ric inavualnt near the 

bagjnn1ng or the r1r.t year of pl■ce•nt in the regular cluaroa and 

again 111ar the end of the tint ,-ar or placemnt, appradaatelJ ..,.n 

IIODtha apart• 
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H:ypotbeae1 

The following bn,otbeaea were f'onulaW to guide the 1nvesti&at1on 

and ware analysed atatiaticall.y f'or Yalidit11 

1 • Tbere 1a no 11gn1ticant difterenoe in the •uured aocioatric 

status ot the regular clue children u cClllpal'ed tot.he IMR childNn at 

tbe beg1 DD1 Di o! the Y9&r • 

2 • 'ftun 18 DO 11.gniticuat diff'vew in the Muared IOCiOMtric 

1tatus ot the 1"9gular cl.u1 cbildNn u cOlll)81'9d to the BIil children at 

the end ot the :,ear. 

J. There 18 no m.gnUicant difterence 1n the cbaage or tbe aoc1o­

•tr1e statua ot the IMR children betwen pre- am poat-teRing. 

Ji. Thare 18 DO eiga1t1cant diftereace 1D the allup ot the aoeio­

Mtrie natu ot the regular clue oldldren · bnween pre- ud poet-testing. 

Defild.tioll ot h1w 

lclucable Mentally Retarded 

An 111d1.Tidual lllloN aeU1INd 1.mel.Uguce quotient 1a betwen SO 

and 1s. rroa th1a poillt 1D the iDYutil&tion, th1a t,pe ot 1ndindual 

will be referred to u u "INR. • 

IDtmadiate lducabl.e Mlntallz Retarded 

An DIR•• cbroaologioal age 18 ten to tlftNa :,ear1. 

Re■ource Teacher 

A teacher who 18 cenitied 1D llltboda at teacbing apeoial education 

but who does not ban a hoarooa ot cbildNn clueitied u BJ 1Jurtead, 

lbe 1n■trucH tbeN children tor tvo pcioda eacb ■cbool dq, pr1urily 

1D atbeatie■ and Nedi ng, vbll• t.u1 are alllbln ot • replar clue 

tor the Nlld.llder ot t.bl dq. 

Soc1aatr1c Criterion 

A etaadard wbich proddH the bu:18 at cboiNe that a per1on amt 



s 

Mice ( Sbert19r & Stone, 1966). !here are tin criterion tor tbe choices 

to be IUde 1n the inatruaent. uaed in t.h1a imeet.igat.ion. 

Soc101111tric Score 

An algebraic auaation at the choices receiftd by each atudell\ rr011 

HIiey other atudent on the aocicaet.rio inatrualDt ued. 

Socimatric Teat, Scal.e1 or Inst.rae11t. 

'l'be •thod 1188d to enluate t.ba •ocioaet.ric ■t.ructure at a group 

( Shertser & stone, 1966) • 

Review ot Pertimnt Literature 

It had been reported (Martin, 1941) tm and again that the peraon­

allty development and social adjust.ant o! the •ntal.11 bend1capped 

child 1a interior to that ot the typical child. In t.he regular grades, 

he 1a ver.r unbapw. He often develop■ abnorll&l. peraonallt7 cbaracter-

1.atics, espeo~ anti-social behoiara in order to cC11p9naate tor a 

school environment which 1a COllpleteq inappropriate to bi• needa. 

Shattuck (1946) pre■ented the repre■entat.i'n coneluaiona reached 

by a panel dilcue■ion. 'l'be7 are (a) ■egregation 11 onl7 arr .. ot mtnd, 

not a phyaical entit7J ( b) ■egregation tar briet period■ m7 give a 

child a chance to tace the problema o! living vi.th nonaal cbildreDJ 

(c) an imividual 1e the product ot hie culture and hie reactiODB to 

that culture; and (d) ■egregation drain• the ■en■e at eecurity gained 

trca a ■enae ot belonging to a group. 

Johnson (19,0) designed an exbauatift atudy' to deterld.m the aocial 

position ot the mntally handicapped in tbl regular grad.ea. Two camun­

ities wre choeen 1n which there wre no apecial claue1. Twnt7-tiT11 

clueee, each containing one or ac>re •ntal.17 handicapped child, wre 

1Jlveatigated. They consilted o! tiff clu■es at each grade leftl, one 

through tive 1ncluai't'8• 
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1'1e results of th1a investigation daaonstrated rather clsarzy that 

the mentally handicapped children were signii'icantly more isolated and 

significantly more rejected than the typical children in the same class. 

Johnson concluded that this isolation and rejection was probabzy due to 

their mental deficiencies rather than sane relativezy unrelated factor 

such as a difference in chronological age or in sociometric statua. 

The regular classes 118N not •eting the needs ot the •ntal.zy 

handicapped children. In addition to being sign1ticantly ditterent from 

their clasmaates academically am intellectually, they wre alao eegre­

gated socially, in spite ot their Jm19ical preeence in the group. 'l'h18 

inplied to Johnaon that in the pub11c sc.hool.a segregation does not 

neceNarily mean Nll0Ving a cb1ld. tl"OII his group and placinc hbl in a 

apeo1aJ cl.us. It •ant that a child 11JB;f be socially segregated, although 

physically present in the group. 'l'he "isolation" ml "rejection" argu­

ments uaed against the uae of speaial claHes, therefore, prcmtd lhallolr. 

!he social aegregatioo ot t.be •ntal.ly bend1capped group 1n the regular 

era.des vaa cOlll)lete. 

More rec:entzy, Curtia ( 1964) oorducted a stud,)' which 1Dcluded 229 

adolescent subjects. The data collected :,1elded the following results, 

(a) the 11Bntalzy retarded adolescents ■band a signiticantly more negative 

ael!-concept than any other groupJ (b) the •ntally retarded group aboved 

a signiticantzy more negative ideal eel.t-conoept than &DJ' ot.her groupJ 

(c) the mentally retarded group showed a greater ~ betwen 

their i,el.t-concept aJXi their ideal Nlt-conc:ept than azrr otber groq,J 

(d) the mentally retarded group vu Jl0NI like the subject.a of tbrir own 

chronological age, rather than more J..1ke the group vhic.h wu ot the aame 

11ental ageJ and (e) the greatest ditterence in acoree on the ael.t-coocept 

test was found between the •nt~ retarded group and the intellectualzy 
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superior group. 

The results of this investigation led the author to conclude that 

self-concept is related to the intellectual aspect of human development. 

All devices utilized indicated that the greater the intelligence of the 

group, the more positive was the self-concept. 

Renz and Simonsen (1969) conducted an investigation which did not 

agree with the findings of Johnson ( 19.50). This study compared the 

social perception and attitude of normal adolescents toward two types of 

grade-mates1 normals and special class EMRs. Data obtained showed that, 

although the EMRs were segregated for instructional purposes, it did not 

necessarily follow that they were socially segregated. In addition, it 

appeared that the handicapped children had the opportunity to be socially 

integrated and accepted by the rest or the school population. 

Punt,hrey, Goodman, Kidd, & Peters (1970) directed a st.my over a 

five-year period in which forty-one retarded children participated in 

fflJJIIN'OUS lcinds of ongoing leisure-time acti'lities at a cCIIIIIUllity center. 

A follow-up study showed that they had done at least "minimally well." 

Although the social behavior or the retarded subjects ws rated as signi­

ficantly different from that of the normal children in the same group, 

differences were often manageable and dimin1shed with continued exposure 

to normal children. 

McDaniel (1970) tested the inpact of participation in extracurric­

ular acti'lities on social acceptance and social rejection. The subjects 

were thirty-two EMRs from a Southern inner-city school. It was discov­

ered that exposure to extracurricular activities (specifically, square 

dancing and basketball) over a six week period increased social accep­

tance and either d1Jn1n1sbed or stablised social rejection. The uperi­

•ntal group demonstrated from the outset both higher social acceptance 
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and higher social rejection than the cootrol group. Since controls were 

built into the design to m1nimiae the ~act or the Hawthorne effect, the 

tendency of many extracurricular activities, especially those involving 

physical contact, to awareness or others was ottered as an u:planatory 

variable. 

Goodman, Gottilieb, and Harrison (1972) grouped primary and inter­

mediate unit EMRs by sex and adm1n1stered sociometric questionnaires to 

determine their social acceptance by other children. The major results: 

( 1 ) non-EMRs accept EHR children less often aoo reject thea more often 

than they do other non-EHR children; (2) yollllger non-nm children are 

more accepting of other children than older non-EHR children; (3) sex 

differences in rejection patterns were apparent; am (4) integrated EHR 

children are rejected signiticantly more often than segregated EHR chil­

dren by male raters but not by .temale raters. The data .tor the inter­

mediate unit did not indicate that an integrated educational placement 

is conducive to greater social acceptance of the EHR child. On the con­

trary, male raters rejected the integrated E!fi children dgniticantly 

more often than segregated students. Unfortunately-, the iaaue regarding 

the interaction between age of placeant aoo educational setting as it 

effects social acceptance remains unsettled because there vu no •gn­
gated pl'1aar7 IMR clus anilable .tor cClllpU"iaon. 

Kolatoe (1972) bu p1'9Nawd aa article 1n 1lb.1ch be attempted to 

rerut.e sme or the data uaed to support videapread cbarp• that •tboda 

or identifying the retarded and their attendant educational progrua 

hinder the student•' progress. Six apecitic •allegationa" were conaid­

ered ( and sUJllllll"ilY d1 P1 seed): 

1 • That aental retardation is noticeable during the school years 

but that tbe condition disappears in adult .,ears, 
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2. 'l'bat labeling hana children, 

J. Tbat apecial clue place•■t 1a bad tor tbe child•• ael!-cODCept, 

4. Tbat ■egregated. progrUl.9 are fruitlese, 

5. That teachers contribute to the self-fulf"1JJ ing prophesy of low 

achievemnt, and 

6. That geMral education can deal. adequately with indi:n.dual. 

dUf'erences in the regular clueroca (Koletoe, 1972, p.51). 

Kolstoe concludee that theae criticias are really a1Md at tha 

adlliniatrative upecte of' epecial claaeea, not at their et.t'1cac7 per ae. 

He wnt on to idenU!y three o.t' theee aepecta u (1) tba use or IQ teat 

scoree to identi.t'y the retarded, (2) a .failure to reevaluate tbe e.t'f'ec­

tiveneaa ot tbe program on a regular buia, and (3) the absence o.t' a work 

preparatory eequence of aperiences to et.feet 8100th transition !J'011 

school to co,..nnity living. The author argued that aillplJ' becauae some 

prognu have not been cOllpletely Atiatactory then 1a no reuon to 

•J1mnate all progr.... AJrr other kinda ot Nl'Tice■ that can be justi­

fied by upirical evidence which an apprapn.ate tor ■Cll9 childNn 

ahould be in addition to, not at tha expense ot, apec1eJ claue■• 

Haf'ner (1972) reported tbe evaluation o.t' tbe f'i.rlrt year ot a tive­

,-ar project designed to (a) bring about 878'tematic cbange through t.he 

tr•1n1ng ot educational team■, (b) develop innovative educational pro­

grams f'or the handicapped in the regular clusrooa, end (c) develop 

training models which could be uaed by other school d18'ricts and insti­

tutions. It vu reported that baalicapped children were ■uccessfully 

maintained in the regular clauroom, with the special. education teacher 

~bang:tng her role to provide broader support aervices to both children 

and teacher•. More positive attitude• toward the llaintenance o.t' the 
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handicapped child 1n the regular cluarooa were «.Telopecl and aaiDtaimd, 

and thl concept ot IIU.Utreaa education tor apec1al education wu 1-ing 

upanded to other capuea Wit.bin the thirty--one project diatricta. 

11nall.y-, Cart'&jal ( 1972) d1rected a study 1n order to anaqse tba 

predictor Tariabl.ea ot tour criteria ot HU-concept. 1n 100 adoluoente 

to detend.ne llbet.ber tbe pbyaical aetting bu a a:lpitiC&Dt ettect on 

tblir eelt-conoept. fitt7 1ad1:n4uala wn Nlected frOII an iategrated 

aetting and fitt7 .troa a Ngregated eetting. ill 100 atudeata •t tbaae 

criteriaa (1) -•• ot the C.ucaehn race, (2) bad been 1D their 

pre•Dt •tting tor tM put, two 19ar■, (3) had acorecl wit.bin tba edu­

cable •nt.ally' handicapped range on an 1.ndi'f'idual teat ot 1ntellJcence, 

and (4) had no evident pbyaical iJl.m int. Analyai■ ot tbe data led the 

author to conclude that ~oal aetting, llhetber •gregated er inte­

grated, :la not. a ■igniticant Tariable 1A the dnalopant ot the ..U­

concept ot educable •lltal.q handicapped adoleeceata. 

Thus, it can be ... D t.hat tba NNarcb data preNnta contradictory 

concluaiona regarding tbe ef'tects o:t aegregated and n011-"81'9Pted place­

ment ot EMR children, u it relate• to their social aceeptance and aell­

concept. 50118 reaearcbera support the need for special cl.aaau tar tbe 

retarded and others conuDd that the• childl"en abould be 1.Dtegrated into 

activitiu am cluaroom with the naraal children. !he purpoee of' th1■ 

reeearch 1a to cOlll)&re the 90oiaJ. acceptance of prerioualy aegregated Dm 

atudant■ and noraal atudenta. 1'ba COllpU'1■on8 vill be made at the begin­

ning and end ot their tirat 19ar ot plaCU11111t 1n a regular clu81"00ll. 

Lud.tatiou ot the Pruent Stiud,z 

1 • The nb,1ecta uaed in tbi■ stud1' caa tr011 a re■tricted geograph­

ical area; epecif'icall7 , Montg01111r;r County, TenneaN8. 
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2 • 10 attupt vu a.de t.o detend.ne vb&t regular clue atlldut,e, 

if aD:T, had PNTioualy been apoeacl t.o children clueitiad u educable 

mot.ally hudl~ .. nor t.o vbat degree tb.1.a a:poeure vu aperienced. 

J. No atteq,t vu aade to aaaure ap1ric.U,. tba attitude■ ot 

teachers and •dm1n1-tratora ton.rd educable •at.ally bandlcapped abil­

dren. 

ANUlll>tiona Buie to the lature 
of tb.1.a llrnetiaation 

1 • The nbj•~• wre girtng bonaat reaponae■ during botb adlml­

iatrat.iou ot the aocioatric 1.natraaant. 

2. li1laaD fNlinp poue■a U.1r unique, 1.Dd:ln.dual ftlidity- tor 

tbe part.icular per■on uprea:l.Dg thoae .tMl1.■-

J. SociC1111ttric at.a.ta doe• not. mce■aarily dapead upon •uured 

intellectual oapaci~y- in UT IIOCial ■ituation. 

Pwceat•• tor ta. Collection of Data 

The ■ubjeote used in tb.1a stw:tT vere taken frolll two public elenan­

tary schools in Montgcnery County, Tenneeaee, which 1a located near the 

southern bouodar;y ot Kentucky in tbe north-central section of the state. 

The sociometric teats ware adld.niatered in all fourth, ti.tth, and sixth 

grade claaeea in each school. However, the results include the scores 

ot only those children trom clusee which contained Dm children who 

were previoualy segregated. 

Procedures Used in D.ata Treatment 

The lcypotbeeee on which th1a investigation was baaed were analyzed 

by measuring the differences in mean sociometric scores ot normal and 

EMR children am between initial and final test administrations. These 

ditterencea were tested tor e4.8niticance by use or the Kollllogorov-Sm:l.rnov 

test with large aaq,les. 



CHAPTER II 

SELECTION AND DESCRIPTION OF THE SAMPLE 
THE MEASURING INSTRUMENT, THE EXPERIMENTAL PROCEDURE, 

AND ANALYSIS OF THE RESEARCH DESIGN 

Selection of the Sample 

In the sUJIDller of 1972 the school bOlll"d or the Clarksrllle-Mont­

gomery County, Tennessee, Unified School System implemented the policy 

that all students who were classified as educable •ntal.ly- retarded be 

placed in the regular classroom. Thia policy had been initiated on an 

experimental basis in three of the eight eleMntary schools in the school 

sy-atem during the 1971-1972 school ,-ar. The result& prollllpted the admin­

istrative otticials to iJllplement thl poliq on a syatea-vide basis. 

Prior to 1971, all EMR children wre segregated in their own self-con­

tained cla•arOOIIS. Thus, the remaining ele•ntary schools placed all 

the EMR children in the regular cluaroom at the beginning ot the 1972-

1973 •chool year. Thi two largest ele•ntary school• were selected for 

thie investigation. They sball be deaignated u school •A" and school 

• B. • School A. baa 511 students ldlile school B bu 556. 

According to the coordinator of curriculUll and inetruction for the 

school system, one or the jw,tUications for the estahJ 1 •b•nt ot this 

new policf vae that t,be integration or these EMR students would result 

in their increaaed social acceptance by '11eir peer group•. It was felt 

that social ostracisation and the concomitant lack ot understanding or 
the •ntally retarded would be greatl7 reduced by placement of the EHR 

students in the regular clasar0011. 

12 
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De1cr1pt1on or the Sanple 

The purpoae of this study is to deterru.ne if placMent 1n the regu­

lar classroom improved the aooion.tric statue of EHR children as the 

school year progressed. The two schools chosen for th1a investigation 

had provided aegregated claue1 tor the educable aentally retarded until 

the 1972-197 3 school 19ar. 

The students troa school A included 108 eubjecta in the fourth, 

fifth, and 11.xth grade,, vith 12 of these being identitied u tol"1181' 

!MR etudenta. In echool B, there wre 108 8Ubject1 included £rem the 

fourth, fitth, and sixth grades, with 9 being identitied u tormr EHR 

etudenta. In SUDaU'y', t.here were 216 fourth, fittJl, and sixth grade 

student;s teated, with twent;r-one ot \base being idenW:led a■ toner BHR 

etudenta. 

Procedure■ lllploncl to Slcun 
School Cooperation 

Ini"1ally, a i.tter containing a skeleton out.l.ine ot the purpose 

ot the atud7 am tbe procedure■ to be 11t1l1Hd vu Nnt to the coard.1.­

nator or CUl"riculum and inatruction tor tbe achool ayatea. After d1.acua­

sion with and subuquent appronl by the ■uperintendeat or ecbools, the 

author vu allowed to contact the building principal.a. 'l'bll purpoees and 

procedures to be eq,l.oyed wre aple1 ned tn •re detail. Date■, ■pecif ic 

ti.as, and rooa uaigmlanta were llade atter coDSultation vith t.he teachers 

inYobed. Periodic telephone contacts wre ade betwen tbe pre-and 

poet-testing dates in order to aaintain the h1ch degree ot rapport e■tab­

liabed during tbe initial contacts vith the principala and teachers. 

Description ot the Measuring In.t.rmlent 

The eocioatric 1cal• BOif I Peel Toward others (Bonne;r, 19~4) re­

quires apprm:iJl&tel;r twnt;r to thirt:, minute• to edlr1n1ater to a clw-
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rooa. O.t, the three basic typu ot sociOMt.ric inat.ruaent.a identlf'ied by 

BoMey (19W), thia scale 1a clusiriec:l u a •uure•nt ot reput.at.ion1 

that 18, it obtains data on how ind1Tiduals regard each other 1n refer­

ence to tin soc~tric criterion ot rru111Cl8Mp. 

The instrumnt contains choices which otter t.vo levela ot accep­

tance, one poeition or neutrality-, and t.vo lenla ot rejection. Each 

subject 1a gi'Yen the opportunity- to rate every at.her ch1ld in the hoa­

ro011 on ona or ~in categaries 1 ( 1 ) Beat friend, ( 2) otber triend, 

(3) Person I dontt know, (4) Hot ~ friend, and {S) Do not want u 

trienda-u long u t.hey are l11ce tbe7 are now. A cop7 or the criterion 

upon which theae choices were to be ade and c0111plete 1utructiona tar 

taking the teat wu ginn to each subject. A cop7 or the inatrullent 1a 

included in Appendix A. 

The choice or a aociomtric 1ut.ruaeat to collect the data pertimnt 

to tbe problell under inftstiption my- be j11Ait1ed by ta t ol.lOld.ag 

rational.ea 

Within an;y f'ol'lllll. araanuation tare 1a an intaru.l. 
organisation baaed on interperaonal att.ractiona aad repul­
aiona. Tbeae in!Ol'll&l relatinneb1pa gruUy- attect the or!IP 
ticial functioning or the group and ban 1Jlpartaat person.­
al1t7 conaequencea for ea.ch person in tbe group. {flleae) . 
interpersonal bonda between tba •:aber• or a group an 
neceuar., to good aoral.a and to the noraal per■onalit7 
grmrt.h ot the incli'ridual. It t.hia rational• 1a acoepted, it 
natural.17 tollCJ118 that an adequate prograa or penonalit7 
evaluation of pupils mat 1nclude data on interper■oaal 
relat:,0nab1pa {Bonney & Ballplean, 1962, P• 60-61). 

CoU.ction and CJ ■-.Uication of tile Dat.& 

Each ot tbe subjects wu adld.n1atered the Boane:, How I reel Toward 

otbers aociomtric scale on two occuiaaa apprmJl&tely aeftn 110Dths 

apart--during the first week in Oct,ober am during the first week in May. 

At tbe tiJae or the initial adw1n1.,+.ration, the stud.eat.a had jut begun 
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to •get eettled• into the new school year. It vaa felt that the norul 

students had not ,et had euf'ticient tia to tom opinions or attitudes 

toward the former DIR students baaed on personal contact. Tbe a,econd 

administration was near the end or the school year at which time the 

EHR students had been in the regular classroom tor eight months. It was 

!elt that this time period was sutticient to allow the regular students 

to become better acquainted with the to:n.r EHR students, and, conaequently 

to base their ratings on personal contact with theee students. 

Upon entering the classroom, the author talked intormally with the 

subjects in order to establish at least a moderate degree or rapport. 

Atter each subject was given a copy or the scale and its instructions, 

this intormation was read aloud by the authar, while the subjects read 

silently. When all questions had been answered, the test began. There 

was no time liJllit and no overt pressure to conplete the test quickly. 

Each subject then turned his test paper and eet or instructiona race 

dmm on his desk, raiaed his hand, and waited until either the author 

or the clusroom teacher collected them. 

An individual's i,core was calculated by assigning a wighted alge­

braic score in the following •rmer: Best triend, +2J Other friend, +1 J 

Person I don•t know, a zero was given; Not ,q triend, -1; and tor Do not 

want as 'lfrT .triend, a -2 waa assigned. Conaequen~, each subject's 

score was converted to an al&ebraic total or poaitin and aegatift 

teeJ1ng .troa every other oldld in the olassrooa. 

Tbe -.x1.m1.111 score that an individual could ree$e vu deterllined 

by multiplying the n•ber or children who ranked hill by a +2, the aasigned 

score ror Best friend. This score was then divided into the score actu­

al~ received by the subject to obtain the percentage ot the possible 
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scare• Each score was then JIIUl.tiplied by one hundred. Since some 

subjects received a negative score{s), this constant value was inserted 

to provide a positive value to the score. This technique made it pos­

sible to Colll)are scores frcm different groups that may have a different 

number of subjects. 

Analysis of the Research Design 

This investigation is based on the one-group pretest-posttest 

design (Caq,bell & Stanley, 1963, p.7). This is one of the most wide­

spread experimental designs in educational research. Inherent in this 

design, there are .five extraneoua variables that can jeopardize internal 

validity. These may be summarized in the following manner: 

1. History--between the pretest and posttest :many other change­
producing events may have occurred in addition to the experi­
menter I s a:xposure of a groq:, to an experimental variable or 
event. 

2. Maturation--all or the biological and psychological processes 
which systematically vary with the passage of time, irnependent 
of specitic external events. 

3. Er.feet of Testing--students taking the same test or another 
form of the same test !or the secorn time often attenpt to 
present themselves as better adjusted or more socially accept­
able. 

4. Instrumentation or "instrument decay11--the autonomoua changes 
in the :measuring instrument which might account !or the differ­
ence in pretest and posttest scores. 

5. Statistical Regression--the regression of scores toward the 
mean due to the inq:>ertect correlation between pretesting and 
post testing. 

Becauae of the nature of the setting in which this investigation 

took place, it was determined the two primary variables which might affect 

internal validity were history and maturation. The former was chosen due 

to the inU11111Brable events in a single day of a student's lite that may 

a.f fect his rating or others. The latter variable was selected because 

-#' id h-ical mental, aoi psychological changes that of the period UJ. rap p...,... , 

children of this age are experiencing. 



CHAPTER III 

PRESENTATION AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA 

Anal.Y81s of Pre-test Data 

Table I concerns the pre-test data and shows the number ot subjects 

1n both schools by grade and the mean sociometric score achieved per 

grade level. In School A there were twelve experiaantal subjects with 

a mean sociometric score ot 96.67 and ninety-six control subjects with 

a mean sociometric score of 112 .91 • At School B there 1111'9 nine exper­

imental subjects with a mean sociometric score or 110.0 am ninety-nine 

control subjects with a mean sociometric score ot 126.85. When the scores 

or the two schools are combined we tind that the twenty-one aperilaental 

subjects had a mean sociometric score or 102.43, while the one hundred 

ninety-five control subjects bad a mean socicmetric score ot 120 .o on 

the pre-teat. 

Table II presents a graphic application ot the pre-test data accord­

ing to the Kolmorgov-8mirnov test in which the possible scores are grouped 

into e18ht point ranges .from -48 to +47. The major step was to arrive at 

the cumulative distributions of pr~ortions between the experimental and 

control scores, .fran which the ditterences de are .foWld. The largest 

difference, which is • .302, is the essential statistic D. Atter computing 

the chi square .formula .for this test (Guilford & Fruchter, 1973, p.226), 

it was determined that the D in Table II was large enough to be signifi-

cant at the .o, level. 
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School A 

4th 

5th 

6th 

Bub-Totals 

!School B 

4th 

5th 

6th 

SUb-Totals 

!Final Totals 

TABLE I 

PRE-TEST DA.TA CLASSIFIED 
ACCORDING TO SCHOOL AND 

GRADE LEVEL 

Experimentala (N/I) 

1/96.oo 

10/96.69 

1/98.00 

1i!/96.67 

3/102.JJ 

1/ 87 .oo 

5/119.20 

9/110.00 

21/102.43 
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Controls (N/I) 

24/109.125 

46/123.26o 

26/ 98.06o 

96.112.910 

26/151.42 

25/105.66 

48/124.58 

99/126.85 

195.120.00 



Score 

C 

1,o- 47 -
[32 - 39 2 

~4 - 31 14 

h6 - 23 33 

B - 15 51 

0 - 7 47 

--8 to -1 29 

-16 to -9 13 

-24 to -17 5 

-32 to -25 1 

-1,o to -33 -
-48 to -41 -

TABLE II 

PRE-TES? DATA PRF.SENTED 
ACCCJIDOO TO K0ll{OO(JU1l-SMIRNOV TES? 

r ct cp 

E C E C E 

- 195 21 1.000 1.000 

- 195 21 1 .000 1.000 

1 193 21 .990 1 .000 

2 179 20 .921 .9So 

2 146 18 .749 .85, 

4 95 16 .487 .162. 

1 48 12 .246 .,48 

4 19 5 .098 .2)6 

1 6 1 .o)) .048 

- 1 0 .oo, .ooo 

- 0 0 .ooo .ooo 

- 0 0 .ooo .ooo 

de 

.ooo 

.ooo 

.010 

.029 

.1o6 

.275 

• .)02 

.1)8 

.018 

.005 

.ooo 

.ooo 

-ID • • .)02 

..Significant at .o5 level 
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,!!rPlicationa or the statistical Analysis 

of the Pre-test Data 

20 

The data from the anal.ya1s or the mean sociometric scores obtained 

on the pre-test indicates that there is a significant difference at the 

.o5 level in the socicnetric status_,. the,. 
w. • ormer EHR students as com-

pared to the regular clase students. This ditference is in the direc-

tion or lesser social acceptance tor the r EHR "'-.. ,dren ormr group. l.<U.l,,L 

who have been in the regular class appear to be better accepted b;y 

their classmates as trienda than are children who are, until the pres­

ent year, in the special education classrocn 

Analysis or the Post - •test Data 

Table III coocerns the intormation gathered on the post - test and 

showa the nUJ11ber ot subjects in both schools by grade level, and the 

mean sociometric score achieved per grade level. In School A there were 

twelTe experimental subjects with a mean sociometric score or 108.17 and 

ninety-six control subjects with a mean socicnatric scare or 138.65. or 

the subjects at School B, the n1ne experimental individuals had a mean 

sociometric score ot 88.50, while the ninety-nine control subjects ob­

tained a mean aocicmatric score or 121 .44. When the scores of the two 

schools were combined, it was found that the twenty-one aperimental 

subjects had earned a mean sociometric score or 99. 76 and that the one­

hundred n1nety-tive control subjects had obtained a •an soci<111etric 

score of 128.2.S on thiS amn1D1strat1on. 

Table IV presents the aam Warmation, but this time it is arranged 

according to the Kol,mogOl"oV-smirDOV teat. The pouible scores were 

grouped into eight-point ranges trom -48 to +47. The major step vaa to 

determine the cumulative c:Uatributiona or the proportions bet'WMa the 

scores or the axperilllental and control groups, rrcin 1lb:1.ch the ditterences 



School A 

4th 

5th 

6th 

Sub-Totals 

School B 

4th 

5th 

6th 

Sub-Totals 

Final Totals 

TABLE III 

POST-TF.ST DATA 
CLASSIFIED ACCORDING 

TO SCHOOL AND GRADE lEVEL 

Experimental (N/X) 

11138.00 

10/101.00 

1/150.oo 

12/108.17 

3/ 62.00 

11 88.oo 

5/104.60 

9/ 88.,o 

21/ 99.76 

21 

Controls (N/X 

24/120.38 

46/150.11 

26/1)8.69 

96/1 )8.65 

26/100.08 

25/104.96 

48/1 Jl .48 

99/121.44 

195/128.25 



Score 

C 

~o - 47 2 

32 - 39 11 

24 - 31 29 

16 - 23 42 

8 - 1.5 49 

O - 1 32 

-8 to -1 17 

-16 to -9 8 

-24 to -17 2 

-32 to -2.5 2 

-40 to -33 1 

-48 to -41 -

TABLE IV 

POST-TEST DATA PRESENTED 
ACCORDING TO KOU!OOORCW-SHmNOV TEST 

r c! cp 

E C E C E 

- ~ 195 21 1.000 1.000 

- 193 21 .990 1.000 

3 182 21 .910 1.000 

2 153 18 .765 .855 

2 111 16 .555 .762 

4 62 14 .310 .667 

2 JO 10 • 1,0 .48o 

2 13 8 .065 .384 

4 5 6 .02, .288 

1 3 2 .015 .096 

2 1 .010 .o48 -
1 1 0 .oo5 .ooo 

*Significant at .01 level 
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de 

.ooo 

.010 

.090 

.09() 

.207 

.357 

.3}) 

.319 

.263 

.081 

.038 

-.005 



de were f ound. l"he l argest difference, Which is .JS7, is the essential 
statistic D. After co ti 

mpu ng the chi square formula for this test 

23 

(Ouil ro
rd 

& Frucht er, 
1973, p.226), it was deten,ined that the statistic 

Din Table 'IV 
was large enough to be significant at t he .01 

Implications of the statistical Analysis 
of the Post- te st Data 

level. 

The data from the analysis of the mean sociometric scores obtained 

on the post-test indicates that there is a significant difference at the 

.01 level in the sociometric status of the forroor EMR students as com-

pared to the regular class students. This difference is in the direc-

tion of lesser social acoept&nce for the fomer EMR students. Children 

who have been in the regular class appear to have a better chance of 

being accepted socially by their classmates than do children who were 

previously in the special education classroom. 

It should also be noted that the post-test data produced a differ­

ence 1n scores which was at a higher level of significance (.01) than 

was produced by the pre-test data ( .05). With this point in mind, the 

results of the post-test data should be given additional credence when 

evaluating the results of this investigation. 

Statistical Analysis of the Differences in the 
Scores Obtained on the Pre-test and 
Post-test by the Experimental and 

the Control Group 

Table V shows the differences in the scores obtained by the exper­

d oat-test administrations. The data is !mental group between pre- an P 

Kolmogorov-Snirnov test for small samples presented according to the 

) i hich it is essential to find the (Guilford & Fruchter, 1973, p.223 n w 

t test administrations. The last cumulative distributions for the wo 

operation is to find the category hich range from -5 to differences Kc, w 



Score 

bO - k7 

32 - 39 

24 - 31 

16 - 23 

8 - 15 

O - 7 

-8 to -1 

-16 to -9 

-24 to -17 

-32 to -25 

-40 to -33 

-48 to -41 

TABIE V 

DIFFERENCES IN SCORF.s OBTAINED 
ON PRE- AND rosT-TEST 
BY IIPIRIMINTAL GROUP 

f cf 

Pre-test Post-test Pre-test 

0 

0 

1 

2 

2 

4 

7 

4 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 21 

0 21 

3 21 

2 20 

2 18 

4 16 

2 12 

2 s 
4 1 

1 0 

0 0 

1 0 

Si nificant at the .oS level -tfNot g 

24 

Kc 

Post-test 

21 0 

21 0 

21 0 

18 2 

16 2 

14 2 

10 2 

8 -3 

6 -s 
2 -2 

1 -1 

0 0 

,lfK .. 2 



+2. The largest K is 2 c and after consul.ting the table of critical val-

ues of K f'or this test (GuU.r rd 0 & Fruchter, 1973, P• 532), it was round 

that the Kin Table v was t 1 no s gni.ticant. 

Table VI shows the dif'.t erence■ in the scores obt.ained by the control 

The data is presented according to 

the Kolomogorov-smirnov test f' 1 

group between pre- am post-testing. 

or arge sanples (Guilford & Fruchter, 1973, 

P• 225), in which the essential. statisti D c was • 191 • Atter ccaputing 

the chi square formula f'or this te~ it c:11,, was detemined that the D in 

" .001 level. Table VI was large enough to be significant a"' the 

Implications of' the Statistical Analysis or the 
Dif£erencea in Scores Obtaimd on the Pre-test 

and Poat. ;. teat by the Bxperimental 
and the Control Group 

The data from the analysis of' the changes in the mean sociometric 

scores between pre-testing and post-testing by the experimental group 

indicates that there was not a signi!icant change in their sociometric 

status. During the course of the school year over which tbia invuti­

gation was conducted, there was no aignif'icant positive change in tbe 

sociometric statua or the to:nner EHR students. 

On the other band, data frcm the analyais of the changes in the 

sociCDBtric scores between pre-testing &Di pest-testing by the control 

group indicate that there was a change vbich was m.gnitieant at the .001 

level. During the course ot the school year over which this investiga­

tion was conducted, there wu a aignit'icant poaitin change in the aocio-

J'l8tric status of the regular cla8B students. 

The level or significance achieTed at this point should also be 

l bt
-.- ... ed from the data in Table VI appears to 

noted. The high leve o ~ 
the r te or grawth or the soc101119tric 

reflect a clear diStinction in a 

etatua between the two gro-q,a. 



Score f 

Pre-test 

id) - 47 0 

32 - 39 2 

24 - 31 14 

16 - 23 33 

8 - ,s 51 

0 - 7 47 

- 8 to - · 1 29 

-16 to - 9 13 

-~4 to -17 5 

-32 to -25 1 

-4o to -JJ 0 

-48 t o -41 0 

Post-teat 

2 

11 

29 

42 

49 

32 

17 

8 

2 

2 

, 
0 

TABIE VI 

DIFFERENCES IN SCORES OBTAINED ON 
PRE- AND POST-TEST BY CONTROL GROUP 

er 
Pre-test Post-test Pre-test 

195 195 1.000 

195 193 1.000 

193 182 .990 

179 153 .921 

146 111 .746 

95 62 .487 

48 30 .246 

19 13 .098 

6 5 .030 

1 3 .oos 
0 2 .ooo 

0 1 .ooo 

*Significant at .001 level 

cp De 

Post-test 

1.000 --~000 

.990 .010 

.910 .oao 
.765 .156 

.555 .191 

.J10 .177 

• 1.,0 .096 

.o65 .033 

.025 .005 

.015 -.01 0 

.010 -.010 

.oo5 -.005 
I\) 

0--

*D = .191 
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CHAPTER IV 

SlJMMARy COO 
, CLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The primary purpose of this in 
veatigation was to determine if the 

placement of educable JTEntally retarded 
students in the regular class-

rocn with only part time inatructi 
onal aasietance frcm a resource teacher 

would be :Instrumental in inJ,roVing the"-
. .u: soc:l.al acceptance as measured 

by. a socionetric instrument a.dminiet--~ 
~~ near the beginning arxi near 

the end of the school year. 

The subjects selected for this study came i'rOlll two elementary 

schools which previously had segregated classrooms for EMR students. 

In School A, there were 108 students, 12 of these being identified aB 

educable mentally retarded. In SChool B, there were also 108 students, 

with nine of these being classified aa educable mentally retarded. All 

students in both schools bad been placed in the fourtb, fifth, or sixth 

grade regular class. 

Arry conclusions reached aa a result ot this inveetigation muat be 

evaluated with the !act in mind that they can apply only to the two 

schools involved and attenpts to generalize these conclusions without 

bearing this in mind would be hazardous at best. Based on a statistical 

analysis of the data gathered fr(Jll both adminiatrations ot the test, the 

following conclusions have been derived: 

th t there iB no sign:i.f'icant difference in the 
1 • The hypothesis a . , 

f the regular class children as compared to 
JD3asured sociometric status 0 

inn
ing of the year (Hypothesis A) must be 

the EMR children at the beg 
f Wld in tables I al¥i n. Thia data 

rejected on the basi.B of the data 
0 

t di!! erence at the .oS level between the two 
not only ohovs a significan 
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groups, but the difference was in th 
e direction of leBSer social accep-

tance of the EMR group. 

2. The hYPothesis that there is no significant difference in the 

measured sociometric status of the regul , __ 
ar C.J.cWB children as compared 

to the EMR children at the end of the school year (Hypothesis B) muat be 

rejected on the basis of the information contained in tables m and r:v. 

The data failed to show no signi!icant difference between the two groups 

at the eoo of the year• In addition, the eigni!icant difference that was 

obtained was in the direction of lesser sociai acceptance of the EMR 

group of subj acts. However, the data which led to thia conclusion must 

be examined quite closely to diacern its full impact on the hypothesis 

and on the attd.y in general. 'n'le failure of this hypothesis is entirely 

due to the decreased mean sociometric scores obtained by both groups in 

~hool Bon the post:-test andm:i.nistration. The nm group fell from a 

score or 11 O .o to 99. 76, while the regular class group showed a decrease 

of from 126.85 to 121 .t.4. In contrast, the subjects from School A made 

a considerable gain. The EMR group rose f'rcm 96.67 to 108.17. The reg­

ular clase group showed an increase from 112. 91 to 1 38. 65. 

3. The hypothesis that there is no signi.f icant difference in the 

change of eociometric status of the EJILchildren as measured by pre-test-

i t be accepted on the basis of the data presented 
1ng and post-test ng mus 

t '-- t.a- seven month period over which the invest:i.ga­
in Table V. over uu en ~ 

all change in the soci<Wetric status 
tion was conducted there was no over ' 

is to be enphasized here in 1:1.ght 
or the EMR group• The word noverall" 

or the discussion of conclusion two. 
igni!icant difference in the 

4 hypothesis that there is no s 
• The ,.,, 1 0

.,. class children (Hypothesis 
i status of the ref>......-

change of the socicinetr c 
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D) as measured by pre-testing d 
an poet -testing must be rejected on the 

basis of the data proVided in T bl 
a e VI. Not only did this hypothesis 

prove to be valid, but it did 80 in_ RnJ.. te 
-~ of the decreased mean socio-

metric scores of the subjects in Schol B In 
0 

• addition, the level of 

significance that was achieved ( 001 ) th 'h-1 ~'--
• was e ~u::iat level obtained 

by any of the statistical analyses in thia investigation. 

RecoJ1111endations tor Further Research 

1 • The determ:IJlation of the teacher variables which could affect 

the social acceptance of educable Jnentally retarded children :ill the 

regular classroom, such as age, experience, sex, race, or socio-eco­

nomic background. 

2. The comparison of ages and time placement in the regular class 

situation with the scores o~d to determine tbe geoerally suitable 

time to make this change in classroom environments. 

J. A c~arison of the scores earned by boys versua girls to 

determine which sex seems to moat easily ad.apt to this change. This 

would need to be followed by an investigation into possible reasons 

that one sex adapts more readily and reconmeadations to help the other 

sex learn to adapt more readily. 

4. A compariBon or socio-economic background.a o! the regular class 

students that the EHR children have been or will be placed with. 

;. A coupariaon or the amount o! previous expoeure tbe individual 

regular students have had and its ef'!ect on their attitudes toward E>ffi 

children. 

, th same basic nature as the present one 
6. More investigation O.&. e 

ix ears to determine what effect, 
which can be extended over three to s Y 

t 1 gains or losses experienced 
1r any, time would have on the sociane r c 
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by theN Dm cb:Udren. In adclitioa, what ettect, it ~, it tbe same 

variables that bad a bearing on the scores in the initial testing held 

as 11Uch weigbt at the time or the f'inal test administration. 



5>J>8ndu A 

HOW I DEL TOYARD OTHERS 

The teacher and the pupils should 
read this entire scale together. 

To the pupils: 

tCN have all taken a lot of 
other subjects. You have been aak!:sts in aritbnletic, reading, and 
teachers would know better how t to take those tests so your 
are asked to tell how you feel t~~p you 1n your studies. Now you 
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This is not a test like the other 0ther children in y-our rocn. 
or wrong answers. All you need t: r\ ba:e taken. There are no right 
other children in :,our room d O 8 0 tell how you feel toward 
to know which other childre~ yo~ g~~~is ~: ~. help the teacher 

No child will be allowed to see another child's paper. 

DIRECTIONSs On another sheet of P"'""'r you ba the 
hil

dr in -- ve D8Jll8s or all the 
c en your room. Aa soon aa we finish reading the directions u 
will be asked to place a nwnber to the left of each of the yo 
including your own. The n1111bera which you will use are ~ na:;, r 
the paragraphs listed below. nua s 

0 

B2, not P~ ~ num~ !!2!• Plea• put ~ pencila down until 
you are totd b1 your teacher to begin. -""""'""'- -

We 11USt til'at read all the directions together, so y-r». will be 
sure to know how to ark :,our list ot names. 

Number 1 ie fora MY Beat Friends. How can we tell our best friends 
rr011 just ordinaey rrleni!s? tieiow JOU will t1nd list.eel 8018 tbings 
which are generally true or our best tl'ieada. Put a 1 to tbe latt or the 
naJIIBs or those cldldren vho are beet rrLiicla. 

A. You play with your best friends a lot am have run vi.th tmm. 
B. You treat them nice, help them vbeDeVer you can, and share your 

things with them. 
c. You go places with th• aid talk with tho a lot. 
D. You go to their h011188 and tb81 c01119 to your boa quite of'ten. 

N\Dllber 2 is fors !I other Friends. Besides our best triends all of U8 

have other friends whoiii"wi like l'f!L.\:vell. Put a 2 to thl left of the 
names or those children you like :-;;;!J.. 

A. You plq with them sometimes, but you do not alw&y'8 have f\lll 

with them. 
B. You are nice to them 110st or the t:IJDe, but you seld011 share 

Your things with tbell. t.alk ....... •'"-- but t c. SOmetimea you go place• with thell, and w.&.IOU _,., no 

D • • ;:7 a!i:"0:•
80 

to their holl88, and thl1 aeldoa coae to your bome. 
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Number 3 1a rors Children I Don•t · 
your list whoa you don It know -;;;n !!!!!! • There llay be 801118 children on 
or not. It ~ be that you hav enough to know whether you like them 
about them. You don•t know btsw• not been with them enough to tell much 
Put a J to tbe lert or the you really reel about these children. 
well enough to rate. names of those children whom you don't know 

Number 4 1a .tor: Children I know but vb · 
know SCIDB persona quite wlI liuti ;-ct ~ !!:!. m 3l friends. All of us 
rr1erns • Put a 4 to the left of :_ o not cons der them to be our 
consider as :,our friends. names of those children you do not 

A. You aeldom pla:, with theaa. 
B. You do not get along very well with them when you are around 

thalll. 
C. You do not talk to thea or go places with them unless it is 

neceasary- to be poll te. 
D. You do not like some of the things they do and tbe way they 

act at times. ' 

Number 5 is .tors Children I do not want to have as triencla - as long as 
tbe7 are like t.he:, are DOii e - Riarq iir or uafind tbare are a f ev per­
sons we cannot get along with. Tbeae people ~ be all right in some 
ways, arx:l Jl81' be regarded as good friends by others, but not ~ ~. 

A. You aToid playing with them, and you never clloosetliinias 
partnera tar a gaJII. 

B. Sa.ti.lea you ruse, quarrel, and fight with them when you are 
around tbea. 

C. You never go places with them and you never talk with tbeJI 
unleae :,au llaw to. 

D. You di.alike Terf JIUCh 101118 of the things they do, and tbe way 
the:, act at ttmea. 

Now let ua go Oflr the aain beadings. 

What is number 1 tor? 
What is number 2 for? 
What is number 3 ror? 
What is number 4 for? 
What is number 5 for? 

(Student response) 
( Student response) 
( student response) 
( student response) 
( student response) 

all tbeae numbers. You ~ uae ,!& of these 
~ !!.2 ~ have~ use All you need to do is To an<JV "'liow you rear­

as ~ ~ !! you - •, .. _. bv putt~ one of the above nWllber& to the 
abouteacn peraon on your .u.ov ., 

left of his name. 

ut 
___ ,.__.. to the left of every name• Do not leave 

Be sure to p a n~ 
out anyone. 

1 If your name is not on the list 
Has everyone found his own name the children add your name to their 

tell the teacher so she can bave all ur name or have written it in, put a 
lists. As soon as you have found yo 
6 to the left of it. 

_, .. ase ask thelll n011. 
If you have any questions, i---



When you have finished marking your list, tnrn your paper tace 
dOlffl on your desk and leave it there until the teacher take11 it up. 
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Oo ahead now and place tbe other nunbers (1-2-3-4-5) to the left 
of t.be rest of the names on your list. 



S>J!~B 

Scor:tng at the Soci0111etric Scale 

''Row I Feel TCJWard Ot.berau 

Following 1a an ~le 
scoring. List the Dallea in ~t the acor1ng torm Y0U ~ uae tor 
roll.a uaed by the student. Nae ol"der as tbe7 appear on the claaa 
NAME OF ~ 

Artie 

Beth 

Carl 

Don 

t 
Zelda 

I u llI IV V 

Arrange the papen tr011 the Btudenta in alphabetical order. Take 
utie '• paper and put a check IIU'k by h.ta naa to ahov that h1a paper 
baa been recorded. Since Artie 1a a bo7, his choicea vill be recorded 
1n red pencil and the girl•a cbcce will be recorded in blue pencil. Balow ia a copy ot Artie 1a paper. 

Name of student 

& Artie 

~ Beth 

,! Carl 

J Don 

t 
.2 Zelda 

The Wormation .1.rom ,. Artie's paper will be entered on the scoring 
r 01"lll as r al.lows· v . 

III IV II Naine of student I 
UL} ill nm (',) 

-
Artie (ljJ 

I Be,.!!! 
~ar..! _I 

_! ~on 
I Zelda 

34 
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After you have r ecorded 

ber of first choi ces he has gi::ry choice given by Artie, count the num­
ber of third choices, the number ~ ~~ number ot second choices, the num-
fifth choices . Enter the numbe urth choices, and the number or 
left hand corner of the proper ~~i.f~st choices he gave in the upper 
JO children ;in Artie, s claasroom twe 0

: example, let I a say there were 
choices, ten second choices ti ' th nty nine beside he. He gave 8 first 
two fifth choices for a tot~ ;:e 29 ird choices, four fourth choices and 

We then go through the same • This completes Artie, s paper. 
record all her choices in a dirt procedure for Beth's paper except we 
viously. The purpose of this is ~en~ :lored pencil as mentioned pre-
receives from boys and how t O e l'ffline how many choices each child 
been recorded, count the m= ~~~8 • After all the papers have 
every first choice received ive 2 s each child has received. For 
1 point; for every J choice' :

0 
points; for every secomi choice, give 

negative 1 point; for every'tiftho~!~J for every fourth choice, give a 
sum of these points for each ch 1 sh ce, give a negative 2 points. The 
hand corner of the proper cell. 0 ce ould be entered in the upper right 

Artie received 6 first choices so he received 2 points for each first 
choice received for a total of 1 2 points. He received 14 second choices 
at one point each for a total of 14 points. He received three third 
choices at no points. He received 5 fourth choices at -1 for each chalce 
for a total of -1 • He received one firth choice for a total or -2. Add 
the sums of the choices received algebraically. You have a total positive 
score of 26 aoo a total negative score of -8, for a total or 19 points. 
His score theoretically could have been any where between -58 and +58 
with 29 choices possible from his classmates. The algebraic score really 
is not as meaningful to teacher as examining the nW11ber and kinds of · 
choices each child receives. 

For instance, the pattern for each of the children is quite dil'.t'er­
ent. Although Carl and Artie have the same total, their pattern or accep­
tance in the class is ditferent with Carl having many more close friends 
than Artie am !ewer who strongly reject him. Beth has no close friends 
al though she apparently wants them very badly as she listed 10 persons to 
be her be8t friends when no one listed her. 3l8 bas a large ntllllber, 20, 
who consider her another .friend but she evidently desires more closeness 
than she has. Possibly, you as a teacher could give her an opportunity 
to be seated near a first choice or work with a person she has chosen as 
a best friend to try to develop a cloaer relationshjp. 

Don, on the other ham, doesn•t .feel accepted aJXi doesn•t accept the 
other children. His feeling seems to be, 11S0--they don•t like me--well, 
I doo •t like any of them either." We would !eel, of course, that this 
would be a danger signal .tor Don not to care what anyone thought of him. 

troublemaker ain would probably often be blamed 
He would be likely to be a thi he did not do 80 it can becolll3 
by the children and the teacher !or ngs -
a vicious cycle. be done with this instrument, correl-

Some interesting studies :'1 last choices with intelligence, social 
ating nW1lber of first choices a hildren 1n f amilY' to nama only a few of 
class, sex, race, or number of c 
the criteria. is a great deal of rejection, there are 

In classrooms in which there is also a strong possibility that 
likely to be behavior problems· The~ with her class and the children 
the teacher may have a poor relatio toward the teacher to their class-
are displacing their feelings of anger 
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•tell. They JIB;!' alao chooae a particular child aa a scapegoat, QD8 ,mo 
ii too weak to protect hilleell, on vhca they vent tbe anger they teal 
toward th& teacbllr. 

Another thing JOU need to notice ill elementary acbool 1a whether 
the first choices are from 11BJ11ber11 or the aame ae:x am the rejections 
rrca ]1811bera at opposite sex and vice-versa. Thia 1a tbe reaaon we 
mark all the choices llade bJ boya with one color and all thoae aada bf 
girls with another color of pencil. 'l'b.1a gives us a litt.le more intar­
mation concerning the acceptance ar rejection patterna of children. 
For 1n11tance, if all the rejections ot a titth grade boy 1a trca girl.a 
we would not be too concerned, u1uea11 alll0st all tbe girl.a rejected hi.a 
but not the ot.her boya in the clue. We lligbt then want to try to dia­
cover why the girls felt th1a way about him. 
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