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CHAPTER I 

'!'BE PROBLEM AND DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED 

I. THE PROBLEM 

Statement of ~ problem. It was the purpose of this 

study to investigate the factors which differentiated those 

pupils who were acoepted by t~e group from those who were 

not, in a classroom situation at two sixth grade elementary 

classes from a Kansas town of approximately twenty thousand. 

This has been done to provide insight into possible rela

tionships between these specific factors and group acoept

ance of an indiVidual in a classroom setting. 

Importance 2! ~ studT. Social development has 

frequently been stressed as one of the more important 

functions of the educational process. A function of social 

development should be manifest in the form of group 

acceptance. If an elementary school teacher were aware 

of the specific factors that contributed to group accept

ance, it might be possible for her to correct some of the 

deficiencies of the persons rejected by the group. Hurlock 

stated, 

No child is born sooial, in the sense that he can 
get along w.ll With others. He must learn to make 
adjustments to others, and this ability can be acquired
only as a result of opportunities to be With all types 
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5. A pup1l's he1ght 1s not s1gn1f1cantly related to 

h1s be1ng aocepted by the group. 

6. Sex 1s not s1gn1f1cantly related to be1ng accepted 

by the group. 

7. Grades are not s1gn1f1cantly related to a pup1l 

be1ng accepted by the group. 

e. The pup1l' s med1an grade level on the Stanford 

Ach1evement Test 1s not,s1gn1f1cantly related to h1s be1ng 

accepted by the group. 

9. -Looks- are not s1gnif1cantly related to a pup1l 

be1ng accepted by the group. 

10. The child'. family s1ze 1s not s1gnif1cantly 

related to h1s be1ng accepted by the group. 

II. DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED 

The following terms are def1ned to enable the reader 

better comprehens1on while read1ng th1s study. 

Group acceptanoe (soc1ometr1c status). The degree 

to wh1ch a person 1s w1ll1ngly rece1ved or accepted by 

the group. 

-Looks-. Tne personal appearanoe of a person, as 

perceived by others, especially of a pleas1ng nature. 
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Soc1al distance. The degree of 1nt1macy With wh1ch a 

person 1s Wil11ng to assoc1ate w1th another person or group. 

~ effect. The tendency, 1n mak1ng an est1mate or 

rat1ng of one character1st1c of a person, to be 1nfluenced 

by another character1st1c or by one's general 1mpress10n of 

that person 1n a favorable manner. 

Ident1f1cat10n. ,The process of a person accept1ng 

another person's att1tudes and values because that person 

1s adm1red. 

Fam1l1!!!!. The total number of brothers and 

s1sters in the PUP1l's family. 

Teacher checked weaknesses. These 1nclude those 

areas of emot10nal and soc1al hab1ts, work and study hab1ts, 

and health and safety hab1ts wh1ch are areas on the report 

card that the teacher evaluates. 

III. ASSUMPTIONS 

It was assumed that the pup1ls rated each other 

honestlY on the "looks" and soc1al d1stance scales. Also, 

1t was assumed that both s1xth grade teachers graded the1r 

respect1ve classes by common cr1ter1a. It was further 

assumed that each teacher used a comparable frame of 
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reference in determining the weaknesses of each pupil when 

grades were assigned. Sociometric instruments are based on 

several assumptions. 

One of these is that within any formal organiza
tion, such as that eXisting in a school class, there 
is an informal organization based on interpersonal
attractions and repulsions, and that these informal 
relationships great17 affect the official functioning 
ot the group, as well as having important personality 
oonsequenoes tor each person in the group. Through
sociom.tric testing these informal organizations oan 
be measured and q~tative17 desoribed. Another 
assumption of sooiometry is that interpersonal bonds 
between the members of a group are necessary to good
morale and ~o normal personalit7 growth of the 
individual. 

It was assumed that the teaoher peroeived the child in such 

a manner as would be reflected b7 the number of checked 

weaknesses on the pupil's report card and that this was 

transmitted into the classroom and that the other students 

were able in some manner to deteot this. Another assumption 

was that the absences indioated on the pupil's report card 

represented siokness or illness of that child. In addition, 

one of the underlying assumptions of a coefficient of 

correlation was that the relationship between two variables 

under stud7 was linear. The height as given by each pupil 

was assumed to be aocurate. The results on the MlooksMscale 

were assumed to reasonably measure each of the pupil's MlooksM 

2Merl Bonney and Riohard Rampleman, Personal-Social 
Evaluation Techniques (Washington, D. C.I The Center for 
Applied Research in Education, 1962), p. 60. 
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as perce1ved by the chlld dolng the ratlng. It was assumed 

that both the "looks" scale and the soclal d1stance scale 

were va11d and re11able. 

IV. LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

This study had several 11m!tat10ns. One 11m!tat10n 

was that the f1ndlngs could. not be genera11zed to all s1xth 

grade populatlons or to even other slxth grade classrooms 
I 

1n the same c1ty under study. It conslsted of lntra-group 

compar1sons and d1d not have any sampllng methods applled 

to the populat10n; therefore, lt probab17 was not repre

sentatlve of s1xth grade children as a whole. 

Also, any group structure 1s not stat1c, but 1s the 

produot of cont1nuous lnteract1on. Groups are cont1nually 

undergo1ng change and therefore the s1xth grade populat10n 

of thls study was v1ewed 1n that context. The study 

represented the dynam1cs of the group at the t1me the data 

was obta1ned and 1t should not be assumed that the same 

relat10nsh1ps ex1st at &n7 future po1nt 1n t1me. 

A further l1m1tat10n was that no research was found 

relat1ve to the "looks" scale and therefore 1t may not be 

h1ghly re11able or va11d. 

The l1m1tat1on of the correlat10n coeff1c1ent must 

also be acknowledged. Th1s 1s that even though the two 
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factors are related one did not necessarily cause the other, 

but oould bave done so. 

A final limitation was that all data from both 

classes were consolidated to form one group for the purposes 

of determining correlations for thiS study. The fact that 

two teachers were involved mar have resulted in different 

meanings by each teacher when the grades were assigned and 

When weaknesses were 'identified. 



CHAPTER II 

RELATED RESEARCH 

I. REVIEW OF RESEARCH 

Man is a social as well as a biological animal. 

Broom and Zelznick wrote, "the way men behave is largely 

determined by their relations to each other and by their 

membership in groups.Hl Much of a child's social learning 

appears to result from indirect influences. Bandura and 

Huston stated, 

Although part of a child's socialization takes 
place through direct training, much of a child's 
behavior repertoire is believed to be acquired 
through identification with the important adults 
in his life. This process, variously described in 
behavior as 'Vicarious' learning, observational 
learning, and role taking appears to be more a 
result of active imitation by the child of atti 
tudes and patterns of behavior that the parents 
have never directly attempted to teach than of 
direct reward and punishment of instrumental 
responses. 2 

The classroom teacher would quite probably be one of the 

significant adults in the child's life. Hurlock wrote, 

In the early grades, the influence of the teacher 
is the most important single factor in the total 
school influence on the child's personality. 

lLeonard Broom and Philip Zelznick, Sociology
 
(third edition; New Yorks Harper and Row, 1963), p. 15.
 

2Albert Bandura and Aletha Huston, HId~ntification 
As A Process of Incidental Learning," Readings in Child 
Development and Personality, ed. Paul Mussen, et al. 
(New York: Harper and Row, 1965), p. 247. 
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Directly, the teacher affects the way the ohild 
feels about himself by the way she corrects his 
behavior, ignores him or his sooial behavior, or by
the way she interprets his school work. Indirectly, 
she influences his personality by helping him to 
adjust to the group and by helping the group adjust 
to him, thus influenoing the degree of social accep
tance he achieves.3 

The children in a classroom situation act and react 

to the teacher's actions. If a teacher continually reacted 

to a child in a favorable manner, would this create a halo, 

effect for the child as interpreted by the rest of the class 

or would the class think of this child as a "teacher's pet"? 

The number of weaknesses that a teacher perceives in a child, 

as indioated by the child's report card, could have an 

influence upon the child being accepted by the group because 

it would be probable that the ohildren in a class would per

ceive the teacher's attitude toward that child in that 

classroom setting. Flanders and Havumaki have done related 

research. They used two groups of 330 tenth grade students. 

In one group the teacher praised them individually while 

the other half was praised as a group. They found that the 

persons whom had been given the praise individually received 

an increase in sociometric choice value indicating greater 

3HurloCk, ~. cit., p. 563. 
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acceptance by the peers. 4 

The groups' acceptance of the ohild may be determined 

by a social distance soale. This scale was developed by 

Cunningham who wrote, "perhaps the greatest contribution of 

the Classroom Social Distance Scale to us was to indicate 

the great range of acceptance or rejection af~orded to any 

one indiVidual in the group."5 Cunningham found little 

significant correlation between group acceptance and intelli 

genoe quotient for fourth and fifth grade levels. 

Bonney studied mutual friendship pairs of second and 

third grade children in Denton, Texas, during the sohool 

years of 1939-1940, and 1940-1941. He found, 

Correlations between the various degrees of 
attraction and rejeotion and intelligence quotients
showed that generally the oloser the degree of 
mutuality the higher the coefficients, but that all 
the correlations were low. Relationships between 
total mutual friendship scores and intelligence 
quotients ranged from .02 to .51 With an average 
from six coefficients of .34. These data show that 
although the higher degrees of brightness are defin
itely associated With the ability to win friends, 
intellectual brightness is far from being any kind 
of a guarantee of social competence. 6 

4Ned Flanders and Sulo Havumaki, "The Effect of Pupil 
Teacher Contacts Involving Praise on the Sooiometrio Choioes 
of Students," Journal 2! Eduoational Research, LI (1960), 68. 

5Ruth Cunningham and others, Understanding Group
 
Behavior of Boys and Girls (New Yorks Bureau of Publications,
 
Teachers College, Columbia University, 1951), p. 172.
 

6Merl E. Bonney, "A Study of the Relation of Intelli 
genoe, Family Size, and Sex Differences With Mutual Friendships 
in the Primary Grades," Child Development, XIII (1942), 97. 
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Although Bonney used mutual friendship pairs rather than 

group aeceptance it is significant because it is individuals, 

pairs of indiViduals, or groups of individuals that are the 

components of "the group". 

Thorpe obtained somewhat the same results as Bonney. 

He used Thurstone's Primary Mental Abilities Test and treated 

the five subtests separately and correlated these with what 

he called popularity or sociometric status. Thorpe stated, 

"an estimate of the over-all correlation found in this 

research between sociometrio status and intelligence is .152 

with a standard error of .034."7 His sample consisted of 

thirty-four high school classes with a total of nine hundred 

and eighty. The mean age was twelve years eight months, and 

had a standard deviation of sixteen months. 

Hardy found a somewhat higher relationship between 

intelligence and group acceptance. 

Results from measures of mental alertness and sohool 
aohievement point to the general superiority of the 
best liked pupils. Not a single pupil among the pre
ferred companion representatives had an I.Q. below 90 8 
while twenty-nine per oent had I.Q.'s of 120 or above. 

7J. G. Thorpe, "An Investigation into Some Correlates
 
of Sooiometric Status Within School Classes," Sociometry,
 
XVIII (1955), 60.
 

8Martha C. Hardy, "Social Recognition at the Elementary 
School Age," Journal of Social Psychology, VIII (1937), 376. 
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Another variable that might have some relationship to 

group acceptance is that of the socio-economic background of 

the pupil. Several researchers have investigated such a 

factor. 

Cunningham in her study of fourth and fifth grade 

children found little or no significant correlation between 

group acceptance and socio-economio status for those levels. 9 

Hurlook stated, 

By the fifth grade, children also take into consid
eration socio-economic status in the selection of their 
friends. While children of the lower social classes 
have more freedom of choice in the selection of their 
friends than do children of the middle classes whose 
parents put pressure on them to choose the 'right' type 
of friends, nevertheless the lower-class child often 
finds himself barred from participation in social activ
ities of the middle-class. He is thus forced Bo select

1his friends mainly from his own social class. 

Hardy found little relationship between socio

economic status and popularity.11 

Little research can be found which relates inoidence 

of illness With group acceptance. A somewhat related study 

was done by French, however, in determining the status of 

Naval recruits in their company. He found that sick bay 

9Cunningham , ~. cit., p. 174. 

10Hurlock, ~. Cit., p. 298. 

11Hardy, ~. cit., p. 380. 
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attendance was negatively related to status in the company, 

that is, sick bay attenders were less acceptable as liberty 

companions. 12 

Hardy in her study wrote, 

There is a strong indication in the comparative 
results from the health measures that the pupils who 
were socially most, successful were very likely to 
have the highest health ratings. The differences 
are not always large enough to warrant definite con
clusions but the trend of the findings is consistent. 13 

Size is another factor. Hardy's research indicated, 

Size did not appear to be a significant factor in 
the amount of recognition given to an individual. 
The trend of the findings was the same whether or 
not the socio-economic factor was oontrolled. The 
most popular cases tended to deviate in both direc
tions from the average and these deviations did not 
appear to be related to sex. Short boys and tall 
girls were noted among the best liked14epresentatives, 
as well as tall boys and short girls. 

Sex is often a factor thought to influence group 

acceptance. Hurlock wrote, 

While it is true that there are popular boys just 
as there are popular girls in any age group, there are 
indications that girls, as a group, enjoy greater popu
larity than do boys. Among nursery-school children, 
girls have been found to be more popular than boys. 
Among older children, girls at every age are generally 
more highly socialized than boys of thar5age and, as a 
result, make better social adjustments. 

12R• L. French, "Sociometric Status and Individual 
Adjustment Among Naval Recruits," Journal of Abnormal and 
Sooial Psychologl, XIII (1951), 72. - ---

1~~Jtlardy, 2£. cit., p. 377. 14Ibid., p. 379. 

15HurloCk, 2£. cit., p. 312. 
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other researchers tend to support Hurlock's position. 

Bonney, for example, studied sex differences in pupil 

choices. This researcher stated, "the results on sex differ

ences show a consistent superiority in favor of girls over 

boys in social succ~ss as measured by pupil choices."16 

Hi1kevitch gives additional insight into sex differ

ences. In studying twenty-six boys and twenty-nine girls he 

found that there were sex differences. He oonc1uded that 

boys tended to choose other boys who complemented their own 

personality patterns. Girls on the other hand, choose other 

girls who had similar attributes rather than differences. 17 

Grades have been viewed in relation to group 

acceptance. Hardy wrote, 

School marks recorded by the teacher on daily 
performance showed three times as large a proportion 
of the best liked were given high marks as of the 
total pupils. There can be no question, from these 
results that these best liked chi1dreY were mentallysoapab1e and scholastically efficient. 

Ryan studied the relationship between social accep

tance and school grades for 326 students at a suburban 

16 SBonney, ~. cit., p. 9 • 

17R. Hi1kevitch, "Social Interactional Processess 
A Quantative study," Psychological Report, VII (1960), 201. 

lSHardy, ~. cit., p. 376. 
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senior high school. 19 He found that a small and positive 

relationship existed between grades and acceptance. 

Carew supports this same oonclusion. He found in his 

study of the 205 men college students that there was a ten

dency for high grade point averages to be related to the 

degree that an individual was acoepted by the group.20 

In regard to "looks·, Hurlock wrote, 

While younger children are not so "looks-oonsoious" 
as they will be when they reach the age of adolesoenoe, 
they are not unaware of the attitudes of others toward 
physical attractiveness and unattractiveness. Looks 
are taken into oonsideration in the seleotion of friends 
and leaders, even though this factor may playa minor 
role, as compared with the role it plays during the 
adolesoent years. 21 

Hardy wrote, 

In light of the emphasis plaoed by oertain psyohia
trists upon the influence of physioal inferiorities on 
behaVior patterns of the individual, it is interesting 
to find that two-thirds of the group called sooially 
successful were described as having an attractive 
appearanoe while less than one-fifth of the unpopular 
were so described. Conversely, while five per oent of 
the best liked were classified as 'homely', the pro
portion in the other oases was twenty-six per oent of 
the unpopular, and fourteen per oent of the total 
group observed. The differenoes were large and make 

19Frank Ryan and James Davie, "Sooial Aooeptanoe,
Aoademio Aohievement, and Aptitude Among High Sohool Students," 
Journal of Eduoational Researoh, LII (1958), 106. 

2°Donald Carew, "A Comparison of Aotivities, Sooial 
Aooeptanoe, and Soholastio Aohievement of Men Students," 
Journal of Personnel Guidanoe, XXXVI (1957), 124. 

21Hurlook, ~. oit., p. 313. 
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it eVident that in regard to physical beauty the
 
children whom others liked and chose as the22 best
 
liked playmates were as a group attractive.
 

The total size of the family is a factor in which 

many researchers have tended to look as a possible influence 

upon group acceptance. Thorpe related sociometric status 

or popularity to the number of siblings in the family.23 

He found that the family size was not significantly related 

to sociometric status for nine hundred and eighty school 

subjects with a mean age of twelve years and eight months. 

Damrin studied one hundred and fifty-six girls in 

grades nine to twelve. 24 She related family size to social 

acceptance for these girls. She found a -.220 ~ .051 

correlation existing between these two factors. 

Bonney, however, found, 

The results on family size showed a consistent 
superiority in social success for the only child. 
This held true regardless of how the data were 
analyzed. The only child not only held an advan
tageous position in mutual friendships but also in 
unreciprocated friendships. This also held true on 
the basis of total mutual friendship scores. Further
more, teacher ratings on twenty personal traits were 
consistent with pupil choices in gi!ing the only child 
the most favorable social position. 5 

22 8 23Hardy, Q.E.. cit., p. 37 • Thorpe, 22.. ill., p. 57. 

24Dora E. Damrin, "Family Size and Sibling Age, Sex, 
and Position as Related to Certain Aspects of Adjustment," 
Journal of Social Psychology, XXIX (1949), 101. 

25BOnney, !2£. cit. 
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No related research was found that related achievement 

test soores With group acceptance. 

II. BELATrON OF THE STUDY TO '!'HE PREVIOUS RESEARCH 

The review of related research provided guidelines 

which gave direction to this study and suggested valuable 

hypotheses to be explored. However, much of the related 

research articles were a number of years old and therefore, 

they did not conform to current situations. This study 

went beyond previous related research in that it was con

temporary. Also, it was determined if these findings agreed 

with the previously established findings for elementary as 

well as other age group populations. Finally, achievement 

test scores were studied in relation to group aoceptance 

since no related research was found in the literature. 



19 

acceptance was determined from the social distance scale 

as used by Cunningham. 1 A numerical score was obtained by 

giTing arbitrary weighting to eaoh of the items. 'lb.e final 
/ 

score was determined by adding the ohecked number as rated 

by each pupil for every other pupil. The higher the total 

soore on this scale for each student the greater was his 

acoeptanoe by the group. This scale is found in AppendiX B, 

page 34. Reliability and validity studies were not found 

for this instrument. AppendiX C, page 37, contains the 

wlooks w seale. Validity on this instrument was established 

by using a consensus of judgement in the wording of the 

seale from five college instructors. In AppendiX D, page 40, 

is found the reTised soale for rating occupations as devised 

by Warner, Meeker and Eells. 2 Each occupational scale was 

weighted and each wrating assigned to occupationw was multi

plied by one for the highest occupation and by seven for the 

lowest occupation. The lowest score indicated the highest 

sooio-economic occupation for the father. In effect, the 

pupil's total score was the claasification number assigned 

by Warner to the occupation, squared. ~ble I, page 23, 

1Cunningham, 2E,. ill., p. 172. 

2w• Lloyd Warner, Social ~ass ~ America (Chicago. 
Science Research AssOCiates, 1949 , p. 140. 
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conta1ns a summary of the correlat10n coeff1c1ents between 

var10us factors and group acceptance. 

IV. PROCEDUBE 

The data .ere collected from each pup1l's cumulat1ve 

fold.er. Th1s 1nformat10n was transcr1bed. onto the Data Form 

(Appencl1x A. page 32). The cumulat1ve folder conta1ned all 

of the 1nformat1on that the Data Porm required except the 

1nd1v1d.ual·s score on the "looks" and soc1al d1stance scale. 

The "looks" scale (Appendix C. page 31) was g1Ten b7 the 

classroom teacher acoording to the direct10ns wh10h had been 

proT1ded. Each pup1l rated everY' other pup1l. 1ncl11d.1ng 

h1mself. on the standard IBM 503 sheet for this f1ve p01nt 

scale according to how the rater thought each pup1l looked. 

'l'he soc1al d1stance scale (Append1x B. page J4) 1s also a 

f1ve po1nt scale and each pup1l rated each other 1n the same 

manner as they used on the "looks" soale. Bach quest10n on 

the Data Form was g1ven a numer1cal Talue of wh1ch was 

der1ved from the breakd.own for the raw score for each 

quest10n as 181 shown on the Data Form. After all of the 

data had been gathered numbers two to eleven on the Data 

Form .ere oorrelated w1th number one on the same form. 

The correlat1ons determ1ned. wh1ch faotors were most s1gn1f1

oantly related to group acceptance. 
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v. ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Pearson's product moment coeff1c1ent of correlat10n 

was used to determ1ne the relat10nsh1p between the factors 

stated 1n the hYPotheses as related to group acceptance. 

The values to be used 1n the correlat10ns were found on the 

Data Form (Append1x A, page 32). A summary table was con

structed to show the obta1ned correlat10ns (Table I, page 23). 

The coeff1c1ent of correlat10n represents a rat10 

wh1ch expresses the degree to wh1ch changes 1n one var1able 

are accompan1ed by changes 1n a second var1able. It also 

summar1zes the magn1tude and d1rect10n of the relat10nsh1p 

between two sets of measurements, such as we1ght and he1ght 

based on the same persons, or between the same measurement 

on pa1rs of persons. There are two ma1n caut10ns of the 

coeff1c1ent of correlat10n. The f1rst 1s that 1t cannot be 

1nterpreted d1rectly as a percentage. Secondly, correlat10n 

does not necessar11y mean causat10n. Wh11e correlat10n does 

not necessar11y mean causat10n, 1t prov1des a bas1s for 

clues wh1ch may be used for a more forma11zed hypothes1s. 3 

3Jul1an c. Stanley, Measurement 1n Today's School
 
(New Jersey: Prent1ce-Hall, 1964), pp.-S9-92. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

The results showed that there were signifioantly high, 

positive'relationships enstine; between intelligence, grades, 

median grade level, "looks", oeoupation of the father and 

the oriterion, group acoeptanoe. The respective coefficient 

of correlations between these variables and group aooeptanoe 

were .41, .61, .56, .10, and -.38. These data are presented 

in Table I. The scale for occupational rating of the father 

was deTised in such a manner that the higher his numerical 

rating was, the lower would. be his occupational level. 

Therefore, the -.38 oorrelation between the father's occu

pation and group acceptanoe, although negative, actually 

indicated a low positive trend. Teacher checked weaknesses, 

incidence of illness, height, sex, and total number of siblings 

were not shown to be significantly related to group acceptance. 

Also, there were no signifioant sex differenees. However, 

the sex differences ocouring in the variables of teacher 

cheeked weaknesses, incidence of illness, and median grade 

level approached significance. With the criterion excluded, 

the folloWing high, positive relationships were found I 

intelligence and grades, intelligence and median grade level, 

grades and median grade level, grades and "looks·, median 
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TABLE I 

SUMMARY OF CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN VARIOUS FACTORS AND GROL~ ACCEPTANCE 

Variable* / 

Variable* Mean S.D. Range 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 

86.32 
1.01 

107.28 
19.88 
3.44 

59.69 
1.51 
3.55 
7.11 
2.76 

84.32 

21.52 
2.85 

12.93 
12.76 

3.89 
2.93 

.50 
1.01 
1.73 
1.85 

21.98 

40-119 
-17 

75-133 
1-49 
-19 

53-68 
1-2 
1-5 
3-12 
-9 

42-125 

-.21 .47 
-.26 

-.38 
-.04 
-.31 

-.22 
-.12 
-.17 
-.05 

-.15 
-.09 
-.25 

.16 

.10 

.06 
-.27 

.21 

.10 

.16 

.10 

.61 
+.38 

.73 
-.26 
-.12 
-.11 

.38 

.56 
-.33 

.74 
-.29 
-.07 

.06 

.27 

.80 

-.31 
-.01 
-.09 

.16 

.27 
-.31 

.05 
-.15 
-.18 

.90 
-.30 

.41 
-.34 
-.15 
-.16 
-.04 

.58 

.53 
-.20 

r 
r 
r 

.3541 

.32 

.2732 

Significant at 0.01 
Significant at 0.02 
Significant at 0.05 

VARIABLES* 

1. Rating on Social Distance Scale (Group Acceptance) 
2. Teacher Checked Weaknesses 
3. I.Q.
4. Occupation of Father 
5. Total Number of Days of School Missed 
6. Height
7. Sex 
8. Grades 
9. Percentile Rank on Stanford Achievement Test 

10. Total Number of Siblings
11. Rating on "Looks" Scale 

l\) 

VJ 



24 

grade level and "looks", and "looks" and intelligence. 

Sex -- where male equaled 1 and female equaled 2 -- and 

grades had a signifioant positive relationship but the 

magnitude of the coefficient was not very great. Teacher 

checked weaknesses had a significant, Positive relationship 

With gra4es but the magnitude again was not very great. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

I. SUMMARY 

Fifty-two sixth grade pupils from a midwest city of 

approximately twenty thousand comprised the sample in this 

investigation which was designed to determine the effects 

of teacher influence, intelligence, occupation of father, 

incidence of illness, height, sex, grades, median grade 

level on achievement test, number of brothers and sisters 

and "looks" upon pupils' acceptance by the group as measured 

by the Bogardus type social distance scale. 

Table I revealed the following: 

1. Teacher checked weaknesses had a low, negative 

relationship with group acceptance, but the coefficient did 

not reach significance. 

2. Intelligence had a significant, positive rela

tionship with group acceptance; the magnitude of the 

coefficient was moderate. 

3. The occupation of the pupil's father had a 

significant, positive relationship with group acceptance, 

but the magnitude of the coefficient was moderately low to low. 

4. Incidence of illness had a low, negative relation

ship with group acceptance, but the coefficient did not 

reach significance. 
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5. Height had a low, negative relationship with 

group acceptance, but the coefficient did not reach 

s i gni fi cance • 

6. Sex had a low, positive relationship With group 

acceptanoe, but the coefficient did not reach significance. 

7. Grades had a significant, positive relationship 

With group aoceptance; the magnitude of the coefficient 

was comparatively high. 

S. Median grade level on the Stanford Achieve.ent 

Test had a signifioant, positive relationship With group 

acceptance; the 1IIAgnitude was comparatively high. 

9. '!'he total number of siblings had a low, negative 

relationship With group acceptance, but the coefficient 

did not reach significance. 

10. -Looks- had a significant, positive relationship 

With group aoceptance; the magnitude was high. 

There were no significant sex differences, but 

teacher cheeked weaknesses, inoidence of illness and median 

grade level did approach significance. 

II. CONCLUSIONS 

It was concluded that the pupil's -looks-, as 

perceived by ones class peers, was a very significant 

variable in determining the extent to which &n7 particular 
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pupil was accepted by his group. In addition, grades and 

achievement appeared to oontribute more to group acceptance 

than did intelligence as measured by the Kuhlmann-Finch 

Intelligence Test even though intelligenoe appeared to oon

tribute significantly toward group acceptance. Sinoe "looks" 

were more highly correlated with grades thaD with intelli

gence, it appeared that the "better-looking" made better 

grades even though they were not necessarily more intelligent. 
/ 

Therefore, it was ooncluded that the better grade. were 

influenoed by the fact of being accepted by the group. 

Group aooeptance appeared to foster academic success. 

'I
 
\ 
I
I
i

I
! 





BIBLIOGRAPHY 

1 

I

A. BOOKS
 

~ Bandura, Albert, and Aletha Huston. "Identification As A 
Process of Incidental Learning," Readings in Child 
Development and Personality. Paul Mussen red.) et ale 
New York: Harper and Row, 1965. 

Bonney, Merl, and Richard Hampleman. Personal-Social 
Evaluation Techniques. Washing, D. C.: The Center 
for Applied Research in Education, 1962. 

Broom, Leonard, and Philip Zelznick. Sociology. 
Third edition. New York: Harper and Row, 1963. 

Cunningham, R~th, and others. Understanding Group Behavior 
of Boys and Girls. New York: Bureau of Publications, 
Teachers College, Columbia University, 1951. 

Hurlock, Elizabeth B. Child Development. Second edition. 
New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1956. 

Stanley, Julian C. Measurement in lodaY'! School. 
New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 196 • 

Warner, W. Lloyd, ~ ale Social Class in America. Chicago:
Science Research Associates, 1949. 

B. PERIODICALS 

Bonney, Merl E. "A Study of the Relation of Intelligence,
Family Size, and Sex Differences with Mutual Friendships 
in the Primary Grades," Child Development, XIII (1942)
79-100. 

Bonney, Merl E. "Relationship Between Social Success, Family 
Size, Socio-Economic Home Background, and Intelligence
Among Children in Grades III to V," Sociometry, VII 
(1944), 26-39. 

Carew, Donald. etA Comparison of Aotivities, Social Acoep
tanoe, and Scholastio Aohievement of Men Students," 
Journal of Personnel GUidance, XXXVI (1957), 121-124. 



30 

Damrin, Dora E. "Family Size and Sibling Age, Sex, and 
Position As Related to Certain Aspects of Adjustment," 
Journal 2! Social Psychology, XXIX (1949), 93-102. 

Flanders, Ned, and Sulo Havumaki. "The Effect of Pupil 
Teacher Contacts Involving Praise on the Sociometric 
Choices of Students," Journal of Educational Research, 
LI (1960), 65-68. - 

French, R. L. "Sociometric Status and Individual Adjustment
Among Naval RecrUits," Journal of Abnormal and Social 
Psychology, (1951), 64-72. -- ---

Hardy, Martha C. "Social Recognition at the Elementary
 
i School Age," Journal Q[ Social Psychology, VIII (1937),
 
i 365-384.
 

j
 Hilkevitch, R. "Social Interactional Processesl A Quanta

tive Study," Psychological Report, VII (1960), 195-201.
 

Ryan, Frank, ,and James Davie. "Social Acceptance, Academic 
Achievement, and Aptitude Among High School Students,"j Journal 2! Educational Research, LII, 101-106. 

Thorpe, J. G. "An Investigation into Some Correlates of 
Sociometric Status Within School Classes," Sociometry', 
XVIII (1955), 49-62. 





v XlaN:H:ddV 



33 

DATA FORM 

Name Teacher _ 

1. Rating on Social Distance Scale 

2. Teacher Rating: Total number of X's for 

Period 

3. I.Q. Name of Test----------- 
4. Socio-Economic Status: 

a. Father's Occupation 

b. CLASSIFICATION NO. squared = SCORE 

5. Days of School missed 

6. Height (inches) 

7. Sex Male = 1 Female = 2 

8. Grades Received for Period 

~ 
A's received x 5 = A = 5 

B's received x 4 = B = 4
 
i
I C's received x 3
 = C = 3
 
1
 
I
 D's received x 2 = D = 2 
J 

F's received x 1 = F = 1 

TOTAL 

Average Grade Point = Total 
No. Hours 

9. Median Grade level on Stanford Achievement Test 

10. Total Rating on "looks" scale 

11. Total number of siblings 

I
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SOCIAL DISTANCE SCALE 

Teacher Directionsl 

Here is a list ot eTeryone in our class. I want each 

of you to darken in the number (1, 2, 3, 4, or 5) on the 

answer sheet tor the one that bests describes how you feel 

about tha~ person. 

Por example, you "would. like to haTe hi. as one ot 

my best triends." As you see on your example you would 

darken in number 5. 

Take your time and giTe your honest Opin1oD. When 

you come to your name go ahead and rate yourselt. 

No one will know how you rated anyone. 

Keep your eye. OD your own paper. Are there any 

que.tions? If not, you JDa7 begin. 
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EXAMPLE: 

!	 ! !1. John Doe 1. 2. 3.' 4. 5. 

5. Would like to have him as one of my best friends. 

4.	 Would like to have him in my group, but not as a 
close friend. 

3.	 Would like to be with him once in aWhile, but not often 
or for a long time. 

2.	 Don't mind his being in our room, but I don't want to 
have anything to do with him. 

1. Wished he weren't in our room. 

NAMES 

1.	 14. 

2.	 15. 

3.	 16. 

4.	 17. 

5.	 18. 

6.	 19. 

7.	 20. 

8.	 21. 

9.	 22. 

10.	 23. 

11.	 24. 

12.	 25. 

13.	 26. 

j
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-LOOKS- SCALE 

Teacher D1rect1onsl 

Here 1s another sheet somewhat 11ke the f1rst one. 

Darken 1n the number that best desor1bes that person. 

Mark just one for each person. 

Por example, TOU th1nk John Doe 1s !!!:l. ~-Look1ng 

so TOU darken 1n number 5. If TOU thought John Doe was 

!!a ~-LGok1U, TOU would haTe darkened 1n number 1. 

'l'ake TOur t1me and. g1Te :rour honest op1n1on. When 

:rou come to :rour name go ahead and rate :rourself. 

No one Will know how TOU rated &ll7one. 

Keep :roUr e:re. on TOur own paper. Are there any 

que.t10ns? If not, :rOU aaJ beg1n• 

..i 
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EXAMPLE: 

1.	 John Doe 1. 2. ==3. ==4. ==5. 
1 = Very Bad-Looking 

2 = Somewhat Bad-Looking 

3 = Neither Bad-Looking or Good-Looking 

4 = Somewhat Good-Looking 

5 = Very Good-Looking 

NAMES 

1.	 14. 

2.	 15. 

3.	 16 

4.	 17. 

5.	 18. 

6.	 19. 

7.	 20. 

8.	 21. 

9.	 22. 

10.	 23. 

11.	 24. 

12.	 25. 

13.	 26. 
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