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  Chapter I


  Introduction


  In our complex social world, we are almost constantly involved in social interaction. This social world is composed of many smaller social institutions; the family, the church, the school, and many more. Within each institution are yet association groups, some of primary importance to us and some of secondary value. The relative importance of these groups changes with our experiences, our age, and various other factors. As Tryon expresses it, Traits which twelve-year old boys approve in each other are identical only in part with those accepted as standards at the age of fifteen(62).


  One of the strongest social needs, according to Thompson and Hunnicutt (60), appears to be the desire for social approval. In their study they find substantial evidence that children soak the social approval of parents, teachers, and their own peer group. At times during adolescence the desire far peer group approval becomes stronger than for the approval of any other social group.


  Our behavior in any social situation depends upon our past experiences. As Stagner says, We move in a perceptual world, colored by our past experiences (58). He feels that self acts and the acts of others become directing stimuli for developing behavior patterns. These activities act as signs and acquire positive and negative values. strengths of these values, the pressures of social expectancies, and the amount of practice given to certain habits, play important roles in tho determination of the final behavior pattern.


  The behavior pattern my or may not be socially approved. If it is not approved, some other behavior pattern will probably be adopted. The individual must learn to substitute one action for another; or, in other words, he must learn to make the proper adjustments to the various social situations. Bonney (7) says that the popular child is sensitive to the social needs of his peers and has the energy, inclination and the social skills necessary to satisfy needs. Unpopular children, he notes, have failed to make the necessary psychological adjustments.


  Psychologists have attempted to identify physical and personality factors related to social acceptance and popularity, believing that knowledge of factors would provide points of departure for helping a child improve his social status (66).


  In a study of personality of socially acceptable and socially unacceptable children, Bouncy (6) claims that 
positive personality traits are more important than negative virtues. He feels that an individual is popular far more because of what he does than because of what he refrains from doing. Bretsch (14) shows that social skills such as dancing, swimming, skating, skiing, singing, playing cards, playing playing a musical instrument, and carrying on a conversation are possessed in a greater degree and by a greater number of ninth-grade students who were high in social acceptability than by their classmates who were in the bottom quarter of social acceptability.


  In reviewing several of Bonney's (5,8,10) studies, it may be observed that he categorizes popular students as usually falling into one two types: positive social aggressiveness, talkative, daring, enthusiastic; and friendliness. He found that social acceptability is related to the social status of the parents, intelligence, and the number of siblings.


  Northway (49) reports that children who are ambitious and socially constructive are usually preferred as social companions.


  It is interesting to note the contrast between these brief characterizations of the socially acceptable children and Northway's (46) observation of socially unaccepted children. She states that socially unaccepted children tend to fall into three categories: (1) recessive, with far expressive interests; (2) quiet and shy, who appear socially uninterested; and (3) the children who are socially ineffective, who have expressive interests, but have as well annoying personality characteristics.


  Children particularly in the early teenage years, are especially anxious for social acceptance by their own peer society. This concept is pointed out by Tryon (63) who suggests the importance of peer groups in influencing the concepts and values of the adolescent.


  Each teenager may use his own unique standard of determining who is or who is not socially acceptable to him. Nevertheless, each child could make a choice as to whom he considers socially acceptable and who is not. He could also make a choice as to whom he thinks the peer group as a whole would consider socially acceptable. He my or my not agree personally with his interpretation of pear group choice.


  The question, then, is: What are the characteristic difference: between the socially accepted child and one who is not socially accepted? The various referred to previously have investigated certain traits, both in relative isolation and certain combination. In few, however, have various traits been studied as a composite. In the present study several traits will be considered in an effort to understand the individual better as an entire personality.


  Hypothesis


  It is hypothesized that there are no significant, characteristic differences between socially acceptable students of Junior high school ago and those of the same class who are socially unacceptable; such acceptability being determined by peer group choice from school homeroom population. For purposes of the study the hypothesis will be phrased in the null form.


  The following traits are considered in the study:


Home environment:

  
    	Number of siblings


    	Temporal position 1n the family


    	Marital relationship of parents


    	Distance of residence from school


    	Location and type of residence


    	Occupation and income of parents

  



  Skills and interests:

  

    	Musical and athletic ability


    	Hobbies and spare time activities


    	School offices held and other honors won


    	Time spent at the movies and television


    	Reading interests

  


  Personality characteristics:

  

    	Intelligence


    	Grade achievement and expectancy


    	Personal appearance


    	Drives and motivation

  



  Subjects for the study have been evaluated by their peers for social acceptability. They are studied in terms of the characteristics enumerated above to determine if true differences exist between them; if so; there is justification for rejecting the null hypothesis.


  Chapter II

  Review of Literature

  Introduction

During the past fifty years, many investigators have studied the various phases of social acceptability. The mere bulk of these studies suggest its importance to psychologists. Blanchard (3)

A number of hypothesis about sociometric phenomena were presented by Northway (50) in 1946. In her various studies some of the hypotheses were tested experimentally. She hypothesized (1) a persons's acceptance score as measured in one group is a reliable index of what it will be in another similar group; (2) such changes in status as occur will affect the middle ranges of acceptance rather than the extremes; and (3) competition and emphasis on individual success decreases group cohesiveness, while the attempt to accomplish a common goal increases it. She suggests that the sociometric devices be used in investigating problems related to preference, prejudices, and individual differences in relation to success and failure.

The observation is made by Buhler (15) that each developmental stage in family life requires special social adjustment. She sees certain social types emerging at the pubescent period; these types seem to be the outgrowth of the temporal position in the family and the child's interpretation of his social stimuli. She denoted the protective type, the popular child, the leader, the despot, and the socially unsuccessful child.

Methods of Determining Social Acceptability

Various methods of determining social acceptability have been devised and used. Kulen and Lee (36) used the "Guess Who" technique, where polar extremes of personality characteristics were investigated. "Who is the most cheerful person in the class? and Who is seldom cheerful"? Pupil responses are the clues to personality traits possessed by different individuals.

A variation of the nomination method is the questionnire of the type used by Stauter and Hunting (59) where acquantanceship with social groups, occupations, races, religious and fraternal organisations is determined. Jastak (28) used a form of twenty questions in his study. Northway (43) lists four questions and tells how to score her test of social acceptability. An advantage of the nomination method of determining social acceptability is the ease with wich it is used. Little time is required and it is possible to determine  social acceptability without asking children to name children with whom they would not choose to associate. This procedure of making negative choices has been generally frowned upon by teachers on the basis that making negative choices may tend to direct and solidify social attitudes that may be unhealthy for the group in general and the rejected individuals in particular. Using positive approach only, however, is a serious limitation of the nomination method.

In order to offset this source of social prejudice and still obtain information on social rejections, Thompson and Powell (61) devised a series of seven point raiting scales on which each child rated his degree of acceptance or rejection of every other child in the classroom. Although this technique is more complex it does secure more reliable results and distinguishes between a social rejection and a child who is not nominated or whom Thompson and Powell term a "nonentity".

Zeleny (68) proposes the use of a formula to determine acceptability. Social status may be shown by means of a ratio, he states, which is equal to the number of acceptances multiplied by the intensity of the acceptance, and that product divided by the total possible number of acceptances.

A new study made by Broadway used a scale to measure social maturity (13). Haia (25) used a socialbility test made up of teachers ratings at two different times and pupil statements about other children. O'Rourke (52) had 8,000 elementary children make up lists of specific things which cause a person to be liked or disliked. A study was made by Young (66) employing various techniques: A school opinion poll, a citizenship test, and a seven point sociometric test; all devised by himself and used in addition to the Ohio Social Acceptability Scale and the Ohio Recognition Scale. He points out that none of these are standardized but claims that they go well beyond observations and they eliminate the time lag when observations are used. Northway (43) uses a questionnire and then makes a diagram of the relationships in the pattern of a target.

Smith (57), Newcomb (41), and Washburn and Hilgard (64) have used the five minute behavior observation technique. In this type of study several sessions of observation are provided. One of the shortcomingsn of this type of study is the time necessary for several observations spaced at intervals; another is the subjective nature of the study since the investigator must give his impression of the behavior that he sees.

A technique that has a very high reliablility is the paired comparison procedure used extensively by Koch (33, 34, 35). This is a laborious technique requiring each child in a group to make a choice between every possible paired combination of his associates. The limiting factor of this device is that it is probably too cumbersome to use in the ordinary classroom situation.

Social Acceptability and Specific Topic Questions Versus General Topic Questions

A study of social acceptability using specific topic questions was made by Kerr (32). An inspection of the distribution of sociometric choices shows that there was little variation in pupils sociometric status based on the criterion of a seating companion and on that of a work companion on a comittee. However, there was considerable variation when the criteria were based on more specific activities, such as choosing companions for a cooking class.

These variations indicate the probability that skill had a large influence on the number of choices pupils received when specific criteria were applied.

The sociometric device has often been used in group studies and rating scales. Gronlung (22) studied forty sixth grad classes including 1,258 pupils. In each class the pupils chose the five classmates they most preferred as seating companions, five play companions, and five work companions.

As shown in Table I, the findings indicate that sociometric status based on criteria of a general nature provides a fairly reliable index for the social acceptability of pupils in classroom groups. Gronlund statse that many times, however, we wish to use the sociometric device for purposes other than than of determining social acceptability. For example, if a teacher were organising groups for some specific purposes such as art, homemaking, or athletics, he will want to sue a specific criterion relating to the activity, in which case generality would not be a factor.

Table I


Means and Standard Deviations of 240 Correlation Coefficients of Sociometric Status Scores on the Basis of Choices of Seating Companion, Play Companion and Work Companion Made by Boys and Girls in Forty Sixth Grade Classes

		Choices Correlated
		Boys
		Girls
	

	
			Mean Correlation	Standard Deviation
			Mean Correlation	Standard Deviation
	



	Seating and Play 	.80*	.13	.76*	.11

	Play and Work    	.76*	.12	.76*	.11

	Seating and Work 	.86*	.09	.89*	.07


	*Significant beyond the 1% level.



Gronlund concludes that, pending further investigation, a general criterion should be selected when the sociometric technique is used to determine the social acceptability of pupils in the classroom groups.

Physical Ability and Social Adjustment

In an attempt to find the relationship between physical ability and social adjustment, Jones (30) took a sample of seventy eight boys in California and chose the ten strongest and the ten weakest. The strong boys were found to be superior in social prestige, personal adjustment, and freedom from tension from fears. By their average inventory score on a revised and extended form of the Rogers Test of Personality, adjustment was found to be inferior in only one catagory-adjustment to school. The ten lowest in strength showed a pronounced tendency toward poor health, social difficulties, feelings of inferiority, and personal adjustment.

Mental Ability and Social Status

A Primary Abilities Test was administered to all the thirteen year olds in a midwestern community of 6,000 by Havighurst Breese (24). They wished to determine teh relationship between social ability and social status. While girls seemed to do better than boys in most of the tests, children of higher social status tended to do better in all tests than did those of lower social position

Personality and Popularity

The studies of the relationship between personality and popularity or social success have been reported. Tests and attitude scales administered by Jenny (29) showed that the most acceptable boys in summer camp were well adjusted, resourceful, and capable of leadership. Non-accepted boys tend to be problem cases and they manifest anti-social behavior. In this study the relation between intelligence, mental age, and chronological age and social acceptability was not clear. Here, again, the personality factor shows up clearly.

Northway and Vigder (2751) studied Rorschach patters and their relation to sociometric status. Pupils were divided into three equal groups varying in sociometric status; extreemly high, intermediate, and low. They were matched as to chronological age, intelligence,  race, religion, and socio-economic background. The high group showed a greater sensitivity in sensing feelings of others and constant striving for approval of others. The disturbances in the low group seemed to be more serious. The recessive low group showed a tendency toward sociophronic patterns, while the high group seemed disturbed with psycho-neurotic symptoms.

Social Position and Personality Adjustment

The California Test of Personality was administered to school children by Phillips and Vere (54). They were investigating the relation of positive and negative sociometric valuation to social and personasl adjustment. Seven of the twelve sub-sections produced evidence of a relationship between one's social position among his peers and some aspects of personality adjustment as measured by the test.

Social Skills and Social Acceptance

A group of students was divide into sociall accepted and sociall unaccepted groups by Bretsch (14). He then investigated the social skills and activities of each group. He found that the group higher in social acceptance possesed skills such as dancing, playing cards, skating, skiing, and conversational ability. Certain solidary activities seemed to be favored by the less accepted group.

Age Factor and Social Acceptance

A sociometric test was given to sixth graders in order to find those students who were sociall accepted or rejected. This study by Bedoian (2) showed that the underage pupils had significantly higher social acceptance scores than at-age or over-age students. He observed also that the lowes scores in acceptability were obtained by over age pupils.

Most of the studies reported above attempted to relate only one variable to social accepance. Since individuals do not react as parts of a whole it is well that studis hav been done considering many factors.

Various Factors and Their Relation to Social Status

"The Peer Status of Sixth and Seventh Grade Children" was the subject of a study by Frances Laughlin (38) in 1954. This study was begun in the stixth grades of Port Arthur School in Texas. It continued through the seventh grade involving the same students. The factors considered were class membership, personality characteristics, mental ability, and academic achievement. Of those factors, it was found that personality characteristics were most closely associated with peer status. The report seems to indicate that a consistant personality pattern had been established by seventh grade. This would seem to emphasize the need of good group relationships in the lower grades.

A study by Davis (18) explored some correlates of a measure of social acceptance among peers for a group of early adolescents. His subjects were one hundred eigth grade boys in public school. Low but significant relationships were found between the sociometric rating and mental age or intelligence, adjustment, pubessance, achievement in reading and attitudes toward school. Davis found no significant relationships between sociometric status and age, socioeconomic class, or under or over achievement as predicted by mental age.

A paper was written  by Feinberg (19) on the relation of bacground experiences to social acceptance. He points out that social acceptance is an important need of individuals, and that we should understand better the interrelationships. Background experiences are part of these. The need for popularity at the adolescent level is recognized by magazines for teenagers which attempt to give rules or suggestions, compliance to which will lead to social recognition.

The boys in the accepted group considered themselves successful in their social relations, tended to make friends rather quickly, and had more friends than most of the boys in their class. They felt that they played most games better than the average boy of the same age. A characteristic of the rejected boys was the admission that they had only one or two close friends, and they were only average in their ability to make friends. They considered their athletic abality to be about average, but that they could not get along better with girls and shoot a gun.

Young and Cooper (66) studied 418 pupils in grades five to eight whose social status had been determined by a questionnire. They could find no significant relationship of physical and mental characteristics, interest, and activities with popular. Extroversion, a sense of personal worth, feelings of belonging, social standards, and school relations were significantly related to popularity. Popular and isolate children differed most in respect to personal appearance. Facial expression seemed more closely related with popularity than voice or appearance of clothing.

A study of various factors related to social status on the second grade level found girls were more popular than boys, that membership of a small rather than a large family group, and reading ability sometimes were related to higher social status. Bonney (4) found in this study that social status was unrelated to intelligence, number of dental cavities, tonsiller inflamation, basal metabolism and chrological age.

Appraisal Studies

In evaluating the psychological and educational signifances of social acceptability, Leob (39) found acceptability related to scholastic achievement, and slightly  to chronological age, mental age, and intelligence.

Northway (45) found little change in social structurs at the beginning and at the end of a four week camp trip, that there were few isolated campers, thet new campers attained their position early, and that skill were factors influencing acceptability in activities for which they were required. Success in direct personal relationships seemed to be accompanied by high group accepance.

In her summary of the Toronto Studies, Northway (46) declares that the child who shows little energy (the listless, the effortless, the uninterested, recessive child) is lower in acceptability. The energetic child is high in acceptability unless the activity takes the direction of being annoying or inhibiting to the association.

An awareness of social status was the topic of the study by Ames (0). He states that correlations between scores on the Awareness of Social Acceptance Questionnaire and adapted form of Spencer's Experience Approisal show children are quite unaware of how well they are liked by classmates, nor do they realise that social unacceptability is related to their feelings of unhappiness or conflict. He found no definite behavior patterns for the child who feels rejected or unaccepted.

The values of these studdies and their nature indicate the importance of finding the various characteristics of the socially accepted individual. It would seem that many factors are interrelated, more studies exploring the global patterns should be initiated.


  Chapter III

  Methods

This study was conducted in the eight grades of the Sierra Junior High School in Bakersfield, Californina. There were twelve homerooms having an average of thirty six students.

The selection of the school was made on the basis of availibility to the author, composition of the students (few Spanish, Oriental, and colored), and permanancy of patrons. Permission to pursue the study was granted only if positive choices were expressed in the questionaire to be used. This philosophy was in line with other methods used in the school.

The questionaire was distrubuted to the students by their homeroom teacher. No briefing or structure was done. Instructions werer given to the teachers to encourage the class members to answer each question seriously and independently. Each student interpreted the questions four (Whom do you think the class would choose as the most acceptable in most social situations?) and five (Whom would you choose for number four?) for himself, which eliminated the possibility of stereotyping the person to be chosen.

The questions were designed to force some choices across sex lines. The purpose of the questionaire was to identify those students who were considered by their classmates to be the most acceptable in most situations. An opportunity was provided for each student to give his own choices as well as to choose whom he thought was most acceptable by the class. This was done to find out if his personal choice agreed with whom he thought the class as a whole would choose as the most socially acceptable.

The subjects were the two student in each class who received the highest number of choices to the two pertinent questions*, and two who received no choices in any of the categories. This would have given fourty eight subjects. Actually, fifty six were chosen because of ties or near ties.*A sample of the questionaire is included in the appendix.

The subjects, who will be referred to as the high group or the low group in social acceptablility, were compared in various aspects of behavior.

Frequencies for each student chosen were tabulated in each of the catagories. In some cases the class was in agreement as to the answers to questions four and five, the only questions used to determine the socially accepted student, so that only one student was chosen as a socially accepted subject from each homeroom. In certain instances, three or four students were selected for the high group since several had received many choices. Low group subjects were randomly selected from those who were no chosen on any of the questions.

Two representative homeroom situations follow:

Patricia received seventeen individual choices for question five and sixteen choices for question four. No one else was close to this frequency - the next being Jerry with one choice for question five and two choices for question four. Only Patricia was chosen for study in the high group from this homeroom.

For the low group, four boys and one girl received no choices so the girl was chosen and one boy was selected at random.

In one other homeroom Steven received  thirteen choices for question four and six for question five. Kathy had eleven for number four and eight for number five. Joe had four for number four and eight for number five. Milly recieved one for number four and three for number five, and five other students recieved one choice for each question. Steven, Kathy and Joe were chosen since they each recieved more choices.

For the low group in the same room two boys and two girls were not chosen in any category and so were considered sociall unaccepted. One of the boys and one of the girls were selected at random.

As a further means of qualifying the high group subjects a rank table was comiled showing the frequency of choices without regard to homeroom. The subjects were the same as chosen previously by homeroom. This is Table III on page 20.

For the low group no further qualifying procedure was used. The highest number of non-accepted students in a classrom was eleven and the lowest was four. An attempt was made to obtain a proportinate number of socially unaccepted boys and girls. There were fourty eight boys not chosen and sixteen were randomly selected for study. Thirty six girls werer not chosen and twelve selected. In each case thirty three percent of the total became subjects. The total number of subjects for the study was twelve and seven tenths per cent of the entire class.

Table II


	Number of Subjects by Sex and Group
	Sex	Socially Unaccepted	Socially Accepted	Totals

	Boys	16	14	30

	Girls	12	14	26

	Totals	28	28	56

			



Table III


	Frequency of Choices Determining the Socially Accepted Subjects

	
			Boys
			Girls
	

			Question 4	Question 5	Total		Question 4	Question 5	Total



	
			Kenneth	21	10	31
			Andrea C.	22	9	31
	

	
			Steven	13	3	19
			Juanna	26	21	47
	

	
			Larry	11	8	19
			Michele	17	19	39
	

	
			Jimmy	11	6	17
			Patricia	16	17	33
	

	
			Tommy	11	16	17
			Kathy	11	8	19
	

	
			Donald	9	9	18
			Sharon	11	5	16
	

	
			Theron	7	5	12
			Willette	6	3	9
	

	
			Milton	6	6	12
			Kay	5	2	7
	

	
			John	6	6	12
			Diana	4	8	12
	

	
			Dwight	5	5	10
			Vicki	4	2	6
	

	
			Joe	4	8	12
			Andrea D.	3	4	7
	

	
			Samuel	4	5	9
			Karen	3	5	8
	

	
			Jerry	4	3	9
			Ofelia	3	3	6
	

	
			Edward	3	3	6
			Margaret	2	5	5
	


			



Two forms then prepared for each subject; one a questionaire, the other a data sheet. Information as the number of brothers and sisters, temporal position in the family, marital relationship of parents, was obtained by means of a personal interview with each subject. Data sheet information, which included the rating scale, achievement test and intelligence test scores, and school grades, was taken from personal record cards at the school and the rating scale was completed by each teacher concerning the subjects in his homeroom. Samples of the data sheet and the questionaire are included in the appendix.

Chi square on several of the variables were made between the high and low groups. A t-ratio was computed for the intelligence scores and th eachievement test scores.


  Chapter IV

  Results

	The purpose of this chapter is to report the findings of the study. This will be done by a brief analysis of the various factors included for study.

	Family Relationships

Questions one and two of the questionaire deal with siblings. This information was avilable for only twenty six of the high group and for twenty seven of the low group. It was found that the largest number of siblings was twelve and the smallest was one. There was no "only child" to be found among the subjects.

Chi square analysis of the brother-sister factor indicates that in this study no significant difference exists between this factor and social acceptability. Statistical tables for all factors are included in the appendix.



Table IV


	Number of Siblings by Sex and Social Status
	Sex	High Group	Sex	Low Group


		14 Males	15 brothers	16 Males	29 brothers

		20 sisters	24 sisters

		35 total siblings	53 total siblings

	
	12 Females	10 brothers	11 Females	17 brothers

		17 sisters	21 sisters

		27 total siblings	38 total siblings


	26 total cases	25 brothers	27 Total cases	46 brothers

		37 sisters	45 sisters

		62 total siblings	91 total siblings


			



From Table IV it may be seen that the high group has more sisters than brothers. Socially unaccepted boys have more brothers than sisters.



Table V


	Average Number of Siblings

		Socially accepted group
		Socially unaccepted group



		Boys	2.50 siblings	Boys	3.31 siblings

		1.07 brothers	1.81 brothers

		1.43 sisters	1.50 sisters

	
	Girls	2.25 siblings	Girls	3.46 siblings

		0.83 brothers	1.55 brothers

		1.42 sisters	1.91 sisters


	Average	2.38 siblings	Average	3.37 siblings


			



As Table V shows the socially accepted students have an average of one moreless sibling than the group low in acceptability. While this may appear important a t-ratio for this factor is .94.

Question three of the student questionaire investigated temporal position in the family. Socially accepted children tend to be the middle born, while the low group subjects tend to be the oldest child. Chi square for this factor equals 6.05 which is significant at teh five per cent level of confidence.




Table VI


	Percentage of Subjects in Temporal Position
	Group	 Oldest	Middle	Youngest


	Socially accepted boys	27%	54%	18%

	Socially accepted girls	20%	50%	30%

	Socially unaccepted boys	62%	12%	25%

	Socially unaccepted girls	50%	50%(1 adopted)	0%


			



Marital status of parents

Marital status of parents was determined on topics five of the questionaire. Are both parents living together, or are they divorced or seperated? How was this question answered in the study? All socially accepted children were living with both parents. Only eleven per cent of the low group were living with both parents.

Residence Factors

Item four of the questionaire was in regard to the distance of the home from school. No relation was found between social acceptability and this factor. The distance of each group from school ran the entire range from very near to school to those living so far away as to require school bus transportation.

Aparently, there was a far greater relation between social acceptance and the type of dwelling and the surrounding neighborhood. This information was obtained through observation and first hand knowledge of the city where the study was made. This was recorded for items seven and eight of the data sheet.

To the north of the school lie two rather "exclusive" secions of the city. A majority of teh homes in these arieas are well above the city average for such factors as footage, lot size, expensive design, roof gables, landscaping, inside conviences and luxuries, type of materials used, finish work, and general apperance. It was from these two areas, Hillcrest and College Crest, that about eighty per cent of the socially accepted subjects live.

From the othe three sides of the school come the students who compose the unaccepted group. Generally, these three sections have smaller and less expensive homes that wolud suggest to the observer that the occupants recived average or less than average incomes.

For the purpose of this study "average" income was defined to be approximately $4,000. There was only one low group subject who lived in a home that would compare with the average of the socially accepted group.

Economic Status

Economic status was the information called for on item twelve of the data sheet. By personal interview, by talking with the teachers, and by observation of the personal record card the investigator was able to determine with some accuracy the income of each family.

Five catagories of income were used: ample, above average, average, below average, and barely sufficient. As stated before, average income was set at $4,000. Table VII shows the percentage students below average. This computation indicates significance beyond the five per cent level of confidence.




Table VII

Percentage of Subjects Whose Parents Earn Incomes of Specified Amount

		Group	 Amount of Income

	
			Ample
$10,000 x
			Average x
$8,000
			Average
$4,000
			Average -
$3,000
			B.S
$2,000
	



		Soc. Accepted:

		Total	22%	43%	31%	8%	0%

		Boys 	07%	47%	47%	0%	0%

		Girls	38%	38%	15%	8%	0%


		Soc. Unaccepted:

		Total	13%	22%	44%	8%	12%

		Boys 	20%	 0%	60%	10%	10%

		Girls	07%	43%	29%	7%	14%


			



From Table VII it may be seem that in the socially accepted group only four per cent of the incomes are below average, and sixtyfive per cent are well above average. This is in comparison with socially unaccepted group of whom twenty per cent  are below average and only thirty five percent are above.

Music Participation

Items six and seven were designed to study the musical participation factor. Subjects responded to these questions by stating which if any instrument they played or if they sang in public.

Table VIII shows the percentage of students who play instruments or sing in public. This factor is significant beyond the .01 level as shown by chi square computation.



Table VIII

Percentage of Subjects Playing Instruments or Singing

	Socially accepted boys	50%	Socially accepted girls	100%

	Socially unaccepted boys	30%	Socially unaccepted girls	50%


			



About seventy per cent of the socially accepted girls played the piano which was the most popular instrument. The range of instruments was about the same for both groups, but participation was much greater among the high group.

Hobbies and Spare Time Activity

In this area of the study, there seemed to be a little difference in interest and in the degree of interest between the two groups. It appears that the socially accepted students have a wider range of interests; they seem to be buiser with their interests, and their hobbies seem to be the kind that more often involve money. For example, in the high group was often involved organised league games while the low group was engaged in low organisational games. The high group would be swimming in a public pool while the low group subjects would be swimming in a canal.




Table IX

Hobbies and Spare Time Activity Pursued by Each Group Showing the Range of Interest and Rank Order of Frequency of Mention
	Socially Accepted Boys	Socially Unaccepted Boys


	Sports	Play with the boys

	Play Baseball	"Mess" around

	Play with the boys	Do farm work

	Swim	Raise rabbits and pidgeons

	Scouting	Swim

	Work in yard	Ride horses

	Work	Sports

	Build model cars from kits	Play baseball

	Build model boats from kits	Build model cars from kits

	Care of pets	Ride Bicycles

	Collect sports pictures	Go to shows

	Science projects	Collect rocks

	Collect match books	Have paper route

	Collect coins	Go camping

	"Mess" around	

	Read car books	

	Art work	

	Dance lessons	


	Socially Accepted Girls	Socially Unaccepted Girls


	Sports	Do Housework

	Dance Lessons	"Mess" around

	Swimming	Swimming

	Do house work	Dancing

	Ride horses	Waste time

	Spend time with family	Watch television

	Collect coins	Gardening

	Collect and mount butterfiles	Work away from home

	Go bowling	Baby sitting

		Work in flower garden

		Play with pets

		Ride horses

		Skating

		Take pictures

		Collect figurines


			



When the question of hobbies was raised during the interview, some of the subjects did not respond readily. The interviewer would then ask, "How do you spend your spare time?" It was in answer to that question that he recieved answers like those in the list, "waste time", "messing around", "play with the boys". These were the words used by the the subjects.

The distinction between groups was not as clear out as has been indicated in other studies. The socially accepted boys seem to have a greater range of interest and, judging by their remarks, spend more time in pursuit of their hobbies. The socially accepted girls, however, seemed to spend less time collecting things and more time at sports or activities requiring money for the necessary materials or admission.

The unaccepted boys seemed to spend more time working and taking care of animals than in any other activity. The unaccepted girls seemed to do more work around the house, in gardening, and in baby sitting than any thore activity. It appears that unaccepted groups are earning some of their own spending money.

Offices Held and Honors Won

Items thirteen and fourteen of the questionaire showed striking differences between the high and low groups in honors won and offices held. Among the high group were the student council representatives, sergant of arms, home room presidents, student body president and vice president, yell leaders, homeroom secretaries, and Sierra Sam and Sierra Sue (elected by the students as the representative or typical boy and girl at the Sierra Junior High School).

Some of the low group subjects served as homeroom president, secretary, student council representative, or some minor room officer. Table X shows that the percentage of socially unaccepted students serving was much smaller than in the accepted group.




Table X

Percentage of Group Holding Offices or Winning Honors in Arts or Athletics
	Socially Accepted	Socially Unaccepted


		Boys	86%	Boys	40%

		Girls	100%	girls	25%


			



With a chi square figure of 23.48, significant beyond the .01 level, it must be safe to conclude that a greater number of socially acceptable students hold offices and win honors than among an equal number of socially unaccepted students.

Television and Movies

Table XI shows the amount of time spent watching television. and the number of times at movies each month. There is little difference in the number of movies attended by each group. The low groups, however, spend about twice as much watching television as do the high groups.

The null hypothesis regarding the information in Table XI is not rejected by t-ratio of .95 for watching television and .11 for number of times at the movies per month. There are no significant correlations between these factors and social acceptability.




Table XI

Hours Per Week Spent By Each Group Watching Television and Time at Movies Per Month
	Group	Watching Television
hours per week	Movies per month


	Soc. Acceptable Boys  	07.9	1.33

	Soc. Acceptable Girls 	08.5	2.25

	Soc. Uncceptable Boys 	16.4	1.75

	Soc. Uncceptable Girls	16.8	1.67


			



Reading Interest

Some studies have attempted to determine teh amount or types of reading engaged in by students who have been measured in social status. This factor was investigated in this study also. While it was difficult to get specific information it appeared that the top group boys and the bottom group girls read somewhat more than the other two groups.

Type of materials read was also investigated. Table XII and XIII list this information.



Table XII

Representative Reading Interests by Sex and Group
	Socially Accepted	Socially Accepted

	Boys:	Boys:


		Sports books	Classics (Huck Finn)

		Biographies	Horse Stories

		Science and Science Fiction	

		Sea stories	

		Historical novels	

		Adventure stories	


	Girls:	Girls:


		Sports stories	Horse stories

		Animal stories	Animal stories

		Girl's books	Girl's books

		Mysteries	Classics


			






Table XIII

Magazines Stated as Being Read by Sex and Group

	Socially Accepted	Socially Unaccepted

	Boys	Girls	Boys	Girls



	Post	Post	Post	Post

	Life	True Story	Life	Life

	Readers Digest	TV Guide	TV Guide	Readers Digest

	Sports Car		Car magazines	American Girl

	Boy's Life		Teen	Dig

	Time		Comic Books	

	Science magazines			


			



Age

The mean age and therange of ages of socially unaccepted boys are positively skewed by one case. One boy was sixteen years and two months in age; otherwise there is little difference between any of the groups. Because of this one extreme case, the standard deviation for the unaccepted group is 12.49; while the accepted students the standard deviation is 6.33. These standard deviation figures represent months. The semi-interquartile range partially accounts for the extreme case and it is seen that the quartile figure for accepted studens is 1.75 while the low group is 2.25.

With the exception of the socially unaccepted boys, there is little variation in the range of ages. The youngest are all about thirteen years and one month. The eldest, with exception of the boys in the low group, are all about fourteen years and three months. Although the median age is about the same, the non-accepted boys contain the youngest and the oldest, or tend to be more extreme in age compared to their peer group. Meens medians, and range are included in Table XIV.





Table XIV

Age by Sex and Group
		High Boys	High Girls	Low Boys	Low Girls


	Mean  	13-9*	13-8	13-11	13-6

	Median	13-8	13-10	13-9	13-5

	Range	13-3 to 14-4	13-0 to 14-4	13-2 to 16-2	13-2 to 14-0

	Extent of range	14 months	16 months	38 months	10 months


		*These figures are to be read as: 13 years, 9 months. 



Intelligence and school Achievement

Very little difference was evinced in intelligence scores between the two groups. The range of I.Q scores for the high group was from 79 to 134, a range of 55. This was the same as the range for the low group whose scores ranged from 83 to 138.

A t-ratio was computed of .57 for the two groups. On the basis of this study we could not say that there exists a significant relationship between social acceptability and intelligence scores. Each of the subject matter areas considered exhibited significant differences by the chi square analysis between the two groups in the factor of grade level expectation. In reading, language, and social studies teh differences were significant beyond the five per cent level; and in arithmetic significance was attained beyond the one per cent level.

An analysis of the achievement test data reveals more apparent differences between the two groups as may be seen in Table XV.





Table XV

The Percentage of Subjects in Each Group That are Below Grade Level Expectation in Four Subject Matter Areas
	Subject	Socially Accepted	Socially Unaccepted


		Reading Average   	22% 	45%

		Boys              	21% 	56%

		Girls             	23% 	31%


		Arithmetic Average	7.4%	38%

		Boys              	7.1%	37%

		Girls             	7.1%	39%


		Language Average  	26% 	55%

		Boys              	29% 	69%

		Girls             	23% 	39%


		Social Studies Average	33% 	62%

		Boys              	29% 	75%

		Girls             	38% 	46%


			



Scholastic grading by present and past teachers was studied. It must be remembered that the grading system is somewhat subjective in its nature and that it is possible that teachers will assign the better marks to those students who are more experienced socially. The trend in this study is very noticable and teacher prejudice probably does not account entirely for the differences shown in Table XVI.




Table XVI

Number of Subjects by Sex and Group Receiving Specified Letter Grades in Reading, Arithmetic, Language, and Social Studies by Present and Past Teachers

	Group	Present Teacher

	A's	B's	C's	D's	E's



		Socially Accepted Boys
			12	24	11	9	0

		Socially Accepted Girls
			24	19	8	1	0

		Totals
			36	43	19	10	0



		Socially Unaccepted Boys
			2	14	27	13	9

		Socially Unaccepted Girls
			1	12	23	11	3

		Totals
			3	26	50	24	12


		Past Teacher


		Socially Accepted Boys
			10	17	17	7	0

		Socially Accepted Girls
			11	20	16	4	1

		Totals
			21	37	33	11	1



		Socially Unaccepted Boys
			2	10	19	16	3

		Socially Unaccepted Girls
			1	10	19	5	5

		Totals
			3	20	38	21	8


			



Significant differences were noted in the grades recieved by the two groups. Chi square for this factor was 63.7, significant far beyond the one per cent level of confidence.




Table XVII

Scholastic Grading Summary by Percentages
	Group	A's	B's	C's	D's	E's



		Socially Accepted	33%	40%	18%	9%	0%

		Socially Unaccepted	3%	23%	43%	21%	10%


			



The percentage summary in Table XVII shows that nearly seventy-five per cent of the top groups recieves A's or B's, while only about twenty-five per cent of the bottom group recieves the same grades.

Rating Scale of Traits

For this phase of the study, the homeroom teacher was asked to rate, on a scale of one to five who was a member of his homeroom.

Each group (i.e. top boys, top girls, bottom boys, bottom girls) was assigned a total number of points for each trait considered. A rating of one was point, a rating of two was two points, etc. The total number of points was averaged by dividing by the number of cases contributing to the total. The average was computed to the nearest hundredth and that score was used as a weighted score with which to make the comparison. It may be noted that in most traits there is less difference between members of a group than there is between groups.




Table XVIII

Weighted Scores by Sex and Group for Each Trait on the Rating Scale
	Trait	Socially Accepted	Socially Unaccepted

		Boys	Girls	Boys	Girls


		Shyness*      	2.75	2.64	1.67	2.36

		Aggressiveness	3.00	3.92	2.60	1.82

		Cooperation   	4.42	4.83	3.53	3.64

		Studiousness  	4.18	4.67	2.80	2.91

		Daydreaming*  	3.08	3.50	2.07	2.60

		Motivation    	3.92	4.30	2.43	2.60

		Leadership    	4.00	4.30	1.79	1.60


			*indicates the  absence of this trait



A weighted score for each subject was obtained for the seven traits of the rating scale and a t-rating scale and a t-ratio was computed. A significant figure of 5.28 for the t-ration was computed, allowing rejection of the null statement for this factor.

Table XIX shows the difference between groups of teh weighted scores.A summary of the traits is given in Table XX denoting the rankings of groups for each trait.



Table XIX

Weighted Score Differences Between Groups
	Trait
		Low boys compared to high boys	Low girls compared to high girls
		High boys compared to high girls	Low boys compared to low girls



		Shyness       	+1.08	-0.28	-0.11	+0.69

		Aggressiveness	-0.40	-2.10	-0.92	+0.78

		Cooperation   	-0.89	-1.19	-0.41	-0.11

		Studiousness  	-1.38	-1.76	-0.49	-0.11

		Daydreaming  	+1.01	+1.30	+0.42	+0.13

		Motivation    	-1.49	-1.70	-0.38	-0.17

		Leadership    	-2.21	-2.70	-0.30	+0.19


			





Table XX

Summary of Rating Scale
	Trait	Group Rating

		High			Low


		Shyness*      
			Accepted boys	Accepted girls
			Unaccepted girls	Unaccepted boys

		Aggressiveness
			Accepted girls	Accepted boys
			Unaccepted boys	Unaccepted girls

		Cooperation   
			Accepted girls	Accepted boys
			Unaccepted girls	Unaccepted boys

		Studiousness  
			Accepted girls	Accepted boys
			Unaccepted girls	Unaccepted boys

		Daydreaming*  
			Accepted girls	Accepted boys
			Unaccepted girls	Unaccepted boys

		Motivation    
			Accepted girls	Accepted boys
			Unaccepted girls	Unaccepted boys

		Leadership    
			Accepted girls	Accepted boys
			Unaccepted boys	Unaccepted girls


			




Personal Appearance

Although judgment of personal appearance was also necessarily subjective, it will be noted that the interviews were held with subjects little known by the investigator and took place before knowledge of their social acceptability.

A comment was made on each questionaire after the subject had left the room. Later, when the teachers were asked to complete the rating scale, they were asked to briefly comment on the physical appearance of the individual concerned.

In nearly every case the socially accepted students were described as "clean-out", "pretty", "attractive", "neat", "shows self confidence", "speaks with assurance", and "shows enthusiasm".

This is in contrast to the unaccepted group who were described as "washed out", "no spark", "listless", "homely", "unattractive", "plain", and "not pretty". Especially evident was poor general impression left and and an apprehension about being called to the office for the interview.

It would seem, on the basis of this study, that teenagers, in order to be popular and more socially acceptable to their own peer group, must do what they can to make themselves more personally attractive. That girls recognize this, seemingly more than do boys is pointed up by the fact that girls more often read the magazines and books describing how this may be done.


  Chapter V

  Discussion and Conclusions

  The null hypothesis proposed in this study was that there are no significant chararcteristic differences between the socially accepted child and the child who is socially unaccepted. A number of factors possibly contribute to social acceptance have been studied. Each factor has some bearing on the total personality. Certain of these factors are possessed in varying amounts by different individuals. The facts indicate that socially acceptable students as a group posses chararcteristics that are not possessed in the quantity by the group of socially unaccepted students. Since there are some significant differences we may now safely reject the null hypothesis.

Since some factors are not subject  to the control of the socially unaccepted individual, they need to be understood and accepted. Over other factors he can exercise a certain amount of control. The student should be able to see and understand the various influences and try to control them by redirecting his thinking and attitudes, and harmonize his behavior with that expected from one who is socially accepted by his peers.

Family Relationships

The questions were raised during the planning of the study: What differences exist in the family situation between the socially accepted students and those who are not socially acceptable? Are there differences in the number of siblings and in the number of brothers and sisters?

The family is a miniature society in which there are three sets of relationships: Those between the parents, between the parents and the children, and between the siblings. One of the distinguishing features of the relations between a sibling is their inclusive character.

A second aspect is the rang of contacts included. Playing and working together, sharing the same toys, room, food clothes, and in other ways the range is extreme. This suggests the third aspect, intimacy and frankness of contact.

How do these relationships affect each sibling? What is the effect on the oldest child, or the youngest, or the middle children?

According to Bossard (11) one of the distinct advantages of being a younger sibling is to be "tipped off" or "taught the ropes" by older children. This takes form of practical information on how to meet life's problems.

This phase of the study seems to harmonize with Bonney (58) who came to the conclusion that there is a strong tendency for the more popular children to come from the smaller family units. Hardy (23) noted this trend also; best liked children had an average of two siblings, the average child had three, and the least liked had four or five.

One explanation for this is linked to the socioeconomic factor. With fewer children in the home here is more financial means with which to provide opportunities for each family member. Other researchers have found that social skill, various expeciences, and other opportunities that money may help to providehave some influence on the social acceptability of children. This factor is beyond control of the subject. However he can be helped to understand his feelings of likes or dislikes for them. If there is not a good relationship between siblings, that feeling may enter into his association with his peer society and account in part for his being unaccepted.

Temporal position is another factor over which he has no control, and if unhealthy feelings exist regarding it a change in attitude may be important if he is to grow socially mature.

Marital relationship of parents was the next topic studied. All socially accepted children were living with both parents. This was also true of all but eleven per cent of the unaccepted students. These percentage figures would surely change with a larger population and so probably do not indicate anything more than a trend. As was the case with siblings and temporal position nothing can be done by the subject about the relationship of the parents. While the child has no control of the situation, he may be able to better control his emotions if they are not as healthy as they should be. His home enviroment may be more unpleasant than that of som of his peers, but it will not be improved by a sour attitude.

Residence Factors

Distance of the home from school may be an important factor in some communities. Especially might it be so if the school is the center of community social life. In such a circumstance a student may be at a disadvantage if he lives a considerable distance from the school. This was not the situation in the school community studied here, nor was there found to be any relation between social acceptance and distance of residence from school.

Greater relationship was noted between social status and location and type of residence. About eighty percent of the socially accepted subjects came from superior neighborhoods and dwellings that were above average in valuation, appearance and conveniences. It was noted also that only abouet four percent of the unaccepted subjects came from the "superior" home. This finding is in harmony with Bonney (8,10) who found that the most popular children came from homes which were decidedly superior in cultural, social, and economic factors. Hardy (23) also reported wide differences between the surroundings of teh best liked children and the other children.

Economic Status

It was observed that socially accepted boys tended to prefer prestige positions on the teams where they were members. This is also true of the fathers, for it was found that the fathers of the socially accepted subjects were members of the professions, managment, or administration; usually considered prestige occupations. Facts were noted also that most of the socially accepted group had parents whos income was average or above. Only thirty-five per cent of the low group had parents earning more than average income.

Income is not the only chararcteristic for it was noted that some students who are high in social acceptability come from homes which have less than average income. Also students who have had every advantage that money could buy are not socially accepted by their peer groups. Generally this factor is beyond the control of the unaccepted student. That they attempt to compensate for the lack of income is indicated by the fact that the low group member seems more oftent to be working for his own spending money.

Hobbies and Spare Time Activities

Several authors (13,14,29,41,45,66) have made reference to the importance of developing the abality to "do things" that might bring an individual to the attention of his peer group in an acceptable manner. Some of these "things" should be of a tangible nature because students are socially acceptable more for their positive traits than for the negative virtues they may possess. It was suggested that these social skills might well include dancing, skating, or musical ability. Each individual, then, should strive to attain efficiency, poise, and comptence. It may be in the area of art, music, athletics, or some hobby collection or construction. He should exercise this skill enough so that he is confident that he is average or better in this, at least. It is wisely said that nothing succeeds like success, and the socially unaccepted child needs to feel success at something so that he feels encouraged to try again.

Offices and Honors

Significant differences were noted in the factors of school offices held and other honors won. Young and Cooper (66) found extroversion is significantly related to popularity; so perhaps the socially unaccepted student has that status because he has not been interested in the group. Northway (47) describes the unaccepted child as being unambitious, listless, uninterested, and recessive. It would seem that it requires some energy and purposeful direction to be noticed and accepted by the group.

Movies and Television

Insignificant differences were noted in the habits of movie attendance and television watching. Raw data indicated a tendency for the socially accepted students to attend more movies but watch television less; however these tendencies were not statistically significant.

Reading Interests

Although reading interests were much the same among the low groups and the socially accepted girls, the high group boys tended to read more mature material. In this respect the socially accepted girls werer more like the other girls than they were like the socially accepted boys. In most factors the number of a group (i.e. socially accepted or socially unaccepted) were more alike than they were like their same sex in the opposite group.

I.Q. Scores and school Achievement

There were insignificant differences noted between the two groups in age and intelligence. Apparently it is not the degree of intelligence possessed that aids toward social acceptability but how the intelligence is directed.

This general statement is in general agreement with Bonney (5,8) who found low correlation between I.Q. scores and popularity. Very bright children, for example, are sometimes very inconsiderate or indifferent to the rights of other children and they make no real effort toward the group interests. On the other hand, average, retarded students make poor social adjustments and are therefore rated low in popularity.

Hardy (23) reported that the best liked elementary age school children tended to be brighter and were distinctly more successful in school performance than were their classmates from similar surroundings.

In each of the subject matter areas considered a larger percentage of the low group was below grade level than among the high group. Since no significant difference was note in the intelligence, some other factor(s) must be the cause of lower grade level achievement for the low group. The question arises, "are they below grade level because they are unaccepted or are they unaccepted because they are below grade level?" The relationship between the two factors is not cear in this study. It may also be noted that there seems to be some relationship between social acceptability and school grades. Perhaps receiving grades is partly a social interaction in which the unaccepted student has failed.

Rating Scale

In discussing the rating scale, it may be well to remember what Bonny (6) said about positive traits being more important for socail acceptance than the negative virtues. Perhaps the low group subject could adopt some of the behavior patterns of the group that has found acceptance. He could strive to be less shy and do less daydreaming, and at the same time try to be self starting and self motivated, and be a leader in worth while and socially acceptable activities.

Personal Appearance

The importance of plesant personal appearance is emphasized in a study by Hardy (23) who found two thirds of the popular children in his study were described as having an attractive appearance, while less than one fifth of teh unpopular group were so described. Also, in the unpopular group 26% were classified as homely compared to 5% of the popular group who were so described.

It would seem, then, on the basis of this study that teenagers, in order to be popular and more acceptable to their peer group, must do what they can to make themselves more attractive physically. That girls recognise this, seemingly more than do boys, is pointed up by the fact that they (the girls) more often read the magazines and books describing how this is done.

The emphasis should be on the positive and try to lessen the negative attributes. Everyone has certain admirable and pleasing features. It would be well for everyone, especially the unaccepted student, to find those chararcteristics and emphasise them and try to minimize those that are not pleasing.


 

  Chapter VI

  Summary

  Composite Personality


		The socially accepted student seems to have a tendency toward more sisters than brothers and tends to be the middle born of three children.

		He comes from a home whose parents earn an income well above $4,000. His father is probably a professional worker or in some field of administration or management. His home is better than average in appearance, structure, and location.

		He probably lives in the same home with both parents. Neither parent is deceased, nor are they separated or divorced.

		He is able to play and does play some musical instrument.

		He probably has a hobby of some kind that requires spending money. He also is probably frequently engaged in some club activity and holds an office in the school.

		He spends about one hour each day watching television and goes to the movies about once or twice a month.

		He enjoys reading, has a wide variety of reading interests, including historical novels and biographies.

		He is probably about the median age for his school class and is about on the proper grade level for his age.

		He has an average intelligence and gets 75% of his school marks in the A and B range.

		He tends to be less shy than average, is aggressive in an acceptable way, is cooperative, studies, daydreams only a little, and rates high in self-motivation and leadership qualities.

		He has a pleasing personal appearance and shows "spark" and enthusiam.



	The foregoing description would generally apply to the socially accepted girl and the socially unaccepted student of both sexes has different characteristics.


  Appendix




	Sample Questionnaire

	Would you please answer as honestly and thoughtfully as you can the following questions regarding your classmates?

	
			With whom would you most enjoy playing a ball game? (Indicate by placing "P" after this name.)

			With whom would you most enjoy going to the movies? (Indicate by "M".)

			With whom would you most enjoy dancing? (Indicate by "D".)

			Whom do you think the class would choose as the most acceptable in most social situations? (Indicate by "S".)

			Whom would you choose for number four? (Underline this name.)

			Circle your own name.

	

	
			Boys names were listed in one column
			Girls names were listed in on column
	










	Questionnaire For                                     

	
			How many brothers have you?                    

			How many sisters have you?                    

			What place are you in the family (1st, 2nd, 3rd, etc.)?

			How far do you live from school?

			
			Are both parents living?
			          
			Together?
			          
		

			
			Do you play any musical instrument?           
			What?
		

			Do you sing in public?                    

			What hobbies do you have? 

			How do you spend your time out of school? 

			How much time do you spend weekly at the movies or watching television? 

			What kind of books do you like to read? 

			What magazines do you usually read? 

			What school offices have you held? 

			What school honors have you won? 

	









	Data Sheet For                                     

	
			Age:
			                    
			years
			                    
			months
		

			Sex:                    

			
			I.Q. Score
			          
			given when
			          
			name of test
		

			
			Achievement test scores: (grade placement)

			Reading
			          
			Arithmetic
			          
			Language
			          
			Spelling
			          
		

			Scholastic grading by teacher: (past and present)
			
						Reading	Arithmetic	Spelling	Language	Social Studies

					Present

					Past

			

		

			Rating (Scale 1-5) by teacher as to: 

			Location of Residence 

			Description of residence 

			Chosen by: 

			Chose 

			Personal appearance 

			Approximately how much is the family income? 

			How is the income made? 

	



	TABLE I

	
		Chi Square Data Showing Relationship Between Certain Factors and Social Acceptability
			Factor	Chi Square Value	Degrees of Freedom	Critical Value of Chi Square	Level of Significance

		
				Number of brothers and sisters	01.560	1	03.841	.05

				Temporal position             	06.050	2	05.991	.05

				Income                        	06.290	2	05.991	.05

				Music Participation           	15.320	3	11.341	.01

				Offices held and Honors won   	23.480	3	11.341	.01

				Grade level Achievement       	      	 	      	   

				Reading        	03.889	1	03.841	.05

				Arithmetic     	08.167	1	06.635	.01

				Language       	04.810	1	03.841	.05

				Social Studies 	04.600	1	03.841	.05

				School Marks                  	63.700	4	13.277	.01

		
			

	

	TABLE II

	
		t-ratios Showing Relationship Between Various Factors and Social Acceptability
			Factor	t-ratio

		
				Number of siblings                 	0.94*

				Watching television, hours per week	0.95*

				Number of movies per month         	0.11*

				Intelligence scores                	0.57*

				Rating Scale                       	5.28

		
			*All figures less than a whole number are insignificant.
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 Abstract

Fifty six students of Sierra Junior High School in Bakersfield, California were evaluated by their eight grade peers for social acceptability and were evaluated by their eight grade peers for social acceptability and were studied in relation to such factors as intelligence, academic achievement, achievement test scores, home environment, and personality characteristics. 


Analysis of the data led to the assumption that socially accepted students in the sample population tended toward being the middle born where as unaccepted children tend to be the oldest child. 
 

Socially accepted students typically came from families with higher income, whose fathers were members of prestige occupation groups (professions, administration, management), and live in a superior residence and neighborhood. No significant differences were note in the distance of residence from school. 
 

Possibly because of the higher family income, socially accepted students seemed more often to play musical instruments, went more often to movies, and engaged in hobbies and activities where money was required for materials or admission. This was in contrast to the unaccepted group who seemed to earn more of their spending money, spent more time in loosely organized activities, and watched television more than twice as much as the socially accepted students. 
 

Reading interests of the high group girls and both of the low groups (unacceptable boys and unacceptable girls) were much the same; those students preferring animal and sports stories, stories about people of their own age, and movies and television magazines, other popular magazines and comic books. High group boys indicated a preference for biographies, historical novels, and widely distributed magazines of popular appeal in addition to some of those preferred by the high group girls and both sexes of the low group. 
 

Socially unaccepted boys tended toward extremes of age in their peer group, particularly are they older. Despite the fact that differences in IQ scores were extremely small, seventy-five per cent of the school marks received by socially accepted students were A's and B's while only twenty-five per cent of the marks of the low group were in the same category. While all subjects were in the eighth grade, achievement test scores showed that considerably more of the unaccepted students were working bellow grade level. 
 

A teacher rating scale indicated that socially accepted students are more aggressive in approved behavior, more cooperative and studious, higher in self motivation and leadership qualities. Non-accepted subjects were rated higher in only two of seven factors factors -shyness and daydreaming. 
 

As might be expected, differences were noted in personal appearance between the socially accepted students and those who were socially unaccepted. Subjects high in social acceptability were often described as: pleasant, pretty, attractive, handsome, shows enthusiasm, and speaks with assurance. The unaccepted group were described as listless, washed out, plain, unattractive, shy. 
 

The hope for this study is that it may serve as a background developing ns for helping students to become more socially acceptable, emphasizing those traits which are pleasing and developing those attributes which tend to bring social acceptance to the individual.
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