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ABSTRACT

This thesis concerns the  social s ta tu s  of 8-12 year old children with 
m oderate learning difficulties (MLD) who are integrated into m ainstream  
schools.

The terms ‘MLD’, ‘integrated’ and ‘social s ta tu s ’ were first defined. Methods 
for assessing children’s social s ta tu s  in  school were th en  reviewed. A new 
sociometric assessm ent method was designed and was compared in Study 1 
to a range of other commonly used sociometric classification methods.

The literature on the social s ta tu s  of integrated MLD children was reviewed 
and in Study 2 the new sociometric assessm ent m ethod was used to assess 
the social s ta tu s  of a sample of 118 integrated MLD children and their 1100 
classmates. MLD children were found to be less socially accepted and more 
socially rejected than  their classroom peers.

Study 3 investigated personal and environmental variables hypothesised, on 
the basis of theoretical models and findings from studies with m ainstream  
children, to be associated with the social s ta tu s of a sample of 115 integrated 
MLD children. Both personal and  environm ental variables were found to 
contribute significantly in discrim inating between the  sociometric s ta tu s  
groups of MLD children. Concepts from social exchange theory were found to 
be useful in interpreting the findings.

Comparison of the 115 MLD children with 867 m ainstream  classm ates on 
behavioural variables found different variables to be associated with Popular 
and Rejected sta tu s in each sample. Further analyses of subgroups of rejected 
children, identified through cluster analysis, supported the conclusion that 
im portan t differences exist betw een m ainstream  an d  MLD children. 
Differences were also found in  the stability of rejected MLD and m ainstream  
groups from analysis of a  cohort of 416 pupils who were followed 
longitudinally over the two years between Studies 2 and 3.

Finally Chapter 10 discusses the contributions and limitations of the thesis, 
drawing out implications for research and practice.
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Chapter 1

The Social S tatus o f Integrated Children w ith  M oderate Learning 
Difficulties: Introduction and definition of term s.

1.1 Introduction

This thesis exam ines the social s ta tu s  of 8 -  12 year old children with 
moderate learning difficulties (MLD) who are being educated in m ainstream  
schools. In the past 20 years legislation in the US and Europe has promoted 
the  in tegration  (or ‘m ainstream ing’) of ch ild ren  w ith MLD and  other 
difficulties and disabilities, so th a t they are educated in  m ainstream  schools 
w ith non-handicapped children, ra th e r th an  being educated in  separate 
special schools. The central rationale for integration has involved hum an 
righ ts considerations w ith an ticipated  social benefits for the  children 
featuring prominently. Roberts and Zubrick (1992) observe th a t integration 
is expected to benefit children with MLD through, “...removing the stigma 
associa ted  w ith  segregated  placem ents, facilita ting  the modelling o f 
appropriate social behaviour by children without disabilities, and enhancing 
the social s ta tu s  o f  pupils w ith disabilities w ith their peers without 
disabilities^, (p 192).

However the major literature reviews to have examined the social s ta tu s  of 
integrated MLD children concur in concluding th a t it is low (Taylor, 1982; 
Madden & Slavin, 1983b). Integrated MLD children are reported to be less 
well accepted and  more rejected than  their m ainstream  peers to the extent 
th a t  S to b a rt (1986) en titled  h is  review artic le , “Is integrating the 
handicapped psychologicaRy defensible?” Yet m uch of the research on which 
such  conclusions are based involves comparative designs in which integrated 
MLD children are treated  as an  homogeneous group. MacMillan, Myers & 
Morrison (1980) have raised questions about the  validity of th is approach, 
pointing to a  general lack of clarity in the definitions of ‘m oderate learning 
difficulties’ and ‘in tegration’ which are  employed Furtherm ore, Morrison 
(1981) illu stra te s  th e  way in  w hich m ethodological varia tions in the 
assessm ent of integrated MLD children’s social s ta tu s  can lead to different 
conclusions.

MacMillan et. al. (1980) suggest, "instead o f research designs comparing 
retarded and  non-retarded groups, perhaps designs recognising the within 
retarded group variability and attempting to account fo r  it m ay prove more 
fru itfu r . However little  work h as been  done on th e  investigation of 
sub-groups of integrated MLD children who differ in their social acceptance 
by classmates. Yet a  range of approaches have been developed in research on

12



the  social acceptance of non-handicapped children (referred to in th is 
thesis as m ainstream  children) by m eans of which a more differentiated 
p icture of the ir social acceptance within classroom  peer groups can  be 
obtained. This thesis se ts out to apply a  num ber of these approaches in 
examining the social s ta tu s of integrated MLD children.

At the outset this research had three m ain aims:
The first aim was methodological - To investigate m ethods of assessing social 
s ta tu s , identifying their appropriateness to MLD children integrated into 
m ainstream  schools. Chapter 2 reviews m ethods for assessing social s ta tu s  
and  evaluates their use  with integrated MLD children. Chapter 3 reports on 
S tudy 1, an  em pirical investigation which com pares a new sociometric 
assessm ent method, specially designed for use with integrated MLD children 
to a  range of other commonly used methods.

The second aim  w as empirical - To investigate the  social acceptance of 
Integrated MLD children. Chapter 4 reviews the  lite ra tu re  on the  social 
acceptance of MLD children integrated into m ainstream  schools and reports 
the  results of Study 2 in which the m easures of social s ta tu s  selected in 
C hapter 3 are  used  to describe the social s ta tu s  profile of a  sam ple of 
integrated MLD children and their m ainstream  classmates.

The third aim was theoretical - To investigate the factors associated with the 
social s ta tu s  of in tegrated MLD children. C hapter 5 outlines theoretical 
m odels w hich have been  advanced to acco u n t for ch ild ren ’s social 
acceptance in school and reviews empirical studies w ith both m ainstream  
and  MLD children which have investigated relevant variables. C hapter 6 
reports the results of Study 3 which was designed to test hypothesis derived 
from the litera ture  review in Chapter 5 about factors associated with the 
social s ta tu s  of integrated MLD children. In view of the relative neglect in 
th e  lite ra tu re  of e n v iro n m en ta l/s itu a tio n a l fac to rs  a s  opposed to 
personal/behav ioura l factors, th is research  seeks to explore the  relative 
contribu tion  of personal and situational factors to the  social s ta tu s  of 
integrated MLD children.

C hapters 7, 8 and  9 report on the investigation of selected hypothesis 
generated by the results of Studies 1, 2 and 3.
C hapter 7: The resu lts  of Study 3, reported in C hapter 6, concurred with 
previous research  in  suggesting th a t behavioural factors associated  with 
social s ta tu s  s ta tu s  may differ for MLD and m ainstream  children. Chapter 7 
reports on a parallel analysis to th a t carried ou t in C hapter 6, on the 
behavioural factors associated w ith the social s ta tu s  of the m ainstream

13



classm ates of the integrated MLD children in Study 3 and draws relevant 
comparisons.
C hapter 8: The resu lts reported in C hapters 6 and  7 suggested the  
possibility of heterogeneity within the groups of socially rejected children. 
This hypothesis was investigated in the  context of recen t research  on 
characteristic behavioural profiles of subgroups within rejected populations. 
C hapter 9: In C hapter 3 fu rther investigation was recom m ended of the 
longer term  stability of the new social s ta tu s  m easures. Chapter 9 reports on 
an  investigation carried out with a  longitudinal cohort comprising younger 
children from Study 2 who were followed up 2 years la ter when data  was 
being collected for Study 3.

Finally Chapter 10 attem pts to identify the m ain contributions of th is thesis, 
its limitations and implications for research and practice.

The rest of th is chapter addresses the definitional issues highlighted as 
im portant by MacMillan et. al. (1980):
Section 1.2 defines integration. It provides a  brief historical outline of the 
way in which education for children with learning difficulties has been 
provided. It focuses in particu lar on the philosophical, theoretical and  
research bases for the movement over the past twenty years fi*om providing 
education in  separate  special schools to educating children w ith learning 
difficulties by providing special educational services in m ainstream  schools.

Section 1.3 defines moderate learning difficulties. A range of problem s are 
highlighted: historical variations in the definition of the target group and the 
effect of this on the interpretation of past research; discrepancies between 
administrative and "psychological" definitions together with associated issues 
of validity.

Section 1.4 exam ines the concept of social s ta tu s  and  identifies the  
definition w hich will be used  in  th is  research . Im plications for th e  
assessm ent of social sta tus are outlined.

1.2 D efinition o f the target group: Children w ith M oderate Learning 
D ifficulties (MLD)

This thesis will focus on one category of handicapped children: children 
w ith  learn ing  difficulties (m oderate). This is the  descrip tive  term  
recommended by the W amock Report (1978) to refer to children who were 
classified as Educationally Sub Normal (Moderate) under the 1944 Education
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Act. Of the categories of handicapped children recognised by this legislation 
the Educationally Sub-Normal (Moderate) category has consistently  been 
m uch the largest. Table 1.1 shows the num bers of children under each 
disability classification in January  1982. (Due to a change in the way in which 
statistical re tu rn s were made after 1982, following the  im plem entation of 
the Education Act 1981, this is the last year for which these statistics are 
available in this form.)

There are o ther reasons for focusing on children w ith MLD. The m ost 
consistently  applied defining characteristic  of the  MLD group is poor 
cognitive abilities, usually first noticed during the school years. The invisible 
and prim arily cognitive na tu re  of this group’s handicap  m akes them  a 
potentially  in te resting  group on which to focus in  study ing  possible 
psychological bases for social acceptance by norm al age m ates. Torgesen 
(1987), in argu ing  for com parative stud ies of closely defined groups, 
comments th a t it is common for studies to contain sam ples of children with 
very diverse disabilities and yet it is not clear if the processes associated 
with social s ta tu s are the same in all populations.

Disability Number
blind 990
partially sighted 2,065
deaf 3,387
partially deaf 4,261
Physically handicapped 13,999
delicate 4,691
educationally subnormal (moderate) 70,529
educationally subnormal (severe) 30,503
epileptic 975
maladjusted 21,442
speech defects 2,496
autistic 1,028

Table 1.1 Children in England and Wales assessed to  need special education in special 
schools, special classes and awaiting placement, 1 January 1982. (From Fish, 1985)

In th is section the criteria and terminology which has been used over the 
past 100 years in  classifying MLD children are  reviewed prior to a more 
detailed exam ination of trends in the classification of MLD children since 
1980. It is concluded th a t the classification of MLD children in practice 
y ields a n  ad m in istra tiv e ly  defined g roup  co n ta in in g  considerab le  
heterogeneity in cognitive and behavioural characteristics and  implications 
for the interpretation of previous research and for the design of the present 
research are examined.

The terminology used in Great Britain over the past 100 years and in  the
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USA to refer to children with MLD is shown in the first part of Table 1.2. 
The second p a rt of Table 1.2 outlines som e of th e  m ore commonly 
encountered American terminology. In th is thesis the term  MLD is used 
throughout and is substitu ted  in reporting on the findings of other studies 
for any of the term s listed in the right hand column in  Table 1.1. This table 
illustrates th a t classification in the USA has. until recently a t least, been 
more closely linked to IQ level than  has been the case in  Great Britain. For 
example Sabatino & Miller (1979) describes MLD children as having IQ 
scores between 55 & 69 (between the second and third standard  deviation 
below the mean). They are expected to m aster basic academ ic skills with 
special education and to acquire a  near norm al level of social skills.

England & Wales

1886-1899 Idiot Imbecile feeble-minded

1899-1944 uneducable mcntalfy defective educable mentally defective 
or feeble-minded

1944-1971 unsuitable for education In schools 
severely subnormal

educationally subnormal

1971-1983 educationally subnormal (severe) educationally subnormal 
(moderate)

1983-present severe learning difficulties moderate learning 
difficulties

U SA

Stanford-Binet
IQ below 20 20-49 50-70/75+

American education 
subdivision

1 custodial/dependent trainable fIMR) educable (EMR
2 uneducable mentally retarded mentally retarded

American Association 
of Mental deficiency

profound severe moderate mild bordedlne 
mental retardation m.r. mr. mx. mx

IQ<70 IQ<85

Table 1.2 Classifications in Mental Subnormality (Adapted from Tomlinson, 1981)

Kaufman. Agard & Semmel (1985) report the following definition from the 
Texas Education Agency of the term  Educable Mentally Retarded, "reduced  
rate o f intellectual development and level o f  academic achievem ent below  
that o f their peer age group as evinced by significant deficits in all essential 
learning processes."  They go on to say. "evidence fo r  classification m ust 
include a written comprehensive intellectual a ssessm en t revealing deficits 
in all essential teaming processes between 2 and 3 standard deviation units 
below the m ean o f  the general population; such  de ficits not being 
attributable to lack o f opportunity to learn or to differences in linguistic 
patterns."
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In Great Britain no offîcial definition of the MLD category has ever specified 
intelligence quotients or other quantifiable criteria. The term  "Educationally 
Subnormal" was introduced in the Handicapped pupils and  School Health 
Service Regulations of 1945. The definition given in the Handicapped Pupils 
and Special Schools Regulations 1959 was, "pupils who by reason o f limited 
ability or other conditions resulting in educational retardation, require 
some specialised fo rm  o f education wholly or partly in substitution fo r  the 
education normally given in ordinary schools."

Nevertheless educational psychologists in Great Britain have m ade links to 
IQ levels very similar to those recommended by the American Association of 
Mental Deficiency. For example in  a text book for B ritish  educational 
psychologists Chazan, Moore, Williams & W right (1974) defined the term  
"Educationally Subnorm al (moderate)" as follows, "this term will be used to 
refer to pupils in special schools or special classes catering fo r  a  population 
with IQs mainly in the range o f 5 0 /5 5  and 70/75". Indeed a Ministry of 
E ducation booklet produced in  1946 provided sim ilar guidance. In 
discussing ESN day schools it recommended, "A child w ith an IQ over 75 
should rarely f in d  his way there" (Ministry o f Education, 1946, p22). An IQ of 
55 was suggested as the cut-off point a t which a  child could not be educated.

However population surveys of MLD children in Great Britain do not support 
the view that the criteria actually being used were those reported above. The 
Ministry of Education reported in 1962 th a t 34% of children in ESN schools 
have IQs over 70. Williams (1966) found the following range of IQ scores 
among 161 children in MLD schools in South Wales:

Below 60 12
61-69 43
70-79 35
Above 80 10

Rutter, Tizard & Whitmore (1970) in a survey of 2334 10 & 11 year olds in 
the Isle of Wight report th a t a quarter of the children attending the local 
ESN school had IQs above 70 on the W eschler Intelligence Scale for 
Children. These children were found to have the poorest reading attainm ent, 
suggesting th a t atten tion  was being paid to educational needs as well as 
intelligence in  m aking placem ent decisions. A total of 48 children were 
found to have IQs between 50 and 70. Of these 20 attended a school for E)SN 
pup ils while 28 w ent to o rd inary  schools. Yule (1975) concludes, 
"presumably ... the latter group remain in the community because their
intellectual d isability  is not seriously handicapping." T hus functional
competence in the ordinary school appears to have been given greater
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weight than  IQ level in making decisions about classification.

In both Great Britain and the USA there is evidence of discernible trends 
over time in the classification criteria used. For example, Myers, MacMillan 
& Morrison (1983) report th a t prior to 1969 the IQ level required to qualify 
for MLD placement in  the State of California had been 79, plus or m inus the 
error of m easurem ent of the test concerned. Considerably above IQ 70, this 
reflected expansion in  eligibility for special education during, the  Kennedy 
era. After th a t date, in response to civil rights litigation and concerns over 
labelling, any stu d en t who scored above 70 on a  verbal or performance IQ 
tes t was removed from special placement and returned to m ainstream  class. 
The proportion of MLD children declassified in California between 1969 and 
1973 was 40%.

Gottlieb & Leyser (1981) also note a  trend in the USA in recent years to 
place emphasis on adaptive behaviour. This term refers to skills such  as self 
help and interpersonal skills. The increased emphasis on adaptive behaviour 
aim s primarily to reduce the likelihood tha t a child will be labelled mentally 
retarded  solely on the  basis of an  IQ score th a t m ay not be culturally  
appropriate. So children defined as mentally retarded on this basis would 
also be likely to be deficient in adaptive behaviour of which social interaction 
skills are one aspect. Such historical variations clearly create difficulties in 
interpreting past research.

In Great B ritain since the im plem entation in 1983 of the Education Act 
1981 integrated provision for pupils with MLD has been established in m any 
p a rts  of the  country (Lowden, 1985a; Nabuzoka & Smith, 1993). However 
Sw ann (1988) noted th a t the proportion of pupils in separate special schools 
had  not fallen. While it is possible both th a t some MLD pupils who would 
previously have been educated in special schools were placed in the new 
integrated provision and th a t an  increased proportion of MLD pupils were 
identified in  th is period, it seems likely th a t th is new provision m ay be 
serving a group of pupils who would not previously have been categorised as 
MLD. Nabuzoka & Sm ith (1993) report an  IQ level for their sample (WISC-R 
Full Scale group m ean 85, SD 10.2) which suggests th a t these children 
m ight be more intellectually or academically com petent th a t the children 
who previously made up  the special school MLD samples. Nabuzoka & Smith 
(1993) also report a  tendency to preferentially place MLD children w ith 
m ore severe behaviour problem s (poorer adaptive behaviour) in  special 
schools, ra ther than  integrated provision.

Hence it would appear th a t over the past 20 years two opposite trends have
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been apparent in Great Britain and the USA. In Great Britain it appears that 
the average IQ level of children classified as MLD has increased whereas in 
the USA it has decreased. In Great Britain it appears likely tha t the  social 
com petence of children classified as MLD will have risen  due to the 
classification of children in  integrated provision who have less severe 
behaviour problems. By contrast, the exclusion in  the USA of children who 
show good adaptive behaviour is likely to have resulted in a decrease in the 
social competence of children classified as MLD.

While the use of term s such as MLD have changed dramatically over time and 
varied from place to place, what such groups of children have in common is 
th a t they have been adm inistratively defined as being in need of special 
services because of general learning problems. Yule (1975) attem pted  to 
draw  a distinction between m ental deficiency - an  adm inistrative concept 
which carries legal implications and intellectual retardation - a  psychological 
concept which refers to a  disability in intellectual functioning and is usually 
expressed in psychom etric term s (eg IQ<70). “There is no infallible guide
to draw the Une However, following Burt (1921) an IQ o f 70 has usually
been found  to be the most suitable place to draw the line." (Rutter et. al., 
1970, p2).

However as Gipps, Goldstein & Gross (1985) point out the origins of this 
recom m ended cu to ff po in t have an  ad m in is tra tiv e  ra th e r  th a n  a 
psychological basis: "mental deficiency m ust be treated as an administrative 
rather than as a  psychological concept." "For immediate practical purposes 
the only sa tisfactory  definition o f  m ental deficiency is a  percentage  
definition based on the amount o f existing accommodation" Burt 1921, p i 67. 
Gipps et. al. (1985) report th a t in B urt’s day the special schools of London 
could accommodate 1.5% of the school population, so th a t was where Burt 
recommended th a t the cutoff should be set - a t an  IQ of 69.4 on the Stanford 
Binet Test. Hence IQ 70 originated as a pragmatic, adm inistratively based 
cutoff.

MacMillan, Meyers & Morrison (1980) have clearly articu la ted  the  major 
difficulty, unacknow ledged in m uch of the literature, which the  u se  of 
adm inistrative criteria create in conducting research  using  target groups 
such  as ‘children with MLD’. The purpose of the categorisation is to identify 
children for receipt of special education, not to identify a population with 
know n param eters . As such , irrespective of the  child charac teristics 
specified as definitional criteria, the composition of such  groups is likely to 
be influenced by factors such  as teacher judgm ent of academ ic failure, 
teacher referral, screening of referrals, aspects of the assessm ent process.
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sociopolitical forces and recent legislation in addition to characteristics of 
the children themselves. In chapter 6 of th is thesis it is argued tha t it is 
likewise necessary  to go beyond the  ch arac te ris tic s  of the  child ren  
themselves in accounting for the level of social acceptance which they enjoy 
when again m ainstream ed. Given the way in which the group has been  
defined, this is perhaps not surprising.

Recent definitions of MLD have tended accordingly to place explicit 
em phasis on m ultidim ensional assessm ent of the interaction between child 
and  environm ental characteristics. In a Southern  Californian study  Zetlin 
(1987) reports th a t neither the classification of the  adolescents involved as 
MLD nor their assignm ent to an  integrated (Resource Specialist) programme 
or a  segregated (Day Special) Class was based on an  IQ score. R ather 
assignm ent was based on the judgm ent of an  assessm ent team  comprising a 
special education teacher, school psychologist and programme specialist, of 
a pupil’s ability to work more or less independently  and  to succeed in 
general education classes.

Like Zetlin (1987), Williams (1993) in his recent international review of the 
in tegration of MLD children adopts an  adm inistrative definition w hich 
em phasises ch ild ren’s ability to progress in  m ainstream  classes. MLD 
children are defined as “those who are not usually identified until they are 
at school sometimes q/ter a fe w  years there, and who are identified because 
o f a  failure to keep pace with the dem ands o f the ordinary school system . 
The f ir s t  point d ifferentia tes this group fro m  those w ith severe and  
profound learning difficulties, whereas the second helps to differentiate  
them  from  children w hose difficulties are primarily identified through  
sensory, physical or behavioural considerations. To this view a  third point 
can be added: these are children whose difficulties are general rather than  
specific to a  particular curriculum area  thus differentiating them  fro m  
children with specific leaning difficulties." (p305). Williams (1993) goes on 
to point out th a t these  children do not comprise a clear cu t category, b u t 
ra ther a heterogeneous group of children whose learning difficulties range 
from mild a t one end of the spectrum  to severe a t the other.

Taylor (1982) refers to the pervasive problem th a t w hen in tact groups of 
MLD children  a re  stud ied , relevant su b jec t c h arac te ris tic s  m ay be 
uncontrolled and even unknown to the researcher and argues a t least for an  
adequate  descrip tion  of relevant sub ject charac te ristics  and  selection 
procedures. Care will be taken in this thesis to report subject characteristics 
and , in  reviewing relevant lite ra tu re , to rep o rt on varia tions in  the  
characteristics of subjects used in different studies.
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As the focus in this thesis is on integrated children with MLD this research 
m ust use an  adm inistrative definition of m oderate learning difficulties. In 
order to have been ‘integrated’ -  placed in a special educational programme 
for children w ith m oderate learning difficulties which is delivered w ithin a 
m ainstream  school, it is necessary first of all for the  children to have been 
identified by the school system as requiring services of th is kind. The MLD 
children studied in th is thesis will be adm inistratively defined as  children 
who have been identified through a Statem ent of special educational needs, 
following a  multi-professional assessm ent under the  Education Act 1981 as 
requiring special educational provision for moderate learning difficulties in a 
m ainstream  school setting. In th is respect W illiams’ (1993) definition, 
quoted above will be adopted as providing an  accurate qualitative description 
of the MLD children involved.

This thesis will focus on middle school aged children (8 to 12 years) for a 
num ber of reasons sim ilar to those given by Kaufman, Agard and Semmel 
(1985). While acknowledging th a t special educa tion  program m ing is 
frequently provided for MLD children from 6 years of age they pointed out 
th a t the m ajority of prim ary MLD children receiving special educational 
services are over 8 years of age and tha t children identified earlier are often 
more seriously and visibly handicapped.

Other reasons for focusing on 8-12 year olds are:
(a) Correlational research suggesting a link between poor peer acceptance in 
childhood and later ad justm ent difficulties, which h as been of particu lar 
concern in relation to integrated MLD children, has focused on assessing  
peer acceptance in middle childhood (Cowen, Pederson, Babigian Izzo & 
Trost, 1973; Roff, Sells & Golden, 1972).

(b) A num ber of authors report tha t behavioural correlates of acceptance and 
rejection are  generally consistent across the age groups 8-9 years, 10-11 
years and  13-14 years, indicating th a t they do no t appear to change 
significantly within this age range (Coie, Dodge & Coppotelli, 1982).

(c) Influential conceptualisations of the role of peer group acceptance in 
development (such as those of Piaget, 1932 and Sullivan, 1953 which are 
discussed in section 1.4) place particular em phasis on social events in  this 
phase of development.

(d) The sim pler organisational struc tu re  and grouping practices of prim ary 
schools is an  advantage in investigating key environm ental variables -  an
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important focus in this research.

1.3 The specification of Integration* as a setting variable.

In explaining the  concept of in tegration and  identifying key issu es in 
defining for the  purposes of th is thesis an  ‘in tegrated’ MLD child, th is 
section offers an  overview of the provision which has been m ade for MLD 
children in Great Britain over the past 100 years. This includes an  historical 
description of the rationale behind the establishm ent of segregated special 
education followed by an  outline of the move to integration and the factors 
which influenced it. The variety of arrangem ents which are described as 
‘integration’ are reviewed and implications for the interpretation of previous 
research and for the definition of integration to be used in the  p resen t 
research are examined.

The introduction of m ass elementary education in England in 1870 brought 
to the a tten tion  of the  schools a  group of ‘feeble m inded’ children who 
passed unnoticed in  the  community generally (unlike the ‘im beciles’ and 
‘idiots’ for whom places in asylum s were provided) b u t who experienced 
difficulty w ithin a  formal education system . In 1890 the London Schools 
Board instructed the School Management Committee to, “prepare a  scheme 
by which special instruction may be provided in special schools or classes 
fo r  those children who, by reason o f physical or mental defect, cannot be 
properly  ta u g h t in the  ord inary  s ta n d a r d s  or by  o rd in a ry  
methods."(Pritchard, 1963, p i 20). In 1898 the publication of a report by an 
Education Departm ent Committee on Defective and Epileptic Children led to 
the official classification of a group of "defective" children, "not being 
imbecile who cannot properly be taught in ordinary schools by ordinary 
methods." The 1899 E lem entary  E ducation  (Defective and  Epileptic 
children) Act enabled education authorities to provide for defective children. 
This provision was made compulsory in the 1914 Education Act.

This legislation reflected the conception of handicap  prevalent a t the  time. 
In the early decades of the 20th century handicap was viewed as an  enduring 
characteristic  an d  one of the  m ost significant facts abou t a  person. 
H andicapped children , including those  w ith  MLD, were regarded  as 
different in kind from other children so it m ade sense to develop a  different 
education system  for them . This is illu stra ted  by B urt’s s ta tem en t th a t 
special schools would ensure, "a special curriculum, a  special timetable and  
special teaching methods adapted to the subnormal child's narrower mind."” 
(Burt, 1917).
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The 1914 E ducation  Act placed a du ty  on educa tion  au th o ritie s  of 
ascertaining which children were defective, and  which of these were capable 
of education in  special schools. Those Judged incapable were classified as 
ineducable and  becam e the responsibility of the local m ental deficiency 
committee. The education authorities had a  duty to provide for those judged 
educable and the 1921 Education Act laid a  duty on parents to cause a  child 
certified as m entally defective to attend a  recognised special school or class. 
Physically handicapped children were included in the "defective” categoiy 
until 1944.

The Handicapped Pupils and  School H ealth Service Regulations (1945), 
following the 1944 Education Act, defined 11 categories of pupils for whom 
special schooling could be provided: blind, partially sighted, deaf, partially 
deaf, delicate, diabetic, educationally subnorm al, epileptic, m aladjusted, 
physically handicapped and those with speech defects. Ineducable m ental 
detectives were relabelled ‘severely subnorm al’ b u t continued to be regarded 
as ‘unsuitable for education in  school’ un til they were formally brought 
within the education system by the Education (Handicapped Children) Act of 
1970.

In the USA Madden & Slavin (1983) report th a t during the 1950s and  1960s 
handicapped children were increasingly assigned to special classes on the 
basis that their academic and social needs could be better m et in sm aller 
classes with specially trained teachers and  specially designed program m es 
and  curriculum  m aterials. Indeed it w as claim ed th a t, ''regardless o f  
outcome special class placement is important from  a  humanitarian point o f
view   [for it] ... prevents] frustration and fee lings o f inferiority derived

from  undue competition" (Quay, 1963, p.672).

The W arnock Report of 1978, on w hich the  provisions of th e  1981 
Education Act were substan tia lly  based, recom m ended abolition of the 
existing categories of hand icap  in  favour of th e  concept of Special 
E ducational Need. New descrip tive term s were proposed  to enable 
convenient reference to be m ade to particu la r groups of ch ild ren  who 
require special educational provision. There was also a  new em phasis on 
integration - providing special education in  ordinary (mainstream) schools. 
The 1981 Education Act placed a duty on local education authorities, which 
h as been restated  in the  1993 Education Act, to secure  th a t children for 
whom they m ake special educational provision are educated in  ordinary 
schools provided that:
(a) the views of the  child's parent have been taken into account and
(b) educating the  child in an  ordinary school is compatible with:
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(i) his receiving the special educational provision he requires
(ii) the provision of efficient education for the children with
whom he will be educated

(ill) the efficient use of resources.

Legislation enabling or supporting integration was enacted a t around the 
same time in Norway, Sweden. Italy, Denmark and France. In the USA Public 
Law 94-142, w hich w as enacted in 1975, m andated  th a t handicapped 
children, "be to the maximum extent appropriate..., educated with children 
who are not handicapped', and that "separate classes, special schooling or 
other removal o f  handicapped children fro m  the regular educational 
environment occurs only when the nature or severity o f the handicap is 
such that education in regular classes w ith the use o f supplementary aids 
and services cannot be achieved sahsfactority."

The W amock Committee had called integration, "the central contemporary 
issue in special education", while the OECD Committee for Educational 
Research and  Innovation (1981) referred to it a s ' "the dom inant policy 
relating to the organisation o f schooling fo r  handicapped children in most 
o f the member countries." This trend towards integration had  been heavily 
influenced by changing conceptions of handicap. The movement towards 
integrated schooling can be seen as part of a  wider "rights" movement in 
society towards "normalisation". This view holds th a t the life of an  individual 
w ith a  disability should  be the sam e as  th a t of o ther citizens in its 
opportunities and  options. This is illustrated in the Fish Report (1985) on 
education to m eet special needs in the ILEA, "The aims o f  education fo r  
children and young people with disabilities and  significant difficulties are 
the sam e a s those fo r  all children and young people. Disabilities and  
significant difficulties do not diminish the right to equal access to and  
participation in society."

Many of the argum ents for integration have th u s  been based on appeals to 
social justice. However psychological theory and  research  in educational 
settings have also played a  role in supporting argum ents for potential social 
and emotional advantages of integration, such  as  those sum m arised by 
Roberts and  Z ubrick  (1992), "...removing the stigm a associated w ith  
segregated placem ents, facilitating the modelling o f  appropriate social 
behaviour by children without disabilities, and enhancing the social sta tus o f  
pupils w ith disabilities with their peers without disabilities", (p 192). Among 
the  psychological theories m ost frequently cited to support integrating 
handicapped children are  Allport's (1954) C ontact Theory of Intergroup 
Relations and B andura's (1977) Modelling Theory. These theories have been
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characterised  respectively as suggesting th a t m ere "mixing" will reduce 
stereotyped attitudes and that integration will encourage the handicapped to 
model the behaviour of their m ainstream  peers. The research  evidence 
reviewed in C hapter 4 of this thesis clearly indicates th a t the expectations 
generated by these overly simplistic formulations are not fulfilled. However, 
as Stobart (1986) h as  illustrated, when the conditions embodied in Allport 
a n d  B a n d u ra 's  theo re tica l fo rm ula tions a re  closely exam ined and  
incorporated they have been successful in  providing im portant guidance to 
increase the  effectiveness of integration program m es in achieving positive 
social outcomes.

The move tow ards integration was fu rther influenced by the  failure of 
research  to dem onstra te  any significant advantage of separa te  special 
placem ent in promoting the learning of handicapped children. Researchers 
such  as D unn (1968) reported tha t instruction in special classes was poorer 
and  the teachers less well qualified th an  in m ainstream  classes. The civil 
righ ts movem ent highlighted the disproportionate assignm ent of minority 
pupils to special classes, while placement in special classes was criticised as 
stigmatising. Research devoted to examining the efficacy of integrated versus 
segregated provision typically involved comparative stud ies in  w hich two 
groups, one in tegrated  and one segregated were selected for study  and 
compared on outcom es such  as educational attainm ents, adjustm ent, self- 
confidence. The m ajor reviews of research in th is area. Cave & Maddison
(1978), S train  & Kerr (1981) and Madden & Slavin (1983a) concur on the 
methodological inadequacies of m ost of the  studies in  term s of subject 
se le c tio n , d e p e n d e n t m e a su re s , c u rr ic u lu m  v a ria b le s , te a c h e r  
com petence/qualification and the specification of the independent variable. 
However the two m ost recent of these reviews agree th a t the sm all num ber 
of methodologically adequate studies available fail to support the  claim that 
handicapped children will make better learning progress in  a segregated 
ra th e r  th a n  a n  in teg ra ted  p lacem ent. Indeed w here ind iv idualised  
in stru c tio n  program m es were provided children who received these  as 
supplem ental tu to ria l programmes in an  ordinary class seem ed to make 
be tter educational progress th an  those who receive them  in  a  segregated 
special class (Calhoun & Elliott, 1977).

In a  recent review of integrated MLD children Williams (1993) concludes, 
“R esearch  s tu d ie s  comparing the academ ic and  social outcom es o f  
integrated and segregated education do not offer unequivocal conclusions: 
as much depends on the kind o f  educational programme as on the setting.^ 
(p 303) Indeed a  wide variety of different k inds of arrangem en ts are 
subsum ed under the heading of an  integrated programme. Different authors
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employ different criteria for deciding whether a group of pupils should be 
described as "integrated" or not. Gottlieb et. al. (1983) point out th a t the 
term  tends to be applied to any programme which places a  handicapped 
child in contact with a  non-handicapped child. The contact may range from 
a few m inutes per day to the entire day. It may occur only in non-academic 
classes or in core academic subjects such as reading. The contact may be in 
the regular classroom, resource room, gym & /or playground. If the contact 
occurs in the m ainstream  classroom additional special support may or may 
not be provided. Some MLD children have been classified as ‘integrated’ who 
spend very little tim e in  m ainstream  classroom s. Zigler and  Meuenchow
(1979) noted th a t m any descrip tions of in tegration  offered by schools 
include tim e spent eating, while MacMillan & Borthwlck (1980) reported 
th a t in a  sam ple of integrated EMR children in Southern  California fewer 
th an  10% were integrated for any instruction in academic subjects.

Sizable differences in the am ount and  na tu re  of integration exist between 
studies. For example the integrated MLD children in a  study  conducted by 
Bruininks, Rynders & Gross (1974) spent all b u t two hours per day with 
their m ainstream  classm ates w hereas in Gottlieb & Budoffs (1973) study 
m ost members of their MLD group were integrated only for non-academ ic 
subjects and lunch. Taylor, A sher & Williams (1987) report th a t  their 
integrated MLD children spent only 8.4 hours per week on average with 
their m ainstream  peers, lunch and break times being included in this total. 
By contrast in Kaufman et. a l.’s (1985) study their integrated MLD group 
spen t an  average of 72.1% of the school day in m ainstream  classes. Even 
K aufm an et. a l.’s (1985) special c lass (segregated) MLD pup ils were 
integrated on average for 31.7% of the school day -  a  higher percentage than  
th a t reported for Taylor et. al.'s ‘integrated’ group!

As in the case of the definition of MLD, discussed in section 1.2 above, the 
diversity in integration practice calls for adequate description of relevant 
program m e characteristics. Care will be taken  in th is  thesis to report 
programme characteristics and, in reviewing relevant literature, to report on 
variations in the am ount and  n a tu re  of integration occurring in  different 
studies. Furtherm ore the following criterion will be adopted in the  research 
conducted for th is  thesis  in  deciding w hether MLD sub jects should be 
regarded as “integrated” or not:

Integrated subjects should be on the register of a  m ainstream  class. 
This typically involves the subject in spending the first 10-15 m inutes 
of each m orning or afternoon w ith th a t class while the  register is 
called, having all routine administrative issues dealt with by tha t class 
teacher (eg collecting dinner money, d ispatch  of letters to parents)
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and being regarded as a m em ber of th is class for the purposes of 
whole school activities - assem blies, sports day, school trips. These 
criteria were intended to select subjects for whom the m ainstream  
class was seen as the prim ary social reference group in the  school. 
The child should be seen first as a m em ber of X m ainstream  class, 
rather th an  being seen as a m em ber of the MLD departm ent in  the 
school.

1.4 The Concept of Social Status

This section examines definitions of social s ta tu s  which, it is argued, should 
incorporate the  concepts of social acceptance and  social rejection. These 
term s are in tu rn  defined and the role which peer group s ta tu s  has been 
hypothesised to play in social development is considered. Finally clarifying 
distinctions are drawn between social acceptance and friendship.

Social s ta tu s  is generally used as an  um brella term, defined by reference to 
the concepts of social acceptance and social rejection:

“Social sta tu s and sociometric sta tus are general inclusive terms used  to 
refer to peer acceptance, peer rejection, or m easures that combine both” 
(Combs & Slaby, 1977)

“Social sta tus is generally defined in terms o f  sociometric nominations o f  
acceptance and rejection. It is simply the personal appeal o f the individual 
to the rest o f  the group. As such social s ta tu s represents how popular 
(accepted) or rejected (disliked) the child is .” (Landau & Milich, 1990)

Definitions of the  concept of social acceptance have focused on group 
attraction towards or willingness to affiliate w ith particu lar individuals or 
subgroups. Some definitions emphasise attraction: The dependent variable is 
conceptualised in terms o f  degree o f attraction or in tensity  o f  liking” 
(Lindsay and Byrne 1968). While others em phasise willingness or desire to 
afiiliate: "The core meaning o f the concept consists o f the degree to which  
children's peers w ish  to have som e fo rm  o f  associative contact w ith  
him"(Hartup 1970). This definition is restated  by Daniels-Beim ess (1989), 
“Peer acceptance or popularity refers to the degree to which a  child's 
peers w ish to have some form  o f associative contact with him or her. ” This is 
also the definition used  by Combs and  Slaby (1977), who extend it in 
defining peer rejection in  addition,“Peer acceptance basically refers to the 
degree to which a  child's peers evaluate h im /her highly or w ish  to have  
some form  o f  associative contact with h im /her” Peer rejection refers to the
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extent to which a child is negatively evaluated or actively avoided by peers”

Many au thors use  the term s ‘attraction’ and afïiliation’ interchangeably in 
discussing social acceptance. For example Schm uck (1978) in discussing 
‘the striving for affiliation’ in classrooms refers first to ‘popularity within the 
peer group’ th en  to ‘friendship formation in learning groups’ and  then  to 
‘the development of interpersonal a ttraction  in learning groups’. However 
Berscheid (1985), in  h er review of the  litera ture, concludes th a t, “the 
assum ption o f  isom orphism  betw een  attraction a n d  affiliation is not 
warranted”. While d iscussing  research  w hich suggests th a t a ttrac tion , 
defined as liking for another, plays a n  im portan t role in prom pting 
interaction: Berscheid poin ts out th a t it is ne ither a necessary  no r a 
sufficient condition. Hence a ttraction  does not always lead to affiliation - 
anticipation of acceptance or rejection from the other m ay be one im portant 
mediating variable. Likewise affiliation w ithout a ttrac tion  can  occur in a 
variety of relationships - relationships betw een prisoners and  w arders, 
between children placed in a  particu lar learning group, betw een fellow 
workers. However affiliation can  lead to attraction, an  observation which 
formed a major plank of the rationale for integrating children with MLD into 
m ainstream  classes which was outlined in Section 1.3.

In this thesis an  affiliation ra th e r th an  an  attraction  definition of social 
acceptance will be adopted. This is first of all because it relates more closely 
to the rationale for integrating children with MLD into m ainstream  classes 
and secondly because it be tter describes the role frequently accorded to 
peer group social acceptance in  children's development. In th is respect it 
has been argued th a t experiences with peers provide a n  im portant, if not 
necessary, context for the development of a  num ber of essential skills. For 
example, from a cognitive developmental perspective it is held (Rubin. 
1985) that children:
a) learn about, observe and practice alternative social roles and rules
b) gain knowledge concerning social relationships and the skills necessary 
for the development and m aintenance of these relationship.
Piaget (1932) proposed th a t the conflicts th a t arise in childrens interaction 
with peers lead to the  development of social perspective taking skills and 
the acquisition of skills required for co-operative exchange. D iscussions and 
disputes am ongst peers were held to be necessary for the development of 
moral judgment.

A major tenet of Sullivan’s (1953) Interpersonal Theory of Psychiatry was 
that an Individuals personality was shaped by their social relationships. Peers 
first became implicated in the early prim ary school years when they were
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suggested to play causal roles in building the  framework for the child's 
gradual understanding  of a) social roles for co-operation and competition 
and  b) social roles such  as deference and dominance. In the next stage, 
pre-adolescence, Sullivan speculated th a t childrens' peer and particularly 
c h u m -sh ip  re la tio n sh ip s  fo ste red  g e n u in e  developm ent in  th e  
conceptualisation of equality, m utuality and reciprocity as central defining 
characteristics of intim ate relationships.

Learning and social learning theorists have also posited an  im jwrtant role for 
peer group in terac tion  in  children’s social development. H artup (1983) 
reviewed research  findings on a range of the  socialisation m echanism s 
hypothesised to be operating in the peer group. He reported tha t peers can 
serve as control agents for each other punishing or ignoring non-norm ative 
behaviours and  reinforcing appropriate ones. He identified aggressive and in
appropriate sex-type behaviours among those which could be modified by 
exposure to peer models. Furtherm ore it has been reported that peers can 
serve directly as cognition and behaviour change agents while peer tutoring 
has been shown to promote developmental advances in the areas of altruism , 
self esteem and academic prowess. H artup (1983) argues tha t opportunities 
to in teract w ith individuals who are co-equals may play a  unique role in 
facilitating the  developm ent of effective com m unication skills an d  the 
acquisition of the  competencies needed to m odulate actions and to make 
norm al progress with sexual socialisation and the formation of moral values. 
Rubin (1985) supported  th is view, reporting th a t aggressive and sex-type 
behaviours can be modified by exposure to peer models.

H artup (1992) sum m arised a  num ber of functions of peer relationships in 
children’s socialisation:
(a) they are social contexts in which basic skills are acquired or elaborated, 
eg social communication, cooperation, group entry skills,
(b) they are inform ation sources for acquiring self knowledge as well as 
information about others,
(c) they are em otional and  cognitive resources both  for having fun  and 
resolving conflicts

In conclusion, there  is bo th  theoretical an d  empirical support for the  
im portance of peer group interaction in  norm al social development. A 
child's access to the  peer group requires th a t peers are  willing to affiliate 
w ith the child in  question. Hence the em phasis placed on an  affiliative 
definition of social acceptance. In th is thesis  social acceptance will be 
defined as the degree to which a  child’s  peers w ish to associate with him or 
her and social rejection as the extent to which a  chikVs peers w ish to avoid
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association with him or her. Chapter 2 discuss in detail ways in which:
(a) the reference group of peers may be defined
(b) the contexts where association is sought may be specified
(c) peers’ wish to associate with an  individual may be operationalised.

Social acceptance th u s  defined should be distinguished from friendship, 
defined as a m utual, dyadic relationship. From their review of the literature 
Furm an & Robins (1985) argue tha t the effects of acceptance and friendship 
are different. They conclude th a t affection, intimacy and  a  sense of reliable 
a lliance  a re  p rim arily  ob tained  in  close fr ien d sh ip s , p a rticu la rly  
preadolescent and  adolescent ones, whereas feelings of inclusion are likely 
to resu lt from peer group relationships. Bukowskl & Hosa (1989) have 
argued th a t having a  friend and being well accepted in the peer group may 
have independent effects on a  child’s feelings of self worth. In th is respect 
Bukowski, Newcombe & Hoza (1987) found th a t prim ary school childrens’ 
feelings of self w orth were significantly predicted by the  experience of 
having a t least one m utual friend within the class even after the effects of 
overall popularity  and  self worth were sta tistically  removed th rough  a 
covariance analysis.

Bukowski and Hosa (1989) also suggest th a t the  assessm en t of social 
acceptance and of friendship should differ with respect to:
a) the unit of analysis - the group in the case of acceptance versus the  dyad 
in the case of friendship,
b) the  struc tu re  of the Judgm ents under consideration - unilateral versus 
bilateral
c) the nature  of the judgm ents being made - general versus specific.
Hence an  adequate acceptance m easure should focus on the peer group’s 
perception of each child as the basic un it of analysis and involve general 
un ila teral judgm ents of the group about individual children. Acceptance 
m easures need only answ er the question, 'to w hat degree is the  child 
chosen  by h is /h e r  peer group as a  desired associate?’ In co n tra s t a  
satisfactory m easure of friendship m ust be dyadic in nature  focusing on pairs 
of children as the  un it of analysis and  m ust involve structurally  b ilateral 
judgm ents. These bilateral judgm ents should reflect bo th  global feelings of 
liking or regard and also specific qualitative relational characteristics such  as 
loyalty or in tim acy  th a t  d istingu ish  friendsh ips from o ther dyadic 
relationships such as acquaintanceships.

These requirem ents for m easures designed to assess social s ta tu s  will be 
discussed further in chapter 2 in identifying appropriate ways in  which the 
definition adopted in th is section can  be operationalised. The distinction
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between social acceptance and friendship is introduced and clarified a t this 
stage since these concepts often appear to be confused in  stud ies where 
assessm ent techniques ask  children to unilaterally nom inate their three best 
fi*iends (e.g. Newcombe & Bukowski, 1983; Kurdek & Lillie, 1986)

1.5 Summary and conclusions

This chapter introduced the  m ain aim s of the  research  reported in  th is 
thesis and outlined the  way in  w hich these aim s will be addressed  in 
subsequent chapters. It then  focused on discussing issues in the definition of 
three key terms:
(1) Moderate learning difficulties,
(2) Integration,
(3) Social status.

In the case of the first two term s discussion of the historical development of 
the ir usage provides a  basis for u nders tand ing  the  range of different 
definitions evident in the literature. The influence of social policy concerns 
in addition to psychological ones also provides relevant explanatory context. 
In each case the importance of careful reporting of sam ple characteristics is 
highlighted.

In th is thesis children with MLD are adm inistratively defined as  follows; 
ch ild ren  who have been  identified th ro u g h  a S ta tem en t of specia l 
educational needs, following a m ulti-professional assessm en t u n d er the 
Education Act 1981 as requiring special educational provision for m oderate 
learn ing  difficulties in a  m ainstream  school se tting . W illiams’ (1993) 
provides an  qualitative description of MLD children which can accurately be 
applied to the children studied in th is thesis ‘"those who are not usually  
identified until they are a t school sometimes after a  fe w  years there, and  
who are identified because o f a  failure to keep pace with the dem ands o f the 
ordinary school system . These are children whose difficulties are general 
rather than specific to a  particular curriculum area. (p305)

MLD children are  regarded as being ‘in tegrated’ w here they a re  on the 
register of a  m ainstream  class w hich functions as the  prim ary social 
reference group for th a t child in school in  term s of routine adm inistrative 
issues and whole school activities. Administratively and functionally the  child 
should operate first as a  member of th a t m ainstream  class, ra ther th an  as a 
member of the MLD departm ent in the school.

Following Combs & Slaby (1977) social s ta tu s  is u sed  to refer to social

31



acceptance, social rejection, or m easu res th a t com bine bo th . Social 
acceptance is defined as the  degree to w hich a child’s peers w ish to 
associate w ith him  or her and  social rejection as the extent to which a 
child’s peers wish to avoid association with him or her.
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Chapter 2
Social Status of Integrated MLD Children: Assessm ent Issues

2.1 Introduction

This chapter reviews the m ain m ethods which have been used to assess 
children's social s ta tu s  (acceptance and rejection) and discusses a  range of 
issues which have particu lar relevance for assessing  the social s ta tu s  of 
integrated MLD children. As research with non-handicapped children is 
considerably more extensive in th is area than  th a t with MLD children m uch 
of the discussion in th is chapter draws upon work with non-handicapped 
children. The need for caution in drawing generalisations from work with 
non-hand icapped  ch ild ren  is recognised. For exam ple the  cognitive 
dem ands made by some assessm ent methods may limit their applicability to 
MLD children. In addition the limited time spent by some MLD children in 
m ainstream  classes will need to be borne in mind in evaluating the validity of 
assessm ent m ethods which assum e high levels of familiarity among class 
groups.

Section 2.2 reviews three common methods for assessing social acceptance 
and rejection: direct observation, adult ratings and sociometric m easures; 
identifying the  u se  of sociom etric m easu res as having a  num ber of 
advantages. Section 2.3 describes and evaluates th ree  techniques for 
collecting sociom etric da ta . A num ber of general considerations are 
discussed in relation to all three techniques and with specific reference to 
MLD children. Evidence on the reliability and validity of these sociometric 
techniques is reviewed. Section 2.4 describes a  range of methods which may 
be used in coding and classifying the sociometric da ta  which h as  been 
collected. A recent development is to use the scores in classifying children 
into different sociom etric s ta tu s  groups. These approaches, w hich are 
discussed in Section 2.5, move beyond an  analysis which contrast popular 
and unpopular children to those which distinguish between two aspects of 
s ta tu s  -  the valence of one child's response to another and its intensity. 
Information on the reliability and validity of these approaches is presented. 
Finally Section 2.6 draws some conclusions about strategies which may be 
appropriately used in assessing the social acceptance of integrated children 
with moderate learning difficulties.
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2.2 Methods of assessing social acceptance

Social acceptance and rejection are commonly assessed using:
Sociometry 
Direct observation
Judgm ents of adults, usually teachers 
Self report m easures

Of these sociometry is m uch the most frequently employed and, as indicated 
below and in Table 2.1 of Appendix 2A, it has a  num ber of significant 
advantages over the other three.

2.2.1 Sociom etry
Sociom etry is derived from Latin and  m eans social or com panion  
m easurem ent. Gronlund (1959) defines it as a, "technique for evaluating 
extent to which pupils are accepted by peers  & determining the internal 
social structure of a group” while B ronfenbrenner’s (1944) definition is as 
follows: "a  method for discovering, describing and evaluating social status, 
structure and development through measuring the extent of acceptance or 
rejection between individuals in groups."

Moreno (1934) popularised the now conventional sociometric techn ique 
where group mem bers are asked to make a choice at the level of w ish or 
desire. Typically th is involves asking group members with whom they would 
like to associate for a specified activity (eg. "Who would you like to play with 
a t break times"). The activity (in th is case playing a t break times) is the  
criterion for choice.

A num ber of general advantages of sociometric techniques can be identified:
1. Hymel and Rubin (1985) give three basic reasons for utilising information 
from peers to leam  about children’s social acceptance
(a) peers are inside sources of information in th a t they also determ ine a 
child’s acceptance within the peer group so they are well placed to identify 
and judge behaviours or characteristics th a t are im portant in influencing 
acceptance.
(b) peer’s information is based on m any extended and varied experiences 
w ith the target child including infrequent b u t psychologically significant 
events th a t lead to particular social reputations.
(c) the inform ation from peers is obtained from m ultiple observers w ith 
whom the target child is likely to have different relationships and  who 
therefore view the child from a variety of perspectives.

34



2. Lindsay and Byme (1968) point out th a t sociometric techniques are 
similar to rating scales - bu t there is no need to train  the raters. They avoid 
the  difficulty of attem pting to produce homogeneous criteria in  term s of 
which ratings shall be assigned. Rather they ask raters to apply exactly those 
particular, unique and som etim es irrational criteria  which they u se  in 
everyday interactions with peers. Thus it is argued th a t they have high 
validity as m easures of acceptance.

3. Asher & Taylor (1981) point out with specific reference to  in tegrated 
MLD children th a t because scores are based on the responses of peers 
sociometric techniques don’t  require direct testing of MLD children. This 
circum vents possible problems of unfair test performance dem ands which 
often arise in the assessm ent of the handicapped.

Sociometric techniques also have some limitations:
1. As Gronlund (1959) points out they don’t indicate why some children are 
highly chosen and others not, or what can be done to change the situation.

2. Foster and Ritchey (1979) have pointed to a  num ber of potentially  
im portant issues in the use of sociometric assessm ent such  as repeat use, 
instructional set, am ount of adult or peer surveillance which haven’t  been 
adequately investigated. This latter aspect may need particu larly  careful 
consideration where sociometric m easures are adm inistered on a  sm all 
group or even on an individual basis - as is sometimes necessary with MLD 
children because of reading or comprehension difficulties.

2 .2 .2  D irect observation
Direct observation has some notable advantages. Trained observers are 
capable of reliably coding a range of behaviours as they occur, enabling 
exam ination of the  behavioural basis of s ta tu s  a t a  more d iscreet and 
sophisticated level th an  could readily be obtained using o ther m ethods. 
However there are a num ber of difficulties associated with assessing  social 
acceptance and rejection through direct observation. One relates to the prior 
definition of particular behaviours as supposed indices of social acceptance 
based on high face validity. Perhaps the most common behavioural index of 
social acceptance has been the overall rate of peer interaction. However as 
Asher, Markell & Hymel (1981) report few researchers have found ra te  of 
interaction to have adequate concurrent validity. For example a  child's rate  of 
interaction or actual affiliation with peers has not been shown to correlate 
w ith sociometric sta tus. This is perhaps not surprising when one considers 
th a t on this m easure a child actively engaged in bullying a  peer would "score" 
the same as a  child who was playing constructively with a  peer over the  sam e
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period of time.

A second substantial difficulty is that when direct observations are attem pted 
with 8-12 year old children reactivity is very likely to be a problem. This is 
particularly likely to be observed in relation to behaviours of which adu lts 
disapprove. Furtherm ore observers who are unfam iliar with the norm s of a 
particular peer group may misinterpret behaviour of pre-adolescents such  as 
rough and tumble play and play fighting.

The social behaviour of older children is relatively complex and private 
rendering abstraction of meaningful sequences difficult. So in addition to the 
risks of m isinterpretation there are significant problem s with access to a 
representative range even of relevemt behaviour which is not disapproved of 
by adults. For example Asher (1983) has pointed out th a t there are problems 
of access to im portant kinds of interactions such  as private conversations 
which may contribute to a child’s s ta tu s  among peers. Finally, there  are 
potential practical difficulties in tha t observation in natu ra l settings is often 
expensive, intrusive and time consuming.

2 .2 .3  Adult jud g m en ts
Relevant adu lts such  as teachers may be well equipped by experience to 
provide relevant judgm ents b u t as Coie, Dodge and Kuperschm idt (1990) 
suggest their perspective may be biased by their role in m aintaining order. 
Access to an  appropriate range of positive behaviours is likely to be less 
problem atic for teachers th an  external observers since teachers have 
opportunities to observe children over an  extended period. However the  
teacher’s ongoing relationship with the children may have other effects. For 
example Coie et. al. (1990) suggest th a t teachers may place more em phasis 
on a child's interaction with adults than  peers.

Teachers will share  with external observers problem s of access to a  full 
range relevant peer situations outside the classroom. In particular m uch of 
the  serious aggression which occurs am ongst children takes place in 
unsuperv ised  settings. Reactivity effects in the  form of suppression  of 
behaviour which is disapproved of by adults are even more likely to occur in 
the presence of teachers them observers.

2 .2 .4  Self rep o rt
Some use has also been made of self-report m easures. It is only through self 
report m easures th a t information about the target child’s perception of their 
social s ta tu s  can be obtained. However there are substan tia l draw backs. 
Asher, Hymel & Renshaw (1984) and Harter, (1982) report th a t they are

36



frequently influenced by a  positivity bias. Gresham  & Elliott (1984) argue 
th a t they are inadequate predictors of peer acceptance or social behaviour 
and should not be used until evidence of their validity is obtained. However 
Asher et. al. (1984) suggest th a t may be useful as a supplem ent to external 
sources of identification of peer relationship problems such  as sociometric 
measures.

A description and discussion of sociometric techniques will therefore form 
the major part of this chapter. Direct observation and teacher judgm ents will 
again be considered when the concurrent validity of sociometric techniques 
is discussed. McConnell & Odom (1986) note th a t sociometrics are often 
implicitly categorised as a uniform  methodology w hereas they  actually 
encom pass a num ber of different methodologies. Even when sim ilar data  
collection m ethods are  used , d ifferent c rite ria  (test item s) m ake 
com parisons betw een different stud ies difficult. Even w hen d a ta  are 
collected using the sam e m ethods and criteria they are often analysed in 
quite different ways. Section 2.3 will review sociometric da ta  collection 
methods while section 2.4 will review methods of analysis.

2.3  Sociom etric Data: Collection Methods

In this Section 3 types of sociometric technique will be considered:
(a) peer nom ination or partial rank  order techniques
(b) roster and rating scale techniques
(c) group preference record m easures

These 3 have been selected because they are the m ost commonly used and 
most relevant to the population in this study. In each case a brief description 
of the method will be provided and some of its advantages and disadvantages 
outlined, pa rticu lar a tten tion  being paid to its relevance in relation to 
integrated MLD children. There are a num ber of contextual issues -  eg. the 
choice of the criterion used -  which effect all 3 m easures. Consideration of 
these vdll be deferred until Section 2.3.4.

2.3 .1  The P eer N om ination o r P artia l ran k  o rder tech n iq u e
This technique was devised by Moreno (1934). It asks children to nominate 
a  certain num ber of peers (often from a specified population -  eg. their 
class) according to a particu lar criterion (eg. would like to work with in 
class). A typical example would be: "Name 3 classm ates w ith whom  you  
would like to work on a group project in class".

37



V ariants of the partia l rank  order technique differ in the n u m b er of 
nom inations allowed, w hether they are weighted or no t and  w hether 
negative nominations are sought as well as positive nominations.

The num ber of nom inations allowed is usually fixed and is often limited to 3 
choices, as can be seen from Table 2.2 in Appendix 2A. As in  other areas of 
sociometry, sta tistical considerations appear to play a m ajor p a rt in  the  
decision making. Thus Feld and Ellmore (1982) point to the  sta tis tica l 
problems of the wide variations in choice volumes which may follow from 
allowing unlimited nom inations because of possible wide variation in choice 
th resho lds. This would occur if some children in terpreted  the  choice 
criterion very broadly and choose many people while others in terpreted  it 
strictly and choose few.

If however children do vary greatly in their social expansiveness as Congdon 
(1978) suggests then  unlimited nominations would be more likely to provide 
an  accurate reflection of the level of social acceptance within the group. As 
Cantrell and Prinz (1985) argue, there is no theoretical or empirical basis for 
expecting th a t each classroom contains exactly ‘x’ children with whom each 
child w ishes to associate. Indeed Thom pson and Powell (1951) quote 
evidence tha t within a typical class of 11 -  12 year olds children have a  fairly 
large reservoir of m utually liked associates from which it is difficult to select 
only three or four. Under these circumstances use of a fixed choice form at is 
likely to introduce response error by forcing m any children to exclude 
nam es which satisfy the criterion (some children also may have to include 
ones which don't satisfy it in order to produce the required number). Indeed 
Hallihan (1979) reports, after using a  free choice technique in 62 classes of 
10-13 year olds th a t the m ean num ber of nominations for best friends m ade 
was 5.5 with a range from 2 to 8.

Of particular interest, given the subject of th is research is the effect which 
increasing the num ber of nom inations allowed has on the assessed  social 
acceptance of children who receive few nom inations w hen a sm all fixed 
num ber is allowed. Gronlund (1959) reported th a t increasing the num ber of 
positive nom inations allowed from 3 to 5 resulted in a slight increase in the 
nu m b er of sociom etric s ta rs  (children receiving a large n u m b er of 
nominations) and a slight decrease in the num ber of apparently neglected 
children (who receive few positive nom inations) or isolated children (who 
receive no positive nom inations). B ronfenbrenner (1944) reported  th a t  
neglected children (who tend to be overlooked) could not be distinguished 
from isolated children (whose company is avoided) on a single criterion 
un less five choices were allowed. Lindsay and Byrne (1968) argued th a t a
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free num ber of choices was really required to distinguish between neglected 
and rejected children.

Taylor Asher and Williams (1987) argue for the use of unlimited nom inations 
for integrated MLD children, as this is likely to maximise the possibility th a t 
they will receive some nom inations. Otherwise, as Thompson and Powell 
(1951) point out, it is likely th a t 3 or 4 children may receive over 50% of 
the  nom inations leaving too few votes being d istribu ted  am ong o ther 
children to perm it reliable differentiation of social acceptcmce. The child 
w ith MLD may appear to enjoy very little social acceptance if only 3 
nom inations per child are allowed, whereas use of unlim ited nom inations 
may reveal tha t a  third of their classmates are willing to associate with them. 
This argum ent is in part based on the premise th a t children are likely, if 
restricted, to 3 nominations, to name those children with whom they m ost 
w ish to associate; as opposed to selecting a t random  from a  larger group 
with whom they would wish to associate to some extent.

In conclusion therefore it would seem  advisable to allow un lim ited  
nom inations when assessing the social sta tu s of MLD children. Should these 
nom inations be weighted? Weighting of nom inations h as  been relatively 
rarely employed. Dunnington (1957) for example weighted first responses 
more heavily th an  subsequent responses. Foster & Ritchey (1985) asked 
children to list 2 positive nominations & 2 negative nom inations (discussed 
in the next section) in order of preference & assigned the weightings -2, -1, 
1, 2. It has been argued however that weighting is based on assum ptions for 
which there is no evidence:
(i) th a t children have their friends rated mentally on a scale from m ost to 
least liked,
(ii) th a t they begin naming friends at the top of the list & work down.
In th e  absence of such  evidence the weighting of nom inations is of 
questionable validity.

Although the majority of studies have used positive sociometric criteria (eg. 
"Name those children who you would like to sit beside in  class") negative 
sociometric criteria have also been employed (eg. "Name those children who 
you would no t like to sit beside in class"). The n um ber of positive 
nom inations received (which is taken  as a m easure of a  child 's social 
acceptance) and the num ber of negative nom inations received (which is 
tak en  as a  m easure  of their social rejection) were n o t found to be 
significantly correlated by Hartup, Glazer and Charlesworth (1967) for four 
year olds. However higher correlations have been reported  w ith older 
subjects: Newcombe & Bukowski (1983) report correlations betw een -.33
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and -.52 for ten year olds. Wright Giammaiimo & Farad’s (1986) finding of a 
correlation of -.54 was also obtained with subjects having a mean age of 10 
years.

Acceptance and rejection are also reported to have different behavioural and 
non-behavloural correlates (Hartup, 1970). There Is evidence both  from 
studies with non-handlcapped children (eg. M adden & Slavin, 1983a) and 
from studies with MLD children (eg. Ballard, Corman, Gottlieb & Kaufman,. 
1977) th a t acceptance and rejection are not poles of the sam e continuum . 
Rather Cole and Dodge and Kuperschmidt (1990) argue th a t they may be 
regarded as separate and psychologically different constructs. For example 
Madden & Slavin (1983a) report a decrease In negative “would not like to 
work with’ nom inations b u t no Increase In positive “would like to work 
w ith” nom inations following a cooperative learning Intervention. In Ballard 
et. al.’s (1977) study integrated 8-11 year old MLD children were involved in 
a special programme with m ainstream  classm ates over a  total of 8 weeks. It 
consisted of cooperative group work and was designed to Improve their 
social acceptance. M ainstream classm ates Involved In the treatm ent showed 
significantly Improved acceptance of the MLD children 2-4  weeks after the 
completion of treatm ent. The MLD children's social acceptance Improved 
also among classm ates who had not directly participated In the co-operative 
activity groups. However rejection of MLD children by their classm ates as a 
whole however did not significantly decrease following treatm ent -  although 
It was significantly reduced among those m ainstream  peers who participated 
In the special programme. Thus acceptance and rejection were not equally 
affected by this Intervention.

It would appear th a t In order to obtain a complete picture of the social sta tu s 
of Integrated MLD children It Is desirable to Include negative nom inations. 
Use of positive nom inations only does not allow those children who are 
com paratively neglected -  ne ither well accepted  n o r rejected  to be 
differentiated from those who are not well accepted b u t In addition are 
actively rejected by their m ainstream  classmates.

However there are also some practical obstacles to the  use  of negative 
nominations. A num ber of studies (eg Asher & Dodge, 1986) have reported 
hesitancy on the  p a rt of some school staff abou t the  use  of negative 
nom inations. This Is based on concern th a t such  activities may Implicitly 
sanction m aking negative statem ents about others or Influence children's 
a ttitudes tow ards each other or their relation sh ips w ith each o ther In 
undesirable ways. Connolly (1983) argues th a t the  dangers of possibly 
highlighting unpopular children may be peutlcularly pronounced in classes
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where MLD children are being integrated.

A small num ber of studies have investigated b u t failed to find evidence of 
undesirable effects of negative nom inations. The only available published 
study conducted with older school aged children was Bell-Dolan, Foster and 
Sikora (1989). They carried out a small scale study with 10-11 year old 
children where observers assessed  the affective quality of sub jec ts’ peer 
interactions and subjects completed mood and loneliness questionnaires 
before and after completion of either a sociometric nom ination or a  control 
task. Analysis of pre-post differences failed to reveal any evidence of negative 
effects. A lthough well designed (incorporating a control group an d  a 
replication phase) a num ber of other explanations for their failure to reject 
the null hypothesis are also viable as Bell-Dolan et. al. (1989) acknowledge. 
In addition caution would appear advisable in generalising from this study of 
23 10-11 year old children to other prim ary aged children. Finally the 
sociometric nom ination m easure was individually adm inistered in th is study 
whereas it is more common for group adm inistration  to be used  with 
children of th is  age. G eneralisation of findings to stud ies using  group 
administration cannot be assumed.

In conclusion there is evidence th a t social s ta tu s  is not a unidim ensional 
construct. Positive sociometric nom ination can be used to a ssess  social 
acceptance b u t not social rejection. In order to obtain a full picture of a 
child’s social s ta tu s  social rejection should  also be assessed . However 
significant ethical considerations, together with the opposition of some 
school s ta ff m ay a ttend  the use  of negative sociom etric nom inations, 
particularly in relation to integrated MLD children. Finally, on a  practical 
level the partia l rank  order procedure has the advantage th a t it can  be 
administered to a whole class group within which children with MLD are not 
singled out in any way bu t can continue to obtain whatever special help is 
normally provided for them.

However th e re  are som e p rac tica l draw backs w ith  th e  nom ination  
procedure. Hallihan (1981) has reported tendencies:
(a) to overlook children absen t on the  day (a particu lar consideration for 
children with MLD who are reported to have more frequent absences
(b) to nam e those sitting near. This could be a consideration if grouping 
practices in  the  classroom  involve children MLD w ith being placed in 
smaller groups or seated on their own, close to the teacher.

These possible problems could be reduced by the practice adopted in some 
studies of giving the children a class list and asking them  to circle the
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nam e s of the children they wish to nom inate. This h as the additional 
advantage where children with MLD are them selves responding to the 
m easure of removing the need for them  to write the nam es of the children 
they wish to nominate (a more difficult task, potentially requiring more adult 
assistance than  finding names on a class list).

In conclusion, if peer nomination is to be used in assessing the social sta tu s 
of integrated MLD children it would appear advisable to provide a  full list of 
the nam es of the children who may be nom inated and ask  the children to 
circle their choices.

2.3 .2 . R oster and  R ating  Scale Techniques
The rating scale technique provides children with a list of all those in the 
target population -  eg. all the children in their class, explains the use of a 
num erical scale and asks them  to rate each child according to a  given 
criteria. For example Oden and Asher (1977) asked children to circle the 
num ber from 1 to 5 which best described how m uch they like to play with 
each classmate at school. It was explained that a low rating should be used to 
indicate "don't like to" and a high rating to indicate "like to a lot". 
Schematic faces ranging from a smile to a frown drawn beside the num bers 
were used to help comm unicate the meaning of each number. The OHIO 
social acceptance scale (Rucker, Howe & Snider, 1969) u se s  verbal 
descriptions to anchor its six points.

A num ber of authors point to advantages of a rating scale technique over the 
use of peer nom inations (eg. Miller & Gentry, 1980; Thompson & Powell, 
1951; Asher & Hymel, 1981).
(a) As each child is rated in tu rn  by their classm ates it provides an  index of 
each child's acceptance by all group members
(b) Because all children are listed on the roster it decreases the likelihood 
th a t a child won't be chosen because they have momentarily been forgotten
(c) it removes the  constra in ts on choice associated w ith the  restric ted  
nom ination method which might resu lt in m easurem ent error in the ways 
outlined in subsection 2.3.1. above.

In addition Asher & Hymel (1981) report the m ethod to be sensitive to 
subtle changes in the scale criteria. They refer to the findings of Oden & 
Asher (1977) th a t training low accepted children in social skills in a  play 
situation led to significant increases in the children's "play with" sociometric 
ratings bu t not in their "work with" sociometric ratings.

Turning now to disadvantages. Me Connell & Odom (1986) point out th a t
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even when the scales are behaviourally anchored there may be a  tendency to 
rate  most classm ates in the middle of the scale. A fu rther concern m ight 
relate to the greater complexity of the procedure. It could not be assum ed 
th a t 8 - 1 2  year old children with MLD would be able to understand  or use  a 
five point scale such  as th a t described by Oden and Asher (1977). Indeed 
these considerations led Bruininks, Rynders and Gross (1974) develop their 
3 point Peer Acceptance Scale for use with MLD children from the 6 point 
Ohio Social Acceptance Scale. Children were given a list containing the  
nam es of their classm ates. After each name were 3 line drawings (see Figure 
2.1) and the children were asked to circle the appropriate picture for each 
of their classm ates. Ratings were scored on a 3 point scale (3 -  friend, likes 
very much; 2 -  all right, feels neutral towards him; 1 -  does not w ant him  as 
a friend, hkes very little).

The rating scale technique's most serious drawback is th a t it is constructed 
on the assum ption th a t the points, ranging in the example above from "like 
to a  lot" to "don't like to" constitu te an  ordinal scale. Yet the  overall 
consensus in the  literature, as reported in the previous section, is th a t  
acceptance and rejection are not poles of the same continuum , b u t different 
constructs. In the case of the peer acceptance scale the way in  which the 
points are anchored would appear to make a claim of ordinality difficult to 
sustain.

Figure 2.1. The P eer A cceptance Scale
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The response 'friend' was accompanied by a picture of two figures playing 
ball together, the response 'All right' was illustrated by two children working 
a t a chalkboard and 'wouldn’t like' was portrayed by two children with their 
backs towards each other. There would appear to be an  implicit assum ption 
th a t willingness to work with another child in class constitutes a  m id-point 
on a  scale of liking, the extremes of which are represented by willingness 
and unwillingness to play with them. There is no evidence to support th is 
assum ption. Indeed some evidence is reviewed in  section ,2 .3 .4  w hich 
suggests tha t sociometric questions relating to work and play criteria load on 
different factors.

Even if the use of an  ordinal scale were valid there are further difficulties 
inherent in using an  average rating. It may represent a convenient sum m ary 
bu t its theoretical meaning is unclear. As Thompson & Powell (1951) have 
noted, a score in the middle of the scale could result from two very different 
individual profiles - a combination of extreme scores th a t balance each other 
in the averaging process or a uniform cluster of average scores around the 
mid-point.

There is some debate in the literature as to w hether peer ratings provide 
alternative m easures of the  sam e construct as is m easured  by peer 
nom inations or w hether the techniques produce m easures of social s ta tu s  
w hich are  largely independen t. G resham  (1981c) ad m in is te red  2 
sociometric rating scales and 3 peer nomination m easures to 8 -  10 year old 
children on 3 occasions (at 2 week intervals). While the  m odest b u t 
significant correlations obtained between the types of m easures (0.44 - 0.55) 
were interpreted as supporting the concurrent validity of both, G resham  
reported th a t they loaded on different factors. The rating  scale m easure  
loaded on a factor he labelled likability, while the  nom ination m easure  
loaded on a factor which he labelled friendship. However B em dt (1984) has 
questioned G resham ’s conclusions. He pointed ou t th a t  the 2 types of 
m easure in Gresham's study loaded on the same factors a t times 1 and 2 out 
of the 3 occasions on which they were adm inistered. Also when sum m ed 
across all 3 tim es the correlations obtained were in the  sam e range as 
stability coefficients for the m easures. This he interprets as establishing the 
convergent validity of the m easures.

Hosa, Bukowski and Gold (1987) re-exam ined the statistical evidence cited 
in the literature to support the argum ent th a t positive nom ination and rating 
scale sociom etrics tap  d istinc t dim ensions of peer rela tionsh ips. They 
conclude th a t the evidence to support the d istinction is not compelling.
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They point out th a t when correlations between nomination and rating scale 
sociometrics are corrected for a ttenuation  due to m easurem ent error the 
relationships between these m easure appear to be remarkably strong.

Other au thors have argued th a t sociometric ratings differ from sociometric 
nom inations a t least in degree if not in kind. Hayden-Thompson, Rubin & 
Hymel (1987) regard nom inations as extreme m easures of social preference 
as opposed to ra ting  scales w hich they regard as indices of general 
acceptance. This view would seem to be supported by a nuraber of social 
skills train ing  stud ies which have been evaluated using both types of 
measure. In evaluating a coaching programme ru n  with 8-10 year olds, Oden 
& Asher (1977) report increased scores on a peer rating scale (How m uch 
would you like to play with?) b u t not on a peer nomination m easure where 
children were asked to nominate their three best friends.

Siperstein & Gale (1983) evaluated a  skill training programme for children 
with learning difficulties using both rating scale and friendship nom ination 
m easures. On the  nom ination m easure the children were first allowed to 
nominate an  unlimited num ber of best friends, then an unlimited num ber of 
other friends. Children who received social skills training were found to gain 
on rating scale m easures and on the ‘other friends’ m easure b u t not on the 
‘best friends’ m easure. Unfortunately in both th is and the Oden & A sher 
(1977) study the sociometric criterion (best friends v like to play with) is 
confounded with the method of assessm ent (nomination or rating scale).

In conclusion, there is no conclusive evidence th a t sociometric nom inations 
and ratings assess qualitatively different aspects of social sta tus. There is 
some evidence th a t ratings are more sensitive to change in s ta tu s  following 
social skills training. Rating scales overcome some of the problem s with 
using  sociom etric nom inations in assessing  the social accep tance  of 
in tegrated MLD children. However they also suffer from a num ber of 
conceptual and practical difficulties.

2 .3 .3 . Forced  cho ice  group preference records.
This method appears similar to the roster and rating technique b u t presents 
and treats the alternative responses open to the child as discrete categories. 
Lindsey and  Byrne (1968) described a group preference record w here 
m em bers of the group or class were asked to respond in term s of like, 
dislike or indifference to every other mem ber of the group. Hallinan (1974) 
recommends a similar technique with the aim of reducing m easurem ent and 
response error. She gives children a  list of the  nam es of group mem bers. 
After each name are the titles of 3 categories (in Hallinan's case Best Friend,
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Friend, Don't Know’) and the child is asked to circle the appropriate title for 
each name on the list. Hallinan trea ts this not as a rating scale b u t as a 
ranking procedure with ties.

Several sim ilar techniques have been specially developed for u se  with 
integrated handicapped children. Gottlieb and Budoff (1973) and Goodman 
Gottlieb and Harrison (1972) adapted the Peer Acceptance Scale (Bruininks, 
Rynders and Gross 1974), using the same adm inistration b u t treating the 
resu lts of the m easure as categorical data, ra ther th an  as a interval scale. 
Given the comments made in subsection 2.3.2 above concerning the way in 
w hich the  po in ts on the  peer acceptance scale are  anchored , th is  
modification would seem particularly desirable.

The How I Feel Towards Others Measure (HIFTO) (Agard, Veldman, Kaufman 
& Semmel, 1978), also designed for children with MLD in tegrated  into 
m ainstream  classes, uses 3 columns of faces (see Figure 2.2) and a question 
mark. The expressions on the faces are intended to show how the child feels 
tow ards each of their classm ates. The technique requires each child to 
respond to every other child in the classroom. Children are asked to use the 
question m ark category to indicate those classmates who the child does not 
know well enough to classify, the smiling face to indicate classm ates who are 
friends, the straight m outhed face to indicate classm ates who they know 
pretty well bu t didn’t especially care about and the frowning face to indicate 
classm ates who they do not w ant to have as friends. The addition of a 
question m ark is particularly relevant as many handicapped children may 
only spend a limited time each week in m ainstream  classes and error would 
otherwise be introduced by forcing m ainstream  peers to indicate a  level of 
acceptance of children with whom they were not adequately familiar.

Although the middle face has been suggested as a m easure of toleration by 
Agard et. al. (1978) and  therefore potentially very useful in assessing  the 
social position of integrated children with MLD, both they and  M orrison 
(1981) present evidence th a t the middle face is more accurately thought of 
as  a "weak frown". Morrison suggests th a t this may reflect the more mildly 
negative th an  neu tra l n a tu re  of the  verbal description presented  to the 
children - "don't especially care about".

The advisability of treating the choices on the HIFTO as categorical da ta  was 
highlighted by Gottlieb’s (1975) finding tha t acceptance and rejection, while 
loading on the sam e factor, were not correlated with the sam e variables. 
T hus acceptance was related to teachers and peers perception of academic 
performance while rejection was related to teachers and peers perception of
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misbehaviour.

Figure 2 .2  The How I Feel Towards O thers M easure
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In conclusion th is type of m easure would appear to reta in  m any of the 
advantages of a rating scale technique over the nomination technique while 
avoiding its doubtful assum ption of ordinality.

2.3.4. Contextual Issues
There are a num ber of contextual issues which affect each of the 3 types of 
m easure considered above: the context in which sociometric choices are 
m ade (as defined by the criteria specified) and the context of the peer or 
reference group from whom choices are elicited.

(a) C riteria . Table 2.2 in Appendix 2A illustrates the wide range of criteria 
w hich have been used. Moreno (1953) in sis ts  th a t sociometric choices 
should be based on a criterion which reflects an  actual situation or activity in 
which the group members have a real opportunity for participation because 
it is im portant to the validity of the procedure th a t the situation or activity 
serving as the criterion is meaningful to the  children. G ronlund (1959) 
points out th a t questions such as "Whom do you like best" or 'Who are your 
b est friends" can  not be considered sociom etric questions and  te s ts  
employing them  are better called "near-sociometric " tests. It is m aintained 
th a t the u se  of clear cut criteria of choice (eg who do you like to sit next to
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in class?) are more likely to produce valid responses. For children with MLD 
in particu lar anchoring the criterion of choice to some concrete referent 
may well have advantages.

By contrast, Roff, Sells and Golden (1972) argue for the  use of general 
criteria such  as, ‘like m ost’ and, ‘like least’. They com m end them  as 
involving fewest sem antic assum ptions and as relating m ost closely to the 
earlier research  findings they report of relationships betw een childhood 
peer sta tu s and adult m aladjustm ent. However the use of a  general criterion 
would appear to be based on as assum ption th a t liking for particular group 
members is largely independent of situational factors. Yet when activity based 
criteria are used they yield different responses. Secord & Backm an (1974) 
report tha t a  social criterion will result in more m utual choices th an  a  work 
based criterion. Both they and Gronlund (1959) report a  greater spread of 
choices on social th an  on work criteria. Finally, Oden & Asher (1977) and 
G resham  & Nagle (1980) both found treatm ent effects after social skills 
training in a play setting on peer play ratings b u t not on peer work ratings. 
Beck & Forehand (1984) argue th a t peer work ratings are probably linked to 
a  child’s academic skills and so are less likely to change with changes in 
social behaviour.

On the other hand  Gronlund (1959) has sta ted  th a t there  tends to be 
consistency across criteria and Oden & Asher (1977) reported significant 
correlations between play and work ratings at pre-test (.89, p<.01) and post
test (.91, p<.01). Using a revised version of Oden & Asher’s scales. La Greca 
and  Santogrossi (1980) report correlations of .92 p<.001. However 
MacMillan and Morrison (1984) assert tha t consistency has yet to be tested 
w ith MLD children for whom they hypothesise inconsistency. Indeed 
Gottlieb’s (1971) findings would tend to support th is view as they suggest 
th a t MLD children are evaluated more positively in play as opposed to 
classroom contexts.

Given the adoption in this research of a  definition of socicd acceptance which 
em phasises "willingness to affiliate” ra th e r th a n  affinity, activity based  
criteria may contribute more a  valid assessm ent th an  general criteria based 
on liking. The way in which the  question is phrased  is also relevant. 
Gronlund (1960) notes th a t the classical sociometric procedure asks with 
whom group m embers "would like to associate" for a particu lar activity. A 
common modification is to ask  with whom they "do associate". The former 
would appear to relate more closely to the definition which focuses on "the 
degree to which children's peers wish to have some form  o f associate  
contact with him.” (Hartup 1970). Gronlund (1959) found th a t an  observed
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relationship between residential proximity and levels of peer acceptance was 
dim inished w hen children were asked to nom inate desired ra th e r th an  
actual associates. This is highly relevant to children with MLD many of whom 
are bussed  to schools with special resources which are outside the ir 
neighbourhoods.

Hallinan (1981) points out tha t the sociometric questions used should have 
construct and content (face and sampling) validity. Questions about who the 
children would like to work or play with sam ple m ajor contexts for peer 
interaction in the school environment and  are therefore to be preferred as 
having greater content validity than  more peripheral aspects eg. ‘would like 
to attend an  after school club with’. W hether a question such as ‘work w ith’ 
also has face validity will depend on w hether opportunities are provided for 
children to work together on assignm ents. If integrated children w ith MLD 
are always set individual assignments separate from the rest of the class then 
a  would like to work with' criterion may not give a valid indication for their 
social acceptance within the group.

Finally Hallihan (1981) points out that the assessm ent of a  multi dimensional 
concept should not rely on tapping only one of the dim ensions involved. 
R ather it is likely to be necessary to ask  different sociometric questions 
directed a t different dimensions. In order to obtain an  adequate assessm ent 
of the social s ta tu s  of a integrated MLD child it is likely to be desirable to 
obtain a m easure of the extent to which they are socially accepted and the 
extent to which they are socially rejected in relation to a num ber of 
meaningful and valid criteria.

In conclusion it is im portant that the sociometric criteria used should:
(a) refer to specific situations/ activities where integrated MLD children have 
opportunities to associate with their m ainstream  peers
(b) ask about wish to affiliate rather than  actual association
(c) effectively sample sufficient contexts to give a valid picture of integrated 
MLD children’s social status.

(b) R eference group. Studies have differed according to the reference group 
from whom sociom etric choices have been  collected. In some stud ies  
sociometric m easures have been completed by all children within the  same 
year group while in other studies they have been completed only by children 
w ithin the sam e class. Studies vary also on w hether choices were elicited 
from children of the same sex or children of both sexes.

It is very m uch more common, (see Table 2.2 in Appendix 2A) to restric t
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nom inations to members of the same class. Hallihan (1981) points th a t the 
use of the class as a reference group is based on an  assum ption - th a t the 
classroom defines a natural boundary for a group. If th is assum ption is not 
valid then restricting choice to classroom peers will introduce a source of 
m easurem ent error. The choice of reference groups should be based  on 
knowledge of the  children 's m em bership of different groups w ithin  the 
school and the nature of their opportunities for interaction within each.

Children who are all drawn from the same class might be expected to know 
each other be tter and the ir ratings may therefore be likely to be more 
reliable. Coie & Dodge (1983) however sought nom inations w ithin grades 
because the children in their sample had attended the sam e school for a 
num ber of years b u t had  not always been placed in  the  sam e class. In 
addition all those in the same age shared the same lunch & break tim es as 
well as some academic groupings. Ratings w ithin year ra ther th a n  class 
groups were therefore used in seeking to avoid some children appearing 
friendless when their best friends were merely in another class. It was also 
noted th a t in  some years a d isproportionate num ber of troublesom e, 
aggressive children tended to be placed in one particular class. It was feared 
tha t a distorted picture of social relationships in the school as a whole could 
therefore be likely to emerge if children’s negative choices were restricted 
to their own class.

All bu t three of the studies of integrated MLD children which are listed in 
Table 2.2 of Appendix 2A select the class as the reference group. Even then  
some of the integrated MLD children are found not to be known to their 
classm ates. This h ighlights the  im portance w hen forced choice group 
preference records are used of obtaining a  m easure of the extent to which a 
child's social acceptance by their peer group is soundly based on knowledge. 
This would appear to be even more im portant if it is proposed to widen the 
reference beyond the  class(es) in w hich the  child spends som e tim e 
integrated.

In the three studies of MLD children listed in Table 2.2 of Appendix 2A 
where the children were not rated by all their classm ates, they were rated 
by a sample of classm ates or, by a sample of children from the sam e year. 
This la tter study, conducted by Goodman et. al. (1972), 20 average IQ 
children each from a prim ary and an  intermediate departm ent of a school 
were surveyed. In the Bruininks et. al. (1974) study 4 mede and 4 female 
classm ates were selected, and evidence was presented th a t the ratings from 
this sample correlated 0.7 or above with ratings from the whole class. In the 
Gottlieb and  Budoff (1973) study the ra ters selected were 40 males and  40
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females distributed equally across the six year groups in a primary school of 
270 m ainstream  children, and 28 males and 28 females from a school of 230 
m ainstream  children. Each school contained 12 integrated MLD children. 
No rationale was presented for the num ber of ra ters selected. These three 
studies which have used a sample of m ainstream  peers represent exceptions. 
Most researchers do not appear willing to risk loosing potentially im portant 
information through sampling, despite the possible economy offered.

Studies have also differed according to whether children have been asked to 
nom inate  sam e sex peers or w hether peers of e ither sex could be 
nom inated. There are im portant practical and theoretical issues to consider 
in deciding whether the same or both sex ratings should be used.

On a practical level first, Coie & Kupersmidt (1983), note that a sex cleavage 
(where there is a  tendency to assign consistent stereotyped responses to 
m em bers of the other sex) is frequently reported in the sociometric ratings 
of children aged 8-12 years. Hallihan (1979) in a crossectional sam ple of 10 
to 12 year olds found tha t cross sex choices accounted for only 14% of best 
friendship nom inations at age 10, 12% at age 11 and 6% a t age 12. Cross sex 
peers are m ost likely to be selected as those with whom children of th is age 
would least to spend time whether at work or play. Bukowski, Gauze, Hoza & 
Newcombe (1993) examined preference for same sex peers in a nom ination 
study using 3 sam ples of pupils ranging in age from Grades 3 to 6. They 
report tha t same sex preference is mainly due to greater liking of sam e sex 
peers, ra ther th an  greater disliking of other sex peers. This p a tte rn  was 
apparen t for boys and girls across the age range. Daniels-Beim ess (1989) 
observes th a t both boys and girls use the middle point on rating scales for 
cross sex ratings and give few positive or negative nom inations to cross sex 
peers as indicating th a t cross sex peers are in general a group th a t children 
have minimal experience with and little knowledge of.

Daniels-Beim ess’ conclusion is supported by research on gender segregation 
in ch ild ren’s play. Shrum , Check and H unter (1988) report th a t sex 
segregation in children’s play groups is virtually complete from about the age 
of eight until 11-12 years of age, after which it shows a relatively consistent 
and  g radual decline and cross sex rela tionsh ips become increasingly 
common during the secondary school years. Children’s choice of sam e sex 
peers for friendship nom inations would therefore appear to reflect their 
preference for sam e sex playm ates. The presence of sam e gender play 
groups is not in itself an  argum ent for using same sex nominations. However 
it was argued in  subsection (a) above th a t the  sociometric criteria used 
should be meaningful and valid. It makes little sense to ask  mem bers of one
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sex to complete a rating scale or forced choice group preference record 
indicating how m uch they would like to play with members of the other sex 
a t school if cross sex play groups simply do not exist in the  school 
playground for children of this age.

In her review of the literature Daniels-Beim ess (1989) reports th a t  the 
structure of these all boys and all girls groups differs in term s of intensivity, 
exclusivity, stability, reciprocity and hierarchical organisation. Boys play in 
large hierarchically structured groups, they have dense fnendsliip networks 
and  are open to the  developm ent of new friendsh ips. G irls play 
predominately in dyads, have 1:1 closed reciprocal relationships and  have 
social netw orks s tru c tu red  horizontally and based on equality. These 
differences in social structure  suggest th a t the criteria on which boys and 
girls rely in making sociometric assessm ents may differ considerably. She 
suggests th a t the use of same sex nominations and of unlimited nom inations 
may help to reduce these differences across male and female raters. If both 
boys and girls are asked to name the three children with whom they m ost 
like to play girls may be selecting their special friend followed by two others 
with whom they play occasionally. Boys on the other hand may have to make 
arbitrary decisions in selecting three from the group of 4-10 pals with whom 
they frequently play.

There is som e evidence th a t the appropria teness of using  bo th  sex 
sociometric m easures may vaiy with the criterion. Lockheed & Klein (1985) 
reviewed 16 studies of sex segregation in schools with children ranging in 
age from 4 to 12 years. They found same sex grouping preference to be more 
extreme on the playground than  in the classroom and more extreme in the 
absence of adults. In sociometric studies also Gronlund (1959) reports th a t 
in prim ary classes there is more cross-sex choosing on work th a n  play 
criteria.

The hypothesis th a t boys and girls may be using  different criteria  in 
completing sociometric m easures gains support from stud ies which have 
examined the correlations between same sex and cross sex nom inations and 
ratings. A sher and  Hymel (1981) com pared sam e sex nom inations and  
ratings with both sex nominations and ratings. Working with children aged 9 
to 12 years they found th a t the majority of positive nom inations came from 
same sex peers while the majority of negative nom inations came from cross 
sex peers. Lower ratings were received from cross sex peers th an  from sam e 
sex peers. The correlations between sam e and cross sex nom inations and 
ratings were moderate (r=0.41 for positive nom inations, r=0.54 for negative 
nom inations and r=0.48 for play ratings). Asher and Hymel (1981) observe

52



th a t the small m agnitude of these correlations suggests tha t boys and girls 
are using different standards In their nominations and ratings of classmates. 
They argue for restricting soclometiic nom inations and ratings to same sex 
peers.

Hayden-Thompson, Rubin & Hymel (1987) reported sim ilar findings using 
rating scale soclometiic data  from children aged 5 to 12 years. In each year 
group opposite sex classm ates were rated lower th an  same sex classm ates. 
Correlations between the average ratings received from same ând cross sex 
peers ranged from 0.43 for the 5-6 year olds to 0.62 for 10-11 year olds. It 
could be argued th a t same and cross sex peers have somewhat discrepant 
perceptions of the Ukablllty of their classm ates with a  reasonable degree of 
non-shared variance, although the authors caution th a t the magnitude of the 
correlations may be constrained by the Internal consistency of the respective 
measures.

However very m uch lower correlations were reported by Bruininks, Rynders 
and  Gross (1974) from an  analysis of the responses of the 1300 6-12 year 
old pupils Involved In their study. Correlations between the same sex and 
opposite sex ratings of the same children on the Peer Acceptance Scale 
ranged from 0.01 for m ainstream  pupils to 0.23 for MLD children. This 
som ewhat d iscrepant finding may relate to the Inadvisability, discussed in 
subsection above, of treating the Peer Acceptance Scale as though It were an 
ordinal scale. However as In other studies the au thors noted th a t children 
tended to assign consistent stereotypic responses to pupils of the opposite 
sex (generally ‘all right’ or ‘don't like ).

The composition of the reference group with regard to sex is likely to be of 
particular importance in any consideration of the sociometric s ta tu s of MLD 
children because of the substantial imbalance in sex distribution, boys being 
more num erous (Richardson, Roller & Katz, 1986). The possibility m ust be 
considered th a t reports of lower sta tu s  among MLD children could be an  
artifact of higher negative ratings by m ainstream  girls of MLD boys.

However the presence of a  significant sex cleavage in sociometric ratings is 
rarely  taken  into account. All b u t one of the  stud ies of MLD children 
reported in Table 2.2 of Appendix 2A use inform ation from classm ates of 
bo th  sexes. The exception (Sabomie, M arshall & Ellis, 1990) collected 
sociom etric  d a ta  in  sam e sex PE c la sses . Only M orrison (1981), 
acknowledging the  im portance of considering sex differences in  social 
s ta tu s , reported having examined her d a ta  for significant effects. She 
reported th a t allocation of children to sociometric categories was sim ilar
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using either same sex or both sex data.

Where nom ination data is collected decisions m ust be m ade a t the outset 
about the group from which the child may select, so th a t only both sex or 
same sex nominations are normally available for any sample. Rating scale and 
forced choice m ethods allow same & both sex ratings to be collected and 
compared. Singleton & Asher (1977) examined the ratings received by 8-9 
year old children in classrooms racially integrated since kindergarten. Both 
sex and race were found to be significant de term inan ts of sociometric 
ratings for work and play. However while sex accounted for 43.2% of the 
variance on play and 35.2 on work, race only accounted for about 1% of the 
variance on each measure.

In conclusion there  are bo th  conceptual and  p rac tica l reaso n s for 
recom m ending the  use of sam e sex ra th e r th an  bo th  sex sociometric 
m easures with 8-12 year old children. This is particularly so when assessing 
the social acceptance of integrated MLD children in view of the imbalanced 
sex distribution usually reported in this group.

2 .3 .5  Reliability of Sociom etilc m easures
There is debate about the applicability to sociometric m easures of reliability 
procedures which have been developed for m ental tests . This particularly 
refers to the assessm ent of test-re test reliability and relates to the dynamic 
na tu re  of social relations where desire for affiliation is expected to change. 
For example Gronlund (1959) points ou t th a t revealing actual change in 
social relations is as im portant a  requirem ent as providing results constant 
enough to have predictive value. Split half reliability will be considered first, 
followed by equivalent forms reliability and test-retest reliability.

Split half reliability involves dividing the  reference group in h a lf and 
estab lish ing  the  degree of agreem ent on w ish to affiliate w ith target 
individuals betw een the 2 halves of the  reference group. This m ethod 
therefore gives information about the degree of agreem ent among different 
sub  groups of peers. Gronlund (1959) suggests th a t a high coefficient of 
internal consistency may indicate the presence of a general factor of social 
acceptability. Roff et. al. (1972) obtained a split half reliability estim ate by 
correlating the nom inations received by a child from one half of their same 
sex classm ates with th a t received from the other half and  then  correcting 
the correlation by the conventional application of the double length formula. 
They obtained correlations ranging from .61 to .73 for like m ost nominations 
(which were based  on 2 scores) and  from  .63 to .75 for like least 
nom inations (which were based on four scores).
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Using the HIFTO, Agard, Veldman, Kaufman & Semmel (1978) reported 
in ternal consistency coefficients: for acceptance scores (the proportion of 
smiles the child received) of .75 for m ainstream  and .74 for MLD children; 
for rejection (the proportion of frowns received) of .74 for m ainstream  and 
.70 for MLD children; for neu tra l/to le ra tion  (the proportion of stra igh t 
m outhed faces received) of .46 for each group and for ‘don’t  know’ (the 
proportion of question m arks received) of .53 for m ainstream  and .50 for 
MLD children.

Equivalent forms reliability involves using different forms of sociometric 
m easure and calculating the coefficient of equivalence. There are two ways in 
w hich the  form of the  sociometric m easure used  h as been varied in 
investigating equivalent forms reliability.
(i) Different criteria have been used -  eg. "work with" and "play with". 
Gresham  (1981c) reports significant correlations between ‘work w ith’ and 
play with’ forms for both nominations (0.84) and ratings (0.88). The size of 
such  coefficients is reported by Gronlund (1959) to decrease slightly with 
increases in age and level of acquaintance among the group. Both of these 
m ight be expected to lead to more differentiated responses to different 
criteria which might therefore account for decreases in  the coefficient of 
equivalence.
(Ü) Different methods have been used -  eg. nominations, rating scales.
As d iscussed  in Section 2.3.2, G resham  (1981c) argues th a t  these  
techniques provide m easures of two distinct dim ensions of social s ta tu s . 
However th is is disputed by Bem dt (1984) and by Hosa et. al. (1987). The 
latter au thors point to the very strong relationship between these m easures 
w hen correlations are corrected for a ttenua tion  to m easurem ent error. 
Hymel & A sher (1977) report a correlation of .63 betw een the  positive 
nomination and rating scale sociometrics used in their study.

W hen tes t -  re test reliability is considered some fluctuation  in  social 
acceptcince over time may be anticipated. Environmental events eg. staging 
of a  class play, playground gang fights, a  different style of classroom  
m anagem ent due to a change in teacher may exert short or longer term  
effects on social acceptance. It is not reasonable therefore to assum e th a t all 
variability over time is due to unreliability. With these considerations in mind 
H artup (1970) argues th a t the test -  retest m ethod should be regarded as 
giving a conservative estimate.

Table 2.3 in Appendix 2A reports test-retest findings obtciined with children 
in the  8-12 year age range. The test-retest interval in studies listed varies
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from 3 weeks to 6 m onths for rating scales and from 3 weeks to two years 
for nom inations. There is also some evidence th a t forced choice group 
preference records have satisfactory test-re test reliability. On the  HIFTO 
Sabom ie et. al. (1990) report test-retest reliabilities ranging from .71 to .80 
for acceptance (smiles) and from .56 to .81 for rejection (frowns).

In sum m arising research in this area H artup (1983) reports th a t test-re test 
coefficients are found to vary:
(i) inversely with the interval between tests. This would appear to be largely 
supported by the results reported in Table 2.3 of Appendix 2A.
(ii) directly with the age of the child. Busk, Ford & Schulm an (1973) report 
th a t stability increases with age, approaching an  asymptote about 12 years of 
age. H artup  (1992) identifies a num ber of possible factors w hich may 
underlie increasing stability, including more rapid friendship fluctuations 
among younger children. He also hypothesises th a t younger children may 
understand  the sociometric procedure less well.
(iii) directly with the degree of acquaintanceship. F luctuations in social 
s ta tu s  are more marked during the early stages of group formation th an  after 
the  group has become established (Sherif & Sherif, 1964). S ta tu s  should 
therefore be more stable in well established class groups.

A sher & Hymel (1981) suggest th a t  rating  scale scores have grea ter 
reliability, a  hypothesis which is generally supported by the  findings 
reported in Table 2.3 of Appendix 2A. They offer the possible explanation 
th a t th is might be due to the fact th a t a child's score on the rating  scale 
m easure is the average received from a large num ber of peers, so a  change in 
the  rating  given by one or two peers would have relatively little affect 
w hereas on the nom ination m easure children typically receive only a few 
positive or negative nominations so small changes here could resu lt in large 
effects.

McConnell & Odom (1986) note th a t some groups of children, a lthough 
sim ilar in appearance and demographic features may be more volatile or 
unstab le  th an  others. They refer to cohort effects in two groups of children 
followed by Northway (1969) and suggest th a t there is a  need to determ ine 
the  reliability of a sociometric m easure each time it is used in  research. 
Given the variety of factors that can exert an  influence on the final m easure 
they argue th a t simply citing reliability figures established in o ther earlier 
studies is not an  acceptable alternative.

In conclusion many studies of the internal consistency, equivalent forms and 
sho rt term  test-re test reliability of sociometric m easures report acceptably
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high coefficients. However given the wide range of factors which have been 
identified as influencing variables, it would seem  advisable to heed 
McConnell & Odom’s (1986) observation th a t the  reliability of specific 
m easures w ith specific populations is be tter determ ined directly th an  
extrapolated from previous research.

2.3 .6  Validity o f Sociom etric m easures
Validity is defined as the degree to which a test is capable of achieving its 
specified aim s (Lindsey & Byrne, 1968) The research  reviewed in th is 
section refers to peer nom ination m easures. As Bukowski & Hosa (1989) 
point out, the only available studies indicating th a t rating scale sociometrics 
are valid m easures of social acceptance are those th a t indicate a strong 
association between scores derived from a rating scale and those based on 
nom ination techniques. The sam e point be made with reference to forced 
choice group preference records. The face, con ten t, co n s tru c t and  
predictive validity of sociometric m easures are considered in tu rn  below.

Sociometric m easures have high face validity in th a t they assess children's 
social acceptance by asking members of a peer group to provide information 
about their desire to associate with each other. This information from peers 
is obtained in real life environments of interest (usually the school) and is 
based on observations made over extended periods of time by m ultiple 
observers with whom the child has different personal relationships and who 
therefore view h im /h e r from varying perspectives.

Indeed the  view is held by some th a t sociometric te s ts  directly m easure 
choice behaviour and are therefore valid by definition (Gronlund, 1959). 
However m ost sociometric tests use a limited num ber of choice criteria. If it 
is in tended to base  any broader generalisations abou t a  child 's social 
acceptance on these results some broader assessm ent of the validity of the 
m easures used is also desirable.

Content validity refers to the adequacy of a m easure in sampling the universe 
of situations th a t the  tes t is supposed to represent. In assessing  social 
acceptance in the school situation it would be necessary to dem onstrate th a t 
the sociometric tests used focused on desire to associate (eg. with whom do 
you like to play not who are the leaders in your class) and on criteria which 
involve high frequency/long duration activities (eg. with whom do you like to 
work not with whom do you like to sit during the 15 m inute bus trip to the 
swimming pool each Friday).

Construct validity refers to the adequacy of the measure(s) used in assessing
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social acceptance or rejection. As Landau & Milich (1990) point out there 
has been little research designed to clarify the social s ta tu s  construct and 
few dem onstrations of both convergent and discriminative validity. Instead 
most efforts have simply focused on an  examination of the correlates of social 
s ta tu s . R esearch dealing with correlates bears on construct validity in 
indicating the  extent to which the  te s t rela tes to significant external 
m easures of in terest to theorists and investigators (Lindsay & Byrne, 1968). 
A num ber of relevant correlates have been investigated.

(i) The behaviour of peer group members towards children of differing levels 
of popularity . It would be hypothesised th a t peers would assoc ia te  
m ore/m ore positively with children who receive high sociometric scores. A 
positive association would be anticipated between peer’s expressed desire to 
affiliate with a  particu lar child and their approach behaviour tow ards the 
child. Findings from a num ber of studies of overt behaviour support th is 
hypothesis. For example, M asters & Furm an (1981) have reported th a t 
popular children receive more positive reinforcem ent from peers th a n  
unpopular children. In addition they found a correlation of 0.41 between the 
num ber of negative nom inations which a child received and the am ount of 
punishm ent which they received from peers. In some cases more complex 
relationships have been found. Foster & Ritchey (1985) found th a t overall 
interaction rates did not differentiate among primary school children rated 
as accepted, rejected or isolated by peers; however accepted children had a 
higher ratio of initiations received to given th an  did children in the other 
two categories.

(ii) Teachers ratings of children's social status.
Use of teacher rating as a criterion m easure of th is construct assum es th a t 
teachers have am ple opportunity  to get to know th e ir pup ils, th a t  
characteristics of pupils' sociail acceptance are readily observable by teachers 
and the teachers' judgm ents are reasonably accurate.

Gronlund (1959), in reviewing research in th is  area  reports correlations 
between teachers ' judgm ents and sociometric scores ranging from .27 to 
0.84, with a m ean of 0.6. Roff et. al. (1972) asked teachers to m ake a 
judgm ent about each pupil in their class as having:
1 - exceptionally good peer relationships,
2 - average -  no negative indications or outstanding positive indications,
3 - borderline rejection or
4 - clearly rejected by peers.
They concluded th a t when teachers are acquainted with their classes their 
ratings show substan tia l correlations with sociometric nom inations (0.52-
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0.56 for 'like most' nom inations, 0.38-0.44 for like least'). No significant 
differences were found between the correlations for boys and girls or for 
pupils of low and high socioeconomic sta tus. The size of the correlation for 
particular teachers was not significantly related from year to year, so it does 
not seem to be the case th a t some teachers are particularly good judges of 
social acceptance.

From their study with 8-9 year olds Green, Vosk, Forehand & Beck (1981) 
report'm oderate b u t significant correlations (r’s from 0.44 to’ 0.58) in the 
expected direction between sociometric m easures (positive nom inations, 
negative nom inations and peer dislike ratings) and teachers estim ates of 
peer sta tu s  (the average peer rating each child would receive). Parker & 
Asher (1987) report from their review of the  literature th a t correlations 
between peer sociometric scores and teachers acceptance judgm ents rarely 
exceed 0.6 and are generally closer to 0.4 or 0.5. They highlight the extent 
to which teachers may lack access to incidents or contexts of peer 
interaction of relevance to influencing social sta tus judgm ents.

Me Connell & Odom (1986) conclude th a t teachers ratings share  only 
moderate am ounts of common variance with sociometric ratings. The level of 
correspondence between peer and adult raters appears to vary, a t least in 
peut, as a function of the similarity between the two group’s rating tasks. In 
addition La Greca (1981a) points out th a t teachers judgm ents of peer 
acceptance may be biased by factors other than  the child’s social behaviour.

Finally predictive validity will be considered. Michelson, Foster & Ritchey 
(1981) argue the  the predictive validity of sociometric m easures is one of 
their major assets. Socially incompetent children are reported to be more 
likely to become juvenile delinquents, underachieve academically and exhibit 
high levels of verbal and physical aggression (Roff et. al. 1972). However in 
many of the studies concerned there are problems of interpretation arising 
from the retrospective correlational designs employed. In addition m uch of 
the research has been conducted with nonrepresentative (eg clinic) sam ples 
and based on m easures with questionable reliability and validity (eg anecdotal 
records).

It is not clear how different questions and form ats m ay be differentially 
predictive of later adjustm ent. For example, in many literature reviews on 
the  predictive validity of sociometric techniques the Cowen, Pederson, 
Babigian, Izzo & Trost (1973) study is quoted. Cowen et. al. reported th a t 
negative sociometric choices received from peers in childhood significantly 
predicted adu lt referral for m ental health  problems 11 years la ter more
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successfully th an  m easures of childhood absenteeism , teacher ratings, IQ, 
academic achievement, self concept and anxiety scores However the peer 
assessm ent m easure which was used in th is study was the Bower (1960) 
class play where children are asked to nominate peers for each of 20 roles in 
a hypothetical class play. The Class Play technique is not a sociometric 
m easure and it cannot be assum ed tha t sociometric techniques would have 
yielded the same results.

In another large scale, longitudinal study, th is time employing sociometric 
m easures, Roff et. al. (1972) found th a t a  com bination of negative and  
positive sociometric nom inations (liked m ost and liked least) a t ages 8-12 
years was a significant predictor of delinquency among a young adolescent 
population a t upper socioeconomic levels. Among high and middle income 
families those boys who were rejected ra the r th an  accepted by peers in 
primary school were more likely to be identified as juvenile offenders in the 
early years of secondary school. The incidence of delinquency among boys 
from lower income families with histories of acceptance or rejection did not 
differ significantly.

Roff and W irt (1984) followed up 2453 m em bers of th is  longitudinal 
sociometric study. They determined peer social sta tus of 8 to 12 year olds by 
calculating the  difference between liked m ost and liked least sam e sex 
sociometric nom inations. They found peer social s ta tu s  to be a significant 
predictor of delinquency, assessed from juvenile court records, for both  
m ales and fem ales a t all levels of socioeconomic s ta tu s . W hen the  
co rre la tions betw een childhood sociom etric s ta tu s  and  su b seq u e n t 
treatm ent for m ental health problems were examined they were found to be 
low (0.13 for males and 0.08 for females). This may have been due to the low 
base  rate  of disorder for the total population (8%). The prevalence of 
disorder was significantly higher for low s ta tu s  males th an  for those in 
middle or higher s ta tu s  groups and the same pattern  held true for females 
although the chi-squared value for th is comparison was only m arginally 
significant.

More recently Roff (1990) has reported a follow-up of the sam ple into young 
adulthood (mean age 26.7 years) in term s of their m ental health. From each 
class of the original sample six children were selected - the  most and least 
liked boy and girl and a boy and girl of average status. He found th a t rejected 
children were 12% more likely to have developed mental health  problems as 
m easured by contacts for mental health treatm ent. It was noted tha t th is may 
represent an  underestim ate as records were unavailable on subjects treated 
privately or in another state. Also when followed up the subjects had  not
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completed the age at risk.

Parker and  Asher (1987) identified and reviewed adequately  controlled 
studies, using a follow-forward design, norm al population sam ples and 
appropriate m easures. They concluded th a t there was general support for 
the hypothesis th a t children with poor peer s ta tu s  are a t risk for later life 
difficulties. However they also indicated th a t the strength  of the  observed 
relationship varies as a function of the particular criterion used to identify at 
risk  children and the specific outcome examined. W hereas low acceptance 
by peers in school was highly predictive of dropping out of school, it was less 
strongly associated with criminality and psychological d isturbance. Parker 
and Asher point out th a t these later m easures are indicative of ra ther severe 
m aladjustm ent, more so th an  dropping out of school, so it is possible th a t 
th is might contribute to attenuating a relationship which might otherwise be 
apparent. It is also worth noting that dropping out of school is likely to occur 
earlier so the  time over which the prediction m u st be m ade is less. 
Additionally, in  the case of dropping out of school the  p redictor and  
criterion m easures relate to the sam e environm ental context - the  school 
situation.

In considering the  m echanism s which may account for the relationship  
between peer s ta tu s  and adjustm ent indices in later life Kupersmidt, Coie 
and Dodge (1990) point to several possible hypotheses:
(i) Peer rejection may merely be a correlate indicating th a t risk has accrued 
from some more basic factor eg. tem peram ent or social skills deficits which 
m ay be responsible both for concurrent peer difficulties and later negative 
outcome. For example Landau & Milich (1990) point out th a t children who 
are at risk for the later onset of schizophrenia are known to experience peer 
problem s, while few would argue th a t  the  u ltim ate  developm ent of 
schizophrenia is the result of these earlier social difficulties.
(ii) The experience of not being accepted by peers although lacking a direct 
causal link with the onset of psychopathology may play an  intervening role in 
its development. For example th is may operate through rejected children 
behaving in ways which cause others to respond in a m anner which leads to 
further rejection.
(iii) Peer problems may serve as an  early stressor which could exacerbate 
p re-ex is tin g  su b c lin ica l p roblem s, u ltim ate ly  c au s in g  th e ir  overt 
manifestation.
(iv) The experience of social rejection may be directly causally related to 
psychopathological outcomes. The socially rejected child m ay be deprived of 
early experiences required to develop adaptive capacities so th a t  social 
exclusion or rejection might be a causal determ inant of la ter m aladaptive
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outcomes. Alternatively, being actively rejected by ones peer group may 
induce internal reactions in the child such as feelings of personal inadequacy 
or loneliness th a t then lead to psychopathological or anti-social outcomes.
(v) Negative outcom e may be due to the reciprocal influences betw een 
behaviour disturbance and social problems tha t may evolve over time.
The stronger rela tionsh ip  observed in the  case of tem porarily  closer 
outcom es and  those  w hich are school or peer group re la ted , eg 
underachievem ent, dropping out of school, delinquency; suggest the  
likelihood of some kind of causal linkage.

In conclusion, a small num ber of well designed studies indicate a  significant 
association between low sociometric s ta tu s  in childhood and later social 
ad justm ent difficulties. While th is can be in terpreted  as supporting  the 
predictive validity of sociometric assessm en t techniques, it should  be 
recognised th a t the m echanism s accounting for the observed relationship 
are not yet understood. In addition the m agnitude of many of the predictive 
correlations is low and  is influenced by the  tem poral c loseness and 
contextual sim ilarity betw een the initial assessm en t m easure  and  the  
outcome measure.

2 .4  S o c io m e tric  d a ta  s u n rn ia iy /a n a ly s is  m e th o d s

A variety of m ethods have been developed for rep resen ting  a n d /o r  
sum m arising sociometric data. Some of these have been more concerned 
with collating inform ation regarding an  individual's position, o thers with 
sum m arising inform ation on characteristics of the  group with which the 
measure has been used. A major concern of many of these methods has been 
to allow comparisons of individuals’ positions to be made across groups. The 
following da ta  sum m ary /analysis m ethods will be briefly outlined and 
evaluated below:
Sociograms
Indices
Ranks, quartiles and percentiles 
Standard units 
Matrix m ethods 
Probability models 
Combination methods

2.4.1 Sociogram s
A sociogram is a  diagram m atic devise for sum m arising the  choices and 
rejections given. Although there is no single convention, it is common to
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represent group m embers by circles, connected by arrows which indicate 
the direction of choice. Solid arrow shafts are used to represent choices, 
dotted lines to represent rejection.

Secord & B ackm an (1974) report construction  of sociogram s to be a 
cumbersome process -  often involving trial and error, which risks missing 
important features in an attem pt to achieve a simple diagrammatic structure. 
Sociograms quickly become unwieldy if the group size is large and m any 
choices are allowed.

2 .4 .2  Indices eg Number of choices received
Number of children -  1 

Gronlund (1959) argues tha t comparisons using indices can only be made 
between groups of approximately the same size, large variations leading to 
d isto rted  re su lts  and  invalid com parisons. These reserva tions apply 
particularly where a fixed num ber of choices are used, since the method is 
based on the assum ption th a t children should receive more choices in a 
larger group. However this is questionable as larger groups also contain more 
children to receive choices. Willingham (1959) pointed out th a t simply 
dividing the num ber of nominations each child receives by the total num ber 
of raters produces a negative correlation between the standard deviation and 
the group size and is thus an over correction.

These criticism s do not apply w hen da ta  obtained from forced choice 
sociometric m ethods are sum m arised in th is way because each child will 
have received a response from every other child in the group. The HIFTO 
employs the proportion of smiles received as the m easure of acceptance and 
the proportion of frowns received as the m easure of rejection (eg. Ballard et. 
al. 1977). This was also the procedure adopted by Gottlieb and Budoff 
(1973), Kaufinan et. al. (1985) and Morrison (1981). Goodman et. al. (1972) 
first subtracted the num ber of ‘don’t know’ responses received so th a t the 
num ber of smiles and frowns received were divided by the num ber of raters 
to whom the child was known.

Indices have also been used to sum m arise various group characteristics eg. 
Group Cohesion = no. of m utual choices/no. of possible choices. This leaves 
out im portant information about the distribution of choices. The sam e index 
would re su lt from either ha lf of the  group having all th e ir  choices 
reciprocated, or all of them  having half reciprocated.

2 .4 .3  Rank, Q uartile, Percentile  m ethods.
In these sum m ary methods an individucil's position will be determined by the
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range and distribution of scores in the group as a whole. Comparisons across 
different groups will be limited by variations in the range and distribution of 
scores from group to group. Hence a child in the bottom quartile of group 
may have received several choices, while a child in the 3rd quartile of 
another group may have received only one.

2 .4 .4  S tandard  U nits
A num ber of methods based on Standard Units have been used. For example 
Jennings (1950) differentiated between those receiving a num ber of choices 
which placed them  one standard  deviation above the m ean (over chosen), 
those receiving a  num ber of choices which placed them  one s tandard  
deviation below the m ean (under chosen) and those occupying a middle 
position. These m ethods are subject to many of the sam e im itations as the 
rank, quartile and percentile methods as z scores, being a function of the 
standard  deviation, is likewise affected by the distribution of scores within 
the group.

2 .4 .5  M atrix m eth o d s
Forsyth & Katz (1946) first suggested arranging the data in a chooser (rows) 
by chosen (columns) matrix. This enables the application of m atrix algebra to 
identify complex structu ra l properties of groups -  cliques, choice patterns, 
cohesion indices.

When the focus of interest is on the social acceptance of individual children 
it allows analysis of sta tus of chosen by sta tus of chooser. This is considered 
im portant by some researchers, however Roff et. al. (1972) conclude th a t 
there  is little em pirical work which supports th is  view. Their research  
indicated th a t the choice sta tu s of the chooser and the chosen is essentially 
unrelated; with correlations for positive choice near 0 and those for negative 
choices being less th an  -0.19. Roff et. al. (1972) therefore argue th a t matrix 
m ethods are unnecessarily complex in investigating the social acceptance of 
individual children.

2 .4 .6  Probability Model
Bronfenbrenner (1943) identified the need for a  sum m ary m ethod which 
would allow sociometric data  from diverse situations to be described and 
compared. He developed a procedure which uses deviation from chance 
expectancy as the basis of a  constant frame of reference. Given the num ber of 
choices allowed, the num ber of people in the group and the assum ption th a t 
the  d istribu tion  of choices will be in accordance w ith th e  binom ial 
expansion, it is possible to identify for a given level of statistical significance 
the range of num ber of choices which individuals might expect to receive by
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chance'. It is also possible to identify, for a particu lar level of statistical 
significance, num bers of choices which are ‘ra re ’ either through being 
significantly higher than  expected or significantly lower than  expected.

Although th is method overcomes or avoids m any of the difficulties with the 
methods described above, it has been challenged on the following bases:
(i) The central assum ption  -  th a t the d istribu tion  of choices will be in 
accordance w ith the binomial expansion, h as been challenged (e.g. by 
CrissWell, 1950).
(ii) Separating out those significantly over or under chosen and discarding all 
the data  in the  middle, on the basis th a t others receive choice positions 
purely by chance -  appears both wasteful and based on a dubious assumption.
(iii) Classification is based on statistical (deviation from the m ean a t some 
level of significance) ra ther than  psychological criteria.

2.4 .7  C om bination M ethods
Instead of sum m arising positive and negative nom inations separately, these 
m ethods combine them  into a  single s ta tu s  score, dustm an & W rightstone 
(1951) introduced a variant of Moreno's procedure where they asked each 
child to select the 3 classm ates who they liked best and the 3 who they 
liked least. They then subtracted the total positive and negative nom inations 
which each child received to get an  overall ‘score’. Various of the sum m ary 
methods described above have also been applied to combinations of positive 
and negative nominations.

Social sta tus index = Total acceptances -  Total rejections 
McKinley (1948) N -1

Such com bination scores have considerable practical and  conceptual 
difficulties. Thom pson & Powell (1951) argued th a t  indices su ch  as 
McKinney's are not psychologically meaningful in th a t a near zero score 
m ade up principally of zeros would have a  very different psychological 
meaning for an  individual's social position in a group th an  would the same 
score made up  of high positive and negative totals, which cancelled each 
other out.

Of crucial importance is the nature of the relationship between positive and 
negative choices received. If acceptance and  rejection are independent 
variables then  combining the two would indeed provide a different sort of 
m easure th an  either taken singly. If on the other hand they have a  perfect 
inverse relationship  th en  nothing would be gained from using both . If 
however they are positively related in  some way th en  the m eaning of a
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combined index becomes ambiguous.

Available research evidence (reviewed in section 2.3.1) suggests th a t positive 
and negative sociometric nom inations are moderately negatively correlated 
(Asher & Hymel, 1981) Different behaviours have been found to correlate 
with each (Hartup et. al. 1967). As Foster & Ritchey (1979) point out, th is 
limits the possible inference from and meaning of a single score combining 
the two.

This difficulty has long been acknowledged, b u t frequently disregarded. 
Roff, Sells & Golden (1972) first report a  m edian correlation between ‘like 
m ost’ and ‘like least’ scores of -0.5. They acknowledge th a t th is less th an  
perfect’ inverse correlation indicates th a t these scores have som ew hat 
different m eanings. However ‘because of their definite rela tionship’ they 
proceeded to combine them  into Like Most -  Like Least scores which they 
asserted "gives a continuum of acceptance -  rejection that shows a child’s 
place with respect to his classmates".

From a psychological perspective it would appear unreasonable simply to 
assum e th a t children A B & C below enjoy an  equivalent social position with 
their classmates.
Child Like Most Like Least Like Most-Like Least

A 0 0 0
B 3 3 0
0 8 8 0

Indeed research will be reviewed in section 2.5, on sociometric s ta tu s  group 
classification schemes, where Child A would be categorised as Neglected, 
Child B as Average and Child C as Controversial.

In conclusion there would appear to be difficulties with m ost of the analysis 
m ethods reviewed in th is section. It would appear th a t the inform ation 
obtained from forced choice group preference records such  as the HIFTO 
can be appropriately sum m arised using an  index such  as  a  proportional 
m easure. However as Me Connell & Odom (1986) point ou t these analysis 
methods provide global m easures of social sta tu s relative to other classm ates 
b u t do not give specific information about the na tu re  of a  child’s social 
relationships with peers. The procedures described in section 2.5 have been 
developed w ith the aim  of providing a  more fine grained, descriptive 
in terp reta tion  of scores received on sociometric a ssessm en ts  th a n  the  
traditional summative sociometric score.
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2 .5  S o c io m e tr ic  s ta tu s  g ro u p  c la s s if ic a tio n  sy s te m s : In tro d u c t io n  

2.5.1. In troduction
Lem ann & Solom on (1952) were the  first to propose a sociom etric 
classification system  based on a d istinction between likability & social 
visibility. They employed the concept of ‘indifference’ in  conjunction with 
acceptance & rejection to form a triangular model of social sta tus. In this 
model the binomial probability (p<.05), based on num ber of choosers & 
num ber of possible nom inations of receiving particu lar liked & disliked 
scores was used to categorise children into 3 groups:
High sta tus - higher th an  chance num ber of positive nominations.
Low sta tus - higher than  chance num ber of negative nominations.
Middle s ta tu s - higher th an  chance on neither.

Dunnington (1957) incorporated the concept of social visibility more fully; 
computing a notice score (positive + negative nominations) as well as a  sta tus 
score (positive - negative nominations). In th is section a num ber of methods 
are described which have built on D unnington's work. They combine two 
variables, likableness and visibility to assign individuals to sociometric 
categories. Likableness or social preference represents a balance between 
acceptance and rejection whereas visibility or im pact is an  index of how 
frequently one is e ither accepted or rejected. As Bukowski & Hosa (1989) 
point out the development of these procedures appears to have been guided 
by m easurem ent concerns and there has been little consideration given to 
theore tical perspectives regarding for exam ple the  aspec ts  of social 
experience tha t are m ost likely to contribute to subsequent adjustm ent.

A num ber of different classification system s have been developed of which 
the following are reviewed in this section:
Quadrant system
Standard score assignm ent procedure 
Fixed percentage allocation procedures 
Allocation by fixed absolute scores 
Probability assignm ent procedure.
Rubin, Hymel, LeMare & Rowden (1989) po in ts o u t th a t  different 
classification system s tend to use identical sociometric classification labels 
across studies leading to a  need to guard against the erroneous assum ption 
th a t a  single classificatory system is commonly accepted in the literature. 
Table 2.4 in Appendix 2A sum m arises the classification systems used in each 
of the studies reviewed in this thesis.
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Q uadrant S y s te m  (Peery, 1 9 7 9 )

Peery combined positive & negative nominations to create 2 new dimensions 
of sociometric sta tu s - Social Preference & Social Impact, on what was 
depicted as an orthogonal framework, reproduced in Figure 2.3. Social 
Preference (SP) scores he computed as follows: (Total positive nominations 
received) - (Total negative nominations received). Social Impact (SI) scores 
constitu ted  (Total positive nom inations received) + (Total negative 
nom inations received). The point a t which the axes in tersect was 
determined by the arithmetic mean of the SI axis. This decision was based 
on the observation that the SI scores from this sample of 80 children were 
normally distributed.

F igure 2 .3  Q uadrant S y s te m  (Peery, 1979 )
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Sabomie, Marshall & Ellis (1990) applied Peery’s (1979) scheme to scores 
from the HIFTO forced choice sociometric procedure in classifying 
integrated children with learning difficulties. Indices of acceptance and 
rejection obtained from the forced choice sociometric m easure completed 
by the subjects’ same sex classmates were then subjected to an arcsine 
transformation in order, Sabomie et. al. (1990) argue, to control for varying 
class size and the nuances of rating scale data. Social Preference (SP) scores 
were computed as follows: (Transformed acceptance score) - (Transformed 
rejection score). Social Im pact (SI) scores constituted: (Transformed 
acceptance score) + (Transformed rejection score). The arithmetic mean of
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the SI scores was computed from the 50 integrated children with learning 
difficulties and 50 m atched m ainstream  comparison pupils, drawn from the 
same PE lessons in which the sociometric assessm ent was carried out. 
Subjects were assigned to social sta tus groups as follows:
- Popular - SP>0, SI above mean.
- Rejected - SP<0, SI above mean.
- Amiable - SP>0, SI below mean.
- Isolated - SP<0, SI below mean.

Newcombe & Bukowski (1983) argue th a t Peery's classification schem e has 
serious conceptual & practical drawbacks. Logically it can be criticised on 
the following grounds: as neglected & amiable groups are both below the 
m ean on impact, preference scores provide the only distinction between 
them. Given th a t neglect or isolation has been developed as a  m easure of 
visibility, it is difficult to understand why the neglected shouldn 't differ from 
all others on th is dimension. However children who are complete neglectees
would fall directly on the impact axis thus eliminating them  from any group,
according to Peery's system. In addition, im pact & preference scores in 
Peery's system  are not mathematically independent because they are based 
on the sam e observations. Indeed exam ination of the  da ta  indicated th a t 
when im pact & preference were derived from raw scores they were not 
linearly independent, & the contribution of negative nom inations to derived 
im pact & preference scores was larger th an  the contribution of positive 
nom inations. Also it is possible to categorise children into all of Peery's 
groups irrespective of how little variation there is in their scores, th is may 
lead to considerable differences between different “amiable” samples.

S tan d ard  Score A ssignm ent P rocedure (Coie, Dodge & C oppotelli, 1982).
Coie et. al. (1982) suggested th a t previous work utilising only positive 
nom inations had confounded not only rejected & neglected (not noticed) 
groups b u t also popular (children receiving m any positive & few negative 
nom inations) & controversial (children receiving high num bers of both 
positive & negative nominations) groups. They developed a s tandard  score 
assignm ent procedure on which the frequencies of positive nom inations (P) 
& negative nom inations (N) are computed & transform ed into standardised 
positive or liked most (LM) & negative or liked least (LL) scores w ithin each 
year level/classroom. A Social Preference (SP) score is then  computed as the 
standard LM score m inus the standard LL score; & a Social Impact (SI) score 
as the standard LM score plus the standard LL score. The SP & SI scores are 
then  standard ised  w ithin each year level/classroom  (to allow cross year 
com parisons which are independent of the num bers of children in  each 
year).
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Figure 2.4 below, from Coie et. al., illustrates the relationship between the 
dimensions of Social Preference & Social Impact, the positive & negative 
sociometric m easures from which they are derived & the 5 types of social 
sta tus groups, to which children are assigned as follows:
Popular, consisting of all children having a standardised  SP score greater 
than  1.0, a P score greater than  0 & a N score less than  0.
Rejected, consisting of all children having a SP score less th an  -1.0, a  P 
score less than  0 & a N score greater than  0.
Neglected, consisting of all children having a SI score less th an  -1.0 & an  
absolute P score of 0.
Controversial, consisting of all children having a SI score greater th an  0, a P 
score greater than  0 & a N score greater than  0.
Average, consisting of all children receiving SP & SI scores between -.5 & - 
.5.
Other, consisting of all remaining children.

The cut off points used in this classification system vary between studies in a 
num ber of respects (see Table 2.4 in Appendix 2A):
(1) The requirem ent th a t children in the neglected group should receive no 
positive nom inations (employed also by Coie & K upersm idt 1983) w as 
presented as a strict criterion, likely to select an  extreme group for whom 
intervention may be indicated. Coie & Dodge (1983) on the o ther hand  
modified the requirem ent to having standard P & N scores less th an  0. They 
observed th a t it is comparatively rare for primary school children to receive 
no positive nominations at all, although th is occurs more frequently in Jun io r 
High School. As they were interested in establishing s ta tu s  group stability 
across the time scale covered by both types of school organisation, they 
argued th a t the new criteria would be more likely to yield consistency in 
categorisation across the age groups. This criterion for categorising children 
as neglected have also been employed by Asher & Wheeler (1985).

(2) In the Coie et. al.’s (1982) study the Average group was intended to form 
a non-ex trem e com parison  group & w as therefo re  defined in  a 
circumscribed region about the zero point for standard  scores. In the Coie & 
Dodge (1983) study by contrast where the continuity of sta tu s  was of primary 
concern, all children had to be placed in some category in order to calculate 
the two way tables of sta tus changes. Average sta tu s was therefore assigned to 
those children who did not fit into one of the four extreme s ta tu s  groups. 
These two classification systems are often treated as though they are virtually 
in terchangeable. However Stein (1985) com pared the  frequencies of 
neglected children identified by the Coie et. al. (1982) as opposed to the
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Coie & Dodge (1983) p rocedure. Using th e  form er only 1 neglected  child 
w as identified in a sam ple of 81 ch ild ren  while on th e  la tte r  schem e 12 
children w ere identified.

A sher & Dodge (1986) modified the s tan d a rd  score procedure  used  by Coie 
et. al. 1982 in th a t negative ratings were no t used. Instead  a  five point rating  
scale was also adm inistered  and the  n um ber ones received on the ra ting  
scale used in place of the negative nom inations. C hildren were classified as 
neglected if the  s tan d ard ised  ‘like’ score m inus the s tan d a rd ised  dislike 
score was less th a n  one.

F igure 2 .4  S tan d ard  S core  A ss ig n m e n t P roced ure  
(C oie, D od ge & C o p p o te lli, 1982)
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S tan d a rd  score sociom etric s ta tu s  g roup classification  sy stem s have been  
u sed  in two s tu d ie s  to investigate  th e  socia l s ta tu s  of in teg ra ted  MLD 
children. N abuzoka & Sm ith  (1993) u sed  the  Coie et al (1982) m ethod, b u t 
w ith  the Coie & Dodge definition of the  neglected group while Taylor, A sher 
& W illiam s (1987) u sed  th e  A sher & Dodge (1986) m ethod  b u t  allowed 
unlim ited  nom inations in order to m axim ise the  chance  of in teg ra ted  MLD 
children  being chosen.

Newcombe & Bukow ski (1983) argue th a t  the  s tan d a rd  score m ethods u sed  
in  the  above stud ies suffer from a num ber of difficulties:
(a) The lack  of m athem atica l independence  of im pact & preference scores.
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on account of their being based on the same observations. The practice of 
subtracting negative from positive nom inations is questioned by Asher & 
Hymel (1981) as these scores are only moderately correlated and therefore 
not unidimensional.
(b) The criteria for classification used in some studies, eg Coie et. al. 1982 
do not produce mutually exclusive and exhaustive groups.
(c) The categorisation of children irrespective of how little variation there is 
in their scores. After standardisation the values will be similar in all peer 
groups although th is similarity may not exist in the raw data. Hence one 
child could be identified as rejected even though they occupied an  only 
slightly less favourable social position th an  the m ajority of peers in  a 
classroom group where the distribution of positive and negative choices was 
quite even. Another child who received a higher ratio of negative choices 
th an  the first could be classified as Average in a classroom group where 
positive and negative choices were less evenly distributed.

Standard scores were derived & used in a rather different way by French & 
Waas (1985a) who converted positive and negative nom ination scores into 
proportions, standard ised  them  within each class & categorised children 
according to the following criteria:
Popular, positive score above .5 SD,negative score below -.5 SD.
Rejected, positive score below -.5 SD, negative score above .5 SD.
Neglected, both scores below -.5 SD.
Controversial, both scores above .5.
The Average group consisted of children who did not meet any of those 
criteria.

The French & Waas method uses particular L and D scores as categorical 
cutoff points b u t does not add or sub tract these to obtain SI or SP scores. 
This type of approach had previously been adopted by Morrison (1981) in a 
study of integrated MLD children. She used profiles of standardised HIFTO 
acceptance, to leration  and  rejection scores to create a five category 
classification. First the percentage of nom inations received by each child for 
each of the 4 categories of this forced choice scale was calculated. Then the 
acceptance, toleration and rejection scores were standardised w ithin each 
class. Children were then  assigned to the five category classification as 
follows:
High acceptance profile - standardised acceptance score above .5 
High rejection profile - standardised rejection score above .5 
High toleration profile - standardised toleration score above .5 
Acceptance-rejection profile - standardised acceptance AND rejection scores 
above .5
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Flat profile - no standardised scores above .5

The French & Waas (1985a) and Morrison (1981) methods have advantages 
over the  s tan d ard  score m ethods d iscussed  a t the beginning of th is  
su b sec tio n  as they  allow choices and  rejections to be considered  
sim ultaneously  and avoid the need to make the doubtful assum ptions 
required in combining them. However no rational is provided for the cutoff 
points selected and the use of standardised scores m eans th a t children with 
differing levels of acceptance and  rejection, draw n from groups whose 
scores vary to different extents, may be placed in the same category.

Fixed percen tage allocation  procedures
These m ethods involve assigning a fixed percentage of any group to 
particular sociometric categories.
(a) Cantrell & Prinz (1985) selected their groups as follows:
Popular, the 8% receiving the highest (positive - negative) scores.
Rejected, the 8% receiving the lowest (positive - negative) scores.
Neglected, the 8% who received the lowest frequency of nom inations 
(positive + negative).
(b) Dodge, Coie & Brakke (1982) categorised their sam ple as follows: 
Popular, the 8 boys with the highest SP score at each year level.
Rejected, the 8 with the lowest SP scores.
Neglected, the 8 with the lowest SI scores. Average, the 8 closest to the 
modal P & N scores.

These m ethods share with the standard  score method the difficulty th a t 
classification is insensitive to different distributions of sociometric scores in 
different groups. Children whose scores fall in the bottom  8% may vary
substantially  from class to class. In some classes 12% of the children may
score very m uch lower th an  their classm ates whereas in other classes the 
differences may be quite marginal down to the bottom 2%.

A llocation by fixed absolute scores.
(a) In response to the  concerns d iscussed  in the previous subsection  
C arlson, Lahey & Neeper (1984) employed absolute  scores to en su re  
extreme groups regardless of the distribution of sociometric scores in the 
sample. The following criteria were adopted:
Accepted, SP net score of 5 or greater, N = 1 or 0.
Rejected, SP net score of 5 or fewer, P= 1 or 0.
Neglected, P & N each = 1 or 0.

(b) Dodge (1983) used the following absolute score criteria: Popular SP
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scores of at least 3.
Rejected, SP scores of -3 or lower.
Neglected, SI scores of 2 or less.
Controversial, SI scores of at least 6, P & N scores of at least 3 each.
The rest of the sample were classified as Average.

(c) Green, Vosk, Forehand & Beck (1981) converted L & D scores into 
proportions by dividing the num ber of nom inations received by the num ber 
of children in the class. Children were assigned to sociometric s ta tu s groups 
according to the following criteria:
Accepted - proportion of positive nom inations received, greater th an  .24; 
proportion of negative nominations received, less than  .06.
Rejected - proportion of negative nom inations received, greater th an  .24; 
proportion of positive nominations received, less than  .06.
Neglected - proportion of positive & negative nom inations received less th an  
.06.

It can be concluded th a t although th is approach overcomes difficulties 
created by procedures where sta tus group assignm ent is heavily influenced 
by the am ount of variation in the group’s scores, no rationale was offered in 
any of these stud ies for the criteria adopted. This seriously lim its the  
interpretability of the studies outcomes.

Probability  A ssignm ent Procedure (Newcombe & Bukow ski, 1983)
In this classification system a constant frame of reference is determined on 
the  basis of a rare  num ber (a value not expected by chance) of positive, 
negative & total nom inations. A particular criterion probability is used to 
iden tify  th e  raw  liked (positive nom inations), d isliked  (negative 
nominations) & impact (positive + negative) scores th a t are to be considered 
rare. In their 1983 study a criterion probability level of .05 was used to 
determ ine rare scores. With groups of 13 to 50 in size raw liked (L) or 
disliked (D) scores of 7 were considered rare, while im pact scores of 2 or 
less were considered rare for groups of between 10 & 50. Children were 
assigned to the classification categories as follows:
Popular, rare liked (L) score, disliked (D) score a t or below mean.
Rejected, rare L, D a t or below the mean.
Neglected, a lower than  chance impact score.
Controversial, rare L & /or D scores (if one of these scores is not rare it m ust 
a t least be above the mean).

Although th is procedure avoids differentially categorising children whose 
scores differ only minimally, some difficulties remain. Asher & Dodge (1986)
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point out tha t the probability assignm ent method, being based on binomial 
probabilities, assum es th a t each child will give exactly 3 positive & 3 
negative nom inations to peers. They argue however th a t this assum ption is 
not always met because of lack of permission to participate, absenteeism  & 
incomplete responding. Because of this, actual means would be less th an  3, 
leading to inaccuracies in assigning certain children to sta tu s groups. They 
also point to unresolved problems such as the arb itrariness of decisions 
about cut-off scores for sta tus group inclusion.

Conclusion
In conclusion the categorisation systems reviewed in this section differ as to 
whether the classification of children into extreme sta tu s  groups is affected 
by the d istribution  of scores among the  other children in the  reference 
group. Systems which are affected by score distributions would appear to 
present particular problems in assessing the social s ta tu s of integrated MLD 
children. For these children the absolute scores obtained and the magnitude 
of any differences between them and their m ainstream  peers are likely to be 
more informative th an  data on their relative position. For example Chüd A 
and  Child B, both integrated MLD children, may each have the  least 
favourable social s ta tu s  scores in their respective classes. However if child 
A’s was only marginally lower than  his peers, whereas Child B’s score was 
very substantially  lower then, given sim ilar m eans for the two classes it 
would not appear desirable to classify both children similarly as rejected. 
This would argue for the preferential use with integrated MLD children of 
classification methods such as a probability assignm ent procedure or a fixed 
score allocation method.

However the m ost pervasive unresolved, and in some cases unacknowledged 
issue, relating to all the sociometric classification system s reviewed in this 
section is the cU’bitrariness of decisions about cut-off scores for sta tu s  group 
inclusion. In th is respect Asher & Dodge (1986) suggest th a t any s ta tu s  
classification is ju s t  a heuristic device for studying social adaptation. They 
argue that it is not warranted at present to treat the groups as though they in 
fact represent discrete entities. However in the in terests of interpretability 
of the findings generated and of the content validify of the categories used, it 
would appear desirable th a t classification systems be developed whose cutoff 
scores have some psychological, as opposed to an exclusively statistical, 
rationale. In the absence of th is it becom es particularly  im portan t to 
establish the construct validity of the groups identified and relevant studies 
are reviewed in section 2.5.4. However the next two sections first comment 
on the data reported in Tables 2.3 and 2.4 (see Appendix 2A) concerning the 
percentage of the m ainstream  samples assigned to each sociometric s ta tu s
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group by these systems and the stability of the classifications over time.

2 .5 .2  P ercen tage o f th e  sam ple assigned to  each  sociom etric  s ta tu s  group by 
th ese  system s
This is indicated where available for the studies reviewed in Table 2.4 of 
Appendix 2A. It has been possible to locate only two studies in which more 
th an  one of the  above m ethods has been applied to data  from the sam e 
sample. Both of these were carried out by Newcombe & Bukowski and  
neither involved integrated MLD children. In their 1983 study- they applied 
their binomial probability method (criterion level p<.05), Cole et. al.'s (1982) 
standard score method & Peery's quadrant method to same sex nom ination 
da ta  collected from a num ber of sam ples. The percentage of sam ple 1 
(consisting of 334 10-11 year old children) assigned to each sta tu s  group by 
each method a t the first administration of the sociometric m easures was as 
follows:

Peery(1979) Coie et. al. (1982) Probability (p<.05)
Popular 18.0 11.4 6.3
Rejected 21.2 12.6 9.0
Neglected 11.7 3.6 15.5
Controversial - 5.1 2.1
Average - 21.9 67.1
Amiable 36.8 - -
Unclassified 12.3 45.5 -

These three m ethods would therefore appear to identify ra th e r different 
proportions of children.

Newcombe & Bukowski (1984) applied both their own binomial probability 
m ethod (criterion level p<.01) & Coie & Dodge's (1983) varian t of the  
standard  score method to within year, same sex nomination data  collected 
from 334 10-11 year old children. (This is presum ably the Scime sample as in 
the previous study.) The percentage of children assigned to each sociometric 
sta tus group by each method was as follows:
METHOD: Coie & Dodge (1983) Probability (p<.01)
Pop. 10.78 8.75
Rej. 10.3 10.37
Neg. 12.25 11.98
Con. 6.68 5.55
Ave. 60.3 60.4

These very sim ilar percentages are also simileir to the percentages (see Table
2.4 in Appendix 2A) reported by French & W aas (1985b) using their variant
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of the standard score method on same sex ratings by 870 8 and 11 year olds; 
and to those reported by Coie et. al. (1982) from both sex ratings on 537 8- 
9, 10-11 and 13-14 year old children, allowing for the more restric ted  
definition of the average category used in th is study.

In Coie & Dodge's (1983) original study however categorisation of both  sex 
ratings by 96 8-9 year olds & 112 10-11 year olds yielded substan tia lly  
higher percentages in each of the first two categories. It is not clear why 
these .higher percentages were obtained since the criteria used were the 
sam e as those applied by Newcombe & Bukowski (1984). However 
Newcombe & Bukowski (1984) obtained nom inations from sam e sex peers 
whereas in Coie and Dodge’s (1983) study nom inations were provided by 
peers of both sexes. It is not clear w hether th is difference might be relevant 
to the differences between the studies in the proportions of the  sam ple 
classified as popular and rejected.

The percentages reported by Carlson et. al. (1984) suggest some success in 
achieving their objective of selecting extreme groups. However as only one 
categorisation method was used with th is sample the possibility rem ains th a t 
other methods would also have allocated small (as compared to m ost other 
studies) percentages of the sample to extreme sociometric groups.

Morrison (1981) reported the percentage of children classified in each of 
her categories which were based on the HIFTO. Table 2.4 (in Appendix 2A) 
reports the percentages classified of a  group of 487 m ainstream  children 
and 23 MLD children who were integrated into m ainstream  class for 5-6 
hours per day, receiving resource room support for the rest of the time. 
Sabom ie, M arshall & Ellis (1990) also used  the HIFTO as the basis for 
classifying children, although in th is study Peery’s (1979) classification 
scheme was used. Considering the results for the m ainstream  groups in both 
these studies using the HIFTO, it is noticeable th a t a higher proportion of 
the sample are classified in the most positive available category than  is found 
w ith other classification system s. It is not clear w hether th is difference 
relates to the use of forced choice group preference records such  as the  
HIFTO or to particular characteristics of the sam ples used in these studies 
involving integrated children with learning difficulties. Nabuzoka & Sm ith’s 
(1993) findings suggest th a t the former interpretation is more likely. They 
used a  nom ination procedure in a study involving integrated MLD children 
and  did no t find a high proportion of popular m ainstream  ch ild ren  
compared with other studies.

In conclusion there is some evidence th a t different sociometric classification
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methods can result in substantially different proportions of children being 
assigned to the various categories. There would appear to be a need for 
fu rther com parative stud ies such a s  those conducted by Newcombe & 
Bukowski, preferably involving children in schools where MLD children are 
integrated, in order to clarify the relevant influencing factors.

2 .5 .3  Reliability of sociom etiic  s ta tu s  group classifications
Table 2.5 in Appendix 2A reports the results of the m ajor studies to have 
investigated the stability of socio me trie s ta tu s  group classifications. These 
re s u l ts  w ould  a p p e a r  to su p p o r t  B ukow sk i & H osa (1989) 
conclusion, ‘̂ Unfortunately the stability figures fo r many of these methods 
are not overwhelmingly im pressive.” Beyond a one m onth interval the  
stabilities reported in m ost of these studies falls off sharply. A notable 
exception to this generalisation would appear to be the study conducted by 
Cillessden & Ferguson (1989). They used the Newcombe & Bukowski (1983) 
classification method which was not used in any of the other studies and 
which may therefore be implicated. However a more likely explanation for 
their results lies in their subject sample which consisted of selected groups 
of popular, rejected and neglected children who were p art of a larger 
longitudinal study. No average group was included, m embers of which might 
subsequently be classified as members of an extreme sta tu s  group and so add 
instability to th a t created by the reclassification of some members of each of 
the extreme groups.

Another discrepancy apparent in Table 2.5 of Appendix 2A is th a t between 
the  one year stability figures reported by Coie & Dodge (1983) and those 
reported by Newcombe & Bukowski (1984) using the  sam e sociom etric 
classification method and age group as was used in Coie & Dodge’s study. 
Newcombe & Bukowski a ttribu te  th e ir findings of lim ited stab ility  to 
m easurem ent error relating to the range in  group sizes & regression  
towards the mean. The Average group (N = 151) was between 7 & 10 tim es 
larger than  any of the other groups. The average group showed a stability in 
excess of 60% on all b u t one occasion; furtherm ore over time the extreme 
sociometric groups all moved closer to the m ean on the  dimension which 
m ost strongly underlay their particular classification. Coie & Dodge did not 
have such  a range in their group sizes - because of the  unusually  large 
proportions of popular, rejected & neglected children; which I have referred 
to in section 2.5.2.

Newcombe & B ukow ski d ism iss th e  possib le  effects of rep ea ted  
m easurem ent b u t apparently  fail to consider s itua tional & peer group 
netw ork form ation effects which may have m ade a contribution  to the
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reported lack of stability. Coie & Dodge who tested annually, drew attention 
to the lower level of s ta tu s  group continuity for their older cohort following 
the ir move into ju n io r high school, a  move which "resulted in a radical 
change in the size  & composition of the peer reference group". Newcombe 
& Bukowski apparently tried to address both th is issue & the question of 
stability with their sample who underw ent a  similar move, from elementary 
to consolidated middle school. It does seem logically ra ther strange to be 
attem pting to examine the stability of a m easure & simultaneously using tha t 
m easure to investigate possible disruptive effects upon it of. a  particu lar 
environm ental change. It m ight have been more appropria te  to have 
included also a group of children who were not transferring school & /or 
commenced testing  earlier, so th a t da ta  were also available over 6 & 12 
m onth intervals prior to transfer. As the T1 & T2 data  comes from their 
1983 study - th is might reflect an  unfortunate choice of age group a t th is 
earlier stage. Hence assessm ents at T1 &, 1 m onth later a t T2 were carried 
out in 5 elementary schools in the spring before transfer of all the children 
to the sam e consolidated middle school. T3 & T4 (6 & 7 m onths after T l) 
would have occurred the autum n after transfer. T5 & T6 were then  carried 
out 12 & 24 m onths after T l respectively.

R ather th an  concluding, as Newcombe & Bukowski, th a t the stability of 
sociometric group assignm ents is probably too poor to w arrant its use in 
selecting children for clinical intervention or research purposes; it would 
appear reasonable to in terpret their da ta  as indicating the extent of the 
disruption to children's social relations which occurs on transfer to a  high 
school setting & for the period thereafter when their social networks are 
forming & reforming. Their failure to obtain specific evidence on th is aspect 
(the disruptive effect of transfer from elementary school on children's social 
relationships) may relate  to the particu lar hypotheses which they were 
testing.

If one compares the stability of group assignm ents across the period 1 2 - 2 4  
m onths following school transfer, as reported by Coie & Dodge (1983) and by 
Newcombe & Bukowski (1984) respectively (the only period over which the 
two sets of data  can be considered comparable if factors relating to the peer 
group social netw orks & the social environm ent are considered) there  
appear to be considerable parallells betw een them , as shown by these  
figures:
Proportions of children m aintaining sta tus.
Coie & Dodge 1983 Pop Rej Neg Con Ave
12-14 year olds 25 33 10 25 not reported
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Newcombe & Bukowski 1984 Pop Rej Neg Con Ave
11-13 year olds 27 47 16 37 69

This would appear to support the suggestion tha t Newcombe & Bukowski's 
conclusions about the stability of the categorisations may be based a t least to 
some extent upon intensive sampling in an  unrepresentative time period.

Gresham  & S tuart (1992) have also reported predom inately low stability 
figures over a one year period. They investigated the stability o f^  sociometric 
classification system  which they first identified as the Coie et. al. (1982) 
system, “The subjects were selected for participation by the sociometric 
classification procedure described by Coie e t  al. (1982)” and th en  claimed 
to be, “the exact procedures as Coie and Dodge (1983) in sociometric 
classification”. Exam ination of their procedure indicates th a t neither claim 
is accurate. They used the classification criteria common to both studies to 
identify their popular, rejected and controversial groups bu t used the Coie et.
al. (1982) procedure ra th e r th an  the Coie & Dodge (1983) procedure to
identify the neglected group and the Coie & Dodge (1983) procedure rather 
th an  the Coie et. al. (1982) procedure to identify the average group. The 
direct contrasts which they draw with the Coie studies m ust therefore be 
treated with caution.

They report the following stability of sociometric classifications for the 137 
children in their sample over a 1 year period: X ^^0j=6 1 .2 6 , p<.0 0 1 , phi 
coefficient, .67. They report th a t the average classification was the  m ost 
stable with a reclassification rate of 63.5%, neglected sta tu s came next with 
30%, followed by popular, 14.3%, rejected, 17.6% and controversial, 10%. 
These low reclassification rates differ substantially  from those reported by 
Coie and Dodge (1983). Gresham  and S tuart (1992) wonder whether, “given 
th a t we used the exact procedures as Coie & Dodge (1983) in sociometric 
classification, these discrepancies may simply be due to sampling differences 
between the  two stud ies.” However there would appear to be a num ber of 
other factors which w arrant consideration. The fact tha t their procedure was 
not exactly the same as th a t used by Coie & Dodge (1983) has already been 
m entioned. A fu rther factor of possible relevance to the stability  of the 
classification was the age of the subjects.

Coie & Dodge (1983) followed a 8-9 year old and a  10-11 year old cohort for 
5 years, reporting one year stability data  for subjects ranging in age a t the 
s ta rt of the year from 8 years to 14 years. Gresham and S tuart’s subjects by 
con trast ranged in initial year level from kindergarten to 10 years of age, 
their average age being 7.17 years. Gresham and S tuart combine sociometric
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s ta tu s  groups across their five year groups on the basis th a t previous 
longitudinal research (Coie & Dodge, 1983 is the only study cited) showed 
no consistent year cohort effects with prim ary school sam ples. Previous 
research had not addressed these issues with children this young. Given th a t 
the  greatest discrepancy in percentage reclassification after 1 year between 
the Coie and Dodge (1983) and Gresham & S tuart (1992) studies related to 
the  rejected group (45% as opposed to 17.6%), Coie & Dodge’s observation 
th a t stability of rejected sta tu s was greater among the 10-11 year old th an  
among the 8-9 year old cohort may well indicate differences in  age between 
the two samples as a relevant factor.

The data  which G resham  and S tuart report, showing reclassification of 
61.2% of the extreme sta tu s  groups as average, would seem as they suggest 
to indicate regression to the mean. The reclassification 1 year later of 21.4% 
of popular children as rejected was certainly, as they indicate, surprising in 
the light of previous findings. The investigation of age effects here also m ight 
be illuminating. However as Newcombe & Bukowski (1984) point o u t the  
reclassification percentages reported in these studies need to be considered 
alongside the kappa or other coefficients which take into account chance 
levels of classification of groups whose sizes differ substantially.

Ollendick, Green, Francis & Baum (1991) examined the stability of the Asher 
& Dodge procedure over 6, 12 & 18 m onths with 9-11 year old pupils. 
Although all the overall kappa coefficients were statistically significant the 
range of values indicate low levels of agreement. For most purposes Landis & 
Koch (1977) & Fleiss (1981) suggest that values of kappa greater th a n  .75 
m ay be taken to represent excellent agreem ent beyond chance, w hereas 
values below .4 may be taken to represent poor agreem ent beyond chance 
(values between .4 and .75 represent fair to good agreement beyond chance). 
Table 2.4 shows th a t in this study fair to good stability was found for rejected 
s ta tu s  while fair agreement for popular sta tus a t 6 m onth intervals tended to 
decline to poorer agreem ent a t longer intervals. The stability for neglected 
sta tu s was found to be poor throughout.

In conclusion investigations of the stability of sociometric s ta tu s  group 
classification system s have generally found fair to good stability for rejected, 
popular and average groups over test-retest intervals shorter than  6 m onths 
in the absence of significant changes to the structu re  of the  peer group. 
However the low stability of neglected and controversial groups even over an  
interval as short as 1 m onth m ust call into question the usefulness of these 
categories.

81



Finally the comments made in section 2.3.5 regarding the extent to which 
high test-retest reliability should be expected for sociometric m easures are 
also relevant here. Hartup (1983) has drawn attention to the dynamic nature 
of social relations where some fluctuations over time in desire to affiliate 
with others in the group would be expected. In this respect the evidence of 
a disruptive effect on classification stability  arising from environm ental 
influences apparen t in Newcombe & Bukowski's (1984) is of in terest and 
would appear worthy of further investigation.

2.5.4. Validity o f Sociom etiic S ta tus Group A ssignm ents
C onstruct Validity: Correlates of s ta tu s  group assignm ent.

In the ir review of the  litera ture, Coie, Dodge & K upersm idt (1990) 
exam ined d a ta  from peers teachers and  observers in  identifying the 
following behavioural correlates for 8-12 year old children in each of the 
sociometric sta tu s groups generated by Coie et. al. (1982).

Popular children cire described as helpful eind  considerate of others. They follow the 
peer groups rules for interaction and are very actively engaged in positive behaviour 
towards others.

Rejection on the other hand is related to aggression, rule violation, hyperactiviiy and 
disruptiveness.

Neglected children do not appear to have any significant behaviour pattern in common 
although some observational studies have described them as more frequently engaged 
in solitary play than  other children and there is some evidence tha t peers see them as 
shy and withdrawn.

The Controversial group has been studied least, in part because few children in any peer 
group fit the criteria of frequent mention on both positive and negative choice items. 
They tend to be highly visible & socially active, rarely observed in solitary activity. 
They talk frequently with peers and adults and  make the group laugh with their 
humour. They are also amongst the most aggressive of all children and because of their 
disruptive activities are most often reprimanded by adult supervisors. They appear to 
be easily raised to anger and yet are also seen as m uch more facilitative than  rejected 
children and as group leaders.

This sum m ary probably represen ts som ething of an  oversim plification 
because although it has been possible to establish some consistent relations 
betw een behaviour and social s ta tu s  in  th e  lite ra tu re  there  is also 
considerable variability in the findings. Some of th is  m ay be due to 
differences in the  ages of the children studied, some to differences in 
procedures for defining peer status, some to the  use of different sources of 
information on child behaviours and some to the effects of non-behavioural
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influences on s ta tu s  group classification. Social behavioural correlates of 
sociometric s ta tu s  group categorisation have typically been assessed either 
through peer assessm ent, adult report or direct observation. See Table 2.6 in 
Appendix 2A for a sum m ary of the findings of relevant studies. This section 
ivill first revieAV in tu rn  the findings from stud ies using  each of these  
assessm ent methods. Results from m ultimethod studies and m eta-analyses 
will then be reviewed before general conclusions are dravm together and 
summarised.

Observation
(a) Issues in  th e  use  of observation
Direct observation has the  advantage th a t tra ined  observers can  code 
discrete behaviours as they occur, so allo’wing a more fine grained and 
sophisticated analysis of interactional sequences. However doubts have been 
expressed abou t the  app ropria teness of th is  app roach  in a general 
investigation of the correlates of social acceptance -  as  opposed to the 
testing of specific hypotheses. Asher (1983) notes th a t discrete behaviours 
which are identified in such  studies as discrim inating between groups of 
children differing in social acceptance, have typically accounted for a 
relatively small percentage of the variance in social acceptance scores. He 
points to the likelihood th a t topographically sim ilar behaviours (such as 
initiating play wdth peers) may have different meaning in different situations 
a t different times. Indeed Dodge, Coie & Brakke (1982) found th a t popular 
children m ake more social initiations in the playground th an  do rejected 
children; however w hen social in itiations are studied  in  the classroom  
(where they are less appropriate) this pattern  is reversed.

Vosk, Forehand, P arker & Rickard (1982) suggest th a t  n a tu ra lis tic  
observations of behaviour made in the absence of an  awareness of the social 
structure in which the behaviour is occurring may not provide an  adequate 
assessm ent of children’s social interactions. They point to Asher & Hymel’s 
observation th a t  the  degree of c lassroom  s tru c tu re  m ay affect the  
opportunities for positive and negative interactions and therefore change the 
association between them  and sociometric sta tus. Also Putallaz & Gottman’s 
(1981) finding th a t popular and unpopular children’s interactive behaviour 
varies as a  function of the popularity of the children with whom they are 
interacting may account for some discrepancies across studies.

This suggests th a t there may be difficulties in attem pting to understand  
social behaviour and its effect on social acceptance unless account is taken of 
the social context within which the behaviour occurs. The validity of a more 
general assum ption - th a t behaviour of any kind can be understood without
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reference to the  context w ithin w hich it takes place, has long been 
questioned within social psychology (eg Harre & Secord 1972). However, as 
Foster & Ritchey (1979) point out, situational param eters and the effects of 
differential responding by other children and adults has, until very recently, 
been virtually ignored in the investigations of children's social acceptance.

Taylor & Asher (1984) point to some related issues concerning observational 
research with specific reference to MLD children:
(i) Unless conducted over extended time periods, which m ost, studies with 
MLD children haven’t  been, naturalistic observations trend to be inadequate 
for capturing the kinds of low frequency b u t highly salient events such  as 
aggression which contribute significantly to social s ta tu s and negative peer 
evaluations.
(ii) S tructured  prim ary school classroom s may not be the best setting for 
observing s ta tu s  related social behaviour b u t informal situations are rarely 
included with children outside nursery classes.
(iii) The fairly global categories of behaviour used in most studies may not be 
sufficiently  sensitive to aspects w hich would d istingu ish  MLD and  
m ainstream  children of differing social status.

(b) In form ation  from  s tu d ies  using d irec t observation.
Table 2.6 in Appendix 2A sum m arises the findings from relevant studies 
which have used direct observation to investigate behavioural correlates of 
s ta tu s  group assignm ent. In a num ber of these studies the im portance of 
situational factors have been highlighted. In Dodge, Coie & Brakke's (1982) 
study  rejected children were found to approach others as frequently as 
popular children b u t were more likely to be rejected. Specifically, rejected 
children approached peers frequently both in the playground and in the 
classroom  where it was inappropriate and distracting. Popular children on 
the  o ther h an d  only approached peers frequently in  the  playground. 
Comparing across classroom  & playground behaviours, rejected childrens 
behaviour was found to vary less as a function of context th an  did the 
behaviour of popular children.

Dodge, Coie & Brakke (1982) reported th a t neglected children displayed 
few ta sk  inappropriate  or aggressive behaviours; they approached peers 
infrequently although when they did they were frequently rebuffed. However 
the data  showed neglected children to be as likely as all other groups to 
receive in itiations from others. Indeed they were approached more often 
(though not significantly so) than  all groups other than  the popular group. 
Because approachability is not suggestive of neglect the conceptual meaning 
of th is sociometiic category, as Rubin, Le Mare and LoUis (1990) point out.
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does not appear to be clear.

Coie & Kupersm idt (1983) report observations carried out with groups of 
four boys who were either familiar or unfam iliar with each other. In each 
case the groups were composed of a popular, a  rejected, a neglected and a 
controversial child; classification being based on sociom etiic assessm ent 
carried  ou t in the ch ildren’s schools. Rejected children were found to 
engage in more aversive physical and verbal behaviour in both familiar and 
unfam iliar groups. However significant behaviour by group fam iliarity 
interactions were found for prosocial behaviour and for separately observed 
physically active categories such  as rough and tum ble play. Neglected 
children engaged in least prosocial and rough and tumble play in the familiar 
peer groups b u t th is was not the case in the unfam iliar groups. It would 
appear th a t neglected children’s behaviour may be more situational specific 
th an  tha t of other sociometric status groups.

Ladd’s (1983) playground observations with 8-11 year olds indicated some 
sex differences in addition to the common findings reported in  Table 2.6 of 
Appendix 2A. Rejected boys were found to engage in rough and tum ble play 
m ore th an  popular or average boys while rejected girls su sta ined  more 
parallel play than  popular or average girls. Some structural differences were 
also noted in th a t a larger proportion of rejected children’s interactions 
were conducted in small groups & distributed among younger or unpopular 
children.

T eacher ra tings o f behaviour 
(a) Issues in  th e  use of teach e r ratings of behaviour
It is argued th a t teachers who are not part of the group structu re  may be 
more objective in their ratings. However the teacher’s perspective may bring 
with it value judgm ents about social behaviours that differ from the children. 
N evertheless Green, Vosk, Forehand & Beck (1981) found th a t  when 
teachers were asked to estim ate w hat peer ratings children would receive, 
rejected children were rated  more disliked th an  neglected who were rated 
more disliked than  accepted.

(b) In fo rm ation  from  stu d ies  using  teach e r ra tings.
Table 2.6 in Appendix 2A sum m arises the findings from relevant studies 
which have used teacher ratings to investigate behavioural correlates of 
s ta tu s  group assignment. More evidence is reported in these studies than  in 
the  observational stud ies reported previously to suggest th a t neglected 
children differ from popular children, tending to occupy a  position on 
behavioural continua between the popular and the rejected group. However
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few studies report comparisons with members of the average group.

An exception is the study conducted by French & Waas (1985a). They found 
th a t rejected 8 and 11 year old children, identified using a standard  score 
procedure, were reported  to exhibit more behaviour problem s th a n  
neglected, popular or average. This was the case whether they were rated  by 
teachers on the School Behaviour Checklist (Miller 1977) or by paren ts on 
the  Child Behaviour Checklist (Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1983). Neglected 
children did not exhibit more behaviour problems than  the average group on 
these m easures. The use of parent as well as teacher ratings suggests th a t 
the findings are unlikely to be attributable merely to neglected children 's 
low social impact (as might be the case if they were experiencing difficulties 
w hich w ent unnoticed  by teachers & peers) since paren ts  w ould be 
expected to be aware of more subtile difficulties. A relatively low rate  of 
re tu rn  by paren ts (63%) introduces the possibility of bias, however those 
whose parents returned the form did not differ from those who did no t in 
term s of social sta tus or teacher rated behaviour problems.

Dubow & Cappas (1988) also used the French & Waas (1985a) standard score 
classification procedure (although with both sex ra th e r th an  sam e sex 
ratings) and did not find the rejected group to differ from the average group 
on teacher ra ted  behaviour problem s. However th is  may reflect the  
crudeness of the teacher rating scale used in their study (a 7 point rating on 
a single item) compared to the School Behaviour Checklist used  in  the  
French & Waas (1985a) study.

Peer assessm en t
(a) Issues in  th e  use o f peer assessm ents o f behaviour
Kane & Lawler (1978) define peer assessm ent as, “the process o f having 
members o f a group Judge the extent to which each fellow  member has 
exhibited specific traits, behaviours or achievements' [p555). As they point 
out peer assessm ents differ from sociometiic techniques in tha t subjects are 
involved in judging the characteristics of other group members, ra ther th an  
reporting their attraction, aversion or neutrality towards them. M easures of 
th is type (descriptive m atching instrum ents) include ‘guess who’ te s ts  (eg 
H artshom e, May & Mailer, 1929; Kaufman et. al., 1985), the C lass Play 
(Bower, 1960) and the Pupil Evaluation Inventory (Pekarik, Prinz, Liebert, 
W eintraub and Neale, 1976). For example in the 'Guess Who' technique 
descriptions are presented to a class who are asked to ‘guess who’ from 
th e ir c lassm ates fit each description. The descrip tions may be sh o rt 
‘tra it-labels’ eg leader', however in recent research it is more common for 
the  descriptions to be anchored by reference to specific behaviours eg
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"co-operates -  here is someone who is really good to have as part of your 
group because they are agreeable and co-operate -  they pitch in share and 
give everyone a turn" (Coie et. al. 1982).

Peer assessm ent is often preferred to direct observation because it is less 
intrusive and time consuming. The social behaviour of older children in 
particu lar is relatively complex and private, m aking it difficult for adu lt 
observers to abstract meaningful sequences. As Hymel & Rubin (1985) point 
out peers can identify behaviours and characteristics th a t are relevant from 
the perspective of those who ultimately determine a child’s s ta tu s  within the 
peer group. Peers may be able to consider low frequency b u t psychologically 
meaningful events th a t lead to the establishm ent of social reputations. These 
may be difficult to evaluate by non-peer outsiders. It is assum ed th a t peer 
assessm ents are based on observations carried out over an  extended period 
in a variety of situations and therefore carry high social validity. An advantage 
of peer assessm ent is th a t data  are collected from the sam e individuals as 
produce the sociometric ratings. An associated drawback is the risk  of halo 
effects. However Ledingham & Younger (1985) argue tha t, given the large 
num ber of raters involved it can be assum ed th a t individual biases will cancel 
each other out.

O ther relevant issu es to consider are the  ages of the  children, the  
psychometric properties of the peer assessm ent m easures and the level of 
analysis of the scores obtained. It is not until the ages of eight or nine years 
th a t children s ta r t  to pay a tten tion  to behavioural consistencies as 
representing personal tra its  (Rholes and Ruble, 1984). The use  of peer 
assessm ent below th is age may not therefore be reliable. This is often 
difficult to establish as relevant psychometric information is rarely available. 
Masten, Morison and Pellegrini (1985) point out th a t there  h a s  been a  
tendency to relate information from peer assessm ent m easures th a t were 
developed ad hoc to various indexes of sociom etiic s ta tu s . Insufficient 
information regarding the psychometric properties of the  peer assessm ent 
m easure may limit interpretation of the relation between its various indexes 
and sociometiic status. This argues for the use of well researched m easures.

In some well researched m easures, such as the PEI, data is been analysed in 
term s of factor scores rather than  individual items. The factor scores may be 
m ade up  of quite d istinct item s and th u s  combine different types of 
behaviour. For example the withdrawn factor computed in  the PEI includes 
item s abou t w ithdraw al and also abou t active rejection by peers. The 
m agnitude of findings may be reduced if divergent item s are  grouped 
together. Coie et. al. (1982) argue in favour of analysing da ta  a t the item level
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on the grounds that more global scores can obscure im portant distinctions 
between subtypes of behaviour.

(b) Information from studies using peer assessments.
Table 2.6 in Appendix 2A sum m arises the findings from relevant stud ies 
which have used peer assessm ents to investigate behavioural correlates of 
s ta tu s group assignment. While studies using a variety of peer assessm ent 
m easures and  sociom etric classification system s report considerab le  
consistency in differentiating popular and rejected children from all other 
groups, evidence on the validity of the neglected and controversial groups is 
less clear. Often evidence is cited from studies which contrast these groups 
with other extreme sociometric sta tu s groups b u t which do not include an  
average comparison group. These studies have often been conducted to test 
specific hypotheses (eg Coie et. al., 1982); if however their findings are used 
to support the validity of sociometiic sta tu s  groups they can be challenged 
on the basis tha t they fail to demonstrate tha t the groups in question are not 
merely subsets of the average group. Indeed Coie, Dodge & K upersm idt 
(1990) also point to a need to give careful consideration to which o ther 
group of ch ildren  rejected children are com pared to. They suggest 
sociometrically average children as the most appropriate comparison group, 
ra ther th a n  popular children with whom the rejected group are often 
compared. This suggestion is supported with the observations th a t  the  
behaviour patterns of high sta tus children are not simply the inverse of those 
displayed by low s ta tu s  children and th a t popular children differ from 
average children.

For example Coie et. al. (1982) report on the Guess Who items, ‘cooperates’ 
and  ‘leader’ the  popular group scores significantly h igher th a n  the
controversial group which scores significantly higher th a n  the  rejected
group. These findings are co n sis ten t w ith the  hypo thesis th a t  th e  
controversial group is bu t a subset of the average group. So too are Coie et. 
a l.’s (1982) findings th a t the controversial group scores higher th a n  the 
popular group on the Guess Who items, d isrup ts’, fights’ and seeks help’. 
Nabuzoka & Sm ith’s (1983) include comparisons with an  average group and 
do not report significant differences between the average group and either 
the controversial or the neglected group on any of Coie et. al.’s (1982) six 
Guess Who items. Their finding th a t the controversial group scores higher 
th an  the rejected and neglected groups on “cooperates’ however does 
suggest th a t there  m ight be some value in d istinguish ing  betw een a
controversial and a neglected group. Similarly Perry, Kusel and  Perry’s
(1988) finding th a t on a peer rated aggression scale the controversial group 
scored higher th an  the rejected group who scored higher th an  all o ther
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groups suggests th a t the controversial group identified in this study differed 
considerable from the average group. Such findings are quite rare in the 
literature, although it m ust be acknowledged tha t the very small sizes of the 
controversial groups which are typically identified may well contribute to the 
paucity of findings in tha t this group has sometimes to be eliminated from 
analysis of results as a  consequence.

Bukowski & Newcombe (1985) report data which they present as providing 
support for the controversial classification. In th is study  they exam ined 
variance in peer assessm ent ratings ra ther th an  m ean scores and  found 
greater variability in the way children in the controversial group were 
perceived, compared with children in other groups. Significant differences 
were apparent in variability on the three scales used: aggression (mean, 
angry, fights), prosocial (nice, helpful, leader) and withdrawal (afraid, quiet). 
They note th a t the resu lts were particularly striking in view of the  sm all 
sam ple size available (9 controversials out of a  pool of 480) and  the  
consequent low statistical power. In addition the findings were still apparent 
when a potential confound (higher m ean scores on the rating scales) w as 
controlled in a covariance analysis. Bukowski & Newcombe (1985) in terpret 
the ir findings as suggesting th a t the n a tu re  of a controversial child’s 
interaction with peers may be greatly dependent on the particular peer with 
whom they are interacting. They question the applicability of the term  
‘controversial’ pointing out tha t it is a description of the group’s perception 
of the children, no t of the children them selves. They suggest ‘mixed 
popularity’ instead.

A num ber of peer assessm ent studies have also had difficulty in defining 
characteristics of the neglected group on the basis of peer assessm ents as 
neglected children tend to be overlooked on alm ost all traits. Carlson, Lahey 
& Neeper (1984) asked children to evaluate which of 19 descriptions of 
social behaviour were characteristic of each classmate. Given Masten et. al.’s 
(1985) concern with the inadequate psychometric properties of m any such  
instrum ents, it is worth noting th a t test-re test stabilities were calculated 
and only those achieving a correlation of 0.50 or h igher over the  two 
occasions were used. They then compared the 7-8 year old & 10-11 year old 
s ta tu s  groups in term s of these peer evaluations. Rejected children were 
reported to be more aggressive, disruptive, irritable, domineering, dishonest 
& selfish th an  accepted or neglected children. Neglected children were 
reported to differ from accepted only in being less likely to brag abou t 
physical prowess. Newcombe & Bukowski (1983) point to the  possible 
limitations of a method based on nominations for children who have very low 
social visibility & suggest tha t a  rating scale method may be more adequate
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for this group.

Rubin, Hymel, LeMare & Rowden (1989) reported th a t the  neglected 
children in the ir study could not be distinguished from their average 
counterparts on any of the dependent m easures. On the Revised Class Play 
factor scores (Masten et. al. 1985) it was the rejected group th a t were 
viewed as more sensitive/isolated as well as more aggressive/disruptive and 
th a n  the  o ther groups which did not differ. On sociability/leadership 
rejected children were lowest and popular highest b u t no differences were 
found between neglected and average. Bearing in mind Coie et. al.’s (1982) 
argum ents about the advantages of analysing data  at the item level it is of 
in terest th a t Rubin et. al. (1989) selected for fu rther the five Sensitive- 
isolated items thought m ost likely to relate to neglected status, eg ‘often left 
o u t’. No significant differences were found between neglected and average 
children on any of these items. However Dubow & Cappas (1988) report 
significant differentiation of both the controversial and the neglected groups 
from the average group on ‘competent behaviour’ and problem behaviour’ 
components. These components were obtained from a principal components 
analysis of Coie et al’s (1982) 6 Guess Who items. It would be interesting to 
know w hether analysis of the data from this study at the item level would 
have yielded findings comparable to those reported in the other studies 
reviewed in th is section as there may be implications for the interpretation 
of findings of peer assessm ent studies according to the level of data  analysis 
employed.

Multi-Method Studies 
(a) Issues in the use of multi-method studies
It is rare for studies to consider multiple sources of data firom more th an  one 
age group. Indeed, as Coie et. al. (1990) point out there has typically been a 
confound between the age of the subjects and the source of behavioural data 
with peer assessm ents and teacher ratings rarely being used with children 
below 7-8 years of age and direct observation being less often used  with 
older children.

(b) Information from multimethod studies.
Ollendick et. al. (1991) examined the construct validity of the  A sher & 
Dodge (1986) procedure w ith 9-11 year old pupils. They looked a t 
d ifferences betw een ch ild ren  categorised as popular, re jec ted  and  
neglected, b u t not controversial or average. On a teacher ra ting  scale 
rejected children were found to receive significantly higher scores on the 
aggressive, w ithdrawn and learning problem subscales th a n  neglected or 
p o p u la r ch ild ren  who did no t differ significantly  from each  other.
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Observations of behaviour during free play showed th a t popular children 
engaged in significantly more positive interaction and less solitary play th an  
the  rejected children. Neglected children did not differ from popular or 
rejected children on either of these m easures. These findings highlight the 
continuing difficulties associated with establishing w hether neglected s ta tu s  
is a meaningful and valid sociometiic classification.

Coie & Dodge (1988) collected behavioural data on 6-7 and  8-9 year old boys 
from peers, teachers and observers. Peer and teacher ratings had  greater 
in ter-m ethod  agreem ent th an  observer data. For example rejected boys 
displayed little prosocial behaviour according to peers and teachers b u t were 
not less often engaged in prosocial play according to observers. This study, 
in which each of the extreme sociometiic s ta tu s  groups is contrasted with 
the  average group, offers a  range of evidence for th e  validity of the  
controversial and neglected sociometiic s ta tu s  groups. This discussion will 
focus on the resu lts  for 8-9 year old children, as the 6-7 year olds are 
outside the age range being considered in th is thesis. All three sources 
provided evidence tha t rejected and controversial boys were more aggressive 
th an  average boys, although observational findings did not reach significance 
among the 8-9 year olds where relatively little aggression was observed. Coie 
& Dodge suggest th a t direct observation may well be of limited utility for 
older children when the behaviours of in terest have some clear evaluative 
character in the setting such as is the case with aggression. Controversial 
boys were observed to be off task  more often th an  average boys and to 
receive more negatives from teachers when playing. On the peer assessm ent 
m easures controversial boys, along with popular boys were rated as being 
significantly funnier and better at sport than  average boys.

Teachers and peers rated  neglected boys as less aggressive th an  average 
boys. They did not differ from average boys on the observational da ta , 
although th is may be a consequence of the very low frequencies of aggression 
which occurred creating a floor effect. On the other observational m easures 
they differed from the average boys only in their lower instrum ental activity 
score. On the peer assessm ent m easures neglected boys scores on the  
variables: ‘good a t sports’, ‘funny’ and unhappy’ were all significantly lower 
th an  those of the average group.

The results of th is study are veiy much more supportive of the Vcilidity of the 
neglected and controversial sociometric sta tus groups th an  are most of those 
reviewed in earlier subsections. Two features of this study should be borne in 
mind. First the children involved were a t the younger end of the age reinge 
being covered by th is review. It could be th a t teachers keep closer oversight
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of younger children across a range of contexts in school and are therefore in 
a better position to observe their behaviour th an  are teachers of older 
children. It is also possible that different/fewer of the behaviours commonly 
rated by teachers and peers correlate with sociometric sta tu s as children 
become older. Another potentially im portant feature of this study is th a t it 
only included boys. Given the  large role played by aggression  in 
differentiating the neglected and, in particular, the controversial group from 
the average group, it might reasonably be hypothesised differentiation of 
these sociometiic sta tus groups may be more difficult among girls of th is age 
who score lower on aggression (Coie, Dodge & Kupersmidt, 1990). It m ust 
be considered th a t researchers have e ither found very few gender 
differences or have used designs which include only boys as subjects. 
Similarly in the consideration of age differences few age differences have 
been reported across the primary school years (Newcombe, Bukowski & 
Pattee, 1993). This is not surprising given a general consensus in  the  
literature th a t th is period (8 to 12 years) coincides with a single stage (the 
second of three) in the  development of ch ild ren’s concepts of social 
relations.

Newcombe et. al. (1993) conducted a m eta-analysis whose goal w as to 
evaluate the empirical support for behavioural differences among different 
sociometric s ta tu s  groups. They argued th a t  previous reports in  the  
literature indicate th a t three global categories of behaviour d istingu ish  
children in different sociometric groups - sociability, aggression and  
withdrawal.They pointed to the th ree  factors of M asten, Morison and  
Pellegrini’s (1985) Class Play - sociability-leadership, aggressive-disruptive 
and sensitive-isolated; or the Pupil Evaluation Inventory (Pekarik, Prinz, 
Liebert, W eintraub and Neale, 1876) with it’s factors of Likability, Aggression 
and W ithdrawal. To these three areas the category ‘cognitive abilities’ was 
added.

Data on behavioural differences among the groups was obtained from four 
sources: adu lt informant, peer informant, self report and direct observation. 
These sources were held to differ on th ree  dimensions: accessibility to 
information about the child, constraints due to possible cognitive biases or 
lim itations (eg a lthough adu lts have the  capacity  to provide a  m ore 
differentiated report of social interactions and  relationships the ir view of 
peer interaction may be biased towards a  behavioural regulation perspective) 
and the nature  of the relationship with the child.

A total of 41 studies with adequate inform ation were identified and  the  
following findings reported:
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Popular (as com pared with average) children showed high levels of 
sociability and cognitive abilities and lower levels of aggression and 
withdrawal. W hen disaggregated by inform ation source the  aggression 
differences were reported by both adults and peers while the  sociability 
differences were consistent across all four information sources.

Rejected (as com pared with average) children showed high levels of 
aggression and withdrawal and lower levels of sociability and cognitive ability. 
There were close similarities across information sources.

Neglected (as compared with average) children showed less aggression and 
sociability. Adult reports showed no significant differences across the three 
broad band categories. Lower levels of aggression were found only on peer 
assessm ent. They were observed to have lower levels of social in teraction 
and were viewed by peers as having fewer positive social actions and traits. 
Newcombe et. al. (1993) consequently suggest th a t w hat d istinguishes 
neglected from average children is that they are not as well known by their 
peers.

Controversial as compared with average children showed higher levels both 
of aggression and sociability. When disaggregated by information source the 
differences were found for peers bu t not adults as informants.

Information source was a less significant factor in the assessm ent of popular 
and rejected children th an  neglected and controversial. W hereas all four 
information sources were consistently used to assess sociability, withdrawal 
w as seldom  exam ined th rough  d irec t observation  and  aggression  
infrequently  assessed  th rough  self report. These d a ta  suggest th a t  
investigators need to consider information source as a  m ediator of their 
findings. It should be noted tha t it was not possible to include either gender 
or age as potential moderator variables in this study. However Newcombe et. 
al. note th a t studies generally have reported few gender or age differences 
across the 8-12 age range.

Discussion and Conclusions
The above review provides good evidence for the concurrent validity of the 
popular and rejected sociometric sta tu s  groups. Across a  large num ber of 
stud ies using  different sociometric classification m ethods and  different 
m ethods of behavioural assessm ent robust and consistent differences are 
reported between the behavioural characteristics of popular and rejected as 
opposed to average sta tus groups.
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On the o ther h an d  the  validity of the  neglected and  controversial 
sociometric sta tu s groups has proved difficult to establish consistently on all 
three m ethods of behavioural assessm ent. One consistent finding h as been 
the small proportion of children usually classified as controversial, which has 
added to the difficulties of investigating the behavioural correlates of th is 
group. Studies using multiple methods of behavioural assessm ent or m eta
analysis have helped to clarify the picture in indicating the extent to which 
information source is a significant factor in the assessm ent of-controversial 
and  neglected g roups. In addition  th e re  is evidence from  Coie & 
Kupersm idt’s (1983) observational study th a t the  behaviour of neglected 
children is particu larly  influenced by the  social context (familiarity or 
unfam iliarity of the peer group) while Bukowski & Newcombe’s (1985) 
findings of significantly  g rea ter variability  in  peer ra tin g s for the  
controversial group suggest th a t the behaviour of these children m ay be 
particularly influenced by those with whom they are interacting. Bukowski & 
Newcombe’s (1985) as a consequence suggest th a t the controversial group 
should be re-labelled as a  ‘mixed popularity’ group, their essential defining 
feature being the lack of consensus within the peer group regarding both 
desire to affiliate with and perception of the behavioural characteristics of 
this group.

Re-designation or re-in terpretation of the neglected group has also been 
suggested. For exam ple Newcombe et. al. (1993) suggest th a t  w hat 
distinguishes neglected from average children is th a t they are no t as well 
known by their peers. O ther au thors have suggested th a t the  neglected 
sociometric s ta tu s  group is an  artifact of limited nom ination sociometric 
m easures. Observing th a t neglect tends to be inferred from lack  of 
nom inations Dygdon and  Conger (1990) suggested  th a t  th e  d irec t 
nom ination of neglected peers might prove a  more reliable and  valid 
assessm ent approach. In addition to seeking liked and disliked nom ination 
they also attem pted to directly obtain nom inations for neglect by telling 
children. ‘Now som etim es in a group th is  big some children a re  ju s t  
forgotten. I w ant you to show me someone to whom your classm ates don’t 
pay m uch attention.’ Test-retest reliabilities over a period ranging from 1.5 
to 5 weeks were : liked 0.75, disliked 0.82, neglect 0.55. Hence even using a 
direct nom ination m ethod neglect scores were still less reliable th a n  liked 
and disliked scores.

They then  compared children identified as neglected by their m ethod to 
those identified using  the  Coie et. al. (1982) m ethod. E ach  stra tegy  
identified different ch ildren  as extrem e scorers and  there  w as little
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relationship betw een the scores on each m easure, correlations betw een 
social impact and directly nominated neglect were 0.24 on the first occasion 
and 0.14 on the second (a high negative correlation would be expected if 
they were tapping the same phenomenon).

Observations were then  carried out in previously unacquainted play groups of 
six children which m et six times, for 80 m inutes on each occasion, over a 
period of 3 weeks. Different behaviours were found to be correlated with 
social im pact and  with directly nom inated neglect scores. Social im pact 
scores correlated well with those behaviours th a t also correlated highly with 
like and dislike scores: leadership, bossiness, physical aggression, verbal 
aggression, an  absence of w atching o thers play, non-com pliance w ith 
teacher’s instructions and inattentiveness to teacher speech. Neglect scores 
were highly correlated with being alone and uninvolved, inattentiveness to 
peers when they speak and an absence of normal play. As the au thors point 
out the correlations for individual variables should be in terpreted  with 
caution given the large num ber of correlations which were calculated on a 
relatively sm all num ber of subjects. They argue th a t  the behaviours 
correlated with neglect are more consistent with an  intuitive notion of th a t 
construct. However their behavioural variables were based on observations in 
small, short lived, previously unacquainted groups. They may no t coincide 
with the peer assessm ents of familiar peers.

Vogel, Conger & Keane (1985) report th a t directly nom inated neglect scores 
were positively correlated with Withdrawal scores from the PEI (Pekarik et. 
al., 1976). However other authors have reported high PEI withdrawal scores 
to characterise rejected children. Dygdon and Conger (1990) identified an  
overlap betw een th e ir  neglect and  dislike groups and  consequen tly  
questioned the d istinctness of the concepts of social rejection and  social 
neglect. An alternative explanation is th a t their method identifies a  group of 
children who are a w ithdrawn subset of rejected children ra th e r th a n  a 
group of neglected children. This is feasible given the criterion in  the 
sociometiic question used. As Dygdon & Conger point out children were 
asked to nom inate liked and disliked children based on the ir personal 
feelings whereas they were asked to nom inate children ignored by the  class 
group and th is  would seem quite likely to have led to nom ination  of 
withdrawn rejectees.

It can be concluded th a t  the  co n cu rren t validity of neglected and  
controversial sociometiic sta tus groups have yet to be established. It would 
appear th a t  a reconceptualisation  of the  controversial group m ay be 
w arranted and alternative ways of assessing  sociom etiic neglect would
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appear to be worth exploring. As Asher & Taylor (1987) have indicated 
observational studies of the concurrent validity of sociometric s ta tu s  groups 
are likely to p resen t significant difficulties if used w ith 8-12 year old 
children, particularly integrated children with MLD. Use of peer assessm ent 
is likely to provide the most relevant source of information on behavioural 
correlates, although teacher perceptions may add useful information.

2.5.5 Validity of Sociometiic Status Group Assignments 
Predictive validity

Reviews produced by Kupersmidt Coie and Dodge (1990) and Parker and 
Asher (1987) agree in concluding th a t the strongest case for a  predictive 
re la tio n sh ip  betw een peer rejection  in  childhood and  d iso rd e r in  
ado lescen ts can  be m ade with respect to school ad ju s tm en t during  
adolescence. Rejected children are rated as having more academic problems 
in school, truan ting  more often, presenting more discipline problem s and 
dropping out of school more often th an  other sociometric s ta tu s  groups. 
These findings are not generally found to apply to neglected children. From 
h er six year follow up of 10-11 year old children K upersm idt (1983) 
reported th a t children who were rejected by their peers had significantly 
more problem s over the next seven years th an  did o ther s ta tu s  groups 
whereas, except for truancy, neglected children had no more problems than  
the most trouble free group, the popular children.

However w hen the relationship  betw een rejection and  o ther outcom e 
variables is examined the conclusions which can be drawn are less clear. As 
D unn & McGuire (1992) point out th is may be partly due to the fact th a t 
other potentially relevant factors such as socioeconomic sta tu s are not cdways 
carefully controlled. For example when Kupersmidt & Coie (1990) followed 
up K upersm idt’s (1983) sample of 112 10-11 year olds they found th a t 
children identified as rejected were subsequently more likely th an  popular 
average or neglected children to have negative outcomes on data  from court 
and  school records on adolescent delinquency and school problem s 
including early leaving. However they also reported th a t peer rejection 
appeared to be a better predictor for white children who made up  80% of 
their sample. Ollendick, Weist, Borden & Green (1992) report data  on a 90% 
white sam ple of 267 9-10 year olds who were followed up  after 5 years. 
Compared to the average group, the group of children who were classified as 
rejected in primary school were found a t follow up to have more frequently 
failed grades, dropped out of school and committed delinquent offences. 
Similar conclusions applied to children classified as controversial. Ollendick 
et al (1992) note, major differences between rejected and controversial 
groups were not readily evident” (p 86). Neglected children, on the  other
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hand, were not found to differ from average children on any of the m easures 
used. This study could be interpreted as calling into question the value of 
identifying a neglected group separate  from the  average group, or a 
controversial group separate from the rejected group.

Kupersmidt & Coie (1990) suggest a  num ber of possible reasons for their 
finding th a t peer rejection appeared to be a be tter predictor for white 
children, such  as the  possibility th a t stresses related to m inority group 
m em bership m ay out weigh those associated with peer rejection, or th a t 
minority group children may have their im portant social reference group 
elsewhere, or th a t prejudicial factors may have been operating in the 
children’s social judgm ents so making them  less valid. D unn & McGuire 
(1992) also po in t to the  potential role of o ther related variab les in 
interpreting findings on peer rejection and negative outcom es in general. 
For exam ple they report th a t follow back  stud ies on crim inality and 
delinquency have shown links with both peer rejection and aggression. 
However follow forward studies confirm the association with aggression, 
while producing inconsisten t findings on the predictive power of peer 
rejection.

Where clear findings have been obtained the studies have tended to focus on 
school related outcomes. For example Coie, Lochman, Terry & Lee (1987) 
reported longitudinal data  on a sample of 361 children from predominately 
black and low income families who were followed from aged 8-9 to age 12- 
13 years. Sociometiic and social behaviour data was collected in the spring 
of each of the last three years in primary school. Following school transfer at 
age 12 years teachers subsequently rated all children on general adjustm ent 
to school. This included ratings of disciplinary problems, ability to cope with 
the m aturity dem ands of the new school and social adjustm ent. In genercd 
rejected children of both sexes were found to be rated as having made a poor 
ad justm en t to the change of school more often th an  other groups while 
popular children were less often rated in th is  category. The resu lts  of 
logistic regression of social preference and aggression scores on general 
adjustm ent scores indicated tha t both variables were significant a t all three 
year levels.

In conclusion there is good evidence tha t rejected primary school children 
are a t risk  for a range of school-related problem s a t secondary level. The 
relation between peer rejection and other problems such as delinquency is 
less clear due to the operation of other related behavioural factors such as 
aggression or non-behavioural factors such as race. There is some evidence 
th a t popular children enjoy lower risk of later negative outcomes th an  other
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sociometric s ta tu s  groups b u t there is little evidence of the  predictive 
validity of neglected sociometric status.

2.6  Assessing the social status of integrated MLD children: Conclusions

The evidence reviewed in section 2.2 of th is chapter suggests th a t the social 
acceptance of in tegrated  MLD children  m ight m ost appropria te ly  be 
assessed using a sociometric technique. There would appear to be both 
conceptual and  methodological argum ents in favour of forced choice 
procedures which seek differentiated information about social acceptance 
from all of a  child's classm ates b u t which also allow classm ates to indicate 
w hether the child is sufficiently well known. However of the studies with 
MLD children reported in Table 2.2 of Appendix 2A in  only six were 
m easures taken  to ensure th a t the children completing the sociometiic 
m easure knew the children about whom they were being asked. The 
importance of th is is suggested by the findings of Coben & Zigmond (1986) 
in a study involving children with specific learning difficulties. The HIFTO 
was used to assess the social sta tus of forty eight 8-12 year old children with 
learning difficulties who were integrated from self contained special classes 
into m ainstream  classrooms for an  average of 7 out of 40 periods per week. 
Compared to the ir m ainstream  classm ates the ch ildren  w ith learning 
difficulties obtained lower acceptance scores bu t no differences in rejection 
or toleration. The high proportion of classm ates who endorsed the question 
m ark category suggested th a t the integrated children m ay simply not be 
known to their m ainstream  peers.

Support for the use of a group preference record such  as the  HIFTO is 
provided by W anlass & Prinz (1982) who question the  use  of restricted  
nominations, suggesting th a t it will be difficult to distinguish between the 
child who is mildly accepted and the child who is truly ignored. Williams & 
Asher (1987) report th a t m any of the children in their sam ple who were 
classified as rejected  using  the  Coie & Dodge (1983) sociom etric 
classification system  were chosen by several o thers a s  friends w hen 
nom inations were unrestric ted . In fact 36.5% received th ree  or more 
nominations as ‘friend’. W anlass & Prinz (1982) suggest th a t it may be more 
useful to consider th ree  clearly defined dim ensions ra th e r  th a n  two - 
accepted, rejected and ignored. This can be seen to m ap directly on the 
acceptcmce, rejection and toleration categories of the HIFTO.

However the HIFTO has a serious drawback from the point of view of the
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investigations being undertaken in th is thesis in th a t it does not a ssess 
affiliation. Morrison (1981) reports,“The HIFTO is a sociometric technique 
that requires each child to respond to every other child in terms o f how  
much he or she likes those children.’* (pl95). This would appear to suggest 
th a t the HIFTO assesses attraction . However the  in struc tions for the  
instrum ent (Kauffman et. al., 1985, p461) do not support th is account:
‘The face with the smile stands for your classmates who are your friends.” (A 
m easure of friendship - which is inappropriate on all the criteria suggested 
by Bukowski & Hosa 1989, See chapter 1 section 1.4.3)
“The face with the straight stands for your classmates that you know pretty  
well but whom you don’t especially care about. ” (A m easure of indifference ?) 
“The face with the frown stands for children who you do not want to have as  

friends as long as they are like they are now.” (A negative m easure of desired 
friendship.)
In addition the way in which these instructions are worded would appear to 
risk confusing the disposition of the nom inated person with the feelings of 
the nom inator towards them.

In order to m easure desired affiliation the instructions for the in strum en t 
would have to be modified to ask whether each classm ate was someone with 
whom they wished to associate, didn’t  mind w hether they associated with or 
not, or did not wish to associate. From the literature reviewed in section it 
was concluded th a t children should not be asked general questions about 
desire to affiliate bu t that the questions should be linked to specific contexts. 
In order to en su re  appropria te  co n s tru c t and  con ten t valid ity  th e  
sociometric question(s) should sam ple m ajor relevant contexts for peer 
interaction in the school environment -  eg work and play. Questionnaire A in 
Appendix 3.2 of chapter 3 shows the LITOP (Like TO Play), a forced choice 
group preference record adapted from the HIFTO. The visual presentation of 
the four circles containing a questionnaire m ark and 3 faces is the sam e as 
in the HIFTO however the new instructions produced in  Appendix 3A ask  
the children to tick the face which shows how m uch they like to play with 
each person a t school and are summarised as follows:
work carefully down the list showing how much you like to play with each 
person at school by ticking the question mark if i ts  someone that you don't 
know well enough to decide how much you like to play with them, you tick 
the smiling face  if it's the name of someone you like to p lay with, you tick 
the sad  face if i ts  the name of someone you prefer not to play with and you 
tick the straight-mouthed face if it's someone you don't mind whether you  
play with them or not.

The phrase, “prefer not to play with” was selected because it encapsulated
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“a desire to avoid association with”, while being considered by a pilot sample 
of 10 middle school teachers to be both ethically acceptable and likely to be 
clearly understood by children of th is age. The phrase, “don’t  mind whether 
you play with them  or no t” was preferred to the HIFTO phrase  “don’t 
especially care abou t”. M orrison (1981) suggested from her d a ta  th a t 
“neu tra l” faces with these instructions in fact represented weak frowns. 
Children in Buckingham shire and o ther areas of England would use the 
phrase, “don’t care for’ as an  expression of dislike ra ther than  indifference, 
the more neutra l “don’t  m ind” therefore seems preferable.

In section 2.3.4 it was argued th a t the  reference group of peers should be 
selected on the basis of knowledge of the child's m em bership of different 
g roups w ith in  the school and  the  n a tu re  of th e ir opportun ities for 
interaction with each. Reference was also made to the general failure to give 
proper consideration to the composition of the reference group with regard 
to sex. This is particularly surprising given tha t substantial sex im balances 
are often reported in MLD samples wdth boys being more num erous. There 
appear to be strong conceptual and practical argum ents for using sam e sex 
ra ther than  both sex sociometric ratings in assessing the sociometric s ta tu s 
of in tegrated MLD children. However using forced choice ra tings it is 
possible empirically to investigate the effects in any data set of using same or 
bo th  sex ratings. This would appear advisable w hen new assessm en t 
approaches are introduced.

It would also seem  advisable to heed McConnell & Odom’s (1986) 
observation th a t the reliability of specific sociometric m easures with specific 
populations is better determined directly th an  extrapolated from previous 
research, given the wride range of factors which have been identified as 
influencing variables. This would apply both to sociometric assessm en t 
techniques and to sociometric classification methods.

A num ber of other recommendations can also be derived from the evidence 
reviewed in th is chapter with respect to the selection of m ethods for coding 
and classifying the sociometric data  collected. In selecting or designing a 
m ethod it is im portan t to consider the  purpose of the  classification. 
Newcombe & Bukowski (1983) regard the goal of sociometric classification 
as being to provide cm accurate & parsimonious view of a child's social sta tu s 
within their peer group. This, they argue, requires a  flexible methodology 
th a t can m ain tain  a constan t frame of reference across settings w ithout 
compromising traditional psychom etric standards of reliability & validity. 
The classification system s reviewed in  section 2.5 have been show n to 
produce popular rejected and average groups which have adequate internal
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consistency and short term  test-retest reliability. The construct validity of 
these classifications is indicated by consistent group differences in social 
behaviour as perceived by peers and teachers. However convincing evidence 
is lacking for the reliability and validity of the neglected and controversial 
s ta tu s  groups. It has been suggested th a t a  reconceptualisation of the 
controversial group may be w arranted and alternative ways of assessing  
sociometric neglect would appear to be worth exploring.

M orrison's suggestion th a t sociometric s ta tu s  group classifications may 
represent an  im portant way of increasing our conceptualisation of MLD 
children's social sta tus beyond a simple acceptance/rejection dichotomy is of 
particular relevance to the present research. Furtherm ore the HIFTO based 
profile approach  to s ta tu s  group classification w hich M orrison (1981) 
describes allows positive choices and  rejections to be considered  
sim ultaneously, avoiding the need to m ake the doubtful assum ptions, 
outlined in section 2.4.7, which are required in combining them . However 
Morrison’s approach does appear to require further development in th a t no 
rationale  is provided for the  cutoff po in ts selected and  the  u se  of 
standardised scores m eans th a t children with differing levels of acceptance 
and rejection, draw n from groups whose scores vary to different extents, 
may be placed in the same category. As has been pointed out the provision of 
a constant frame of reference for comparing children in different groups is 
especially im portant in assessing the social position of integrated MLD 
children who otherwise might be identified as rejected even though they 
occupied an  only slightly less favourable social position than  the majority of 
peers in a positive, cohesive classroom group. In th is respect allocation by 
fixed absolute scores or by using a probability assignm ent procedure may 
have most to offer from a pragmatic point of view.

The above review has indicated th a t none of the classification approaches 
evaluated in th is chapter are found to offer a satisfactory m easure of social 
s ta tu s for the purposes of this research. However it has pointed to a  num ber 
of potential ways forward - some methodological, for example it would 
appear th a t alternative ways of assessing sociometric neglect would be worth 
exploring; som e th eo re tica l, for exam ple th e  suggestion  th a t  a 
reconceptualisation of the controversial group may be weirranted. In the 
literature reviewed in th is chapter pragm atic and methodological concerns 
have been param ount. However as Duck, Miell & Grebler (1980) have 
pointed ou t m any of the  apparently methodological differences betw een 
studies are actually disguised theoretical and substantiative issues, eg the 
d istinc tion  betw een popularity  and  friendship . Sociom etric research , 
Berscheid (1985) notes, has typically been conducted in a theoretical void
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while Bukowski & Hosa (1989) point out th a t in the development of these 
procedures m easurem ent concerns appear to have provided the prim ary 
motivation and  direction, there being comparatively little consideration 
given to theoretical perspectives. Neither the probability m ethod nor the 
standard score method of sociometric sta tu s  group classification have been 
related by the ir au tho rs to any theoretical framework. The probability 
method is based on deviation from chance expectancy. There is no reason to 
believe th a t an  event or score is of psychological significance simply because 
it is unlikely to have occurred by chance. The standard  score m ethod is 
based on deviation from the group mean. Again there is no reason to believe 
that this in itself has psychological import.

The lack of an  explicit theoretical basis to th is work is unsatisfactory in the 
extent to which it limits the interpretability of the findings. Having adopted 
an affiliative definition of social acceptance in chapter 1 - social acceptance 
being defined as the degree to which a child’s peers wish to associate with 
him or her, it would seem useful in th is thesis to explore w hat theoretical 
accounts of affiliation might have to offer in informing the selection of 
m easures of social acceptance. Chapter 3 begins with a discussion of the 
theoretical basis which social exchange theory might offer in designing an  
appropriate m easure for assessing the social s ta tu s  of in tegrated MLD 
children. It then  proceeds to outline an  approach, informed by social 
exchange theory, which also takes account of the conclusions draw n from 
the research reviewed in this chapter. The m ain body of chapter 3 describes 
a study designed to compare the perform ance of th is new m easure with 
other approaches reported in the literature.
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TABLE 2.1 Methods of Assessing Social Acceptance: Advantages and Disadvantages

A
D
V
A
N
T
A
G
E
S

SOCIOMETRY
Obtains information directly from 
peer group members.

Peers have access to infrequent but 
highly salient events.

Ratings are bases on extended 
exposure over time to the target 
children.

Multiple raters are involved.

DIRECT OBSERVATION
Trained observers can code a wide 
range of discrete behaviours with 
a high level of reliability.

Method doesn't place any specific 
demands on MLD children.

A wide range of discrete behaviours 
can be coded allowing sophisticated 
interactional analysis.

ADULT JUDGMENTS
Experienced teachers will have a 
wide range of relevant comparative 
information on which to draw.

Method doesn't place any specific 
demands on MLD children.

SELF REPORT
Provides information from 
the target child's perspective.

D
I
S
A
D
V
A
N
T
A
G
E
S

Doesn't indicate reasons for acceptance High likelihood of reactivity with
or rejection.

Wide variations in procedures and 
settings which haven't yet been 
investigated.

8-12 year olds.

Low concurrent validity of many 
observed behaviours, eg rate of 
interaction.

Expensive and time consuming.

Observers, unfamiliar with the 
norms of particular peer groups may 
misinterpret behaviour - e.g. play 
versus real fighting

Lack of access to many relevant peer group Positivity biases are often 
situations. reported.

Possibility of biased perception relating 
to teacher's role as an authority figure 
(e.g. is likely to see less disapproved of 
behaviour).

Cognitive demands may be 
too great for MLD children
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TABLE 2.2 Sociometric Data Collection Methods
STUDY M E T H O D  

(No. o f C hoices)
CRITERIA (Weighting) Ref. Group S ex A dm inistration

Asher & Dodge (1986) Nomination (3)
& Rating (5 point)

Like most & like least class both group

Asher & Wheeler (1985) Nomination (3 
Rating 3 point

Like most and like least 
How much like ???

class both class

Cantrell & Prinz (1985) Nom ination (unrestricted) Like & not like to work & play with class both class

Carlson et.al. (1984) Nomination (3) Especially like & not especially like class both class

Cole & Dodge (1983) Nom inations (3) Like most & like least year both individual in 1st 
year, class after

Coie et.al. (1982) Nom inations (3) Like most & like least year both individual

Coie & Krebhiel (1984) Nom inations (3) Like most & like least year both group

Coie & Kuperschmidt (1983) Nom inations (3) Like best & like least year both class

Dodge et.al. (1982) Nominations (3) Like most & like least year both group

Dubow & Cappas (1988) Nominations (3) Like most & like least class both class

Foster & Ritchey (1985) Nominations (2 ) Most & least like to play with (+2 to -2) class both class

French & Waas (1985a) Nominations (3) Most & least like to play with class sam e class

French & Waas (1985b) Nom inations (3) Most & least like to play with class sam e class

Gottman (1977) Nom inations (3) Especially like & don't like very much class both individual

Green et.al. (1981) Nominations (3) Best friends & not like class both class

Grounlund & Anderson (1957) Nominations (5) Most prefer as a work companion 
Most prefer as a play companion 
Most prefer as a seating companion 
Least prefer as a seating companion

class both class <

R aters
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STUDY

Kurdek & Lillie (1985) 

Ladd (1983)

M E T H O D
(No. of Choices)

Nominations (3)

Rating 5 point scale

Newcombe & Bukowski (1983) Nominations (3)

Newcombe & Bukowski (1984) Nom inations (3)

Peery (1979)

Roff et.al. (1972)

Stiefvater et.al. (1986)

Tiff en & Spence (1986)

Thompson & Powell (1951)

Virtue & French (1984)

Nominations (2 )

Nominations (4) & (2) 

Nominations (3) 

Nominations (2)

Nominations (3) 
Rating, 7 point scale

Nom inations (3)

CRITERIA (Weighting) Ref, Group Sex

Best friends & not like at all year same

How much like to play with class both

Best friends & least want to play with year same

Best friends & least want to play with year same

Play & not play outside with class both
Sit & not sit next to for stories on rug 
If can do what want, who do/not do it with

Like most & like least class sam e

Best friends & least want to play with class sam e

Like & not like to play with class both
Like & not like to work with

Like to play with beat during recess class both
Like to do what they like best in school with 
Like to do what like best out of school with 
Like to go with if moved to another class

Most and least like to play with class sam e

A dm in istra tion  R a te rs

group

individual (grades 1&2) 
class (grades 3&4)

group

group

individual

class

group

Individual (7-9 years) 
class (9-12 years)

STUDIES INVOLVING INTEGRATED MLD CHILDREN

Baldwin (1958) 

Ballard et.al. (1977)

Rating Scale 

Forced choice

OHIO Social Acceptance Scale class both class

HIFTO - 4 categories class both class
(Don't know very well, friend, don't 

especially care about, not friend)

All classmates 

All classmates
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STUDY

Bruininks et.al. (1974) 

Goodman et.al. (1972)

Gottlieb & Budoff 
(1973)

Gottlieb et.al. (1978) 

lano et.al. (1974) 

Johnson & Kirk (1950)

Kaufman et.al. (1985) 

Lapp (1957)

Lowden (1985b)

M E T H O D
(No. of Choices)

Rating Scale

Forced choice

Forced choice

Forced choice

Nom inations (3)

Nominations 
3 choices sought 
for positive items

Forced choice

Nominations 
3 choices sought 
for positive items

Nom inations (3)

CRITERIA (Weighting) Ref. G roup Sex

PAS - 3 point scale
(friend, wouldn't like, all right)

PAS - 3 point scale
(friend, wouldn't like, all right)
A preliminary question established 
if each child was known

PAS - 3 point scale
(friend, wouldn't like, all right)
A preliminary question established 
if each child was known

HIFTO - 4 categories 
(Don't know very well, friend, don't 

especially care about, not friend)

Like best /  Don't like
Like/not like to have sit next to
Like/not like to play with

Like Best/Like to sit next to/Like to 
Play with best.
W ouldn't like to sit w ith/D on't like to 
Play w ith/D on't Like

HIFTO - 4 categories
(Don't know very well, friend, don't
especially care about, not friend)

Like Best/Like to sit next to/Like to 
Play with best.
W ouldn't like to sit w ith/D on't like to 
Play w ith/D on't Like

(1) Like to sit beside in class
(2) Not like to sit beside in class

class

3 grades 
(Dept.)

class

class

class

class

class

class

class

both

both

both

both

both

both

both

both

both

A dm in istra tion  R a te rs

individual (grades 1-3) 4M & 4P 
group (grades 4-6) per class

individual

class

class

individual

class

individual

peers in Dept, 
who knew them

All classmates

All classmates

All classmates

All class mates

All classmates

All class mates

All class mates
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STUDY

Madden & Slavin 
(1983a)

Miller (1956) 

Morrison (1981)

M E T H O D
(No. of Choices)

Nom inations(6)

Rating Scale

(1) Forced choice
(2) Rating
(3) Nominations (3)

CRITERIA (Weighting) Ref. Group Sex A dm in istra tion R a te rs

Friends
W ould like to work with 
W ould not like to work with

5 points - very much w ant/w ant/ 
doesn't m atter/don't care/ don't want 
as a friend

HIFTO
HIFTO
Like/not like to be grouped with in; 
a) academic, b) social, c) sports activity

class

class

lesson  
group 
eg. PE

both

both

both

class

Groups of 6,
Some individual 
(if low functioning)

All classmates

All classmates

Nabuzoka & Smith 
(1993)

Roberts & Zubrick 
(1992)

Sabomie et.al. (1990)

Taylor et.al. (1987)

Nominations (3) 

Forced choice 

Forced choice

(1) Rating Scale

(2) Nominations 
(unlimited)

Like most & Like least

HIFTO

HIFTO

(1) 5 point- how much like to play with 
at school

(2) Best Friends

class

class

PE class 
m ates

class

both

both

individual

sam e PE class

both class

All class mates

All class mates

All PE class
m ates

All classmates
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TABLE 2.3 Test-retest Reliability of Sociometric Measures with 8-12 Year Olds
STUDY AGE M EASURE CRITERION Same or INTERVAL STABILITY COEF

Both Sex

Asher & Dodge (1986) 8-12 years Ratings Like to play with Both 5 Months 0.69
Nom inations like most Both 5 Months 0.55

Coie & Dodge (1983) 8-9 Nom inations Like Most Both 2 Years 0.27
Like Least 0.62

10-11 N om inations Like Most Both 2 Years 0.29
Like Least 0.27

Durrant & Henggeler 9-11 Ratings Like Same 6 Months 0.78
(1986) Both 6 Months 0.68

Gresham (1981) 8-10 Nom inations Play With Both 3 W eeks 0.32 - 0.62
Work With Both 3 W eeks 0.28 - 0.50

Ratings Play With Both 3 W eeks 0.30 - 0.60
W ork With Both 3 W eeks 0.20 - 0.63

Gresham & Stuart (1992) 5-10 Nom inations Like Most Both 1 Year 0.47
Like Least 0.60

Oden & Asher (1977) 9-10 years Ratings Play with Same 2 Months 0.82
W ork with Same 2 Months 0.84

Roff e t  al. (1972) 9-12 years Nom inations Like most Same 1 Year 0.52
2 Years 0.42

Like least Same 1 year 0.38
2 Years 0.34
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TABLE 2.4 Sociometric Status Group Classification Systems
STUDY SUBJECTS 

A g e  N o  S ex S E S /L o c .R a ce
SOCIOMETRIC CLASSIFICATION  
System  U sed R ation a le

% CLASSIFIED  
Pop Rej N e g Con Ave

Asher & Dodge 
1986

8-11 200 M /F Mainly
M iddle

Standard Score as in Coie et.al. 1982, except: 
D derived from Is received on rating scale 
N: Standard L - Standard D score <1

Stability of status & prediction 
of negative outcomes using 
Coie system.

14.0 17.5 11.5 9.5 10

Asher & Wheeler 
1985

8-12 200 M /F U pper 
M iddle 
& M iddle

80%
W hite

Standard Score: P,R,C,A as Coie et.al. 1982 
N as Coie & Dodge 1983

Similarity to Coie 
Statistical

14 17 16 5.5 12

Cantrell & Prinz 
1982

8-12 492 M /F Lower
M iddle

Fixed Percentage Score: P: top 8% on L-D, 
R: top 8% on D-L, N: lowest 8% on L+D,
A: bottom 20% on N, top 80% on L & D

Minimise % identified with aim  
of selecting a clinically 
meaningful sample

4.5 3.9 3.2 57

Carlson et.al. 
1984

7-8 172 
10-11 186

M /F Rural 75%
W h ite

Absolute Score: P=SP>5, D<1: 
R= SP<-5, L<1: N= L<1, D<1

To ensure extreme groups 
regardless of the distribution 
of scores in the sample

8.1
6.5

8.7
9.1

9.3
6.5

Cillessden & 
Ferguson 1989

7-8 349 M Probability, as in Newcombe & Bukowski, 1983 22.7 19.0 1.8 1.4 55.1

Coie et.al. 
1982

8-9 213 
10-11 300 
13-14 335

M /F 68%
W hite

Standard Score: P=SP>1, L>0,D<0; 
R=SP<1,L<0,D>0: N=SI<-l,Absolute L=0 
C=SI>1, L>0,D>0; A:SP&SI in range -.5 to.5

Taxonomic 12.3 13.1 13.2 7.3 9.1

Coie & Dodge 
1983

8
11

96
122

M /F 25%
Black

Standard Score as in Coie et.al. 1982 except: 
N=SI<1, L&D<0: A: all not classified as P,R,N or C

22
24

22
20

20
19

5
8

31
9

Dubow & Cappas 
1988

8-11 238 M /F Lower
M iddle

30%
Black

French & Waas (1985a) except both sex 
nominations used

21 13 8 4 54

Foster & Ritchey 
1985

9-12 134 M /F Lower
M iddle

Fixed Number: P: 2 highest L-D per class;
R: 2 lowest L-D per class; N: 2 lowest L+D per class •

7.5 7.5 7.5

French & Waas 
1985(a)

8
11

401
469

M /F Rural Standard Score: P= L>.5, D<-5; R=D>.5, L<-.5 
N=L<-.5, D<-.5; C=L>.5, D>>.5; A= those not classified

11
10

14
13

6
3

4
2

64
73
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STUDY

French & Waas 
1985(b)

Green et.al. 
1981

Kurdek & Lillie 
1985

SUBJECTS
A g e  N o  S ex  S E S /L o c .R a ce

8 361 M /F  Rural & 99%
11 342 M iddle W h ite

Class

SOCIOMETRIC CLASSIFICATION  
System  U sed

Standard Score, as in French & Waas 1985(a)

% CLASSIFIED
R ation a le

8 108 M /F  Rural 2%
Black

Fixed Percentage Score: P: +ve noms>.24, -ve noms<.06; 
R: +ve noms<.06, -ve noms>.24;
N: +ve noms<.06, -ve noms<.06

8-13 135 M /F  M iddle W h ite Probability, as in Newcombe & Bukowski, 1984

Nabuzoka & Smith 8-12 36M /143F Lower/ 3.4%
1993 M iddle Black

Newcombe &
Bukowski
1983

Newcom be &
Bukowski
1984

Stiefvater et.al. 
1986

10 334 M /F  Suburban

10 334 M /F  Suburban

9-10 144 M /F  M iddle W h ite

Ollendick, Greene, 9-11 786 M /F  Low- 90%
Francis & Baum M iddle W h ite
1991

Coie et.al. (1982), except N=S1<1, L&D<0

(1) Probability, (p<.05): P= rare L, D<mean,
R= rare D, L<mean; N = lower than chance SI;
C= rare L & /or D (with other above the mean); 
A= chance SI, less than rare L & D
(2) Standard Score, as in Coie et.al. 1982
(3) Quadrant System, as in Peery 1979

(1) Probability, as in Newcombe & Bukowski 1983 
except p < l

(2) Standard Score, as in Coie & Dodge 1983

Probability: P= rare L, D below mean 
R= rare D, L below mean 
N= lower than chance SI score 
A= chance SI + less than rare L&D 

(or if one rare, other above mean)

Standard score as in Asher & Dodge, 1986

Newcom be & Bukowski's 
data on reliability/validity

Pop Rej N e g Con Ave

11 14 5 2 68

12 8 10

8.2 10.4 12.6

0
11.9

25.0
9.1

8.3
17.5

5.6
7.0

8.3
13.3

6.3 9 15.5 2.1 67.1

11.4
18

12.6
21.2

3.6
11.7

5.1 21.9

10.8 10.3 12.2 6.7 60

8.7 10.4 12 5.6 63.4

11.8 13.2 11.1 63.9

Replication of Asher & Dodge 15.0 14.6 12.1
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Acc Rej Toi A /R  Flat

STUDY

Morrison
1981

SUBJECTS
A g e N o  S ex  S E S /L o c .R a ce

7-10 510 M /F  Low (mid)
- Middle

Peery
1979

Sabornie, 
Marshall & Ellis 
1990

4-5 80 M /F  Mostly
M iddle

7-12 100 M /F

Mostly
W h ite

85%
W hite

SOCIOMETRIC CLASSIFICATION  
System  U sed

Acceptance - standardised acceptance on HIFT0>.5 
Rejection - standardised rejection on HIFTO>.5 
Toleration - standardised toleration on HIFTO>.5 
Acceptance/Rejection - both standardised scores>.5 
Flat - no standardised scores>.5

Quadrant System: P= high SI, high SP, R= high SI, 
low SP; Isolated (N)= low SI, low SP; Amiable= low SI, 
high SP

Quadrant system as in Peery 1979, except based on 
HIFTO arcsine transformed acceptance and rejection 
percentage, instead of nominations

R ation a le

( 487 Mainstream) 
(23 mid) 

Group preference record more 
accurate for mid children. 
Desirability of a profile approach

% CLASSIFIED
Pop Rej N e g  Con Ave

35
13

22
35

21
35

32
17

Pop Rej Isol Unci Amy

25 21 24

(50 Mainstream) 36 8 8 4 44
(50 Learning difficulties) 40 16 14 4 26
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TABLE 2.5 Test-retest Reliability of Sociometric Status Group Classifications
STUDY SOCIOMETRIC CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM SUBJECTS INTERVAL RELIABILITY

A ge N 0 Pop Rej N e g Ave Con Total

Asher & Dodge Asher & Dodge (1986) 7-10 547 5 Months 50% 69% 29% 36% 18% 34%
1986 k=.43 k=.57 k=.22 k=.19 k=.08 k=.26

Cillessden & Newcom be & Bukowski (1983) 7-8 117 1 Year 62% 60% 0% 53%
Ferguson, 1989

Coie & Dodge Coie & Dodge (1983) 8-9 79 1 Year 44% 47% 27% 50%
1983 73 2 Years 50% 38% 29% 25%

62 3 Years 38% 23% 8% 50%
76 4 Years 16% 13% 33% 0%

10-11 106 1 Year 63% 52% 32% 44%
105 2 Years 30% 48% 50% 0%
53 3 Years 33% 50% 25% 40%
89 4 Years 29% 42% 19% 22%

Gresham & Stuart Newcom be & Bukowski (1983) 5-10 137 1 Year 14% 18% 30% 64% 10%
1992

Newcom be & Coie & Dodge (1983) 10-11 334 1 Month 65% 74% 36% 70% 41% k=.42
Bukowski, 1984 297 6 Months 36% 45% 15% 59% 40% k=.17

273 1 Year 24% 28% 16% 72% 39% k=.17
278 18 Months 12% 31% 15% 65% 37% k=.10
240 2 Years 31% 35% 19% 39% 69% k=.18

Newcom be & Bukowski (1984) 10-11 334 1 Month 65% 76% 36% 70% 50% k=.37
297 6 Months 31% 31% 19% 71% 36% k=.19
273 1 Year 27% 41% 20% 65% 33% k=.16
278 18 Months 10% 36% 12% 74% 38% k=.14
240 2 Years 33% 33% 21% 74% 38% k=.20

Ollendick et. al. Asher & Dodge (1986) 9-11 293 6 Months 42% 59% 28% ,
1991 k=.36 k=.54 k=.18 k=.22

12 Months 43% 52% 17%
k=.33 k=.40 k=.27 k=.23

18 Months 36% 58% 11%
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TABLE 2.6 Construct Validity of Sociometric Status Groups: Summary of Findings

FINDINGSMETHODS SUBJECTS STUDY
Behavioural Assessment Sociometric Classification Age Sex

Observations during free play Asher & Dodge (1986) 9-11 M/F Pop>Rej: Positive peer interactions; Rej>Pop: Solitary behaviour Ollendick et al 
(1991)

Observations during class & 
lunch time

Coie et al (1982) except 
Neg. Neg as in Coie & Dodge 
(1983)

6-7
8-9

M Rej & Con>Ave>Neg: Off Task, Teacher Negative in Play 
Ave>Rej & Neg: Instrumental Activity

Coie & Dodge 
(1988)

Observation in small groups 
of Familiar & Unfamiliar 
Peers

Standard Score 
Coie et al (1982)

9-10 M Rej & Ave>Pop & Neg: Aversive verbal & physical. Familiar 
and unfamiliar groups
Pop & Ave>Rej>Neg: Prosocial, Familiar groups
Pop &Neg>Ave: Prosocial, Unfamiliar groups
Rej & Ave>Pop>Neg: Rough & tumble play, familiar groups, no
difference in unfamiliar

Coie &
Kupersmidt (1983)

Observation in playground 
and classroom

Fixed Number 8-9 M Rej>Pop: daydreaming, clowning, out of seat behaviour 
Rej>Pop & Ave: aggressive behaviour

Dodge, Coie & 
Brakke (1982)

Observation in playground Fixed Number 8-10 M/F Rej> Pop & Ave: arguing, unoccupied behaviours
Pop & Ave > Rej: social conversation & Cooperative play

Ladd (1983)

Teacher rating 
(Q sort technique)

Newcombe & Bukowski 
(1983)

5-9 M Pop>Rej: Cooperation
Rej & Neg>Pop: Fighting, Disruptiveness, Seeking Help

Cillesden & 
Ferguson (1989)

Teacher rating Coie et al (1982) except 
15 items, 5 point scale, 4 factors Neg. Neg as in Coie & Dodge

(1983)

6-7
8-9

M Rej & Con>Ave>Neg & Pop: Aggression;
Rej>Ave: Isolate Behaviour; Rej>Ave>Pop: Academic Problems 
Pop>Ave>Rej: Prosocial

Coie & Dodge 
(1988)

Teacher rating
(7 point scales: No. of Friends,

French & Waas (1985a), 
but both sex nominations

8-11 M/F Pop, Ave, Neg, Con > Rej: No. of Friends
Ave > Pop, Rej > Con & Neg: Behaviour Problems

Dubow & Cappas 
(1988)

Behaviour Problems)
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METHODS
Behavioural Assessment 

Teacher rating
(School Behaviour Checklist)

Teacher rating 
(Conners Questionnaire)

Teacher rating 
(11 items, 3 scales)

Teacher rating 
(96 True/False items)

Peer Assessment 
(19 items)

Peer Assessment 
(8 items, forming 3 scales)

Peer Assessment 
(6 Guess Who items)

Peer Assessment
Guess Who: Aggression &
Prosocial factors + individual

Peer Assessment 
(6 Guess Who items,
2 components obtained)

Sociometric Classification 

Standard Score

Fixed Percentage

Asher & Dodge (1986)

Standard Score

Absolute Score

Coie & Dodge (1983) 
but same sex

Standard Score 
(Coie et al, 1982)

SUBJECTS 
Age Sex

FINDINGS

8-11 M/F Rej>Neg, Ave & Pop: Behaviour problems

8-9 M/F

9-11 M/F Rej>Pop& Neg: Aggressiveness, Moodiness & Learning Problems

Rej>Accepted: inattentive-passive 
Rej>Neg>Accepted: Hyperactivity

9-11 M

7-8 M/F 
10-11 M/F

8-11 M/F 

8-14 M/F

Coie et al (1982) except 6-7 M
Neg. Neg as in Coie & Dodge 8-9 
(1983)

French & Waas (1985a), 8-11 M/F
but both sex nominations

Rej>Pop: Behaviour problems, academic difficulties, aggression 
Neg>Pop: Behaviour problems

Rej>Neg & Accepted: Aggressive, disruptive, irritable 
domineering, dishonest & selfish 
Accepted>Neg: Brag about physical prowess

Con>Neg & Ave: Variability of prosocial scale scores 
Con>Pop & Ave: Variability of withdrawal scale scores

Pop>Con>Rej: Cooperates & Leader 
Con>Pop: Disrupts, Fights, Seeks Help 
Pop>Con: Acts Shy
Rej & Con>Ave>Neg: Aggression; Ave>Neg: Unhappy 
Pop & Con>Ave>Neg: Good at Sport & Funny. 
Pop>Ave:Prosocial (8-9 Years)

Pop & Con > Ave >Neg, Rej: Competent Behaviours 
Rej & Con > Ave > Pop & Neg: Problem Behaviours

STUDY

French & Waas 
(1985a)

Green et al (1981)

Ollendick et al 
(1991)

Virtue & French 
(1984)

Carlson et al 
(1984)

Bukowski & 
Newcombe (1985)

Coie et al (1982)

Coie & Dodge 
(1988)

Dubow & Cappas 
(1988)
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METHODS
Behavioural Assessment Sociometric Classification

Peer Assessment 
Guess Who, 6 items from 
Coie et al (1982) + Bully
6  Mctim

Peer Assessment
7 item Victimisation 
& Aggression Scales

Peer Assessment 
Revised Class Play

SUBJECTS 
Age Sex

FINDINGS STUDY

Coie et al (1982)

Coie et al (1982) 
but same sex

Coie & Dodge (1983)

8-12 M/F Pop>Rej: Leader, Cooperates Nabuzoka &
Pop>Ave,Neg & Other: Cooperates; Con>Rej & Neg: Cooperates Smith (1993) 
Rej>Pop,Neg & Ave:Disrupts; Rej>Pop,Neg & Other: Starts Fights 
Rej>All other groups: Seeks Help, Bully & Victim

8-12 M/F Rej> All other groups: Victimisation scale 
Con>Rej>All other groups: Aggression

Perry, Kusel & 
Perry (1988)

9-10 M/F Pop>Neg & Ave>Rej: Sociability-Leadership Rubin et al
Rej>Neg,Ave & Pop: Sensitive-Isolated & Aggression-Disruption (1989)

116



Chapter 3

Study 1: Sociom etric Classification Methods - A Comparative 
Investigation.

3.1 Introduction

Chapter 2 reviewed a range of ways in which sociometric m easures have 
been used to assess the social status of individual members of a  social group. 
It was argued  th a t  sociom etric s tu d ies  have typically given little  
consideration to theoretical issues. Gottlieb, Gorman & Curci (1984) argue 
th a t one of the m ost glaring deficiencies in the attitude literature relating to 
m oderate learning difficulties is the  alm ost complete absence of any 
attem pt to tie research to existing theories of social psychology. Decisions 
on procedures and criteria have either been based on m easurem ent issues 
or taken on apparently quite arbitrary bases. This can be expected to lead to 
difficulties in interpreting individual studies and in comparing findings 
from different studies. Indeed Morrison (1981) suggests th a t in  stud ies 
w ith MLD children, "the multitude of variations in administration and  
scoring of sociometric measures have confused and limited the conclusions 
that can be made about the social status of mildly handicapped children 
among their non-handicapped peers, (p i93).

This chapter therefore begins by outlining ways in which social exchange 
theories can inform decisions about sociometric s ta tu s group classification 
criteria. A new sociometric s ta tu s  group classification system  is th en  
developed w hich is based  on th is theoretical fram ework and  w hich 
addresses the methodological issues discussed in chapter 2 as having 
particu lar im portance in assessing the social s ta tu s  of integrated MLD 
children.

3.1.1. Sociom etiic classification system s: A theoretical perspective.
In considering from a theoreticcil perspective the design of an  appropriate
social s ta tu s  classification system, social exchange theories were first 
exam ined as a potentially  relevant theoretical basis. Social exchange 
theories, developed from Thibaut & Kelley’s (1959) original formulation have 
played an  influential role in the investigation of a range of social phenom ena 
including affiliation (Berscheid, 1985). Social exchange theorists analyse 
interactions in term s of rewards emd costs. Any activity which is perceived by 
a  person as contributing to the gratification of their needs is regarded as a 
reward. The definition of costs goes beyond punishm ents to include the 
value of rewards available in alternative activities which have been forgone. 
The outcome of any interaction is given by subtracting the rewards fi-om the
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costs to give either a profit or loss. However desire for affiliation with 
ano ther is not held to relate to the net profit or loss enjoyed in a 
relationship, b u t to the way in which the outcome relates to some minimum 
level of expectation - the comparison level. The comparison level is held to 
be influenced by an individual’s experiences in the relationship in question 
and other relationships of tha t type, by their judgm ent of w hat outcom es 
others like them selves are receiving and their perception of the outcom es 
likely to be available to them  in alternative relationships.

Secord & Backm an (1974) utilise concepts from social exchange theory in 
explaining why popular individuals have the characteristics they do. They 
argue th a t  popu lar individuals m u st have charac teristics th a t  have 
considerable reward value to an appreciable num ber of group members, and 
th a t it m ust be possible to interact with them  a t low cost. This is borne out 
by the research reviewed in chapter 2, section 2.5.4 in th a t popular children 
facilitate rewarding interaction for others - helping, being positive etc. Also 
popu lar ch ild ren  are able to handle  the ir own em otional response , 
controlling their moods so as not to inflict negative feelings on others. 
Analysis of the characteristics of rejected individuals is also consistent with 
social exchange theory. Such individuals have been shown to display 
domineering, aggressive, inconsiderate behaviours which raise the cost to 
others of interacting with them.

Reservations have been expressed by a num ber of authors about the validity 
of Social Exchange Theory in explaining certain close relationships such as 
m arriage. Its applicability to an  analysis of friendship h as also been 
questioned. Smollar & Youniss (1982), in sum m arising their da ta  on the 
development of friendship from age 6 years to young adulthood report, “ tit 
for tat reciprocity dropped out of friendship early and w as replaced by a  
reciprocity of principle....the economic idea of I will do this for you if you 
will do this for me, gave way to the moral thesis of we will act fo r our 
common in terest However while there do appear to be some significant 
limitations to the use of social exchange theory in accounting for behaviour 
in intim ate dyadic relationships th is sum m ary also suggests th a t affiliation 
might very well be understood in social exchange theory terms.

Hence on the LITOP m easure proposed in  chapter 2, section 2.6, child X 
would select the smiling face opposite child Y’s name if they cinticlpate th a t 
in teraction with Y will provide them  with net benefits over and above a 
certain  m inim um  level of expectation. They would select the  sad  face 
opposite child Y’s nam e if they anticipate th a t interaction with Y will cost 
them  net losses below those which they expect. They would be expected to
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select the straight m outhed face opposite child Y’s nam e if they anticipate 
th a t interaction with Y would result neither in net benefits, nor in net losses.

It is interesting to consider how concepts from social exchange theory used 
to analyse desire for affiliation at an  individual level might be extended in 
a ttem pting to sum m arise and categorise the group’s desire for affiliation 
with an individual. Following Kaufman et. al. (1985) the proportion of smiles 
received on the LITOP may be regarded as an index of social acceptance and 
the  proportion of frowns received an index of social rejection.'As indicated 
in  Section 2.4 indices represent an appropriate way of sum m arising da ta  
from forced choice sociom etric m ethods which allow com parisons of 
individual’s positions to be made across groups bu t which are not affected by 
variations in the distribution of scores between the groups. The following 
sociometric sta tu s  group classification criteria might then  be developed with 
reference to key concepts from social exchange theory:

Popular: a child might be classified as socially well accepted or Popular if the 
predominant response of the group is a desire to affiliate with them; the prevailing or 
majority view among peers being that the benefits of interacting with these children 
outweigh the costs. This approach would also fit with Duck et. al.’s (1980) suggestion in 
looking at definitional distinctions between popularity and friendship that, 
‘"popularity is an expression of liking by general consensus” (p94).

Rejected: Rejected children could be defined as those to whom the predominant response 
of the group is a desire to avoid affiliation; the prevailing view among peers being that 
the costs of interacting with these children outweigh the benefits.

Neglected: Neglected children could be defined as those to whom the predominant 
response of the group is indifference -  neither opting to affiliate, nor to avoid 
affiliation. The prevailing view among peers would be that the outcome of interaction 
with these children involves neither significant benefits nor significant costs.

Controversial: Controversial children could be defined as those on whom members of 
the group are sharply divided -  a majority of group members opting either to affiliate or 
to avoid affiliation, with only a minority endorsing an indifferent response. There is 
no prevailing view among peers since some see significant net benefits in interacting 
with these children while others see significant net costs.

Average: Average children would be defined as those on whom there was no prevailing 
view among peers and to whom there was no predominant response by the group, the 
responses received being evenly distributed among the sociometric response categories.

The definitions offered above provide a theoretical basis for applying a 
probability assignm ent procedure, modified from Newcombe & Bukowski 
(1983), to the LITOP m easure. Here 'predom inant' is interpreted as ‘more
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than  half of the choices received in the 3 categories other than  ‘don’t  know 
them  well enough to decide how m uch I want to associate with them ’ (the 
question m ark response). Table 3.1 shows th a t the adoption of a criterion 
probability level of .05 meets this requirement irrespective of the size of the 
peer group, w ithin the range of class sizes and same sex class peer group 
sizes sam pled in th is study. These criterion scores were generated by 
calculating those for each peer group size which had a probability  of 
occurrence of .05 according to the binomial distribution. It should  be 
appreciated th a t th is procedure does not involve doing binom ial te s ts  
(otherwise m ore s trin g en t criteria  would be requ ired  to keep  the  
significance level a t 5% overall while carrying out multiple comparisons). 
Rather, the procedure simply entails referring to the binomial distribution to 
provide guidance for assigning subjects to groups.

Size of group Criterion number (p<.05) Size of group Criterion number (p<.05) 
Above chance Below chance Above chance Below chance

5 4 0 6 5 0
7 5 0 8 6 0
9 6 0 10 7 0

11 7 0 12 8 0
13 8 1 14 9 1
15 9 1 16 9 1
17 10 1 18 10 2
19 11 2 20 11 2
21 12 3 22 12 3
23 13 3 24 13 3
25 13 3 26 14 3
27 14 4 28 15 4
29 15 4 30 16 4
31 16 5 32 16 5
33 17 5 34 17 5

Table 3.1 C riterion  num ber of choices in  each  sociom etric  response  catego ry  
of th e  LITOP.

Above chance criterion levels were applied to the acceptance, rejection and 
toleration indices in identifying popular, rejected and  neglected children; 
while controversial children were identified through the identification of 
below chance toleration scores. Children were assigned to the classification 
categories as follows:
Popular - Number of smiles received: at or above the the above chance criterion level 
Refected - Number of frowns received: at or above the above chance criterion level 
N^ected - Number of ‘straight mouthed faces” received: at or above the above chance 
criterion level.
Controversial - Number of ‘straight mouthed faces” received: at or below the below 
chance criterion level. Neither smiles or frowns at or above the above chance criterion 
level.
Average - Children not meeting the definitions for any of the other groups.
This sociometric s ta tu s group classification system  will be referred to as the 
FOP (forced choice probability) method.
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The proposed assessm en t procedure therefore involved modifying the 
forced choice group preference measure, the HIFTO; to make it a m easure 
of desired affiliation ra th e r th an  a mixed m easure of friendship and 
attraction  (the Like To Play, LITOP, measure) and then  applying to it a 
probability assignm ent classification procedure (this type of procedure 
having only previously been used with nomination sociometric data).

3.1.2 Aims of this study
It was concluded in chap ter 2 th a t different sociometric classification 
methods can resu lt in  substantially different proportions of children being 
assigned to the various categories and th a t there would appear to be a  need 
for further comparative studies such as those conducted by Newcombe & 
Bukowski, preferably involving children in schools where MLD children are 
integrated.

The aims of the first study undertaken in this thesis were to:

(1) To obtain information on the reliability and validity of the new m easures 
developed for assessing the social s ta tu s  of integrated MLD children: the 
indices of acceptance and  rejection using  the  LITOP and  the  FCP 
sociometric sta tu s group classifications.

(2) To compare the performance of the theoretically based FCP sociometric 
sta tu s group classification approach with other commonly used approaches 
described in the literature and reviewed in Chapter 2, in order to provide a 
basis for relating the findings from different studies and to evaluate the 
appropriateness of different procedures in  assessing the  social s ta tu s  of 
integrated MLD children.

This study will investigate both the test-re test and in ternal consistency 
reliability of the indices of acceptance and rejection. H artup (1970) has 
argued th a t test-retest reliability may lead to a rather conservative estim ate 
of the reliability of m easures of social acceptance because of dynamic nature  
of social relations where some change in desire for affiliation over time is 
expected. However both the theoretical role which h as been posited for 
social acceptance in child development and the concern surrounding the 
apparen t poor acceptance of m ainstream ed MLD pupils rely on an  
assum ption of significant stability. If a  child’s social acceptance continually 
fluctuates there would be no reason to expect th a t a  child assessed  a t a  
particular time as having low acceptance is any more likely th an  a  child 
assessed as having high acceptance to be deprived of developmentally
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im portant peer group experiences or to be in need of intervention. It is 
therefore im portant to the aims of this thesis th a t any m easure of social 
acceptance used should have adequate test-retest reliability.

The internal consistency reliability of acceptance and rejection scores was 
also investigated. G ronlund (1959) has suggested th a t high in ternal 
consistency m ay indicate the presence of a general factor of social 
acceptability. The FCP sociometric classification method classifies children 
according to the “predom inant” response of the group towards them . Low 
internal consistency would call into question the relevance of this approach.

The construct validity of the sociometric sta tu s  group classification systems, 
will be assessed  by differences between each of the extreme sociometric 
classification groups and the average group on an  unlim ited nom ination 
version of the Coie et. al. (1982) Guess Who m easure. A num ber of specific 
hypothesis were generated from the definitions of the sociometric s ta tu s  
groups employed in th is thesis and the elaboration offered to children of the 
peer assessm ent items.

Cooperates' was elaborated as: Co-operates, this person is really good to 
have as part of your group because they are agreeable and co-operate. They 
pitch in, share and give everyone a turn. This describes children with whom 
others wish to affiliate and who engage in behaviours which benefit others. It 
would therefore be of central importance to the validation of the popular 
group th a t they score higher than  the average group on this item. Although 
not of central validational importance (as it would be possible th a t a  child 
score low on cooperates' bu t not be rejected) it would be expected th a t 
rejected children would score lower th an  the average group. The m ean of 
the neglected group would not be expected to differ significantly from the 
average group, although it may be som ewhat lower and the m ean of the 
controversial group are was not expected to differ significantly from the 
average group, although it may be somewhat higher.

Hypotheses:
1(a) On ‘cooperates’ the  popular group will score higher th an  the average 
group.
1(b) On ‘cooperates’ the rejected group will score lower th an  the average 
grouD.

'D isrupts' is elaborates as: 'disrupts', this person has a  way of upsetting 
everything when he or she gets in a group. They don't share and they try 
to get everyone to do things their way.
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'S tarts fights' is elaborates as: Fights, this person 'starts fights'. They say  
mean things to other children or push them or hit them.
Because of the high net costs to others encapsulated in these descriptions it 
would be expected th a t the rejected group would score higher th a n  the 
Average group. Because of the comparatively low frequency of overt physical 
aggression reported in the later prim ary school years by several stud ies 
weaker effects on 's tarts fights' might be anticipated. However because of the 
pervasiveness of the disrupts' description it would seem to be of central 
im portance to the validation of the rejected group th a t they should score 
h igher th a n  the  average group on th is  item. Although not of cen tra l 
validational im portance (as it would be possible th a t a child score low on 
d isrup ts ' b u t not be popular) it might be expected th a t popular children 

would score lower than  the average group on disrupts'.

The m ean of the neglected group would not expected to differ significantly 
from the average group, although it may be somewhat lower and the m ean of 
the  controversial group is not expected to differ significantly from the 
average group, although it may be somewhat higher.

Hypotheses:
2(a) On ‘d isru p ts’ the rejected group will score higher th an  the  average 
group.
2(b) On d isrup ts’ the popular group will score lower than  the average group.

'Leader' is elaborates as: leader, this person gets chosen by the others as the 
"leader', other people like to have this person in charge.
On th is description it is anticipated th a t the  rejected group will score 
significantly lower th an  the average group as a desire to avoid affiliation 
would preclude a selection as leader'. On the other hand a desire to affiliate 
might be regarded as necessary but not sufficient for selection as a  leader'. It 
is not therefore expected tha t popular children will score higher on leader'. 
If desire to affiliate is indeed necessary for nom ination as leader' th en  
neglected children might be expected to score lower th an  average. It is not 
anticipated th a t the controversial group’s score will differ significantly from 
the  average group as it seem s unlikely th a t peers will nom inate these  
children for th is specific description, other people like to have this person  
in charge.

Hypotheses:
3(a) On leader’ the rejected group will score lower th an  the average group. 
3(b) On leader’ the neglected group will score lower th an  the average group.
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'Seeks help' is elaborated as; 'seeks help', this person is alw ays looking for  
help, they ask for help even before they've tried very hard. This description 
is suggestive of a cost attaching to interaction with such children and as such 
it m ight be anticipated th a t rejected children may score higher th an  the 
Average group. It is not anticipated th a t low scores on seeks help' are likely 
to be perceived as sufficiently beneficial to differentiate the popular from the 
Average group.

Hypothesis:
4(a) On ‘seeks help’ the rejected group will score higher th an  the  average 
group.

'Acts shy' is elaborated as: Shy, this person is very shy with other children, 
they a lw ays seem to play or work by themselves, it's hard to get to know 
this person. This appears to describe a child to whom peers are largely 
indifferent so it would be anticipated that the neglected group would score 
higher th an  the average group. However th is s ta tem ent also describes 
children with whom interaction is likely to yield a  lower th an  expected 
cost/benefit ratio, rejected children may also therefore score higher th an  
average on acts shy', controversial children, who are so well known in the 
peer group th a t m any peers have strong views on w hether they w ant to 
affiliate with them  should be expected to score lower than  average on th is 
item.

Hypotheses:
5(a) On acts shy’ the neglected group will score higher th an  the  average 
group.
5(b) On ‘acts shy’ the controversial group will score lower th an  the average 
group.
5(c) On ‘acts shy’ the rejected group will score higher th an  the  average 
group.

3.2 Method

3.2.1 Subjects.
Of the  sam ple of 254 children, 30 (11.8%) were MLD pupils, integrated 
part time into one of the m ainstream  classes. 21 (70%) of the MLD pupils 
a ttended school A, while 9 (30%) attended school B. 133 (59.4%) of the 
m ainstream  pupils attended school A while 91, 40.63 attended school B. Of 
the 224 m ainstream  pupils 116 (51.8%) were boys and  108 (48.2%) were 
girls. Of the MLD pupils 23 (76.7%) were boys and 7 (23.3%) were girls. Of 
the m ainstream  pupils 14, (6.25%) were non-white (6 South  Asian, 3
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Chinese, 5 Afro-Caribbean), of the MLD pupils 1, 3.33% was non-white 
(South Asian). Of the m ainstream  pupils 78 (34.8%) were Year 5 pupils (9 - 
10 years old), 82 (36.6%) were Year 6 pupils (10 - 11 years old) and  64 
(28.6%) were Years 7 pupils (11 - 12 years old). Of the MLD pupils 13 
(43.3%) were Year 5 pupils, 11 (36.7%) were Year 6 pupils and 6 (20%) 
were Years 7 pupils.

All the children in the final 3 years of 2 middle schools in a new town in 
Buckingham shire served as subjects in th is study. School'A  served a 
working class area of the new town, 18.5% of the children being eligible for 
free school m eals on the basis of low family income, whereas School B 
served a middle class area, .003% of the children being eligible for free 
school meals. Each of the schools contained integrated MLD children. Such 
schools were selected because in section 2.5.2 it was concluded th a t 
comparative studies such  as th is should preferable involve children in 
schools where MLD children are integrated, in order to clarify the relevant 
influencing factors. The num ber of integrated MLD children ranged from 0 
to 5 per class with a mean of 3. Class size ranged fi*om 19 to 28 with a  m ean 
of 25.4 children per class.

The children in the first year of middle schooling were not included in  the 
study which was conducted in December - January , when these children 
would have been in the school for 4 months and it was considered th a t they 
may still have been in the process of becoming acquainted. Parents of the 
children were informed as part of a regular new sletter from the schools 
th a t a Buckinghamshire County Council educational psychologist who was 
doing research into children’s relationships would be visiting the school to 
give questionnaires to some of the classes. Parents were asked to let the 
school know if for ciny reason they did not want their child to be involved, 
bu t none did.

3 .2 .2  P rocedure
Each of the 254 children was assessed on two occasions, T1 & T2 which 
were 5 weeks apart, on the LITOP (a forced choice group preference 
sociometric m easure which is described below). They were rated by each 
member of their class present during the adm inistration. On Occasion 1 44 
children, 17.3% of the sample, were absent firom school; on Occasion 2 33 
children, 13% of the sample, were absen t from school. Enquiries m ade 
about th is high absence rate revealed records of parental contact w ith the 
school in each case which indicated a high rate of illness during the period 
in which the  study  was conducted (December & January). MLD pupil 
absence rates were some four times higher than  m ainstream  pupils on each
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occasion. This is in accordance with C hazan’s (1964) finding th a t MLD 
children in South Wales special schools they were significantly more likely 
th an  age, sex and SES m atched m ainstream  controls to rated  by their 
teachers as having poor health. It underlines the importance of including a 
‘don’t know’ category in the forced choice sociometric m easure employed. 
No attem pt was made to follow up absentees because:

(a) Bruininks, Rynders & Gross (1974) report a  study by Fithian, Bruininks 
& Rynders (1972) which found th a t ratings on the Peer Acceptance Scale 
from 4 male and 4 female classm ates correlated .7 or above w ith those 
obtained from the whole class. It was considered th a t the sam ples available 
in this study (which on Average consisted of 85.2% of classmates, in no case 
being lower th an  69%) were likely to give an  acceptable estim ate of desired 
affiliation.

(b) initial analysis of the data  collected a t T1 indicated th a t split half 
reliabilities for estim ates of acceptance and rejection from sam e sex 
classmates bore no relationship to the percentage of classmates present.

(c) of practical difficulties associated with frequency and length of absence 
during the W inter months, differences in the adm inistration of the m easure 
which would be required for th is group, the re-scheduling of the  school 
time table following T1 to accommodate Christm as activities.

The set of sociometric questionnaires adm inistered to whole class groups 
by the experimenter and the instructions used are reproduced in Appendix 
3A. Landau & Milich (1990) observed tha t even m ost 7-8 year old pupils are 
able to comprehend written social sta tus questions in a group adm inistered 
sociometric inventory. However they advise th a t with subjects th is young it 
is advisable to have the examiner or teacher read the questions out loud as 
children follow along. The first name, accompanied by the first letter only of 
the second nam e was used to protect the children’s identity. In each case, 
after introducing the author to the class, the class teacher either left the 
room, or withdrew to a com er with marking during the adm inistration. In 
those classes where MLD pupils were integrated part time, the MLD pupils 
were p resen t for the  adm inistration  and  the  classroom  a s s is ta n t or 
specialist teacher responsible for supporting them  in academic m ainstream  
sessions was available to help them  read their classm ates nam es on the 
questionnaire.

It was decided to use the class as the reference group, rather th an  the year 
group for the following reasons. This study  was conducted prior to the
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introduction of the British National Curriculum  which places em phasis on 
% ar Groups in m uch the same way as the American education system  
em phasises Grade Levels. One outcome has been somewhat more frequent 
grouping of children for teaching purposes within year groups b u t across 
classes. At the time this study was conducted th is practice was very rare in 
B uck ingham sh ire  m iddle schools. C hildren  were generally  ta u g h t 
th roughout the  school day in the sam e class group. The one notable 
exception tended to be games lessons where some schools com bined 
classes across a  year group and then divided the year group by sex. In 
add ition  a  nu m b er of schools e ither because  of th e ir  size or for 
philosophical reasons adopted vertical or family grouping. This involved 
forming classes of children from a num ber (usually 2) of year groups. In th is 
study 3 of the 4 classes from school B were organised in this way. In sm aller 
schools there would be opportunities for all the children to interact during 
lunch  and b reak  tim es. Larger schools having two playgrounds would 
sometimes designate one for the youngest two year groups and the other for 
the oldest two year groups (in other schools different playgrounds would be 
designated for different activities).

Most schools, particularly  those organising by sam e age group classes, 
tended to keep the classes substantially in tact from year to year to avoid 
d isrup ting  positive friendship and work groups. It is to be expected 
therefore th a t B uckingham shire middle school children will know the 
children in their class well and can reasonably be asked about the degree to 
which they wish to associate with each of them. They may not know all the 
children in their year group, a concept which a t th a t time was unlikely to 
have any significance for them. Coie & Dodge (1983) argue for using  the 
year group as the reference group on the basis th a t should not consider a 
child friendless ju s t  because their best friend is in a  different class. 
However in a vertically grouped class it could equally well be the case th a t a 
Year 6 pupil could have a Year 7 best friend. This study is concerned with 
desire for affiliation ra ther than  best friendship, and uses a forced choice 
group preference record ra ther than  a  restricted num ber of nom inations. 
Both these  factors would tend to underm ine Coie & Dodges’s (1982) 
argum ent even where single age group m ainstream  classes are concerned. 
Where MLD children are integrated into m ainstream  classes on a  tem porary 
basis there are additional argum ents in favour of using the class a s  the  
reference group. All b u t four of the studies of integrated MLD children 
which are listed in Table 2.2 of Appendix 2A select the class a s  the  
reference group and even then  some of the  m ainstream ed MLD children 
were found not to be known even to their classmates.
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3.2 .3  A ssessm ent M easures
As can be seen from Appendix 3A children were given booklets consisting 
of 4 questionnaires. The children’s nam es appeared on the questionnaires 
in the sam e order as they appeared on the class register. As the class 
registers were called twice each day, the children were familiar with the 
order of nam es and likely to regard the order as “neutral” - not carrying any 
im plications of precedence. In school A the  reg isters listed girls in 
alphabetical order of surnam es, followed by boys in alphabetical order of 
surnam es. In school B the register listed children in date of b irth  order 
from the oldest to the youngest.

Prior to completing the questionnaires the purpose of the exercise was 
explained (part of a project about how children of their age get along with 
each other a t school) and the children were told:
(a) That there weren’t any right or wrong answers, they were ju s t  to pu t 
what they thought.
(b) That their questionnaires would be kept confidential.
(c) That they were to keep their questionnaires confidential.

Sociom etric  questionnaires
Q u estio n n a ire  A, in Appendix 3A, shows the  LITOP, the forced choice 
measure adapted from the HIFTO. The visual presentation of the four circles 
containing a questionnaire m ark and 3 faces is the same as in the HIFTO 
however the new instructions produced in Appendix 3A ask  the children to 
tick the face which shows how m uch they like to play with' each person at 
school and are summarised as follows:

work carefully down the list showing how much you like to 'play with' each 
person at school by ticking the question mark if Ws someone that you don't 
know well enough to decide how much you like to 'play with' them, you 
tick the smiling face if it's the name of someone you like to 'play with', you 
tick the sad  face  if it's the name of someone you prefer not to 'play with' 
and you tick the straight-mouthed face  if it's someone you don't mind 
whether you 'play with' them or not

The phrase, “prefer not to 'play with'” was selected because it encapsulated 
“a desire to avoid association with”, while being considered by the pilot 
sample of 10 middle school teachers to be both ethically acceptable and 
likely to be clearly understood by children of th is age. The phrase, “don’t 
mind w hether you 'play with' them  or no t” was preferred to the HIFTO 
phrase “don’t especially care about”. Morrison (1981) suggested from her
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data tha t “neu tra l” faces with these instructions in fact represented weak 
frowns. An English child would use the phrase, “don’t care for’ as an 
expression of dislike ra ther th an  indifference, the more neu tra l “don’t 
m ind” therefore seemed preferable.

Q uestionnaire B , in Appendix 3A, taken from Asher & Dodge (1986) asks 
the children to rate on a five point rating scale how m uch they like to play 
with' every other child in their class. This m easure was included so th a t 
com parisons could be draw n betw een the  theoretically  based  FCP 
classification approach devised in the present study and Asher & Dodge’s 
sociom etric s ta tu s  classification system  w hich also avoids the  direct 
elicitation of negative nominations from children, to which m any teachers 
object.

Q uestionnaire C, in Appendix 3A,is a peer nom ination m easure which asks 
children to circle the names of the three children in their class with whom 
they most like to play and the three children with whom they least like to 
play. Q uestionnaire D , in Appendix 3A, required these same choices to be 
made from lists of same sex classm ates only. These questionnaires were 
included to allow comparisons to be made with a  range of the sociometric 
s ta tu s  group classification m ethods on which m ost research  has been 
carried out with non-handicapped children.

The order in which questionnaires A to D were presented was randomised 
across classes in  order to control for the effects of fatigue. However 
questionnaire D always followed questionnaire C in order to avoid the 
possibility th a t the latter might establish a  response set for the former.

Preliminary piloting of the LITOP was carried out in two mixed age classes 
containing in tegrated MLD children to ascerta in  w hether it could be 
completed by middle school age m ainstream  and MLD pupils in their 
norm al class groups. This was a p ractical issue  which would have 
im plications for the arrangem ents which would need to be m ade with 
schools for the adm inistration of the assessm ent m easures and the time 
which would need to be allowed for this. Schools had indicated th a t they 
would find it administratively more convenient for the assessm ent to be 
carried out with whole classes. Conceptually also th is appeared desirable as 
it had been decided, for the reasons outlined in section 3.2.1 above, to treat 
the class as the reference group.

In th is small scale pilot it proved possible to adm inister all the m easures of 
social acceptance used in this study to children of th is age on a whole class
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basis. Where children with moderate learning difficulties were integrated, 
adu lt support was required in enabling them  to read their c lassm ates 
names. Occasional help was also sought by some of the younger m ainstream  
children in reading their classm ates names. Listing the nam es in register 
order with which the children were familiar appeared to be particularly  
helpful in this regard.

Consideration was given to reading all names on each questionnaire aloud in 
tu rn  to the class, a pause being left after each name to allow for a  response. 
When tried out with one class of 8-10 year olds th is was found to require 
alm ost twice a s  long as the  m ethod described here. On the  la te r  
questionnaires several pupils were observed to work ahead w ithout waiting 
for the nam es to be read aloud, others showed signs of restlessness. In 
addition some MLD pupils of this age were found to have diSiculty keeping 
pace with the whole class presentation and finding the correct place on the 
questionnaire. It was therefore decided to let the pupils work a t their own 
pace within each questionnaire, providing the MLD pupils with their u sua l 
classroom  suppo rt personnel. This would free the experim enter for 
surveillance and dealing with questions from individuals.

The conclusions drawn from the small scale pilot adm inistration of the 
sociometric questionnaires are supported by the very small num ber of 
errors made by children in Study 1 in completing the questionnaires. When 
the peer nom ination m easure is considered, where each child is asked to 
circle three names, 1 questionnaire was found to have five and 1 to have 
four nam es circled on one of the “like to play with' best” sheets. A further 
2 questionnaires were found to have only 2 nam es circled on one of the 
sheets, as opposed to the three asked for, 1 had only one circled and 2 had 
none circled. These last three all occurred on same sex “like to play with' 
least” sheets. In one case the child had written, “I like everyone” which 
would appear to provide some informal support for the questions raised in 
chap ter 2 concerning the  validity of fixed num ber peer nom ination  
measures. On the rating scale and forced choice m easures there were 3 and
5 questionnaires respectively where the subject had skipped a line, ticking 
2 options in the previous line. In one questionnaire this occurred twice and 
in another three times.

These conclusions were also supported by the small num bers of children 
who asked for additional explanation or assistance during whole class 
adm inistration, despite encouragement to do so. During the adm inistration
6 (2.4%) subjects asked for additional individual explemation. Four of these 
enquiries were about the forced choice m easure and two about the  rating
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scale. A fu rth er 5 (2.0%) subjects were offered additional individual 
explanation when they were observed giving more than  one rating per child 
(2 cases) or had failed to make a start. All 11 (4.4%) children, 4 of whom 
were in teg ra ted  MLD pupils proceeded to com plete the  m easu res 
appropriately. A num ber of subjects sought reassurance th a t they were 
completing the forms satisfactorily - eg th a t circles round the num bers on 
the rating scale were an OK size, the ticks through the faces on the forced 
choice m easure were in the right place.

The strategy of involving the special classroom assistan t or support teacher 
who normally work with MLD pupils during academic lessons which they 
a ttend  in the m ainstream  classes appeared to work well, and caused no 
comment from the m ainstream  pupils who were used to th is arrangem ent. 
The staff emphasised to the pupils tha t there were not going to look a t their 
questionnaire responses, merely help them  read the names. The pupils did 
no t appear to find the adu lt proximity inhibiting, indeed on several 
occasions MLD pupils volunteered information to staff about w hat they had 
given one of their classmates and had to be reminded th a t they should keep 
th is information private. A single member of staff proved sufficient to assist 
3 MLD pupils. Due to absences there were no more than  th is num ber of 
MLD pupils present in ciny of the classes surveyed. In the 4 classes which 
had 4 MLD pupils on register and the 1 class which had 5 MLD pupils on 
register, 2 of the  MLD support staff had  been tim etabled to provide 
assistance. From the experience of th is pilot th is level of support would 
appear to be warranted.

The p eer a ssessm en t m easures.
Finally each child was given Questionnaire E, in Appendix 3A, a version of 
the the Guess Who m easure used by Coie et. ai. (1982), adapted to allow 
unlim ited nom inations. This adaptation  was introduced for the  sam e 
reasons th a t unlim ited sociometric nom inations were argued in section
2.3.1 to be preferable to limited nom inations and  to m inim ise the 
possibility th a t integrated MLD children would be overlooked by their 
c lassm ates. This m easure utilises the  following six items: 'cooperates', 
'd isrupts', 'acts shy', 's tarts fights', seeks help' and leader'. The associated 
behavioural descrip tors and the instructions read to the children are 
reproduced in Appendix 3A. The instructions asked the children to place a 
tick against the nam e of any of their classm ates who fitted each of six 
behavioural descriptions and were designed to address the criticisms made 
by Dygdon (1988). Dygdon (1988) expressed reservations about the use of 
unlimited nom inations for peer assessm ent m easures on the grounds th a t 
some children may make only one nomination per description while others
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may nominate every classmate to whom they the descriptor applies a t all.

Following the literature review reported in Section 2.5.4. the guess who 
peer assessm ent m easure was included to provide an  assessm ent of the 
construct validity of the sociometric sta tus groups being identified by each 
of the m ethods investigated. Specific hypothesis relating to expected 
differences between the sociometric sta tus groups on the peer assessm ent 
items have been presented in section 1.2.

W hen the children had  finished their questionnaires they were given 5 
m inutes to draw a picture of the playground activity which they m ost 
enjoyed. This was introduced as a buffer activity designed to reduce any 
carry  over from the sociometric questionnaires. Following a fu rth e r 
rem inder about the confidentiality of their questionnaires a sho rt (3-5 
minute) class discussion was held about the popularity of the different 
playground activities which the children had drawn. Class teachers did not 
report any repercussions following these assessm ent sessions in term s of 
children talking about the sociometric assessm ents or showing any signs of 
distress.

3.2 .4  Q uestionnaire Analysis
The questionnaires were analysed as follows:

Q u estio n n a ire  A, th e  LITOP: Following the discussion in section 2.4 .2  of 
chapter 2, for each subject an  index of acceptance w as calculated by 
dividing the num ber of smiling faces received by the total num ber of ratings 
received in categories other than  “don’t know”. An index of rejection was 
calculated similarly using the num ber of sad faces received. The proportion 
of classmates giving a child a straight mouthed face, as opposed to the other 
two was also calculated, some authors have referred to th is as an  index of 
toleration. As it was concluded in section 2.6 of chapter 2 th a t decisions 
about whether same sex ratings should be used might m ost appropriately be 
based upon analyses for the presence of sex cleavages these proportions 
were calculated first using ratings received from all classm ates and then  
from ratings received from same sex classmates only.

Q u es tio n n a ire  B, th e  R a tin g  Scale M easure: Following A sher & Dodge 
(1986), a LPR (Lowest Play Rating) score was computed as the frequency of 
1 ratings (lowest possible play rating).

Q uestionna ires  C&D, th e  Peer N om ination m easu res: For each of the whole
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class and same sex nomination m easures the subjects were assigned liked 
and disliked raw scores according to the num ber of times they were 
nominated as someone who was most or least liked to 'play with'.

Q u estio n n a ire  E, th e  G uess Who m easu re : The num ber of tim es a child’s 
name was ticked for each behavioural descriptor by all classm ates and by 
same sex classm ates only was calculated for each child and divided by the 
num ber of children present, m inus 1. This gave the proportion of all 
classm ates and sam e sex classm ates who had nom inated each child as 
fitting each behavioural description. Parkhurst and Asher (1992) point to a  
num ber of advantages to using unlimited nominations and proportion scores 
on peer assessm ent items as opposed to the use of limited nominations and 
standardised scores which have more commonly been used in studies of 
this kind. First it means that whether a pupil is nominated for a particular 
item is not dependent on whether other pupils are nom inated. Secondly 
the use of a fixed num ber of limited nominations across classes may obscure 
differences in the prevalence of pupils with particular characteristics across 
classes. Standardising scores across classroom s would also obscure such  
differences.

Sociom etric s ta tu s  group classifications.
Subjects were assigned to sociometric groups according to the classification 
system s detailed below. To facilitate com parisons with previous research  
efforts were m ade to adhere as closely as possible to the  original 
approaches. However the decisions outlined in section 3.2.4. on the  
sociometric criteria and the reference group to be used constrained the 
extent to which the methods described could be applied exactly. In each 
case departures from the method as originally employed are detailed.

P ee ry  (1979) Q u a d ra n t S y stem  - The frequencies of whole class peer 
nominations were used. Social Preference (SP) scores were computed as follows: (Total 
positive nominations received) - (Total negative nominations received). Social Impact 
(SI) scores constituted (Total positive nominations received) + (Total negative 
nominations received). The arithmetic mean of the SI scores was computed.
Subjects were then assigned to social status groups as follows:

- Popular - SP>0, SI above mean.
- Rejected - SP<0, SI above mean.
- Amiable - SP>0, SI below mean.
- Isolated - SP<0, SI below mean.

The p resen t application of th is m ethod differed from Peery’s original 
procedure in term s of:
(a) the sociometric criteria used - children were asked to identify the  3
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children who they liked to play with' best and least ra the r th an  being 
asked to identify the children with whom they did and didn’t: play outside, 
sit next to for stories on the rug, be with when they could do whatever they 
want.

Newcom be & B ukow ski’s (1984) ap p lica tio n  o f P e rry ’s (1979) Q u a d ran t 
System  - Newcombe & Bukowski’s application differed from Perry’s method in that 
only same sex nominations were used. Also children were asked to identify the 3 
children who were their best friends and the three children with whom wanted to play 
least rather than being asked to identify the children with whom they did and didn’t: 
play outside, sit next to for stories on the rug, be with when they could do whatever they 
want.

The p resen t application of th is  m ethod differed from Newcombe & 
Bukowski’s original procedure in term s of:
(a) the reference group - other children in the same classroom rather th an  
other children in the same grade.
(b) the sociometric criteria - children were asked to identify the 3 children 
who they liked to play with' best and least ra the r th an  being asked to 
identify the 3 children who were their best friends and the three children 
with whom wanted to play least.

Coie e t. al. (1982) S tan d ard  Score M ethod - The frequencies of whole class peer 
nominations were transformed into standardised positive or liked most (LM) & 
negative or liked least (LL) scores within each classroom. A Social Preference (SP) 
score was then computed as the standard LM score minus the standard LL score; & a 
Social Impact (SI) score as the standard LM score plus the standard LL score. The SP & 
SI scores were then standardised within each classroom. Subjects were then assigned 
to social status groups as follows:
- Popular, consisting of all children having a SP z score greater than 1.0, a LM z score 
greater than 0 & a LL z score less than 0.
- Rejected, consisting of all children having a SP z score less than -1.0, a LM z score less 
than 0 & a LL z score greater than 0.
- Neglected, consisting of aU children having a SI z score less than -1.0 & an absolute 
LM score of 0.
- Controversial, consisting of all children having a SI z score greater than 0, a LM score 
greater than 0 & a LL score greater than 0.
- Average, consisting of all children receiving SP & SI z scores between -.5 & -.5.
- Other, consisting of all remaining children.

The present application of th is method differed from Coie et. al.’s original 
procedure in term s of:
(a) the reference group - other children in the same classroom rather th an  
other children in the same grade.
(b) the sociometric criteria - children were asked to identify the 3 children

134



who they liked to 'play with' best and least ra ther th an  being asked to 
identify the 3 children who they liked most and least.

N ew com be & B u k o w sk i’s (1 9 8 3 )  a p p lic a tio n  o f  C oie e t .  a l . ’s ( 1 9 8 2 )  

S tan d ard  Score M ethod - Newcombe & Bukowski’s application differed from Coie 
et. al.’s method in that only same sex nominations were used. Also children were 
asked to identify the 3 children who were their best friends and the three children 
with whom wanted to play least rather than being asked to identify the 3 children who 
they liked most and least.

The p resen t application  of th is  m ethod differed from Newcombe & 
Bukowski’s original procedure in terms of:
(a) the reference group - other children in the same classroom rather th an  
other children in the same grade.
(b) the sociometric criteria - children were asked to identify the 3 children 
who they liked to play with' best and least ra th e r th an  being asked to 
identify the 3 children who were their best friends and the three children 
with whom wanted to play least.

N ew com be & B ukow ski ( 1 9 8 3 )  P ro b ab ility  A ss ig n m en t m e th o d  - The
frequencies of same sex peer nominations were used to assign subjects on a class by 
class basis to sociometric classification groups. The Unistat statistical package (Toker 
& Wright, 1984) was used to determine raw scores on the basis of class size, 3 positive 
(liked) and 3 negative (disliked) nominations by each child and a criterion probability 
level of .05. Children were assigned to the classification categories as follows:
Popular - rare liked (L) score, disliked (D) score at or below mean.
Rejected - rare L, D at or below the mean.
Neglected - a lower than chance impact (L+D) score.
Controversial - rare L &/or D scores (if one of these scores is not rare it must at least be 
above the mean).
Average - A chance impact score and less than rare number of L and D scores.

The p resen t app lication  of th is  m ethod differed from Newcombe & 
Bukowski’s original procedure in term s of:
(a) the reference group - other children in the sam e classroom rather th an  
other children in the same grade.
(b) the sociometric criteria - children were asked to identify the 3 children 
who they liked to play with' best and least ra ther th an  being asked to 
identify the 3 children who were their best friends and the three children 
whom wanted to play least.

Coie & Dodge (1 9 8 3 )  S tan d a rd  Score M ethod - The frequencies of whole class
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peer nominations were transformed into standardised positive or liked most (LM) & 
negative or liked least (LL) scores within each classroom. A Social Preference (SP) 
score was then computed as the standard LM score minus the standard LL score; & a 
Social Impact (SI) score as the standard LM score plus the standard LL score. The SP & 
SI scores were then standardised within each classroom. Subjects were then assigned 
to social status groups as follows:
- Popular, consisting of all children having a SP z score greater than 1.0, a LM z score 
greater than 0 & a LLz score less than 0.
- Rejected, consisting of all children having a SP z score less than -1.0, a LM z score less 
than 0 & a LL z score greater than 0.
- Neglected, consisting of all children having a SI z score less than -1.0, a LM z score 
less then 0 and a LLz score less then 0
- Controversial, consisting of all children having a SI z score greater than 0, a LM z 
score greater than 0 & a LL z score greater than 0.
- Average, consisting of cill remaining children.

The present application of th is method differed from Coie & Dodge’s 
original procedure in terms of:
(a) the reference group - other children in the same classroom rather than  
other children in the same grade.
(b) the sociometric criteria - children were asked to identify the 3 children 
who they liked to play with' best and least ra ther than  being asked to 
identify the 3 children who they liked most and least.

N ew com be & B u k o w sk i's  (1984) a p p lic a tio n  o f Coie & D odge (1983) 
S tan d ard  Score M ethod - Newcombe & Bukowski’s application differed from Coie 
& Dodge’s method in that only same sex nominations were used. Also children were 
asked to identify the 3 children who were their best friends and the three children 
with whom wanted to play least rather than being asked to identify the 3 children who 
they liked most and least.

The presen t application of th is method differed from Coie & Dodge’s 
original procedure in terms of:
(a) the reference group - other children in the same classroom rather th an  
other children in the same grade.
(b) the sociometric criteria - children were asked to identify the 3 children 
who they liked to 'play with' best and least ra the r th an  being asked to 
identify the 3 children who were their best friends and the three children 
with whom wanted to play least.

N ew com be & B ukow ski (1984) P ro b ab ility  A ssig n m en t m e th o d  - This 
differed from Newcombe & Bukowski’s 1983 method only in that a criterion 
probability level o f. 1 rather than .05 was used.

The p resen t app lication  of th is  m ethod differed from Newcombe &
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Bukowski’s original procedure in terms of:
(a) the reference group - other children in the same classroom ra ther than  
other children in the same grade.
(b) the sociometric criteria - children were asked to identify the 3 children 
who they liked to play with' best and least ra the r than  being asked to 
identify the 3 children who were their best friends and the three children 
whom wanted to play least.

F re n c h  & W aas ( 1 9 8 5 )  - The frequencies of same sex peer nominations of 
classmates were converted to proportions and standardised by sex across the sample. 
Subjects were then classified according to the following criteria:
Popular, positive score above .5 SD, negative score below -.5 SD.
Rejected, positive score below -.5 SD, negative score above .5 SD.
Neglected, both scores below -.5 SD.
Controversial, both scores above .5 SD.
The Average group consisted of children who did not meet any of those criteria.

The p resen t application of th is method did not differed from French & 
Waas’ original procedure.

A sher & Dodge (1 9 8 6 )  - The frequencies of whole class positive peer nominations 
were transformed into standardised positive or liked most (LM) scores within each 
classroom. The Lowest play rating score (LPR), computed as the frequency of 1 ratings 
(lowest possible play rating on the rating-scale measure) received from all classmates. 
A Social Preference (SP) score was then computed as the standard LM score minus the 
standard LPR score; & a Social Impact (SI) score as the standard LM score plus the 
standard LPR score. The SP & SI scores were then standardised within each classroom. 
Subjects were then assigned to social status groups as follows:
- Popular, consisting of all children having a SP z score greater than 1.0, a LM z score 
greater than 0 & a LPR z score less than 0.
- Rejected, consisting of all children having a SP z score less than -1,0, a LM z score less 
than 0 & a LPR z score greater than 0.
- Neglected, consisting of all children having a SI z score less than -1.0, a LM z score 
less then 0 and a LPR z score less then 0
- Controversial, consisting of all children having a SI z score greater than 0, a LM z 
score greater than 0 & a LPR z score greater than 0.
- Average, consisting of all children receiving SP & SI z scores between -.5 & -.5.

The p resen t application of th is m ethod differed from Asher & Dodge’s 
original procedure in term s of:
(a) the sociometric criteria - children were asked to identify the 3 children 
who they liked to 'play with' best rather than  being asked to identify the 3 
children who they liked most, criteria for the rating scale m easure did not 
differ.
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M orrison (1981) S tan d ard  Score M ethod - Indices of acceptance, toleration and 
rejection were obtained from the HIFTO forced choice soclometiic measure completed 
by all the subjects classmates, In a slightly different way to that described above for 
the LITOP. The acceptance score was computed by dividing the number of smiles 
received by the total number of ratings received In all four categories Including “Don’t 
know”. Toleration and rejection scores were calculated similarly using the number of 
straight mouthed faces and frowning faces respectively. These scores were 
standardised within each class and children assigned to the five category 
classification as follows:
High acceptance profile - standsirdlsed acceptance score above .5 
High rejection profile - standardised rejection score above .5 
High toleration profile - standardised toleration score above .5
Acceptance-rejectlon profile - standcirdlsed acceptance AND rejection scores above .5 
Flat profile - no standardised scores above .5

The present application of th is method differed from M orrison’s original 
procedure in term s of:
(a) the sociometric criteria - the LITOP instructions, described in Appendix 
3A were used ra ther than  the original HIFTO instructions (Kaufman et. al. 
1985).

S abom ie  e t. al. (1990) - Indices of acceptance and rejection obtained from the 
HIFTO forced choice sociometric measure completed by the subjects same sex 
classmates were subjected to an arcsine transformation In order, Sabomie et. al. 
(1990) argue, to control for varying class size and the nuances of rating scale data.
Social Preference (SP) scores were computed as follows: (Transformed acceptance 
score) - (Transformed rejection score). Social Impact (SI) scores constituted 
(Transformed acceptance score) + (Transformed rejection score). The arithmetic mean 
of the SI scores was computed.
Subjects were then assigned to social status groups as follows:

- Popular - SP>0, SI above mean.
- Rejected - SP<0, SI above mean.
- Amiable - SP>0, SI below mean.
- Isolated - SP<0, SI below mean.

The present application of th is method differed from Sabom ie’s original 
procedure in term s of:
(a) the sociometric criteria - the LITOP instructions, described in Appendix 
3A were used ra ther th an  the original HIFTO instructions (Kaufman et. al. 
1985).
(b) the reference group - the m ean of the SI scores was computed and the 
subjects assigned to sociometric sta tu s groups on a class by class basis 
whereas in the Sabom ie et. al. (1990) study the m ean SI score calculated 
was th a t of 50 integrated pupils with specific learning difficulties and  50 
m atched m ainstream  comparison pupils, draw n from the  PE lessons in
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which the sociometric assessm ent was carried out.

Forced  cho ice  p robab ility  (FCP) m e th o d  - This method, which was derived in 
Section 3.1, used the Unistat statistical package (Toker & Wright, 1984) to determine 
rare scores according to the binomial distribution on the basis of class/group size, a 
.33 probability of assignment of each response category on the LITOP forced choice 
measure and a criterion probability level of .05. The criterion cutoff scores for 
different numbers of same and both sex classmates are shown in Table 3.1. Children 
were assigned to the classification categories on the basis of both whole class and same 
sex responses to the forced choice measure as follows:

Popular - Number of smiles received: at or above the the criterion level
Rejected - Number of frowns received: at or above the criterion level
Neglected - Number of ‘straight mouthed faces” received: at or above the criterion
level.
C ontroversial - Number of ‘straight mouthed faces” received: at or below the criterion 
level. Neither smiles or frowns at or above the criterion level.
Average - Children not meeting the definitions for any of the other groups.

In summary, it m ust be recognised th a t changes, as noted, have been made 
to the way in which many of these sociometric classification system s were 
originally applied. The changes most commonly made here were changes to 
the reference group, where class ra ther than  year was used; and changes to 
the criteria, where children were asked who they liked to play with' best, 
rather than  who they liked best, or who they would like to have as their best 
friends. It may be tha t these modifications, which were justified in chapter 
2, significantly alter the reliability or validity of the methods evaluated. In 
effect it is the modified, rather th an  the original methods which are being 
assessed in this study.

3 .3  RESU LTS

3.3.1 Reliability of th e  indices of accep tance and  rejection
(a) Split h a lf reliability.
A split half reliability estimate was obtained for acceptance and rejection 
scores on the peer nomination m easure and for acceptance, rejection and 
toleration scores on the LITOP. This was done by correlating the  indices 
calculated from the scores received by a child from one half of their same or 
both sex classm ates with th a t received from the other ha lf and  then  
correcting the correlation by the application of the double length formula

2fo

^ n =
l + r o
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Where r^= reliability of the new measure of increased length
r^= reliability originally calculated from half the available scores 

The results are Listed in Table 3.2.

NOMINATIONS Acceptance Rejection
Both Sex T1 .37 .73

T2 .34 .77
Same Sex T1 .41 .65

T2 .49 .78

FORCED CHOICE Acceptance Rejection Toleration
Both Sex T1 .64 .72 .20

T2 .70 .84 .30
Same Sex T1 .62 .68 .25

T2 .61 .73 .23

TABLE 3 .2  S p lit H alf R e liab ility  o f In d ices d erived  from  N om ination  and  
Forced Choice sociom etric  m easures.

N om ination m easure: Table 3.2 shows the internal consistency reliability for 
acceptance (the proportions of positive nom inations received) and rejection 
(the proportion of negative nom inations received). For positive nom inations 
they range from .34 to .49, while for negative nom inations they range from 
.65 to .78.

Forced  ch o ice  so c io m etric  m easu re  (LITOP): Table 3.2 shows the internal 
consistency for acceptance scores (the proportion of sm iles the  child 
received), for rejection (the proportion of frowns received) and  for the 
proportion of ‘stra ig h t m outhed’ or to leration  ra tings received. For 
acceptance they range from .61 to .70; for rejection from .68 to .84 and for 
the toleration choice from .20 to .30.

(b) Test- r e te s t  re liab ility
T est-retest reliability estim ates were obtained by correlating the  scores 
received by a child from their classm ates a t Time 1 with th a t received at 
Time 2. The Pearson product moment correlations obtained are listed in 
Table 3.3.

NOMINATIONS 
Both Sex T1-T2 
Same Sex T1-T2

FORCED CHOICE 
Both Sex T1-T2 
Same Sex T1-T2

Acceptance
.70
.69

Acceptance
.72
.74

Rejection
.77
.68

Rejection
.78
.70

SI SP 
.59 .79
.50 .75

Toleration
.38
.32

TABLE 3 .3  T est-R e tes t R eliability  of s tan d a rd ised  n o m in a tio n  sco res and  of 
Indices derived  from  Forced  choice sociom etric  m easures.
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P eer N om ination  M easure : To facilitate direct comparison with the resu lts 
reported by Coie et. al. (1982) positive and negative z scores were obtained 
through standard ising  w ithin each classroom  the positive and negative 
nom inations received. Social Impact (SI) and social preference (SP) scores 
were calculated in the way described by Coie et. al. (1982). (The SP score 
was computed by subtracting the standardised negative nomination score 
from the s tan d ard ised  positive nom ination score; the  SI score w as 
com puted by adding together the s tandard ised  positive and negative 
nom ination scores. The SP & SI scores were then  standardised within each 
classroom.) Test-retest reliabilities for acceptance, rejection and SP scores 
ranged from .70 to .79. The test-retest reliability of SI scores was lower .50 
to .59.

F o rced  C hoice M easure: Table 3.3 shows the test-re test reliability for 
acceptance scores (the proportion of sm iles the  child received), for 
rejection (the proportion of frowns received) and  for the proportion of 
to le ra tion  sco res (‘s tra ig h t m outhed’ ra tin g s  received). T es t-re te s t 
reliabilities for acceptance and rejection ranged from .70 to .78. However 
test-retest reliabilities for toleration scores were very low, .32 to .38.

3.3 .2  Reliability o f th e  peer assessm ent m easures.
The test-re test reliability of the proportions of nom inations received for the 
six Guess Who items was also assessed and are reported in Table 3.4. Higher 
coefficients are generally found for whole class th an  for same sex scores. 
Same sex coefficients range from .58 to .79 while whole class coefficients 
range from .70 to .86.

Guess Who Item  Sam e sex Whole class ,

cooperates' .63 .76
disrupts' .62 .80
acts shy' .71 .81
'starts fights' .79 .86
seeks help' .58 .70
leader' .69 .70

Table 3 .4  T e st-re te s t reliab ility  o f scores on  th e  G uess Who peer a ssessm en t 
item s.

3 .3 .3 . S o c io m etric  c la ss if ic a tio n  sy stem s: d is tr ib u tio n  and  c la ss if ic a tio n  
d ifferences betw een  m eth o d s
The distribution of subjects in different sociometric groups was assessed for 
each of the  sociometric classification system s. These distributions are  
shown in Table 3.5. It would appear th a t the FCP method identifies different
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proportions of popular and rejected children than  the other commonly used 
sociometric categorisations m ethods which are broadly similar. However 
m ethods which identify similar proportions of children in the ir various 
categories are not necessarily assigning the same children to each category.

METHOD PERCENTAGES
Popular Rejected Neglected Controversial Average Unclassified

Coie et. al. (1982) T1 14.2 14.6 7.9 4.7 15.8 42.9
T2 15.4 12.6 5.1 2.0 19.3 45.7

Newcombe & Bukowski's T1 18.9 16.1 6.7 6.3 10.2 41.73
(1983) application of Cole T2 14.6 16.9 4.7 6.7 11.4 45.67
et. al.'s (1982) method

Newcombe & Bukowski T1 7.5 11.4 7.5 2.0 71.7
(1983) T2 13.4 13.0 6.7 2.8 64.2

Newcombe & Bukowski T1 14.6 16.5 13.8 3.9 51.2
(1984) T2 15.8 16.5 11.8 4.7 51.2

Coie & Dodge T1 15.4 14.6 15.0 3.2 52
(1983) T2 14.6 12.6 12.6 2.0 58.3

Newcombe & Bukowski's T1 17.7 16.1 15.4 5.9 44.9
(1984) application of Cole T2 14.6 16.5 13.8 6.3 48.8
& Dodge's (1983) method

French & Waas T1 18.5 17.7 6.3 2.8 54.7
(1985) T2 18.9 18.1 6.7 3.5 52.8

Asher & Dodge T1 17.3 15.0 16.5 6.7 11.0 33.5
(1986) T2 13.8 15.0 15.8 5.5 13.8 36.2

FCP Method T1 3.5 16.1 5.5 1.2 73.6
(Both sex) T2 7.1 23.2 2.4 1.2 66.1

FCP Method T1 30.7 4.3 8.3 0.0 56.7
(Same sex) T2 30.7 5.5 2.4 1.6 59.8

Popular Rejected Isolated Amiable Unclassified
Peery (1979) T1 18.5 19 16.9 34.3 11.4

T2 20.1 21.7 16.9 33.5 7.9

Newcombe & Bukowski's T1 22.8 28.7 13.8 23.6 11.0
(1983)application of T2 20.1 26.4 13.8 28.7 11.0
Peery's (1979) method

Sabomie et. al. T1 15.8 29.1 27.6 22.4 5.1
(1990) T2 35.4 13 11.8 35.8 3.9

Accepted Rejected Tolerated Accepted/ Plat
Rejected

Morrison (1981) T1 18.9 33.9 24.4 0.4 22.4
T2 20.0 40.2 15.4 0 24.4

Table 3 .5  P e rce n tag e s  o f su b jec ts  c a teg o rised  by  d iffe ren t so c io m e tr ic  
s ta tu s  classification m ethods.

In order to investigate the overlap in categorisation between m ethods each 
of the methods using same sex nominations were contrasted in term s of the
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common proportion of children sim ilarly categorised on O ccasion 1. 
Methods using same sex nom inations were chosen for th is com parison 
because of reasons outlined in section 3.4.4 below. Where other m ethods 
were compared with the Peery (1979) and Sabomie et. al. (1990) m ethods 
‘Amiable’ and ‘Average’ were regarded as similar categorisations as were 
Isolated’ and ‘Neglected’.

Table 3 .6  show s the  percentage agreem ent ob tained  betw een the  
classification m ethods which were compared. Also given are the  kappa 
values (percentage agreem ent corrected for chance agreem ent w ith 
C ohen’s Kappa; Fleiss, 1981). These m ethods were Newcombe & 
Bukowski’s (1983) sam e sex application of Coie et. a l.’s (1982) m ethod 
(NB/C), Newcombe & Bukowski (1983) (NB83), th e  PCP m ethod, 
Newcombe & Bukowski’s (1984) same sex application of Coie and Dodge’s 
(1983) m ethod (NB/CD) and Newcombe & Bukowski’s (1984) m ethod 
(NB84), F rench  & W aas (1985) m ethod (FW), Newcombe and  
Bukowski’s( 1983) sam e sex application of Peery’s (1979) m ethod (NB/P) 
for and Sabomie et. al.’s (1990) (SAB) method.

FW
CLASSIFICATION

SAB NB/P
METHODS

NB83 NB84 NB/C NB/CD

FCP % 52.8 63.0 33.8 48.0 55.5 27.2 47.2
kappa .24 .44 .15 .20 .20 .16 .21

z 5.9 11.1 5.0 5.4 5.7 7.5 5.9

NB84 % 66.8 36.2 40.6 79.6 _ 36.6 68.5
kappa .42 .10 .23 .66 - .28 .50

z 11.3 3.8 9.0 18.4 - 15.9 14.9

NB/CD% 74.9 36.2 46.1 74.3 68.5 61.4 -

kappa .63 .14 .32 .63 .50 .56 -

z 17.5 4.5 10.5 17.7 14.9 24.6

Table 3 .6  A greem ent in  soc iom etric  ca teg o risa tio n  u sin g  sam e sex  ra tin g s  
betw een different m ethods on O ccasion 1.

Tables 3.5 and 3.6 illustrate tha t sociometric categorisation m ethods which 
produce sim ilar d istribu tions of a  sam ple across categories do no t 
necessarily achieve high levels of agreement in allocating particular subjects 
to categories. Fleiss (1981) advises th a t for m ost purposes kappa values 
greater th an  .75 may be taken to represent excellent agreem ent beyond 
chance, w hereas values below .40 may be taken  to rep resen t poor 
agreement beyond chance and values between .40 and .75 to represent fair 
to good agreem ent beyond chance. While the values recorded in  the z 
colum n indicate th a t all the kappa values reported are sta tistica lly  
significant, in no case is excellent agreement achieved. The best agreem ent
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is obtained between the Newcombe & Bukowski (1984) and the Newcombe 
& Bukowski (1983) which differ only In the use of a  probability level of 0.1, 
as opposed to 0.05 In the earlier study.

Substantial overlap of categorisation with the FCP method was achieved only 
by Sabornle et. a l.’s (1990) m ethod. A lthough they  use  d ifferent 
categorisation criteria these two methods both  obtain sociometric ratings 
using a forced choice procedure, the HIFTO In the case of Sabom ie at al’s 
m ethod and  the  LITOP in the case of the FCP m ethod. All the  o ther 
methods examined use a limited nomination procedure.

From Table 3.5 a notable feature of the FCP method is its sensitivity to the 
reference group from which sociometric ra tings are  collected. Little 
difference in the proportion of children identified as popular or rejected is 
found whether Coie & Dodge’s (1983) method is applied, using ratings from 
both sex classm ates, or Newcombe & Bukowski’s (1984) adaptation of Coie 
& Dodge’s method, which used ratings from sam e sex classm ates only. 
However w hen the  FCP m ethod is applied to ra tings from bo th  sex 
classm ates comparatively small proportions of children are identified as 
popular (about half the proportion identified by other methods) whereas the 
proportion of rejected children identified are sim ilar to those identified by 
other m ethods. On the other hand when the FCP m ethod is applied to 
ratings from sam e sex classm ates a large proportion of ch ildren  are 
identified as popular (about twice the proportion identified by o ther 
methods) while a  sm aller proportion are identified a s  rejected (about a 
third of the proportion identified by other methods).

These differences relate to the criteria used for sociometric categories on 
different m ethods and to systematic differences between same and opposite 
sex rating by children of this age. This latter issue is explored in detail in 
Section 3 .4 .4  below b u t the aspect of particu lar relevance here is the 
tendency of middle school aged children to preferentially give positive 
ratings to sam e sex peers and negative ratings to opposite sex peers. 
Sociometric categorisation methods based on standard  scores will not be 
sensitive to the absolute num ber of choices received b u t will categorise 
children on a relative basis. Categorisation m ethods based on a probability 
approach generally employ levels of chance which can  be exceeded by 
ratings from sam e sex classm ates alone even w hen ratings are collected 
from peers of both sexes. However the FCP method employs as criterion the 
predom inant or majority view within the reference group and is therefore 
likely to reflect substantial differences between sam e and both sex ratings 
where these occur. In the following section these differences are discussed

144



in detail and conclusions are drawn about the respective desirability of using 
same or both sex ratings in assessing the social acceptance of integrated 
MLD children.

3.3.4. Sam e sex or b o th  sex data  on th e  LITOP m easure and  FCP m eth o d ?  
Forced ch o ice  g roup p reference reco rd  (LITOP)
In chapter 2, section 2.6 it was argued th a t forced choice group preference 
data should be analysed for sex differences in  examining the validity of 
collecting ratings from both or same sex peers.

Table 3.7 gives the breakdown by sex of the forced choice play ratings given 
by same and opposite sex peers at each time of adm inistration. The table 
shows low to m oderate correlations, significant a t the .05 level, between 
the proportion of smiles received from same sex peers and the proportion 
received from opposite sex peers at each of the 2 times of adm inistration. It 
also shows low to m oderate correlations, significant a t the  .05 level, 
between the  proportion of frowns received from sam e sex peers and  the 
proportion received from opposite sex peers a t each of the 2 tim es of 
administration.

TIME 1 TIME 2

acc. rej. toi. act. rej. toi

Same Sex mean .49 .16 .36 .49 .21 .31
sd .25 .21 .19 .24 .22 .17

Other Sex mean .08 .60 .33 .11 .58 .31
sd .13 .25 .21 .14 .26 .20

Correlation .19 .35 -.11 .33 .39 -.10
P .003 .000 .08 .000 .000 .08

t 22.99 -21.13 1.54 21.45 -17.630 -.28
P .000 .000 .13 .000 .000 .78

TABLE 3 .7  P ercen tage of Choices Received in  each  category  from  Sam e and 
O pposite sex  peers.

However in  the  case of both smiles and frowns paired t  te s ts  showed 
significant differences between the proportions received from sam e sex 
peers and the proportions received from opposite sex peers a t each of the 2 
tim es of adm in istra tion . Higher acceptance scores were consisten tly  
received from sam e sex peers and higher rejection scores from opposite 
sex peers. Although there was a tendency for opposite sex peers to be more 
accepting of those children who were be tter accepted among sam e sex 
peers, on average positive choices were received from fewer th an  10% of
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their opposite sex classmates, bu t from almost half of same sex classmates. 
Similarly there was a tendency for same sex peers to be most rejecting of 
children who were most rejected by opposite sex peers, on average negative 
choices were received from more than  50% of opposite sex peers b u t from 
fewer th an  20% of same sex peers. Table 3.8 shows th a t th is sum m ary 
applies to both  sexes, there being no consisten t significant differences 
between them.

Rejection

T oleration

Boys m ean

TIME 1 
Same Sex 0pp. Sex

.50 .09

TIME 2 
Same Sex Opp. Sex

.50 .09
sd .24 .15 .24 .14

G irls m ean .47 .06 .47 .13
sd .26 .10 .25 .15

t .93 2.16 1.18 -2.04
P .35 .03 .24 .04

Boys m ean .16 .58 .21 .60
sd .19 .26 .22 .24

G irls m ean .16 .61 .20 .55
sd .23 .25 .22 .28

t .15 -.81 .21 1.56
P .87 .42 .83 .12

Boys m ean .34 .32 .29 .31
sd .18 .20 .15 .19

G irls m ean .37 .33 .33 .32
sd .19 .21 .19 .22

t 1.44 -.34 -1.95 -.58
P .15 .74 .05 .57

TABLE 3 .8  P e rcen tag e  o f C hoices R eceived in  each  LITOP ca teg o ry  from  
Sam e and  O pposite sex peers, blocked by sex.

Although some exceptions are made by some children, there is strong 
evidence th a t children of this age adopt the attitude tha t they do not like to 
play with' opposite sex peers in general and  apply th is  in a  non- 
discrim inative m anner to their opposite sex classm ates. On occasion 1 
15.7% of respondents gave a negative rating to all opposite sex peers, while 
no respondents gave a blanket rating (of any sort) to same sex peers. On 
occasion 2 17.9% of respondents gave a negative rating to all opposite sex 
peers, while only .07% gave a blanket (positive) rating to same sex peers.

FCP sociom etric classification system
Table 3.9 illustrates the way in which assignm ent of subjects to the  FCP 
sociometric classification method categories is affected by the use of sam e
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or both sex forced choice ratings.

Both Sex P Ç
OCCASION 1 

A N R
OCCASION 2 

C A N R

Sam e P 7 2 64 2 3 17 2 56 0 3
Sex C 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 1

A 1 0 109 6 26 1 1 106 5 39
N 0 0 14 4 3 0 0 2 1 3
R 0 0 2 0 9 0 0 1 0 13

Table 3 .9  A ssig n m en t o f su b jec ts  to  th e  FCP so c io m e tric  c la ss if ic a tio n  
m ethod  categories using  sam e & bo th  sex d a ta

Only half the subjects are allocated to the same category, of the 5 available, 
using both sex and same sex ratings. Many of the subjects classified as 
popular using sam e sex ratings are classified as Average using both sex 
ratings. Many of the subjects classified as Average using same sex ratings are 
classified as rejected using both sex ratings due to the addition of opposite 
sex ratings which are less positive in acceptance and more negative in 
rejection. To assign subjects to sociometric s ta tu s  groups using both  sex 
ratings would be to identify as rejected children less th an  a  quarter of 
whom are rejected by sam e sex peers and more th an  half of whom are 
averagely well accepted by them.

3.3 .5  S tability  of sociom etric s ta tu s  group classification
The stability of classification obtained with each of the m ethods was 
m easured by computing the percentage agreement between the two times 
of assessm ent and then  correcting for chance agreem ent with Cohen’s 
Kappa (Fleiss, 1981). The stability of each method is fisted in Table 3.10.

Percentage agreem ents range from 44.49% (Asher & Dodge, 1986 method) 
to 68.1% (FCP method). The range in kappa values is small (.30 to .43). The 
values recorded in the  z column indicate th a t all these classification 
methods produce an  overall value of kappa which is statistically significant. 
However applying the  criteria recommended by Fleiss (1981) only the  
following m ethods have kappa values which can be regarded as fair as 
opposed to poor: Peery (1979), Newcombe & Bukowski’s (1983) application 
of Coie et. a l.’s (1982) method, French and W aas (1985) and  the  FCP 
method. While differences in test-retest reliability values between m ethods 
are m arginal, both  the  highest percentage agreem ent and the h ighest 
overall kappa value was obtained for the FCP method.
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Percentage Kappa
METHOD Agreem ent

Peery (1979) 53 .95  .40 12.2

Newcombe & Bukowski’s 51 .58  .38 11.6
(1983) application of 
Peery’s (1979) method

Coie et. al. (1982) 4 9 .6  .31 9 .29

Newcombe & Bukowski’s 56 .67  .41 12.63
(1983) application of Coie 
et. al.’s (1982) method

Newcombe & Bukowski 6 6 .56  .34 8 .8
(1983)

Cole & Dodge 5 7 .44  .33 8 .88
(1983)

Newcombe & Bukowski’s 5 7 .09  .39 11.1
(1984) application of Coie 
& Dodge’s (1983) method

Newcombe & Bukowski 5 7 .08  .36 9 .93
(1984)

French & Waas 61 .59  .40 10.2
(1985)

Asher & Dodge 4 4 .49  .30 9 .6
(1986)

Sabomie et. al. (1990) 5 2 .75  .33 8 .68

Morrison (1981) 48 .43  .30 8 .15

FCP Method 68.1 .43 9 .24

Table 3 .10  T est - re te s t reliability  of sociom etric  s ta tu s  group c lassifications

3 .3 .6  Validation of Sociom etric S tatus Group Classification
On Occasion 1 and Occasion 2 separately, the peer assessm ent profiles of 
sociometric s ta tu s  groups created by each classification m ethod were 
examined. Data collected on each occasion was analysed separately by way of 
replication. For each method scores from the 6 items of the Guess Who, 
transform ed as described below, were analysed by a one way MANOVA with 
planned contrasts between each of the extreme sociometric s ta tu s  groups 
identified by the method and the Average group. W hen MANOVAs yielded 
significant m ain effects, con trasts between the groups were exam ined 
separately for each dependent m easure (the 6 G uess Who items). For 
sociometric classification methods using same sex ratings, sam e sex Guess 
Who scores were used. For sociometric classification m ethods using ratings 
from the whole class. Guess Who scores were compiled from the whole 
class.

Prelim inary analyses showed an  absence of sociometric s ta tu s  group
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in te rac tions with e ither gender (F^2 468)"^ '^ ^ ' p=.38) or year group 
(F(24 932j= 1.02, p=.43). Because of this and the reduction of cell size when 
additional independent variables were included, the  MANOVAs reported 
here include a single independent variable: sociometric sta tus group.

E^valiiation o f A ssum ptions
Results of the evaluation of assum ptions led to the transform ation of Guess 
Who variab les to reduce  skew edness and  o u tlie rs . S q u are  root 
transform ations were used on the same sex scores collected on. Occasions 1 
and 2 on all item s except 'cooperates', which w as not transform ed on 
Occasion 2 and  on which a Logarithmic transform ation  w as used  on 
Occasion 1. Square root transform ations were used  on the whole class 
Guess Who scores collected on both Occasions 1 and 2.

Group sizes differed considerably across the sociometric s ta tu s  groups 
identified by each classification method. Unequal n  was dealt with using the 
regression approach in SPSSX MANOVA. This is the  most conservative of 
the available approaches and avoids giving heavier weighting to larger cells. 
In th is study the largest group on most m ethods tended to be the Average 
group w hereas the extreme sociometric groups, which were of greater 
in terest tended to be smaller. In a num ber of instances the requirem ent 
th a t there should be more cases than  dependent variables in every cell was 
not met. To deal with this problem any group whose size was less th an  10 
was deleted from the analysis and a ‘D’ entered in Table 3.11. In testing for 
the assum ption of variance-covariance matrices Tabachnick & Fidell (1989) 
advise th a t if sample sizes are unequal and Box’s M test is significant at 
p<.001 robustness is not guaranteed. The significance of Box’s M reached 
th is level in only one analysis (that of Newcombe & Bukowski’s 1983 
application of Perry’s 1979 method on occasion 1); o th en ^ se  it ranged 
from .002 to .627 so it appeared reasonable to assum e robustness, 
especially as Pillai’s criterion was used to evaluate multivariate significance.

Table 3.11 shows the F values and significance levels for the m ultivariate 
te s ts . All c lassification m ethods produced sociom etric groups w hich 
differed significantly in  their Guess Who scores on both  Occasion 1 and 
Occasion 2. The results of the planned contrasts analyses illustrate th a t for 
all classification m ethods which identified an  Average (or in the  case of 
Morrison, Flat) s ta tu s group, significant differences on the Guess Who items 
were obtained on both Occasion 1 and Occasion 2 w hen the Average group 
was contrasted the popular group and with the rejected group. Hence all 
m ethods in Table 3.13 down to Peeiy (1979) consistently identified popular 
and rejected groups which significantly differed from the Average group on 
the Guess Who measure.
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METHOD Occasion Main Effect Planned contrasts (F ratio)
(F ratio) PvA CvA NvA RvA

Coie et. al. (1982) 1 4.39 *** 7.16*** 1.20ns 1.32ns 5.53***
2 4.52*** 3.60** D 1.20ns 11.38***

Newcombe & Bukowski’s 1 4.48*** 4.51*** 0.58ns 1.02ns 6.27***
(1983) application of Cole 2 4.89*** 7.26*** 1.07ns 0.48ns 5.77***
et. al.’s (1982) method

Newcombe & Bukowski 1 3.90*** 3.86*** 0.40ns 0.90ns 11.12***
(1983) 2 5.91*** 7.55*** 2.47* 1.94ns 14.32***

Coie & Dodge 1 5.19*** 7.28*** 1.24ns 1.33ns 3.62***
(1983) 2 4.77*** 6.22*** 0.75ns 0.80ns 13.34***

Newcombe & Bukowski's 1 5.27*** 7.35*** 1.36ns 0.83ns 11.22***
(1984) application of Coie 2 6.21*** 10.26*** 1.47ns 1.54ns 15.34***
& Dodge’s (1983) method

Newcombe & Bukowski 1 5.20*** 3.89*** D 1.45ns 11.35***
(1984) 2 5.72*** 6.40*** D 0.97ns 10.70***

French & Waas 1 6.78*** 7.57*** D 3.12** 11.09***
(1985) 2 8.52*** 14.42*** D 1.64ns 12.27***

Asher & Dodge 1 4.32*** 6.93*** 1.24ns 1.33ns 3.62**
(1986) 2 3.42*** 3.22*** 0.67ns 0 .14ns 7.67***

FCP Method 1 4.40*** 4.00*** 0.88ns 5.80***
2 7.83*** 10.34*** D D 5.23***

(AcvF) (Ac/RvF) (TvF) (RvF)
Morrison (1981) 1 3.70** 3.16** D 1.58ns 3.42***

2 4.11*** 3.08** - 2.31* 5.22***

Peeiy (1979)

(1983 (application of 
Peery's (1979) method

Sabomie et. al. 
(1990)

(F ratio) (PvAm) (Pvl) (IvAm) (RvAm) (Rvl)
1 6.41*** 1.8ns 8.44*** 16.62*** 21.84*** 1.29ns
2 5.19*** 2.47* 11.58*** 6.71*** 13.68*** 3.32**

1 5.79*** 1.00ns 9.58*** 9.53*** 21.21*** 1.22ns
2 5.47*** 1.75ns 9.89*** 5.84*** 14.61*** 1.86ns

1 4.13*** 1.24ns 9.30*** 5.72*** 8.76*** 1.24ns
2 4.77*** 1.60ns 9.75*** 6.52*** 12.78*** 1.66ns

*p<.05. **p<.Ql. ***p<.CX)l - indicates no subjects identified in this group
D indicates group deleted from analysis due to group size <10

Table 3 .11  M u ltiv aria te  A nalysis o f G uess Who ite m s  b y  S ta tu s  G roup fo r 
each  Sociom etric S ta tu s Classification M ethod

None of the  sociometric classification m ethods investigated in th is study 
identified Controversial or Neglected groups which consistently  differed 
significantly differed from the Average group on the Guess Who m easure. 
Indeed the Controversial group differed from the Average group only on the 
Coie & Dodge (1983) method on Occasion 1 and only on the Newcombe and 
Bukowski (1983) method on Occasion 2. The Neglected group differed from
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the Average group only on the French & Waas (1985) method on Occasion 
1, while on the Morrison (1981) method on Occasion 2 the Tolerated group 
differed significantly from the Flat profile group. This study did no t 
therefore succeed in validating the Controversial or Neglected sociometric 
status groups against the Guess Who measure.

The final 3 m ethods in Table 3.11 classify subjects into five sociometric 
groups - Popular, Amiable, Isolated Rejected and  Unclassified. The 
unclassified group was composed of subjects whose scores on either Social 
Impact or Social Preference fell on one of the axes depicted in chapter 2, 
Figure 2.3. These methods do not identify a  central group (labelled Average 
by m ost other m ethods, and characterised on the one hand by a low 
difference between the num ber of positive and negative choices received 
and on the other by a middle, neither particularly high or low, position with 
regard to the total num ber of positive or negative choices received). Rather 
these three methods take all children who receive a  lower than  Average (for 
their class) total num ber of positive or negative choices and classify them  as 
Amiable or Isolated depending on w hether the  difference betw een the 
num ber of positive and  negative choices received (social preference) is 
positive or negative. Consistent differentiation of the  Amiable from the 
Isolated group on the combined Guess Who analysis supports the validity of 
this distinction, based on social preference.

However the differentiation between Rejected and Isolated groups on the 
one hand and Popular and Amiable groups on the other receives little 
support from these results. While the Rejected and Isolated groups both 
differed significantly from the Amiable group on all three methods on each 
occasion, only on the Peery method on occasion 2 did the Amiable group 
differ from the Popular group. Using the Isolated group as the comparison 
group produced the reverse effect in  th a t th is group was found to differ 
from the Popular and  Amiable groups on all th ree  m ethods on both 
occasions, whereas only on the Peery method on occasion 1 did the Isolated 
group differ from the Rejected group. A parsim onious description of these 
findings might be to say that the Amiable subjects can be regarded as mildly 
popular while Isolated subjects can be regarded as mildly rejected. The 
reputational profiles of children who are accepted by their peers differ from 
the reputational profiles of those rejected by their peers, although there is 
little difference between children whose rejection (or whose acceptance) is 
moderate rather than  mild.

The significant multivariate contrasts between the Popular and Average and 
the Average and Rejected groups were next examined for each dependent
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measure. Because of significant within cell correlations among the 6 Guess 
Who items, assessed using Bartlett’s test of sphericality, stepdown analysis 
was used. Homogeneity of regression, assessed through SPSSX MANOVA 
with each Guess who item serving as a dependent variable on one step and 
becoming a covariate on the next, was achieved for all components of the 
stepdown analyses. The 6 Guess Who items were assessed in the following 
order in each stepdown analysis. Disrupts' was followed by starts fights' as 
two negative peer assessm ent items, associated in previous studies with 
rejection. D isrupts' was prioritised over 's tarts fights' because of its greater 
theoretical im portance in validating the rejected group. The reasons for 
th is  are explained more fully in section 3.1.2. Next 'cooperates' was 
followed by leader' as two positive peer assessm ent items, associated in 
previous studies with popularity. 'Cooperates' was prioritised over leader' 
because of its greater theoretical importance, detailed in section 3.1.2, in 
validating the  popular group. Of the rem aining two items which have 
apparently more neutral valence seeks help' was prioritised over ‘Acts Shy’ 
because of its greater likely relevance to MLD children who are likely to 
require greater am ounts of help than  their peers.

Table 3.12 in Appendix 3B shows for each classification m ethod which 
includes an  Average group the m ean of each group on the 6 Guess Who 
items. The table highlights items on which the extreme sociometric groups 
differed from the Average group on the stepdown analysis of significant 
con trasts, given the order of entry into the analysis described above. 
Significant univariate contrasts between the extreme sociometric groups 
and  the Average group are also reported to aid in terpretation  of the 
stepdown analysis. In the case of each univariate and stepdown analysis a 
Bonferroni type adjustm ent was made to ensure th a t the alpha level for the 
analysis overall did not exceed .05. This resulted in the use of an  alpha level 
for each univariate and stepdown smalysis of 0.008.

Table 3.13 in Appendix 3B shows the m ean of each group on the 6 Guess 
Who items for the three final methods based on the Peery (1979) approach. 
Significant differences are reported between the m eans of the other groups 
and those of the Amiable and the Isolated group. Significant differences are 
reported on both the stepdown analysis of contrasts, given the order of 
en tiy  into the analysis described above and on the univariate analysis. In 
each univariate and stepdown analysis a  Bonferroni type adjustm ent was 
m ade to ensure th a t the alpha level for the analysis overall did not exceed 
.05. This resulted  in the use of an  alpha level for each univariate and 
stepdown analysis of 0.008.
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Each of the specific hypothesis outlined in section 3.1.2 and relating to 
differences from the Average group of the Rejected or the Popular group is 
evaluated below with reference to the data reported in Tables 3.12 & 3.13, 
in Appendix 3B. The results of this evaluation is sum m arised in Table 3.14. 
In the absence of significant m ultivariate effects few specific comparisons 
could be made between the Neglected or the Controversial and the Average 
groups.

(a) Cooperates': It was considered of central importance to the validation of 
the popular group tha t they should score higher than  the mean group on this 
item (hypothesis la) and this was consistently found across both occasions 
for all bu t three of the methods listed in table 3.12 of Appendix 3B: Coie et. 
al. (1982), Newcombe & Bukowski (1984) and Morrison (1981). On all three 
of these methods the popular group scored significantly higher th an  the 
Average group on one occasion, bu t not the other.

METHOD HYPOTHESIS

DISRUPTS 
R>A P<A

COOP 
P>A R<A

LEADER 
R<A NcA

HELP
R>A

SHY
N>A C<A R>A

Coie et. al. (1982) us U

Newcombe & Bukowski’s (1983) 
application of Coie et. al.’s (1982)

US us U

Newcombe & Bukowski (1983) US US us U US U

Cole & Dodge (1983) US US us U US

Newcombe & Bukowski's (1984) 
application of Coie & Dodge's (1983)

US US us U US US

Newcombe & Bukowski’s (1984) US us U U

French & Waas (1985) US us U U U

Asher & Dodge (1986) US us U

FCP method US US US us U U

Morrison (1981) us
Perry (1979) US US us U US U

Newcombe & Bukowski's (1983) 
application of Perry's (1979)

US US us U U U

Sabomie et. al. (1990) US US us U US U

U - denotes p<.008 on both occasions for univariate analysis 
S - denotes p<.008 on both occasions for stepdown analysis

Table 3.14 Soclom etiic s ta tu s  classification validation study: Sum m ary of 
re su lts  for each  m eth o d  on th e  specific hypo thesis  te s ted .

It was also hypothesised th a t the rejected group would score lower th an  the 
Average group (hypothesis lb) and th is was consistently found on all the
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m ethods containing an Average group. The m ethods based on Peery’s 
approach showed a consistent pattern  of findings with the popular and 
amiable groups scoring higher th an  the isolated group and the rejected 
group scoring lower than  the amiable group on each occasion.

(b) D isrupts'. It was hypothesised th a t the rejected group should score 
higher than  the Average group on this item (hypothesis 2a). In fact th is was 
consistently found on both occasions for five of the m ethods listed in Table 
3.12: of Appendix SB: Newcombe & Bukowski (1983), Caie & Dodge 
(1983), Newcombe & Bukowski’s (1984) application of Coie & Dodge’s 
(1983) m ethod, Newcombe & Bukowski’s (1984) and  the FCP m ethod. 
Significant differences were found on one occasion only on the following 
methods: Coie et. al. (1982) and French & Waas (1985); while significant 
differences were found on neither occasion on three methods: Newcombe 
& Bukowski’s (1983) application of Coie et. a l.’s (1982) method, Asher & 
Dodge (1986) and Morrison (1981).

It was cilso hypothesised tha t the popular group would score lower th an  the 
Average group on disrupts' (hypothesis 2b). This was found consistently on 
both occasions only for the FCP method. It was found on one occasion only 
on three other methods: Coie et. a l.’s (1982) method, Coie & Dodge’s
(1983) and French & Waas (1985).

Of the m ethods listed in Table 3.13 of Appendix 3B, in all cases the 
rejected group was consistently differentiated from the amiable group, b u t 
on no method was the popular group consistently differentiated from the 
isolated group.

(c) 'Leader'. It was hypothesised th a t the  rejected group would score 
significantly lower than  the Average group (hypothesis 3a) While consistent 
significant univariate differences were found on all the m ethods listed in 
Table 3.12 of Appendix 3B, with the exception of the  M orrison (1981) 
method, in no case did the stepdown analysis yield consistent significant 
differences. This indicated th a t there  were no significant differences 
between the rejected and Average groups on leader' over and above those 
which could be accounted for by their differences on 'cooperates', ’s ta rts  
fights’ and disrupts'. None of the methods listed in Table 3.13 of Appendix 
3B revealed significant differences between the  rejected and Average 
groups on the  leader' item  in the stepdow n analysis, a lthough  the 
difference is significant on the univariate analysis in the case of Newcombe 
& Bukowski’s (1983) application of Perry’s (1979) method and Sabom ie et. 
al. (1990).
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It was also hypothesised tha t the Neglected group would score lower than  
the Average group on leader' (hypothesis 3b). Significant m ultivariate 
effects had been found for the Neglected group only on the French & Waas 
(1985) method on occasion 1 and the Morrison (1981) method on occasion 
2. Examination of these univariate and stepdown analyses for the leader' 
item revealed a  significantly lower th an  Average score for the Neglected 
(Tolerated) group identified by the Morrison method.

It had no t been  hypothesised th a t the  popu lar group would score 
significantly h igher th an  the Average group on leader' b u t consisten t 
differences on both occasions were found between these groups on three of 
the m ethods listed in Table 3.12 of Appendix 3B: Coie & Dodge (1983), 
Newcombe & Bukowski’s (1984) application of Coie & Dodge’s (1983) 
method and Newcombe & Bukowski (1984).

(d) 'Seeks help'. It was hypothesised th a t the rejected group would score 
significantly higher th an  the Average group (hypothesis 4a) and consistent 
significant univariate differences were found for the following methods: 
Newcombe & Bukowski (1983), Coie & Dodge (1983), Newcombe & 
Bukowski’s (1984) application of Coie & Dodge’s (1983), Newcombe & 
Bukowski (1984) French & W aas (1985) and the FCP method. Of these the 
first three also showed consistent stepdown differences whereas for the 
last three stepdown differences were significant on one occasion only.

Of the m ethods listed in Table 3.13 of Appendix 3B consistent significant 
stepdown differences were found between the rejected and amiable groups 
on the Peery (1979) and Sabom ie et. al. (1990) m ethods. C onsistent 
univariate differences were found on Newcombe & Bukowski’s (1983) 
application of Perry’s (1979) m ethod b u t stepdow n differences were 
significant on one occasion only.

(e) Acts shy'. It was hypothesised th a t Neglected children would score 
higher than  Average children (hypothesis 5a) and Controversial lower th an  
Average children on th is m easure (hypothesis 5b). Significant multivariate 
effects had been found for the Neglected group only on the French & Waas 
(1985) method on occasion 1 and the Morrison (1981) method on occasion 
2 and in neither case was the Neglected group found to differ significantly 
from the Average group in either the univariate or the stepdown analysis on 
the acts shy' item. Significant multivariate effects had been found for the 
Controversial group only on the Newcombe and Bukowski (1983) method 
on occasion 2. The Controversial group was not found to differ significantly
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from the Average group in either the univariate or the stepdown analysis of 
the acts shy' item.

It was additionally hypothesised th a t rejected children may score higher 
th an  Average on th is item (hypothesis 5c) and consisten t significant 
univariate differences were found for the following methods: Newcombe & 
Bukowski (1983), Newcombe & Bukowski’s (1984) application of Coie & 
Dodge’s (1983) method, Newcombe & Bukowski (1984) and French & Waas 
(1985). Consistent stepdown differences were observed only on Newcombe 
& Bukowski’s (1984) application of Coie & Dodge’s (1983) method.

Of the m ethods listed in table 3.13 of Appendix 3B consistent significant 
univariate differences were found between the rejected and amiable groups 
on all three methods bu t on no method were stepdown differences found.

3.4 Discussion

3.4 .1  Reliability of th e  indices of accep tance and  re jection  
S plit h a lf  re liab ility  of th e  no m in a tio n  m easures. The range of coefficients 
for negative nominations obtained in th is study (.65 to .78) are sim ilar to 
those previously reported in the literature (eg .63 -.75, Roff et. al. (1972). 
However the range of coefficients for positive nom inations (.34 to .49) is 
ra ther lower than  many of those previously reported in the literature (eg 
.61 -.73, Roff, Sells & Golden (1972). The higher stability of negative 
nom inations would appear to rule out the possibility th a t the lower stability 
of positive nominations was due to factors such as failure to understand the 
task  or random  responding by the subjects. Increasing familiarity with the 
task  can also be ruled out as a  factor as nom ination tasks were always 
adm inistered in the order: Both sex Positive, Both sex Negative, Same sex 
Positive, Same sex Negative.

The lower stability of the positive nom inations in th is study may relate to 
the different criteria used. In the Roff et. al. (1972) study the criteria used 
were “like m ost” and “like least” as opposed to “most and least like to play 
with ”. There may be greater consensus within a group about who are the 
m ost “a ttrac tive” m em bers th a n  ab o u t who are the  m ost desirab le  
playm ates. As discussed in Section 1.4.1 it is unlikely th a t perceived 
attractiveness is the only factor influencing desire to affiliate. However if the 
criteria used was a major factor accounting for the difference between the 
p resen t in ternal consistency figures for positive peer nom inations and 
those reported by Roff et. al., the in ternal consistency of the acceptance 
score on the forced choice m easure might also be expected to be affected.
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Table 3.2 shows the difference between split half consistency estim ates to 
be considerably smaller for this m easure which does not limit the num ber 
of positive choices which can be made. It is possible th a t restric ting  
positive nom inations to three while using a more expansive criterion 
(desire to affiliate) has contributed to the generally lower sp lit h a lf 
reliability for positive nominations.

W hatever the factors contributing to it the  low in ternal consistency 
reliability of positive nom inations obtained in th is  pilot does-not suggest 
th a t the assessm ent approach adopted is m easuring a general factor of 
social acceptance. On the  other hand  the good in ternal consistency 
reliability of the negative nom inations would support the view th a t the  
assessm ent approach is tapping a general factor of social rejection.

S plit h a lf  re liab ility  o f th e  forced choice sociom etric  m easure  (LITOP)
Using the HIFTO, from which the LITOP m easure used here was derived, 
Gottlieb et. al. (1978) reported internal consistency for acceptance scores of 
.76 and rejection scores of .74. Agard, Veldman, Kaufman & Semmel (1978) 
report in ter-judge consistency coefficients based  on split class scores as 
ranging from .71 to .80 for acceptance, .56 to .81 for rejection and .33 to .56 
for toleration. Again the range of coefficients for rejection is sim ilar in the 
present study (.64-.84) to those previously reported in the literature while 
the range of coefficients for acceptance is a little lower (.61-.70). However 
the internal consistency reliability for the “n eu tra l” choice is substantially  
lower (.20-.30) th an  th a t tha t reported by Agard et. al. (1978) and they do 
not consider the ir resu lts  high enough to be acceptable. One possible 
explanation for th is  difference may lie in th e  change of wording in  
describing the LITOP ‘neu tra l’ category. These changes were intended to 
enable responses in th is category to be characterised  as ‘indifferent’. 
Morrison (1980) p resen ts and reviews evidence to suggest th a t neu tra l 
responses on the HIFTO in fact constitute mild rejection.

In conclusion, the da ta  reported in  th is section support the  in ternal 
consistency of the LITOP m easures of social acceptance and  rejection. 
There is however little support for the internal consistency of the LITOP 
m easure of toleration, as assessed by responses to the “neutral” category of 
this instrum ent.

T e s t- re te s t  re lia b ility  o f th e  p e e r  n o m in a tio n  m e a su re . The coefficients 
reported in Table 3.3 are similar to those reported by Coie et. al. of .65 each 
for positive and negative nommations over a 12 week period. Although Coie 
et. al. do not report the short term  stability of SI and SP scores the finding 
th a t SP scores have greater test-re test reliability is consistent w ith the
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findings over a 1 year period of Coie & Dodge (1983) (.42 for SI and .68 for 
SP) and Gresham and S tuart (1992) (.45 for SI and .58 for SP).

T est-re te s t re liab ility  of th e  forced choice m easu re  (LITOP). The coefficients 
reported are similar to those reported by Sabom ie et. al. (1990) using the 
HIFTO, from which the LITOP m easure used here was derived. Sabom ie et. 
al. (1978) report te s t-re te s t reliabilities ranging  from .71 to .8 for 
acceptance on the HIFTO and from .56 to .8 for rejection. Hence the 
modifications which have been made to the scale for the  purposes of th is 
study do not appear to have diminished its satisfactory test-retest reliability 
for acceptance and rejection. Sabomie et. al. (1990) do not report test-retest 
data for the “neutral” choice category bu t the data  reported in Table 3.3 do 
not indicate a high level of consistency over time. It is not likely th a t 
sociometric classification categories or profiles based on the neu tra l score 
will remain stable over time.

Throughout the reliability data reported above there is a trend for both sex 
data to achieve slightly higher reliability estimates th an  same sex data. Given 
th a t estim ates for both sex data are based on approxim ately twice the 
num ber of subjects in each case, larger differences between the estim ates 
for same and both sex data might have been expected.

3.4 .2  Reliability of th e  peer assessm ent m easures.
The te s t-re te s t reliabilities of the G uess Who item s were generally 
com parable to those reported by Boulton & Sm ith (in press). Using 
unlim ited whole class nom inations the following tes t-re -te st reliabilities 
were reported over a  five m onth period with 8-10 year olds: Shy r=0.79, 
's ta r ts  fights’ r=0.93, seeks help' r=0.89, leader' r=0.91, cooperates' 
r=0.59 and dism pts' r=0.86. It should be noted th a t the test-retest interval 
in Boulton & Smith’s study was five m onths as opposed to five weeks in the 
present study.

Higher test-retest reliabilities were generally found for whole class th an  for 
sam e sex scores. This may relate both to the larger num bers of ra te rs  
involved in the whole class ratings and to lower levels of interaction among 
opposite sex peers which are likely to offer fewer opportunities for opposite 
sex peers to change their views about each other. It should be noted th a t 
the test-retest reliabilities of all the peer assessm ent item s exceeded the .5 
criterion suggested by Carlson, Lahey & Keeper (1984).

158



3 .4 .3  C lassification difierences betw een sociom etric  classification m ethods
Table 3.15 collates information from tables 2.3 and 3.5 in illustrating the 
close correspondence found between reports in the lite ra tu re  of the 
p roportions of sub jects allocated to sociom etric categories by these 
m ethods and the proportions reported for the sam ple used in the present 
study. These sim ilarities are found no tw ithstand ing  the  differences 
described in Section 3.2.4 in the criteria and reference groups employed. 
However the results reported in section 3.3.3 show th a t the sam e subjects 
may be differently classified by different methods and so suggest th a t failure 
to specify exactly the sociometric classification m ethod being used  in a 
particular study may contribute considerably to areas of confusion in the 
literature. The information presented in Table 3.5 shows the percentage of 
subjects allocated to each classification group by each method whereas the 
inform ation presented in Table 3.6 shows the percentage agreem ent in 
classification between different sociometric s ta tu s  classification methods. 
Hence the data  reported in Tables 3.5 and 3.6 provides support for the view 
th a t the FCP method offers a novel and distinctive sociometric classification 
system.

METHOD Pop Rej Neg Con Ave
Asher & Dodge (1986) 14 17 16 5.5 12
Applied in Study 1 13.8 15 15.8 5.5 13.8

Coie & Dodge (1983) 22 22 20 5 31
Applied in Study 1 14.6 12.6 12.6 2 58.3

French & Waas (1985) 11 14 6 4 64
Applied in Study 1 18.9 18.1 6.7 3.5 52.8

Coie et. al. (1982) 12.3 13.1 13.2 7.3 9.1
Applied in Study 1 15.4 12.6 5.1 2.0 19.3

Newcombe & Bukowski (1983) 6.3 9 15.5 2.1
Applied in Study 1 13.4 13 6.7 2.8 64.2

Newcombe & Bukowski (1983) 10.8 10.3 12.2 6.7
Applied in Study 1 15.8 16.5 11.8 4.7 51.2

Pop Rej Isol Amiab O ther

Peery (1979) 25 21 24 22.5 7.5
Applied in Study 1 20.1 21.7 16.9 33.5 7.9

Sabomie et. al. (1990) 36 8 8 44 4
Applied in Study 1 35.4 13 11.8 35.8 3.9

Acc Rej Toi Acc/Rej Flat
Morrison (1981) 35 22 21 0 32
Applied in Study 1 20 40.2 15.4 0 24.4

67.1

60

Table 3 .15  P ercentage of sam ple allocated  to  s ta tu s  groups in  S tudy  1 
com pared  w ith  th e  resu lts  of original stud ies.
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3 .4 .4  Same or b o th  sex da ta
Cross sex rating biases have been noted previously across a broad range of 
populations and m easures (Hops 1983). The sex difference reported in 
section 3.4.4. calls into question the validity of using opposite sex forced 
choice ratings, a t least for the criterion (would like to play with ) employed 
here. The possibility m ust be considered th a t if other criteria were to be 
used the situation may be different, for example it might be hypothesised 
th a t boys and girls of this age may make more positive cross sex choices on 
a ‘like to 'work with” than  a  ‘like to play with” criterion.

With positive play choices being received in the present study from fewer 
th an  10% of opposite sex classm ates on average, b u t from alm ost half of 
their same sex classmates, it is difficult on a theoretical level to argue that 
same and opposite sex peers should be treated as a homogeneous reference 
group. R ather it would appear more appropria te  to regard them  as 
interrelated bu t discrete social subsystem s within the classroom.

The use of opposite sex ratings could lead to difficulties in achieving a 
consistent frame of reference across classes differing substantially in  their 
sex composition. If for example Class X contains twice as many girls as boys 
while Class Y contains twice as many boys as girls then Girl A in Class X who 
receives the same acceptance score among same sex peers as Girl B in Class 
Y, is likely to receive a relatively higher both sex’ score, simply because of 
the  larger proportion of girls in the class. There are therefore bo th  
theoretical and practical argum ents for using forced choice ratings from 
same sex peers only in calculating indices of acceptance and rejection.

Bukowski, Gauze, Hoza & Newcombe (1993) provided empirical evidence 
th a t  sociom etric  c la ss ifica tio n  sy s tem s can  p roduce  d iffe ren t 
categorisations using data from same or opposite sex peers. In a study using 
3 samples of pupils ranging in age from 8 - 1 2  years, they reported th a t 
when children were assigned to sociometric s ta tu s  groups using Newcombe 
& Bukowski’s probabilistic method (it w asn’t  specified w hether the  .1 or 
.05 c riterion  w as being used) little  overlap w as found betw een  
categorisation using same sex and other sex ratings. Across their different 
samples similarly low kappa values were found between categorisation using 
same sex and other sex ratings (ranging from .23 to .26).

The da ta  reported in section 3.4.4 for the  FCP m ethod showed th a t 
assigning subjects to sociometric s ta tu s  groups using both sex ratings 
identified as rejected children less th an  a quarter of whom are rejected by
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same sex peers and more than half of whom are averagely well accepted by 
them.

Sex differences could cause particular problems when the data are used to 
allocate children to sociometric categories using a method, such as the FCP 
method, which applies a constant frame of reference across classes, as 
opposed to scaling a child’s score in relation to the scores of others in their 
class. Consider again the example discussed above. Girl A in Class X is likely 
to be categorised as Popular when either same or both sex ratings are used; 
whereas Girl B in Class Y is likely to be categorised as Popular when same 
sex ratings are used, bu t as Average when both sex ratings are used.

In addition, from a theoretical perspective there is no rationale for applying 
a classification system  based on the predom inant view within a  group to 
data which give clear evidence of emanating from 2 discriminable subgroups 
each of which show distinctive, antithetical response biases.

In sum m ary then  there are both theoretical and practical argum ents, a t 
least when a ‘would like to play w ith” criterion is employed, for using 
forced choice ratings from same sex peers only in calculating indices of 
acceptance and rejection and in allocating subjects to FCP classification 
system sociometric categories.

3.4.5. Stability  of sociom etric group classification
Close correspondences can be identified between several of the findings 
reported here and  other reliability estim ates using the  sam e m ethods 
reported in the literature. Using data  collected over a 5 week interval 
Newcombe and Bukowski (1983) report percentage agreem ent for their 
application of Peery’s method of 54%, k=.40; which corresponds closely 
with the estim ates reported here (51.58%, k=.38). They also report 
percentage agreem ent for their application of Coie et. al.’s method of 61%, 
k=.44; the corresponding estim ate here being 56.67%, k=.41). For their 
own probability method they report percentage agreem ent of 71%, k=.45. 
In the present study this method similarly produced the highest percentage 
agreem ent of the  th ree  m ethods investigated in  th is  study, 66.56% , 
although the Vcdue for kappa was lower, k=.34.

Newcombe and Bukowski (1984), report overall kappa values for the ir 
application of Coie & Dodge’s (1983) method over 2 successive one m onth 
intervals of k=.43 and k=.40 (the corresponding estim ate in th is study was 
k=.39). For the 1984 version of their probability method they report overall
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kappa values of k=.37 and k=.47 (the corresponding estimate in th is study 
was k=.36). The values obtained in this study therefore correspond closely 
in each with the lower of the 2 estim ates obtained by Newcombe & 
Bukowski.

Asher and Dodge (1986) report an overall kappa value for their method over 
a 5 m onth period of k=.26 (the corresponding estim ate in this study over a 
5 week period was k=.30). Although higher th an  the value reported by 
Asher & Dodge (over a longer interval), it was the lowest of the m ethods 
investigated in this study.

In the present study the highest percentage agreem ent and overall kappa 
Vcdue was obtained for the FCP method, whose selection can therefore be 
justified on the grounds of its sufficient reliability. However the test-re test 
interval in this study was only 5 weeks. Further investigation of the longer 
term  stability of s ta tu s  group classification using the FCP m ethod is 
recom m ended.

3.4.6 Validity of sociom etric s ta tu s  group classification m ethods
A num ber of conclusions about the construct validity of the sociometric 
sta tus classification methods investigated in th is study can be draw n from 
the findings reported in Tables 3.12 and 3.13 of Appendix 3B and the  
summary provided in Table 3.14. It was considered of central importance to 
the validation of the Popular group th a t they should score higher th an  the 
Average group on cooperates' and it was considered of central im portance 
to the validation of the Rejected group tha t they should score higher th an  
the Average group on disrupts'. It would therefore seem inadvisable to 
select for use in the subsequent studies of this thesis methods which do not 
meet these criteria. The rem ainder of th is discussion will therefore focus 
on the four m ethods which meet these criteria: Newcombe & Bukowski 
(1983), Coie & Dodge (1983), Newcombe & Bukowski’s (1984) application 
of Coie & Dodge (1983) and the FCP method. It should be noted th a t the 
last th ree m ethods listed in Table 3.14 are included only for general 
comparison purposes. Because they do not identify an  Average group the 
comparisons drawn (with the isolated and amiable groups) are generally less 
stringent than  those applied to the other methods investigated. In addition 
the problems with classification m ethods based on the  Peery approach, 
which were discussed in Section 2.5.1 argue against their suitability for the 
purposes of the present research.

The FCP m ethod h as  been designed specifically for the  pu rpose  of
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investigating the social sta tus of integrated MLD children. There are several 
ways in which the results displayed in Table 3.14 support its use for th is 
purpose. First, it is the only method where the Popular group scores 
significantly lower th a n  the  Average group on the  'd isru p ts ' item, 
considered desirable though not essential to s ta tu s  group validation. 
Secondly, there  is the substan tia lly  larger size of the popular group 
identified by the FCP method, compared to the size of the group identified 
by the other three m ethods being considered in th is section. This might 
suggest th a t generally agreeable children who might be classified as Average 
by other m ethods are classified as popular by the FCP method. The FCP 
method might therefore be less likely to identify a  popular group of social 
stars than  these other methods. This suggestion is supported by the finding 
th a t the popular groups identified by two of the other three m ethods (Coie 
& Dodge, 1983; Newcombe & Bukowski’s (1984) application of Coie & 
Dodge, 1983) score higher on the leader' item th an  the Average group, 
even after differences between the groups on disrupts', ‘s ta rts  fights’ and 
cooperates' have already been taken account of. As children with moderate 
learning difficulties are unlikely to be perceived by peers as leaders the 
lower emphasis on th is characteristic in the popular group identified by the 
FCP method provides a reason for preferring the FCP method in assessing 
the sociometric sta tu s  of MLD children.

Each of the other three methods differ from the FCP method in th a t the 
rejected groups which they identify differ from the Average groups on the 
seeks help' item even after differences between the groups on d isrup ts ', 
‘s ta rts  fights’, cooperates' and leader' have been taken into account. By 
contrast the rejected group identified by the FCP method differs only on the 
univariate analysis, not on the stepdown analysis. The lower em phasis on 
th is characteristic in the Rejected group identified by the FCP m ethod 
provides a reason  for preferring the  FCP m ethod in assess in g  the  
sociometric s ta tu s  of MLD children as MLD pupils in m ainstream  classes 
will inevitably require more help than  most peers.

The most obvious apparent drawback of the FCP method is the very small 
size of Controversial and Neglected groups which are identified. However 
none of the m ethods investigated in th is study identified Controversial or 
Neglected groups which showed any consistent significeint differences from 
the Average group on the Guess Who items. This would appear to support 
Newcombe & Bukowski’s (1984) view th a t there is little evidence for the 
validity of the Controversial group. Furtherm ore in Coie et. a l.’s (1990) 
review of the literature on behavioural correlates for each of the sociometric 
s ta tu s  groups they observe th a t Neglected children do not appear to have
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any significant behavioural pattern in common, while noting some evidence 
th a t peers see them  as shy and withdrawn. In the present pilot, on one 
method (Newcombe & Bukowski, 1983), on one occasion the Neglected 
group was differentiated from the Average group on the ‘Shy’ behavioural 
descriptor. The sociometric s ta tu s  group which was m ost consistently  
differentiated from the Average group on the ‘acts shy’ descriptor w as the 
Rejected group.

However It might be somewhat prem ature to conclude th a t the Neglected 
and Controversial groups Identified using  the  FCP m ethod can n o t be 
meaningfully differentiated from the Average group. The FCP m ethod 
allocated no children to the Controversial group on occasion 1 and only 4 
on occasion 2. While 21 children were classified as Neglected on occasion 1 
only 6 were so classified on occasion 2. Due to small group sizes It was not 
possible to carry out comparative analyses on either the Neglected or the 
Controversial group on occasion 2. It would therefore appear desirable to 
suggest th a t the validity of the  Neglected and Controversial g roups 
identified using the FCP method may w arrant further Investigation using  a 
larger sample.

In conclusion therefore the FCP method appears to Identify Popular and 
Rejected groups which share Im portant major characteristics common to 
m ost of the m ethods reported In the literature bu t which also have a  
num ber of additional characteristics which are likely to have particu la r 
value In Investigating the social acceptance of MLD pupils.

3.5 Conclusions

This study has dem onstrated th a t the LITOP forced choice sociom etric 
m easure can be readily understood and completed by m ainstream  pupils 
aged 9-12 years when adm inistered on a whole class basis by a  single 
administrator. Where children with m oderate learning difficulties were 
Integrated Into the m ainstream  classes adu lt support w as frequently  
required in enabling them  to read their classm ates names.

The indices of acceptance and rejection derived from the LITOP were 
found to have good split half and test-re test reliability. The low split half 
reliability of the  toleration Index derived from the LITOP offers little  
support for a general factor of toleration or indifference. Furtherm ore test- 
re te st d a ta  for the  toleration Index do not Indicate a  high level of 
consistency over time.
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Data were reported which suggest th a t using forced choice ratings from 
sam e sex peers only, as opposed to both sex peers, is likely to produce 
more valid indices of acceptance and rejection, a t least when a ‘would like 
to 'play with" criterion is employed.

All of the sociometric classification methods examined were found to have a 
statistically  significant overall level of test-re test reliability. The highest 
percentage agreem ent and overall kappa value was obtained for the FCP 
method, whose selection can therefore be justified on the grounds of its 
reliability.

The construct validity of each method was also examined by determ ining 
the  extent to which the sociometric s ta tu s  groups created by different 
methods differed in predicted ways on peer assessm ent items of the Guess 
Who measure. The FCP m easure was found to identify popular and rejected 
groups w hich share  characteristics common to m any of the  m ethods 
reported in the literature and which are im portant from a theoretical point 
of view. However it was also found to have a num ber of additional 
characteristics which are likely to have particular value in investigating the 
social acceptance of MLD pupils.

In conclusion, the FCP sociometric classification m ethod was found to 
perform a t least as well as any of the other methods examined with regard 
to its overall reliability and to the validity of the Popular and Rejected 
groups which it identifies. Reservations regarding the Controversial and 
Neglected sociom etric classifications are shared  with the  m ajority of 
available methods. Given the conclusions of the literature review sum m ary 
contained in Section 2.6 and the findings reported in th is chapter the FCP 
would appear to be the sociometric classification m ethod of choice in 
investigating  the  social acceptance of in tegrated  MLD child ren  in  
m ainstream  classes.
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STUDY 1 
CLASS SURVEY SC R IPT

In troduction
Good Morning everyone, my name is Mrs. Frederickson and I have come to 
the class today because I am carrying out a special project. My project is 
about how children of your age get along with each other a t school and I 
would like you to help me with my project by filling in a couple of easy 
questionnaires. There are no right or wrong answers, you ju s t  have to pu t 
what you think. You don’t  have to do any writing, you ju s t have to circle and 
tick things. So you will need a pen or pencil, has everyone got a pen  or 
pencil?

Now I need 3 volunteers. In a minute I want you (child A) to give out one of 
these questionnaires to every girl in the class and bring me back the spares, 
I w ant you (child B) to give out one of these questionnaires to every boy in 
the class and bring me back the spares and I w ant you (child C) to give out 
one of these sheets of blank paper to everyone in the class. Everyone else 1 
w ant you to cover over your questionnaire with your sheet of b lank paper 
and get ready to listen to what you have to do next, do not look a t your 
questionnaire until I tell you.

(Praise children for listening well and doing w hat they were asked to do).

OK you can now look a t the first sheet of your questionnaire and you wül see 
th a t it has got the nam es of everyone in this class in the order they come in 
the  register. I am  going to read out each nam e in tu rn  and I w ant you to 
follow with your finger on the questionnaire.
Did I read everyones name ? Put up your hand if your name has been missed 
off the list.
W hen you are doing your questionnaire if you cant make out any of the 
nam es ju s t pu t up your hand and I will tell you who it is.

These questionnaires ask  about how you get along with other people a t 
school and I know th a t this is quite a private thing, so I will careful to keep 
your questionnaires private. The questionnaires only have first nam es on 
them  to keep them  private. When I collect your questionnaires in I will not 
show them  to anyone else. I will take them  back to my office and p u t them  
together with all the questionnaires from the other classes and schools so 
th a t I can see w hat sorts of things children of your age feel about how they 
get along with each other a t school.
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So I am going to be keeping your questionnaires private and it is very 
important th a t you keep them private as well. There is no need for anybody 
to be talking about what they are putting, no need for anybody to be looking 
at their neighbour's questionnaire to see w hat they are putting or no need 
for anybody to be letting other people see w hat they are putting. Does 
everybody understand that?

% u can use your sheet of blank paper to keep your questionnaire private. 
% u can also use it like a  ruler to keep you straight when you are working 
through the questionnaires. Also a t the end I will ask  you to draw me a 
picture on the blank paper showing me what you like to do best of all during 
break time a t school. Some people draw football or skipping or talking with 
their friends or some game they like to play. If you have a  little bit of time in 
between the questionnaires you can start your picture while you are waiting 
to go on to the next one.

Q uestionnaire  A - The LITOP
If you look down the side of this page you will see that it has got the names 
of everybody in this class. Now if you look across the top it says, "How m uch 
do you like to play with each person a t school". Opposite each person's 
name there are four little circles. The second circle has got a  smiling face 
and you are going to tick tha t circle if it is the name of somebody who you 
like to play with a t school. The third circle has got a  straight-m outhed face 
and you are going to tick that circle against the names of people if you don't 
mind whether you play with them or not. The last circle has got a sad face 
and you are going to tick that circle if it is the name of someone who you 
prefer not to play with at school. We all have different people th a t we like to 
play with a t school, tha t we don't mind w hether we play with them  or not 
and that we prefer not to play with. The first circle has got a  question m ark 
in it and you are going to tick tha t circle if it's the nam e of someone who 
you don't know well enough to decide how m uch you like to play with them  
a t school.

Before we s ta r t  I would like everyone to find their own nam e on the 
questionnaire and cross it out. (If administered before Questionnaire B: The 
reason for th a t is tha t this is a project about how children of your age get 
along with each other a t school cu id  I don't need you to tell me about how 
m uch you like to play by yourself.) Has everybody crossed out their own 
nam e? Good. In a  m inute I will ask you to s ta rt and I w ant you to work 
carefully down the list showing how m uch you like to play with each person 
a t school by ticking the question m ark if it's someone th a t you don't know
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well enough to decide how m uch you like to play with them, you tick the 
smiling face If It's the name of someone you like to play with, you tick the 
sad face If It's the name of someone you prefer not to play with and you tick 
the straight-m outhed face If It's someone you don't mind whether you play 
with them  or not.

Remember If you can’t make out any of the names ju s t pu t up your hand  and 
I will tell you who It Is. You can use your b lank sheet to keep you in a 
straight line across the page. When you get to the end pu t your b lank sheet 
of paper over the top to keep your questionnaire private and so I can  see 
that you have finished.

Q uestionnaire B - P eer R ating  Scale
If you look down the side of this page you will see tha t It has got the nam es 
of everybody In this class. Now If you look across the top it says, "How m uch 
do you like to play with th is person a t school ". Opposite each person's name 
there are 5 num bers. If you look up a t the top you will see th a t the num ber 
1 has got a sad face and the words, “I don’t  like to.” The face above the 2 is 
a bit sad, the face above the 3 Is not sad or happy, the face above the 4 Is a 
bit happy and when you come to the 5 there Is a  happy face and the words 
say, “I like to a lot”.

W hat you have to do Is pu t a circle round the num ber to show how m uch you 
like to play with each person at school. If it is someone you like to play with 
a lot you would circle the 5. If it is someone you like to play with a bit you 
would circle the 4. If it is someone th a t you don’t really mind if you play 
with them  or not you would circle the 3. If it is someone you feel a  b it tha t 
you don’t  like to play with you would circle the 2. If it is someone you don’t 
like to play with you would circle the 1.

This questionnaire is sort of like giving m arks out of 5 to show how m uch 
you kke to play with each child in your class.

Before we s ta r t I would like everyone to find their own nam e on the 
questionnaire and cross it out. (If administered before Questionnaire A: The 
reason for th a t is th a t th is is a project about how children of your age get 
along with each other at school and I don't need you to tell me about how 
m uch you like to play by yourself.) Has everybody crossed ou t their own 
nam e? Good. In a m inute I will ask  you to s ta rt and I w ant you to work 
carefully down the list showing how m uch you Uke to play with each person 
a t school. Remember if you can’t make out any of the nam es ju s t pu t up  your 
hand and I will tell you who it is.
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% u can use your blank sheet to keep you in a straight line across the page. 
When you get to the end pu t your blank sheet of paper over the top to keep 
your questionnaire private and so I can see tha t you have finished.

Q uestionnaire C - Peer N om inations - Both sex
At the top of this sheet it says “look carefully at all the names on the list and 
pu t a circle round the nam es of the 3 children who you like to play with 
best”.
So when I ask you to start I want you to:
(1) Read down all the nam es on the list and work out who are the  3 
children who you like to play with best,
(2) Go back and pu t a circle round the names of the 3 children who you like 
to play with best.
(3) Put your b lank sheet of paper over the top to keep your questionnaire 
private and so I can see that you have finished.

Now turn  to the next sheet. This sheet looks the same as the last one b u t a t 
the top it says, “look carefully a t all the names on the list and pu t a  circle 
round the nam es of the 3 children who you like to play with least”.
So when I ask you to start I want you to:
(1) Read down all the nam es on the list and work out who are the  3 
children who you like to play with least,
(2) Go back and pu t a circle round the names of the 3 children who you fike 
to play with least.
(3) Put your b lank sheet of paper over the top to keep your questionnaire 
private and so I can see that you have finished.

Q uestionnaire D - P eer N om inations - Sam e sex
This sheet is in 2 halves and it has only got half the children in the class on 
it. On the top half of the sheet it says, “look carefully at all the nam es on the 
list and pu t a  circle round the names of the 3 children who you like to play 
with best”.
On the bottom half of the sheet it says, “look carefully a t all the nam es on 
the list and pu t a  circle round the names of the 3 children who you like to 
play with least”.

When I ask you to start I want you to:
(1) Read down the nam es on the top half of the list and pu t a circle round 
the names of the 3 children who you fike to play with best.
(2) Read down the nam es on the bottom half of the fist and p u t a  circle 
round the nam es of the 3 children who you fike to play with least.
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(3) Put your blank sheet of paper over the top to keep your questionnaire 
private and so I can see tha t you have finished.

Q uestionnaire E - Guess Who
If you look down the left hand side of this page you will see th a t it has got 
the names of everybody in this class. Now if you look across the top it says, 
“Guess Who”. I am going to read out some descriptions of people and you 
have got to guess who, out of the people in your class, it m ight be a 
description of. For example, supposing I read out the description "this 
person is really good a t sport, they are a wizard footballer" w hat you would 
have to do is look down the names of everybody in your class and p u t a  tick 
against the name of anyone who you think fits the description. Now I don't 
know, maybe there is one person in th is class th a t you th ink  fits th a t 
description, then  you would have one tick; maybe there are five people in 
this class who you think fit th a t description, then you would have five ticks 
and maybe you think that there isn 't anybody at all in this class tha t fits that 
descrip tion and  th en  you w ouldn 't have any ticks. Does everybody 
understand?

Remember th a t it is im portant to keep your questionnaires private. If you 
know somebody in the class tha t fits the description I have read out, ju s t  
tick their name; you do not call their name out or point a t them  you ju s t 
tick their name. Does everybody understand?

If you think of a person who fits the description tha t I have read out b u t you 
can't find their name on the list, please put up you hand and I will come and 
help you find it.

OK now for the first description we are going to p u t the ticks in column 
num ber 1. Column num ber 1 comes first, after the names, has everybody 
found it? The description for colum n num ber 1 is: Co-operates, this 
person is really good to have as part of your group because they are 
agreeable and co-operate. They pitch in, share and give everyone a turn.

Now for the  second descrip tion we are going to p u t ticks for th is  
description in column num ber 2. Description num ber 2:
Disrupts, this person has a way of upsetting everything when he or she gets 
in a group. They don't share and tries to get everyone to do things their 
way.

Description num ber 3, remember to pu t your ticks in column 3.
Shy, this person is very shy with other children, they alw ays seem  to play
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or work by themselves, it's hard to get to know this person.

Number 4, Fights, this person starts fights. They say mean things to other
children or push them or hit them.

Number 5, Seeks Help. This person is always looking for help, they ask for
help even before they've tried very hard.

Number 6, Leader. This person gets chosen by the others as the leader. 
Other people like to have this person in charge.

E nd P iece
OK you have finished all the questionnaires. Well done for filling them  in so 
sensibly. Remember to keep on being sensible and not to talk  to anyone 
about w hat you put. Can the people who gave them  out quickly collect them  
in.

The next thing is something we can talk about. I w ant you all to draw me a 
picture on the blank paper showing me what you like to do best of all during 
break time a t school. Some people draw football or skipping or talking with 
their friends or some game they like to play. I will give you 5 m inutes to 
draw your picture and then  we will take a vote to see w hat is the m ost 
popular playground activiiy in this class.
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Appendix 3A: Questionnaire A: The LITOP

How much do you like to play with each person at school ?

Geraldine A

Louise B

Hannah F

Joanne G

Emma H
K rstlna H

Emma L

Carla McB

Donna O N

Patricia S

Laura T
ro

Michael A

Timothy B

Ben B
ro o>

■ lamfa R
Stephen B

Nicholas C 'O on

Oliver D ro

Thomas D

Kristian F

Bradley G
ro

Paul McN

David M
<0

Arran M
ro on

DInesh P

Kevin S

Ryan S

Grant S ro on

ro on

ro on
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Appendix 3A: Questionnaire B The Rating Scale Measure

How much do you like to play with this person at school ?

© © © © Q
I d o n 't  
Ilk* to

I Ilk* to  
a  lo t

Philip S 1 2 3 4 5

Jeanette  C 1 2 3 4 5

Gareth Z 1 2 3 4 5

Marianne M 1 2 3 4 5

Christina S 1 2 3 4 5
amiiy J 1 2 3 4 5

C hristopher E 1 2 3 4 5

Andrew M 1 2 3 4 5

Andrew K 1 2 3 4 5

Frances L 1 2 3 4 5

Gemma P 1 2 3 4 5

Samantha W 1 2 3 4 5

Joanne B-C 1 2 3 4 5

Gareth R 1 2 3 4 5

Stuart P 1 2 3 4 5

Tjmnthv H 1 2 3 4 5

Stuart M 1 2 3 4 5

Scott H 1 2 3 4 5

Brett L D 1 2 3 4 5

Barry B 1 2 3 4 5

Gemma S 1 2 3 4 5

Anthony 0 1 2 3 4 5

Richard W 1 2 3 4 5

Alexa M 1 2 3 4 5

Lorraine R 1 2 3 4 5

Mohanad K 1 2 3 4 5

Ruba K 1 2 3 4 5

Dean M 1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5
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Appendix 3A: Questionnaire C The Whole Class Nomination Measure

Look carefully at all the names on the list and 
put a circle round the names of the 3 children 
who you like to play with BEST

Geraldine A Jamie B

Louise B Stephen B

Hannah F Nicholas C

Joanne G Oliver D

Emma H Thomas D

Kristina H Kristian F

Emma L Bradley G

Carla McB Paul McN

Donna O N David M

Patricia S Arran M

Laura T Dinesh P

Michael A Kevin 8

Timothy B Ryan 8

Ben B Grant 8
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Q u estio n a ire  C - Page 2

Look carefu lly  at all the n a m e s  on the list and  
put a c irc le  round the n a m e s  of th e  3 children  
w h o you  like to play with L E A S T

G erald ine A Jam ie  B

L ouise B S tep h en  B

Hannah F N ich o las  0

Joan n e  G Oliver D

Emma H T h om as D

Kristina H Kristian F

Emma L Bradley G

Carla McB Paul McN

Donna O N David M

Patricia S Arran M

Laura T D inesh  P

Michael A Kevin 8

Tim othy B Ryan 8

Ben B Grant 8
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Appendix 3A: Questionnaire D The Same Sex Nomination Measure

Look carefully at all the names on the list and 
put a circle round the names of the 3 children 
who you like to play with BEST

David M 

Richard H 

Stephen D 

Christopher W 

Neville H

Haris I 

Stephen H 

Justin M 

Jody F

Look carefully at all the names on the list and 
put a circle round the names of the 3 children 
who you like to play with I E

David M 

Richard H 

Stephen D 

Christopher W 

Neville H

Haris I 

Stephen H 

Justin M 

Jody F
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Appendix 3A: Questionnaire E The Guess Who Measure

GUESS WHO ?
1 2 3 4 5 6

Geraldine A

Louise B

Hannah F

Joanne G

Emma H
Kristina H

Emma L

Carla McB

Donna O N

Patricia S

Laura T

Michael A

Timothy B

Ben B

Jam ie B
Stephen B

Nicholas 0

Oliver D

Thomas D

Kristian F

Bradley G

Paul McN

David M

Arran M
Dinesh P

Kevin S

Ryan S

Grant S
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APPENDIX 3B

1 7 9



T ab le  3 .1 2  G roup  m e a n s  o n  g u e ss  w ho  i te m s  fo r  s o c io m e tr ic  s t a tu s
c lassifica tions c o n ta in in g  a n  Average group.

METHOD GUESS w h o  item
& Status Group Occasion Disrupts Fights Cooperates Leader Seeks Help Act!

Coie et al (1982)
Unclassified

1
.30 .30 .52 .35 .33 .27

Populcir .28 .25 .64# .54# .23* .14
Controversial .51 .52 .51 .48 .40 .18
Average .40 .39 .45 .32 .38 .22
Neglected .32 .27 .50 .31 .26 .23
Rejected .50 .42 .29# .14* .52 .33

Coie et al (1982)
Unclassified

2
.31 .29 .44 .28 .29 .22

Popular .19# .24 .57* .40 .18 .14
Controversial
Average .33 .29 .48 .33 .26 .20
Neglected .30* .25 .40 .24 .27 .25
Rejected .47# .37 .25# .16* .49# .30

Newcombe & Bukowskl’s 
(1983) application of Cole 
et al’s (1982) method

Unclassified
Popular
Controversial
Average
Neglected
Rejected

Newcombe & Bukowskl's 
(1983) application of Cole 
et al's (1982) method

Unclassified
Popular
Controversial
Average
Neglected
Rejected

Newcombe & Bukowskl
(1983)

Popular
Controversial
Average
Neglected
Rejected

Newcombe & Bukowskl
(1983)

Popular
Controversial
Average
Neglected
Rejected

.21 .28 .17# .26 .23 .09

.34 .37 .11 .34 .29 .25

.30 .33 .11 .37 .38 .19

.26 .28 .10 .27 .27 .19

.43 .36 .05# .17* .50 .34

.21 .24 .64# .69# .16* .09

.35 .30 .29 .33 .36 .14

.36 .35 .38 .39 .39 .25

.29 .32 .35 .34 .38 .21

.49 .40 .17# .18* .62* .40

.26 .27 .16# .49* .26 .13

.36 .34 .11 .32 .29 .18

.25 .31 .11 .33 .29 .16

.24 .22 .11 .30 .31 .22

.43# .36 .05# .17* .48# .29*

.25 .28 .61# .66# .20 .12

.44 .29 .22# .29 .42 .16

.32 .31 .41 .39 .31 .17

.25 .29 .37 .31 .32 .30

.45# .40 .16# .16* .60# .41#
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Coie & Dodge
(1983)

Popular .28 .24 .64# .54# .21* .16
Controversial .58# .65* .45 .52 .51 .16
Average .34 .33 .50 .34 .34 .25
Neglected .32 .26 .51 .32 .27 .24
Rejected .48# .41 .30# .15* .50* .33

Coie & Dodge 
(1983)

Popular
2

.19# .21 .59# .42# .18 .14
Controversial .33 .31 .39 .21 .28 .19
Average .32 .31 .46 .31 .27 .20
Neglected .30 .26 .41 .24 .29 .22
Rejected .44# .33 .29# .19* .47# .35#

Newcombe & Bukowskl’s 
(1984) application of Cole 
& Dodge’s (1983) method

Popular

1

.22 .30 .16# .52# .25 .11
Controversial .32 .41 .12 .36 .23 .23
Average .27 .29 .11 .32 .32 .16
Neglected .22 .23 .11 .26 .24 .18
Rejected .42# .35 .05# .18* .50# .33#

Newcombe & Bukowskl’s 
(1984) application of Cole 
& Dodge’s (1983) method

Popular
2

.21 .24 .64# .69# .16 .09
Controversial .35 .30 .29 .33 .36 .14
Average .31 .31 .42 .39 .29 .20
Neglected .29 .33 .33 .31 .40 .23
Rejected .49# .40 .17# .18* .62# .40#

Newcombe & Bukowskl
(1984)

Popular
1

.29 .31 .15 .57# .32 .09*
Controversial
Average .25 .29 .12 .33 .30 .16
Neglected .20 .20 .12 .26 .31 .30
Rejected .47# .40 .04# .17* .49* .32'

Newcombe & Bukowskl
(1984)

Popular
2

.27 .28 .59# .64# .18 .09
Controversial
Average .32 .31 .40 .38 .32 .20
Neglected .22 .26 .36 .34 .37 .31
Rejected .51# .45 .17# .19* .64# .42#

French & Waas 
(1985)

Popular
1

.18 .26 .16# .45* .23 .08#
Controversial
Average .29 .31 .11 .34 .31 .17
Neglected .22 .18 .07# .19 .22 .27
Rejected .38 .34 .05# .19* .48# .30*
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French & Waas
(1985)

Popular .19# .23 .64# .67# .19* .12
Controversial
Average .32 .32 .39 .36 .34 .20
Neglected .20 .23 .30 .31 .26 .30
Rejected .50# .42 .16# .19* .54* .35#

Asher & Dodge 
(1986)

Unclassified

1

.31 .29 .51 .35 .34 .28
Popular .31 .29 .63# .54* .25 .10*
Controversial .36 .41 .52 .40 .34 .23
Average .42 .40 .42 .33 .40 .25
Neglected .35 .32 .49 .31 .28 .20
Rejected .46 .40 .31# .13# .50 .37

Asher & Dodge 
(1986)

Unclassified

2

.30 .27 .44 .27 .28 .23
Popular .23 .25 .60# .42 .18 .14
Controversial .33 .39 .46 .38 .28 .25
Average .34 .31 .45 .32 .27 .19
Neglected .31 .27 .44 .28 .27 .20
Rejected .42 .36 .27# .16* .48# .31

FCP Method 
Popular

1
.20# .23 .14# .40 .23 .13

Controversial
Average .29 .32 .10 .31 .35 .20
Neglected .38 .37 .09 .28 .29 .24
Rejected .52# .41 .02# .11* .61# .35

FCP Method
Popular

2
.22# .23 .56# .51* .23* .17

Controversial
Average .32 .33 .33 .35 .36 .21
Neglected
Rejected .56# .51 .10# .11* .65* .44*

Morrison (1981)
Unclassified

1
.34 .28 .51 .26 .24 .28

Acceptance .24 .24 .60* .45 .25 .15
Accept/Reject 
F lat .35 .31 .50 .34 .36 .25
Tolerated .36 .30 .52 .40 .26 .19
Rejected .42 .42 .39# .25 .45 .32

Morrison (1981)
Unclassified

2
.32 .21 .29 .16 .32 .29

Acceptance .25 .25 .57# .35 .22 .16
Accept/Reject
F la t .30 .30 .46 .35 .27 .18
Tolerated .27 .22 .47 .23# .20 .16
Rejected .39 .35 .36# .26* .39* .29*

# p<.008 Univariate and stepdown analysis, * p<.008 univariate analysis
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T ab le  3 .1 3  G roup  m e a n s  o n  g u e ss  w ho i te m s  fo r  s o c io m e tr ic  s t a tu s
c la ss ifica tio n s b a sed  o n  th e  P eery  app roach

METHOD 
& Status Group Occasion

GUESS WHO ITEM 
Disrupts Fights Cooperates Leader Seeks Help Acts Shy

Peeiy (1979) 1
Unclassified 
Popular 
Amiable 
Isolated 
Rejected

Peeiy (1979) 2
Unclassified 
Popular 
Amiable 
Isolated 
Rejected

Newcombe & Bukowskl’s
(1983) application of 1
Peery’s (1979) method

Unclassified
Popular
Amiable
Isolated
Rejected

Newcombe & Bukowskl’s
(1983) application of 2
Peery’s (1979) method

Unclassified
Popular
Amiable
Isolated
Rejected

Sabomie et al 
(1990) 1

Unclassified 
Popular 
Amiable 
Isolated 
Rejected

Sabomie et al 
(1990) 2

Unclassified 
Popular 
Amiable 
Isolated 
Rejected

.39 .37 .43 .28 .33 .23

.34 .32 .601# .511#A* .27 .11#

.261# .26 .581# .411* .28 .'201#

.42A# .37 .40A# .27A* .35 .33A#

.46A# .41A* .33A# .16A# .52A#1# .32A*

.31 .23 .47 .28 .22 .29

.251# .33A# .541# .381* .211* .16

.251# .22 .501# .29 .23 .16

.38A# .34 .34A# .25 .35A* .26

.44A# .37A* .33A# .23 .45A# .30A*

.27 .25 .10 .32 .32 .21

.23 .29 .151# .441* .25 .09

.151# .25 .151# .38 .22 .14

.35A# .34 .07A# .28 .34 .21

.40A# .35 .07A# .22A* .44A# .27A*

.29 .30 .35 .25 .37 .18

.27 .27 .571# .601#A* .191* .12

.241# .27 .491# .48 .28 .19

.40A# .39 .27A# .28A* .39 .21

.44A# .36 .22A# .23A* .50A* .33A*

.34 .36 .08 .25 .37 .31

.25 .29 .131# .37 .261# .131#

.26 .28 .111# .34 .30 .161#

.32 .32 .06A# .22 .45 .38A#

.47A# .39 .03A# .15A* .59A# .36A*

.43 .41 .31 .35 .48 .15

.27 .29 .491#A* .491# .261# .17

.32 .29 .411# .421# .281# .16

.36 .31 .25A# .20A# .53A# .34 A*

.49A# .46 .15A# .14A# .62A# .47A#

# p<.008 Univariate and stepdown analysis, * p<.008 univariate analysis
‘A - significant difference between the mean of the group labelled and the mean of the
Amiable group
T - significant difference between the mean of the group indicated and the isolated group.
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Chapter 4  

Study 2: An Investigation o f the Social Status o f Integrated MLD 
Children

4.1 Introduction

The major literature reviews to have examined the social sta tu s of children 
w ith MLD and o ther intellectual, physical or em otional hand icaps all 
conclude th a t integrated handicapped children have lower social s ta tu s  than  
the ir non-handicapped peers (Asher & Taylor, 1981; Gresham , 1982; 
M adden & Slavin, 1983). This section reviews stud ies w hich have 
investigated the  social s ta tu s  of 8-12 year old MLD children using  
sociometric assessm ent methods. Following the discussion of these issues in 
preceding chapters, particular attention is paid to the possible effects of 
sam ple defin ition and  assessm en t m ethodology in form ulating  the  
hypothesis which are tested in Study 2.

Table 4.1 in Appendix 4A sum m arises the findings of studies which have 
investigated the social s ta tu s of MLD children integrated into m ainstream  
classes. A num ber of these studies (Bruininks, Rynders & Gross, 1974; 
Ballard, Corman, Gottlieb & Kaufman, 1977; Gottlieb & Budoff, 1973; 
Gottlieb, Veldman & Semmel, 1978; Madden & Slavin, 1983) do not report 
comparative data on the sociometric s ta tu s of integrated MLD children and 
their m ainstream  peers, bu t focus instead on testing specific hypotheses 
relating to the sociometric s ta tu s  of MLD children. These stud ies are 
discussed in detail in chapter 5. The discussion in th is section focuses on 
the majority of studies which report comparative data  on the sociometric 
sta tu s  of integrated MLD children and their m ainstream  peers. These studies 
span  the period 1950-1993 and show m arked consistency in reporting th a t 
integrated MLD children are less socially accepted and more socially 
rejected th an  their m ainstream  classmates. These conclusions need only be 
substantially  qualified with reference to the findings of Lapp (1957) and 
Morrison (1981) which are discussed in detail in subsection 4.1.2 below.

4.1 .1  Sam ple defin ition
(a) Subject ch a rac te ris tic s . Table 4.2 in Appendix 4A provides details of the 
subject characteristics in each study. It can be seen th a t most studies used 
an  administrative definition of their MLD sample, exceptions being Johnson  
& Kirk (1950) and Miller (1956). Miller (1956) identified and defined his 
groups in term s of IQ bands on group adm inistered tests. As discussed in
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Section 1.3, it is unlikely th a t researchers, sampling on the basis of IQ, wiU 
identify sim ilar groups of children to those who would be identified for 
special education services by school system  adm inistrative procedures. 
Johnson  & Kirk (1950) used a mixed procedure in th a t teachers were first 
asked to name children who were exceptionally slow in their ability to grasp 
new things and who were academically retarded. The children so identified 
were then given an IQ test and those who scored below 70 were selected.

The groups of m ainstream  children w ith whom the  in tegrated  MLD 
children’s social acceptance is compared also varies substantially across the 
studies as can be seen from Table 4.2 in Appendix 4A. In m any of these 
studies the  social acceptance of the available group of integrated MLD 
children is compared to th a t of all the children in the classes into which 
they are integrated (Baldwin, 1958; lano, Ayers, Heller, McGettigan & 
Walker, 1974; Johnson  & Kirk, 1950; Lowden, 1985; Morrison, 1981 & 
Nabuzoka & Smith, 1993). This inevitably results in a large imbalance in the 
size of the two groups with the m ainstream  group typically being at least 15 
tim es larger th an  the MLD group. In other studies a comparison group is 
selected, either randomly (Goodman, Gottlieb & Harrison, 1972; Kaufman, 
Agard & Semmel; 1985) or m atched in certain  respects to the  MLD 
children. In Roberts & Zubrick’s (1992) study the comparison group was 
matched on sex and birth date.

In the Taylor, Asher & Williams (1987) the m ainstream  comparison group 
was m atched on sex, race and grade level (although the MLD children were 
on average a year older th a n  their m ainstream  peers, a  statistically  
significant difference.) An attem pt was also made to m atch for SES, on the 
basis of parental occupation, or where th is information was not available, 
neighbourhood. Taylor et. al. argue tha t as low income and minority children 
are often disproportionately represented among special education students 
and as th a t there is evidence tha t sociometric sta tu s is affected by both these 
factors, th en  some of the between group differences obtained by studies 
w hich com pare MLD children 's social acceptance to th a t of all their 
m ainstream  peers may be a ttributable to race and socioeconomic s ta tu s  
effects. This however would appear to assum e th a t sim ilar factors are 
asso c ia ted  w ith  accep tance and  rejection  for in teg ra ted  MLD and  
m ainstream  children. This issue will be discussed in detail in  Chapter 5. 
However findings such as those reported by Roberts and Zubrick (1992) and 
sum m arised in Table 4.1 indicate th a t the factors associated with social 
s ta tu s  may differ somewhat between m ainstream  and MLD populations.

However in order to be able to address the issues raised by Taylor et. al.
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(1987) it would appear im portant th a t those studies which compare the 
sociometric s ta tu s  characteristics of integrated MLD children with those of 
the whole population of their m ainstream  peers or a randomly selected 
sam ple should report adequate defining and demographic data  on their 
subject characteristics. In three of the comparative studies listed in table 4.1 
which used administratively defined groups no information was provided to 
describe the intellectual or educational characteristics of the sam ples used 
(lano et. al., 1974; Lowden, 1985 & Goodman et. al., 1972). In a further 
study (Morrison, 1981) information on intelligence and achievement were 
presented in the form of ratings on a three point scale, the source of which 
was not indicated. In seven of the studies reported in Table 4.1 of Appendix 
4A a descrip tion of the MLD group w as provided in term s of racial 
composition (Ballard et. al., 1977; Bruininks et. al., 1974; Gottlieb & Budoff, 
1973; Gottlieb et.al., 1978; Kaufman et. al., 1985; Nabuzoka & Smith, 1993 
and Taylor et. al., 1987). Only Taylor et. al., (1987) provided information on 
the  socioeconomic s ta tu s  of their MLD sample, although Goodman et. al., 
(1972) and Nabuzoka & Smith, 1993 gave an  indication of the general social 
class character of the mainstream schools used in their study.

(b) Specifying ‘in tegration* . The last column of Table 4.2 in Appendix 4A 
details the am ount and natu re  of integration experienced by the MLD 
children whose social s ta tu s  is investigated in these studies. Sim ilar 
findings, in term s of relatively lower acceptance and relatively higher 
rejection of MLD children, are reported across alm ost all of these studies 
ranging from Lowden’s (1985) Welsh study where m ainstream  integration 
occurred for 7-10% of the school week through Kaufman et. a l.’s (1985) 
Texan study where m ainstream  integration occurred for 72% of the school 
week to Baldw in’s (1958) study where MLD children rem ained fully 
integrated in the ir m ainstream  classes w ithout special services following 
identification due to a  shortage of special education teachers.

Morrison (1981) reports on the social acceptance and social rejection of two 
groups of MLD children, a Special Class group who were integrated for 3-5 
hours per week, mainly for music or physical education, and a Resource 
Room group who spen t an  average of 5-6 hours per day in a  regular 
classroom. Using the HIFTO forced choice sociometric m easure Morrison 
found that the special class group were significantly less well known to their 
non-handicapped ra te rs  th an  either the Resource Room group or the  
m ainstream  group. The Special Class group were also less well accepted 
th en  the m ainstream  group bu t were not more rejected. The Resource Room 
group did not differ significantly from the m ainstream  group on acceptance 
or rejection b u t received a higher num ber of ‘toleration’ responses th an  the
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m ainstream  pupils who were in tu rn  higher on th is m easure th a n  the 
Special Class group.

The results of th is study suggest th a t those children who were p a rt of a 
m ainstream  class and withdrawn part time for special help may differ in in 
the ir social s ta tu s  from those who are placed in a special c lass and 
integrated part time. They would therefore appear to support the decision 
taken  in chapter 1 to differentiate between MLD children whose prim ary 
reference group a t school is a m ainstream class on the one hand and, on the 
other, MLD children whose primary reference group a t school is the  MLD 
D epartm ent group. The decision was taken  only to define the form er as 
integrated for the purposes of this thesis.

However caution should be exercised in drawing general conclusions about 
the  social s ta tu s  profiles of M orrison’s (1981) two groups. While the  
Resource Room group did not differ significantly on acceptance from the 
m ainstream  group they received fewest acceptance responses of all the  
groups. Morrison suggests tha t the difference between the Resource Room 
and the m ainstream  group may have failed to reach significance due to 
reduced power resulting from the small num ber of Resource Room subjects 
involved.

4 .1 .2  D ifferences in  sociom etric assessm ent m ethodology.
If reference is made also to the second half of Table 2.2 in Appendix 2A, 
which provides details of the sociometric assessm ent m easures used in each 
study, it can be seen th a t the finding th a t integrated MLD children have 
lower social acceptance and higher social rejection than  their m ainstream  
peers is consistently found across a wide range of sociometric assessm ent 
m easures. Relatively lower social acceptance for integrated MLD children is 
reported using a limited choice nomination m easure by lano et. al. (1974), 
Johnson  (1950), Johnson  & Kirk (1950), Lowen (1985b) and Nabuzoka & 
Sm ith (1993); using unlimited nominations by Taylor et. al. (1987); using a 
rating scale sociometric by Baldwin (1958), Miller (1956) and Taylor et. al. 
(1987) and using a forced choice group preference record by Goodman et. 
al. (1972), who used the Peer Acceptance Scale and by Kaufman et. al. 
(1985) and Roberts & Zubrick (1992), each of whom used  the HIFTO. 
Relatively higher social rejection for integrated MLD children is reported 
using a limited choice nomination m easure by lano et. al. (1974), Johnson  
(1950), Johnson  & Kirk (1950), Lowen (1985b) and Nabuzoka & Sm ith 
(1993); using I ’s received on a rating scale m easure by Taylor et. al. (1987); 
and using a  forced choice group preference record (the PAS) by Goodman et.

187



al. (1972) and (the HIFTO) by Kaufman et. al. (1985) and Roberts & Zubrick 
(1992).

Some qualification to the general pattern of results reported in the literature 
is offered by Lapp (1957) and Morrison (1981). Lapp (1957) used  the  
sociometric in stru m en ts  devised by Jo h n so n  (1950) w ith MLD pupils 
ranging in age from 9 to 13 years and in IQ from 55 to 92. In this study the 
MLD children were found to be lower in social acceptance scores b u t not 
significantly different from the m ainstream  pupils in  term s, of rejection. 
Morrison used a limited nomination measure, a  rating scale m easure and a 
forced choice group preference record (the HIFTO) to investigate the  
sociometric acceptance and rejection of the two groups of MLD children 
described in section 4.1.1 above; a Special Class group and a Resource Room 
group. On the HIFTO the Resource Room group did not differ significantly 
from the m ainstream  group on acceptance or rejection w hereas on the  
nomination m easure they were less accepted b u t not more rejected th an  the 
m ainstream  group. On the HIFTO the Special Class group were less well 
accepted th an  the m ainstream  group bu t were not more rejected. However 
on the nomination m easure they found to be less accepted and less rejected. 
This is consistent with the significantly higher proportion of question m arks 
which th is group received on the HIFTO, suggesting th a t they are largely 
unknown to the m ainstream  children.

M orrison recom m ends th a t a forced choice group preference technique 
such as the HIFTO is probably a more accurate representation of the social 
s ta tu s  of MLD children, especially w here they  a re  in teg ra ted  in to  
m ainstream  classes for only a  part of the day. However differences between 
the criteria used in the HIFTO and the nom ination m easure m ust also be 
considered. The HIFTO acceptance criterion is “classm ates who are your 
friends” whereas on the nomination m easure children were asked which 3 
classm ates they would like to be grouped with for an  academic activity, a  
social activity and a sports activity. It might be hypothesised th a t integrated 
MLD children would fare less well on sociometric criteria involving affiliation 
on academic tasks as their learning difficulties would be likely to resu lt in 
costs rather than  benefits for their classmates.

This hypothesis would also be generated by Taylor’s (1982) discussion of 
W einstein’s (1969) concept of “situa tiona l iden tity”, defined as, “all 
situationally relevant attributes imputed to the actor.” In relating these ideas 
to MLD children she points out tha t most social encounters occur within the 
framework of particular kinds of tasks or activities. For the m ost p a rt MLD 
children perform less competently, especially in relation to academic tasks.
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In these c ircum stances the MLD child will have a negative situational 
identity and so it would be predicted th a t desire to affiliate with them  will be 
less where the  sociometric criterion rela tes to these  situa tions. This 
hypothesis is explored in Study 2.

However it m ust be borne in mind th a t Morrison’s findings generally appear 
more positive th an  others reported in the literature, largely due to failure to 
reject the  nu ll hypotheses of no differences betw een the groups. The 
possible effects of the small size of the MLD groups on the power of the 
statistical tests used m ust be considered as an alternative explanation for the 
findings reported. This possibility is supported by the findings reported in 
Table 4.3 which illustrate the comparability of Morrison’s findings for the 
Resource Room group on the HIFTO with those reported by Kaufman et. al. 
(1985). Roberts & Zubrick’s (1992) m ainstream  subjects achieve sim ilar 
acceptance and rejection scores to those reported in the o ther studies 
listed, however their MLD group receives considerably lower acceptance and 
higher rejection scores. In the other two studies there is substantial overlap 
between the range of acceptance and rejection scores received by subjects in 
the MLD and m ainstream  groups. This represents one argum ent for applying 
sociometric classification group approaches to th is data.

HIFTO
% Acceptance % Rejection

MLD M ainstream MLD M ainstream
Kaufmam et. al. (1985) 37.8 52.9 26.7 17.9

(18.3) (18.8) (17.4) (16.6)

Morrison (1981) 41.2 50.0 22.0 15.3
(15.7) (20.7) (15.3) (14.8)

Roberts & Zubrick 21.1 45.0 35.0 16.8
(1992) (14.9) (16.7) (16.0) (11.9)

Table 4.3. M eans and  s tan d a rd  dev iations o f MLD an d  m ain stream  groups on 
HIFTO accep tan ce  and  rejection.

It has been possible to find only two studies in which the social s ta tu s  of 
in teg rated  MLD ch ildren  has been  previously investigated u sin g  a 
sociometric classification group approach: Morrison (1981) and Nabuzoka & 
Sm ith (1993). The classification m ethods used  and  the proportions of 
children categorised in each group are shown in Table 2.4 in Appendix 2A. 
Nabuzoka & Sm ith (1993) investigated the  sociometric s ta tu s , assessed  
using Coie et. al.’s (1982) method, of 179 8-12 year old British children, 36 
of whom had  MLD statem ents. Compared to their m ainstream  classm ates 
more MLD children were categorised as rejected (25% versus 9%) and  
fewer were categorised as either popular (0% versus 12%) or neglected (8% 
versus 17%). No significant gender differences were found. Morrison (1981)
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reported th a t the ir in tegrated MLD (Resource Room) group has high 
rep re sen ta tio n  in the  rejection and to le ra tion  categories and low 
representation in the acceptance category, whereas the m ainstream  group 
was more evenly distributed across all categories.

4.1.3 Aims of s tudy  2.
It has been argued in chapter 2 tha t both the sociometric assessm ent and 
classification m ethods used in these studies contain a num ber of features 
which may produce a disproportionately negative picture of the sociometric 
s ta tu s  of in tegrated  MLD children. The LITOP sociometric assessm en t 
m easure and the FCP sociometric s ta tu s  group classification method have 
been designed to minimise the likelihood th a t the assessm ent of integrated 
MLD children’s sociometric sta tu s  will be disproportionally influenced by 
artefactual effects of the assessm ent methodology used and to maximise the 
interpretability of the assessm ent information produced through developing 
assessm ent m easures from a clear theoretical basis.

Study 2 was designed to test the following hypotheses:
1. T hat com pared to the ir m ainstream  c lassm ates the  sociom etric 
acceptance of integrated MLD children as assessed using the LITOP would be 
lower, and their sociometric rejection higher.

2. That the proportional distribution of integrated MLD children across FCP 
sociom etric categories would differ significantly  from th a t  of th e ir 
m ainstream  classmates.

3. That a more positive picture of MLD children’s social s ta tu s  would be 
obtained when assessed  using a ‘play w ith’ ra th e r th an  a ‘work w ith’ 
sociometric criterion.

4.2  Method

4.2.1 Subjects.
Subjects in  th is  study  com prised all the  in teg rated  MLD pupils in 
Buckingham shire middle school classes (n=118) and all their m ainstream  
c lassm ates (n=l 100). Twenty five MLD children  who were placed in 
m ainstream  schools were excluded from the study because they failed to 
m eet the definition of ‘integration’ adopted in th is thesis, “MLD children 
are regarded as being ^integrated’ where they are on the register o f a  
mainstream class which functions as the primary social reference group for  
that child in school in terms o f routine administrative issues and whole
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school activities. Administratively and functionally the child should operate 
firs t as a member o f that mainstream class, rather than as a member o f the 
MLD department in the schoo l” Rather these twenty five children attended 
schools where the provision for MLD children was organised principally as 
separate special classes some of whose mem bers participated in some 
mainstream lessons.

Table 4.4 contains information regarding the sex, year group and ethnic 
composition of the sample. 8-12 year old children in Buckingham shire are 
educated either in Middle schools (for children aged 8 to 12 years) or in 
Combined schools (for children aged 5 to 12 years). The presence of a small 
proportion of 7-8 year old pupils reflects the inclusion of mixed year group 
classes w ithin the middle school departm ents of each of 2 Combined 
schools. All MLD pupils were being educated  in c lasses contain ing  
m ainstream  pupils of the same age except two 12-13 year old MLD pupils 
who had been retained for an extra year in middle school and were placed in 
classes of 11 to 12 year olds. Data were collected in Ju n e  1988 from 8 
schools and 42 classes. The num ber of integrated MLD children ranged from
1 to 7 per class with a mean of 2.8. Class size ranged from 33 to 38 with a 
mean of 29 children per class.

Data on year group were missing for 84 (7.6%) of m ainstream  pupils who 
were educated in mixed age classes (2 classes of 8 to 9 year old children and
2 classes of 11 to 12 year old children) and whose teachers failed to provide 
full information on which children belonged to which age groups. It was 
possible to establish the year group of MLD pupils belonging to these classes 
from information contained in psychological service files, with the exception 
of 2 (1.7%) pupils whose files were unavailable because they moved to 
another part of the country in July 1988.

MLD Mainstream
SEX

Boys 89 (75.4%) 563 (51.2%)
Girls 29 (24.6%) 537 (48.8%)

YEAR GROUP
7-8 years 4 (3.4%) 36 (3.3%)
8-9 years 27 (22.9%) 265 (24.1%)
9-10 years 26 (22.0%) 285 (25.9%)

10-11 years 26 (22.0%) 179 (16.3%)
11-12 years 31 (26.3%) 251 (22.8%)
12-13 years 2 (1.7%) 0
Missing 2 (1.7%) 84 (7.6%)

ETHNICITY
South Asian 5 (4.2%) 77 (7.0%)
Other 113 (95.8%) 1023 (93.0%)

TABLE 4 .4  D em ographic charac teris tics  of sub jects  w ith  and  w ithou t MLD
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Most of the participating schools did not have available accurate information 
on the ethnic composition of their pupils and some were re luc tan t to 
obtain /provide it. One reliable indicator of m em bership of the largest 
minority ethnic group among Buckinghamshire school pupils (South Asian) 
was available across MLD and mainstream  groups in the subject’s name. The 
O ther group in Table 4.4 is predom inately white b u t contains a small 
percentage of Black children of African or C aribbean origin and  of 
Chinese/Vietnamese children.

Table 4.5 contains additional descriptive information for the integrated MLD 
sample. Information is provided on those variables highlighted in the review 
in Chapter 1, Section 1.2 and in Section 4.1 above as potentially importeint in 
providing adequate specification of the ‘MLD’ and ‘Integrated’ variables. 
‘MLD’ children in this study are administratively defined as; ‘children who 
have been identified through a Statement of special educational needs, 
following a multi-professional assessm ent under the Education Act 1981 as  
requiring special educational provision for moderate learning difficulties in 
a mainstream school setting.’

Local Education Authority documents indicate tha t integrated provision for 
children with MLD (MLD departments) were established in 1984, fo r  those 
capable from  benefiting from a mainstream environment and curriculum 
and who might otherwise have to be placed in special schools for children 
with moderate learning difficulties.’ The continued existence of separate 
special schools for MLD children m eant th a t the integrated sam ple did not 
include children with severe social problems as they were placed in the 
special schools.

A guidance docum ent produced by the B uckingham shire Psychological 
Service in 1987 suggested criteria for MLD D epartm ent placem ent which 
included: IQ/Reading quotient less than  75.’ Data on the first two variables 
shown in Table 1, IQ and Reading Quotient, were obtained from the subjects 
psychological service files. They were taken from the statu tory  assessm ent 
reports used in compiling the subject’s statem ent of special educational 
needs. As the use of standardised tes ts  of IQ and reading in sta tu to ry  
assessm ents was not mandatory in Buckinghamshire a t th a t time data  on IQ 
and reading quotient was unavailable for 9.3% and 14.4% respectively of the 
sample.

D ata on IQ came from tests, m ost commonly a version of the W eschler 
Intelligence Scale for Children (Weschler, 1974) or the British Abilities Scale 
(Elliott, Murray & Pearson, 1983), administered individually by educational
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psychologists. The data  reported in Table 4.5 can be compared with the 
norm ative m ean on these tests of 100, standard  deviation 15. Data on 
reading came from a wide variety of different tes ts - word, sentence and 
prose reading tests , m ost of which were adm inistered  individually by 
educational psychologists bu t some of which were administered by teachers. 
Where a reading quotient was not reported one was calculated by dividing 
the child’s reading age by their chronological age a t the time of testing. This 
was done to facilitate comparisons across the sample and with IQ. It can be 
seen th a t IQ and reading quotient provide closely comparable information 
about the characteristics of the sample.

Table 4.5 also contains information on the placem ent and services provided 
for the MLD pupils. This was obtained by providing the teacher in each 
school who was in charge of organising provision for the MLD pupils with a 
timetable for each pupil and asking for each session to be coded according to 
whether the pupil was (a) withdrawn from the classroom for small group or 
individual specialist tuition, (b) in their m ainstream  class w ithout support, 
(c) in their m ainstream  class with support available from a special needs 
teacher or classroom  assis tan t. In accordance with the definition of 
integration adopted in th is thesis all pupils were allocated to a particu lar 
m ainstream  class with whom they registered a t the sta rt of each school day. 
Table 4.5 shows the very large variation in the level of special services 
provided. The m edian, ra th e r th an  the m ean percentage of tim e in  
m ainstream  with support is reported because this variable was not normally 
distributed.

Variable

IQ

Reading Quotient

Time W ithdrawn (%)

Time in M ainstream  (%) 
unsupported

Time in M ainstream  (%) 
with Support Staff

TABLE 4 .5  D escriptive profile of in teg ra ted  MLD pupils & Services Provided 

4 .2 .2 . P rocedure
Parents of the subjects were informed by letter from the schools th a t a 
Buckingham shire County Council educational psychologist who was doing 
research  into children’s friendships would be visiting the school to give 
questionnaires to some of the classes. Parents were asked to let the school

% of sample Mean sd min max

(90.7%) 79.2 9.4 57 106

(85.6%) 76.5 10.4 54 110

(100.0%) 32.9 18.5 0 68

(100.0%) 48.7 25.6 0 92

(100.0%)
Median
12.00

Range
75.0 0 75
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know if for any reason they did not w ant their child to be involved. Three 
parents phoned their children’s school to ask questions about the letter bu t 
none withheld consent for their children’s participation.

The two sociometric questionnaires were adm inistered to subjects in whole 
class groups by the experim enter during Ju n e  1988. Copies of the  
questionnaires, together with the script used in their adm inistration are 
reproduced  in A ppendix 4B. In each  case, a fte r in troduc ing  th e  
experimenter to the class, the class teacher either left the room during the 
adm inistration, or withdrew to a com er with marking. The MLD pupils who 
were in teg ra ted  p a rt tim e into each  c lass were p resen t for th e  
adm inistration and the classroom assistan t or specialist teacher responsible 
for supporting them  in academic m ainstream  sessions was available to help 
them read their classmates names on the questionnaire.

Prior to completing the questionnaires the purpose of the exercise was 
explained as being part of a project about how children of their age get along 
with each other a t school. The children were told:
(a) That there weren’t any right or wrong answers, they were ju s t to pu t 

what they thought.
(b) That their questionnaires would be kept confidential.
(c) That they were to keep their questionnaires confidential.

The questionnaires were administered using the instructions reproduced in 
Appendix 4B. When the children had finished their questionnaires they were 
given 5 m inutes to draw a picture of the playground activity which they most 
enjoyed. Following a further rem inder about the confidentiality of their 
questionnaires a short (approximately 5 minute) class discussion was held 
about the popularity of the different playground activities which the children 
had drawn. This buffer activity was designed to reduce the em phasis on the 
sociom etric m easu res and  m inim ise the  likelihood th a t  they  would 
subsequently be discussed by the children.

4.2.3.M easiires
Two sociometric questionnaires were administered:
1. The LITOP, a  forced choice group preference m easure adapted from the 
HIFTO (Kaufman et. al., 1985) and previously used  in  study one. The 
instructions asked children to tick the face which showed how m uch they 
like to 'play with' each person at school and were sum m arised as follows:

work carefully down the list showing how much you like to 'play with' each 
person at school hy ticking the question mark i f  i ts  someone that you don't
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know well enough to decide how much you like to 'play with' them, you tick 
the smiling face  if it's the name o f someone you like to 'play with', you tick 
the sad face  if it's the name o f someone you prefer not to 'play with' and you  
tick the straight-mouthed face  i f  it's someone you don't mind whether you  
'play with' them or not

2. The LITOW. As can be seem from Appendix 4B th is m easure has an  
identical format and instructions to the LITOP with the one exception th a t 
the sociometric criterion used is work rather than  play. Children were asked 
to tick the face which showed how m uch they like to 'work with' each 
person at school:

work carefully down the list showing how much you like to 'work with' each 
person at school by ticking the question mark i f  it's someone that you don't 
know well enough to decide how much you like to 'work with' them, you  
tick the smiling face  if it's the name o f someone you like to 'work with', you  
tick the sad  face  if it's the name o f someone you prefer not to 'work with' 
and you tick the straight-m outhed fa ce  if  it's someone you don't mind  
whether you 'work with' them or not

As in Study 1, the children’s nam es appeared on the questionnaires in the 
same order as they appeared on the class register. As the class registers 
were called twice each day and included the integrated MLD pupils, the 
children were familiar with the order of nam es and likely to regard the 
order as “neu tra l” - not carrying any implications of precedence. The order 
in which the LITOP and LITOW questionnaires were p resen ted  w as 
random ised  across c lasses in  order to control for the  effects of 
contamination and fatigue.

4.2.4.9uestioim aire Analysis
Responses to both questionnaires (the LITOP and the LITOW) from same sex 
classmates were analysed using the method described for the LITOP In Study 
1 (see Chapter 3 Section 3.2.4). For each subject an  Index of acceptance was 
calculated by dividing the num ber of smiling faces received from sam e sex 
classmates by the total num ber of ratings received from same sex classm ates 
In categories other than  “don’t know”. An Index of rejection was calculated 
similarly using the num ber of sad faces received from sam e sex classm ates. 
The proportion of sam e sex classm ates giving a  child a straight m outhed 
face, as opposed to the other two was also calculated to give an  index of 
toleration.

Subjects were th en  assigned to soclom etrlc groups using  the  FCP
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classification system whose reliability and validity were investigated in study 
one. They were first classified using choices received on the  LITOP 
questionnaire and were then classified on the basis of choices received on 
the LITOW questionnaire. In each case the FCP method, which was derived 
in Section 3.1, used the Unistat statistical package to determine rare scores 
according to the binomial distribution on the basis of class/group size, a  .33 
probability of assignm ent of each response category on the forced choice 
m easure and a criterion probability level of .05. The criterion cutoff scores 
for different num bers of same and both sex classm ates are shown in Chapter 
3, Table 3.1. Children were assigned to the classification categories on the 
basis of both whole class and same sex responses to the forced choice 
measure as follows:

Popular - Number of smiles received: a t or above the the criterion level 
R ejected  - Number of frowns received: a t or above the criterion level 
N eglected  - Number of ‘straight m outhed faces” received: a t or above the 
criterion level.
Controversial - Number of ‘straight mouthed faces” received: at or below 
the criterion level. Neither smiles or frowns at or above the criterion level. 
Average - Children not meeting the definitions for any of the other groups.

The selection of a criterion level of 0.05 was designed to ensure th a t for 
children to be classified into an extreme sociometric classification group, 
with the exception of the controversial group, a majority of same sex class 
m ates had to endorse the relevant sociometric choice category. This based 
the classification on the predominant view within the group, a construct 
derived from social exchange theory. The controversial group, by contrast, is 
defined by reference to polarisation of views within the group.

4 .3  RESU LTS

In th is section differences between the MLD and m ainstream  children on 
demographic variables are first reported. Then differences on indices of 
acceptance, rejection and toleration on the LITOP and LITOW sociometric 
assessm ent m easures are examined. Finally differences in the percentages 
classified into different sociometric categories using the FCP m ethod are 
considered.

4.3 .1  Dem ographic variables.
C h i-sq u a red  a n a ly sis  were firs t perform ed on th e  dem ographic  
charac teristics of MLD and m ainstream  sub jects listed in Table 4.4. 
Differences were revealed for gender bu t not for year group or ethnicity.
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There were disproportionately more males th an  females in the  MLD as 
compared with the M ainstream  group X^^j=25.18, p<.0001. Subsequent 
analysis included separate consideration of males and females to control for 
this factor. No differences were apparent between the M ainstream and MLD 
groups in term s of the distribution between them  of children with Asian
names 1.3ns or of children from different year groups X^^^^=3.39 ns
(the two Year 8 MLD pupils having been eliminated from this analysis).

4.3.2 Sociom etric assessm ent m easures.
A 2(M LD/mainstream) by 2(sex) mixed MANOVA w as conducted with 
w ork/play as a w ithin subjects factor to analyse scores on the following 
dependent variables: acceptance on the LITOP and LITOW, rejection on the 
LITOP and LITOW, toleration on the LITOP and LITOW.

Results of evaluation of assum ptions led to the transform ation of rejection 
scores on the LITOP and LITOW to reduce skewedness in their distributions. 
A square root transform ation was used in each case. Table 4.6 contains the 
means and standard  deviations for these outcome m easures, prior to the 
transform ation of the rejection scores.

MLD M ainstream
Boys Girls Total Boys Girls Total

LITOP MeanSD MeanSD Mean SD Mean SD MeanSD Mean SD
Acceptance .26 (.19) .34 (.16) .28 (.19) .45 (.21) .52 (.23) .48 (.22)
Toleration .30 (.16) .40 (.19) .32 (.17) .30 (.16) .32 (.18) .31 (.17)
Rejection .44 (.24) .26 (.23) .40 (.25) .25 (.20) .17 (.19) .21 (.20)

LITOW
Acceptance .25 (.18) .30 (.17) .26(.I8) .43 (.22) .50 (.23) .46 (.23)
Toleration .22 (.13) .37 (.19) .26(.I6) .27 (.15) .29 (.16) .28 (.16)
Rejection .53 (.22) .33 (.23) .48(.24) .30 (.22) .21 (.21) .26 (.22)

Table 4.6. M eans and  s tandard  deviations of MLD and  m ain stream  groups on 
th e  sociom etric  assessm en t m easures.

On acceptance MLD children scored lower th an  m ainstream  children, 
Fji 1206)“ ®^-^^’ P< 0001, and boys lower th an  girls, j206)“ ®*^^’ P< 004. 
There was no in teraction  between MLD and sex j 206)" 01, p<.94,
indicating sim ilar p a tte rn s of sex differences in  the  MLD as in the 
m ainstream  group. Evaluation of the within subjects factor indicated th a t 
acceptance scores on the play with' m easure (LITOP) were consistently 
higher th an  those on the 'work with' m easure, j2 0 6 )"^ 'l^ ' p<.008. This 
finding held across boys and girls, m ainstream  and MLD children, there
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being no interactions with these factors.

The pattern of results on the rejection m easures was exactly the reverse of 
those obtained on the acceptance m easures. On rejection MLD children 
scored higher than  m ainstream  children, (F^ p<.0001), and
boys higher than  girls, (F^ 1206)"^^-^^' p<.0001). There was no interaction 
between MLD and sex, (F^ 1206)"^ '^ ^ ’ P<-21). Evaluation of the  w ithin 
subjects factor indicated th a t rejection scores on the work with' m easure 
(LITOW) were consistently higher th an  those on the 'play with' m easure, 
(F(i 1206)"^^'^^' p<.0001). This finding held across boys and  girls, 
m ainstream  and MLD children, there being no in teractions w ith these 
factors. It was therefore concluded tha t the results supported hypothesis 1, 
which predicted  the differences observed on LITOP accep tance and  
rejection between m ainstream  and MLD children. The findings also provided 
support for hypothesis 3 which predicted th a t a more positive picture of 
MLD children’s social sta tu s would be obtained when assessed using a "play 
with ’ rather than  a ‘'work with ’ sociometric criterion.

On the toleration m easures the difference between the MLD and m ainstream  
groups did not reach significance, (F^ 1206)"^ '^^' p<.065). However a 
significant sex difference was found, with girls achieving higher toleration 
scores than  boys, (F^ 1206)"^^-^'^' p<.0001). Furtherm ore a significant MLD 
by sex interaction, (F^ 1206)"^^ '^^ ' p<.0001), indicated th a t MLD girls tend 
to have higher toleration scores than  m ainstream  girls whereas MLD boys 
tend to have lower toleration scores th an  m ainstream  boys. Play with' 
(LITOP) scores were consistently higher th an  work with' scores across all 
groups, (F^ 2206)”^^-^^’ P<-0001). In th is respect the toleration scores are 
more similar to the acceptance scores than  they are to the rejection scores.

Separate analyses were carried out by M LD/mainstream and gender on the 
proportion of children giving their sam e sex classm ates a ? (don’t know 
them  well enough to make a judgment) rating on the LITOP and LITOW. 
Because the ir d istribu tions were severely skewed these variables were 
recoded from proportions of classmates making nom inations to a four point 
scale as follows: 1= (0 to .01), 2= (.01 to .1), 3= (.1 to .2), 4>.2.
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F igu re 4 .1  P e r c e n ta g e s  o f  MLD & m a in strea m  ch ild ren  in  e a c h  o f  th e  “? ” 
c a te g o r ie s  on  th e  LITOP & LITOW

Chi sq u a re d  a n a ly se s  w as perform ed to a sc e r ta in  w h e th e r  MLD an d  
m a in s tream  p u p ils  differed in th e ir  likelihood of receiving a  ‘d o n ’t know  
them  well enough  ju d g m en t’. W hen the  analysis  w as carried  o u t w ith the  
sam ple as  a whole MLD pupils were found to be more likely to receive th is  

ra tin g  w h e th e r  a  p lay  w ith ' (X^pj= 14.43, p< .003) or a w ork  w ith ' 

(X ^j3p23.21 , p< .0001) c rite rio n  w as u sed . F igure 4.1 show s th a t  th e  
p e rcen tag e  of m a in s tre a m  ch ild ren  exceeded th e  p e rcen tag e  of MLD 
ch ild ren  am ong those  receiving very few question  m ark s  b u t th e  reverse 
p a tte rn  w as a p p a re n t am ong th e  two categories receiving th e  h ig h est 
num bers of question  m arks.

Data from "LITOW

oO)o
<Do

Boys
Girls

P e r c e n t a g e s

F igure 4 .2 . P e r ce n ta g e s  o f  b o y s  and  g irls in  e a c h  o f  th e  “? ” c a te g o r ie s  on  th e  
LITOW

199



However sex differences were also found when a "work w ith’ criterion was 
used (X^(3p9.20, p<.03), bu t not when a ‘play w ith’ criterion was used

(X^^3j=4.64, p=.2). Figure 4.2 shows th a t on the 'work with' criterion the 
tendency was for the percentage of girls to exceed the percentage of boys 
among those receiving either many or very few question marks.

In order to investigate the relationship between MLD group membership and 
the likelihood of receiving a ‘don’t  know them well enough judgm ent’ on the 
'work with' criterion while controlling for gender differences a three way 
frequency analysis was performed using SPSSX Hiloglinear to examine 
associations among the following dependent variables (1) Don’t know rating 
on the 'work with' criterion, (2) MLD/ m ainstream , (3) gender. 1210 subjects 
provided usable data  for th is analysis, 8 cases being rejected because of 
missing data. All component two way contingency tables showed adequate 
expected cell frequencies. Table 4.7 sum m arises the resu lts of the SPSSX 
Hiloglinear analysis.

Efiect d f G2 Prob
Total 15 1590.47 .0001
Don’t KnowCwork with') 3 621.27 .0001
Gender 1 5.84 .016
MLD 1 903.98 .0001

(partial)
MLD X  Gender 1 27.75 .0001
DKfWork) X  MLD 3 21.89 .0001
DKfWbrk) x Gender 3 10.34 .016
MLD X  Gender x DKfWork) 3 1.56 .6640

Table 4 .7  H iloglinear analysis of th e  effects of MLD group m em bersh ip  and 
gender on th e  level o f d o n 't  know  ra tings received on th e  LITOW

In this analysis the three way effect was not significant bu t all two way effects 
were indicating th a t when effects of gender have been taken  into account 
MLD children are still more likely to receive a ‘don’t know’ rating on the 
LITOW than  their m ainstream  peers.

4.3 .3 . Sociom etric s ta tu s  classification groups
Sociometric classification of MLD and m ainstream  subjects is presented in 
Table 4.8. Significant differences between the MLD and m ainstream  children 
were observed bo th  on sociometric classifications using  "work with" 
criterion (X^^^j=60.73, p<.OOOI) and on those using a "play with'’ criterion 

(X^^4j=65.87, p<.0001). On either criterion MLD pupils were 4-5 tim es less 
likely to be classified as popular and 3-4 times more likely to be classified as
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rejected than the mainstream pupils.

MLD (%) 
n=118

M ainstream  (%) 
n=1093

Play Work Play Work

Popular 5.9 5.9 32.9 27.5

Rejected 21.2 30.5 5.9 9.4

Average 66.9 60.2 55.9 60.2

Neglected 4.2 2.2 4.9 2.5

Controversial 1.7 0.8 0.4 0.7

Table 4.8 Sociom etric  classification of MLD and  m ain stream  subjects

This overall picture should be qualified by the separate analyses run  for boys 
and girls and  reported in Table 4.9. B ecause several expected cell 
frequencies were less th an  1 and more th a n  20% less th an  5, the 
controversial category was amalgamated with the average category prior to 
chi squared analysis. Amalgamation was selected in preference to dropping 
the controversial group for two reasons. First, the results of study 1 failed to 
validate the controversial group as distinct from the average group. Second 
am algam ation was considered to offer a more stringen t test. Highly 
significant differences between the proportional distribution of MLD and 
m ainstream  pupils across sociometric categories are obtained for both boys 
and girls on both work and play criteria. For boys on the work criterion
X^(3j=45.49, p<.0001, while on the play criterion =42.41, p<.0001. For 

girls on the work criterion 15.90, p<.002, while on the play criterion

x2j3j= 13.08, p<.005.

MLD (%) M ainstream  (%)
Boys 

Play Work 
n=89

Girls 
Play Work 

n=29

Boys Girls 
Play Work Play Work 

n=559 n=534

Popular 6.7 6.7 3.4 3.4 29.7 23.3 36.3 31.8

Rejected 27.0 38.2 3.4 6.9 8.1 12.2 3.6 6.6

Average 62.9 53.9 79.3 79.3 57.4 61.1 54.3 59.2

Neglected 2.2 0.0 10.3 10.3 4.3 2.2 5.6 2.2

Controversial 1.1 1.1 3.4 0.0 0.5 1.3 0.2 0.2

Table 4.9 Sociom etric  classification of MLD and  m ain stream  subjects by 
G ender and  soc iom etric  c rite rion  used.
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Visual inspection of the distribution of subjects across sociometric categories 
suggests a parallel and closely similar pattern  of findings whether a play or 
work criterion is used. However there appear to be substantial differences 
between boys and girls in the differential d istribu tion  of MLD and 
m ainstream  pupils across sociometric categories. MLD boys are three times 
more likely to be rejected th an  m ainstream  boys, w hereas there  is no 
difference betw een the p roportions of m ain stream  and  MLD girls
categorised as rejected. By contrast MLD girls are more often categorised as 
neglected th an  m ainstream  girls, w hereas the small difference betw een 
mainstream and MLD boys tends to be in the other direction. For both sexes 
MLD pupils are less likely than  their m ainstream  peers to be categorised as 
popular. Hence, with the exception of the finding th a t there  w as no 
difference betw een the  p roportions of m ain stream  and  MLD girls
categorised as rejected, these findings supported hypothesis 2, th a t the
proportional distribution of integrated MLD children across FCP sociometric 
categories would differ significantly from th a t  of th e ir  m ain stream
classmates.

The patterns obtained were investigated fu rther by m eans of a  SPSSX 
Loglinear analyses with the following planned contrasts: (a) Popular v 
Average, (b) Neglected v Average, (c) Rejected v Average. The analyses were 
first carried out for the whole sample and then  repeated for each gender 
separately.

Sociometric Category Sociometric Category

Whole Sample n=1210 
Effect

('work with’) 

Z-Value p

('play with') 

Z-Value p
MLD 12.39 .0001 14.33 .0001
Popular V Average 4.63 .0001 5.22 .0001
Neglected v Average -0.63 ns 0.04 ns
Rejected v Average -5.25 .0001 -5.89 .0001

Boys n=647
MLD 5.83 .0001 9.52 .0001
Popular V Average 1.66 ns 3.64 .001
Neglected v Average 0.92 ns 0.61 ns
Rejected v Average -3.75 .001 -4.96 .0001

Girls n=563
MLD 9.16 .0001 9.12 .0001
Popular V Average 2.92 .01 2.77 .01
Neglected v Average -2.93 .01 -1.64 ns
Rejected v Average -0.29 ns -0.66 ns

Table 4 .10  R esults of loglinear analysis of differences in  th e  d istribu tion  of 
MLD and m ain stream  subjects betw een sociom etric  s ta tu s  groups

Considering the whole sample first. Table 4.10 shows highly significant
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associations between sociometric sta tus (whether categorisation is based on 
a work or 'play with' criterion) and MLD classification when either popular 
or rejected children are compared with average children b u t not when 
neglected children are compared with average children. This confirms the 
p icture  w hich emerges from visual inspection of Table 4.8, th a t the 
proportion of children categorised as popular, as opposed to average is 
significantly higher for the M ainstream th an  the MLD group whereas the 
proportion of children categorised as rejected, as opposed to average is 
significantly higher for the MLD than  the m ainstream  group.

When the sexes are considered separately a significant association between 
sociometric sta tu s  and MLD classification is found when the rejected group 
is compared with the average Group for boys b u t not for girls. This holds 
whether classification is based on a 'work with' or a 'play with' sociometric 
criterion. Hence MLD boys are more often rejected th an  m ainstream  boys 
whereas MLD girls are not more often rejected th an  m ainstream  girls. On 
the other hand a significant association between sociometric sta tus and MLD 
classification is found when the neglected group is compared with the 
average Group for girls bu t not for boys. In this case statistical significance is 
achieved only when classification is based on a work with' criterion. Hence 
MLD girls are more often neglected on a work with' sociometric criterion 
them m ainstream  girls, whereas MLD and m ainstream  boys do not differ on 
Neglect.

For girls, a significant association between sociometric s ta tu s  and MLD 
classification is found when the popular group is compared with the average 
Group, irrespective of the criterion used. M ainstream  girls are therefore 
more likely th a n  MLD girls to be categorised as popular. However 
m ainstream  boys are only more likely th an  MLD boys to be categorised as 
popular when a play with' criterion is used. When sociometric classification 
is based on a 'work with' criterion the differential allocation of MLD and 
Mainstream boys to the popular and average groups does not reach statistical 
significance.

Next the sociometric classification of subjects using the LITOP and LITOW 
scores was compared. Table 4.11 shows the two way contingency table for 
classification of subjects based on the play and work criteria. Because several 
expected cell frequencies were less than  1 and more th an  20% less than  5, 
the controversial category was amalgamated with the average category prior 
to chi squared analysis which indicated a highly significant association 
(X^jgj=907.93, p<.0001) between the two categorisation methods.
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PLAY
Popular Controv. Average Neglected Rejected

WORK
Popular 239 66 2

Controversial 9

Average 123 5 540 43 16

Neglected 5 14 8 -

Rejected 10 60 6 72

Table 4.11 N um bers of children  classified in  each  sociom etric  s ta tu s  
category  using  th e ir  LITOP and LITOW scores.

W hen MLD and m ainstream  groups are examined separately, as in Table 
4.12, it can be seen th a t a 'play with' criterion classifies fewer MLD and 
m ainstream  children as rejected than  does a  'work with' criterion. While 
more m ainstream  children are classified as popular on a 'play with' th an  a 
work w ith ' criterion  th is  is not tru e  of the  MLD group w here the  
proportions are the same. Hence, overall these findings provide fu rther 
support for hypothesis 3, th a t a more positive picture of MLD children’s 
social s ta tu s  would be obtained when assessed using a "play with" ra ther 
th an  a "work with" sociometric criterion. Although the same proportion of 
MLD children are classified as popular on a work with' or a play with' 
criterion, only 43% of subjects are classified as popular by both methods. 
Hence while a significant association exists between classification on the two 
criteria (for MLD X^(g)=54.69, p<.001; for m ainstream  X^^gj=790.63, p<.001) 
there  are sufficient differences betw een them  to suggest th a t it is 
worthwhile continuing to investigate both.

MLD Mai ns t r eam
WORK WORK

P G A  N R  P C A N R
PLAY
Popular 3 4 236 119 5
Controversial 2 3 1
Average 4 1 58 2 14 62 8 483 12 46
Neglected 3 1 1 20 40 7 5
Rejected 4 21 12 51

Table 4 .12  N um bers of MLD & m ain stream  ch ild ren  classified  in  each  
sociom etric  s ta tu s  category using th e ir  LITOP and  LITOW scores.

4 .4  D iscu ss io n

4.4 .1  Dem ographic variables
Of the demographic variables examined significant differences between the
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m ainstream  and MLD groups were found only in the case of gender. Although 
most MLD samples reported in the literature contain a higher proportion of 
boys than  girls the proportion of boys present in the sample used in this 
study (75%) is at the higher end of those reported in the literature. For 
example Taylor et. al. (1987) report a 56% male sample, Nabuzoka & Smith 
(1993) 58% , Kaufman et. al. (1985) 60%, M orrison (1981) 70% and
Roberts & Zubrick (1992) 71%. The possibility of a systematic selection bias 
in the adm inistrative procedures used to classify MLD children m ust be 
considered. It was necessary in subsequent analyses to include separate 
consideration of boys and girls in order to avoid confounding differences 
between the MLD and mainstream groups with gender differences.

The MLD and m ainstream  groups did not differ on year group or ethnicity. It 
is not uncommon for MLD and mainstream groups to differ in age by as m uch 
as a year in American (Kaufman et. al., 1985; Taylor et. al., 1987) and 
Australian (Roberts & Zubrick, 1992) samples due to the practice of having 
children repeat a year if they have not mastered the content taught. In this 
study unanticipated difficulties in obtaining information on ethnicity from 
the schools led to the use of Asian nam e as an indicator. Although the 
num bers of other ethnic groups in the schools used were veiy sm all any 
differences in th is respect between MLD and m ainstream  children would 
have been undetected.

4 .4 .2  Sociom etric assessm ent m easures.
On both the  LITOP and the LITOW the MLD group scored lower on 
acceptance and higher on rejection then the m ainstream  group. Thus th is 
study has replicated the pervasive findings in the literature on the social 
s ta tu s  of integrated MLD children despite having taken care to define the 
integrated MLD group so tha t their m ainstream  class formed their primary 
reference group a t school and to devise sociometric assessm ent m easures 
designed to minimise the likelihood th a t the assessm ent of integrated MLD 
child ren’s sociom etric s ta tu s  will be disproportionally  influenced by 
artefactual effects of the assessm ent methodology used. Morrison (1981) 
reported th a t integrated MLD children achieved higher toleration scores 
th a n  their m ainstream  peers on the HIFTO. In study 2 no significant 
differences were found on toleration between MLD and m ainstream  children. 
However an  interaction was found between gender and M LD/mainstream in 
th a t MLD girls tended to score higher than  m ainstream  girls on toleration 
while MLD boys scored lower than mainstream boys.

Analysis of the LITOP and LITOW by gender indicated th a t girls tend rate 
each other higher on acceptance and toleration while boys rate each other
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higher on rejection. Gender differences in forced choice group preference 
records scores have been little commented on in the literature. Goodman et. 
al. (1972), using the Peer Acceptance Scale, report th a t boys reject 
integrated MLD children more often than  girls. Both this and the findings of 
the present study would be consistent with Goodman’s hypothesis tha t girl’s 
responses on sociometric m easures are more likely to be influenced by a 
social desirability  bias th an  are boy’s. However there  are alternative  
explanations, including ones based on accounts such as D aniels-Beim ess 
(1989) of the differences in structure of girls and boys groups, which were 
reviewed in  chap ter 2. Thus for example girls horizontally s tru c tu red  
networks, focused on reciprocal dyadic relationships and based on equality 
may offer a  lower cost/benefit ratio and therefore an increased likelihood of 
affiliative responses th an  boys large hierarchically  s tru c tu red  groups. 
W hatever the factors Influencing the observed sex differences In responses 
to forced choice sociometric m easures, they will be im portan t to take 
account of in assessing the social status of gender imbalanced groups of MLD 
children.

The finding of significant differences between MLD and m ainstream  children 
on the  ‘don’t know ’ response category suggests th a t  forced choice 
sociometric Instrum ents used to assess the social acceptance of MLD pupils 
in m ainstream  classes should include such a category if they are to avoid the 
introduction of error variance associated with forcing classm ates to rate MLD 
pupils who they don’t know well enough to make a judgment. MLD children 
may be less well known to their m ainstream  peers either because they have 
been a member of the the school and hence the class for a  shorter period of 
time or because of the reduced amount of time which they spend integrated 
into m ainstream  classes.

4.4.3. Sociom etric s ta tu s  classification groups
Previously Morrison (1981) had reported on the basis of visual inspection of 
her data  over-representation of MLD children in the rejected category by 
comparison with their m ainstream  peers. Morrison (1981) also suggested 
th a t MLD children were under-representation in the popular category. Study 
2 replicated key findings of the only previous study  to have tested  
statistically the hypothesis tha t distribution of MLD and m ainstream  children 
across the sociometric sta tus categories would differ significantly (Nabuzoka 
& Smith, 1993). As in Nabuzoka & Sm ith’s (1993) study, in Study 2 MLD 
children were found to be over represented in the rejected category and 
under represented in the popular category. Different sociometric assessm ent 
and classification methods were used in each study, so artefactual effects of 
methodology are unlikely. Indeed the sociometric m easures used in Study 2
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were designed particu larly  to overcome criticism s of aspec ts  of the 
sociometric assessm ent and classification methodology identified in chapter 
2 as likely to be disadvantageous to integrated MLD children.

However the results presented in section 4.3.3. suggest im portant qualitative 
differences betw een the social accep tance  profile ch arac te ris tic  of 
integrated MLD boys and girls in study 2. Whereas MLD boys tend to be more 
rejected th an  their m ainstream  peers MLD girls may tend to be more 
neglected. Girls tend to be less likely th an  their m ainstreani peers to be 
categorised as popular whereas for boys this is true only on a work with’, not 
on a 'play with' sociometric criterion. A possible explanation of these  
findings in term s of sex differences in ra ter behaviour can be ruled out by 
examination of trends in the sociometric categorisation of m ainstream  boys 
and girls in th is study. Were the findings due to ra ter biases in sam e sex 
ratings sim ilar pa tterns of findings would be expected across MLD and 
m ainstream  groups. Rather the effect appears to be specific to the MLD 
group, ra th e r as was Goodman et. a l.’s (1972) finding th a t boys reject 
integrated MLD children on the Peer A ssessm ent Scale more often th an  
girls.

Of the two other studies which have examined the sociometric sta tu s  group 
classification of integrated MLD children Morrison (1981) does not examine 
the data for gender differences. Nabuzoka & Sm ith (1993) report no 
significant gender differences for e ither the  MLD or the m ainstream  
children in their sample. In considering possible reasons for the differences 
between Nabuzoka & Sm ith’s (1993) findings and those reported in th is 
study the use of different sociometric assessm ent and classification m ethods 
would seem relevant. In particular it would seem worth examining the use of 
whole class ratings by Nabuzoka & Smith, as opposed to the use of same sex 
ratings in Study 2. If the gender differences in rejected classification of MLD 
children in this study are attributable to a tendency for MLD girls to be less 
rejected by their sam e sex classm ates th an  are boys then  th is difference 
would not be expected when both sex ratings are used. This hypothesis was 
tested using both sex data which had been collected incidentally in Study 2.

play with' work with'
Boys Girls Boys Girls

(n=83) (n=27) (n=83) (n=27)

Popular 1.2% 0.0% 1.2% 0.0%

Rejected 59.3% 68.7% 78.3% 59.3%

Average 40.7% 30.1% 20.5% 40.7%

Table 4.13 Sociom etric  classification o f MLD subjects using Both Sex R atings
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Table 4.13 reports the proportions of MLD boys and girls classified as 
popular, average and  rejected w hen LITOP and  LITOW resu lts  from 
classm ates of both sexes are used. Chi squared analyses indicated non 
significant differences between boys and girls on both the ‘'play w ith” 
(X^(2)=1.30, p>.5) and the “work with” (X^(2)=4.61, p>.l) criterion, although 
in the latter case a trend in the predicted direction was apparent.

In Chapter 2 it was suggested th a t the very limited extent to which 8-12 
year old children of different sex interact in school might call into question 
the validity of the use of both sex sociometric ratings. The resu lts of the 
cinalysis reported in Table 4.13 suggests tha t the use of both sex ratings risks 
obscuring potentially im portant gender differences in MLD children’s social 
s ta tu s . However it is recognised th a t population specific effects may be 
operating and th a t replication would be required before generalisations 
could be drawn.

4 .4 .4 . D ifferences betw een  sociom etric  a ssessm en t and  s ta tu s  c lassifica tio n  
using work and  play criteria .
The analyses reported in section 4.3.2 show th a t across boys and girls, MLD 
and m ainstream  children higher acceptance and to leration ratings are 
achieved on the play with' criterion used in the LITOP than  on the 'work 
with' rating used in the LITOW. On the other hand rejection ratings are 
higher for all groups on the LITOW than  the LITOP. Hence, as hypothesised 
in Section 4.1.3, a more positive picture of children’s social s ta tu s  is 
obtained using the play with' criterion. Table 4.8 indicates th a t these  
conclusions tend also to apply to the sociometric classifications produced 
using the FCP method on the LITOP and LITOW scores.

Table 4.11 indicates th a t a substan tia l num ber of children would be 
categorised as rejected on work criteria who would be classified as average 
on play criteria. There would also seem to be a  tendency for children to be 
categorised as average on work criteria who would be classified as popular on 
play criteria, although a third of the  subjects who were categorised as 
popular using the 'play with' criterion were classified as average using the 
work with' criterion, a fifth of the subjects who were categorised as popular 
using the work with' criterion were classified as average using the 'play with' 
criterion. Separate analysis of the relative proportions of m ainstream  and 
MLD children classified on ‘play with’ and ‘work with’ criteria suggest that, 
while a significant association exists between classification on the  two 
criteria and a  more positive picture of social s ta tu s  is generally obtained 
using a 'play with' criterion, there are sufficient differences between them  to
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suggest th a t it is worthwhile continuing to investigate both. Indeed it would 
be valuable in future research to investigate how the 'work w ith” and the 
"play w ith” criterion are separated in the m inds of children. Is there any 
commonality, or indeed any developmental trends in the environm ental 
situations which they envisage and the peer behaviours, a ttributes or other 
factors which they consider in making their ratings.

4 .5  C o n c lu s io n s

It had been hypothesised th a t the social s ta tu s  of integrated MLD children 
even when assessed by the LITOP and the LITOW sociometric m easures and 
classified using the FCP method would differ significantly from th a t of their 
m ainstream  peers, in accordance with the findings reported in the literature 
reviewed in Section 4.1. This was hypothesised despite characteristics of the 
sample used in this study and on features of the sociometric assessm ent and 
classification approaches which were selected to avoid disproportionately 
disadvantaging integrated MLD children. The administratively defined MLD 
sam ple used  were, 'those capable o f benefiting from  a m ainstream  
environment and curriculum and who might otherwise have to be placed in 
specia l schools fo r  children w ith  m oderate learning d ifficu ltie s / 
F urtherm ore  MLD children were only accepted as m em bers of the  
‘integrated’ sam ple where they were on the register of a m ainstream  class 
which functioned as the primary social reference group for th a t child in 
school in term s of routine administrative issues and whole school activities. 
Adm inistratively and functionally it was required th a t the child should 
operate first as a  member of tha t m ainstream  class, rather than  as a  member 
of the MLD departm ent in the school. Sociometric m easures were designed 
to minimise the likelihood tha t the validity of the assessm ent of integrated 
MLD children’s sociometric s ta tu s  would be detrim entally influenced by 
aspects of assessm ent and classification methodology criticised in chapter 2 
as inappropriate.

However the  indices of sociometric acceptance and rejection obtained 
indicated that, as in previous studies which were reviewed in section 4.1, 
MLD children were significantly less accepted and more rejected th an  their 
m ainstream  peers. They were in addition less well known. Application of the 
FCP sociometric classification method likewise found MLD children to be 
d isp roportionate ly  rep resen ted  in the  rejected  category and  u n d e r 
represented in the popular category. However analysis of the proportions of 
MLD and m ainstream  children classified in the various sociometric s ta tu s  
categories by gender indicated tha t these general conclusions did not hold 
across both sexes of MLD children when they were assessed by their primary
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reference group of same sex classm ates. In particular the conclusion th a t 
MLD children are more rejected than  their m ainstream  peers was shown to 
hold only for boys, not for girls. It is argued th a t the use of ‘both  sex’ 
assessm ents may have obscured these interesting and potentially im portant 
gender differences in the social sta tus of integrated MLD children.

The hypothesis th a t the social s ta tu s of integrated MLD children would be 
higher when assessed using a play with' criterion was generally supported. 
However the  same, or indeed stronger effects were found for m ainstream  
children. Fewer MLD or m ainstream  children were classified as rejected on 
the "play with" than  on the "work with" criterion. A similar num ber of MLD 
children were classified as popular on both criteria, while more m ainstream  
children were classified as popular on the "play with" criterion.

The observation th a t children’s sociometric s ta tu s  m ay vary w ith the  
sociom etric criterion  used  serves as an  ind ication  of the  po ten tia l 
importance of the social context in investigating the factors related to social 
s ta tu s . Having established in th is study th a t MLD children enjoy less 
favourable social s ta tu s  th an  their m ainstream  classm ates Study 3 was 
designed to investigate related variables.

2 1 0



APPENDIX 4A

2 1 1



TABLE 4.1 Findings of Studies which have Investigated the Social Status of Integrated MLD Children
STUDY RESEARCH HYPOTHESIS/QUESTIONS FINDINGS

Bruninks et al Retarded children in urban schools would receive higher
( 1974) ratings than in suburban schools

Baldwin (1958) 1) To what extent are MLD socially accepted in regular classes?
2) What is children's social position at different levels of 

mental retardation, CA & grade level?
3) What characteristics are related to the degree of social 

acceptance of the MLD child?

Ballard et al (1977) Treatment (opportunity to work in a cooperative group of 4-6 
classmates on a project involving highly structured tasks and 
using multimedia materials, in the classroom for 40 mins. per 
day for 8 weeks would improve the social status 
of MLD children among: 1) peers in the cooperative groups

2) classmates as a whole.

Goodman et al 
(1972)

Gottlieb & Burdoff 
(1973)

Gottlieb et al 
(1978)

To investigate the acceptance of MLD children:
1) segregated in special classes
2) integrated into vertically grouped classes
To examine the relationship of acceptance to age of placement 
& gender of rater.

1. Compared to traditionally built schools, in open plan schools:
a) more MLD children w ill be known to schoolmates.
b) MLD children w ill be rejected more often.
2. Within each school integrated MLD children w ill be rejected 

more often then segregated MLD children

The perceived behaviour of MLD children would significantly 
affect their social status score.
Perceived misbehaviour w ould be more closely associated with  
social rejection than academic incompetence.

Same sex ratings: urban retarded had significantly higher acceptance ratings than
mainstream classmates, suburban retarded had lower acceptance.
Both sex ratings: urban retarded girls had higher acceptance.

1) MLD children are less w ell accepted than mainstream peers (There are 3.2% MLD & 
& 26.4% mainstream, in the 1st quartile of social acceptance with 61.3% MLD & 22.7% 
mainstream in the 4th quartile).

2) None of the following were related to the social position scores of the MLD children; 
level of mental retardation, sex, CA, grade level of the MLD children, the median 
intelligence of their classmates.

3) On the OHIO Social Recognition scale MLD were rated as having significantly fewer 
desirable & more undesirable characteristics than classmates.

Improvement in acceptance found 2-4 weeks after the end of treatment both for small
groups and for the class as a whole
Reduction in rejection found for small groups but not for classmates as a whole.

Both groups 1 & 2 are accepted less often & rejected more often than mainstream peers. 
Younger, as opposed to older mainstream children are more accepting in general of other 
children.
At the intermediate age level group 2 are rejected more often than group 1 by male but not 
by female raters.

The findings were consistent w ith hypothesis la .
All children (MLD & mainstream) in the open plan school were rejected more often than 
in the traditionally built school. Integrated MLD children in the open plan school were 
rated "all right" more often than in the traditionally built school.
In both schools the incidence of outright rejection was low, but integrated MLD children 
were more often rejected across schools than segregated MLD or mainstream children.

Teachers' (Connors Rating Scale) & peers' (Guess Who) perception of MLD children's 
cognitive ability was associated with social acceptance but not with rejection.
Teachers & peers perceptions of MLD children's misbehaviour was associated with social 
rejection but not social acceptance.
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lano et al (1974)

Johnson & Kirk 
(1950)

Kaufman et al 
(1985)

Lapp (1957) 

Lowden (1985)

The effect of amount of time integrated on social acceptance 
w as investigated but no specific prediction was advanced.

To determine the social status in regular classes of:
1) Integrated former MLD special class children w ho were 
receiving resource room services.
2) Mainstream pupils referred for resource room services but 
not recommended for special education.

To determine the acceptance, isolation or rejection of 
previously undiagnosed MLD children in mainstream classes 
in a school system  with no special classes

What is the social status of mainstream & integrated MLD 
learners & to what extent do they overlap?
What are the pupil background and classroom environment 
factors associated with the social status of these groups?

To determine the social acceptance & rejection of MLD 
pupils integrated part-time into mainstream classes

To evaluate the acceptance of MLD children by their

In each case teachers ratings predicted more of the variance in social status.
The amount of time integrated did not account for significant amounts of the variance in 
either the acceptance or rejection criterion.

On acceptance mainstream pupils were higher than groups 1 & 2. Group 2 was higher than 
group 1.
On rejection mainstream pupils were lower than groups 1 & 2 who didn't differ.

1. 5.1% of MLD & 17.5% of mainstream children were classified as stars (significantly high 
proportion of positive nominations)

2. 69.2% of MLD & 39% of mainstream children were classified as isolated (significantly low  
proportion of positive nominations)

3. 46.2% of MLD and 4.4% of mainstream children were classified as rejected (significantly 
high proportion of negative nominations)

Acceptance score: mainstream mean 52.86%, SD 18.77; MLD mean 37.75%, SD 18.34. 
Rejection score: Mainstream mean 17.92%, SD 16.6; MLD mean 26.67%, SD 17.42. 
Classroom environment factors accounted for a unique proportion of the variance in both 
acceptance & rejection for MLD & mainstream children. Cohesive classrooms, with a low  
incidence of peer dislike were associated with better acceptance & lower rejection.
MLD children were less rejected if the teacher used large group instruction rather than 
small student directed groups.
Pupil background characteristics were only associated w ith acceptance for MLD, not 
mainstream children,acceptance was better for males than females and black & Spanish 
surnamed than Anglos.

1. Acceptance scores of MLD children were significantly lower than mainstream children.
2. The rejection scores of MLD and mainstream children didn't differ significantly.

MLD received significantly (p<.05) fewer nominations as preferred seat mate and more 
mainstream peers nominations on, "would not like to sit beside".

Madden & Slavin Controlling for pretests, that academically handicapped children Significant decrease in rejection - nominations as undesired work mate 
(1983) would be nominated more as friends and desired work mates No change in nominations as friend or desired work mate,

and less as undesired work mates following a cooperative 
learning intervention.
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Miller (1956) 

Morrison (1981)

Nabuzoka & Smith 
(1993)

Roberts & Zubrick 
(1992)

Taylor et al (1987)

Mentally superior, typical and retarded children would not 
differ in terms of their social acceptance

To compare the social status of :
a) special class learning handicapped part time integrated
b) integrated learning handicapped, resource room support
c) mainstream children
from the points of view  provided by different measures & 
sociometric techniques.

To identify:
a) the sociometric status groups into which MLD children fall
b) the behavioural profiles associated with each status group
c) whether MLD & mainstream differ on a) & b)

1. Are predictors of acceptance & rejection the same for 
integrated MLD children & mainstream peers ?

2. Does the inclusion of teacher attitude towards integration 
better predict acceptance & rejection for MLD children?

To assess the social adaptation of integrated MLD children 
comparing them to a matched sample of mainstream peers. 
To investigate the perceived behavioural characteristics of 
integrated MLD children.
To explore possible group differences in self perception.
To determine whether there are subgroups of rejected 
retarded children w ith different profiles.

The superior received higher acceptance ratings than the typical w ho received higher 
ratings than the retarded.

On HIFTO rejection scores the groups didn't differ.
Group a) received fewer acceptance responses than group c)
Group b) received more tolerance responses than a) or c)
Group a) received more question marks than b) or c)

Nomination measure: Group a) received fewer acceptance and fewer rejection responses
than b) or c)

Group c) received higher acceptance scores than a) or b)

More MLD were rejected (25%) than mainstream (9%), Fewer MLD were popular (0%) 
than mainstream (12%), fewer MLD were neglected (8%) than mainstream (17.5%).
MLD more often nominated for Shy, Seeks Help & Victim than mainstream, MLD less 
often nominated for cooperates and leader than mainstream.
For MLD & mainstream like most correlated positively with Cooperates & like least with 
Disrupts, Starts Fights & Bully.
For mainstream only like most correlated positively with Leader. Like least correlated 
positively with Seel« Help and Victim & negatively with Cooperates

1. For MLD & mainstream acceptance was predicted by teachers & peers perception of 
academic behaviour. Peer perception of disruptive behaviour was a predictor only for 
MLD. For MLD & mainstream rejection was predicted by peer perception of disruptive 
behaviour. Peer perception of academic behaviour w as a predictor only for mainstream.
2. The inclusion of teacher attitude to integration didn't significantly improve prediction of 

of acceptance or rejection for MLD children.
3. MLD children were less frequently accepted and more often rejected than their 
mainstream peers.

MLD were higher on the dislike score, lower on the best friendship score and had a 
average rating.
No between group differences on peer or teacher reported aggressiveness or 
disruptiveness,
but MLD seen as more shy & avoidant, less cooperative, less likely to act as a leader 
Further analysis of the behavioural assessm ent data for those MLD children classified as 
rejected using the Asher & Dodge (1986) procedure, identified an internalising subgroup 
perceived as displaying shy, avoidant behaviour and an externalising subgroup perceived 
displaying aggressive & /or disruptive behaviour.
The internalising subgroup reported higher social anxiety.
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TABLE 4.2 Subject Characteristics in Studies Investigating the Social Status of Integrated MLD Children
STUDY SUBJECTS
[& N ationality] G roups N /S e x A ge

Baldwin (1958) 1) Regular 572 49.5% M 9-12
[U.S.A.] 2) MLD 31 45.2% M years

Ballard et. al. 1) MLD expt. 25 ( 59%) 8-11
(1977) 2) MLD control 12 (male) years
[U.S.A.]

Bruininks 1) Retarded 33M, 17F 6
et. al. (1974) 2) Regular 465M, 467F to
[U.S.A.] 3) Retarded 5M, lOF 12

4) Regular 198M, 194F years

Goodman 1. Primary 6-9
et. al. (1972) a) sp.class MLD 4M 2F years
[U.S.A.] b) Regular 54

2. Intermediate 9-12
a) Integ. MLD IM  3F years
b) sp. class MLD 5M 3F
c) Regular 69

Gottlieb & 1) Open plan 8 6
Budoff (1973) Integ. MLD
[U.S.A.] 2) Open plan 4 to

Sp. class MLD
3) Traditional 4 12

Integ MLD
4) Traditional 8 years

Sp. class MLD

Gottlieb et. al. M LD 324 (60%) 8-15
(1978) (male) years

SE S/L oc R ace

[U.S.A.]

Rural & 
Lower

Urban
Urban
Suburban
Suburban

Suburban
M iddle

{Lower - 
Middle} 
(Rural)

41% Black 
2% White 
57% US 
M exican

(25% 
Black) 
(almost 
all White)

All White

71% Low 34% Black 
21% Lower- 45% Chicano 

M iddle 21%White 
8% Middle- 
Upper

D efin ition  of MLD

School system defined, in 
mainstream due to shortage

School System identified

School system  identified 
Retarded IQs: Mean, (SD) 

Urban 75.71 (5.52) 
Suburban 69.4 (6.75)

School system identified

School system Identified

School system  identified

A m t./N ature of in tegration

Fully integrated in mainstream classes in the school 
where their need for special education had been 
of special education teachers identified.

MLD on average 8-10 months younger than regular 
classm ates

2 hours/day in resource room with specialist teacher 
Rest of day in regular class, w hose teacher had 
instructional responsibility. Had been enrolled for a 
minimum of 18 months.

Group 3) integrated in 3 year vertically grouped 
classes with age mates in school B & provided with 
remedial tutor sessions
Groups 1) & 4) based in special classes in same schools 

(A & B respectively) as groups 2) & 5).

1) & 3) integrated for non-academic subjects & lunch 
Some were integrated into academic course work if 
teachers judged they w ould benefit.
Children in all groups were bussed to school.

H ours/w eek  integrated for academic lessons 
Mean 13.44, SD 5.81
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STUDY SUBJECTS
G roups N /S e x A g e  SE S/L oc R ace D efin ition  of MLD A m t./N ature o f in tegration

lano et. al.
(1974)
[U.S.A.]

1) Integ. MLD
2) Resource 
Room Referrals
3) Regular

40
80

606

6-12
Years

School system identified
1) Previous placement in

special class
2) Teacher referrals for learning 
or adjustment difficulties

MLD children had been in integrated programme for 
almost 2 years.

Johnson & 
Kirk (1950) 
[U.S.A.]

1. MLD
2. Mainstream

39M /F  
659 M /F

6-11
years

MLD identified by teacher 
recommendation, low  
achievement scores & IQ<69

Integrated full time - school systems used did not have 
special classes or educational resources

Kaufman 
et. al. (1985) 
[U.S.A.]

1) MLD
2) Regular

365 60%M 
365 537oM

{8-11}
(years)

1) 33% Black 
51% Spanish 
41%Spanish

School system identified 
IQ, Mean & SD 
2) 94.7 (14.5)

2) Integrated on average for 72.1% of school day

Lapp (1957) 
[U.S.A.]

1. MLD
2. Mainstream

16 M /F  
274 M /F

9-14
years

School system  identified 75% integrated part-time in mainstream classes 
25% integrated for breaktimes only

Lowden (1985) 
[Britain]

1. MLD
2. Mainstream

790
?

5-11 Diagnosed by educational 
psychologist as needing special 
provision for MLD

7-10&% overall. Basic subjects nil.
Assembly & visits >90%, Lunch 70%,
Break time 40%, Creative, PE, Music 40-60%

Madden & 
Slavin (1983) 
[U.S.A.]

Academically 
handicapped - 
experimental 
&control 
Normally 
progressing - 
experimental 
&control

40

143

8-12 School identified - criterion academically 2 grades 
behind age expectation

Miller (1956) 
[U.S.A.]

1) Retarded
2) Typical
3) Superior

40 {65M ) 
40 (55F ) 
40 (in total)

9-10
&

11-12

Score on Primary Mental 
Abilities Test: IQs 
1) 60-80,2) 90-110,3) 120-140

Full integration as "MLD" children had not been 
identified by their schools as requiring special 
education services
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STUDY SUBJECTS
G roups N /S e x A g e SE S/L oc R a c e D efin ition  of MLD A m t./N ature o f in tegration

Morrison
(1981)
[U.S.A.]

1) Sp.class MLD 
part time integ.
2) Integ MLD 
rest rm. support
3) Mainstream

17M 23F 

16M 7F 

227M 260F

6-10
Years

MLD defined by California to inc. 
those previously labelled MLD 
1) & 2) lower than 3) on IQ, SES 
& educational achievement

1) Integrated on average 3-5 hours/w eek
2) Integrated on average 5-6 hours/day  
Group 3) were 11 months younger on average

Nabuzoka 
& Smith (1993) 
[Britain]

1) MLD
2) Mainstream

21M 15F 
75M 68F

8-12
Years

Lower/
Lower-
M iddle

3.4% Black MLD statement 
(IQ mean 85, SD 10.2)

Placed in mainstream classes with access to specialist 
teachers

Roberts & 
Zubrick (1992) 
[Australia]

1. MLD
2. Mainstream

69M 28F 
69M 28F

8-13
years

School psychologist 
assessment (IQ range 50-85)

Integrated 25-100% of school week. Literacy 52%, 
Maths 7%, Science and Social Studies 24%, Music, Art, 

PE 17%

Taylor et. al.
(1987)
[U.S.A.]

1) MLD
2) Matched 
Regular

19M 15F 
19M 15F

8-12
years

Low, 1 & 2 
matched 
on SES

91% White 
1 & 2 matched 
On race

School system identified on 
school administered tests 
Group 1 IQ mean 63.2, SD 9.47

Integration, including lunch & recess, mean 8.4 hours 
per week, sd 3.34. Children had been integrated for a 
minimum of 25 weeks.
Group 2) 1 year younger on average.
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Appendix 4B

STUDY 2  

CLASS SURVEY SCRIPT

In troduction
Good Morning eveiyone, my name is Mrs. Frederickson and I have come to 
the class today because I am canying out a special project. My project is 
about how children of your age get along with each other a t school and I 
would like you to help me with my project by filling in a  couple of easy 
questionnaires. There are no right or wrong answers, you ju s t have to put 
what you think. You don’t  have to do any writing, you ju s t have to circle and 
tick things. So you will need a pen or pencil, has eveiyone got a pen or 
pencil?

Now 1 need 3 volunteers. In a minute I w ant you (child A) to give out one of 
these questionnaires to every girl in the class and bring me back the spares, 
I w ant you (child B) to give out one of these questionnaires to every boy in 
the class and bring me back the spares and 1 want you (child C) to give out 
one of these sheets of blank paper to eveiyone in the class. Everyone else I 
want you to cover over your questionnaire with your sheet of blank paper 
and get ready to listen to what you have to do next, do not look at your 
questionnaire until I tell you.

(Praise children for listening well and doing what they were asked to do).

OK you can now look a t the first sheet of your questionnaire and you will see 
th a t it has got the nam es of everyone in this class in the order they come in 
the register. I am going to read out each name in tu rn  and I w ant you to 
follow with your finger on the questionnaire.
Did I read everyones name ? Put up your hand if your name has been missed 
off the list.
When you are doing your questionnaire if you can’t  m ake out any of the 
names ju s t pu t up your hand and I will tell you who it is.

These questionnaires ask  about how you get along with other people at 
school and I know th a t th is is quite a private thing, so I will careful to keep 
your questionnaires private. The questionnaires only have first nam es on 
them  to keep them  private. When I collect your questionnaires in I will not
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Appendix 4B

show them to anyone else. I will take them  back to my office and pu t them  
together with all the questionnaires from the other classes and schools so 
tha t I can see what sorts of things children of your age feel about how they 
get along with each other at school.

So I am going to be keeping your questionnaires private and it is very 
important th a t you keep them private as well. There is no need- for anybody 
to be talking about what they are putting, no need for anybody to be looking 
a t their neighbour's questionnaire to see w hat they are putting or no need 
for anybody to be letting other people see w hat they are putting. Does 
everybody understand that?

% u can use your sheet of blank paper to keep your questionnaire private. 
% u can also use it like a ruler to keep you straight when you are working 
through the questionnaires. Also at the end I will ask  you to draw me a  
picture on the blank paper showing me what you like to do best of all during 
break time a t school. Some people draw football or skipping or talking with 
their Mends or some game they like to play. If you have a little bit of time in 
between the questionnaires you can start your picture while you are waiting 
to go on to the next one.

The LITOP & T he LITOW
If you look down the side of this page you will see that it has got the nam es 
of everybody in this class. Now if you look across the top it says, "How m uch 
do you like to play with each person a t school". Opposite each person's 
name there are four little circles. The second circle has got a  smiling face 
and you are going to tick tha t circle if it is the name of somebody who you 
like to play with a t school. The third circle has got a straight-m outhed face 
and you are going to tick that circle against the names of people if you don't 
mind vdiether you play with them or not. The last circle has got a  sad face 
and you are going to tick that circle if it is the name of someone who you 
prefer not to play with at school. We all have different people th a t we like 
to play with a t school, tha t we don't mind whether we play with them  or not 
and that we prefer not to play with. The first circle has got a question m ark 
in it and you are going to tick tha t circle if it's the nam e of someone who 
you don't know well enough to decide how m uch you like to play with them  
at school.

Turn over now and look at the next sheet. This time the question a t the top 
says, “How m uch do you like to work with each person a t school?” So th is
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time you have to tick the circles ju s t like the page before b u t now its to show 
how much you like to work with each person at school.

Before we s ta rt I would like everyone to find their own name on the Play 
With questionnaire and cross it out, then  find your own name on the Work 
With questionnaire and cross it out. The reason for th a t is th a t th is is a 
project about how children of your age get along with each other a t school 
and I don't need you to tell me about how m uch you like to play or work by 
yourself. Has everybody crossed out their own name from both lists? Good. 
In a m inute I will ask you to start and I want you to go carefully down the 
play with list showing how much you like to play with each person a t school 
by ticking the question m ark if it's someone tha t you don't know well enough 
to decide how m uch you like to play with them, you tick the smiling face if 
it's the name of someone you like to play with, you tick the sad face if it's the 
nam e of som eone you prefer no t to play w ith and  you tick  the  
straight-m outhed face if it's someone you don't mind whether you play with 
them  or not. Make sure that you haven’t missed anybody out and then  tu rn  
over the page and go carefully down the work with list, ticking to show how 
m uch you like to work with each person a t school.

W hen you have finished both questionnaires you can spend two m inutes 
quickly drawing a picture on the blank paper to show w hat you like to do 
best of all during break time a t school. Some people draw  football or 
skipping or talking with their friends or some game they like to play.

Remember if you can’t make out any of the names ju s t pu t up your hand and 
1 will tell you who it is. Also remember to keep your questionnaires private.

E nd Piece
OK you have finished all the questionnaires. Well done for filling them  in so 
sensibly. Remember to keep on being sensible and not to ta lk  to anyone 
about what you put. Can the people who gave them  out quickly collect them  
in. While they are being collected you can finish off your pictures. This is 
something we can talk about and in a  m inute we will take a  vote to see w hat 
is the most popular playground activity in this class.
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Appendix 4B: The LITOP

How much do you like to play with each person at school ?

Geraldine A

Louise B

Hannah F

Joanne G
ro

Fmma H
Kristina H ro o^

Emma L ro o^

Carla McB ro o^

Donna O N

Patricia S
ro ô

Laura T

Michael A

Timothy B

Ben B
ro o>

Jamie B
Stephen B

Nicholas C ro ô

Oliver D ro ô

Thomas D

Kristian F

Bradley G

Paul McN

David M

Arran M
Dinesh P ro ô

Kevin S

Ryan S

Grant S

ro or

ro o>

2 2 2



A ppendix  4B: T he LITOW 

How much do you like to work with each person at school ?

Geraldine A

Louise B

Hannah F

Joanne G

Fmma H
Kristina H

Emma L

Caria McB

Donna O N

Patricia S

Laura T

Michael A

Timothy B

Ben B

Stephen B

Nicholas C

Oliver D

Thomas D

Kristian F

Bradley G

Paul McN

David M

Arran M
Dinesh P

Kevin S

Ryan S

Grant S

223



C h a p te r  5  

F a c to rs  In f lu e n c in g  C h ild re n ’s  S o c ia l S ta tu s :  T h e o re t ic a l  P e rsp e c tiv e s , 
E m p ir ic a l S tu d ie s  a n d  Im p lic a t io n s  fo r  I n te g ra te d  MLD C h ild re n .

5 .1  In tro d u c t io n

Berscheid (1985) notes th a t sociom etric resea rch  h as  typically been 
conducted in a theoretical void, a  conclusion which applies to the use which 
has been made of sociometry in assessing the social acceptance of children 
in classroom  peer groups. However where a ttem pts have been made to 
identify the  m ajor classes of variables affecting children 's p a tte rn s  of 
in teraction/relations the categories generated have shown close similarities 
to classes of theoretical explanations employed in the affiliation/attraction 
literature in social psychology.

Hence Furm an (1984) identifies the following m ajor classes of variables 
affecting children's patterns of interaction /  relations :
1. C haracteristics of the individual - skill com ponents, personality and 
cognitive characteristics of the person.

2. Characteristics of the other (with whom the individual is interacting) - 
skill components, personality and cognitive characteristics of the other.

3. Interaction of the characteristics of the two individuals.

4. R elationship 's specific characteristics - h istory  of the  relationship , 
specific a ttitudes and feelings tow ards each other, expectancies for the 
future of the relationship.

5. Situational characteristics - environm ental variables th a t affect social 
interactions.

6.Interactions among the preceding classes of variables.

Working in the affiliation/attraction area, social psychologists such as Kelley 
et.al. (1983) identify the following explanatory foci which correspond closely 
to Furman’s classification:
P factors (relatively stable properties of the individual th a t are brought to the 
interaction)
O fac to rs  (relatively stab le  p roperties the  o ther also brings to the  
interaction)
P X O factors (how the P factors and O factors interact with one another)
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Ep & Es fa c to rs  (features of the physical and social environm ent within 
which interaction may take place)
P /O  X E p /E s  (in teractions betw een personal causa l conditions and 
environmental causal conditions)

These distinctions drawn by Kelley et.al. (1983) will be used to structure the 
discussion in th is chapter of the key variables which have been studied in 
investigating the social s ta tu s of children in classroom peer groups, and in 
particular the social s ta tu s  of integrated MLD children. A major aim of this 
review is the  identification of hypotheses about variables and relationships 
between variables which appear to influence the social s ta tu s  of integrated 
MLD children and which appear to w arrant further investigation. Concern 
with relationships between variables reflects the em phasis placed by Kelley 
& Furm an upon interactional and contextual factors. A num ber of relevant 
models have been developed which conceptualise social s ta tu s  as a  function 
of the interaction between the child and the social context. These will first 
be briefly reviewed.

Figure 5.1. shows the model of social interaction in children developed by 
Dodge, Petit, McClaskey & Brown (1986). According to the model social 
interactions begin with a social situation or task  for the child. The arrows 
leading from the central box draw attention to the importance of the social 
situation in influencing children's perceptions of, and judgm ents about each 
others’ behaviour. For example Dodge, Coie & Brakke (1982) found th a t 
competent children make more social approaches th an  other children - bu t 
only in the playground, not in the classroom. On the other hand rejected 
children m ake more social approaches in the classroom  where they are 
likely to d istu rb  children who are trying to work and hence a ttrac t the 
teachers disapproval.

At Stage 2 the situation is perceived and processed by the child, and Dodge 
et. al. (1986) outline a  sequence of five stages - encoding, interpretation, 
response search, response evaluation and enactm ent - by which th is is 
hypothesised to occur. The next aspect of social functioning, labelled ‘3’ in 
the model, is the child’s social behaviour which links with the enactm ent 
component of the previous stage. The behaviour emitted by the child will in 
tu rn  be perceived by their peers and judged in the context of the peers own 
perception of the social situation. The final un it in the social transaction  
depicted in th is model is the peer’s behavioured response to the child, which 
in tu rn  ac ts  as a cue which they will process w ithin the context of the 
ongoing social situation.

While acknowledging th a t the main focus in Dodge et. al.’s (1986) research
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was on links between the social information processing steps which they 
propose and social behaviour, it can be argued th a t the more general 
applicability of the model is limited by its unidirectional representation of 
the relationship between cognition and behaviour and by the  restric ted  
influence ascribed to the social environment. In the model the arrows ru n  
unidirectionally from perception and understanding to behaviour, w hereas 
bidirectional arrows would be needed to acknowledge th a t by behaving (or 
being required to behave) differently in a particular situation an  individual 
may come to construe the situation differently. It is of in terest tha t, in 
sum m arising their findings from studies carried out to test aspects of their 
model. Dodge et. al. (1986) report, support for a  reciprocal influence 
model of the relation between social information processing patterns and  
children's social behaviour''[p iv).

Other Children 
Social Behaviour

Child's Perceptioi 
& U nderstanding  

2

SOCIAL
i /  A SITUATION

1

O ther Children 's 
Perceptions & 
Judgem ents About 
Child

4

Child's Sock 
Behaviour

Figure 5.1 A Model of Social Interaction in Children
(Adapted from Dodge et al 1986)

Also, in Dodge et. al.’s (1986) model the social situation is posited to effect 
ch ild ren ’s behav iou r only indirectly, th ro u g h  th e ir  percep tion  an d  
understand ing . This would not seem to take account of the  power of 
particularly salient social cues to directly affect behaviour. For example a
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child may have concluded th a t they should hit the protagonist in a peer 
group dispute, however for m ost children the sudden  appearance of a 
teacher is likely to resu lt in the suppression of the chosen response. Again 
the arrows linking the social situation and children’s behaviour would need 
to be bidirectional as the the responses children make are likely to change 
the social situation.

MacMillan & Morrison (1984) have also proposed a m ulti-com ponent model 
(Figure 5.2). Although the inter and in tra individual processes involved are 
less explicitly detailed th an  in Dodge et.al.’s model, it is of particular interest 
because it was devised to assist in conceptualising the sociometric s ta tu s  of 
integrated MLD children. Teachers, peers and classroom variables are seen 
as potential de te rm inan ts of sociometric s ta tu s . The model h a s  four 
com ponents - handicapped child, non-handicapped peers, interactions of 
child and peers and teacher/classroom  environment. A num ber of possible 
independent variables are suggested in each component. In addition the 
possibly interactive n a tu re  of the  four sets of independent variables is 
explicitly considered.

N O NHA NDI CAP PED P E E R ST E A C H E R / C L A S S R O O M  
E N V I R O NM E N T

I. At t i t udes  t ow a r d  the  
h a n d i c a p p e d

2.  Sex
2. T e a c h e r  r e i n f o r c e m e n t  

p a t t e r n s 3.  Age

4,  S o c i o m e t r i c  s t a t u s3. C l o s s r o a m  c l i m a t e

5. A c h i e v e m e n t4, C l o s s r o om  c u r r i cu l um 
ond o r g a n i z a t i a n

6.  P e r s o n a l i t y /  
B e ha v i o rSOCIAL 

I NTERAC TI ON
5. Group p r o c e s s e s

T . SES/ Et hn i c i ty
E x t en t  ond n o tu r e  
of co n t ac t  b e t ween  
h a n d i c a p p e d  a n d  
n o n h a n d i c a p p e d

^ % ^ T R |C

H A N D I CA PP E D CHILD

S, Physica l  o t t r c c t i v e n e s s

7.  S E S / E t h n i c i l y

8.  N a t u r e  of  d i sabi l i t y

9. De g re e / Vi s i b i l i t y  of  d i sabi l i ty

2. Sex

4,  A c h i e v e m e n t

5. P e r s o n o l i t y /B eh a v io r

F igure 5 .2 . An A lte rn a tiv e  M odel fo r R esearch  on  S o c io m e tric  S ta tu s  in  
Special E d ucation . (From  M acMillan & M orrison, 1984)
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It is suggested in this chapter tha t the framework provided by the MacMillan 
& Morrison (1984) model, together with explanatory concepts from social 
exchange theory appear to offer a m eans of integrating work on personal and 
environmental influences on social s ta tu s and providing a coherent basis for 
generating predictions about the social sta tu s of integrated MLD children in 
different classroom  environm ents. For example the  rew ards and  costs 
associated  w ith in teraction  w ith a  child of low intelligence m ight be 
predicted to be more likely to net a "loss" in a competitive classroom geared 
to academ ic success th a n  in a  co-operative classroom  w hose aim s 
incorporated a broad view of personal development. Or one might predict 
th a t the lower the general intelligence of the m ainstream  pupils, the lower 
the com parison level and  therefore the  h igher the  likelihood of MLD 
children being accepted.

In the rem aining sections of this chapter research on the major classes of 
variables which have been investigated in relation to children’s social s ta tu s 
is reviewed, related theoretical issues discussed and implications for further 
investigation of the social acceptance of integrated MLD children suggested.

5.2 Factors relating to: Characteristics of Individuals

Explanations of children's social sta tu s which regard it as a consequence of 
their personal attribu tes and social behaviour have dominated work in th is 
area  since the mid 1930's (eg Northway 1944). Indeed as Ladd (1984) 
poin ts ou t some investigators refer to children as accepted, rejected, 
neglected etc. as if these designations stood for tra its  residing within the 
child as opposed to group position or network characteristics. A num ber of 
different aspec ts  have received a tten tion . Cillessen & Ferguson (1989) 
differentiate between research traditions which focus on ‘extra peer group 
correlates’ of social s ta tu s  which the child brings with him or her to the 
group - characteristics such  as physical attractiveness, the presence of 
m ental handicaps and research traditions which focus on ‘in tra  peer group 
corre la tes’ - su ch  as social behaviour in the  peer group. These are 
considered in tu rn  below.

5.2 .1  In tra-P eer Group C orrelates - Social B ehaviour
The' major hypothesis here is th a t social s ta tu s  is due to the quantity  or 
valence of a child’s skilled social behaviour. Much of the research aimed a t 
defining and  docum enting skill deficits thought to be relevant to social 
acceptance has been correlational in nature , where differences in social
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behaviour have been correlated with variations in social acceptance a n d /o r 
rejection. As Foster (1989) points out, the inferences th a t can be drawn 
from correlational studies is extremely limited. While behaviour is a plausible 
cause of s ta tu s  it is also possible th a t the experience of acceptance or 
rejection produces the observed behaviour.

Relevant correlational studies which have been carried out with m ainstream  
children are  reported  in chap ter 2 w here the  co n stru c t validity of 
sociometric scores is reviewed in section 2.3.6. and the construct validity of 
sociometric s ta tu s  classification system s is reviewed in  section 2.5.4. In the 
first part of th is section a num ber of comparable studies are reported which 
have been carried out with integrated MLD children. These studies serve to 
call into question the extent to which the  social s ta tu s  of MLD children is 
associated with the same behavioural variables as are found to be related to 
the social s ta tu s  of m ainstream  children. In subsequent parts of th is section 
studies will be reviewed whose design allows clearer im plications to be 
drawn about the the nature of the relationship between social behaviour and 
social s ta tu s  and the direction of causality. Longitudinal studies in newly 
formed groups and studies which have attem pted to increase social s ta tu s  
through tra in ing  children in skilled social behaviours are selected as 
particularly relevant.

(a) Behavioural co rre la tes  of social s ta tu s  - s tu d ies  w ith  MLD child ren
Very few stud ies have been carried o u t with MLD children w hich are 
comparable to those undertaken with m ainstream  children. Most studies of 
MLD children’s social behaviour have been designed to address questions 
about differences between MLD children and their m ainstream  peers, ra ther 
than  questions about the behavioural correlates of peer acceptance within  
the MLD group. The resu lts of those relevant studies which have been 
Ccirried out with MLD children serve, in the main, to question the extent to 
which findings from studies of m ainstream  pupils can be applied to them.

In Gottlieb & BudofPs (1973) observational study verbal aggression by MLD 
children w as negatively correlated w ith social acceptance and positively 
correlated with social rejection. However in their m ainstream  sample verbal 
aggression was related to peer rejection b u t was not related to acceptance. 
By contrast however Gottlieb et.al. (1978) found th a t peers perceptions of 
MLD children's misbehaviour, assessed using the Guess Who technique were 
associated w ith social rejection b u t no t w ith social acceptance. The 
proportion of the variance in social rejection scores accounted for was small 
- 1.4%. The different behavioural assessm ent methodologies may be relevant 
in accounting for the different results obtained by these two studies.
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Nabuzoka & Smith (1993) investigated the relationship between sociometric 
s ta tu s  and peer assessm ents of behaviour for 179 8-12 year old British 
children, 36 of whom had MLD statem ents. They used  the  sociometric 
categorisation method and peer assessm ent items from Coie et.al. (1982), 
adding 2 further items, “ a bully” and “a bullying victim”. The relationship 
betw een nom inations on the peer assessm en t item s and  positive and  
negative sociometric nom ination scores were examined separately for MLD 
and m ainstream  children. The results of the study are sum m arised in Table 
4.1. of Appendix 4A. A num ber of similarities between the two groups were 
identified, ‘cooperates’ was significantly related to positive sociom etric 
nom ination  scores while d isrup tiveness, fighting and  bullying were 
significantly related to negative nom ination scores for bo th  groups of 
children. However there were also differences. For the m ainstream  children 
only a positive relationship  was found betw een ‘leader’ and  positive 
nom ination scores and between ‘seeks help’ and ‘victim ’ and  negative 
nom ination scores, while a negative relationship  w as found betw een 
cooperates’ and negative nomination scores.

In an  Australian study Roberts and Zubrick (1992) collected data relating to 
peer sociometric sta tus on the HIFTO from peers, teachers and observers for
8-13 year old in tegrated  pupils w ith mild academ ic difficulties and  
m ainstream  peers from the same classrooms. The results of a path  analysis 
indicated th a t only peer perceptions of disruptiveness was related to social 
rejection for pupils with disabilities whereas for pupils w ithout difficulties 
social rejection was in addition predicted by peer perception of academic 
behaviour. Social acceptance for pupils with disabilities was also predicted by 
peers perceptions of disruptive behaviour in addition to peers perceptions of 
academic behaviour and teachers perception of academic behaviour. These 
las t two variables alone were predictive of social acceptance for pupils 
w ithout academic difficulties.

Hence there is evidence from these studies th a t m ainstream  pupils may use 
different s tan d ard s  w hen judging the  social accep tance of MLD and  
m ainstream  peers. It may be interesting to investigate in future research the 
extent to which differences between MLD and m ainstream  children in the 
behavioural correlates of sociometric s ta tu s can be predicted on the basis of 
hypothesised differences in the comparison level employed by m ainstream  
peers in assessing the cost/benefit ratio involved in affiliation with MLD 
children. For example Nabuzoka & Sm ith (1993) repo rt a  significant 
relationship between nom inations on the ‘seeks help’ item  and negative 
nom ination scores for m ainstream  b u t not MLD children. It m ight be
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hypothesised th a t because of the academic difficulties experienced by MLD 
children m ainstream  peers expect a high net cost in term s of help seeking 
and set their com parison level accordingly. The operation of a  sim ilar 
process m ight predict Roberts and Zubrick’s (1992) finding th a t peer 
perceptions of academic behaviour were related to sociometric rejection for 
m ainstream  bu t not for MLD children,

(b) Longitudinal s tu d ies
A significant problem with correlational research is th a t it is possible th a t 
the behaviours which are associated with acceptance and rejection are 
consequences of sta tus. In this respect the short term  longitudinal studies 
carried ou t w ith m ainstream  children by Dodge (1983) and Coie & 
Kupersmidt (1983) are of particular significance and so will be described in 
detail. In each case they created play groups of 4 -  8 children and observed 
the emergence of sociometric s ta tu s  over time. They then  assessed  the 
specific behaviours th a t temporarily preceded the acquisition of status.

Coie & Kupersmidt (1983) established ten  playgroups of four 9-10 year old 
boys which met weekly for six weeks. Five of the groups were composed of 
boys from the same school classroom (familiar groups) while in the other five 
groups the boys were drawn from four different schools (unfamiliar groups). 
The boys were selected following sociometric testing in their schools so th a t 
each group contained four different s ta tu s  types - rejected, popular, 
neglected & average. Social sta tus in the play groups was assessed weekly 
through the collection of peer preference rankings. By week three social 
s ta tu s  was found to be highly correlated with school-based s ta tu s  for boys 
from both familiar & unfamiliar groups, and it remained so.

Coie & Kupersmidt looked a t differences in behaviours associated with the 
emergence as opposed to the m aintenance of s ta tu s . They observed th a t 
solitary inappropriate activity by rejected children only seem s to emerge 
once s ta tu s  differences within the group have become established in the 
unfam iliar groups (where children who emerged as rejected after the th ird  
session did not become significantly more solitary until the fifth and sixth 
sessions). Hence although rejected children Eire less ap t to stay a t work or 
play with the rest of the group in any setting, the frequent solitary off-task 
behaviour often found to characterise  th e ir  behaviour in  p ost hoc 
observations may well be a consequence rather than  a cause of their rejected 
sta tu s. Their withdrawal appears to be prim arily a  consequence of their 
acquired s ta tu s  not an  antecedent of it. They well may be responding to the 
feelings th a t other children have about them . For example they may lose 
in terest in group activities as the social costs begin to outweigh the other
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benefits. Neglected boys behaved with familiar classm ates m uch as they did 
in the classroom  -  were less socially active talked less engaged in  fewer 
pro-social and aversive behaviours and avoided rough and tum ble activity. 
Amongst unfam iliar peers however they became more socially active in 
pro-social ways showed more supportive behaviour th an  m ost of the other 
boys and were as involved in rough and tum ble play. However they did 
refrain from negative aversive behaviour.

The children in Dodge’s (1983) were ra the r younger th an  those in  Coie & 
Kupersmidt’s study, bu t were also exclusively male. Dodge formed groups of 
unfam iliar 7-8 year old boys unselected for prior social s ta tu s  who were 
observed in  peer groups of eight boys th a t met for 8 alm ost daily sessions. 
After the  las t session each boy was interviewed abou t h is positive and  
negative sociometric choices. The boys were classified into the five s ta tu s  
groups and  earlier behaviours then  com pared. Those who came to be 
rejected were found to engage in more inappropriate play, more talking, 
more hostile com m ents th an  those of average s ta tu s . They were also 
observed to hit other boys more often th an  any other group and to display 
more inappropriate solitary play than  any group except the neglected group. 
In early sessions they made frequent social approaches to other boys b u t 
were rebuffed a t a high rate. They decreased the  frequency of these  
approaches in later sessions and became increasingly isolated in their play.

Popular boys m aintained a constant pa ttern  of social approach across the 
eight sessions which met with frequent positive reactions. So it was a 
consistent picture th a t popular boys were not overly assertive in the  early 
stages of a  group bu t spent m uch of their time in active interaction and 
eventually become to be viewed as leaders. Neglected boys engaged in fewer 
aggressive acts than  others, were more observed in solitary play b u t were no 
less involved in rough and tumble play th an  any b u t the  controversial boys. 
Only three controversial boys were identified (proportion of 7% sim ilar to 
th a t found by Coie et.al., 1982 in a study of 848 children) they were more 
often involved in co-operative and rough and tum ble play th an  the  other 
groups and  less often engaged in solitary play. They talked a  lot, made 
hostile com m ents and were more often reprim anded by the  adu lt leader 
than  other boys.

There are m any similarities between the resu lts of these two studies despite 
the n se  of differing samples - Coie and Kupersmidt sample consisted of black
9-10 year old boys from school in a sou thern  city w hereas Dodge's sample 
were mostly white 7-8 year old boys from mid-western small town schools. 
The evidence from these studies supports the findings from correlational
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studies of behaviour in classroom and playground settings in suggesting th a t 
individual differences in social behaviour are a t least partly responsible for 
the establishm ent and m aintenance of children’s social acceptance. However 
there is likewise evidence th a t peer expectations and group characteristics 
such  as the familiarity of the members also come into play. It would be 
valuable for future research to apply a similar approach in analysing the early 
stages of MLD children’s integration into m ainstream  classes.

(c) T rain ing  S tu d ies
Further evidence concerning a link between children’s social behaviour and 
sta tu s  comes from studies of social skills training. Many of these studies 
suffer from methodological problems: small sample sizes, lack of long term  
follow up, confounding of therap ist and  trea tm en t conditions and  the  
canying out of treatm ent conditions by experimenters who are not blind to 
those conditions. The following studies are among the best controlled which 
have used sociometric assessm ent m easures to evaluate outcomes.

Ladd (1981) trained three specific social skills - asking questions, leading 
peers and offering supportive statem ents with 8-9 year old children selected 
on the basis of low sociometric s ta tu s and infrequent use of the targeted 
skills in the classroom. The training procedure produced significant gains on 
two of the three trained skills which were still apparent a t four week follow- 
up Both control groups rem ained a t p re test levels on all behavioural 
m easures throughout. Significant gains in sociometric sta tu s  were also found 
a t post-test and follow-up for the trained children b u t not for those in the 
no-treatm ent control condition. Post-test sociometric gains were m ade by 
those in the attention control group bu t they were not m aintained a t 4 week 
follow up. The trained skills would therefore appear to be associated with 
the m aintenance of sociometric status gains.

However increases in trained social behaviours and sociometric s ta tu s  are 
not always found to go hand in hand. La Greca & Santogrossi (1980) report 
th a t their social skills training programme led to gains by low accepted 10- 
11 year old ch ild ren  (compared to n o -trea tm en t controls) in  social 
knowledge, skill performance and levels of interaction with peers in school. 
However no differences were obtained on a m easure of peer acceptance. One 
possible explanation for th is finding is th a t the skills trained in th is study 
were not ones critical to peer group acceptance. Ladd (1985) has observed 
th a t studies failing to find behavioural changes or a  relationship between 
sociometric and behavioural change have often used sociometric criteria as 
the sole b asis  for subject selection. It is therefore possible th a t these
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subjects were not deficient in some or all of the trained skills. LaGreca and 
Santogrossi (1980) also used global assessm ents of behaviour change (eg 
‘positive social behaviours’) and so may have failed to detect training effects. 
In contrast Ladd’s (1981) behavioural assessm ents corresponded closely 
with the trained skills.

However an  alternative explanation which has received support in the 
literature (Ladd & Asher, 1985) is tha t older children tend to be less willing 
to allow individuals to change long-standing negative reputations. Bierman & 
Furm an (1984) worked with 11-13 year old children who were located in 
the bottom third  in their classes on a  sociometric rating scale and  were 
assessed as being deficient in conversational skills. The 56 children involved 
were random ly assigned to one of four groups: (1) individual coaching in 
conversational skills, (2) peer involvement under super ordinate goals, (3) 
conversational skills train ing  p lus peer involvement, (4) no trea tm en t 
control. Children in both peer involvement conditions received significantly 
improved ratings from classroom peers a t post-test. At follow up however 
improvement was only sustained in the ratings of those peers who had  been 
in groups with them  and children who received group coaching were liked 
more by the ir partners th an  children in the peer involvement w ithout 
coaching condition. Children in bo th  coaching groups dem onstra ted  
increases in conversational skills a t post-test and follow up. The resu lts of 
this study suggest th a t peer acceptance is influenced by factors other than  
the conversational skills in which the children were coached as these were 
not sufficient to produce sustained improvement.

(d) Conclusions
In conclusion the results of the various studies reviewed in this section show 
considerable convergence regarding the  behaviours associated w ith peer 
social s ta tu s  among m ainstream  children. However as Moore (1967) points 
out, “It is Just as reasonable to hypothesise that being well liked inspires a  
child to perform friendly behaviours as it is to hypothesise that performing 
those behaviours causes the child to be well-liked’* (p236). While the  short 
term  longitudinal studies and the training studies go some way to addressing 
this issue, it would be difficult to argue with Hartup’s (1970) conclusion th a t 
the direction of causality is probably reciprocal. Hence it would be predicted 
tha t unless the behaviours associated with social s ta tu s change considerably 
with age, rejected children would be expected to become more isolated and 
lesS' skilled over time while the reverse effect would be observed for popular 
children.

Coie, Dodge and Kupersmidt (1990) point out th a t behavioural differences
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account for only modest proportions (0.2 to 0.4) of the observed variance in 
the sta tus a t least of m ainstream  children. Furtherm ore it is apparent from 
the research reviewed in this section tha t a range of other factors are also 
implicated. Very few studies have investigated the behavioural correlates of 
peer acceptance within  the MLD group. The results of those relevant studies 
which have been carried out with MLD children serve, in the m ain, to 
question the extent to which findings from studies of m ainstream  pupils can 
be applied to them.

5.2 .2  Extra-Peer Group C orrelates
A variety of non-social personal characteristics have been shown to correlate 
significantly with social sta tus. Gresham & Reschly (1986) point out th a t 
desire to affiliate is influenced by the target child’s possession of valued 
resources such  as physical attractiveness, a high level of intelligence or 
academic achievem ent and high social class. Evidence concerning these 
variables from research with m ainstream  populations is reviewed in the 
following subsections and implications for research  with MLD children 
discussed in the final subsection.

(a) Physical A ttractiveness
Physical attractiveness has been consistently found to correlate with social 
sta tus -  across age, sex, race and socioeconomic sta tus. Maruyama & Miller 
(1975) reported th a t both white and Mexican American children who are 
rated  more attractive by independent judges are sociom etrically more 
popular among school mates. Dion & Berscheid, (1974) have shown th a t 
physical a ttractiveness influences the popularity of all b u t the youngest 
children (4 years and below) and th a t physiCcdly unattractive children are 
often attributed  with unpleasant or anti-social behavioural tendencies. He 
suggests th a t this physical attractiveness stereotype is probably acquired in 
part from adult responses to attractive and unattractive children.

Kenealy, Frude & Shaw (1988) report th a t more attractive children are 
perceived by teachers as more intelligent and are expected to achieve better 
grades, show better academic adjustm ent and be more popular. This finding 
appears relatively consistent across the whole of the primary and secondary 
age range and has been observed in the UK and USA. Byrnes (1987) reports 
tha t physically attractive children appeeir to benefit from positive evaluations 
consistent across m ost of the significant figures in  their social world, 
parents and peers as well as teachers. They found the differential evaluations 
to cover personal, social and academic attributes. So while desire to affiliate 
might be predicted on the basis th a t attractiveness per se is rewarding to 
the other, Lott & Lott (1974) have suggested th a t the  wish to affiliate may
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also derive from the benefits of associating with individuals who consistently 
receive positive reactions from others.

However som e no tes of cau tion  shou ld  be sounded . In re sea rch  
attractiveness is often treated as a dichotomous variable - which may give it 
more potency th a n  is w arranted. Cavior & Dokecki (1973) report less 
agreement on attractiveness ratings of individuals around the average m ark 
than  at the extremes. Very attractive children are liked and very unattractive 
children disliked bu t across the mid range of the attractiveness span  there is 
no relationship. H ildebrandt (1982) also reported th a t for the  averagely 
attractive individuals personality and behaviour are more significant for 
attraction, although a t the extremes attractiveness has a more significant and 
biasing effect.

The extent to which attractiveness and behaviour may be confounded is also 
an  issue. Kennedy (1990) working with children aged 7-8, 9-10, 11-12 & 
13-14 years found th a t both popular and rejected, b u t not neglected, 
children rated photographs or videotapes of unfam iliar popular or neglected 
children (as judged by their own peers - using Coie et.al.’s (1982) m ethod 
b u t with sam e sex nominations) as more socially com petent th an  rejected 
children. The m easure of social competence employed involved sum m ed 
ratings on 7 point scales across each of the following items; how m any 
friends they thought the child had, how m uch they would like to have th is 
child for a friend, how attractive they thought the child was, how often they 
thought the  child would make the first move in getting s ta rted  in a 
conversation, how often they thought the child gets into trouble with other 
children and with teachers.

Analysis of the videotapes showed tha t popular children were more likely to 
make clear bids for interaction, to receive attention after they had initiated a 
bid and to engage in interactions th a t were sustained over a long period of 
tim e w hether or not they had in itiated  the  in teraction . No clear age 
differences were found. Distinctions m ade from viewing photographs were 
ju s t  as good as those made from viewing videotapes suggesting th a t  
appearance seem s to be as effective a  cue for judgm ents abou t social 
competence as appearance plus behaviour. In general photographs received 
higher ratings of social competence th an  videotapes. As the children were 
aware when they were being photographed b u t not when they were being 
videotaped Kennedy suggests th a t  th e  m ore positive re sp o n ses  to 
photographs m ay reflect posing in a n  a ttem p t to p resen t a  p lea san t 
demeanour. However it would seen advisable to exercise cau tion  in  
extrapolating the findings of research using unacquainted children beyond
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initial impressions.

In his short term  longitudinal study Dodge (1983) found th a t boys who were 
ultimately rejected were rated by adult observers from photographs as less 
physically attractive th an  other boys in the study. However m ultivariate 
analysis of co—variance revealed tha t behaviour differences predicted 71% of 
the variance in s ta tu s  controlling for physical a ttrac tiveness and th a t 
attractiveness did not significantly predict s ta tu s  w hen behaviour was 
controlled statistically. Dodge interpreted this as implying th a t unattractive 
children behave in ways th a t are socially unacceptable and it is their 
behaviour th a t leads to peer rejection ra ther than  unattractiveness per say. 
However Dodge’s study only involved boys and there is some evidence to 
suggest th a t physical attractiveness is more closely associated with the social 
sta tus of girls th an  of boys. Dion & Berscheid (1974) report significant two 
and three way interactions among attractiveness gender and age. Post hoc 
tests indicated th a t m ost of these interactions were due to differences in 
various groupings of girls peer popularity.

Erwin (1993) suggests th a t the relationship between physical attractiveness, 
social behaviour and personality constitutes a natural dialectic. An attractive 
child elicits different expectations and treatm ent from adu lts and  peers. 
These produce different patterns of behaviour, personality and self concept. 
In subsequent interactions the child will be changed and evoke a different 
set of responses. These in tu rn  will feedback to influence the expectations 
held for and treatm ent given the child. The establishm ent of th is kind of 
vicious circle could account for Dodge’s (1983) findings.

(b) E thn ic ity
Some evidence exists to suggest th a t physical a ttractiveness may have a 
greater im pact th an  ethnicity on behavioural attribution  and, possibly, on 
sociometric choice. Langlois and Stephan (1977) found th a t six and ten  year 
olds who were asked to evaluate colour photographs of the  head  and 
shoulders of unknow n eight year olds, rated attractive children as more 
likable, friendly, sm arter, needing less help and lower on m eanness and 
hitting th an  less attractive children. Black, white and Mexican American 
children were used in th is study b u t the attractiveness effect outweighed the 
impact of ethnic differences. The one exception to th is general pa ttern  of 
resu lts is of p a rticu la r relevance to sociometric acceptance a s  it was 
observed on likability. For girls ethnicity  w as found to in te rac t w ith 
attractiveness so th a t less attractive Anglo girls scored high on likability, 
along with attractive girls from other ethnic groups.
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Moreland (1966) reports evidence draw n from mixed race peer groups 
which suggest th a t minority children are significantly less popular th an  
majority group children. Coie et.al. (1982) found fewer blacks selected as 
popular thcui whites and more blacks identified as controversial. Singleton 
and Asher (1979) argue th a t the extent of cross-race bias in sociometric 
ratings may be partly a function of the m easures and criteria used. They 
reported da ta  which suggested th a t nom ination m easures with restricted 
num bers of nom inations for each child may provide lower estim ates of cross 
race acceptance and friendship than  do rating scade m easures. However 
significant preferences for sam e race peers were apparen t even on rating 
scale m easures and  tended to increase with age from 8 to 12 years, 
particularly for black children. Same race cleavages were found to be more 
common in best friendship nom inations th an  in play with or work with 
nominations. Gender accounted for a m uch greater share of the variance in 
children’s ratings than  did race in both play with (19% versus 1%) and work 
with (16.7% versus 1%) ratings.

Similar findings have been reported among British children. In a  national 
sam ple of 4 ,300 children between 8 & 14 years of age in schools th a t 
enrolled 18 to 84% from minority ethnic groups, friendship choices were 
found to be sam e race more often than  chance among primary children, 
increasing progressively among older children (Jelinek & Brittan, 1975). 
However as in Singleton and Asher’s (1979) study the effects were relatively 
small compared to the effects of gender on children’s ratings.

(c) IQ and  socioeconom ic s ta tu s
H artup (1970) reported th a t correlations of IQ with popularity are usually 
found to be significant b u t may range from low (.2) to m oderate (.65). 
However the veiriance attributable to social class is rarely partialled out. This 
was taken into account in Roff, Sells & Golden’s (1972) study. They stratified 
their sample of 2,800 9-13 year olds into 4 socioeconomic levels and found 
th a t well accepted children were significantly brighter a t each level, with 
correlations ranging from .22 to .39. Equally Hartup (1970) has pointed out 
th a t despite a general acceptance in the literature th a t lower class children 
are less popular in mixed peer groups than  middle or upper class children, 
good research evidence is scarce. In particular when IQ is not partialled out, 
it can exert a  confounding effect. Grossman & W righter (1948) divided 11- 
12 year old children into 3 IQ levels and dem onstrated th a t the higher the 
economic level of the fathers' occupation, the more popular the child a t each 
IQ level.

Bichard, Alden, W alker & McMahon (1988) categorised 7-8 cind 12-13 year
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old children as neglected or rejected using the Newcombe & Bukowski 
(1983) sociometric s ta tu s  group classification procedure. The rem aining 
children - popular and average were classified as accepted. No criteria were 
identified for the controversial group in this study. The vocabulary and block 
design su b te s ts  of the WISC-R (Weschler 1974) were adm in istered  to 
estim ate intellectual ability. No differences were found among the three 
sociometric s ta tu s  groups on any of the intelligence m easures at either age 
level.

Studies which have examined the relationship between IQ and social s ta tu s 
in MLD populations have generally reported non-significant findings though 
the  effects of restriction of range m ust be a consideration in correlational 
studies. While Baldwin (1958) found tha t MLD children in regular class were 
accepted significantly  less th an  the ir classroom  peers there  w as no 
difference betw een lower IQ MLD children and higher IQ MLD children. 
Roberts and  Zubrick (1992) reported th a t in their sample of 97 8 -13 year 
old pupils with mild academic difficulties (IQ range 50-85) IQ was not found 
to be a predictor of social s ta tu s of pupils with disabilities in their path  
anatysis.

More positive findings for MLD samples were obtained where teacher and 
peer perceptions of MLD children's cognitive ability were used ra ther th an  
the  results of IQ tests. Gottlieb et al (1978) found significant associations 
w ith social acceptance, jointly accounting for 10.4% of the  variance. 
Perceived cognitive ability was not significantly associated  with social 
rejection. The possibility of halo effects should be considered in relation to 
the  peer ratings. In addition it appears likely th a t teachers perceptions of 
cognitive behaviour will be based on academic achievem ent ra th e r th an  
intelligence per se.

(d) A cadem ic ach iev em en t
H artup (1983) reviewed evidence from a num ber of studies which indicate 
th a t low achieving children are less socially accepted th an  high achieving 
children. Roff et.al. (1972) reported an  overall correlation of .33 between 
school m arks and  acceptance, the correlation with rejection being -.27. 
More recently  Coie (1985) noted th a t socially rejected  ch ild ren  are  
frequently reported to be low in academ ic achievem ent, a lthough the  
correlations are not usually very high (.2 to .4)

Berghout Austin and Draper (1984) investigated the relationship of academic 
achievem ent, as m easured by the Iowa tes t of basic skills, to the  Peery 
sociometric s ta tu s  classification groups which were based  on sam e sex
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nom inations. They found th a t 8 to 12 year old children who were above 
average in attainm ent were significantly more often considered popular or 
amiable than  isolated or rejected. They were ju s t as likely to be considered 
amiable as popular. Children below average in a ttainm ent were significantly 
more often rejected or amiable than  isolated or popular.

Green et.al. (1980) found th a t for 8-9 year old m ainstream  children  
academ ic achievem ent w as significantly correlated w ith  positive peer 
nom inations and lower mean ratings on a peer dislike scale. It was negatively 
correlated with negative nominations. These findings are a t variance with 
those of Gottlieb et.al. (1978) who found academic achievement to be related 
to acceptance bu t not rejection. There are however a  num ber of differences 
between these studies which may account for the differences in findings. 
There was also a difference in the m easures used in the Gottlieb et. al. and 
Green et.al. studies. Gottlieb et. al. were correlating social acceptance with 
teachers and peers perceptions of pupil’s cognitive-academic competence. 
Green et.al. used more behaviour specific rating scales and direct observation 
m easures. Also w hereas Green et.al. worked with m ainstream  children, 
Gottlieb et.al. focused on integrated MLD pupils for whom peers may have 
made allowances, expecting lower academic achievement and not therefore 
rejecting them  because of it.

Johnson (1950) asked 6-12 year olds to nom inate three classm ates as best 
friends and three as disliked. The sociometric questionnaire was followed up 
by interview asking each child about the  reasons for the ir negative 
nom inations. This methodology can be criticised in term s of the dem ands 
placed on subjects to rationalise/justify their ratings. It was found th a t the 
MLD children were m ost often rejected because of antisocial behaviour - 
bullying, teasing, fighting, poor sportsm anship; b u t were rarely rejected 
because of poor academic performance.

Miller et.al. (1989) report longitudinal data indicating th a t 9 to 14 year olds, 
whether MLD or mainstream , have quite stable (median correlations .53 and 
.57) stereotyped expectations abou t ch ildren  w ith learn ing  problem s 
(defined as ‘T h is  child needs special help because h e /s h e  h as  trouble 
learning”). There were few differences between the  m ainstream  and  MLD 
children’s stereotypes, although the la tte r tended to be more positive. 
Children with learning problems were seen by both groups as slow to leam  
new things, as the recipients of special favours and pity and as being less 
likely to m ake fun of others th an  children who did not have learning 
difficulties. They were not thought to be anymore likely to get into trouble or 
s ta rt fights. If the comparison level for MLD children is based on veiy low
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expectations of academic behaviour then  only good academic performance 
may be salient for these children. A similar prediction would be generated by 
hypothesising, as Miller does, th a t children may a ttend  In particu lar to 
Information which violates their expectations.

lano et.al. (1974) reported related findings In dem onstrating differential 
effects of achievement level among low achieving children for acceptance 
bu t not for rejection. They studied three groups of children. 40 were former 
MLD special class pupils 606 were m ainstream  pupils and 80 were low 
achieving m ainstream  pupils who had been attending the resource room for 
supportive special services. On the nom ination m easure  of sociometric 
acceptance the  m ainstream  children were rated  highest, followed by the  
resource room group and then  the in tegrated MLD children; the  m ean 
scores for each group being significantly different. The m ainstream  group 
were significantly less often rejected th an  either of the other two groups, 
which did not differ.

Lower achieving m ainstream  children were also Investigated In Taylor’s 
(1990) study through cluster analysis. Her sample consisted of th irty  7-11 
year old children whose achievement was below the 40 th  centlle and  a 
m atched sam ple of averagely achieving children. The cluster analysis used 
Cole et.a l.’s (1982) peer assessm ent m easures of cooperative, disruptive, 
aggressive and shy behaviour. Two subtypes of low achieving children were 
Identified: an  aggressive-disruptive group (higher than  the average achievers 
on Starts Fights and Disrupts and lower on Cooperates) and a  non-aggressive 
b u t somewhat shy group (higher th an  the average achievers on Shy). Low 
achieving aggressive-disruptive children were less accepted (on play ratings 
on a five point scale) and more rejected (1 ratings) th an  averagely achieving 
children. They were also rated by teachers as having m ost difficulty In 
handling problem atic social situations. Low achieving non-aggressive 
children did no t differ from averagely achieving children in sociometric 
sta tus or teacher ratings.

The suggestion Is made that social behaviour Is a  more im portant Influence 
on social acceptance than  academic achievement per se. However the level 
of academic difficulties experienced by children in  th is study is very m uch 
less th an  th a t which is typically experienced by children with m oderate 
learning difficulties who are likely to be performing below the 5 th  ra ther 
th an  the 40th centlle. This may account to some extent for the differences 
between th is study and the findings of McMichael (1980). McMichael (1980) 
reported th a t poor readers who exhibited anti-social behaviour p a tte rn s  
were significantly more rejected than  poor and good readers who showed
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stable behaviour patterns. Both anti-social and non-antisocial poor readers 
were significantly less accepted than  stable good readers.

Coie and Krehbiel (1983) offered experimental evidence of a  causal linkage 
in th is  a rea  th rough  the ir finding th a t improving a child’s academ ic 
functioning in the classroom  improved their social s ta tu s  as well. They 
provided for children who were both rejected by the ir peers and having 
academic problems (reading or m aths scores below the 36th centlle on the 
Californian Achievement Test either (a) social skills training,' b) academic 
tu toring by an  adult, (c) both interventions, (d) a no trea tm en t control. 
Academic skills training produced significant gains in reading, m aths and 
social preference scores. Social skills training resulted  only in significant 
reading com prehension gains. The sociom etric gains of the  academ ic 
tutoring group were maintained at one year follow up.

Although Coie and ^ e h b ie l  (1983) acknowledge th a t the  different am ounts 
of adu lt time spen t with the groups invalidates direct comparison, such  
comparisons are drawn. Yet the adult time available to the academic skills 
groups exceeded tha t available to the social skills group by 250 to 300%. All 
three interventions resulted in a m arked reduction in negative sociometric 
scores. Academic skills groups showed significant increases in positive 
sociometric scores and on-task behaviour. They also become less disruptive 
and received increased positive teacher attention. The au thors hypothesis 
th a t the increase in social preference scores of the academic skills groups - 
from those of extremely rejected children to those of average sta tu s children 
may relate to their tendency to be less disruptive as a  consequence of them  
being engaged on task  for longer. Alternatively improvements in academic 
skills an d /o r resulting increased positive attention from teachers may have 
con tributed  to enhanced  self esteem  and positive mood or may have 
influenced the other children to alter their perceptions.

Asher, Oden & G ottm an (1977) hypothesise  th a t  IQ and  academ ic 
achievement may represent aspects of a  general variable of "expertness" - 
being good a t som ething valued by o ther children. In th is case one would 
expect acceptance to vary across different groups w ith differences in the 
value accorded to particular competencies and the perceived benefits to be 
gained by affiliation. In an  anti-school peer group academic achievement 
might not be expected to be strongly related to acceptance. Reports th a t the 
m agnitude of the  corre lations betw een academ ic achievem ent and  
acceptance drop with age (Roff et. al., 1972) are also supportive of th is view. 
The finding in several stud ies with MLD children th a t  relatively better 
academic perform ance is related to acceptance although relatively poorer 
academic performance is not related to rejection may relate to the adoption

242



by m ainstream  peers of a different comparison level for MLD children based 
on very low expectations of academic behaviour.

(e) C onclusions
The findings reviewed in th is section have substan tia l im plications for 
children with MLD who, as discussed in chapter 1 are by definition lower in 
intelligence and academic achievement th an  their m ainstream  peers. There 
is also evidence th a t they are less physically attractive (Chazan, 1965) cuid  

th a t minority ethnic groups are over -represented in the MLD population 
(Tomlinson, 1981). However evidence h as also been presen ted  w hich 
suggests th a t these variables do not do not account for large am ounts of the 
variance in  m ainstream  children’s social acceptance and, in so far as they 
have been investigated, do not necessarily have the same relationship in MLD 
and m ainstream  groups. Rather m ainstream  children appear at least in  some 
cases to ad ju st the com parison level used  in deciding w hether to avoid 
affiliation to take account of MLD and m ainstream  children.

5.2 .3  Personal Factors: Discussion and Conclusions
Coie (1990) argues th a t social behaviour is prim arily responsible for 
acceptance or rejection by peers. Although non—behavioural factors such  as 
appearance and academic achievement have an  impact, the behaviour is 
seen as primary. He gives the example th a t while overweight children may 
receive more than  their fair share of teasing it is the way th a t they react to 
teasing th a t influences peers evaluation of them. This kind of example has 
led others to hypothesis temporal differences in the influence of behavioural 
and non-behavioural variables. Me Connell & Odom (1986) suggest th a t the 
possibility m ust also be considered th a t initial evaluations of a child’s social 
desirability or sta tu s (possibly based on non-behavioural variables) may shape 
su b seq u en t in te rac tions. Thus observed ‘behavioural an teced en ts’ of 
sociometric s ta tu s  may in tu rn  be the resu lt of earlier and perhaps more 
informal social judgm ents. Erwin’s (1993) suggestion of a  natural dialectic 
calls into question hypothesised tem poral sequences which are based on 
linear rather than  circular causation.

The hypothesis th a t social behaviour is prim ary would also seem  to be 
qualified by the interactions which have been reported between personal 
characteristics and behaviour. For example in Coie et.al.’s (1982) study it was 
found th a t aggressiveness and help-seeking were particularly salient and  
relevant negatively viewed behaviours among boys whereas cooperativeness 
was a relevEint positive behaviour am ongst girls. In th is study popular black 
children were not viewed as leaders w hereas popular white children were.
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Black children composed about 25% of this sample. Coie et. al. (1984) in a 
later study examined the correlates of sta tu s in an  all black sample. In this 
case black popular children were clearly viewed by their peers as leaders 
though in the previous study the leadership and popularity link seemed to be 
ciffected by their minority group status.

In a sim ilar way having m oderate learning difficulties can be seen as a  
personal characteristic which has been shown to in teract both with other 
non-behavioural and behavioural characteristics in producing differential 
effects on social sta tus. There is evidence from the studies reviewed above 
th a t m ainstream  pupils may use different standards when judging the social 
acceptance of MLD and m ainstream  peers. It m ay be in te resting  to 
investigate in future research the extent to which differences between MLD 
and m ainstream  children in the behavioural correlates of sociometric s ta tu s 
can be predicted on the basis of hypothesised differences in the comparison 
level employed by m ainstream  peers in  assessing the cost/benefit ratio 
involved in  affiliation with MLD children.

In conclusion the research reviewed in  th is section suggests th a t while 
certain individual characteristics and behaviours play a role in understanding 
the acquisition and maintenance of social acceptance, explanations in term s 
of personal factors are, on their own, insufficient. The work which has been 
pu t into searching for invariant personal correlates of social s ta tu s  has 
enjoyed only limited success and the proportion of the variance explained is 
typically quite small. This is probably an accurate reflection of the role 
which personal factors alone play in  social interaction. H artup (1970) 
argues, “the characteristics associated with social status vary from  situation 
to situation''. One of the most important features of a social situation are the 
other people in it and the effects of their characteristics upon their social 
acceptance and rejection judgments. These are now considered.

5 .3  F a c to rs  r e la t in g  to : C h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f  th e  O th er.

Recently a  num ber of authors, eg Hymel, Wagner & Butler (1990) have drawn 
attention to the role which social perception biases may play in explaining 
social acceptance. This had previously received Little a tten tion  despite a  
large body of social psychological research dem onstrating the existence of 
social perception biases in both adu lts  and children, which operate in 
m aintaining prior a ttitudes and beliefs about others regardless of actual 
social behaviour. Hymel et.al. (1990) speculate th a t the contribution of such 
social perception biases to the development and maintencince of peer sta tu s 
has largely been ignored due to the prevailing em phasis on social skills
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deficits within the peer relations literature. Even within the literature on 
behavioural correlates of children’s social sta tu s there is some evidence tha t 
the peer group may be less positive in their responses to unpopular or 
disliked children even when they exhibit behaviours sim ilar to those of high 
s ta tu s  children. For example Dodge et.al. 1983 have suggested th a t peers 
respond more favourably to popular th an  u n p o p u lar ch ild ren’s en try  
overtures even when they employ similar entry strategies.

Coie, Lochman, Terry & Lee (1987) exam ined the  relative im pact of 
newcomer repu ta tion  on the one hand  and d irect observation of the  
newcomer’s behaviour with peers on the other. Eight to eleven year old boys 
were presented with a short video excerpt showing boys form ano ther 
community engaged in conflictual interactions. In half of the episodes one 
boy could be distinguished reliably as provoking a  conflict and in the other 
episodes the  boys could be judged as having roughly  com parable 
responsibility. Before viewing the episode subjects were given information 
about the way classm ates of the two boys felt about each of them  — being 
rejected or of average status. The subjects were asked to pretend they were 
going to be moving into a new community and to have the boys in the video 
tape as class m ates and were asked to choose which mem ber of each pair 
they would prefer to have as friends. The resu lts showed a significant 
impact of both reputation and behaviour differences. Average sta tu s  targets 
were preferred over rejected and low fault targets over high fault tcirgets. 
These findings however are based on research involving hypothetical social 
situations and their generalisability to real life behaviour cannot be assumed.

Social perception bias in existing peer groups of children aged 11-12 years 
old were examined by Wagner (1986). Popular, average sta tus and unpopular 
subjects responded to three different hypothetical situations "involving either 
popular, average s ta tu s  or unpopular children. In all cases the  subject's 
perception of the target child’s popularity sta tu s  was consistent with their 
actual status. Each situation was depicted an am biguous entry overture on 
behalf of the target child. For example one of the situations involved a group 
ball game in which the onlooking target child retrieves a missed ball, throws 
it back to the group and enters into the playing circle.

For each situation subjects were first asked to choose between a positive 
versus negative interpretation of the target child’s behaviour eg. joined into 
the play versus butted  into our game. Next subjects were asked to evaluate 
their own and others approval of the target child’s behaviour on a five point 
scale, i.e. how m uch they or the other children would like it if the  peer 
really did that. Then subjects were asked to explain why the target child’s
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would perform the behaviour described. Finally the subject was asked to 
describe how they themselves and other peers would react to the target 
child’s behaviour. Reactions were subsequently  rated  in term s of the ir 
favourableness and the likelihood of permitting entry into the activity.

Wagner found significant differences as a function of the popularity of the 
target child for m ost of the dependent variables considered. Relatively 
am biguous en tiy  overtures on the part of popular children were alm ost 
invariably interpreted in a positive light and were accorded more personal 
and  peer approval. The same entry behaviours when performed by unpopular 
children were alm ost equally likely to be interpreted as negative and were 
accorded less personal and peer approval. Average s ta tu s  children were 
perceived as falling between the two extremes. Subject reactions also varied 
as a function of the target child’s popularity sta tu s , with popular children 
perceived as more likely to receive favourable reactions from both subjects 
and peers and to be included in the group as a  result of their entiy bid.

The outcom es of these  studies can be accom m odated w ithin a social 
exchange framework where negative behaviour of popular children would not 
be sufficient, given their other assets, to tip the cost/benefit balance below 
the comparison level for the group. However in these studies the focus has 
m ainly been on explaining the m aintenance of social s ta tu s . For some 
children social perception biases may play a more causal role in the  
development of social difficulties. It is speculated th a t in these situations 
social perception biases contribute to the origins as well as the m aintenance 
of peer status. Darley and Fazzio (1980) suggest tha t social interaction begins 
with the formation of an  expectancy about another persons behaviour which 
in fluences su b seq u e n t behaviour tow ards th a t  person  as well a s  
interpretations of his or her behaviour. Expectations may stem from previous 
behaviour b u t may also be derived more indirectly through observations of 
the individuals behaviour towards others or from stereotypes about the class 
of individuals to which the target is assum ed to belong. They review evidence 
th a t children as well as adults evaluate o thers in a  biased fashion as a 
function of salient non behavioural characteristics such  as ethnic group, 
physical attractiveness or mental or physical handicap.

Initial expectancies might also be based on information derived from th ird  
parties. G ottm an and Mettetal (1987) in evaluating the content of peer 
conversations across the school years found th a t gossip, especially negative 
gossip about others, increased substantially  during the middle childhood 
years and appeared to serve a function of establishing solidarity between 
friends in the  form of ‘we against them ’. Newcomers may be particularly
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vulnerable to th is form of initial labelling prior to actual interaction with 
peers. This may apply in particu lar to children with m oderate learning 
difficulties integrating into established classroom  peer groups. It may be 
hypothesised th a t positive initial expectancies may lead to more favourable 
interactions whereas negative initial expectancies may lead to less favourable 
interactions. If, as Asher (1983) has suggested, negative social behaviour may 
occur in response to initial peer group rejection then  social perception 
biases may represent an  im portant first stage in a circular process through 
which a child’s peer group sta tu s becomes increasingly established.

Cillessen & Ferguson (1989) argue th a t reputational factors can also serve as 
an  indirect explanation for the m anifestation of maladaptive behaviours in 
new peer groups by children who are rejected by an established peer group. 
They propose a possible m echanism  involving the ch ild ’s own self 
expectations, the child’s expectations of how others will behave tow ards 
them  and the child’s resu ltan t behaviour. The child m ay bring these  
expectations to the newly established peer group and use  them  to guide 
th e ir in terac tional strategy, resu lting  in in te rac tions sim ilar to p a s t 
interactions and so leading to a social sta tu s in the new peer group similar to 
th a t held in previous peer groups. They report in itial analyses from 
longitudinal data  which provides some support for the operation of cognitive 
bolstering, where individuals show better memory for behaviour which is 
consistent with their expectations than  for tha t which is inconsistent.

Support for the operation of such processes was provided by Rabiner and 
Coie’s (1989) experimental test of the effects of a positive social expectancy 
induction  on rejected children. Each of the  rejected children  in the  
experimental group was led to believe th a t two boys whom he had ju s t m et 
in a brief play group held several days earlier were looking forward to playing 
with him again and th a t they seemed to like him. Shortly after the subject 
was taken to a room in which the two boys were playing. When each of these 
two ‘host’ children were interviewed individually about their reactions to the 
experimental subject and a control subject (also rejected) who had not been 
given the positive social expectation, the  hosts ra ted  the experim ental 
subjects favourably significantly more often than  the control subjects. When 
the experim ent was rerun  with popular children no differences in social 
preferences were expressed betw een experim ental and  control popular 
s ta tu s  subjects suggesting the induction had little effect on popular boys 
because they already anticipated social success. This tes t of the effects of 
altering negative expectations of rejected children provides suppo rt for 
including a  focus on self expectations in future intervention programmes.
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It might be hypothesised th a t inducing expectancies which increase the  
perceived benefits of in teracting  with MLD children and reduce the  
perceived costs will resu lt in higher acceptance and  lower rejection. 
However it is also likely th a t m ainstream  classes vary in their composition 
from classroom  to classroom on a host of variables th a t might affect the 
favourableness of the  a ttitudes expressed tow ards MLD children  and  
MacMillan and Morrison (1984) suggest there is a need to describe in some 
detail the characteristics of the peer group doing the sociometric rating. 
S u bu rban /u rban  was identified as a potentially relevant characteristic of the 
peer group by Bruininks et.al. (1974). They reported th a t when ra ted  by 
children of the same sex, u rban  MLD children achieved significantly higher 
peer ratings th an  m ainstream  children, w hereas subu rban  MLD children 
received significantly lower ratings than  m ainstream  children. Differences in 
the value orientations of the m ainstream  children in the two settings, with 
the urban  children being less academically orientated, is considered as one 
possible explanation for the findings reported. However similarity between 
MLD children and  the ir m ainstream  peers is also considered a s  an  
explanatory focus, in th a t the urban, inner city MLD children were less 
d iscrepant from the modal performance of their non-retarded  peers in 
term s of academ ic and general adaptive behaviours th an  were children 
attending schools in suburban, middle-class areas. Interactions between the 
characteristics of the individual and the other are considered in detail in  the 
following section.

5 .4  F a c to r s  r e l a t in g  to :  I n te r a c t io n  o f  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  t h e  
in d iv id u a l a n d  th e  o th e r

Many researchers have highlighted the im portance of sim ilarity betw een 
m em bers of a social group in explaining social acceptance. Several 
m echanism s have been proposed to underlie this. Common interests would 
be anticipated to increase the frequency of positive, rewarding interactions 
(Newcombe, 1961), sim ilarity of a ttitu d es m ay provide p a rtn e rs  w ith 
consensual validation  of the ir a ttitu d es  (Byrne, 1971) and  enhance  
consistency among their cognitions or emotions, so reducing psychological 
d iscom fort (Heider, 1958). Erw in (1993) a rg u e s  th a t  c h ild re n ’s 
relationships provide a  basis for social com parisons and sim ilarity  is 
functional a t least in part because of its role in such comparison processes. 
Festinger (1954) argued tha t there exists a  universal drive for individuals to 
evaluate the  s ta tu s  of their opinions and abilities. In the absence of an  
opportunity for comparison a persons subjective evaluation of opinions and 
abilities will be unstable, the rejected child is likely to rem ain so as he lacks 
the  opportunities for social comparison to establish  social norm s. W hen
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choosing social comparison figures Festinger indicated th a t the tendency is 
towards others similar in opinions and abilities. This is thought to facilitate 
more accurate evaluations of the individual’s standing on the a ttribu ted  
assessed.

The value of similar others for comparison purposes is hypothesised to result 
in desire for affiliation with them. Tuma & Hallinan (1979) investigated the 
effects of sex, race and academic achievement on friendship choice and  
concluded th a t sim ilarity was the key variable with children tending to 
favour those  sim ilar to them selves on a given characteristic . Indeed 
Festinger noted th a t the pressures for social comparison are so great th a t 
they are not ju s t  based on similarities b u t are likely to resu lt in moves to 
greater conformity. Perceived similarity can be an  im portant determ inant 
and consequence of desire to affiliate. Boulton and Smith (1990) found th a t 
w hen eight and  eleven year olds ranked their c lassm ates in term s of 
perceived liking and strength they tended to overestimate their own and 
liked peers standing and to underestim ate the standing of disliked peers. 
Davitz (1955) found th a t children perceive or report greater sim ilarity 
between themselves and their friends than  is in fact true. The perception of 
similarity may be as im portant as reality, a t least in the initial selection of 
friends.

However Olson and  Hazlewood (1986) point out a basic paradox in  the  
simple interpretation of the similarity hypothesis. If another is known to be 
sim ilar why bother comparing with them ? Of particu lar relevance is the  
related attributed  hypothesis (Wheeler and Zuckerman, 1977). It holds th a t 
information is sought from others tha t are similar, not on the focal a ttribute 
b u t on related attributes. A boy wishing to evaluate his sporting ability will 
compare him self to another boy of approximately the same age if he believes 
th a t age and sex are dimensions relevant to evaluating sporting performance. 
There is some evidence th a t American primary school children may regard 
sex and race as relevant attributes in evaluating academic perform ance. 
Kistner & Gatlin (1989) report results from a study of children with Specific 
Learning Difficulties (SpLD) where a group by sex by race interaction was 
found for negative nominations. White SpLD girls were the m ost disliked of 
the  SpLD group. It was observed th a t th is was the group for whom the 
discrepancies between the achievement of SpLD pupils and their sam e sex, 
sam e race peers was greatest.

Kaufman et. al. (1985) report th a t among the MLD children in their study 
m ales were better accepted than  females and black and Spanish sum am ed  
children were be tter accepted than  Anglos. They offer an  explanation of

249



these findings in term s of perceived similarity. Hence although the academic 
achievement of male and female MLD children was similar, the discrepancy 
between the achievement of MLD and m ainstream  females was greater th an  
for males. Similarly the discrepancy between the achievement of Anglo MLD 
and m ainstream  learners was greater th an  for non-Anglos. The actual 
participant composition of the class in  term s of ethnicity or reading ability 
per se did not affect the extent to which MLD children were socially 
accepted or rejected.

The studies reviewed in Section 5.2.1(a) indicate th a t children who are 
more aggressive and disruptive than  others are the most likely to be rejected 
by their peers. However in unusual group circumstances, such as groups in 
which aggressive interaction is the norm, aggressive children m ay not be 
rejected. Wright et.al. (1986) conducted two studies in a  sum m er camp for 
children (mean age 10 years) who exhibited a variety of behavioural and 
social problems. The children were categorised into high and low aggression 
groups on the basis of peer assessm ent data  on aggression and withdrawal. 
For the low aggression group only the aggression peer assessm ent item  
made a significant contribution in predicting sociometric acceptance (“who 
do you like as a good friend”) and rejection (“who do you really not like”). 
For the high aggression groups only the withdrawal peer assessm ent item 
significantly contributed to the prediction of acceptance, and only a deviant 
item (“who does things th a t ju s t  seem weird”) contributed in predicting 
rejection.

Wright et. al. (1986) reject a simple sim ilarity-attraction in terpretation of 
their results as children who were similar to their group simply in term s of 
shared features (eg aggressive children in aggressive groups) were not more 
popular th an  average. The possibility should be considered that when a child 
becomes rejected in an  aggressive group they may adopt different behaviour 
in response th an  when they become rejected in a non aggressive group. In 
social exchange theory term s aggressive behaviour in aggressive groups 
would not be expected to lead to rejection if it did not exceed the relevant 
comparison level. However aggressive behaviour would only be expected to 
lead to acceptance if resulted in net benefits for other group members. Some 
situations, eg gang warfare situations, may meet this requirement.

As Wright et. al.'s group consisted of boys with serious behaviour and social 
problems their findings may not be applicable to norm al school sam ples. 
However Ramsey (1988) found th a t in low socioeconomic sta tu s classroom s 
aggression in response to peer conflict was not associated with low peer 
s ta tu s  as it was in middle socioeconomic s ta tu s  classrooms. There is also
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some evidence with normal school samples th a t certain prosocial correlates 
such as positive verbal interaction m ight not be associated w ith social 
acceptance in groups where such behaviour is non-normative. For example 
G ottm an, Gonso & R asm ussen  (1975) observed th a t  positive verbal 
interaction predicted popularity in a middle class b u t not a working class 
school.

Hargreaves (1972) pointed to the need to consider the relationship between 
popularity and group member characteristics in making sense.of conflicting 
findings on the correlation between social acceptance and intelligence. This 
can be seen in term s of the degree to which intelligence is a group resource. 
Where it is valued intelligent members will acquire informal s ta tu s . Barker 
Lunn (1960) in a prim ary school study reported a  greater tendency in  
stream ed th a n  unstream ed schools for boys of above average ability to 
emerge as sociometric leaders and boys of below average ability to be 
neglectees. This can be explained in term s of the way in which school 
organisation effects the resources in children’s groups. The effect was 
stronger when the class was taught by more traditional type teachers who 
had greater interest in academic ability and lower interest in slow learners. 
This suggests th a t the teachers attitudes were conveyed to the pupils and 
influenced the ways in which they valued one another.

Influences of school organisation were also suggested by Goodman, Gottlieb 
& H arrison’s (1972) study. They found th a t completely in tegrated MLD 
children  were sociom etrically rejected more often th a n  m ain stream  
children and th an  MLD children who were assigned to the school's self 
contained classroom. This latter finding held with boys b u t not with girls. It 
was argued th a t integrated MLD children might have been perceived as more 
similar to the m ainstream  peers and therefore expected to m aintain similar 
behavioural s tandards, so th a t MLD boy’s disruptiveness led to greater 
rejection for the integrated children. However these resu lts could also be 
attributed to the lower costs of affiliation with the segregated MLD children 
due to their lower frequency of availability for interaction. The effects of 
propinquity and other aspects of the physical environment are discussed in 
the next section.

5 .5  F a c to rs  r e la t in g  to : F e a tu re s  o f  th e  p h y s ic a l a n d  so c ia l e n v iro n m e n t  
w ith in  w h ic h  in te r a c t io n  m a y  ta k e  p lac e .

Damon & Phelps (1989) have indicated some of the ways in which school 
rules and practices make pupils sim ilar to some and different from others 
before inform ation on im portant personality qualities can be discovered.
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When pupils are separated from others differences are exaggerated in ways 
th a t decrease opportunities for positive interaction, the identification of 
shared goals and the development of m utual regard. They argue tha t it is not 
feasible to explain the selection of friends and associates only in term s of 
psychological constructs bu t tha t it is also necessary to give atten tion  to 
aspects of the  social psychology of the  school classroom  and  o ther 
environments in which peer relations take place.

Kaufman, Agard and Semmel (1985) point out th a t there are as yet few 
theoretical approaches th a t fully conceptualise a  broad range of classroom  
environm ental variab les and  system atically  re la te  these  to lea rn e r 
competencies. In their study a general model was developed of the class as a 
social system drawing on social systems and group dynamics theory (eg. Katz 
and Kahn 1966). The educational environment was construed as consisting 
of partic ipan ts engaged in two m ajor classroom  system s functions -  
m ain tain ing  a socioem otional clim ate and  m ain tain ing  in s tru c tio n a l 
conditions. Physical aspects of classroom organisation for instruction  and 
socioemotional aspects of the classroom environment are considered in tu rn  
in the following subsections.

5.5.1 Physical A spects o f th e  school env ironm ent
(a) P ropinquity
In the absence of situational constraints the physically closer two people are 
the more likely they are to interact. Interaction perm its o ther bases of 
attraction such as similarity and complimentarity to be recognised. Damon & 
Phelps (1989) list five major environm ental conditions in school which 
affect the proximity of pupils:
a) a rch itec tu ra l fea tu res of the  school build ing w hich ' encourage or 

discourage small or large groups to work or play together,
b) equipment and supplies that permit individual activities, require sharing 

or, if insufficient in number, create crowding,
c) dem ographic factors such  as the  sex, race, age or social c lass 

composition in the school and their distributions in classrooms,
d) instructioned m ethods th a t discourage or encourage pupils to contact, 

help and interact with other students during the school day,
e) the organisation of non—academic activities such as the

num ber of extracurricular activities before during and after school th a t 
encourage or allow participation based on interested or talents.

It may be im portan t to differentiate propinquity from the opportunity  to 
interact, as the  la tte r may offer greater opportunity  for o ther bases of
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affiliation such  as sim ilarity of a ttitudes and com plem entary to become 
recognised. Hallihan (1976) studied 10-14 year old children in classroom s 
defined as open or traditional according to observations using selected items 
from Walberg & Thom as’ (1972) scheme. According to th is schem e open 
classrooms are child centred environments in which pupils have freedom to 
move a round  and in te rac t as well as to m ake decisions regarding  
program m e, texts, m aterials and  activities. T raditional classroom s are 
teacher centred and teacher controlled. Twelve of the classroom s in the 
study  were classified as open and 14 as traditional. The rem aining 25 
classroom s had m uch less structure th an  the traditional ones bu t still had 
some constra in ts  on interaction. These were designated as sem i-open. 
Hallihan found th a t traditional classrooms contained:

- more stars and isolates
- more m utual Mendships.

In traditional classroom s children give & receive more friendship choices. 
The absence of pupil interaction in traditional classes appeared to increase 
unpopular children’s chance of having friends, possibly because friendship is 
less costly when it does not involve frequent contact. This does not support 
the view th a t greater opportunities to in teract lead to higher social sta tus. 
Neither do several studies which have conducted with MLD children.

Gottlieb and Budoff (1973) investigated the social position of segregated and 
in tegrated  MLD pupils in two a rch itec tu ra lly  different schools: one 
composed of traditional discrete classrooms and one which was open plan 
and did not contain any interior walls. Ratings were obtained on the Peer 
Acceptance Scale from 6-12 year old m ainstream  children in both schools 
for both integrated and segregated MLD children and for a  random  sample of 
m ainstream  peers. The results indicated th a t the MLD children in the no
interior wall school had lower s ta tu s  regardless of placem ent, while the  
partially integrated studen ts in the traditional school building had  lower 
sta tu s than  their segregated schoolmates.

On the basis of Gottlieb & Budoffs (1973) study one could hypothesis a 
negative relationship between am ount of time integrated and social sta tus. 
However th is  was directly tested by Gottlieb, Veldman & Semmel (1978) 
who assessed  the relative contribution of perceptions of academic ability, 
classroom behaviour and am ount of time integrated to the  acceptance and 
rejection of MLD children. Amount of time was not found to contribute a  
significant percent of the unique variance in social acceptance or rejection 
scores. This study  suggested th a t the  child’s perceived a ttrib u tes  and  
behaviours were more influential than  simple exposure on others a ttitudes 
towards h im /her. Roberts and Zubrick (1992) also reported th a t num ber of
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hours integrated was not found to be a predictor of social s ta tu s  of pupils 
with disabilities in their path  analysis. In both these studies MLD children 
were integrated for high proportions of the school week and the  time 
included time in academic lessons. These findings may not be generalisable 
to situations in which MLD children are integrated for very low proportions 
of the  school week. A m inim al level of opportunity to in teract may be 
required before the  child’s behaviour can have an  effect. It m ay be 
anticipated tha t integration beyond this level may lead to either acceptance 
or rejection depending on the impact of other factors.

(b) C lassroom  grouping  p rac tices
One such factor may be whether the criterion employed to assign students to 
in struc tiona l g roups draw s a tten tion  to or even exaggerates existing 
sim ilarities. Grouping practices can also create new sim ilarities among 
children by involving them  in the same tasks and indeed Hallinan & Tum a 
(1978) found th a t studen ts assigned to the same groups are more likely to 
become friends. However Heber & Heber’s (1957) study suggested th a t the 
success enjoyed by such groups is also important. They used a rating scale 
sociometric to investigate the effects of the formation of small team s for an  
im portant tes t in a class of 7-8 year olds and a class of 9-10 year olds. 
Feedback of test results was used to induce success and failure conditions. It 
was found th a t children’s ratings of others tended to rise following common 
sm all group experience. Experience of failure tended to decrease social 
s ta tu s  while group success tended to result in an  increase relative to groups 
where neither success nor failure was experienced. Only where the group 
had experienced success the effect on social sta tus was still apparent a  week 
later.

B ossert (1979) reported  th a t  ac tu a l peer assoc iations ‘ were heavily 
influenced by the classroom task  structure. In this research, which used an  
observational and com parative case study methodology over a two year 
period, it was found th a t academ ic perform ance played a role in the  
selection of play and  work m ates w hich could no t be a ttrib u ted  to 
differences among the children. Rather changes in the social networks of 
children from year to year were found to reflect changes in the  ta sk  
organisation  of the  teachers teaching c lasses in successive years. In 
classroom s organised around  recitation, a  highly visible perform ance, a 
competitive s ta tu s  system  emerges and children separate into performance 
homogeneous friendship groups which rem ain relatively stable across the 
year. On the other hand a m ulti-task organisation did not involve comparative 
assessm ent so th a t s ta tu s  based on academic achievements and competitive 
peer interiactions did not develop and quite frequent changes of play or work
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m ates occurred as interests shifted.

Kaufman et. al. (1985) found that integrated MLD learners were less rejected 
if the teacher used large group instruction  th an  sm all studen t directed 
groups. Large group activity may allow the cognitive deficiencies of the MLD 
learners to be minimised whereas close interaction with peers on a group 
project may highlight them . The instructional conditions operating in the 
classroom affected only social rejection, accounting for 14% of the variance. 
They did not explain a significant proportion of the variance in acceptance.

(c) Cooperative in s tru c tio n a l conditions
A great deal of research has investigated the effects of cooperative ra ther 
th an  competitive instructional conditions on the social s ta tu s  of integrated 
MLD children. Jo h n so n  Johnson  and M aruyam a (1983) report a  m eta 
analysis of studies tha t contained interpersonal attraction data and compared 
a t least two of the  th ree  goal s tru c tu re s  (cooperative, competitive or 
individualistic). Twenty six studies classified by Johnson  et.al. (though not 
necessarily by the authors of the studies) as comparing the relative effects of 
two or m ore goal s tru c tu re s  on in te rp e rso n a l a ttrac tio n  betw een 
handicapped and non-handicapped studen ts were found and reviewed. The 
results of the meta-analysis indicated that:
a) co -opera tion  w ithou t in te r-g roup  com petition  prom oted g rea te r 
in terpersonal a ttrac tio n  among both heterogeneous and hom ogeneous 
individuals th an  did interpersonal competition, individualistic efforts and 
co-operation with inter-group competition,
b) co -o p e ra tio n  w ith  in te r-g ro u p  co m p etitio n  p rom oted  g re a te r  
interpersonal attraction than  did interpersonal competition or individualistic 
efforts,
c) there  tends to be no significant difference betw een in te rpersonal 
competition and individualistic efforts in promoting interpersonal a ttraction 
among participants.

Much of the  research on co-operative interventions designed to increase 
social acceptance of in tegrated MLD stu d en ts  h a s  involved sho rt term  
trea tm en ts applied outside the classroom . Ballard, Corman, Gottlieb & 
Kaufman. (1977) and  M adden & Slavin (1983a) rep resen t im portan t 
exceptions. Ballard et. al. randomly assigned 37 classes to experimental or 
control conditions. E ach class con tained  one MLD stu d en t. In the  
co-operative classes children were assigned to heterogeneous groups of 4-6 
where the group m em bers worked together for 40 m inutes per day for 8 
weeks to plan, produce and present a  m ulti-m edia project. MLD children in
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the experim ental groups showed increased acceptance by classm ates a t 
post-test relative to control MLD studen ts . There was no sta tistically  
significant effect of the treatm ents on rejection by classm ates in general, 
however there was a relative decrease in rejection among the  mem bers of 
the small groups who had worked with the MLD children. Ballard et.al. 
(1977) identity a num ber of aspects of the programme which may have been 
responsible for the increased acceptance other than  the cooperative natu re  
of the task . They identified the high degree of struc tu re  (which served to 
control the MLD children’s behaviour), the minimal academic natu re  of the 
task  and the length of the treatm ent period (eight weeks).

Madden & Slavin (1983a) randomly assigned 6 classes, of 8-11 year olds, 
enrolling ‘learning handicapped’ and m ainstream  children to study m aths 
cooperatively or under a traditional classroom  struc tu re . The ‘learning 
handicapped’ children had been classified by their school as needing special 
education services on the criterion th a t they were functioning academically 
two years behind age expectation, and received special instruction outside 
the normal class for part of the school day. The three teachers involved in 
the  study  each tau g h t one experim ental and one control class. The 
cooperative condition involved a regular sequence of teacher lectures, 
cooperative study in heterogeneous team s, individual quizzes and team  
recognition based on the degree to which team  m em bers have exceeded 
the ir own p ast quiz averages. The control condition used  the  sam e 
curriculum  b u t pupils studied individually and were given feedback and 
recognition of their performance on an individual basis.

Sociometric m easures were adm inistered before and after the  seven week 
programme. Pupils were asked (i) to name their friends, (ii) to nam e the 
pupils with whom they would like to work on a  school project and (iii) to 
name those pupils with whom they would not like to work, bu t only the first 
6 choices on each item were analysed. The rejection scores of the ‘learning 
hand icapped’ pupils were found to be significantly decreased by the  
cooperative intervention. Positive choices of handicapped pupils as friends 
or preferred work m ates were not affected. Differences betw een these  
results and those obtained by Ballard et al. (1977) may reflect an  interaction 
between the different sociometric m easures used and trea tm en ts applied. 
Hence Ballard et .al. reported an  increase in acceptance scores where 
acceptance was based on liked’ forced choice ratings following work on a 
non-academic project; whereas Madden & Slavin did not find an  increase in 
‘friend ’ lim ited nom ina tions following a m athem atics in te rven tion . 
Conversely Madden & Slavin found a reduction in rejection based on would 
not like to work w ith’ following their academic skills intervention; whereas
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in the Ballard et.al. study rejection based on ‘disliked’ forced choice ratings 
decreased only among children who had been involved in the sam e non- 
academic project groups with the MLD children.

Many of the studies reviewed are open to a num ber of interpretations. For 
example, Taylor and Asher (1984) analyse the resu lts of cooperative group 
studies with MLD children in term s of m anipulating children's social goals 
through redefining the nature of the task. They point out for example that in 
the Ballard et.al. (1977) study the teacher orientated the  children toward 
cooperative goals by informing them  of the benefits of cooperative group 
work as well as instructing  them  in social skills for working together 
cooperatively. Placing em phasis on cooperative goals alongside academic 
goals m ight be expected to improve the general acceptance of cooperative 
MLD children, bu t not necessarily other MLD children.

In conclusion there is evidence th a t the way in which the classroom  is 
organised for instruction can affect the social acceptance and rejection of 
in tegrated MLD children. In addition the instructional conditions may 
interact with child characteristics and ways of assessing social acceptance.

5 .5 .2  Social aspects o f th e  school environm ent
The concept of classroom  social climate is though t of by Schm uck & 
Schm uck (1983) as summarising, “the group processes that are worked out 
by a teacher in interaction with studen ts and betw een studen ts in the  
classroom .” Kaufman et. cd. (1985) in their study of MLD and m ainstream  
children  u tilised  a  sim ilar model where socioem otional clim ate w as 
considered in term s of two dim ensions: Teacher leadership  and  peer 
cohesiveness. These aspects are d iscussed  in tu rn  in the  following 
subsections.

(a) T eacher in fluence
This is an  area in which mixed findings are reported. Much appears to 
depend on the teacher behaviours or characteristics studied. The clearest 
findings have been reported for teacher approval/positive in teraction and 
disapproval/negative interaction. With m ainstream  children these have been 
found in both  correlational and experimental studies. H errm ann (1972) 
investigated the relationship between teacher approval and classroom  peer 
s ta tu s  (using a sociometric technique) and found a highly significant 
correlation.

R etish (1973) reported th a t overt positive teacher reinforcem ent th ree
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tim es per day for three weeks resulted  in significant net gains in the  
sociometric s ta tu s  of experimental subjects compared to controls. Both 
experimental and control subjects were low accepted pupils drawn from the 
same classes of 7-8 and 10-11 year olds. Sociometric s ta tu s was assessed by 
a  four point rating scale response to the question, “Do you w ant th is person 
as a friend?” R etish reports th a t contrary  to prediction the  teach e r’s 
perception of the  children did not change as a resu lt of the  treatm ent. 
However the teachers’ attitude to the children was assessed by the question, 
“How m uch benefit would (student’s name) gain by being placed in another 
class? What type of class would you recommend?” If teacher’s responses to 
th is question m ay be influenced by other factors (eg perception of child’s 
learning difficulties) then  it is possible th a t changes in  teacher’s a ttitude  
towards the children are not reflected in their responses to th is question.

With MLD children also teacher reinforcement appears to be an  im portant 
variable. Lapp (1957) reported that a significant reason given by m ainstream  
children for not accepting MLD children was th a t they were scolded by the 
teacher. Foley (1979) showed a video tape to 9-10 year olds in a  school with 
an  integrated special education programme for children from special classes 
for non-academic subjects. The tape showed a child engaging in a variety of 
academic and social behaviour. Subjects were randomly allocated to one of 
two video taped teacher reaction conditions (positive or negative reaction to 
the child) and one of three labelling conditions (in which they were told th a t 
the child on tape was either a m ainstream, MLD or SpLD, Specific Learning 
Difficulties, 9-10 year old). After watching the videotape the subjects filled 
out a peer acceptance questionnaire concerning the child on the  video. 
Across all labelling conditions children in  the teacher positive condition 
were rated higher. The MLD label led to significantly higher peer acceptance 
ratings th a n  the  other two. Foley hypothesises th a t the  term  ‘m entally 
retarded’ (which was applied to the MLD children in th is study) may have 
influenced the ra ters in lowering the standards being applied to the child in 
the video. The possibility is also considered th a t the label may have led to 
socially desirable responses by raters wanting to please an adult authority. It 
is not clear in th a t case why the SpLD group would not also have benefited.

Few clear links between other teacher behaviours or characteristics and  
children’s social s ta tu s  have been reported. Under the heading of teacher 
leadership Kaufman et.al. (1985) examined teacher influence style (through 
classroom  observation and teacher report), teacher w arm th and teacher 
directiveness (through classroom observation). They did not find any of 
these  variables to be significantly related  to the social acceptance or 
rejection of integrated MLD pupils or their m ainstream  peers. Roberts and
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Zubrick (1992) reported th a t teachers a ttitudes towards integration were 
not related to the social sta tus of MLD pupils in their path  analysis.

On the o ther hand  Gottlieb et.al. (1978) reported significant associations 
betw een MLD ch ild ren 's social accep tance and  teach ers  and  peers 
perceptions of their cognitive ability; sind between their social rejection and 
teachers and peer perceptions of the ir m isbehaviour. In each case the  
teachers ratings predicted more of the variance in social s ta tu s  (unique 
variance 4.4% for teachers as opposed to 2.6% for peers in acceptance; 2.2% 
for teachers as opposed to 1.4% for peers in rejection) even though the 
social sta tu s scores were obtained from peer judgm ents.

Morrison, Fom ess and Mac Millan (1983) using path  analysis found a  causal 
sequence of pathway influence in self contained MLD classes from observed 
behaviour and achievement, to teacher perceptions of these competencies, 
to peer perceptions of the competencies to social sta tu s . It is no t clear 
w hether findings could be generalised to in tegrated  MLD children  in  
m ainstream  classes as special class ch ildren’s own perceived lack of 
competence in interpreting information may cause them  to rely more on the 
judgm ents of others. This would be consistent with the outer directedness 
concept described by Zigler & Balia (1979). Morrison et al (1983) suggest 
th a t the  age, sex & social s ta tu s  of the  ra te rs  together w ith  the  
influentiality/popularity of the teachers may prove to be im portant variables.

(b) Classroom  C ohesiveness
Argyle (1969) describes the importance of cohesiveness "a group can hardly 
be regarded as a  group as opposed to a  collection o f individuals unless there 
is some minimal degree o f attraction to the group. The overall level o f  
attraction towards the group, cohesiveness, is one o f the m ost important 
dimensions o f social groups and can be equated with loyalty"’.

The effects of classroom  peer group cohesiveness were investigated by 
Kaufinan et. al. (1985). Cohesiveness was operationally defined by Kaufman 
et. al. as pupil happiness (assessed by classroom  observation and  pupil 
report), a  facilitating classroom climate (assessed by teacher ratings), a  lack 
of friction or disruptiveness (assessed by observation and teacher report) and 
the sociometric struc tu re  of the class (assessed by percentage of the  total 
responses on the sociometric instrum ent which were positive or negative). 
These m easures were subjected to an  image analysis followed by varim ax 
rotation with the classroom as the un it of analysis. From th is two factors 
emerged which could be in terpreted a s  m eaningful dim ensions of peer 
cohesivehess: peer harmony (alpha=.56) and peer dislike (alpha = .87). Peer
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harmony was not found to be significantly related to the sociometric s ta tu s  of 
integrated MLD children or their m ainstream  peers.

However in classrooms with a low incidence of peer dislike both m ainstream  
and MLD children were found to better accepted and less rejected th a n  in 
classroom s in which peer dislike was high. The peer dislike factor was 
com prised of the  following m easures: the  m ean percentage of pupils 
receiving one or more frowns on the HIFTO, the m ean percentage of frowns 
given, the  m ean percentage of smiles given (negative loading) and  the 
standard deviation of frowns given. Given th a t the peer dislike construct was 
comprised of several scores obtained in the sociometric instrum ent How I 
Feel Towards O thers from which each learners acceptance and rejection 
were also derived, the relatively high relationships between peer dislike and 
social acceptance or rejection could possibly have resulted from an artifact of 
the m easurem ent properties common to both sets of constructs.

During the 1970s and 1980s a num ber of instrum ents have been developed 
which use  stu d en t perceptions to assess a range of aspects of the  the 
classroom social climate or learning environment, including cohesiveness. 
Although m ost of these are designed for secondary aged pupils, the My Class 
Inventory, MCI (Fraser, Anderson & Walberg, 1982) has been designed for 8- 
12 year olds. The MCI com prises five scales, assessing  cohesiveness, 
competitiveness friction, satisfaction and difficulty. Fraser (1987) points out 
th a t s tu d en t perceptual m easures such  as the MCI involve the  pooled 
judgm ents of all students in a class and argues tha t students perceptions are 
as if not more likely th an  observed events to be determ inants of s tu d en t 
behaviour. There is evidence of the  im portance of these  a sp ec ts  in 
accounting for significant am ounts of variance in learning and a ttitud inal 
outcome m easures (Fisher & Fraser, 1981).

Only one published study was found which reports the use of the  MCI in 
British schools. Wright, Gallagher & Lombardi (1991) administered the MCI 
to 246 children between the ages of 8 and 12 in 10 separate classes, in 
order to obtain normative information on British prim ary school children. 
Means were presented separately for the total sample and for those pupils 
with a m ean age of 12 (n=83) who were compared with the da ta  which 
F isher & F rase r (1981) collected on th e ir sam ple of 2305 children. 
Significant differences between the m eans were found on each scale except 
competitiveness which was sim ilar in the two 12 year old sam ples. The 
British classes of 12 year olds were lower on cohesiveness and friction, b u t 
higher on satisfaction and difficulty th an  their Australian counterparts. The 
very small size of the British sam ple m ust raise some queries about the
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representativeness of the classes involved. The effects of class size m ay also 
need to be considered in tha t the average size of the Australian 12 year old 
classes appears substantially smaller - 23, as opposed to 28 and previous 
research has suggested that larger class size may lead to lower cohesiveness 
and satisfaction. Wright et. a l.’s study  confirmed previous findings in  
Australian classrooms in showing tha t each MCI scale differentiated between 
the classrooms involved.

However there  are  no published accoun ts of the u se  of the  MCI in  
investigating the social acceptance of integrated MLD pupils. Although Wang, 
Peverly and Randolph (1984) administered the MCI in twenty six classroom s 
in five schools in a  large urban school system in the USA where MLD, SpLD 
and emotionally disturbed children were integrated, they did not assess the  
social s ta tu s  of the integrated children. They report th a t com pared with 
their non handicapped classm ates, integrated special education s tu d en ts  
appeared to perceive their classes as less difficult, more competitive and  
less cohesive.

Thus classroom  cohesiveness may be a potentially im portant influence on 
the social s ta tu s  of both MLD and m ainstream  children. Further research is 
warranted and there would appear to be a num ber of advantages in using the 
MCI which is derived from the well researched LEI, is based  on th e  
theoretical work of Getzels & Thalen (1960) and is reported to have 
satisfactory internal consistency, discrim inant validity and predictive validity 
(Fraser et.al., 1982). It would avoid the potential difficulties noted in  less 
com prehensive m easure  used  by Kaufm an et.al. (1985), whose w ork 
nevertheless was instrum ental in suggesting the relevance of classroom  
cohesiveness in understanding children’s social acceptance.

5 .6  Factors related to: Interactions between personal factors and 
environmental factors.

A num ber of studies have reported findings which indicate the interaction of 
personal and  environm ental factors. A sher (1983) h as suggested th a t  
researchers have not paid sufficient a tten tion  to the  possibility  th a t  
topographically similar behaviours (such as initiating play with peers) may 
have different meanings in different situations and at different times. Dodge 
et.al. (1982) for example found th a t in the playground popular children 
display more social initiations th an  do socially rejected children, w hereas 
the reverse is tru e  in the classroom. Lesser (1959) reported a  negative 
correlation (-.69) between popularity and unprovoked aggressiveness in 10- 
12 year old boys, whereas a positive correlation was found (.31) betw een
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popularity and provoked physical aggression. Bossert (1979) reports th a t in 
prim aiy classroom s where an academic em phasis predom inates children 
tend to affiliate with peers having similar levels of academic competence.

In a cross cu ltu ral study, Chen, Rubin & Sun  (1992) adm inistered the 
Revised Class Play and a sociometric nomination m easure to 8 and 10 year 
old children in Canada and China. In each sample three orthogonal factors 
emerged from factor analysis. In both sam ples Sociability-Leadership was 
correlated with acceptance and Aggression-Disruption with peer rejection. 
However Shyness-Sensitivity was negatively correlated with m easures of peer 
acceptance in the  C anadian sam ple b u t positively correlated w ith peer 
acceptance in the Chinese sample. In China children are encouraged to be 
dependent, cautious, behaviourally inhibited and self-restrained, so these 
behaviours are positively valued in Chinese culture b u t negatively valued in 
Western cu ltu re  where they are seen as reflecting social im m aturity , 
fearfulness and deviance.

5.7 Conclusions

On the basis of their review of theories and studies of attraction Secord & 
Backman (1974) conclude that a person is likely to choose to affiliate with 
those: w ith whom  he has g rea ter opportun ities to in te rac t, w hose 
characteristics are most desirable in term s of the norm s and values of the 
group, who are m ost sim ilar to him  in a ttitu d es, values and  social 
background, who he perceives as choosing him  or assigning favourable 
characteristics to him, who sees him as he sees himself, in whose company 
he achieves gratification of his needs.

The research reviewed in this chapter support such a  m ulticausal view of 
social acceptance. While it appears reasonable to conclude th a t children 's 
social behaviour is a t least partly responsible for their social acceptance, 
peers expectations and group norm s have also been shown to play a  role. 
Peers expectations about and willingness to affiliate with a particu lar child 
may be influenced by non-social personal factors such  as the  child 's 
intelligence, academ ic achievem ent and socioeconomic s ta tu s . These 
dimensions may have different salience with respect to MLD as opposed to 
m ainstream  children and it appears th a t their im pact depends upon  the  
characteristics of the group in general and the specific situation or choice 
criteria selected. In addition the role of observer b ias and  selective 
perception in shaping peer expectations is being increasingly appreciated.

There is considerable evidence th a t sim ilarity is an  importeint b asis  for
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individual/other interaction and the role of organisational and social aspects 
of the instructional environm ent in m aking some children appear more 
similar and others less so is also highlighted. It would appear tha t grouping 
practices and  o ther in structional conditions may be m ore im portan t 
influences on MLD children’s social sta tus than  the am ount of time for which 
they are integrated, however th is requires fu rther investigation. Teacher 
reinforcem ent and class cohesiveness have been identified as im portan t 
aspects of the social environment of the classroom  which may affect the 
social sta tus of integrated MLD children. However the effects of cohesiveness 
have been examined in only one study, and one in which the m easures of 
cohesiveness and s ta tu s  were to some extent confounded. Further research 
would again appear particularly warranted.

Integrated MLD children as a group are defined both by personal factors 
(learning difficulties) and by reference to the environment (integrated). Both 
the forgoing research review and available conceptual models (MacMillan & 
Morrison, 1984) suggest th a t in investigating their social acceptance it 
would be desirable to consider both types of variable and their interaction. 
Because of the multiplicity of interacting factors influencing the social s ta tu s 
of integrated MLD children Wallander & Hubert (1987) condemn the overly 
simplistic approach taken in many research studies where only one or two 
factors are investigated at a  time and urge the use of multivariate m ethods to 
address the complexity of social status. Study 3 was designed to investigate 
the relative contribution of groups of selected personal and environm ental 
factors in differentiating between integrated MLD children differing in social 
status.

Variables were selected for investigation in study 3 on the  basis of the 
research discussed in th is chapter and consideration of practical constraints 
such as the time available from teachers/in  classes. The following variables 
were included:
Personal variab les - non-social: intelligence, academ ic achievem ent, 
attractiveness, socioeconomic status and ethnicity.
Personal variables - social behaviour: peer and teacher assessm ents of social 
behaviour.
Environmental variables - social: classroom cohesiveness, competitiveness, 
difficulty, friction and satisfaction.
Environmental variables - other: am ount of integration, support provided, 
class teachers attitude, social class composition of m ainstream  children and 
home - school proximity.
This investigation is reported in chapter 6.
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C h a p te r  6

Study 3: An Investigation of Personal and Environmental Factors 
A ssociated  w ith the Sociom etric Status Group C lassification of  
Integrated MLD Children.

6.1 Introduction

Chapter 5 sum m arised the literature on factors which have been found to be 
associated  with the  social s ta tu s  in school of m ainstream  children and  
integrated MLD children. Study 3 was developed to test hypotheses about 
the respective contributions of selected personal and environmental factors 
in discrim inating between integrated MLD children classified into different 
sociometric s ta tu s  groups. A num ber of specific areas for further research 
with MLD children were identified in particular and these will be discussed 
below when the variables selected for investigation are described. However 
two general issues relating to the design of the study will first be considered:

a) T he ad m in istra tive  defin ition of th e  MLD group.
A num ber of studies have investigated the factors associated with the social 
s ta tu s  of MLD children by comparing groups of MLD and m ainstream  
children on social s ta tu s  and other variables. However MacMillan, Meyers & 
M orrison (1980) point to problem s associated  w ith the  use  of such  
com parative group designs. They point o u t th a t  groups selected on 
adm inistrative criteria fail to meet several of the assum ptions on which the 
comparative design is based:
(1) th a t the groups being compared (eg MLD and Mainstream) are composed 
of hom ogeneous sam ples, defined on criteria such  as IQ, and educational 
achievem ent
(2) th a t the groups formed represent two distinct groups of children.

MacMillan et. al. (1980) suggest, "instead of research designs comparing 
retarded and non-retarded groups, perhaps designs recognising the within 
retarded group variability and attempting to account for it may prove more 
fruitful", (p 114). W allander & Hubert (1987) also commend the strategy of 
evaluating w hat distinguishes those MLD children who are rejected from 
those who are not.

b) T he in te rre la tio n  of th e  independen t variables
Taylor (1982), following a review of the literature, concludes th a t the  MLD 
child’s social outcom es in the school setting appear to be a  function of 
behavioural, situational and process factors which are probably interrelated 
in complex and interesting ways. She argues for research to be conducted
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which reflects th is m ulti-dim ensional view. The implications for research  
design are discussed by a num ber of authors. W allander & H ubert (1987) 
condem n the overly simplistic approach taken in m any research stud ies 
where only one or two factors are investigated at a time and urge the use of 
m u ltivaria te  m ethods to add ress the  com plexity of social s ta tu s . 
Hallinan(1981) points out th a t the use of multivariate models make possible 
the exam ination of the differential im pact of individual and group level 
variables on social acceptance as well as allowing a com parison of the 
deterrninants of status.

The design of study 3 attem pted to address both of these issues in using 
m ultivariate m ethods to investigate factors associated with variability in  
social sta tus within a  group of MLD children.

6.1.1. S tudy 3: Aims and  H ypotheses
The overall aim of study 3 was to investigate the relative contribution of 
groups of selected personal and environmental factors in differentiating the 
sociom etric s ta tu s  g roups into which in tegrated  MLD children  were 
classified. Consideration was given to possible differences between s ta tu s  
groups based on ‘work with’ and ‘play with’ sociometric ratings.

As a  resu lt of the discussion reported in section 5.2.2 the following non
social personal factors were included: intelligence, academic achievement, 
attractiveness, socioeconomic sta tus and ethnicity. Following the discussion 
in section 2.5.4 of issues in the use of teacher and peer assessm ents of social 
behaviour and the  distinctions draw n betw een them  in MacMillian & 
M orrison’s (1984) model, it was decided to include both as behavioural 
personal factors: the  Guess Who peer assessm ent item s (Coie & Dodge, 
1983) were completed by classm ates while class teachers completed the 
Bristol Social A djustm ent Guides (Stott, 1974). Aspects of the  social 
environm ent were assessed  by m eans of the My Class Inventory for the 
reasons discussed  in Section 5.5.2(b) of C hapter 5. A num ber of o ther 
potentially relevant aspects of the environm ent which were identified in 
section 5.5.1 were also assessed: am ount of integration, extent of provision of 
additional support in m ainstream  classes, class teachers’ a ttitude  to the  
integration of children with cognitive a n d /o r behavioural problems, social 
class composition of m ainstream  children and the proximity of the school to 
the MLD children’s home.

The following specific hypotheses were investigated:
1. Non-social personal variables:
la) Following th e  d iscussion  in section 5 .2 .2  it w as predicted  th a t
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‘attractiveness’ would significantly discriminate both the Popular and the 
Rejected groups from the Average group. As unattractiveness is not a 
defining feature of MLD children adjustm ent of the comparison level by 
the m ainstream  children for MLD subjects was not expected.

lb) Following Langlois & S tephan (1977) it w as predicted th a t  once 
differences on attractiveness’ had been taken into account, ‘ethnicity’ 
was not expected to add significantly to discrim ination betw een the  
groups.

Ic) That ‘academic achievement’ because of its specific relevance to a  work 
situation would significantly discriminate between the Popular and the 
Average group w hen groups were formed using  a  ‘w ork w ith ’ 
sociometric criterion b u t not when they were formed using a ‘play w ith’ 
criterion. On the basis of social exchange theory academic achievement’ 
was not expected to discriminate between the Rejected and the Average 
group even when groups were formed using a ‘work w ith’ criterion 
because of ad justm ent of the com parison level by the m ainstream  
children for MLD subjects.

Id) Based on the findings for m ainstream  children reported in section 
5.2.2(c), it w as pred icted  th a t  once differences on academ ic 
achievem ent’ had been taken into account, neither intelligence’ nor 
socioeconom ic s ta tu s ’ were expected to add  s ign ifican tly  to 

d iscrim ination  betw een the  groups formed using  a ‘w ork w ith ’ 
sociometric criterion.

2. Behavioural personal variables:
Following the results of study 1 and the discussion in section 5.2.1., it was 

hypothesised:
2a) th a t the G uess Who descriptors ‘cooperates’ and  ‘d is ru p ts ’ would 

significantly discrim inate both the Popular and the Rejected groups 
from the Average group,

2b) th a t the  G uess Who descrip tor ‘shy ’ would would significantly  
discriminate the Neglected group from the Average group.

The findings reviewed in section 5.2.2(d) led to the prediction:
2c )'th a t when based on a ‘work with’ criterion the Guess Who descriptor 

‘seeks help’ would significantly discriminate the Popular group from the 
Average group. On the basis of social exchange theory seeks help’ was 
not expected to discrim inate between the  Rejected and the Average
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group even when groups were formed using a ‘work with' criterion 
because of ad justm en t of the com parison level by the m ainstream  
children for MLD subjects.

Following Coie & Dodge (1988):
2d) th a t the Guess Who descriptor ‘funny’ would significantly discrim inate 

the Controversial group from the Average group.

From  the research  reviewed in section 2.5.4, indicating th a t rejected 
children tend to be rated by teachers as higher on acting-out behaviour 
and as more withdrawn (eg Rubin et al, 1989):

2e) th a t the Rejected group would be significantly discrim inated from the 
Average group both on the BSAG scales assessing acting out behaviour 
and those assessing withdrawn behaviour.

On the basis of Gottlieb et. al.’s (1978) finding th a t teachers’ perceptions of 
misbehaviour predicted more of the variance in social s ta tu s  th an  did 
peers’ perceptions:

2f) th a t scores on the BSAG scales which assess ‘acting out’ behaviour would 
add significantly to the separation of the sociometric s ta tu s  groups 
achieved by the peer assessm ent items.

Following Coie & Dodge’s (1988) findings, discussed in section 2.5.4:
2g) th a t significant associations would be found between peer and teacher 

assessm ents of “acting out” and “withdrawn” behaviour.

3. Environmental factors:
3a) T hat scores on the  My C lass Inventory sca les “cohesiveness’, 

‘competitiveness’ and ‘friction’ would significantly discrim inate both  the 
Popular and  the  Rejected groups from the Average group. This 
hypothesis was based on the expectation, derived from social exchange 
theory th a t the costs, as opposed to the benefits of interaction would in 
general be higher in classes which are lower on cohesiveness and higher 
on competitiveness and friction.

3b) That scores on the My Class Inventory scale Difficulty would significantly 
d iscrim inate  betw een the  Rejected and  the  Average group. T his 
hypothesis w as based on the expectation th a t perceived sim ilarities 
betw een MLD and m ainstream  children will be increased  an d  the  
relative costs of working with them  reduced if the  la tte r  are also 
experiencing difficulty with their work.
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Following the discussion in section 5.5.1(a) on propinquity:
3c) that ‘proximity of home to school’ would significantly differentiate the 

Popular from the Average group when groups are based on a ‘play with’ 
criterion as the possibility of out of school contacts might increase the 
perceived benefits of interaction.

Following Bruninks et. al. (1974) it was hypothesised:
3d) th a t ‘social class com position of the  m ainstream  p u p ils’ would 

significantly differentiate both the Popular and the Rejected from the 
Average s ta tu s MLD pupils. Specifically, as MLD children tend to belong 
to lower socioeconomic sta tus groups (Chazan, 1964) it was anticipated 
that they would be more rejected in high SES schools th an  in low SES 
schools because they would be perceived as being less sim ilar to their 
m ainstream  peers.

Following the  d iscussion in section 5.5.2 and Kaufman et. a l.’s (1985) 
findings:
3e) that ‘class teachers attitude to the integration of children with cognitive 

problems’ would significantly discriminate the Popular from the Average 
group and th a t ‘class teachers a ttitude to the integration of children 
with behaviour problem s’ would significantly discrim inate the Rejected 
from the Average group.

3f) That ‘additional support provision in  m ainstream  c la sses’ would 
significantly discrim inate between the Rejected and the Average groups 
when groups are based on a work w ith’ criterion. This hypothesis was 
based on the expectation generated from social exchange theory th a t the 
provision of additional support would reduce the costs of working with 
MLD children.

4. Personal and environmental variables combined:
Following Dodge (1983):
4a) that if behavioural and other personal variables are combined, the non

social p e rso n a l variab les w ould n o t add  sign ifican tly  to th e  
discrim ination am ong sociom etric s ta tu s  g roups achieved by the  
behavioural variables alone.

As predicted on the  basis  of MacMillian & M orrison’s (1984) model, 
discussed in section 5.1:
4b) that behavioural and environmental variables would each add to the 

other in  discriminating the sociometric s ta tu s groups, so dem onstrating 
the importance of both sets of variables.
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6.2 METHOD

6.2.1. Subjects
Subjects in th is study comprised all the integrated MLD pupils, aged 9-12 
years in Buckingham shire middle school classes in Ju n e  1990. Table 6.1 
contains information on the gender, year group and ethnic composition of 
the sample. The presence of a small proportion of 8 year olds reflects the 
inclusion of three mixed year group classes aged 8-10 years. Sociometric 
and peer assessm ent items were administered to whole class groups so th is 
da ta  was obtained from the MLD children (n=115) and their m ainstream  
peers (n=867).

TABLE 6.1 D em ographic ch arac te ris tics  o f MLD subjec ts

YEAR GROUP GENDER ETHNICITY
8 -9  years 7 (6 .1 % ) Male 88(76.5%) White 99(86 .1% )
9-10 years 41(35.7%) Female 27(23.5%) Asian 7 (6.1% )

10-11 years 30(26.1%) Black 9 (7 .8 % )
11-12 years 37(32.2%)

Table 6.2 contciins additional descriptive information which has been argued 
in Chapter 1 to be potentially im portant in providing adequate specification 
of the ‘MLD’ and ‘Integrated’ variables. As explained in Chapter 1 ‘MLD’ in 
th is  study is a school system  adm inistrative category with assessm en t 
decisions and placem ent recom mendations being made by the educational 
psychology service. A guidance document produced by th is Service in 1987 
suggested criteria  for Moderate Learning D epartm ent placem ent which 
included: "IQ/Reading quotient less than  75.”

Data on IQ was obtained from the subjects psychological service files. It was 
taken from the statutory assessm ent reports used in compiling the subject’s 
statem ent of special educational needs. The use of standard ised  tests  of 
intelligence in statutory assessm ents was not m andatory and data on IQ was 
unavailable for 13.9% of the sample. Data on IQ came from tes ts  (most 
commonly a version of the W eschler Intelligence Scale for Children or the 
B ritish  A bilities Scale) ad m in iste red  ind iv idually  by ed u ca tio n a l 
psychologists. The d a ta  reported in table 2 can  be com pared w ith the 
normative m ean on these tests of 100, standard deviation 15.

Reading Quotient was obtained from questionnaires completed by the Head 
of the MLD Departm ent in each of the schools. Data on reading came from a 
wide variety of different tes ts  - word, sentence and prose reading tests, 
administered by specialist teachers as part of the individual pupil’s progress 
reviews. Where a  reading quotient was not reported one was calculated by
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dividing the child’s reading age by their chronological age a t the time of 
testing. This was done to facilitate comparisons across the sample and with 
IQ. Information on the special services provided and the children’s reading 
quotients was unavailable for 10.4% of the MLD pupils on account of the long 
term  illness of the Head of MLD Departm ent from one of the schools and 
consequent non-retum  of their questionnaires. Unfortunately the absence of 
th is  inform ation passed  unnoticed for sufficient tim e as to render its 
retrospective collection not feasible. In addition reading quotien ts were 
unavailable for a  further 15.7% pupils scattered through the sample due to a 
variety of reasons, eg the child’s absence when testing was being carried out.

Table 6.2 also contains information on the placement and services provided 
for the MLD pupils. This was obtained from questionnaires completed by the 
Head of the MLD Departm ent in each of the schools. Each session on each 
child’s timetable was coded according to whether the pupil was:
(a) vdthdravm from the classroom for small group or individual specialist 

tuition,
(b) in their m ainstream  class without support,
(c) in their m ainstream  class with support available from a special needs 

teacher or classroom assistant.
Table 6.2 shows the very large variation in the level of special services 
provided. The m edian, ra th e r th a n  the  m ean percentage of tim e in 
m ainstream  with support is reported because this variable was not normally 
distributed.

TABLE 6 .2  D esc rip tiv e  s ta t i s t ic s  o n  in te g ra te d  MLD p u p ils  & S erv ic es  
Provided

Variable % of sample Mean sd Min. Max.

IQ (86.1%) 78.8 10.6 51 104

Reading Quotient (73.9%) 68.4 8.4 53 94

Time W ithdrawn (%) (89.6%) 25.5 19.4 0 70

Time in M ainstream  (%) 
unsupported

(89.6%)

Median

44.7 23.6 

Range

5 98

Time in M ainstream  (%) 
with Support Staff

(89.6%) 45.0 93.0 0 85

6.2 .2 . Procedure
Parents of all children registered in the classes containing the MLD subjects 
were informed by letter or through an  entry in a newsletter from the schools 
th a t a Buckinghamshire County Council educational psychologist who was 
doing research into children’s friendships would be visiting the  school to
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give questionnaires to some of the classes. Parents were asked to let the 
school know if they did not want their child to be involved b u t none of the 
schools were contacted by parents.

(a) A dm in istra tion  of m easures to  m ainstream  classes.
A booklet of questionnaires containing the My Class Inventory, the Guess 
Who, the LITOP and the LITOW was adm inistered to subjects and their 
m ainstream  peers in whole class groups by the experim enter during Ju n e  
1990. In each case, after introducing the experim enter to the  class, the 
class teacher either left the room, or w ithdrew  to a  com er w ith the  
m easures which they were asked to complete (the Bristol Social Adjustm ent 
Guides and the Classroom Integration Questionnaire). The MLD pupils were 
presen t for the adm inistration and the classroom  ass is tan t or specialist 
teacher responsible for supporting them  in academic m ainstream  sessions 
was available to help them read the questionnaires.

Prior to adm inistration the purpose of the exercise was explained (part of a 
project about how children of their age feel about school and get along with 
each other a t school) and the children were told:
(a) That there weren’t any right or wrong answers, they were ju s t  to pu t 
what they thought.
(b) That their questionnaires would be kept confidential.
(c) That they were to keep their questionnaires confidential.

The questionnaires were administered using the instructions reproduced in 
Appendix 6A. As in Study 2, the  children’s nam es appeared  on the  
questionnaires in the same order as they appeared on the class register. As 
the class registers were called twice each day and included the integrated 
MLD pupils, the children were familiar with the order of nam es and likely to 
regard the order as “neutral” - not canying any implications of precedence.

For each class the MCI was adm inistered first, the  Guess Who m easure 
second and the sociometric m easures last. The order in which the  LITOP 
and the LITOW were presented was randomised across classes. This decision 
allowed m easu res  adm in istered  orally by th e  experim en ter to be 
administered before those where the children could work a t their own pace. 
The MCI was administered before the Guess Who m easure because the Guess 
Who m easure is more similar to the sociometric m easures in term s of it’s 
level of generality (children being asked to rate individual classm ates rather 
than  the class as a  whole) and its format.

W hen the children had  finished their questionnaires they were given 5

271



m inutes to draw  a picture of the playground activity which they m ost 
enjoyed. Following a further rem inder about the confidentiality of the ir 
questionnaires a  short (5 minute) class d iscussion  was held abou t the  
popularity of the different playground activities which the children had  
drawn.

(b) Com pletion o f m easures by m ain stream  class teach ers
While the experim enter was adm inistering the booklet of questionnaires to 
the m ainstream  classes, the m ainstream  class teachers completed a  Bristol 
Social Adjustm ent Guide - The Child in School (Stott, 1974) for each MLD 
pupil in tegrated  into their class. Each class teacher also com pleted a 
Classroom Integration Questionnaire (Kaufman et al, 1985).

(c) C o m p le tio n  o f  m easu res  by  th e  s p e c ia lis t  te a c h e rs  in  ch a rg e  o f  th e  
schools ' MLD D epartm en ts
The form. Q uestionnaire  - Head of MLD D epartm ent, reproduced  in  
Appendix 6A was completed by the head of the MLD Departm ent in  each 
school for each of the MLD pupils involved in the study. All forms were 
returned  by the end of the Sum m er term  1990, except those from one 
school where the Head of MLD D epartm ent was absen t th roughou t the  
period of the study due to illness. Information from 10.4% of the sam ple was 
lost as a consequence.

(d) E x traction  o f in form ation  from  psychological service files
The following information was obtained by the experimenter from the  MLD 
children’s psychological service files prior to analysis of the questionnaires 
completed by the children or teachers:
i) the children’s IQ score,
ii) w hether transport to school was provided through the Statem ent - th is 
indicated w hether the child was attending their local school (in which case 
MLD children were not provided with transport).

6.2 .3  M easures
6.2 .3 .1  M easures adm in istered  to  M ainstream  Classes
(a) My Class Inven to ry  (Fraser e t. al., 1982)
The My Class Inventory (MCI) is a  m easure of the socio-emotional climate of 
the classroom. It is designed for children in the 8 to 12 age range. The 1982 
revision of MCI contains 38 item s with a Yes/No response form at which 
represent each of five scales as follows: six items for the Cohesiveness scale, 
eight each for the  Friction and Difficulty scales, nine for the Satisfaction 
scale and seven for the Competitiveness scale.
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The meanings of the scales are defined as follows:
Cohesiveness: the extent to which students know, help and are friendly towards each 
other.

Friction: the am ount of tension and quarrelling among students.

Difficulty: the extent to which students find difficulty with the work of the class. 

Satisfaction: the extent to which pupils like their class.

Competitiveness: the emphasis on students competing with each other.

The MCI m anual (Fraser et. al., 1982) presents data  on 2305 Australian 12 
year old pupils in  100 separate classes and reports satisfactory internal 
consistency reliability for use with either the individual or the class as the 
un it of analysis. The mean correlation between each scale and the other 4 
scales is also reported in the test m anual and interpreted to suggest tha t the 
MCI scales m easures distinct, though som ew hat overlapping aspects of 
classroom learning environment. In addition each MCI scale was found to 
significantly differentiate between the perceptions of pupils in different

classrooms. The eta^ statistic - the ratio of between to total sum s of squares, 
indicating the proportion of variance explained by class m em bership was 
significant for each scale, ranging from .18 to .31.

(b) The G uess Who m easure , (see A ppendix 6A).
The unlim ited nom ination Guess Who m easure described in Study 1 was 
expcinded to include two further peer descriptor items, m aking a total of 8 
in all. The two additional items included were ‘Funny” and “Unhappy”. It 
was decided to expand the m easure to include these items in addition to the 
six items used by Coie et. al. (1982) because Coie & Dodge’s (1988) findings 
suggested th a t they may have particu lar relevance to the Neglected and 
Controversial groups, a t least among boys. They report th a t Neglected boys 
scores on bo th  item s were significantly lower th an  the Average group. 
Controversial and Popular boys were rated as being significantly more funny 
th an  Average boys, while Controversial boys were nam ed as the  m ost 
unhappy group. However findings reported in Coie, Dodge & Kupersm idt 
(1990) fi*om a study by Coie et. al. (1984) with a  predominately black sample 
of 9-10 year olds differ in a num ber of respects. Here both Neglected and 
Rejected children were reported to be perceived as unhappy, while ‘funny’ 
was described as  a  unique charac teristic  of C ontroversial children, 
particularly boys.

The m easure consisted of the following items:

Co-operates: this person is really good to have as part of your group because they are 
agreeable and co-operate. They pitch in, share and give everyone a turn.
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Disrupts: this person has a way of upsetting everything when he or she gets in a  group. 
They don't share and tries to get everyone to do things their way.

Shy: this person is very shy with other children, they always seem to play or work by 
themselves, it's hard to get to know this person.

Fights: this person starts fights. They say mean things to other children or push  them 
or hit them.

Seeks Help: This person is always looking for help, they ask  for help even before 
they've tried very hard.

Leader: This person gets chosen by the others as the leader. Other people like to have 
this person in charge.

Funny. :This person makes everyone laugh.

Unhappy: This person often seems sad at school.

The full instructions used in administration are contained in Appendix 6A.

C onsideration w as given to using peer’s free descriptions of ch ild ren’s 
behaviour elicited in a m anner sim ilar to th a t described by Rogosh & 
Newcombe (1989) ra th e r  th an  seeking nom inations on a se t of pre- 
estabhshed descriptors. One attraction of th is approach lay in its potential to 
avoid the risk  th a t descriptors previously found valuable in differentiating 
am ong m ainstream  children of different sociometric s ta tu s  may not have 
relevance to integrated children with MLD.

However Rogosh & Newcombe (1989) report th a t d iscrim inant analysis 
carried out on free descriptions failed to differentiate between Popular and 
Average m ainstream  children aged 6-7, 8-9 & 10-11 years; a lthough  
Rejected and  Average children were differentiated. They consider the  
possibility th a t the specified descriptors in Coie et. a l.’s (1982) Guess Who 
procedure may force differentiation of the sociometric groups and may not 
accurately assess children’s perceptual processes. This possibility is reduced 
in the present study, as in Study 1, by permitting the nomination of as m any 
or as few peers as desired for each descriptor. This contrasts with Coie et. 
a l.’s approach which requires the nom ination of three peers per descriptor. 
The re su lts  of S tudy  1, where Popular and  Average ch ild ren  were 
consisten tly  differentiated, would therefore tend  to argue ag a in st the  
possibility th a t the  G uess Who procedure forces differentiation of the  
sociometric groups. Rather it would appear necessary to consider alternative 
explanations for the failure of Rogosh & Newcombe’s (1989) free description 
m ethod to differentiate the differentiate the  Popular and Average groups.
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such  as the possibility th a t the m ethod lacks adequate  power. Such 
considerations suppo rt the  argum ent for the preferential use  of well 
researched specific descriptors such as the Coie et. al. (1982) Guess Who 
approach.

(c) S ociom etric  m easu res, th e  LITOP and  th e  LITOW
The two sociometric questionnaires used in Study 2 (see Appendix 4B) were 
adm inistered:
1. The LITOP, a forced choice m easure adapted from the HIFTO (Kaufman et. 
al., 1985). The instructions asked children to tick the face which shows how 
m uch they like to play with each person a t school and are sum m arised as 
follows:

Work carefully down the list showing how much you like to play with each 
person at school by ticking the question mark if i ts  someone that you don't 
know well enough to decide how much you like to p lay with them, you tick 
the smiling face if it's the name of someone you like to play with, you tick 
the sad  face if i ts  the name of someone you prefer not to play with and you 
tick the straight-mouthed face if it's someone you don't mind whether you  
play with them or not

2. The LITOW whose format and instructions are identical to those used in 
the LITOP with the one exception th a t the sociometric criterion used is 
work ra ther than  play. Children are asked to tick the face which shows how 
m uch they like to work with each person a t school:

Work carefully down the list showing how much you like to work with each 
person at school by ticking the question mark if it's someone that you don't 
know well enough to decide how much you like to work with them, you tick 
the smiling face if it's the name of someone you like to work with, you tick 
the sad face if it's the name of someone you prefer not to work with and you 
tick the straight-mouthed face if it's someone you don't mind whether you 
work with them or not

Responses to both questionnaires, the LITOP and the LITOW from sam e sex 
classm ates were analysed using the method described in  Study 2. For each 
subject an  index of acceptance was calculated by dividing the num ber of 
smiling faces received from same sex classm ates by the total num ber of 
ratings received from sam e sex classm ates in categories other th an  “don’t  
know”. An index of rejection was calculated similarly using the num ber of 
sad faces received from same sex classm ates. The proportion of sam e sex 
classm ates giving a  child a straight m outhed face, as opposed to the other 
two was cilso calculated to give an index of toleration.
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Subjects were th en  assigned to sociom etric groups using  the  FCP 
classification system whose reliability and validity were investigated in study 
one. Subjects were classified on the FCP sociometric classification method, 
first using choices received on the LITOP questionnaire and th en  using 
choices received on the LITOW questionnaire as follows:
Popular - Number of smiles received: a t or above the the criterion level
Rejected - Number of frowns received: a t or above the criterion level
N ^ ec ted  - Number of ‘straight mouthed faces” received: a t or above the criterion level.
C on troversial - Number of ‘straight mouthed faces” received: a t or below the criterion
level. Neither smiles or frowns at or above the criterion level.
A verage - Children not meeting the deJfinitions for any of the other groups

The criterion cutoff scores for different num bers of same sex classm ates are 
shown in Table 3.1. These were determ ined according to the  binom ial 
distribution on the basis of class/group size, a .33 probability of assignm ent 
of each response category on the forced choice m easure and a probability 
level of .05.

G.2.3.2. M easures Com pleted by m ainstream  class teachers
(a) The B risto l Social A d justm en t Guides - The Child in  School (S to tt, 1974)
The Bristol Social Adjustm ent Guides - the child in school (BSAG), consists
of a four page protocol the first three pages of which contain descriptive
phrases which a child’s teacher is asked to underline if they consider th a t
the item describes a  child’s behaviour or attitude over the past m onth. The
phrases were originally drawn from the terminology employed by teachers in
d esc rib in g  c h ild re n ’s a d ju s tm e n t d ifficu lties . They a re  largely
phenom enologically  focussed  and  requ ire  little , if  ̂any, te a c h e r
interpretation. Among the phrases, m ost of which describe well ad justed
behaviour are 110 indicators of child m aladjustm ent. The 110 indicators are
grouped into m utually exclusive syndromes, five core syndromes and three
nonsyndromic associated groupings:

U nforthcom m ingness (indicating shy, u n assertive  or socially ineffective 
behaviour).

W ithdrawal (indicating socially detached or avoidant behaviour). D epression 
(indicating failure to seek out or respond to environmental stimulation),

Nonsyndromic underreaction (passive or inhibited reactions confirmatory of other 
more specific unact syndromes).

Inconsequence (a collection of impulsive reactions associated w ith lack of 
forethought.distractibillty and inattentiveness).

Hostility (a collection of passive-resistent and active-agressive behaviours intended 
to test or sever relationships with adults or authorities).
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Nonsyndromic overreaction (acting out or aggressive behaviours - used to confirm 
specific syndromic maladjustment),

Peer maladaptiveness (indicates difficulty in getting along with age m ates and, in 
extreme cases, defiance of peer group norms and values).

According to Stott (1974) these eight m easures fall under the two broad 
d im ensions of O verreaction and U nderreaction. The raw  scores for 
U n fo rth co m in g n ess, W ithdraw al, D ep ress io n  a n d  N onsyndrom ic 
underreaction are combined to yield an  Under-reaction scale score. The raw 
scores on Inconsequence, Hostility, Nonsyndromic overreactibn and  Peer 
M aladaptiveness are combined to yield an Over-reaction scale score. Hale 
(1978) and McDermott (1980) have given em pirical support to the two 
factor structure  of the BSAG and further support the use of the individual 
core behavioural syndromes as the basis on which to found a topology of 
children’s disturbed behaviour.

McDermott’s (1980) sam ple consisted of the 1,305 boys and 1,222 girls 
ranging  in  age from 5 to 15 years who com prised to C anad ian  
standardisation for the 1974 revision of the BSAG. The data  were subm itted 
to principal components factor analysis with varim ax rotation of significant 
factors. In addition to supporting the two factor struc tu re , McDermott 
reported evidence for m oderate syndromic specificity of inconsequence, 
hostility, peer m aladaptiveness and unforthcom ingness. The specificity of 
withdrawal and depression was not supported in th is sample. However when 
McDermott re-examined data  from Hale’s (1978) study of 100 rural 5 -15 
year olds, half of whom had been referred for psychological evaluation, 
specificity values for both withdrawn and depression were both markedly 
significant.

Chazan (1964) surveyed all 9-10 and 13-14 year old MLD pupils in 8 special 
schools in South Wales and compared them  on a num ber of variables to 169 
pupils in m ainstream  schools m atched for age, sex and socioeconomic 
background. Maladjustment, as assessed on the 1963 version of the BSAG, 
among the MLD children was often associated with low sociometric s ta tu s  
which was assessed by asking each child in each of the classes involved to 
nom inate 3 children on each of the criteria - seating, working and playing 
companions. Chazan (1965) followed up his first study with an  intensive 
study of the 30 m ost m aladjusted children, as  rated  by teachers on the 
BSAG, m atched for age, sex and school with 30 of the best adjusted MLD 
children. He found a substantial difference in the sociometric s ta tu s  of the 
children in the two groups with 24 of the 30 m aladjusted children being 
below Average by comparison with only 10 of the best adjusted children.
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On the fourth page of the BSAG, which is titled, “physique” the teacher is 
asked to underline descriptive phrases relating to the child’s health  and 
physical appearance.

(b) The C lassroom  In teg ra tion  Q uestionnaire (CIQ) (Kaufman e t. al., 1985)
This questionnaire , developed by Kaufman et. al. (1985), con tains 25 
descriptions of pupils having some special educational needs and requires 
the teacher to indicate the m ost desirable special educational provision for 
each pupil from a choice of 5 alternatives spanning a continuum  from an  
unsupported  m ainstream  class placem ent to a  separa te  special school 
placement. The wording of this questionnaire was amended slightly to adapt 
it to a B ritish  context and the revised questionnaire is reproduced in 
Appendix 6A. The first item served as an exam ple/practice item leaving 24 
items.

Kauffman et. al. (1985) report th a t factor analysis yielded two internally  
consistent meaningful scales, each of 12 items:
A ttitude tow ards the Integration of S tuden ts  with Cognitive Problem s 
(alpha=.79)
A ttitude tow ards the In tegration  of S tu d en ts  w ith Social Problem s 
(alpha=.86)
As each item is rated on a 5 point scale the maximum score for each scale is 
60 and the minimum 12, with a  high score indicating a negative attitude to 
integration.

The 239 m ainstream  teachers with whom the CIQ was used in the Kaufman 
et. al. (1985) study produced a mean score on the Attitudes towards pupils 
with cognitive problems scale of 42.06 (SD=7.5) and a m ean score on the  
Attitudes towards pupils with social problems scale of 37.38 (SD=4.85)

G.2.3.3 Analysis
From the m easures adm inistered and o ther da ta  collected the following 
groups of variables were extracted and gmalysed:
(a) Non-social personal ch arac te ris tics:

In te lligence - An IQ score was obtained by the experimenter from the MLD 
pupil’s psychological service files.

Reading Q u o tien t - reported by the Head of the MLD departm ent in each 
school from regular testing carried out by specialist teachers in the school.

A ttractiveness - One of the items on the “Physique” section of the  BSAG
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provides the following descriptive phrases: Attractive, not so attractive as 
most, looks undernourished, has some abnormal features, n.n. To facilitate 
inclusion in a discrim inant analysis two dummy dichotomous variables were 
created: A ttractiveness where the first descriptor was coded ‘1’ and the 
others O' and U nattractiveness where “attractive” and ‘n .n .” were coded 0 
and the other descriptors were coded ‘1’. This approach takes account of 
suggestions in the litera ture  th a t a ttractiveness may only be a salient 
influence on sociometric sta tus a t the extremes.

E ligibility  fo r F ree  School M eals - This information was included for each 
MLD pupil as a m easure of socioeconomic status. It was preferred to parental 
occupation, which was also available for the MLD pupils, for two reasons. 
Parental occupation, available from the school enrolm ent form, w as often 
either stated  veiy vaguely or in term s th a t were highly specific b u t to a  
particular work environment - in both cases accurate general categorisation 
promised to be difficult. In addition comments on several cases by the Head 
of the MLD Departm ent suggested th a t th is information may be subject to 
systematic bias through parents on enrolm ent at a new school wishing to 
present a  positive picture; among the examples quoted was the  d u st bin 
collector who described his occupation as council worker*.

By con trast accurate  inform ation w as available in all the  schools on 
entitlem ent to free school m eals w hich is used as a  criterion in the  
allocation of additional funding to schools by the Local Education Authority 
under the Special Factors Component of the Local Management of Schools 
scheme. Similar data  have been used in previous studies (Madge, Affleck & 
Lowenbraun, 1990) as an index of socioeconomic status.

E^thnicity - Children were categorised by the heads of MLD D epartm ents. 
The following categories were suggested: White, Afro Caribbean, Asian.

(b) Behavioural Variables
B ehavioural A ssessm en t by  P eers  - The eight item s of the G uess Who 
m easure were analysed to show the  proportion  of classroom  peers 
nominating each child pupil as fitting the descriptors. Cooperates, Disrupts, 
Acts Shy, S tarts Fights, Seeks Help, Leader, Funny and Unhappy; as defined 
in section 6 .2 .3 .l.(b) above.

Behavioural A ssessm ent by Class T eachers - Scores on each of the 8 scales of 
the'B SA G ; Unforthcom ingness, W ithdrawal, D epression, Nonsyndromic 
Underreaction, Inconsequence, Hostility, Nonsyndromic Overreaction, and 
Peer Maladaptiveness; as defined in section 3.2.3.2.(a) above.
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(c) E nv ironm en ta l Variables
Local School - Psychological Service files on each of the MLD pupils were 
examined to discover from the child’s sta tem ent w hether tran sp o rt to 
school w as provided and  w hether therefore the  schools w ith  MLD 
Departm ents which the children were attending were their neighbourhood 
schools - the in schools which they would have been educated had they not 
been assessed as MLD. This was regarded as the most meaningful available 
m easure of hom e/school proximity.

P ercen tage  o f pup ils  in  th e  schools eligible for free school m eals - Following 
the rationale outlined in section 6.2.3.3. above this information, which was 
provided by the Head of the MLD Departm ent, was used to estim ate the 
socioeconomic s ta tu s  of m ainstream  pupils attending the schools in which 
the MLD Departm ents were located.

Class T eachers’ a ttitu d e  to  in teg ra tion  - Each class teacher received a score 
on each of the  two scales of the Classroom Integration Q uestionnaire - 
Attitude towards the Integration of S tudents with Cognitive Problems and 
Attitude towards the Integration of Students with Social Problems.

Socio-em otional c lim ate  o f th e  classroom  - Scores on the MCI were analysed 
by class to provide a m easure (mean score) for each classroom  of the 
Cohesiveness, Satisfaction, Friction, Difficulty and Competitiveness of the 
classroom learning environment as perceived by the pupils.

A m ount and  n a tu re  o f in tegration  - Timetables were completed for each MLD 
pupil by the Head of the MLD Department in each of the schools on which 
each session was coded according to w hether the pupil was (a) w ithdrawn 
from the classroom  for small group or individual specialist tuition, (b) in 
their m ainstream  class w ithout support, (c) in their m ainstream  class with 
support available from a special needs teacher or classroom assistan t. For 
each child the proportion of the school week during which they received 
each of these types of provision was calculated.

6.4  RESULTS

6.4.1 Sociom etric S ta tu s  Group Classification
Sociometric classification of MLD subjects is presented in Table 6.1. Because 
only one MLD child was classified as Neglected on the 'play with' criterion 
the  Neglected category w as combined w ith the Average category in  all 
analyses. This can be supported by reference to the results of Study 1 where 
it did not prove possible to significantly differentiate between these  two
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groups. When classification was carried out using the ‘work w ith’ criterion 
five children were classified as Neglected. Because this group was again too 
small to include separately in the statistical analysis it was again combined 
with the Average group. The amalgamation of the Neglected with the Average 
groups and the failure to identify any Controversial subjects m ean t th a t 
hypothesis 2(b) and 2(d) could not be tested in th is study. It would appear 
th a t w hen sociom etric da ta  is collected using  a forced choice group 
preference record ra ther th an  a limited nom ination m easure very m any 
fewer children are classified as neglected and many of the, adm ittedly few, 
children who would be classified as controversial on the la tte r receive 
positive or negative choices from half or more of their same sex peers and  so 
are instead classified as popular or rejected.

Boys(%) Girls(%) Total (%) Total Number
n=88 n=27 n = l 15 Play &

Play Work Play Work Play Work Play Work W ork
Popular 12.5 8.0 14.8 7.4 13.0 7.8 15 9 8
Rejected 27.3 28.4 29.6 25.9 27.8 27.8 32 32 21
Average 59.1 58.0 55.6 66.7 58.3 60.0 67 69 50
Neglected 1.1 5.7 0.0 0.0 0.9 4.3 1 5 0
Controversial 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0

Table 6 .3  S ociom etric  classification o f MLD subjects

C hi-squared analysis was performed to te s t for associations betw een 
sociometric category and gender of MLD subjects. No differences were found 
between boys and girls on sociometric s ta tu s  category when either a  Play 
with (X^=0.07, ns) or a work with' (X^=0.10, ns) criterion was used. The 
presence of any significant association would potentially have confounded 
subsequent analysis seeking to identify variables predictive of sociometric 
sta tu s category.

6 .3 .2 . R e la tio n sh ip  be tw een  S o c io m etric  S ta tu s  G roup C lassifica tio n  a n d  
Personal o r Environm ental variables.
In order to te s t hypotheses 1(a) to 3(f) abou t the effects of p a rticu la r 
personal and environmental variables in significantly discriminating between 
the sociometric s ta tu s  groups a series of stepwise discrim inant function 
analyses were first performed. D iscrim inant analysis was identified by 
Coleman, Pullis & M innett (1987) as particu larly  relevant in  studying  
integrated MLD children’s adjustm ent as it is designed to be used  w ith 
groups defined a  priori and to distinguish the groups from one ano ther on 
the basis of their score profiles on a cluster of variables. A second objective of 
these analyses w as to identify a reduced set of predictor variables w ithin 
each set for subsequent analyses in testing hypotheses 4(a) and  4(b). This 
was necessitated by the small sizes of the Popular groups identified on the
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'work with' and 'play with' criteria which placed limits on the num ber of 
predictor variables which could be considered together. Predictor variables 
were evaluated in term s of the significance of the change in Rao’s V observed 
when they were added to the model.

This results section is organised by analysis which m eans that it is not always 
possible to report data  relevant to testing the hypotheses in the order in 
which they are presented in section 6.1. However the discussion in section
6.4 is structured so th a t each hypothesis is considered in sequence.

6.3.2.1. Personal Variables - Non-social
Analyses were first performed using separate stepwise discrim inant function 
analyses on the six personal variables as predictors of sociometric s ta tu s  
group m em bership (Popular, Average and Rejected) formed using the play 
with' and 'work with' criteria respectively. Because of the large num ber of 
cases on which da ta  was missing for IQ an d /o r reading quotient the analysis 
was re-run substitu ting the group means on these m easures for the m issing 
values. This increased the num ber of cases entered into the analysis fi-om 65 
to 101. Data on Attractiveness and Unattractiveness was missing for the 10 
children whose teachers failed to complete the BSAG. Data on eligibility for 
free school meals was unavailable for 14 cases, where the head teacher of 
one of the schools decided at a late stage th a t he was not happy about 
revealing which of the MLD children was eligible.

E)valuation of A ssum ptions
In testing  for the assum ption of homogeneity of variance-covariance 
m atrices Tabachnick & Fidell (1989) advise th a t if sample sizes are 
unequal and Box’s M test is significant a t p<.001 robustness is not 
guaranteed. Although the significance levels of Box’s M fell w ithin th is 
range the u su a l procedure could not be used  because none of the  
Popular group on either the play with' or the work with' criterion 
were eligible for free school meals and additionally on the work with' 
criterion none of the Popular group were rated as unattractive. There 
was therefore singular variance for the Popular group on these variables 
so the  other two groups were tested against their own pooled w ithin 
groups covariance matrix.

(a) N on-social P e rso n a l V ariables and  "p lay  w ith "  S o c io m etric  C atego ries .
The full resu lts of th is analysis are displayed in Table 6.4 of Appendix 6B. 
When the analysis was carried out with groups formed on the 'play with' 
criterion, th ree  of the  variables (Attractiveness, Eligibility for free school 
m eals and  IQ) en tered  the analysis. Two d iscrim inan t functions were
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calculated, with a combined X^(6)= 12.48, p=.052. After removal of the  first 

function the  association between groups and predictors was X^(2)=2.36, 
p=.31. The first discrim inant function accounted for 81.74% of the between 
group variability. As shown Table 6.4, section (c), the first d iscrim inant 
function maximally separates the Rejected group from the Popular groups, 
with the m ean of the Average group falling in between. The loading m atrix of 
correlations betw een predictors and d iscrim inant functions (Table 6.4, 
section (a)) suggests th a t best predictors to achieve separation between the 
groups will be the scores on Attractiveness and Eligibility for free school 
meals. Exam ination of the group m eans shows th a t on Attractiveness the 
Rejected group scores lower than  the Average group who score lower th an  
the Popular group. The reverse pattern is seen in the scores on Eligibility for 
free school meals.

Table 6.4, section (e) shows the order in which the predictor variables 
entered the equation and the resulting change in Rao’s V a t each stage. Of 
the three predictors entering the equation only one (Attractiveness) made a 
significant (p<.05) contribution in increasing separation between the groups. 
It was concluded th a t A ttractiveness should be included in the  set of 
predictor variables for the play with' criterion to be entered in a subsequent 
combined Personal/Environm ental analysis.

These findings provide support for hypothesis 1(b), th a t once Attractiveness 
had been entered. Ethnicity would not add significantly to discrim ination 
between the groups. Indeed group m eans on Ethnicity are alm ost identical 
indicating th a t even without taking attractiveness into account th is variable 
plays no part in discriminating between the groups.

In order to te s t hypothesis 1(a), th a t A ttractiveness’ would significantly 
discrim inate both  the Popular and the Rejected groups from the Average 
group, two further discrim inant analyses were run, contrasting the Popular 
and the Rejected Groups with the Average group in tu rn . Results of these 
analyses are shown in Table 6.4, section (f). When each of the variables was 
considered individually neither the Popular group nor the  Rejected group 
w as significantly differentiated from the Average group on any of the  
variables. Using change in Rao’s V as the criterion a t each stage none of the 
variables included was found to make a  significant contribution in increasing 
separation betw een either the Popular or the  Rejected groups and  the  
Average group. These analyses fail to support hypothesis 1(a) in th a t neither 
the Popular nor the  Rejected group are discrim inated from the Average 
group on attractiveness.
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(b) N on-social P erso n a l Variables and  "work w ith" Sociom etric  Categories.
The full resu lts of this analysis are displayed in Table 6.5 of Appendix 6B. 
When the analysis was carried out with groups formed on the work with' 
criterion, three of the variables (Attractiveness, Reading Quotient, IQ and 
Ethnic Group Membership) entered the analysis. Two discrim inant functions
were calculated, with a combined X^(8)=28.56, p<.0004. After removal of the 
first function the  association between groups and predictors w as still 
significant X^(3)=8.28, p=.04. The two discrim inant functions accounted for 
72.3% and 27.7% respectively of the between group variability. As shown in 
Table 6.5, section (c) the first discrim inant function maximally separates the 
Rejected group from the Popular Group, with the Average group falling in 
between, closer to the Rejected group than  the Popular group. The second 
function separates the Average from the other two.

The loading m atrix  of correlations between predictors and discrim inant 
functions (Table 6.5, section (a)) suggests the  b e st p red ic to rs for 
distinguishing the Popular and Rejected groups will be Attractiveness and 
Reading Quotient, while Ethnicity and IQ will be im portant in distinguishing 
the Average group. Examination of the group m eans suggests th a t Popular 
children will be high and Rejected children low on attractiveness and 
reading quotient.

Table 6.5, section (e) shows the order in  which the predictor variables 
entered the equation and the resulting change in Rao’s V at each stage. Of 
the four predictors entering the equation two (Attractiveness and Reading 
Quotient) made a significant (p<.05) contribution in increasing separation 
between the  groups. It was concluded th a t  A ttractiveness and Reading 
Quotient should be included in the set of predictor variables for the 'work 
w ith ' c r i te r io n  to  be e n te re d  in  a  s u b s e q u e n t  co m b in ed  
Personal/Environmental analysis.

These findings provide further support for hypothesis 1(b) in that, as in the 
‘play with’ analysis reported above, once Attractiveness had been entered. 
Ethnicity did not add significantly to discrim ination between the groups. 
These findings also provide support for hypothesis 1(d) in th a t once the 
academic achievem ent m easure (Reading Quotient) had  been entered into 
the analysis neither Intelligence nor Sociometric S ta tu s were found to add 
significantly to discrimination between the groups.

In order to tes t hypothesis 1(a) and 1(c) two further discrim inant analyses 
were run, contrasting the Popular and the Rejected Groups with the Average 
group in tu rn . Results of these analyses are shown in Table 6.5, section (f).
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When each of the variables was considered individually the Popular group 
was significantly differentiated from the Average group on Reading Quotient, 
while the Rejected group was significantly differentiated from the Average 
group on Attractiveness. When change in Rao’s V was used as the criterion 
only Reading Q uotient was found to make a significant contribution in 
increasing separation between the Popular and Average groups and only 
Attractiveness contributed significantly in increasing separation between the 
Rejected and Average groups.

These findings fully support hypothesis 1(c) in showing th a t when groups 
were formed using  a ‘work w ith’ criterion th e  m easure  of academ ic 
achievem ent u sed  here  (Reading Quotient) significantly d iscrim inated  
between the Popular and the Average group b u t not between the Rejected 
and the Average group. Partial support is provided for hypothesis 1(a) as 
‘attractiveness’ was found to significantly differentiate between the Rejected 
and the Average group. However contrary to prediction it was not found to 
differentiate between the Popular and Average groups.

6.4 .2  2 Personal Variables - Behavioural
Analyses were first performed using separate stepwise discrim inant function 
analyses on the eight items of the Guess Who and the eight scales of the 
BSAG respectively as predictors of sociometric s ta tu s  group m em bership 
(Popular, Average and Rejected).

E)valiiation of A ssum ptions
Results of the evaluation of assum ptions led to t h e ,transform ation of 
Guess Who and BSAG variables to reduce skewedness and outliers. 
Square root transform ations were used on all Guess Who items except 
Seeks Help and on all the BSAG scale scores.

Group sizes differed considerably across the sociometric s ta tu s  groups 
identified using each criterion. The requirem ent th a t the sam ple size 
of the sm allest group should exceed the num ber of predictor variables 
was met in each case. As stepwise analyses were being used, tolerance 
tests a t each step would ensure th a t problems of multicollinearity and 
singularity did not occur.

In testing  for the  assum ption  of variance-covariance m atrices 
'Tabachnick & Fidell (1989) advise tha t if sample sizes are unequal and 
Box’s M test is significant a t p<.001 robustness is not guaranteed. The 
following significance levels of Box’s M were obtained: G uess Who 
analysis, play with' Criterion .01; Guess Who analysis, work with'
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Criterion .008; BSAG analysis, play with' Criterion .03; BSAG analysis, 
'work with' Criterion .11. It appeared reasonable therefore to assum e 
robustness.

In stepwise discrim inant function analyses using the eight Guess Who items 
as predictors of membership of the three sociometric s ta tu s  groups on both 
the the play with' and the 'work with' criteria full data  was available on all 
115 cases.

(a) G uess W ho P e e r  A sse ssm e n t i te m s  a n d  ‘p la y  w ith ' S o c io m e tr ic  
Categories.
The full resu lts of th is analysis are displayed in Table 6.6 of Appendix 6B. 
When the analysis was carried out with groups formed on the play with' 
criterion, six of the Guess Who items entered the emalysis. The predictors 
which failed to enter were Acts Shy which had a very low univariate F value 
at the start of the analysis (see Table 6.6, section (a)) and D isrupts which did 
not contribute significantly to differentiation between the groups when the 
effect of S tarts Fights, with which it is highly correlated (Table 6.6, section
(b)), had been statistically controlled for.

Table 6.6, section (e) shows the order in which the predictor variables 
entered the equation and the resulting change in Rao’s V a t each stage. Of 
the  six p redictors entering the equation, four (Funny, S ta rts  Fights, 
Cooperates and Unhappy) each make a  significant (p<.05) contribution in 
increasing separation  between the groups. Once these  four have been 
entered the  o ther two predictors (Seeks Help and Leader) do no t add 
significantly to the separation of the groups. It was concluded th a t the 
reduced predictor set of behavioural variables for inclusion in analysis of 
sociometric sta tu s groups formed using a play with' criterion should include 
the  following item s from the Guess Who m easure: Funny, Cooperates, 
Unhappy and Starts Fights.

Two discrim inant functions were calculated, with a combined X^(12)=51.53, 
p<.0001. After removal of the first function the association between groups 
and predictors was still marginally significant X^(5)=11.02, p=.051. The two 
d iscrim inant functions accounted for 81% and 19% respectively of the 
betw een group variability. As shown in Table 6.6, section (c) the  first 
d iscrim inant function maximally separates the Rejected group from the 
Popular and Average Groups. The Popular and Average Groups are separated 
to some extent on function 1 but maximum discrim ination between them  is 
achieved on function 2. The best predictors for d istinguishing Rejected 
children will be those with the highest loading on the  first function, the
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loading m atrix  of corre lations betw een p red ic to rs and  d isc rim inan t 
functions (Table 6.6, section (a)) suggests th a t these will be Funny and 
C ooperates (low scores), Seeks Help and  U nhappy (high scores). 
Examination of the group m eans shows those of the Rejected group to be 
very m uch lower on Funny and Cooperates th an  those of the o ther two 
groups which differ little. On Unhappy the Rejected group m ean score is 
veiy m uch higher than  th a t of the Popular group and considerably higher 
than  that of the Average group. On Seeks Help there are substantial increases 
in  the m ean scores between Popular and Average and the Average and  
Rejected groups.

The Average children are maximally separated from the Popular children on 
Function 2. The loading m atrix of correlations betw een predictors and  
discrim inant functions (Table 6.6, section (a)) , together with the table of 
group m eans (Table 6.6, section (d)), suggests th a t the m ost im portant 
p red ic to r for d istin g u ish in g  betw een P opu lar and  Average group  
membership is the former’s low score on S tarts Fights.

In order to test hypothesis 2(a) two further discrim inant analyses were run , 
contrasting the Popular and the Rejected Groups with the Average group in  
turn. Results of these analyses are shown in Table 6.6, section (f). When each 
of the variables was considered individually the  Popular group scored 
significantly lower than  the Average group on S tarts Fights, D isrupts and  
Seeks Help. The Rejected group scored higher th an  the Average group on 
Unhappy and lower on Funny, Cooperates and Leader. Using change in Rao’s 
V as the criterion a t each stage three predictors; Cooperates, Funny and 
Unhappy, were found to m ake significant con tribu tions in increasing  
separation between the Rejected and Average groups; while S tarts Fights was 
the only variable found to make a significant contribution in  increasing 
separation between the Popular and Average groups.

These findings provided little support for hypothesis 2(a). ‘C ooperates’ 
significantly contributed to increasing the separation between the Rejected 
and Average groups, bu t not the Popular and the Average groups. ‘D isrupts’ 
w as not found to significantly contribute to increasing the separa tion  
between the Rejected and the Average groups. Although the Popular and 
Average groups differed significantly on d is ru p ts ’ th is variable did not 
significEintly contribute to increasing the separation  between them  once 
‘starts  fights’ had been entered into the analysis.

(b) G uess W ho P e e r  A sse ssm e n t I te m s  w ith  ‘w ork  w ith ’ S o c io m e tr ic  
Categories.
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The full resu lts of this analysis are displayed in Table 6,7 of Appendix 6B. 
When the analysis was carried out with groups formed on the work with' 
criterion, five of the Guess Who items entered the analysis. The predictors 
which failed to enter were Acts Shy (which had a very low univariate F value 
a t the s ta r t  of the analysis), S ta rts  Fights (which did not con tribu te  
significantly to differentiation betw een the  groups w hen the  effect of 
Disrupts had been statistically controlled for) and Leader.

Table 6.7, section (e) shows the order in which the predictor variables 
entered the equation and the resulting change in Rao’s V a t each stage. Of 
the five predictors entering the equation four (Funny, D isrupts, Cooperates 
and Unhappy) each make a significant (p<.05) contribution in increasing 
separation between the groups. Once these four have been entered the other 
predictor (Seeks Help) does not add significantly to the separation of the 
groups. It w as concluded th a t the reduced predictor se t of behavioural 
variables for the  work with' criterion should include the  following item s 
from the Guess Who measure: Funny, Cooperates, Unhappy and Disrupts.

Two discrim inant functions were calculated, with a combined X^(10)=35.53, 
p<.0001. After removal of the first function the relation between groups and 
predictors was no longer reliable, X^(5)=3.42, p=.49. The first d iscrim inant 
function accounted for 91.5% of the between group variability. As shown in 
Table 6.7, section (c) the mean of the Average group on the discrim inant 
function is located alm ost exactly between the low m ean of the Popular 
group and the  high m ean of the Rejected group. The loading m atrix  of 
correlations betw een predictors and d iscrim inant functions (Table 6.7, 
section (a)) suggests th a t best predictors to achieve separation between the 
groups will be Cooperates, Funny, Seeks Help, U nhappy and D isrupts. 
Exam ination of the group m eans (Table 6.7, section (d)) shows th a t the  
Rejected group scores lower on Cooperates than  the other two groups whose 
scores differ little. On Unhappy, Seeks Help and D isrupts the  Rejected 
group’s scores are higher than  those of the Average group which are higher 
than  those of the Popular group, while the reverse pa ttern s of scores are 
apparent on Funny where the Popular group scores higher than  the Average 
group who score higher than  the Rejected group.

In order to tes t hypotheses 2(a) and 2(c) two further discrim inant analyses 
were run, contrasting the Popular and the Rejected Groups with the Average 
group in tu rn . Results of these analyses are shown in Table 6.7, section (f). 
When each of the variables was considered individually the Popular group did 
not differ from the Average group on any of them . The Rejected group 
scored higher th an  the Average group on Unhappy and lower on Cooperates.
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Using change in Rao’s V as the criterion a t each stage two predictors; 
Cooperates and Unhappy, were found to make significant contributions in 
increasing separation  betw een the Rejected and Average groups; while 
Disrupts and  Seeks Help were found to make a significant contributions in 
increasing separation between the Popular and Average groups.

These findings provide support for hypothesis 2(c) in th a t ‘seeks help’ is 
found to significantly discrim inate the Popular (but not the Rejected) group 
from the Average group. The pattern  of findings on hypothesis 2(a) was 
sim ilar to th a t reported for the  play w ith’ analysis. Again Cooperates 
significantly contributed to increasing the separation between the Rejected 
and Average groups, b u t not the Popular and the Average groups. D isrupts 
again failed to significantly contribute to increasing the separation between 
the Rejected and  the Average groups, however on th is  occasion it did 
significantly contribute to increasing the separation between the Popular and 
the Average groups.

BSAG Scales
In the stepwise discrim inant function analyses using the eight BSAG items as 
predictors of m embership of the three sociometric sta tus groups on both the 
the play with' and the work with' criteria full data was available on 105 out 
of the 115 cases. Missing data  was due to non-completion of the BSAG by 
three class teacher due to long term absence (in two cases m aternity leave). 
Temporary teachers were not judged to know the children well enough to 
provide reliable information. Responses to the individual BSAG item s were 
com puter coded and scores on each of the 8 scales were calculated 
according to directions contained in the m anual (Stott, 1974).

(c) BSAG Scales an d  play w ith ’ Sociom etric Categories.
The full resu lts of th is analysis are displayed in Table 6.8 of Appendix 6B 
When the analysis was carried out with groups formed on the 'play with' 
criterion, five of the  BSAG scores entered the analysis. Of the  U nder- 
reaction scores Depression, W ithdrawal and Nonsyndromic U nderreaction 
entered, while of the Over -reaction scores, Nonsyndromic Overreaction and 
Hostility entered. Two d iscrim inant functions were calculated, w ith a 
combined X^(10)=21.01, p<.021. After removal of the  first function the  

relation between groups and predictors was no longer reliable, X^(4)=4.06, 
p=.40. The first discrim inant function accounted for 81.7% of the between 
group variability. As shown in Table 6.8, section (c) the Rejected group has 
the highest m ean on the discrim inant function while the Popular group has 
the lowest. The m ean of the Average Group is located between those of the
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other two, closer to the Popular than  the Rejected. The loading m atrix of 
correlations betw een predictors and d iscrim inant functions (Table 6 .8 , 
section (a)) suggests th a t best predictors to achieve separation between the 
groups will be the two Under-Reaction scores, Nonsyndromic Underreaction 
and Depression. Exam ination of the group m eans (Table 6 .8 , section (d)) 
shows th a t  the  Rejected group scores h igher th an  the o ther two on 
Nonsyndromic Underreaction while the Average group scores a little higher 
th an  the Popular group. On Depression the Popular group scores veiy m uch 
lower than  the Average group which scores lower than  the Rejected group.

Table 6 .8 , section (e) shows the order in which the predictor variables 
entered the equation and the resulting change in Rao’s V at each stage. Of 
the  five predictors entering the equation only one (Depression) m ade a 
significant (p<.05) contribution in increasing separation between the groups. 
It was concluded th a t the reduced predictor set of behavioural variables for 
the play with' criterion should include the Depression scale from the BSAG.

In order to test hypothesis 2(e) two further discrim inant analyses were run, 
contrasting the Popular and the Rejected Groups with the Average group in 
turn . Results of these analyses are shown in Table 6 .8 , section (f). When each 
of the variables was considered individually the Popular group did not differ 
from the Average group on any of them. The Rejected group scored higher 
th an  the Average group on Nonsyndromic underreaction. Using change in 
Rao’s V as the criterion at each stage one predictor; Depression, was found 
to make a significant contribution in increasing separation betw een the 
Popular and  Average groups. The contribution of Depression in increasing 
separation between the  Rejected and Average groups ju s t  failed to reach 
significance, the only predictor which contributed significantly to increasing 
separation between the groups was Nonsyndromic underreaction.

These findings offer little support for hypothesis 2(e). None of the  four 
‘acting  o u t’ behav iour scales significantly con tribu ted  to im proving 
discrim inating between the Rejected and the Average groups. Of the  four 
‘w ithdraw n’ behaviour scales only Nonsyndromic underreaction  m ade a 
significant contribution to the separation of these groups.

(d) BSAG Scales and  ‘w ork w ith ’ Sociom etric  Categories.
The full resu lts of th is analysis Eire displayed in Table 6.9 of Appendix 6B. 
W heu the analysis was carried out with groups formed on the work with' 
criterion, th ree  of the  BSAG scores entered the  analysis. Of the  Over- 
reaction  scores, Nonsyndromic Overreaction and  Peer M aladaptiveness 
e n te red  w hile of th e  U nder -reaction  scores only N onsyndrom ic
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Underreaction entered. Two discrim inant functions were calculated, w ith a 
combined X^(6)= 14.95, p<.021. After removal of the first function  the  

relation between groups and predictors was no longer reliable, X^(2)=2.24, 
p=.33. The first discrim inant function accounted for 85.7% of the between 
group variability. As shown Table 6.9, section (c) the Rejected group has the 
highest m ean on the discriminant function while the Popular group h as  the 
lowest. The mean of the Average Group is located between those of the other 
two, closer to the  Popular th an  the  Rejected. The loading m atrix  of 
correlations between predictors and d iscrim inant functions (Table 6.9, 
section (a)) suggests th a t best predictors to achieve separation between the 
groups will be the two Over-reaction scores, Nonsyndromic Overreaction 
and Peer M aladaptiveness. Exam ination of the group m eans (Table 6.9, 
section (d)) shows th a t on Nonsyndromic Overreaction the Rejected group 
scores higher than  the Average group which scores higher than  the Popular 
group. On Peer Maladaptiveness the Rejected group scores very m uch higher 
th an  the Average group which scores closer to although above the Popular 
group.

Table 6.9, section (e) shows the order in which the predictor variables 
entered the equation and the resulting change in Rao’s V a t each stage. Of 
the  three predictors entering the equation only one (Peer M aladaptiveness) 
made a significant (p<.05) contribution in increasing separation between the 
groups. It was concluded th a t the reduced predictor se t of behavioural 
variab les for th e  work w ith ' c rite rion  sho u ld  include  th e  Peer 
Maladaptiveness scale from the BSAG.

In order to test hypothesis 2(e) two further discrim inant analyses were run, 
contrasting the Popular and the Rejected Groups with the Average group in 
tu rn  to check the accuracy of these interpretations. Results of these analyses 
are shown in Table 6.9, section (f). W hen each of the  variables w as 
considered individually the Popular group did not differ from the Average 
group on any of them. The Rejected group scored higher th an  the Average 
group on Peer Maladaptiveness, Inconsequence, Nonsyndromic overreaction 
and Hostility. Using change in Rao’s V as the criterion a t each stage one 
predictor; Peer M aladaptiveness, w as found to m ake a  s ign ifican t 
contribution in increasing separation between the  Rejected and Average 
groups. None of the predictors was found to significantly contribute to the 
separation of the Average and Popular groups.

These findings provide partial support for hypothesis 2(e) in th a t significant 
differences were apparent on all four of the ‘acting out’ behaviour scales In 
the  univariate  analysis, however once Peer M aladaptiveness had  been
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entered into the stepwise analysis none of the others made a significant 
contribution to increasing separation between the groups. No significant 
findings were obtained for any of the four ‘withdrawn’ behaviour scales.

(e) Accuracy of C lassification Using th e  Behavioural pred ictors.
The accuracy of classification was examined for each set of behavioural 
predictors. In each case 33% of the subjects would be expected to be 
correctly classified by chance alone, equal prior probabilities having been 
specified. For groups formed using the 'play with' criterion analysis using the 
Guess Who m easure resulted in 60.9% being classified correctly, while for 
the BSAG 47.6% were correctly classified. For groups formed using  the 
work with' criterion the percentages correctly classified were 50.43% for 
the Guess who m easure and 41.9% for the BSAG. D iscrim inant functions 
based on the Guess Who items therefore appeared to provide the more 
accurate classification, 'play with' Categorisation being more accurately  
predicted than  work with' Categorisation. In the next stage of the analysis of 
the  behavioural m easures the reduced predictor se ts which had  been 
identified were used to investigate whether the addition of the teacher rated 
BSAG scores to peer rated Guess Who scores would significantly improve 
classification and, in the case of the ‘work w ith’ analysis, w hether the  
addition of the teacher rated ‘acting out’ item - Peer M aladaptiveness would 
add significantly to the separation of the sociometric s ta tu s  groups a s  
predicted by hypothesis 2 (f).

P red ic tio n  o f S ta tu s  G roup C lassifica tion  by  C om bining  P eer an d  T e ach e r 
Behavioural A ssessm ent Measures.
Separate h ierarchical discrim inant function analyses were perform ed for 
sociometric categorisations using the 'work with' and  play with' criteria 
respectively, to assess prediction of m em bership in the three sociometric 
s ta tu s  group categories first from the reduced set of Guess Who item s and 
then  after the addition of the selected BSAG scales.

In testing for the assum ption of variance-covariance matrices Tabachnick 
& Fidell (1989) advise th a t if sample sizes are unequal and Box’s M tes t 
is significant at p<.001 robustness is not guaranteed. As values in excess 
of th is were achieved in all tests, it appeared reasonable to assum e 
robustness.

In both analyses full data  was available on 105 out of the 115 cases, the 
m issing data  on the  BSAG being due to long term  absence of the  class 
teachers concerned. In each case the reduced set of Guess Who variables was 
entered first, followed by the selected BSAG variables.
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(f) Guess Who Item s, BSAG Scales and  play w ith ’ Sociom etric Categories.
The full results of this analysis are displayed in Table 6.10 of Appendix 6B.In 
the hierarchical discrim inant function analysis with groups formed on the 
play with' criterion, all five variables of the reduced predictor set entered 
the analysis. Two discrim inant functions were calculated, with a combined 
X^(10)=42.16, p<.0001. After removal of the  first function the relation

between groups and predictors ju s t failed to reach significance, X^^5j“ 8 .9 5 , 
p=.06. The first discrim inant function accounted for 80.8% of the between 
group variability. As shown in Table 6.10, section (c) the Rejected group has 
the highest m ean on the discrim inant function while the Popular group has 
the lowest. The m ean of the Average Group is located between those of the 
other two, closer to the Popular than  the Rejected.

Table 6.10, section (d) shows the order in which the predictor variables 
entered the equation an d  the resulting change in Rao’s V at each stage. All 
four of the Guess Who variables made a significant (p<.05) contribution in 
increasing separation between the groups, b u t the contribution made by the 
BSAG Depression scale was not significant. There was statistically significant 
separation among the three groups from the Guess Who items before the 
addition of the BSAG Depression score, F(8,198)=5.26, p<.0001. After the 
addition of the Depression score, F(10,196)=4.6, p<.0001, indicating again 
reliability in separation of groups. A test for change in classification accuracy 
was carried ou t using the procedure for testing  the significance of the 
difference between the two Wilks Lamda values, described in Tabachnick & 
Fidell (1989) p546. This resu lt was not significant F(10,176)=.36, p > .l, 
indicating th a t the addition of the the teacher rated BSAG reduced predictor 
set to the Peer assessed Guess Who predictors did not add significantly to 
the accuracy of classification.

Although Depression did not add significantly to the set of four Guess Who 
item s in increasing group separation the analysis w as re-run , entering 
Depression first into the equation in order to assess whether it might prove 
a  better discrim inator th an  some of the Guess Who items. As can be seen 
from Table 6.10, section (e) all four of the Guess who variables still make a 
significant contribution to group separation. It was therefore decided to 
ex c lu d e  th e  D e p re s s io n  sc a le  from  s u b s e q u e n t  c o m b in ed  
Personal/Environmental analysis.

(g) Guess Who Item s, BSAG Scales and  'w ork w ith ’ S ociom etric  C ategories.
The full results of this analysis are displayed in Table 6.11 of Appendix 6 B. In 
the hiercirchical discrim inant function analysis with groups formed on the
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work with' criterion, all five variables of the reduced predictor set entered 
the analysis. Two discrim inant functions were calculated, with a combined 
X^(10)=41.7 p<.0001. After removal of the first function the relation between 

groups and predictors was no longer reliable, X^(4)=4.64, p=.33. The first 
discrim inant function accounted for 90.4% of the between group variability. 
As shown Table 6.11, section (c) the Rejected group has the highest m ean 
on the discrim inant function while the Popular group has the lowest. The 
m ean of the Average Group is located between those of the other two.

As can be seen from Table 6.11, section (d) all five variables made a 
significant (p<.05) contribution in increasing separation between the groups. 
There was statistically significant separation among the three groups from 
the Guess Who items before the addition of the Peer Maladaptiveness score, 
Fl(8,198)=4.83, p<.0001. After the addition of the BSAG scale, F(10,196)=4.54, 
p<.0001, indicating again reliability in separation of groups. A test for change 
in classification accuracy was carried out using the procedure for testing the 
significance of the  difference between the two Lamda values, described in 
T abachn ick  & Fidell (1989) p546. This re su lt w as no t significant 
F(10,176)=.54, p>. 1, indicating th a t the addition of the  the teacher rated  
BSAG Peer M aladaptiveness scale score to the Peer assessed Guess Who 
predictors did not add significantly to the accuracy of classification. However 
it does make a significant contribution to separating the groups even after all 
variables from the reduced predictor set of Guess Who variables have been 
entered, so providing support for hypothesis 2(f).

The analysis was re-run , entering Peer M aladaptiveness first into the 
equation in order to assess whether it might prove a better discrim inator 
th an  some of the Guess Who items. As can be seen from Table 6.11, section
(e) two of the Guess who variables no longer make a  significant (p<.05) 
contribution to group separation. It was therefore decided to exclude these 
tw o . F u n n y  a n d  D is r u p ts ,  from  s u b s e q u e n t  c o m b in ed  
Personal/Environm ental analysis.

(h) R ela tionsh ip  betw een  p ee r and teach e r assessm en ts  of behaviour
Table 6.12 shows the Pearson correlations between the 8 BSAG scales and 
the 8 peer assessm ent item s for the 105 subjects on which both sets of 
information was available.

These results offer support for hypothesis 2(g), th a t significant associations 
would be found between peer and teacher assessm ents of ‘acting out’ and 
‘w ithdraw n’ behaviour. Significant positive correlations were obtained 
between both acting-out’ negative Guess Who item s - D isrupts and S tarts

294



Fights and each of the Over-reaction scales. Significant negative correlations 
were also obtained between Acts Shy and each of the Over-reaction scales. A 
significant negative correlation was found between Hostility and Cooperates 
while significant positive correlations were obtained between Funny and two 
of the Over-reaction scales. Inconsequence and Hostility.

BSAG Scales
Unforth Withdraw Depress NS Under Inconse HostlliW Peer Mai NS Ove

Guess Who 
Item s
Coop .14 -.12 -.16 -.10 -.08 -.20* -.14 -.14

D is -.23** .08 .10 -.07 .48** .40** .46** .40**

Shy .38** .07 .13 .25** -.25** -.29** -.36** -.35**

Fights -.14 .08 .16 -.19** .37** .31** .33** .34**

Help .03 .07 .20* .09 .11 .01 .07 .04

Leader -.25** -.02 -.14 -.19* .14 -.02 -.09 .07

Funny -.13 .05 -.01 -.15 .32** .26** .15 .15

Unhappy .24** .02 .08 .26** .00 -.01 .00 -.11

*p<.05. **p<.OI

Table 6 .12  C orrelations betw een P eer A ssessm en t I tem s an d  T each er R ating  
Scales

Correlations between Guess Who Peer assessm ent items and U nder-reaction 
scores on the BSAG were lower and more scattered. Significant positive 
correlations were found between Shy and two of the U nder-reaction scales - 
Unforthcomingness and Nonsyndromic U nder-reaction. Significant positive 
correlations were also found between these two BSAG scales and the peer 
assessm ent item Unhappy, and significant negative correlations between 
these  two BSAG scales and the peer assessm ent item Leader. Significant 
negative correlations were obtained betw een U nforthcom ingness and  
D isrup ts and  betw een Nonsyndromic U nder-reaction and S ta rts  Fights. 
Finally a significant positive correlation was found between Depression and 
Seeks Help.

6 .4  2.3. Environm ental Variables
Analyses were first performed using separate stepwise discrim inant function 
analyses on the set of mean class scores on the MCI scales and on the set of 
6 additional environm ental variables as predictors of sociometric s ta tu s  
group m em bership (Popular, Average and Rejected). In the  h ierarchical 
discrim inant function analyses using the  five MCI scales as predictors of 
m em bership of the three sociometric s ta tu s  groups on both  the  the 'play
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with' and the 'work with' criteria full data was available on all 115 cases.

£)valiiation of Assum ptions
Results of the evaluation of assum ptions led to the transform ation of a 
num ber of variables to reduce skewedness and outliers. Square root 
transform ations were used on two of the five MCI class m ean scores: 
C ohesiveness and  C om petitiveness and  on one of th e  o th e r 
environmental variables: the percentage of the school week spent in the 
m ainstream  classroom  w ith suppo rt. S u b seq u en t screen ing  for 
m ultivariate outliers through SPSSX Regression using subject num bers 
as a dum m y dependent variable revealed one case on the  O ther 
Environm ental Variables analysis which failed to m eet the  criterion 
(Mahalanobis d istance a t p<.001) and which was deleted from th a t 
analysis.

Group sizes differed considerably across the sociometric s ta tu s  groups 
identified using each criterion. The requirem ent th a t the sam ple size of 
the sm allest group should exceed the num ber of predictor variables was 
met in each case. As stepwise analyses were being used, tolerance tests 
a t each step would ensure  th a t problem s of m ulticollinearity and 
singularity did not occur.

In te s tin g  for the  assu m p tio n  of variance-covariance m atrices  
Tabachnick & Fidell (1989) advise th a t if sample sizes are unequal and 
Box’s M test is significant at p<.001 robustness is not guaranteed. Values 
in excess of .0014 were achieved in all tests, it appeared reasonable 
therefore to assum e robustness.

(a) My Class Inven tory  Scales and  play w ith ’ Sociom etric Categories.
The full results of this analysis are displayed in Table 6.13 of Appendix 6B. 
When the analysis was carried out with groups formed on the play with' 
criterion, three of the MCI items entered the analysis. The predictors which 
failed to en te r were Friction and  Com petitiveness. Two d isc rim inan t 
functions were calculated, with a  combined X^(6)=31.12, p<.0001. After 
removal of the first function the relation between groups and predictors was 
no longer reliable, X^(2)=1.41. The first discrim inant function accounted for 
96.0% of the between group variability. As shown in Table 6.13, section (c) 
the Rejected group has the lowest m ean on the first discrim inant function 
while' the Popular group has m uch the highest. The m ean of the Average 
Group is located between those of the other two, closer to the Rejected th an  
the Popular group. The loading m atrix of correlations between predictors 
and d iscrim inant functions (Table 6.13, section (a)) suggests th a t best
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These findings provide little support for hypothesis 3(a) in th a t only 
Cohesiveness, bu t not Competitiveness or Friction significantly contributed 
to increasing the separation of the Popular and Average groups (but not the 
Rejected and Average groups). However the findings supported hypothesis 
3(b) in th a t Difficulty significantly contributed to increasing the separation 
between the Rejected and the Average group.

(b) My Class Inven to ry  Scales and  "work w ith" Sociom etric  Categories.
The full resu lts of this analysis are displayed in Table 6.14 of Appendix 6B. 
When the analysis was carried out with groups formed on the 'work with' 
criterion, four of the five MCI items entered the analysis. The predictor th a t 
failed to en ter w as Competitiveness. Two d iscrim inant functions were
calculated, with a combined X^(8)=21.35, p<.007. After removal of the first 
function the relation between groups and predictors was no longer reliable, 
Xp(3)=0.18 The first discrim inant function accounted for 99.2% of the
between group variability. As shown Table 6.14, section (c) the Rejected 
group has the lowest mean score on the discrim inant function while the 
Popular group has the highest. The m ean of the Average Group is located 
between those of the other two, bu t well below th a t of the Popular group, 
closer to the Rejected group. The loading m atrix of correlations between 
predictors and discrim inant functions (Table 6.14, section (a)) suggests th a t 
best predictors to achieve separation  betw een the groups will be the  
Cohesiveness and Satisfaction scales, on each of which the Popular group 
scores h igher th an  the Average group which scores closer to, though  
somewhat higher than  the Rejected group. It appears therefore that, as on 
the 'play with' criterion, on the work with' criterion also Popular MLD 
children tend to be found in classes high on Cohesivenesa & Satisfaction 
among pupils. There is also some tendency for Rejected MLD children to be 
found in classes where the mean score on these m easures is low.

Table 6.14, section (e) shows the  order in which the predictor variables 
entered the equation and the resulting change in Rao’s V a t each stage. Only 
Cohesiveness m akes a significant (p<.05) con tribu tion  in increasing  
separation between the groups. As before Difficulty doesn’t load as highly as 
the other two scales on the first discrim inant function where the greatest 
separation is between the Popular group and the other two. In th is case 
examination of the Matrices of F ratios for each pair of groups after each step 
ind icates the  Difficulty doesn’t  in th is  analysis m ake a  significant 
contribution to separating the Average and the  Rejected groups. It was 
concluded th a t  the  reduced predictor se t of MCI for the  work w ith ' 
criterion should include Cohesiveness.
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step  Predictors Entered Pairwise F ratios
PvR PvA RvA

1 Cohesiveness 12.81 7.42 3.38
p<.001 p<.01 p=.07

2 Cohesiveness
Difficulty 8.03 4.39 2.49

p<.001 p<.05 p=.09
3 Cohesiveness

Difficulty 6.09 3.41 1.80
Friction p<.001 p<.05 p=. 15

4 Cohesiveness
Difficulty 5.65 3.27 1.54
Friction p<.001 p<.05 p=.19
Satisfaction

This conclusion was supported by two further discrim inant analyses which 
were run  to test hypothesis 3(a) and 3(b), contrasting the Popular and  the 
Rejected Groups with the Average group in turn . Results of these analyses 
are shown in Table 6.14, section (f). W hen each of the  variables was 
considered individually the Popular group scored significantly higher th an  
the Average group on Cohesiveness and Satisfaction. The Rejected group 
didn’t differ significantly from the Average group on any of the MCI scales. 
Using change in Rao’s V as the criterion a t each stage Cohesiveness was 
found to make significant contributions in increasing separation between the 
Popular and Average groups; bu t none of the MCI scales made a  significant 
contribution in increasing separation between the Rejected and Average 
groups.

These findings provide little support for hypothesis 3(a). The pattern  here is 
similar to th a t reported for the ‘play with’ analysis in th a t only Cohesiveness, 
b u t not Competitiveness or Friction significantly contributed to increasing 
the separation of the Popular and Average groups (but not the Rejected and 
Average groups). These findings also fail to support hypothesis 3(b). Difficulty 
does not significantly contribute to increasing the separation between either 
the Rejected or the Popular and the Average group, although the trend  in 
mean differences shows a similar pattern  to th a t observed on the ‘play w ith’ 
analysis.

A dditional E nvironm ental variables and 'p lay w ith ’ sociom etric  categories.
In the stepwise discrim inant function analyses using the six additional 
environm ental variab les as p red ic to rs of m em bership  of th e  th ree  
sociometric s ta tu s  groups on both the the play with' and the work with' 
criteria full data was available on 97 out of the 115 cases. Apart from the one 
case which was deleted after identification of a  m ultivariate outlier, da ta  was 
missing for 10 cases on Class teachers attitudes on the CIQ to the integration 
of children with behaviour (CIQBH) and cognitive (CIQCOG) problem s from
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the same three class teachers who did not complete the BSAG and for the 
same reason - long term  absence. Data on the special services provided for 
MLD pupils was unavailable for 12 cases on account of the long term  illness 
of the Head of MLD Departm ent from one of the schools and consequent 
n on-re tum  of these questionnaires. Information on w hether the children 
were attending their local schools was unavailable for four children who 
moved to other cu*eas during the Summer of 1990 and whose psychological 
service files were subsequently inaccessible. Full information was available for 
each case on the proportion of pupils in the school eligible for free school 
meals.

The six additional environmental variables consist of two broad school-level 
variables (the proportion of pupils eligible for free school meals and w hether 
it was the child’s local school), two teacher level variables (teacher attitude 
to the integration of pupils with learning and behaviour problems) and three 
individual level variab les (the proportion of the  school week sp en t 
w ithdraw n from the m ainstream  classroom , in tegrated with su p p o rt or 
integrated in m ainstream  without support)

(c) A d d itio n a l E n v iro n m e n ta l v a r ia b le s  a n d  "p la y  w ith ' s o c io m e tr ic  
categories.
The full results of th is analysis are displayed in Table 6.15 of Appendix 6B. 
When the analysis was carried out with groups formed on the 'play with' 
criterion, five of the seven additional environm ental variables entered the 
analyses. Two discrim inant functions were calculated, with a  combined 
X^(10)= 16.65, p=.08 indicating th a t this set of predictors failed to achieve 
reliable separation between the groups. Full resu lts are presented in Table 
6.15. It was concluded that none of these variables should be included in the 
reduced predictor set of Environmental variables.

Two further discrim inant analyses were run  to tes t hypothesis 3(c) to 3(e), 
contrasting the Popular and the Rejected Groups with the Average group in 
turn . Results of these analyses are shown in Table 6.15, section (f). W hen 
each of the variables was considered individually the Popular group scored 
significantly lower th a n  the Average group on proportion of time spen t 
unsupported in m ainstream . The Rejected group didn’t differ significantly 
from the Average group on any of the additional environm ental variables. 
Using change in Rao’s V as the criterion a t each stage proportion of time 
sp eh t u n su p p o rted  in  m ain stream  w as found to m ake sign ifican t 
contributions in increasing separation between the Popular and Average 
groups; b u t none of the additional environmental factors made a  significant 
contribution in increasing separation between the  Rejected and  Average
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groups.

H ypothesis 3(c) predicted  th a t ‘proxim ity of hom e to school’ would 
significantly differentiate the Popular from the Average group when groups 
are based on a  ‘play with’ criterion as the possibility of out of school contacts 
might increase the perceived benefits of interaction. Although differences in 
group m eans were in the predicted direction they were significant only at 
the 0.1 level, ra th e r th an  the 0.05 level required. The findings failed to 
support hypothesis 3(d), th a t ‘social class composition of the m ainstream  
pupils’ would significantly differentiate both the Popular and the Rejected 
from the Average s ta tu s  MLD pupils or hypothesis 3(e), th a t ‘class teachers 
a ttitude  to the  in tegration of children with cognitive problem s’ would 
significantly discrim inate the Popular from the Average group. Hypothesis 
3(e) also predicted th a t class teachers attitude to the integration of children 
with behaviour problem s’ would significantly discriminate the Rejected from 
the Average group. While differences on group m eans were in the predicted 
direction the  level of significance required in order to reject the  nu ll 
hypothesis was not achieved.

The findings on class teachers’ attitudes towards the integration of children 
with cognitive and behavioural problems were compared with those obtained 
by Kaufman et. al. (1985). Kaufman et. al. reported a mean of 42.06 (standard 
deviation 7.50) on the CIQ scale - a ttitudes towards the in tegration of 
students with cognitive problems and a m ean of 37.38 (standard deviation 
4.85) on the CIQ scale - attitude towards integration of students with social 
problems when completed by 239 m ainstream  teachers. These scores were 
ou t of a m axim um  of 60 and compare with a m ean of 34.87 (standard  
deviation 5.78) for the CIQ Cognitive Scale and a mean of 32.25 (standard 
deviation 7.18) for the CIQ Behaviour scale from the 32 class teachers in  the 
p resen t study. The a ttitudes towards integration expressed by English 
teachers in the present study were significantly less positive towards both 
children w ith cognitive ( t(269) = 6.36, p<.001) and children with behaviour 
problem s (t(269) = 3.92, p<.001) th an  the a ttitudes expressed by the  
American teachers who took part in Kaufman et. al.’s (1985) study. As in 
Kaufman et. al.’s study attitudes were more positive towards having children 
with cognitive ra the r th an  behaviour problems in their classroom s (t(62) = 
2.05, p<.05).

(d) A d d itio n a l E n v iro n m e n ta l v a r ia b le s  a n d  ‘w ork  w ith ' s o c io m e tr ic  
categories.
The full resu lts of th is analysis are displayed in Table 6.16 of Appendix 6B. 
When the analysis was carried out with groups formed on the 'work with'
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criterion three of the seven additional environmental variables entered the 
analyses. Two discrim inant functions were calculated, with a combined 
X^(6)= 16.93, p<.01. When the first discrim inant function was removed the 

relation between groups and predictors was no longer reliable, X^(2)=5.3, 
p=.07. The first discrim inant function accounted for 69.5% of the between 
group variability. As shown Table 6.16, section (c) the Rejected group has 
the lowest m ean on the first discriminant function while the Popular group 
has the highest. The m ean of the Average Group is located between those of 
the other two, though m uch closer to the Popular th an  the Rejected group. 
The loading m atrix  of correlations between predictors and d iscrim inant 
functions (Table 6.16, section (a)) suggests th a t best predictor to achieve 
separation between the groups will be the proportion of time for which the 
pupils are integrated with support.

Table 6.16, section (e) shows the order in which the predictor variables 
entered the equation and the resulting change in Rao’s V at each stage. Of 
the three predictors entering the equation only one (Support) m ade a 
significant (p<.05) contribution in increasing separation between the groups. 
It was concluded th a t the reduced predictor set of environmental variables 
for the work with' criterion should include the proportion of time during 
which the child is supported in mainstream each week.

In order to tes t hypotheses 3(d) to 3(f) two further discrim inant analyses 
were run, contrasting the Popular and the Rejected Groups with the Average 
group in turn . Results of these analyses are shown in Table 6.16, section (f). 
When each of the variables was considered individually the Rejected group 
scored significantly lower th an  the Average group on proportion of time 
sp en t w ith su p p o rt in  m ainstream . The Popular group d idn ’t  differ 
significantly from the Average group on any of the additional environmental 
variables. Using change in Rao’s V as the criterion a t each stage both the 
proportion of time spent with supported in m ainstream  and the proportion 
of m ainstream  pupils receiving free school m eals were found to m ake 
significant contributions in increasing separation between the Rejected and 
Average groups; b u t none of the additional environmental variables made a 
significant contribution in increasing separation between the Popular and 
Average groups.

These findings offer partia l support for hypothesis 3(d) in th a t  the  
proportion of m ainstream  pupils receiving free school m eals significantly 
differentiated the Rejected and Average groups, although th is variable did 
not discriminate the Popular from the Average group. Support was provided 
for hypothesis 3(f) in  th a t the proportion of tim e spen t supported  in
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m ainstream  was found to significantly differentiate the Rejected from the 
Average groups. The findings failed to support hypothesis 3(e) regarding 
class teachers ' a ttitudes towards the integration of pupils with cognitive 
problems or behaviour problems.

6 4 .2 .4 . P red ic tio n  o f S ta tu s  Group C lassification by Com bining P ersonal an d  
E nvironm ental Variables.
The major aim of this analysis was to identify the relative contribution of the 
selected non-social personal, behavioural and  environm ental variables. 
Separate h ierarchical discrim inant function analyses were perform ed for 
sociometric categorisations using the work with' and  play with' criterion 
respectively, to tes t hypotheses 4(a) and 4(b). In the 'play with' analysis full 
data was available on all 115 cases and in the work with' analysis on 101 out 
of the 115 cases, the missing data being due to long term  absence of a 
num ber of teachers, leading to non-return of the BSAG or information on the 
type of support provided.

E^valuation of A ssum ptions
Screening for m ultivariate outliers th rough  SPSSX Regression using  
subject num bers as a dummy dependent variable did not identify any 
cases.

Box’s M tes t of the homogeneity of variance-covariance m atrices w as 
found to be highly significant, p<.001 in the  play with' analyses. 
Robustness was therefore not guaranteed. As classification was a  m ajor 
goal of th is analysis the option was chosen of using separate groups 
covariance m atrices as the basis for classification instead of the pooled 
w ithin groups covariance m atrix. A lthough th is  stra tegy  produced  
acceptable values of Box’s M for equality of the group covariance m atrices 
of the canonical d iscrim inant functions, T abachnick & Fidell (1989) 
caution th a t th is  procedure often leads to overfitting and recom m end 
cross validation, which was therefore included in the analysis.

For analyses using the the work with' classification the value of Box’s M 
was not significant. However the usual procedure could not be used in its 
calculation because all members of the  Popular group were ra ted  a s  
attractive. There was therefore singular variance for th is group on these 
variable. The o ther two groups were tested  against their own pooled 
within groups covariance matrix. Separate groups covariance m atrices 
instead of the pooled within groups covariance m atrix were again used  as 
the basis for classification in the work with' analysis.
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(a) P re d ic tio n  o f ‘p lay  w ith ’ C la ss if ica tio n  by  C om bin ing  P e rso n a l a n d  
Environm ental Variables.
In hierarchical discrim inant function analyses with groups formed on the 
'play with' criterion the following reduced predictor sets were included: 
Behavioural Personal predictors - peer assessm ents on the Guess Who items: 
Cooperates, Starts Fights, Unhappy and Funny;
Non-social Personal predictors - class teachers rating of A ttractiveness; 
Environm ental predictors - class m ean scores on the My Class Inventory 
scales: Cohesiveness and Difficulty.

The full resu lts of this analysis are displayed in Table 6.17 in Appendix 6B. 
There was statistically significant separation among the three groups from 
behavioural personal predictors alone w hen they were en tered  first, 
F(8,218)=6.02, p<.0001 and from the environm ental predictors alone when 
they were entered first, F(4,222)=7.51, p<.0001 bu t not from the non-social 
personal variable, F(2,110)=2.67, p=.07. With all seven predictors in the 
equation and using separate groups covariance matrices 62.6% of the sample 
were correctly classified (as opposed to the 33.3% which would have been 
expected by chance, equal prior probabilities having been specified). Correct 
classification was achieved for 73.3% of the Popular group, 52.9% of the 
Average group and 78.1% of the Rejected group. The stab ility  of the  
c lassifica tion  p rocedure  w as checked by a c ro ss-v a lid a tio n  ru n . 
Approximately 25% of the cases were w ithheld from calculation of the  
classification functions in this run. For the 75% of the cases from whom the 
functions were derived there was a 63.8% correct classification rate. For the 
cross validation cases classification accuracy fell to 52.4%, still well above 
chance.

T ests for change in classification accuracy  w ith the addition  to the  
behavioural and the environmental predictors of the other predictor sets was 
carried out using the procedure for testing the significance of the difference 
between the  two Wilks Lamda values, described in Tabachnick & Fidell 
(1989) p546. This result was found to be significant when the behavioural 
predictor se t was added to the environm ental predictor set F(12,214)=3.4, 
p<.0001, and  when the environm ental predictor se t was added to the  
behavioural predictor set, F(12,214)=1.87, p<.05. The addition of behavioural 
to environm ental predictors or of environm ental to behavioural predictors 
adds significantly to the accuracy of classification. The addition of the non
social personal variable was not found to add significantly to the accuracy of 
the classification using either the behavioural, F(10,216)=0.44,p>. 1, or the  
environm ental, F(6,220)=0.62,p>. 1 predictor set. S upport w as therefore 
provided for hypothesis 4(a).
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On the basis of all seven predictors two d iscrim inant functions were 
calculated, with a combined X^(14)=68.15, p<.0001. After removal of the first 
function the association between groups and predictors was still significant 
X^(6)=14.24, p=.027. The two discrim inant functions accounted for 82.1% 
and 17.9% respectively of the between group variability. As shown Table
6.17, section (c) the first discrim inant function maximally separates the  
Rejected group from the Popular Group, with the Average group falling in 
between. The second function discrim inates the Average from the Popular 
group with the  Rejected group falling in between. The best predictors for 
distinguishing the three groups will be those with the highest loading on the 
first function, although Table 6.17, section (e) shows th a t all the predictor 
variables except attractiveness (p=.07) make a significant contribution in 
increasing separation between the groups, as assessed by change in Rao’s V 
at each stage.

The loading m atrix  of correlations between predictors and d iscrim inant 
functions (Table 6 .17, section (a)) suggests the  b e s t p red ic to rs for 
distinguishing between the three groups will be Cohesiveness, Funny and 
Cooperates (high scores), and Unhappy (low scores). Exam ination of the 
group m eans shows those of the Rejected group to be lower on Funny and 
Cooperates th a n  those of the other two groups which differ little. On 
Cohesiveness the largest difference is between the Popular and the Average 
group. On Unhappy the Rejected group m ean score is higher than  th a t of 
the Average group which is somewhat higher than  tha t of the Popular group. 
The predictors which have the highest loading on the second discrim inant 
function are Cohesiveness (low scores) and Funny, Cooperates and S ta rts  
Fights (high scores). The Popular group scores very m uch lower th a n  the 
other two on S tarts Fights.

Two fu rther d iscrim inan t analyses were ru n  to te s t hypothesis 4(b), 
contrasting the Popular and the Rejected Groups with the Average group in 
tu rn . The resu lts are shown in Table 6.17, section (f). When each of the 
variables was considered individually the Popular group scored significantly 
lower than  the Average group on Starts Fights and higher on Cohesiveness. 
The Rejected group scored higher than  the Average group on Unhappy and 
lower on Funny and Cooperates. Using change in Rao’s V as the criterion a t 
each stage two predictors; S tarts Fights and Cohesiveness, were found to 
make significant contributions in increasing separation between the Popular 
and Average groups; while four predictors were found to make a significant 
contribution in  increasing separation between the Rejected and Average 
groups; Funny, Unhappy, Cooperates and Difficulty.
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These findings provide support for hypothesis 4(b) in th a t personal and 
environmental variables each significantly contribute to discriming both the 
Popular and the Rejected groups from the Average group. The Popular group 
is significantly discrim inated from the Average group by S tarts Fights (a 
personal variable) and by Cohesiveness (an environm ental variable). The 
Rejected group is significantly discrim inated from the Average group by 
Funny, Unhappy and Cooperates (personal variables) and by Difficulty (an 
environmental variable).

(b) P re d ic tio n  o f ‘w ork  w ith ’ C la ss if ica tio n  b y  C om bin ing  P e rso n a l a n d  
E nvironm ental Variables.
The full results of this analysis are displayed in Table 6.18 in Appendix 6B. In 
hierarchical discrim inant function analyses with groups formed on the 'work 
with' criterion non-social personal variables were the class teachers rating of 
A ttractiveness and the child’s Reading Q uotient. Behavioural personal 
predictors were peer assessm ents on the Guess Who items Cooperates and 
Unhappy and  scores on the Peer M aladaptiveness scale of the BSAG 
completed by class teachers. Environm ental predictors were class m ean 
scores on the  Cohesiveness scale of the  My Class Inventory and the 
proportion of time which the children spent in their m ainstream  class with 
support.

There was statistically significant separation among the three groups from 
behavioural predictors alone when they were entered first, F(6,192)=5.58, 
p<.0001, from the environmental variables alone when they were entered 
first, F(4,194)=3.76, p<.006 and from the non-social personal variables, 
F(4,194)=4.19, p<.003 when they were entered first. With all seven predictors 
in the equation and using separate group covariance matrices, 57.4% of the 
sample were correctly classified (as opposed to the 33.3% which would have 
been expected by chance, equal prior probabilities having been specified). 
Correct classification was achieved for 87.5% of the Popular group, 46.3% of 
the Average group and 76.9% of the Rejected group. The stability of the 
c lass ifica tion  p rocedure  w as checked by a  c ro ss-va lida tion  ru n . 
Approximately 25% of the cases were w ithheld from calculation of the 
classification functions in this run. For the 75% of the cases from whom the 
functions were derived there was a 69.1% correct classification rate. For the 
cross validation cases classification accuracy fell to 55.0%, still well above 
chance.

Tests for change in  classification accuracy  w ith the  addition to the  
behavioural and the environmental predictors of the other predictor sets was 
carried out using the procedure for testing the significance of the difference
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between the two Wilks Lamda values, described in Tabachnick & Fidell 
(1989) p546. This resu lt was found to be significant when the behavioural 
predictor set was added to the environmental predictor set F(10,188)=2.88, 
p<.005, b u t not when the environmental predictor set was added to the 
behavioural predictor set, F(10,188)=1.20, p>0.1. Significant results were also 
produced by the addition to the non-social personal variables of either the 
Environm ental predictor set, F(8,190)= 1.78, p<0.05; or the behavioural 
predictor set, F(10,188)=3.21, p<.001 The non-social personal variables were 
not found to add significantly to the accuracy of the classification achieved by 
either the environmental predictor set, F(6,192)=2.3, p> .l or the behavioural 
predictor set, F(10,188)=1.63, p=0.1, so supporting hypothesis 4(a).

When the sets of variables were entered in the order: Personal variables, 
Behavioural variables. Environmental variables; all seven variables entered 
the analysis, bu t Reading Quotient was subsequently removed at the last step 
leaving six. On the basis of these six predictors two discrim inant functions
were calculated, with a combined X^(12)=54.5, p<.0001. After removal of the 
first function the relation between groups and predictors was no longer 
reliable, X^(5)=7.52, p=. 18. The first discrim inant function accounted for 
88.6% of the between group variability.

Table 6.18, section (e) shows the change in Rao’s V a t each stage. Proportion 
of time Supported in m ainstream  and Cohesiveness are highly correlated and 
once the former had been entered the contribution made by the latter was 
not significant.

The loading m atrix of correlations between predictors and d iscrim inant 
functions (Table 6.18, section (a)) indicated th a t the first d iscrim inant 
function correlates positively with Cooperates, Attractiveness, Cohesiveness 
and Support and  negatively with Unhappy and Peer M aladaptiveness. 
Examination of the group means (Table 6.18, section (d)) shows those of the 
Rejected group to be lower on C ooperates an d  h igher on Peer 
M aladaptiveness than  those of the other two groups. On Cohesiveness and 
Attractiveness the largest difference is between the Popular and the Average 
group. On Unhappy the Rejected group m ean score is higher th an  th a t of 
the Average group which is higher th an  th a t of the  Popular group. On 
Support the Rejected group mean score is lower th an  th a t of the Average 
group which is lower than  tha t of the Popular group.

To clarify the patterns emerging here and to test hypothesis 4(b) two further 
discrim inant analyses were run, contrasting the Popular and the Rejected 
Groups with the Average group in tu rn . The resu lts are reported in Table
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6.18, section (f). When each of the variables was considered individually the 
Popular group scored significantly higher th an  the  Average group on 
A ttractiveness, Cohesiveness and Reading Q uotient (borderline level of 
significance, p<.051). The Rejected group scored higher th an  the Average 
group on Unhappy and Peer Maladaptiveness and lower on Cooperates and 
on time integrated with Support. Using change in Rao’s V as the criterion a t 
each stage two predictors; Cohesiveness and Attractiveness, were found to 
make significant contributions in increasing separation between the Popular 
and Average groups; while five predictors were found to make a  significant 
contribution in increasing separation between the Rejected and Average 
groups; Unhappy, Cooperates, Peer M aladaptiveness, A ttractiveness and  
Time integrated with Support.

These findings provide support for hypothesis 4(b) in th a t personal and  
environmental variables each significantly contribute to discrim inating both 
the Popular and the Rejected groups from the Average group. The Popular 
group is significantly discriminated from the Average group by Attractiveness 
(a personal variable) and by Cohesiveness (an environmental variable). The 
Rejected group is significantly discrim inated from the Average group by 
Cooperates, Peer m aladjustm ent, Unhappy and A ttractiveness (personal 
variables) and by Support in m ainstream (an environmental variable).

6.4 Discussion

6.4 .1  Non-social Personal Variables
W hether sociometric sta tu s  groups are formed using a ‘work with’ or ‘play 
with’ criterion Attractiveness as rated by the children’s class teacher made a 
significant con tribu tion  to group discrim ination. However th is  re su lt 
appeared largely a ttributable to the discrim ination achieved between the  
Popular and  the  Rejected groups. H ypothesis 1(a) had  posited  th a t  
A ttractiveness would significantly discrim inate both the Popular and  the  
Rejected group from the Average group. This was not supported w hen 
sociometric s ta tu s  groups were formed using the ‘play w ith’ criterion, while 
on the ‘work w ith’ criterion Attractiveness significantly discrim inated the  
Rejected b u t not the Popular group from the Average group.

One consideration to bear in mind in interpreting these findings is the  
crudeness of the m easure of attractiveness employed in th is study. Teachers 
were asked to underline any of the following phrases from the physique 
section of the BSAG which applied to a child: Attractive, not so attractive as  
most, looks undernourished, has some abnormal fea tures, n.n. Previous 
research (Li, 1985) had found significant differences between popular and
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rejected 7 to 9 year olds on th is m easure. In the p resent study the  first 
option was coded ‘1’, all other options being coded ‘0’ because of doubts 
about the ordinality of the ‘scale’ and to enable the variable to be entered 
into the discrim inant analysis. Although open to the criticism th a t it is likely 
to lack sensitivity this approach takes account of suggestions in the literature 
th a t attractiveness may only be a salient influence on sociometric s ta tu s  a t 
the extremes.

It is of in te res t th a t ‘a ttrac tiveness’ should d iscrim inate ' significantly 
between Rejected and Average groups formed on a ‘work w ith’ b u t not a 
play w ith’ criterion as attractiveness would not appear to confer any 
particu lar advantages in a  work context. However there  is a t least one 
feasible m echanism  by which th is effect might operate. ‘A ttractiveness’ was 
rated by class teachers and teachers tend to attend, respond and provide 
help less to less attractive children (Byrnes, 1987). Working with children 
considered less attractive by their teachers may resu lt in reduced access to 
the benefits of atten tion  and help from the teacher. Hypothesis 1(b) was 
supported by the data  in tha t Ethnicity was found to play a non-significant 
role in discrim inating between the groups, in contrast to the role played by 
Attractiveness. This is consistent with the findings reported by Langlois & 
Stephan (1977).

Support for hypothesis 1(c) was provided by the finding th a t the academic 
achievem ent m easure  (Reading Quotient) added significantly  to  the 
separation of the groups when they were formed on the ‘work w ith’ b u t not 
the ‘play w ith’ criterion. It would be surprising if competence in th a t m ost 
pervasive and visible of educational skills was not associated with children's 
willingness to work with each other. However as reading does not form a 
central element in the play of children of this age a strong association on 
th is criterion was not expected. This resu lt a ttes ts  to the validity of the 
'work w ith '/ 'p lay  w ith ' d istinction . Analysis of Popular/A verage and  
Rejected/Average group contrasts supported the hypothesis th a t, of the 
groups formed on the work with criterion, academ ic achievem ent would 
differentiate the Popular and Average groups b u t not the Rejected and  the 
Average groups. This hypothesis was based on the social exchange theoiy 
concept of the  com parison level, however there  are  o th er possib le  
explanations for th is finding. The costs involved in having to work with an 
MLD child (which may simply be lost opportunities to work w ith more 
com petent children who can provide help when needed) may be offset by 
feelings of superiority /boosts to self esteem  resulting from working with 
MLD children.
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6.4.2. Behavioural variables
The G uess Who peer assessm en t variables appeared  to separa te  the  
sociometric sta tu s  groups in a broadly similar way, w hether the groups are 
formed using  a  play with' or a 'work with' criterion. In each analysis 
Cooperates, Unhappy and Funny contributed significantly to separating the 
groups. S tarts Fights in addition contributes to separating the groups formed 
on the play with criterion.

A num ber of specific hypothesis were tested  th rough  analysis of the  
Popular/A verage and Rejected/Average group con trasts . Hypothesis 2a) 
predicted th a t th a t the Guess Who descriptors Cooperates and D isrupts 
would significantly discrim inate both the Popular and  the  Rejected groups 
from the Average group. Cooperates operated as predicted in discrim inating 
the Rejected from the Average group bu t did not discrim inate the Popular 
from the Average group, whether groups were formed on the ‘play with’ or 
the ‘work w ith’ criterion. D isrupts operated as predicted in discrim inating 
the Popular from the Average group when groups were formed on the work 
w ith’ criterion. However when groups were formed on the  ‘play w ith’ 
c riterion  S ta r ts  F ights replaced D isru p ts  a s  th e  m ost im p o rtan t 
discrim inator. Neither of these negative descrip tors. S ta rts  Fights or 
D isrupts significantly discriminated the Rejected from the Average group.

It appears th a t Popular and Average integrated MLD children are seen by 
their peers as engaging in similar levels of positive social behaviour. Rejected 
children however are seen as engaging in significantly lower levels. By 
contrast Average and Rejected integrated MLD children are seen by their 
peers as engaging in similar levels of negative social behaviour, while Popular 
children are seen as engaging in significantly less. In contrast to the findings 
reported with m ainstream  children (Newcombe e.t. al., 1993) the results of 
th is study  suggest th a t Rejected MLD children are characterised by low 
levels of positive social behaviour, rather th an  high levels of negative social 
behaviour while Popular MLD children are characterised by low levels of 
negative social behaviour, rather than  high levels of positive social behaviour. 
Popular MLD children are those where the costs of interacting are minimal 
and the benefits average, while Rejected MLD children are those where the 
benefits of interacting are minimal and the costs Average.

This conceptualisation is also useful in interpreting the  findings th a t the 
Rejected group could be discrim inated from the average group by the ir 
scores on Unhappy (which can be thought of as a  low benefit trait) bu t not by 
their scores on S tarts Fights (which can be thought of as a  high cost trait). 
Similarly, as predicted by hypothesis 2(c) Seeks help which can be thought
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of as a high cost trait, significantly differentiates the Popular from the 
Average group when groups are formed on a ‘work with’ criterion.

A further finding which supports th is in terpretation  is th a t Funny (this 
person m akes everyone laugh) which can be thought of as a positive, high 
benefit trait, was found to significantly discrim inate the Rejected from the 
Average group when the groups were formed on a ‘play with’ criterion. Even 
on a  ‘work w ith’ criterion where the trait would be likely to be less relevant, 
the discrim ination achieved ju s t failed to reach significance (p=.07). It had  
been  hypothesised  th a t ‘funny’ would significantly  d iscrim inate  th e  
Controversial from the Average group (hypothesis 2(d)) and th a t ‘shy’ would 
significantly discrim inate the Neglected from the Average group (hypothesis 
2(b)). However due to the very small num bers of children classified in these 
sociometric categories, it was not possible to test either of these hypotheses.

These findings present a rather different pa ttern  of associations between 
scores on peer assessm ent items and sociometric categories th an  those 
reported in C hapter 3. However findings from the two samples cannot be 
directly compared; in addition to the different methods of analysis used, data  
were collected a t different times and different tim es of year in different 
schools. Also the peer assessm ent m easure differed and was adm inistered as 
part of different assessm ent batteries. However the hypothesis th a t different 
patterns of scores on peer assessm ent items are associated with sociometric 
sta tu s classification for MLD children than  for m ainstream  children appears 
worthy of fu rther investigation. It is considered further in Chapter 7 when 
data  collected also for MLD children’s m ainstream  peers is reported.

In contrast to the findings on the peer assessm ent m easure one of the most 
striking findings from the teacher completed BSAG scales was the m arked 
difference between the variables most strongly associated with s ta tu s  group 
discrimination when the work with' rather than  the 'play with' criterion was 
used. On the work with' criterion the sta tu s  groups were differentiated by 
anti-social peer group behaviour as perceived by their teachers, involving 
anti-social or hostile attitudes towards other children, defying social norm s 
and engaging in delinquent behaviour. By contrast on a 'play with' criterion 
the  s ta tu s  groups are differentiated by their teachers’ perception of the  
extent to which they engage in behaviour which is ra ther solitary and timid, 
lacking in confidence, energy, interest and motivation.

The finding th a t the  over-reaction scale m ost strongly associated  w ith 
sociom etric s ta tu s  classification on a  w ork w ith criterion  is Peer 
Maladaptiveness offers cross validation of the sociometric and teacher rating
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m easures used. Analysis of Popular/Average and Rejected/Average contrasts 
indicated that, on a play with criterion, aspects of under-reactive/w ithdraw n 
behaviour significantly differentiates both Popular and Rejected groups from 
the Average group. On a work with criterion none of the  predictors was 
found to significantly differentiate the Popular and the  Average groups. 
However the  Rejected group was significantly differentiated from the 
Average group on Peer Maladaptiveness.

Hypothesis 2(e) predicted th a t the Rejected group would be discrim inated 
from the Average group both on the  BSAG scales assessing  acting out 
behaviour and those assessing withdrawn behaviour as research reviewed in 
section 2.5.4 indicated th a t rejected children tend to be rated by teachers as 
higher on acting-out behaviour and as more withdrawn. However when a play 
with criterion is used the acting out predictors do not make a significant 
contribution to separating the groups once the withdrawn predictors have 
been entered, while w hen a work with criterion is used  the w ithdraw n 
predictors do not make a significant contribution to separating the groups 
once the acting out predictors have been entered.

The differential findings between associations on ‘work w ith’ and ‘play w ith’ 
criteria may relate to the different cost/benefit ratio attach ing  to these  
behaviours in the playground as opposed to the classroom. In the classroom 
acting out behaviours are more likely to have a disruptive effect on on-going 
activities and to a ttract the sanction of the teacher. Although other children 
do not perceive Rejected MLD children to be differentiated from Average 
sta tu s MLD children on disruptive behaviour, they may well opt to avoid 
associating in the classroom  with children who may a ttra c t negative 
responses from the teacher. In th is respect a sim ilar m echanism  m ay be 
proposed to th a t which was offered in interpreting the pa ttern  of resu lts  
obtained on teacher rated  A ttractiveness. By con trast when groups are 
formed on the ‘play with’ criterion the results from teacher ratings on the 
BSAG are consistent with those obtained on the peer assessm ent m easure in 
indicating th a t the MLD children who Eire Rejected are predominately those 
with whom interaction entails minimal benefits rather than  high costs.

These findings have a  num ber of interesting similarities to those reported by 
Li (1985) who classified 5-6 year old children using the Coie et. al. (1982) 
sociometric classification system  (based on nom inations of som eone you 
especially like /don’t very m uch like a t school). The children were th en  
followed up  two years later when the  BSAG was adm inistered to the ir 
teachers. Analysis of group differences revealed significant m ain effects for 
all four Over -reaction scales and for Depression. The results for th is school
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focussed nom ination m easure would therefore seem  to have in teresting  
parallells with the present findings, particularly those relating to the ‘work 
w ith’ criterion.

Analyses were also ru n  with the reduced predictor sets selected from the 
separate BSAG and Guess Who analyses in order to test hypothesis 2(f) which 
predicted th a t  teach e rs’ ratings of ‘acting o u t’ behaviour would add 
significantly to the  separation  of the Rejected and  the  Average groups 
achieved by the peer assessm ent items. This could only be tested with the 
sociometric s ta tu s  groups formed using the ‘work w ith’ criterion, since the 
BSAG O ver-reaction scales had not been found to m ake a significant 
contribution to separation between the groups formed on the play w ith’ 
criterion. Support for hypothesis 2g) was obtained from the combined ‘work 
w ith’ group analysis as Peer M aladjustm ent contributed  significantly to 
separating the groups even after the set of Guess Who predictors had  been 
included.

Analysis of the  correlations obtained betw een th e  peer and teach e r 
assessm ent m easures provided evidence of positive cross validation in  
support of hypothesis 2(h). Significant positive correlations were obtained 
between both the acting-out peer assessm ent item s - D isrupts and S ta rts  
Fights and each of the Over-reaction scales. Significant negative correlations 
were also obtained between Acts Shy and each of the Over-reaction scales. 
Significant positive correlations were found betw een two of the  U nder- 
reaction scales - Unforthcomingness and Nonsyndromic Under-reaction and 
Acts Shy, while significant negative correlations between these two BSAG 
scales and the peer assessm ent item Leader. Significant positive correlations 
were also found between these two BSAG scales and the peer assessm ent 
item Unhappy.

The significant positive correlation found betw een the  BSAG scale. 
Depression and the Guess Who item Seeks Help is of particular interest. This 
would be consistent with a learned helpless construction of depression and 
is of particu lar in terest given th a t all MLD children are likely to require a 
great deal of help in class. Significant positive correlations obtained between 
Funny and two of the Over-reaction scales. Inconsequence and Hostility are 
also of in terest given th a t Coie, Finn & Krehbeil (1984) report the  mixed 
popularity Controversial group (none of whom were identified in the present 
sample) to be characterised in particular by their scores on Funny. Although 
Funny was found to contribute positively to the separation of the average 
from the rejected group, it would appear th a t peers positive response to th is 
somewhat exhibitionist characteristic is not shared by teachers.
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Nabuzoka & Sm ith (1993) had  reported significant re la tionsh ips for 
M ainstream bu t not MLD children between scores on the Guess Who items, 
completed by peers and scores on a teacher completed Social Behaviour a t 
School Q uestionnaire (Spence, 1985). A significant positive correlation was 
found for m ainstream  children between scores on the teacher questionnaire 
and Cooperates while significant negative correlations were found w ith 
Disrupts, Seeks Help, S tarts Fights and Bully. Possible explanations for the 
MLD /  m ainstream  difference which they considered included the validity of 
the questionnaire for MLD children.The results of the present study suggest 
th a t the BSAG may represent a more sensitive teacher assessm ent m easure 
for use with integrated MLD children.

While these results provide positive cross validation of the peer and teacher 
assessm en ts  of behaviour used in th is  study, the  m agnitude of the  
correlations is very low. Only in the case the relationship between D isrupts 
and the four Over-react scales of the BSAG does the correlation exceed 0.4. 
Hence while there are clear associations between these sets of m easures the 
am ount of unexplained variance suggests th a t  the  teacher an d  peer 
a sse ssm e n ts  each  add un ique  in form ation  ab o u t the  b eh av io u ra l 
characteristics of integrated MLD children. This is not surprising  given 
differences between peers and teachers in term s of the contexts in which 
they see the subjects, the nature of their relationship with the subjects and 
the ir experience in m aking social judgm ents. It argues for the  value of 
collecting behavioural assessm ent data from both sources.

6.4.3. Environm ental variables
H ypo thesis  3(a) p red ic ted  th a t  th e  MCI sc a le s  C o h esiv en ess , 
Competitiveness and Friction would significantly discrim inate betw een the  
groups. R esults from both the ‘work w ith’ and the ‘play w ith’ analysis 
confirm the im portance of cohesiveness as a discrim inating variable, th u s  
supporting the findings of Kaufman et al (1985). However neither of the  
other two MCI variables were found to have a significant effect.

Hypothesis 3(b) predicted th a t scores on the  MCI scale ‘difficulty’ would 
significantly discrim inate between the Rejected and the Average group. This 
hypothesis was based on the expectation th a t perceived similarities between 
MLD and m ainstream  children will be increased and the relative costs of 
working w ith them  decreased if the la tte r are also experiencing difficulty 
with the ir work. Effects in the predicted direction were found in  bo th  
analyses. However a  significant contribution to group separation w as only
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obtained for the ‘play with' analysis rather than  the ‘work with’ analysis. This 
m ight indicate th a t perceived similarity is more clearly associated with 
desired affiliation in relation to a ‘play with’ than  a ’ work with’ criterion. On 
a work w ith criterion the effects of perceived sim ilarity may still be 
cancelled out to some extent by the costs involved in working with MLD 
children given the ir academ ic incom petence. A lternatively, perceived 
similarity may operate by affecting the comparison level and so reducing the 
tendency for m ainstream  children to ‘make allowances’ for MLD children’s 
academic difficulties.

H ypothesis 3(c) predicted th a t ‘proximity of hom e to school’ would 
significantly differentiate the Popular from the Average group when groups 
are based on a ‘play with’ criterion as the possibility of out of school contacts 
might increase the perceived benefits of interaction. Although differences in 
group m eans were in  the  predicted d irection the  required  level of 
significance was not reached in this analysis (p=0.1). Consideration should be 
given to the ra ther crude m easure of home-school proximity used in th is 
s tu d y  - w h e th er or no t the  MLD ch ild ren  were a tten d in g  th e ir  
neighbourhood school. It would appear preferable in future to employ a more 
differentiated m easure or to collect information directly on out of school 
contacts.

Hypothesis 3(d) posited tha t compared to the Average group, the social class 
com position of the  m ainstream  pupils would significantly discrim inate 
between the sociometric s ta tu s  groups. This received partial support from 
the finding th a t the percentage of m ainstream  pupils receiving free school 
meals significantly contributed to discrim ination between the Average and 
the Rejected group on the work with criterion. Although the difference did 
no t reach  significance the  m ean of the  Average group, con trary  to 
expectation, was also higher than  that of the Popular group on the work with 
criterion. This resu lt needs to be placed in the context of the finding th a t 
none of the MLD children identified as Popular on the work with criterion 
were in receipt of free school meals. They would therefore be more sim ilar 
to pupils in m ainstream  schools which had low proportions receiving free 
school meals. The finding of a significant effect on the ‘work w ith’ b u t not 
the play w ith’ criterion also suggests the need to investigate w hether the 
apparent effects of similarity between the social class of the integrated MLD 
and m ainstream  pupils might not be attributable (as suggested by Bruininks 
et. al., 1974) to the effects of similarity on academic achievement.

Hypothesis 3(e) predicted th a t class teachers attitude to the integration of 
children w ith cognitive problem s’ would significantly d iscrim inate th e
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Popular from the Average group and th a t ‘class teachers a ttitude  to the 
in tegration  of ch ildren  w ith behaviour problem s’ would significantly 
discrim inate the Rejected from the Average group. However no differences 
between the groups were found on either of the Classroom  Integration 
Questionnaire scales. Compared to Kaufman et. al.’s (1985) resu lts the 32 
English class teachers involved in the present study expressed less positive 
a ttitudes tow ards the  in tegration both of children w ith cognitive and 
behaviour problem s. One possible for th is  difference m ay lie in  the  
rewording for British teachers of the placement options which anchored the 
five point rating scale used in this measure:

Placement Option

B

D

E

CIQ descriptor,
(Kaufman etuat., 1985)
In the regular classroom 
no additional support

In the regular classroom all day 
with supplemental materials & advice

In the regular classroom 
plus the resource room

In the special self-contained 
classroom

Exclusion from public education

CIQ descriptor,
(Used in  th is th esis)
Mainstream classroom.

Mainstream classroom full time 
with supplemental materials & advice

Mainstream classroom part time 
with supplemental materials & advice

Full time placement in a Department 
or Unit within a mainstream school

Special school placement

It is likely th a t Kaufman et. al.’s (1985) version of option E (and, to a  lesser 
extent, option D) represent more extreme choices th an  do the versions used 
in the p resent study. This may account for the significantly lower scores 
recorded by the B ritish teachers. Like their American coun terparts the 
British teachers were more positively disposed to having children with 
cognitive problems integrated into their classrooms than  than  children with 
behaviour problems. This would tend to support the view th a t the pattern  of 
scores are sim ilar to th a t reported by Kaufman et. al. (1985) b u t th a t the 
meems are shifted down the scale by the substitution in the present study of 
less extreme criteria a t the lower end.

Hypothesis 3(f) posited th a t ‘additional support provision in m ainstream  
classes’ would significantly discrim inate betw een the  Rejected and  the 
Average groups w hen groups are based on a ‘work w ith’ criterion. This 
hypothesis was based on the expectation th a t the provision of additional 
support would reduce the costs of working with MLD children. The am ount 
of support received was found as predicted to contribute significantly to 
discrim ination betw een the Rejected and the  Average groups. It is not 
immediately obvious how additional support provision in m ainstream  classes 
might effect MLD pupil’s social sta tus. In the light of other findings which 
indicate th a t ad justm ent of the comparison level for MLD pupils resu lts in 
non-significant differences betw een Rejected and Average g roups on
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academic achievement it seems unlikely th a t the m ain effect of in-class 
support would be on the academic performance of the MLD pupils.

There are two other interpretations which would be consistent with other 
results reported in this chapter. First, it is possible th a t the m ain effect of 
in-class support is on the classroom behaviour of Rejected MLD pupils, 
ra ther than  on their academic performance. This might feasibly operate by 
reducing the incidence of acting-out behaviour reported by class teachers, 
which significantly discrim inated the Rejected from Average group when 
groups were formed on a ‘work with’ criterion. Secondly it is possible th a t 
the provision of additional adult support in the classroom directly benefits 
those m ainstream  children who work with the MLD children. The resu lts of 
the peer assessm ents of behaviour suggested th a t low versus average benefits 
of affiliation tend to discriminate the Rejected from the Average groups.

When sociometric s ta tu s  groups are formed on a  play w ith criterion the 
predictor, ‘M ainstreamed w ithout support’ is found to m ake a significant 
contribution to differentiation between the groups. So children who spend a 
high proportion of time in m ainstream  without support are less likely to be 
Popular on a ‘play w ith’ criterion. This is consistent with the idea th a t 
greater opportunities for interaction may m ean potentially greater costs. 
This may be particularly so if engagement in negative social behaviour is high 
and it has been reported above that higher scores on the S tarts Fights peer 
assessm ent variable significantly contributes to differentiating between the 
Popular and the Average group.

6.4.4. Analysis of personal and  environm ental variables
Hypothesis 4a) predicted th a t when other personal variables were combined, 
the non-social personal variables would not add to the behavioural variables 
in predicting status. This was supported by analyses carried out on groups 
formed both with the work with and the play with criterion. The accuracy of 
classifying subjects into social s ta tu s  groups formed on the play with 
criterion which was achieved with the behavioural variables (Cooperates, 
S tarts Fights, Funny and Unhappy) was not added significantly to by the 
personal variable (Attractiveness). The accuracy of classifying subjects into 
social s ta tu s  groups formed on the work with criterion which was achieved 
w ith  the  beh av io u ra l va riab les (C ooperates, U nhappy  an d  Peer 
Maladaptiveness) was not added significantly to by the personal variables 
(Attractiveness and Reading Quotient).

Hypothesis 4b) posited th a t behavioural and environmental variables would 
each add to the other in  discrim inating the Popular and  Rejected groups
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from the Average group, so dem onstrating the im portance of both sets of 
variables. W hen classified using a ‘play w ith’ criterion the Popular and  
Average groups were found to be significantly discriminated by S tarts Fights 
(a personal variable) and Cohesiveness’ (an environm ental variable). When 
classified using a  ‘work with’ criterion the Popular and Average groups were 
found to be significantly discriminated by the same peer rated environmental 
variable as in the ‘play with’ analysis, Cohesiveness; bu t by the teacher rated 
non-social personal variable. A ttractiveness ra th e r th an  the peer ra ted  
behavioural personal variable. Starts Fights.

WThen classified using a ‘play with’ criterion the Rejected and Average groups 
were found to be significantly d iscrim inated by Funny, U nhappy and  
Cooperates (all peer rated behavioural personal variables) and by Difficulty (a 
peer rated  environm ental variable). W hen classified using a  ‘work w ith’ 
c riterion  the  Rejected and Average groups were again found to be 
significantly discriminated by the peer rated behavioural personal variables 
U nhappy and Cooperates, b u t also by the  teacher rated variables Peer 
M aladaptiveness and Attractiveness. The environm ental variable found to 
contribu te  significantly to discrim inating the  Rejected and the  Average 
group on the ‘work with’ analysis was Support in mainstream.

PopvAve RejvAve

PLAY Starts Fights (+) 
Cohesiveness (-)

Funny (+) 
Unhappy (-) 
Cooperates (+) 
Difficulty (+)

WORK Attractiveness (-) 
Cohesiveness (-)

Cooperates (+)
Unhappy (-)
Attractiveness (+)
Peer Maladaptiveness (-) 

Support in mainstream (+)

F ig u re  6 .1 9  S u m m ary  o f  th e  v a ria b le s  w h ic h  d is c r im in a te  b e tw e e n  
so c io m etric  s ta tu s  groups form ed on p lay  w ith ' an d  'w ork w ith ' c r ite ria . (+)
indicates th a t the Average group scores higher, (-) indicates th a t the Average 
group scores lower.

Hence, as illustrated in table 6.19, when social sta tu s groups were formed on 
a ‘play with’ criterion the variables discrim inating both the Popular and  the 
Rejected groups from the Average group are exclusively ratings by p e e rs  of
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behaviour and of the classroom environment. By contrast, this generalisation 
no longer held when social s ta tu s  groups were formed on a ‘work w ith’ 
criterion. Here the variables discrim inating the Popular from the Average 
group included ‘attractiveness’ as rated  by the class teacher while the  
variables found to significantly discrim inate the Rejected from the Average 
group extended beyond peer ra tings to teacher ratings of behaviour, 
attractiveness and learning support provision. These findings possibly reflect 
the greater influence of the teacher on desired affiliation in a  work as 
opposed to a  play context.

These findings further Indicate th a t differences in the sociometric choice 
criterion employed may be a significant factor in accounting for differences 
between stud ies and should be given careful consideration in research  
design. Children between the ages of 9 and 12 years do not simply apply a 
general ‘liking’ criterion irrespective of the sociometric question asked, 
rather they rate their classmates differentially at least on the basis of desired 
affiliation for work and play activities. This offers support to Hallinan (1981) 
view th a t the validity of using a  single undifferentiated choice criterion to 
assess children’s social s ta tu s  is questionable. These findings also offer 
further support for MacMillan & M orrison’s (1984) model, in troduced in 
C hap ter 5, in  th a t it proposed th a t  con tex tual (in terac tional and  
environmental factors) are im portant influences on sociometric sta tu s . That 
being so choice criteria relating to different contexts should create groups 
which are separated on different variables according to their relevance to 
the context in question. The findings of study 3 readily lend them selves to 
th is interpretation.

6 .5  C o n c lu s io n s

This study has taken the classes of variables which were identified in 
MacMillan & Morrison’s (1984) model (non-social personal, behavioural and 
environmental) and utilised multivciriate m ethods to investigate their power 
to discriminate the sociometric sta tu s  group membership of integrated MLD 
children. Personal and environmental variables were each found to play a  
significant role in discriminating MLD children classified as Popular and  as 
Rejected from those classified as Average. A ssessm ent of MLD children’s 
social skills has long been advocated in Informing decisions about integration 
(Gresham, 1982). In future it may be considered as im portant to assess 
aspects of the m ainstream  classroom environment into which it is proposed 
to integrate an  MLD child as to assess the child’s social behaviour.

In th is chapter a  num ber of concepts from social exchange theory have
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proved valuable in integrating the results obtained from the investigation of 
personal and environmental variables. One such concept was the comparison 
level. Support was obtained for the view that, when assessing the respective 
costs and benefits of working with certain of their classm ates, m ainstream  
children adjust the comparison level which they apply when the child is an 
integrated MLD pupil. They expect MLD children to have academic problems 
and to need a great deal of help in class. While MLD children who have fewer 
problem s and need less help tend to be Popular workm ates, allowances 
appear to be made for the others (which are not reported to- be m ade for 
m ainstream  low achievers) who are not Rejected because of their difficulties. 
This raised the issue of w hether overt labelling of integrated MLD children is 
advantageous in facilitating adjustm ent of the com parison level by their 
m ainstream  peers or w hether it is disadvantageous in reducing the ir 
perceived similarity. This issue will be discussed further in  chapter 10.

A second co n trib u tio n  of social exchange theory  concepts to the  
in te rp re ta tio n  of th e  re su lts  reported in th is  ch ap te r w as in  the 
characterisation of many of the variables found to significantly contribute to 
the discrim ination of the Popular and Rejected groups from the Average 
group. Affiliation w ith  Average s ta tu s  MLD ch ild ren  w as usefu lly  
characterised as offering average costs and average benefits, while affiliation 
with Popular MLD children was characterised as offering low costs and 
average benefits , and  affiliation w ith Rejected MLD ch ild ren  w as 
characterised as offering average costs and low benefits. These findings 
appear to present a ra ther different pattern  of associations between scores 
on peer assessm ent items and sociometric categories th an  those reported 
in Chapter 3, although as already discussed, findings from the two sam ples 
cannot be directly compared. The hypothesis th a t different p a tte rn s  of 
scores on peer assessm ent items are associated with sociometric s ta tu s  
classification for MLD children than  for m ainstream  children is considered 
fu rth er in C hap ter 7 w hen d a ta  collected also for MLD ch ild ren ’s 
m ainstream  peers are reported.

The re su lts  of th is  study  suggest th a t the variab les associated  w ith 
sociometric s ta tu s  group assignm ent for integrated children with m oderate 
learning difficulties differ with the use of different sociometric criteria. In 
particular the characteristics of the Rejected group created by the use of a 
work w ith criterion appear to differ from those of the  Rejected group 
created by the use of a  play with criterion. On the play with criterion the 
Rejected group appears less prosocial and more unhappy on peer ratings. On 
the work with criterion the Rejected group also appears less prosocial and 
more unhappy on peer ratings, bu t they also emerge as more anti-social on
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teacher ratings. This raises doubts about the homogeneity of the Rejected 
sociometric s ta tu s  group formed using the work with criterion and raises 
the possibility that, notwithstanding the smaller size of the Rejected group 
identified by the FCP sociometric classification method compared to m ost of 
the others investigated in Study 1, this Rejected group may be composed of 
two or more subgroups. This possibility is investigated in Chapter 8 .
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s tu d y  3 
CLASS SURVEY SCR IPT

In troduction
Good Morning everyone, my name is Mrs. Frederickson and I have come to 
the class today because I am  carrying out a  special project. My project is 
about how children of your age get along with each other a t school and I 
would like you to help me with my project by filling in a couple of easy 
questionnaires. There are no right or wrong answers, you ju s t  have to pu t 
w hat you think. You don’t  have to do any writing, you ju s t  have to circle and 
tick things. So you will need a  pen or pencil, has everyone got a  pen or 
pencil?

These questionnaires ask  about how you get along with o ther people a t 
school and 1 know th a t this is quite a private thing, so I will careful to keep 
your questionnaires private. The questionnaires only have first nam es on 
them  to keep them  private. When I collect your questionnaires in I will not 
show them  to anyone else. I will take them  back to my office and p u t them  
together with all the questionnaires from the other classes and schools so 
th a t I can see w hat sorts of things children of your age feel about how they 
get along with each other at school.

So I am going to be keeping your questionnaires private and it is very 
im portant th a t you keep them  private as well. There is no need for anybody 
to be talking about w hat they are putting, no need for anybody to be looking 
a t their neighbour's questionnaire to see w hat they are putting or no need 
for anybody to be letting other people see w hat they are putting. Does 
eveiybody understand that?  You can use your sheet of b lank paper to keep 
your questionnaire private. You can also use it like a ru ler to keep you 
straight when you are working through the questionnaires.

Now I need 3 volunteers. In a  m inute I want you (child A) to give out one of 
these questionneiires to every girl in the class and bring me back the speures, 
I w ant you (child B) to give out one of these questionnaires to every boy in 
the class and bring me back the spares and I w ant you (child C) to give out 
one of these sheets of blank paper to everyone in the class. Everyone else I 
w ant you to cover over your questionnaire with your sheet of blank paper and 
get ready to listen  to w hat you have to do next, do not look a t your 
questionnaire until I tell you.

(Praise children for listening well and doing what they were asked to do).
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Mv Class Inventory
The directions on the front page of the Inventory (see Appendix 56.1) were 
read to the class and the example done together. Each sentence, preceded 
by its num ber, was the read in tu rn  to the class, followed by the words, 
“Circle yes or no” and a  brief pause for the children to respond.

Guess Who
If you look down the left hand side of th is page you will see th a t it h as got 
the names of everybody in this class in the order they come in the register. 1 
am  going to read out each name in tu rn  £ind 1 w ant you to follow on the 
questionnaire as 1 read. When 1 read your name 1 w ant you to cross it off the 
list.

Did 1 read everyones name ? Put up your hand if your name has been missed 
off the Ust.

Now if you look across the top it says, “Guess Who”. 1 am  going to read out 
some descriptions of people and you have got to guess who, out of the people 
in your class, it might be a description of. For example, supposing 1 read out 
the description "this person is really good a t sport, they are a  wizard 
footballer" w hat you would have to do is look down the nam es of everybody in 
your class and p u t a  tick against the name of anyone who you th ink  fits the 
description. Now 1 don't know, maybe there is one person in th is class th a t 
you think fits th a t description, then you would have one tick; maybe there 
are five people in th is class who you th ink  fit th a t description, th en  you 
would have five ticks and maybe you th ink  th a t there isn 't anybody a t all in 
this class th a t fits th a t description and then  you wouldn't have any ticks. 
Does everybody understand? You have crossed out your own nam e so don’t 
put any ticks against it.

Remember th a t it is im portant to keep your questionnaires private. If you 
know somebody in the class th a t fits the description 1 have read out, ju s t  
tick their name; you do not call their name out or point a t them  you ju s t  tick 
their name. Does everybody understand?

If you think of a person who fits the description th a t 1 have read out b u t you 
can't find their name on the list, please p u t up you hand and 1 will come and 
help you find it.

OK now for the first description we are going to p u t the ticks in  colum n
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num ber 1. Column num ber 1 is on the left, after the list of nam es. Has 
everybody found it? The description for column num ber 1 is: Co-operates, 
this person is really good to have as part o f  your group because they are 
agreeable and co-operate. They pitch in, share and give everyone a turn.

Now for the second description we are going to p u t ticks for this description 
in column num ber 2. Description num ber 2
Disrupts, this person has a way o f upsetting everything when he or she gets 
in a group. They don't share and tries to get everyone to do things their 
way.

Description num ber 3, remember to pu t your ticks in column 3.
Shy, this person is very shy with other children, they always seem  to play or
work by themselves, it's hard to get to know this person.

Number 4, Fights, this person starts fights. They say mean things to other
children or p ush  them or hit them.

Number 5, Seeks Help. This person is alw ays looking fo r  help, they a sk  fo r  
help even before they've tried very hard.

Number 6 , Leader. 'This person gets chosen by the others as the leader. 
Other people like to have this person in charge.

Number 7, Funny. 'This person makes everybody laugh.

Number 8 , Unhappy. 'This person often seem s sad  a t school.

The LITOP & LITOW
On this page we have got the names of eveiybody in this class again bu t th is 
time if you look across the top it says, "How m uch do you like to play with 
each person a t school". Opposite each person 's nam e there are four little 
circles. The second circle has got a smiling face and you are going to tick 
tha t circle if it is the nam e of somebody who you like to play with a t school. 
The third circle has got a straight-m outhed face and  you are going to tick 
tha t circle against the nam es of people if you don't mind whether you play 
with them  or not. The last circle has got a  sad face and you are going to tick 
tha t' circle if it is the nam e of someone who you prefer not to play with a t 
school. We all have different people th a t we like to play with a t school, th a t 
we don't m ind w hether we play with them  or not and  th a t we prefer not to 
play with. The first circle has got a question m ark in  it and you are going to
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tick tha t circle if it's the name of someone who you don't know well enough 
to decide how m uch you like to play with them  a t school.

Turn over now and look at the next sheet. This time the question a t the top 
says, “How m uch do you like to work with each person a t school?” So th is 
time you have to tick the circles ju s t like the page before bu t now its to show 
how much you like to work  with each person a t school.

Before we s ta rt I would like everyone to find their own nam e on the  Play 
With questionnaire and cross it out, then  find your own nam e on the W ork 
With questionnaire and cross it out. The reason for th a t is th a t th is is a  
project about how children of your age get along with each other a t school 
and I don't need you to tell me about how m uch you like to play or work by 
yourself. Has everybody crossed out their own nam e from both lists? Good. 
In a m inute I will ask  you to sta rt and I w ant you to go carefully down the 
play with list showing how much you like to play with each person a t school 
by ticking the question m ark if it's someone tha t you don't know well enough 
to decide how m uch you like to play with them, you tick the smiling face if 
it's the name of someone you like to play with, you tick the sad face if it's the 
nam e of som eone you prefer not to play w ith  and  you tick  th e  
straight-m outhed face if it's someone you don't mind whether you play with 
them  or not. Make sure th a t you haven’t  missed anybody out and then  tu rn  
over the page and go carefully down the work with list, ticking to show how 
m uch you like to work with each person a t school.

W hen you have finished both questionnaires you can spend two m inutes 
quickly drawing a picture on the blank paper to show w hat you like to do 
b est of all during break  time a t school. Some people draw  football or 
skipping or talking with their friends or some game they like to play.

Remember if you cant make out any of the names ju s t  pu t up  your hand and I 
will tell you who it is. Also remember to keep your questionnaires private.

E nd  Piece
OK you have finished all the questionnaires. Well done for filling them  in so 
sensibly. Remember to keep on being sensible and not to talk  to anyone 
about what you put. Can the people who gave them  out quickly collect them  
in. While they are being collected you can finish off your pictures. This is 
something we can talk about and in a m inute we will take a  vote to see w hat 
is the most popular playground activity in this class.
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Appendix 6A: The Guess Who Measure

GUESS WHO ?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Geraldine A

Louise B

Hannah F

Joanne G

Emma H
Kristina H

Emma L

Caria McB

Donna O N .

Patricia S

Laura T

Michael A

Timothy B

Ben B

Jam ie B
Stephen B

Nicholas C

Oliver D

Thomas D

Kristian F

Bradley G

Paul McN

David M

Arran M
Dinesh P

Kevin S

Ryan S

Grant 8 -

'•

327



CONFIDENTIAL 

QUESTIONNAIRE-HEAD OF MLD DEPARTMENT

Child: DOB:

A d d r e s s :

Date of Entry to Departm ent: 

Ethnicity: (eg. Afro-Caribbean)

Sex: M /  F

First language:

Father's Occupation:

M other's Occupation:

TIMETABLE
For each session, please enter:
The curriculum  area (eg. Maths, PE. Language, Topic)
The level of support provided -

M ( Working in a mainstream class)
M /M  (Mainstream with m aterials/advice from Dept.) 
M /S (Mainstream with support staff from Department) 
D ( Working in the Department)

MCN TUES WED THUR PR!

REGISTER

AM
SESSI0N1

AM
SESSI0N2

PM
SESSI0N1

PM
SESSION2
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How would you describe these aspects of the child's functioning at present:

Relationships with adults Very Good Good Fair Poor Very Poor
Relationships with other children Very Good Good Fair Poor Very Poor
Motivation and application Very Good Good Fair Poor Very Poor

A ny O ther CommeTits:

Please include a copy of: * Any test scores obtained w ithin the last 12 months.
* The last annual review report.

Then return to Norah Frederickson by Friday 13th Tuly.

n^an^iyou very nvucH fo r your HeCp
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CLASSROOM IN TEG R A TIO N  Q Ü E ST IO N A IR E

Please read eacii d e sc rip tio n  and in d ic a te  the most appropria te  placement fo r 
each ch ild  by c ir c l in g  the corresponding l e t t e r  in  the l e f t  hand margin as 
fo llow s:

A. Mainstream classroom, no a d d itio n a l support.

B. Mainstream classroom f u l l  time with supplemental m ate ria ls  
and advice.

C. Mainstream classroom p a rt time with supplemental m ateria ls  
and advice.

D. Fu ll time placement in  a Department or Unit w ith in  a mainstream 
 schoo l.

- - E. S pec ia l.schoo l placement.

(P lease c i r c le  only one l e t t e r  per item)

A B O D E  1 . A lthough E r ic  seems v e ry  b r ig h t  d o ing  s c ie n c e  ex p e rim en ts  and o th e r  
a c t i v i t i e s  in v o lv in g  m an u ip u la ticn  o f  m a te r ia ls ,  h e  s t i l l  does p o o rly  
in  h i s  re a d in g  and a r i th m e t ic  a ss ig n m en ts .

A B O D E

A B O D E

A,B 0 D E

2 . RLcdiard i s  o v e r ly  dependent cn  th e  te a c h e r .  He seek s c u t  e x c e s s iv e  
a d u l t  a t t e n t i o n .  He h a s  no sen se  o f  s e l f - d i r e c t i c n . He n ev e r does 
an y th in g  w ith o u t b e in g  pushed o r  p rodded .

3 . Chuck d o e s n 't  seem a b le  t o  c a tc h  on t o  th in g s  a s  q u ic k ly  a s  m ost, and
a b o d e  needs t o  h av e  th in g s  e x p la in e d  o v e r and o v e r a g a in ;  e v e n tu sd ly , though,

h e  appecurs t o  leeum ev e ry th in g  th e  o th e r s  do , even though i t  h as tak en  
lo n g e r .

A B O D E  4 . F lo ren ce  i s  immature and o v e r s e n s i t iv e ,  l i k e l y  t o  b u r s t  in to  t e a r s  a t
th e  s l i g h t e s t  p ro v o c a tio n . She p o u ts  o r  s u lk s  i f  she  c a n ' t  do v h a t  she 
w ants t o  d o .

A B O D E  5 .  A lfre d  i s  d e f ia n t  and s tu b b o rn , l i k e l y  t o  a rg u e  w ith  th e  te a c h e r ,  be
w i l l f u l l y  d is c h e d ie n t  and o th e rw ise  i n t e r f e r e  w ith  th e  norm al classroom  
d i s c i p l i n e .

A B O D E  John  f r e q u e n t ly  m is in te r p r e t s  sim p le  s ta te m e n ts  and d i r e c t io n s  g iv en
to  th e  g r tx p ;  h e  does b e t t e r  i f  he can  r e p e a t  th e  d i r e c t io n s  t o  th e  

; t e a c h e r .

A B O D E  7. D oris  i s  absen t-m inded  and a  daydream er; sh e  seems u n u su a lly  q u ie t
and w ithdraw n, av o id s  o th e r s  and i s  in h ib i te d  cind r e s t r a in e d  in  h e r  
b e h a v io r .

B . Tiitiny i s  o v e r ly  a g g re s s iv e .  He seems to  p ic k  f i g h t s ,  t e a s e  and
b u l ly  o th e r  c h i ld r e n .  He i s  a  poor s p o r t  and a rg u e s  ab o u t r u le s  and 
d e c is io n s .

9 . J e r r y  does re a so n a b ly  good work a s  lo n g  a s  he i s  l e f t  a lo n e ; h e  becones
A B O D E  ex tre m e ly  te n s e  and an x io u s , how ever, v h ^ e v e r  an  a d u l t  speaks t o  him .

He becxanes v e ry  u p se t vhen he makes a  m is tak e  and j u s t  f r e e z e s  \jp when 
c a l l e d  on i n  c l a s s .

a b o d e  10 . D o tty  i s  e ig h t ;  sh e  h a s  d i f f i c u l t y  fo llo w in g  th e  cd.ass a c t i v i t i e s ,  and
\ d o e s n 't  seem a b le  t o  l e a m  t o  re a d  a t  a l l .

a b o d e  I t .  R ich ard  i s  a  l ik e a b le  boy; h e  makes f r ie n d s  e a s i l y  and i s  v e ry
s e n s i t i v e  o f  hew o th e r s  se e  h im . He i s  two y e a rs  b eh in d  h i s  p e e rs  
in  m ath s k i l l s  and fo u r  yeaurs b eh in d  i n  re a d in g .

12 . S t e l l a  can  re a d  o r a l l y  b u t  d o e s n 't  cxnçréhend  th e  m eaning o f  w hat she 
r e a d s .  She can  i d e n t i f y  a l l  th e  w ords in  a  sentencre b u t  can n o t p a ra 
p h ra s e  th e  sen te n c e  o r  t e l l  w hat i t  m eans.

13. M artha i s  a  h y p e ra c t iv e  c h i ld .  She i s  a lw ays ju trp ing o u t  o f  h e r  s e a t ,
a b o d e .  ru n n in g  around  th e  rcxan; she  c a n ' t  seem t o  s i t  s t i l l  f o r  any le n g th

o f  t im e . M vile s h e 's  run n in g  azo tsid , sh e  annoys and  c iis ru p ts  o th e r  
c h i ld r e n .
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A  B  c  D E  14 .  B etty w rk s  very rap id ly  and u su a lly  i s  the f i r s t  cne fin ish ed  in  her
s e c tic n . However, most o f her responses a re  in c o r re c t .

A B  C  D S  15 .  Q ieste r i s  d e c e i tfu l ,  t e l l s  l ie s  and cheats in  school and a t  p lay ;
he has been involved in  severa l th e f t s  and i s  a p e r s is te n t  t ru a n t .

A B c D E 1^' Satnny, . AMC can’t  c o rre c tly  rep ea t o ra l  d ire c tio n s  o r
c o rre c tly  repea t a 7-10 word sta tem ent. He em its and /o r transposes 
vords, c a n 't  r e c i te  days of the  week, the  alphabet o r nurrtjers in  
o rd e r.

A B c 0 E 17. Judy ev en tu a lly  m u tila tes  or destroys every th ing  th a t  g e ts  in to  her
hands; h e r  books a re  marked and to m , h e r desk is  in k sta in ed  and 
sc a rred , and she has even managed to  crack  a blackboard panel.

 ̂ B C D E 18. C arla i s  a p e rs is te n t  walker, w hisperer and n o tepasser.

g  ̂ jj g 19. Beth i s  not ab le to  achieve in  any a rea  o f  academics cn a lev e l
w ith th e  o th e r  c h ild ren . A ll areas o f  academics must be done cn 
an in d iv id u a l b a s is .

L B C D E

20. M illy  i s  slow to  comprehend in s tru c tio n s  th a t  involve d ir e c t io n a l i ty .  
She i s  confused about l e f t - r ig h t ,  up-down and confuses p rep o sitio n s  
(over, under) in  h e r o ra l expression.

21. Earl i s  e ig h t and wears ' boots to  c la s s  because he h a s n 't
 ̂ B C D E learned  to  t i e  h is  own shoelaces; he i s  g en e ra lly  ch e erfu l and w e ll-

behaved, bu t ta lk s  very l i t t l e  in  c la s s  and is  incapsable o f  doing 
anything bu t the  most simple work assignm ents.

I B C D E 22. Susan freq u en tly  reads words and nunbers reversed  and confuses s im ila r
words and l e t t e r s  when reading, bu t does a l r ig h t  w ith  o ra l  s p e ll in g .

i. B C D E 23. Brenda seems very unhaj^y and depressed in  schoo l. She sometimes
appears to  "have been crying and never seems to  sm ile evei when she ' s 
playing w ith the o th e r cdu-ldren.

B C D E 24. B illy  tends to  sk ip  words while reading and needs to  use a moving
fin g e r , p en c il o r o ther a r t i f a c t  to  avoid om issions.

25. Alan seems to  have very few frie n d s . He s tay s  by h im se lf most of 
the  tim e watching the  o th er ch ild ren . He is  never chosen for games 
and never in te r a c ts  w ith o ther ch ild ren  about h is  school work.

SLe.,,write a sim ilar brief description of each of the following d u d I I s
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Table 6.4 Results of the Discriminant Function Analysis of Personal Variables on a 
Flay With Sociometric Criterion

(a) Correlations of predictor variables with discriminant functions
Discriminant Function 1 Univariate Signifie

Predictor Variable F(2,98)
Attractiveness -0.74 3.05 .052
Free Meals 0.74 2.96 .057
Unattractiveness 0.35 0.26 .77
Reading Quotient -0.17 1.56 .21
Ethnic -0.08 0.07 .93
IQ 0.13 1.26 .29

Canonical R 0.31
Eigenvalue 0.11

(b) Pooled within group correlations among predictors
FM E Att UnAtt RQ

Ethnic -.09
Attractiveness -.16 .02
Unattractiveness .10 -.09 -.47*
Reading Quotient -.09 .11 .18 -.02
IQ .03 -.06 .19 -.15 .04
‘Correlation significant a t <.01

(c) Canonical Discriminant function evaluated at grotq> means

Function 1
Popular

- 0.66
Average

- 0.10
Rejected

0.45

(d) Group means on each predictor variable
Popular Average Rejected

Free Meals 0.00 0.19 0.34
Ethnic 1.10 1.08 1.10
Attractiveness 0.70 0.45 0.28
U n-attractiveness 0.20 0.21 0.28
Reading Quotient 69.00 68.80 65.93
IQ 81.90 78.04 81.07

(e) Evaluation of predictor variables
Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance

1 Attractiveness 6.09 .048
2 Free Meals 4.22 .12
3 IQ 2.88 .31

(f) Analysis of Popular/Average and Rejected/Average group contrasts
POPULAR V AVERAGE
Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance

1 Reading Quotient 3.31 .069
2 IQ 2.08 .15
3 Free Meals 2.29 .13

REJECTED V AVERAGE
Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance

1 Attractiveness 2.56 .11
2 Ethnic 2.09 .15
3 Free Meals 1.51 .22

+ + + ++ + + + + + + ++ + + + + + + ++ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

333



Table 6.5 Results of the Discriminant Function Analysis of Personal Variables on a 
Work With Sociometric Criterion

(a) Correlations of predictor variables with discriminant functions
Discriminant Function Univariate Significance

Predictor Variable 1 2 F(2,112)

Attractiveness 0.80 0.40 8.00 .001
Reading Quotient 0.72 -0.29 6.34 .003
U nattractiveness -0.32 -0.24 1.22 .30
Free Meals -0.14 -0.11 2.61 .08

Ethnic 0.01 0.55 1.33 .27
IQ 0.25 -0.49 1.81 .17

Canonical R 0.44 0.29
Eigenvalue 0.23 0.09

(b) Pooled within group correlations among predictors
FM E Att UnAtt RQ

Ethnic -.07
A ttractiveness -.14 -.01
U nattractiveness .09 -.10 -.46*
Reading Quotient -.09 .11 .18 -.02
IQ .03 -.04 .21 -.14 .02

♦Correlation significant a t <.01

(c) Canonical Discriminant function evaluated at groim means
Popular Average Rejected

Function 1 1.46 0.07 -0.51
Function 2 -0.59 0.21 -0.34

(d) Grotq) means on each predictor variable
Popular Average

Free Meals 0.00 0.18
Ethnic 1.00 1.12
Attractiveness 0.86 0.49
U n-attractiveness 0.00 0.23
Reading Quotient 77.43 68.17
IQ 86.43 78.77

(e) E>valuation of predictor variables
Step Entered Variable

1 A ttractiveness
2 RQR
3 IQ
3 Ethnic

Change in Rao’s V 
15.93 
9.13 
3.67 
2.96

Rejected
0.34
1.03
0.17
0.28

66.17
80.03

Significance
.001
.01
.16
.23

(f) Analysis of Popular/Average and Rejected/Average group contrasts
POPULAR V AVERAGE
Variable Univariate Significance
Reading Quotient 9.37 .003

Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance
1 Reading Quotient 9.37 .002
2 IQ 3.53 .06
3 Ethnic 1.69 .19

REJECTED v AVERAGE
Variable Univariate F ^  ggj Significance
A ttractiveness 9.26 .003
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step  Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance
1 Attractiveness 9.26 .002
3 Ethnic 1.89 .17
4 U nattractiveness 1.54 .21
4 Free Meals 1.43 .23

Table 6.6 Results of the Discriminant Function Analysis of Guess Who Items on Play 
^ t h '  Sociometric Categories

(a) Correlations of predictor variables with discriminant functions
Discriminant Function Univariate Significance

Predictor Variable 1 2 F(2,112)

Funny 0.55 0.47 8.87 .001
Cooperates 0.47 0.37 6.33 .003
Unhappy -0.45 -0.01 5.13 .007
Seeks Help -0.44 0.40 5.88 .004
Leader 0.35 -0.08 3.03 .052
Acts Shy -0.13 -0.11 0.57 .57

Starts Fights -0.27 0.63 4.15 .02
Disrupts -0.22 0.37 2.77 .07

Canonical R 0.56 0.31
Eigenvalue 0.45 0.11

(b) Pooled within group correlations among predictors
Dis Fight Coop Lead Help Shy Fun

Disrupts
S tarts Fights .61*
Cooperates 11 -.02
Leader .20 .28* .26*
Seeks Help .20 .16 .08 .10
Acts Shy -.40* -.26* .17 -.10 .10
Funny .25* .27* .11 .28* .03 -.18
Unhappy 12 .01 .10 -.03 .22 .34* .02
*Correlation significant a t <.01

(c) Canonical Discriminant function evaluated at group means
Popular Average Rejected

Function 1 0.89 0.28 -1.01
Function 2 -0.71 0.23 -0.16

(d) Group means on each predictor variable
Popular

Disrupts 
S tarts Fights 
Cooperates 
Leader 
Seeks Help 
Acts Shy 
Funny 
Unhappy

0.01
0.10
0.24
0.18
0.21
0.19
0.27
0.17

(e) Evaluation of predictor variables
Step Entered Variable

1 Funny
2 S tarts Fights
3 Unhappy
4 Cooperates
5 Seeks Help

Average
0.27
0.30
0.25
0.13
0.38
0.22
0.29
0.23

Change in Rao’s V
17.74 
12.59
10.75 
11.12
4.84

Rejected
0.29
0.33
0.12
0.06
0.49
0.27
0.08
0.36

Significance
.001
.002
.005
.004
.09
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6 Leader 4.96 .08

(f) Analysis of Popular/Average and Rejected/Average group contrasts
POPULAR V AVERAGE
Variable Univariate Fm Significance
Starts Fights 6.53 .01
Disrupts 5.22 .02
Seeks Help 5.64 .02

Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance
1 Starts Fights 6.53 .01
2 Seeks Help 3.54 .06
3 Leader 3.49 .06

REJECTED V AVERAGE
Variable Univariate Fq  gg\ Significance
Funny 18.09 .001
Cooperates 12.43 .001
Unhappy 8.13 .005
Leader 4.10 .046

Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V SignificEuice
1 Funny 18.09 .001
3 Unhappy 10.03 .002
4 Cooperates 8.18 .004
4 Starts Fights 2.34 .13

Table 6.7 Results of the Discriminant Function Analysis of Guess Who Items on Work 
With Sociometric Categories

(a) Correlations of predictor variables with discriminant functions
Discriminant Function Univariate Significance
Predictor Variable 1 F(2,112)
Cooperates -0.53 6.16 .003
Seeks Help 0.49 4.81 .01
Unhappy 0.45 3.92 .02
Disrupts 0.45 4.03 .02
Funny -0.45 3.89 .02
Leader 0.31 2.18 .12
Starts Fights 0.17 2.56 .08
Acts Shy 0.03 0.40 .67

Canonical R 0.50
Eigenvalue 0.34

(b) Pooled within group correlations among predictors
Dis Fight Coop Lead Help Shy Fun

Starts Fights .61*
Cooperates -.06 .01
Leader .21 .26* .26*
Seeks Help .18 .17 -.07 .07
Acts Shy -.39* -.24 .13 -.13 .13
Funny .29* .28* .16 .30* .02 -.20
Unhappy .09 .01 .09 -.05 .24 .37* -.02
•Correlation significant a t <.01

(c) Canonical Discriminant function evaluated at group means
Popular Average Rejected

Function 1 -1.20 -0.21 0.82
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(d) Group means on each predictor variable
Popular Average Rejected

Disrupts 0.07 0.24 0.34
Starts Fights 0.13 0.27 0.36
Cooperates 0.28 0.25 0.12
Leader 0.14 0.14 0.06
Seeks Help 0.19 0.37 0.48
Acts Shy 0.17 0.24 0.21
Funny 0.39 0.25 0.15
Unhappy 0.16 0.24 0.36

(e) Evaluation of predictor variables
Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance

1 Cooperates 12.31 .002
2 Unhappy 9.82 .007
3 Disrupts 5.86 .053
4 Funny 9.93 .007
5 Seeks Help 3.59 .167

(f) Analysis of Popular/Average and Rejected/Average group contrasts
POPULAR V AVERAGE
Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance

1 Seeks Help 4.21 .04
2 Funny 2.26 .13
3 Disrupts 4.25 .039
4 Shy 1.5 .22

REJECTED V AVERAGE
Variable Univariate F q  23) Significance
Cooperates 4.54 .044
Unhappy 4.5 .045

Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance
1 Cooperates 11.21 .0008
2 Unhappy 6.91 .0086
3 Starts Fights 1.99 .16
4 Funny 3.21 .07

+ + + ++ + + + + + + ++ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

Table 6.8 Results of the Discriminant Function Analysis of BSAG Items on Play With 
Sociometric Categories

(a) Correlations of predictor variables with discriminant functions
Discriminant Function U nivariate Significance

Predictor Variable F(2,102)
Non-Syndromic U nder-reaction 0.56 3.29 .04
Depression 0.56 3.38 .04
Non-Syndromic Over-reaction 0.37 1.81 .17
Inconsequence 0.24 1.80 .17
Unforthcomingness 0.21 0.70 .50
W ithdrawal 0.18 1.01 .37
Hostility -0.10 0.14 .87
Peer-M ^adaptiveness -0.02 0.70 .50

Canonical R 0.39
Eigenvalue 0.18

(b) Pooled within group correlations among predictors
U W D NsOR I H PM

Non-Syndromic Under-reaction .49* .45* .23 -.12 .00 -.05 -.17
Unforthcomingness .22 .01 -.26* -.36* -.17 -.23
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W ithdrawal .57* . 10
Depression . 16
Non-Syndromic Over-reaction
Inconsequence
H ostility
•Correlation significant a t <.01

(c) Canonical Discriminant function evaluated at group means

.14 .11 .09

.19 .14 .08

.72* .59* .58*
.62* .61*

.62*

Popular Average Rejected
Function 1 -0.67 -0.13 0.62

(d) Group means on each predictor variable
Popular Average Rejected

Non-Syndromic U nder-reaction 0.48 0.55 0.89
Depression 0.27 0.71 0.94
Non-Syndromic Over-reaction 0.48 0.86 0.96
Inconsequence 0.98 1.50 1.66
Unforthcom ingness 0.83 1.08 1.15
W ithdrawal 0.29 0.57 0.55
H ostility 1.06 1.09 0.94
Peer-M aladaptiveness 0.49 0.76 0.62

(e) E^valuation of predictor variables
Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance

1 Depression 6.75 .034
2 Non-syndromic Underaction 4.75 .093
3 W ithdrawal 4.54 .103
4 Non-syndromic Overaction 3.34 .188
5 H ostility 3.69 .158

(f) Analysis of Popular/Average and Rejected/Average group contrasts
POPULAR V AVERAGE
Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance

1 Depression 3.89 .049
2 Non-syndromic Overaction 1.98 .16
3 H ostility 2.78 .095
4 Peer Maladaptiveness 1.73 .19

REJECTED V AVERAGE
Variable Univariate Fm ggj Significance
Non-syndromic
U nderaction 5.53 .021

Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance
1 Non-syndromic Underaction 5.52 .019
2 W ithdrawn 2.69 .10
3 Depression 3.64 .056
4 Non-syndromic Overaction 1.28 .26
5 H ostility 1.32 .25

+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 4 - 1 - + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

Table 6.9 Results of the Discriminant Function Analysis of BSAG Items on Work With 
Sociometric Categories

(a) Correlations of predictor variables with discriminant functions
Discri

Predictor Variable 
Non-Syndromic Over-reaction 
Peer-M aladaptiveness 
Inconsequence 
H ostility 
W ithdrawal

lan t Function Univariate Significance
F(2,102)

0.82 4.62 .01
0.81 4.89 .01
0.72 4.36 .01
0.63 2.25 .11
0.29 0.75 .47
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Depression 0.22 0.95 .39
Non-Syndromic Under -reaction 0.20 1.01 .37
Unforthcomingness -0.08 0.81 .45

Canonical R 0.34
Eigenvalue 0.13

(b) Pooled within group correlations among predictors
NsUR U W D NsOR I H

Unforthcomingness .49
W ithdrawal .43 .22
Depression .25 .12 .57
Non-Syndromic Over-reaction -.11 -.24 .12 .17
Inconsequence .01 -.34 .16 .21 .70
Hostility -.07 -.16 .12 .12 .56 .58
Peer-M aladaptiveness -.19 -.22 .10 .06 .55 .57 .60
•Correlation significant a t <.01 

(c) Canonical Discriminant function evaluated at group means

Function 1
Popular
-0.67

Average
-0.13

Rejected
0.57

(d) Group means on each predictor variable
Popular Average Rejected

Non-Syndromic Under-reaction 0.33 0.66 0.65
Depression 0.39 0.71 0.83
Non-Syndromic Over-reaction 0.38 0.76 1.21
Inconsequence 0.95 1.34 1.99
Unforthcomingness 0.77 1.13 0.98
W ithdrawal 0.27 0.56 0.51
Hostility 0.85 0.91 1.46
Peer-M aladaptiveness 0.41 0.55 1.11

(e) Evaluation of predictor variables
Step Entered Variable

1 Peer Maladaptiveness
2 Non-syndromic Overaction
3 Non-syndromic Underaction

Change in Rao's V Significance 
9.79 .008
3.17 .21
3.01 .22

(f) Analysis of Popular/Average and Rejected/Average group contrasts
POPULAR V AVERAGE
Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance

1 Non-syndromic Underaction 2.12 .15
2 Non-syndromic Overaction 1.92 .17

REJECTED V AVERAGE 
Variable
Peer Maladaptiveness 
Inconsequence 
Non-syndromic Overaction 
Hostility

Univariate
8.77 
6.71 
5.82 
4.23

(1.88) Significance
.004
.011
.018
.043

Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance
1 Peer Maladaptiveness 8.77 .003
2 Inconsequence 1.38 .24

+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
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Table 6.10 Results of the Discriminant Function Analysis of Peer assessed plus teacher 
assessed variables on Flay With Sociometric Cetegories

(a) Correlations of predictor variables with discriminant functions
Discriminant Function Univariate Significance

Predictor Variable F(2,102)
Funny -0.59 8.01 .001
Cooperates -0.56 6.88 .002
Unhappy 0.45 4.05 .02
Depression 0.34 2.67 .07
Starts Fights 0.19 3.93 .02

Canonical R 0.53
Eigenvalue 0.39

(b) Pooled within group correlations iamong predictors
C U D SF

Funny .18 .02 -.01 .28*
Cooperates .09 -.16 -.02
Unhappy .02 .00
Depression .11
Starts Fights
‘Correlation significant a t <.01

(c) Canonical Discriminant function evaluated at group means
Popular Average Rejected

Function 1 -0.72 -0.29 0.97

(d) Evaluation of predictor variables
Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance

1 Funny 16.02 .001
2 Starts Fights 10.40 .006
3 Unhappy 8.63 .013
4 Cooperates 10.03 .007
5 Depression 4.63 .098

(e) Re-evaluation of predictor variables with Depression entered first
Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance

1 Depression 6.75 .03
2 Funny 16.72 .001
3 Starts Fights 8.91 .01
4 Unhappy 8.35 .015
5 Cooperates 8.98 .01

Table 6.11 Results of the Discriminant Function Analysis of Peer assessed plus teacher 
assessed variables on a Work With Sociometric Criterion

(a) Correlations of predictor variables with discriminant functions
Discriminant Function Univariate Significance

Predictor Variable F(2,102)
Cooperates -0.60 8.56 .001
Peer Maladaptiveness 0.46 4.89 .015
Unhappy 0.43 4.19 .017
Disrupts 0.42 4.54 .012
Funny -0.34 3.06 .051

Canonical R 0.56
Eigenvalue 0.45
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(b) Pooled within group correlations among predictors
C U D PM

Funny .23 .00 .28* .23
Cooperates .11 -.03 -.03
Unhappy .08 .09
Disrupts .42*
Peer Maladaptiveness 
‘Correlation significant a t <.01

(c) Canonical Discriminant function evaluated at group means
Popular Average Rejected

Function 1 -1.00 -0.28 1.10

(d) Evaluation of predictor variables
Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance

1 Cooperates 17.13 .001
2 Unhappy 11.15 .004
3 Disrupts 7.11 .03
4 Funny 6.81 .03
5 Peer Maladaptiveness 8.40 .015

(e) Re-evaluation of predictor variables with Peer Maladaptiveness entered :
Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance

1 Peer Maladaptiveness 9.79 .008
2 Cooperates 16.41 .001
3 Unhappy 13.09 .001
4 Funny 5.67 .059
5 Disrupts 5.64 .06

Table 6.13 Results of the Discriminant  Function Analysis of Class Mean MCI Scores on 
a Play With Sociometric Criterion

(a) Correlations of predictor variables with discriminant functions
Discriminant Function Univariate Significance

Predictor Variable F(2,102)

Cohesiveness 0.83 12.04 .001
Satisfaction 0.67 7.66 .001
Friction -0.40 2.58 .08
Difficulty 0.38 2.82 .064
Competitiveness 0.28 2.17 .12

Canonical R 0.48
Eigenvalue 0.31

(b) Pooled within group correlations among predictors
CH S D F

Cohesiveness
CH S

Satisfaction .63*
Difficulty -.10 -.25*
Friction -.43* -.60*
Competitiveness .27* .27*

.21

.01 -.57*

(c) Canonical Discriminant function evaluated at group means
Popular Average Rejected

Function 1 1.24 0.01 -0.60

(d) Grotq> means on each predictor variable
Popular Average Rejected

Cohesiveness 3.51 3.32 3.26
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Satisfaction 
Diffulty 
Friction 
Competitiveness

(e) EXraluation of predictor variables
Step Entered Variable

1 Cohesiveness
2 Difficulty
3 Satisfaction

21.29
13.39
18.54
1.56

19.68
13.12
19.03
1.48

Change in Rao’s V 
24.09 

8.00 
3.72

18.93
12.77
19.62
1.38

Significance
.001
.018
.16

(i) Analysis of Popular/Average and Rejected/Average group contrasts
POPULAR V AVERAGE
Variable UniVciriate Significance
Cohesiveness 13.77 .001
Satisfaction 8.54 .005

Step Entered 
1

Variable
Cohesiveness

Change in Rao’s V
13.77

Significance
.001

REJECTED V AVERAGE 
Step Entered Variable

1 Cohesiveness
2 Difficulty
3 Friction

Change in Rao’s V 
3.47 
4.55
2.01

Significance
.063
.033
.16

+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

Table 6.14 Results of the Discriminant Function Analysis of Class Mean MCI Scores on 
a Work With Sociometric Criterion

(a) Correlations of predictor variables with discriminant functions
Discriminant Function Univariate Significance

Predictor Variable 1 2 F(2,112)

Cohesiveness 0.74 0.03 6.52 .002
Satisfaction 0.59 0.37 4.19 .02

Difficulty 0.35 -0.83 1.48 .23
Friction -0.03 0.13 0.01 .99
Competitiveness 0.03 -0.24 0.55 .58

Camonical R 0.42 0.04
Eigenvalue 0.21 0.00

(b) Pooled within group correlations among predictors
CH S D F

Satisfaction .65*
Difficulty -.06 -.21
Friction -.48* -.63* .16
Competitiveness .30* .29* .04 -.59*
•Correlation significant at <.01

(c) Canonical Discriminant function evaluated a t groim means
Popular Average Rejected

Function 1 1.34 0.05 -0.48

(d) Group means on each predictor variable
Popular Average Rejected

Cohesiveness 3.50 3.34 3.27
Satisfaction 21.30 19.71 19.15
Difficulty 13.42 13.09 12.87
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Friction 19.07
Competitiveness 1,55

(e) Evaluation of predictor variables

19.11
1.46

Step Entered 
1 
2
3
4

Variable
Cohesiveness
Difficulty
Friction
Satisfaction

Change in Rao’s V 
13.04
3.77 
2.41 
4.61

19.16
1.44

Significance
.0015
.15
.30
.10

(f) Analysis of Popular/Average and Rejected/Average group contrasts
POPULAR V AVERAGE
Variable Univariate F ^  Significance
Cohesiveness 6.24 .015
Satisfaction 5.0 .028

Step Entered 
1 
2 
3

Variable
Cohesiveness
Friction
Satisfaction

Change in Rao’s V 
6.24 
1.83 
1.91

Significance
.013
.18
.17

REJECTED V AVERAGE 
Step Entered Variable

1 Cohesiveness
2 Difficulty

Change in Rao’s V 
3.46 
1.69

Significance
.063
.19

+ + + ++ + + + + + + ++ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

Table 6.15 R esults of th e  D iscrim inant F unction  Analysis of A dditional 
Environmental Variables on Flay With Sociometric Categories

(a) Correlations of predictor variables with discriminant functions
Discriminant Function Univariate Significance

F(2,94)
0.68 3.11 .049

-0.62 2.92 .059
-0.38 0.91 .41
0.17 0.21 .81

-0.06 1.16 .32
-0.01 0.72 .49
0.05 0.01 .95

Predictor Variable 
M ainstream  
Support 
Local School 
Free Meals 
CIQ Behaviour 
CIQ Cognitive 
W ithdrawn

Canonical R 0.34
Eigenvalue 0.13

(b) Pooled within group correlations among predictors
FM LS Cog Eh

Local School .22
Cognitive .19 -.07
Behaviour .04 -.20 .18
M ainstream .07 -.05 -.07 -.04
Support -.30* -.21 .10 .16
W ithdrawn .28* .25 .01 -.13

M

.56*

.51* -.37*
*Correlation significant a t <.01 

(c) Canonical Discriminant function evaluated at group means

Function 1
Popular
-0.87

Average
0.14

(d) Group means on each predictor variable
Popular Average

Rejected
0.17

Rejected
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Free Meals 12.71 12.59 10.96
Local School 0.43 0.25 0.26
Cognitive 36.64 34.89 34.44
Behaviour 32.71 33.20 30.78
M ainstream 30.00 44.00 47.96
Support 6.19 5.05 4.51
W ithdrawn 25.71 27.16 26.07

(e) Evaluation of predictor variables
Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance

1 M ainstream 6.21 .045
2 W ithdrawn 2.66 .26
3 Support 4.34 .11
4 Local School 2.43 .30
5 CIQ Behaviour 2.27 .32

(f) Analysis of Popular/Average and Rejected/Average group contrasts
POPULAR V AVERAGE
Variable Univariate ggj Significance
M ainstream  4.75 .03

Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance
1 M ainstream  4.75 .03
2 W ithdrawn 2.21 .14
3 Local 2.66 .10
4 Support 1.35 .24

REJECTED V AVERAGE
Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance

1 CIQ Behaviour 2.34 .13
2 Support 1.09 .30

Table 6.16 R esults of th e  D iscrim inant F unction  Analysis of A dditional 
Environmental Variables on a Work With Sociometric Criterion

(a) Correlations of predictor variables with discriminant functions
Discriminant Function Univariate Significance

Predictor Variable F(2,94)
Support 0.78 4.13 .019
M ainstream -0.52 1.09 .34
CIQ Cognitive 0.21 1.42 .25
CIQ Behaviour 0.19 0.26 .77
W ithdrawn -0.15 0.78 .46

Local School -0.03 1.22 .30
Free Meals 0.34 1.42 .25

CanonicEil R 0.34
Eigenvalue 0.13

(b) Pooled within group correlations among predictors
LS Ccg Bh M S W

Free Meals .25 .19 .04 .07 -.32* .29*
Local School -.06 -.19 -.07 -.20 .26*
CIQ Cognitive .18 .08 .08 .02
CIQ Behaviour -.05 .16 -.12
M ainstream -.58* -.51*
Support -.34*
♦Correlation significant a t <.01
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(c) Canonical Discriminant unction evaluated at group means

Function 1
Popular
0.35

Average
0.18

Rejected
-0.64

(d) Group means on each predictor variable
Popular

Free Meals 9.25
Average
13.47

Rejected
9.39

Local School 0.5 0.24 0.30
Cognitive 36.63 35.39 33.39
Behaviour 32.13 32.79 31.61
Mainstream 37.5 41.76 48.83
Support 6.16 5.28 4.06
Withdrawn 19.38 26.61 29.30 ■

(e) Evaluation of predictor variables
Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance

1 Support 8.25 .016
2 Free Meals 5.85 .054
3 Local School 3.93 .14

(f) Analysis of Popular/Average and Rejected/Average group contrasts
POPULAR V AVERAGE
Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance

1 Local 2.41 .12
2 Free Meals 2.31 .13
3 Withdrawn 1.28 .26
4 CIQ Cognitive 1.15 .28

REJECTED V AVERAGE
Variable Univariate F q  Significance
Support 5.97 .016

Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance
1 Support 5.99 .014
2 Free Meals 5.62 .018

+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

Table 6.17 Results of the Hierarchial Discriminant Function Analysis of Personal, 
Behavioural and Environmental variables on a Flay With Sociometric Criterion

(a) Correlations of predictor variables with discriminant functions
Discriminant Function Univariate Significance

Predictor Variable 1 2 F(2,112)

Cohesiveness 0.51 -0.59 12.04 .001
Funny 0.42 0.56 8.87 .001
Starts Fights -0.26 0.47 4.15 .018
Cooperates 0.36 0.45 6.33 .003

Unhappy -0.37 -0.14 5.13 .007
Difficulty 0.28 0.00 2.82 .064
Attractiveness 0.26 -0.17 2.64 .073

Canonical R 0.62 0.35
Eigenvalue 0.64 0.14

(b) Pooled within group correlations among predictors
Fight Coop Unhap Fun Atr Coh 

Cooperates -.02
Unhappy .01 .10

345



Funny .27* .11 .02
Attractiveness .05 -.03 .04 .11
Cohesiveness -.16 .07 -.02 -.02 -.03
Difficulty .10 -.12 .09 .07 .10 -.10
*Correlation significant at <.01

(c) Canonical Discriminant function evaluated at groim means
Popular Average Rejected

Function 1 1.34 0.24 -1.13
Function 2 -0.72 0.29 -0.27

(d) Group means on each predictor variable
Popular Average Rejected

Starts Fights 0.10 0.30 0.33
Cooperates 0.24 0.25 0.12
Funny 0.27 0.29 0.08
Unhappy 0.17 0.23 0.36
Attractiveness 0.67 0.44 0.31
Cohesiveness 3.51 3.32 3.26
Difficulty 13.39 13.12 12.77

(e) Evaluation of predictor variables entered in the order Non-social
Environmental
Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance

1 Attractiveness 5.35 .07
2 Funny 16.58 .0003
3 Starts Fights 12.93 .0016
4 Unhappy 11.14 .0038
5 Cooperates 11.51 .0032
6 Cohesiveness 18.91 .0001
7 Difficulty 10.88 .0044

(f) Analysis of Popular/Average and Rejected/Average group contrasts
POPULAR V AVERAGE
Variable Univariate F q  Significance
Starts Fights 6.53 .011
Cohesiveness 13.77 .001

Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance
1 Starts Fights 6.53 .011
2 Cohesiveness 11.20 .001
3 Difficulty 1.35 .25
4 Attractiveness 2.32 .13

Removed at Step 5 Difficulty

REJECTED V AVERAGE
Variable Univariate F q  gg^  Significance
Funny 18.09 .001
Cooperates 12.43 .001
Unhappy 8.13 .005

Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance
1 Funny 18.09 .001
2 Unhappy 10.03 .002
3 Cooperates 8.18 .004
4 Starts Fights 2.34 .13
5 Difficulty 5.77 .016
6 Cohesiveness 3.74 .053

+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
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Table 6.18 Results of Hierarchial Discriminant Function Analysis of Personal and 
Environmental variables on Work With Sociometric Categories

(a) Correlations of predictor variables with discriminant functions
Discriminant Function Univariate Significance

Predictor Variable F(2,102)
Cooperates 0.50 8.39 .001
Support 0.40 5.06 .008
Peer Maladaptiveness -0.36 4.52 .013
Unhappy -0.34 3.57 .032
Reading Quotient 0.11 2.58 .081
Attractiveness 0.44 7.46 .001
Cohesiveness 0.37 5.21 .007

Canonical R 0.62
Eigenvalue 0.64

(b) Pooled within group correlations among predictors
Coop U PM Atr Coh

Unhappy .09
Peer Maladaptiveness .00 -.09
Attractive -.06 .08 -.05
Cohesiveness .05 -.07 -.08 -.06
Support .02 -.01 .06 -.02 .40*
Reading Quotient -.10 -.03 -.09 .18 .00
♦Correlation significant at <.01

(c) Canonical Discriminant function evaluated at group means
Popular Average Rejected

Function 1 1.43 0.31 -1.23

(d) Group means on each predictor variable
Popular Average Rejected

Cooperates 0.28 0.25 0.09
Unhappy 0.18 0.24 0.38
Peer Maladaptiveness 0.47 0.56 1.12
Attractiveness 1.00 0.49 0.27
Reading Quotient 74.5 68.88 67.69
Cohesiveness 3.51 3.34 3.27
Support 6.16 5.20 3.90

(e) E)valuation of predictor variables entered in the  order Non-social Personal, 
Behavioural, Environmental

Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance
1 Attractiveness 14.91 .0006
2 Reading Quotient 2.71 .26
3 Cohesiveness 11.95 .0025
4 Support 4.81 .09
5 Cooperates 17.90 .0001
6 Unhappy 10.10 .0064
7 Peer Maladaptiveness 10.33 .0057

Step 8 : Reading Quotient removed

(f) Analysis of Popular/Average and Rejected/Average group contrasts
POPULAR V AVERAGE
Variable Univariate -73J Significance
Attractiveness 8.02 .006
Cohesiveness 4.90 .03
Reading Quotient 3.96 .051

Step Entered 
1 
2

Variable
Cohesiveness
Attractiveness

Change in Rao’s V 
4.90 
8.37

Significance
.027
.004
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3 Reading Quotient 2.35 .13

REJECTED V AVERAGE
Variable Univariate F m g g j  Significance
Cooperates 15.78 .001
Peer Maladaptiveness 8.46 .005
Support 7.35 .008
Unhappy 6.03 .016

Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significar
1 Cooperates 15.78 .001
2 Peer Maladaptiveness 8.57 .003
3 Unhappy 8.63 .003
4 Support 7.22 .007
5 Attractiveness 5.55 .019
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Chapter 7 

The Relationship between Sociom etric Status and Peer A ssessm ent of 
Behaviour for MLD and Mainstream Children: Some Comparisons

7.1 Introduction

A num ber of researchers have suggested th a t the factors im portant to social 
acceptance may be different for MLD children th an  for their m ainstream  
peers. For example Taylor, Asher & Williams (1987) suggest th a t social 
rejection of MLD children cannot be accounted for by aversive behaviour to 
the  same extent as is the case with m ainstream  children. They reported 
tha t, compared to m ainstream  children, MLD children were perceived as 
less cooperative, more shy and less likely to be nam ed as leaders. 
M ainstream  and MLD children were not found to differ on peer assessm ent 
scores for aggressive or disruptive behaviour. In addition m ainstream  class 
teachers perceived MLD children as less friendly and co-operative and more 
avoidant and withdrawn. No significant differences were found in teacher 
perceptions of bossy/dom ineering and aggressive/ disruptive behaviour. 
Overall then  the teachers assessm ent findings are consistent with the peer 
assessm ent data concerning the more withdrawn and unskilled behaviour 
patterns of MLD children. A num ber of observational studies also report th a t 
the behaviour of integrated MLD and m ainstream  children show few if any 
differences in the frequency of overt aggressive behaviour (Gample, Gottlieb 
& Harrison, 1974). In these observational stud ies the  m ost distinctive 
feature appears to be the  MLD children 's generally low rate  of social 
interaction with others.

The results of these studies appear to conflict with the results of studies by 
Baldwin (1958) and Johnson  (1950). W hen they interviewed peers about 
their reasons for disliking MLD classmates, peers mentioned both aggressive 
and disruptive behaviour. Also MLD children who are perceived by peers and 
teachers a s  m isbehaving tend to be more rejected by peers th a n  MLD 
children who do not m isbehave (Gottlieb, V eldm an & Semmel, 1978). 
However these studies each adopted a comparative groups design and, as has 
been discussed in Chapter 6 , Section 6.1, there are logical and practical 
difficulties in comparing MLD and m ainstream  children as though they were 
homogeneous groups. A ra ther different picture emerges when attem pts are 
m ade to investigate associations betw een behavioural variab les and  
differences in sociometric sta tu s within MLD and m ainstream  samples.
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Nabuzoka & Smith (1993) investigated the relationship between sociometric 
nom inations and peer assessm ents of behaviour for 8-12 year old British 
m ainstream  and MLD children. A num ber of sim ilarities between the  two 
groups were identified. Cooperative behaviour was significantly related to 
positive sociometric nom ination scores while disruptiveness, fighting and 
bullying were significantly related to negative nom ination scores for both 
groups of children. However there were also differences. For the m ainstream  
children only a  positive relationships was found between the Guess Who peer 
assessm ent item Leader and positive nom ination scores and between Seeks 
Help and Victim and  negative nom ination  scores, while a negative 
relationship was found between Cooperates and negative nomination scores. 
Roberts and  Zubrick (1992) collected d a ta  relating to peer sociometric 
sta tus on the HIFTO from peers, teachers and observers for 8-13 year old 
integrated MLD pupils and m ainstream  peers from the same classrooms. The 
resu lts of a p a th  analysis ind icated  th a t  only peer percep tions of 
disruptiveness was related to social rejection for MLD pupils w hereas for 
m ainstream  pupils social rejection w as in  addition predicted by peer 
perception of academic behaviour.

In this thesis also, findings reported in Section 6 .3.2.2 of Chapter 6 appear 
to present a ra ther different pattern  of associations between scores on peer 
assessm ent item s and sociometric categories for MLD children th a n  did 
those reported in the literature on m ainstream  children (see C hapter 2, 
section 2.5.4.), or found for the predominately m ainstream  sample used in 
Study 1. and reported in Chapter 3. Although, as was explained in Chapter 6 , 
findings from the two samples cannot be directly compared, they do suggest 
the value of exploring further the hypothesis th a t different patterns of scores 
on peer a sse ssm e n t item s are a sso c ia ted  w ith sociom etric s ta tu s  
classification for MLD children them for m ainstream  children.

Social exchange theory would predict differences between m ainstream  and 
MLD children, mediated through adjustm ent of the comparison level. In th is 
respect MLD and m ainstream  rejected children may be found to have similar 
peer a sse ssm e n t scores on item s w hich nevertheless significantly  
differentiate the rejected from the average group within one population b u t 
not the other. This may account for some of the conflicting findings in the 
literature referred to above. The findings reported in Chapter 6  offered some 
support to th is  hypothesis, and also supported the prediction that, when 
based on 'work with' ratings, the popular MLD group would score lower th an  
the average group on Seeks Help because  of the  benefits over the  
comparison level for MLD subjects which would be entailed in relation to 
this criterion.
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7.1.1 Aims of th is  study
(a) The m ain aim of th is study was to attem pt to integrate a num ber of the 
apparen tly  d isc repan t findings reviewed above th rough  investigating 
differences betw een the pa tte rn s of scores on peer assessm en t item s 
associated with sociometric s ta tu s classification for MLD children cind for 
m ainstream  children, and the extent to which any differences found are 
consistent with predictions generated by socisd exchange theory.

Hypotheses:
1. That in the m ainstream  sample the Guess Who descriptors Cooperates' 
and  D isrupts would significantly discrim inate both  the Popular and the 
Rejected groups from the Average group, as found in study 1 and in contrast 
to the MLD group resu lts reported in chap ter 6  where ‘Cooperates only 
discriminated Rejected and Average groups and D isrupts only discriminated 
Popular and Average groups.

2. That in the m ainstream  sample the Guess Who descriptor Seeks Help 
would significantly discrim inate the Rejected and the Average group when 
based on a  ‘work w ith’ criterion in contrast to the  findings for the MLD 
group where adjustm ent of the comparison level by m ainstream  peers is 
hypothesised to operate.

(b) A second aim was to investigate differences between sociometric s ta tu s  
groups within the m ainstream  sample, related to the recommendation made 
in C hapter 3 th a t the validity of the neglected and  controversial groups 
identified using the FCP method should be further investigated using a larger 
sample.

Hypotheses:
3. T hat the  G uess Who descrip tor ‘shy ’ w ould would significantly  
d iscrim inate bo th  the  Neglected and the Controversial group from the 
Average group,

4. Following Coie & Dodge (1988), th a t the Guess Who descriptor ‘funny’ 
would significantly discrim inate the Controversial group from the Average 
group,

7 .2  METHOD

7.2.1. Subjects
Subjects in th is study were the same as in the study reported in chapter 6 . 
They com prised all the  in tegrated MLD pupils, aged 9-12 years of
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Buckingham shire middle school classes in Ju n e  1990 (n=115) and  their 
m ainstream  peers (n=867). Table 7.1 shows the gender and year group 
distribution of the MLD and mainstream subjects.

7.2 .2 . P rocedure
Parents of all children registered in the classes containing the MLD subjects 
were informed by letter or through an entry in a  newsletter from the schools 
th a t a Buckingham shire County Council educational psychologist who was 
doing research into children’s friendships would be visiting the school to 
give questionnaires to some of the classes. Parents were asked to let the 
school know if for any reason they did not want their child to be involved bu t 
none of the schools were contacted by parents.

Sociometric and  peer assessm ent m easures were adm inistered to whole 
class groups following the procedure described in Chapter 6 , section 6.2.2.

GENDER
MLD Subjects (n=115) M ainstream Subjects (n=867)

Male 88(76.5%) Male 442(51.0% )
Female 27(23.5%) Female 425(49.0% )

TEAR GROUP
MLD Subjects (n= 115) M ainstream Subjects (n=867)

8 - 9 years 7 ( 6.1%) 8 - 9 years 42 ( 4.8%)
9-10 years 41(35.7% ) 9-10 years 246 (28.4%)

10-11 years 30(26.1%) 10-11 years 310 (35.7%)
11-12 years 37(32.2%) 11-12 years 269 (31.0%)

TABLE 7.1 D em ographic charac te ris tics  o f MLD and  M ainstream  sub jec ts

7 .2 .3  M easures
The following peer assessm en t and sociometric m easures w hich were 
described in C hapter 6 , Section 6.2.3.1, were adm inistered, using  the  
instructions contained in Appendix 6.1.

The unlimited nomination Guess Who peer assessm ent measure.
The LITOP and LITOW sociometric m easures, which were used  to 
categorise subjects according to the FCP sociometric status 
classification method, as described in Chapter 6 .

7 .3  RESULTS

7.3.1 Sociom etric S ta tu s Group Classification
Sociometric classification of MLD and m ainstream  subjects is presented in 
Table 7.2.

352



MLD Mainstream
n = l 15 n=867

Play Work Play Work
(n) (%) (n) (%) (n) (%) (n) (%)

Popular 15 13.0 9 7.8 329 37.9 259 29.9
Rejected 32 27.8 32 27.8 38 4.4 36 4.2
Average 67 58.3 69 60.0 472 54.6 522 60.3
Neglected 1 0.9 5 4.3 26 3.0 47 5.4
Controversial 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 0.2 2 0.2

Table 7 .2  Sociom etric  classification o f MLD and  M ainstream  subjects

7 .3 .2  In te rac tiv e  effects  o f gender o r y ear group on th e  re la tionsh ip  betw een 
so c io m etric  c lassifica tion  and  p ee r a ssessm en t o f behav iour for m ain stream  
subjects.
To test for any interactive effects of gender or year group on the relationship 
betw een sociom etric c lassification  and  peer a sse ssm en t scores for 
m ainstream  subjects, the 8 items of the Guess Who were amalysed by series 
of two way MANOVAs. Unequal n  was dealt w ith using the regression 
approach  in SPSSX MANOVA, the  m ost conservative of the  available 
approaches. The requirem ent th a t there  should  be more cases th a n  
dependen t variab les in every cell w as not m et in the case of the  
Controversial Group which contained only 2 subjects in each analysis. To deal 
with th is problem the Controversial group was deleted from the analysis. It 
was therefore not possible to test hypothesis 4.

Two analyses were performed using sociometric categorisations based on 
each of the 'work with' and play with' criteria. First a  4 x 2 between subjects 
m ultivariate analysis of variance was performed on the 8 Guess who items. 
Independen t variab les were play with' sociom etric category (Popular, 
Average, Neglected and  Rejected) and gender (Boys and Girls). SPSSX 
Manova was used for the analysis with a total n  of 865 m ainstream  cases. 
With the use of Pillais criterion the combined DVs were significcmtly affected 
by both Sociometric Category, F (24,2556)= 11.14, p<.0001 and by gender, 
F(8,850)= 7.77, p<.0001 bu t not by their interaction F (24,2556)= 1.08, p>.05. 
The resu lts  reflect a m oderate relationship between sociometric category 
and the combined DVs, n^=.28. The association was less substantial between 

sex and the DVs, n^=.07.

A second 4 x 2  between subjects m ultivariate anedysis of variance was 
performed on the 8 Guess who items with work with' sociometric category 
(Popular, Average, Neglected and Rejected) and gender (Boys and Girls) as 
independent variables. SPSSX Manova was used for the analysis with a total n
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of 864 m ainstream  cases. With the use of Pillais criterion the combined DVs 
were significantly affected by both Sociometric Category, F(24,2553)= 12.07, 
p<.0001 and by gender, F(8,849)= 7.74, p<.0001 b u t not by their interaction 
F[24,2553)=1.41, p>.05. The results reflect a  m oderate relationship between 
sociometric category and the combined DVs, n^=.30. The association was 

less substantial between sex and the DVs, n^=.07.

Next a  4 X 3 betw een subjects m ultivariate analysis of variance was 
performed on the  8 Guess who items with play with' sociometric category 
(Popular, Average, Neglected and Rejected) and year group (9-10, 10-11, 11- 
12 years) as independent variables. The youngest year group (8-9 years) 
contained very sm all num bers, comprising as it did children who were 
placed in verticcdly grouped classes of 8-10 year olds. These subjects were 
excluded from the analysis due to the small num ber available. SPSSX Manova 
was used for the analysis with a total n  of 823 mainstrecim cases. With the 
use of Pillais criterion the combined DVs were significantly affected by both 
Sociometric Category, F(24,2418)= 10.046, p<.0001 and by year, F(16,1610)= 
2.06, p<.01 b u t not by their interaction F(48,4854)=1.24, p>.10. The results 
reflect a m oderate relationship  betw een sociom etric category and the 
combined DVs, n^=.26. The association was less substantial between year and 

the DVs, n^=.04.

Finally a second 4 x 3  between subjects multivariate analysis of variance was 
performed on the 8 Guess who items with work with' sociometric category 
(Popular, Average, Neglected and Rejected) and Year (5,6,7) as independent 
variables. SPSSX Manova was used for the analysis with a total n  of 822 
m ainstream  cases. With the use of Pillais criterion the combined DVs were 
significantly affected by both sociometric category, F(24,2415)=l 1.36, p<.0001 
and by year group, F (16,1608)= 1.94, p<.014 b u t not by their interaction 
F(48,4848)=l. 14, p>.20. The results reflect a m oderate relationship between
sociometric category and the combined DVs, n^=.30. The association was 

less substantial between year and the DVs, n^=.04.

These re su lts  suggest th a t the  peer assessed  behavioural profile of 
m ainstream  children in each of the various sociometric categories does not 
differ system atically for boys and girls, nor by year, w ithin the range 9-12 
years. Therefore in subsequent analysis of behavioural profile by sociometric 
category subjects were combined across gender and year.
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7.3.3. R elationsh ip  betw een Sociom etric S ta tu s  Group C lassification and  Peer 
A ssessm ent o f Behaviour in  th e  M ainstream  sam ple
Stepwise discrim inant function analyses was carried out with the eight items 
of the G uess Who respectively as predictors of sociometric s ta tu s  group 
m em bership in the m ainstream  sample. Separate analyses were performed 
for sociometric s ta tu s  groups formed using the 'play with' and the 'work 
with' sociometric criteria.

Evaluation of A ssum ptions
R esults of the evaluation of assum ptions led to th e  square root 
transform ation of all Guess Who scores to reduce skewedness and 
outliers. Group sizes differed considerably across the  sociometric 
s ta tu s  groups identified using each criterion. The requirem ent th a t 
the sam ple size of the sm allest group should exceed the num ber of 
predictor variables was met in each case except in the case of the 2 
subjects classified as Controversial on each of the play with' and the 
work w ith' criterion, who were elim inated from the ir respective 
analyses. Box’s M tes t of the homogeneity of variance-covariance 
m atrices was found to be highly significant, p<.0001  in both the play 
w ith' and  work w ith' analyses. R obustness w as therefore not 
guaranteed  and the  option was chosen of using separate  groups 
covariance m atrices as the basis for classification instead of the 
pooled within groups covariance matrix.

In the stepwise discrim inant function analyses using the eight Guess Who 
items as predictors of membership of the four sociometric sta tu s groups 
data was available on 865 m ainstream  subjects on the play with' criterion 
and 864 m ainstream  subjects on the 'work with' criterion.

a) Peer A ssessm en t item s and  play w ith ’ Sociom etric  Categories.
When the analysis was carried out with groups formed on the play with' 
criterion, all eight of the  guess who item s entered  the  analysis. Two
discrim inant functions were calculated, with a combined X^(24)=267.63, 
p<.0001. After removal of the first function the association between groups 
and predictors was still significant X^(14)=24.45, p=.04. After removal of the 
first two d iscrim inan t function the  association  betw een groups and 
predictors w as no longer significcmt X^(6)=6.92, p=.33. The two discrim inant 
functions accounted for 92% and 5.8% respectively of the between group 
variability. As shown in Table 7.3, section (c), the first discrim inant function 
maximally separa tes the  Rejected group from the Popular Group, The 
loading m atrix  of corre lations betw een p red ic to rs and  d iscrim inan t 
functions suggests th a t the best predictors for distinguishing the Popular
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from the Rejected children will be Cooperates, Leader and Funny (high 
scores), and  Unhappy (low scores). The second d iscrim inant function 
maximally separates the  Neglected group from the Rejected Group. The 
loading m atrix  of correlations betw een pred ic to rs and d iscrim inan t 
functions, (Table 7.3, section a) suggests th a t the most important predictors 
for distinguishing the Neglected from the Rejected group are disrupts' and 
S tarts Fights (low scores) and Shy (high scores).

In order to test hypotheses 1 & 3 three further discrim inant analyses were 
run , contrasting the Popular, Neglected and  Rejected Groups w ith the  
Average group in turn. The results are shown in Table 7.3, section (f). When 
each of the variables was considered individually, in the univariate analyses, 
the Popular group was found to be differentiated from the Average group on 
all eight variables, the Rejected from the Average group on all variables 
except Acts Shy, Leader and Funny and the Neglected group only on Seeks 
Help. Using change in Rao’s V as the criterion at each stage in the stepdown 
analyses all Guess Who items except Shy were found to make significant 
contributions in increasing separation between the Popular and Average 
groups. Popular children cu*e more likely to be nom inated as Cooperative, 
Leader and  Funny bu t less likely to be nom inated as Disruptive, Starting 
Fights, Seeking Help or Unhappy.

D isrup ts, U nhappy and  Cooperates were found to make significant 
contributions in increasing separation between the Rejected and Average 
groups. Rejected children were more likely to be nom inated as Disruptive 
and Unhappy and less likely to be nom inated as Cooperative. Hence these 
findings provide support for hypothesis 1 th a t th a t in the m ainstream  
sam ple th e  G uess Who descrip tors C ooperates and  D isrup ts would 
significantly discriminate both the Popular and the Rejected groups from the 
Average group.

Only Seeks Help and S ta rts  Fights were found to make significant 
contributions in increasing separation between the Neglected and Average 
groups. Neglected children were more likely to be nom inated as seeking 
help and less likely to be nominated as starting fights. Acts Shy entered the 
analysis b u t the contribution made to increasing separation between the 
groiips after Seeks Help and Starts Fights had been entered into the analysis 
was not significant. These results do not therefore support hypothesis 3 th a t 
th a t the Guess Who descriptor ‘shy’ would would significantly discriminate 
the Neglected group from the Average group.
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Table 7 .3  R esu lts  o f th e  D iscrim inant F unction  A nalysis o f Guess Who Item s 
on a  p lay  w ith ' Sociom etric C riterion

(a) Correlations of predictor variables with discriminant functions
Discriminant Function Univariate Significance

Predictor Variable 1 2 F(3,861)

Cooperates -0.55* 0.02 28.11 .0001
Leader -0.50* 0.36 24.87 .0001
Funny -0.44* 0.23 18.58 .0001
Unhappy 0.42* 0.16 16.91 .0001

Starts Fights 0.25 0.58* 7.93 .0001
Acts Shy 0.16 -0.53* 4.12 .007
Disrupts 0.45 0.50* 20.51 .0001

Seeks Help 0.43 -0.35 19.69 .0001

Canonical R 0.50 0.14
Eigenvalue 0.33 0.02

(b) Pooled within group correlations among predictors
Dis Fight Coop Lead Help

Disrupts
Starts Fights .56*
Cooperates -.16* -.07
Leader .22* .27* .22*
Seeks Help .27* .20* -.11* -.01
Acts Shy -.10* -.04 .10* -.12* .09*
Funny .22* .33* .17* .31* .09*
Unhappy .05 .03 -.04 -.07 .20*

*Correlation significant at <.01

-.08
.27* -.09*

(c) Canonical Discriminant function evaluated at groim means
Popular Average Neglected Rejected

Function 1 -0.68 0.33 0.66 1.32
Function 2 0.03 -0.01 -0.67 0.39

(d) Group means on each predictor variable
Popular Average Neglected Rejected

Disrupts 0.14 0.24 0.21 0.40
Starts Fights 0.18 0.24 0.17 0.38
Cooperates 0.44 0.31 0.27 0.19
Leader 0.34 0.20 0.13 0.14
Seeks Help 0.13 0.21 0.35 0.33
Acts Shy 0.09 0.13 0.20 0.11
Funny 0.42 0.30 0.25 0.24
Unhappy 0.11 0.18 0.22 0.31

(e) Evaluation of predictor variables
► Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance

1 Cooperates 84.32 .0001
2 Leader 46.62 .0001
3 Disrupts 70.31 .0001
4 Funny 35.64 .0001
5 Seeks Help 31.76 .0001
6 Unhappy 22.22 .0001
7 Starts Fights 9.63 .02
8 Acts Shy 6.37 .09

(f) Analysis of planned contrasts between the Average and the extreme sociometric 
groups
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POPULAR V AVERAGE
Variable Univariate

^(1,799) Significance
Cooperates 59.35 .000
Disrupts 37.77 .000
Acts Shy 8.44 .004
Starts Fights 9.36 .002
Seeks Help 29.64 .000
Leader 57.12 .000
Funny 45.65 .000
Unhappy 28.3 .000

Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance
1 Cooperates 59.35 .0000
2 Leader 36.07 .0000
3 Disrupts 45.08 .0000
4 Funny 28.67 .0000
5 Unhappy 14.84 .0001
6 Seeks Help 8.46 .004
7 Starts Fights 5.89 .015

REJECTED V AVERAGE
Variable Univariate Fm gQgj Significance
Cooperates 9.53 .002
Disrupts 12.97 .000
Acts Shy 0.71 .40
Starts Fights 8.32 .004
Seeks Help 8.89 .003
Leader 2.73 .1
Funny 1.57 .21
Unhappy 10.92 .001

Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance
1 Disrupts 12.97 .0003
2 Unhappy 9.95 .002
3 Cooperates 5.20 .022
4 Leader 2.73 .10
5 Shy 2.32 .13
6 Seeks Help 2.15 .14
7 StEirts Fights 1.32 .25
8 Funny 1.43 .23

NEGLECTED v AVERAGE
Variable Univariate Fm Significance
Cooperates 0.74 .39
Disrupts 0.63 .43
Acts Shy 2.21 .14
Starts Fights 1.48 .22
Seeks Help 8.52 .004
Leader 2.61 .11
Funny 0.68 .41
Unhappy 0.54 .46

Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance
1 Seeks Help 8.52 .004
2 Starts Fights 3.91 .048
3 Shy 1.28 .26

b) Peer A ssessm en t item s  an d  ‘work w ith ’ S ociom etric  Categories.
When the analysis was CcUTied out with groups formed on the work with'
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criterion, all eight of the guess who item s ageiin entered the analysis. Two 
discrim inant functions were calculated, with a  combined X^(24)=301.14, 
p<.0001. After removal of the first function the relation between groups and 
predictors w as still significant, X^(14)=25.98, p<.03. After removal of the 
second function the relation between groups and predictors was no longer 
reliable, X^(6)=3.56, p=.74. The first discrim inant function accounted for 
92.5%, and the second for 6.5% of the between group variability.

As shown in Table 7.4, section (c), the first discrim inant function maximally 
separates the Rejected group from the Popular Group. The loading m atrix of 
correlations between predictors and discrim inant functions suggests th a t 
the  best pred ictors for d istinguishing the  Popular from the  Rejected 
children will be Cooperates, Leader and Funny (high scores), and disrupts' 
and Seeks Help (low scores). The second discrim inant function maximally 
separates the Neglected group from the Rejected Group. The loading m atrix 
of correlations between predictors and discrim inant functions. Table 7.4, 
section (a), suggests th a t the most im portant predictor for distinguishing 
the Neglected from the Rejected group is S tarts Fights (low scores).

Table 7 .4  R esu lts  o f th e  D iscrim inant F u n ctio n  A nalysis o f Guess Who Item s 
on a  'w ork w ith ' S ociom etric  C riterion

(a) Correlations of predictor variables with discriminant functions

Discriminant Function Univariate Significance
Predictor Variable 1 2 F(3,860)

Cooperates 0 .66* 0.38 48.01 .0001
Disrupts -0.47* 0.30 24.53 .0001
Seeks Help -0.46* -0.04 23.11 .0001
Leader 0.41* 0.00 18.24 .0001
Funny 0.36* 0.21 14.65 .0001

Starts Fights -0.28 0.73* 12.23 .0001
Acts Shy -0.07 -0.33 1.79 .15
Unhappy -0.40 -0.01 17.20 .0001

Canonical R 0.52 0.16
Eigenvalue 0.38 0.03

(b) Pooled within group correlations among predictors

Dis Fight Coop Lead Help Shy Fun
Disrupts
Starts Fights .56*
Cooperates 14* -.06
Leader .22* .28* .22*
Seeks Help .26* .20* -.08 -.01
Acts Shy 10* -.03 .09* -.14* .10*
Funny .22* .34* .16* .32* .10* -.10*
Unhappy .04 .02 -.02 -.07 .19* .28* -.09*
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*Con*elation significant at <.01

(c) Canonical Discriminant function evaluated at groiq* means
Popular Average Neglected Rejected

Function 1 0.87 -0.27 -0.74 -1.33
Function 2 0.03 -0.01 -0.49 0.55

(d) Group means on each predictor variable
Popular Average Neglected Rejected

Disrupts 0.12 0.24 0.25 0.39
Starts Fights 0.16 0.24 0.18 0.43
Cooperates 0.48 0.31 0.19 0.19
Leader 0.34 0.22 0.18 0.12
Seeks Help 0.10 0.21 0.28 0.33
Acts Shy 0.10 0.13 0.14 0.08
Funny 0.42 0.31 0.24 0.24
Unhappy 0.09 0.19 0.21 0.25

(e) Evaluation of predictor variables
Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance

1 Cooperates 144.02 .0001
2 Seeks Help 55.50 .0001
3 Funny 32.24 .0001
4 Disrupts 47.17 .0001
5 Leader 26.73 .0001
6 Unhappy 22.73 .0001
7 Starts Fights 18.62 .0003
8 Acts Shy 4.96 .17

(f) Analysis of Popular/Average and Rejected/Average group contrasts
POPULAR V AVERAGE
Variable Univariate Fq yygj Significance
Cooperates 93.11 .000
Disrupts 53.59 .000
Acts Shy 3.52 .061
Starts Fights 13.51 .002
Seeks Help 46.89 .000
Leader 39.34 .000
Funny 29.41 .000
Unhappy 42.79 .000

Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance
1 Cooperates 93.11 .0000
2 Unhappy 39.98 .0000
3 Disrupts 33.24 .0000
4 Leader 32.59 .0000
5 Funny 14.75 .0001
6 Seeks Help 15.74 .0001
7 Starts Fights 2.35 .13

REJECTED V AVERAGE
Variable Univariate Fm Significance
Cooperates 10.35 .001
Disrupts 10.91 .001
Acts Shy 1.89 .17
Starts Fights 15.02 .000
Seeks Help 8.18 .004
Leader 5.59 .02
Funny 2.73 .1
Unhappy 3.01 .08
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Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance
1 Starts Fights 15.02 .0001
2 Leader 12.47 .0004
3 Funny 4.26 .04
4 Shy 3.88 .049
5 Seeks Help 4.37 .04
6 Unhappy 2.09 .15
7 Cooperates 1.94 .16

NEGLECTED v AVERAGE
Variable Univariate F^ Significance
Cooperates 13.67 .000
Disrupts 0.02 .9
Acts Shy 0.20 .66
Starts Fights 1.69 .19
Seeks Help 3.34 .07
Leader 1.03 .31
Funny 3.70 .06
Unhappy 0.38 .54

Step Entered Variable Change in Rao’s V Significance
1 Cooperates 13.67 .0002
2 Starts Fights 2.97 .08
3 Seeks Help 4.41 .04

In order to test hypothesis 1, 2 and 3, three further discrim inant analyses 
were run, contrasting the Popular, Neglected and Rejected Groups with the 
Average group in turn . These results are reported in Table 7.4, section (f). 
When each of the variables was considered individually, in the univariate 
analyses, the Popular group was found to be differentiated from the Average 
group on all eight variables except Acts Shy, the Rejected from the Average 
group on all variables except Acts Shy, Funny and Unhappy and  the 
Neglected group only on Cooperates. Using change in Rao’s V as the  
criterion a t each stage in the stepdown analyses all Guess Who items except 
Shy and S ta rts  Fights were found to make significant contributions in 
increasing separation between the Popular and Average groups. Popular 
children are more likely to be nominated as Cooperative, Leader and Funny 
b u t less likely to be nom inated as Disruptive, Seeking Help or Unhappy. 
S tarts Fights, Leader, Funny, Shy and Seeks Help were found to m ake 
significant contributions in increasing separation between the Rejected and 
Average groups. Rejected children were more likely to be nom inated as 
starting fights and seeking help. They were less likely to be nom inated as 
shy, a leader or funny.

These findings provide partial support for hypothesis 1 in th a t Cooperates 
and D isrupts both  significantly contribute to the discrim ination of the  
Popular from the Average group. However Cooperates does not contribute to 
the separation of the Rejected from the Average group and D isrupts is not 
found to m ake a significant contribution over and above the contribution 
made by S tarts Fights. Hypothesis 2 is supported in th a t the Rejected and
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the Average groups are significantly discrim inated by Seeks Help. Only 
Cooperates and Seeks Help were found to make a significant contribution in 
increasing separation between the Neglected and Average groups. Neglected 
children were more likely to be nominated as seeking help and less likely to 
be nom inated  as  cooperative. The re su lts  do no t therefore support 
hypothesis 3 th a t th a t the Guess Who descriptor Acts Shy would would 
significantly discrim inate the Neglected group from the Average group.

7 .3 .4 . D ifferences in  P eer A ssessm ent sco res betw een  MLD and  M ainstream  
re jec ted  ch ild ren .
Separate 2 x 2  multivariate analyses of variance were performed to examine 
the effects of MLD /M ainstream  and gender on the Guess Who profile of the 
rejected children identified on a work w ith’ criterion and a play with' 
criterion respectively. SPSSX Manova was used for the analyses.

On the play with' criterion a total of 70 rejected cases (32 MLD aind 38 
m ainstream , 32 girls and 38 boys were identified). With the use of Pillais 
criterion the  combined DVs were significantly affected by MLD /M ainstream, 
Fl(8,59)=4.20, p<.001 b u t not by sex, F(8,59)=1.41, p=.212 or by the interaction 
between MLD/Mainstream and sex F(8,59)=1.27, p=.275 The results suggest 
th a t the behavioureil profile of rejected MLD children as assessed by the 
Guess Who m easure differs significantly from th a t of rejected M ainstream 
children. The reputational profile of rejected boys and girls did not differ 
significantly.

On the work with' criterion a total of 68  rejected cases (32 MLD and 36 
m ainstream , 22 girls and 46 boys were identified). With the use of Pillais 
criterion the  combined DVs were significantly affected by MLD/Mainstream, 
F(8,57)=3.56, p<.002 b u t not by sex, F(8,57)=1.84, p=.089 or by the interaction 
between M LD/M ainstream and sex F(8,57)=0.90, p=.525 Again the results 
suggest th a t the reputational profile of rejected MLD children as assessed by 
the  G uess Who m easu re  differs significantly  from th a t of rejected 
M ainstream  children. The reputational profile of rejected boys and girls did 
not differ significantly.

The significant m ultivariate effects were next examined for each dependent 
measure. Because of significant within cell correlations among the 6 Guess 
Who items, stepdown analysis was used. The first six Guess Who items were 
entered in  the  sam e order as in Study 1. The reasons for the ordering 
adopted then  were as follows, disrupts' was followed by Starts Fights as two 
negative peer reputation items, associated in previous studies with rejection. 
D isrupts was prioritised over Starts Fights because it was judged to be more
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general, more commonly occurring and less negatively sanctioned in the 
school situation. Next Cooperates was followed by Leader as two positive 
peer repu ta tion  item s, associated in previous stud ies with popularity. 
Cooperates was prioritised over Leader as th is was considered more likely to 
be of relevance to Popular MLD children whose intellectual handicaps make 
it unlikely th a t they will be highly rated as leaders. Of the remaining two 
item s w hich have apparen tly  more neu tra l valence Seeks Help w as 
prioritised over Shy because of its greater likely relevance to MLD children 
who are likely to require greater am ounts of help th an  their peers. Finailly 
the two item s included for the first time in Study 3, Funny and Unhappy, 
were entered.

Table 7.5 shows for each sociometric sta tu s  classification group their m ean 
on each group on the 8 Guess Who items. The table highlights items on 
which the  groups differed given the  order of en try  into the analysis 
described above. Significant univariate contrasts between the rejected and 
the average group are also reported to aid interpretation of the stepdown 
analysis. In the case of each univariate and stepdown analysis a  Bronferroni 
type adjustm ent was made to ensure th a t the cdpha level for the analysis 
overall did not exceed .05. For groups formed on both work and play criteria 
Seeks Help is the only Guess Who item on which MLD and m ainstream  
subjects differ on the step down analysis. Examination of the results of the 
univariate analyses indicates th a t when groups are formed on a play with' 
criterion the MLD and m ainstream  groups differ in addition one other item, 
‘funny’.

Table 7 .5  M ean sco res o f R ejec ted  M ainstream  and  MLD ch ild ren  on  G uess 
Who item s w ith  univaria te  and  stepdow n F  values.

‘Flay with' Criterion *Wbrk with' Criterion
Guess Who Item MLD Main Univar Stepdown MLD Main Univar Stepdown

(n=32)(n=38) F F (n=32) (n=36) F F
Disrupts .29 .40 2.22 2.22 .34 .39 0.28 0.28
Starts Fights .33 .38 0.45 0.07 .36 .43 0.84 0.56
Cooperates .12 .19 3.03 3.11 .12 .19 2.56 2.34
Leader .06 .14 3.50 1.61 .06 .12 2.10 1.72
Seeks Help .65 .33 24.60* 23.94* .66 .33 27.22* 22.34*
Acts Shy .27 .11 7.43 0.77 .21 .08 7.28 0.80
Funny .08 .24 13.08* 2.19 .15 .24 3.82 0.76
Unhappy .36 .31 0.91 0.02 .36 .26 2.17 0.23

7.4  Discussion

The m ain aim  of th is  study  was to investigate differences between the 
pa tterns of scores on peer assessm ent items associated with sociometric 
sta tu s  classification for MLD children and for m ainstream  children, and the 
extent to which any differences found are consisten t with predictions
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generated by social exchange theory.

Analysis of the  d istribu tion  of gender and sociom etric s ta tu s  group 
categorisa tion  showed significant differences betw een the MLD and  
m ainstream  groups. Initial analyses of the effects of sociometric category, 
gender and year group on scores on the Guess Who peer assessm ent item s 
were therefore carried out. Results indicated significant effects of each of 
these th ree  factors, b u t the absence of significant interactions betw een 
sociometric sta tu s  group and the other two factors. These resu lts suggest 
th a t the peer assessed behavioural profile of children in each of the various 
sociometric categories does not differ systematically for boys and girls, nor 
by year, w ithin the range 9-12 years. Therefore in subsequent analysis of 
behavioural profile by sociometric category subjects were combined across 
sex and year.

The re su lts  of the d iscrim inant analyses of the  popu lar/average  and  
rejected/average group con trasts carried out for the  m ainstream  group 
indicated substan tia l differences to those reported for the MLD group in 
chapter 6 . On the play with' criterion the popular group’s separation from 
the average group was significantly contributed to by each of the Guess Who 
item s except Acts Shy. When th is analysis was carried out with the MLD 
group S ta rts  Fights was the only Guess Who item found to significantly 
contribute to the popular group’s separation from the average group. On the 
play with' criterion the rejected group’s separation from the average group 
in  the m ainstream  analysis was significantly contributed to by D isrupts, 
Unhappy and Cooperate'. The results of this analysis with the MLD group are 
sim ilar in th a t Unhappy and Cooperates also significantly contribute to 
separating the groups. However in contrast to the rejected MLD group the  
rejected m ainstream  group is significantly discrim inated from the average 
group by scores on D isrupts bu t not on Funny. Hence in both samples the 
rejected group is discrim inated from the average group on Unhappy and  
Cooperates b u t only in the m ainstream  sample are they discriminated also by 
disrupts' and only in the MLD sample are they discriminated also by scores 
on the Funny item.

Analyses of the popular/average and rejected/average group contrasts were 
also carried out for the mainstreeim group on the work with' criterion. As on 
the play with' criterion the popular group’s separation from the average 
group was significantly contributed to by each of the Guess Who items except 
S tarts Fights and Acts Shy. The results of this analysis with the MLD group 
(reported in Chapter 6 ) are similar in th a t Seeks Help and D isrupts also 
significantly contribute to separating the groups. However the results for the
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MLD sample differ from those for the m ainstream  sample in tha t the popular 
group is not discriminated from the average group by low scores on positive 
behavioural items such as Cooperates, Leader or Funny. On the 'work with' 
criterion the  rejected group’s separation  from the  average group was 
significantly contributed to by S tarts Fights, Leader, Funny, Shy and Seeks 
Help. This is in contrast to the results of th is analysis with the MLD group, 
reported in Chapter 6 , where Cooperates and Unhappy were the only Guess 
Who item s found to significantly con tribu te  to the  rejected g roup’s 
separation from the average group.

It is of interest th a t hypothesis 1 was fully supported by the resu lts of the 
"play with'’ analysis, so replicating the findings from study 1 where only a 
"play with'’ criterion was used. On the "work with" criterion however only 
the  predictions relating to the discrim ination of the  popular from the 
average group were supported. This further suggests th a t sociometric sta tus 
groups formed using different sociometric criteria should not be regarded as 
equivalent.

It m ust be recognised th a t the smaller num ber of discrim inating variables 
identified in the MLD sam ple may be related to the  sm aller size of th is 
sample. However exam ination of the order of entry of variables into the 
cuialyses reported here and in chapter 6 argues against the possibility th a t 
the  differences identified betw een the  two popu lations rep re sen t an  
artefactual effect of differences in sample size. In addition the results overall 
on both the work and play criteria led to sim ilar conclusions about the 
different patterns of scores on peer assessm ent item s associated with the 
sociom etric s ta tu s  classification of MLD children and  of m ainstream  
children. These are sum m arised in Figure 7.1 which shows th a t popular 
m ainstream  children were high on pro social behaviour eind low on disruptive 
and help seeking behaviour whereas popular MLD children did not show 
higher than  average scores on pro-social behaviour. They were found to be 
low on anti-social behaviour in the case of play and disruptive and  help 
seeking behaviour in the case of work. When rejected groups were formed 
on a ‘work w ith’ criterion m ainstream  children were found to be low 
com pared to average on prosocial behaviour b u t high on antisocial, 
w ithdrawn and dependent behaviour. By contrast rejected MLD children, 
although low on prosocial behaviour, were not h igher on w ithdraw n or 
dependent behaviour Eind were only higher on antisocial behaviour when 
rated by teachers rather th an  peers. When rejected groups were formed on a 
‘play w ith’ criterion m ainstream  children were found to be high on peer 
rated antisocial behaviour and unhappiness and low on pro-social behaviour. 
Rejected MLD children were sim ilar in term s of th e ir high scores on
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unhapp iness and their low scores on prosocial behaviour, however they 
differed in they were not found to be higher on anti-social behaviour.

PLAY PopvAve RfjvAse

MLD
Starts Fights Funny

Unhappy
Cooperates

Mainstream

Cooperates
Leader
Disrupts
Funny
Unhappy
Seeks Help
Starts Fi^ts

Disrupts
Unhappy
Cooperates

WORK PopvAve R^vAve

MLD
Seeks Help 
Disrupts

Cooperates
Unhappy

Mainstream

Cooperates
Unhappy
Disrupts
Leader
Funny
Seeks Help

Starts Fights 
Leader 
Funny 
Shy
Seeks Help

F ig u re  7 .1  S u m m ary  o f v a riab les  w hich  d isc r im in a te  b e tw een  MLD a n d  
m a in s tream  sociom etric  s ta tu s  groups form ed on 'p lay  w ith ' an d  w ork w ith ' 
c rite ria .

It should be noted th a t the findings reported in Figure 7.1 for the MLD 
sam ple relate only to the personal-behavioural variables and are therefore 
different from those reported in Figure 6.19 which relate in addition to the 
personal-nonsocial and environmental variables. The findings reported in 
Figure 7.1 can be interpreted using concepts from social exchange theory. 
Popular m ainstream  children could be characterised  as differing from 
average children on variables involving low costs and high benefits. Popular 
MLD children could also be characterised as differing from average children 
on variables involving low costs but, by contrast to the m ainstream  group, not 
by variables involving high benefits. Rejected m ainstream  children could be 
characterised as differing from average children on variables involving high 
costs and low benefits. Rejected MLD children could also be characterised as 
differing from average children on variables involving low benefits bu t, by 
contrast to the m ainstream  group, not on variables involving high costs.

This analysis is consistent with Taylor et. al.’s (1987) suggestion th a t socicd 
rejection of MLD children cannot be accounted for by aversive behaviour to 
the same extent as is the case with m ainstream  children. However it appears 
to conflict with the results of studies by Baldwin (1958) & Johnson (1950). 
W hen they  interviewed peers about the ir reasons for disliking MLD 
classm ates they mention both aggressive and disruptive behaviour. Also MLD 
children who are perceived by peers and teachers as misbehaving were 
reported to be more rejected by peers th an  MLD children who do not 
misbehave (Gottlieb et. al. 1978). These apparently conflicting findings may 
be resolved by proposing th a t the different findings for MLD and m ainstream  
populations may resu lt from the application of different comparison levels 
ra th e r th an  significant differences in behaviour. If m ainstream  children
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expect in teraction  w ith MLD children to resu lt in high costs and  not to 
result in high benefits and adjust their comparison levels accordingly then  
low costs m ay be sufficient even in the absence of high benefits to exceed 
the comparison level in one direct and resu lt in popularity. Similarly low 
benefits will be crucial in  exceeding the  com parison level in  the  other 
direction and resulting in rejection.

The possibility was therefore explored th a t MLD and m ainstream  rejected 
children may be found to have similar peer assessm ent scores on item s 
which nevertheless significantly differentiated the rejected from the average 
group within one population bu t not the other. While the behavioural profile 
of rejected boys and girls w as not found to differ significantly, the  
behavioural profile of rejected MLD children as assessed by the Guess Who 
m easure was found to differ significantly from th a t of rejected M ainstream  
children. Stepdown analysis indicated th a t between group differences were 
a ttribu tab le  to the  sam e item, Seeks Help w hether groups were formed 
using ‘play w ith’ or ’work with' criteria. Given th a t the MLD group are 
defined in term s of their learning difficulties th is finding is not surprising. 
Hence rejected MLD children are not found to be significantly less disruptive 
th an  rejected m ainstream  children. Rather these findings are consistent 
with the hypothesis th a t m ainstream  peers expect some disruptiveness and 
other high cost behaviours from MLD children and make some allowances 
for them. Even help seeking behaviour which is significantly higher among 
rejected MLD than  m ainstream  children contributes to the separation of the 
rejected and  the  average groups in the m ainstream  b u t not the  MLD 
population.

This study also aimed to extend the findings of Study 1, reported in Chapter 
3, by fu rther investigating the validity of the neglected and controversial 
groups identified using the FCP method. As only two of the 867 m ainstream  
children who took part in th is study were categorised as controversial it was 
not possible to further explore the vailidity of th is group. It would appear that 
the FCP sociometric classification m ethod does not identify a group of 
children about whom classm ates hold sharply differing opinions. This may 
relate to its use of information from same sex peers, to its use of a  forced 
choice group preference record a n d /o r  to the quite high criterion levels 
adopted for classification. All of these aspects m ight be expected to 
contribute to reducing the size of the controversial group.

The discrim inant analyses carried out in th is study identified a num ber of 
peer assessm en t item s which contributed significantly to separating the 
neglected and average groups. When groups were formed on the play w ith’
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criterion the groups were discrim inated by Seeks Help and S tarts Fights, 
with the neglected group scoring higher on the former and lower on the 
latter. Although the Neglected group achieved the highest mean score of any 
of the sociometric s ta tu s  groups on Acts Shy, th is predictor did not add 
significantly to the separation of the groups after the effects of the other two 
variables had been taken  into account. When groups were formed on the 
'work w ith ' criterion the  groups were discrim inated by cooperates' in  
addition to Seeks Help, with the neglected group scoring lower on the 
form er and  higher on the  latter. Neglected children therefore emerge 
prim arily as a  dependent, help seeking, group who tend to score low on 
both pro-socicd and anti-social behaviour b u t who are not perceived as more 
unhappy than  average children.

On the FCP method Neglected children are defined as those to whom the 
predom inant response of the group is indifference -  neither opting to 
affiliate, nor to avoid affiliation. It was hypothesised th a t the prevailing view 
among peers would be th a t the outcome of interaction with these children 
involved neither significant benefits nor significant costs. The low scores on 
peer assessm ents of both pro-social and anti-social behaviour are consistent 
w ith th is  view, and can be interpreted as supporting the validity of the 
neglected group identified using the FCP method. High scores on Seeks 
Help had  not been expected as such  behaviour is anticipated to have 
significant costs attaching to it. One possible hypothesis is th a t the help 
seeking behaviour may be largely directed towards adu lts so rendering it 
more neu tra l in the peer group. It would appear th a t in the absence of 
antisocial behaviour seeking help is not itself associated with rejection.

7.5 Conclusions

The discrim inant analyses cairried out in th is study extended the findings of 
S tudy 1 in providing support for the  validity of the  neglected group 
identified using the FCP method.

The findings of th is study overall, on both the work and play criteria, support 
the  hypothesis th a t different patterns of scores on peer assessm ent items 
are associated with sociometric s ta tu s classification for MLD children th an  
for m ainstream  children. The differences found are largely consistent with 
predictions generated by social exchange theory. In sum m ary Popular and 
Average m ainstream  children are differentiated by their scores on prosocial 
behaviour and by their scores on disruptive and help seeking behaviour 
whereas Popular and Average MLD children are not differentiated by scores 
on pro-social behaviour. They are differentiated by scores on anti-social
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behaviour in the case of play and disruptive and help seeking behaviour in 
the case of work. Rejected and Average m ainstream  children are found to be 
significantly differentiated by both antisocial and withdrawn behaviour on the 
one hand and by pro-social behaviour on the other, whereas rejected and 
average MLD children differ on prosocial bu t not on anti-social behaviour.

The re su lts  of these  analyses suggests the  possibility of significant 
heterogeneity w ithin the m ainstream  rejected group. The results presented 
in  chapter 6  had raised the possibility th a t the MLD rejected group may be 
composed of two or more subgroups. These possibilities are investigated in 
Chapter 8 .
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Chapter 8  

R ejected  MLD and M ainstream  Groups: H om ogeneous or 
Heterogeneous?

8.1 Introduction

In recen t years reports of considerable heterogeneity among children 
categorised as rejected on sociometric classification systems has led some 
researchers to argue th a t definable subgroups may exist. For example Dunn 
& McGuire (1992) observed th a t earlier reports suggesting th a t rejected 
children are disliked by their peers because of their high rates of aggressive 
behaviour have been revised following more recent findings th a t  m any 
rejected boys do not show high ra tes of aggressive behaviour (Coie & 
Krehbiel Koeppl, 1990; French, 1988). D unn & McGuire (1992) conclude 
th a t the  sociometric groups derived from two dim ensional classification 
systems are in many respects heterogeneous.

A num ber of empirical studies have attem pted to identify subgroups of 
rejected children. In some of these researchers have taken the approach of 
first identifying, on theoretical or other bases, a dimension along which it 
m ight be useful to subdivide the rejected population; whereas in  other 
studies researchers have used m ultivariate empirical approaches such  as 
c luster analysis to group rejected children who exhibit sim ilar profiles 
across a variety of m easures. An advantage of the former is that it particular 
hypothesis about a potentially relevant dimension can be tested. However the 
la tter approach is better suited to the identification a t an early stage of 
potentially relevant dimensions. Although the latter approach is concerned 
with hypothesis generation ra ther th an  hypothesis testing, the clusters 
identified will still depend on the variables selected for analysis and  the 
clustering method used.

(a) Subgroups iden tified  on peer assessed  d im ensions o f social behaviour
Studies conducted within the first of the traditions discussed above include 
Williams and Asher (1987), Coie, Dodge & K upersm idt (1990), Hymel, 
Wagner & Butler (1983) and Bovin, Thom assin & Alcdn (1989). All these 
studies use  peer assessed dimensions of social behaviour on which to sub
divide the rejected group.

Coie, Dodge & Kupersm idt (1990) defined aggressive children as those 
scoring more th an  one standard deviation above the m ean on the S tarts 
Fights item  of Coie et.a l.’s (1982) Guess Who procedure. From their large
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sam ple of black, predom inately low to middle socioeconomic s ta tu s  8 -1 0  
year olds, they reported th a t 30-33% of rejected children were viewed as 
aggressive. The percentage of aggressive children among other sociometric 
s ta tu s  groups ranged from 8-11%. They also report th a t the percentage of 
rejected children described as disruptive ranged from 36 to 38%.

Williams and Asher (1987) identified subgroups of rejected primary school 
children on the basis of their scores on a  num ber of Guess Who items. An 
externalising subgroup was identified th a t scored high on the item S tarts 
Fights and average on the item Hangs Back; while a internalising subgroup 
was identified th a t was high on Hangs Back and average on S tarts Fights, 
Bossy and  In terrupts a Lot. The externalising subgroup comprised 58% of 
the rejected sample and the internalising group, 19% of the sample. Cross 
validation csirried out using teacher ratings (on a 7 point scale) showed th a t 
the externalising subgroup (as defined by peer assessm ent data) was rated as 
more aggressive and the internalising subgroup as more withdrawn. Both 
subgroups were perceived by both peers and teachers as being low on 
prosocial behaviour. The externalising subgroup had particularly low scores 
on the Cooperative item while the internalising subgroup had particularly 
low scores on Sense of Humour. P ark h u rst and Asher (1987) found 
corresponding percentages of rejected m iddle school pupils a t 47% 
externalising and 24% internalising.

Bovin, Thom assin & Alain (1989) used the Revised Class Play (Masten, 
Morison and Pellegrini, 1985) to identify aggressive-rejected, w ithdrawn- 
rejected and  average s ta tu s  8-9 year olds. Children were assigned to 
sociometric s ta tu s  groups using the Coie and Dodge (1983) procedure. The 
aggressive-rejected subgroup were those having a score a t least one standard 
deviation above the meein on a com bination of specific item s from the 
aggression-disruption scale of the Revised Class Play, b u t having a low or 
norm al score on the sensitivity-isolation scale. The w ithdraw n-rejected 
subgroup were those having a score a t least one standard deviation above the 
m ean on a  combination of specific items from the sensitivity-isolation scale 
of the Revised Class Play, bu t having a low or normal score on the aggression- 
d isruption scale. The aggressive-rejected subgroup comprised 26% of the 
rejected sam ple (3 girls and 9 boys) and the withdrawn-rejected subgroup 
32% (6 girls and 9 boys). Both groups were chosen more often by peers than  
the average group as being usually sad (the withdrawn subgroup was chosen 
more often th an  the aggressive subgroup).

Cross validation was carried out using the Teacher Rating Scales of Child’s 
A ctual Com petence. The teacher ra ted  the  w ithdraw n subgroup less
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positively on all 5 scales, whereas the aggressive subgroup were perceived 
less positively on three of them  - social acceptance, physiceil appearance and 
b ehav iou r/conduct dim ensions. Inform ation w as also collected on self 
perceptions using  the  Perceived Competence Scale (Harter, 1982) and 
Asher & W heeler’s (1985) Loneliness Q uestionnaire. W ithdraw n-rejected 
children  perceived them selves as less accepted  and  less com peten t 
academ ically and  behaviourally, w hereas the  aggressive subgroup  saw 
them selves as less competent only on the behavioural/conduct dimension. 
Only the  w ithdraw n subgroup expressed more loneliness an d  social 
dissatisfaction on Asher & Wheeler’s (1985) Questionnaire.

Hymel & Rubin (1985) report the results of a study conducted w ith 9 to 12 
year old children which also used the Revised Class Play. Of the children 
classified as unpopu lar (those receiving sam e sex negative sociometric 
ratings a t least half a  standard deviation above the class mean), 17% were 
classified on the  Revised Class Play m easure as exhibiting bo th  highly 
aggressive and highly isolated behaviour, ano ther 26% were considered 
highly isolated and 24% highly aggressive. 33% of rejected children in this 
study did not exhibit either isolated or aggressive behaviours according to 
peer assessm ents.

In conclusion, in each of these studies well researched peer assessm ent 
m easures are used  to subdivide the  rejected group into externalising, 
predom inately  aggressive and in ternalising , predom inately  w ithdraw n 
subgroups. In two cases teacher ratings provided cross validation of the 
groups identified and in one case cross validation was also provided by self 
perception data. However in m ost studies close to a  third of the rejected 
sample cannot be described as either externalising or internalising. Where 
the c lusters are compared to an  average s ta tu s  group, such children are 
found to differ little from them.

(b) Subgroups iden tified  using  m u ltivaria te  em pirica l approaches
Studies conducted using m ultivariate empirical approaches include French 
(1988), French (1990), Cillessen, van Ijzendoom, van Lieshout and H artup 
(1992) and Pope, Bierman & Mumma (1991),

French (1988) used  c luster analysis to investigate the  identification of 
discernible subtypes w ithin populations of peer rejected boys. In one study 
forty one 9 and 10 year old boys were classified using a  same sex nom ination 
m easure while in a second study forty eight 9 to 11 year old boys were 
identified using a sam e sex rating scale. In the  first study the boys were 
categorised as Rejected if they scored 1 /3  of a standard  deviation below the 
m ean on positive nom inations and 1 /3  of a s tandard  deviation above the
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m ean on negative nominations. In the second study children scoring in the 
bottom  2 0 % on a five point rating scale were initially identified as rejected, 
although subsequently any boy scoring above their grade m ean in term s of 
the  num ber of ‘I ’s received was eliminated. French acknowledged these 
criteria as more liberal than  those used in previous research, justifying them  
as necessa ry  in  order to increase  th e  sam ple size sufficien tly  to 
accommodate multivariate procedures.

In the  first study  c luste rs were formed on teacher ra tings, interview  
m easures of social problem solving and observational m easures of social 
behaviour. Two c luste rs  emerged and were con trasted  w ith  a  popu lar 
com parison sample. Boys in one of the clusters were characterised  by a 
range of m easures of externalising behaviour. Boys in the o ther c lu ster 
differed from the popular comparison group only in their generation of fewer 
problem solutions, lower teacher ratings of positive behaviour cind higher 
frequencies of solitary behaviour.

In the second study clusters were formed using peer assessm en ts on the 
Pupil Evaluation Inventory Scales (Pekarik, Prinz, Liebert, W eintraub & Neale 
1976) and teacher assessm ents on the School Behaviour Checklist. Two 
c lusters again emerged and were contrasted with a popular com parison 
sam ple. One c lu s te r  w as charac te rised  by bo th  in te rn a lis in g  and  
externalising behaviour higher th an  the popular com parison group. The 
other cluster differed from Popular children in term s of their withdrawal. In 
bo th  stud ies approxim ately 50% of the  Rejected group exhibited an  
aggressive behaviour profile.

French (1990) used cluster analysis to investigate heterogeneity in  a  sample 
of 46 peer rejected 8-10 year old girls. It was considered im portan t to 
specifically investigate rejected girls because m ost previous s tu d ies  had 
focused on boys and because of sex difference in the incidence of behaviours 
and characteristics associated with peer rejection, such  as aggression and 
academic difficulties. As in the second study reported by French (1988) girls 
were selected as rejected if they fell in the bottom 2 0% of their grade on a 
rating sccde sociometric completed by sam e sex classm ates. C lusters were 
formed on the basis of scores on the aggression and withdrawal scales of the 
PEI, and teachers ratings on the Self-Control Rating Scale and the narrow  
band scales of the School Behaviour Checklist.

Two c lu s te rs  of rejected girls emerged and  were co n tra sted  w ith a 
comparison sample of popular girls. One (internalising) cluster w as found to 
exhibit greater withdrawad, anxiety, hostile isolation, academic disability and
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low academic task  orientation than  the group of Popular girls. Compared to 
the Popular girls the other cluster of rejected girls were found to be low in 
self control and high on peer rated aggression, social withdrawal and overall 
behavioural problem s. This second c lu s te r w hich showed a m ix of 
externalising and internalising behaviour were rated  by peers as more 
aggressive than  popular girls, bu t neither cluster was rated more aggressive 
by teachers.

Cillessen, van Ijzendoom, van Lieshout and  H artup (1992) used cluster 
analysis on m easures derived from teacher ratings, peer ratings, play 
observations and interview data to identify subtypes among 98 peer rejected 
5-7 year old boys in the Netherlands. The sociometric method used was the 
three point rating scale method developed by Asher, Singleton, Tinsley & 
Hymel (1979) b u t it was treated as a forced choice group preference record. 
In addition the num ber of times a child was chosen as liked and disliked was 
sum m ed to give a social impact score. Children were categorised according 
to Newcombe and Bukowski’s (1983) sociometric classification method. The 
cluster analysis identified 48% as externalising - aggressive, impulsive, 
disruptive and non-cooperative while 13% were identified as internalising or 
socially shy. Two other subtypes, m aking up  39% of the sam ple, were 
identified th a t did not seem especially deviant. One was differentiated only 
by the num ber of their anti-social solutions on a social problem solving 
m easure, while the fourth was characterised by the num ber of their pro
social solutions on the problem solving measure.

There w as no average comparison group in th is  study  although it was 
hypothesised by the authors tha t 39% of the Rejected sample were average 
on the  behav ioural m easu res used . It m ay be hypothesised  th a t  
environm ental variables or non-socicd personal variables m ight be more 
closely associated with the rejection of these children. Over a one year 
period 66% of the nonaggressive subtypes b u t only 42% of the rejected 
subgroup changed sta tus. The Kappa coefficient for the aggressive-rejected 
boys was found to be .40 while for nonaggressive rejected boys it was .20. In 
relation to the large num ber of nonaggressive rejected children changing 
sta tu s  Cillessen et.al. question whether conventional rejection criteria might 
be too inclusive.

Pope, Biermcin & Mumma (1991) categorised 9 to 12 year old boys using the 
Coie et.al. (1982) sociometric classification m ethod. C luster analysis was 
then  performed on the scores achieved by the rejected group on five peer 
rating scales - the PEI withdrawal and likability factor scores were two of 
these. In addition the  under-controlled behaviour scale of the  PEI was
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revised by including new item s characteristic of children with a tten tion  
deficit hyperactivity disorder. Following principal components ansilysis three 
narrow  b an d  factors were identified - Hyperactivity, Aggression and 
Inattention-Immaturity. Items loading on this last factor included, ‘don’t  pay 
attention to the teacher, can’t  sit still, act like a  baby, upset when called on 
to answer questions in class, exaggerate and make up stories, and complain 
nothing meikes them  happy’.

A hierarchical agglomerative cluster analysis using the  complete linkage 
method identified a four cluster solution. Both C lusters 1 (34.4% of the 
rejected sample) and Cluster 3 (25% of the rejected sample) had relatively 
h igher scores on hyperactivity. C luster 1 w as significantly h igher on 
inatten tion/im m aturity  th an  Cluster 3 which was significantly higher than  
the other two clusters. By contrast Cluster 3 was significantly higher on 
aggression th an  Cluster 1 which was in tu rn  significantly higher th an  the 
other two clusters. The boys in Cluster 2 (29.7% of the rejected sample) did 
not show elevated scores on any of the m easures. C luster 4 (10.9% of the 
rejected sample) scored very high on withdrawal. Although significantly 
lower th an  Cluster 4, Cluster 1 did score significantly higher on "withdrawal 
than  the other two clusters. Cluster 1 also scored lower on likability th an  any 
of the other clusters. The authors suggest that inattentiveness may result in 
ch ild ren  failing to acquire  new social behav iour readily and  th a t  
inattentiveness may lead to inaccurate socicd perception and to insensitivity 
to others.

Some parallells are pointed out between C luster 1 boys and the  passive 
‘whipping boys’ identified by Olweus (1978) who were described as being 
nonaggressive, anxious, insecure, sad and characterised by poor emotional 
control. There would seem  to be sim ilarities betw een the  provocative 
whipping boys, described as restless, hot-tempered and aggressive and the 
boys in C luster 3. Almost 30% of the rejected sam ple were didn’t  show 
elevated scores on any of the peer assessm ent scales administered.

In conclusion, as in the studies reviewed in the previous section, the studies 
reviewed in th is section typicadly report tha t about a  third of each sample of 
rejected children, variously categorised, do not show a characteristic pattern  
of scores on any of the behavioural m easures. It may be hypothesised th a t 
environm ental variables or non-social personal variables might be more 
closely associated with their rejection than  behavioural variables. As before, a 
substantia l percentage of the rejected sample fell into clusters which could 
be labelled as internalising or externalising. In addition in th is series of 
studies clusters were identified which were high on both internalising and
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externalising behaviour and which differed also on other dimensions. For 
exam ple Pope e t.a l. (1991) rep o rt find ings w hich su g g est th a t  
inatten tion /im m aturity  may be an  im portant variable in characterising a 
cluster of rejected children. This is a dimension which may have particular 
relevance to MLD children. The next section reviews a study which used 
c luster analysis to investigate heterogeneity among rejected MLD children. 
Following th a t a  num ber of limitations of these cluster ancilysis studies are 
discussed.

(c) Subgroups id en tified  in  re jec ted  MLD sam ples
Taylor A sher and  Williams (1987) used  the Asher & Dodge sociometric 
s ta tu s  group classification, which is described in section 2.5.2, to classify 
MLD children into sociometric s ta tu s groups. They found tha t a very high 
percentage of the  MLD children could be classified as sociometrically 
rejected (77.4%, as opposed to 14.7% of the  com parison group). The 
respective num bers of children falling w ithin the other sociometric sta tus 
groups w as not reported. A two step procedure was then  employed to leam  
w hether in ternalising  and externalising sub-groups could be identified 
among the  24 rejected MLD children. F irst a hierarchical cluster analysis 
was conducted using the peer assessm ent items. Shy, Upsets things in a 
group and S tarts fights. The scores on these items were standardised using 
the m eans and standard  deviation for the entire sample of 845 children. 
Correlation w as used as the sim ilarity m easure in the analysis and a 
complete linkage clustering method was employed. A six cluster solution 
was determ ined to be the most appropriate based on interpretability and 
cohesiveness of the individual profiles around the cluster means.

Overall the  results of the cluster analysis supported the idea th a t there are 
internalising and externalising groups of rejected MLD children. All of the 
extem cdising children (6 in total in c lusters 1 and  4) had scores one 
standard  deviation or more above the m ean on the Upsets Things an d /o r 
S tarts Fights items. Of the 13 internalising children in cluster 2 three which 
were less th an  one standard deviation above the m ean on the Shy item were 
dropped leaving more extreme and homogeneous group. In total then  25% 
of the 24 rejected MLD children were classified as externalising, while 42% 
could be considered to be internalising. Studies conducted with m ainstream  
children tend  to report a  higher proportion of rejected children with 
externalising behavioural styles and lower proportion with in ternalising 
behavioural styles (Williams & A sher 1987, elem entary children: 58% 
externalising, 19% internalising; P arkhurst & Asher 1987, middle-school 
children, 47% externalising, 24% internalising). This adds support to the 
conclusion draw n in Chapter 7, th a t the factors associated with social
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re je c tio n  for MLD p u p ils , o r a t  le a s t  th e ir  freq u e n cy  of 
occurrence/significance, cannot simply be assum ed to be the sam e as those 
for m ainstream  pupils. However in the absence of data  from integrated MLD 
and m ainstream  pupils attending the same schools a  range of environmental 
and population characteristics should also be considered in accounting for 
these findings.

In a cross validation analysis univariate tests showed th a t teachers perceived 
the internalising and externalising groups so selected as equally low on 
friend ly /co-operative  behaviour b u t they perceived the ex ternalising  
rejected children as significantly more aggressive/ disruptive cind tended to 
see them  as more bossy/dom ineering. These m ainstream  teachers also 
perce ived  th e  in te rn a lis in g  re je c ted  MLD ch ild ren  a s  m ore 
avoidant/withdrawn.

(d) C onclusions
The studies reviewed in subsection (a) suggest th a t m ainstream  rejected 
pupils are not a  behaviourally homogeneous group, b u t rather th a t it is often 
possible to identify subgroups characterised by externalising or internalising 
behaviour. About a  th ird  of the rejected group do not show a  distinctive 
behaviour profile of any kind, suggesting that environmental variables or non
social personal variables might be more closely associated w ith their 
rejection th an  behavioural variables. The studies reviewed in subsection (b) 
supported  the  subdivision of rejected sam ples along in ternalising  and 
externalising d im ensions b u t in addition suggested  other behavioural 
dim ensions along which rejected children may differ. However the studies 
employing cluster analysis Eire subject to a num ber of limitations.

First of all there is the inevitably somewhat arbitrary nature of the decisions 
involved in identifying an  optimum num ber of clusters. This is illustrated by 
the  na tu re  of the guidance available, for example Norusis (1992) advises, 
‘you w ant to stop agglomeration as soon as the increase betw een two 
adjacent steps becomes large'. Interpretability of the  sub-groups identified 
will ultim ately be an  im portant criterion in deciding when the rem aining 
heterogeneity within a cluster should be regarded as less im portant th an  the 
differences between clusters.

In th is respect it should be noted th a t none of the cluster analysis studies 
reviewed above employed an  average com parison group, the absence of 
which m akes it difficult to judge the severity of the  difficulties which are 
apparently highlighted. In m ost cases the rejected subgroups, which have 
been constructed to be as different from each o ther as possible on the
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clustering variables, are simply contrasted with each other. Taylor et.al. 
(1987) m ade some attem pt to address th is issue by only selecting those 
cases with scores one standard  deviation or more above the m ean of the 
whole sam ple on the relevant variables. However th is  involved elim inating 
some of the  children in subgroups identified by the cluster analysis, making 
difficult the  interpretation of subsequent cross validation euialysis using 
teacher ratings. Where compgirisons were made they tended to be m ade with 
popular ra th e r th an  average com parison groups (French, 1988; French, 
1990), which may increase the likelihood of achieving statistically significant 
findings b u t does little to establish the validity of the rejected subgroups.

The problems created by designs which contrast the rejected subgroups only 
with each other are compounded in those studies where the subgroups are 
contrasted only on the variables entered into the original cluster analysis, 
from which the subgroups were derived. To avoid tautology cross validation 
on a different set of variables is required and where th is has been done 
(Taylor et.al., 1987) resu lts  have supported the validity of the  c lusters 
identified.

Finally, the  very liberal criteria used in many of these  studies to identify 
rejected children suggest th a t consideration should  be given to the 
possibility th a t apparent heterogeneity may be an artifact of over inclusive 
criteria. For example French (1988, 1990) identified 20% of the m ainstream  
children participating in his study as rejected, w hereas French & Waas 
(1985a) had  reported an  incidence of rejection using  their sociometric 
classification system  of 13-14%. French (1988) acknowledges th a t  the 
criteria used in his cluster smalysis studies are more liberal than  those used 
in previous research, justifying them  as necessary in order to increase the 
sample size sufficiently to accommodate m ultivariate procedures. Although 
the  p a tte rn  of resu lts  reported by French are broadly sim ilar to those 
reported in other studies in subsection (b) above which have used more 
conventional sociometric classification criteria, o ther au tho rs (Cillessen 
et.al., 1992) have also questioned w hether conventional rejection criteria 
m ight be too inclusive. W illiams and  A sher (1987) suggested th a t 
heterogeneity within the group of children classified m ay be contributed by 
the  use of cutoff scores which categorise as memy as 15-20% of children as 
rejected. They classified children using the Coie & Dodge (1983) procedure 
and investigated the num ber of choices received w hen the best friendship 
nom ination was unlim ited ra ther th an  being restric ted  to th ree  choices. 
Many of the  children classified as rejected using the  conventional Coie & 
Dodge (1983) procedure were chosen by several o thers when nom inations 
were unrestric ted  and 36.5% of the “rejected” group received th ree  or
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more nominations.

The re su lts  reported in Chapter 3 indicates th a t  the  FOP sociom etric 
c lassifica tion  m ethod identifies a  considerab ly  lower p ropo rtion  of 
m ainstream  children as rejected th an  do m ost o ther methods. Of the  254 
children on whom results are reported in  chapter 3, 4.3% and  5.5% were 
classified as rejected on the two occasions the ‘play w ith’ m easures were 
adm inistered . Of the 867 m ainstream  child ren  on whom re su lts  are 
reported in chapter 7, 4.4% were classified as rejected on a  ‘play w ith’ 
criterion and  4.2% on a work w ith’ criterion. If heterogeneity in  the  
behavioural characteristics of rejected MLD children were largely an  artifact 
of over inclusive criteria, samples classified using the  FCP m easure might be 
expected to present a more homogeneous profile.

Taylor et.al. (1987) reported tha t rejected s ta tu s  was more th an  five times 
more common among integrated MLD children. Table 7.1 shows th a t  the 
percentage of MLD children identified as rejected by the FCP m ethod in 
Study 3 was six times higher than  the percentage of m ainstream  children 
identified as rejected. However the percentage of children identified by the 
FCP m ethod was 27.8% as opposed to 77.4% in Taylor et.al., so again MLD 
sam ples classified using the FCP method might be expected to p resen t a 
more hom ogeneous profile if over inclusive criteria were a m ajor factor 
contributing to the observed heterogeneity in sample characteristics.

However it is not likely th a t rejected sam ples identified using  the  FCP 
method will be characterised by their homogeneity as the results reported in 
c h ap te rs  6 and  7 have ind icated  th e  likelihood of considerab le  
heterogeneity. W hen groups were identified on a  ‘play w ith ’ criterion  
m ainstream  rejected children were found to score low on pro-social peer 
assessm ent item s b u t high on ‘Unhappy’ and on externalising, antisocial 
items. On the other hand MLD children identified on a ‘play w ith’ criterion 
were found to score low on pro-social peer assessm ent items and high only 
on U nhappy’, not on externalising, antisocial item s. When groups were 
identified on a ‘work w ith’ criterion m ainstream  rejected children were 
found to score low on pro-social peer assessm en t item s b u t h igh on 
externalising, antisocial items; on internalising w ithdraw n item s and  on 
dependence’. MLD children identified on a  work w ith’ criterion were found 
to score low on pro-social peer assessm ent items and high ‘Unhappy’. They 
did not score high on externalising items as assessed  by peers b u t were 
rated higher on such items by mainstreeim class teachers.

The results reported in Chapters 6 and 7 suggest a num ber of specific aims
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for the exploratory investigation to be reported in th is chapter. These are 
listed below. In the light of the forgoing discussion cluster analysis using 
peer a ssessm en ts  of behaviour would seem  an  appropriate  approach. 
However it will be im portant to ensure th a t the validity of any clusters 
identified is established with reference to relevant average sta tus groups and 
th a t cross validation using other variables is conducted where possible.

1.2. Aims of th is  S tudy

The major aims of this study are to test the hypotheses that:
1. Behavioural sub-types can be identified w ithin sam ples of rejected 
m ainstream  and  rejected MLD children, no tw ithstand ing  the  sm all 
proportion of children classified as rejected on the FCP method.

2. The behavioural profiles of the subgroups identified within the rejected 
m ainstream  sam ple will differ from those identified in sam ples of rejected 
MLD children.

3. That cross validation using teacher assessm ents of social behaviour will 
support the MLD subgroups of rejected children identified through cluster 
analysis of peer assessm ents.

8 .2  M ETHOD

8.2.1. Subjects
Subjects in th is  study comprised the integrated MLD children who were 
classified as rejected by the procedures described in Chapter 6 , (Play With 
criterion: n=32; Work With criterion: n=32) and the m ainstream  children 
who were classified as rejected by the procedures described in C hapter 7, 
(Play With criterion: n=38; Work With criterion: n=36). Table 8.1 contains 
inform ation on the gender and year group of the MLD and m ainstream  
samples.

8.2 .2 . Procedure
Sociometric and peer assessm ent m easures were adm inistered to whole 
class groups following the procedure described in Chapter 6 , section 6.2.2.

M ainstream  class teach e rs  completed a questionnaire  on the social 
ad justm ent of each MLD pupil integrated into their class as described in 
Chapter 6 , section 6.2.2.

TABLE 8 .1  D em ographic c h a ra c te r is tic s  o f R ejec ted  MLD and  M ainstream
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subjects

GENDER
Flay

MLD Subjects (n= 32) Mainstream Subjects (n=38)
Male 24(75.0%) Male 14(36.8%)
Female 8(25.0%) Female 24(63.2%)

Work
MLD Subjects (n= 32) Mainstream Subjects (n=36)
Male 25(78.1%) Male 20(55.6%)
Female 7(21.9%) Female 16(44.4%)

YEAR GROUP 
Play

MLD Subjects (n=32) Mainstream Subjects (n=38)
8 - 9 years 2 (6.3%)

9-10 years 9 (28 .1% ) 9-10 years 11 (28.9%)
10-11 years 5 (15.6%) 10-11 years 12 (31.6%)
11-12 years 16(50.0%) 11-12 years 14(36.8% )

Missing Data 1 ( 2.7%)

Work
MLD Subjects (n=32) Mainstream Subjects (n=36)
8 - 9 years 5 (15.6%)
9-10 years 12 (37.5%) 9-10 years 11 (30.6%)
10-11 year 4 (12 .5% ) 10-11 years 10(27 .8% )
11-12 years 11 (34.4%) 11-12 years 13 (36.1%)

Missing data 2 ( 5.5%)

8 .2 .3  M easures
The following peer assessm en t and sociometric m easures which were 
described in C hapter 6 , Section 6.2.3.1, were adm inistered, using the 
instructions contained in Appendix 6.1.

The unlimited nomination Guess Who peer assessm ent measure.
The LITOP and LITOW sociometric m easures, which were used to 
categorise subjects according to the FCP sociometric status 
classification method, as described in Chapter 6 .

Class teachers completed for each MLD child in their class a copy of the 
Bristol Social A djustm ent Guide - The Child in School (Stott, 1974). This 
m easure is described in Chapter 6 , Section 6.2.3.2.

8.2 .4  Analysis
The 8  Guess Who scores of the MLD and m ainstream  children classified as 
Rejected were subm itted to hierarchical cluster analyses. Separate analyses 
were carried ou t for children from each sample who were identified as 
rejected on a play with criterion and on a work with criterion.
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Following Cillessen et.al. (1992) Wards method was used in each case in an 
attem pt to identify clusters th a t were as homogeneous as possible. On Ward’s 
method cases are grouped into clusters by minimising the total sum  of the 
squared deviations of every case from the m ean of the cluster to which it 
belongs. The deviations were computed using Squared Euclidian distances.

In order to investigate the validity of the sub groups formed by the cluster 
analyses the behavioural characteristics of the groups as assessed  by the 
Guess Who items were compared with those of the Average group. Although 
it would have been tautological to compare the subgroups with each other on 
the Guess Who items since these items had been used to create the groups 
the Average group had not been included in the cluster analysis. In addition a 
cross validation analysis was ru n  for the MLD rejected subgroups using 
teacher ratings on the Bristol Social Adjustment Guides.

In each case a  one way MANOVA w as employed, using SPSSX. The 
requirem ent th a t there should be more cases th an  dependent variables in 
every cell was not m et in the analysis involving the MLD rejected sample, 
classified using the play with criterion. Here there were the same num ber of 
dependent variables and cases in one of the cells, making it impossible to 
te s t for hom ogeneity of variance-covariance m atrices. In addition, as 
Tabachnick & Fidell (1989) point out, the power of the analysis is likely to 
be lowered because of reduced degrees of freedom  for error. It was 
recognised therefore th a t th is anailysis could only be treated as exploratory 
and th a t further investigation would require a larger sample.

For each analysis m ultivariate con trasts between m em bers of the three 
clusters and those in the Average group were examined and, if significant, 
further analysed for each dependent m easure. Because of significant within 
cell correlations among the 8 Guess Who items, assessed using Bartlett’s test 
of sphericity, stepdown analysis was used with the Guess Who item s being 
assessed in each stepdown analysis in the order used in the comparative 
analysis in  C hapter 7, section 7.3.4; for the reasons detailed there. A 
Bonferroni type adjustm ent was made to ensure th a t the alpha level for each 
multiple analyses did not exceed .05.

8.3 Results

8.3.1. M ainstream  sam ple, play w ith  criterion .

The 8 G uess Who scores of the  38 M ainstream  children classified as 
Rejected on a Play With criterion were subm itted to a hierarchical c luster
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analysis. The agglomeration schedule showed a gain in distance between 
steps 29 and 30 when three clusters were being merged into a two cluster 
solution of greater th an  twice the previous increase between steps. This 
p a tte rn  suggests th a t the  rejected children could be sp lit in to  th ree  
relatively homogeneous subgroups in term s of their behavioural reputation 
with peers. Results of the m ultivariate analysis of variance carried out to 
investigate the validity of the clusters identified are reported in Table 8.2.

Table 8 .2  G uess Who scores for c lu s te rs  o f M ainstream  ch ild ren  c lassified  as 
re jec ted  on  a  'p lay  w ith ’ c rite rio n

Main Effect Planned contrasts (F ratio)
(F ratio) Gr.lv A Gr.2 v A Gr.SvA

Play With Clusters 4.78*** 10.51*** 5.69*** 1.25

PLAY WITH Rejected 1 Rejected 2 Rejected 3 Average
(N=19) (N=9) (N=10) (N=472)
Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)

Disrupts 0.73#* (0.19) 0.58#* (0.14) 0.14 (0.18) 0.25 (0.25)
Starts Fights 0.78#* (0 .20) 0.36 (0 .21) 0.18 (0 .20) 0.24 (0.26)
Cooperates 0.12 (0.16) 0.30 (0.19) 0.18 (0.18) 0.31 (0.18)
Leader 0.10 (0.16) 0.30 (0.19) 0.08 (0.14) 0.20 (0.17)
Seeks Help 0.57 (0.16) 0.10* (0.16) 0.31 (0.29) 0.21 (0.27)
Shy 0.12 (0.16) 0.00 (0 .00) 0.15 (0.29) 0.14 (0.24)
Funny 0.23 (0 .22) 0.43 (0 .11) 0.16 (0.17) 0.30 (0 .22)
Unhappy 0.40 (0.18) 0.22 (0.28) 0.31 (0.23) 0.19 (0.23)
The table highlights items on which the clusters differed from the Average group on the 
stepdown analysis of significant contrasts, given the order of entry into the analysis 
described above (*). Significant univariate contrasts between the extreme sociometric 
groups and the Average group are also reported (#) to aid interpretation of the 
stepdown analysis.

The behavioural profiles of the three clusters can be sum m arised as follows:

C luster 3 Rejected pupils do not differ significantly from the Average group 
on any of the peer assessm ent items, although the trend is for their m ean 
sco res  to be lower on b o th  p ro -soc ia l and  a n ti-so c ia l item s. 
(Rejected/M oderate)

C luster 1 Rejected pupils are  seen by the ir peers as d isruptive and 
particularly likely to start fights. There is also a  trend for them  to be seen as 
likely to seek help. (Rejected/Aggressive)

C luster 2 Rejected pupils are seen by their peers as significantly more 
disruptive and less likely to seek help than  the average group. Cluster 2 also 
score highest, though not significantly so, on Leader and Funny and lowest 
on Shy. (Rejected/Disruptive)

No subgroup was identified among m ainstream  pupils classified as rejected
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using a play with criterion which was characterised by shyness.

8.3 .2 . M ainstream  sam ple, work w ith  criterion .
The 8 G uess Who scores of the  36 M ainstream  children classified as 
Rejected on a  Play With criterion were subm itted to a hiercu*chical cluster 
analysis. Again three subgroups were identified. Results of the m ultivariate 
analysis of variance carried out to investigate the validity of the  clusters 
identified are reported in Table 8.3.

Table 8 .3  G uess W ho sco re s  for c lu s te rs  o f M ain s tream  c h ild re n  
classified  as  re jec ted  on  a  work w ith ’ c rite rion

Main Effect Planned contrasts (F ratio)
(F ratio) Gr.lv A Gr.2 v A Gr.3 v A

Work With Clusters 5.72*** 11.30*** 4 .04***  2 .50*

WORK WITH Rejected 1 Rejected 2 Rejected 3 Average
(N=13) (N=13) (N=10) (N=522)
Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)

Disrupts 0.71#* (0.17) 0.04#* (0.10) 0.41 (0.14) 0.25 (0.25)
Starts Fights 0.74#* (0.18) 0.12 (0.15) 0.42 (0.08) 0.24 (0.28)
Cooperates 0.20 (0.17) 0.16* (0.19) 0.23 (0.21) 0.32 (0.22)
Leader 0.07* (0.21) 0.07 (0.14) 0.26 (0.17) 0.22 (0.24)
Seeks Help 0.48# (0.24) 0.35* (0.32) 0.10 (0.16) 0.21 (0.23)
Shy 0.11 (0.15) 0.05 (0.14) 0.09 (0.14) 0.13 (0.20)
Funny 0.24 (0.18) 0.20 (0.17) 0.31 (0.19) 0.31 (0.26)
Unhappy 0.27 (0.25) 0.16 (0.22) 0.36* (0.29) 0.19 (0.22)

The table highlights items on which the clusters differed from the Average group on the 
stepdown analysis of significant contrasts, given the order of entry into the analysis 
described above (*). Significant univariate contrasts between the extreme sociometric 
groups and the Average group are also reported (#) to aid interpretation of the 
stepdown analysis.

The behavioural profiles of the three clusters can be summarised as follows:

C luster 1 Rejected ch ildren  are seen by th e ir peers as d isruptive, 
particularly likely to start fights and unlikely to be chosen as leader. There is 
a lso  a tre n d  for th em  to be seen  a s  likely  to seek  help . 
(Rej ected /  Aggressive)

Cluster 2 Rejected pupils score significantly lower than  the Average group on 
d isrup ts and  cooperates b u t higher on seeks help. C luster two therefore 
emerge as a  dependent group th a t score low on both pro-social and an ti
social items. (Rej ected /  Dependent)

C luster 3 Rejected pupils differ from the average group only in being 
perceived by their peers as unhappy. Cluster 3’s m ean score is very close to 
the  m ean of the average group on Leader, Funny and lowest on Shy. 
(Rej ected /  Unhappy)
8.3.3. MLD sam ple, play w ith  criterion.
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The 8 Guess Who scores of the 32 MLD children classified as Rejected on a 
Play With criterion were subm itted to a hierarchical cluster analysis. The 
agglomeration schedule showed a gain in distance between steps 29 and 30 
when three clusters were being merged into a  two cluster solution of greater 
th an  twice the previous increase between steps. This pattern  suggests th a t 
the  rejected children could be split into three relatively hom ogeneous 
subgroups in term s of their behavioural reputation with peers. Results of the 
m ultivariate analysis of variance carried out to investigate the validity of the 
clusters identified are reported in Table 8.4.

Table 8 .4  G uess Who sco res  for c lu s te rs  o f MLD ch ild ren  classified as 
re jec ted  on  a  p lay w ith ’ c rite rio n

Main Effect Planned contrasts (F ratio)
(F ratio) Or. Iv A Gr.2 v A Gr.3 v A

Play With Clusters 4.79*** 5.32*** 9.05*** 1.92ns

Rejected 1 Rejected 2 Rejected 3 Average
(N=8) (N=ll) (N=13) (N=68)
Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)

Disrupts 0.71#* (0.13) 0.13 (0.16) 0.16 (0.18) 0.27 (0.28)
Starts Fights 0.58 (0.18) 0.20 (0.22 0.29 (0.19) 0.31 (0.30)
Cooperates 0.04#* (0.10) 0.05#* (0.11) 0.23 (0.18) 0.25 (0.19)
Leader 0.12 (0.24) 0.07 (0.16) 0.02 (0.07) 0.13 (0.17)
Seeks Help 0.72 (0.26) 0.74 (0.11) 0.54 (0.31) 0.57 (0.24)
Shy 0.07 (0.12) 0.52#* (0.23) 0.17 (0.17) 0.22 (0.24)
Funny 0.13 (0.13) 0.04#* (0.04) 0.09 (0.09) 0.29 (0.29)
Unhappy 0.40 (0.30) 0.57#* (0.22) 0.18 (0.18) 0.23 (0.19)

The table highlights items on which the clusters differed from the Average group on the 
stepdown analysis of significant contrasts, given the order of entry into the analysis 
described above (*). Significant univariate contrasts between the extreme sociometric 
groups and the Average group are also reported (#) to aid interpretation of the 
stepdown analysis.

The behavioural profiles of the three clusters can be summarised as follows:

C luster 1 Rejected pupils are seen by their peers as high on disruptive and 
low on cooperative behaviour. (Rejected/Disruptive)

Cluster 2 Rejected pupils are seen by their peers as low on cooperates and 
funny bu t high on shy and unhappy. (Rejected/Shy)

Cluster 3 rejected pupils do not differ from the Average group pupils on any 
of the Guess Who items. (Rejected/Moderate)

8 .3 .4  MLD sam ple, work w ith  crite rion .
The 8 Guess Who scores of the 32 MLD children classified as Rejected on a 
Work With criterion were next subm itted to a hierarchical cluster analysis
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sim ilar to th a t described above. Of these 32 children 20 were common to 
the group of 32 Rejected children identified on a  Play With criterion. Agciin 
three subgroups were identified and the data  were analysed by a  one way 
MANOVA to investigate the validity of the clusters identified. The results are 
reported in  Table 8.5.

T able 8 .5  G uess Who sc o re s  fo r c lu s te r s  o f MLD c h ild re n  c la ss if ie d  as 
re jec ted  on  a  'w ork with* c rite rio n

Main Effect Planned contrasts (F ratio)
(F ratio) Gr.lv A Gr.2 v A Gr.3 v A

Work With Clusters 3.88*** 6.03*** 3.57*** 2.17*

Rejected 1 Rejected 2 Rejected 3 Average
(N=ll) (N=12) (N=9) (N=74)
Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)

Disrupts 0.69#* (0.17) 0.15 (0.17) 0.18 (0.23) 0.24 (0.26)
Starts Fights 0.62# (0.20) 0.22 (0.22) 0.22 (0.22) 0.27 (0.28)
Cooperates 0.08# (0.14) 0.18 (0.23) 0.08 (0.13) 0.25 (0.18)
Leader 0.06 (0.19) 0.09 (0.17) 0.04 (0.11) 0.14 (0.17)
Seeks Help 0.64 (0.24) 0.76 (0.13) 0.54 (0.28) 0.56 (0.26)
Shy 0.08 (0.14) 0.47# (0.18) 0.03* (0.10) 0.24 (0.25)
Funny 0.24 (0.28) 0.08 (0.18) 0.13 (0.21) 0.25 (0.22)
Unhappy 0.36 (0.28) 0.50# (0.25) 0.17 (0.21) 0.24 (0.21)

The table highlights items on which the clusters differed from the Average group on the 
stepdown analysis of significant contrasts, given the order of entry into the analysis 
described above (*). Significant univariate contrasts between the extreme sociometric 
groups and the Average group are also reported (#) to aid interpretation of the 
stepdown analysis.

The behavioural profiles of the three clusters can be sum m arised as follows:

C luster 1 Rejected pupils are seen by their peers as more disruptive than  
average s ta tu s  children. Univariate analysis shows higher scores also on 
s ta rts  fights and lower scores on cooperates. However once d isrup ts has 
been entered into the stepdown analysis differences on neither of these 
items rem ain significant. (Rejected/Disruptive)

C luster 3 Rejected pupils are seen by their peers as less shy th an  the 
Average pupils, from whom they do not significantly differ on any other 
Guess Who item. (Rejected/Moderate)

Cluster 2 does not differ significantly from the Average group pupils on £iny 
of the Guess Who m easures in the stepdown analysis. They tend to score 
highest on Shy and Unhappy, b u t the differences only reach significance in 
the univariate analysis. (Rejected/Shy)

The analyses reported above provide support for hypothesis 1, th a t 
behav ioural sub-types can be identified w ith in  sam ples of rejected
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m ainstream  and  rejected  MLD children , no tw ith s tand ing  th e  sm all 
proportion of children classified as rejected on the FCP m ethod. They also 
support hypothesis 2 , th a t the behavioural profiles of th e  subgroups 
identified w ithin the  rejected m ainstream  sam ple will differ from those 
identified in sam ples of rejected MLD children. On both the ‘work with’ and 
the ‘play with’ criteria a Shy subgroup of rejected children was identified in 
the MLD population b u t not the m ainstream  population.

8 .3 .5  C ross v a lid a tio n  o f re jec ted  MLD c lu s te rs  th ro u g h  an a ly sis  o f te a c h e r  
assessm en t scales.
In order to test hypothesis 3, th a t cross validation using teacher assessm ents 
of social behaviour will support the MLD subgroups of rejected children 
identified through cluster analysis of peer assessm ents, separate  analyses 
were carried out on the rejected subgroups formed on the work with’ and 
the ‘play w ith’ criteria. In each case the scores of the 3 rejected subgroups 
were exam ined on the  O ver-reaction and U nder-reaction scales of the 
Bristol Social A djustm ent Guides. Means and standard  deviations for ‘work 
with’ and play with’ subgroups are shown in Table 8 .6 .

R ejected on Work W ith R atings
Main Effect Planned contrasts (F ratio)

(F ratio) R/Dis v R/Shy R/Shy v R/Mod R/Mod v R/Dis

3.43* 8.70** 3.43* 4.15*

(Means & Standard Deviations)
Rej/Disruptive Rej/Shy Rej/Medium

U nder-reaction Mean 3.90 a 5.00 a 4.75 a
(sd) (3.45) (3.46) (4.74)

Over-reaction Mean 21.10 b 5.75 a 10.50 a
(sd) (10.21) (4.33) (6.02)

R ejected on Play W ith R atings
Main Effect Plcumed contrasts (F ratio)

(F ratio) R/Dis v R/Shy R/Shy v R/Mod R/Mod v R/Dis

3.45* 8.42** 1.65 ns 3.77*

(Means & Standard Deviations)
Rej/Disruptive Rej/Shy Rej/Medium

U nder-reaction Mean 4.29 a 6.00 a 6.42a
(sd) (3.95) (4.32) (4.46)

Over-reaction Mean 14.57 b 4.00 a 8.08 a
(sd) (6.37) (4.11) (5.30)

Groups whose means are followed by the same letter do not differ significantly at the 
0.05 level.

Table 8 .6  BSAG sco res for c lu s te rs  o f MLD ch ild ren  c lassified  as  re je c te d  on 
a  'p lay  w ith ’ and  'w ork w ith ’ c rite ria

Both the MANOVA comparing the ‘work with’ subgroups on these scales and
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th a t comparing the ‘play with’ subgroups revealed a significant madn effect. 
M ultivariate contrasts between members of the three ‘work with’ subgroups 
showed significant differences between each pair of groups on the teacher’s 
BSAG ratings. When the subgroups were formed on the ‘play with’ criterion 
significant differences were found between the Rej ected/D isruptive group 
and  th e  o th er two b u t n o t betw een the  Rej ec ted /S h y  an d  the  
Rej ected/M oderate groups. Teachers perceived the  Rej ected/D isruptive 
group as higher on acting out behaviour problems th an  either of the other 
two sub groups, whether groups were formed on a ‘work with’ or a  ‘play 
w ith’ criterion.

8 .4  D isc u ss io n

The major aim of this study was to test the hypothesis tha t behavioural sub- 
types can be identified within sam ples of rejected m ainstream  and rejected 
MLD children, notwithstanding the small proportion of children classified as 
rejected on the FCP method. This hypothesis was supported by the cluster 
analyses and by subsequent analyses contrasting the subgroups identified 
with the behavioural profile of the respective average groups. Although there 
were differences of degree, substan tia l sim ilarities were identified w ithin 
each sample between the behavioural profiles of the subgroups identified on 
the work with and play with criteria.

Within the m ainstream  sample an Aggressive subgroup emerged whether the 
rejected group was formed using a ‘work w ith’ or ‘play w ith’ criterion. 
Members of this subgroup formed 50% of the ‘play with’ rejected group and 
36% of the  ‘work with’ rejected group. On the play with’ criterion a second 
subgroup, comprising 26% of the sample achieve generally moderate scores 
which do not differ significantly from the average group. However the trends 
in their score profile (low on both prosocial and antisocial items) resemble 
the  D ependent/D isengaged subgroup which comprise 36% of the ‘work 
with’ sample and which score lower on Disrupts and Cooperates bu t higher 
on Seeks Help.

The final c luster identified on the play w ith’ criterion might be labelled 
D isruptive/ Prosocicil. Although significant differences are obtained only on 
the  D isrupts item  th is group, which comprises 24% of the sam ple also 
obtained scores close to average on prosocial item s such  as Leader and 
Funny. The final c luster identified on the ‘work w ith’ criterion differed 
significantly from the average group only on Unhappy, although this group, 
which comprised 28% of the sample also obtained scores close to average on 
pro social items such as Leader and Funny. The group might therefore be
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labelled  U n h ap p y /P ro so c ia l. T his com bination  of p ee r a sse sse d  
characteristics has often been ascribed to the Controversial group. These 
findings would seem to suggest th a t the  use of a  forced choice group 
preference record may reveal a  predom inant peer group view on children 
who appear, on the basis of limited nomination, to be controversial.

No subgroup  w as identified among m ainstream  children classified as 
rejected on the  FCP method, using either a ‘work w ith’ or a  play w ith’ 
criterion whose behavioural profile could be characterised as internalising or 
withdrawn. None of the m ainstream  subgroups differed significantly from the 
average group on shyness.

By contrast such a subgroup was identified within the MLD sample when the 
rejected group was formed using a ‘play w ith’ criterion. Members of th is 
Shy/W ithdraw n subgroup comprised 34% of the ‘play with’ rejected group 
and in addition to scoring higher on Shy also scored higher on Unhappy and 
lower on Cooperates. On the ‘work with’ criterion one subgroup, comprising 
38% of the sample did not differ significantly from the average group on the 
stepdown analysis although the the differences in  Shy and Unhappy did 
reach  significance in the  un ivaria te  analysis. On the  o th e r hand  
Aggressive/D ependent subgroups were identified only in  the m ainstream  
samples. These results therefore appear to provide support for hypothesis 2: 
th a t the behavioural profiles of the subgroups identified within the rejected 
m ainstream  sample would differ from those identified in samples of rejected 
MLD children. This offers support to the suggestion of Taylor et.cd. (1987) 
th a t the factors leading to social rejection for MLD pupils, or a t least their 
frequency of occurrence/significance, cannot simply be assum ed to be the 
same as those for mainstream pupils. The results of this study extends Taylor 
e t.a l.’s findings, which were obtained w ith an  exclusively MLD sam ple 
(comparisons being drawn with m ainstream  samples from other studies) by 
providing data  from integrated MLD and m ainstream  pupils attending the 
same schools.

The resu lts obtained with the rejected MLD sam ples closely parallel those 
reported by Cillessen et.al. (1992) with m ainstream  5-7 year old subjects and 
a  different range of clustering variables. They identified 4 c lu ste rs  and 
labelled the  first two aggressive-rejected and shy-rejected in direct parallel 
to the resu lts  reported here. Their other two groups obtained m oderate or 
average scores on all m easures except on a  problem solving m easure, where 
one group endorsed an  unusually high num ber of antisocial solutions while 
the other group endorsed an unusually high num ber of pro-social solutions.
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Hypothesis 3 was th a t cross validation using teacher assessm ents of social 
behaviour would support the MLD subgroups of rejected children identified 
th rough  cluster analysis of peer assessm ents. This was supported  for 
subgroups of children classified as Rejected on a ‘work w ith’ criterion. 
However for subgroups of children classified as Rejected on a  ‘play w ith’ 
c rite rio n  only th e  R ejec ted /D isrup tive  subg ro u p  was sign ifican tly  
differentiated fi*om the other two. The Rej ected/Shy and Rejected/Moderate 
subgroups did not differ significantly on class teacher ratings of social 
behaviour. The use of the BSAG therefore provided clear cross validation of 
the  MLD rejected subgroups formed on a  ‘work w ith’ criterion; b u t resu lts 
for the  subgroups of MLD rejected formed on a  play with criterion only 
supported the validity of the Rej ected /  Disruptive group.

8 .5  C o n c lu s io n s

The results of th is study indicate tha t even when strict criteria are used to 
select a  small, extreme group of children who are rejected by at least 50% of 
sam e sex classm ates it is possible to identify a  num ber of subgroups 
characterised by distinctive peer assessm ent profiles. Within both the MLD 
and  the  m ainstream  sam ples broadly sim ilar subgroups are identified 
w hether ‘work w ith’ or ‘play with’ sociometric criteria are used. However 
th e  behavioural characteristics of the subgroups identified w ithin the 
m ainstream  sample differ substantially from those identified within the MLD 
sam ple. On the play w ith’ criterion an  A ggressive/D ependent subgroup 
emerged from the m ainstream  analysis which comprised 50% of the sample. 
No such subgroup was identified from the MLD analysis. On the other hand a 
Shy subgroup emerged from the MLD analysis which comprised 34% of the 
sam ple. None of the m ainstream  subgroups differed significantly from the 
average group on shyness.

Overall these resu lts are consistent with Taylor et.a l.’s (1987) report th a t 
m ore rejected MLD children  can be classified as in ternalising  th a n  
externalising, in  con trast to the  higher proportion of externalising to 
internalising rejected m ainstream  children reported by other studies. Taylor 
report th a t 25% of their sample of 24 rejected MLD children were classified 
a s  externalising, while 42% could be considered to be internalising. In the 
p re se n t s tu d y  the  p roportions were: 25% ex ternalising  and  34% 
in te rnalising  for MLD children classified as rejected on a ‘play w ith ’ 
criterion, while in the m ainstream  sample of children classified as rejected 
on a ‘play w ith’ criterion the percentages were: 74% externalising, 0% 
internalising.
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C illessen e t.a l.’s (1991) study, although conducted w ith 5-7 year old 
m ainstream  boys, has a  num ber of potentially interesting implications in 
view of th e  differences found in behavioural charac teristics betw een 
m ainstream  and MLD rejected children. They found th a t over a one year 
period 6 6 % of the nonaggressive subtypes b u t only 42% of the rejected 
subgroup changed sta tus. The Kappa coefficient for the aggressive-rejected 
boys was found to be .40 while for nonaggressive rejected boys it w as .20. 
This raises the possibility th a t rejected groups containing lower proportions 
of aggressive children, such as the MLD group in the present study, may be 
less stable th a n  rejected groups containing higher proportions of rejected 
children. The long term  stability of the m ainstream  and MLD children 
samples involved in this study is investigated in Chapter 9.

The teacher ratings of social behaviour used in th is  study offered cross 
validation of the  MLD ‘work w ith’ rejected subgroups identified through 
cluster analysis with the peer assessm ent items. The ansdysis carried out on 
subgroups of the play with’ rejected group offers support for the validity of 
the Rej ected/D isruptive subgroup. It may be th a t there are few behavioural 
differences betw een the Rej ected/Shy and Rej ected/M oderate subgroups 
when formed on a ‘play with’ criterion. However it may be tha t the BSAG, at 
least as com pleted by m ainstream  class teachers on in tegrated  MLD 
children, may be insufficiently sensitive to their Shy/W ithdraw n behaviour 
which is responded to by classm ates. It is recom m ended th a t fu tu re  
investigations of rejected subgroups in MLD samples should attem pt to cross 
validate the  play w ith’ subgroups using additional peer ratings or ratings 
from special needs teachers or assistan ts who see the children in a  wider 
range of social contexts.
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C h a p te r  9

T h e  L ong T erm  S ta b ility  o f  th e  FCP S o c io m e tric  S ta tu s  C lass if ic a tio n
S y s te m  fo r MLD a n d  M a in stream  C hild ren

9 .1  In tro d u c t io n

In concluding C hapter 3 it was recommended th a t the the longer term  
stability of sociometric s ta tu s  group classification using the FCP m ethod 
should be ascertained. The resu lts of the comparative study which were 
reported in Chapter 3 indicated th a t the reliability of the FCP method over a  
five week period was not exceeded by any of the other twelve sociometric 
s ta tu s  group classification methods included in the study. Over th is period 
the FCP method successfully re-classified 68.1% of the sample, kappa=.43. 
The results reported for all the methods whose reliability was investigated in 
Chapter 3 are reported in Table 3.10. Comparison of the figures reported in 
th is table and the longer term  stability figures for a  num ber of the  other 
m ethods reported in Table 2.4 suggest a very considerable dim inution in 
stability over time. For example Newcombe & Bukowski (1984) report kappa 
values over a two year period for their own m ethod and their sam e sex 
application of the  Coie & Dodge (1983) m ethod of k=.20 and  k=. 18 
respectively. They report successful reclassification ra tes for the  popular 
group of 33% on each method and for the rejected group of 33% on their 
method and 35% on the Coie and Dodge method. Ollendick, Green, Francis 
& Baum (1991), using the Asher & Dodge (1986) method, report a  kappa 
value over an  18 m onth period of .17, with successful reclassification rates 
for the popular and rejected groups of 36% and 58% respectively.

In Chapter 8 it was suggested th a t the long term  stabilities of rejected 
m ainstream  and MLD children in p articu la r should  be investigated. 
D iscussions of peer rejection sometimes appear to suggest th a t rejection is 
an  enduring condition, however not all children who are rejected a t one 
point in time are rejected a t later points in time. Coie and Dodge 1983 
documented a level of continuously rejected s ta tu s of no more th an  50% for
10-11  year old children who were followed longitudinally across a  five year 
period. For younger cohorts rejection was less stable across a  sim ilar time 
span, although few children seemed to move from rejected sta tu s to popular 
status.

However it is not clear what level of stability should be expected over a  two 
year period. Agard, Veldman, Kaufman & Semmel (1978) argue against the 
application of test-retest reliability to sociometric m easures even over short
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periods because of the fluidity of group dynamics and the dependence of the 
results on the particular group and context within which testing takes place. 
However if classification stability over a  two year period does not exceed 
chance it would seem  difficult to argue th a t  such  classification has 
implications for children’s longer term  social adjustm ent or for the selection 
of children for intervention programmes.

This study was therefore undertaken to test the following hypotheses:

1) That the  stability over a  two yeeir period of the acceptance, rejection and 
toleration scores on which the FCP classifications are based will significantly 
exceed chance.

2) That the stability of the FCP sociometric classifications over a two year 
period will significantly exceed chance.

In view of the use of sociometric classifications in  selecting children for 
in terventions, it was considered im portant in particu lar to look a t the 
stability of the rejected category. Cillessen, van Ijzendoom, van Lieshout & 
H artup’s (1992) reported th a t 6 6 % of non-aggressive rejected bu t only 42% 
of the aggressive rejected children changed s ta tu s  over a one year period. 
Given the  findings in Chapter 8 th a t aggressive children are more common 
in m ainstream  than  MLD rejected groups it was predicted:
(3) T hat the  stability of rejected MLD children will be lower th an  the 
stability of rejected Mainstream children.

9 .2  M e th o d

9.2.1 Subjects
Subjects in th is study comprised: all the 8-10 year old subjects on whom 
data was collected in Study 2 and who could be traced two years later a t age
10-12 years when data was collected in Study 3. The sample comprised 416 
subjects, 41 MLD pupils and 376 M ainstream  pupils. The 416 subjects 
traced represented 69% of the total possible subject pool from Study 2. 
Table 9.1 contains information regarding the sex and year group composition 
of the sample.

TABLE 9.1 D em ographic ch arac te ris tics  o f sub jec ts w ith  and  w ithout MLD

MLD M ainstream
SEX
Boys 36 (87.8%) 196 (52.1%)
Girls 5 (12.2%) 180 (47.9%)

YEAR GROUP
8-9 years 23 (56.1%) 181 (48.3%)

10-12  years 18 (43.9%) 194 (51.7%)
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9.2 .2 . Procedure
On each occasion paren ts of the subjects were informed by letter from the 
schools th a t a Buckinghamshire County Council educational psychologist who 
was doing research into children’s relationships would be visiting the school 
to give questionnaires to some of the classes. Parents were asked to let the 
school know if for any reason they did not w ant their child to be involved, 
none withheld consent for their children’s participation.

The procedure followed on the first occasion, in Ju n e  1988, was described 
Chapter 4, while th a t followed on the second occasion, in Ju n e  1990, was 
described in Chapter 6 . The children were assessed a t the same point of the 
school year on each occasion to ensure th a t they were equally familiar with 
each other and th a t sta tus within the class was equally well established.

Following the second data  collection the 8-10 year old subjects from 1988 
were cross referenced w ith the  10-12 year old sub jects from 1990 to 
identify those sub jects common to both  sam ples, who com prised the 
longitudinal cohort.

9.2.3. M easures
The following m easures were administered on each occasion:

1. The LITOP, a forced choice sociometric m easure adapted from the 
HIFTO (Kaufman, Agard & Semmel, 1985).
2. The LITOW which has an  identical form at and instructions to the 
LITOP with the one exception tha t the sociometric criterion used is ‘like 
to work with’ ra ther than  ‘like to play with’.

For full descriptions of both m easures see section 4.2.3 of Chapter 4.

9.3  Results and Discussion

9.3.1 Prelim inary Analyses
C h i-sq u a red  an a ly s is  w ere f irs t perform ed on th e  dem ographic  
charac teristics of MLD and m ainstream  sub jec ts  listed  in  Table 9.1 
D ifferences were revealed for gender b u t no t for year. There were 
disproportionately more males than  females in the MLD as compared with
the Mainstream group 19.06 p<.0001. This indicated the advisability of
separately considering effects for males and females in subsequent analyses. 
The M ainstream  and MLD groups didn’t differ in term s of the distribution 
between them  of children from different age groups p=.60.
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To tes t for attrition biases subjects scores on the outcome m easures were 
compared to the scores of the 31% of children who could not be traced 2 
yecurs later. Preliminary analysis were conducted to ascertain  w hether any 
system atic relation existed between sociometric s ta tu s  in 1988 and  non 
participation in 1990. Table 9.2 shows the proportions of 8-9 and 9-10 year 
old children from the 1988 sample which it was possible to trace in  1990 
and therefore to include in the longitudinal study.

A ttrition across sociometric categories on the ‘play with' criterion closely 
corresponded with the overall inclusion rate  of 69% with the exception of 
the Rejected category where the inclusion rate is substantially  lower. This 
finding of a higher attrition rate for rejected children is not replicated on 
the  ‘w ork w ith’ criterion, where alm ost twice as m any children  were 
identified as Rejected th an  on the ‘play with’ criterion. The high attrition  
rate on the ‘play with’ criterion affects both boys and girls but does not affect 
MLD pupils. This may reflect the operation of one or both of the following 
factors: differential ra tes of family moves & /or g reater likelihood th a t a  
rejected child would move school following a family move within the same 
locality (MLD children would stay a t the sam e school u n d e r these  
circum stances), differential tendency for schools to move rejected children 
between classes, for example in the hope of giving them  a fresh start. MLD 
children would not be affected as they were tracked in 1990, what ever class 
they were in, provided they had not moved schools. Because only classes 
containing one or more integrated MLD pupil were surveyed in  1990, 
m ainstream  children who were rejected in 1988 would have been omitted 
had they been moved to a class which did not contain an  MLD pupil.

Both of these factors may be operating to some extent. However Li (1985) 
also reports a disproportionate loss over a two year period of 65% of 
rejected children, compared to a general attrition rate  of 30%. This study 
did not contain MLD children and the children lost tended to have left the 
city or be listed as ‘address unknown’ a t the time of follow up. Li’s (1985) 
findings would appear to support the first of the two possible explanations 
considered above, based on different levels of family mobility .

Other variations in the attrition rate apparent in Table 9.2 are unsystem atic 
and involve very small num bers of subjects. However the higher attrition rate 
among m ainstream  pupils categorised as Rejected on a  Play with criterion in 
1988 should  be borne in m ind w hen considering the  resu lts  of th is  
longitudinal survey.
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Table 9 .2  P e rc en ta g e s  o f th e  1988 Sam ple in c lu d e d  in  th e  L o n g itu d in a l 
Studÿ.
Sociometric Category Proportion included in Longitudinal study N
PLAY WITH Total MLD Boys Girls
Popular 70% 1 0 0 % 70% 6 6 % 145
Average 70% 77% 72% 6 8 % 2 2 0
Neglected 71% 50% 73% 69% 22
Rejected 54% 81% 56% 45% 27

WORK WITH
Popular 73% 80% 81% 71% 124
Average 67% 67% 69% 65% 230
Neglected 60% 1 0 0 % 40% 80% 6
Rejected 6 8 % 89% 71% 60% 51

7.3 .2  S tability  o f A cceptance, Rejection and  T oleration Scores.
The stability of LITOP and LITOW acceptcince, rejection and toleration scores 
over a two year interval was assessed by Pearson product moment correlation 
coefficients. On the LITOP acceptance (r=.49, p<.OOOI) and rejection (r=.47, 
p<.OOOI) scores were more stable than  toleration scores (r=.I7, p<.OOOI), 
while on the LITOW acceptance (r=.47, p<.OOOI) and rejection (r=.44, 
p<.OOOI) scores were more stable th an  toleration scores (r= .Il, p<.0I5). 
The stability of each of these scores exceeded chance so offering support for 
hypothesis I.

To com pare the d istribution of sociometric scores w ithin the  MLD and 
m ainstream  groups across the two occasions, the outcome scores of the 
LITOP and the LITOW for the MLD and m ainstream  pupils were compared in 
on Occasion I, in 1988, and Occasion 2, in 1990. SPSSX MANOVA was used 
to conduct three 2 (MLD/mainstream) way mixed analyses of variance with 
w ork/play and occasion (1988/1990) as within subjects factors to analyse 
scores on the following dependent variables: acceptance on the LITOP and 
LITOW on Occasions I and 2, rejection on the  LITOP and LITOW on 
Occasions 1 and 2, toleration on the LITOP and LITOW on Occasions I and 2.

Results of evcduation of assum ptions led to the transform ation of rejection 
scores on the LITOP and LITOW to reduce skewedness in their distributions, 
a square root transform ation was used in each case. Table 9.3 contains the 
m eans cind standard deviations for the outcome m easures.

On acceptance MLD children scored lower th a n  m ainstream  children, 
FTI,412)=64.30, P<.OOOI. There was a significant w ithin subjects effect for 
occasions w ith acceptance scores tending to be higher on the  second 
occasion, F(I,I42)=I7.75, p<.OOOI. No significant interactions were observed, 
indicating sim ilar p a tte rn s  of scores for MLD and  m ainstream  across
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occasio n s  an d  type of ra tin g , w h e th er w ork or play. These re s u lts  are  
displayed graphically in  Figure 9.1.

Table 9 .3  M eans an d  s ta n d a rd  d ev ia tio n s  of th e  LITOP and  
A ccep tan ce , R e jec tio n  an d  T o le ra tio n  S cores on O ccasions 1

LITOW 
an d  2

MLD M ainstream
Time I Time 2 Time I Time 2

LITOP M ean SD M ean SD M ean SD Mean SD
A ccep tance .28 (.22) .31 (.25) .51 (.22) .54 (.23)
T o lera tion .30 (.17) .25 (.13) .31 (.17) .27 (.17)
R ejection .59 (.28) .60 (.28) .35 (.25) .35 (.24)

LITOW
A ccep tance .25 (.19) .25 (.22) .50 (.23) .50 (.24)
T olera tion .23 (.17) .35 (.17) .26 (.15) .33 (.18)
R ejection .70 (.20) .57 (.28) .42 (.26) .32 (.25)

On the  re jection  m e asu re s  MLD child ren  scored h igher th an  m a in s tream  
ch ild ren , F(l,412)=60.51, p< .0001. Again th e re  w as a  sign ifican t w ith in  
su b jec ts  effect for occasion , F(l,412)=6.96, p< .01, b u t  there  w as also  a 
sign ifican t w ith in  su b jec ts  effect for criterion, w ork or play, F(l,412)=6.75, 
p<.01 a n d  a  s ign ifican t occasion  by c rite rion  in te rac tio n  F(l,412)=28.34, 
P<.001. As F igure  9 .2  illu s tra te s , R ejection ra tin g s  for both  MLD an d  
M ainstream  ch ild ren  ten d  to decrease from O ccasion 1 to O ccasion 2, b u t 
only on the  Work W ith m easure.

ACCEPTANCE

0.6

0 .5 -

0 . 4 -

0 . 3 -

0.2
1 2

MLDplay

Mplay

MLDwork

Mwork

Occasion

Figure 9.1 A cceptance of MLD and M ainstream  ch ild ren  on Work W ith and 
Play With c rite ria  on Occasions 1 and 2.

On the  to le ra tion  m easu re s  there  w as no significant difference betw een the  
MLD and  m ainstream  groups, F ^  p=.57. There were no co n sis ten t
significant differences on e ither of the  w ith in  sub jec t factors - occasions or 
criterion , ‘w ork w ith ’ or ‘play w ith ’. However a significant in te rac tion  w as
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found between occasion and criterion, ^(1 1®* p<.0001. ‘Play with’
ratings tended to show a slight decrease across occasions while ‘work with’ 
ratings tended to show substantial increases, see Figure 9.3.

REJECTION
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MLDwork
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O c c a s i o n

F igure 9 .2  R e je c tio n  o f  MLD and  M ain stream  ch ild ren  o n  W ork W ith and Play  
W ith cr iter ia  on  O cca sio n s  1 and  2

Overall therefore Acceptance tended to increase slightly over the 2 year 
interval, similar patterns being apparent across the MLD and mainstream 
samples and across the two criteria. Negative play with ratings also stay veiy 
stable, although toleration ratings on the play with scale tend to decrease 
somewhat over time in both samples.

TOLERATION
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F ig u re  9 .3  T o le r a tio n  o f  MLD an d  M a in str e a m  c h ild r e n  o n  W ork W ith  an d  
P lay  W ith cr iter ia  on  O cca sio n s  1 and  2 .

On ‘work with’ ratings both MLD and m ainstream  pupils increased their
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toleration ratings and decreased their negative ratings. These findings are 
not replicated using a ‘play with* criterion and  the resu lts therefore argue 
for the distinctiveness of the two sociometric criteria used in th is study.

9 .3 .3  S tab ility  o f Sociom etric C lassification o f MLD and  M ainstream  Children 
Over a  2 T ear Period.
Sociometric classification of MLD and m ainstream  subjects on both occasions 
of assessm ent is presented in Table 9.4. Initial screening was carried out to 
te s t for differences between the  MLD and m ainstream  children. Because 
several expected cell frequencies were less th an  1 and more th an  2 0 % less 
th a n  5, the  controversial category was am algam ated with the  Average 
category prior to chi squcired analysis. This amalgamation can be justified by 
reference to the resu lts reported in section 3.4.5 of Chapter 3, where the 
Controversial group was not found to be significsintly differentiated from the 
average group.

Initial screening indicated significant differences between the MLD and 
m ainstream  children on Occasion 1 on sociometric classifications using
either a ‘work with* (X^(3)=32.06, p<.0001) or a play with* (X^(3)=54.50, 
p<.0001) sociom etric criterion. Parallel differences were observed on 
O ccasion 2 on ‘w ork with* (X^(3)=39.82, p<.0001) and  play with*

PC^(3)=45.59, p<.0001) sociometric criteria. On both occasions and on either 
criterion MLD pupils were very m uch less likely to be classified as Popular 
and very m uch more likely to be classified as Rejected than  the M ainstream 
pupils.

Table 9 .4  S o c io m etric  c la ss if ic a tio n  o f MLD a n d  m a in s tre a m  su b je c ts  on  
Occasions 1 and  2.

MLD (%) M ainstream  (%)
n=41 n=375

Play Work Play Work
Occasion 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

Popular 7.3 12.2 9.8 4.9 37.9 44.8 32.3 34.6

Rejected 31.7 31.7 39.0 24.4 3.7 4.8 9.4 3.5

Average 56.1 56.1 43.9 65.9 52.5 48.0 56.8 56.3

Neglected 4.9 0.0 4.9 4.9 5.3 2.1 1.1 5.4

Controversial 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.5 0.3 0.5 0.3

The stability of classification obtained with each criterion (Work With and 
Play With) across the two year period was m easured  by com puting the 
percentage agreem ent between the two tim es of assessm en t and  then
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correcting for chance agreement with Cohen’s Kappa. (Fleiss, 1981). Results 
are reported separately for the MLD and the Mainstream pupils as well as for 
the whole sample.

Table 9 .5  S tability  of Overall Sociom etric Group Classifications

Percentage Kappa z
Sample Criterion Agreem ent

MLD Play 56.2 .24 2.05
(N=41) Work 63.3 .40 3.79

Mainstream Play 53.5 .19 4.64
(N=373) Work 52.5 .16 4.01

All Play 53.8 .22 5.86
(N=414) W)rk 53.6 .20 5.56

For the whole sample similar results were obtained on either criterion, with 
ju s t over 53% of children being classified in the same sociometric category 
on both occasions and significant kappa values of around .2 being obtained. 
These resu lts therefore offer support for hypothesis 2 and are closely similar 
to those reported over a two year interval by Newcombe and Bukowski 
(1984) and Coie & Dodge (1983) which were reviewed a t the s ta rt of th is 
chapter.

Next the stability of the different sociometric categories was investigated. 
This was considered of importance because of the different distribution of 
MLD and M ainstream  children across the different sociometric categories. 
The results for the Neglected sociometric sta tu s  group were not recorded in 
Table 9.6 because the percentage agreement was so low - 5% for m ainstream  
children classified on a ‘work with’ criterion and 0% otherwise.

Table 9 .6  S tability  of Popular and  Rejected S ta tu s  Group Classifications

Sociometric Percentage Kappa z
Sample Criterion Category Agreem ent

MLD Play Popular 66.7 .45 2.74
(N=41) Rejected 53.8 .33 2.11

Work Popular 50.0 .64 5.87
Rejected 50.0 .46 3.22

Mainstream Play Popular 63.4 .30 5.73
(N=373) Rejected 21.4 .15 2.64

Work Popular 53.3 .26 5.0
Rejected 17.1 .21 4.77

It can be seen from Table 9.6 th a t the percentage agreement over a two year
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period ap p ea rs  considerable lower for rejected m ainstream  children  
w hether they are classified on a ‘work w ith’ or a  ‘play w ith’ criterion. 
Reference to Table 2.4, Chapter 2, indicates tha t th is is an unusual result as 
most studies of the longer term  stability of m ainstream  Popular and Rejected 
children report comparable stabilities across the two groups. However, as 
illustrated in Table 3.5, Chapter 3, the proportions of m ainstream  subjects 
classified as Popular or Rejected are quite similar across most m ethods apart 
from the FCP method, where very m uch higher proportions are classified as 
popular th an  rejected. However among the MLD group very m uch smaller 
proportions of subjects are classified as popular th an  rejected, yet lower 
percentage agreement is not found for popular MLD children.

Contrary to hypothesis 3 the m ainstream  rejected group were found to have 
lower stability th an  the MLD rejected group. It m ust be considered whether 
the low stability of the m ainstream  rejected group might relate to the high 
attrition rate  of th is group. It could be, as discussed in Section 9.3.1, th a t 
children evincing consistent severe peer rejection would be more likely to 
be moved between classes and lost from the sample or indeed to be placed 
in schools for children with emotional and behavioural difficulties th an  would 
children whose rejection was transitory. There may therefore be a positive 
relationship between attrition and stability of rejection. However the stability 
of the m ainstream  Rejected group was found to be poorer on both the work 
w ith’ and the ‘play w ith’ criteria, whereas a higher attrition rate was only 
observed for the  Rejected group on the play w ith’ criterion. Another 
possibility relates to the m uch higher proportion of boys in the MLD sample. 
The next section reports the resu lts of a com parative analysis of the 
sociometric categorisation of MLD and m ainstream  children over time which 
was carried out to test the following additional hypothesis:

4) th a t significant differences in the stability of sociometric categorisation 
between MLD and m ainstream  children would not be found when differences 
in the gender composition of the sample were taken into account.

9 .3 .5  A C om parison o f th e  S tability  o f Sociom etric C lassification o f MLD and  
M ainstream  C hild ren  Over a  2 T ear Period, tak in g  acco u n t of D ifferences in  
G ender Com position.
Separate frequency analyses were performed on the sociometric categories 
based on the ‘work w ith’ and ‘play with’ sociometric criteria respectively to 
investigate changes in the sociometric classification of MLD and m ainstream  
subjects over time, while taking into account the differences between the 
two samples in term s of gender composition.
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First a  four way frequency analysis was performed using SPSSX Hiloglinear to 
exam ine assoc ia tions am ong th e  following dependen t variab les (1) 
sociometric categories based on the play with criterion on occasion 1, (2 ) 
sociometric categories based on the play with criterion on occasion 2, (3) 
M LD/m ainstream , (4) gender. Predictors were MLD/Mainstream and gender. 
416 subjects provided usable data for this analysis. All component two way 
contingency tables showed adequate expected cell frequencies. Table 9.7 
sum m arises the results of the SPSSX Hiloglinear ‘play with’ analysis.

T able 9 .7  S um m ary  o f S creen ing  T ests  for M ultiw ay F requency  A nalysis on  
th e  ‘Play W ith’ C riterion

Effect df G2 Prob
T otal 35 1054.64 <.0001
Play Status-Occasion 1 2 200.36 <.0001
Play Status-Occasion2 2 163.65 <.0001
Gender 1 5.55 <.0185
MLD 1 308.88 <.0001

(partial)
MLD X Gender 1 13.35 <.0003
Occasion 1 x MLD 2 14.08 <.0009
Occasion2 x MLD 2 11.81 <.0027
Occasion 1 x Gender 2 3.12 <.2099
Occasion2 x Gender 2 0.42 <.8103
Occasion 1 x Occasion2 4 60.18 <.0001
MLD X Gender x Occasion 1 2 3.38 <.1842
MLD X Gender x Occasion2 2 2.39 <.3035
MLD X Occasion 1 x Occasion2 4 1.73 <.7858
Gender x Occasl x Occas2 4 2.78 <.5948

Neither the four way effect nor any of the three way effects was significant. 
Hence any chcinges occurring over time in sociometric categorisation on a 
‘play w ith’ criterion were similar for MLD and m ainstream  subjects and for 
boys and girls. Significant two way associations were found between gender 
and  MLD (confirming the differences in gender composition of the two 
samples) and between MLD and sociometric sta tu s category on each occasion 
(confirming th a t the MLD and m ainstream  differ in their distribution across 
sociometric sta tu s categories). In addition a significant association was found 
betw een sociometric categorisation across the two year interval (indicating 
above chance continuity in sociometric status). Gender was not found to have 
a significant effect on sociometric categorisation on either occasion.

A second four way frequency analysis was performed using SPSSX Hiloglinear 
to exam ine associations among the  following dependent variables (1) 
sociometric categories based on the work with criterion on occasion 1, (2 ) 
sociometric categories based on the work with criterion on occasion 2, (3) 
M LD/m ainstream , (4) gender. Predictors were MLD/Mainstream and gender. 
414 subjects provided usable data for this analysis. All component two way 
contingency tables showed adequate expected cell frequencies. Table 9.8
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summairises the results of the SPSSX Hlloglineair ‘Work With’ analysis.

Table 9 .8  S um m ary  o f S creen ing  T e sts  fo r M ultiw ay F requency  A nalysis on 
th e  W ork  W ith’ C riterion

Effect df G2 Prob
Total 35 1166.17 <.0001
Work Status-Occasion 1 2 134.46 <.0001
Work Status-Occasion2 2 233.32 <.0001
Gender 1 5.12 <.0236
MLD 1 306.52 <.0001

(partial)
MLD X Gender 1 14.43 <.0001
Occasion 1 x MLD 2 5.76 <.0563
Occasion2 x MLD 2 15.64 <.0004
Occasion 1 x Gender 2 7.70 <.0213
Occasion2 x Gender 2 0.86 <.6515
Occasion 1 x Occasion2 4 58.26 <.0001
MLD X Gender x Occasion 1 2 4.76 <.0919
MLD X Gender x Occasion2 2 0.00 <1.000
MLD X Occas 1 x Occas2 4 3.28 <.5114
Gender x Occasl x Occas2 4 9.25 <.0551

The four way effect was not found to be significant, neither was the three 
way effect between MLD/Mainstream and sociometric classification on either 
occasion, indicating th a t any changes occurring over time in sociometric 
categorisation  on a ‘work w ith’ criterion were sim ilar for MLD and 
m ainstream  subjects. However the three way effect between Gender and 
W ork W ith’ s ta tu s  on Occasions 1 and 2 reached a m arginal level of 
significance. The resu lts of the two way effects involving these variables 
indicated significant associations between sociometric categorisation across 
the two year period and between the distribution of boys and girls between 
sociometric categories on Occasion 1 bu t not on Occasion 2. This finding is 
illustrated in Figure 9.4 from which it can be seen th a t fewer boys than  girls 
tend to be classified as popular and more boys th an  girls as rejected, the 
differences being larger on Occasion 1 th an  Occasion 2. W hen gender 
differences are taken into account on Occasion 1 the differences in work 
w ith’ sociom etric s ta tu s  classification betw een MLD and m ainstream  
children ju s t fails to reach statistical significance at the 0.05 level.

Overall these results offer little support for hypothesis 4 and suggest th a t the 
differential stability of the m ainstream  and MLD rejected groups is unlikely 
to be attributable to gender differences between the samples.
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Figure 9 .4  S ociom etric  S ta tu s  C lassification  o f Boys an d  Girls on th e  'W ork 
W ith’ c rite rio n  on O ccasions 1 and  2.

9.4 General Discussion and Conclusions

The resu lts  reported in th is chapter allow a num ber of conclusions to be 
drawn in relation to the hypotheses stated in the introduction.

H y p o th esis  1: T h a t th e  s ta b ility  over a  tw o y e a r  p e rio d  o f th e  accep tan ce , 
re je c tio n  a n d  to le ra tio n  sco res  on  w hich  th e  FCP c la ss if ic a tio n s  a re  based  
will significantly  exceed chance.
The stability coefficients reported for the acceptance and rejection indices 
on the LITOP and the LITOW over a 2 year period were similar to, although a 
little be tte r th a n  those reported by Roff, Sells & Golden (1972) over a 
similar period using a sociometric nomination m easure to obtain Like Most 
(r=0.42) and  Like Least (r=0.34) scores. S tability  coefficients for the
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to leration indices on the LITOP (r=0.17, p<.0001) and LITOW, (r=0.11, 
p<.0I5) although statistically significant, are low.

Further analysis of differences in scores between the two occasions indicated 
the following trends. On both ‘work with’ and ‘play with’ criteria acceptance 
scores tended to increase across occasions. On the ‘work w ith’ criterion 
rejection ratings tended to decrease across occasions and toleration ratings 
to increase. These findings are not replicated using a play with’ criterion 
and the results therefore argue for the distinctiveness of the two sociometric 
criteria used in this study.

It would be valuable in future research to investigate the factors which may 
contribute to th is shift during the middle school years towards toleration 
ra ther th an  rejection of classroom peers as workmates. This may represent 
older children’s greater aw areness of w hat is a socially desirable response 
and th e ir g reater responsiveness to th is  in teacher controlled (work) 
contexts. However it may reflect the operation of environmental factors such 
as greater diversity in classroom groupings at the older ages. For example 
younger children are often organised into work groups based on reading 
ability (which teachers attem pt to disguise with non- evaluative labels - eg red 
group). Such organisation is m uch less common in older classes where 
different groupings may be formed for different academic subjects, some of 
which may be taught by different teachers. In addition, aspects of project 
work m ay be based on shared  in te rests . On th is  basis it w ould be 
hypothesised th a t lower levels of rejection would be found in classroom s 
where work groups are formed on a variety of different bases so increasing 
the  dim ensions along which children may perceive sim ilarities betw een 
themselves and their peers.

H ypothesis  2: T hat th e  s tab ility  o f th e  FCP sociom etric  c lassifications over a  
tw o y ea r period  will significantly  exceed chance.
W hether classified on a ‘work with’ or a ‘play with’ criterion ju s t over 53% of 
children were classified in the same sociometric category on both occasions 
and significant kappa values of around .2 were obtained. These resu lts are 
similar to those reported over a similar interval by Newcombe and Bukowski 
(1984) and by OUendick et. al. (1991). In Chapter 3 it was reported th a t the 
sho rt term  reliability of the  FCP sociometric classification m ethod was 
sim ilar to th a t  of the  m ethods m ost commonly used in stud ies with 
m ainstream  children, none of which surpassed it. The results of th is study 
allow a sim ilar conclusion to be drawn with respect to its longer term  
stability.
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H y p o th esis  3: th a t  th e  s tab ility  o f re jec ted  MLD ch ild ren  will be low er th a n  
th e  s tab ility  o f re jec ted  M ainstream  ch ild ren?
The percentage agreem ent obtained over all the  categories across the  two 
year period was similar for MLD and m ainstream  children. However when 
percentage agreem ent was examined separately for the different sociometric 
s ta tu s  categories it appeared considerable lower for rejected m ainstream  
children w hether they are classified on a ‘work w ith’ or a ‘p lay  w ith’ 
criterion. A n um ber of possible in te rp re ta tio n s of th is  re su lt were 
considered including the different proportions of m ainstream  sub jects 
classified as popular or rejected and the high attrition rate of the Rejected 
group on the play with’ criterion. The possibility th a t the higher proportion 
of boys in  the  MLD sam ple may contribu te  to the ir h igher stab ility  
coefficients w as investigated. On a play w ith’ criterion there  w as no 
interaction of gender with change in s ta tu s  over time. On the work w ith’ 
criterion there was a marginal effect as fewer boys th an  girls tended to be 
classified as popular and more as rejected on occasion 1, these differences 
reducing over time. So the lower stability of the m ainstream  as opposed to 
the MLD rejected sam ple cannot be explained in term s of the  relative 
proportions of boys and girls. Further investigation, particularly of the  effects 
of attrition and its hypothesised association with long term  rejection which 
was discussed in Section 9.3.4, appears warranted.

W hen the  long term  stability of sociometric s ta tu s  groups was examined 
separately th a t of the neglected sta tus group was found to be extremely poor 
- 5% for m ainstream  children classified on a ‘Work W ith’ criterion and  0% 
otherwise. From data on the stability of the Neglected group and from the 
stud ies reported in Section 2.5.7 (Coie & Dodge, 1983; Newcombe & 
Bukowski, 1984; Asher & Dodge, 1986) the Neglected sta tu s  group would 
appear to be largely transitory  as well as inconspicuous. Newcombe & 
Bukowski (1984) comment, “The instability o f the neglected group across 
even the shortest intervals indicates that placem ent o f children in this 
sociometric group needs to be carefully evaluated.”[p i443).

As anticipated in Section 3.2.2 the instability of the Neglected group on the 
FCP method (Kappa =.12. ns) may additionally reflect the low stability of the 
Neutral index on the LITOP, used as the basis for the neglected classification. 
Coie & Dodge (1983) report th a t children classified as neglected, “ore quite 
likely to move toward more positive social sta tus (average or popular) with 
the simple passage o f time and without intervention” (p280). This trend  was 
also ap p aren t in  th is  study. On the FCP m easure  21 children  were 
categorised as Neglected on occasion 1 whereas, on occasion 2, 16 were 
categorised as average and 2 as popular. For the  purposes of the p resen t

406



study  w here the focus is upon the  social acceptance of MLD pupils in 
mainstreEim classes the relevance as well as the reliability and validity of 
identifying a  Neglected group would appear to be questionable.
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C h a p te r  10

The Social S tatus o f Integrated Children w ith M oderate Learning 
Difficulties: Summary and Conclusions.

10.1 Introduction

This concluding chapter focuses first on a num ber of areas in which it will be 
argued th a t th is thesis has made a contribution to the literature on the social 
s ta tu s  of MLD children integrated into m ainstream  schools. In the second 
section of th is chapter limitations of the thesis will be considered and ways 
of addressing these discussed. Finally a range of implications for research 
and practice will be outlined.

10.2 Contributions of this thesis

Four particular contributions of this thesis will be highlighted. The first two 
of these focus on methodological refinem ents of particu lar relevance to 
assessing the socicd sta tu s  of integrated MLD children while the third and 
fourth focus on empirical findings which usefully contribute to knowledge 
about the variables which differentiate between integrated MLD children of 
different social sta tu s. However a  further im portant contribution, which is 
reflected in each of the areas selected, lies in the work done in relating the 
research to relevant theoretical concepts. Berscheid (1985) complains tha t 
sociometric research has typically been conducted in a theoretical void. This 
thesis indicates the potential value to research in th is area of concepts from 
social exchange theory w ithin the framework provided by MacMillan & 
M orrison’s (1984) model for research  on sociometric s ta tu s  in  special 
education.

(a) The in tro d u c tio n  o f m ethodological re fin em en ts  to  th e  in s tru m e n ts  used  
in  assessing  MLD child ren’s social s ta tu s
The work reported in this thesis highlighted the importance of the criterion 
chosen w hen sociometric m ethods are used to assess  social s ta tu s  and 
introduced a num ber of refinem ents to sociometric techniques commonly 
used in assessing the sociometric sta tus of integrated handicapped children.

From a review of the literature on sociometric techniques it was concluded 
th a t forced choice group preference records were particularly appropriate 
for assessing  the  sociometric s ta tu s  of integrated MLD children. These 
procedures seek differentiated information about social acceptance from all 
of a child's classm ates b u t also allow classm ates to indicate w hether the 
child is sufficiently well known. However in  C hapter 2 difficulties were
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identified  w ith existing commonly used  m easu res in te rm s of th e  
sociometric criteria which they embody. The How I Feel Towards O thers 
Measure (Agard, Veldman, Kaufman & Semmel, 1978), was found to embody 
‘friendship’ ‘indifference’ and desired friendship’ criteria. Yet in Chapter 1 
it had  been argued th a t an  ‘affiliation’ definition was m ost relevant in 
assessing the social sta tus of integrated MLD children, tha t social acceptance 
and  friendship  should  be clearly d istinguished  and  th a t sociom etric 
m easures such as the HIFTO were inappropriate techniques for assessing 
friendship. The HIFTO was therefore modified to embody an  affiliation 
criterion. Indeed two new m easures were developed; the LITOP (Like To 
Play With), which employed a play with’ affiliation criterion and the LITOW 
(Like To Work With), which employed a ‘work w ith’ affiliation criterion.

The development of instrum ents which would facilitate parallel assessm ent 
of desired affiliation on ‘play with’ and ‘work with’ criteria was informed by 
the literature reviewed in Chapter 2. It was argued th a t social sta tus should 
be regarded as a  multidimensional concept and th a t a  valid picture of the 
social s ta tu s  of integrated MLD children is unlikely to be obtained unless 
desired affiliation is assessed  a t least in relation to the major relevant 
contexts for peer interaction in the school environm ent -  work and play. 
The value of th is refinement was illustrated first by the sex by criterion 
in teraction  found in Study 2 where MLD girls were found to be more 
Neglected than  their m ainstream  peers on a work with but not a play with 
criterion while MLD boys were found to be less Popular th a n  the ir 
m ainstream  peers on a play with b u t not a work with criterion. A second 
illustration of the value of this refinement was offered by the results of Study 
3 which showed th a t sociometric s ta tu s  groups formed on ‘play w ith’ and 
work w ith’ criteria were significantly discrim inated by different variables: 
teacher rated variables having influence in work bu t not play contexts.

(b) T he d ev e lo p m en t o f a  th e o re tic a lly  b a se d  so c io m e tr ic  s ta tu s  g roup  
classification system .
None of the sociometric s ta tu s  group classification m ethods reviewed in 
Chapter 2 had been related by their au thors to any theoretical framework. 
The lack of an  explicit theoretical basis to th is work was criticised in th a t it 
lim ited the  in terp retation  of individual stud ies and  the com parison of 
findings from different studies. Criteria used in classifying children as 
‘Rejected’ or ‘Popular’ tended to be either statistically or quite arbitreirily 
based. Accordingly Chapter 3 began with a discussion of the theoretical basis 
w hich social exchange theory might offer in designing an  appropriate 
sociometric sta tu s  categorisation method for assessing the social s ta tu s  of 
integrated MLD children. Sociometric s ta tu s  group classification criteria
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consequently  developed provided a theore tical b asis  for applying a 
probability assignm ent procedure, modified from Newcombe & Bukowski 
(1983), to the  LITOP and LITOW forced choice sociometric m easures. A 
child classified as ‘Rejected’ on th is system  was one towards whom  the  
predom inant response of the group was negative (a psychological, and  logical 
definition), and  for whom the num ber of negative responses received 
significantly exceeded th a t which would be expected by chance (a statistical 
definition).

This new sociometric classification m ethod w as called the FCP (Forced 
Choice Probability) m ethod and Study 1 investigated its reliability and  
validity comparing its performance with other commonly used sociometric 
assessm ent and classification approaches. It was hoped tha t th is would allow 
the appropriateness of different procedures in assessing the social s ta tu s  of 
integrated MLD children to be evaluated cind provide a basis for relating the 
findings from different studies. All of the 13 sociometric classification 
m ethods examined were found to have a statistically significant overall level 
of tes t-re te st reliability. While differences in tes t-re test reliability values 
between m ethods is small both the highest percentage agreement and the  
highest overall kappa value was obtained for the FCP method. In evaluating 
the construct validity of the sociometric s ta tu s  groups identified by the  
different m ethods it was argued to be of central importcince tha t the Popular 
group should score higher than  the Average group on the peer assessm ent 
item Cooperates and th a t the Rejected group should score higher them the 
Average group on the peer assessm ent item Disrupts. Four of the th irteen  
m ethods investigated, including the FCP method, m et these criteria. A 
num ber of additional findings supported the use of the FCP m ethod in 
particular with integrated MLD children.

Analysis of differences between m ethods in subject classification across 
s ta tu s  groups indicated only moderate to good agreem ent in classification 
between any pair of methods. Support was provided for the view th a t the FCP 
sociometric classification method offers a novel and distinctive approach 
whose reliability and validity equal the best of the existing m ethods and 
which has the unique advantage of being theoretically based.

(c) T he id e n tif ic a tio n  and  in te rp re ta tio n  o f th e  ro le  o f b o th  en v iro n m e n ta l 
and  personal variables in  d iscrim inating  MLD social s ta tu s  groups.
The research  reviewed in C hapter 5 was in terpreted  as supporting  a 
m ulticausal model of social acceptance such as th a t developed by MacMillan 
& Morrison (1984) which suggests th a t the social s ta tu s  of integrated MLD 
children is likely to be influenced by a range of both  personal and
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environm ental variables and their interaction. Little previous research has 
a ttem pted  to investigate  the  influence of a range of personal and  
environm ental variables on the social s ta tu s  of integrated MLD children, 
Kaufman et.al.’s (1985) study representing a  notable exception. No previous 
research could be found which had investigated the  influence of a  range of 
personal and  environm ental variables on the sociometric s ta tu s  group 
classification of integrated MLD children. Study 3 therefore represented a 
useful contribution to the field in th a t it used  m ultivariate m ethods to 
investigate the  relative contribution of groups of selected personal and 
environm ental factors in differentiating the sociometric sta tus groups into 
which integrated MLD children were classified.

The findings of Study 3 indicated th a t personal and environmental variables 
each played a significant and unique role in discrim inating MLD children 
classified as Popular and as Rejected from those classified as Average. Given 
the predom inant focus on personal variables which has chciracterised m uch 
of the previous research  into variables associated with sociometric s ta tu s  
group classification (whether with MLD or m ainstream  children) these 
findings suggest th a t a  reappraisal of the role of environmental variables is 
indicated with more attention being paid to them  in future research.

In discussing these findings the value of concepts from social exchange 
theory in integrating the results obtained from the investigation of personal 
and  environm ental variables w as dem onstra ted . For example it was 
hypothesised th a t MLD children would be perceived by their m ainstream  
peers as more sim ilar to them  in classes in which m ost m ainstream  pupils 
though t the  work difficult. The finding th a t  scores on the MCI scale 
‘difficulty’ significantly discriminated between the Rejected and the Average 
group formed on the  ‘play w ith’ b u t not on th e  ‘work w ith’ criterion 
appeared ra th e r puzzling. Even if perceived sim ilarity per se was more 
clearly associated with desired affiliation in relation to a play with’ th an  a 
‘work w ith’ criterion, the apparently greater relevance of difficulty’ to work 
contexts in school might be expected to have some effect.

The possibility w as considered th a t on a  ‘work w ith’ criterion the effects of 
perceived similarity in increasing the potential benefits of affiliation may be 
cancelled out to some extent by the costs involved in working with MLD 
child ren  given th e ir  academ ic incom petence. However while h igher 
academic ability had been found to discriminate Popular from Average MLD 
children, lower academ ic ability had not been found to discrim inate the 
Rejected from the Average group. The differential discrim inating effect of 
academic ability had  been interpreted by reference to the social exchange
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theoiy  concept of the  com parison level. In an  a ttem pt to integrate these 
findings it w as suggested th a t perceived sim ilarity may also affect the 
com parison level so reducing the  tendency for m ainstream  children to 
‘m ake allowances' for MLD children 's academic difficulties and partially 
cancelling out the o ther positive effects of perceived similarity on social 
status.

(d) T he id e n tif ic a tio n  a n d  in te rp re ta tio n  o f d iffe ren ces  betw een MLD an d  
m a in stream  sam ples on  p ee r  ra ted  behavioural variab les w hich d iscrim inate  
betw een social s ta tu s  groups.
The resu lts  reported in Chapter 7 dem onstrate th a t different pa tterns of 
scores on Guess Who peer assessm ent items Eire associated with sociometric 
s ta tu s  classification for MLD children th an  for m ainstream  children. 
Although a small num ber of previous studies had reported some differences 
between the correlates of positive and negative nom inations in MLD and 
m ain stream  sam ples, different d iscrim inato rs of sociom etric s ta tu s  
classification groups had not previously been identified.

A num ber of contributions of social exchange theory to the interpretation of 
the results reported in th is chapter were identified. One of these was in the 
provision of a useful sum m ary characterisation of the variables found to 
significantly contribute to the discrim ination of the  Popular and Rejected 
groups from the  Average groups. Popular m ainstream  children were 
characterised as differing from average children on VEiriables involving low 
costs and high benefits. Popular MLD children were also characterised as 
differing from average children on variables involving low costs but, by 
contrast to the m ainstream  group, not on variables involving high benefits. 
Rejected m ainstream  children were characterised as differing from average 
children on variables involving high costs and low benefits. Rejected MLD 
children were also characterised  as differing from average children on 
variables involving low benefits but, by contrast to the mainstream group, not 
on variables involving high costs.

These results are consistent with the suggestion of Taylor, Asher & Williams 
(1987) th a t social rejection of MLD children cannot be accounted for by 
aversive (high cost) behaviour to the  same extent as is the case with 
m ainstream  children. They also point to the inadequacy of behavioural 
variables in discrim inating between sociometric s ta tu s  classification groups. 
Given the  large num ber of previous stud ies w hich have focused on 
behavioural variables the present findings would appear to have im portant 
implications for the interpretation of the findings of such studies and for the 
design of future reseeirch.
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R esults reported  in  C hap ters 6 and  7 suggested the possib ility  of 
heterogeneity  w ithin some groups of socially Rejected children. This 
h ypo thesis  w as investigated  in  the  context of recen t resea rch  on 
characteristic behavioural profiles of subgroups within Rejected populations. 
The resu lts of th is literature review and further analysis of the da ta  from 
S tudy 3 w as reported in  C hapter 8 and  served to fu rther delineate 
differences between MLD and m ainstream  groups. Cluster analyses of peer 
assessed behavioural variables identified broadly similar subgroups whether 
‘work w ith ’ or ‘play w ith’ sociometric criteria were used. However the 
behav iou ra l c h a rac te ris tic s  of the  subgroups identified w ith in  the  
m ainstream  sample differed substantially  from those identified w ithin the 
MLD sample. On the ‘play with’ criterion an  Aggressive subgroup emerged 
from the m ainstream  analysis which comprised 50% of the sample. No such 
subgroup was identified from the MLD analysis. On the other hand  a Shy 
subgroup emerged from the MLD analysis which comprised 34% of the 
sample. None of the m ainstream  subgroups differed significantly from the 
Average group on shyness.

These resu lts support the view th a t children who are rejected by their peers 
do not represent an  homogeneous group. Furtherm ore the composition of 
rejected MLD and m ainstream  groups differ in im portant respects. Half of 
the rejected m ainstream  group are viewed by their peers as engaging in high 
cost aggressive and dependent behaviours w hereas such  children do not 
appear in significant num bers in the rejected MLD group. By contrast a third 
of the rejected MLD group are viewed by their peers as engaging in low 
benefit shy  beh av io u rs  w hereas m ain stream  ch ild ren  w ith  these  
characteristics do not appear to be rejected. Scores on aggressive and shy 
behaviours are not found to significantly differentiate between rejected MLD 
and m ainstream  children suggesting th a t peers may perceive and interpret 
such  behaviours differently when they are exhibited by in tegrated MLD 
children as opposed to m ainstream  children.

The MLD subgroups formed on the work w ith’ criterion were cross 
validated by teacher ratings of social adjustm ent. Of the three subgroups 
formed on the ‘play w ith’ criterion only the Rejected/D isruptive subgroup 
was cross validated in this way. It is recommended th a t future investigations 
of Rejected subgroups in MLD samples should attem pt to cross validate the 
‘play w ith’ subgroups using additional peer ratings or ratings from special 
needs teachers or assistan ts who see the children in a wider range of social 
contexts beyond those in which they work with others.
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10.3 Limitations of the thesis
Parts (a) to (d) of th is section describe those limitations whose identification 
led to fu rther research which was designed to address them  and which were 
reported in  later sections of th is thesis. A num ber of further limitations are 
identified, their implications considered and possible ways in  which they 
might be addressed by future research discussed.

(a) The m ost obvious limitation imposed by the exclusive use in Studies 2 
and 3 of the FCP sociometric sta tus group classification method was the very 
sm all size of Controversial and Neglected groups which were identified. 
However none of the  m ethods investigated  in S tudy  1 identified 
Controversial or Neglected groups which showed any consistent significant 
differences from the Average group on the Guess Who items. Indeed it was 
also concluded from the lite ra tu re  review reported in C hapter 2 th a t 
convincing evidence was lacking for the  reliability and validity of the 
Neglected and Controversial s ta tu s  groups. It was therefore recommended 
th a t the validity of the Neglected and Controversial groups identified using 
the FCP m ethod may w arrant further investigation using a larger sample. 
Sociometric and  peer assessm ent data  were consequently collected from 
and analysed for 865 m ainstream  children in Study 3.

The resu lts  of th is  further research, which were reported in  Chapter 7, 
generally supported the results of Study 1 in indicating th a t m ainstream  
children classified as Popular are high on prosocicd behaviour and low on 
disruptive and help seeking behaviour while children classified as Rejected 
Eire high on both antisocial and withdrawn behaviour and low on pro-social 
behaviour. The discrim inant analyses carried out in Study 3 extended the 
findings of Study 1 in providing support for the  validity of the  Neglected 
group identified  using  the  FCP m ethod. Neglected ch ild ren  emerge 
primarily as a dependent, help seeking group; who tend to score low on both 
pro-social and anti-social behaviour. In the discrim inant analysis carried out 
in th is study low scores on antisocial b u t not prosocial behaviour reached 
significance in discriminating the Neglected from the Average group when a 
‘play w ith’ sociometric criterion was used. When a ‘work w ith’ sociometric 
criterion was used  low scores on prosocial b u t not antisocial behaviour 
reached significance in discrim inating the  Neglected from the  Average 
groiip.

Insufficient children were again categorised as Controversial even in this 
large sample ( 2 out of 867) to allow a meaningful analysis to be carried out. 
It would appear th a t when sociometric da ta  is collected using a forced 
choice group preference record, ra ther th an  a limited choice nom ination
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m easure m any of the (admittedly few) children who would be classified as 
Controversial on the latter receive positive or negative choices from half or 
m ore of the ir sam e sex peers and so, on the FCP method are instead  
classified as Popular or Rejected. It is recommended th a t the Controversial 
classification be eliminated from the FCP sociometric classification method. 
The Popular, Rejected and Neglected categories have been shown to have 
concurren t validity. However neither the short term  test-re test reliability 
no r the  longer term  stab ility  of the  Neglected classification w arran t 
in te rp re ta tion  as o ther th a n  the  fleeting reflection of transito ry  social 
processes.

(b) It is recognised th a t the test-re test interval selected in Study 1 limited 
in im portant ways the conclusions which could be drawn about the stability 
of the FCP sociometric group classification method. A test-retest interval of 5 
weeks w as selected for Study 1 to facilitate comparisons with the resu lts of 
previous research . However if the  in ten tion  is to a ssess stab ility  of 
categorisation over time, in order for example to inform decisions about the 
need for intervention with Rejected children, then  a five week period would 
seem  inappropriately short. As such issues are likely to be particularly  
pertinen t for integrated MLD children th is was regarded as a significant 
limitation and it was recommended th a t the longer term  stability of the FCP 
classifications should be investigated. The identification of a longitudinal 
cohort across Studies 2 & 3 was planned accordingly.

The resu lts of th is further research, which were reported in Chapter 9, were 
similar to those reported in the literature for other sociometric sta tu s  group 
classification methods over a  similar interval. Ju s t  over 53% of children were 
classified in the same sociometric category on both occasions and significant 
kappa values of around .2 were obtained. When the percentage agreem ent 
was examined separately for the different sociometric s ta tu s  categories it 
exceeded 50% for the Popular and Rejected categories in the MLD sample 
and  the  Popular category in  the  m ainstream  sam ple. It appeared  
considerably lower for the Rejected category in the m ainstream  sample and 
a  num ber of possible interpretations of th is result were considered.

Stability of 50% over a  two year period may seem surprisingly low given the 
quite robust findings reported in section 2.5.5 on the predictive validity of 
sociometric sta tus group classification. This apparent anomaly may relate to 
the  categorical na tu re  of sociometric s ta tu s  group classification system s 
whose cut-off points impose categories on continua. Hence the FCP rejected 
group will include children who have received a  negative choice from ju s t  
over half of their same sex classm ates, together with those who have been
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given a  negative choice by all of their same sex classm ates. It would seem 
likely th a t less rejected members of the rejected group are more likely to be 
classified differently on retest as it would require only one or two sam e sex 
classm ates to change their choice from a negative one to a neutral one. On 
the o ther hand  it m ight be expected th a t the  m ost severely rejected 
children are more at risk for negative outcomes. Hence while the upper 50% 
of the rejected group may change their s ta tu s over a two year period th is 
may little diminish the association between rejected s ta tu s and later negative 
outcom es if th is association is strongest among the  lowest 50% of the  
rejected group.

The long term  stability of Neglected sta tus groups was found to be extremely 
poor - 5% for m ainstream  children classified on a ‘Work With’ criterion and 
0% otherwise. This suggests th a t neglected s ta tu s  on the FCP m ethod is 
tran s ito ry , com prised p e rh ap s  of average s ta tu s  children  enjoying 
temporarily lower levels of prominence in their peer group.

(c) In Study 2 sociometric data were collected using a ‘work with’ criterion 
in addition to the play w ith’ criterion which had  been used in S tudy 1. 
Results from both m easures were presented and contrasted. However the 
discussion and interpretation of these comparative findings is limited by the 
absence of reliability and validity data on the LITOW, similar to tha t obtained 
for the LITOP in Study 1. These difficulties were recognised and addressed 
by
(i) including investigation of the longer term  stability of the LITOW and the 
FCP sociometric s ta tu s  group classifications based on it in the longitudinal 
study reported in Chapter 9. They are found to be comparable to the longer 
term  stability results obtained for the LITOP. It is recommended th a t future 
research  should  investigate the  short term  tes t-re te st reliability of the 
LITOW.
(ii) including investigation of the  validity of the  LITOW and th e  FCP 
sociometric sta tu s group classifications based on it in Study 3. These results 
were reported in Chapter 7.

(d) It is a valid criticism of Study 1 th a t only one sociometric criterion was 
used to assess w hat was accepted to be a multidimensioncd construct. In 
studies 2 & 3 a  ‘work with’ sociometric criterion was employed in addition 
to the ‘play w ith’ criterion used in Study 1. Differences in results obtained 
using a work w ith’ or a ‘play w ith’ sociometric criterion are reported in 
Chapters 6 & 7 when behavioural and other correlates of sociometric s ta tu s 
group classification are investigated and in Chapter 9 when trends over time 
in acceptance and rejection scores are discussed. These findings argue for
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the  distinctiveness of the two sociometric criteria used in this thesis. The 
possibility rem ains tha t the addition of a "work w ith’ sociometric criterion in 
Study 1 may have produced different results and indicated the use  of a 
different sociometric s ta tu s  group classification system  to tha t selected on 
the basis of the "play with’ criterion alone.

(e) The results of Study 2 showed that MLD children were significantly more 
likely them m ainstream  peers to receive a ""?” (Don’t  know them well enough 
to decide) ra ting  on both  the  LITOP and the  LITOW. ""?” scores were 
subtracted from the total scores used in calculating the LITOP and LITOW 
indices. The sociometric indices of the MLD children therefore tend  to be 
calculated on the basis of fewer peer choices. This could prove problematic 
in particular in the use of these indices in categorising children according to 
the FCP sociometric sta tu s group classification method. If a child receives a 
high proportion of ""?” responses they might be classified as, say Rejected, 
when th is is not the predom inant response of the group towards them . In 
Study 2 for a  very small num ber of children (7 m ainstream  and 1 MLD) the 
predom inant response of the group could be described as "don’t  know’ since 
they  received a  ""?” response from more th a n  half of their sam e sex 
classm ates. While these extreme cases involve mostly children new to their 
c lasses (so supporting the validity of the "?’ categoiy), 13.8% of MLD 
children, b u t only 6.4% of m ainstream  children received a ""?” from 20% or 
more of classm ates on the "play with’ criterion. The available pool of ratings 
on w hich the  classification of these  children  is based  is therefore 
substantially  reduced. In their study of nom inator attrition Crick & Ladd 
(1989) report th a t as the proportion of nom inators declines all sociometric 
classifications become less accurate. A differential effect on the classification 
accuracy of the MLD group may therefore need to be considered. There may 
be a percentage of "don’t know’ responses above which classification on the 
FCP m ethod is inadvisable, either because of unacceptably low classification 
accuracy or because its interpretation as the predom inant response of the 
child’s peer group towards them  cannot be justified.

A num ber of factors may account for the higher proportion of MLD children 
receiving a  substantial proportion of "?’ responses. It may be an artefactual 
outcome of greater reluctance by some children to give rejection responses 
to MLD as opposed to m ainstream  children with whom they actually don’t 
wish to associate. In th is case the "?’ response would offer an opportunity to 
opt out of giving a response perceived as socially undesirable. While the 
existence of th is  response tendency m ust be considered other resu lts  
reported in Chapter 4 which show MLD children to be significantly more 
Rejected by their m ainstream  peers suggest th a t it is not wide spread.
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Assum ing acceptable face validity for the ‘?’ response, a related limitation 
lies in a  current lack of information about the emergence of FCP sociometric 
categorisation with increasing acquaintanceship. For example it may be the 
case th a t children of th is age more quickly come to decisions about those 
with whom they do not wish to affiliate than  those with whom they wish to 
affiliate. If th a t were so then  for m ost children who would eventually be 
categorised as Average there may be a phase during which they would meet 
the criteria for categorisation as Rejected. To address th is issue it would be 
necessary to investigate the acquisition of social sta tus. This could be done 
th rough  a short term  longitudinal sociometric study  of children newly 
adm itted  to estab lished  c lasses where it m ight be predicted th a t  a 
predom inance of *?’ ratings would be received in the first few days, followed 
by a higher proportion of negatives to positives for a further period.

(f) The conclusions drawn about the relative predictive value of personal and 
environm ental variables in discrim inating between different sociometric 
s ta tu s  groups are limited to the range of variables included in the  final 
combined analyses. The m odest sizes of Popular groups involved in these 
analyses lim ited the  num ber of variables w hich could be considered 
simultaneously. Stepdown analyses had been used to test specific hypothesis 
w ithin each group of variables and to select reduced predictor se ts for 
com bination in the  m ain analyses. However th is strategy precluded the 
consideration of msiny possible combinations of the variables included in this 
study. In addition  there  m ay be num erous additional variables not 
investigated here tha t are significantly associated with MLD children’s social 
status.

(g) The conclusions draw n can be generalised to o ther integrated MLD 
sam ples only to the extent th a t they share definitional characteristics with 
the Buckingham shire sample investigated in th is thesis. The MLD children 
studied in th is thesis were administratively defined as ‘children who have 
been identified through a Statem ent of special educational needs, following a 
m ulti-professional assessm ent under the Education Act 1981 as requiring 
special educa tional provision for m oderate learn ing  difficulties in a 
m ainstream  school setting’. However the  Audit Commission (1991) have 
reported considerable variation between British local education authorities 
in the  criteria used  in deciding w hether to issue Statem ents of special 
educational needs. From the review of definitional term s reported in Chapter 
1 it appears likely also th a t term  ‘integrated’ is used to cover a considerable 
variety of different arrangem ents. In order to have been able to generalise 
findings to other British MLD children it would have been necessary to have
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collected data  on a  random  sample from tha t population. In would be valuable 
in fu ture research  for cross validation studies to be carried out in other 
areas of the countiy.

(h) In Study 3 discrim inant analysis was used to predict m em bership in 
n a tu ra lly  occurring groups, not groups formed by random  assignm ent. 
Inferences of causality  cannot therefore be justified . In th is  research  
associations are reported between low scores on Cooperates and Rejection. 
While failure to behave cooperatively is a plausible cause of Rejected status, it 
is likewise possible th a t the experience of rejection affects the  child’s 
production of cooperative behaviour. It may also be th a t the  observed 
association is spurious by virtue of its relationship to a th ird  intervening 
variable. W hat would be required in order to meike causal inferences is the 
additional step of changing the associated behaviours/ environmental factors 
and experimentally assessing the subsequent change in social status.

The sam e lim itations apply to the m ainstream  analysis reported in Chapter 
7. The com parisons made supported the hypothesis th a t different patterns 
of scores on peer assessm ent items were associated with sociometric sta tu s 
classification for MLD children and for m ainstream  children and th a t the 
differences found were largely consistent w ith predictions generated by 
social exchange theory. However it cannot be inferred th a t rejection of MLD 
and m ainstream  children is caused by different factors.

10.4 Im plications for research and practice

In th is final section consideration will be given to a num ber of implications 
of the  findings reported in th is thesis for research  and practice. General 
im plications for research  are discussed first although, in some cases, 
im plications for practice which are subsequently discussed are predicated 
upon the availability of support from further research.

(a) R esearch
A num ber of specific implications of the findings reported in th is thesis for 
future research have been discussed in previous sections of th is chapter. In 
th is section two overarching issues for the design of research in th is area are 
considered.

It is first recognised th a t in order to identify causal relationships between 
the  social s ta tu s  of in tegrated  MLD child ren  and  the  personal or 
environm ental variables found to differentiate between sociometric s ta tu s
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groups experimental studies would be required. In their simplest form these 
would involve identifying a relevant discrim inating variable (for example 
cooperative behaviour), intervening to change the level of the variable (for 
example through social skills training) and testing for associated changes in 
sociometric sta tu s (and their m aintenance over time). However discussion of 
the research reviewed in Chapter 5, together with the findings reported in 
C hapter 6 imply th a t designs based on m ulticausal models are  to be 
preferred. This would involve designing experim ental stud ies so th a t 
relevant personal and environmental variables and their interrelation can be 
investigated in a  coordinated way.

In relation to the  example provided above it would be predicted th a t 
increasing the am ount of cooperative behaviour exhibited by Rejected MLD 
children would increase the benefits of interacting with them  and so have a 
positive impact on their social status. However w hether or not this is actually 
achieved might also be hypothesised to depend on the cohesiveness of their 
c lass group. It could be argued th a t in a cohesive classroom  positive 
behavioural changes are more likely to be noticed and responded to 
positively by a significant num ber of children them would be the case in a 
class group low on cohesiveness. This prediction can also be cast in social 
exchange theory term s by hypothesising tha t in a  cohesive class group where 
the costs of interaction are generally low, peers are more likely to perceive a 
net positive outcome of interacting with newly trained MLD children.

In the above example data  on cohesiveness would appear im portant to the 
interpretation of findings. However in order to make an  assessm ent of the 
respective im portance of cooperative behaviour, cohesiveness and any 
interaction between them  a study with several treatm ent conditions would 
be required - (i) in tervention  to improve cooperative behaviour, (ii) 
in terven tion  to improve peer group cohesiveness, (iii) a com bined 
intervention incorporating both (i) and (ii) and  (iv), an  atten tion  control 
condition. The value of such  an  approach to the identification of causal 
influences on social status, which jointly investigates the effects of personal 
factors and aspects of the social environment, is suggested by the results 
reported by B ierm an & Furm an (1984). Their study  of the  effects of 
conversational skills train ing and peer involvement under superordinate 
goals indicated th a t peer involvement had a significant short term  impact on 
social s ta tu s  b u t th a t a susta ined  effect was only found when the  two 
treatm ents were combined.

A related im plication for fu ture research, which again is supported  by 
B ierm an & F u rm an ’s (1984) findings, h igh ligh ts the  im portance of
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delineating the  m echanism s though t to underlie  the  effects observed. 
MacMillan & Morrison’s (1984) model, which was discussed In C hapter 5, 
has been valuable In focusing attention on the m ulticausal and Interactive 
aspects of Integrated MLD children’s social sta tus. W hat Is now needed are 
process models which can be used to generate predictions and explanations 
about how and why particular sets of variables have certain effects. The work 
reported in th is thesis suggests th a t social exchange theory may have a  useful 
contribution to m ake In developing process models of Integrated MLD 
children’s social s ta tu s . A focus on underlying m echanism s would also 
facilitate the  generation and testing of hypothesis about sim ilarities and 
differences between the social s ta tu s  of MLD children and other groups of 
children w ith special needs. This could u ltim ately  contribute to the 
Integration of findings from related research  carried out w ith different 
populations of children with special needs and In different contexts.

(b) P rac tic e
A num ber of the  findings reported In th is thesis  may have Im portant 
Im plications for the  design of social skills tra in in g  program m es for 
Integrated MLD children. Social skills training has long been proposed as a 
major m eans for Improving the social sta tus of Integrated children with MLD 
and o ther special needs (Gresham, 1982). However most existing social 
skills training programmes have been developed for, and based on research 
with, m ainstream  children. The resu lts reported In Chapter 7 add to a 
growing body of evidence which indicates th a t the  behavioural variables 
which discrim inate both  Popular and Rejected from Average sociometric 
sta tu s groups are not the same for m ainstream  as for MLD children (Taylor 
et. al., 1987; Nabuzoka & Smith, 1993).

The Im plication Is th a t social skills training program m es developed for 
m ainstream  children will not be entirely appropriate for Integrated MLD 
children, as often appears to have been assum ed (Asher & Taylor, 1981); bu t 
will need to be tailored to address the particu lar aspects of their social 
behaviour shown by relevant experimental stud ies to contribute to their 
social rejection. However even th is level of tailoring of social skills training 
programmes Is likely to be insufficient when the focus Is on the development 
of Indlviducd E ducation Plans (DFE, 1993) for particu lar Integrated MLD 
children . The re su lts  reported  In ch ap ter 8 Indicate considerab le  
heterogeneity within the Rejected group. It would be predicted th a t social 
skills tra in ing  program m es differing In quite specific ways would be 
maximally effective for Disruptive/Rejected or Shy/Rejected Integrated MLD 
children. In a sim ilar way Cole & Krehblel Koeppl (1990) d iscuss the 
adaptation  of Intervention strategies for use w ith specific subgroups of
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Rejected m ainstream  children. While these  predictions have yet to be 
suppo rted  by experim ental stud ies, the  im plication is th a t  careful 
assessm ent of the rejection-related behaviours being displayed by particular 
children will be essential to the design of effective intervention programmes.

The findings reported in th is thesis also have a num ber of implications for 
assessing  social s ta tu s  for practical purposes such  as the evaluation of 
integration program m es or the assessm ent of individual children. The FCP 
sociometric s ta tu s group classification method offers a num ber of advantages 
to practitioners. There is, first of all, its use  of a forced choice group 
preference record ra ther th an  a peer nom ination approach. In addition to 
the  other advantages discussed in Chapter 2, th is  m eans th a t negative 
nom inations, whose use may be objected to by school staff and parents are 
not required. This is a  feature shared with Asher & Dodge’s (1986) method, 
which however has the disadvantage of requiring the use of two instrum ents 
- a  positive nomination and a rating scale measure, rather than  one. Asher & 
Dodge’s (1986) m ethod also employs complex d a ta  analysis procedures 
(involving the com putation of z scores) as does the method devised by 
Sabom ie et.al. (1990) (which involves subjecting the data collected from the 
HIFTO to an  arcsine transformation). By contrast use of the FCP method 
requires only simple addition, followed by reference to table 3.1, making it 
accessible to any class teacher.

The resu lts reported in Chapter 7 indicate acceptable concurrent validity of 
the Popular, Rejected and Neglected groups. However it is difficult to see 
w hat p rac tica l pu rpose  may be served by re ta in ing  the  Neglected 
classification given the inconspicuous profile and the instability reported for 
the group in chap ter 9. In all the analyses involving MLD children the 
Neglected group was, because of its small size, combined with the Average 
group and  the one or two Controversial children identified. The resu lts  
would therefore fully apply were the m ethod am ended to identify only 
Popular, Average and Rejected groups. This reduced num ber of classification 
groups would still meet the assessm ent and evaluation needs outlined above, 
while b e tte r  m eeting the  additional p ractice criteria  of m axim ising 
comprehensibility and, where appropriate, simplicity.

The issue  of labelling rep resen ts ano ther area  for which the findings 
reported in th is thesis have practical implications. On the one hand  there 
were indications th a t  m ainstream  children ‘m ake allowances’ for their 
integrated MLD peers; for example high levels of help seeking behaviour 
were no t associated  w ith rejection of MLD children by c o n tra s t to 
m ainstream  children. On the other hand  there  was also evidence th a t
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increasing the  perceived similarity of MLD children to their m ainstream  
peers had  a  positive im pact their social sta tu s. At first sight there  would 
appear to be a  dilemma as to whether schools should attem pt to maximise 
perceived sim ilarity through drawing as little a tten tion  as possible to the 
special needs of in tegrated MLD children or w hether a ttem pts should 
instead  be m ade to encourage ad justm ent of the  com parison level by 
m ainstream  peers, for example th rough  d iscussion  of in tegrated  MLD 
children’s special needs.

However it can be argued th a t this is only an apparent dilemma and th a t the 
operation of both processes ought to be supported by schools in  order to 
m axim ise in tegrated  MLD children’s social s ta tu s . It should  firs t be 
recognised th a t MLD and m ainstream  children differ in some respects by 
definition - MLD children have poorer academic skills th an  their m ainstream  
age m ates and require more help with the work in m ainstream  classes. 
Strategies such as discussion by teachers of MLD children’s special needs 
with the ir m ainstream  peers may be effective in enhancing the extent to 
w hich allow ances are m ade for them  th rough  the  ad justm en t of the 
comparison level in these respects. If such strategies are not adopted many 
m ainstream  peers are likely to become aware of relevant differences anyway 
and some may ‘make allowances’ accordingly. However others may not, or 
indeed m ay in terpret their observations in a  way which makes them  less 
accepting of the integrated children.

Given the  m anifest differences which exist between MLD and m ainstream  
children it would seem  unlikely th a t m ainstream  children will rem ain 
oblivious to them  so long as teachers do not discuss or otherwise direct 
attention to them. Information was not collected in any systematic way from 
the schools and classes involved in Study 3 about the extent to which 
in teg ra ted  MLD ch ild ren ’s special needs were d iscussed  w ith  th e ir 
m ainstream  peers. Incidental information suggested th a t practice varied 
widely. However the  resu lts  support the  in te rp re ta tion  of significant 
ad justm ent of the com parison level, as hypothesised, in several relevant 
areas. The im plication is th a t m ainstream  children do notice different 
characteristic of MLD children and can respond to them  in a way th a t has a 
positive effect upon the MLD children’s social sta tus. Schools should seek to 
acknowledge the n a tu re  of MLD children’s special needs in ways which 
enhance the  operation of such beneficial processes. Coleman, McHam & 
M innett (1992) report th a t in tegrated children w ith specific learn ing  
difficulties in  th e ir  study  were b e tte r  accepted  th a n  low achieving 
m ainstream  children, interpreting th is finding as indicating th a t the  label 
given to the  integrated children may have offered m ainstream  peers an

4 2 3



explanation for the social cind academic difficulties experienced by these 
children th a t buffered negative feelings towards them.

School policies which seek to enhcuice perceived similarity through opting 
either no t to acknowledge or to disguise the real differences which exist 
seem  unlikely to succeed. Furtherm ore they may both underm ine the 
‘allowance m aking’ p rocesses w hich have been  described and  deter 
m ainstream  children from looking for sim ilarities beyond the  obvious 
differences in academic attainm ent which are of such central import in most 
schools. Indeed Fox’s (1989) study suggests th a t the provision of specific 
activities may be required to facilitate the discovery by m ainstream  peers of 
similarities between themselves and integrated MLD children if a significant 
impact on social sta tu s is to result. It would appear advisable to adopt a  dual 
stra tegy  w hich com bines the  supportive acknow ledgem ent of salien t 
differences with the provision of opportunities to identify similarities.

From the forgoing discussion it would appear th a t there is a need for active 
intervention by schools in a  num ber of respects if the social s ta tu s  of a 
substan tia l m inority of integrated MLD children is to be improved. The 
situation in which 20-30% of integrated MLD children, as opposed less than  
5% of their m ainstream  peers, are socially Rejected can hardly be regarded 
as satisfactory. Hegarty, Pocklington & Lucas (1981) in reporting the results 
of a national, though selective, survey of integration programmes in Britain 
commented on, "a widespread belief in the efficacy o f locational integration 
to extend beyond itself and lead to a  degree o f social integration,” (p419). It 
is now clear th a t for many MLD children this belief is mistaken. Hegarty et. 
al. (1981) also note th a t direct interventions to promote social integration 
were rare, attributing th is to British teacher’s, ^reluctance to interfere in 
relationships between  pupils, ”(p516). This is less likely to be true in 1994, 
following increased public awareness of bullying and racial harassm ent in 
schools, together with the Elton report recom m endations (DES, 1989) on 
the responsibilities of schools to take action. The three aspects discussed in 
this section: assessm ent of social sta tus, promotion of a positive social ethos 
and tailored social skills train ing , rep resen t possible ways in  which 
su b s ta n tia l advances m ay be m ade in  u n d ers tan d in g  and  effecting 
improvement in the social sta tus of integrated MLD children.
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