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“%. . - _INTRODUCTION = *

Wﬁfle there has been much research rece tly concerning the influence.

&
e

of invegration on academic achievement (e. g. Coleman, 1966} McPartland "'/b

1968 St. John, 1971) little attention has- been paid to peer preferenceS/
y /-

. and classroom social structure in integrated settings. The purpose ‘of the E

\ A

present study is to examine the relative importance of sex and race prefer-"j

i \ | ’; .

ence as a baais for the choice of playmates and working companioﬁs in/inte- :

/

grated elementary school classroems. Whi]e data were oollected‘for/third

grade classes only, the results will be placed in a developmental perspec-

. 1 4 .
tive based on previous findings reported in the literature.- ./

r \

Two different types of sociometric techniques have been used to studyi

L, ey e

‘?the influence of race and sex .on peer preferences.‘ the: traditionai limited—f

¢ '.’

choice method used in the maJority of sociometric studies,.and the more

recent roster-and-rating scale questionnaire which is used in the present

. \ ) !

study-. In ‘the limited choice method the child is limited to a Specific

With,the roster-and-rating scale, selections are
'

number of selections.

"*-unlimited since each child gives a rating on a numerical scale to all the

I /
Research employing each of these techniques will be

T »
members of his group.

presented separately.

In examining the research a number of issues mill be considered:, (a)’

‘~~the Ln£luence_o£_minority group size relative to the size of the majority‘

e———

f

on sociometfic chcices, (b) grdde differénces in children's choice pattern5° :

I

-~ /

(c) -the relative strength.of sex and race preferences and (d) the effect of

:different choice criteria on childrea's selections. °

1
AN

N

. N
' SN

The use of the soicometric test as a means of studying-the social

_Limited-Choiee'Sociometric‘Tests'

R -4
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-

- structures of. groups containing black and white children was reported by

i

’

: its originator, Jacob L. Moreno in his book Who bhall Survive’I A New
Approach to the Froblem of Human Interrﬁlgtions (1934) Moreno, in’ collab—

x‘, .

oration with Jennings, administered .the sociometric test. to children in " |

'kindergarten through eighth grade at a public school in Brooklyn, New Y01k.
The population of the school was 2%eblack. Each child was asked to choose

'two members of his class beside whom‘he»woﬁld»like_to,sit._ Exact percent—

ages'werefreported'for the‘childrsn's sex'preferences, Race preferences wé el
-reported in sociograms and.summary-paragraphs, Atﬁraction‘between the.sexes'__
- was highest in'kindergarten and first'grade:where about 26Z.of;the choices ’
&adeuwere.crosquex. The percentagepdropped to 16.5/in second'gradelgnd
vigontinued to décline to 1its lowest.point,of 2.5%'i7/fourth.grade..'Slight - )
increases,were evident in.the fifth, sixth hnd seventh‘grades and by eighth'
grade.the_percentage of cross?set‘choices had };creased to 8.02; While onn-‘
T _ , : , , | a

sex choicesipredominated by second grade, own-race.preference,did not begin'/

to appear until the.fourth grade.'fFrom that time on-inter-racial choices

*

E‘V‘ ;" i |
E” |
3

E

&.
3
-
3

',‘ .

b

-

3
g

.continued'to decrease thro0gh the eighth gradet

| Criswell (1935)'administered-Moreno?s form of the,sociometric test to

: 950 boys and'girls-from grades kindergarten through eight in\an integrated* '

l,., uNew York public.school.' The racial composition of'the schoO# was 757 black

'and'ZS% white, ,In support of Morenols findings, Criswell'reported with-
out presenting the data, that preference for one's own sex, which was
evident by second grade, was much - stronger than preférence f&h one's own '”.,- -
raceu fhe data for race preference were presented{/ Separation into racial

‘groups was absent until grade three, reached iws highest ooint at grade

five. and continued through the eighth grade. :The results also suggest that

gr0up preferences are affected by the percgntage offminority members in a
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|

'classroom. Nhite children, who were the minority in this sample;'tenoed

"fo“ﬁhow unusually high preference for other ‘whites in the. lower grades.

In a further investigation of the influence of minority group eizé -on
. .

SO

race and sex«preferences; Criswell (1939) did a sociometric‘study of children

“in kindergarten through the eighth grade in three New.Yorkfoublic schools.

L

The populations of the schools were 74%, 477 and'26%'blackr' The results

“. in regard to sex preference showed that regardless of the size or race of

the minority, own-sex preference increased to th;/ﬁointfof almost complete:

.separation by grade_four and decreaeed slightly 'n_grades*seven ands/eight.

, ¥
While there was more variability among classrooms in patterns of race

preference, the results suggest that the.size of the minority affeited the

'children's sociomerric. choices. Preference formchildren of one's.own receA

tended to increase with age;, and there was evidence of a contrasting effect

of minority size in the two sex groups.. Among girls, the majority race

‘group was less friendlj to larger minoritieS‘than to smaller mindrities.

\

But boys rejected more stron&ly the smaller minorities;

The three studies prese ted thus far (Moreno, 1934; Criswell 1937,

'1939) deal with the 1issues of minprity group size, grade differences in .

chotce patterns and the'relatiye influence of sex and race on aociometric

L.

: , o :
choice. ThHe studies are in agreement about -the greater influence of own-

-

sex' preference on choice in the early elementary schoé@ years and. about

.the increase of preferencemforjone's own race with age beginning at third

/

or fou;?h grade. Finéfly;:it.appears that when interest in the opposite

£
b
[<]

sex develoog children begin to seek out members of their own race as part-

e

i
. -
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Other reséarchers have dealt with the 1saue of_mfhority group size.

o “_\\and‘have come to different conclusions about its influence onichildren's.
e — : . . . b :

sociometric choices. Ghaw (1&73) used a sociometric instrument combined

._with observation to test the effects of interracial association on accep-
e S . 1

tance of ocher—group members. As part of his study he administered a’

-
P R i‘-ﬁ-—m

b : - sociometri//;esf'to all children .n’ the‘founth through sixt? grades of an

RS v elementary school ‘soon: dfte forced integration had.occurréd;LNQach child

:

was asked'to ndmd the three pegsons he most preferred to be with and the

. three persons he least preferred to be. with in his quad (grade level). ;The
o : sample contained 50 blacks and 183 whites.‘ Results were not reported sep-,’m
S0 - : : /t"'/ .

. /.

S 4 arately_for.each‘sex. The vesults in regard to racial preferenco ihowed :

i
1

thatzblachs and whites_at all.three grade levels chose members of - the other
s ” - .- ' ’ . ’ : . :

irace;significantly iess»frequentlf than would. be expected by chance.
AN I - Results of the observation'portion of the study also provide evidence
of racial separation. The observation data were collected after a year of,J

L. ' _integretion in gradeS'one ‘through six of the same school. Two observers

-

R counted the aumber of cross-race and own—race interactions among pupils in
— : ' \ /

3 4 /

‘each grade for ten minutes once a week, for five weeks. Therobservav.

tion took place during.a period which allowed for maiimum.ehoice in inter-

action. The results showed thet qt“every grade ievel the percentage ofd‘

‘black-white internctions was(siénificantly below chance expectancy.A In
S addition, sn anaiysis of‘variance_revealed‘a highly significant.decrease

/

across grade levels in percedt of’plack¥white interaction. Investigating '

further the decrease of cross—race\interaction.with grade level,; Shaw found

< . v ) )
that the percentage of blacks in attendance 'increased across grade level




’f‘. correlation of -.50 1s consistent with Shaw s, argument. It should be noted

rand that the nercentage of blacks in attendanceOcorrelated -.65‘with the
ﬁercentﬁge'df black-white'interactions;”?ﬁﬁon these'data.éhaw inferredf

D

Gthat the dacrease 1n black-wh*te interaqtions ‘over time was a function of

o

the: size of‘the minority relative to the size of the majority’ rather than'

- o

a function gf grade lével As the size of the minority (black in this case)
b

increaSed, th percentage of cross-race interactions decreased Shaw does

[ A

i - ‘ 4

. not-explain, owever, whv the percentage of black minonity increased from

grades one thrcugh six.

; '._‘\ T .. . . . - ’4“ ' )
Wlth this finding Shaw challenges Oriswell s (1937) lnterpretation

that preference for one's own race varie sth gréde level. Using her ¢

7

; .-socibmetrlc data\he calculated the correlation’ between the percentagq. \
minority and thh-?ercentage of cross—ract choices'in 28-c1assrooms{ The

m\nority in Crﬁawedl s elassrooms was wh te ana varied from 9-53%: The

o |

- however, that in one\case-he correlates observation data with percentage

o

minority and in.the other he uses socio+etric data. But he‘dOes présent'
_an alternative.interpretatiqﬁ of Criswe#l's data and demonstrates the
inportance of considering minority-majdrity grgup prOprotions when cdm—'

paring tlassrooms in which there is a wide range of difference in percen-

’:3 . qQ : S ‘ N
tage minority. ’

P

The results of a’stnd ‘bx_Bartel, Bartel, and Crill (l973),'while'not
speclficallyudealing Qith the issue of‘mfnortty-majority group size, indi-
cate. that age.ditferences ca ‘be tound‘even when the percent minority is
_ controlled. Bartel et al. ad inistered a 16-item sociometric test to 160
chtldren,ln klndergarten_thro gh grede four in.integrated open classrooms,

>

‘ Fach of the slx classrooms conxained children from more than one grade

%




L N

" © " level and the numbers of black and white children‘in each of the classroums
. - S ‘ . - i [ ; N ” N .
oL | e ! T o

S . - was approximately equal., | Co : L e - Y

. N i ¥
Tt &3
‘ oo

_The'sociometric questions were divided into four categories labeled !

I3

;;iA ' ;"', :PosgtiVeﬁlnteliectual (e.g. "%ho do yduﬂthink is'the_snartest ohild 1n4:ﬁ{;
. , [ : [~ ‘ - N : . ' -
ﬁj,'; ) roon?"),.?ositive Soc;alx(e.ga "1f yoo-nere:capta;n ofta team, who yonld
.;ii,'_- ';ou choose first to;be on your teamqﬂ);‘degativé Intellectual ke'g.."Whioh
e, X 8
“.\ child in thia room do you think would never get a first prize for good\'

\

Iy schooi work?") and Negative Social (eag. "Who 1n this room™w uld be the

l I 4

worst team captain’”) There %ere four questions in each talegory and the -

“- . .child was asked to give only one choice for each question.
' /

e Since data were presented for five grade levels and the minority~
M

majority ratio was fairly consistent across classes, it is possible to T

-

look at the development of race-pteference from kinderga:ten through fourth-
grade~in.-terms of Shaw's argument. If increase in own-race'preﬁerence,is
a function of minotity gtodp size rather than grade level, the number of

cress-race choices should reﬁiin the same in all classes since the pé?--

: *\” . AQ

assumption. The mean number of blacks

" centage minority did not changexé \\\”
- hi

. -
The.data do not support t

\

chosen by both blacks and whites for positive 1nte11ectual questions .

n

decreased sigmificantly across grade level indicating}that-the popdlarity

or blacks for intellectual tasks goes down steadily after the first.grade.

v

The negative intellectual ltems also showed a_developdental trerd with

both blacks and whites nominating an increasing numberuof blacks from

)

grades kindergarten through four. In rega;af%g the social«questibns,"
- i ? ’ ' _
preference for the childﬂs‘own"race increased from'kindergarten through

7




grade/four with almost. total-racial poiarization by fourth grade.' Thesey'
K results are consistent with the findings of" Moreno (1934) and Criswell ;'j. f‘tdt'
(1937) and challenge Shaw s (1973) minor ty-majority gropp explanation .

3 ' B

of the/increase in own-race preference w th grade level.. L ~xff :,’"

. ‘, .o

*
Another study whith employs multiple selection criteria vas done by
Jansen and uallagher \1960). They eﬁamined the sociometric ratings of 100 ¢
economically disadvantaged but academically g'fted children from grades

i /
r-"‘

S four through six in an integrated school district. The classes,r3 ed from. wdg:U
SRR 52-717 black. The children were\asked to make five choices ea h or\seating,.' dﬁ

:" working and playing*comganions. fn~general the authors report that a sub--

N »‘.,;h'
iteria, a: closer @

1

1 . N ".‘du
due to selection i hnatibn ot' the percentages reporte&' Q‘

does indicate a difference.. In three\of the four classrooms, whitesfchose

. s t . ’ )
blacks more often to play with than to\work with indicating a tendency R
. b . e
.. for blacks to. be more. popular as playing cOmpanions than as working compan~ L
o \ ' e . R @ ' . ks

ions.. The tendency for blacks to be more popular to play with than to work

- with indica\es\that children may choose differently depending on the situa-'
: =~ 7 S
tion. The resultpvgf the study demonstrate that additionai information .

<

N
about ‘sociometric choicEs\may be gained by using several different choice
T~ - R A o . ) ¥

'criteria. T T~

—
p=

' metric study of friendship and rejection patterns-among black and white

{
! . : . ' ' A
\ . , : R ) . i Voo .

)




fﬂft;l:;/ﬂ e blacks and older. white children £§rades 5~ 6) giving only :34 When chooﬁing o
i?‘ ”f j from the sghool or from therc?mmnnity, however, white chilh ,“ showed a'ft' -“-;£
'i ?.f \\ marked differepce 1§”§ﬁ‘§§;“p tterns.;“when‘selecting‘children from. odter /;/r ‘1”
zzi;i o clasBroéms in the school only 8% of the younger;nhices and none of the ) -\j*
;ﬁirTigbpfa ' older whites chose blacks. Their choices from the commud&ty nevervcrossed ._.kkn
'}%3;::: ,w"iiiifracial 1inesi, Black ch dreJ, who' made up 90%. of thefschool population, ' i;ﬁi;
?ﬁi " g tended strongly toward‘intra kacial choices in the classroom, the schdol ".
;%A; =. - “and théscommnnity., Rejections by both groups tended to stay within each -f~@>-
:ﬂ} ;' ~ race with blacks rejecting mostly blacks and whites rejecting all white | . '
;;' ,r . \childrenp Perhaps this‘ﬁts to . do wigh the degree oﬁ acquaintance ‘across’ |
'5;; - ’ - races. If little Social intéraction takes place the children may not knoY ﬁ
Ej/,”" o venough about other:race members 0 reject them. | | )
?;*%;/ff; | ' This study preSEnts data to Support-the increase of preference for -
? iiw one 8 own race with age demonstratednby Moreno (1934), Criswell (1937) and ;
Ef | Bartel et al (1973) . it“also introddcés'the tcchniaue"of.varying socio:
é;’ "metric choice criteria by aocial setting instead of activity. | _
: : y )

- CGRid;en, represented an entire achool; POPUIation fron grades two t'roush
T ‘-sin.' th et al. admiﬁistered a 1imited-choice sociometricvtest'in which :
,3;’ the,ﬁﬁild wag asked to choose and reject';-udents from three dif erent . .'éifcznt'
1¥J pifrOuPS'.’clags, SChOOI and comm“"ity°,\1n [hexclassroom where whites were 'lf
v v ; ‘ ' ! . 'r

¢

.ﬁ.,..' " . | - .' R e ~—~ . . - o . - . - . . I : » . '.;':'_ L - . :
' children aged 7;13.'=The sample, which.included 475 black_and‘ASguhice?W7mqqy.,R‘_'

W, . a minori y, most of their”choices were of blacks.- There*was an agg trend /

with younger white children (grades 2-3-&) giving 76% oﬁ their ‘choices tof

Roster-and—Rating;Scale Sociometric Qgestionnaires

g:nfddition to tha limited-choice sociometric tests, different types

. ‘ - N o e ) ’ PR ’v 4,
- P N T -...a.uim_&x..m'




R of r.ting #cales have been used. to measure academic and 'ocial acceptance-'

I 4o

Ll

T in integrated classrooms.' Carter, Spero, Benson,.and DZ

.ine (1973) ad- E
— -".‘ministered the Syracuse Svale§ for Human Relations to 3 6 seventh and |
. . \“ - . ‘b. . e
}’J eighth gtaders from an integraied ‘Buffalo school fheﬂchildren were.inﬁ :
: » ‘. SR .

:s o
w{ SRR U classes each ofywhich was approximately one-third black. Using the
P ‘ _

-—_ L R

A _.‘-;,f e s L | -
200 %yra)cuse Scales the student rates hig classmates by comparing“t‘trem witn RN

TR ted for each child.,- Five sdores were academiciacceptande from whifé'males;-;\ Co

Bek femaleS*and»th _

2 \ . ’ ' ) ’ ] : .
“Jf S ;:‘:'.all other-people;in hisisocial reaIm.._Ten~accep%awée_scores were.calculah

i © A . h_-"

’ 0

‘otai sangi : he other

:frgméeach of these ff%e groups.. A“

?5,' i e bwhite females, black males,‘b

LR

\five\scgres we__,social*acoep

v i

analysis of variance performed o —t e data indicated that whites consis-*

mently preferred their own race with regqrd to both academic and social,
- ET ‘ ¥

. *
'need'satisfaction.- Blacks, on the other pand showed no. preference for
cheir own _race for academic needs but expressed a preference for other _
blacks for sOcial need satisfactidn. In addition, the total ‘academic -_7' f s

acceptahce of blacks was 1ower than whites and‘own-sex preference was
'lf: . t Eound to be stronger than;;wn-race preference for both blacks and wggtes. ' sua' _j;
| 'The 1low - popularity oﬁmbuggks as providers.of academic need satisfaction | -"'V. : ff
ﬂ'for‘both b&gcks and whites is con;istent with Bartel et al.'s (1973) evie :; .'ff
A dence of'blacks being chosen more often for negafive than for positive - | ;i

’intellectual questions and with Jansen and Gallagher s (1966)-finding'thaf.
) whites tendedoto choose more blacks as playing than as working companions.
i\ . : . |

; 3 - The Ohio Social Acceptance Scale is another qutar-and rating tech-

AR ot R

nique that has been used to study cross—race an& cross—sex choices (Raths,/

T

.\and schweickart, 1946). The scale consists of .ix paragraphs, each




. a person who is disliked.' Each child 1is given a class raa'

L',results inditated that while white males showed high soci\l\acceptance of

L \ method \ . |
L ’ \' The Ohio Social Acceptance Scale 18 differ n fro “the limited-choice .

. . . ) d‘ .
.o
‘ .o e LI .
* . .
. : o . .
. » ) ;
~ . ) ) .
. . . L ,

descriptive of a different degree of acceptance.. The paragraphs rangehfrom

A e e v

/

: fthe firg& which describes an intimate friend to ‘the . sixth which describes

i and“is~aaked

' to assign a nUmber on the one—to-six scale to each of his or her classmates"

b

. .
i The-child s_status score equals the mean . of the ratings he receives.

Raths and Schweickart (1946) used the scale to study acceptance in four ‘
. _ I T .

nlintegrated fifth and sixth grade classrooms. The racial composition of the
4 . S \-‘. S Q

classes ranged from 43-62% white. Social acceptance scores Were calculatnd | ’;

e

)

"fsaparately for males -and females since cross—sex ratings were 1ow.‘ Ihe
: " '

f:black males, acceptance of their ownrgroup was highér. WHTte.females"~f.“

i S

'“followed the same pattern.. Similarly, while black m%%es and females showed

et

"W . A

¥

own-race and own*sex ratings were higher. These res lts,>using a'rating.
* :

y "

dsociometric questionnaire since exact reference Yo aospecific activity is
nOt required (Lorber, 1973). Thus the scale Pr ;ides a measure of the
deéree of general social acceptability instead f-preference baaed on a
single crtterion. Research has bnen done however, indicating that the -

Ohio Social Accepeance Scaled&hn be applied in situatiohs where the limite

cholce sociometric test ‘has traditionally been used.._Young (1947) compare




N ~ . . : Loyt o

. - "
_Yt.the results of five.measunes of social status which were administerod to

‘

%l seventh-grade children.‘ Both rating scale and limited-choice methods

wef% included in his anaTyses. For the limited-choice sociometric test

\ :
. —tn‘ \,-q . . ] i

seven different selection critsria were usgﬂ The scores'o the Ohio Social .

oo Acceptance Scale showed a relationship to/some but not to all of the scores.,-'f
BRRTEI - & .
: von the"sociometric tests. Overall, the correlation of 90 between t:he‘t

10hio Social Acceptance Scale. and the Sociometric array of seven criteria
._ indicated a close felationship between the‘. two measures. Similarly. Justman
.~;nd Wrightstone (1951) reported relatively high correlations for these two 'ﬂf"%*
A'Etechniques and concluded that they‘are intfgcbangeable.. 35. ; o ;.;ijr
| ~~ - The. close relationship demonstrated between.these two sociomegnic -f;ff;;
.:_;measures raises the issue of which technioue shobld bé used._ While the :i-.
l’ studiesdh°“e by Young (1947) and‘Justman and Wrightstone (1951) 1ndicate .[lh
. SRl ey _

that the two methods are equivalent, the roster-and-rating scale question
&

.

/
. .
raire appears to have three general advantages. first, the roster decreas

/
!

the like@dhood of a person being 1eft out because he wa%gmomentarily f°r§f'

»gotten' second the scale provides a more aCcurate representation of the

\l.'
n li .

. individual's preferences because several persons can receive the same ’ .F**

PR
numerical rating on the scale and third, since each’ child is rated by all

of his classmates this technique prcvides a better indication of each

v ch11d s_acceptance by all the grobp members.

Desctiption of the Present Stn_z .'- L S o .*Qﬂ

4

The present study investigated the effects of race and sex on third

| grade children's ~ork, and play choices, A roster-and-rating scale technique

Iadapted from Roistacher (1932, 1974) was used. Rcistachér gave eighth . _
. g h _ o SN 0 ]
R ¥ Y 3 U R

T T e

T
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" ¥

grade iunipr high school boys a roster naming all the eighth graders 4in the B ;jf';ﬁ

-. school. They were asked to rate each person on a scale of one through

' seven. In the present study thissscale was adapted for use at the third

'wégrade level by using five numbers instead of seven and placing faces above
Y ‘“\ .

i"f:each number. The faces ranged from a. broad smile to a deep frown and o

i . \‘ '\A
served to communicate the meaning of/the numbers on the scale (ippendix

A A). In an attempt to get more information about the criterla children use,4f

,in selecting companions two sociometric questions were asked.' "How much E

'l

' fdo you like to play with this person at school?" and "How much do yau like -
to work with this person at school’" I . éf%‘ .

T
i

The issues of particular interest in this study ar!'the relative
' strength of race and sex effects on children 8 sociometric choices, and
"}the difference in the tace and sexxeffecns on the play and’ work items.

R

L]
Based on the literature a number of predictions can. ‘be made. .(a)-children

4 v“".

wlll choose own-sex classmates more often fhan other-sex classmates, (b)

' children'will choose ownérace'classmates more'often than ether-race class- e

mates° {c) own-sex, preference will be stronger than own-race preference

. yd : " Ce

and (d) the choice patterns for the work and play items will differ with ' /"'v'ﬁ
: : S L e
black children being more poﬁular for ;iay than for work.l- : ~'} o ';‘”. o
. v . o : ' . IR

' * S T

. ”’

i ;‘;

) v * .




METHOD

One third.graderclassroom waé'randomly chosensfrom'each-oﬁ theftwelye -
‘aeleme tary schools in a midwest school district. Thirdagrade was chosen
o e ‘\ P

beca/se children in this grade had béen in integra ed classrooms through-
JI?'.ia;;out their public s:hooﬂing .'lhg'fest was given in Ma¥ ‘one month before . .,
: T the end of the school year. While all children in each classroom'gave | 7 ~_H
i ,sociometric ratiné; only blacks4and mhites were inzluded in the amflyses.i.,}'m;d
J:The data from one: Oriental and one lndian child mere excluded Also~excldt.g7.
g e RN

W?J ﬁ"“-wely/as third grade children. The resulting N was 242 21A of :hom :ére _:2,l;?f
5;;- L‘”;blath ”lhere.were 101 white males, 96 white: females, 21 black males and - 1*&2?;
A ”g-f 30 black females. R "{”f'.“' 'j\“;<1\;;>C" ,;J'iﬂft,5'
ﬂf?‘ . MAEefmais' | '-: N e T
ﬂ; : Two five-point;ratingls-ales'mere;osed 'each‘accompanied'by an alpha—t “\\
gli \‘Betical'ro;ter.including the' ames of a11 the class members.. The. socio- ﬁ?

fii metric qoestion, "How much do you like to play with this person at school?"

;'%: ~was typed op the first scale. The question on twe second scale was,v"Homif‘

[.‘ '_ much do you. like to work with this person at school? (Appendix A).

it C N o c o

- I 'Er.oc.esmss S S o

b R - : ‘ P - &

f The: two sociometric questions were'adminisdered by the experimenter,- ;Qﬁ’f”f
%. . a tWenty—two'Year old_female; in each-cIQSSroom:'eThe children'were given . o




I T

the'following explana!!on', "We- are interested in some information about
_ your class. We. would 1ike to find out how uell you know each other, and

5 »

we would 1ike to know who you like to work with .and who you like to play

‘.with. You will bé able to tell us who your friends are in this. classroom.
‘ ' i f c CL
.. We .won! t be doing this out ‘loud in a group,.but you'il let us know your
At "
choices by marking them down on some papers I.will give you., You can be

*!honest because I won t show’ anyone else in the class your answers. I wilr ,
& . ot . " .

“be_the only one to see them." ’ j L - : T ',“*

¢

After this introduction the play scale was distribufed ("How much do
7

you like to play with this person/at school?") Thﬂ'use and meaning of the ;:f*;f

five-point scale was explained using examples of £ood (e g., How much do ?

f., you like ice .cream, spinach etc 2) When the children appeared to under- .

stand the meaning of all the points on the scale th class rosters were ??

B T . « 3 S

distributed. After everyone finished writing his nﬁjg'on top of the first

Ly : . sl
situation~was discussed. Examples included recess, free time before class o

o

'.and time spent in ‘the playgf%und The experimenter then did tWo examples,,n

using fictitious names, together with the class. The examples were typed

R |

on the top of the first page. The children were then instructed to; mark

. ¥ w
N each classmate's name in a similar manner, circling only one number for

. . . I
each name. When everyone was finished-the 7Lales and rosters weré collected

'f. and new scales and’ rosters were ddstributed for the work queetion. The
distinction between work and pl%y was discussed with the aid of the teacher.- L

'# Examples of work situations~inc1uded-doing math, s¢ience, reading or going
to the library dufing school- hours. . o o .

\
\

. Y n r
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/ RESULTS =
gf; The results f. the analyses of the sociometric data will be presented

B .;'3 o . separately for she two dependent variables, play and-work along with a

. -

fi?lfi.' _;.fgafcompnrison of nhe responses to the two- questions.h The overall correlation

‘ o T . :? ’ e '
?;e-‘e. o - are p esented in Tables 1 through 6 The total sample was used to calcula&e

e # f '~‘ N
: thesé/mea2s° 122 maleswand 120 femaizs including 191 whites and 51 blacks."

Plaz. The mean scores receivegiby each race and sex group on - thé play

I

"‘ariable are presented 1n Tables 1- 3 Table l contains the mean scores by

B

. sex.' Own-sex ratings were higher than croas-sex ratings for boﬁﬁ males and

.\.‘ . ’

hfenales.

. -Mean Scores Received by Males and Females ,
' in the Total Sample for Play . | .
- - Glver
, Receiver -7 Male o . Female
% L ¢ N S , o
E o Male - 3,95 2,26
i Co Female. - 2,08 L 3.78 .
f e R . . ,

The mean‘scdrea‘by race are presented in Table 2. It can be seen that
own-race ratings wefeé higher than cross-tace ratings but that the diff=rences
were'not as large as those for the sex factor.

» N

000?1

: . .
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. . Table 2 c ‘ L -f ®
" Mean Scores Received by Blacks and ﬁﬁites'
in the Total Sample fot Play. v
. ” o . : S . Co ;
o o N Y - : o
o . o Lo Giver
Receiver ' White . " Black {\\\_ :
“ LT — = o\
7 White . 2.96 Fo317 - / |
o - Black - 2.86 : 3.58 /
“w., R .
‘i
The breakdown of means by individual race-sex groups is con fined in
Table 3. The table reveals a number of trends...First,nblack chl1dren - gave
e © Tabled /
Co - T . o i -
‘ T
. Mean Scores Received by Each Race-Sex Group /, '
in the Total Sample. for Play -. %
| /A
.':' . : Givef s o {/ ; '
« Recetlver-, White Male White Female Black Male Bleck Female -
‘White Male . 3.;84'1 2.5 4.04 /2.53 -,
- White Female 2.09 “3.77 . 2,32 3.79 '
' Black Male .. 3.95 1.99 - 4,39 3.14
Black .Female . 1.89 3.68° 12,72 4,04
. . o l . » l I.
) T . {/. A
A S . _ ' . /
: > higher scores to all children than white children did. Second with the
?; : A exceptlon of white. males children gave, highest scores to their own race-"
o ' . B I
' : sex group. Third, children gave higher_scorec to members of,their own
[ ‘ ' sex regardless of race. For example, white females gave a highef rating
?Q - to black females than they gave to white males. "This finding is consistent
.. - 00022
. . J L _!\. " Ce [ o I Y ¥
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wi%h thé'sthdlgs by;Moreho'(l934)~and + ~iswell (1939) who found ng éleavage-”'

stfohger than'ran ¢leavage in third gfadeLg'

- .

~ Work. The mean scores received by each race and sex group on the work-

~wvariable are presented in Tables 4-6. 1In genera;, the Work ratings'wefé 
l@yer than the ‘ratings for play. Presumably, children would rather_play _
~.than work with other childfen.'.Otherwiqe,.ﬁhé_meahs fdlloﬁ'the‘same pattern L

" as the means fof;the'play variable.
_Thé mean scores by sex:forfthe wd:k;gafiable are ‘contained in Table 4 ' .-

Own-sex ratings were higher than cross-sex ratings for males and females.

o o Table & °
'. " Mean Sc&res Received by Mélés.andfFemalesu ’
' in the Total ‘Sample for Work
' . e ,'V_GIVer .
» ,
Nt '
Recelver Male ' ' Female
l " : T P - ’ e ' T . . . | . 14
AT . . Male 32, C2.03 0 e
e : C - - Female . ;- 2,00 3.47
3 ’ . o J —em e
?, o Cwn-réc fatings, presented in Table 5, wéféuﬁighéi'fhaﬂ“cross~race
%'~ ' ‘ rétiqgs but the differences dgre nbt as 1agge as,thqse for the sex factor.
- - , " Table 6 presents the mean scores for each face-sex group. Without
b o ' ' :
g ‘exception, children gave highest ratings to their own race-sex group and
they gave hignér scores to own~sexlmembers'regardless of race. Finally,
black children-gave higher ratings than white children did. ‘ R /
. ¢ o ‘ . o - /'
\’ . /
i /
i / K
. . /I
> ) o ‘ ' ‘ /’/
; 00023 )
z . S : / 1
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a A .

o S L

Lir. S ' : o o Table S5

b V// ‘

%;. . | Mean. Scores Received by Blacka and Whites

be . // R " in the Total: Sample for Work

i .// | e — _

- o / SR ' T :

E ./ C . Giver '

Z 4/ - : " Receiver- “  White . Black

- | White C 2.4 3,06 .
} , : - Black 2.51 3.36 *
[ o B

i._ .‘ . . » S, ./,4./‘ e
e ) - . —

i #/. *Table 6 = B

-,
.,

Mean Sqores Received by Each Race-Sex Group -
in the Total Sample for WOrk .

T T e T

N ' Giver o | '

y- ‘Receiver + - White Male White Female Black Male Black Female
w . Unite Male' 3.52 1.95 - 3,93 d2.48

' L 'white Female 2.02 ;3,46 2.31 3.55

;o . g Black Male 3.2 1.75 4,24 . - 2.68

- . Black Female 1.7]1 3,30 2,64 3.91

b 'Statistical Analyses _ N

? . | ' To determine the effects of tace and sex on children s sociometric
;i'-' ' ' Choices, three analyses of variance were performed for éach dependent

i f ) variable. Thel;irst analysis was based On the total sample, Subsequent
A ' analyses were/;erformed separately for males and femalés.

Total Bample. A four factor analysis of variance (2 X 2 X 2 X 2)

&

of the,tqtal sample was performed. The factors werv: race of giver,

sex of gilver, rice of recelver and sex of receiver. Race of giver and
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)

.‘ . . : R . \ ) . v . ) ) ) :

v : " sex of giver were between-subjects factors while race and sex of receiver
A . : ' ' . o o P
X : . _‘_/ .

v - were within-subjects factorsl' Qpe’dependent variable is the average ‘score

_each child gave to the members?cf four race-sex groups (whiteﬂmale; white

"'Eemaleg hlack"male;’black fémalé) on:the'sbciomet;ic“;ating scale'for play.
Ei ;"' . | Another_dependent variable is the averagé'score each;child gave,to the

ffy o .members of the four racg-sex étoups for‘Lork :

The SOUPAC BALANOVA program was uséd to analyze the data. Because'

Ny the program does not. handle certaiu types of missing data only nine of the

eleven classes c[

14 be included in the analyses. One class was eliminated

it had no blacklfemales. The resulting sample/included 202 chlldrenigcr

U f' play and 200 fok work., The exact means used are reported in Appendices o
it . AN

k ”““~4¢% 3& B and C \\These differ slightly from those reported-in Tables 1-6 but they
4y

SO
i o c
\

. follow the same trend.
L _ - / - . " R o :
] B I U Play._'There were 82 white wal2s, 76 white females, 17 black -

L . . . ’ . ‘ ' ' s ¥ . .
males and 27 blagk females included in the analysis of variance for the L

play variable. 1he,results~afe pfesentedfinwasnendixlp. Significant re~.

L sults are summarized in Table 7. The sex of giver'by sex of receiver

-/ftw lnteraction was highly'significant.with ownfsex‘ratings being consistently ;
highet than cross~sex.ratings. Figure l:depicts thisiinteractidn. As |
the-figure shows, the interaction mas very strong. Males gave very. high

- stores to other males and ve¥y low scores to females; females gave very

} o 'high scores to‘othet females and very low scores to males.

£

The face_of giver by race of receiver interaction was'also\statis—.
. )
tically significant with own-race ratings being -higher than cross-race

°

fgozs
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i ratings. Figure 2 portrays this interaction. While children ih both groups = ¢ B

: gave higher'ratings to members of their own race the differences are much :ﬁ

AN . . . . Lo . ‘o .. p © . B h ’ ",. I,' L C P . \,;_

ST ~“smaller than_the differences between own-sex and cross-sex scores:. - , - . o

\ . . ’.4 o . i ) .- o ‘ 7 L - : 7 . L. Sy | | . . . . o .

T T e . _ ' Table 7 ST | - ,

Fff ‘ e : : Significant Results of the Analvsis of Variance'J .

i o : _ - of the Total Sample for Play

1 | | / (df =1, 1&9’8‘)% n

57 . Factor ”& E . F

- N |

7 . ' Sex of Giver. X Sex of Receiver: L8343k

5 e . ‘Race of Giver X Race of Receiver ) J . 10.56% L

R .. Race of Giver : . - 18,43* -

S S .- S8ex of Recelver ‘ L ' 7.63%%

IR ‘ o .Race of Recei&er X Sex of Receiver o 7.60*#

! ' P < .001 . ! . . ) . ’ : w’.’

.- ) ! ’ p < . 01 , . _ . ° . . ‘ //‘ ‘v v,u'.‘

Et = - ' . : L S

,\ | » _ Lo

el A comparison of theé F ratio for these two interactions clearly dem- 3

. onstrates the stronger)influence of sgx7on sociometric choice. _The-gl_f ‘f‘u" ﬂsé
- ratlo for the sex of giver by sex of receiver interacticn was 283:43 andf.b ':l}
the f for the rsce of giver 5y.race of receiver interaction was only 10.56. - * {f
E‘}' . ' Other significant results wer: thst biacks gave higher scores to i 1{€
everyone than, whites did (H&acks = 3,35, whites = 2,90) and males received f
higher scores than females (males = 3.26, females = 2 99) | The signifi- _ g @i
ca.“t interaction of race of receiver with‘sex of receiver ind cates that | o fﬁ;
¢ black,males were.more pogular than white'males but white femaIeS'vere |
. more popular than black females (black male = 3.39; white male = 3,13, | ‘k
: o ' white Eemaie_= 3.02, black female = 2.97). ’ 5“M'*“ . |
' ) i . oy
00026 ‘ E
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| Work. There were 82 white males, 75 white females, 17 black
males and - 26 black females ﬁ?cluded in the analysis of variance for the -

work variable. “The results are presented in Appendix E. Significant re~ L

.sults are summarized in Table 8 The overall results for the work variable

are simiiar to. those for the play variable although fewer factors reached

! - ¥

statistical significance for work. The sex of giver by sex of receiver

RS

-1nteraction was highky significant with own-sex ratings being higher than,
= | o o !‘ : » K'ﬂi ' ) . W
e Table 8

* . L ’ RCTEE

Significant Results of the Analysis of Variance' S . .
" of the Total Sample for Work =~ ° . .~ .+ PR

. ..:\\\ | . :' ': | (df > 1.196)‘ S | .‘.y :“u.' o

N\ — — — .
\\' - - _‘Factor - . F com]

. Sex of Giver X Sex of Reteiver = 204.12%
Race of ‘Giver X Race of Recetiver 13.47% .
Race of Giver R _ 22.79% . _ (.

T R G A e T T T P DA AT e A RIS
b . @& . . . . N LT,
o o .
. . - - . . .

-y

* . |
p < .00L

cross-sex ratings. Figure 3 depicts. this interaction. The figure shsws \

that fhe 4nteraction was very strong. . The children gsve very high scorss
~ - . .
to members -of ‘their own sex and very low scnres”to members of the other sex.,

._”‘._‘_,.1.i,,v_.s.,,...r_:z._,..-g—_..;.s..,.,..,_s-_?&_
. i T 3

The race afigiver by race of receiver interaction was also statisti-
» _ _ cally significant but smaller. OWn—racs ratings were higher than cross-
. . /. .
- ol ' race ratings although the differences were not as great as the differences ,
ER S : ] “
42 " '

st ; " for the sex-faclor."This_interaction, depicted in Figure_a, was weaker

1]
e

P : than the interaction by sex. The F ratios for these two interactions dem-

onstrate the greate?\importance-qf sex over race in choosing working

c [, . 0
. oo, ' o
. . . - © - . . B o . -
. Y u - . . L . . BT/ 1Y e e
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ccmpanions. The F for the sex interaction was 204 12 while the F for the
. +
race interaction was only 13. 47. "

"

')

Finally. blacks again gaveAsignificantly higher scores to everyone -,
than whites did (blacks = 3.21, whites = 2.64). |

- Male Sample\- Since sex had such a strong influence on choice and
. N _ _ ".
previous researchﬁrs have analyzed sociometric choices separately for each;}

)

- sex, analyses of vhriance were Performed separately fdr males and females. :

.. Tables 9—12 present\ the results of the analySes for the male sample on.the

.- two dependent variables._ One. class was eliminated because it contained no'
i

.black males. "The resulting sample included 108 males for play and 109

males for work
*,

» “ . ~

» , Play. There vere 89 white males and- 19 black males included in

the analysis of variance (Race of Giver x Race of Receiver) for males on

the play variable. The results are contained in Table 9. NJ!e of-the . t \'4;

e - 2 - . N . o ‘ : . . 7

Table 9'. . o | | 4

Analysis of Variance of the , . o 3 ‘

- * Male Sample for. Play, o , » R
(df = 1,106) | o

factot . o ©F

: Race of Giver X Race qf Receiver 0.91, - _ S
| . Race of Giver . . 2,92 , : k

_ Race of Receiver | ' . 3.16 : g LR
;{ o | ‘ o g IR TR

. ; f .

- factors in the analysis reached statistical significance. An exsmination c
of the means presented in Table 10 indicatés that. blacks _gave a abmewhat - v

higher score'to blacks than they gave to whites but- whites gave a slightly 'h §

~ ~ B ‘ i
4 LN ¢
L L . s

"~

00032




A
o race was not an important factor in the choiceoof playmates. '1.'fny "
P AR oo . ’ "‘\\V BN - o . '5'
' - “V/ ” . . . ' ) . ' .\\\ . i ' : v ' ‘
Table rb\
A ' »* .
Mean Scores for the Analysis of . Variance
of the . Male Sample on Play
S e .
Giver-Receiver . . Mean -
._whites—Whitee . 3.81 ’
‘Whites-Blacks . o 3.9
_B-laEkg,—Whites o . 4,00 -
Blacks-Blacks 4,39

. Work. " There were gb white males and 19 black males included in

the analysis of variance (Race of Giver X Race nf Receiver) for males on

the work variable ‘The results are.contained in Table 11, The face

Table 11~ - . - ow

‘Analysis of Variance cf the
“ - Male Sample for Work

O @df = 1,107) R
' Factor , ‘ F

Race of Giver X Race of Receiver S g, 25kkk
Race of Glver 9,25%%
Race of Receiver : 1.25

* %

kkk ‘

P < .05
T 3 e haak SRS

T R~ I e e e e e T £ i i O e~ e e e A R = ¥ sa T
\ AR i j ; :
. °
4
B
.
R .
L 27 L
»

\‘.

higher score to blacks than they gave to other whites. Fof'meles; then,

-of




9 o - — Voo, =3 R 1 ST T TR T e YU o 7“"’“_‘.‘_‘
/ ._ \é. . ' o ' . W ) . R : '. ‘ 28 ] o ._'i
giver b}‘face of ceiver interaction was ?ignificant._ 'As the means pre-/ ’ .
sented in Table 12 show, whites gave highé% scores to other whites than ,‘ .
’ . & ' ' / . . ..n:».' -4
__they gave to. blacks. 'Similarly, blacésﬁéivewhigher scores-;o‘qther bla-ks : «'”.vffé
than they gave to ‘whites, In additﬂo h black males gave significantly"" .5
’higher ratings than white males did (blacka = 4 06 whites = 3, 38) . e ei‘{;
- ' - f . S r U
- - . ] . . . i ' ' ~.'(-'. C '
e . . Table 12“ S L L
' Mean Scores for ‘the Analysis of Variance - . :
. of the Male Sample on Work L ,
Giver-Receiver o Mean . 7 Iy
. . . . ) - V . > s ¢ }
‘. , Whites-Whites 3,49
‘ o ,g””/ Whites-Blacks o o 3.27 4
Blacks-Whites g 73,87
‘Blacks-Blacks . 4024
- & _.,.‘:
) To summarize, race was-fiot a significant factor -in males' chbicelof"' ‘;
playmates but it did influence-their'chcice ofiworkingiccmpanions. T R : 'fﬁ
Female Sample. Tables 13-16 preSent theureSults of the analyses of , ;ﬁ
. - R
L variance for the female sample on the two dependent variables. One class | :ﬂ
3 ot - . ' - i
- was eliminated because it contained no black females. The resulting sample X
3 included 104 females for play and 103 females for work E
i . . . “..)
i: . Plaz. There were 76 white females and 28 black females included é
%' in the-analysisrof variance (Kace of Giver X Race of Receiver) for females 3 ;
é. on the play variable. The results are contained in Table 13. The race of 4
é giver by race of receiver interaction was significant. The.mean scores i ' ;
g : . » ' ’ :
L . ~ glven by blacks and whites are'presented in Table 14, The table shows -
| that whites gave a higher score to whites than they gave to blacks. '
[ | , .
‘ ;
. ) N ’ i.
0‘)(’3}4 - o e g

e o e A e m PRI ek e B
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.~Simi}ar1y,'blacks gave higher acgres tb-othét blacks than they gave :5

ewhites. .\
In addition, black females gave significantly higher ratings than S
.|l *
white females did (blacks = 2 83, whites = 2, 09).,, '

~ Table 13 - o

' Andlysis of Variance of the -
. Female Sample for Play
- (df =1 ,102), ‘
- Factor T S F. ,
. Race of Giver X Race of Receiver - 12,30%
Race of (iver S S - 12,70% . ¢
Race ol fucniver L 0.71- . "
- PR ___.._... ...‘..N.,',".*..m..;.., :
" o |
R T B
) ¥ pable 14~ . | L

Mean Sepres or the Analysis of Variance

: of the Femule Sample on Play "

44; Gilvetr~Rocelver ‘ L Mean
) : g T S

Whites-Blacis ' .03

| 2 S
Blacks-Whites: ‘ _ 2,53 . ‘ oy
Blacks-Blacks ‘ 3.14 - - ' '

Work. Ther% were 76 white females and 27. black females included

In the analysis of variaece (Race of Giver by Race.of Receiver) for females'

I

on the work variaplem The ”esu;te are contained in Table 15. Race of giver

{

00035
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‘was the only factor which reached statismical significance in the analysis. ’ R :

e'BIQCkS 8881“ gave higher scores than wh%&es did (blacks = 2.59, whites =' ;5

-1, 88) _The means presen&ed iananie 1 7indicate that wiiltes gave a slightly v;,;é

?;j'.,. L higher score ‘to other whites than the /gave'to-blacks. Similarly, blacks l:hhig
:

'gave-a slightly higher score to other blacks'than they gare to whites.' ﬁut -
; t ese trends were not statistically signiﬁicant, For females, then, race
" was not an important.factor}in their choice of working partners but was~in ;,;;*

o o # 0
their choice of playing partners. ;

"Talle 5.

o Analysis of/Variancq, of the B )

' Female sémple for Work = = ' . _ i
(q% = 1,101) ' o : o o

: L e C S B

: ’J!. T £y R . o

‘ Factoz S - 7 F S ' : *@

i/ " > . 4

| | / ' ' o S
Race of Giuer X_Race of Receiver 1.98 . ' C
Race’ of Giver . : - 12.76% : :
Race of Receiver = - .. 0,36 » . ;
. . X

2- < 0001 I

r

' Table 16 ;

Mean Scores for the Analysis of Variance E - T --1

- of the Female Sample on Work . S

_ . ?

Giver-Recelver - ~ Mean o ;
Whites-Whites | 1,94 4 o
Whites-Blacks: , 1.81 ' S

, Blacks-Whites : 2.51 )}
' Blacks-Blacks 2,68 ]




_ The signiﬁicantLeffect of race of giver hy race of receiver for the

total sample on both dependent variables dppears to have been contributed'

b S
. vos

~ to differently by males and females. On the play variable the males account

..Eor most of the interaction while on the work variable females account for

xS

.most of the interaction.

- , . »
Individual Classroom Variation
. The size and directioniof the race and sek effects varied.across'indi-

viduallclaSsrooms.-

=

Figures 5 through 8 present individual classroom means

-"for bo;h dependent variablesg Data on all eleven classrooms ‘are presented.

T R T A T AT TR T L T TR L o g T I T T T e T e e BN S 5 ..
; SRR AT TR - A N R L R .

The number of students in each class and the exact means depicted in the -

graphs are reported in Appendices F through P. The'results should be inter;~‘

e g e

preted with caution because of the extremely small number of black children

1" .&‘

in many of the classes,
' Figure 5 presents a comparison of own-sex and cross-sex means

across individual classrooms on the play variable. Own-sex means include

T

oo siac

N e Y i
. : . /
- '

‘males rating males and females rating females. Cross-sex.means'include

males rating females and'females.ratingfmales. The figure shows that own-a.
sex ratings were higher than cross-sex ratings in all of theLclassrooms.

~ Figure 6 presents a comparison of own-race and cross-race ratings
across individual classroons forlplay.. Own-~race means include<whites;
rating uhites'and blacks rating blacks, -Crossfrace means include whites
'rating blackshand blacks rating whites. Own-race ratings were higher than
cross-race'ratings'in only six of the eleven classroome.' These figures

demonstrate that the influence of the race factor on the ratings was less

._._.‘,.AAK,

conslistent across classes, as w?ll as weaker, than the influence of sex.

00037
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Work. Figure 7 presents a comparison of own-sex and cresé-sex &eans

N v

across individdal classrooms on the wnrk variable., The results for/the sey .
. L2 ) P 1«

. N ‘
\ ,\actor for work are similar‘tq the. resultg for play: own-sex scoges weré
higher than cross-sex scores in ald classes, . ‘ _ -%vv .
i ‘Figure 8 presents a comparison .of own-race and ¢ oss-race ratings
across' individual classrooms for work. Own-face'ratiqgs'were higher than
qroés-race ratings in nine of the 1li cléﬁsrobms indicating that the influ- o ¢
_ence of the vace factor was more. consistent on the wo k than on the play. °
« variable. ‘-
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nIscussmu | o o

. S K . .
Relative Lnfluéncefof Race and Sex . : v., . AR

The results of this study indicate that the influence of sex on socio-.!\
' ;metric choices was considetable. The highly significant F ratiog for the
sex of giver by sexvoﬁ'receiver interaction 1in the analyses of variance.
-:tor the total-sample clearly demonstrate the strength of the effect..»Further-,‘
’ more, own-sex ratings were higher than cross-sex ratings in all eleven class-:

mi BT -roqms for both work and play.; This demonstratea the consistency as well as

t e strength of thé influence of sex on children'S'sociometric choices.'

The .analyses of variance for the total sample showed thJ&\rach wag also

!
. ' ?
- : ; f \

- . ‘é significant factor in the sociometric choices for work and play. But the_f"

o

E ' | fhata indicate that the influence of race was neither as strong nor “as con- . '
f : sistent as the sex influence.- The reaults o? the by-sex analyses of the .'
h~ - o | :race factor suggest that it is of different importance to males and females.
%- ' A:» ' For males, race was a criterion in choosing working companions and mnot in:
: choosing playmates.. For females the opposite was true. They used.race_as |
N -a criterion only»in-the choice of playmates;,~1n the analyses of yarianCe‘
'for the total sample males and females apparently contributed to the race
}effect differently on work and play. The result was a significant race
effect for both dependent variables. |
The individual classroom data demonstrate the inconsistency of racelas
a factor in determining sociometric choice. IOwn-race ratings were. higher
' than cross-race.ratings only in about half of the'classrooms for'play and

in nine of the'eleven classrooms for work., The consistency of race as an

1nfluence on choice did not match.that of seéx for either dependent variable,

00043
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. '; | In addition} a ranking of the mgans by race-sex gr ups indicates that'

when a child is Lhoosing a playma @ or. a working partne,, he will choose

/

' someone-of‘a dinerent race.h/}zof his. -own sex before omeone who is of his

WU L Lo

Bl

' own race but/ not his own sex.

.'." o

Fina y, it is inter sting to note the different 'atterns black and o

white ciildren showed* 6 raters, In general black ¢ ildren gave higher

TR g T Tl

g ¥ scores' to eVeryone: the class than white.children did. 'PerhapS'they

g' 1like other childr.n more or have a'different'concept f the”ratinglscale.;
¥ L |

% \ Use of Moregphan One Crﬁmerion ,
i, b . The ¢£/a provide substantial suppoft for the us ‘of more than onej. E
%ﬁl S sociometric choice criterion. The.correlation betwe n‘choicés for the

§ - , d. two questions was .75 indicating a high relationship between the two mea-‘

sures, Still, there is evidence that children used the two scales differ-
./‘ :b' d
"”Qently. It appears, for exaqple, that race is of different inportance to

3 malgs“and-temaleslin.thelselectioniof playnateSjand Working‘companions} B -
é /h{ For malesrrace'was a stronger determinant on work,than on_play. For fe- ;:fl¢/
; -,//L o ',males”race‘was a strOngr determinant on play fhanvon work choices. o

;// ’ : : Examination of individual classroom data also suggests that children

/

are using the play ‘and work criteria differently.. Own-race-ratings were _

[ N

‘ . '_' higher than cross-race ratings‘in more classrooms for york than for play.

A closer examination of the cross-race ratinga indicatgs that it is the
white children who.tended to give 1ower“ratings to the'black children for:
work., This is- consistent with ‘research by Carter. et ali (1973) who reported
low- popularity of blacks for academic need satisfaction of both races, |

by Jansen and'Gallagher (1966) whose results indicated 1owergpopu1arity of

L
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blacks as working companions' and, by Bartel et al (1973) who found'that '

1 black children wvere: chosen more oEten for negative intellectual questions

'than for positive ones. One possible explanation of these findings is that

" peers' academic achievement level is influencing"the childrens judgement =

*ﬁm reading and mathematics.

+

on the work question. Perhaps black children were less popular for work

because they were not as academically skilled as’ the white children. Indeed,

3 . - 5

school-administered achievement test data indicate that black children in

the school system are approximately one-half grade-equivalent unit behind -/

'
1

Sociometric¢ Findings and Integration

* The resu\ts of-this‘srudyéraisEfQuestions_concerning the goals and

tegration.-_Whﬂlefthe.race effect’mas relatively-sma11; the -

8

techniques-of

children in-th s s udy did show:preference for’theirfown race"despite haying

been in integraéed classrooms through ut their school career. If the goal |

. \\
of integration is to promote inter-ratial acceptance and tolerance in the

'school-and in the community, special programs in‘addition to-daily associa- :

. tion with other-raceimembers appear'to be needed. The finding that - the

children did differentiate between playmates and working companions how-

ever, is encouraging._ It suggests that- they ‘are. looking at each other as

individuals with certain sets of_skills, rather than ds blacks or whites,

It also suggests that improving the academic skills of black children

e

would increase cross-race acceptance.

Future Research - : : | ; ) -

The;literature suggests that as children grow older race becomes 4
more'important consideration in their choice of associates. Fifth grade
s ‘ ’ . l -
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appears to be the point at which preference for one s. own raﬁp will be
strongest, The children in the present study could be tested . again in the.
 fifth grade. From this-we~could-learn whetherfthe race effect becomes~_
vstronger ashsuggested by the literature, whetherfit'remains the same,‘orp_~
'.whether it disappears entirely. . o
Several different measures of peer preferences and inter«racial social.
'_interactiOu could be incorporated‘into‘this‘study: (a) .the addition of a “‘
third sociometricfcriterion concerning peer;preferences outside of the
classroom; (b)_directaobservation of:the children in work and play situations.
) atvschool; and (c) an attitude questionnaire uhich.reflects the teacherfs“
feelings about race;relations.. Thevresults.of this study would answer a
'number of questions about the;influence of race on children s peer prefer-."
',fences: (a) Do cross-race choices extend outside the claﬁsroom? (b) Do’
,children interact with other-race members‘as much as they say.they like to?;
(c) Is.teacher attitude one classroom factor which explains some of the
variations_in.race'preferences which were found; and finally (d) Does own~ - -
‘race preference increase.mith.gradeelevel among children who have spent
their elementary school years in integrated schobls?' | | |
| The results of this study would also identify areas where improvement'4
" in inter-racial associations is needed. For example,rit may. “be found that .
. children‘aay that they like to play with dther-race members but in fact,
rarely do so. In this case a program: designed to increase opportdnity for
positive social interaction between children of both races could be imple-

mented. A similar program ‘could be developed to promote an increase in

inter~racial associations outside of the classroom,

L
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In summary, a foliqw-up'study is recommended as'a'méans dflmeasufing ' o o

“ .

change in race and sex preferences and in an attempt to_identify,faCtors C -f,lg

~

‘which influence.childrens' race préfefences.“ S IR 1%
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SAMPLE SOCIOMETRIC QUESTTONNAIRE

like to

Susan Brooks o1

.‘Robert Johnson ‘_ 1

"I don't

I like to
a lot

thnrhrmon  ol

. Andrea Brandt . -1

\

HOW MUCH DO 'YOU LIKE
TO PLAY WITH|THIS
PERSON AT SCﬁOOL? '

i
-
1

)

Sandra Drexel - | 1

Sally Higgins N 1 .

HOW MUCH DO YOU LIKE
TO WORK WLTH THIS.
PERSON AT SCHOOL?

VA 1 don{t '
' Like to-

5

W =
£~

.
I 1like to
a lot‘

3 4 5
3 6 5

—t—

e

I don't
“1like to

——

]
J
5

w -
o~

I like to

a lot
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+ APPENDIX B -

-MEAN SCORES USED IN THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE

'TOTAL:SAMPLE FOR PLAY

9

Giver-Receiver "Mean

o ' Males-Males 74,09

- Males-Females 4’ 2.20

Females-Males ‘ 2.42

Females-Females: 3.78

“Nhites—Whites‘ o 2.95
Whites-Blacks . 2.85
Blacks-Whites. 3.19 .

3.51

Blacks-Blacks
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APPENDIX C
MEAN SCORES USED IN THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE o
" TOTAL SAMPLE FOR WORK _ _ _ . A
.
» -
Civer-Receiver Mean-
Males-Males 3.77 . _
Males-Females . 2.16 : A ;
Females-Males 2.25 | :
Females-Females 3.50
_ Whites-Whites T 2,76 .
.Whites-Blacks 2.51
Blacks~Whites - - 3,10
' . 3. 1

Blacks-Blacks
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“APPENDIX D =~ ¢ | o
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE TOTAL SAMPLE o PLAY VARIABLE .
(df = 1, 198) .o N
- J \\ "
. ¥
s
. . Factor . M. S )
3 . Race of Giver o _ - ) ) o 26 89 ' 18.43%*
b " Sex of Giver: T 027 0.i8
S ‘Race of\Giver X Sex of Giver D L 0.21 |- - 0.15 ,
N ' Race of ‘Receiver 7 L.50 2,600 '
.Race of Giver X Race of Receiver o - 6.11 | - 10.56%
" Sex of Giyer X Race of Recelver '0.08, - 0.14
‘ Race of Giver X Sex of Giver X Race of Receiver: . 0.65 1.12
Sex of Reckiver 3 ' 9.40 | - 7.63%%
1 Race of Giver X Sex of Receiver . 1.46 -, 119
. . Sex of Giver X Sex of Receiver 348,94 283.43%
; Race of Giver X Sex of Giver X Sex of Receiver : 3.04 2.47
? Rale of Receiver X Sex of Receiver - . 3.31 7.60%%
Race of Giver X Race of Receiver X Sex of Receiver - 0.02 0.05
Sex of Giver X Race of.Receiver X Sex of Receiver 0.19 0.44
Race of Giver X Sex of Giver X ‘Receiver > .0.66 : 1.31
' X Sex of Receiver g ’ RN
- ‘ . . . '
%* - : g
9 < .001 ) .
' Ckk ' [ B
) R < 001 ’ . / ’ . 4
: ./___
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APPENDIX E
"ANALYSTIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE TOTAL SAMPLE -- WORK VARIABL”
(df =1,19%) . -
) . .
y L“‘
- a - , N
Factor MS R
Race' of Giver S E 42,30 22,79%
Sex of Giver - S . 1.02 0.55
Race of Giver X Sex of -Giver = ~ A ' _ 0.55 0.29
Race of Receiver e : 0.04. 0.07
Race bf Giver X Race of  Receiver - 7.19 - 13.47%
- Sex of Giver, X Race of Receiver . 0,46 0.85
Race of Giver X Sex'of Giver X Race of Receiver _ -0.04 .. - 0.07.
Sex of Regeiver : : _ ' 4,21 *3,20
Race of Giver X Sex of Receiver . . - C . C2.52 1,92
. Sex of Giver X Sex of Receiver : : - 268.18 204 .12%
Race of Giver X Sex of Giver ¥ Sex of Receiver . 0.86 - 0.65
Race of Receiver X Sex of Receiver 1.37 2,68
Race of Giver X Race of Recelver X Sex of Receiver - 0.04 © 0.08
Sex' of Giver X Race of Receivef X Sex of Receiver 0.85 - - 1.66

Race of Giver X Sex of Giver X“Rhce of Receiver + 0.61 1.19
X Sex of Receiver . '

*
o < ,001.

L —
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APPENDIX F 4 .

MEAN -SCORES AND SAMPLE SIZES FOR CLASS 1 .

o a

White Male - 12

White Female _ i _ '

Black Male " 2 . .

. Black Female ' - 4 . -
Total 25

- . | ‘a, Play -
. \ - Own-Sex Tl
Cross-8ex '

i Own-5Sex

\ - Cross-Sex

! : Own-Race
‘ Cross~Race
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T . APPENDIX G - ,

MEAN SCORES AND SAMPLE SIZES FOR CLASS 2

|t @
Lt
!
v
. . |
: i
- -
\ VL PR
' JEI—.

i

k"

.
oear

; ‘ . o . White Male 9

f ' . White Female . .10 o : _ ,

¥ - : Black Male . ' 2 - -

k o - -~ Black Female™ _4 ' : ' B '
o S : Total 25

| a. Play
Oown-Sex =~ 3.58
Cross-Séx . 2 '
Own-Race " ° 3.08
Cross-Race 3 '

[ : . ' ’ - -

.....

| b. Work

: : 7
. B : Crosg-Sex . | . 2.18 B o \
o - Own-Race. . 2.80 A RN
5 A . Cross~Race 2,66 ' P
\\, v
i
f
. LY !




APPENDIX H

MEAN SCORES AND SAMPLE SIZES FOR CLASS 3

AN

v
¢

“2Cross-Sex\\

'White Méle'

White Female

‘Black Male

Black Female
' :Toﬁal

j\\\\ ‘a. Plai
Own-Sei\x\'

-Race _\
oss-Race

b. Work
\ b. Work

Own-Se
Cross‘ﬁ
Own-Race .
Cross-Race",

AN

wi
=
yy

-
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APPENDIX I
MEAN SCORES AND SAMPLE SIZES FOR CLASS 4
%
7
- N '

L o o ~_ White Male 10
N o White Female . 6.
| S o ... Black Male ) 3
( o . ) N
23

Black Female
Total -

;;l ‘ . - : | a. Piaz
S S Own-Sex - :3.86

) , Crosgs<-Sex 1.82 -
X : . .Own-Race. ST 2,94
A \ // Cross-Race o 274

" b._Work

e Own~Sex . : 3.27
' ; Cross-Sex - . 1.76
Lo~ 3 ' " Own-Race 2,
' v . Cross-Race ‘ T 2,37




- APPENDIX J

MEAN SCORES AND SAMPLE SIZES FOR CLASSfS

White Male - 10
. White Female - 8
Black Male - 2
Black Female 2
‘Total 22

. ., a._Play
. Own-Sex

3.64
Cross=Sex C 2,67 o
Own~-Race ' 3.07
Cross-Race 3.24
b, Work }
Own-Sex E ) '3,30
~ Cross-Sex 2,46
Own-Race : 2.96 ¢
Cross-Race 2.80
: ‘“,
N |
»

33
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o _ APPENDIX K A

MEAN SCORES AND SAMPLE SIZES FOR CLASS 6

/
' \
. N
L . White Male . 6
' ' White Female 9
Black Male . I 1
Black- Female S |
- Total =~ 21
s T = a.:Plaz

. o  Own-Sex . 4,03
Cross=-Sex 2.88
-~ Own-Race | 3.54
- Cross-Race 3.34
o ' _ . . Own-Sex’ 3,98
' : - Cross-Sex - . 2,75
Own-Race . 3.44
Cross-Race -3.30

R
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APPENDIX L

MEAN SCORES AND SAMPLE SIZES FOR CLASS 7

s i o LT

_ White Male 6
. White Female - 8
Black Male 2 ' : :
Black Female 0o . : . 3 .
Total . 16 '

SR G o N s gty 2 i

.-a._Play ' N - ' . {

Own-Sex ©3.67 3

Cross-Sex . 1.80 ;

Own-Race : 2.95 ;
2.38

Cross—-Race

b. Work
Own-Sex | - 3,01 | -
.“Cross-Sex . 1.7 —_ .~
Own=Race .. 2.52 .
Cross-Race .7 1.91
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APPENDIX M

" MEAN SCORES AND SAMPLE SIZES FOR CLASS 8

e o
=T

N
White Male a 10
- 'White Female 8
Black Male 1
Black Female 1
Total 20
a. Plaz _
Own-Sex : 4.12
Cross-Sex 1,46
Own-Race 2.59
Cross-Race 2.95
b. Work
,0wn-Sex 3.61
- Cross-Sex 1.38
Own-~Race 2.30
Cross-Rage : 2,67
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APPENDIX N

MEAN SCORES AND SAMPLE SIZES FOR CLASS\9 - - /
\ ' . .

\ . \

. . l L

//- | 4 _ 4 | White Male * 10
i‘( . o S White Female 9
\ o S Black Male 3 ‘
R v , - : Black Female 2 ;
' B ‘Total 24 :

¢ _ a. Play
~ Own-=Sex - -3.92
Cross-Sex - 2.37
Own-Race : 3.48
Cross-Race | 2.80
b.. Work
own-Sex 3.70
) Cross-Sex 2.28
o | Own-Race : 3.31

CrosS«Race 2.67




MEAN SCORES AND SAMPLE SIZES FOR CLASS 10

/

- APPENDIX O

Cross-Race

N

" White Male 9
White Female 10
Black Male 2
- Black Female, 2
Total 23

~ o a. Play
Own-Sex 4.23
Cross-5%ex 2.23
Own-Race 3.19
" Cross-Race 3.27

.b..WOrk
. Own-Sex . 3.82
Cross-Sex 2.22
Own-Race 3.12

2.92
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MEAN SCORES AND'SAMPLE-SIZES'WOR CLASS 11

APPENDIX P

N ) ///
o '/
White Male S
- White Female S
Black Male
Black Female
Total
, a. Play = |
Own-Sex 3.60
Cross—-Seyx 1.54
Own-Race 2.94
Cross-Race |2.20
b. Work
Own-Sex ' 3.04
Cross-Sex 1.38
Own-Race 2.50
Cross—Race 1.91




