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'4. . :INTRODUCTION
. 4i

V i

Wttflethere has been much research race tly concefnidg.the.influedce .

1968;. St; 'John, 1911), littleattention.hai.been paid to peer pieferencesY
/... i. . :

. /
:,

,,,

.\ . and claasrooMsocialstructure in integrateUsettingss. The purpose of ttie
1 N:

present study is to examine the relative impoitanCe'of sex and race prefer-.
. , .. /

, .

.-1,;':
h

ence as a, basis for the choice of playmates and working companiots in/Inte-

grated d elementary school classrams. While data *ere collecteeforithird ' .

/ .

.grade clasats.only4 the results 'will be-placed in a develOpmerital yerspec-
..,

r .

/
tive based on previous fiddings.reporteclin the literature.

1

1

ofJneegratiOn.on. academic achievement. (e.g.' Coleman, 1966; McPartland

a

!,

p.

Two different typew,of sociometric techniques have been, used to', study iv

*

'the influence of race and sex on peer preferences:- fhe.traditionai limited,

choice method used in he majority of sociometric.Studies4a4 the more
,

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

study.. 10.the limited choice method .the child, is limited to a specific .

number of selections. With. he roster-and-rating scale, Seleetions are

, 4
.unlimited since each. child gives a rating on a numerical, scale to all the .

/.

members of his group. Research employidg each of these' techniques will be

presented separately:

In examining the research a number of issues will be considered:. (a)'

the influence_ol_minority group size relative to the size of the majority'

on sociometeic chcices; (b) grade differences in children's choice patterns;'

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

I.
different choice criteria on hildren's selections.

Limited-Choice Sociometric Tsts \N\

The use of the soicometric test as a means of studying ,the social\



Orr

I.

structures of,groups containing black and white children was reported by

2

its originator, Jacob L. Moreno in his book Who Shall Survive? A New
, .

Approach totheProblem of Human Interrelations (1934). Moreno, in'aollab,

/
,

oration with.Jennings, administered,the sOc/ometric test. to in

kindergarten through eighth grade at a public school in Brooklyn, New York.

The population of the school was 2704oIaCk. Sach-child was asked to choose,

two members of his class beside whom he wO41d like to. sit. Exact percent-
.

ages were reported' for the children's sex' preferences.. Race preferences we.

reported in sociograms and summary paragraphs. Attraction between the sexes

was highest In 'kindergarten and first grade:where about 26% of the choices

Ode were cross-sex. The percentage dropped to 16.51in second gradeknd

continued to decline to its lowest, point of 2.5% ityfourth grade. Slight

increases were evident in the fifth, sixth and seventh grades and by eighth

grade the. percentage of cross-sex choices had increased to 8.0t. While own-

)
sex cholcespredoMinated by second grade, own-race preference did not begin/

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

.continued to decrease through the eighth grade..

Criswell (1937) administered Moreno's form of the sociometric test to

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

New York public school.' The racial composition of the schoOl was 75% black

and'25% white..., In support of Moreno's 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 preference ilk one's own .v

race, The data for race preference were presente/. Separation into racial

groups vas absent until grade three, reached its highest point at grade

five.and continued through tile eighth. grade./ The* results also suggest that

group preferences are affected by the perc ntage of minOrity members in a

00008



classroom. White children who were the minority in this sample,'tended

-to-show unusually high preference' for other 'whites in the.lower.grades,

In a further investigation of the influence of minority 'group siZe'-on

. .0"
race and sex referencesi Criswell (1939) did a sociometric study of children

'in kindergarten through the eighth grade in three New Verk,Public schools.

The populations of the schools were 74%, 47% and 26% black. The results

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

the minority, own-sex preference increased to the 'oint'of almOst complete.

separation by grade four and decreased slightly n grades seven and eight.

While there was more variability among cl;(ssrooms in patterns of race

preference, the results suggest'that the. size of the minority affe"ted the

1
., chijdren's sociometric.choices.' Preference for children of one's own race

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

Of minority size in the two sex groupS. Among Wis., the majority race
Is

'group was less friendly to larger minorities than to smaller minorities'.

But boys rejected more stror4ly the smaller

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

1939) deal with the issues minerity group size, grade differences in

. choiCe patterns and the relative influence Of sex and race on sociometric .

choice. The studies are in agreement about the greater influence of own-

sex,peference on choice in the early elementary schoOk years and. about

the increase of preferencefor,one's own race With.age beginning at third

or fourth .grade. Finaily,.it appears that when interest in the opposite

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

.nets.
O
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Other researchers have dealt with the issue of minority group size,

.--anct have come to different conclusions about its influence onichildren's.

sociometricthoices. Shaw (1.973) used,a sociomeeric instrument combined'

.

w-ith observation to test the effects Ot-ifiterracialassociation on accep-

tahee of other-group members. As part of hisstudy he administered a'

..---____--- -

sociometrestio all children 4n.therourthrough sixth grades of an

h
elementary school soon afte arced 'integration had OCCirrie4c,,,Aach child

was askeeto name the three;pepons hemost preferred to be with and the
0.

.three persons he least preferred 'to be with in his quad (grade level). .,:The

.

sample contained 50 blacks and 183.whites. Results .were not reported.sep.-

/ ..
,.-7.v

/ arately for, each' sex. The 'estilts in.regar8 to racial preference showed .

. . '
.

that blacks and whites at all.three grade levels chose membe,rs of the other
. .

race significantly less frequently than would. be expected by chance.

Results of the observation portion of the study also provide evidence

of racial separation. The observation data were collected after a year of..

integration in grades one through six of the same school. Two observers

counted the number of cross-race and own-race interactions-among pupils in

4
each grade for ten minutes, once a we7L for five weeks. The. observa-

tion took place during a period which allowed for maXimum.choice in 'inter-

action. The results showed that at every grade level the percentage of

'blackwhite interactions was'digdificantly below chance expectancy. In

addition, an analysts of-variance revealed .a highly significant. decrease

across grade levels in percedt of blac0,white interaction. Investigating

further the decrease of cross-race\interaction.with grade level Shaw found

q

that the percentage of blacks in at endanCe'increased across grade level

9

0010
I
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sand that the percentage of blacks in attendancePcorrelated -.65 with the

, ,

percentage of black-white interactionsfom.these'data2shaw

'that the'decrease in black-white interactions over time was a
ti

tie' size oriheohinority.relative to the size of the majority

function pf grade 14vel.

'increased, th

inferred'

functionof

rather than

As the size of the minority (black in this;case)

percentage of cross -race interactions.detreased. Shaw does
.- . .

. . .

not explain, however, why the percentage of black minority increased from
o

grades one through"six.. %

40

With this finding Shaw challengcs:OrisweWs (1937) interpretation ,'

that preferenceor one's own race varied w4h grade level. Using herl\

socitimetrlc data\he calculated the corre ation'between the percentage,

.

minority and ttpl ercentage of cross-racy

minority in Cri \i3 we41's tlaSsrooms was wh,

choices:in 28 classrooms: The
.

to anu varied from 9-53%: The

correlation of -.50 is consistent with Sllawv argument. It should be noted,

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

minority and inhe other he uses socio etric data. But be'does present

an alternative interpretatien of Criswei.l's data and demonstrates the

importance of considering minority - majority group proprotions when tom-
..

in which there is a wide range of difference in percen-1 paring classrooms

tage minority.

\'
The results of a study by Battel, Bartel, and Grill (1973), 'while not

specifically :dealing with tie issue of'minority-majority group size, indi-

V

tate. that age differences be found even when the percent minority is
0

controlled. Bartel et al. ad inistered a 16-item sociometric test to 160

chtldren,in kindergarten thro gh grede four in integrated open classrooMs.

Each of.the six classrooms con ained children from more than one grade

C

0 0 011



le-rel and the numbers of black ana.white childrewin each of t

was approximately equal,

,. h ,,. :.

The sociometric questions were divided into four categories. labeled
.

_
.

.

,
,

.
-_

. .

Posttive'Intellectual (e.g. "Who do yeu,think is the smartest child in.thia
, .

..
A, ; room'"), Positive SOcial(e.g, "If you were captain of a team, wh, o would

. i_il
.

', \ :
. .

.

:

, you choose first tol)e on yekur team?"),. Negative Intellectual ( .g. "Which
- .9z \ . \ % .

. . , . . ,

1 child in this room do you thinkwould never get a first prize for good"

6

e classrooms

\
schoO1 work?") and Negative Social (e,g. "Who in this room7w illd be the

iworst team captain?"). There xfere four questions in each ca egory and the
. v

1 1

.child was
//

asked to give only one choice for each question. :.

i u
4

Since data were presented for five grade levels and-the minority-.
:J

, ,04

majority ratio wgs fairly consistent across classes, it is possible to

look at the development of race.pXeference from kindergarten through fourth.

1

-.,____

I
. grade-in.terms ofShaw s argument. If increase in own-race preferenceja

a function of minority group size rather than grade level, the number of

cross-race choices should reM in the saMe in all classes since the

centage minority did not chang

The 'data do not support thi, assumption. The mean number of blacks

chosen by both blacks and whites for positive intellectual questions'

decreased significantly across grade level indicating that the popularity

oi blacks for intellectual tasks goes down steadily aftei the first grade.

The negative intellectual Items also shoc4d a developentai trend with

both blacks and. whites nominating an increasing number of blacks from ;

grades kindergarten through four. In rearrit the social-questions,

preference for the ch4ld's own race increased from kindergarten through
,

000.1.2



lip

it'

grade/four with almost tatal-racial polarization by fourth grade.'.TheSe
, .. , .

results aeecantistent With the findingg of Moreno. and Criswell
,

(193), and,challenge Shawis (1973) minority-,majority 'grope 'explanation.

'Of the/increase in,own -race preference w th grade level.
N

.
.

,

Another study which employs multiple was done ..by
.

,

.-Jansen an0allagher aMinedthe. sociometrid ratings of 100

,. .

iconomically:disadvantagedbut adademically-efted children from grades
i

. 1. i .,

.faur through six: in an .integrated sChdol. diStrict. The :classes i tfied fri/iii.i.

.. -.. ..

. ,
.,.

52-717..black. The cbildren.Were\eisked 'to; make` five chciices.ea4 oxseiting;
. - . -,-

: ,
,. . . .

.working and pla yingi com anions.: 4n-g9 0erall thealichors report twit 'asu
;

-, . I. ,
4. .- ,

t

stantialnumber'otcr Okace ChoideS:yere Made .but-that.thereTWas a'..lot.,..
q..-. ,,- :' AV /,':' -.'''''.,,--

.

. .

, .

Of?Variabilityjnch idepaverns a ont the four classrooms. .While Jansen`
.-. A

and Gallagher state ththere were 6.'substantial differences in-.choices

.due to selection.cciteria,,alcIoser:e ;;;InaaWbf the 'percentages repottelY,.

-

dpes indicate.& difference.. Inthree of the four classroom's', whiteatchote

blacks more ofterito play with' than to\work with, indicating a tenaency

for blacks to be more ApularHaS playing:comPaniOns:.than as.korking dompan-
.'

ions.: Thetendency farblacks toy be more popular to.play with than to work

with'ihdicesthatchildren may choose differently depending on the Situa-
/

tion. The result af.the stud demonstrate that additional informatiOn

about.soiometric thoices,may a gained. by using several different choice

.9°

4'

. Another approach to the i je of differen lection criteria Was used

by Radke, Sutherland, and Rosenberg (1950), as a portion r socio-

metric study of friendship and rejection patterns among black and white



t

children aged .7c,13.

childrenirepresented

The...sample;which.included 475 black and' 48: .iihiite

, %. .. '. . : ./..: l9101117'4**

. . .

an entire school: pepulation'IrOM grades two t
- r.

4, 1 .
4 .

six... lad .1191. adMnistered a liMited=choice socioMetric test.

theee ild.*4,aske choose and reject s *lents froi three dif

, .

roOps: schoolandcommunity'. .In he classroom whereYhites-were

a minor0 :Most of 'their choices were of blacks....There*.yas anaae trend
.

with younger whitedhildren(iradet2-1-4) giving ;76% ott.heir'thdices tot

rough

in .which

blacks- and older swhite:, children ,(grdes 5-6) giving only 3%. . When chooit;ing;

:showed a,

,

from the,srthool. or from the clmmunity,:bdwever, white-644
11. \,

marked difference in attee p tterns. When selecting children from_elier

ry .

clasSt4ms inn the schodl:_iinly 8% of-the4Ounger:14hitea and'464:0 the

Their choices from the commudityhever icrossed
)

'older whites chose blacks.

racial lines,..Black tire who made' up 90% of ihe-sdhool population'

\

tended.strAly towafdintra-'acil choices in hlaiistoom, the School

and the-community:. Rejections by,both troupe tended to stay .within each.

race with blacks rejecting-AO-My blacks and whiteerefecting.ill whit

..\Childrenly. Perhaps tiaras to .do with the degree of-acquaintance acrd

races.,'If ial interaction. takei plaCe=thechildren-may.nOt

enough about other race members to-,rejett them.

This study presents. data to Support the increase of preference for

.
. .

.

one's own race with age demonstrated by Moreno (1934), Criswell (1937) and

.

Bartel at al. -(1973),__It also introdUces the technique of varying socio-
__

metric Choice criteria by social setting instead of activity.

9.

Roster-and-Rat Sociometric Questionnaires

In addition to the limited-choice sociometric tests, different types.
440

00014
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.s...

of r ing, sicales have been used. to measure academic and Pdial acceptance

in integrated cladSrooMs,' Carter, Spero, Benson, and D fa- 973 ad--:

ministered the Syracuse Sua* leg for Human Relations to, 3166 seventh and

.

*
,

b.

`eighth.graders from an integrated:Buffalo'school. Thechildren were la_

/

14.claases each Of,WhichwaS approximately ourthird black. Using. the
.---,

1
._ ,.

lyr4cuseScales:the student rates his Classmates by Compariffirttaywith--277

, ,1,4: ,
.,A,. ''

.,

all other.people in his social realm. Ten accepran
4

e.acOres were.calcula,-

.

,

,,. , i

ted fareaCh child,- Five sCiorea were adademiC.aCceptance from whitiMales,

. whita'7females black males, k feillglos-and-th otataiMli The' other' 1
!.'

-7-fiVe-scores,WereLsacrial-a66e0 fkoM ach of these ate grouPS.: An ,
,_,

1

...,,

,analysis of variance-performed a data indicated that whites Cansis-'..
. 4P,

.

gently preferred their-own,race,With .reg4rd to' both, academic and socitt,...
, , ,, 0t . .

_ * . .
, _

need.satisfaction.. Blacks,, on the other hand, showed:mo preference fiir

.

iheir awn.race for academic needi but expressed a preference forpthet

blacks far social need satisfactiOn. In. addition, the total academic.

.00 ,or
acceftvhce of blacks was lower than whites and,own-sex .preference was

found to be stronger. than oven-race preference for both blacks and whites.
e

, r.
The low popularity ofAlOtits as proViders,:oCaCademic nee&satisfaction.

r Vie.

for both h0,cks and whites. 'is consistent with Bartel et AL's 1973)
. 10

4.1 .

dence of blacks'being chosen more often for negartive than for positive

'intellectual questions and with Jansen and GallAgher' 0960-finding that

whites tended to choose more blacks as playing than as working, companions,*

The Ohio Social Acceptance Scale is another ITItaT-and-rating tech-
40t.

nique that has been used to study cross -race ani 'cross-sex choices (Ratha,--

and 3chweickart 1946). The scale consists of,six paragraphs, each

00015



descriptive of A different degree of acceptance....The paragraphs range from

the_firgit which describes an intimate friend to the,sixth'which .describes

. aperSon Who' is.dtsliked.. Each. child is given a class rO-0-

.

. .

to assign a'nUMber on the one-to-six scale to eachof his or her classmates

The child's status score equals the mean.of.theratinge he receives.
.. 7 ,. . .

Raths and Schweickart,(1946). used the scale. to study acceptance in four.

f: '

r
. .

, .

integrated fifth and sixth grade classroOis. . The racial composition of the ,.
. _N . .

- : 0
V classes ranged from 43-62% white. Social acceptanee'scoreeilere calculated

. .

separately for males and females since arose-sex ratings .were 401; The

4111.

'rsuits inditated 'that while white maleietiowed high:eociceptance Of:

_

:.black.malesi acceptance of their owligrOup was higher'. WtiTtefemiles

. .

followed the same pattern. Similarly) while black mkt4ie, andlemales.shOwed

.

social acceptance of whites, preference for their oWn-grOup.wasfhisher..

In many individual cases choices crossed race and se lines butoveralli!_

own-race and own-sex ratings were higher. These res Its, usinga.tating,

scalp generally parallel the findinga.of Moreno (1 34), Criswell (1931)...

, .

(x.and Jansen'and Gallagher (1966), who used the limited-choice aocioletric.

.ymethod..
.

The Ohio Social Acceptance Scale is differ n frithe limited-choice

-

sociometric questionnaire since exact reference o a,,specific activity is

nOt required (Lorber, 1973).. Thus thescale pr vides a measure of the'

degree of general -social. acceptability instead /of preference based on a

single criterion. Research has been done, however,'indicating that the

Ohio Social Acceptance ScaleIan be applied tn situatiohe where the limits

choice sociometric test has traditionally, been used. Young (1947) compare

,. 00 01.0.
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results of fivelleasunes.Of social status which were administered to
. , . .

.
'r . .

. /

I we& it'Cludegi in his .anaTySea. . For the liniited4thoicesocioinetriei4t:- :.
:,., .;

. 0,r - 144: i

Yieven-different,_selection criteria usp. The scOtes-tiw.the-Ohio:SOcial

( 4.4..

Acceptance SCAle Ahowei1a,relatfonship totOme:but not to all of. the scores.',...
... - J

; A

on thesociometric tests: Overall,',;the correlation of .90 between
4,

the,i.
. ,

,
.., ...,

:,A
,..,

, .

Ohio Social Acceptance Scale and the Ociometric array of seven criteria .. !"...

...
,, . - . . , , _ , : .. . ,.

indicated A close p'elAtionship. between'the.tWo measures. Similarly, JtiqtMan
P

. .

41 seventh-grade children. ;Both:. rating scale.mid.limited-ct!oice.methods

and Wrightstone (1951) reported relatively high correlatiOnS for these two

a 4 .4 ,'p . .i.t
techniques and concluded that they are intery thangeable

.

.

4,-
'- The.close.relationship demonstrated between. these two Sociometric

L

-. e.
.

. .

. ,..
.

measures7raiSes A:he, issue of .which' technique shotadte..USedi . While' the
...

e .

i .

Studies done by Young (1947) and4JustMan and Wrightstone. (1951). indicate .1

', 4P,Ar--

that the two methods are equivalent, the roster-,and.-'rating scale questiont
/ .

44 4

naire appears to have three general advantages:, :first, the rosteraeciedles
I

the likeiliihOodHof a person being left out-becausehe waIpomentarily fork

..gotten; second, .'the scale'provides.a more accurate representation of the
.

.. '1;

0

individual's preferences because several persons can receive the same-

numerical, rating on the scale and third, since each-child is rated by all.

of his claStmates this techniquke provides a better' indication of each
' .

child's acceptance by all the group members.

Description of the Present Study!

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

grade children's .4ork.and play choices. A:roster-and-rating scale technique

adapted from Roistacher (1972, 1974) was use. Roistacher gave eighth

0 0.1



grade Juni r high school boys a roster naming .all. the eighth graders :in the

,,achool. They were:aaked to rate each 'persowOn a'scale of one through

severL In the present study.thislacale:Waa adapted for use at the'.third
.

*grade_level by -using five numbers instead of seven:and placing fades above-,

each nulher. The faces ranged from a broad smile to a deep frown and

$

served to communicate' the meaning of /the numbers, on the scale (Appendix.

A). In an attempt to get more information about the criteria children use

in.selecting companions two sociometric questions were asked: 'How much

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

to work with this,person at salvia?"

The issues of.particular interest in this study arChe relative

strength of race and sex effects on children's sociometric choices, and
40.

the difference in.the race and sex,ekfec4v playon the ay and'work items.

Based on the literature a number of predictions canbe made: (a)children

4

will choose own-sex classmates more often than other-sex classmates; (b)

children will choose own-race classmates more olten than other-race class-

mates;%*) own-sex:reference will,, be stronger than own:-race preference
A

and (d) the choice patterns for the work and play items will differ with,

black children being more pocUlar for t'.. ay than for work.
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METHOD

Sub. seta

One third grade classroom was' randomly chosen:from each of the:twelve

.eieme tary schools in a midwest schbol district. Third grade was choler',

beca se children inthis.grade.had been in integrated. classrooms.through,-
A

f.:

.out their..oublic:schoolng,
416, H

40

Ihe'end4-the school year..

0#'

Thetestwas.given.-in Ma, -one month befiire
.

While aill.children in each classroom. gave

sociciiaetric ratings only blatkstand whites were included n the analyses..
1

r A

ACV
11/10

The data from. one Oriental and:One Indian child were excluded:

./

'ded e the data for 27 Children, 13 whites and 4 blacka, WhO
. . +e

when h

ted

Also eXclu7.

were. absent

feat was given. ginally,:one: classroom of .17 students Wis,eliMina-

ecaUse theClaisroom Contalned:first.andseCondAgrade children. as

.third grade:children. The resulting N was 242,,14ofwhom were
y.

blalclo,' There were 101 white males, Pt) white:femA1es, .21 Slack males and. .

30 black lemalesi

Materftis

Two five- point rating's sales were 'used, each 'accompanied by an al'pha,-.

'.betical roster including the1names of all the Class members. The a0CiO''

metric question,

was tYped:op the

e much do you.like

Procedure

"HowinUch,do you like. to play with~ this person at school?"

first scale. The question on ttle second.sCale

to work with this person at schoOlVt (Appendix A).

was, "How. '

f ,

The two sociometric questions were admiaistered by the experimenter,

a twenty-two yeai old female, in each.classroom. The children were given.

150p7.14
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the following explanaSon: "We are interested in some information about

your class.. We .would like in find out hOW'vell you know each other and

we would like to know 'who you like to work,with.and who you like to play

Yciu will bd able to tell us who your friends are irn'thistlassrooMk-

1.11 . ,

.

.We.woet bedoing.this out loud in a grou0;,,but you'll let us know your

choices by marking
,

them dorm. on some papera.l.will give yoU. you .can be..

else in 'the class your answers.. .I ;will'Alonest 'because I won't Show anyone
IR

be the only one to see them.",

'After. this introduction the play.scale wasdistrihuid ("How much dO1'
f

you like to play with this-perton/ae achooll'!), ThiOuSe and Meanini, of., the

five-point:scale was explained using examples-of food ( .g. .How much do' "

yOu like ice cream, spinach, etc;1),. When the children appeared' to under,

atandTthe meaning of all thepoints'on the'scale, th

distributed.. After everyone finished writing. his rid e on ,top of thefirst

class rosters wer,.

page and crossing out his own naiad on the list the*

inclUded recess, free

The experimenter then

situation was discussed. Examples

and time spent in the playptund.

ning of the 'play

time befOre.clase

did two examples',

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

on the top of the first page. The children were then instructed to.. Mark. ./

. . _ .

.

circling only one number for

1/each name. When everyone was finishedthe cales and rosters were collected

each classmate's name in aSimilarmanner,

and new scales ands rosters were chistributed' for the work Oueation... The

distinction betWeen work and pray was discusdewith theaid of .the teacher.

0 biamples of work situations. included doing math, seience,.reading or going

to the library dufing school-hours.

t.4Aa14:Lubr.e.x..
00020



RESULTS

':

7/1

-The results f:'the analyses of the sociometric data will be presented

separately for tote two dependent variables, play andTwork, along with a
w..

. 1 /
/ comparison of the responses to the two questions., The overall correlation

,

/ 41k

between the p ay and work ratings received by.each of 'the children was .75.

15

t'

Correlation- wittiitv individual classrooms ranged from .66 to
4

AVera e

Th mean scores received b5/ each race and sex'group for play and work

are p esentet in Tables

elmeans: 122 males/t. the
, . .

Play.- The mean scores receive by each race And sex stoup ori.thi.Olay.

ariab2e are presented in tables 1-3. iable 1 contains. the -.mean scores by

1 through 6. The total tample:lWas used to C41414

and 120 femalia: including 191' whites and 51 olacicS.

e

sex. Own-sex ratings were*higlter than cross-sex ratings 'for boa males and

females.

Table -1

Mean .Scores Received by Males and Females
ih the Total:Sample fOr Play

Receiver

Male
Female -

Giver

Male Female

3.95
,2.08

2.26

3.78

The mean scores by race are presented in Table 2. It can be seen that

own-race ratings we higher than cross -race ratings but that the differences

were not as large as 'those for the' sex factor.

00021
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Table

Mean. Scores Received by Blacks and whites
in the Total Sample foi Play.

14,

\
Receiver White Black

Giver

White 2.96 , 3.17

Black 2.86 3.58

.11*

The breakdown of means by'individual race-Sex groups is Con pined in.

Table 3. The table reveals a .number of trend6.. First,. black ch'ldren.gav-e.

16

Receiver,

Table -3

Mean. Scores Received by. Each Race-Sex Group

in the Total SaMple.for Play

Uiver

r.
I / 1

White Male White Female. Black. Male. BlaCk Female
4;

9 White Male
White Female
Black Male
Black Female

3.84

2.09

3.95

1.89

. 2.15

3.77

1.99
3.68

4.04
2.32

4.39
2.72

2.53
3.79

3.144

.4.04

higher scores to all children .than white children 'did.' Second, with the

exception of white.males children-gave,highest scores to their own race-

"it

sex group. Third, children gave higher score., to members of their own

sex regardless of race. For example, white females gave a higher rating

to bleCk females than they gave to white males. This finding is consistent

0 0 0 212
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with the studies bY,Moreno (1934)and -iswell (1939) who found sex cleavage.

stronger than race cleavage in third grade'.-.

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

variable are presented in Tables 4-6. In general, the Work ratings were

.

.

liWer than the ratings for play.. Presumably, children would rather play

-than-work with other children.' Otherwise,. the. means follow the same pattern

. AP

as the means for the play va-riable.

The mean scores by sex for_the work ,variable are contained in Table 4:

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

Table 4

'Mean Scores Received by Males and .Females,
in the Total 'Sample 'for Work

Receiver

Giver

Male Female.

Male 3.52,

Female
2.03'

3.47

Own-rfic ratings, presented in Table 5, were higher than' cross..race

ratings but the differences Are not as large as those for the sex factor.

1r
Table 6 presents the mean scores for each face-sex group. Without

exception, children gave highest ratings to their own rpce-sex group and

they gave higner sores to own-sex members regardless of race. Finally,

black childrewlave higher ratings than white children did.

c

00023
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Table 5

/-.

Mean Scores Received by Blacks and Whites
in the Total-Samplefor Work

Giver

Receiver. White Black
.1

White . 2.74
.

Black 2.51
3.06

3.36

111

'Table 6

Mean Sgores:Received by Each Race-Sex Group
in the Total Sample for Work

18

r

Receivei P White Male

. \
White Male 3.52
t4hite Female 2,02,

Black Male 3.2
Black Female . 1,7

Giver

White Female Black Male Black FemEild

Statistical Analyses

1.95
3.46
1.75
3.30

3.93
2.31

4.24
2.64

42.48
3.55,
2.68

3.91 .

To determine tie effects of race and sex on children's sociometric

choices, three analyses of variance were performed for each dependent

variable. The ,first analysis was based on the total sample. .Subsequent

analyses were /performed separately for males and fatnalts:

4

of the total sample was performed. The factors were: race of giver,

Total ,ample. A four facr.or analysis of variance (2 X 2 X 2 X 2)

sex of giver, rice of receiver and' sex of receiver. Race of giver and

00024
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sex of givet were between-subjects factOrs while raceand sex pf-reeelval,

were within-subjects factors.' Qne dependent variable is the averagejscore

r.--.;

each child gave to the members of four racec-sex groups (white male, white
.

femaie'i black-male4-black female) on the sbciometric-rating scale for play..
I

Another dependent variable is the average score eachichild gave to the ..

members of the four racrseg groups for lqork.:
1

The WRAC BALANOVA :Program was used to analyze the data. Because

/

.

the program does not handle certain typIO of missing data. only nine of the
2

. ,
. ,.

/

.eleven classes c ld be included in the analyses. One class was eliminated

because' it contained no black 'males and another class was eiiiinated because
. \

. ,,,------- f ------_ .. 0
t

it had no black females. The resUltihg gampilz- included, 02 childrenllor
'I,

,

play 00 fand 2 r work. The exact means used are reported in Appendices
2 ,

. \'

B and C. -Theee,differ slightly from thossreported,in.Tables 1-6 b0t they

follow the same trend.
cl

Play. 'There were 82 white n)llas, 76 white females, 17 black -

0

males and 27 blac females inclUded 'in the analysis of variance for the
O

play variable. The,resulti are presented in Appendix p. Significant re-

sults are summarized in. Table /. The sex of giver by sex of receiver

interaction was highly significant with own-sex ratings being consistently ,4

higher than cross-sex ratings. Figure 1 depicts this interaction. As

the figure shows, the interaction was very strong. Males gave very. high

stores to other males and vety low scores to females; females gave very

high scores to other females and very low scores to males.

The race. of giver by race of receiver interaction was also'statis-
s

tically significant with own-race ratings being,higher than cross -race,

025
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ratings. Figure 2 portrays this interaction. While children in both groups

gave higher'ratings to members'of their own race theifferenceg are much
I I

'smaller than the differences between own-sex and cross -sex, scores..

Table 7

Significant Results of the Analysis of Variance
of the Total Sample for Play

(df = 1,19)

.1i

Factor F

Sex of Giver. X. Sex of Receiver 28i.43*
Race ol Giver X Race of Receiver 10.56*
Race of Giver: ' 18.43*

.. Sex of Receiver 7.6.3,-..

Race of Receiver X Sex of .Receiver 7.60**

p < .001

**
O

A comparison of the F.ratio for these two interactions clearly dem-

onstrates the stronger)influence of sex on sociometric choice. The F
.0'

ratio for, the sex of giver by sex of receiver interaction was 283:43 and .b

the F for the race of giver by race of receiver interaction was only 10.56.'
4

Other significant results were that bldcka gave higher scores to

everyone than whites did Olacks-= 3.35, whites = 2.90) and males received

higher scores than females (males = 3.26, females = 2.99). The signifi-

cant interaction of race of receiver with sex of receiver indcates that

black males were more popular than white males but white females. were

more popular than black. females. (black male's. 3.39, white male = 3.13;

white female = 3.02, black female = 2.97).

00026
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MALE GIVER
.7---1---FEMALE. GIVER

FEMALE

. SEX OF. RECEIVE'R' ,

Figure 1. The Interaction of Sex of Giver with
'Sex of Receiver on 'the Play Variable.
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Figure 2. The Interaction of Race of tiv-er with.
Race of Receiver on the Play Variable.
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.Work.; There were 82 white:iales,,7 white females, 17 black

males and 26 black females incIuded.in the analysis of varianceYfor the
I'

work variable.. The results are presentecrin Appendix E. Significant re -.

Sults are suMmarized in Table 8. The overall results-for,the work variable
, .

are similar to those for the play variable although fewer factors reached

statistical

interaction
i

significance for work. The.sex of giverby sex of receiver.

was,.highlor significant:with own -sex' ratinget.being higher.than.:

I

Table 8

Significant Results of the Analysis of Variance
of the Total SaMple for Work

Of = 1,196)

'Factor

Sex of Giver X Sex of Receiver.
Race ofGiver X Race of Receiver
RaCe of GiVef

*p < .001

204.12*
13.47*
22.79*

.

mw,....W.0Rimovram.11.110011.141,4.

cross-sex ratings. Figure 3 depictsthid interactionhe figure. shows
I

that' 4e.4nteraction was very strong. The children gave very high scores
ti

to members.of their own sex and very low scorestolnembers of the other sex.

The race of'giver by race of receiver interaction was also statisti-

cally significant but smaller. OWnrrace ratings were higher than cross-
/

race ratings although the differences were not as great as the differences

for the sex.fatior. This interaction, depicted in Figure.4, was weaker

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

onstrate the greatit"--invottance.of sex over race in choosing working

. 00029
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MALE FEMALE

SEX OF RECEIVER

Figure 3. The Interaction of Sex of Giver wit
Sex of Receiver on the WorkNariabi .
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Figure 4. The Interaction of Race of Giver with
Race of Receiver on. the Work Variable.
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Companions. The F for the sex interaction was 204:12 while the F for the
4

Ai
race interaction was only 13.47.

Finally, blaCks again gave significantly higher scores to everyone

than whites did,(blacks = 3.21; whites 2i64)..

Male Sample:. Since sex had such a strong influence on choice and

revious researchers have.analyzed socioetric, echoices- separately for each,

-

sex, analyses of .V:riande werejerformed seParately:foi males and females.

Tables 9-12"presenthe results. of the.analyaesfor.the male sample on, the

two dependent variables. One.class. was eliminated because it contained no
- I

black males. 'The reaulting sample included 108 males for play and.109

'malegjor

Play. There were 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. Nile of the

Table 9'

Analysis of Variance of the
Male Sample'for.Play,

(df - 1,106)

Race of Giver X Race 9f Receiver
.Race of Giver
Race of.Receiver

factors in the analysis reached statistical significance. An examination

of the means presented in Table .10 indicates'ehat blacks gave a Eibmewhat'

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



4
4

higher score to blacks'than they gave to'dther whites. For males, then,

race Was-not an important factOr in\the chOicesof playmates.

Table ity\

- *
. \ .

Mean Scores for theAnalysis of,Variance
of the.MaleSimple on Play

A

Giver-Receiver

Whites-Whites 3.81
.Whites- Blacks 3.95

BlaEk4rWhit.es 44,10

Blacks-Blacks 4.39,

Work. There were 0 white males and 19 black.males included in

the analysis of variance. (Race of Giver X Recd.:pi Receiver) tor.niales on

the work variable The resultS are contained in Table 11. The face of "

Table 11

-Analysis of Variance of the
Male Sample tor Work

(df 9 1,107)

Factor F

Race-of Giver X Race of Receiver 4.25***
Race of Giver 9.25**
Race. of Receiver 1.25

**
.p .01

***
p < .05

0 0 0 3 3
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giver by :race of. r ceiver interaction was kgnificant. As the means pre-I

sente in Table 12 show, whites gave higher1.scores to other whites than

they gave.tO blacks: Similarly, black eve higher scores to other blacks

than they gave to whites. In additao black males gave significantly

higher ratings than white' males did (blacks = 4.06, whites is 3.38).

s.

.

Table l2'i

Mean:Scores forlheAnalysis-ofiVariance*
of the Male Sample om Work

Giver-ReceiVer Mean

Whites-Whites
Whites-Blacks
Black -,Whitei

.BlaCks4lacks

3.49
3.27
3.87
4.24

To summarize, race.wasnot a significant factorin males' choice of

playmates but it,id influence.heir choice of, working companions.

A
Female _Sample. Tables 13-16 pregent thei,reaults of the analyses of

Variance for the female sample on the two dependent variables. One class

4°
was eliminated because it contained no black females. The resulting sample

included 104 females for play and 103 femalesfor work.

Play. There were 76 white females and 28 black females included
#

in the.analysisof variance (Race of Giver ,X Race of ReceiVer) for. females

on the play variable. The results are contained in Table 13. The race of

giver by rape of receiver interaction was significant. The. mean scores
0

given by blacks and whites are presented in Table 14. The table shows

that whites gave a higher score to whites than they gaveto blacks.

00034
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. Similarly, blacks gave higher scpres to. other blacks than they gaVe to

whites.

In addition, black females gave, significantly higher ratings than

white'fernales did .(blacks 2.83, whiies

Table 13

Andlysis of Variance of the
Female Sample for. Play.

(df=.1,102),.

Factor

Race of:Giver X Race of Receiver 12.30*
Race of Giver 12.70*

.0.71Race of fr.:c,-A-er

Table 14

Mean Sf!rpre!. or the ,Analysis of Variance
of the Fermle Sample on Play .

Giver-Receiver Mean

Whites-Whi. 3 2.15
Whites-Blacs 2.03

Blacks,Whites, 2.53

Blacks-Blackg 3.14

Work. Them were 76 white females. and 27,black females included

in the analysis of variance (Race of Giver by Race.of Receiver) for females

on the work variable, The -esults are contained, in Table 15. Race of giver

00035



30.

was the only factor which reached statistical significance in the analysis.

'Blacks again gaVe higher scores than_whes. did (blacks 22.59, whites =,

//1.88) .Themeanspresented'inTablel'/ indiCate that whites gave a slightly

higher score to other whites than the /gaVe to 'blacks. Similarly,'blacks

/ _

gave a slightly higher score to other blacks- than they gave- to whites. But

tlese trends were not statistically signiCicantA For females, then, race
gr,

was not an important. factor in them/ choice of working partners, but was -4n'

their choice of_playing partners.
,

Tattle 15

Analysis of/6/ariancesiof the

Female Stample.for Work
(/f := 1,101)

Factoz1

Ito

. Race ofGiver_X__Race of Receiver'
Race' of Giver .

Race of Receiver

1.98

12.-16*,

0,36

p <.:001

Table 16

Mean Scores for the Analysis of Variance
of the Female Sample on Work

Giver- Receiver Mean

Whites-Whites 1.94

Whites- Blacks- 1.81

Slack's -- Whites 2.51

Blacks-Blacks 2.68

00036
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The significant- '-e-ffect of race of giver by race of receiver for the

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

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

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

most of the interaction.

/ 4
Individual,' Classroom Variation

The size and direction.of.the race and sex effects varied across indi-

vidual classrooms.. Figures 5 through 8 'present individual classrbom means

for both dependent variablesk Data on all eleven-classrooms ore presented.

The nuthbei of students in each class and the exact. means depicted in the
.

graphs are reported in Appendices F through P. The results should be inter7!

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

in many of the classes.

Play. Figure 5 presents a comparison of own-sex and cross-sex means

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

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

males rating females and femalesratingimales. The figure shows that own-

Sex ratings were higher than cross-sex ratings in all. of the-classrooms.

Figure 6 presents a comparison of own-race and cross-race ratings

across individual classrooms for play.. Own-race means include whites.'

rating whites and blacks rating blacks. Cross-race means include whites

'rating blacks and blacks rating whites. Own-ract ratings were higher than

cross-race ratings'in only six of the eleven classroom. These figures

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

consistent across classes, as well as weaker, than the influence of sex.
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Work. Figure 7 presents a comparison of own-sex and crosA-sexIleans

across individdal classrooms on the work" variable. The results for/the sex.

\actor for work are similar to the ..:..esultS for play: 'own-sex scoas

higher than cross-sex scores in all Classes.

-Figure 8 presents a comparison.of own-rice and c oss-race ratings

across individual classrooms for work. Own-race ratings were higher than

croS7-race ratings in nine of the li clagsrooms indic ting that the influ

ence of the. -race factor was more. consistent on the wok than on the play.
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DISCUSSION
.k.41.,

Relative Lnfluente/of Race and Sex 0,

The results of this study indicate that the influence of'sex on socio-.

metric choices was considerable. ,The highly signifitant F.tatiot for the

sex of giver by sex'bf receiver interaction in the analyses of variance

for theliotal:sample clearly deMonstrate the strength of the effect., 'Further-

more, own-sex ratings were higher Odin cross -sex ratings.in all eleVen.class--

rogint.for both work and Play..; This demonstrates the, consistency as well as

e strength of the influence of sex on childree.s sociometric choices,.

The.analyses.ofyariancefor the total sample shoWed thelkracle wad also
1

. \'
signifiCant factor in the'sociometric choices* for work and Play. But'the

Oata.indicate that,the infldence of race was neither.as strong nor as con...

sistent as the' sex influence.. Tbe results o the'by-sex,analyses of the

race factor tuggest that it is of different importance to males andlemales.

For males, race was a criterion in 'choosing. working coipaniOns and not in.

choosing playmates, For females the opposite was true. They used.race as

-a criterion only in the choice of playmates: 'In the analyses of variance ,

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 race as

A factor in determining sociometric choice.' Own-race ratings.were.higher

than cross -race ratings only in about half of the classrooms tor.play and

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

influence on choice did not match.that of sex for either dependent variable,
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In addition a tanking of the mans by race-sex gaups s indicates, that

when a child is ,hooAing a playma a or. a'working.partne he will choose

'someone' of a dirffetent race.bu f his.own sex. before someone who is of hii.

own race bu not his own se

Fina y .it, is inter sting to note the different, atternsblack and.

white c ildren'showed" s. raters. In general, black c ildren gave higher

scores 6 everyone the class than white, children d d. Perhaps'they-

like other children n more or have a different concept f the rating scale.

Use 'f More than One Criterion.

. The dAa provide 'substantial suppoii.for.the use pf more than one'

.

Sociometric choice' criterion. TNe.correlation between choices for, the
/ .

twoeuestions was .75 indicating.a high relationship !between the ;rib !near.:

Ores. Still,' there' is evidence that children used the two scales aiffer-
gi

ently. It appears; for example, 'that race is of different importance to .

_ 4111#

males and females in the' selection, playmates and working companions.
0

. . . ,

For males.race was a stronger determinant on work than on play. For fe- .,
, , .,

-:.:.
.

. ,,,, ,
. ...-. .

males race was a stronger determinant on play than on work choices.
. , ,

. . . 4.
. V. .

Examination of- individual classroom data also suggests that.Children

are using the play ana work criteria differently. Own,racetatings were
I

Hhigher than cross-race ratings in more classrooms for pork 'than for. play.

A closer, examination of the' cross-race ratings indicats that it is the

white children who-tended to give lower-ratings to the black children for

work. This is. consistent with 'research by Carter. at al (1973) who reported.

low -popularity of blacks for academic need satisfaction of both races;

by Jansen'and'Gallagher (1966) whose results indicated lower popularity of
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blacks.as working companions; and, by Bartel et al. (1973) who found 'that

black children were chosen more often 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

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

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

school-administered achievement test data indicate that black children in

the schoot system are approximately one-half grade-equivalent unit behind

reading and mathematics.

'Sociomerit Findings and Integration

A The resu\s of this studY-raise questions concerning thejoals.and

techniques of egratiOn. While, the race effect was relatively small, the

udy did show preference for their own race despite havingchildren in th,

been.in-integraed classrooms throughut their sChOol career. If the goal.

1y

of integration is to promote interraCial acceptance and tolerance in the: .

school and in the community, special programs inl'addition to duly assddia-

iion with other-race members 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 as blacks or whites.

It also suggests that improving the academic skills of black children

would increase cross-race acceptance.

Future Research

TheJiterature suggests that as children grow older race beComes'a

More important consideration in their choice of associates. Fifth grade
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appears to, be the point 'at which preference for one's. own rip will be

ot .

strongest. The children in the present study could be tested.again in the

fifth grade. From this me-could-learn whether the race.effect becomes

stronger as suggested by the literature, whether.it'remains the' same, or

whether it disappears entirely.

Several different measures of peer preferences and inter-racial social.

interaction could be incorporated' into'this study: (a).the addition of a

third sociometric criterion concerning peer preferences outside of the

classroom; (b) direct observation of the children in work and play situations

at school; and (c) an attitude questionnaire which.reflects the teacher's

feelings about race relations. . The results.of this study would answer a.

'number of questions abouitheqnfluence of race on thildren'S peer prefer-

*ences: . (a)' Do cross-race choices extend outside the clatsroom?; (b).'Do

children interact with other -race members.as much as they say. they like to?.;

(c)ls 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. with. grade -level among children who have spent.

their elementary school years in integrated schools?

The.; results of this study would also identify areas were improVement

in inter-racial associations is needed. For example, it maybe found that .

children say that they like to play with ether -race members but in lact,

rarely do so. In this case a program .design d 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.
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In summary, a follow-up study is recommended as.a. means of measuring

change in race and'sex,preferences and in an attempt to Identify. factors

which influence childrens' race preferences.'
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NAME

A PENDIX A

SAMPLE SOCIOME IC QUESTTONNAIRE

EXAMPLES:

Susan Brooks

. Robert Johnson

John Armon.

Andrea Brandt

HOW MUCH DO\yOU LIKE
TO PLAY WITH\ THIS

PERSON AT SCOOL?

Sandra Drexel

Sally Higgins

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

I don't

like to

O

1 2

1

1 2 3 4

1

'44

I like to
a lot

5

5

5

1

I don't

like to-

-1

I don't
like to

2

2

3

00050
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I like to
a lot

5

5

5

I like to
a lot



APPENDIX B

MEAN SCORES USED IN THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE
TOTAL', SAMPLE FOR PLAY

9

Giver-Receiver 'Mean

Males-Males '4.09

Males-Females 2.20
Females-Males 2.42

Females-Females 3.78

Whites-Whites 2.95

Whites-Blacks 2.85

Blacks-Whites. 3.19

Blacks-Blacks 3.51

00051
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APPENDIX C

MEAN SCORES USED IN THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE
TOTAL SAMPLE FOR WORK

of

a

Giver-Receiver Mean'

Males-Males 3.77

Males-Females 2.16

Females-Males 2.25

Females-Females 3.50

Whites-Whites 2.76 .

Whites-Blacks 2.51

Blacks-Whites 3.10

Blacks-Blacks 3.31
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''APPENDIX D 0

,f/11.11,

o

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR .THE TOTAL SAMPLE -- PLAY VARIABLE
(df = 1,198) 4

.47

0

Factor MS ,

Race of Giver 26.89

Sex of Giver 0.27

Race of\Giver X Sex Of Giver 0.21

Race of'Receiver 1.50

Race of giver X Race of Receiver 6%11

Sex of Gfver X Race of Receiver 0.08,

Race of Giver X Sex of Giver X Race of Receiver' 0.65
.

Sex of Receiver 9.40

Race of Giver X Sex of Receiver 1.46

Sex of Giver X Sex of Receiver 348.94

Race of Giver X Sex of Giver X Sex of Receiver 3.04

Rate of Receiver X Sex of Receiver 3.31

Race. ,of Giver X Race of Receiver X Sex of Receiver. 0.02

Sex of Giver X Race ofAleceiver. X Sex of Receiver 0.19

Race of Giver X Sex of Giver X 'Receiver 0.66
X Sex of Receiver

* *

< .001

p< .01.

18.43*
0.18
0.15

10.56*
0.14
1.12

7.63**
1.19

`283.43*

2.47
7.60**
0.05
0.44

1.5,1

00053
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APPENDIX E

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE TOTAL SAMPLE -- WORK VARIABLE
(df = 1,196) .

48

Alp
0

Factor MS

/.)

t.
Race:OfGiver 42.30 22.79*
Sex of Giver 1.02 0.55
Raceof Giver C Sex ofGiver 0.55 0.29
Race of Receiver 0.04 0.07
RaceLTebf Giver X RaCe ofReceiver 7.19 13.47*
'Sex of Giver.k Race of Receiver 0.46 0.85
Race of Giver X Sex'of Giver X Race of Receiver 0.04 0.07
Sex of RecLeiver 4.21 "3.20
Race oftiver X Sex of Receiver' 2.52 1.92
Sex of Giver X Sex of Receiver 268.18 204.12*
Race of Giver X, Sex of Giver M Sex of Receiver 0.86 0.65
Race of Receiver X SeX of Receiver 1.37 2.68
Race of Giver X Race of Receiver X Sex of Receiver' 0.04 0.08
Sexof Giver X Race of Receiver X Sex of Receiver 0.85 1.661.66
Race of Giver X Sex of Giver Ogace of Receiver 0.61 1.19

X, Sex of Receiver

0 < .001,

00054
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APPENDIX F

MEANSCORES AND SAMPLE SIZES FOR CLASS 1

White Male 12

White Female /

slack Male 2

tlack Female 4

Total 25

a. Play *

Own -Sex 3.79

Cross-Sex '1.97

Own-Race 2.92

Cross-Race

b.

2.83

Own-Sex 3.61

'Cross-Sex 1.82

Own-Race 2.83

Crdss-Race 2.60
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APPENDIX G

,MEAN SCORES AND SAMPLE SIZES FOR CLASS 2

White Male 9

. White Female 10

Black Male 2

Black. eMale- 4

Total

a. Ply

25

Own -Sex 3.58

Cross-Sex 2.66

Own-Race" 3.08

Cross-Race 3.15

. Work

Own-Sex 3.27

Cross-Sex 2.18

Own -Race. 2.80

Crogh-Race 2.66

O.

...
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APPENDIX R

MEAN SCORES AND SAMPLE SIZES. FOR CLASS 3

White Male 11

White Female 6

Black Male 0

Black Female 2

Toaal 19

a. Pia?,

Own-Sex' 4.16
Cross-Sex ,, 2.33

-Race 3.18

oss-Race 3.23

b. Work

Own-Se
Cross*
Own -Rate

Cross4ac\

3.82

2.23

2.94

2.06

/'

0 0 0 5 7
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APPENDIX I.

MEAN SCORES AND SAMPLE SIZES FOR CLASS 4

N

White Male 10

White Fetale .6

Black Male 3

Black Feinale 4

Total- 23

a. Play

Own-Sex 3.86

Cross-Sex 1.82

Own-Race 2.94'

Cross-Race 2.74

b. Work

Own-Sex 3.27

Cross-Sex 1.76

Own-Race 2.66

Cross-Race 2.37
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APPENDIX. J

.
MEAN SCORES AND SAMPLE SIZES FOR CLASS 5

N

White .Male

t,_ White Female

10 ,

8

Black Male 2

Bleak Female 2

Total .22

, a. Play

Own-Sex 3.64

Cross-Sex 2.67

Own-Race 3.07

Cross-Race

b. Work

3.24

Own-Sex 3.30

Cross-Sex 2.46

Own-itace 2.96 4

Cross-Race 2.80

00059
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APPENDIX K

MEAN SCORES AND SAMPLE SIZES FOR CLASS 6

N

White Male .6

White. Female 9

Black Male . 1

Black' Female

Total 21

a. Play

Own-Sex 4.03
Cross-Sex 2.88
Own-Race 3.54

Cross-Race 3.34

b. Work

Own-Sex 3.98

Cross-Sex 2.75

Own-Race 3.44

Cross-Race 3.30
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APPENDIX L

MEAN SCORES AND SAMPLE SIZES FOR CLASS 7

.White Male 6.

White Female 8

Black Male 2.

Black Female 0

Total 16

a. Play

Own-Sex 3.67
Cross-Sex 1.80

Own-Race 2.95
Cross-Race

b. Work

2.38
ti

Own-Sex 3.01

'Cross-Sex 1.57 --
OwnrRace 2.52

Cross -Race 1.91



MEAN SCORES AND SAMPLE SIZES FORCLASS 8

White Male. 10

!Whitet'emale -8

Black Male
Black Female 1

Total 20

Own-Sex 4.12
Cross-Sex 1.46
Own-Race 2.59

Cross-Race 2.95

b. Work

,Cum-Sex 3.61

Cross-Sex 1.38

Own-Race 2.30

Cross-Race 2.67
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. APPENDIX N

MEAN SCORES AND SAMPLE SIZES FOR CLASS \9

N

White Male le 10

White Female 9

Black Male 3

Black Female
Total 24

6' a. Play

Own=Sex 3.92

Cross-Sex 2.37

Own-Race 3.48

Cross-Race

b. Work

2.80

Own-Sex 3.70

Cross -Sex' 2.28

0 Own-Race 3.31

Cross-Race 2.67
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APPENDIX 0

YEAN SCORES AND SAMPLE SIZES FOR CLASS 10

N
mo

White Male 9

.White TeMale 10

Black Male 2

Black Female. -2

Total 23

a. Play

Own -Sex 4.23

Cross.-Sex 2.23

Own-Race 3.19

Cross-Race 3.27

b.. Work

.Own-SeX. 3.82

Cross-Sex 2.22

Own-Race 3.12
Cross-Race 2.92
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APPENDIX P

MEAN SCORES AND SAMPLE.SIZES.FOR CLASS 11

-

,

White kale 8,

White Female 9

Black Male 3

Black Female 4

Total

a. Pla

24

Own -Sex .3.60

Cross-Se* 1.54

Own-Race .
2.94

Cross-Race

b. Work

12.20

Own-Sex 3.04

Cross-Sex 1.38

Own-Race 2.50

Cross-Race 1.91
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