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'Pescriptien and develogmant of the test

N »

The sociomecric gtatus test described in this paper was developed to
: obtain measures of.peer acceptance “and peer rejection ef young children '
'attending nnrsety schools,,day care centers and ether group programs. The
tes: is an-adaptation of one originally developed by McCandléss and Marshall
'(1957) and is based on the peer nominations of each of the children in a
school or c2 anter group. Sociometric selections are maée during individual
.1ntérviaqs in which the child being interviewed indicates his choices fgom
an array of head-and-shoulder photogf;phs of members of the peer gr;up,
‘The test takes seven or eight,miﬁutes to aaménis;er. Children of three-‘

* ang-one-half t» four years of age seem to understand the imstructions and

~

are interested‘iﬁ the task.

g

»

The picture—interview forﬁét of this test has several advéntages over
** other methods of eliciting sociometric cholceg f£rom young childcen, The
interview was used rathexr.than direct classroom observations f?r reasons
of econ&my and also because observations of actual peer‘inceractions may o
be determined by-factors o:hér.than peer preferencesy a éﬁild may admire a
member of the peer group but have 1ittle opportunity to play witﬁ_that
person unlesg the admiratio% is mutual, Peer nominations were preferred
over teacher-ratings of peer popularity-to avoid the possibility of
sociometric scores reflecting teachers' preferences, rather than the pre-

ferences of the children.

A}

Q picture-board method of presentation'that {nciudes a photograph of

each member.of a class or 3roup v;as preferred over other interview techniques

3 .
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_for fwgaréasons. First, the display of pictures makes it unnecessary for a
éﬁiidito reséond vexbally since choices can be made by pointings The child-
ren‘béing'in:erviewed need not remember, nor even knew, all of the names
of the children in their group in order to indicate their pteferencé;. Second,
it was fele that presenting “the full array of pictures qf group members
¢  would help to call a child's attention to each member of the gtoup, reducing
. the tendency of young children to spon:aneously name the last person with
whom they have been playing when asked to name .peer preferences.
In the original McCandless and Marshall fociometrxic cestq only prefer:ed
cor "liked" choices were elicitad'-in—*htﬁ adaptatinn, the children are asked
\:co make both positive ("liked") and negative ("disliked") choices. It was .
decided that nezative as well a3 pesitive choices should be obtained on |
the assumption thag negative sociometric choices would predict social be-
haviors that are notr necessarily felaced to positive sociometric cholces.
Alsoe a sociometric test which yields l1iked choices only;dcés not allow the
tester to distiﬁguish children who ace social tsclates frem these who are
actively disliked by thejr peers, d§3p1:e the fact that the correlates or
determinants of the sociometric status of these cwo groups may be quite .
different. The distinction between social isolate status and disliked
status is an imrartant one from a practical standpoint since teachers and
patents are typically more concerned about the child whose behavior 1is
noxiou; to peers causing them to dislike him than they are concerned about
tfe preschooler who 1s somevhat shy and withdrawn in the peer group. This

* latter group may appear to be socially immature or inexperienced, but they

do not usually appear to have social provlems :hat are in needl.of intexven-

j »

tion. %
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There are obvious’ ethieal considerations that must be €faced $y exgeri-‘
menters and teachers 1n asking children to identify members of the peer
group that they do not like gince thia procedure contradicts the adults'
usual disposition to diecourage children from making rajecting state;;nts
about their compa%ions. Ode concern in using this kind of §ociometr£c
measure is the p&ssibility of a éhild{s announcing his negative choices to
their tecipienﬁé or others after he returns to his group. It.has been
found, however, based upon mAny &&ministratidns of the test over a period
of years, thai children do not discuss their choiées-in the nursery agchdol -

reom, Occasicnally a child will tell another that he -or she has seen.a

companion' 8 ' picture but there have been no instances in which a child

'system&tically'communicsced chaices,to others or seemed preoc%ﬂpied with

the choices he had made. As a compensation for its risks, the advantage
of a sociometric test vhich yields negative as well as positive choices is
the'increaned_likelihood of .identifying the children who are having serious
trouble with their peers. |

Preparation of the g;g;ggg:ggggg,

Sociomettic data shou, - be gathered at a time when most of the children
are well acquain;pd with each other. For groups that asgemble in the fall,
the-spring of the year is best. Previous to the administration of the -
sociometric intervieus a headnand-sﬁbhiaer snapshot must be taken of each
child in the group. A place anay frcm the group (such.as an offiée or
hallway) is needed to facilitate this operation. Ideally the camera should
be munted on a sripod, table or shelf\fjstandard distance from a chair in

which -he child “aits to bé ph‘otographed. This assures that the plctures
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-of the children wili be face;forward and about the same in head size:. An
ideal sociomettic picture is one that is pleasant but somewhat netttral in
expression. Pictures that are too socfally salient (laughing or giggling,
-fok example) or that suﬁfegp anger, distress or grouchiness may bias the

children's choices and é@éﬁlﬂ be retaken.

- 2

« If the ciMldren are self-conscious ang'recicent about having their '
pictures taken they may b2 more willing to be photographed with companions

o

near; I this s the case, three or four children can be brought together

¢ ,

xf' to: the place whece pic:ures are to be taken. They may be asked to watch
a particulafiy willing child have his picture taken or they may be invited
co sit b%]stand near the. pqrson whose picture is being taken, -euch one
Tiaking his turn on the chaiﬁ that 19 within range of the mounted camera.
Wben pictures have been obtained of all of the cbildren in the group,
they are moun:ed on a cardboard or a plywopd board a»proximately 18" by

24" in size (or largex 1f.neceésary). The pictures should be mounted in
such a way that they can be moved about éésily geCWeeq ;n:erview§ 80 that
no child's picture is always in a given position on the, board, thubd biasing
the f&kelihu&d of ﬁis being chésen by his companions; The child's name

ra (and aickname if he has one) can be placed under or over each picture
unless the interviever is thoroughly familiar with the names of the children
in the group. . |

- . The picture«boatd should be mounted on a tripcd or suppor;ed upright

on a table so tiat a child seated before the board can easily see and

L4

point to any of the photographs.

In:egg;gg procedure.
JAfter a brief period of time for é%!ning rapport with the children to

Q : \' (i
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be tested, the chi}dfen lghonld be brought mdiv?.dua_lly to a quiet piace.r B
away from intrision from the group to be iueerviev;ed. The child should be
geated Qo!nforeably in front of the pictn:e-bogrd; the interviever should

. be seated next to the ¢hild and slightly behi:t;d him. ‘The intervimr,sh&xld
have 'a prepared form for record:ing the child's choice.s.'. The mtg:ﬁew \

ix}sttuction‘s are as follows:

-

: SR _...._."?c"u .know all of these people, don’t youcs they .are.fr.;r_.x__oﬁ ouk .
? . gro schovl, d ar . Qur ery school). Let's sece
? * how mapy yot can name-—who 1a?" (Point to the upper left- >

hand picture.) If the child does’ not angyex imnediately, say
: "That's (name) {sn't it?" and go directly ¢n to the next picture.
. Dé mot linger over each picture or urge the child to name each
. membereof the group but be sure that the child is attending to °
.o the.task and looking at each picture as the person is identified.

If ::he_ child mis-nameg a picture, clarify the mistake by repeating
. . the correct name twice, "This child is Billy {sn't it-~his pame
. . is Billy." 1If the ohild appears to have confused twa children
in the group, refer to both children in your statement of clari~ .
. fication, "'This child 1s Billy~=hdre is in! This is Jim's
fcturé and this is Billy's joture," ==

1f tHe;ichild is not following along looking at each biéture as
, it d {dentified,-call his attention to the task by asking
him to "Look right hére (ngme)-—who 1is this?...cetc."

After all of the pi?:ures have been named, say ''Now I want you
to look ever alliof these children and find someone ge¥ egpecially
. 1ike at school--repember, someons ou eapecially like,” 1f the

“hild ponders his decisionm, quietly repeat, *'Someone you especially

. _1ike." If the child seems reticent to indicate his choice by
mng or naming a child,.cell him "You may poipt i1f you like—=
remember, someone you e ecially like." When the child makes his

irst liked choice, record it. v e '

Then say "OK, now Find another child (person) xé%’s?eciallz like,"

This statement should be delivered”casually and lea® promptly into
the next choice. Avoid variations guch as "good", "fine", "that's
right", ett. that may imply assessment OX approval of the child's
choice. You .may, however, repeat his choice ("Jobnay--OR, pow
£ird another child...etc.”). Record Ss second 1iked choice.

Then say "OK, now find another (ope more) child you especially
1ike.” Record Ss third liked choice. '

sman
. ; 1]
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Then say "Now th;s ctme I want you to find someone you don't like
very much a school-—remember this time find goreone, you Uow ¢ y

like very miich.,"” Record Ss first disliked choice. _

Then say "OK, now find- anothe§ child that you don't like very )
much." Record-S8s sec ed ebo!ce.

'rhen say “OK, nov find another gone mo%ez child (persop) that you
don't nke very much.” Record Ss thir d.‘.suked choice.

'rheneay"&rereanﬁnihe now. Thank you very much fa

mg-~=you did a very good job"...or some similar statement. - 'rbe
.child can.now be returned to his* group. - .

G

. fAt the completion of ‘the - mterview, children may e given a emall
:award for perfomins, such as a cookie, sman"t:inket or toy. Chi;dren

do enjoy this task, however, "and are quite wilnns to complete ﬂ: wt:houc

¥
1ncenc1ves of this kind. In any case, be sm:e to thank the' child for his
cooperation and help. |

- It is nnt necessary, with children of this .age, to reassure the child
. that his chuices will be coniidenttal. Confiden*iality doas not seem

to concern the children and it s doubt:ful that they would understsnd che
! -
neaning of such a statement.

In preparation for the ‘nexi: interview, the poeiti'én ;qf the sociometric
pictﬁres on the board should be changed go that a child's ;cbre is not
unduely -biased by his placement on :l;e picture~board. Cér'nar pictures
(which may tend to be overlooked) and the bottom row of picturee (which
tend to be easy choices) should be distributed around in the middle of . '
area of the board. Others should be shuffled around and randomly mounted
in the remaiqing\ places. If it fac:l.litates the administration of the
tes't, tl;e ehild whose interview has just-been completed may be aske& to

.

wait while the board is made ready for the next child. .
rFa L 4
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‘General procedureal suggescions. o :

The atmosphere during the 1dtervxew shqnld be Eriendly but busineas-

Iikg, The 1nterv1ewer shenld give the tmpression that we must get on with

' the tssk, If a ehild eeems to,went to ‘talk and begins to tell about some=
thlng he did at home o: at school, say "Oh,“did you--OK now (name let's

ook q; thnseﬁpictures.,.ecc,  {(You may wish to come back to a converaqtion
after the interview is. over--as you are taking the child back’ to his group~-
20 thac you do .not appear to be uﬁfriendly or disintereeced ) .

Occasionally a ch§1d points veéry timidly seeming to: consﬁder only

pictures that are glosesé\po his hand while it rests on the table. if the

interviever suspects that this. is happening, record the qhoice,;but preface

the next réquest with a statement like

look them al; gg and ftgq_gggggg_*ggg_g ally like.
at_the gictures (indicating with hand) and then decide who you esgeciallz

like.,.ctec.”

' .
Occasionally a child makes quick responses that appear to be withoutl

thought or consideration. fhese children may not completely understand
the insttuct%S?\ or :hey may interpret the :ask as a “guessing game" in
which they point to a p;cture and the interviewer will tel} them whetner
or not they are cerrect, - If it is suspected that the ‘child is wnot making
considered choices, say "You'll need to ten carefully » what I s
before you decide-~-I want you,to £ind Q;meona you eggeciallx*@&kegg;;ceg“

Children sometimes relect ar;Ictnre more than‘once-for. the same item.

'y

. Say "Find othe' erson ou especially like," If, on the other hand,

the child tflects a person ag a liked choice and as a disliked choice,

¢

-

. .
- t.
- .9
. 4

»

. accep: it; the child wmay, in fact, be ambivalent about that peex: a

.
o
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given choice, say

like?" (If the chixd has not already made three choices, you may take the

option of recording both eelectténs ‘as two of his three choiceQ and asking

for only one more. You may also chonse to Ygnore his second saléction

for a giveq queetion and vecord only the first child he names or yctncs to.)
If the child gelects his own picture as a liked peer, say "It's good

that_you like yourself .but I want _you ti else t! u

esggc;allz'likeg" 1f the child pergisés in éélécting himself, say "Not

{cture’ (name), someone else's that\you es cially 1like," (It is

. LN
aextremely rare in our experience, fdr a child to name himself as a "disliked"

'peer.) Seleéfibn of. one’ ~owm 91cture can be avoided-by leaving the

ptcture of the child to b 1nterviewed off of the hoard. When that 19
done, however, children 7end to ask where their picture is and become

preoccupied with its absence.

’

Scoring procedures. _ _
. Each positive tliked).éhoice and each negative (disliked) choice is

given a value of 1. A child's socfometric score is the mumber of times
he has been men;ioned by his peers as a liked choice, minus the number of
times he has been menﬁiéhed as a disliked choice. It iq possible, of course,
to cons%der only the.positive socio@et£ic choices or only qpe negative
choices for an?lysea in which* that breakdown is desired.

‘Children's choices can also be waighted.according to whether the nomi-
nation 48 a first, second or third choieh. For example, plus 6? minus 3 .

points may be given to a £1rs: choice nomanee, plus or minus.2 pointa to’,

i0 .
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a second choice nominee and plus or minus 1 point to a third choice nominee,
Analyses with six different test administrationa. however, have shom that
_weighted and unweighced gcores correlate between .92 and‘.§8 with each o:het;
the stmplified. unweighted scoring system wonld seen to yield sociomettic
L ’:ankings very similar to those in which waishted scores are used.
It should be noted that subtracting negative nomipations from positive
) nominations leaves some children with a negative balance. - Foxr most analyses,

&
a constant must be added to che score of each child in the group to elimi-

. naste negative numbers. N n
L) .

[

An additional 1n$ereating and useful sociomectic gscore can be obtained
by combining positive and negative scores addi:ively rather than sdbtracting
_the negative score from the positive score. The additive scare gives a
. general measure of "impact" of a child on his peers. A.child with mmny
nominations-—both positive and negative-—wnulé seem to be having a sizab;e
social 1mpact on his peers while a child wtth very few nomdnations of
either kind is having a minimal impac: on his peers. Yet, naing a acoring
v ' procedure in which negétive ncminacions are subtracted ftcm positive
| %3 ‘ nomina:ions, it is possible for these twvo kinds of children to obtain vir-

L

tually identical snciomettic gcores.

Reliab\ilitx ' )
pochggkiche reliabjlity of sociometric scores, three groups of chiid-

ren each"é’onsisting of Erom 18 to 24 children were administered the socio-
metric test twice wtth frem'one to two weeks between administrations (Moore
& Updegraff, 1964). Product-moment correlations between the pairs df scores

- for each group were obtained. The coefficients for 311 three gtoups were




o "
reliable well beyond chance{ nevertheless, the magnitude of the correlativns
{s modest. For one group,. in uhicﬁ-ihe children rauged tit age frum 3.2 toO
3,10 at the tfue uf teotiug, ‘the correiacion was .62 (2.< .01): A second
group, in which the children tanged in age. from 3. 10 to 4,11, yielded a
. correlation of .52 (p < .02). For a third group. in which children ranged
= . "~ in age Erom 4. 6 to 5.6, the correlation was .78 (g < .01)., Al groups had
been in sesqiqn for approximately‘seven months at the time of testing. The
da;a indicate that test~te:es: reliability is the most acceptable with the

\ -

. .?older children; -interviews with the younger children seem to be mare asubject
‘A;o i{inconaistencies. |
- \ it sh;uld.be pointed out that inconsistency in soctogetric scores frém
'one administ;agion to apother may bethue to other factors thén cngrﬁcious
choices by t:he.children. ‘The best guesé from those who observe yming.
chiidren {n groups is cﬁat the'scciométric status of the children does
indeed change even over short periods'bf,tisa. The insfability of the
children s sociometric scores may be due in part to these changes. Also a
~hild may select a different array of liked and disliked peers on his
second test qdminietration (:hus contributing to a change in the sociometric‘
fstatus of che children involved) gat be making valid choices both times.
Since each child is allowed only three liked and three disliked choices,
his second array of choices may include still othar children he likes or
d \\ dislikes.
Split-half reliabitity vas also calculated for four groups of children
in which sociomncric scores fot the children in a group as determined by

a random half of the group is compared with socres as determined by the

othér half. For the four proups product-moment correlations were .27, .34,

| | iz
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.61, ,and .70. The number of children in each of these groups averaged 18
so that the scores used in calculating these correlations vere based on the ~
' choices of only 9 childre;. One might expect greater reliability for groups
of children ranging in size from Zpoto 30.
Despite the low‘reliability of these interview measures with young

“\ childreg; sociometric status scores appear to have rgasqnable validity as
is indicated by studies '1n;.wh£ch s':atus is rulated to other relevant peer
interaction measures.

Validity of sociometric scores . -

The validity of peer preferences is difficult to check directly since .

measures agaiast which cho%pes can be compared (such as teacher ratings of

pnpularitx‘or classrécm obgervations of "time spent together") are effected
by factors other than peer pteference;. ,There are, however, two kinda of

data that ap;;ar to indgreétay validate the s&cipmet;ic interviews: c;ass-,
roomoobserv;tions of peer interactions, and children's ju&gments of the '

social characteristics of their peers.

?
»

At the Universir.y o{f Minnesota, extensive-classroom observations of

peer interactions were made during fred play in groups of children attending
. . the Laboratory Nursery School during the 1965-6% school year (Charlesworth .

& Hartupy1967; Hartup, Glazer & Charlegggrth, 12&3). For this research
& . ¥ — ‘{w .
children's obgarved social behaviors were classified as either‘positive
~ m\

gocial reinforcenent or neg4;1ve social reinforcemenc. Positive eocial R
reinforcrment included such behaviors as giving attention or approval, giving
affection, indicating acceptance, imitating another, willingly complying
o w}éh another's requests, and'g;ving’tokens §f friendship. Negative social'
; -

reinforcement included such behaviors as denying participation, refusing to

43 T
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demand&ns, aunoyins. attackins or threatening. When the aociom&t*ic scorea ‘

share or coope:ate, ignoring. criticizing, insulting, blaming, ‘tligs,

of the childten.were correlated with the frequencey of positive and negative
reinforcement,’ it was found that children receiving many "1 {ked" sociometric
~ choices, combared with those reg¢civing few, vere, significantly more laly

‘ to use positive social reinforéémenc 1n dealing with peers, the corrélationst
for ‘three replications being 470, .67 and’ .61. On the other hand, children

i
receiving many "disliked" choicea, compared with those receiving fev, wvere

. -'

¢
significantly moxe likely to use negacive social reinforcement in two of .

three replications, the correlations being .28, .73 and .80, On the assump~

tion that positive sccial reinforcemen: from peers is pleasant to children

a

and that negative social reinfoicement is noxious, one- would preéict

associations of these kinds between social reinforcement and sociometric

{ t

atatus. !
A classrf%m observation study ‘was alsé conduct{d at the University of

, * Iowa by Moore & Updegraff (1%4) m wh:[ch three .groups 03 children who had
, ‘been administered the’ sooiompgr{e fnterview werc also observed during free

play {n the nureéry schpol. Two kinds 65 behaviors were recorded: nur:nrance:
giving and dependepée; Nuzturasce-giving included giving affection, givipg
attention, givinguraassﬁtance and offering protection. wheé scores onlthis

- measure were relateq'co gsociometric scores, correlations for thé three
grqups‘of childrenf;ete .20;,.&9 and .29 (coﬁbined » signiffcanc between

the 5% and 102 levels of confidence}. Though the relation is not a clearly

reliable one, it is consistent across groups: and in the predicted direction.

* The dependent behavior of the children in these groups was also related
//\ﬁo sociometric status. Categovies of dependence included help-seeking

/

1f‘l

.-
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af fection—aeekics and support-seeking: In recercins insrcnpes of de;;énden_ce.
cbeervere also noted whether a child's dependenr. overtu ves were eddressed .

. to an edult, or t:o a peer. Hhen adul: dependence was correlated with popu~= -
larity, a eipiﬁcenm nesative relation was found for the younsest group
of children only,’_ the correlation being -.55 (p < .05). The correlations
for tlre-older two groups of children were. zerd—order. It would appear, from
thie cvidence. that adult-orxenced dependence has little relevance to peer
popularity wi rh nlder preschoolers, though for the younger chf. ldren (fox
,whom dependence 19 greater ovprell) high need for adult help, aftecrion

. . e

and support may intetfe;: with pe'er bepnlarity. . -
"rhe ‘data on peer-orience& dependence in this study suggest.s a different . '
picture. When this measure was correlated with popularicy the coefficients
were mcde;r but positive in direction, being .14, .35 and tlo() for the
_ . three groups, (combined r significant between the 5% and 10Z levels of
. confidence). For these groups, children who scored high on peer dependence
tended to .be among the more popular children compared with those low in
. peer dependence. It would seem that peer dependence did not intexfer with
pcpularity ‘in these groups and may,’, 1n fact, have. facilitated it.
' “One additfonal source of data provides indirect validstion of socio-
metric status using the picture-~board interview. In a study conducted at
.the University of Mionnesota (Moore, 1967), the sociometric status of pre-
-schoo). children was related ro peer judgpments of social characteristics.
In addition to the sociomt:ric choices, children were aeked to respond to
30 starenents each of whi.ch described a typical child-like social behavior.
The child was asked to name or point to a member of his group to whom he
thought ea_;h statement appued. The statements described various aspects

N :

z-

'

- /\



.things dbut do what the teacher says, dress and ;o#let fast, and help to ;

~

; ~14- | |

¢ hd ‘

j
. !
of children's sociq} behavior-such as friendly approacp, aggresgion,‘com—_‘ ;
pliance in routines, expressed;feaf and exﬁfessed anxiety;‘ A score;was f
calqulated for each child on eagﬁ of these dimensions based on the number |
of times his peers thought ﬁﬁat a statement applied té him. Three of the
five clusters,gf social behaviors consistently related to sécigmetric
status over a series of tesé administrations: fQ;éédlg interactioy, aggres— ‘. o
gi&n} and compliance in routines. Friendly interactién was assesééd Py. . ,'
asking children to indicate a wember of the peer grou;‘who is friendly to
other children, likes to play near others, helps other children when they
are hurt or sad, and talks with other children a lot. (To reduce the halo
effect, ‘the "friendly" {tems were disbrtbuted‘thtoughou: the 30-item o
interview rather than presented in a block.) Coryelqtions becween f:iendly -

behavior and sociometric status for six different groups of 9reschool ) .

S

'children ranged from .24 to .48. Though the cortelations are not large,

the consistency of this relatfon from group to group suggeata that friendli- ' y-
ness as perceived by‘peef? is one of the accompaniments of popularity.
Peer judgment of aggression was measured by abking the children to

nominate peerxs who fight a lot, hic without reason, yell at teachers, say ;
angry things, and hurt others. Scores on this cluster of items correla:ed
negatively with populari%y, the six correlations ranging from -2l to ~.78
with three of the six being greater than -.50. o \jr ‘
- Ppeer judgment of compliance id routines was augessed by asking the . ; i

children to uopinate'peers who are good vorkers at/school, don't fuss about |

put things away. When these items were related to sociometric status,

correlations for the six groupa.of children ranged from .21 to .67, indi- )

16 )
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cating that ehndr.en whose peers judged them “to be high in compliance
. were also high in pepularity. _ . | )
. ‘ 7T shoyld be pointed out that sociometric a?atus and the social char-
. acteristics of these children are not completely independent measures
sinc_e the chndren themselves were t:he source af both kinds of information.

Nevertheless, the relations are in predicted directions and tond to be con-

sistent with the observational data presented previously.

~

In spmmary, & pi.c:ure.—board sociometric intewiew for preschool children
‘was described and fnformation on teliqbi}it:y angi validity was pm':esem:ed.g
- K-ri;ile the reliability of this ﬁeasura of peer popularity is low to moderate
S 'usi'ng test-retest or split-half measures, t:h;; interview data does seem to
predict other relevant measures of the social be,havior. of young children in

interaction with thelr peers,
. )

¥r

. .. '. | 17
- ' |
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NA:R . ~  DATE GROUP .

Sociometric tntervi.ewl
i - - - < ° +
-~ You know ‘all of these people, don't you--they're from your group, etc. ‘Let's see:
" . how many you car name--who is this (pointing to the upper left cormer ~hild).
I2 he doesn't ar:wer immedlately, say that is so-and-so, -4sn't it, Ma.e sure he
looks, if not, xcpeat; ' N ‘

Now, I want you to lock over all of these childrer and £ind
someone you especially like--remembery-Bémeone you especially

- like (if necessary add -~ look them over ‘carefully: If time
elapses repeat, remcumber, someone you especially 1like.)

After his choice: "OK, now find another. child you especially
11‘(& . " N
t

After second choice: "d!(. now find one mife child you especsall:
-~ v 1ike."” (It might be nécessary to remind the child he can
"just point" if he wauts to.) . .

OK, now £ind someone you don't like very much at school~-
remembet, somicone you don't like very much. -

T , CK, . now-'fi:‘t:i\i another child you don't like very m_ﬁch.

oK, now f£ind one more -child you don't 1ike very much.

We're S'inishe'd nou. You dig a.good job etc....

L4

®ea

[

1 The Peer Perception of Socigl Behavior form attached can be given aiong with ~
the Sociometric Status Test if deeired. ’
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Peer Parception of Social Behavi.ox

-

Date . Group "\

Find

Find

Find

Find

Find

Find

.. Find

.Find

.

Find

. Find

Find

Find

from

Find

- Find

Find

Find

Find

Find

Find

I from

Find

Find

"Fiad

Find

Find

‘5

Find

someone
4
someone
[
someone
someone

someonea

someone

someone

somneone

Finﬁi someone

someona
scmeone
someone
soneone

someone

vho
vho
vﬁo
who
vho

who

vho’

vho

wvho

vho

L)

o

who

wio

vhe

» _ }
espec.ally likég to'staQ near the teachers
fishts a lot '

is very {riendly to'the otﬁe; children

is fast at &ressiﬁﬂ and toileting

15 afraid of lots o_ :hings )

runs from one thing to another all the time
hits even without 2 good réason \
likes to play near otier, children
ﬁeips kids when they‘?e'hurtAor sad
is a éood wvorlier at sch&ol ,

{8 not afraid of anything

likes to do thiﬁgs all alone
would.hi% or yell at a.teachet

R

likes to get help from the teachers instead of’

other childr»n

someone
someone
someoné
.someéne
someone
someone

someone

vho
who

who

who

who
who

who

teachers

someone
someone
someone

someone

who
vho
who

wvho

someone o

Find someone who

says angry things

never likes znyone else's idea%

.

talks with the other children a lot '’ .
might hurt you

fusses ?bout toileting or dressing

L

won®t put things away at school

l1ikés to net help from other children instead o:
. K

scares you e
~

doesn't like fighting or shouting

doesn't need help from anyone
won't do what thé teachey says

runs around- the most

won't take turns .

~0 , :



" N . . ’ .',':i
®. : . € o ' *

. * , Y -
—- . . ‘ e . “
. . . ©® . -
= . . 4 . *
. Find someone who eries a lot.

-, ‘e \
Find someone who teases people. L . .

Find someoné who. always wants to be ghe Lest - -

Find soméone vie doesn’t hit even i comeone else hits first

Find eomline whore name is\. {child's. name)
. , .
.i‘ THE BID o ) - .
. i .. i . [ .
~ . . ° o ) \ * .
'\ L . - . ’ . .
- - i . ~
. =) °
g ¢ . . . g
- ",«' »
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.
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