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CHAPTER I 

THE PROBLEM AND DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED 

The ability to succeed in our complex society is par­

tially determined by the individual's ability to successfully 

relate to the people around him. Tbis is equally true wben 

one considers the handicapped. For many of tbese individuals 

the skills f@r adequate social adjustment are acquired, in 

part, during the senool years. If the exceptional child is 

accepted, ignored, or rejected because of bis intelligence 

and/or behavior, then research must discover tbe factors of 

intelligence and/or bebavior that make one acceptable to a 

group. 

I. THE PROBLEM 

Statement 2f !!!, problem. The purpose of this study 

was to investigate the social position of certain categories 

of exceptional children who were enrolled in the regular 

classroom. Tbe investigator measured the social position of 

all the cbildren and analyzed the responses made by both 

normal and exceptional children. 

Importance of the study. A definite social structure 

exists in the classroom setting. Educators have observed 

this social structure and are concerned with its implications 
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for children. As a result, some children are fully accepted 

by the clas•, some are tolerated, wbile others are entirely 

rejected by tbe class. 

Researcb concerning the social position of exceptional 

children bas involved the mentally retarded child in tbe 

regular grades in an attempt to jQstify special education 

classes. This is not tbe present investigator's purpose. 

The results of tbis study sbould be of value in deter­

mining the effect of separating exceptional children for 

special education services. Tbe results sbould also raise 

questions as to whether exceptional children are rejected as 

a result of in~elligence, unacceptable social behavior, or 

separation out of tne classroom for remedial or therapeutic 

help, or a combination of these variables. 

It is also hoped tbat questions raised by tbis study 

will lend themselves to further research, wbicb tbis paper 

will not attempt to answer. 

II~ DEFINITIONS OF TERMS U'SED 

Sociometric Terms 

Tbe sociometric terms used in this study are common 

to sociometric techniques used in similar studies. These 

terms are dependent upon statistical metbods for tbeir 

interpretation and will be described 1n Cbapter IV. 



Classifications of Exceptional Children 

For tbe purpose of tnis study, tbe cbildren were 

classified into one of several groups. Tbe following are 

tbe groups of exceptional cbildren and tbeir definitions. 

Educable mentally retarded. Tbis term refers to 

3 

those .students who are eligible for special class placement 

as determined by the administrators of tbe special education 

programs of tbe St. Cloud Public Schools in conjunction witb 

state requirements. Obildren wbo score between 50 and 80 

I. Q. on an individual psychometric examination qualify for 

special class placement, altbougb more information about tbe 

children is desirable. 1 

Hearing impaired. This term refers to tbose students 

wbose sense of hearing, although defective, is functional 

with or without a hearing aid but who can benefit from the 

services provided by a special education teacher, and as 

defined by the State of Minnesota directives relating to 

bearing impaired children. 

Visually impaired. The term "visaally impaired" 

refers to those students ". • • wbo in tbe opini0n of eye 

1A Resource Guide fQr Teachers of Educable Mentally 
Retarded-Children in Minnesota Public Schools, Curriculwn 
Bulletin No. 28 (st. Paul: State of Minnesota, Department 
of Education, 1966), p. 17. 



specialists can benefit from eitber temporary or permanent 

use or appropriate special educational facilities,"2 and as 

defined by tbe State 0f Minnesota directives relating to 

visually impaired children. 

Speech impaired. This term refers to those whose 

"speech is defective when it deviates so far from tbe speech 

of otber people that it calls attention to itself, interferes 

witb communication, or causes its possessor to be maladjusted."3 

Special learning disability. This term refers to tbose 

students who were identified through psychological and educa-, 
tional diagnoses as needing educational services which cannot 

be provided in a regular educational program.4 

(l} Reading. This sub-category refers to those students 

wbo were identified as baving reading deficiencies wbieb can­

not be provided for in tbe regular classro·o■. 

2winitred Hathaway, Education and Health or tbe Par­
tially Seeing Child (fourth eaition; New York: coiuiiibia­
University Press, 1959), p. lJ. 

3cbarles Van Riper, Steeeb Correction: Principles and 
Methods (fourth edition; Eng ewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice=­
Hall, 1954), p. 24. 

4carolyn ElliGtt, Information Regarding State-aided 
Special ,EducatioD Pro,rams for Children witb Special Learn­
fu Disabilities (SLD (St.'Taul: State orMinnesota, State 
Department of Educrnon. Special Eduoation Section. 1968), 
pp. 2-3. 
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(2) General tutorial. Tbia s•b-category refers to 

tbos• student• wbo were identified as needing educational 

aervioes in all areas of tbe cu1rricula wbiob cannot be pro­

vided for in tae regular classroom. 

Hormal ebildren 

For tbe purpose ot t.bia study. any cbild wbo baa not 

been identitied as heing exceptional was classified as 

being normal. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Many studies which pertain to the social position of 

exceptional children have been reported in the literature. 

A summary of the various studies on the social position of 

exceptional children has been reviewed here, with the excep­

tion of children diagnosed as having special learning dis­

abilities. To the lmowledge of this writer, literature 

directly relating to this type of exceptionality was non­

existent during the time of this study. 

I. RESEARCH ON THE SOCIAL POSITION OF EDU­

CABLE MENTALLY RETARDED CHILDREN 

One of the first studies pertaining to the social 

position of educable mentally retarded children was done by 

Johnson. He conducted a study in two communities that did 

not have facilities for the mentally retarded children, 

which would separate them from the normal classroom contact 

of their peers. Johnson divided his school population into 

three categories: the mentally handicapped, the borderline, 

and the typical groups. These groups were compared as to 

age, sex, achievement, intelligence, and social maturity. 

The acceptance and rejection for each individual was 
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determined by administering a sociometric questionnaire. He 

found that mentally handicapped children were significantly 

more rejected than typical children, not because of low 

academic ability but for unacceptable social bebavior. Tbe 

reaults of this study also indicated that as tbe mean intel­

ligence quotient increased from group to group, rejection 

scores decreased.5 

In a similar study, Johnson and Kirk investigated 

mentally handicapped children in regular classrooms which 

were classified as "progressive" classrooms. They concluded 

tbat mentally handicapped children although physically pres­

ent were segregated socially. 0 

Miller, in attempting to assess the social status and 

socioempatbic differences among mentally superior, mentally 

typical and mentally retarded children, reported that men­

tally retarded children are the least of the groups wanted 

aa friends. It is to be noted, however, that no group was 

overtly rejected.7 

5o. Orville Johnson, "A Study of tbe Social Position 
of Mentally Handicapped Children in the Regular Grades," 
American Journal£!_ Mental Deficiency. 55:o0-89, July, 1950. 

60. 6rville Johnson and Samuel A. Kirk, "Are Mentally 
Handicapped Children Segregated in tbe Regular Grades?" 
Journal of Exceptional Children, 17:65-68, December, l960. 

7Robert V. Miller, "Social Status and Socioempatbie 
Differences Among Mentally .Superi~r, Mentally Typical, and 
Mentally Retarded Cbildren," Journal of Exceptional Children, 
23:114-19, December, 1956. -



Baldwin found that although mentally retarded chil­

dren in the regular classroom were less objectionable to 

their classmates than mentally retarded children in a self­

contained classroom, they were still socially segregated.8 

8 

The majority of reported research recognizes the 

influence teachers have on tbe social acceptance of children 

in their classes. Kern and Pfaeffle conducted a study to 

determine objectively the social adjustment of mentally 

retarded children. They Qsed the Social Adjustment section 

of the Elementary Form of the California~~ Personality. 

Three groups of retarded children were selected for this 

study: those in a special class, a special school, and a 

regular class waiting to be admitted to a special class. 

The results indicated mentally retarded children in a special 

class or a special school were better adjusted socially than 

mentally retarded children in regular classe?S.9 Kern and 

Pfaeffle concluded that mentally retarded children in the 

reg~lar classroom were less socially adjusted because they 

8willie Kate Baldwin, ''The Social Position of Edu­
cable Mentally Retarded Children in the Regular Grades -i:n 
the Public Schools," Journal of Exceptional Cbildren, 25:106-
108, 112, November, _1958. 

9william H. Kern and Heinze Pfaeffle, "A Comparison 
of Social Adjustment of Mentally Retarded Children in Various 
Educational Settings," .American Journal 2.!_ Mental Deficiency. 
67:407-13, 1963. 



were"• .. forced to compete with non-retarded children in 

regular classes. 1110 

Cassidy and Stanton, in comparing academic achieve­

ment and personal-social adjustment of mentally retarded 

children in special and regular classes, found mentally 

retarded children in regular classes showed a higher level 

9 

of academic achievement than retarded children in special 

classes. However, special class children showed greater 

personal and social adjustment as indicated by the California 

~ of Personality and teachers' ratings.11 

In reviewing some of the studies, Johnson stated that 

"the only area in which the special class bas demonstrated 

superiority of any significance is in peer acceptance. 1112 

Clark investigated regular class children's percep­

tion of a special class for educable mentally retarded 

children in their school. Responses of regular class chil­

dren describing special class children were analyzed and 

placed into one of four categories. Responses of "mental," 

10~., p. 413. 

11Viola M. Cassidy and Jeannette E. Stanton, "An 
Investigation of Factors Involved in the Educational .Place­
ment of Mentally Retarded Children: A Study of Differences 
Between Children in Special and Regular Classes in Ohio," 
u. S! Office of Education Cooferative Research Pro~ram, 
Project No. Q!Ll: (Columbus: Ohio State University, 959)0 

12G. Orville Johnson, "Special Education for the 
Mentally Handicapped--A Paradox," Journal of Exceptional 
Children, 29:66, October, 1962. -
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"not good," "crazy," and "retard'' were placed in the categ0ry 

of Derogations. Responses of "teacber 1s name," "special 

class," "retarded class," "locus," and "arts and crafts 

class" were placed in the category of Deaignations. 

Responses tbat were categorized as Descripti0ns made refer­

ence to function, size, equipment, reason for placement, and 

academic prGgrams of special classes. Responses of "differ­

ent" and "not different" were categorized as Comparisons 

~ .2!!!!. Class. Tbe results indioated that 10.~ per eent 

of the responses were derogations, 56.5 per cent were desig­

nations, 28.5 per cent were descriptions, and ~.2 per cent 

were coaparisons with own class. 13 Clark stated, "While 

derogations of tbe special class ••. were relatively infre­

quent, no subject expressed a desire to be in tbe special 

class."14 

Meyerowitz reported a detailed study involving the 

development of a neigbborbood sociometric tecnnique. He 

felt this was necessary tG determine the educable mentally 

handicapped child's peer relationsbips outside tbe classrosm, 

wbieb could be an even more important factor in his social 

13Edward T. Clark, "Ghildre:n I s Perception of a 
Special Class for Educable Mentally Retarded Children," 
Journal!!!, Exceptional Cbildren, 31:289-95, March, 196~. 

14-Ibid., p. 295. 
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development than scbooi. 15 Tbe results of tbis study indi­

cated that: 

The EHR child is an isolate in his neigbborb0od, regard­
less of whether he is in a regular classroom or a special 
classroom. This may be attributed not to acti~e rejec­
tion by his peers, but simply to disregard. Special 
classroom placement seems to discourage tbe child's 
initiating contacts; regular classreom placement seems 
to make tbe EMH cbild 1 s peers more relevant to him than 
he is tc;, tbem. Bot·b effects seem negative for the 
cbild.lt, 

Tbe researcb prior to this study seemed to indicate an 

agreement that mentally retarded children, fer the most part, 

are either isolated or rejected regardless or regular or 

special class placement. Researcb in this area bas not been 

an effective avenue for edacational practices fer tbese chil­

dren. 

II. RESEARCH ON SOCIAL STATUS OF HEARIRG 

IMPAIRED CHILDREN 

Justman and others investigated ten fourth-grade dear 

children integrated into a bearing classreom in Public 

Scbool 40 of Manhattan, New York. They determined by obser­

vational and sociometric techniques that "tbe deaf improved 

in self-confidence, indepeD.dence, and lipreading, but there 

15J0sepb H. Meyerowitz, "Peer Groups and Special 
Classes," Mental Retardation, 5:23-26, October, 1967. 

16~., p. 25. 
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were inadequacies in social adjustment between tbe two 

groups."17 

In a follow-up of the Justman and ottaers study• 

Justman and Moskowitz by using sociometric data determined 

tlaat deaf children were not accepted by the bearing caildren; 

h0wever, teacher observations did not substantiate this 

finding. 18 

Elser conducted an investigation to determine the 

social position of hearing impaired caildren. The cbildren 

studied were compared with normal hearing students enrolled 

in the same class by using a sociometric technique. He 

foW'ld, as a result of tbe total responses, tbat bearing 

impaired children were not accepted as well as normal hearing 

ebildren.19 In the opinion of Elser, hearing impaired chil­

dren with a mild bearing loss were the group least accepted. 

He stated: 

17J. Justman and ethers, The Integration 0f Deaf 
Children in a Hearing Class, Bureau of Educational Riieareb 
Publication io. 36 (New .York: New York City Board of Educa­
tion, 1956). 

l8J. Justman and Sue Moskowitz, The Integration of 
Deaf Children,!!.~ Hearing Class: lli Second Year, Bureau 
ofEducational Research Publication lio. 38 (Niw"'York: New 
York City Board of Education, 1957). 

19Roger P. Elser, "The Social P0sition of Hearing 
Handicapped Cbildren· in tbe Regular Grades," Journal of 
Exceptional Cbildren, 25:305-309, March, 1959. 
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A partial answer to tbis might be that these are the 
children who are trying to get by and the general public 
does not really understand their problem. When people 
understand ' that a child is handicapped by a hearing 
loss, there is more un~arstanding and better acceptance 
on the part of others. 

A study at the California School for the Deaf in 

Riverside, California, was conducted by Brill. He investi­

gated three groups of deaf children who were matched on sex, 

age, and intelligence. One group was composed of children 

whose parents did not have a hearing impairment but where 

other children in the family were deaf. Tbe second group 

was composed of the single deaf child whose parents did not 

have a hearing impairment. The third group consisted of 

deaf children whose parents were also deaf. Brill found no 

significant differences in social adjustment between the 

three groups, although some indication was evident that on a 

distribution curve a skewed distribution would result.21 

O'Connor and Connor reported on an integration of 

deaf children in regular classrooms. The results indicated 

that about one-half of the deaf children were unable to be 

successfully integrated. Their results also reinforced the 

20rbid., p. 308. 

21Richard Go Brill, "A Study in Adjustment of Three 
Groups of Deaf Children," Journal .2f. Exceptional Children, 
26:464-66, 470, May, 1960. 



views of the Lexington School for the Deaf, which were 

stated as: 

1. That, with very few exceptions, children who 
begin life with an average speecb range hearing loss 
• o • cannot successfully or comfortably integrate edu­
cationally with bearing children at tbe age of four, 
five or six. They need a specialized program for the 
deaf for a number of years, at least, in order to 
acquire facility in the use of language and speech. 

2. That the percentage of deaf pupils in a special 
school or class for the deaf who are logical candidates 
for ultimate educational integration in classes for the 
hearing is small. The majority will need the benefit 
of specialized programs for the deaf throughout their 
entire educational careers. 

3. That a deaf pupil should not be transferred to 
regular classes until be has developed communication 
ability that will make it possible for him to meet the 
severe competitive conditions he will experience 

14 

therein. This means that, in general, he will not be 
ready for such transfer before the age of eight or nineo 

4. That a careful assessment of the following factors 
be made for each pupil for whom a transfer to regular 
classes is being considered: (a) his age, (b) his com­
munication ability, (c) bis intelligence, (d) bis per­
sonality makeup, (e) his parents, (f) his scholastic 
achievement, (g) the program to which be will be trans­
ferrea. 22 

III. RESEARCH RELATING TO SOCIAL POSITION 

OF VISUALLY IMPAIRED CHILDREN 

Force conducted a study to compare physically handi­

capped and normal children in integrated classes at the 

22clarence D. O'Connor and Leo E. Connor, "A Study 
of the Integration of Deaf Children in Regular Classrooms," 
Journal of Exceptional Children, 27:483-86, May, 1961. 
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elementary grades to determine their social position among 

classmates. By using near-sociometric techniques, be deter­

mined that children with physical handicaps were not as 

accepted as normal children in an integrated settingo More 

specifically, Force indicated that visually handicapped chil­

dren ranked next to the lowest of the categories in peer 

acceptance. 23 

In a report that focused on the interactions of 

exceptional children in a variety of interpersonal situa­

tions, Jones and others determined that of the thirteen 

categories of children studied, the blind children ranked 

ninth in peer acceptance.24 

IV. RESEARCH RELATING TO SOCIAL POSITION 

OF SPEECH IMPAIRED CHILDREN 

One of the first investigations concerning the social 

position of the speech impaired child was conducted by 

Perrin. The social status of individuals in the group 

studied was determined by using a sociometric questionnaire. 

23Dewey G. Force, "Social Status of Physically Handi­
capped Children," Journal of Exceptional Children, 23:104-
107, 132-33, December, 19,5'b":" 

24Reginald L. Jones and others, ''The Social Distance 
of the Exceptional: A Study at the High School Level," 
Journal of Exceptional Children, 32:551-.56, April, 1966. 



The results 0f tbe questionnaire indicated tbat speech 

defective children were ignored one-third more than noraal 

speaking children. It was concluded tbat speech defective 

children were not as readily accepted into a regular claas­

room. 25 
In a study by Freeman and Sonnega, results indicated 

tbat children witb speech impairments were not rejected by 

tbeir peers except when speaking was used as the basis for 

seleetion.26 

Brissey and Trotter concluded in a report of speecb 

handicapped children's acceptance that the severity of tbe 

handicap was not r~lated to social popularity. 27 In their 

opinion,"• •• common interests, similar ages and similar 

backgrounds were the significant factors."28 

Woods and Garrow studied tbe social acceptance of 

speech defective children. They found that the speech 

defective child tends to be less acceptable to bis classmates 

25Elinor H. Perrin, "Social Position of the Speech­
deficient Gbild," Journal af Speecb and Hearing Disorders, 
19:250-52, 1954. 

26G. c. Freeman and J. A. Sonnega, "Peer Evaluatian 
of Children in Speech Correction Class," Journal ot Speecb 
,!E.!! Hearing Disorders, 21:179-82, 1,56. -

27Forreat L. Brissey and William D. Trotter, "Saeial 
Relationships Among Speech Defective Children," Journal of 
Speeeb and Hearing Disorders, 20:271-83, September, l96o:-

28!,ill., p. 283. 



than children who do not have a speech defect. The results 

also indicated that children witb articulation defects were 

less accepted than stutterers. 29 

Marge did a study similar to Perrin's of the social 

position of speech handicapped children. The results of 

this study substantiated earlier research which indicated 

that children with speech defects are socially unacceptable 

to their peers.JO 

29Frances J. Woods and Mary A. Carrow, "The Choice­
Rejection Status of Speech-defective Children., 1.1 Journal of 
Exceptional Children, 25:279-83., February, 1959. 

30norothy K. Marge., ''Tne Social Status of Speech 
Handicapped Children.," Journal of Speech and Hearing 
Research., 9:165-77, June, 1966.- -

17 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURE 

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the methods 

and procedures employed in the present study to determine the 

social pesition of exceptional children in tbe intermediate 

grades as a function of regular or integrated class place­

ment when measured by a sociometric scale and a pupil rating 

scaleo The chapter was organized into five sections: 

Description of Population, Description of Questionnaires, 

Administration of Questionnaires, Scoring of Questionnaires, 

and Analysis of Data. 

I. DESCRIPTION OF THE POPULATION 

Thia study was conducted in nine public elementary 

schools located in St. Cloud, Minnesota. The subjects 

selected for this study consisted of 1,561 students who had 

been enrolled in the fourth, fifth, and sixth grades from 

the beginning of the school term. Of this population, 208 

were considered to be exceptional by the school district 

and the researcher. Those students considered exceptional 

were classified according to their exceptionality. Sixteen 

were educable mentally retarded, two were hearing impaired, 

one was visually impaired, one hundred one were speech 
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impaired, and ninety-one bad special learning disabilities. 

Tbe exceptional children in this study were enrolled in tbe 

"norm.al" classroom for various lengths of time. Tbe length 

of time spent in tbe norm.al classroom per week for tbe ~xcep­

tional children ranged from 17-1/2 bours to 27•3/4 hours. 

The median time exceptional children spent in the normal 

classroom is shown in Table I. Because of tbe small numbers, 

the visually handicapped and hearing handicapped children 

were not included in the study as separate groups. 

TABLE I 

LENGTH OF TIME IN NORMAL AND SPECIAL CLASSROOMS 
ACCORDING TO EXCEPTIONALITY 

Speech handicapped 

Educable mentally retarded 

Visually impaired 

Hearing impaired 

Special learning dis-
ability: 
Reading 
General tutorial 

Median :number 
of hours per 
week receiving 
special educa­
tion services 

l 

11-1/2 

5 

5 

6 
10-1/4 

Median number 
of hours per 
week in normal 

classroom 

27-3/4 

17-1/4 

23-3/4 

23-3/4 

22-3/4-
11-1/ 2 
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II. DESCRIPTION OF QUESTIONNAIRES 

For the purpose of this study, a sociometric scale 

and a pupil rating scale were employed to identify children 

witb adjustment problems. This screening device was adapted 

and condensed from one prepared by Bower and Lambert. 1 It 

consists of a ten-item sociometric "Who Are They?" and an 

eight-item "Pupil Behavior Rating Scale" wbicb was filled 

out by tbe classroom teacher. In the ten-item sociometric 

scale ''Who Are They" five questions were designed to deter­

mine those children who have socially acceptable adjustment 

characteristics. Those questions were: 

1. Who is the one that is liked by almost everybody in 
the class? 

2. Who is the one that you would like for your best 
friend? 

3. 

4. 
Who is the jolly one who doesn't cause any trouble? 

Who is the very fair one who takes turns and plays 
games fairly? 

Who is the one who is good at being a team captain 
and is liked by everyone?2 

The remaining five questions of the ten-item socio­

metric scale "Who Are They?" were designed to determine 

1Eli M. Bower and Nadine M. Lambert, School Adjustment­
Screening Kit (Princeton, N. J.: Educational Testing Service, 
1962). -

2Ibid. -
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which children do not possess socially acceptable adjustment 

characteristics. Those questions were: 

1. 

2. 

4. 

Wbo is the one that always seems to be complaining? 
Nothing makes him (her) happyo He (she) always 
wants to have his (her) own way. 

Who is the one that is mean and cruel to other 
students? 

Who is the one that breaks rules--rules of the school 
and rules of the games? 

Who is the one who doesn't make friends or is bard 
to get to know? 

Who is the one who is often afraid and acts like a 
real little boy or girl?3 

Before each question, a blank space was provided for 

the children to write in the name of his choice, as shown 

in Appendix A. 

The "Pupil Behavior Rating Scale" which was filled 

out on each child in this study by the classroom teacher 

consisted of eight items. Each item pertained to behavioral 

characteristics manifested by the children as observed by 

the teacher. Those items were: 

1. This pupil gets into fights or quarrels with other 
pupils. 

2. This pupil bas to be coaxed or forced to play or 
work with others. 

3. This pupil has difficulty learningo 

4. This pupil makes unusual or inappropriate respon_ses. 

3rbid. 



5. Tbis pupil behaves in ways which are dangerous to 
self or others. 

6. Tbis pupil is unhappy or depressed. 

7. This pupil becomes sick when faced with a difficult 
school problem or situation. 

8. This pupil is very shy and withdrawn.4 
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Each of the above-mentioned behavioral characteristics 

was scored on a one-te-five scale consisting of the following 

ratings and numerical equivalence: 

1. seldom or never 

2. not very often 

3. not observed 

4. quite often 

5. most of the time 

The eight-item "Pupil Behavior Rating Scaleu is sbown 

in Appendix B. 

III. ADMINISTRATION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRES 

The sociometric questionnaire was administered to both 

normal and exca:ptional children in the normal classroom by 

the teaeber. It was administered durimg the fourth month of 

the school term to insure all children an ample opportunity 

to be assimilated into tbe social structure of the classroom. 
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Tbe teachers were given instructions for administering 

the sociometric questionnaire along with the purpose of the 

study. It was empbasized that tbe final group results would 

be available to them and to teachers in following years, but 

not individual questionnaires. Instructions for administer­

ing the sociometric "Who Are Tbey?" followed the procedure 

set forth by Bower and Lambert. The instructions are as 

follows: 

T.be sociometric 11 Wbo Are They?" is administered to 

tbese children as a group test. The procedure is as follows: 

1. Distribut~ a copy or the Answer Sheet t8 each child. 

2. Read the instructions printed on the top of the 

Answer Sheet oat loud and ask the children to read along 

silently with you. 

3. Emphasize tbat only one full name is to be put om 

each line and that they are not to sign or use their own name. 

4. When all students have finished (about 5-10 minutes) 

collect the Answer Sheets.5 

The children were informed that no one in the class­

room, or in the school, would see the questionnaires after 

they were completed. 

The teachers were instructed to complete the "Pupil 

Behavior Rating Scale" o:n each child during the same week 
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the sociometric "Who Are Tbey?u was administered. It was 

emphasized to the teachers that a more accurate rating could 

be obtained if they would score the same item for each child 

in the class before proceeding to the next item. The teach­

ers were also instructed to complete all of the ratings at 

one sitting. 

IV. SCORING OF QUESTIONNAIRES 

The names of the children in each class were arranged 

in alphabetical order on the "Score Sheet for the Sociometric 

and Pupil Behavior Rating Sealeo" Each time a child's name 

appeared in answer to sociometric questions one, three, five, 

seven or nine, indicating inadequate social adjustment 

characteristics, corresponding tallies were made on a tally 

sheet. Each time the child's name appeared in answer to 

sociometric questions two, four, six, eight, and ten, indi­

cating adequate social adjustment characteristics, corres­

ponding tallies were made on a tally sheet. For each child 

the tallies in each column were computed. These constituted 

his final scores which were used in the final analysis of 

this study. 

The scoring of the "Pupil Behavior Rating Scale" was 

computed according to the analysis described by Bower and 

Lambert. 6 

6rbid. -

.. 
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V. HYPOTHESES 

It was hypothesized in tbis study that: 

1. There will be no significant difference in the 

social position between exceptional children and normal chil­

dren as tbey relate to t .beir peers, as measured by -tiaual and 

valence questions on a soeiometric scale. 

2. There will be no significant difference in the 

social adjustment characteristics between exceptional chil­

dren and normal children, as measured by teacher observation 

on a teacher rating scale. 

3. There will be no significant difference in tbe 

social positi0n between tbe groups of exceptional children, 

as measured by visual and valence questions on a sociometric 

scale. 

VI. ANALYSIS OF DATA 

I 

Tbe use of nonparametric statistics was decided upon 

due to the ordinal nature of tbe obtained data. To arrive 

at any pertinent conclusions and to compute statistical data, 

tbe median test was employed to determine tbe combined median 

of the two populations. Tbe combined median score was then 

used to determine the number of students in eacb population 

above and below tbe combined median. The cbi-square test 

was used to determine the probability of occurrence. For 



the purpose of this study, the .05 level of confidence was 

used to accept or reject the null hypotheses. 
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CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

This chapter presents the data which were analyzed 

according to the procedures stated in Chapter III. Results 

of the analysis are as follows. 

Normal Children vs. Exce§tional 
Children on Sociometric cale 

Hypothesis 1 pertained to the social position between 

exceptional children and normal children as they relate to 

their peers. This was measured by visual and valence ques­

tions on the sociometric scale "Who Are They?" The median 

test was employed to analyze the data. Tables II and III 

show the number of scores above the combined median and the 

number of scores below the combined median for the normal 

and exceptional groups. The results of the median test show 

there were significant differences in the median social 

positions of the normal and exceptional children; therefore, 

hypothesis 1 was rejected. It was concluded that the social 

adjustment of exceptional children was less adequate than 

normal children. 
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TABLE II 

COMPARISON OF SCORES INDICATING INADEQUATE SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT 
OF NORMAL CHILDREN AND EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN 

Number of scores above 
combined median 

Number of scores below 
combined median 

Total 

d.f. = 1 

TABLE III 

Normal 
children 

591 

762 

1353 

Exceptional 
children 

133 

75 

208 

P ) 005 

COMPARISON OF SCORES INDICATING ADEQUATE SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT 
OF NORMAL CHILDREN AND EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN 

Number of scores above 
combined median 

Number of scores below 
combined median 

Total 

x2 = 26.88 d.f. = 1 

Normal 
children 

697 

656 

1353 

Exceptional 
children 

67 

208 

p > .001 

-I") 



Normal Children vs. Exceptional Children 
on Pupil BehaviorRating Scale 
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The second hypothesis concerned the social position 

between exceptional children and normal children as measured 

by their teachers on the "Pupil Behavior Rating Scale." 

Results of the median test are presented in Table IV. There 

were significant differences in the median scores between 

the normal and exceptional children; thus the null hypothesis 

was rejected. These results also support the position that 

exceptional children are not as socially adept as their 

normal peers. 

TABLE IV 

COMPARISON OF SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT BETWEEN NORMAL AND EXCEP­
TIONAL CHILDREN AS MEASURED BY THE "PUPIL 

BEHAVIOR RATING SCALE" 

Number of scores above 
combined median 

Number of scores below 
combined median 

Total 

x2 = 37 .49 d.f. = 1 

Normal 
children 

652 

668 

1320 

Exceptional 
children 

55 

152 

207 

p) .001 



Exceptional Children vs. Exceptional 
Children on Sociometric Scale -----
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The third hypothesis sought to determine differences 

in the social position between groups of exceptional children 

as they relate to their peers. The groups of exceptional 

children analyzed were classified as educable mentally 

retarded, speech handicapped, and special learning dis­

ability. Table V shows the results of the comparison 

between children classified as special learning disability 

and educable mentally retarded. 

TABLE V 

COMPARISON OF SCORES INDICATING INADEQUATE SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT 
OF SPECIAL LEARNING DISABILITY AND EDUCABLE MENTALLY 

RETARDED CHILDREN 

Number of scores above 
combined median 

Number of scores below 
combined median 

Total 

x2 = .0002 d.f. = 1 

Special 
learning 

disability 

40 

.51 

91 

p ( .98 

Educable 
mentally 
retarded 

7 

9 

16 

Differences between groups of special learning dis­

ability and educable mentally retarded children in terms of 
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exhibiting inadequate social adjustment were not significant; 

therefore the null hypothesis was accepted. 

Table VI presents the number of scores above and below 

the combined median to indicate adequate social adjustment 

between special learning disability children and educable 

mentally retarded children. The results of the chi-square 

test revealed no significant difference between the groups. 

The null hypothesis was accepted. Therefore, it was con­

cluded that there were no differences between educable 

mentally retarded children and special learning disability 

children. 

TABLE VI 

COMPARISON OF SCORE$ INDICATING ADEQUATE SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT 
OF SPECIAL LEARNING DISABILITY AND EDUCABLE MENTALLY 

RETARDED CHILDREN 

Number of scores above 
combined median 

Number of scores below 
combined median 

Total 

x2 = 1.05 d.f. = 1 

Special 
learning 

disability 

41 

50 

91 

p < .30 

Educable 
mentally 
retarded 

5 

11 

16 
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Table VII sbows the number of scores above and below 

the combined median to indicate inadequate social adjustment 

between special learning disability ebildren and speech 

bandicapped cbildren. Tbe results of tbe chi-square test 

show there are significant differences at the .05 level of 

significance; therefore the null hypothesis was rejected. 

TABLE VII 

COMPARISON OF SCORES INDICATING INADEQUATE SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT 
OF SPECIAL LEARNING DISABILITY AND SPEECH 

HANDICAPPED CHILDREN 

Number of scores above 
combined median 

Number of scores below 
combined median 

Total 

x2 = 4.84 d.f. = 1 

Table VIII shows the number 

Special 
learning 

disability 

36 

55 

91 

Speech 
handicapped 

56 

45 

101 

P) .05 
of scores above and below 

the combined median to indicate adequate social adjustment 

between special learning disability children and speech 

handicapped children. The chi-square test results show 

there are significant differences. The null hypothesis 

was rejected. Special learning disability children seem to 

have more difficulty socially than do the speech handicapped. 



33 

TABLE VIII 

COMPARISON OF SCORES INDICATING ADEQUATE SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT 
OF SPECIAL LEARNING DISABILITY AND SPEECH 

HANDICAPPED CHILDREN 

Number of scores above 
combined median 

Number of scores below 
combined median 

Total 

x2 = 6.52 d.f. = l 

Special 
learning 

disability 

22 

69 

91 

p) .02 

Speech 
handicapped 

42 

59 

101 

Table IX presents the number of scores above and 

below the combined median to indicate inadequate social 

adjustment between speech handicapped children and educable 
-

mentally retarded children. The results of the chi-square 

analysis revealed no significant difference, so the null 

hypothesis was accepted. 

Table X shows the number of scores above and below the 

combined median to indicate adequate social adjustment between 

speech handicapped children and educable mentally retarded 

children. The results of the chi-square test show no sig­

nificant difference at the .05 level of significance. The 

null hypothesis was accepted. When considered along with 

the data in Table IX, it appears that no sociometric 
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differences exist between speech handicapped children and 

educable mentally retarded children. 

TABLE IX 

COMPARISON OF SCORES INDICATING INADEQUATE SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT 
OF SPEECH HANDICAPPED AND EDUCABLE MENTALLY 

RETARDED CHILDREN 

Number of scores above 
combined median 

Number of scores below 
combined median 

Total 

x2 = 1.967 

TABLE X 

Speech 
handicapped 

57 

101 

p ( .10 

Educable 
mentally 
retarded 

4 

12 

16 

COMPARISON OF SCORES INDICATING ADEQUATE SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT 
OF SPEECH HANDICAPPED AND EDUCABLE MENTALLY 

RETARDED CHILDREN 

Number of scores above 
combined median 

Number of scores below 
combined median 

Total 

d.f. = 1 

Speech 
handicapped 

42 

59 

101 

p < .05 

Educable 
mentally 
retarded 

3 

13 

16 

■ 
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Table XI shows the number of scores above and below 

the combined median to indicate inadequate social adjustment 

of special learning disability children classified as reading 

disability or general tutorial. The results of the chi­

square test show there were significant differences at the 

.05 level of confidence; therefore the null hypothesis was 

rejected. 

TABLE XI 

COMPARISON OF SCORES INDICATING INADEQUATE SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT 
BETWEEN GROUPS OF -SPECIAL LEARNING DISABILITY CHILDREN 

Number of scores above 
combined median 

Number of scores below 
combined median 

Total 

x2 = 4.064 

Special learning 
disabiiity, 

reading 

30 

26 

56 

d.f. = l 

Special learning 
disability, gen­
eral tutorial 

10 

25 

35 

p > .05 
Table XII presents the number of scores above and 

below the combined median as determined by the median test 

to indicate adequate social adjustment of special learning 

disability children classified as reading disability or 

general tutorial. _The _chi-square test reveals significant 
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differences at the .05 level of confidence; therefore the 

null hypothesis was rejected. 

TABLE XII 

COMPARISON OF SCORES INDICATING ADEQUATE SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT 
BETWEEN GROUPS OF SPECIAL LEARNING DISABILITY CHILDREN 

Number of scores above 
combined median 

Number of scores below 
combined median 

Total 

x2 = 4.27 

Special learning 
disability, 

reading 

30 

26 

56 

--
d.f. = 1 

Special learning 
disability, gen­
eral tutorial 

11 

24 

35 

p) .05 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, 

AND LIMITATIONS 

I. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

This investigation was experimental in natureo It 

was designed to determine whether or not there are differ­

ences in the social position between exceptional children 

and normal children and between groups of exceptional chil­

dren when measured by a sociometric scale and a teacher 

rating scale. 

Involved in the investigation were 1,561 children from 

the fourth, fifth, and sixth grades of the St. Cloud Public 

Schools. Of these children, 1,353 were classified as 

normals, 101 were classified as speech handicapped, 91 were 

classified as special learning disability, and 16 were classi­

fied as educable mentally retarded. The entire population 

was administered the sociometric scale "Who Are They?" and 

classroom teachers rated the children in their classrooms 

on the "Pupil Behavior Rating Scale." Assuming the existence 

of a high correlation between social position within a class­

room, adequate social adjustment, and length of time separated 

from the classroom for special education services, it was 

hypothesized in the null form that there would be no 

,l 
.J 
I 
I 

,l 
;1 
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significant difference in the social position between excep­

tional children and normal children. 

The first hypothesis was rejected, indicating excep­

tional children displayed more inadequate social adjustment 

than normal children. 

The second hypothesis was also rejected, which indi­

cates normal children have more appropriate social adjustment 

characteristics than exceptional children as observed by the 

classroom teacher. 

Results of the analysis of the data pertaining to the 

third hypothesis revealed that there were no significant 

differences in the social position between special learning 

disability children and educable retarded children or between 

speech handicapped children and educable mentally retarded 

children. Therefore, that portion of the null hypothesis 

was accepted. That portion of the third hypothesis pertain­

ing to the differences between speech handicapped children 

and special learning disability children in social position 

was rejected. This indicates special learning disability 

children display more inadequate social adjustment than 

speech handicapped children. 

Further analysis of the data relating to special learn­

ing disability children revealed that those students classi­

fied as general tutorial were less socially adjusted than 
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those students classified as reading disability. The results 

also indicate that students classified as having a reading 

disability were more socially adjusted than those students 

classified as having a general tutorial disability. 

II. DISCUSSION 

Significant differences appeared between normal chil­

dren and exceptional children in both categories of questions 

on the sociometric scale "Who Are They?" Exceptional chil­

dren as a group were named more often as exhibiting charac­

teristics associated with inadequate social adjustment than 

were the normal children. On the questions designed to 

determine children with socially acceptable adjustment 

characteristics, normal children were named more often than 

were exceptional children. The results of the sociometric 

scale agree with the majority of research examining the 

social position of exceptional children. 

The results of the data obtained from the "Pupil 

Behavior Rating Scale" tend to indicate normal children as 

a group display better social adjustment characteristics, 

whereas exceptional children as a group indicate more 

inadequate social adjustment characteristics when rated 

by their classroom teacher. The results of the ''Pupil 

Behavior Rating Scale" seem to indicate a relationship 

J 
:1 
,l 
I 
J 
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between social position within a classroom and social adjust­

ment characteristics. 

Significant differences between groups of exceptional 

children revealed that speech handicapped children tend to 

be more socially acceptable than any other exceptional 

group in this investigation. In order of social acceptance, 

the speech handicapped children appear to hold a higher 

social position within a classroom, followed by educable 

mentally retarded children and special learning disability 

children. It also appears that within the special learning 

disability group, those classified as having reading defi­

ciencies hold a higher social position within the classroom 

than those classified as general tutorial. Examination of 

the median length of time that each group is separated from 

the regular classroom tends to indicate the longer an excep­

tional group was separated from the normal classroom for 

special education services, the lower is their social position. 

It was not the purpose of this study to hypothesize 

reasons as to whether exceptional children are rejected as 

a result of intelligence, unacceptable social behavior, or 

separation from the classroom for special education services. 

It does, however, raise questions for which there presently 

are no answers but which may lead to further research. 
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III. LIMITATIONS 

This study was limited by the following factors: 

1. The sample was selected from the fourth, fifth , 

and sixth grades of the St. Cloud Public Schools. Therefore, 

any generalizations pertaining to this study are limited to 

this population . 

2. This investigation was limited by the population 

size of the exceptional children. The number of exceptional 

children involved depended on the number of children who 

were identified as exceptional and separated for special 

education services. 
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WHO ARE THEY? 

Here are some questions about different kinds of children. Read the questions carefully 

and ask yourself: "Who in our class is like this?" Think carefully about your classmates to find the 

one that fits each description. Write the name of the boy or girl who you think fits the description 

best beside each question. Do not write your own name beside any of the questions and do not 

sign your name at the top of the paper. 

1. Who is the one that always seems to be complaining? Nothing 

makes him (her) happy. He (she) always wants to have his (her) 

own way. 

----------- 2. Who is the one that is liked by almost everybody in the class? 

------------ 3. Who is the one that is mean and cruel to other students? 

____________ 4. Who is the one that you would like for your best friend? 

. . 
____________ 5. Who is the one that breaks rules - rules of the school and rules 

' of the games? 

____________ 6. Who is the jolly one who doesn't cause any trouble? 

____________ 7. Who is the one who doesn't make fi:iends or is hard to get to 

kriow? 

------------ 8. Who is the very fair one who takes turns and plays games fairly? 

____________ 9. Who is the one who is often afraid and acts like a real little boy 

or girl? 

------------10, Who is the one who is good at being a team captain and is 
liked by everyone? 

-
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PUPIL BEHAVIOR RATING SCALE 

Total------ Corrected Total------

1. District ·----- 2. School ------------ 3. Grade -------

4. Name of Pupil -----'----------------- 5. Sex.---------

6. Name of Teacher------------------ 7. Date --------­

Please rate the pupil's behavior as you have observed and experienced it. Place the code 
nu}llher of the appropriate rating on the line to the right of each statement. 

8. This pupil gets into fights or quarrels with other pupils. 
1. seldom or never 2. not very often 3. not observed 
4. quite of ten 5. most of the time. 

9. This pupil has to be coaxed or forced to play or work with others. 
1. seldom or never 2. not very often 3. not observed 
4. quite of ten 5. most of the time. 

10. This pupil has difficulty learning. 
1. seldom or never 2. not very often 3. not observed 
4. quite often 5. most of the time . 

11. This pupil makes unusual or inappropriate responses. 
1. seldom or never 2, not very often 3. not observed 
4. quite of ten 5. most of the time. 

12. This pupil behaves in ways which are dangerous to self or others. 
1. seldom or never 2. not very of ten 3. not observed 
4. quite often 5. most of the time. 

13. This pupil is unhappy or depressed. 
1. seldom or never 2. not very of ten 3. not observed 
4. quite often 5. most of the time. 

14. This pupil becomes sick when faced with a difficult school prob­
lem or situation. 

1. seldom or never 2. not very often 3. not observed 
4. quite often 5. most of the time. 

15. This pupil is very shy and withdrawn. 
1. seldom or never 2. not very of ten 3. not obseryed 
4. quite often 5. most of the time. ,. 

TOTAL=---­

CORRECTED TOTAL= ---

When you have rated the pupil on each item, circle any jtem you have given the code num­
ber 3. Add the remaining numbers to get a total score. Multiply this total by the following frac­
tion to get "corrected total": 

8 x total = corrected total 
8 minus number of items circled 3 

If you have not given any item a 3 rating, total score and corrected total are the same. 
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