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INTRODUCTION '

As the title of this thesis makes clear, the primary aim of the

research project presented here was to develop a bipolar measure of the

social skills of the young adolescent. This aim is easily stated. It is

not until the context in which it is stated is described that it becomes

clear how many complexities were involved in seeking to achieve it. It is

this context, in fact, which has necessitated the rather w ide-ranging

approach to the research area which is found in the dissertation, and which

has, moreover, compelled its author to adopt a somewhat independent line in

pursuing the specific project. A lthough it was not, therefore, a prim ary 

aim of the thesis that it should contribute explicitly to the philosophical

and methodological debate within the area of social skills training (SST), 

it is hoped that m uch of the discussion of these more general issues, as

well as the development of the measure itself, will be of value.

The broader context in which the present study has been undertaken is,

of course, represented by recent and not-so-recent research touching on the

social world of the young adolescent in general. The narrow er context is

represented by the many publications of the past two decades concerned with 

SST in particular, whether those proposing assessment and training 

strategies (Liberman et al., 1975; Trower et al., 1978; Bellack and Hersen, 

1979; Curran and M onti, 1982) or those describing and discussing the

problems connected with these strategies (Hersen and Bellack, 1977;

Bellack, 1979; Curran, 1979; Arkowitz, 1981; Curran and M ariotto, 1981).

Both kinds of work make clear the extent to which researchers and

practitioners alike have become aware of the confusion that exists with

regard to terms, concepts and results. The last decade, indeed, has seen

the emergence of a new and exciting debate regarding the conceptual issues

which are relevant to SST, the study of behaviour generally, and our

understanding of scientific method. Something of a consensus appears to 

exist among the best known of these researchers and practitioners in the

field of social skills. They seem agreed that SST has been less successful

than they had hoped, in that it has not produced the expected rich harvest

of healthy, socially competent clients and patients. On the contrary,

skills which have been learnt and mastered during training often fail to

flourish when taken outside the environm ent where their growth was 

fostered, and over a period of time tend to "wilt", at best, and sometimes



to die. This acknowledgement has resulted in two general categories of

response. Some argue that SST is now dry ground that needs to be left in

the hope that time may render it fertile again. Others m aintain, rather, 

that the ground is still rich, but that the tools for working it are not

well-designed for the task, and that the prevailing atmospheric conditions

are unfavourable.

Here is the first difficulty  facing the researcher with the quite 

specific aim described in the first paragraph above. The state of

uncertain ty  where these larger questions are concerned simply demands to a

certain  extent that any current p ro jec t on SST m ust begin with these same

questions, and offer both a description and critique of the current state

o f affa irs and some justification o f the philosophy and methodology adopted

in the project itself. The specific pro ject must be set within this much

larger context. Such description, critique and justification the present

study offers in chapters one, two and three.

In chapter one I offer a critical review of some of the relevant

literature which makes up the broader context within which the present 

study was undertaken. I describe and discuss recent research on the - social

behaviour and dynamics of children and adolescents in particular; and on

theories of relevance to such a dissertation in particular (interpersonal 

theory, friendship formation). The main concern of this chapter is to

dem onstrate in very broad fashion the ways in which the literature which 

exists on the one hand fails or only partially succeeds in addressing the

concerns which I wish to address, and therefore makes space for the new 

piece of research which I have undertaken; and on the other hand, provides

a basis for the progress in the field to which the present study seeks to

contribute.

In chapter two the conceptual issues relevant to the study o f hum an

behaviour are discussed in more detail. The chapter suggests that it is 

the traditional way in which psychologists have conceived of and studied

the hum an person (the "organism" approach) which is at least partly to

blame for the problems which SST has encountered. An alternative approach

(the "agency" approach) which is considered involves, rather, adopting an 

anthropom orphic view of man and an ethogenic approach to the study of his

behaviour - that is, discovering the generative processes from which

sprouts specific behaviours, rather than studying the specific behaviours

alone. Three models of man, em bedded within a structuralist fram ework,



are discussed: Harré and Secord’s two-dim ensional m odel of the individual

in relation to society; La Gaipa’s three dim ensional model for the

structural analysis of the individual in relation to himself, the nuclear

family, the extended family and friends and neighbours; and, finally, a 

feedback loop model by Carver and Scheier which describes how the

individual monitors others and himself, and how (s)he behaves when goals

are and are not attained. Although there are aspects of these three models

which are unsatisfactory, it is argued that they represent a great

im provem ent upon previous models and as such, they are taken as a basis for 

the present study.

Chapter three provides, first, a thoroughgoing, critical appraisal of

assessment methods. It draws attention to the lack of agreement which 

exists with regard to the definition of that which is being assessed, 

i.e."social skill"; it discusses problems with the m edia through which an 

individual’s social behaviour is observed or m easured - role-play

strategies, direct observation in a natural setting, questionnaire and

interview  techniques (encompassing se lf-report and reports by others); and

it critiques the means of measuring those skills or skill deficits which

are observed using the aforem entioned techniques, including sociometry. 

This appraisal leads on, secondly, to a description of the assessment

m ethod adopted in the present study, in term s of these same areas of

definition, media and measurement. I explain in particular why the

developm ent of new self-report and teacher questionnaires was necessary;

and how the m ethodology adopted in this study in my view overcomes to a 

very great extent the problems highlighted in the first part of the

chapter, making possible new discoveries about the social world of the 

young adolescent.

Having thus placed the dissertation in its context, and outlined both

the philosophical and methodological approach which I have in this context

adopted, chapters four to six describe the developm ent and validation of 

the bipolar measure itself. Chapter four recounts the history of the 

developm ent of the new self-report and teacher questionnaires. Chapters

five and six present the results of the study, the form er discussing the

statistical analyses and the latter the descriptive data. The concluding 

chapter, chapter seven, then draws some conclusions about the new

questionnaire, and includes a discussion of the findings of the study in 

relation to the issues discussed in chapters two and three.



1. LITERATURE REVIEW

1.1 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to offer a critical review of some of

the literature which makes up the broader context within which the present

study was undertaken. I shall describe and discuss recent research on the

social behaviour and dynamics of children and adolescents in particular

(since young people o f the age group relevant to this study in fact reside

in a somewhat grey area between the two areas of developm ent usually

described as "childhood" and "adolescence"); and then the literature on

interpersonal theory and friendship formation more generally. The

literature on both areas is, of course, extensive, and a full review would

take us well beyond the area o f interest of this study. I shall therefore

confine myself to picking out the highlights which are of general or

specific relevance in term s of the subject matter of the dissertation

itself. A particular concern of this chapter will be to demonstrate in

very broad fashion the ways in which the literature which exists on the one

hand fails or only partially succeeds in addressing the concerns which I

wish to address, and therefore makes space for the new piece of research

which I have undertaken; and on the other hand, provides a basis for the

progress in the field to which the present study seeks to contribute.

Chapter 1 thus prepares the way immediately for chapters 2 and 3, which

will pick up this them e in  more detail, offering a sustained critique of

much of the philosophy and assessment method in the literature, and

justify ing  the philosophical fram ework and method adopted in this study.

1.2 L iterature on the social behaviour and dynamics o f adolescents

The literature on the social behaviour and dynamics of adolescents is

actually surprisingly sparse in respect of what we m ight call "normal"

children, that is, children who are functioning reasonably well within

society and not giving undue cause for concern. The bulk of the research 

has, rather, focussed upon the difficulties experienced by specific groups

of adolescents (e.g young offenders), who are said to deviate from a normal



pattern  of social developm ent which has more been assumed than described

and exam ined. When this literature is examined closely, moreover, it 

reveals a variety of results whose precise significance is often not clear,

and some of which are m utually contradictory. Connected with this variety 

o f results is a variety of aims and methods, very often at cross-purposes

w ith one another; and variety, also, in the degree of success which SST has 

had in treating the subejcts concerned. The cumulative effect of all the

literature cited, whether on "normal" or "abnormal children", is to suggest 

that our knowledge of the social behaviour and dynamics of adolescents is 

fragm entary a t best, particularly  in  relation to the normal behaviour of

specific age-groups w ithin the adolescent range. It is further to suggest

that serious attention m ust be given to the methodological issue in framing

a new research proposal. We begin with the "abnormal literature", before

m oving on to review the "normal literature".

Spence’s chapter on adolescent offenders in Spence and Shepherd (1983)

reviews the literature in this field of interest. Both Braukmann et al.

(1975) and Freedman et al. (1978) had emphasised the importance of skill

deficits in the role o f the development and m aintenance of offending. 

Spence herself (1981) found, when comparing an offender group with a non

o ffender population, a significantly lower level of eye contact, head 

m ovem ent and total am ount spoken, and a higher level of inappropriate 

responses, fiddling and gross motor movements. The significance of these

correlations is, however, not clear, since these groups did not reveal

social deficiency across the whole range of social skills. There was no

difference between the two groups when use of gestures, smiling, speech

dysfluencies, question asking, latency of response, initiations and 

friendliness ratings were measured.

Henderson and HoUin, in Hollin and Trower (1986), include a resume of

tw enty studies on social skills w ith young offenders. Of that twenty,

eleven had 10 or fewer subjects, and only six included both females and 

males (though the num ber o f subjects represented was fewer than 10 of

either gender in all studies but two, one of which failed to report the

num ber of each gender). The size of the sample in these cases makes it 

d ifficu lt to assess the significance of their findings in term of the

debate about the efficacy of SST more generally. Of the nine studies

including more than 10 subjects (Alexander and Parsons, 1973; Chandler, 

1973; DeLange et__ al., 1981b; Hazel et ad., 1981; Hazel et al., 1982; Ostrom



et al., 1971; Sarason and Ganzer, 1973; Spence and Marzillier, 1981; and

Spence and Spence, 1980), all but one showed improvements in the subjects

after SST. O f the seven which included a follow-up programme to see if

skills were m aintained over time, however, only three reported maintenance 

o f im provem ent over tim e (the time period being less than a year in all but

one case). Three reported deterioration over time, and one found

im provem ent in both the SST group and the discussion group, but not the

control group. A variety of methods for assessing the baseline behaviour

and the im provem ent are used in these studies, and these could be

responsible for the differences in findings.

Two particular interests in the literature in terms of SST with

abnorm al children are modelling and positive reinforcem ent (cf., for

exam ple, M ichelson and M annarino in Strain et al., 1986). O’Connor (1969,

1972) is the name most readily associated with modelling. In both his

studies children exposed to modelling showed improvements over control 

groups w hich lasted for some months in the first study and 6 weeks in the 

second. Keller and Carlson (1974) found similar results with socially

isolated pre-school children. However, Gottman (1977) repeated O’Connor’s

studies and did not find significant differences between his groups.

Strain and Timm (1974) and Strain et d .  (1977) used positive

re in forcem ent of peer trainers to prom pt interaction with withdrawn

children, and proved . to be succesful at altering the behaviour of the

w ithdraw n children. Todd et al. (1976) compared the effects of social

rein forcem ent, token reinforcem ent, combined social and token 

rein forcem ent, d ifferential reinforcem ent of another behaviour, and cost

contingency. They found that social reinforcem ent plus token reinforcem ent 

did not e ffec t a reduction in aggressive behaviour, but cost contingency 

was an essential pre-requisite  for changing aggressive behaviour. A

follow -up showed continued improvem ent in the classroom situation. In

contrast a reinforcem ent procedure which involved positive experiences when 

w ithdraw n children initiated and continued in social interactions with peer 

groups was the method which worked best with that particular group. 

Studies w hich have included an SST programme have found increases in peer 

acceptance of isolated children (Ladd, 1979; Oden and Asher, 1977), 

although no measure of maintenance was included. Similarly, the Camp and 

Bash "Think Aloud" programme (1978b, reported more fully in Cartledge and 

M ilburn , 1980), based on the work of Spivack and Shure (1974), which



suggested that learning to think of optional solutions to problems was 

essential to im proving social behaviour has shown im proved perform ance 

w ithin various groups. For example, Camp et al., (1977) have found this

program m e to increase the social performance of children with social

d ifficulties in the classroom and in cognitive tasks when compared with

control groups. Aggressive children, however, were found to have improved 

no more than that evidenced by the control group. Watson and Hall (1977)

also reported improvem ents with learning disabled children. It has to be

said, however, that in many of these studies "improvement" is measured by a

quantitative im provem ent in interaction and this, in the absence of a

complementary qualitative measure, may mean nothing in term s of the child’s

actual ability to experience social ease and enjoym ent in h is/her

relationships with others.

It is the lim ited success with generalisation of learnt individual

skills to varying situations and over time which has led recently to

growing interest in, and use of, a cognitive problem -solving approach to

SST. In reviewing studies carried out using an essentially cognitive

approach (called ICPS for "Interpersonal Cognitive Problem - Solving"),

Michelson and M annarino cite Spivack and Share’s work (1974) with p re 

school children and pre-adolescents as encouraging in terms both of the

im provem ent which the programme produced in problem -solving ability and

acquisition of new skills, and perhaps most crucially, the consistency over

tim e of the im provem ent. U nfortunately, however, no control groups were 

used, so it is impossible to compare other forms of social stimulation.

Chinsky et (1976) adopted a similar programme for older children,

experiencing less encouraging results. Whether this was due to an older

group being more established in undesirable patterns or to the programme 

itself is impossible to say, since once again there was an absence of

comparable groups. McClure et al. (1978) included four comparison

conditions in their experiment; videotape modelling only; videotape plus

discussion; videotape plus role-play practices; and a no-treatm ent group.

C hildren were also assessed for their internal/external locus of control.

The results indicated that children in the first three conditions all 

im proved in their ability to solve problems and developed a more internal

locus of control. The crucial assessment of how their behaviour in 

spontaneous real-life  situations improved, however, was om itted and 

therefore it is d ifficu lt to compare this study with those that assess



baseline and improvement in real situations. Weissberg et al. (1981)

constructed an ICPS programme which included five categories of p rob lem 

solving social skills and four measures of behavioural adjustm ent. They

found that the children in the ICPS programme made significantly more gains

in giving alternative suggestions and more effective solutions, iden tified

interpersonal difficulties more readily, and predicting consequences m ore

accurately than the control group. However, ICPS did not a ffect se lf

esteem, peer status or se lf-report measures of anxiety. Teacher ratings 

im proved in the suburban group but not the urban one - a result w hich is

contrary to that of Elardo and Cladwell (1979), who found teacher ratings

im proved for inner-city  children who were in both ICPS and ro le-tak ing

groups. One particularly encouraging study by M annarino et al. (1982),

using an ICPS programme with 64 high-risk  children, showed the program m e

children to have made substantial progress in behavioural adjustm ent as

m easured by teachers compared with controls. More importantly, there was a

significant increase in the peer acceptance of the programme group,

investigation. One final study of importance here is that of R ichard and

Dodge (1982), which included aggressive, isolated and popular boys as

subjects. They found that popular children generated more alternative

solutions to social situations than either of the other two groups (both o f

which scored similarly). The initial solutions suggested by each group 

w ere all regarded by raters as equally effective, however, which leads one

to suppose that the social d ifficulty  of the isolated and aggressive groups

lies in the ability to generate a num ber of different options. R ichard and

Dodge also point out that the solutions chosen by the boys in those two

groups are often characteristic of the behaviour which they most comm only

express (i.e. aggressive or ineffective).

O ther studies should be listed here which are difficult to describe

under any one particular heading, but which are clearly of im portance in

general. Foster (1983) cites studies linking poor social skill and ability

to relate to one's peer group with hyperactivity (Pelham and Bender, 1981),

conduct disorders (Cox et al., 1976) and academic and mental health

problem s (Cowen et al., 1973; Kohn and Rosman, 1972). R etrospective

studies with alcoholics, antisocial individuals and psychiatric patients 

apparently  show a high level of social difficulty which was recorded in

childhood (Roins, 1966; M orris, 1956; Lovaas et al., 1972; Lewine et ai.,

1978). Camp (1977) and Camp et___ (1977) have found that aggressive boys



differed  from normal ones in both behaviour and cognitive skills. Reviev/s

by A sher et al. (1977) and Hartup (1970) indicate that those children who

experience peer acceptance show better social knowledge, more complex 

reasoning and more positive behaviour when interacting with others. Social 

isolation has been found by Ladd (1979) and Oden and Asher (1977) to be an

enduring state of existence by the time a child is only nine or ten years

old. Ladd and Oden (1979) found socially isolated children to be less

aware o f peer values and norms, suggesting social strategies which peers

would have regarded as unhelpful or inappropriate; and Gottman et____d .,

(1975) found a positive correlation between social knowledge and peer

acceptance. However, other studies would encourage caution before too

naively accepting this last correlation at face value. Singleton and Asher

(1977) found race to be an im portant factor in determ ining social

acceptance amongst peers; McDavid and Harari (1966) found possession of an 

unusual or strange sounding name to be of significance; while Dion and

Berscheid (1974) correlated physical unattractiveness with social 

rejection. Such studies rem ind one of the need to consider interm ediary

variables when investigating a possible correlation between social skills

and peer acceptance, since these children may not even have been afforded

an initial opportunity  by peers to make social advances.

All this literature on "abnormal" children is, of course, im portant in

its own right. What is already clear, however, from this b rief review of

the literature is there exists very great diversity among researchers in 

term s of their methodology and their precise areas of interest, and

consequently, that our knowledge even of these abnormal adolescents is

som ewhat fragm entary and, indeed, contradictory. Clearly there needs to be

some discussion within the field of SST particularly about method, and

about how diverse results may better be related to each other within a

coherent m ethodological framework. Moreover, the mere fact that most of

the work on the social behaviour and dynamics of adolescents has been

carried out with respect to these specific groups of "abnormal" children is

itself problem atic, as has been noted by several recent researchers (cf., 

for exam ple, Furnham ’s chapter on adolesence in Trower and Hollin, 1986).

The consequence is that we have little detailed knowledge of what 

constitutes norm al social functioning within this age-range, against which

to compare abnormal behaviour. This is particularly the case in regard to



11 and 12-year-olds, the age group of interest to this study. Such work as 

has been carried out may be described, and its lim itations from the point 

o f view of this study stated, fairly briefly.

The first area of importance which has been researched in relation to 

adolescence is that o f identity. The importance of identity  was long ago 

recognized by Erikson (1958, 1963 and 1968) who, with Piaget, is usually

imm ediately associated with developm ent in adolescence. It has been

further explored more recently by others (e.g. W aterman (1985); H erbert

(1987)), who have been particularly concerned to give the kind of succinct 

definition to the concept of identity which is lacking in Erikson’s

w riting. H erbert sees adolescence as a period o f transition between

childhood and adulthood in which the person is moving from a state of

dependence on h is/her parents for love, nurturance and guidance towards a 

state of independence. The main characteristic of the adolescent stage is

the individual’s need to shape and consolidate his or her own identity as a 

unique and m ature person - a development which is a vital precursor to true 

intim acy and depth in personal relationships. W aterman explains identity

in terms of having a clearly delineated self-defin ition  comprised of those

goals, values and beliefs which the person finds personally expressive, and 

to which he or she is unequivocally committed. Such commitments evolve

over time and are made because the chosen goals, values and beliefs are

deemed worthy of giving a direction, purpose and meaning to life. He goes 

on to consider the concept as both a process and a content variable, the

latter referring to the strategies used by the person as the means of 

identifying and evaluating goals, values and beliefs which are potential

identity  commitments. The areas considered by W aterman as being of m ajor 

developm ental concern to the adolescent and of particular relevance to

E rikson’s theory are: selecting and preparing for a future career; r e 

evaluating religious and moral beliefs; working out a political ideology; 

and adopting a set of social roles, including a social gender role. Crises 

o f identity are experienced most commonly in only one area at any one time.

Crises occuring in m ore than one area at a time could lead to "overload" 

w ithin the individual. These findings do not seem to fit in with the idea 

of adolescence being a period of persistent turbulence - the impression one 

tends to come away with from Erikson’s accounts of this stage. Further

study of identity is clearly required.
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A second area of im portance in the discussion about adolescence is that

of assertiveness. Various studies have been undertaken particularly with 

regard to the lack of assertiveness in some individuals. Furnham  (in 

Trower and Hollin (1986)) outlines three explanations which have been 

offered. Lack of assertiveness has been explained in terms, first, of high

levels of conditioned anxiety which block the assertion of assertive

behaviour (the "anxiety" approach); secondly, of straightforward absence of

the appropriate skills (the "skills deficit" approach); and thirdly, of

negative self-statem ents, irrational beliefs, faulty decision - m aking and

problem -solving skills (the "cognitive deficit" approach). Three studies

in the seventies exam ined the m atter of adolescent assertiveness/lack of 

assertiveness using children w ithin the age group of interest to the 

present study. The first (Bornstein, Bellack and Hersen, 1977) used 4 

subjects. All 4 were deficient in both verbal and non-verbal behaviour,

and did show ability after training to generalise what they had learnt over 

a period of time and in d ifferen t situations. The second (Buell and

Snyder, 1981) used a greater num ber of subjects (44), but included a very 

wide age range (8 to 18 years). While the effects of assertion training 

were shown to generalise over tim e and situation, this was illustrated by

using a behavioural role-play test, not a real-life  situation, and the 

se lf-reports revealed no difference between the control groups and the 

training group. This would suggest that change was located only in the 

expression of behaviour and not the belief system. The th ird  study

(Groves, 1979) reported individual case studies in which a 7 step program m e 

was utilized. W hether im provem ent occurred over time and situation is

unknown. It is clear, therefore, that much work requires to be done in 

this area as well. It is, in  fact, astonishing ju st how great is the 

dearth o f studies in this area of adolescent assertiveness (Connor, Dann 

and Twentym an, 1982), in comparison with the huge body of literature on 

adults (Furnham  and Henderson, 1981, 1984). There is in particular a lack

of systematic docum entation describing when and how assertive skills 

develop - Furnham  and H enderson (1984) and Henderson and Furnham  (1983) 

have suggested that there are d ifferen t dimensions of assertiveness and 

that they do not develop at the same time or the same rate. This 

interesting pioneering work does not seem, however, to have been built upon 

to any great extent.

11



The situation is no d ifferen t in relation to other areas which are by

general consensus im portant in the study of adolescent development: dating

and job  interview  training; relationships with authority figures; and

loneliness. Such studies on dating and job interview training as have been

carried out (see Furnham  in Trower and Hollin (1986) for details), for

exam ple, are all are well outside the age range of this study. Again,

little work has been done on adolescent social skills in relation to

authority  figures. Tum a and Livson (1960) showed a correlation between 

a ttitudes to parental authority and school authority with 14-16 year olds,

while V ener, Zaengler and Stewart (1977) showed a general decline of

respect o f  authority  w ith increasing age. A study which throws more light

on these two findings is that of Rigby and Rump (1981) who, in an

A ustralian  analysis o f 157 schoolchildren aged 13-17 years, found moderate

correlations between attitudes to parental authority and outside 

authorities (police, teachers, the army and the law). One of the most

im portan t findings of this study was the difference between the attitudes

o f the 13-15 and 16-17 year old groups, the latter being more favourable in

their a ttidude to outside authorities than that of their parents. This

finding was confirm ed by Jones and Ray (1984), who produced a scale

m easuring schoolchildren’s attitudes towards authority. These results

taken together illustrate the im portance of treating groups of adolescents

in their own term s, rather than taking a very wide age-range (even five

years) as the sample and generalizing across this range. Finally, Coleman

and Colem an (1984) interviewed 43 British adolescents and found that they

desired a greater degree of adult authority in the school environment than

at hom e. Again, however, this leaves more questions unanswered than it

resolves: was it because the school environm ent was more threatening,

parental restrictions too stringent, or for some other reason? Much more 

work is required.

Lastly, there is the question of loneliness, which has been shown by

Jones et_____M. (1981) to be correlated with anxiety, depression, boredom,

se lf-depreciation  and interpersonal hostility, as well as involving a 

defic it in social skills. They compared very lonely and not lonely

students in  their conversational ability with regard to the opposite sex,

and found the form er group gave their partner less attention. They

attribu ted  this to the lonely students’ beliefs that they would be given

little a tten tion  and ultim ately be rejected and therefore they themselves
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are defensive and rejecting  of others. This result fits in with the 

finding of Solano et M. (1982) that loneliness was related to a se lf

perceived lack of intim ate disclosure to friends of the opposite sex. 

Analysis of conversations showed that lonely people were not able to see 

that a lack of intim acy existed in their conversations, but the non-lonely

partner was easily able to identify  this characteristic. Anderson et al.

(1983) have linked loneliness to attributional style and have found a high 

positive correlation betw een loneliness and depression. Lonely people 

believed failure in  relationships to be attributable to fairly perm anent

deficits within themselves, while non-lonely people attributed such failure 

to less stable causes such as effort. These studies are, of course, once 

again not directly applicable to the age group under consideration in this 

study here, although in illustrating the important influence of the 

individual’s belief system and cognitive processes in both the source and 

presum ably the cure o f h is/her problem, they perhaps point the way ahead

for future studies of adolescent loneliness in particular.

Not only has most of the emphasis in research on the social behaviour

and dynamics of adolescents fallen upon children who are perceived as being 

"abnormal", then, bu t the literature which exists on normal development is 

sparse and frequently  quite broad in its treatm ent of the age-range 

involved. The consequence is that we still know very little at the present 

time either about the developm ent of the adolescent in general or about 

particular sub-stages w ithin this broader stage of human development.

1.3 L iterature on R elevant Theories

In this section I turn  to literature on two theories which more

generally are of relevance to this dissertation: interpersonal theory and

friendship form ation. The studies which I include are of interest

particularly  because o f the light which they throw on the questions of

which specific skills or abilities are crucial to healthy social 

functioning; at which age or stage these skills emerge; and which criteria

are necessary for their acquisition. They are also there because of the

comparison of research m ethods which they provide.
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Interpersonal awareness skills have been considered important in social

developm ent because of the belief that egocentrism decreases with age and

the ability to recognises differences between one’s own experiences

com pared with others increases (Kendall et 1981). Foster (in Ellis

and W hittingdon, 1983) describes studies which focus upon the child’s

ability to take another’s perspective, ability to empathise and their peer

relationships. She categorises role-taking into three groups: spatial

role - taking (the ability to understand someone else’s literal physical view

of the world); cognitive role-taking (understanding another’s perceptions,

opinions and thoughts); and affective role-taking (understanding someone

else’s emotions). In  terms of methodology the latter two categories

m easure the individual’s understanding of another’s reactions in a social

situation. Chandler (1973) and Feffer and Gourevitch (1960) have measured 

cognitive ro le-taking by asking a child to explain a story by adopting the

perspective of each of the characters within the story. Affective role-

taking has been measured by Borke (1973) and Rothenberg (1970). A story

about a child was read to subjects who were then asked to describe how the

child probably felt. A t present the research indicates that both cognitive

and affective role-taking skills develop with age: Rubin (1978) and

R othenberg (1970) found older children produced better results than 

younger. O ther investigators have focussed upon empathy as a m easurement

of social sophistication. Here the child needs not only to be able to

iden tify  the emotions experienced by another but to respond with a sim ilar

emotion. Feshbach and Roe (1968) found that the child’s ability to ascribe

a correct label or description to the other’s emotion did not imply that

the child also reported experiencing the same emotion.

W hen compared with a child’s actual social acceptance by the peer

group, Pellegrini (1980) has found a correlation between acceptance and

cognitive ro le-taking with 8-12 year olds. Waterman et__al. (1981) also

found that children who were placed in a special class for "emotionally

disturbed" children showed a lack of ability to perform  well on cognitive

ro le-tak ing  tasks. Reardon et al. (1979) found that cognitive role-taking

tasks correlated with teacher ratings of social sensitivity and observers’

global ratings of assertiveness in role play scenarios with , boys of 8 to 15 

years. A ffective role-taking, however, has produced more confusing results

when com pared w ith peer acceptance. Waterman et al. (1981) found

d ifferences on an affect-recognition task between emotionally disturbed



children and children assigned to norm al classrooms. When they controlled 

for intelligence, however, these differences ceased to exist. In contrast, 

R othenberg found modest correlations between affective role-taking and peer 

ratings of leadership, gregariousness, friendliness and sensitivity with 

children aged 7 -10 years. The 10-12 age group positive relationships were

only found with the leadership and gregariousness categories. On the basis 

o f peer nominations, children were then grouped into high and low 

adjustm ent groups, and the low -adjusted group showed poorer role - taking 

abilities in  scenarios involving the expression of negative emotions than

their better adjusted peers. Scenes for expression of positive emotions 

showed no differences between the two groups.

Very few studies exist which have isolated knowledge of social skills

from  the expression of the behaviour. Selman (1976, to be found in Kendall 

and Hollon, 1981) found a negative correlation between peer rejection and

m aturity  of social concepts. Gottman et al. (1975) found that popular

children aged from 9 to 11 years showed a greater num ber of social 

strategies in a role-play task which necessitated making friends with a new

child. No difference existed, however, between the two groups of children

on a role-play task involving academic helping, nor in the ability to label

em otions from photographs.

A  couple of final studies which should be m entioned here are included 

by Foster under the heading of "interpersonal problem-solving", which she 

d ifferen tia tes from interpersonal awareness and social knowledge on the

basis o f the specificity of resolving conflict in the situations provided

by the researcher. Kendall and Hollon (1981) review studies in this area.

The steps involved in investigations require recognising a problem 

situation, generating a variety o f possible responses, choosing the most

effective , and attaining that identified goal. Problem -solving style has

been a focus of some of these studies, which indicate that "impulsive"

styles tend to be correlated with poor problem -solving and disruptive 

behaviour in the classroom. Other correlations with poor interpersonal

problem -solving include m aladjustm ent, inhibition, delinquency and 

aggression bu t only one (Richard and Dodge, 1982) has looked at poor

in terpersonal problem -solving and peer acceptance. Here aggressive,

isolated and popular boys of between 8 and 12 years had to generate as many 

suggestions as possible to resolve conflict situations involving peers and

also friendship initiation situations. They then had to choose one of
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three solutions presented by the researcher as being the most effective

one aggressive, one passive and one skilful. Popular children generated 

more solutions. The three groups did not d iffer dramatically on the

efficacy of the inital solutions suggested to the problem situations, but

the popular group were better at offering additional effective solutions.

Finally, the three groups did not d iffer in their ability to identify  the

best solution to a problem situation.

Interpersonal theory is of particular relevance to our discussion of 

SST because of the increasingly recognized possibility, already m entioned 

in 1.2, that cognitive ability is im portant in successful social 

functioning, whether this be measured in terms of cognitive ro le-taking

skills, knowledge of social skills, or interpersonal problem -solving 

skills. I shall return  to this question in detail in chapter 2.

In the literature on friendship formation, the importance of cognitive

skills also becomes apparent. Friends are individuals who spend time

interacting with each other. As Berndt points out (in Higgens____et__al.,

1983), this is som ething of a consensus in the literature on friendship,

even where there were differences in the manner of testing (e.g. Damon,

1977, compared with Selman, 1981); where the manner of coding of children’s

responses to questions about it ("What is a friend?"; "Is it nice to have 

friends?"; "How can you tell if  someone is a best friend?"; cf. Reisman 

and Shorr, 1978; Youniss, 1980; Berndt, 1981) was quite different (after 

obtaining inform ation from the children, as in Gamer, 1977 and Berndt,

1981; or prior to investigation and based on previous work as in Bigelow, 

1977 and Riesman and Shorr, 1978); or where the age range across studies

was vast (compare B erndt, 1981; Bigelow and LaGaipa, 1980; Hayes, 1978; and 

Riesman and Shorr, 1978). Young children will describe this interaction

more as "play", and older children as "common activities", but the

fundam ental concept is the same. Ability to adopt the perspective of the

other is therefore a vital skill in friendship form ation. Three main 

approaches are described below, all of which include a cognitive component

in the ability of the child to choose, make and m aintain friendships.

In two studies by Berndt himself in 1981, he found intimacy in

conversation to increase dramatically as the child grew older. Young

children rarely talked about problems or secrets, loyalty, talking "behind

backs" or "sticking up" for each other. In all studies, these

considerations increased dramatically as adolescence approached, and the
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only gender difference showed girls to be more concerned with intim acy than

boys. Young children . often described a friend as someone they knew or

liked, but older children (probably assuming these characteristics would be 

p re-requ isite  for a friendship) tended to om it saying such things.

Children also tended to m ention the characteristics of a friend ("nice",

"faithful"), but no significant differences seemed to exist according to

age. Some researchers have found faithfulness and attributes of a friend

to be more significant but B erndt points out that this could be a result of 

faithfulness being classified as a component of loyalty and attributes are

often coded into different categories.

The best known model of friendship is probably that of Selman (1981) 

where he argues that there are stages in the development of friendship

concepts and that these correspond to levels of social perspective - taking

ability. In stage 0, the child is unable to distinguish h is/her

perspective from another’s, and a friend is someone being played w ith at 

that moment. Stage 1 is when children understand that others th ink  and

feel d ifferently  from themselves, but cannot take two perspectives into

account at the same time, or see themselves from the perspective o f the

other child. A friend is thus someone who does things for the child or

helps them , but they do not recognize the need for reciprocation. Stage 2 

children can understand another’s view of them and can reciprocate. C o

operation exists because the children are trying to take account o f the 

o ther’s preferences, but an enduring relationship does not exist. C onflict 

or lack of co-operation would end the friendship. Stage 3 involves taking

the view of a third party in relation to an interaction between two others.

Friendships are then defined as m utually supportive and intim ate, even if

m inor conflicts occur. A t this stage possessiveness may also become

evident. Stage 4 is located by Selman only in adolesence and adulthood,

where the view of a wider body (society) is acknowledged, and variation of

perspectives within that wider body is recognized. , An understanding that

friends are there for support is balanced with an awareness that a measure

of independence must be retained and that other interpersonal relationships

are im portant.

Selm an’s fairly complex model stands in contrast with B erndt’s

approach, where the inform ation is gathered first and then categorised. A 

th ird , m iddle, approach also exists, represented by Youniss (1980) and

Bigelow (1977). The form er classifies responses under general headings
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such as "sharing, helping, mutual understanding". The latter proposes

three stages which are more general than Selman’s: first, the rewards and

costs of friendship; second, the friend’s character compared with others;

and th ird , concern for the psychological elements of friendship, such as

em pathy and intimacy.

A broad sweep o f the literature on children’s friendships reveals a

situation similar to that which is evident in , the literature on those other

aspects of children’s social behaviour I have discussed already. First,

very little has been w ritten on the adolescent group, when compared with

the various younger age groups. Secondly, the research which has been 

carried out on age differences and on the significance of pro-social

behaviour is scarce and inconsistent, and the research involving actual

behaviour of friends confusing. Fincham (1978), and earlier Wright (1942),

found children shared more with a stranger than a close friend because they

perceived the stranger’s need to be greater. Staub and Sherk (1970) found

children shared more with a close friend than a classmate; but no

difference was found in a similar study by Floyd (1964). Benton (1971),

and M organ and Sawyer (1967), found that in bargaining studies close

friends were comparable w ith neutral pairs, or decided upon less equal

d istribution of rewards than other children. Foot et al. (1977), Newcombe

and Brady (1982) and Newcombe et al. (1979) found friends to have more

frequent and more harmonious interactions with each other than did other

classmates when working on a task or watching a film. In one study which

included children from  6-14 years (Bigelow and LaGaipa, in Foot et al.,

1980), children were asked to write an essay on their expectations of best

friends, which were then coded along 21 friendship dimensions in terms of

the im portance ascribed by the child to each one. Rank ordering resulted

in the emergence o f a developmental scale with 9 dimensions. Both the

children and adolescents chose common activities most often as the

dimension descriptive o f ideal and actual friends, but in adolescence

loyalty and comm itm ent were viewed as essential qualities in a best friend.

Decay o f friendship is also described in  term s of disloyalty. Gender

differences were significant for the adolescent group alone - girls being

more concerned w ith loyalty and comm itm ent than boys, and to a lesser

extent were more concerned with intimacy.
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Gender differences emerged in B erndt’s studies and in those by Feshback

(1969) and Feshback and Sones (1971). In Berndt’s study girls said that

they would help and share with a friend more than with others in everyday,

non-com petitive situations. Boys said they would help and share with a 

friend less than the girls did, and also said they would treat a close 

friend sim ilarly to a classmate whom they liked moderately. U nfortunately , 

their actual behaviour in the classroom was not measured: a comparison

would have proved most interesting. The other two studies found that girls

did d ifferen tia te  between friends and non-friends more than boys. Girls 

were also found by B erndt and Hoyle (1981), Eder and Hallinan (1978),

Savin-W illiams (1980) and W aldrop and Halverson (1975) to have fewer close 

friends than boys, to make new friends less quickly, and to favour

interaction with a single other more. How balance is achieved and

m aintained by an individual between the smaller close friendship group and

the wider peer group is unknown and would be invaluable in attem pting a

portrait of the social world of the adolescent in its entirety. Rizzo’s

study (1989) of friendship developm ent in school, although outside the age 

range of interest in this study, is noteworthy in that, o f the 34

friendships which he observed in a real-life  situation over several months,

only 8 lasted for the full period o f the study; 14 lasted less than one

week; and 26 less than one m onth. He records in his report the details of

the various real-life  conflict situations or disputes which arose during

the study - a rich a source of data, and one which is clearly im portant in 

studying behaviour.

1.4 Conclusion

From the literature described above it is apparent that our knowledge 

of which skills or characteristics are necessary to ensure good social 

developm ent in the young adolescent is, at best, fragmented. There are two 

reasons in particular why this is so.

F irst o f all, there is some degree of confusion over methodology. For 

example, some researchers adopt a cognitive, some a non-cognitive approach; 

some are m easuring social knowledge rather than expressed behaviour. Yet 

term s are o ften  not adequately defined, approaches often not described in 

suffic ient detail, to enable in te r-study  comparison. Where definition and
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description is clearly given, the reader can often begin to ascertain why a 

comparison between particular studies would prove difficult. Studies which

in practice have measured social knowledge using role-play, for example, 

could not be readily compared with those measuring actuality of social

responses in a real-life  situation. This methodological confusion is a 

serious hindrance to consolidated and coherent progress in the field.

Secondly, there has been on the whole a focussing upon problem groups

of adolescents, rather than upon their normal development in social

ability. There is, in fact, very little literature on the normal social 

behaviour and dynamics of adolescents in general; and there is even less of

direct applicability to the specific age group in which I am interested,

namely 11 and 12-year-olds. A coherent, non-fragm entary picture of

adolescence as a whole stage of human development requires accurate

description of these quite narrow  sub-stages within the whole, and will not

be attained unless the more detailed work is carried out. And indeed, a

fuller understanding of the problems of the "abnormal" children will only

be possible when we more fully understand the development of the "normal".

This is the broader context in which the present study was carried out. 

It seeks, on the one hand, to break new ground in developing a

questionnaire which measures the normal social ability of the specific age

group cited. Chapters 4-6  describe this process in some detail. It seeks,

on the other hand, to confront the methodological difficulties at the heart

of the discipline of psychology at the present time, both generally in

respect o f the study o f hum an behaviour, and specifically in respect of

social skill assessment m ethods, and to offer a way ahead. It is to such

im portant prolegomena to the study that we now turn, in chapters 2-3.
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2. TMHE CONCEPTUAL ISSUES

2.1 Introduction

In this chapter, the conceptual issues relevant to the study of human 

behaviour will be discussed. The possibility that the traditional way in

which psychologists have conceived of and studied the human person is at

least partly to blame for the problems which SST has encountered will be 

considered, and an alternative approach presented which builds upon other

recent contributions in this area of study. An historical resumé will

first be attem pted to illustrate that concepts of man are historically

conditioned rather than absolute "truths", and as such need to be

critically appraised. To give order to the m aterial which will be

presented, the resume will appear under two general headings adopted from

Trow er (1984). We shall discuss under the heading "organism approach"

concepts of man which are traditional in psychology, and methodologies

w hich embrace the principle of verification. More recent ideas found in

the work of Trower, H arré and others will be discussed under the heading

"agency approach". A summary of my position on such matters then follows,

w hich includes an outline of where and why the approach adopted here

d iffers from  those found in this recent work.

2.2 The Organism Approach

2.2.1 Introduction

Social scientists in general, following the standard approach of

physical scientists, subscribe to a deterministic relationship between 

psychological and physical events. It is one of the basic presuppositions

o f m odern science that there exist "... two quite independent types of

phenom ena, the m ental and the physical/behavioural" (quoting Trower, 1984, 

p. 55). This dichotomy between m ental and physical events has its origins 

in  Plato, was developed largely for religious reasons by Christian

philosophy, and came to completion in Descartes. The "scientific

approach", perhaps better known as empiricism, has accepted such a
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distinction since Descartes’ time. Its proponents argue that while both 

physical and m ental events are in accordance with, or are determined by, 

laws of nature, only physical phenomena can be studied and measured 

objectively, as m ental behaviours are unavailable to us. Only they,

therefore, can legitim ately be of interest to science.

The organism approach of traditional psychology proceeds from this 

assumption. It has three principle aspects: a m echanistic model of man, a

"billiard ball" m odel of causality and "... a related methodology based

upon the logical and epistemological theories o f logical positivism" (Harré 

and Secord, 1972, p. 29). These will be considered in more detail in the

two sections below.

2.2.2 Man and Causality

Accepting the first law of motion ("a body left to itself will move 

with constant velocity in a straight line"), Descartes viewed all processes 

and m ovem ent, except in the case of the hum an soul, as purely mechanical: 

hence the "mechanical model" of man. In this model, man is viewed as 

totally passive, simply "responding to the push and pull of forces exerted 

by the environm ent" and governed, as much as the material world, by

physical laws. In behaviourist terminology, these "laws" are described in 

term s o f classical conditioning theory (S-R) - a stimulus occurs which

elicits a predictable response in the organism - or more commonly, 

following the later Hum ean "billiard ball" model o f causality, in terms of

Skinner’s S -O -R , where changes in the organism produce responses which 

could not have been predicted from the stimulus alone. The assumption in 

both cases is that the stimulus in some sense causes the response, and for 

the behaviourist the cause of any behaviour is located in the environm ent

rather than in the person him /herself. The consequences for "treatment" of 

persons deem ed to be behaving abnormally are clear enough. Since the 

environm ent produces behaviour, it is changes in the environment which will

produce changes in behaviour, and it is only those who have the power to

effect the form er who have the means to produce the latter. The onus falls 

on the therapist or doctor, rather than the client or patient (one’s choice

of term  will largely depend on the philosophical position one adopts), to

change or cure the abnormal behaviour. The extensive use of drugs in
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psychiatry, as well as electric shocks and sometimes brain surgery, is

entirely  consistent with this view of man: if the cause of one’s behaviour

is physical, then logically the "cure" must be too. Even where therapy or 

counselling is used in preference to or in conjunction with these physical

options, the therapist is often still presented as the one in control

"powerful", as H arré describes h im /her. The client or patient’s role in

assessing the problem, setting goals and bringing about change in his/her

own behaviour will typically be minimal. To quote Trower (1982) again:

"The pa tien t/ subject may, in the parametric model, be regarded as a

passive, more or less powerless organism who does not process information

and choose actions but who is controlled either by external reinforcing

contingencies or internal dispositions, which in turn implies a powerful

therapist who assesses the pa tien t’s dysfuncton on external cues, signs and

responses, who decides upon the appropriate training and ‘dispenses’ it".

A m odern expression of this type of understanding of man is that found

in "central-state materialism" or "m ind-brain identity theory". In this

philosophy the mind is viewed, not as anything hidden or mysterious, but

only as the physical brain. The chemical exchanges and reactions which

occur therein are seen as responsible for conscious events and emotions,

the latter being explained by the discovery of "pain" and "pleasure"

centres in the brain which have been demonstrated to produce such emotions

as fear, anger, aggression, and sexual arousal. Introspection is

acknowledged but explained in the same way: the individual is observing

the changes taking place in h is/her brain states, and even though this may

be expressed by an individual in terms of what is occurring in  the mind,

this is simply a difference in terminology. The individual is ju st unaware 

that the m ind and the brain are the one entity. In this philosophy, it is

brain physiologists who are believed to hold the key to discovering

explanations for various form s o f behaviour. It is a world-view  which has

been described by philosophers as "mechanomorphic": that is, "thinking" is

a m achine-like process. Thus, brain physiology and cybernetics look to

each other increasingly to illum inate their particular interest. Computer

models are of interest to the brain physiologist because (s)he believes

such models are comparable with thought processes, and the computer expert

believes that the b rain’s functions can aid the design of more complex and 

pow erful com puter systems. The social consequences will not be discussed
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here, but we will only note that in this world view the control of

undesirable behaviour (for example, aggression, rebellion against society

or the state) would be dealt with physiologically.

2.2.3 Logical Positivism

A llied to such views of man and causality has been a methodology based 

upon the theories of logical positivism. Logical positivism is a type of 

philosophy which belongs to the empiricist tradition, but distinguishes 

itself by its condemnation of all things metaphysical. Historically, it

had two sources, one in England and one in Vienna. The English source can 

be traced back to Hum e’s empirical scepticism; the following century then

saw Auguste Comte, the French philosopher, building on Hume’s empirical

basis. He believed that there were three stages of progression towards

enlightenm ent: the theological, where the mind "supposes all phenomena to

be produced by the immediate action of supernatural beings"; the

m etaphysical, where the mind seeks "abstract forces" behind the phenomena; 

and the positive, where the m ind abandons speculation and gives itself to

the scientific study of laws. The other source comprised a series of 

inform al debates amongst a group of students and teachers at the university

o f V ienna who were critical of the Idealism which held sway in the German 

universities at that time. They were searching for a dynamic new empirical

philosophy which would eradicate the problems of philosophy based on 

argum ent alone. In 1921, when M oritz Schlick became professor of

philosophy at Vienna, the group acquired a leader and the movement

gradually  began to become better known. In b rief, they believed that

knowledge could be increased only by observation and experience, not by 

"speculative argument". A first step was to test whether statements or

propositions were m eaningful or not, thus distinguishing between those

problem s deserving . investigation and those which had arisen from misuse of

language. They insisted that a statem ent was factually meaningful only if 

it could be verified in the same way in which scientific hypotheses were

tested. A. J. Ayer subsequently m odified the beliefs of the original

"V ienna Circle", rendering them less extremé. Like his Austrian
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counterparts, however, Ayer believed that this new philosophy had 

devastated metaphysics and theology, since neither could be subjected to

the verification principle.

The most obvious influence of logical positivism on psychology was in

the emphasis which began to be placed upon observation (rather than the 

speculation which Freud’s work, for example, was regarded as being by many 

post-w ar psychologists) and upon testing to determine whether a statem ent

or proposition was m eaningful and worthy of further investigation. 

Psychologists attem pted to subject psychological investigation to the same

stringent and rigorous methodology as that of physical science. The same

steps were followed (observation; prelim inary hypothesis; attem pt to verify

hypothesis; result which would prove or disprove the hypothesis; and 

finally, an acceptance or rejection of the hypothesis) and an attem pt was

made strictly to control variables by eliminating those possibly extraneous 

and reducing behaviour to the minimum elements under consideration. Good 

science entailed stripping human behaviour of its complexity and variety to

ensure that those specific characteristics under consideration were not

"contaminated", and the success of a particular investigation was 

determ ined by the "objective" criterion of statistical analysis. 

Psychology seemed dedicated to apeing physical science in an attem pt to

overcome the pre-w ar problems of studying an entity - the hum an m ind

which was unobservable. Looking through the index of any book recom mended

as a general psychology text for undergraduates, one can see the influence 

of logical positivism on the range of topics which are standard elements of

study - perception, learning, language, the brain, memory, genetics,

physiology, intelligence testing and personality, to name but a few. All 

but personality are entities which are relatively easy to subject to

logical analysis, and though it may be more difficult to subm it personality 

to m inim al variables for testing, this has not prevented persistent

attem pts to do so during the last fifty  years.
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2.2.4 An Assessment of the Organism Approach

Several recent writers have questioned whether it is not the organism 

approach itself which lies at the heart of the problems which have

confronted SST. Is the organism paradigm, they ask, really appropriate in

this context?

It is not clear, for example, that the understanding of human behaviour

can really be advanced using this paradigm. In the organism approach, a

consistency or stability within the variables is assumed in the attem pt to

verify a relationship between them. As Trower (1984, p. 56) puts it, "... 

logically independent entities or variables are ... examined for their

Hum ean causal relations. Elements of behaviour and stimuli are ’to rn’ from

their contexts to prevent contam ination from these other ’variables’, and

m anipulated on the assumption that they retain their identities and meaning

and of course subjects supposedly remain totally compliant on the

assum ption that there are no internal, generative sources of control".

W ithin the study of behaviour, on the other hand, the context in which the

behaviour occurs is vitally im portant. In the area of social skills, to

assess or train an individual in certain behaviours without placing those

behaviours in context makes nonsense of what we are trying to achieve,

since any given behaviour occurs in response to, and initiates, another

behaviour, and the interpretation of that behaviour depends on the

circumstances preceding it and the context within which it occurs.

It is similarly not clear that the notions that the patient is passive

and only the therapist "powerful" are particularly helpful in the treatm ent

of those w ith behavioural problems. If the patient is treated as, or

thinks h im /herself to be passive, then (s)he may well behave in a manner

which (s)he believes appropriate to that role, accepting the therapist’s

assessment of h is/her behaviour and recommendations for training 

uncritically and even without discussion. It is commonly the case that the

patient is thereafter unable to extrapolate from what (s)he has learned in

therapy when presented with novel situations, and unable to put what (s)he

has learned in therapy into practice when functioning in the real world.

The aim of the therapist functioning with an organism paradigm is to

provide the patient or subject with specific skills, "target behaviours":

but this does not provide the subject with the ability to generate new or

related skills, or to adapt those skills into new situations. Reliance on
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the therapist may, in fact, be absolute, and the individual may be unable

to face any crisis or decision w ithout the direction of the therapist.

This seems to be a common pattern in the U.S.A.,where some people see their

analyst once or twice weekly for years and others rely on a therapy group

for guidance on even minor decisions.

It is not clear, then, that the organism paradigm "works" in relation

to the assessment of human behaviour and the treatm ent of behaviour

problems;^ and the possibility arises that some other paradigm m ight be of

m ore use. Here we confront a problem , however. For the organism approach

to the study of hum an behaviour has often been regarded by psychologists as

resting upon tenets which are self-evidently  and objectively "true" and as

representing the only possible "scientific" approach. Before considering

other possible paradigms, then, it is necessary to consider briefly w hether

such assertions are correct. The position adopted here will be that they

are not. On the contrary, like all paradigms upon which research and

practice is based, the organism paradigm rests upon unproveable assumptions

rather than bare "facts".

There are in the first place assumptions about the nature of man and of

causality. The Cartesian proposition that mental and physical phenom ena

are logically independent cannot be proved to be true, and has, indeed,

been abandoned by most philosophers. It is no less of an unproveable

assum ption that man is a machine. W ith regard to causality, Trower (1984,

p. 58) points out that there is no factual evidence and no factual evidence

can be obtained to show any more than a correlation between events and

behaviour. No am ount of experim enting will show more than this, that is,

w ill reveal a cause or a direction of cause. For as Hume himself long ago 

dem onstrated over against Descartes and the Scholastics, causes are ideas.

1 It should be noted, in fairness, that for the sake of space the 

organism approach has been treated in a general way here, and only a 

summary of its essence provided. Individual investigators will

naturally d iffer in their emphasis upon the various aspects o f the 

approach, as occurs within any philosophy or methodology (cf. the 

useful recent reconceptualisation of SST within the organism fram ew ork 

by C urran et al., 1984).

27



not facts: "There is no object which implies the existence of any other if

we consider these objects in themselves, and never look beyond the ideas

which we form o f them". When we say A causes B, argued Hume, we mean only

that these two events have been constantly linked when they have in fact

occurred. Consequently, all we can say in terms of logic when we say A 

causes B is that in past experience A and B have always occurred together

and no instance has occurred where A has not been followed by B. No

m atter how many times A has been followed by B in the past, logically we

have no reason to expect A to follow B in the future, although that

conjunction is what causes our expectation. The inductive process, whereby

the num ber o f times A can be demonstrated to follow B is thought to

increase the "truth" of general statem ents and to enable us to not only

make statem ents but also to predict future events on the basis of

observations of past events, therefore clearly rests on an unproveable

assum ption, though it is regarded as the hallmark of science and is

considered to be that which divides science from non-science.

Logical positivism, of course, also rests on an unproveable assumption:

that the verification principle, which cannot itself be verified, is

"true". T hat scientific method should be based on such a philosophy is

itself not self-evident. This has, in fact, been questioned most famously

by Sir K arl Popper (e.g. 1972). Picking up on the weaknesses of induction

as outlined by Hume, Popper suggests that instead of attempting to verify

statem ents, which increases the am ount of confirm ing instances of a given 

expectation but fails to introduce anything new into the statem ent,

attem pts to falsify a hypothesis would be much more illuminating. For

whereas it is the case that, regardless of how many affirm ing instances

there may be o f an event, we can never derive a universal statem ent of 

"truth" on that basis, as we cannot know, logically, whether the next

instance will also affirm  the statem ent; if an event were to negate our 

statem ent, then in terms of logic we would be able to make a general

statem ent w ith confidence. The implications of this for scientific m ethod 

in psychology will be considered below.

The organism  approach to the study of hum an behaviour rests ultim ately,

then, upon philosophical presuppositions which in the nature of things 

cannot be proved to be "true". Some of them might be thought to have a 

high level of probability: but still, they remain presuppositions, not

"facts". M oreover, they are presuppositions which have their roots in

28



history, and which are thus historically relative rather than absolute. 

There cannot be anything sacrosanct about the organism paradigm, then: it

cannot be regarded as the only possible "scientific" paradigm. Hence we 

should not be afraid to question and even to reject it, adopting a 

d ifferen t one, if it is felt that progress will be made by so doing. One

paradigm  which does seem to o ffer such hope of progress is the "agency" 

paradigm , in which the rationality  of the individual and his/her ability to

make choices and have power over actions is assumed. There is some

evidence, in the work of K arl Rodgers, for example, that in practice this

type of approach works better than the orthodox approach. He has reportedly 

had considerable success with his "client centered" therapy where the 

individual actively identifies and works through h is/her problems. The

therapist plays a supportive role in Rodgers’ method, helping the

individual to identify the problem s in his/her behaviour and deciding what

to do about them. R esponsibility for identification of the problem and for

changing behaviour patterns is thus placed in the hands of the client, 

rather than the therapist. O ther work along the same lines has been 

carried out by M artin Seligman (e.g. 1975), with his theory of "learned

helplessness". If  an individual believes that he/she is in control of

h is/h er life and is able to change old behaviour patterns by choosing to do

so (with support when necessary), then the role of the therapist can be a

supportive one. If , however, the person perceives him /herself as passive 

or helpless, then reliance on the therapist may be absolute and the 

individual may be unable to face any crisis or decision w ithout the

direction of the therapist.^ In what follows below, some recent work from 

an agency perspective will be described, before the model and m ethod 

adopted by this study is outlined in the conclusion.

2 In this study, it was originally intended to include a measure of 

learned helplessness, in order to investigate the hypothesis that 

children who were "helpless" would also be less skilled socially and 

less able to generate new skills after training. This approach had to 

be abandoned when it proved impossible to obtain Seligman’s fairly new 

measure of children’s helplessness.
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2.3 The Agency Approach

The agency approach is an alternative to the organism approach to human

behaviour. The influences which have resulted in its formulation are

outlined below, as are the distinctions between it and other comparable

approachs. As a starting point, it is best described briefly as a

cognitive approach to the study o f behaviour. It is interested in

reasoning processes, the ability to generalize, to choose options aind to

change those options. The view of man which it implies is an

anthropom orphic one.

2.3.1 The A nthropom orphic Model of M an

In the anthropom orphic model of man, man is regarded as unique. T hat

is, man is not the same as the lower animals, nor can he be regarded only

as a m achine which has been program m ed and cannot act outside that

program m e, though an inform ation processing analogy is useful in describing 

certain processes. It is a model of man which has been discussed within 

philosophy for some time and has gained increasing respectability as

dualism has become proportionately unfashionable. Indeed, over thirty

years ago the philosopher P.P. Strawson (1959) was arguing that dualism was

a nonsensical concept and that one’s mind and body were logically

inseparable. Philosophers since then have largely been convinced by the

logic of his argum ent, though most modern psychologists still, either

overtly or covertly, adopt a dualist position.

A helpful discussion of the anthropom orphic model is found in Harré and

Secord (1972). They begin by rejecting the model of man outlined above, in

which people are conceived of as "... passive entities whose behaviour is

the product of ‘impressed forces’, and whose own contribution to social 

action is the latent product of earlier impressed experience", and the

resulting methodology "... in which the typical investigation is 

recom mended to be the manipulation of ‘variables’ and the typical result a 

correlation in the manner of Boyle’s Law" (p. 1). Their alternatives are

an anthropom orphic view of man and a structural approach to the study of

personal relationships.
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The starting point for the anthropom orphic model is the assumption that

the use of language is what distinguishes us from other creatures. We are, 

it is true, like other creatures in that we have powers to initiate action

and to m onitor our perform ances. Unlike other creatures, however, we also

have the power to m onitor our moniterings, be aware of being aware, and so

on, and to commentate upon ourselves. In other words, we can stand outside 

ourselves and commentate upon our own behaviour, which includes knowing 

what we are about to do, are doing, and have done. We are thus able to 

choose a particular social self from a range of possible personae

appropriate  to a given social situation.^

As a result of accepting the anthropomorphic model of man, Harré and 

Secord see the role of social psychology as understanding the conditions

under which the individual chooses a particular social self out of the 

options available to him or her. Abnormal behaviour is viewed either as

failure by a normally organized person to understand and utilize the rules 

of social behaviour correctly, or as a neurological malfunction of the

m onitoring functions. Harré and Secord support this position by asserting 

that recent work in the origins of neurotic behaviour suggests that there

exist both pathological and ethogenic causes, i.e. physical or chemical and

learning causes. The individual, within this model, is viewed (to use the

popular term inology) as "rational agent": that is, (s)he actively chooses

means or strategies from  a num ber available to h im /her, and does so

according to social rules which provide meaning and legitimacy to the 

actions. This is, o f course, in contrast to the organism approach, in

w hich man is viewed as passive, an organism simply responding to external

forces. T here an em pirical approach to studying behaviour is usual. In

the agency approach, however, it is accepted, since man is active rather

than passive and capable of choosing from a variety of actions, and

3 This is contrary to the "trait" idea of personality, where the physical

or biological individual is viewed as being in total correspondence

w ith  the social being. H arré and Secord replace this idea w ith that of 

the biological individual, who possesses many internally consistent but

contradic tory  clusters of dispositions, each cluster being evoked by a

d iffe ren t type of social episode.
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m onitoring and changing chosen behaviour, that the individual’s accounts of

his or her own behaviour, far from being "unscientific" because there is no 

means of assessing the accuracy of the reports, are crucially im portant. 

They are the means by which we can collate and study the social rules

governing our everyday life, and by which we can m onitor change in the

indiv idual’s knowledge and beliefs and observe the consequences of that 

change.

The basis of this m odel is described by Harré (1984, p. 94) as lying in

"... the unqualified denial of the viability of any form of a Cartesian

distinction between inner and outer processes, particularly when that 

distinction is mapped onto that between the subjective and the objective, 

conceived as opposed points of view from which human beings’ actions can be

observed". He states that he is not attempting to solve "the traditional

problems" created by the acceptance of Descartes’ polarization of thought

and behaviour, but is rather rejecting this one-dim ension model in favour 

of a two-dimensional m odel incorporating an individual-collective axis and

a public-private axis (p. 95).

H arré’s argument rests on the premise that many cognitive processes 

(which he defines as "... modes of reasoning, assembling premises and

drawing conclusions, making judgm ents of likeness and difference, 

identifying a particular instance as falling under a generalization and so

on", 1984, p. 92), rather than being individualistic, are the result of

group, or "public-collective", modes of reasoning, and are expressed 

publicly through conversation and debate. Harré thus regards cognition as 

being firmly rooted in the social realm. The implication of this with

regard to clinical treatm ent is very important. "Treatment", presum ably,

would involve an analysis of general collective cognitive patterns, 

identification of the consequences of particular cognitive processes on

individuals (for example, within the family) and a "re-learning" of the 

particular problem process. Harré does acknowledge the existence of

private cognitive processes, bu t sees these not as "... the growing power 

to construct private individual cognitive properties, such as some alleged

personal rationality, but rather in the skilful appropriation for private 

use of public and collective, that is social, attributes of discourse"

(1984, p. 93). Having allowed that there are individual and private

psychological processes, he regards these as the least im portant aspect of
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our psychological functioning. For this reason, Harré deals here only with 

the public-collective, private - collective and individual-public aspects of

the above representation.

In the public-collective quadrant he places "ordinary, everyday 

thought". He argues that private forms of talk which include reason, 

contradiction, consistency, knowledge, and so on, have a prim ary public- 

collective application, and he regards the philosophical problems 

surrounding the personal application of these concepts as a result of

accepting the Cartesian premise regarding "inner" processes. Descartes

suggested that the individual possesses a body of personal knowledge, which

implies the inclusion of "facts" rather than opinions. This, of course, 

causes us to ask why individuals’ knowledge (used in the Cartesian sense) 

should result in such widely d iffering  "facts", i.e. inconsistencies across

individuals and societies. One answer to this question, suggested by

Popper’s work, is that the "facts" of history or any other organized body 

o f inform ation whether personal or private, should be viewed as

interpretations. Societies choose to interpret inform ation in accordance

with present political and social aims, and individuals choose to in terpret 

inform ation in accordance with their personal aims and convictions. Harré

regards the individual’s personal collection of "knowledge" to be best 

described as beliefs, and argues that if  seen as individual applications of 

public-collective concepts, they are then legitimate targets of 

investigation: the individual’s belief system can be studied by exam ining

the conditions under which persons have legitimate authority in the 

assertion o f matters of fact. By "matters of fact" Harré means the public- 

collective right to "issue authoritative pronouncements".

It may well be asked at this stage how one can study and identify  these 

"conditions"; and it is to this that we now turn. Three approaches will be

considered in detail because of their great influence on the present study.
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We shall look first of all at Harré and Secord’s ethogenic approach; then 

at a systems method suggested by La Gaipa; and finally at the cybernetic 

model described by Carver and Scheier.'^

2.3.2 Studying the Individual : An Ethogenic Approach

Harré and Secord (1972) describe ethogeny as the identification of 

"... the generative ‘mechanism s’ that give rise to ... behaviour" (p. 9).

The main process involved in these mechanisms is "self-direction according

to the meaning ascribed to the situation. A t the heart of the explanation

of social behaviour is the identification of the meanings that underlie

it." This involves obtaining the individual’s own accounts of why (s)he

behaved in a certain way and what meanings (s)he a ttributed to that

behaviour. Thus ordinary language is an im portant tool in uncovering these 

meanings. Analyses of accumulated accounts would hopefully lead to

discovery of the rules which underlie our behaviour. Harré and Secord 

argue that the first step is to identify form al models of interaction

bet\veen people before going on to study inform al ones. The individual’s

account of any episode would be checked empirically by consensus, given

that H arré’s position is that "reality" is in tersubjective rather than

objective. Thus, by observing and analysing d ifferen t subjects’ actions

during social situations and their accounts of such situations, one might,

for example, achieve a consensus among individuals functioning happily in

the comm unity which would contrast with those experiencing difficulty  in so

doing.

4 There are alternative approaches, a particularly well argued one being

the model of Mischel (1973) and Bandura (1977), the social learning

theory of social behaviour. Mischel’s critique of trait theories is 

useful and stim ulating, having both sim ilarities to, and differences

w ith, H arré and Secord’s approach (cf. Trower, 1982, for an excellent

introduction  to the d ifference in emphasis of the two approaches).
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H arré places great emphasis on the cognitive processes involved in 

identifying social situations, choosing the appropriate social behaviour 

out of possible options, and acting out that behaviour. He thinks the

knowledge of which behaviour is appropriate is resident in a cognitive

"template", and postulates that individuals who are not com petent socially 

may lack these publicly shared templates or have ones which are d ifferen t 

in some respects. The origin of these templates Harré locates in the

public realm, which, if  I understand his argument correctly, can apply to 

an individual (for example, a mother) or a group (for example, the peers of 

a 12 year-old boy). He borrows the concept of psychological symbiosis from

Shotter (e.g. 1974) and others. Their work was with mothers and infants,

and their thesis that the mother supplemented the psychology of the child,

supplying h im /her with h is/her wishes, needs, intentions, desires and so on

in order to display "... completeness with respect to the criteria  of

personhood in day to day use in a particular society in this or that

specific social milieu" (1984, p. 103). Harré expands this premise to

argue that "supplementation" can be carried out by several people in the 

life of the individual and its purpose is to maintain the "moral order",

i.e. a "collectively m aintained system of public demonstrations of respect

and contem pt in terms of which the moral value of persons and their actions

are publicly displayed". In this context, the psychiatric patient would be

viewed as having been exposed to a powerful other, or others, who have

supplemented the individual’s psychology in an unhelpful way. It is not 

clear if  he would also allow that a faulty template m ight derive from 

physical or chemical origins.

2.3.3 A Systems Approach to Studying Relationships: John J. La Gaipa

Like H arré and Secord, La G aipa’s approach (1981) to the study of

social behaviour is based on an anthropom orphic model of man. Both view m an 

as active rather than passive, changing and changeable, actively resolving

internal and external contradictions. La Gaipa referring to this 

description as a dialectic perspective. Like Harré and Secord, a

structural or systems approach to methodology is adopted: Harré and Secord

call their approach an ethogenic one, bu t the content is the same. T hat

is, both are interested in  uncovering the mechanisms which give rise to
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behaviour and the meanings which underlie it. In so doing, individual 

processes or states are always considered in reference to the individual

and h is/her social context as a whole. As La Gaipa puts it, "In a systems 

approach, the parts of a system cannot be identified except with reference 

to the whole which functions as a whole by virtue of the interdependence of

its parts, and is called a system" (p. 67). The terminology used by Harré

and Secord differs from La Gaipa, therefore, but their philosophical

position and approach to methodology seem to be the same. Both reject a

m echanistic world view and are committed to "critical-idealistic"

philosophical tradition, rather than a "rational-empirical" one, and both 

utilise models as representations of the framework w ithin which the area of

study is to be understood. We have already looked at H arré’s two- 

dim ensional representation of psychological properties and processes: we

will now consider La Gaipa’s three dimensional model for understanding

relationships.

La Gaipa uses a systems approach to function on two levels:

descriptively, to illustrate his conceptualisation of the processes and

other elem ents involved when an individual engages in social behaviour; and

m ethodologically, to study the complexity of the inter-relations involved

"... so that the largest possible num ber of interdependent factors can be

included in the analysis" (p. 67). The attraction of this model lies in

its a ttem pt to allow the integration o f findings from different disciplines

structuralism  as a general m ethod is, indeed, interdisciplinary - and in

allowing the area of focus in a given study to be placed conceptually

w ithin a larger context. One could also use it in identifying areas

relevant to the specific one under scrutiny which need further study. It

would dem and too much time and space at this juncture to describe the model

in great detail, so a concise resum é of the salient features and their

relevance to the present study will have to suffice.

B riefly , the three dimensions described in the model are as follows:

(i) Levels of reality

(a) cultural-norm ative

(b) interpersonal-behaviour

(c) individual-psychological
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(ii) Psychosocial resources

(a) identity: the search for self-confirm ation , self-evaluation, and

self-defin ition

(b) affective: loving and being loved, feeling needed and needing the

other

(c) expressive: understanding, emotional support, intim ate disclosure

(d) sociability: companionship, conversation, leisure, and common

interests

(e) instrum ental aid: psychological, economic and m aterial services

(iii) • Support systems

(a) nuclear family

(b) extended family

(c) friends and neighbours

(i) Levels of Reality

The cultural-norm ative level refers to the norms, values and rules 

which in the first instance usually the family, as the primary socializing 

agent, passes on to the individual. The family obtains these norms from 

the value structure o f the larger community, and conflicts arise when the 

family attem pts to imbue the individual with values or norms which are 

impossible for h im /h er, or to prevent the individual from adhering to norms 

not acceptable. La Gaipa suggests that over-conform ity, for example,

results when the fam ily’s adaptive functions are inadequate. Other

families will respond to conflicts between the com m unity’s values and their 

own by becom ing a closed system, making it d ifficult for individuals to 

adapt to o ther social systems.

The interpersonal-behavioural level includes different types of 

in terpersonal relationships, particularly those which occur in " face-to - 

face 'groups like the family. This can include specific behaviours: La

Gaipa cites nagging, tem per displays, withdrawals or sulking as examples.

Given that the other levels in the model are essentially interpersonal 

behaviour in  d iffering  settings or contexts, this is all that La Gaipa says 

about in terpersonal behaviour at this stage.
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The individual-psychological level focuses on the individual’s 

psychological states and processes. La Gaipa focuses on the im portance of 

"organizing tendencies w ithin the individual that are involved in the 

perception and interpretation of interpersonal events related to social 

exchange and personal relationships in general" (pp. 74-75).

(ii) Psychosocial Resources

La Gaipa’s taxonomy of "goals, needs and relevant resources" are 

described briefly above and little need be added here except to point out 

that in La Gaipa’s model, relationships are not only influenced by these 

needs and goals individually bu t also by the structural relationships 

betw een each of them and the other psychosocial dimensions.

(iii) Support Systems

La Gaipa defines support as "... any action or behaviour that functions

to assist the person in m eeting his personal goals or in dealing with the

demands of any particular situation". Support may be tangible in the form 

of assistance, or intangible in the form of warmth, love etc., and

consists of social, emotional and instrumental services. Support systems 

are tw o-w ay, the individual receiving support from the system and providing 

in pu t to the other individual’s or group’s system. It is not absolutely

clear w hether La Gaipa is referring  to nuclear family, extended family and 

friends as the three aspects o f this part of his model, or w hether he is

talking about family, friends and neighbours. The former is assumed to be

correct here, as he does not discuss neighbour relationships in detail but 

does consider marriage (independently of relations) in some depth. He

describes the interrelation o f support systems with the other dimensions

(e.g. male working class friendships rely more heavily) on sociability than 

expressivity probably because the need for emotional support conflict with 

the image of m asculinity).

La Gaipa also discusses the importance of a cognitive orientation for 

the study of the individual w ithin h is/her social context. He describes 

m an as looking for a good m atch between his psychosocial requirem ents and 

the availability of support systems, and is interested in the organizing 

tendencies of the individual which are responsible for the perception and
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in terpreta tion  of interpersonal events. He posits an "implicit resource

theory", which is the individual’s construction of a social reality, 

containing concepts relating to support systems, psychological resources

and the relationships between them. He postulates what might be included 

in the organizing principles underlying im plicit resource theory. 

Psychologically, it m ight include cognitive orientations towards people,

i.e. images or models of man, and towards others, i.e. family, friends etc;

behaviourally, it m ight include m eans-end strategies for obtaining 

resources; and at a normative level it might contain references to social

rules and evaluations, e.g. the idea of "justice". He postulates that a

socially incom petent person is one who possesses an implicit resource

theory which generates poor predictions and thus results in lim ited

understanding and control of h is/her social world.

La Gaipa also suggests that tension and cognitive arousal play an

im portant role in understanding the social world, occuring when an im plicit

resource theory is not working properly, i.e. when the theory does not fit

the data. He sees tension and conflict as essential because they provide

stability to the system as a whole and increase flexibility to changing

conditions. An effective system has to lim it, control and resolve

conflicts. In La Gaipa’s model, tensions are seen in terms of systems

requirem ents (i.e. boundary and maintainance problems of the support

systems); task demands (i.e. meeting psychosocial requirements which are

sometimes contradictory); cultural demands (i.e. normative constraints on

personal choice); and cognitive demands (i.e. understanding, prediction and

control necessary for competence in interpersonal relationships).

La Gaipa’s suggestions are of particular interest for present purposes

because of our interest in why taught social skills are d ifficult to

transfer to situations outside the controlled environment, and why

generalisation of such skills also seems difficult. These problems will be

described in chapter two and discussed in the light of La Gaipa’s model in

the concluding chapter.
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2.3.4 Carver and Scheier’s Cybernetic Model Encompassing Social Skills

Carver and Scheier (1984) have recently developed a feedback loop 

theory which encompasses a social skills model. Like the two above, this 

model also adopts a view of man as active agent, monitoring internal and

external systems and adjusting his behaviour accordingly. U tilizing a

cybernetic model, however, it focusses specifically on the possible 

processes by which matching and identification o f situations occur and by 

which conflicts are resolved. It should be clarified at this stage that

this model does not view man as a machine (a philosophy which was

criticised earlier because such a comparison rests on the assumption that

man is passive, controlled by external forces rather than actively making

choices), but rather uses an inform ation-processing model to explore and 

exem plify possible mechanisms by which man, as active agent, seeks out and

acts out suitable behaviour chosen out of a repertoire of possibilities and

to exam ine how conflicts are resolved within these processes.

Carver and Scheier’s feedback loop model (cf. 1984. p. 147 for their 

diagram) derives from two sources - self-awareness theory (Duval and

W icklund, 1972), where the individual compares h is/her present behaviour

with w hatever standard of comparison is appropriate, and may "... alter the 

present behaviour so that it conforms more closely to the comparison value"

(p. 145); and control theory or cybernetics, which is based on the

principle of self-regulating systems. Carver and Scheier postulate a

negative feedback loop - "negative" because its function is to "... negate

or minim ize any sensed difference between two values" (p. 146). Perception

of a state or quality (input function) is transferred to a comparator where

the sensed value is compared with a reference value. If  a match is 

obtained, no further action is taken; if there is a difference between the

two values, control is transferred to an output function (i.e. behaviour, 

in the sense of anything external to the system itself). The output

function represents an attem pt to bring the existing state closer to that

of the reference value. This is achieved by influencing the environm ent

a l the present state changes, so does the perception which is described as

the inpu t function in the model. This perception is again compared with

the reference valueuntil a match has been obtained. Carver and Scheier
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liken this process to the action of a room therm ostat, comparing room

tem perature with its setting and activating a furnace to bring the air

tem perature to a state which m atches that of the setting.

If, however, control is transferred out of the loop, where does it go?

Carver and Scheier’s answer is: to another loop. Indeed, they point out,

using the analogy of digital computers, that one can have an extremely

complex network of loops interconnecting with each other as in the form of

a "decision tree" - if  each step reveals nothing amiss, then we proceed to 

the next one. A nother way in which feedback systems can be connected is in

a hierarchy - goal attainm ent is monitored at each level by the comparator.

The higher levels involve more abstract goals or reference values, the

lower levels more concrete ones. To illustrate what they mean. Carver and

Scheier give an example of a man who has unexpected guests to whom he

serves coffee. He will regulate his behaviour according to his concept of 

his self image - his ideal self, referred to as a "system concept" in the

terminology of the model. Conform ity to that self-im age is adhered to by

operating according to guiding rules or "principles" in behaviour, which

are realized in practice by specific "programs of activity". Thus, in 

Carver and Scheier’s exam ple, the m an’s concept of himself is as a

civilised person, and a principle to which he adheres is graciousness.

This abstract quality is realized by the programme of activity, serving

coffee. This particular aspect of the model will be considered again in a 

moment when looking at m aladaptive behaviour.

The assumption upon which Carver and Scheier’s model is based is that

the behaviour-regulating process can be interrupted, and this in turn leads

to an appraisal of how likely a successful outcome is, given the

individual’s resources and the difficulty  of the situation (cf. the helpful 

flow diagram in 1984, p. 156). If  expectancy of success is high, then 

attem pts at discrepancy reduction will continue; if  it is low, the

individual may w ithdraw  from further attempts, either physically or

mentally. Carver and Scheier suggest that interruption can occur before a

task (if the task is known to be difficult), or during a task (an 

environm ental or in ternal frustration); or it can be the result of an

emotion like fear or anxiety which causes the person to re-evaluate whether 

the behaviour should be pursued. One other factor which Carver and Scheier

regard as im portant in influencing behaviour choices is the distinction,

which has long been recognized in psychology, between the public and the



private self - how one would like to be and how one would like others to

see h im /her. The goals of the public and private selves can be the same or 

they can d iffer, and thus the d istinction between the two is an im portant 

one. In terms of control theory, the individual can regulate h is /h er

behaviour according to either the reference values inherent in the goal of

m aintaining one’s personal image o f oneself, or the reference values

stemm ing from the maintainance of the desired public image. Both types of

goals "... imply hierarchical organizations of behavior, entailing the 

specification of principles, programs o f action, etc., and the m atching of

behavior to those reference values" (pp. 158-159).

The implications of this m odel for the study of social skills fall,

according to Carver and Scheier, into three main categories. F irst, to

re tu rn  to the hierarchical organization of control which we looked at 

earlier, they see maladaptive behaviour within the context of this model as

behavioural disruption which "... stems from an inability to specify 

reference values from the level of system concepts (or principles) down to

and through - the program level" (p. 167). In other words, individuals

m ay have an image of what they want to be like or how they would like 

others to view them, but have no idea at all what specific concrete

behaviour is involved in m anifesting that image. "Indeed", say Carver and

Scheier, "they may even lack guides as to how to go about determining what 

concrete steps will help to match reference values at the more abstract 

levels. This can be quite distressing, of course, when the abstract goals

are highly valued" (p. 167). If  specific behaviours which cause the

problem  (talking too loudly, not listening to others) can be iden tified ,

instead of a generalisation ("people don’t like me") simply accepted, 

those specific behaviours can be dealt with positively, hopefully easing 

the general problem. These specific or component behaviours are im portant 

in the area of social skill because, once m astered, they can be used to 

generate new strategies and may even be abandoned in favour of better

alternative components at a later stage, when the person has compared and

contrasted the level of success using d ifferen t combinations of specific

com ponents. Carver and Scheier point out that at this stage a person has 

learn t a general approach to a class of problems. In therapy this is

im portant because individuals need to identify and solve their problem s

across a variety of situations and circumstances. One other relevant 

im plication of the control hierarchy for social skills is the observation
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that some individuals may be failing to monitor their behaviour or actively 

m onitoring inaccurately. Hence the example of the man who thinks he is 

being friendly and extrovert when in fact he is peceived as loud and

dom ineering. If  he is not shown the error in his perception, he will 

continue to take the same inappropriate measures to attain his goal of 

popularity.

The second im plication of this model for social skills is derived from

the observation that expectancy of outcome can be positive or negative. 

I f  positive, the person will continue to persevere until successful 

completion is attained; if negative, the person will end the attem pt and

withdraw . The relationship of this observation to that of "self-fulfilling 

prophecy" is im m ediately apparent. I f  the person believes in advance of

the attem pt that (s)he is likely to fail, then (s)he is more likely to

w ithdraw  from  the attem pt, thus confirm ing the original belief. Carver and

Scheier emphasise the importance of realistic goal setting and a realistic 

appraisal of the probable d ifficulty  involved - a lack of awareness of the 

latter m ight also lead to "disillusionment, discouragement and 

disengagement".

The th ird  im plication is in relation to the distinction made earlier

between public and private selves. Social skill deficits evoke the image

of a problem  in the public sphere, since that is where social skills occur. 

However, an interrelationship with the private self is described here in

exploring the mechanisms for failure which m ight explain why training in

specific social skills is only modestly successful. Carver and Scheier

posit two types of person: the one who is aware that (s)he is lacking in

some specific  skill, expects failure and is anxious about social events; 

and the one who is unaware that (s)he lacks a skill or skills - the deficit

m ight in fact be the inability to recognize appropriate or inappropriate 

behaviour - and is unaware of failure in social encounters. The first

person has already been described in the two points above and all we will 

say here is that anxiety may be worsened by the individual focusing on the

private self and becoming aware of the anxiety itself. More needs to be 

said about the second person, however. There may be two reasons for

h is/her unawareness of inappropriate behaviour. There may, firstly, be an 

abnorm ally low level of focus on the public self - the person may be

unaware (or perhaps uncaring) of the effect that h is/her behaviour has on

others. (S)he would need to be shown the importance of presenting oneself
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well to be acceptable socially, and /o r the benefits and consequences of 

social contact pointed out. There may, secondly, be an abnormally high 

level of focus on the public self. That is, the person may use behaviour 

"... as a tool to m anipulate others. Disruptive behaviour receives

attention; it can be used to bully one’s peers: ... The sort of person who

uses such tactics regularly would seem to have an unusually strong overlap 

between public and private self-aspects, in terms of the component goals 

that they incorporate. T hat is, such a person is using the public self and 

its goal specifications in  the furtherance of very personal, private ends" 

(p. 172). This is an im portant distinction, because the "training" of this

individual would most probably d iffer from that of the one described 

formerly.

2.4 Conclusion: The M odel and M ethod of the Present Study

In the Introduction the question was postulated as to why social skills 

training has been so disappointing in  terms of easing the interpersonal and 

social problems o f individuals experiencing social difficulty . In this

chapter, we have explored the implications of the orthodox model of man and 

the related m ethodology, suggesting that this view of man gives rise to a 

false understanding o f how an individual functions socially and also leads

to a m ethod of studying the individual which is inappropriate. An

alternative approach, the agency approach, has been presented: and it is

this approach which will be adopted in the present study. One welcomes the 

move away from the traditional uni-directional concept of m an’s behaviour

as occuring along a continuum  (with subjectivity at one extreme and 

objectivity  at the other), to a two dimensional one comprising, in the

H arré and Secord model, an individual-collective axis and a public-private

axis. The view of man as an active agent, constantly in the process of 

form ing, m onitoring, testing and changing his own constructs is also a 

welcome alternative to the concept of man as passive, without free will, 

merely responding to forces (be they genetic, chemical, environm ental or 

religious) which p re-determ ine his thinking and behaviour. The subject in 

the agency approach is treated as a whole person with h is/her complexity 

and contradictions intact, not dismantled into specific attributes for

exam ination (as is the practice if  a logical positivist methodology is



adhered to). (S)he is therefore a valuable - indeed crucial - source of 

inform ation. The agency approach also recognizes the importance of the

subject’s environm ent, the fam iliar everyday milieu where (s)he interacts

with other hum an beings. This is in contrast to the "orthodox" scientific 

method.

For our purposes. La Gaipa’s model is particularly useful for 

conceptualising where, in the many and varied approaches to the study of

man as an individual w ithin a social framework, the present study fits. We

are interested in both the "individual-psychological level" (how the child

perceives h im /herself in relation to others and possible tendencies to view 

h im /herself too optim istically or too pessimistically in social 

interchanges) and the "cultural-norm ative" level (which responses are

agreed by the group to be appropriate social ones); the expressive and

sociability needs of the individual; and h is/her peer support system. In

terms of H arré and Secord’s model, we are interested in ascertaining which

social skills the collective regards as appropriate - i.e. we are

interested in the location and display of social skills in the social realm

and in uncovering idiosyncratically located and displayed social skills.

An attem pt will then be made to observe the consequences of possessing a

knowledge of what is believed to be skilful behaviour (located in the

individual) which is at odds w ith that of the collective; and to observe

the consequences of the individual displaying attributes which are not

regarded as skillful by the collective. Finally, Carver and Scheier’s

model is particularly useful for focusing on possible reasons for failure

in those processes (identification o f situation and choice of appropriate

behaviour; acting out the chosen behaviour; monitoring the effect of the

behaviour and making changes where necessary; and incorporating resulting

new knowledge into the system which can be generalized for use in other

situations) which cause the individual to experience d ifficulty  in 

relationships with others. The results of the present study will be 

discussed w ithin the fram ework of these three models.

This is not to say, of course, that the study takes over the whole

philosophical and methodological package which these models imply. Its

emphasis is, on the contrary, d ifferen t in several respects. For one

thing, all the authors m entioned either explicitly, like La Gaipa, or

im plicitly, like Harré and Secord and Carver and Scheier, appear to adopt a

structuralist stance. I would happily concur with describing the
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philosophical position of the present study also as a structuralist one, in 

the sense that it is interested in the underlying laws which govern

behaviour and enable specific interpretations and actions to be selected 

from a wide range of options. A strict structuralist, however, while 

allowing for the wholeness of the individual, will be concerned not with

the ind iv idual nor the content of the individual’s behaviour but only with

the laws which govern behaviour. H arré and Secord, for example, explicitly

accept a structuralist view of language, and from this presupposition Harré

(1984) goes on to introduce the idea of psychological symbiosis, developed

from  the work of Shotter (1974) and others on mothers talking to their

o ffspring . H arré argues that the mothers, rather than talking about their 

child’s wishes, needs and intentions, supply the child with wishes, needs

and in tentions, talking with the child as if  (s)he had them. He believes 

that this "supplementation" occurs not only with mothers but also with

other individuals, and that the purpose is to m aintain "moral orders which

are defined  and sustained in particular collectives". The . lack of 

im portance attached to the possibility of individually formed cognitive

processes in  H arré’s paper is typical of a structuralist approach, whether

it is applied to literature, sociology or politics. In each case it is

only the  set of laws inherent in  the subject under consideration which are

of in terest. A t this point I would diverge from a strict structuralist

v iew point and give more credence than does Harré to the individual’s

private psychological processes. I would be led to do so by observation

of individuals who do not fit in with the expected pattern which their

social m ilieu and family background would seemingly dictate, and of

children o f all ages in general. I would want to allow at least for the 

possibility that the individual can independently generate his own 

psychological functioning in order to criticise and work against the

"psychologies" which are being or have been supplied by the powerful others 

in  h is /h e r life. In other words, although I agree with Harré that 

cognition is part of the social realm (because cognitive processes like 

discussion, reasoning, etc. occur in the public sector), I would also want

to allow that the individual’s cognitive processes can operate 

independently  of social influences.

A no ther way in which the present study differs in general from other

recent w ork which uses an "agency approach" is in its emphasis upon

falsification . As was mentioned briefly above, orthodox scientific
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procedure has been to move from an hypothesis to a law, "proving", or 

raising the probability of a statem ent being "true" by repeating the 

experim ent several times. If  the result is always the same, then the

hypothesis is verified and eventually a "law" is formulated. Popper was 

the first to provide an alternative to this principle of verification. 

Following Hume (see above), he argued that in terms of logic, it did not

m atter how many times an hypothesis was confirmed - one could never say it 

would always be confirm ed in the future. In terms of logic, one could only 

make a statem ent with meaning if  the hypothesis was shown not to be true,

i.e. by falsifying the hypothesis rather than verifying it. This does not

m ean, of course, that we can "prove" statements using falsification 

principles any more than we can "prove" contentions using verification

principles, because the concept of "proof" presupposes absolutes. Although

we may choose to believe that absolutes exist (by absolutes I mean entities 

which are beyond interpretation, that exist independently of how they are 

viewed - these m ight include Laws of Nature, God, Truth, H istory, Evil, 

Good), their existence is not self-evident, and we interpret such concepts 

individualistically. To Popper, the idea of scientific proof is redundant. 

He offers in its place a view of knowledge perhaps more lim ited in its

aims, but more realistic in its attainm ents. He sees knowledge as an ever-

increasing, gradual enrichening of what we can and cannot say about our

world. Believing that we cannot prove a theory, he suggests instead that

what we can do is to demonstrate why we prefer theory A over theory B,

assume a given hypothesis is valid for working purposes in that it is the

least problem atic of those available, rigorously test it by attempts to

refute it and as a result then reformulate a subsequent richer hypothesis.

The focus, then, is upon results which are not in accordance with the

original hypothesis, over against the prevailing tendency to view results

which are not statistically significant as unimportant. Such results are,

indeed, rarely repeated by subsequent researchers - most seem only

interested in verifying findings where the hypothesis was "proved".

The principle of falsification does clearly , have limitations. In

relation to areas of physical science, medicine and mathematics it would, I

th ink , be of lim ited value. Dollard and Millar, for example, would have

been unable to discover the RNA double helix using falsification. They

arrived at the molecular structure by inductive reasoning given the

existing knowledge available regarding the behaviour of certain

47



com binations of molecules. Advances in surgery are often a result of 

observing the consequences of injuries and subsequent surgery 

falsification in such circumstances would be impossible ethically. 

Similarly, our knowledge of memory and brain function is largely based on

observations made in cases of head injuries. If  Popper wanted to argue

that falsification was the only valid scientific method in practice as well

as in logic, then one would have to disagree. As a means of preventing us

regarding only verification data as significant and encouraging creativity 

in assim ilating and testing hypotheses, however, it is a method worthy of 

exploration. This is particularly so in psychological studies, where those 

individuals falling outside a given pattern may be of most interest. Some

attem pt has therefore been made in the present study to incorporate the 

principle into the scientific method in conjunction with, rather as an

alternative to, the principle of verification. The extent to which that

has been possible will be discussed in the concluding chapter.

To summarise, then: in the present study, the individual is viewed as a

whole entity  - a social being who is studied as a whole, rather than in

fragm ents. (S)he is viewed as active, not passive, in control of h is /h er 

social functioning, able to m onitor, choose and alter options. H is/her 

cognitions are thought to be located socially and personally, and 

individuals who experience d ifficulty  in relating to others are viewed as

having either faulty templates or faulty mechanisms for m onitoring and

assessing what is appropriate. Those individuals who do not fit in with 

the general statistical pattern are regarded, in terms of interpreting the

data and drawing conclusions, as of equal importance to those who do.



3. ASSESSMENT STRATEGIES

3.1 Introduction

In  chapter 2 we discussed the extent to which the lim ited success of

SST m ight be attributable to philosophical problems with the concept of

social skill and /or the orthodox scientific fram ework w ithin which the

concept is located and studied. In this chapter we consider the problem s

of assessing social skills (or, as is more usual in scientific practice, of

assessing social skill deficits). The question we are attem pting to answer 

is, "Could our assessment methods be wholly or partially responsible for

the confusing and som ewhat disappointing results of SST?". The chapter 

thus functions as the second part (with chapter two as the first part) of

our attem pt to provide both a critique of the current state of affairs

w ithin SST and also a justification  of the philosophy and methodology

adopted in the present study. In chapters four to six, we shall turn to a

description the specific pro ject undertaken within this philosophical and

m ethodological fram ework: the developm ent of à bipolar measure of the

social skills of the young adolescent.

There are, in m y view, three major problems with regard to the

assessment of social skills as we find it described in the literature.

F irstly, there appears to be no consensus about what constitutes skilled or

unskilled behaviour; secondly, the medium through which an individual’s

behaviour is observed seems to result in widely d iffering  appraisals; and

third ly , there seems to be confusion about how to measure characteristics.

These three areas will be given consideration in turn.

3.2 D efin ing  Social Skill

Perhaps we should not be surprised at the plethora o f labels utilised 

when describing social skills or deficits, nor at the inconsistencies which 

are often evident when descriptions of human behaviour are offered by 

d iffe ren t investigators. We have to contend, after aill, with both the 

lim itations and excesses of our language and the rich complexity of what we 

call, w ith deceptive succinctness, hum an behaviour.
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While the novelist delights in  the range and wealth of words available 

to h im /her when describing the vast complexity of human thoughts, 

m otivations and feelings, the social scientist, it seems, flounders in a 

sea of ill-defined confusion, for (s)he has the unenviable task of 

specifying what (s)he means when using each of a seemingly infinite num ber 

of descriptive words. Perhaps it is the social scientist’s inability or 

lack of discipline in rigorously defin ing  these words which has resulted in 

the present confusion; for confusion there certainly is. Trower (1982) is 

exceptional in offering  as an im portant first step in clarifying the terms 

used a distinction between social skill (as a generative process) and 

social skills (the myriad of m inor characteristics and abilities which are

encompassed by the term  social skill), which are the specific component 

parts of the generative process. We are then enabled to give a name 

(social skill) to that behaviour which we all know causes a person to be 

w ell-liked, while sim ultaneously acknowledging that the component factors 

which go to make up a skilful person are still something of a mystery. 

Glancing through the literature in general, however, especially at those

accepted assessment measures which are used extensively, one is confronted 

with terms which may be descriptive of those behaviours which constitute

social skill, but which have not been established as such. If  we are not

sure that these constituent behaviours do indeed make up social skill, then 

we cannot begin to make an assessment of what is skilled or unskilled

behaviour. One wonders, in fact, whether many of the terms used to

describe constituent behaviours in the numerous articles on the subject of 

social skill are interchangeable; and, further, whether we should have an 

exhaustive list of social skills even if  all the terms were included. Such

term s vary from those which encompass quite wide concepts, such as

" in a p p ro p r ia te  a s se r t iv e n e s s " ,  "ag g ressiv en ess" , "su b m iss iv en ess" ,

"assertiveness" and "hyperactivity", to very specific ones such as "eye

contact", "loudness", "head movements" and "smiling".

The debate about molar and molecular targets has highlighted this

general variance, some researchers opting for global qualitative ratings

and others for specific elements like eye contact. Though both types of 

m easurem ent have been comm ended (Bellack, 1979 and 1983; Curran, 1979),

both have limitations. M olecular measures have, in fact, become

unfashionable. Bellack gives as possible reasons for this that they have

not been useful in validating assessment methods of social behaviour
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problem s, and have shown neither consistent response deficits among

particular groups (e.g. American male students with "low dating scores"),

nor m uch correlation across situations (e.g. naturalistic observation 

com pared with role-play situations). This m ight be due to evaluation

methods which are ineffective, and Bellack suggests an interm ediary 

approach between the two measures (e.g. a qualitative scale). This

suggestion should be followed up, since we need to know which specific

behavioural elements are associated with social skill and which with 

unskilled behaviour. For in the real world these component behaviours 

provide im portant cues to others: take, for example, the "mating ritual"!

While we cannot conclude that training in molecular behaviours where

deficits have existed will result in a skilled individual, nevertheless we 

do need to know what messages these behaviours give out, so that we and the 

individuals who are failing socially can com prehend why this failure is

occurring.

While m uch debate has taken place about global as opposed to specific

labels, and the m easurem ent of global as opposed to specific behaviours, 

little has been said about the more subtle differences between concepts

like aggression and assertiveness. Quite obvious problems emerge when we

consider such labels in depth. For example, the term "inappropriate 

assertiveness" is measured in the Matson scale (1983a) by the child’s 

response to statem ents like "I threaten people or act like a bully"; "I

speak too loudly"; "I think that winning is everything"; "I want to get

even w ith someone who hurts me". It is at this point that the importance

of the assertion in chapter 1 that the orthodox empirical aim of

disem bedding the stimulus from its context destroys the meaning of the 

behaviour is beautifully illustrated. Taken at face value, none of the 

above statem ents actually means something in a universal sense. It is 

impossible to respond to any of the above statem ents without knowing the 

context in which the statem ent occurs. For exam ple, a positive response to 

the first statem ent would be reasonable if  the "people" referred to are 

o ther boys in the class, all of whom are aggressive in stance. In that

context, aggressive behaviour could be perfectly  appropriate. The final

statem ent in  the list m ight express a universal feeling (thereby making it

"normal"?) of desire for vengeance or justice, depending on one’s 

perspective, and in itself cannot be indicative of skilfulness or the lack 

o f it. The acting out or expression of the feeling might, however,
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indicate whether the behaviour is appropriate or not. What we are 

describing here are the lim itations placed upon communication by the

necessity of using language - words which can convey varying meanings and

feelings to d ifferen t individuals. For the purposes of the social

scientist, perhaps all we can hope to achieve is to define as precisely as

possible what we mean by a word and then clearly outline our means of 

m easuring that characteristic. The problems inherent in the m easurement

of target behaviours will be discussed below. By defining carefully what a

term  refers to, at least a comparison with other findings becomes possible.

A t present, in te r-study  comparisons are very difficult because of the

variety and am biguity of terms used in targeting skilled or unskilled

behaviour.

The first problem in arriving at a consensus as to what constitutes

skilled and unskilled behaviour is thus a result of the richness of our

language. The second problem is due to the richness of human behaviour

itself. Investigators engaged in the study of human behaviour, attempting

to arrive at statem ents of tru th  about the nature and expression of that

behaviour, are forced constantly to revise and add conditional clauses to

those statements. Longitudinal studies often reveal surprising,

unpredictable results. Sexually abused children can grow into abusive

parents or perfectly com petent ones, and work as prostitutes or

psychologists; monozygotic twins sometimes both develop schizophrenia, but

sometimes only one suffers from the condition; children of alcoholic

parents sometimes become alcoholics themselves, sometimes teetotallers or

social drinkers. The patterns of human behaviour which social scientists 

attem pt to formulate are at best tentative. The philosophical reasons for 

this, and potential working solutions, have already been described and 

discussed in the first chapter, so at this stage it is enough just to make

the observation. Hum an behaviour is unpredictable and variable

"unstable" in the jargon of physical science - and hence our attem pts to 

uncover skilled and unskilled individuals are easily frustrated. What is 

regarded as skilled behaviour may differ markedly between groups or across 

situations; an individual can act totally "out of character" for reasons

which may not be accessible even to him/herself; and an individual can

emerge with two very d ifferent assessments depending on whether (s)he is
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feeling happy with life or not on the day of the assessment. These

observations will be discussed again in more detail when we consider the

problem s of measurement.

We thus have two m ajor problems which make a definition of socially

skilled or unskilled behaviour extremely difficult. The first is the use

by investigators of varying, ill-defined words or phrases to describe 

skilled or unskilled behaviour, often used without a context so that one

cannot tell whether a behaviour, assumed by the investigator to be 

unskilful, m ight possibly be appropriate, skilful behaviour in a d ifferen t 

situation. The second is that human behaviour is so unpredictable and 

varies so much across individuals and groups, and even within individuals,

th at a consensus as to what is skilful or unskilful behaviour per se may 

not be possible at all. The first step along the road to arriving at some 

agreed criteria  in the context of which discussion among investigators and 

in te r-s tu d y  comparison can occur is to define clearly what is meant, w ithin 

specified contexts, of terms used to describe skilled and unskilled

behaviour.

3.3 The M edium  o f Assessment

The second m ajor problem in the assessment of social skill is the 

m edium  through which the individual is observed and assessed. The 

literatu re  yields somewhat contradictory and confusing results. The four 

most commonly used settings for obtaining an assessment of an individual’s 

skilfulness, or lack of it, are role-play tests, direct observation, 

questionnaires and sociometric ratings. All four media are standard,

respected modes of assessment, but have come increasingly under scrutiny 

throughout the eighties, and the most recent studies have raised serious 

doubts as to the validity of assessment using only one of the four media.

3.3.1 R ole-play Tests

The most common of the four strategies is the role-play test.

R ecently, questions about the validity of role-play have been asked 

(Edleson et al., 1982), and these are particularly relevant to the present
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study, since role-play has been generally assumed to be a valid m easurement

of social skill (La Greca, 1981). Van Hasselt et al. (1981) examined the

reliability  and validity of role-play tests for assessing social skills in

8-10 year olds. They compared observations of behaviour from naturalistic 

settings, sociometric ratings and teacher ratings to role-play scenes, and

found low correlations between the role-play tests and each of the other 

measures. Similar results have been obtained when looking at d ifferent

populations, such as students and psychiatric inpatients (Bellack et al.,

1976; Twentym an and McFall, 1975). Matson et al. (1983b) found role-play

to be the only measure out of four (peer nominations, questionnaire and

structured  interview being the others) which did not correlate with the

o ther measures of popularity and social skills. In contrast. Beck et al.

(1982), when comparing social skills evoked by role-play to skills emitted

in a naturalistic setting, found that more skills occurred in the role-play

situations. The reasons for this are not clear, but it is possible that

ro le-p lay  may be measuring knowledge of social skills in this instance,

ra ther than how the subject would normally behave. The instructions given

are not recorded in the report, so we cannot know how they may have been

in terpreted . In an im portant review paper, Bellack (1983) outlines the

lim itations of the role-play test, criticizing three main areas: 

instructional set, situational content and confederate behaviour. These

will now be discussed, in addition to two other areas of relevance to this

study: pre-assessm ent experiences and assessment conditions.

3.3.1.1 Instructional Set

As with the term s used to describe skilful or unskilful behaviour, the 

instructions given to subjects have often been random and without an 

overall coherent strategy in mind. They include asking the individual to 

perform  "as (s)he usually would"; "as well as they can"; "as they believe 

would be appropriate"; or "as they believe skilful people would behave". 

The im portance of instructional set is illustrated in a study by Kazdin et 

aL (1983a). They asked 34 psychiatric inpatient children to complete 

behavioural and self-report measures of social skills, firstly under 

standard instruction conditions, then under two d ifferent assessment 

conditions, instructing them to convey highly appropriate social behaviour
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and then highly inappropriate social behaviour. The results indicated

significant changes in behavioural role-play perform ance as a function of

instructional set. Perform ance was consistently higher and lower

respectively than p re -test perform ance. In addition, the p re-test

perform ance was above the m id-point in the range for each measure, which

may indicate that even without specific instructions to perform  in a

socially desirable m anner, the children were already doing so to some

extent. This study highlights the importance and difficulty  of obtaining a 

true picture o f the individual’s social ability before training, in order

to assess accurately the e ffec t of training.

One other problem  with the instructions given to role-play subjects is

that they usually lack flexibility. If  a subject were to ask for

contextual inform ation in order to imagine him /herself in a particular

situation, this would probably not be provided for fear of "contaminating" 

the results. The problem  then arises that the situation may have little or

no meaning for the individual, and the initial purpose of the role-play (to

create a situation as close to a real-life encounter as possible) is lost.

Bellack (1983) seems to have overcome this problem by ensuring that

subjects preview each scene and are asked if they can imagine themselves in

that situation. Slight variations are then made to allow for relevancy, 

until the subject feels at ease with the scenario. Bellack has found that

fewer subjects report unnatural responses using this method and fewer

subjects find themselves unable to produce a response. His justification

for this rehearsal is that in the real world we normally think about our

behaviour and rehearse what we will do or say in anticipated situations.

Seldom, he argues, are we thrust into situations in the real world of which 

we have had no warning. Such an approach warrants consideration, because

the problems that it may cause may be more manageable than the very serious 

one of failing to create a simulation which approximates to the real world.

3.3.1.2 Pre-assessm ent Experiences

In addition to the effect of instructional set on assessment of

individuals, Kazdin et ^  (1982) have also looked at the effect of p re 

assessment experiences on social skills perform ance. 32 psychiatric

inpatient children completed behavioural and se lf-report measures of social
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skills on two occasions. Before the second occasion, half of the children 

were given a task designed to provide a positive experience. Those 

children showed significantly higher levels of social skills during role- 

play (i.e. in terms of the num ber of words spoken, motor responses, 

form ulating requests, responding to provocation), and in addition had 

higher levels of reported self-confidence in their social behaviour. Again 

this illustrates the instability o f the facet of behaviour which we are 

a ttem pting to measure. The results of this study suggest that if a subject 

has had an unexpectedly pleasant encounter with a shop assistant on the way 

to the test venue, the assessment result of that individual could d iffer 

m arkedly from that which it would otherwise have been.

3.3.1.3 Assessment Conditions

In a 1981 study, Kazdin et al. asked 60 children to complete

behavioural and self-report measures on two separate occasions. On the

second occasion, half of the children received feed-back and incentives for

perform ance, and showed significantly higher levels of social skills during

role-p lay  as a result. Again this illustrates the instability of a measure

like social skill, and shows how radically results can d iffer given a

particular set of conditions - in this instance under the control of the 

behavioural scientist. One wonders to what extent factors outside the 

control, and indeed the im agination, of the investigators have affected  our

attem pts to measure social skill, and may have contributed to the present

confusion about "the state of the art".

3.3.1.4 Situational Content

The situation with which an individual is presented in real life or in 

ro le-p lay  will determine the particular skills appropriate to that 

situation. Characteristics which will obviously affect the necessary

skills (e.g. a romantic encounter rather than meeting a friend of the same 

sex) are usually controlled. Bellack (1983), however, outlines three less 

obvious factors which investigators may not control: the relevance of the

ro le-p lay  scene to the subject; item difficulty; and the descriptions
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provided to the subject. To illustrate the importance of the first,

Bellack takes the Behavioural Assertiveness Test - Revised (in Eisler et

al., 1975) as an example. It was designed for use with male psychiatric

patients, and therefore does not include many assertion problems which

would be relevant to other groups; while items are included that would be 

inappropriate for other groups. With regard to item difficulty, Bellack

argues that role-p lay  scenarios should be consistently of interm ediate 

difficulty  appropriate to the skill level o f the population under

consideration, thus resulting in a range of responses for that population. 

In  addition, if  established test items were used across studies, assuming 

that the items were valid and reliable, comparisons and conclusions amongst

studies would be possible. Descriptions provided to subjects often lack the 

inform ation necessary for deciding which response would be the most

appropriate  in the circumstances. Fiedler and Beach (1978) found the

consequences o f a chosen action to be vital in deciding upon a response -

for instance, could one be fired or physically abused? Given the immense

life -long  knowledge with which one enters a social encounter in the real

world, it is not surprising that role-play scenarios are increasingly 

criticised as a means of assessing social skill. The more skilful the

individual, indeed, the more difficulty  (s)he may have in responding to

such problem  scenarios, because (s)he will be aware of the range of

perm utations available dependent upon the context of the situation, the

personality of the other person(s), and so on.

3.3.1.5 C onfederate Behaviour

The idea of involving a confederate in a role-play scene is to make the 

situation more real or natural, but this assumption has to be questioned.

In  a real-life  situation there will almost certainly be cues which will aid

our prediction of likely responses to our own choice o f behaviour - does

the person look aggressive, feeble, angry, old or young etc? In a 

laboratory study the confederate will usually be actively trying not to 

provide such cues unless the scenario has been so well drawn that such 

inform ation is included consistently. As we have already discussed, this is

rarely the case. Bellack (1983) makes an im portant related point, that

often  encounters are "single prompt" role-plays, ending after the
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confederate has delivered the prom pt and the subject has responded once. 

This type of interchange is certainly not comparable to a real-life

situation, neither does it allow scorers to judge subject behaviour in any 

real sense. This is especially true when one considers that the opening 

gam bit of an interchange may be well practised and therefore skilful, but

tell us nothing about the subjects range of follow-up skills. For example,

Bellack found depressed woman to be assertive initially, but submissive if 

resisted. Some investigators m ight argue that allowing confederates the 

flexibility of response to the subjects verbal and non-verbal communication

as in a real situation makes m easurem ent across subjects impossible, but a 

compromise strategy m ight be to allow for flexibility within a specified

range. It would be possible to develop criteria for measuring the

skilfulness of responses in ro le-p lay  scenes with inbuilt allowances for

general factors such as cultural and age differences, then more 

specifically for individual variations. Confederates would, of course,

have to be experienced to make such a venture feasible, but training should 

make this possible. Indeed, Bellack advocates systematic analysis and

assessment of confederates because of changes in style which seem to

develop in them over a period of time. Given that the subject’s behaviour

will be in response to h is /h er m onitoring of the confederate, and

prediction of the outcome of the social situation, training and assessment

of the confederate’s behaviour seem essential.

Before leaving the subject o f confederates, one point should be made

with specific reference to using an adult confederate in place of a child,

where the subject is also a child. It may be that a child subject is 

unable to pretend or imagine that an adult confederate is in fact another

child. From my experience of children from pre-school to eighteen years

old, my intuition would be that the behavioural responses evoked by the

presentation of an adult could be so ingrained and so different from those

evoked by a child that we could be asking the child to imagine the

impossible. It is only an intuition, but one which warrants consideration.
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3.3.2 D irect Observation in a Real Setting

This is a most attractive medium of assessment because here the 

indiv idual is viewed w ithin the setting appropriate to purposes of the 

investigation. The "as if" elem ent of role-play is removed, and the 

sub ject is assessed in the actual setting under consideration - for

exam ple, the immediacy and security of h is/her familiar environment, if

that is the context in which the investigator wishes to view the behaviour.

In  addition, one is more confident that the behaviour which is being 

assessed is spontaneous and real. It is difficult to imagine the

astounding findings of M ilgram ’s famous experiments (1974) on obedience

being produced in a ro le-play  situation. The problem still exists,

how ever, that observed behaviour is not the same as unobserved behaviour,

unless the subject is unaware that there is an observer - but that

constitutes an invasion of privacy. Thus even in the natural setting we

cannot be sure we are m easuring a subject’s spontaneous reaction to a 

social situation. In addition, there is the problem of measuring responses 

w hich are unstructured and potentially so varied that standardizing 

m easurem ent across subjects could prove impossible. The problem of

m easurem ent can be addressed by using sem i-structured criteria for

assessment which would allow for spontaneity of response within broad

situational contexts and flexible guidelines for scoring. Indeed, some

studies have retained the natural setting while introducing a controlled

stim ulus provided by a confederate. The problems outlined with reference

to the confederate in the section on role-play still exist, however, so

this option is not entirely satisfactory either. More will be said about 

the problem  of m easurement in 3.4 below. Certainly the difficulties of 

using this method of assessment seem to me to be outweighed by the m ajor

advantage, which is to look a t the subject in situ , thereby ensuring that

the context and social cues which evoke the subject’s responses are

m eaningful to the subject. The problem that observed behaviour is

d iffe ren t from unobserved behaviour of course remains, and therefore our

conclusions must be drawn with this qualification in mind.

I f  the investigator opts for assessment of the individual in the

natural setting, (s)he must then decide whether to observe the individual

"live" or to videotape interactions. Given the availability of video

cam eras, the latter would normally now be chosen, as accurate assesssment
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of social encounters is extremely difficult should one be trying to observe 

and to record simultaneously. Even if one is merely observing it is

impossible accurately to monitor both the responses of the subject and the

cues which (s)he is receiving. Videotaping provides an intact

representation  of the cues and responses which occur and, further, can be

assessed and re-assessed by as many observers as desired. This provides

excellent opportunities for measuring the reliability of the data. There

are d ifficu lties with videotaping behaviour, however, and these need to be 

addressed. Firstly, Bellack (1983) points out that subtle responses such

as postural rigidity  or muscle tension, which are available to live 

observers, are usually lost in videotapes. If hands are folded, are they 

com fortably relaxed or grasping each other tensely? It is not always

possible to tell. Secondly, there is the problem of molar over against

m olecular assessment. One would not usually have the luxury of obtaining

at the same time both close up pictures of molecular ratings of a subject

(e.g. eye movem ents, muscle tension of the face) and an overall molar

pictu re, m uch less the simultaneous molar and molecular picture of both the

subject and h is /h er friend or friends which, given the importance of cues, 

it would be best to have. This severely limits our assessment of the

individual. We have to sacrifice detailed ratings of facial expression to

obtain  a rating of overall posture and gestures. Most commonly one is 

forced to opt for a combination of the two, moving in for close-ups and

then w idening again for a picture of the whole person. This works

reasonably well, but one wonders how many subtle, unnoticed cues are lost

as a result. The best option m ight be for the videotape to be

supplem ented, with the investigator making notes from live observations of

those cues or responses which (s)he believes m ight be missed by the

videotape. This would, of course, be a skilful operation which would

require m uch practice and a good working relationship with the camera

operator, for one would need to be able to predict which cues the camera

and the cam era operator would be likely to miss.

The final problem  to be discussed here is that of judges. There is

evidence (Trower, 1980) that judges base their ratings on the most

noticeable and easily categorised response characteristic. There is no

evidence as yet to suggest that trained judges are more likely to dp this

than  un tra ined  ones, b u t this is something which needs to be looked at more 

closely. Some judges are inconsistent and /or have idiosyncratic criteria,
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others produce ratings which agree with some colleagues but not others. 

Experienced judges develop internal norms for ranking subjects by selecting 

particular reference points which are primarily content orientated - one 

reason, postulates Bellack, why reliability ratings are lower for overall 

anxiety ratings than for overall skill ratings (i.e. anxiety is not 

characterisd by specific verbal content, unlike social skill). The further 

problem s of specifying what is to be measured and how to measure will be 

discussed in 3.4 below.

3.3.3 Questionnaires and Interviews: Self-report and Other Reports

This section will be discussed in some detail, as the present study

involves developing a se lf-report and teacher report questionnaire. The

discussion at this stage will be confined, however, to the general 

advantages and disadvantages of questionnaires.

In obtaining reports from the individual about h is/her own feelings and 

behaviour, or from someone who is in a position to observe the individuals

behaviour closely and report on it, the normal procedure is to elicit the

inform ation in the form of a questionnaire. It cannot be doubted that

questionnaires are an excellent way of obtaining large amounts of

inform ation in a structured way, thereby facilitating statistical analysis. 

Shepherd (1984) points out that those which have been developed for looking 

at the cognitive aspects of social difficulty are generally well 

standardized, have good internal consistency and have high test-retest

reliability. Self-report questionnaires and interviews are indeed the only

way we can obtain im portant information directly about what the subject

thinks and feels. There are, however, problems with their use, which we

shall consider here in conjunction with the evidence available on the

correspondence of ratings obtained by this means from the subject and

significant others (e.g. parents and clinicians). Problems to do with the

m easurem ent of questionnaires will be discussed in 3.4 below.

The obvious assumption when using a questionnaire, if  it is not going

to be read aloud by the investigator, is that the subject(s) can read well, 

and understands the words used. From my experience, however, this is an

assum ption which should not be made (even when the sample is comprised of

university  students), because of the effect it could have on the results.
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This is not a serious problem, as it can be easily remedied by reading the

questionnaire aloud, but it does need to be carefully controlled. With

very young children or educationally subnorm al persons it might also be

desirable to supplement the questionnaire with visual scenes (similar to

those used by Asher and Renshaw, 1981 in assessing young ch ild ren’s

knowledge of social skills), which could be adjusted in collaboration w ith

the subject to be as relevant to the individual as possible. It seems good

practice to supplement the questionnaire with a sem i-structured interview

where possible, in order to obtain clarification of how the subject is

in terpreting  the questions. In a small sample both can be easily used, bu t 

in large samples the interview would probably have to be forfeited.

M any of the problems of role-play also apply to questionnaires.

Instructional set ("would you normally?"; "would a skilful person?"), pre-

assessment experiences, assessment conditions and situational content (the

relevance of the questions, item difficulty  and the description of the

scenario to which one is being asked to respond ) all need to be carefully

exam ined, and items need to be balanced (in the area of social skills this

would mean including both positive and negative aspects of behaviour) and

controlled, to ensure that the inform ation elicited is that which we are

attem pting to measure. In addition to these problems, however, there are 

others more specific to the use of questionnaires.

The m ajor problem is knowing whether the area of behaviour under

consideration is being accurately measured by the specific component or

target behaviours included in the questionnaire, and whether these 

com ponent behaviours are being accurately assessed by the questions. This

problem  can at least be alleviated by ensuring that the area of behaviour 

is clearly defined and the target behaviours thought to comprise this area

specified. Then the component behaviours and the questions thought to

measure these behaviours can be changed or added to in the light o f new 

research findings.

The crucial, underlying assumption in interview and questionnaire

m easurem ent is that the patient is being tru thful. It has long been

established, however, that subjects often try to please the experim enter by 

giving the responses deemed to be the desired ones. In certain

circumstances, indeed (e.g. a clinical setting), the patient may well want

deliberately to m anipulate the clinician. Quite apart from deliberate

attem pts to mislead the investigator, however, the subject might not give
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an accurate account of h is/her behaviour simply because of lack of

orientation. This has been discussed under role-play (3.3.1 above), , and no

more will be said here, except to add that I have on occasion wondered to

w hat extent the novelty of the investigation situation itself affects

results. When helping with the adm inistration of experiments as a final 

year undergraduate, I noticed that students often asked for clarification 

of even very simple instructions from the final year helpers when the staff

m em ber organizing the experiment was not present, but rarely did so when

the sta ff member was there. To what extent this affected the results, if

at all, is impossible to say. I t  did lead me to the conclusion, however, 

that finding oneself in a new situation, such as helping in an

investigation (especially if  it is about how one behaves in certain

situations), and having to orientate oneself to that new experience, m ight

disrupt the normal ability to concentrate on listening to or reading and

answering even simple questions about oneself. This is particularly

im portant in questionnaire and interview  measurement, where no additional

cues exist, as they do, for instance, in role-play, and the subject’s

answer is wholly dependent on h is/her ability to concentrate, absorb and

respond to a considerable amount of inform ation.

To tackle the problem of lack of triith due to deliberate deception, a

"lie scale", measured by including selected questions twice and noting any

variability , m ight be included. To tackle the problem of lack of tru th  due

to disorientation, we could ensure that the setting and adm inistration of

the questionnaire and /or interview are carried out in a place and manner

which would be familiar to the subjects. Checks (in addition to the

earlier suggestions in 3.3.1 above of m aking scenarios as appropriate to

the individual subject as possible) could also be incorporated into the

m easurem ent. For instance, the subject m ight be asked if  each question is 

m eaningful and given free space to expand on each question and

contextualise it if  necessary. These comments also apply to interviews,

which are valuable for obtaining immediate clarification of any point and

result in  a wealth of material from the subject. One does need to be even

more cautious, however, about providing external cues which could influence

the assessment of the subject, given the effect of pre-assessment 

experiences and assessment conditions outlined in 3.3.1.
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One other problem  with questionnaires is described by Shepherd (1984),

though first noted by Anastasi in 1968. It is the problem of "response 

sets", the biases which can influence the subject’s choice independently of

the item content. For example, subjects can choose "yes" answers in

preference to "no" answers, right hand rather than left hand answers, or, 

as we have already m entioned, responses could be biased towards social 

desirability answers. This problem  can be tackled by randomizing scoring

direction and, as discussed above, interviewing in addition to the 

questionnaire.

The validation o f the questionnaire also requires some thought. The 

presence in an experim ental group, compared to a control group, of the

characteristic being studied would suggest that a particular questionnaire

has some m erit. In their study of depression, Kazdin and Petti (1982)

accept this, and in addition suggest that interview  and self-report

measures be correlated with sim ilar measures of other conditions (e.g.

hyperactivity and aggression) and with different measures such as peer

nom ination and rating scales. The difficulty about correlation with similar

measures of other conditions is that the underlying assumption is that 

those measures are accurate assessments of the behaviour which they set out 

to measure. There are two problems which might arise here. The first is 

that if  the scale which we are attempting to use as a validation measure

does not measure w hat we hope it does (and reviewing the social skills

literature, this seems a serious possibility, which will be discussed again

later), then even if  the new measure correlates with it, this may only mean

that our measure is sim ilar but equally inaccurate. The second problem,

which has been discussed earlier in relation to social skills specifically, 

is that of defining target areas. Before comparisons can be made of

d ifferen t measures, or d ifferen t conditions with the same measures, the

conditions themselves have to be clearly identified as to individual

com ponent parts, and decisions have to be made about how to treat those

areas which overlap each other. Only then could an appraisal of measures 

be m eaningful. All we can do is to introduce as many checks as possible,

and rem ain flexible in changing questions to ensure meaning for individual

subjects and in the light of new research findings. If  it is possible to

include an interview  in addition to the self-report, then this is an

excellent idea. Expansion of responses can thus be obtained and



clarification sought where necessary. An impression of the likely

truthfulness of the individual can also be obtained, though this is, of 

course, extremely subjective and has to be acknowledged as such.

As well as being used as se lf-report measures by subjects, 

questionnaires are also commonly used with significant others in the

subject’s life - most commonly spouse, clinical staff, teacher or parent. 

Norm ally care is taken to ensure that the questionnaire is filled in after

a period of close observation of the subject. It is also common in an 

institutional setting for the same person to be asked to fill in the

questionnaire if  more than one questionnaire on one occasion is required, 

because d ifferen t people behave in d ifferen t ways with d ifferen t others.

While it is good practice to ensure that the same individual fills in 

d ifferen t questionnaires on a subject, it seems to me that asking d ifferen t

individuals to fill in copies of each questionnaire is even better practice 

and could provide us with crucial inform ation. If an individual behaves 

d ifferen tly  with d ifferen t people, then the discovery of the reasons why 

one person should evoke certain responses and another alternative 

behavioural responses in the subject could lead to the discovery of the

underlying causes dr faulty cognitions which result in unacceptable or

bizarre behaviour. In addition, it is possible that the person filling in

the questionnaire (e.g. the nurse in a psychiatric hospital or a parent) is

the one with the behavioural problem s, and an assessment by that individual

alone could lead us along a false trail with regard to enhancing the social

skill of the subject. It would therefore be my contention that it is

desirable to have two questionnaire reports by two different assessors on

an individual. As m entioned earlier, it is also normal for an interview  to 

be conducted when the questionnaire is being used for clinical purposes, 

and this practice is a sensible one, both for the purposes of clarification

and to assess the credibility (as far as one can judge) of the assessor.

The extent to which se lf-report questionnaires and reports by others 

correspond to other measures (e.g. sociometry), or to the reports of

d ifferen t or fu rther evaluators, is an im portant issue. The literature on

this subject is, however, lim ited and somewhat confusing. Some of the

inform ation available has come from  studies with specialised samples. For

exam ple, the Western Psychiatric Institute and Clinic of the U niversity  of

Pittsburgh School of M edicine has carried out research with inpatient

children, mostly diagnosed as depressed. The control groups in the studies
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published by members attached to the clinic may have been drawn from the 

population at large, but this is unclear from the reports, and it is 

possible that they were children who were referred to the unit but were

found to be ‘norm al’. If  this should be the case, then they could not be 

regarded as a normal sample and the results would have to be considered

with this in mind. Some studies have been done with samples from the 

population at large, however.

O f the five best known and recent questionnaires specifically designed

to measure social skills (Connor et al., 1982; Lindsay and Lindsay, 1982;

Matson et al., 1983a; Michelson and Wood, 1982; Spence, 1980: see further

below, 3.4.2 and 3.5), three were compared by their authors with other

m easures or d ifferen t evaluators. These are obviously of particular

im portance to this study. Connor et al. (1982), firstly, have compared

their se lf-rep o rt questionnaire with teacher ratings and behavioural role- 

play tests and found positive correlations. Secondly, Michelson and Wood

(1982) have compared their se lf-report questionnaire with peer, parent and

teacher ratings and found positive correlations. Thirdly, Matson et al. 

(1983b) have compared their se lf-report questionnaire with a behavioural

ro le-p lay  test, peer nominations and a structured interview in which

children were asked what they would do in six situations involving peer

interactions. Teachers completed a popularity ranking and a questionnaire

which gave a social skills rating. The only measure which did not

consistently correlate with measures of popularity and social skills was

the behavioural role-play test. Child and teacher measures correlated with

each other, the highest correlation among child and teacher measures being

peer nom inations and teacher popularity ratings. There was significant

correlation between both the peer nom inations and the questionnaire and

each o f the three teacher measures, but peer nominations correlated more 

highly than  the questionnaire with two of the three teacher measures. It

has to be said, however, that we cannot conclude very much from these

studies alone about the efficacy or validity of questionnaires in measuring

an area of behaviour like social skill, since the target behaviours differ,

the samples are relatively small and ' the subjects differ in age and,

presum ably, culture, residing in d ifferent parts of the U.S.A. They must

be taken in conjunction with wider work on correspondence, such as that by 

Puig -A ntich  and Chambers (1978), who have suggested that discrepancies

betw een child and parent reports may be a result of the subjective nature
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o f the child’s feelings of hopelessness or guilt - only the child

h im /herse lf could divulge these experiences; Poznanski et al. (1979), who 

have found that children are reluctant to talk about behaviour (e.g. eating

problems) which has resulted in criticism of them by others; and Kazdin and 

Petti (1982); Kazdin et al. (1983b, 1983c)

Kazdin and his colleagues have carried out some interesting work on the 

correspondence of child and parent ratings in the field of children’s

depression, in response to reports that parent/clinician and child reports

of the child’s depression, which was measured by interview  or se lf-report 

questionnaires, were discrepant (Carlson and Cantwell, 1980; Cytryn et al.,

1980; M cKnew et al., 1979; Orvaschel et al., 1981; Robbins et al., 1979).

In  their 1982 review paper, Kazdin and Petti cite a report by Weissman et

al. (1980) in which several rating scales of children’s depression were

adm inistered. It was found that the children’s measures correlated with

each other and the m others’ reports correlated significantly with each 

other, but that a correlation between the children’s and mothers’ reports

did not exist. Two other studies indicated that there was little

correspondence amongst scorers in evaluating a characteristic but high 

correlation across d ifferen t measures by the same scorer.

Kazdin et al. (1983c) looked at 104 hospitalised children, 101 mothers

and 47 fathers. They found that different measures of depression completed

by the same scorer (child, mother or father) were highly inter-correlated.

There was little or no relationship, however, between m other-child and

fa ther-ch ild  reports o f the children’s depression for the same or different

measures of depression. The comparison between m other and father reports

was statistically significant. In a different study Kazdin et al. (1983b)

looked at 48 children and their mothers and fathers (this included

stepm others/fathers, foster parents and paramours). As with the first

study, d ifferen t measures completed by the same scorer were highly in te r

correlated, but there was little or no relationship between m other-child

and fa ther-ch ild  ratings of the children’s depression for the same or

related measures of depression. There was consistent statistical agreement

betw een fathers and mothers, but children consistently rated themselves as

less depressed than did their parents. Parent ratings of the children’s 

depression and the correspondence of child-parent ratings varied as a

function of child gender, race and whether the family was receiving welfare

or not. Specifically, girls rated themselves more depressed than boys;
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white children were rated more depressed by both their mothers and fathers

than black children; and mothers and fathers on welfare rated their

children as less depressed than those from non-w elfare families. In

addition, biological mothers rated their children as more depressed than

other m aternal figures; fathers living away from home rated their children

as less depressed than those living at home; and fathers’ ratings of their

ch ild ren’s depression was generally lower than mothers. On the basis of

these last three observations, Kazdin et al. said that it was tem pting to

suggest that less contact between parent and child m ight lead to an

underestim ation of the child’s depression. One certainly could not,

however, draw such a conclusion on the basis of the limited inform ation

obtained from one study. What this study does illustrate is that there may

be a m yriad of factors which affect the self-report or ra ting-by-o thers

measures, and therefore that these have to be used with caution.

These last two studies and others have resulted in some interesting

observations which could direct future research on the reliability and

validity of se lf-report and ra ting-by-o thers as assessment measures, and

which necessitate further investigation. The results offered, however, are

conflicting, or at least d ifficu lt to compare. For example, relatively

high agreement has been found when children and parents are providing

factual inform ation, like the presence or absence of specific symptoms

(H erjanic et al., 1975; Orvaschel et al., 1982); and when se lf-report and

clinician ratings reflect similar item content, then correspondence of the

measures has also been relatively high (Carroll et al., 1981). Other

studies indicate, in contrast, that parent or clinician views may be

discrepant with those of the child (Leon et al., 1980; Cytryn et a l., 1980;

M cK new  et ah , 1979; Orvaschel et__ 1981; Weissman et al., 1980),

children consistently rating themselves as less depressed than did their

parents (Kazdin et al., 1983b, 1983c). This may either be because children

underestim ate their symptoms (Orvaschel et al., 1982) or because children

iden tify  their symptoms accurately while parents rate them as more severe

(Piers, 1972; Schopler and Reichler, 1972). Mother and father reports have

been shown to correspond in assessing hoth depression (Kazdin et al.,

1983c) and other characteristics of personality (Guerney et ah, 1968;

Piers, 1972), although father ratings and child ratings approxim ated more

closely than did mother ratings in Kazdin et______al. (1983c). This latter

observation m ight suggest the fathers’ assessment of the children is more



accurate, but in two other studies (Guerney et al., 1968, and Schopler and 

R eichler, 1972) mother evaluations have correlated more highly than those 

of fathers with independent assessments. The influence of I.Q., age, sex,

race and social status of the child, the parent and the clinician, plus the

setting (e.g. hospital, home, school) for the assessment, the reason for

the assessment (e.g. screening, diagnosis) and the assessment target 

(social skill, depression, aggression) all have to be considered in 

deciding how valid are se lf-report and reports by others. The literature

is thus at present somewhat confusing, and until more stringent criteria

are agreed for administering both self- and o ther-report questionnaires,

this confusion is bound to remain. There is, neverthless, some evidence, 

albeit not conclusive, that questionnaires, both se lf-report and by others,

could provide a valid means of assessing social skills, providing that the 

target behaviours are specifed clearly to allow for inter-study comparisons

and flexibility to change items, and that the criteria outlined earlier to 

ensure that the questions are m eaningful to the subject are adopted. More

work remains to be done on this assessment measure to ascertain just how

useful it  is.

3.3.4 Sociometric Ratings

The fourth assessment measure which we are considering under this 

heading is sociometric assessment. The term "sociometry" in fact

encompasses a num ber of d ifferent methodologies, and is difficult to pin 

down. T hat this has been the case for some time is evident from work of 

B jersted t (1956), who, in reviewing the literature on sociometry, found the 

term  defined in 13 different ways. Having collected from psychologists and 

sociologists 131 responses on the question of which of these 13 categories

were closest to their own understanding of sociometry, his own attem pt at a 

d efin ition  was "measurement of interhum an relations ... with the prim ary

focus a t this time on research into hum an preferential situations by means 

o f m ore or less specific subject report methods". The debate about 

defin ition , however, continues. Some recent researchers have, for example, 

questioned whether it is not necessary to make a distinction between peer 

assessment and sociometric assessment for the sake of clarity. In Strain 

e t al. (1986) McConnell and Odom define sociometric assessments as "tests
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in which children make preferential statements about peers in their social

group." Peer assessment is defined (after Kane and Lawler, 1978) as "the

process of having members of a group judge the extent to which each fellow 

member has exhibited specific traits, behaviours or achievements". Peer

assessment is thus d ifferent from sociometry, in that the child is required

to make a relatively objective judgem ent rather than a preferential

selection. The difference is illustrated practically by phrasing a

question "with whom do you play the most?" (peer assessment) compared with 

"with whom would you like to play the most?" (sociometric assessment).

The debate about precise definition continues, then; and there can be

no question but that differences in usage of the term  "sociometry" are

leading to some confusion when studies are compared with each other (so,

rightly, McConnell and Odom in Strain et al., 1986). What binds the

various approaches together, however, is clearly a commitment to "subject

report methods" o f one kind or another. Sometimes in the recent literature 

this has involved paired comparisons (e.g. Burns, 1974; Cohen and Van 

Tassell, 1978; Vaughan and Waters, 1981; Hops and Finch, 1983): presenting

each child in a class with every possible pairing of all the others in the 

class, and asking the child to choose one of the pair on each occasion as

the more desired partner for a specific activity. The num ber of choices

are then summed for every child. More often, sociometric rating has

involved peer nom ination (positive and negative) and peer rating or peer

assessment (usually along a L ikert type scale) in a variety of

permutations, but mainly:

(i) asking every child in the class to place every other child in the

class in order of preference;

(ii) asking every child in the class to choose one other child for

specific activities (e.g. who would you most like to sit beside in

assem bly/play football w ith/take home to tea?);

(iii) asking every child to choose a lim ited num ber of best liked, and

disliked, peers.

Such sociometric rating methods are generally regarded highly as

measures of children’s social competence, and are argued by many, indeed,

to be the best measure of competence in children (e.g. Asher et al., 1981;

Gresham, 1983b). They are regarded in this way for several reasons.
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First, they are said to o ffer "face validity". Since classmates are those 

most frequently interacting with their peers, their reports of whom they

prefer to work or play with should provide im portant information about the 

social attitudes or behaviour of the children under study. Secondly, it is 

claimed, sociometry offers "social validity". A comparison of popular and 

unpopular peers should enable desirable behaviours to be targeted and

taught, thus eliminating adult presuppositions about appropriate 

behaviours. Finally, they axe said to offer "predictive validity".

Various studies have dem onstrated a long-term  relationship between peer

status and skill deficits. The three types of experimental design which

have been used are retrospective studies (where information about the 

earlier history of adults m anifesting social difficulty in the present is

gathered); ex post facto designs (where past records of the individual as

child and adult are used to determ ine whether a link between the two is 

apparent); and longitudinal designs (where children are tested and then

followed up over a lengthy period of time).

The popularity of sociometric rating among researchers has not,

however, blinded them to certain  d ifficulties which arise in relation to

it. Aside from the evident problem  of the often tim e-consuming nature of 

the procedures (e.g. in the case of paired comparisons and peer rating),

the first m ajor difficulty  has to do with ethics. There are various 

ethical problems bound up with the process of peer review. The most

reliable of the rating scales m entioned above, for example, seems to be

paired comparisons, with tes t-re test reliability sometimes reaching as high

as 0.90 and above, which is very impressive. This makes it a very 

attractive measure, statistically speaking. There is, however, clearly an

ethical problem involved in constantly asking children to reject one child

in choosing the preferred peer, given that children can be very cruel to 

those peers who are identified as disliked, and given further that asking

them  to keep their responses to themselves would, in my experience, be

futile. This same ethical d ifficu lty  surfaces wherever the identification

of disliked peers is involved in  rating. In peer rating, for exam ple,

obtaining a score for each child which gives a true indication of h is /h er 

popularity  in the class is sometimes done by providing each child with a 

typed class list and asking h im /h er to place the names in order of

preference; sometimes hy giving each subject (usually younger children) 

pictures of the peers in h is/her class and asking the child to rate each
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one along a scale o f preference (cf. D unnington, 1957; Moore and U pdegraff,

1964; Roistacher, 1974; Hallinan, 1974; Bruininks et al., 1974; Asher et

al., 1979; Odom and DuBose 1981). In peer assessment, children are asked

to nom inate or rate others according to a variety of positive and negative

criteria  (cf. Bower, 1960; Bower et al., 1960; Hartshorne et al., 1929;

Shapiro and Sobel, 1981), the negative criteria singling out individual 

children who are not liked. Such ethical considerations cannot be ignored 

by the responsible researcher. Yet it is clear that taking them seriously

brings statistical lim itations. We may note here by way of example the

m ethod in which a child is simply asked for a lim ited number of best

friends. This is ethically preferable to asking for a lim ited num ber of 

disliked peers, but by the same token makes it d ifficu lt to identify any 

clearly unpopular or middle group. If  the sample under consideration were 

schoolchildren, for example, small clusters of friends would be quite

typical. One would therefore expect to find each cluster of children 

choosing the others in the cluster as those (s)he likes best. There m ight

be one or two children chosen by members of several clusters who would

emerge as very popular and there might be one or two children whom no other

child chooses who would emerge as very unpopular, but each child would not

have a clear popularity rating. The advantage from the point of view of

ethics is clearly associated with a disadvantage in terms of statistical 

lim itations.

There are in addition to these ethical difficulties and their 

consequences certain other problems. Some of these have to do with the

various claims to validity which have been made. McConnell and Odom

(Strain e t al., 1986), for example, reviewed over 20 studies of

longitudinal designs, concluding that the predictive validity rationale was

the weakest of the three ju st mentioned above: "a rationale more directly

supported by the data reported in these studies would he that peer

relationship d ifficulties in childhood, assessed by a variety of methods,

are associated with social adjustm ent problems as adults." One must also

be aware with regard to face and social validity, of course, that an

individual’s preferences may tell us as much or more about that person as

about the subject; and that factors which determine social status amongst

peers are probably m ulti-determ ined (i.e. factors which are not necessarily 

social in nature and of ambiguous relationship to social competence, like
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gender, race, physical attractiveness, may affect social behaviour amongst

peers). All of this suggests in general that caution is required when

sociometric assessment is being carried out.

A nd indeed, further reflection upon the individual rating methods in

the light o f such general comments confirm s that this is so, even where

these m ethods have evident strengths. The peer rating method, for example, 

is obviously very attractive in terms of the richness of the data it

provides. Every child is rated by every classmate, so much inform ation is 

derived about individual children and about friendship patterns. 

Furtherm ore, as Van Hasselt et al. (1979) point out, rating methods are

highly correlated with nom ination methods and with naturalistic 

observations of behaviour, which suggests (even when the caveat entered 

above about validity is taken seriously) that the inform ation obtained is

valid. It is arguable, however, that it fails to distinguish between those 

children who are actively disliked and rejected, and those who are isolated

but not actively disliked.

The peer nom ination method has certain advantages here over, the peer

rating m ethod, particularly in its more ethically acceptable form (and the 

form more commonly taken as well, cf. Moreno, 1934; Northway, 1942;

McCandless and M arshall, 1957; Busk et al., 1973), where children nominate

only liked peers. It is easier to carry out; it makes identification of 

cliques easy; and it has been shown to identify  two sorts of children with

peer problem s - isolated children (Hymel, 1977), who have received no

positive or negative nominations, and rejected children (Combs and Slaby,

1978), who have received many negative nominations. Asher et al. (1979)

have pointed out that the method shows low stability over time. This,

however, seems to me not a fault of the method, but more probably an 

accurate assessment of the changing pattern of children’s friendships. 

This m ethod is, however, fraught with other problems. The m otivation for

choosing a peer to engage in a specific activity could be made on any

num ber of criteria, none of which m ight include the peer’s likeability or

popularity. One m ight choose a peer to sit beside in assembly because that

person is less likely to get you into trouble when you are on a final

warning from  the head teacher; a peer who is good at football m ight help 

enhance one’s own skills and provide prestige in the eyes of other peers; 

and a peer one invites home to m eet the family m ight be chosen on the basis 

o f how civilised h is/her behaviour is likely to be and therefore how likely
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it is that (s)he will be invited back. Circumstances on a given day could

also affect the child’s choice of peer: is the head teacher in a

particularly  bad mood, does the child feel up to having his/her ego dented

today by playing with someone m uch better at football, and are Mum and Dad 

on the warpath because of a weekend in which the child has fought with

siblings? These events would be unknown to the investigator, of course,

and yet could considerably determ ine the child’s choice of peers, so this

particu lar method has to be carefully controlled. For example, questions

could be worded in more concrete terms: "whom have you sat beside this past

week in assembly and why?"; "whom did you play football with at lunchtime

and why?"; "have you invited someone home for tea ?" or "whom would you

like to invite home for tea and why?". This makes scoring the response

m uch more difficult, but the additional information is necessary in 

determ ining popularity rather than the "usefulness" of the peer.

One final option, not already mentioned, is to ask the investigator,

clinician or teacher to assess the children along the criteria of peer

popularity . This could be done by using either an open system, where

individual children would be observed, and probably videotaped as well, and

then a score ascribed either for overall popularity or for specific

interactions; or a closed system which is highly structured, perhaps using

an in teraction analysis chart that lists categories of behaviour which are 

then scored (e.g. for frequency o f occurrence). The latter method may mean

that valuable inform ation is lost because it is not listed in the

categories or because the observer is not sufficiently skilful. 

V ideotaping would make analysis easier, but there are the problems of

losing subtle cues and having to choose between molar and molecular

behaviour. The other more serious problem is that an adult observer may

perceive and score a child as popular or unpopular when another child would

respond differently. Glimpses into the world of children and adolescents

would suggest that the organisation of their social world may be too

com plex and too radically d ifferen t from that of the adult to enable adult

assessors to make valid judgem ent of how a child is viewed by h is/her

peers. Asking a child of the same age, however, to assess the social 

behaviour (in this instance popularity) of another child m ight circumvent 

this difficulty . This would certainly be an area worthy of urgent

investigation.
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3.4 Measurement o f Social Skill

M easurem ent of social skill is intrinsically linked with the medium

of observation, and this section will therefore consider the problems of

m easurem ent inherent in the four media of observation which have just been 

described. R ole-play and observation in a naturalistic setting will be

considered together because the problems in scoring the behaviour observed,

w hether the scene is contrived or natural, apply to both.

3.4.1 R ole-play and D irect Observation in a Natural Setting

Scoring behaviour observed in role-play situations or real life

settings presents us with the difficulty of deciding and defining which

behaviours will be scored and how. The literature already published in

this area may not be helpful. Labels used by investigators often seem to

refer to the same behaviour, but actually measure different aspects of that

behaviour. A lternatively, two different labels can be used without the

specific difference betw een them being defined. For example, Bellack makes 

some interesting observations in his im portant 1983 review paper about the 

term  "eye contact":

(i) It is impossible, whether observing "live" or through the medium of a

videotape, to determine whether a subject and confederate/respondent

are actually looking into each other’s eyes or not, especially if

they are viewed from the side. A t best, an observer could only say 

if  the subject was looking at the companion’s face or head, and this

would be better described as "gaze".

(ii) "Gaze" is usually scored, following the recommendations of Eisler et 

al. (1975), as the number of seconds for which the subject looks

while speaking. Trower (1980), however, has pointed out that in 

norm al social interaction the speaker looks away from the listener.

Thus it is essential that "gaze" should be scored separately during

listening and speaking.

(iii) The m anner of the gaze is also important. A normal gaze is 

in term ittent; a fixed gaze might be interpreted as hostile. Scoring 

would have to be done with this in m ind, scoring cumulative gaze 

tim e, num ber o f gazes or duration of each gaze.
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Bellack’s observations about the complexity of defining a label such as

"eye contact" and distinguishing it from other labels gives us a taste of

the arduous task facing investigators involved in social skill assessment.

Firstly, careful documentation of what is normal skilful behaviour needs to

be undertaken. Secondly, detailed definitions of the labels ascribed to

that behaviour need to be achieved: this would probably involve placing the

behaviour in specific contexts. Thirdly, a scoring system which is

objective, reliable and able to assess the range of complex variations of

response is necessary. The first two requirements m ight be achieved in two 

ways. Firstly, more research could be directed towards observing what is

common practice in social situations among children and adults, and within

specific groups like offenders or psychiatric patients. These observations

would be in conjunction with the subject’s reports of how (s)he had

interpreted  the behaviour of the other participants, and with an 

explanation of his/her own behaviour. Secondly, collabaration of

researchers in the area of social skill while studies are in progress

(rather than when research is published), and collation of findings in

regular seminar groups, m ight facilitate distinction between labels, and

could provide a useful starting point for a more structured  assessment of

skilled and ■ unskilled behaviour. W ithout such standardisation of labels,

it is d ifficu lt to make in ter-study  comparisons and to achieve any advance

in determ ining if social skill is a concept worth continuing with. The

th ird  requirem ent, that of a valid and reliable scoring system, will now be 

considered in more detail.

Typically, behavioural responses are scored along attractively 

objective measures - frequency, duration and determination of occurrence or

non-occurrence (after Eisler et al., 1975). It has been noted by several

researchers (e.g. Trower et al., 1978; Green et______ 1980), however, that

these measures are not appropriate for measuring social skill. Bellack’s

review  paper of 1983 highlights the reasons for this:

(i) Most responses occur along a continuum, e.g. gaze can be too long or

too short; voice volume can be too loud or too soft; a child can

demand attention too much or too infrequently. If  the orthodox u n i

directional frequency and duration measures are used, subjects at one
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extreme will be assessed as highly unskilled and those at the other

extreme as highly skilled, when in real life neither extreme of social 

behaviour is appropriate.

(ii) Occurrence and non-occurrence scoring of behaviour (usually verbal,

e.g. compliance, refusal) also fails to distinguish the type of

behaviour which has occurred. The occurrence of a refusal to an

unreasonable request, for example, tells us nothing about the nature

of the refusal: was it aggressive, apologetic, or polite but firm?

Bellack cites recent studies which have noted the need for m odification

of response assessment (Pitcher and Meikle, 1980; Romano and Bellack, 1980;

Woolfolk and Dever, 1979) and suggested additional response categories. He

objects to this on the grounds, firstly, that statistical problems would

result from having a series of highly intercorrelated variables, and,

secondly, that some categories would occur with such low frequency that

they would not be significant in overall analyses. Instead, he commends

the bi-d irectional scoring system of Trower et al. (1978). This seems to 

me an excellent system. It is simple to administer, and yet results in a

wealth of inform ation hitherto  lost in uni-directional scales, as the 

scorer is able to make qualitative judgem ents. Two parallel scales are

built into each characteristic which is being rated, and for the purposes

of data analysis the alternative options are collapsed and the single score

registered. For example, a score of 2 is given whether the individual is 

"too quiet and difficult to hear" or "too loud and rather unpleasant", for

both would be equally inappropriate. The qualitative description of the

subject is retained, however, by referring to the subject’s score of "a" or

"b". It is possible that a bi-directional scale might be too unstructured

to allow reliable ratings, but this is a problem more easily overcome than 

those resulting from uni-d irectional scales.

Bellack also makes some other recommendations which are relevant to 

this discussion of scoring, and apply to questionnaires and interviews as 

well as role-play and direct observation in a natural setting. Firstly, a 

scoring system should use items from a large segment of the possible range,

to ensure an adequate range of responses. Raw data should, secondly, be

exam ined and non-norm al distributions explained and/or corrected.

Descriptive statistics, thirdly, should be included (means, standard 

deviations) to reflect distributions and levels; and, finally, any measures
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which have been dropped, perhaps because of range problems, should be

reported . These recommendations are really part and parcel of good

scientific  reporting, and it is surprising that they are not included

autom atically in published papers.

3.4.2 Questionnaires and Interviews

M easuring "socially skilled" responses obtained through the medium of

questionnaire and interview strategies has proved difficult because of the

factors already outlined in 3.3.3 above. There is no agreement about what

constitutes norm al behaviour; specific labels are not clearly defined; and

scoring systems are inadequate. To avoid repetition, these problems and 

suggested strategies for attempting to rectify  them will not be discussed 

again here, except to clarify that the bi-directional scoring system is 

viewed as being particularly appropriate for use with the questionnaire 

strategy, w hether se lf-report or rep o rt-by -o ther formats are employed.

One other problem which arises with the use of questionnaires is that 

it is now almost standard practice to carry out factor analysis as a means 

of iden tify ing  broader dimensions w ithin the measure. A variety of

dim ensions has emerged as a result of these statistical analyses. For

exam ple, the five questionnaires summarised by Furmham (1986) which are

designed to measure social skills, social 

yielded a wide range of dimensions,

assertiveness (1982) showed three 

subm issive, assertive, aggressive, plus a

Wood’s measure (1982) showed two: passive, aggressive, plus a total score.

M atson et al.’s measure (1983a) showed five: appropriate social skill,

im pulsive / recalcitrant, overconfident, jealousy / withdrawal.

difficulty or assertiveness^ have

Connor et al.’s measure of

dimensions or characteristics: 

total score. Michelson and

inappropriate  assertiveness. Lindsay and Lindsay’s measure (1982) showed

1 M ore recent scales, notice of which appeared too late for consideration 

in  this study, are Connolly (1989) and Loranger and Arsenault (1989).
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three: social d ifficu lty  with peers, adults, general d ifficulty . Finally,

Spence’s measure (1980) has five dimensions: m eeting people, parental

arguments, dating, em barrassm ent, and making friends.

It has already been said that this kind of variation makes in ter-study

comparisons almost impossible. The impreciseness o f the skills or skill

deficits actually being m easured by the questionnaire also makes 

conclusions even from the individual studies d ifficu lt. Factors which

emerge from analysis of the individual items are likely to be ascribed a

label which may mean som ething different to another investigator, or may

overlap with other terms. Perhaps at this stage o f our knowledge, it is

too early to be engaging in  factor analysis, since there is no agreement on

what specific behaviour is encompassed by any given factor. For example,

what is "assertive" or "passive" behaviour? And when is a certain factor

a negative characteristic and when a positive one? When using the Cattell

16 Personality Factor questionnaire a few years ago, I found that women,

all of whom had degrees and were competing in the job  m arket, came out as

highly aggressive when compared with the average scores for women. As I 

have been arguing throughout this chapter, the label means nothing without

a context.

One other word needs to be said about the social desirability or "lie" 

scale which is built in to what is thought to be the "best" questionnaires.

These are often in the form of items which are considered by the 

investigator to ensure m easurem ent of lying if  a particular response is

given. For example, "if you were going through customs and knew you could

definitely  get through w ithout declaring the excess goods in your 

possession, would you do so?" A negative response to this question and

other sim ilar ones built into the questionnaire gave the subject a "lie 

score". This is a good example of how an investigator’s presuppositions 

can influence m easurem ent and findings. When this scale was used on first

year undergraduates when I was a student, those with fairly strict 

religious upbringings seemed to have higher "lie scores" than the rest of 

our group. However, this m ight well have been because acting honestly is 

an im portant moral principle in strict religious upbringings: people in

this group m ight have behaved "rightly" regardless of whether they would be 

found out or not. I t  seemed to me doubtful that the "lie scale" measured 

lying. One possible means of measuring inconsistency of response (which
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may or may not entail deliberate deception) would be to include selected

questions twice, spaced apart, and then to compare them to ascertain how

reliable and consistent was the subject’s response.

With regard to measuring social skills, it also seems desirable to

obtain an overall general rating value in addition to the scores from  the

more specific b i-d irectional questionnaire, in order to gauge w hether the

questionnaire is either om itting skills which are necessary for social

skill or including skills which m ight not be relevant. One would expect to 

find an extremely high correlation between the two, and if  such a

correlation does not exist, then we would have to look at the causes for

the discrepancy more closely.

A final word needs to be said about measuring the inform ation derived

from an interview. It gives the investigator an opportunity to clarify 

various aspects of the sub ject’s behaviour, if used to supplem ent role-

play, or to clarify and expand upon answers given in a questionnaire. It

is usually sem i-structured, however, and therefore difficult to score 

w ithout losing a lot of the m aterial given by the subject. The inform ation

collected using this strategy should therefore be regarded as largely

descriptive.

3.4.3 Sociometric Ratings

Furnham  (1986) has said that both peer nominations and peer rating 

scales have provided a m ajor means of identifying socially com petent and 

incom petent children, and have been shown to be both reliable and valid.

He also points out that they have not been used extensively with

adolescents or young adults, even though these groups are based in

institutional settings and this m ethod would be most easily used in such a

setting. It is, however, precisely because they have not been used

extensively, and because the form at of peer nominations varies 

considerably, that it is d ifficu lt to determine the extent to which these

measures are in fact reliable and valid, and they have to he used w ith this

consideration in mind. The m easurem ent of peer popularity is itself 

relatively straightforw ard once the form at has been decided upon: the

difficulties of the various options here are outlined in 3.3.4 above.
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There is one serious consideration with regard to measurement which

does not appear to have been reported in any of the studies under review

here, namely the effect of nom inating peers from a small group or class.

I f  it is true that adolescents and children typically have a small group of 

friends, then in a large sample of subjects (a class of 30 for example) one

would anticipate a pattern of several small groups, with very few 

unattached individuals and very few individuals belonging to more than one

or two groups. In a sample where subjects are confined to small groups,

how ever, it m ight be difficult to obtain a picture of the popularity of any

one individual, and it will be even more difficult to determine the

unpopularity  of an individual, if  we are excluding, on ethical grounds, 

asking directly  for unpopular peers’ names. In certain groups (e.g.

classes attended by young offenders, or social skill training groups with

educationally sub-norm al adolescents) there would most probably be fewer 

than  a dozen subjects. The tem ptation would then be to ask subjects to

draw  from  a wider range (the rest of the first form, for example). Unless

the whole group is participating in the experiment, however, we might then

have even fewer popularity groupings, because there will be no information

available to assess the reciprocity of these nominated individuals. 

Unevenness of groups will not itself be a problem, because the number of

nom inations can simply be divided by the total num ber in the group. Again

we have a very useful measure which elicits valuable information, but which 

has to be used with its lim itations firm ly in mind.

3.5 Conclusion

We have looked in this chapter at the practical (as opposed to the 

philosophical) problems of assessing social skill. We have discussed the 

absence o f a working definition; the widely differing appraisals which have 

resulted from  the observation of behaviour through the various media 

available (role-play strategies, direct observation in a natural setting, 

questionnaire and interview techniques, including self-report and reports- 

by-o thers , and sociometry); and the problems of m easuring behaviour using
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the aforem entioned media. It is hardly surprising in the light of all 

these difficulties that so many of the attempts at assessing social skill

over the past decade have proved inadequate.^ It now remains to describe 

how the present study proceeded in the light of these problems.

The first decision to be made was which definition of social skill was

to be adopted and which behaviours targeted as representative of social 

skill. Since it seems to me im portant to distinguish between skilful

behaviour and the component behaviours which result in skilful behaviour, 

T row er’s term inology of "social skill as a generative process" and "social 

skills as the constituent behaviours" was used. The social skills which

were m easured were those identified by the group being assessed - in this

instance, young adolescents. Further detail on this is given in chapter 4.

The next decision was which medium was to be used to measure the social

skills when they were identified. As no one medium is sufficiently 

reliable and valid to assess social skill, the present study adopted

several of the aforem entioned options. Role-play was not included because 

of the m ounting evidence questioning its validity and the number of very

serious problem s outlined above. The problems and limitations raised by 

the other assessment measures are fewer in num ber and are potentially 

controllable. It would have been interesting to include role-play to see 

how it com pared w ith the other mediums in terms of results, but this was

not possible given the constraints of time and resources.

If it is true that social skill deficits are a result of faulty 

cognitions, then it is im portant to obtain inform ation directly from the 

subject; a se lf-rep o rt questionnaire is therefore essential. Those self-

report questionnaires already available which are designed to measure

social skills were noted in the course of the discussion under 3.3.3 above. 

For various reasons none of these proved suitable. Connor et al. (1982) and 

M atson et al. (1983a) measure assertiveness specifically, rather than 

social skills generally. The first has no reliability rating, the second 

an average of only plus or minus 0.50. Michelson and Wood (1982) has a

2 A part from  the studies already mentioned, which offer critiques of such

recent work, we may note here, for example, Asher et ak (1981); Begin

(1983); and Dem ers and Skell (1981).
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better rating (0.66 to 0.86), but it shares the disadvantage with the other 

two of not being British.^ Both the British scales (Lindsay and Lindsay,

1982; Spence, 1980) have good ratings (0.90). The emphasis of Lindsay and

Lindsay is on general social d ifficu lty , however, rather than on social 

skills; and in common with the first three studies, the scale is

unidirectional rather than bipolar. I have used the Spence measure, and 

consider it to be good. Again, however, the "Yes/No" form at which it

adopts encourages a unidirectional rather than the bipolar perspective

which I consider more useful; and it has been specifically designed for use

w ith a young offender population, and would not be appropriate for general 

use. As Furnham  (1986) points out, more psychometric assessment of the

scale is in any case called for. The creation of a new questionnaire

therefore seemed to be the only option.

In the present study a bipolar scale was used with both a se lf-report 

questionnaire and a teacher questionnaire. It was originally my intention 

to ask for reports by each child’s parents as well as two teachers who knew 

the child best, in order to obtain a perspective on the child from those

adults who spend most time in direct contact with him /her. This proved

impossible for reasons which will be described in chapter 4. A general

rating o f social ability by the teacher was also required, to ascertain if

the questionnaire correlated with that rating. It was hoped that a cross-

section of children from first, second and third forms in England, Ireland, 

Scotland and Wales would participate, given that culture and age could 

prove to be significant factors, but this was only partially successful.

Also, based on Bellack’s recom mendation, it was originally hoped that a

w ider range of options to each question would be possible than was

eventually the case (five options had to suffice). Some questions were 

also originally duplicated to give an "inconsistency" score; the order of 

the response options was randomized; and a five minute interview w ith each

child was planned. Sadly, these three strategies had to be abandoned: the

reasons, again, will be described in chapter 4. Care was taken to ensure

This is an im portant point, because there is some doubt as to whether 

measurements of child behaviour can be applied across cultures (e.g.
Bronstein, 1986).
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that the conditions immediately prior to and during administration o f the 

questionnaire were as controlled as possible; that the instructions given

were clear and standardized; and , that the questions themselves were

relevant, ranged in difficulty and were in an imaginable context. The

skills which the questions are supposed to measure were clearly defined to

allow criticism by other investigators and comparisons with other studies.

V alidation of the questionnaire was sought by obtaining measures

(m entioned above) of general social ability from the teacher, both in the 

form  o f a questionnaire and an overall score; a peer popularity score; and

an overall score from child "naive judges", who rated a videotape of the 

children. U nfortunately, only a small group were videotaped because of

practical difficulties - the original intention had been to obtain video

records of all the children participating. The standard statistical

technique of correlating scales which purport to measure the same

characteristic in order to enhance validity was not used in this study

because, given the criticisms of them which are outlined earlier, it would

be illogical then to argue that a correlation between them and the present 

questionnaire increased the likelihood that this questionnaire measured

social skill. The peer popularity score was arrived at by asking the child 

to w rite down his/her five best friends and then dividing the num ber of

nom inations into the total num ber o f potential nominations. This

circum vents the ethical problems raised by rating all the children in the 

class or nominating disliked peers, though the statistical d ifficulty  of 

not having a clearly defined unpopular group remains (cf. 3.3.4 above for a

discussion of the relationship between ethics and statistical lim itations),

and the consequences of that will be discussed throughout the analysis of



results in chapter 5.^ Rating the children in their school setting by

observers had to be carried out through the medium of videotaping alone

(and not observation "in the flesh"). The lim itations of this method,

detailed earlier, rem ain, and the scores have to be scrutinized with this

in mind. Judges were asked to give an overall rating for each child, and 

two sub-scores for verbal and non-verbal communication. They were also 

asked to write down (in an unstructured form at to avoid imposing p re 

supposed categories which m ight be inappropriate) the reasons why each

score was given, i.e. what they did and did not like about each subject.

The practical problems of this medium of assessment, and the extent to 

which this approach was successful, will be discussed in 6.4.

It is evident from  this b rief description - a more detailed discussion 

of the measures chosen and their administration is reserved for chapter 4

that by no means all the problems discussed earlier in this chapter with

regard to assessing social skill have been resolved in the present study.

This was in the main due to circumstances beyond my control. To a very 

great extent, however, these problems have, I believe, been overcome; and

where limitations rem ain irrespective of the improvem ents made and the 

controls instituted, these have been clearly identified so that the results 

may be assessed in their light. A detailed description of the m ethod and

results of the study follows in chapters four to six.

4 One has to be aware, of course, as I have pointed out elsewhere in this

chapter, that the choice of one assessment measure over against another

inevitably involves the risk for the researcher that (s)he will end up 

m easuring only one particular dimension of social competence (cf.

Gresham, 1981, who compared two sociometric rating scales, three peer

nom ination measures and four categories of behavioural observations,

finding that rating scale and nomination measures assess different 

dimensions of sociometric status).
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4.1 Introduction

The current state of uncertainty where the larger questions about SST

are concerned has demanded that I begin this dissertation by offering both

a description and critique of the current state of affairs and some

justification  of the philosophy and methodology adopted in this project

itself. This I have sought to do in  chapters one to three. In particular, 

I have explained why the developm ent of new self-report and teacher

questionnaires is necessary. In  this chapter, and in chapters five and six

w hich follow, I describe the developm ent and validation of the new bipolar

m easure itself. Chapters five and six deal give a detailed analysis of the

results, both statistical and descriptive. In this chapter, I am concerned 

ra ther to recount the history of the development of the new self-report and 

teacher questionnaires, in order to provide a context within which the

results may be understood.

4.2 Initial Steps

4.2.1 Consultation w ith Children

The first stage in the whole process began with an attem pt to discover, 

from  the horse’s mouth as it were, the characteristics attributed by 

children  themselves to the peers they liked and disliked. In other words, 

what is skilled and unskilled behaviour? This exercise proved surprising 

and enlightening.

Two youth clubs agreed to participate. Youth clubs, rather than 

schools, were chosen to elicit this inform ation for two reasons. First, an 

inform al setting seemed more likely to initiate responses from the

children; and secondly, the children knew me very well, and it therefore 

seemed likely they would be less inhibited in the content of what they 

would say and write. The Youth Clubs met in the same hall, sandwiched 

betw een a Council Housing Estate and an affluent area of Cambridge. As a

result, there was a mix of social class and academic ability. No formal
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attem pt was m ade to divide the children’s responses according to social

class or academ ic achievem ent, because asking questions such as "what is 

your fa ther’s occupation?" or "what were your results in the last class 

exam inations you took?" may have caused an awareness of differences

hitherto  disregarded w ithin the club, and could have resulted in one

"group" being alienated from another. Inform ally, however, there seemed to 

be no consistent d ifferences of attribution between those children from the

Council Housing Estate and those from privately owned homes, nor between 

the children who attended private schools and those from the local

comprehensive. For example, children from both types of school cited 

"snobbishness" as a negative characteristic.

30 Youth Club m em bers participated in the consultation: 20 girls and 10 

boys. All the boys attended the local comprehensive school. 8 of the 

girls were day pupils at a private school, the remaining 12 from two

d ifferen t local comprehensives. The children were asked open-ended

questions, so that possible bias in terms of the researcher anticipating

what the answers m ight be could be avoided. They simply had to list the

characteristics o f people in their class at school whom they liked most,

and the characteristics o f those whom they disliked most. Their class in 

school, ra ther than the Youth Club, was chosen for two reasons. First, the

questionnaire is intended for use in schools. So much of a child’s life is

spent there, and the child has no option but to attend, either voluntarily 

or, in the case o f some of the children, under court order. A Youth Leader 

may know a child as well as, or even better than, a teacher, but the child

chooses to a ttend the Youth Club, and as a result may not be representative

o f h is/her age group. Secondly, asking the children to choose liked and 

disliked people from  the Club may have generated teasing and ill-feeling. 

Even though the children would not have had to identify unpopular 

individuals, some children would, I suspect, have volunteered the 

inform ation quite unself-consciously. . Young adolescents are not renowned

for discretion in such matters!

In addition , the children were encouraged to write freely about their

choice of characteristics, placing them in context if  necessary, and

describing why particular traits were liked or disliked. For example, in 

one case a disliked peer had been described as "two-faced". The second
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stage of the process produced a story of a particular recent incident in

which this girl had said one thing to her friend's face and another to

other peers.

The th ird  stage involved analysing all the characteristics cited and

stories narrated, grouping the characteristics most frequently cited 

according to their frequency, while using the stories as a check to ensure

that the label used for the liked or disliked peer was an accurate one.

from  the context in which they were described and then grouping them

according to the frequency with which they occurred. The lists of 

characteristics which resulted follow below.

Characteristics of Liked Peers

7.

won’t let you down - loyalty across many different situations 

keeps secrets

shares things - sweets, m ake-up, etc.

allows you to copy homework; whispers answers in class

pretty; handsome (usually only m entioned by girls)

says what (s)he thinks, b u t in a nice way: e.g. if  (s)he dislikes 

new hairstyle will say so, but diplomatically, "I think the other

suited your face better because it emphasised your eyes" 

never brings you down in fron t of other people

your

style

C haracteristics of Disliked Peers

1. bullies others

2. big-headed: "thinks she’s gorgeous"

3. "sucks up" to teachers

4. snobbishness

5. always talking in class

6. never talking in class

7. always has homework done

8. never has homework done

9. always good

10. sm ells/spotty /o ld-fashioned in choice of hairstyle/clothes



too conscious of appearance 

always talking 

always talking about self 

too loud 

too quiet

always asking to copy hom ew ork/w hat is for homework 

gets angry/sulks when looses a game 

never admits w rong-doing or apologises

It should be pointed out at this stage that there were more girls than

boys in both youth groups. To overcome this problem, to some extent, a

large group of boys whose practice it was to wait outside the youth club

were engaged in conversation and the information necessary to supplem ent

the above lists was derived from those "chats". As a result I am less 

confident that the questionnaire reflects those characteristics regarded by

boys as skilful and unskilful than those so regarded by girls.

4.2.2 Observations Made from the Lists of A ttributes and the Ensuing

Discussions

It is evident from the above lists, firstly, that there was a higher 

num ber o f dislikes than likes listed by both girls and boys; and secondly,

th at m any contradictary dislikes (but not likes) were listed and quoted in 

discussion, both across the range of the group and within individuals (e.g.

"she always has her homework done - she’s so goody-goody"; "she never has

her hom ew ork done, she’s always trying to get someone to let her copy").

D uring  the ensuing discussions based on the lists of characteristics made 

by the children, I became increasingly intrigued as to whether the children

were arbitrarily  choosing characteristics to support their liking or 

dislike o f another child or whether it was the characteristics themselves

w hich determ ined the popularity, or lack of it, of an individual. In

addition  to the example just cited, another girl said of a liked peer 

"she’s really pretty and great fun to be with - everyone likes her, even

all the teachers like her. Sometimes at breaktime when I’m with her she

ju s t chats to them and says she likes their clothes and things." The same 

girl said of a disliked peer, "she’s always trying to talk to the teachers
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and she’s so nice to them, always sucking up to them". It seems there are 

two possible ways to interpret this observation of inconsistency. On the

one hand, it may be that there are certain specific characteristics which

are universally and consistently liked or disliked by peers (e.g. sharing 

sw eets/talking to teachers), but that manifestation of characteristic by

itself will not result in popularity or unpopularity. Rather, the whole

reperto ire of accompanying characteristics may determine peer popularity, 

and thus peers may respond to a specific characteristic in d ifferen t ways

depending on whether it is found in a popular or unpopular peer. On the 

o ther hand, popularity or unpopularity may bear little or no relation to

specific individual characteristics and children may choose liked and

disliked peers along criteria as yet unknown to us, then attem pt to 

rationalise the like or dislike of the person by citing specific 

characteristics.

I f  specific characteristics of themselves are either liked or disliked,

and thus the presence of those characteristics in an individual causes the

indiv idual to be liked or disliked by the peer group, then we have to ask

why the same characteristic can be cited as positive in one instance and 

negative in another. It is possible that so few children would have only

positive characteristics that popularity is more likely dependent on the

indiv idual having mostly positive characteristics. Negative

characteristics found in a popular individual would need to be either

ignored, rein terpreted  ("but when X talks to the teachers he /she’s not

sucking up to them - it’s just X gets on well w ith everyone") or allowances 

m ade ("he/she does have h is/her faults like everyone but he/she’s such a

nice person"). The same three options also apply to positive

characteristics being found in an unpopular individual. The last of the 

above three options was never cited as an explanation in discussions with

the youth club children, whereas the second was forwarded when the children 

were asked about characteristics which were given as reasons for liking and

disliking. Festinger’s theory of cognitive dissonance (Festinger et ah,

1956), of course, rested on the observation that individuals strive towards

harm ony of attitudes and attitude components. Disruption of that harmony 

required  a change in the attitude or the attitude component to reduce 

dissonance and restore harmony. Reinterpretation of a characteristic to 

fit in w ith the existing operational attitude towards the individual could

be explained in  term s of this "striving for harmony".
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A second possible explanation for why a characteristic can be cited to 

support one’s like and dislike of certain individuals is that liking or

disliking is arbitrary, or based on factors which are not wholly available 

to our conscious mind. Perhaps we choose "liked" individuals on the basis

of their stimulation o f tried and practised behaviour patterns in 

ourselves; or perhaps we choose individuals that will reinforce the

feelings and beliefs we already have, or, remembering the high value the

children placed on loyalty, who will protect our self-im age and not leave

us vulnerable to others in a group. Observation of individuals in everyday 

life, and much of social psychology, would lead us to wonder if  we tend to

commit ourselves to a particular philosophy or person, then find reasons to

justify  our commitment. M uch work has been done in social psychology on 

situations where the comm itm ent of an individual or group to a particular

person or belief is tested by circumstances. For example, Mrs. Keech and 

the religious group, the "Seekers" (who awaited the arrival of a space ship

to rescue them from an impending flood which had been prophesied from

within the group, then attributed  the non-appearance of both the flood and

the space ship to their "faith"; cf. Festinger et al., 1956) are not the

only example of a group which has reinterpreted evidence in such a way as

to protect its original belief structure. Contemporary examples abound in

everyday life of hum an beings, whether religous believers, politicians or

academics, adopting positions or making assertions which contradict other 

deeply held convictions, and when challenged giving explanations which are

usually coherent and rational. Personal preferences for one scientific

theory over another, and for one person over another, may be made according

to criteria which are much less rationally coherent than we would like to

believe. The central question is, do contradictions like those observed in

the children’s delineation of liked and disliked characteristics, and those

contradictions with which we as a society live, result from thinking 

through the complexities of the issues involved; or does the 

rationalisation follow as a justification after the individual has 

arb itrarily  or for some other reason already adopted a certain preference 

or position? H arré’s study of ethogenics (see 2.3.2 above) may help

elucidate the psychological process involved here. H arré’s work would

support the idea that the contradictions observed in the adolescents’ 

reasons for liking and disliking resulted from a comm itm ent to liking or

disliking which was then rationalised.
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Either of the two options just discussed, or a combination of the two,

in addition to H arré’s work, could provide a starting point to study this

interesting phenomenon of using the same reason ("characteristic" in our

study) to verify two mutually opposing points of view. A study o f that 

phenomenon would in itself be a m ajor undertaking and thus must, at

present, be abandoned for the purposes of this project.

4.3 Form ulation o f the Questionnaire

4.3.1 The Form at of the Questionnaire

The lists of characteristics in combination with the contextualisation 

supplied by the children during discussions were formulated into two

alternative questionnaires - one utilising a "Yes/No" format, the o ther 

adopting a bipolar scale similar to that used by Trower et al. (1978) with 

an adult population and outlined in the introduction. A statistician was 

consulted at this point to ensure th at either form could be analysed 

statistically and meaningfully, and to ensure that no underlying problem s 

of interpretation existed in either form . These two alternatives were then 

compared to determine, firstly, which form at was easier to adm inister and 

secondly, which form at elicited the most usable inform ation.

With regard to adm inistration, the instructions for adm inistering the

"Yes/No" questionnaire were more straightforw ard and more fam iliar to

teachers. Fewer errors resulted, in th at children usually circled only one 

answer and responded to all the questions (there were about tw enty 

questions listed on each page, and fewer pages than in the bipolar

questionnaire). In contrast, the bipolar questionnaire had slightly more 

complicated instructions and children sometimes ticked two boxes or om itted

a page of questions accidentally, as there were more pages and only two or 

three questions on each page. A t this juncture the children were working

through each questionnaire at their own pace, and were only asked a t the

end of the period to check that all of the questions had been responded to.

With regard to the utility  of the inform ation, it was evident that, in

order to elicit the same amount of inform ation as the bipolar scale, the

"Yes/No" questionnaire had to comprise an intim idating list of questions.

The latter did not take longer to answer than the former when tested, b u t
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teachers’ responses were more negative towards it because it looked longer.

A considerable amount of work reorganising answers into groups of responses

(e.g. initiating  peer contact; initiation of, or responding to, bullying;

talking to authority  figures), and thus arriving at a score for each sub

group, then a total score, in order to present the inform ation concisely,

was also necessary w ith the "Yes/No" format. Bearing in mind recent

criticisms of unidirectional measures (e.g. Bellack, 1983), it was decided

that the bidirectional questionnaire was the better of the two possible

alternatives. It yielded richer inform ation, in that a variety of responses

to a particular question was catered for; the inform ation derived from the

questionnaire was already in such a form that little further organisation

was necessary to prepare it for statistical analysis; the im portant issue

of avoiding unskilled individuals appearing as skilled, which was a problem

of unidirectional scales, was resolved; and the practical problems of the

bidirectional scale could be overcome with changes in administration

procedures.

4.3.2 Consultations

Having decided on the questionnaire form at, the bidirectional 

questionnaire covering the areas of social skill outlined by the Youth Club

children was subm itted to the D epartm ent of Education in  Cambridge in order

to get their comments and suggestions. The language and phrasing of the

questionnaire was based on that used commonly by the Youth Club children -

no d ifficu lt or long words were used, and questions were made as concrete 

and unam biguous as possible. It seemed best, however, to check with those

experienced in  working w ith children in an educational context, to ensure

that clarity had been achieved. A positive response was obtained, but it 

was pointed out by the Senior Educational Psychologist that the average

reading age in the county for tw elve-and th irteen-year-o lds was seven to

eight years. Though she thought the language o f the questionnaire was

sufficiently  clear and simple, to make sure that this was so I decided to

give the questionnaire to a group of thirty  seven- and eight-year-olds.

The teacher kindly agreed to make some comments on where she thought the

language or concepts could be improved, and these suggestions were 

incorporated into the design to improve the questionnaire.
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4.3.3 Pilot Study

A pilot study was then carried out: the questionnaire was given to five

classes in a Cambridgeshire comprehensive school. A t this stage, in

addition to the children’s questionnaire, the teachers were also asked to

fill in a corresponding questionnaire. The questions were the same in

content, but phrased in the third person singular, and the language was not

as sim plified as in the children’s questionnaire. Also, an additional

question about gestures was included in the teacher questionnaire, asking

not ju st about the frequency of gestures, as in the pupil questionnaire,

bu t about the appropriateness of those gestures. As the children were

asked a question which would have been difficult for teachers to answer

(whether their method of dealing with bullying was an effective one), and

which was therefore om itted from the teacher questionnaire, the resulting

num ber of questions was the same for both questionnaires (that is, thirty).

Finally, children were requested to write the names of their five best

friends in the class on the back sheet of the questionnaire. This was

intended to provide a measure of popularity. In the pilot study both

children and teachers were asked for their comments, the children on the

children’s questionnaire and the teachers on both. In particular, the

teachers were asked to say whether they felt they knew the children well

enough to answer such detailed questions about them.

Various unanticipated practical problems arose. There had been

considerable d ifficulty  in obtaining schools willing to participate, 

because of industrial action. Teachers were unsure if  participation

constituted a breach of union rules - there was some confusion about what

"not participating in extra-curricular activities" meant in practice -; and

in general, s ta ff were under a great deal of pressure and suffering from

low morale. As a result, it seemed best to allow the children to fill in

the questionnaire at their own pace with the minimum of teacher

participation. However, even though teachers were asked to glance at

questionnaires while collecting them and to pay particular attention to the

scripts of slow readers and children whose first language was not English,

this method still proved disastrous in terms of the number of spoilt

scripts, and had to be abandoned. Many scripts were unfinished; some

children had om itted pages by turning over two pages at once and failing to

notice the missing num bered questions; and some had forgotten to record the
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details of age, teacher etc., at the top of the questionnaire, even though 

in the teacher’s instructions teachers were asked to complete this and 

check it before beginning the questionnaire proper. Another problem which 

arose unexpectedly was the num ber of questionnaires which had to be 

rejected either because the name was foreign, or because only the initial 

and surnam e were given, and it was impossible to know whether the child was

a girl or a boy. Some of the writing was also illegible. This latter

problem  ought to have been overcome by referring to the teacher’s list of 

class names which was requested, bu t sometimes the teacher’s writing was

also illegible, or only the in itial and surnames of children were included,

or the list was given alphabetically without dividing girls from boys. The 

names of the five best friends listed on the back sheet of the

questionnaire were also sometimes illegible. Sometimes the names were not 

those of people in the class, and sometimes "pet" names were used, or a 

Christian name alone, when there were two or three children with the same

Christian name in the class. A more serious problem was the reluctance of 

teachers to complete the teacher questionnaire on each child because it

looked so long. Two teachers agreed to fill in a selection of

questionnaires (10) from a class of th irty , although they did find it took

less time to complete each one than they had anticipated. They took 

betw een 5 and 10 m inutes for each script, becoming faster as they

progressed. Assuming a maximum tim e for each questionnaire of 10 minutes,

this would require approxim ately 5 hours work of each teacher, if  there

were 30 children in the class, and I had originally requested that 2

teachers should independently fill in a questionnaire on each child, in

case of a personality clash between a particular teacher and child.

4.3.4 Further Consultations

A t this stage a head teacher and a science teacher who had completed a

science questionnaire with his pupils o f the same age group were consulted

for advice. The science teacher, pointing out that morale was low and time 

precious, thought it unlikely that the teacher questionnaire would be 

completed by teachers in its present form, and suggested that it be reduced

by about half in order to persuade teachers to complete it. He also 

thought that teachers were unlikely to cooperate in the adm inistration of
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the children’s questionnaire for the same reasons, and said in addition

that he had found that reading the questionnaire aloud created a group 

response (usually of hilarity!), rather than an individual one, to the

questions. He suggested that either the children should be allowed to work

through the questionnaire at their own pace, thereby requiring only minimal

supervision by the teacher; or that I myself should administer the

questionnaire while the teacher remained present, but was able to get on

w ith h is /h e r own work. The form er suggestion was rejected because of the 

problem s encountered in the pilot study (unfinished scripts, questions

om itted), and because the head teacher agreed that only close supervision 

of the children would ensure that all of the children answered all of the

questions. The latter suggestion seemed a reasonable one, but after

conferring  with the head teacher, I decided against administering the 

questionnaire myself. The head teacher pointed out that the children’s own

teacher would know the children well and therefore could read at a pace

suited to the slower readers in the class; could check on the slower ones 

while walking around; and could ensure that order and discipline were

m aintained. In addition, I was also concerned that the children might be

reluctan t to ask a stranger for clarification if they were, for example, 

unable to understand my accent or the wording of the instructions. With

regard to the teacher questionnaire being rather long and my concern that

the teacher m ight not know the child sufficiently well, the head teacher 

a ffirm ed  that most of her staff would know their pupils sufficiently well

to answer the teacher questionnaire, and that she had found that she could

fill in the teacher questionnaire more quickly than my projections based on

the pilot study suggested. She also shared my opinion that it would be

im possible to lose much of the content of the questionnaire without also

losing data essential to ascertaining the child’s social ability.

As a result of these discussions, and further independent pondering, it 

was decided that:

(1) the teacher questionnaire should remain the same length, but only one 

teacher, rather than two, would be requested to fill in the

questionnaire on each child. It would be made clear that the teacher

could take as long as necessary to complete the questionnaires (if

(s)he wanted to wait until the nearest vacation that would be fine). 

T he form at of the questionnaire would be changed. Instead of 30
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questionnaires, the teacher would be given one questionnaire with a

"master" answer sheet, which would enable the teacher to fill in the

answers more quickly, either by answering each question for all 30 

children or by filling in each child’s assessment across one line of 

the "master" sheet. In the event, most teachers opted for the form er

strategy.

(2) the teacher who knew the child best (probably the Form Teacher if  the

school operated such a system) would be responsible for filling in the

teacher questionnaire on the child and adm inistering the pupil 

questionnaire.

(3) the pupil questionnaire would be read aloud by the teacher and each

child would complete each question before the teacher would continue

with the next question.

(4) the questionnaire would be given under examination conditions to ensure 

that there was not a "group" response.

(5) teachers would be given very detailed instructions to ensure uniform ity 

throughout schools and classes as far as possible.

It seemed prudent to include a measure of intellectual ability, and

also a means of ascertaining whether the child’s actual assessment of

him /herself was the same as how (s)he would like to be. A discrepancy

between the two m ight provide an indication of whether the child in fact 

knew what behaviour was skilled, but was unable to react in the way (s)he

knew to be appropriate, or perhaps was skilled in accordance with the 

questionnaire, but desired to be more extreme in his/her behaviour. The

Head of the Education Departm ent in Cambridge was approached and asked for

his opinion of what would be reasonable to request from head teachers. He

was also asked to criticise the drafts of a few optional letters to head

teachers, introducing and describing what the project would involve. As

anticipated, given the d ifficulty  already experienced in obtaining 

cooperation from teachers, he thought that asking for a standard test of

intelligence to be carried out would be unreasonable. He suggested that a

very short test m ight be acceptable - an idea I subsequently decided 

against because it  would have been only a token effort, and not a serious

attem pt to see if  difference in intellectual ability really did affect

social behaviour. One alternative proposition of mine was that the

children’s English and M athematics examination results be used instead as
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an indication of ability, but this was unacceptable because of the

confidential nature of such results. He did, however, point out that each

individual head teacher was autonomous and m ight d iffer in what they would 

agree to. The main problem again was thought to be the industrial action

taking place and whether or not participation in a study such as this would

constitute breaking the union directive of non-participation in ex tra 

curricular activities. A t a later stage, as a m atter of courtesy, each

E ducation D epartm ent responsible for the particular school which had agreed

to take part in the study was approached and permission to embark on the

testing was requested. Five of the six approached readily agreed, stating

that the head teacher’s decision was all that was required, though I had

taken the precaution of sending a full report, inclusive of the m aterial

which would be used, to each authority. The policy of the sixth authority

was that a Teacher Consultative Committee sat m onthly, any requests similar

to mine being dealt with by them. Such requests were apparently num erous

and usually turned down. Sadly, though predictably, they refused

perm ission, even though the head teacher had agreed to take part. No

reason was given.

4.3.5 Recruitm ent of Schools

Following the discussion with the Cambridge Head of Education, a letter

was d rafted  on university headed notepaper and sent to selected head

teachers in Leicestershire, Cambridgeshire, Suffolk, Northern Ireland and

Scotland, outlining the purpose of the project and what it entailed.

Subsequently, head teachers in K ent were also approached. When w riting to

schools, an attem pt was made to have a reasonable cross section of 

com prehensive, grammar, secondary modern, private and remedial schools in

England, Ireland, Scotland and Wales. It was also intended that 1st, 2nd

and 3rd year pupils would take part, as this was the age group of

p articu lar interest to the D epartm ent of Child and Family Psychiatry at

Cam bridge, who are doing extensive work in this area of social skills, but

are ham pered by the lack of a reasonable assessment measure. Having asked

me to come and talk to them about what I was hoping to achieve, they 

described the problems they were experiencing as a result of inappropriate 

assessment measures, and were very enthusiastic and cooperative in their
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support of this project. Because of the age group with whom they were

already working, it seemed logical to attem pt to standardise my own

questionnaire on the same age group.

Sadly, however, the response to my letter was very poor, even where (as 

in the case of Kent schools) it was counter-signed by the Head of

D epartm ent, Professor H erbert. Over twenty schools were sent letters.

Only five of these replied - two negatively and three agreeing to take 

part. As a result o f the poor response from schools, the final age range

tested was in fact confined to 1st and 2nd year children. Moreover, this 

group was considered collectively rather than separately, as one would have

preferred  because of the possible changes in appropriate social responses

during the first three years of secondary school. In addition, the schools 

taking part were less balanced across nationality and type of school and 

m uch fewer in num ber than I had hoped. In the end, and largely due to 

personal contact rather than in response to the official letter, the final

sample consisted of;

2 gram m ar schools from N orthern Ireland 

1 gram m ar school from Kent 

1 rem edial class from Kent 

1 secondary modern school from Kent 

1 comprehensive school from Scotland

To say that this sample is smaller and less balanced than I had hoped

is not to say, however, that it does not represent a good mix of schools. 

The schools from N orthern Ireland, for example, had clearly contrasting 

characteristics. One was situated ju st outside Belfast, and was therefore

p art of the city structure, while the other was near the north coast in 

County A ntrim , and was representative of the small agricultural town. The

first had private boarding students as well as non fee-paying day pupils. 

The second had only day pupils, and was thus more typical of the m ajority

o f gram m ar schools in N orthern Ireland. Parental occupations also

generally d iffered. On the whole parents from the first school were

professionals, mostly working in central Belfast. The second school had a 

w ider cross-section of occupations, and in particular there were many more 

children from the farming community.
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The Kent gram m ar school was sim ilar to the first of the Irish schools,

situated in an affluen t residential area within the London comm uter belt

and populated by children of parents who were largely professional people.

It differed from both the Irish schools, however, in being a single-sex

school (for boys only). The other Kent schools in the study were very

d ifferen t from all these others. They were both situated in a somewhat

deprived, densely populated and m ulti-racial area (also in the comm uter

belt) where the demand on local resources and facilities was enormous.

Parental occupations in these two schools covered a wide cross-section of

trades and skills, w ith a num ber o f families having one or both parents

unemployed.

The Scottish comprehensive, situated in a small town w ithin the

comm uter belt for Glasgow, was in many ways similar to these latter two

K ent schools. Here too there was a wide cross-section of parental

occupations, although (partly because o f the demise of the gramm ar school

system in this area in contrast to Kent, and partly because it was

perceived as being a "good" school) there were more children here of

parents who were professionals.

4.4 Testing o f the Questionnaire

4.4.1 Introduction

The num ber participating in the main study (that is, the total num ber 

o f questionnaires which were unspoilt, with names, sex, and so on included 

and which had corresponding teacher questionnaires) was 221. The

composition of the sample was as follows;

N orthern Irish gramm ar schools 

K ent gramm ar school 

K ent secondary m odern school 

K ent remedial class

66 girls, 83 boys 

0 girls, 21 boys 

23 girls, 16 boys 

7 girls, 5 boys

A t a later stage a Scottish class was included to ascertain w hether the 

zero value was the "norm" in Ireland, England and Scotland. I t had been 

hoped to include two Scottish schools for the duration of the testing but
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unfortunately , though they were keen to be involved, one was fighting

closure and the other was m oving to new premises. In the end one was able 

to participate by filling in the "actual" questionnaires (see 4.3.4 below)

only.

4.4.2 Parental Permission

The first phase of the m ain study involved obtaining parental

perm ission for the children to participate. Letters to parents on

university  notepaper were given to each school (see Appendix 21),

describing the purpose of the study and giving a couple of examples of the

sort of question which their children would be answering. One hoped that

this would assure the parents that no personal questions about the family

would be included, and indeed this specific commitment was given in the 

letter. Schools varied in their response to this letter requesting

parental permission. One head teacher not only sent it to the parents but 

would not let a child take p a rt unless it was returned with the parents 

signature; another head teacher said it was unnecessary and did not send it

out; yet another decided to d ra ft a letter directly from the school which 

included the content of my letter but added the blessing of the head

teacher; and the rem aining schools sent the letters to the parents saying

that if  permission was not granted by a given date they would assume the

child could take part. Only two parents out of all those who were

approached refused permission, and many took the trouble to write letters

o f permission. This positive response from the parents was encouraging, as 

one always hopes to em bark on any work with children with the full support

and involvem ent of the parents. It would be much easier for the

psychologist and school to assess and attem pt to help those children w ith

social and personal difficulties if  parents saw such involvement as

supportive of themselves and the child, rather than as criticism of them  or 

invasive o f their privacy. The D epartm ent of Child and Family Psychiatry

a t Cambridge were surprised at the positive response they received from

parents o f children they had identified  as "difficult" in the classroom.

The parents apparently said in  discussion with the psychologists there that

they themselves had tried  to ask head teachers and teachers for help a t a

m uch earlier stage in the child’s history because they had been concerned
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at the child’s behaviour, and were now relieved that someone outside the

family had acknowledged that a problem did exist. Considerable goodwill

and honest appraisal of the offspring may well exist within families which

perhaps has not been fully recognised by psychologists working in schools. 

This would be particularly  encouraging given the dilemma of staff shortages 

facing many schools now, since psychologists may have to rely more on a 

parental assessment o f the child than has been acceptable in the past. It 

seems th at - one reason for the reluctance of psychologists and others

assessing the behaviour of children to rely on a parental assessment is the 

understandable assum ption that parents will be biased towards a favourable

assessment o f the child. That is an assumption that may be true or not, or

ra ther, true in some cases but not in others. The assumption that the 

teacher is less likely to be biased seems rational, but I was unable to 

find any evidence to support or undermine such an assumption. As a result,

for practical purposes in this study the teacher is the authority adult who

is assumed to be the most neutral and to have a good working knowledge of

the child, although it is an assumption which could well be mistaken. In 

an ideal study it would have been preferable to have the parents’

assessment o f the child in addition to that of the teacher (it would have 

been interesting  to see if  a bias towards a positive perspective of the 

child did exist when compared with that of the teacher), but this would

have proved too tim e-consum ing for the schools to help organise. The

response o f the parents in allowing their children to take part, however, 

is an encouraging om en for future studies.

4.4.3 Instructions to the Teacher

When head teachers responded to the introductory letter, some replied 

with the name or names of teachers willing to take part, who felt they knew

the children  sufficiently  well to answer the questionnaire; or they

arranged a m eeting to discuss the project in more detail and at that stage

suggested certain  teachers. As the questionnaire was being given in 

d iffe ren t parts of the country by d ifferen t teachers, it was important to

ensure the m inim um  of deviation in the adm inistration of the questionnaire.

102



Teachers, therefore, were given a script of specific instructions which

included the mode in which the questionnaire was to be given and the exact 

wording which was to be adopted (see Appendix 22).

4.4.4 Scoring the Questionnaires and Obtaining a Peer Rating

The filling out o f the questionnaires took place over two sessions. 

D uring the initial session the children were asked first to fill in the

questionnaire according to what was true for them; then told that a space

for elaborating on any question they wanted to was provided at the end of 

the questionnaire; and finally requested to write down their five best 

friends in the class. Some questionnaires were returned with the names of 

friends outside the class written down, and these were subsequently 

returned to the school so that this could be corrected. D uring the second

session the children were given a second questionnaire with the same 

questions as the first, but prefaced by different instructions. This time 

the children were requested to fill in the questionnaire according to how

they would like to be. When all the questionnaires were collected, numbers

were assigned to each subject. Five sources of data were available for

each.

1. The se lf-report questionnaire in which the subject described h is/her

actual behaviour as (s)he believed it to be, and which shall be

referred  to from now on as the "actual" questionnaire (see A ppendix 1)

2. The se lf-report questionnaire in which the subject described h is/her

behaviour as (s)he would like it to be, and which shall be referred to 

from now on as the "desired" questionnaire (see Appendix 1)

3. The teacher’s questionnaire (see Appendix 1)

4. The teacher’s general score of social skill.

5. The children’s lists o f their five best friends.

A  total score was derived from each questionnaire in the following way.

The num ber of -2, -1, 0, +1 and +2 responses were individually summed, then

m ultiplied by the figure representing that total score. Those five scores
were then summed.
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For example, on his actual questionnaire subject 1 scored zero -2 ’s; 

four - I ’s; twenty O’s; four + l ’s; and zero +2’s. Two calculations were 

obtained, firstly by collapsing the + and - signs, and secondly by

inserting the + and - signs. Hence 0 x -2 = 0; 4 x -1 = -4; 20 x 0 = 0; 4

X +1 = +4; 0 X +2 = 0. With the + and - signs inserted, a total score of 0 

is obtained, with the + and - signs collapsed, a total score of 8 is 

obtained.

Each subject thus had a single score for the following:

1. their actual questionnaire with + and - signs collapsed

2. their actual questionnaire with + and - signs inserted

3. their desired questionnaire with + and - signs collapsed

4. their desired questionnaire with + and - signs inserted

5. the teacher’s questionnaire w ith + and - signs collapsed

6. the teacher’s questionnaire with + and - signs inserted

7. the teacher’s general score

8. a peer rating

It will be immediately evident that inclusion of the + and - signs may 

give a distorted picture. A child scoring at both extremes of the 

questionnaire will have a final score close to zero because the extremes 

cancel each other out. As a result, the data with the signs collapsed is 

more heavily relied upon for interpretation. The prim ary reason for 

analysing the data with signs inserted at all was simply out of interest, 

to provide a comparison with other results. Because so few children scored 

consistently at extremes, the data with signs collapsed did not vary 

enormously with that obtained from inserting the signs, though the 

statistical analyses were less often significant.
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4.4.5 Problems with the Questionnaires

Some practical problems arose with the questionnaires, in spite of the

precautions introduced after the pilot study.

1. Sometimes the children ticked two boxes - this usually occurred when

they were unable to decide between two answers. Where possible, the 

questionnaire was returned and the child asked to respond to one of the 

two boxes ticked. If  it was too difficult to contact the child again, 

an asterisk was inserted instead of a score when feeding the results

into the computer.

2. The questions about bullying were apparently insufficient in the range

of options offered. Of all the scripts with responses in the space to 

write freely, the m ajority wrote about bullying. The importance of

possessing the skill of avoiding bullying was underestimated; and while

the wording of the question implied children were either bullies or 

bullied, many children said they were both, and some said they were

neither.

3. Some children said they would have liked more inform ation about the

context of some questions - they would have answered the same question

d ifferen tly  if  the context had been slightly d ifferent. For example, a 

best friend rather than a good friend would have produced d ifferent 

behaviour in certain cases; a bully who was also a friend would evoke

d ifferen t behaviour from a bully who was not a friend. This latter

exam ple is another illustration of adolescent behaviour which would 

probably be surprising to adults.

4. In the teachers’ questionnaires, even though those teachers 

participating  had confirm ed that they knew the children well enough to 

answer the questions, there were still occasions were the teacher was

unable to say how (s)he thought the child would behave. As w ith the 

pupil questionnaire, in such instances an asterisk was inserted instead 

o f a score when feeding the data into the computer.

5. When listing their five best friends, children occasionally used only

the C hristian name of their friends, which caused a problem when there 

were two children sharing the same Christian name in a class, or pet
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names. Additional instructions were included afte r the first

occurences of this to emphasise the importance of including the whole 

name.

6. Occasionally as many as ten or more names were included (twice girls

wrote that they had so many friends they could not choose five), in

which case only the first five were taken.

7. Occasionally children wrote that their best friends were outside the

school environm ent and included only one or two casual friends in the 

class. In addition, a few boys wrote that they only had one or two

best friends in total, so were unable to include five names. It has to 

be noted, therefore, that a child who appears low in popularity in the 

class is not necessarily an unpopular child - (s)he may just have 

h is/her social life outside school in the same way adults often 

differentiate  between colleagues at work and friends whom they interact 

with socially.

4.4.6 Statistical Analyses

First, all the individual scores for each question on the actual

questionnaire were fed into the computer (a total of 30 for each child) to

see if  the zero score was in fact the "norm" as assumed.

Various statistical tests were then carried out on the following

combination of data available:

1. Child actual in relation to teacher general scores, with + and - signs

collapsed (see tables 1-3 in chapter 5, table 1 in Appendix 20)

2. Child actual in relation to teacher general scores, w ith + and - signs

inserted (tables 1-2 in Appendix 19)

3. Child desired in relation to teacher general scores, with + and - signs

collapsed (see tables 4 -6  in chapter 5, table 2 in Appendix 20)

4. Child desired in relation to teacher general scores, w ith -t- and - signs

inserted (tables 3 -4  in Appendix 19)

5. Teacher questionnaire in relation to teacher general scores, with + and

- signs collapsed (see tables 7-9 in chapter 3, table 1 in A ppendix 20)

6. Teacher questionnaire in relation to teacher general scores, with H- and

- signs inserted (tables 5-6 in Appendix 19)
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7. Child desired in relation to child actual scores, with + and - signs

collapsed (see tables 10-12 in chapter 5, table 4 in Appendix 20)

8. Child desired in relation to child actual scores, with + and - signs

inserted (tables 7 -8  in Appendix 19)

9. Child actual in relation to teacher questionnaire scores, with 4- and

signs collapsed (see tables 13-15 in chapter 5, table 5 in Appendix 20)

10. Child actual in relation to teacher questionnaire scores, with +  and

signs inserted (tables 9-10 in A ppendix 19)

11. Child desired in relation to teacher questionnaire scores, with +  and

signs collapsed (see tables 16-18 in chapter 5, table 6 in A ppendix

20)

12. Child desired in relation to teacher questionnaire scores, with +  and

- signs inserted (tables 11-12 in A ppendix 19)

13. Peer votes in relation to child actual scores, with + and - signs

collapsed (see tables 19-21 in chapter 5, table 7 in Appendix 20)

14. Peer votes in relation to child actual scores, with + and - signs

inserted (tables 13-14 in A ppendix 19)

15. Peer votes in relation to child desired scores, with + and - signs

collapsed (see tables 22-24 in chapter 5, table 8 in Appendix 20)

16. Peer votes in relation to child desired scores, with -I- and - signs

inserted (tables 15-16 in A ppendix 19)

17. Peer votes in relation to teacher questionnaire scores, with 4- and

signs collapsed (see tables 25-27 in chapter 5, table 9 in Appendix 20)

18. Peer votes in relation to teacher questionnaire scores, with 4- and

signs inserted (tables 17-18 in A ppendix 19)

19. D ifferences between actual and desired scores with 4- and - signs

collapsed (see table 28 in chapter 5)

20. D ifferences between actual and desired scores with 4- and - signs

inserted (table 19 in A ppendix 19)
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For each of the above analyses^ the following statistical tests were

completed;

1. Analysis of Variance; this determ ined the probability that the means of

the groups under consideration d iffered purely by sampling error.

2. Pearson Product M oment Correlation; this provided an index of the

degree of linear relationship between the two variables in each of the 

analyses.

3. values; these provided an estimate of the proportion of variance in

Y attributable to X, That is to say, they are the square of the

correlation coefficient described in 2. above.

4. Regression Equations; these provided scatterplots which presented a

visual display of the relationship between each pair of scores^.

5. Tables of R and X values; these identified specific values which fell a

long way from the anticipated regression line and exerted considerable

influence on the line.

4.4.7 Com puter Generated Analysis

The data from the two pupil questionnaires, the teacher questionnaires, 

the teacher general scores and the peer rating were typed into the computer 

(M initab Programme with Fortran carriage control) and the computer carried 

out the statistical analyses outlined earlier. As M initab is a teaching 

program m e, the final step of each statistical analysis is om itted by it, 

and was completed manually.

1. No tables of R and X values were produced for analyses including peer

votes because of the absence of a clearly unpopular group - a

consequence of the method of peer nom ination adopted (see 2.5 above).

2. U nfortunately  it was not possible to present these clearly within the

confines of the A4 form at of this thesis, and they have therefore been

om itted.
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4.4.8 Test / Re-test

To ascertain if  the test was a reliable one, one class completed the 

"actual" test on two differen t occasions, with a period of four weeks in 

between. A t- te s t was carried out (t obs. 9.5577, significant at 0.01). A

Pearson Product M om ent Correlation was also carried out (0.7896, 

significant at 0.01). A larger number of classes would have been

desirable, but this was impossible as so much class time had been taken up

already.

4.4.9 Video

A video was m ade of a small group of children from a Northern Irish

school to enable independent assessors to judge the social skill of the

children. Again, one had hoped to video a much greater num ber of children 

for independent assessment: sadly, only a dozen were eventually filmed.

Judges were asked to score children out of ten for social skill, as the

teacher had done.

It had originally been intended to ask the judges to score the children

along agreed criteria  (e.g. friendliness, smiling and so on), but as it is

unclear what specific qualities constitute social skill (see 3.2 above), it

was decided to allow the judges to explain why they had given a particular

score freely and w ithout structure.

4.4.10 Letters of Thanks

Letters of thanks were sent to each head teacher, and those schools

which specifically requested copies of the questionnaire, with the data

necessary for in terpretation , will be sent them.
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4.4.11 Further Validation with a Small Group of Subjects

The practical constraints of classroom time and access to subjects, 

described above, prevented comparison of the new bipolar measure presented

in this dissertation with other measures, as I had initially intended. 

A fter the main study was complete, however, another piece of research of

lim ited scope was undertaken in order further to test the validity of the 

new measure. Thirty  children from a Scottish primary school were given the 

children’s actual questionnaire, the children’s desired questionnaire and

the ju n io r Eysenck personality inventory. They were also asked to name 

their five best friends in the class, and were videotaped both in the

playground and in the classroom during a "wet" playtime. The teacher was 

then asked to supply a list of the five most popular and five most

unpopular children in the group and to give each of these ten children a

score out of ten for their sociability amongst peers. This group of ten

children were also given, during their lunch breaks, the Wechsler 

Intelligence Scale for Children. The results of this in-depth  analysis

across the various measures are summarised in 6.5 below.
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5. ANALYSIS OF RESULTS: THE STATISTICAL ANALYSES

5.1 Introduction

In this chapter I present a statistical analysis of the results of the

study, which should be read along with the descriptive analysis of the

results in chapter 6. The following is a key to the abbreviations which

are found in the chapter:

c51 Child actual questionnaire with + and - signs collapsed

c52 Child desired questionnaire with + and - signs collapsed

c53 Teacher questionnaire with + and - signs collapsed

c61 Child actual questionnaire with + and - signs inserted

c62 Child desired questionnaire with + and - signs inserted

c63 Teacher questionnaire with + and - signs inserted

c20 Teacher general score

c23 Peer rating

The phrase "child actual questionnaire" refers to the child 

questionnaire as it was completed when the children were asked to respond

in term s of their real behaviour at the present time. The phrase "child

desired questionnaire" refers to the child questionnaire as it was 

com pleted when the children were asked to respond in terms of their ideal

behaviour - how they would like to behave. The teacher questionnaire is 

m easuring how the teacher perceives the child’s actual behaviour at the

present time, while the teacher general score is a one-o ff score to

indicate where along a continuum the teacher would place the child’s

overall social skill. The peer rating is an indication of how many peers

chose a particular child as one of five friends in his/her class.
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5.2 Derivation o f the Above Scores

A single score for each subject in each of the categories c51, c52,

c53, c61, c62 and c63 was arrived at in the following way. Each

questionnaire included 29 questions with 5 alternative answers (an 

additional question with a "yes/no" answer being included on the "actual"

questionnaire: see A ppendix 1). Those 5 possible answers fell along a

continuum: -2, -1, 0, +1, +2. Having summed the total num ber of -2 ’s, -

I ’s, O’s, + l ’s and +2’s for each subject, the 5 totals were then m ultiplied

by the figure representing that sum m ation. For example, subject 1 scored

zero -2 ’s, four - I ’s, twenty O’s, four -fl’s and zero 4-2’s on his actual

questionnaire. Each of these scores were then multiplied and summed to

produce a final single score: 8 when the + and - signs were collapsed, and

0 when the -t- and - signs were inserted.

Not all the statistical inform ation recorded in respect of these

categories is, however, reproduced in this chapter. There is, first, a

need for some caution where the statistical analyses with the + and - signs

inserted are concerned. One cannot know (taking an extreme example to

illustrate the point) if  a subject having a single score of zero when the

signs are inserted is a very skilled individual scoring 100% zero’s, or an

extrem ely unskilled individual who scores at both extremes of the

bidirectional scale and thus emerges with a zero score. These analyses

with the + and - signs inserted are therefore not included in the body of

this chapter. Since if is nevertheless useful to have a comparison with

the data in which the signs are collapsed, they are recorded in A ppendix 19

for reference. The need for clarity of presentation, secondly, has led me 

to include in the discussion below of the analyses where the signs are

collapsed only a summary table of the Pearson Product M oment Correlation,

the r values, and the ANOVA’s for these analyses (with the significance

level where appropriate). A more detailed description o f this data in

respect of the analyses where the signs are collapsed can be found in

A ppendix 20. A ppendix 20 also includes a record of subjects whose results

either fell a long way from the regression line or had a considerable

influence on that line.

To re turn  to our explanation o f the scoring: the continuum along which

the teacher was asked to place a child’s overall social skill was from 1 to

10, so that the C20 score is a single figure within that range, where 1
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represents the very unskilled, 5 the averagely skilled and 10 the

exceptionally skilled child. C23 is a peer popularity score derived from 

the ratio of peer votes obtained by each child in relation to the total 

num ber of possible votes (s)he could have obtained had every member of the 

class voted for him /her. This was necessary because the total num ber of

children in each class varied. The scores here range between 1.0 (very 

popular) and 0.0 (very unpopular).

It should be made clear at this point that a working assumption for the 

piece of research under consideration here was that the "zero response" on 

the child questionnaires represents the most socially appropriate response. 

The basis for this assum ption lies in the responses of the children

involved in the early stages o f the project (see 4.2 above). In order to

test w hether this is correct, however, a further analysis of the top 10%

(the most popular children) and the bottom 10% (the most unpopular 

children) was carried out subsequent to the main study. This analysis, the

results of which can be found under 5.14 below, suggested that the total

sample was indeed measuring what it is asserted here to have been 

measuring.

5.3 C hild Actual Scores in R elation to T eacher General Scores

This analysis compares w hat children said about their actual behaviour

in the situations described on the child questionnaire with the teacher’s

assessment of their overall social skill. On the reasonable assum ption 

that the teacher’s general score gives a fair assessment of skilled and

unskilled behaviour in the children, a small discrepancy between the two

scores would suggest that . the child questionnaire is measuring the

children’s actual social skills well. A large discrepancy would suggest 

the opposite.
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Table 1 Breakdown o f child actual scores in relation to teacher general

scores with + and - signs collapsed (c51 and c20)

81 children scored 10 or less on their 36.65%

actual questions

O f these, 58 (71.60%) scored 6 or above on the teacher rating

16 (19.75%) scored 5 on the teacher rating

7 (8.64%) scored 4 or less on the teacher rating

100 children scored 11 or less on their 45.24%

actual questions

Of these, 74 (74.00%) scored 6 or above on the teacher rating

18 (18.00%) scored 5 on the teacher rating

8 (8.00%) scored 4 or less on the teacher rating

80 children scored betw een 12 and 17 on their 36.19%

actual questions

Of these, 53 (66.25%) scored 6 or above on the teacher rating

13 (16.25%) scored 5 on the teacher rating

14 (17.50%) scored 4 or less on the teacher rating

41 children scored betw een 18 and 37 on their 18.55%

actual questions

O f these, 18 (43.90%) scored 6 or above on the teacher rating

10 (24.39%) scored 5 on the teacher rating

13 (31.70%) scored 4 or less on the teacher rating

0 children scored betw een 38 and 60

180 children in  total scored 17 or less on their 81.44%

actual questions

Of these, 127 (70.55%) scored 6 or above on the teacher rating

31 (17.22%) scored 5 on the teacher rating

22 (12.22%) scored 4 or less on the teacher rating
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Table 2 Histogram: the percentage of children scoring 0 on the child actual

questionnaire (hatched areas) compared with the percentage of

children scoring 6 or above on the teacher general score (cross-

hatched areas)

% o f children 

scoring within 

each range

W0 +

90 +

70

60

20

21-40 41-600-20 Total num ber of zeros scored

Table 3 Statistical Summary 

C ondition PPMC r-squared  r-squared (%)

signif.

c51 & c20 -0.298 0.01 0.084 8.4

ANOVA 
F signif.

21.270 0.01
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Conclusion

As anticipated, there is a negative correlation between the teacher 

general score and the child actual score. The higher the teacher general 

score, the closer to zero the child actual score. All the children who

scored high on the teacher general score also fell close to zero, whereas

those children falling low on the teacher general score were spread out

considerably on the child actual scale. The percentage proportion of 

variance in X attributable to Y is negligible (8.4%). The questionnaire 

seems to be measuring the children’s actual social skills well, assuming 

that the teacher’s general score is a fair assessment of skilled and 

unskilled behaviour. The exception to the general rule is the child who 

scores only 2 on the teacher general scale but falls within 0 to 20 on the

actual scale - a result which needs to be noted, but does not cause our 

general conclusion to be qualified.

5.4 Child Desired Scores in  Relation to Teacher General Scores

This analysis compares what children said about their ideal behaviour

(how they would like to behave) in the situations described on the child

questionnaire with the teacher’s assessment of their overall social skill.

On the reasonable assum ption (again) that the teacher’s general score gives

a fair assessment of skilled and unskilled behaviour in the children, a

small discrepancy betw een the two scores would suggest that the child

questionnaire is measuring the children’s ideal/desired social skills well.

A  large discrepancy would suggest the opposite.

Table 4 Breakdown of child desired scores in relation to teacher general

scores scores with + and - signs collapsed (c52 and c20)

105 children scored 7 or above on the teacher 47.51%

general score

O f those, 74 (70.47%) scored between 0 and 10 on the child

desired questionnaire 

23 (21.90%) scored between 11 and 20 on the child

desired questionnaire
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7 (6.66%) scored between 21 and 30 on the child

desired questionnaire 

1 (0.95%) scored between 31 and 35 on the child

desired questionnaire

116 children scored 6 or below on the teacher 52.48%

general score

O f those, 56 (48.27%) scored between 0 and 10 on the child

desired questionnaire 

40 (34.48%) scored between 11 and 20 on the child

desired questionnaire 

16 (13.79%) scored between 21 and 30 on the child

desired questionnaire 

4 (3.44%) scored between 31 and 35 on the child

desired questionnaire

18 children scored 10 on the teacher general score 8.14%

O f those, 17 (94.44%) scored between 0 and 10 on the child

desired questionnaire 

1 (5.55%) scored between 25 and 30 on the child

desired questionnaire

4 children  scored 2 on the teacher general score 1.80%

O f those, 1 (25.00%) scored 0 on the child desired questionnaire

1 (25.00%) scored 15 on the child desired questionnaire

1 (25.00%) scored 26 on the child desired questionnaire

1 (25.00%) scored 35 on the child desired questionnaire

5 children  scored over 30 on the child 2.26% 

desired questionnaire

O f those, 4 (80.00%) scored 5 or below on the teacher general score

1 (20.00%) scored 8 on the teacher general score
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Table 5 Histogram: the percentage of children scoring 0 on the child

desired questionnaire (hatched areas) compared with the percentage 

of children scoring 6 or above on the teacher general score (cross- 

hatched areas)

% of children 

scoring within 

each range

100 +

90 4-

60

40

0-20 21-40 41-60 Total num ber o f zeros scored
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Table 6 Statistical Summary

Condition PPMC

_r s i g n ^

r-squared  r-squared (%) ANOVA
signif.

c52 & c20 -0.273 0.01 0.070 7.0 17.590 0.01

Conclusion

As anticipated, there is a negative correlation between the teacher

general score and the child desired score. The children who scored high on

the teacher general score also fell close to zero on the child desired

questionnaire, whereas those children falling low on the teacher general

score were spread out considerably on the child desired scale. In

addition, we can see when comparing this distribution with that o f the

"actual" group that considerably more children fall between 0 and 10 on the

desired questionnaire than on the actual questionnaire (130 compared with

81 respectively). This will be discussed further under the comparison 

between c51 and c52. The percentage proportion of variance in  X 

attributable to Y is negligible (7.0%). The questionnaire seems to be

m easuring the children’s ideal/desired social skills well, assuming that

the teachers general score is a fair assessment of skilled and unskilled

behaviour. The exception to the general rule is the child who scores only 

2 on the teacher general scale but falls within 0 to 15 on the desired

scale - again, a result which needs to be noted, but does not cause our

general conclusion to be qualified.
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5.5 Teacher Questionnaire Scores in Relation to Teacher General Scores

This analysis compares how the teacher assessed the children’s actual 

behaviour in the situations described on the teacher questionnaire with the 

same teacher’s assessment of their overall social skill. A small

discrepancy between the two scores would suggest that the skills which 

teachers had in mind in deciding whether a child was skilled or unskilled 

are generally those included in the questionnaire. A large discrepancy 

would suggest the opposite.

Table 7 Breakdown of teacher questionnaire scores in relation to teacher

general scores with + and - signs collapsed (c53 and c20)

134 children scored 10 or less on the teacher 60.63%

questionnaire

O f these, 118 (88.05%) scored 6 or more on the general scale

14 (10.44%) scored 5 on the general scale

2 (1.49%) scored 4 or less on the general scale

87 children scored 11 or more on the teacher 39.36%

questionnaire

O f these, 27 (31.03%) scored 6 or more on the general scale

27 (31.03%) scored 5 on the general scale

33 (37.93%) scored 4 or less on the general scale

120



Table 8 Histogram: the percentage of children scoring 0 on the teacher

questionnaire (hatched areas) compared with the percentage of

children scoring 6 or above on the teacher general score (cross-

hatched areas)

% of children 

scoring within 

each range

W0 +

90 +

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

21-400-20 41-60 Total num ber of zeros scored

Table 9 Statistical Summary

Condition PPMC

_r signif.

c53 & c20 -0.685 0.01

r-squared  r-squared (%) ANOVA

0.467 46.7 193.170

signif.

0.01
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Conclusion

As anticipated, there is a very strong negative correlation between the

teacher general score and the teacher questionnaire. This would lead us to

conclude that the skills which teachers had in mind in deciding w hether a

child was skilled or unskilled are indeed generally those included in the

questionnaire. Almost all of the children who scored high on the teacher 

general score also fell close to zero on the teacher questionnaire.

H ow ever, those children falling low on the teacher general score were more 

spread out on the teacher questionnaire, and this observation, together 

w ith the fact that the correlation is not a perfect one, would suggest that

there are skills deficits which the questionnaire may have om itted. The

percentage proportion of variance in X attributable to Y is just less than

50%, the highest r value of all the relationships under consideration. We

m ight expect this, given that the same individual is assessing the same

qualities in the same children. The questionnaire seems to be m easuring 

successfully those skills which are judged by the teacher to constitute

skilled behaviour, although there seem to be omissions that need further

investigation.

5.6 C hild Desired Scores in R elation to  Child A ctual Scores

T his analysis compares what children said about their actual behaviour 

in the situations described on the child questionnaire with what they said 

about their ideal behaviour (how they would like to behave). A  small 

discrepancy between the two scores would suggest that a child was aware of 

the behaviour regarded as skilled by h is/her peer group (on whose 

assessment the questionnaire was based); was able to behave in accordance 

w ith this knowledge; and was happy with his/her behaviour. A large 

discrepancy would suggest the opposite.
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63 (48.46%)
44 (33.84%)
14 (10.76%)

8 (6.15%)

1

Table 10 Breakdown of child desired scores in relation to child actual

scores with + and - signs collapsed (c51 and c52)

130 children scored 10 or less on the desired 58.82%

questionnaire

O f these, 63 (48.46%) scored 10 or below on the actual scale

(33.84%) scored between 11 and 15 on the actual scale

(10.76%) scored between 16 and 20 on the actual scale

(6.15%) scored between 21 and 25 on the actual scale

(0.77%) scored between 26 and 30 on the actual scale

62 children scored betw een 11 and 20 on the desired 28.05%

qustionnaire

O f these, 15 (23.80%) scored 10 or below on the actual scale

41 (65.07%) scored between 11 and 15 on the actual scale

4 (6.34%) scored between 16 and 20 on the actual scale

1 (1.58%) scored between 21 and 25 on the actual scale

1 (1.58%) scored between 26 and 30 on the actual scale

29 children scored 20 or more on the desired 13.12%

questionnaire

O f these, 2 (7.14%) scored 10 or below on the actual scale

5 (17.85%) scored between 11 and 15 on the actual scale

8 (28.57%) scored between 16 and 20 on the actual scale

7 (25.00%) scored between 21 and 25 on the actual scale

2 (7.14%) scored between 26 and 30 on the actual scale

5 (17.85%) scored over 30 on the actual scale
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Table 11 Histogram: the percentage of children scoring 0 on the child

desired questionnaire (hatched areas) compared with the 

percentage of children scoring between 0 and 20 on the child

actual questionnaire (cross-hatched areas)

% of children 

scoring within 

each range

100 +

90 +

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

0-20 21-40 41-60 Total num ber o f zeros scored

Table 12 Statistical Summary

Condition PPMC

S  signif.

c51 & c52 0.528 0.01

r-squared r-squared (%) ANOVA

0.028 2.75 84.570 0.01
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Conclusion

T here is a very strong correlation between the child actual score and

the child desired score. This suggests that the m ajority of children were 

aware of what behaviour was regarded as skilled by their peer group (on

whose assessment the questionnaire was based), were able to behave in 

accordance with this knowledge, and were happy with their behaviour. Many

confirm ed this last point hy writing in the free space provided that their

answers to the second questionnaire were similar to the first because they 

were indeed happy with themselves. However, between a quarter and a third

of the children possessed a knowledge of appropriate social skills more 

sophisticated than their actual behaviour as described m ight suggest. This

seems to me an im portant finding and raises some interesting questions: is

their assessment of their actual behaviour accurate; are these the most

skilled children in terms of popularity and teacher assessment or not; are 

they overly critical of themselves, and if so is this an important skill in

itself? Without a clearly defined unpopular group, of course (see 3.5

above), answers to these questions may only be put forward tentatively (see 

fu rther chapter 6). The percentage proportion of variance in X

attributable  to Y is 27%. This Would be expected given that the same

children are filling in the two measures, but that two different criteria

of assessment are in operation.

5.7 C hild A ctual Scores in R elation to Teacher Questionnaire Scores

This analysis compares what children said about their actual behaviour 

in the situations described on the child questionnaire with what the

teacher said about their actual behaviour in the same situations. A  small

discrepancy between the two scores would suggest that there is considerable 

agreem ent between these two perspectives. A large discrepancy would

suggest the opposite.
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Table 13 Breakdown of child actual scores in relation to teacher 

questionnaire scores with + and - signs collapsed (c51 and c53)

134 children scored 10 or below on the teacher 60.63%

scale

O f these, 57 (42.53%) scored 10 or below on the actual scale

65 (48.50%) scored between 11 and 20 on the actual scale

8 (5.97%) scored between 21 and 30 on the actual scale

4 (2.98%) scored between 31 and 40 on the actual scale

56 children scored between 11 and 20 on the teacher '  25.33%

scale

O f these, 15 (26.78%) scored 10 or below on the actual scale

33 (58.92%) scored between 11 and 20 on the actual scale

7 (12.50%) scored between 21 and 30 on the actual scale

1 (1.78%) scored between 31 and 40 on the actual scale

22 children scored between 21 and 30 on the teacher 9.95%

scale

O f these, 5 (22.72%) scored 10 or below on the actual scale

13 (59.09%) scored between 11 and 20 on the actual scale

2 (9.09%) scored between 21 and 30 on the actual scale

2 (9.09%) scored between 31 and 40 on the actual scale

9 children scored between 31 and 40 on the teacher 4.07%

scale

O f these, 4 (44.44%) scored 10 or below on the actual scale

3 (33.33%) scored between 11 and 20 on the actual scale

2 (22.22%) scored between 21 and 30 on the actual scale
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Table 14 Histogram: the percentage of children scoring 0 on the child

actual questionnaire (hatched areas) compared w ith the percentage

of children scoring between 0 and 20 on the teacher questionnaire 

(cross-hatched areas)

% of children 

scoring within 

each range

100 +

90 +

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

0 20 21-40 41-60 Total num ber o f zeros scored

Table 15 Statistical Summary 

Condition PPMC r-squared  r-squared (%)

signif-

c51 & c53 0.162 n.s. 0.022 2.2

ANOVA 
_F signif.

5.896 0.05
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Conclusion

The weakness of the Pearson Product Moment correlation (0.162, not

significant) between the child actual scores and the teacher questionnaire

scores may be due to outlying scattered results; or it may be that there 

exists only a tentative relationship between the two. There were 17

results which were either a long way from, and /or exerting considerable

influence on, the anticipated regression line. To ascertain the extent to

w hich a relationship exists betw een the two measures, and to consider the 

nature of that relationship, it seems prudent to examine the spread of 

scores carefully and in detail. Looking at the breakdown of the results,

it is clear that the m ajority o f the sample fall within the middle range on

both questionnaires. 170 fall w ithin 0 to 20 on the teacher questionnaire

and 0 to 20 on the actual questionnaire, while 149 fall w ithin -10 to 4-10

on the teacher questionnaire and -12 to +12 on the actual questionnaire.

How ever, it would seem that there is an interesting and unexpected 

relationship between the two sets of scores. Of the 60% of children

scoring 10 or below on the teacher questionnaire, less than half scored 10 

or below on the actual questionnaire (though it should be noted that over 

90% of the 60% scored 20 or less on the actual scores); and o f those

falling outside that range (51 in all), 20 scored 20 or less on the teacher 

questionnaire, but more than 20 on the actual questionnaire. O f the 31

scoring more than 20 on the teacher questionnaire, 25 scored less than  20

on the actual questionnaire. This suggests that outside the general group

who seem to be reasonably skilled and whose teacher agrees that they are

reasonably skilled lie two distinct, though small, groups: first, a group

which is reasonably skilled in the opinion of the teacher, but is not so

skilled in terms of its questionnaire answers; and secondly, a group which

is skilled in terms of its questionnaire answers but not in the eyes o f the

teacher. The rem ainder of the children (6 in total) were unskilled in

term s of their own questionnaire answers and in the opinion of the teacher.

There are two possible interpretations here. The first group may be 

excessively critical of themselves, and therefore their answers may not be

reflecting  their actual behaviour as perceived by others; or it may be that

their assessment of themselves is accurate, but that their behaviour is

regarded as desirable by the teacher. For example, one teacher gave

consistently higher general scores to children whom he scored as more
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tow ards the "plus" end of the questions in the teacher questionnaire, and

another teacher gave higher general scores to children whom she scored as

m ore towards the "minus" end of the teacher questionnaire. The second 

group may perceive that its behaviour is skilled but be inaccurate in that

perception  in the opinion of the teacher; or it may be accurate in

assessing its behaviour as skilled as defined by the questionnaire

expectations, but certain teachers may not regard that behaviour as

skilled. Since there is such a large group of children falling between 0

and 20 on the teacher assessment, this would indicate, in conjunction with

the general scores, that most teachers regard the zero position on the

questionnaire as the most skilful. We therefore need to know if perhaps

one or two teachers are operating on a d ifferen t assumption which would

indicate that the latter of the above two alternatives is a possibility.

The table listing the values which are a long way from the anticipated

linear relationship, and influential in their effect on that line, shows

th at for c51 and c53 the 17 scores come from 10 different teachers,

a lthough 3 of those teachers are responsible for 9 of the scores (3, 3 and

3). This implies that there may be an elem ent of idiosyncratic scoring,

though not enough to account for the weakness of the correlation between

the two measures.

It has already been noted in 5.5 that the correlation between the

teacher general scores and the teacher questionnaire scores was not as

strong as expected. We therefore concluded that there are skills not

included in the questionnaire which teachers include when making a general

assessment. This is not surprising, in that the questionnaire was based on

ch ild ren ’s assessment of social skills appropriate to their age group, and

some of the characteristics they included as unskilful would probably

surprise an adult (e.g. always having homework done). This would imply 

th a t there exists a discrepancy, albeit not a m ajor one, between some

teachers’ assessment of skill and some children’s assessment of skill. In

addition  there also remains the question of whether the perception of some

child ren  is faulty when assessing themselves, i.e. whether they are in fact

overly critical or overly optim istic about their behaviour. Had we a more

creditable assessment measure of peer popularity, an attem pt at 

investigating  such a question m ight have proved possible. For example, if

the child was popular with peers and assessed skilful by the teacher, we

could have ventured to suggest that a negative self-report would have been
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a result of an overly critical self-im age. In the absence of a clearly 

defined unpopular group, however, plus an assessment by only one teacher, 

the question remains unanswerable. <

5.8 Child Desired Scores In Relation To Teacher Questionnaire Scores

This analysis compares what children said about their ideal behaviour 

in the situations described on the child questionnaire with what the 

teacher said about their actual behaviour in the same situations. A small 

discrepancy between the two scores would suggest that those skills which 

teachers have in mind in deciding whether a child is skilled or unskilled 

are largely the same as the skills which the child regards as necessary. A 

large discrepancy would suggest the opposite.

Table 16 Breakdown of child desired scores relation to teacher

questionnaire scores with + and - signs collapsed (c52 and c53)

134 children scored between 0 and 10 on the teacher 

questionnaire

O f these, 88 (65.67%) fell betw een 0 and 10 on the desired scale

34 (25.37%) fell betw een 11 and 20 on the desired scale

10 (7.46%) fell between 21 and 30 on the desired scale

2 (1.49%) fell betw een 31 and 35 on the desired scale

60.63%

56 children scored between 11 and 20 on the teacher 

questionnaire

O f these, 26 (46.42%) fell betw een 0 and 10 on the desired scale

19 (33.92%) fell betw een 11 and 20 on the desired scale

8 (14.28%) fell betw een 21 and 30 on the desired scale

3 (5.35%) fell betw een 31 and 35 on the desired scale

25.33%
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22 children scored between 21 and 30 on the teacher 9.95%

questionnaire

O f these, 11 (50.00%) fell betw een 0 and 10 on the desired scale

6 (27.27%) fell betw een 11 and 20 on the desired scale

5 (22.72%) fell betw een 21 and 30 on the desired scale

0 (0.00%) fell betw een 31 and 35 on the desired scale

9 children scored between 31 and 40 on the teacher 4.07%

questionnaire

O f these, 5 (55.55%) fell betw een 0 and 10 on the desired scale

4 (44.44%) fell betw een 11 and 20 on the desired scale

6 children scored 30 or over on the desired scale 2.71%

O f these, all (100.00%) fell between 0 and 20 on the teacher questionnaire

59 children scored 5 or below on the desired 26.69%

questionnaire

O f these, 40 (67.79%) fell betw een 0 and 10 on the teacher questionnaire

10 (16.94%) fell betw een 11 and 20 on the teacher questionnaire

5 (8.47%) fell betw een 21 and 30 on the teacher questionnaire

4 (6.77%) fell betw een 31 and 40 on the teacher questionnaire
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Table 17 Histogram: the percentage o f children scoring 0 on the child

desired questionnaire (hatched areas) compared with the percentage

o f children scoring between 0 and 20 on the teacher questionnaire 

(cross-hatched areas)

% o f children 

scoring w ithin 

each range

100 +

90 +

80

0-20 21-40 41 60 Total number of zeros scored

Table 18 Statistical Summary 

C ondition PPMC

c52 & c53 0.139 n.s.

r-squared  r-squared (%) ANOVA

0.015 1.5 4.323 0.05
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Conclusion

As predicted, there is a positive correlation between the child desired 

score and the teacher questionnaire score, although it is a weak

correlation. This would lead us to question if  there are indeed skills 

which teachers use in deciding whether a child is skilled or unskilled 

which d iffer from those skills which the child regards as necessary. 

Certainly we can say that in the majority of cases, the closer to zero the 

child desired score, the closer to zero the teacher questionnaire score.

Looking a t the breakdow n of results, and in particular at the ANOVA, we can 

see that most of the children who scored between 0 and 20 on the desired 

questionnaire also scored between 0 and 20 on the teacher questionnaire. 

The percentage proportion o f variance in X attributable to Y is negligible. 

Those specific skills covered in the questionnaire seem to be judged by the 

teacher to constitute generally skilled behaviour, although there seem to 

be omissions that need further investigation. O f particular importance

here are the 2 children scoring over 30 on the desired questionnaire, but

fall w ithin the 0 to 10 range on the teacher questionnaire; and the 5 

children who score over 30 on the teacher questionnaire, but within the 0 

to 10 range on the desired questionnaire.
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5.9 Peer Votes in  Relation to the Child A ctual Scores

This analysis compares scores on the peer scale (how many children 

chose a particular child as one of five friends in the class) with what 

children said about their actual behaviour in the situations described on 

the child questionnaire. A small discrepancy between the two scores would 

suggest that there was a relationship between the child’s actual behaviour 

as described and h is/her popularity among peers. A large discrepancy would 

suggest the opposite.

Table 19 Breakdown of peer votes in relation to child actual scores w ith + 

and - signs collapsed (c23 and c51)

55 children scored above 0.60 on the peer scale 24.88%

O f these, 55 (100.00%) fell within 0-20 on the actual questionnaire

58 children scored between 0.31 and 0.60 on the 26.24%

peer scale

O f these, 38 (65.52%) fell w ithin 0-15 on the actual questionnaire

19 (32.76%) fell w ithin 16-30 on the actual questionnaire

1 (1.72%) fell within 31-60 on the actual questionnaire

108 children scored 0.30 or below on the peer scale 48.86%

Of these, 74 (68.52%) fell within 0-15 on the actual questionnaire

29 (26.85%) fell w ithin 16-30 on the actual questionnaire

5 (4.63%) fell w ithin 31-60 on the actual questionnaire

Only 18 children scored below 0.10 on the peer scale, 8.14%

ranging from 9-35 on the actual questionnaire

6 children scored over 30 on the actual questionnaire 4.52%

O f these, 4 (66.67%) fell below 0.10 on the peer scale
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Table 20 Histogram: the percentage of children scoring 0 on the child

actual questionnaire (hatched areas) compared with the percentage

of children scoring 0.6 or above on the peer votes (cross-hatched 

areas)

% o f children 

scoring within 

each range

100 +

90 4-

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

0-20 21-40 41-60 Total num ber of zeros scored

Table 21 Statistical Summary 

Condition PPMC r-squared  r-squared (%)

signif.

c23 & c51 -0.225 0.05 0.046 4.6

ANOVA 
f  signif-

11.687 0.01
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Conclusion

As anticipated, there is a negative correlation between the peer vote 

and the child actual score, although it is a fairly weak correlation: the

closer to zero the child actual score, the more popular the child, i.e. the

closer the peer vote to 1.0. Looking at the breakdown of results and at 

the ANOVA we can see that almost all of the children who scored high on the

peer vote also fell close to zero on the child actual questionnaire,

whereas those children falling low on the peer vote were spread out 

considerably on the actual questionnaire. The percentage proportion of

variance in X attributable to Y is negligible.

As m entioned before, one problem with the peer rating is the fact that

a definitive unpopular group failed to emerge because of the sociometric 

m ethod used. A ny conclusions, therefore, have to be somewhat tentative at 

best. W ithin those lim itations the results do suggest that a relationship

between the two variables does exist. Six children have perfect scores on

the peer rating, all falling within 0 to 16 on the actual questionnaire.

O f the 55 children scoring 0.6 or above on the peer rating, all fell within 

0 to 20 on the actual questionnaire. Of the 10 children who scored below

0.50 on the peer rating, 6 scored over 15 on the actual questionnaire, but

what is more interesting and unexpected is that 4 of these children fell

w ithin 0 to 15. We seem to have 5 different groups:

(1) the largest group, which is average or above average for the sample in 

popularity and scores reasonably close to zero;

(2) a small group of very popular children scoring close to zero;

(3) a small group of unpopular children scoring a considerable distance

from zero;

(4) a very small group of unpopular children scoring relatively close to 

zero;

(5) a very small group of averagely popular children scoring a long way

from zero.

The first three groups behave statistically as we would expect, but the 

last two require some explanation. The last group could be made up of

those children who tend to act outrageously or unsociably in order to 

a ttract attention  and gain friends, and while they may not achieve
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popularity  in the class as a whole, they succeed in affiliating themselves

to a small group who either behave in a similar way, actively encourage or

m erely tolerate such behaviour. G roup 4 could either be children who are

skilled socially but have qualities which are unacceptable in certain

schools or classes ("having hom ew ork done" was most frequently cited as an

unpopular characteristic); those who know which social skills are required

but are unable to perform  them; those who think they behave in the way they 

know to be correct, but in fact do not; or perhaps those whose responses

were random and who appeared skilled by chance. It is impossible to be

certain  w ithout further investigation.

5.10 Peer Votes in  Relation to C hild D esired Scores

This analysis compares scores on the peer scale (how many children 

chose a particular child as one of five friends in the class) with what

children said about their ideal behaviour in the situations described on 

the child questionnaire. A  small discrepancy between the two scores would 

suggest that there was a relationship between the child’s ideal/desired

behaviour as described and h is /h er popularity among peers. A  large 

discrepancy would suggest the opposite.

Table 22 Breakdown of peer votes in relation to child desired scores with

signs collapsed (c23 and c52)

6 children scored 1.00 on the peer rating

O f these, 1 (16.67%) fell outside 0 - 7 on the desired questionnaire

2.71%

49 children scored between 0.61 and 0.99 on the 

peer rating

O f these, 1 (2.04%) fell outside 0 - 20 on the desired scale

22AT%

58 children scored between 0.31 and 0.60 on the 

peer rating

O f these, 8 (13.79%) fell outside 0 - 20 on the desired scale

26.24%

108 children scored below 0.30 on the peer rating

O f these, 20 (18.52%) fell outside 0 - 2 0  on the desired scale
48.86%

137



Table 23 Histogram: the percentage of children scoring 0 on the child

desired questionnaire (hatched areas) compared with the 

percentage o f children scoring 0.6 or above on the peer votes

(cross-hatched areas)

%  o f children 

scoring within 

each range

100 +

90 +

70

40

30

20

21-400-20 41-60 Total num ber of zeros scored

T able 24 Statistical Summary 

C ondition PPMC r-squared  r-squared (%)

r signif.

c23 & c52 -0.278 0.01 0.073 7.3

ANOVA 
F signif.

18.330 0.01
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Conclusion

As anticipated, there is a negative correlation between the peer vote

and the child desired score, although it is an extremely weak correlation.

The closer to zero the child desired score, the more popular the child,

i.e. the closer the peer vote to 1.0. Looking at the breakdown of results

and at the ANOVA we can see that almost all of the children who scored high

on the peer vote also fell close to zero on the child desired

questionnaire, whereas those children falling low on the peer vote were

spread out considerably on the desired questionnaire. The percentage

proportion of variance in X attributable to Y is negligible.

W ithin the lim itations imposed by the non-emergence of a clearly

unpopular group, the results suggest that a relationship between the two

variables does exist. Generally speaking, those children who are more 

popular fall closer to zero than the children who are average or below

average in popularity, whose results on the desired scale are spread over a

greater range. Comparing these results with the actual results, it seems

that across each popularity grouping there is a movement closer to zero in

the desired questionnaire. More specifically, the six children who have

perfect scores on the peer rating, all falling within 0 to 16 on the actual

questionnaire, are predictably even closer to zero on the desired score.

Of the 55 children scoring 0.6 or above on the peer rating, 16 fell outside

the 0 to 20 range on the actual scale, compared with 7 on the desired

scale. O f the 166 children scoring below 0.6 on the peer rating, 102 fell

inside the 0 to 20 range on the actual scale, compared with 138 on the

desired scale. By far the most intriguing finding here is that of the 8

children who scored 0 on the peer rating, 4 fell outside the 0 to 20 range

on the actual scale and 4 fell just inside the same range, but 7 fell

within the 0 to 20 range on the desired scale, 3 falling on zero. This

would suggest that the unpopular children may know what skills are required

to be socially skilled individuals and have the desire to behave skilfully,

b ut lack the means of doing so. There are also 3 scores falling outside

the 0 to 30 range on the desired scale which are worthy of note because of

their exceptional nature. Of these 3, 1 scored just under 0.5 on the peer

popularity rating, while the 2 others scored just under 0.6 and 0.8. As

before, we seem to have 5 different groups:
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(1) the largest group, which is average or above average for the sample in 

popularity and scores reasonably close to zero

(2) a small group of very popular children scoring close to zero

(3) a small group of unpopular children scoring a considerable distance

from zero

(4) a very small group of unpopular children scoring close to zero

(5) a very small group of averagely popular children scoring a long way

from zero

As with the results in 5.9, the first three groups behave statistically

as we would expect (children in group 3 might not know what is socially 

appropriate  and therefore be unpopular with their peers) but the last two

require some explanation. The last group could be made up of those 

children who tend to act outrageously or unsociably in order to attract 

attention  and gain friends. While they may not achieve popularity in the

class as a whole, they succeed in affiliating themselves to a small group 

who either behave in a sim ilar way, actively encourage such behaviour, or 

m erely tolerate it. Group 4, as mentioned earlier, are for me the most

interesting group. They could be children who know which skills are 

required  to be skilled socially but have other qualities untapped by the 

questionnaire which are unacceptable in certain schools or classes; or,

more likely given the comparison with their actual scores, they could be 

children who know which social skills are required but are unable to 

perform  them. Alternatively, their responses could have been random: they

may have appeared to know what skills are required by chance. This is

always possible with such a small group.
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5.11 Peer Votes in Relation to Teacher Questionnaire Scores

This analysis compares scores on the peer scale (how many children

chose a particular child as one of five friends in the class) with the

teacher’s assessment of how that child would behave in the situations

described on the teacher questionnaire. A  small discrepancy between the

two scores would suggest that there was a relationship between the child’s

actual behaviour as described and h is/her popularity among peers. A large

discrepancy would suggest the opposite.

Table 25 Breakdown of peer votes in relation to teacher questionnaire

scores with + and - signs collapsed (c23 and c53)

134 children scored between 0 and 10 on the teacher 60.63%

questionnaire

O f these, 72 (53.73%) scored below 0.40 on the peer rating

12 (8.95%) scored between 0.40 and 0.49 on the peer rating

50 (37.31%) scored 0.5 or above on the peer rating

56 children scored between 11 and 20 on the teacher 25.33%

questionnaire

O f these, 40 (71.42%) scored below 0.5 on the peer rating

16 (28.57%) scored 0.5 or above on the peer rating

22 children scored between 21 and 30 on the teacher 9.95%

questionnaire

O f these, 17 (77.27%) scored below 0.5 on the peer rating

5 (22.72%) scored 0.5 or above on the peer rating

9 children scored 31 or above on the teacher 4.07%

questionnaire

O f these, 8 (88.88%) scored below 0.5 on the peer rating

1 (11.11%) scored 0.55 on the peer rating
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A total of 31 children scored above 20 on the teacher 17.00%

questionnaire

Of these, 2 (6.45%) scored 0.7 or above on the peer rating

4 (12.90%) scored between 0.5 and 0.69 on the peer rating

15 (48.38%) scored between 0.13 and 0.49 on the peer rating

10 (32.25%) scored 0.12 or below on the peer rating

6 children scored 1.00 on the peer rating 2.71%

Of these, 6 (100.00%) scored between 0 and 8 on the teacher questionnaire

scores

8 children scored 0.00 on the peer rating 3.61%

O f these, 1 (12.50%) scored between 0 and 10 on the teacher questionnaire

7 (87.50%) scored between 10 and 25 on the teacher

questionnaire

30 children scored 0.10 or below on the peer rating 14.02%

Of these, 10 (33.33%) scored 20 or above on the teacher questionnaire

10 (33.33%) scored between 10 and 19 on the teacher

questionnaire

10 (33.33%) scored between 0 and 9 on the teacher questionnaire
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Table 26 Histogram: the percentage of children scoring 0 on the teacher

questionnaire (hatched areas) compared with the percentage of

children scoring 0.6 or above on the peer votes (cross-hatched

areas)

%  of children 

scoring within 

each range

100 +

90 +

80

30

21 40 41-600-20 Total num ber of zeros scored

Table 27 Statistical Summary

C ondition PPMC

_r signif.

c23 & c53 -0.179 0.05

r-squared r-squared (%) ANOVA

0.028 2.8 7.289 0.01
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Conclusion

As predicted, there is a negative correlation between the peer vote and

the teacher questionnaire score. The more popular the child, the closer to

zero the teacher questionnaire score. Looking at the breakdown of results

and at the ANOVA we can see that almost all of the children who scored high 

on the peer vote also fell close to zero on the teacher questionnaire, 

whereas those children falling low on the peer vote were spread out

considerably on the teacher questionnaire. The percentage proportion of 

variance in X attributable to Y is negligible.

The lack o f emergence of a definitive unpopular group once again

renders any conclusions somewhat tentative. The Pearson Product Moment

correlation for peer vote and teacher questionnaire score is the lowest of

the three analyses i.e. peer vote and (1) child actual score, (2) child

desired score and (3) teacher questionnaire. This seems logical, as the

teacher’s assessment is the only adult one of the three, and the initial

responses of the children on which the questionnaire is based showed that

certain  criteria used by the children to assess unpopularity would probably

surprise some teachers. Having noted how weak the correlation is, we can

only say that generally speaking, those children who are more popular with

peers fall closer to zero on the teacher questionnaire than the children 

who are average or below average in popularity, whose results on the

teacher scale are spread over a greater range. O f those children falling a

long way from zero on the teacher’s assessment (31 children scored over 

20), one third scored 0.10 or below on the peer rating and only 2 scored

over 0.7. The rest were in the middle group. Of 9 children scoring 31 or

above on the teacher questionnaire, only one scored 0.5 or above. There

seem to be 5 d ifferen t groups:

(1) the largest group, which is average or above average for the sample in 

popularity and scores reasonably close to zero on the teacher

questionnaire

(2) a small group of very popular children scoring close to zero on the

teacher questionnaire

(3) a small group of unpopular children scoring a considerable distance

from  zero on the  teacher questionnaire

(4) a small group of unpopular children scoring close to zero on the
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teacher questionnaire

(5) a small group of averagely popular children scoring a long way from

zeroon the teacher questionnaire.

The largest group seems to be able to get on fairly well with at least

some peers and is regarded by the teacher as reasonably skilful. The

children of group 3 seems to find difficulty  in relating to peers and are

judged by the teacher to be unskilful. The teacher’s assessment here may

provide a clue to why these children have difficulty  in relating to peers,

and perhaps adults, since the questionnaire covers both relationships.

G roup 4 could consist of the children who, though perceived by an adult to

have the skills necessary for social functioning, lack those additional

skills necessary for relating to their particular peers. For example, they 

may find it easy to talk to adults, which in certain schools could be

suffic ien t grounds for unpopularity. Group 5 could consist of children

whose "unsocial" behaviour, in the eyes of the teacher, ensures that they

attract at least some friends. Group 2 are the most interesting group in

this instance. They are the unusual few who succeed in relating well to

both adults and peers w ithout alienating themselves from either group in so

doing. This small but fascinating group needs to be looked at more closely

to identify  the specific skills involved which enable these very fortunate

children to be at ease socially with both an adult authority figure and

universally amongst their peer proup. From the children’s comments when

compiling the questionnaire, I doubted that popularity in both spheres v/as

possible, and it is pleasant to be proved wrong.

A relationship between the teacher’s assessment of skilled behaviour

and the peer group’s assessment of skilled behaviour thus does seem to

exist, but how strong that relationship is cannot be established without a

clearly defined unpopular group. The 2 children who scored close to zero

on the teacher questionnaire but zero on the peer rating, and the 2

children who scored over 0.7 on peer popularity but over 20 on the teacher

questionnaire, also need to be looked at closely along with the other

groups m entioned earlier. It seems that while some children have the

skills necessary to be acceptable to an adult or a peer, and some have the

skills necessary to relate to both adults and peers, others have not the

necessary skills to relate well to one or both groups.
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5.12 Differences Between Actual and Desired Scores

This analysis shows, both graphically and numerically, the differences

betw een the actual and desired scores for each of the 221 children.

Table 28 Breakdown of differences between actual and desired scores with + 

and - signs collapsed (c52 and c51)

M iddle of 

Interval

Number of 

Observations

-25
-20

-15
-10
-5

0

5

10

15

20

25

1

2

9

32
67

68
24

11

5

1

1

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * $ * * * * * * * * *

* * * * * * * * * * * *

Conclusion

Most children were e ither happy with themselves or wanted to be only

slightly d ifferent. Only 19 children had a difference between their actual

and desired scores o f +  or -15 or more. These are the children of

particular interest in this study, as they m ight hold the answer to whether

an "unskilled" child is one who does not know which skills are regarded as

appropriate , or one who knows which skills are appropriate (the assumption 

here being that the child desires those skills which will make h im /her

popular) but for some reason is unable to incorporate those skills into

h is/h er own behaviour.
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5.13 Sum m ary Table of ANOVAs, Pearson Product M oment Correlations, and r- 

squared Values, and Review o f Results

ANOVA PPMC r2 (%) r^

F p r p

Child A ctual/T eacher

G eneral Score 21.270 0.01 -0.298 0.01 8.4 0.084

Child D esired/T eacher

G eneral Score 17.590 0.01 -0.273 0.01 7.0 0.070

Teacher Q uestionnaire/

Teacher G eneral Score . 193.170 0.01 -0.685 0.01 46.7 0.467

C hild D esired/C hild

A ctual Score 84.570 0.01 0.528 0.01 2.75 0.028

C hild A ctual/T eacher

Q uestionnaire Score 5.896 0.05 0.162 n.s. 2.2 0.022

C hild D esired/T eacher

Q uestionnaire Score 4.323 0.05 0.139 n.s. 1.5 0.015

Peer V ote/C hild

A ctual Score 11.687 0.01 -0.225 0.05 4.6 0.046

Peer V ote/C hild

D esired Score 18.330 0.01 -0.278 0.01 7.3 0.073

Peer V ote/T eacher

Q uestionnaire Score 7.289 0.01 -0.179 0.05 2.8 0.028
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We are now in a position to review the m aterial analysed in this

chapter. The summary table above shows that the Anova suggests a 

significant relationship in the case of all nine sets of data discussed in 

the chapter. That is to say, there is a relationship between the teacher’s 

general score and the child’s actual questionnaire score; between the 

teacher’s general score and the child’s desired questionnaire score; 

betw een the teacher’s general score and the teacher’s questionnaire score; 

between the child’s actual questionnaire score and the child’s desired 

questionnaire score; between the child’s actual questionnaire score and the 

teacher’s questionnaire score; between the child’s desired score and the

teacher’s questionnaire score; between the peer votes and the child’s 

actual questionnaire score; between the peer votes and the child’s desired

questionnaire score; and between the peer votes and the teacher’s 

questionnaire score.

The Pearson Product M oment Correlation sim ilarly shows all the

relationships identified to be significant, with the exception of two: the

relationships between the child actual questionnaire and the teacher 

questionnaire, and between the child desired questionnaire and the teacher 

questionnaire. It is interesting that of these two sets of variables, the

common difference between them is that of the teacher questionnaire. This

would suggest that perhaps the teachers’ impressions of the children’s

skilfulness socially is at variance with those of the children generally. 

This may be a result of the requirements of being socially successful in

the world of peers being at variance with the requirem ents of the adult 

world; and of course, the questionnaire was based on perceptions of social

skills elicited from the children themselves, and not on other tests or the

perceptions of adults. Having noted this, however, I have to add, firstly, 

that the c51 & 53 analysis was only just outside the significance level on

the PPMC, both analyses being significant on the ANOVA; and secondly, that 

looking at the descriptive data (see chapter 6), I was struck by the 

sim ilarity of the teacher’s assessment with that o f the child’s assessment

of h im /herse lf in the actual questionnaire, though not the desired. It may

therefore be that the impression gained from the descriptive data is 

correct - that the child’s assessment of his/her actual behaviour, and the 

teacher’s assessment of the child’s behaviour, show a considerable degree

of sim ilarity, unlike the child’s desired questionnaire and the teacher

questionnaire, which show less sim ilarity.
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The function of the regression analyses was primarily to identify  those

children whose results were falling a long way from the regression line,

and having a considerable influence upon it - children whose results m ight

then be considered more carefully in an assessment situation. The lists of 

such results, with subject num bers, are to be found throughout this 

chapter, "X" denoting considerable influence.

The r^ values summarized above are included in an attem pt to assess

the findings of the present study as stringently as possible, since,

statistically, the unsquared correlation can give the impression of a

stronger relationship than that denoted by r^. The r^ values suggest that 

little variance in Y is associated with differences in X in most of the 

combinations under consideration. The only two results which a ttribute 

more than 11% variance in Y to X are c20 & 53 (the teacher general score

and teacher questionnaire score) - a result one would expect-; and c51 & 52

(the child actual and desired questionnaires).

5.14 Validation o f the "Zero Response" as the Most Socially A ppropriate

Subsequent to the main study, a further analysis of the top 10% (the

most popular) and the bottom  10% (the most unpopular) of children on the 

peer popularity rating was carried out, in order to ascertain if  the zero

scores of each group differed  on the desired questionnaire (representing 

the child’s "ideal" behaviour). One would expect, if  the zero response is 

indeed the most appropriate or skilled response in the situations described

in the questionnaire, that the most popular children would more frequently 

choose that option, and conversely, that the most unpopular children would 

less frequently choose that option. I list below, therefore, the 22 

subjects who attained the best peer popularity rating and the 22 who

attained the worst.

149



Popular subjects Zero responses U npopular subjects Zero responses

26 19 15 13

29 21 16 25

35 27 121 23

39 12 132 21

40 19 140 21

43 27 141 17

45 20 142 26

47 29 143 29

52 28 148 18

61 26 150 09

96 29 163 18

97 17 170 11

99 26 173 10

101 25 176 17

107 28 177 17

112 27 182 22

114 25 192 24

118 27 199 16

120 26 200 25

125 24 204 13

127 23 210 08

128 27 219 18

The average zero scores and standard deviation for the popular group

desired scores and the unpopular group desired scores are as follows:

Popular Group U npopular Group

X = 24.18 X = 18.22

s2 = 19.48 s 2  = 34.66

It is apparent from these results that the popular group scores closer

to zero on the desired questionnaire, and that the range of variation

across scores is much less for the popular group.
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So far as the t- te s t results for the desired questionnaire (at a 0.001

level of significance) are concerned, a comparison of the means of the two

groups results in t observed = 3.820, which is greater than 3.551 (40

degrees of freedom ). The null hypothesis that the means are equal is 

therefore rejected.

To conclude then, the popular group score consistently closer to zero

when compared with the unpopular group on the desired questionnaire. There

is also considerable discrepancy amongst the scores of the unpopular group 

when compared w ith the popular; and a statistically significant difference

between the zero scores o f the two groups. These results suggest that the 

total sample was indeed measuring what it is asserted in the dissertation

to have been m easuring. The zero response represents the most socially

appropriate response.

5.15 T est-R etest Results

The tes t-re test results can be found in A ppendix 18. The group who 

agreed to take part in this im portant exercise were from an Irish grammar 

school, though none of these subjects had seen the questionnaire previous 

to em barking on this stage of the study. The group comprised 6 boys and 25 

girls - not as large or balanced a sample as one would have liked, but 

adequate to provide an indication of reliability nonetheless. A t test 

confirm ed that a relationship existed between the two sets of scores (t obs

= 9.5577, significant at 0.01), as one would anticipate; and the

correlation coefficient (r = 0.7896, significant at 0.01) indicated a

strong relationship betw een the two sets of scores which would imply that 

the questionnaire is reliable. It compares favourably in terms of

reliability w ith those recommended by Furnham  (1986). This is especially

so, as the potential for diversity of results is much greater than in

these. There are five optional answers rather than two, which would be the

more frequently  used form at; and even if  a child scored -1 in one 

questionnaire and opted for -2 in the second, this small difference in

score is still accounted for in the difference betw een the two sets of

scores. Thus, an r value of 0.7896 seems quite encouraging in terms of the

reliability o f the questionnaire. It should be noted, however, that the 

problem with using an r value to measure reliability is that it can give
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the impression of indicating a stronger relationship between two sets of

scores than would be true in real terms. This is demonstrated in McCall 

(1975), where he compares r with r squared values. He points out that the

r value has to be above 0.71 before 0.49 on the r squared scale is 

exceeded. In real terms then, this statistic means that more than half the

variability in Y is attributable to X - which of course makes us also

realise that the rem aining percentage (less than half) is due to other 

factors. U ntil statisticians and m athematicians devise even better means 

of assessing findings from research, however, it is at least possible to 

say that the present measure compares favourably with other social skill 

assessment questionnaires. "
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6. ANALYSIS OF RESULTS: THE DESCRIPTIVE DATA

6.1 Introduction

This chapter comprises four parts. In 6.2, some general observations 

will be made about the descriptive data and the implications thereof. In 

6.3, the exceptions to the general pattern will be discussed, in keeping 

with the commitment outlined in chapter 2 to treat all the data with equal 

consideration. In 6.4, the video assessment which formed part of this 

study will be evaluated. In 6.5, a piece of research additional to the 

m ain study is described and evaluated, the purpose of which is to offer 

fu rther validation of the new bipolar measure presented here. Throughout 

the discussion the reader is invited to refer to the appendices cited, in 

order to check the validity of the conclusions.

6.2 A  G eneral Discussion of the Results from  the Present Study

6.2.1 Percentage of Zero Scores

A ppendix 8 shows the percentage of zero scores (divided into six

categories; 0-5 , 6-10, 11-15, 16-20, 21-25 and 26-29) on the actual and

desired questionnaires, across the sample. The results indicate that the

children in  this study desired to behave more in the zero category than the 

extent to which they assessed themselves to do in real circumstances. A

very small num ber (5.5%) assessed themselves to be in the 0-10 zeros

category, and almost the same figure (5%) desired to be in that category. 

T he percentage scoring in the 11-20 category on the actual questionnaire

was m uch higher than on the desired questionnaire (over 40% fell within the

16-20 range), but this pattern  was reversed for the 21-29 category (over 

40% desired to be in the 21-25 range and 21%, compared with 3% on the

actual questionnaire, desired to be in the 26-29 range). This would 

suggest that children are capable of possessing a knowledge of social

skills, and also a desire to m anifest those skills to their full potential,

bu t find themselves unable to translate that desire into action in real

life  situations.
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6.2.2 Pattern of Response

A ppendices 4 and 5 show an analysis of the pattern of response to each 

of the 29 questions on the actüal and desired questionnaires. On the 

actual questionnaire, 19 of the 29 questions fell below 70% in the zero 

category, whereas on the desired questionnaire only 7 fell below 70% (see 

fu rther 6.3.2 below). This again indicates that children generally agree

on which behaviour is the most appropriate and which behaviour they would 

like to adopt, but can distinguish quite ably between the behaviour which 

they most norm ally adopt and the way in which they would like to behave.

It is also interesting to note throughout the questionnaires that where

zero is not the most popular actual or desired option, there is

considerable agreem ent amongst the children on which is the most likely or

the most appropriate option. On the actual questionnaire, only questions 

11, 12, 14, 28 and 29 have a reasonable balance of response to either side

of the scale outside the zero category. All the others have a strong 

leaning to one side or the other. On the desired questionnaire, only 

question 23 has no strong leaning to one side or the other outside the zero

category. In all the other questions there is considerable agreement among 

the children on where the appropriate behaviour for their social milieu is

located. This is encouraging, as it suggests that the wording of the

questions in general is meaningful and appropriate to this group of

children. Furtherm ore, it also enables one to identify the questions

already m entioned where considerable agreem ent does not occur to be

regarded cautiously as possibly "weak" questions which may need to be

om itted or clarified to im prove the questionnaire.

6.2.3 Total Num ber of Zeros (Boys Compared with Girls)

A ppendix 9 shows the total num ber of zeros in each of the 6 categories

for the boys com pared with the girls on both the actual and desired

questionnaires. From this it is clear that the pattern for both sexes is

sim ilar on the actual questionnaire and on the desired questionnaire. On

the actual questionnaire the m ajority of boys and girls fall into the 16-20 

range, and on the desired questionnaire the m ajority  in both groups fall

into the 21-25 range. Outside those ranges, girls do appear to rate
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themselves as being more skilled (i.e. having more zero choices) in real

situations, and also desire to behave more frequently as described in the

zero choice. More boys than girls fell into the 0-15 zero range on both

the actual and desired questionnaires.

6.2.4 Pattern of Response by Nationality and School

A ppendix 9 also shows the pa ttern  of response of the Irish, English and

Scottish participants (though the Scottish sample, it m ust be remembered,

only completed the actual questionnaires). A slightly d ifferen t pattern

emerged here amongst the three d ifferent nationalities. In both the Irish

and English samples, the m ajority  fell into the 16-20 range on the actual

questionnaire. On the desired questionnaire, however, the English sample 

still peaked in the 16-20 range (although the percentages in both the 21-25

and 26-29 ranges increased), whereas the majority of the Irish sample

peaked on the 21-25 range, and also had a higher percentage than the 

English sample falling into the 26-29 range. The Irish group seemed to

assess themselves more critically on their actual behaviour, but their

knowledge of appropriate social behaviour appeared to be better than the

English group. It does have to be added, though, that the Irish group

comprised gramm ar school children exclusively (albeit from  different 

schools), while the English sample comprised secondary m odern and remedial

children, as well as gram m ar school children. It is unfortunate that we do

not have results for the desired questionnaire and also a greater num ber of

subjects from the Scottish group. The sample peaked (marginally) in the

21-25 range on the actual questionnaire and also had the highest percentage 

of the three falling into the 26-29 range on the actual questionnaire. It

would be interesting to see if  this pattern held true with a larger sample,

and w hether the desired results would be correspondingly in  the higher

range of zero choices.

A ppendix 9 fu rther shows the results for the grammar, secondary modern, 

rem edial and comprehensive groups. On the actual questionnaire, a similar

pattern  exists between the gram m ar, secondary modern and remedial groups;

but the comprehensive group’s pattern is slightly d ifferent. The first

three groups all have the m ajority  of children within them falling in the

16-20 range, while the comprehensive group peaks (marginally) in the 21-25
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range. It also has a much higher percentage of children falling in the 26-

29 range than do the other three groups. As the comprehensive group is 

exclusively Scottish, the comments above with reference to the Scottish

group also apply here, and therefore will not be repeated. On the desired

questionnaire, each of the three remaining groups has a different pattern.

The rem edial group peak in the 16-20 range, with no children scoring in the

26-29 range; about a th ird  of the secondary modern group fall into the 16-

20 range, with about a quarter falling in the 26-29 range; and the grammar

school children have half the sample falling in the 21-25 range, with ju st

under a quarter falling in the 26-29 range. Over 70%, then, of the grammar

school children fall in the 214- range on the desired questionnaire,

com pared w ith 25% of the remedial group and 39% of the secondary m odern

group. The question which immediately springs to mind is whether this

observation implies that grammar school children are more knowledgeable

about appropriate social skills and, if  so, are therefore more successful

socially than children from other types of school, even though their own

judgem ent of their actual behaviour is more comparable with the other

groups. This question cannot be answered in this study, however, because

the groups are too imbalanced numerically and compositionally. That is, 

the Irish group are also exclusively grammar school children; the secondary

m odern are mixed, with only a small grammar school component; and the 

rem edial and comprehensive groups are very small in comparison with the

other two. To identify  one particular characteristic which is attributable

to a statistical observation is therefore impossible.

6.2.5 Boys and Girls: General Comparison

A ppendix 7 shows the num ber of responses to each question on the

desired questionnare in the -2, -1 , 0, 4-1 and 4-2 categories for the boys

and the girls in the sample. It is interesting that of the 29 questions,

the girls have a higher zero score than the boys in 17 of them; that there

is a tie in 4 of them (5, 8, 11 and 13); and that in the remainder, 8 in

all, the boys score higher than the girls in the zero category. The latter

8 questions are num bers 2, 10, 12, 15, 20, 23, 26 and 27.
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Question 2 is about how much we use our hands when talking. Both the 

boys’ and girls’ zero scores were low, with a heavy leaning to the minus

side o f the scale. Girls were even less enthusiastic about using their

hands than boys. This surprised me, as my intuitive impression was that

females gesticulated more than males. It would be interesting to ascertain

if there is some positive association which girls have (e.g. demureness,

shyness, sweetness) with regard to not gesticulating; and conversely, if

there is some negative association with gesticulation (e.g. aggressiveness, 

forcefulness, pushiness).

Question 10 has only 1% difference between the boys and girls zero

scores, and since the remainder of the distribution of answers is almost

the same for both sexes too, no further comment is required.

Question 12 has 6% fewer girls than boys opting for the zero category,

and the rem ainder of both samples leaning to the minus side of the scale.

This question is about how easy it is to say sorry to someone of the 

child’s own age. It is not surprising in this instance to find that girls

score lower than boys in the zero category (saying sorry if  in the wrong,

but not otherw ise), but higher on the -1 and -2 categories (saying sorry

often/som etim es even when not in the wrong). My observations of pre-school 

and teenage children would suggest that in both age ranges girls find

saying sorry much easier than boys. Being able to do so may even be a

required part of a girl’s social repertoire, whereas saying sorry seems to

present boys with difficulty , perhaps because it is not part of a

"manly/macho" image. This would certainly be an interesting observation to

follow up.

Question 15 similarly shows the girls falling 6% lower than the boys in 

their desire to please other people they get on well with, and leaning a

little more than the boys to the minus side of the scale (trying to please

everyone/m ost people most of the time). Again, from my observations of

children this is not a surprising result, except for the fact that almost

as many boys opted for the -1 and -2 categories as girls (58% of girls and

54% of boys). This makes one wonder whether boys actually adopt a "don’t

care w hat anyone thinks" approach more than girls, which would have been my

impression. If  so, there is a further question as to whether this is part 

of the image which boys believe to be necessary for popularity, or, indeed,

w hether a "macho" positive image still exists as a popular one with boys
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during this period of time. An analysis of current popular T.V. and film

heroes plus interviews with children might help us to discover which male

images are regarded positively and which negatively at the present time.

Question 20, like the other questions, shows a similar distribution of

response for both boys and girls. There is only a 3% difference between

the girls’ and boys’ zero scores, with 2% more girls desiring to be to the

minus side of the scale and 2% more desiring to be to the plus side. The

question is about bullying, and a healthy number of boys and girls desire

neither to be bullied nor to bully. Of the rest, 13% of boys and 15% of

girls desire to be bullied sometimes or always (only 1% of girls and 2% of

boys fall into the latter category); and only 4% of boys and 7% of girls

desire to be sometimes a bully of other people (1% of boys desire always to

be bullying others).

Question 23 has 5% fewer girls than boys trying to deal with bullies by

themselves and calling a teacher if  that failed. This is not surprising,

since the question did not clarify whether the attackers were the same or a

differen t sex from the child, nor was the context of the bullying given.

Girls would probably be less likely to fend off boys physically attacking

themselves or someone else, although they might try verbally to defend

themselves or others if  the bullying took the form prim arily of

intim idation. The pattern of response outside the zero category for boys

and girls on this question was d ifferent. No boys desired to "do nothing"

compared with 5% of girls; 21% and 19% of boys and girls respectively

desired to try to defend themselves or the other person, and would give up

if  that failed; 8% of boys and 15% of girls would usually call a teacher;

and, surprisingly to me, 10% of boys compared with only 3% of girls would

always call a teacher. Detailed interpretation of these results would be

dependent on knowing the circumstances and context which the child had in

mind when answering the question, and for that reason it was a shame that

interviews were impossible. It would be fascinating to know why as many as

10% of boys compared w ith so few girls thought it desirable always to call

a teacher in instances of bullying. One could suggest many d ifferent

scenarios which m ight explain this observation, but without further

inform ation from the children one cannot know how accurate such speculation

m ight be.
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Question 26 shows 7% fewer girls than boys desiring to ask questions in

class only when necessary, and 6% more girls than boys preferring not to

ask questions even if  the questions are necessary. It is possible that 

more girls than boys prefer to be anonymous in class, and this may or may

not be indicative of a positive image of quietness and shyness on the part

of girls. Fortunately, over 80% of both boys and girls did want to be able

to ask necessary questions, and only 1% of both boys and girls wanted to

ask questions all the time. This seems a healthy balance for the smooth

functioning of the class, both from the teacher’s point of view and that of

the pupils.

Question 27 shows only 2% few er girls than boys choosing the zero

option (i.e. responding to praise from a teacher by feeling pleased, bu t

not letting it show to classmates too much). The overall pattern  was

slightly d ifferent, with 7% more girls than boys desiring to be em barrassed

and wishing that the teacher had said nothing, and 4% more boys than girls

desiring to respond to praise by going on about it to their friends.

These, then, were the eight questions on the desired questionnaire in

which the boys scored higher than the girls in the zero category. A

further interesting observation is that, overall, when the zero scores of

the boys for the desired questionnaire were compared with those of the

girls (see Appendix 7), there were only four questions where there was a

10% or more difference in the percentage of children choosing zero. This

would indicate that no radical d ifference in terms of general response

betw een the two sexes existed. The four questions where a large d ifference

is apparent are numbers 6, 24, 25 and 29.

Question 6 is on the subject of starting a conversation with a teacher,

and the distribution of response is very interesting. Nearly a th ird  of

the boys in the study said they desired "never to" start a conversation

with a teacher or "only if they had to", compared with 23% of girls. 58%

of boys said they would desire sometimes to start a conversation w ith a

teacher, compared with 70% of girls (a difference of 12%); and 12% of boys

com pared with 7% of girls desired to talk to the teacher quite a lot - even

in preference to peers. The relationship which boys experience w ith

authority  figures seems somewhat more difficult than that experienced by

girls, and this is an area of interest often to be found in the literature

on sex differences in children. W hen and why this difficulty em erges is 

not clear, and one would like to discover what images boys have, in

159



comparison with girls, o f themselves and the opposite sex when relating to 

adult figures generally and to teachers in particular. I t  would also be 

interesting to know with which teachers boys experience most d ifficulty , if

any; or w hether all adult authority figures are equally d ifficult to those 

children who experience difficulty .

Question 24 is on talking to a new peer in the class. There was a 13% 

d ifference between boys' and girls’ percentages in the zero category. 83% 

of girls said they would desire to talk to a new member if  a chance to do

so arose, com pared with only 70% of boys. Only 3% of boys and 2% of girls

desired never or probably not to approach the new person, while 26% of boys

and 15% of girls desired definitely or always to talk to the new member,

and to expect the person to stick with them. I found the high percentage 

of boys (and lower percentage of girls) who desired to initiate contact and 

to expect the child to stick with them very surprising. One wonders if 

this reflects a dissatisfaction on the child’s part with his (or her)

present handling of peer relations and a tendency, rather than trying to 

improve present relationships (perhaps because that is too d ifficult to 

do), to see a new m em ber as new hope for themselves. This new hope may, of

course, be short lived, if  the characteristics or qualities which have

caused the child to experience difficulty  with peers are still intact.

Adults who have moved around a lot of schools in childhood have told me

that on entering a new class one is immediately approached by isolated

mem bers o f the group, subsequently working one’s way up the hierarchical

ladder from  unpopular to popular peers, leaving those less popular behind.

This is obviously anecdotal, "unscientific" inform ation, but I would like 

in the fu ture systematically to gather such accounts together and compare 

them with actual observation of the dynamics which occur in a classroom

when a new m em ber is introduced.

Question 25, like question 6, is again on the subject of talking to

teachers, and was deliberately included to compare responses between the 

two questions. 88% of girls compared with only 77% of boys said that they 

desired to talk quite easily to the teachers with whom they got on well.

This percentage of boys is up dramatically on the 58% who said in question

6 that they desired only sometimes to start a conversation with a teacher.

Correspondingly, the 30% who said in question 6 that they desired never to

talk to a teacher, or only if they had to, has become 11% who say they

desire never to do so, or to find it easy to do so. This may imply that
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the problem does not lie generally with authority figures or adults, but 

that there are specific personality clashes between certain teachers and 

children. The percentage of both boys and girls choosing the +1 and +2 

categories (talking to teachers in preference to classmates) also doubled 

for both groups in this question. Adding the phrase "get on well with"

may have focussed the children’s minds on specific teachers about whom they

felt positive, and made the results somewhat different from each other.

Question 29, o f all the 29 questions, has the greatest d ifference

betw een boys and girls in the zero category. The topic is "being told o ff  

unjustly"; and 86% of girls would want to handle such a situation by 

explaining things, com pared with only 72% of boys. The remainder of the

boys were fairly evenly divided between those who desired to feel angry and

upset and refuse to, or only reluctantly, give an explanation (about 14%), 

and those who desired to accept the rebuke and either say nothing to anyone 

or complain to friends (about 13%). The girls were similarly spread to

either side of the scale, but the percentage choosing outside the zero

option was much smaller - only 7% and 6% respectively. One would like to 

explore the idea o f "justice" and the importance it has to each sex, as 

well as possible sex differences in responding to other peoples failings.

6.2.6 Boys and Girls: Responses According to Type of School

A ppendix 15 gives the responses on the desired questionnaire according 

to type of school.

6.2.6.1 Gram mar Schools

The gramm ar school children showed the smallest num ber of differences

betw een boys and girls on the desired questionnaire of the 3 types of

school concerned. Twelve questions showed a difference of 10% or more - 

questions 3 (11%), 4 (10%), 6 (17%), 13 (13%), 14 (12%), 15 (11%), 20

(10%), 21 (19%), 24 (10%), 25 (11%), 28 (14%) and 29 (18%). Of the 4

questions showing the greatest differences (6, 21, 28 and 29), questions 6

and 29 have already been discussed in the section on large differences

betw een boys and girls scores across the whole sample. Question 21 is on
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the subject of response to bullying. Here 57% of the girls said they

desired to stop the bullies by joking or by being good at something they

would adm ire, compared with only 38% of the boys. 50% of the boys desired

to become angry and shout or fight back, compared with 28% of girls. Only

12% of boys and 16% of girls desired to either accept it or say it was

unfair. Question 28 is on the subject of response to just (i.e. fair)

punishm ent. 91% of girls said they desired to accept the punishm ent and

say and show they were sorry, compared with only 73% of boys. 15% of boys

did not want to say sorry or show how they felt, compared with 6% of girls;

and 13% of boys wanted to show their anger and desired never or only

sometimes to say sorry, compared with only 3% of girls.

6.2.6.2 Secondary M odern Schools

There were 19 differences o f 10% or more between the secondary modern 

boys and girls. These occurred on questions 2 (17%), 4 (28%), 6 (11%), 7

(33%), 9 (28%), 11 (11%), 13 (27%), 14 (14%), 16 (17%), 17 (20%), 18 (16%), 
20 (21%), 21 (27%), 24 (27%), 25 (20%), 26 (23%), 27 (11%), 29 (11%) and
30(14%). O f these, the eight with the greatest difference between the zero

scores for boys and girls in order of the m agnitude of the difference were

questions 7, 4, 9, 13, 20, 21, 24 and 26. Four of the eight showed the

boys scoring higher than the girls (13, 20, 21 and 26), and four showed the

girls scoring higher than the boys (4, 7, 9 and 24).

Question 13 is on the subject o f unreasonable requests from peers. No 

boys, compared with 17% of girls, desired to give in to the request rather

than assert themselves. 19% of boys, compared with 4% of girls, in

contrast desired to refuse in a very unpleasant way, whereas 30% of girls, 

compared w ith 6% of boys, desired to refuse in quite an unpleasant way.

A part from  the 19% of boys who wanted to behave unpleasantly, the rem ainder 

were placed in the "refuse firmly" category. Why so many of the girls

desired to refuse in quite an unpleasant way is unclear. It is possible 

that they believed refusing firm ly would not have been a strong enough

response to deter the other person.

Questions 20 and 21 are both on the subject of bullying, and the 

results here I found surprising. While over half of the boys desired never 

to bully nor be bullied, only 35% of girls expressed the same wish and 30%
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of them  (compared with 12% of boys) desired sometimes to bully others.

Sim ilarly, nearly half the sample of boys desired to get the bullies to

stop by jok ing  or achieving status, compared with only 17% of girls. 19%

of boys and 22% of girls preferred the "become angry and shout" option, 

while 44% of girls, compared with only 31% of boys, preferred the "fight

back" option. This is certainly a major difference between the pattern of 

the gram m ar school and secondary modern girls and boys, and raises some

very interesting questions which I hope to investigate at a later date.

Q uestion 26 is on the subject of asking questions in class. Here the

boys are firm ly rooted in the zero category, "only when you need to" (88%),

w ith the rem ainder (6% and 6% respectively) opting for "often" and "all the

time". 65% of girls also choose zero, but over a quarter opt for "usually

not" (22%) or "never" (4%). This again contrasts with the grammar school

children (both boys and girls), where nearly 90% of both groups opted for

the zero category. There certainly appears to be a more complex picture

em erging than that of differences in social responses appropriate for girls

com pared with boys. It seems that the type of school where the boy or girl

has to function  acts as a fu rther filter in determining what constitutes a

skilled response to a situation.

The response pattern for the other four questions is less surprising

than for these. Question 4 is on the subject of smiling. Here 78% of

girls, com pared with 50% of boys, desired to smile quite a lot, but never

at som ething unpleasant or inappropriate. This is again a much lower

percentage than that of grammar school children. 31% of boys said they

desired to smile sometimes just to themselves, or when something unpleasant

had occurred, compared with only 4% of girls. Similarly question 7, on the

subject o f initiating conversation with classmates, showed 83% of girls,

com pared w ith 50% of boys, opting for the zero alternative "can start to

chat easily to almost all your classmates". 19% of boys desired never to 

in itiate  conversation with classmates (compared with only 2% of grammar

school boys and 0% of secondary modern girls). The remainder of the girls

(9% in each case) opted for either the "sometimes" or "quite a lot"

categories. Question 9, "responding to compliments", showed 78% of girls

desiring to respond by feeling pleased and thanking the person, and 22%

desiring to feel a little embarrassed but deep down quite pleased. Boys,

how ever, responded differently. 50% desired to respond by feeling pleased 

and thanking  the person; 31% preferred to feel a little embarrassed but
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pleased; and 19% did not want to thank the person, but felt that they

should receive compliments more - that they were not sufficiently

appreciated. Question 24 is again (like question 7) about initiating

contact - this time w ith a new classmate. 83% of girls chose the zero

category ("would try to talk to them when an opportunity arose"); 9% said

they would definitely like to approach the person and to expect loyalty

from  the newcomer; and the other 9% that they desired to be the first to 

initiate contact, and to expect loyalty from the newcomer. This compared

w ith 56% of boys who opted for zero, with the remainder dividing up evenly

between those who desired "never" to initiate contact, those who desired

definitely to do so and those who desired always to do so (and to expect

loyalty). A further 6% said they desired "probably not" to initiate 

contact. The pattern inherent in each of these four questions is more

predictable and in line with the results from the grammar school group,

whereas the earlier four questions would suggest that a closer analysis of

which skills are appropriate for which contexts needs to be undertaken.

6.2.6.3 The Remedial Group

The remedial group was so small (6 boys, 6 girls) compared with the

other groups that one can only make some tentative general observations 

about their results in comparison with the other groups. The raw scores

are actually more inform ative in this instance than the percentages (see 

A ppendix 6). Surprisingly, compared with the results from the other

groups, more boys scored more frequently in the zero category than did

girls. Q f the 29 questions, more girls than boys opted for zero on only 10

occasions. When comparing the differential between the zero choices for

boys and girls, only 5 questions showed boys and girls choosing somewhat

differently . In questions 2, 3 and 21, three more boys than girls opted

for zero; and in questions 16 and 25, three more girls than boys opted for

zero.

Question 2 was on the subject of people using their hands when talking. 

2 girls said they desired never to use their hands; 3 said they desired to

use their hands less often than classmates; and only one said she desired

to use her hands about the same amount as her classmates. In contrast, 4

boys said they would prefer to use their hands about the same amount as
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classmates, and 2 said they would prefer never to use their hands. In

question 3, on the subject of touching, 5 boys (compared with 2 girls) said 

they desired to touch others and be touched when it was natural to do so,

and only 1 boy (in contrast with 3 girls) said he would prefer hardly ever

to touch or be touched. One other girl said she preferred never to touch

nor be touched. Question 21, on bullying, showed 4 boys desiring to deal

with bullying by joking or being good at something the bullies would admire 

(in contrast with 1 girl); 1 boy preferring  to become angry and shout at

the bullies (compared with 2 girls); and 1 boy preferring to become angry

and fight back (no girls chose this option). Of the remaining 3 girls, 2

opted for trying to tell the bullies their behaviour was unfair, and 1

preferred  ju st to accept the bullying. Question 16 was the only question

upon which all 6 girls agreed that they desired the zero option, which was

that when they did badly at something, they would feel disappointed but

would determ ine to do better next time. Only 3 boys opted for this

a lternative. Of the other 3 boys, 1 said that he desired to feel 

depressed for a long time afterwards; 1 said that he preferred to feel

disappointed but to accept it; and 1 said that he desired to accept it and

feel nothing. In question 25, on the subject of talking to teachers, 5

girls said they desired to talk to teachers quite easily (compared with

only 2 boys), and 1 said she preferred to talk to the teachers rarely

(com pared with 2 boys). The rem aining 2 boys said they would like to talk

to teachers quite a lot, in preference to classmates.

The only other questions to be mentioned here are those which provoked

100% agreem ent among either the boys or the girls. Question 16, which

elicited full agreement among the girls, who all opted for zero, has

already been discussed. The only other two questions to be fully agreed

upon were questions 1 and 5. In each case all 6 boys agreed that they

pre fe rred  the zero category. Question 1 is on the subject of eye contact

when talking. Here the boys said they would like to look at the other

person about the amount which indicated interest (even if  they were not

really interested). Question 5 is on the subject of voice level when

talking. Here the boys agreed that they desired to speak neither too

softly nor too loudly - about average.

A gain it has to be emphasized with this group that, although it is

im portan t that they are represented, irrespective of the num ber of

subjects, the smallness of the group does make general observations and

165



comparisons with other large groups more d ifficult. The indications from 

the results, however, are interesting, and enable tentative hypotheses for 

the future to be made.

6.2.7 Boys and Girls: Responses According to Nationality

The Irish boys and girls differed less and over a smaller range than

did the English (see Appendix 15). It has to be emphasized, however, that

the Irish group was composed exclusively of grammar school children, while

the English group comprised grammar, secondary m odern and remedial

children. It is therefore impossible to hypothesize about differences in

nationality , since potential national differences are inseparable from 

those potentially resulting from type of school.

Ten questions on the desired questionnaire showed a difference between 

the Irish boys and girls of 10% or more, compared with fifteen questions

where there was a difference between the English boys and girls. The range

of d ifference in the Irish group was also much smaller (the highest

d ifference, for question 29, being 16%) than that for the English group

(where the highest difference, for question 20, was 29%). The top ten

questions in order of the magnitude of difference for the Irish group were

29, 3, 6, 13, 21, 4, 24, 28, 14 and 19. For the English group the top ten

questions were 20, 13, 25, 17, 16, 19, 3, 21, 24, 26 and 27. It is

interesting that of these questions, 5 are common to both groups (3, 13,

19, 21 and 24). These five may provide a clue to sex differences in

appropriate  social skills across nationality and /or type of school.

Question 3 is on the subject of touching. Here the result is

surprising. Both groups obviously show a distinct sex difference in their 

response to this question, but not in the same direction. The Irish girls 

are m uch happier to touch and be touched, providing it is done in a natural 

way, than are Irish boys. The English boys, in contrast, are much happier

to touch and be touched naturally than are the English girls. It is

possible that these two groups are envisaging d ifferent scenarios when they

are responding to the question. For example, the English boys may be

envisaging a playtime "rough and tumble" and the Irish boys may be

im agining a more form al classroom situation. Alternatively, it may be that

the cultural patterns operating in the two countries stimulate a d ifferent
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response to touching and being touched. The former possibility needs to be 

closely considered, as this could be an im portant weakness in the 

questionnaire. One may need to ask each question, and then request the 

child (in an interview , preferably, or written form) to clarify the context

which the child is envisaging when (s)he is deciding upon how to respond.

Question 13 is on the subject of unreasonable requests. Here again the

boys and girls of both groups d iffer markedly in the answer, but in

opposite directions. The Irish girls thought it more appropriate to refuse

firm ly than did the boys, 24% of whom desired to give in to the other

person often or always. In contrast, 71% of English boys p referred  to

refuse firm ly, compared with 45% of English girls. The rem ainder of these 

girls were spread fairly evenly between either giving in often (27%) or 

refusing in a quite or very unpleasant way (27%). The same comments apply

here as in question 3. Further questioning of the children would be

necessary to determ ine if  this is a cultural sex difference in responding

socially to a d ifficu lt situation, or whether the children have d ifferen t

social contexts in m ind. If  context is im portant but unclear, this would

be a weakness of the questionnaire.

Question 19 is on the subject of mixing with the opposite sex. Yet

again the sexes disagree, but in opposite directions according to

nationality. The Irish girls almost unanimously (98%) said they desired to

get on well with the opposite sex, compared with 88% of the boys. This is

adm ittedly not actually a very large difference, but the Irish group did

not vary so widely between sexes as did the English group. The English

boys similarly showed a strong preference for getting on well with girls 

(81% chose zero), but this was in marked contrast with the English girls,

only 62% of whom chose zero and 34% of whom preferred not to mix with boys 

or to be alone. This is a very interesting observation, and one which

stimulates many questions. If  this is a cultural difference then one 

wonders why English girls are so much less enthusiastic about getting along

with the opposite sex than the other groups. Again it is essential to

discover the scenarios or situations the children have in m ind when

answering a question such as this, in order to discover the reasons behind

these varying patterns of response.

Question 21 is on response to bullying. Here again the sex d ifferences 

between the two groups go in d ifferen t directions. 57% of the Irish girls

desired to get the bullies to stop by joking or being good at som ething
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they would admire, compared with 44% of Irish boys. 32% of the Irish boys 

p referred  to fight back, and this figure was reflected, but to an even

greater extent, by the English boys, 50% of whom preferred to fight back

and 33% of whom would choose to joke or become good at something admirable.

The English girls, however, in m arked contrast with the Irish girls, chose 

prim arily  to fight back (34%) or shout at the bully (24%), and only 17%

opted for joking or achieving status as a means of preventing bullying.

The im plication here is that there may well be cultural differences either

in the social situations which arise within the context of Irish and

English schools, or in the children’s response to those situations.

Question 24 is on the sub ject of initiating contact with a new class

m em ber. Here, for the first tim e, a similar pattern emerges for the Irish 

and English boys and for the Irish and English girls. In both

nationalities, a high percentage o f the girls (83% in both) desired to 

initiate  contact when a chance came to do so, but not to be too "pushy".

Only 15% of the Irish and 14% of the English girls desired to initiate

contact immediately and to expect loyalty from the newcomer. 71% of the

Irish and 67% of the English boys, however, would choose that zero

alternative; and of the rem ainder, 28% of the Irish and 24% of the English

boys desired to initiate contact immediately or as soon as possible, and

to expect loyalty from the person. In this instance, in contrast w ith all

the o ther situations, the boys compared with the girls seem to follow a

pa tte rn  which is similar regardless of nationality.

To summarize thus far, it again has to be stressed that due to external

circum stances, the composition o f this population has not been sufficiently

balanced to enable m eaningful conclusions to be drawn. It is therefore

impossible to differentiate betw een factors which may be contributing 

tow ards a particular pattern o f results. The type of school and the

nationality  of the children are so interwoven that differentiation is

impossible. Another m ajor problem  is ascertaining whether the context of

the social situation which the child has in mind is similar across groups.

This could only have been achieved had interviewing individual children

proved possible (which it did not). It is my hope in the future to be able

to rectify  these weaknesses.

In addition to the questions which showed a large difference between

girls’ and boys’ responses and were common to both the Irish and English 

groups, there are some other questions which require closer scrutiny.

168



These are questions 29 and 6 for the Irish group (which showed a difference

of 16% and 14% respectively - the first and th ird  largest difference in the

group); and questions 20, 25, 17 and 16 for the English group (which showed 

differences of 29%, 23%, 21% and 19% respectively - the first, third,

fourth  and fifth  largest differences in the group). In keeping with the

general pattern already observed between the Irish girls and boys, the

girls again scored much higher than the boys in the zero category of both

questions 29 and 6. In question 29, 91% of the Irish girls, compared with 

75% of the Irish boys, said their preference when told off unjustly was to

explain the actual circumstances. The rem ainder of the boys were divided 

betw een the 16% who said that they desired to refuse to justify themselves

(but to complain to friends) and the 9% who said that they desired to

express their anger and either to refuse to give, or only reluctantly to

give, an explanation. In question 6, 75% of the Irish girls compared with

61% of the Irish boys said that they desired sometimes to start a

conversation with a teacher if  they felt like doing so. Of the remaining

children, 20% of girls compared with 30% of boys said never, or only if  

they had to, would they desire to start a conversation with a teacher.

Once again, the impression given by these responses is that the Irish girls

are more desirous of easy social functioning with adults and members of the

same and opposite sexes.

The most notable difference between the English girls and the English

boys was in their response to question 20, on the subject of bullying. 67% 

of boys in contrast with only 38% of girls said their preference was

neither to bully nor be bullied. 9% of boys compared with 24% of girls

desired to be a bully sometimes; and 21% of boys compared with 31% of girls 

p referred  to be bullied sometimes. What this latter group actually means

by this response can in some cases be uncovered by looking at the

individual questionnaires. If  a child says (s)he is actually always

bullied, then to p refer to be sometimes bullied makes sense. However, some 

children seem actually to be bullied sometimes and also desire to be

bullied sometimes. These children would need to be interviewed to ensure

that the child has understood the d ifference between "actual" and 

"desired", and, if  h is/her understanding is adequate, to clarify the

rationale behind h is/her choice. Question 25 is on the subject of talking

to teachers. H ere the English girls responded similarly to the Irish

girls. 83% of girls compared with 60% of boys said they would prefer to
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talk easily at least to those teachers with whom they got on well. The 

rem ainder of the boys were divided between the 19% (compared with 10% of

girls) who said that they desired not to talk to their teachers, and the

22% (compared with 7% of girls) who said that they would prefer to talk to 

teachers rather than to classmates. This would imply that girls tend to

find conversing with adults easier than do boys, as the results for the 

Irish group in this instance were similar.

Questions 16 and 17 are both on the subject of responding to failure

and therefore will be considered together. On the subject of reasons for 

failing (question 17), 59% of girls compared with 38% of boys wanted to

attribute  failure to themselves and other factors, depending on 

circumstances. 45% of boys, in contrast with 35% of girls, wanted to 

a ttribute failure mostly or totally to themselves. 7% of girls, compared

with 17% of boys, wanted to attribute failure mostly or totally to other 

factors, rather than  to themselves. On the subject of emotional reaction

to failure (question 16), 69% of girls compared with only 50% of boys said

they would like to respond to failure by feeling disappointed for a while,

but deciding to do better next time; whereas 38% of boys compared with only 

21% of girls said that they would prefer to respond by just accepting it.

12% of boys and 10% of girls said they preferred to feel depressed or 

disappointed for some time. This pattern is very d ifferent from the Irish

one, where the m ajority  of both girls and boys (65% in both sexes) wanted

to feel disappointed but to determ ine to do better, and where similar 

percentages of both boys and girls (28% and 34% respectively) preferred

just to accept it. W ith regard to attribution of failure, 46% of boys and 

43% of girls preferred  to a ttribu te  cause to themselves and other factors,

partly  depending on external circumstances, and 44% of boys and 49% of

girls desired to blame themselves mostly or totally. This certainly sems 

to be one social situation where cultural differences (or possibly type of 

school) are m arkedly more influential than sex differences.

6.2.8 Overall Patterns of A nswering across Nationality and School Type

From  A ppendix 16 it is possible to see that the maximum range of

variability  for 18 of the 29 questions in their zero scores on the desired

questionnaire is 25% or less. This level of variability over so many
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questions would seem to encourage an optimistic view with regard to

discovering a consensus about what constitutes skilful behaviour between

children of varying nationalities and school types. 11 of the questions,

however, had a range o f variability exceeding 25%. These were questions 7,

9, 10, 12, 17, 19, 20, 23, 25, 27 and 28, which are discussed immediately

below. We shall then go on to discuss the seven questions (5, 6, 11, 15,

16, 17 and 29) for which the grammar school group, unusually, did not have

the highest zero score of the three groups which completed the desired

questionnaire.

Question 7, on the subject of starting a conversation with classmates,

had 93% of the gram m ar school children opting for zero ("being able to 

sta rt a conversation easily with almost all"). This contrasted with 69% of

secondary modern children and 67% of remedial children. Based upon the

tentative assumption that this difference is a genuine one, and not

a ttribu tab le  to the uneveness of the sample, it should be noted that it

could also be a difference o f culture rather than type of school. It is

interesting that the actual scores for the comprehensive school are quite

close (82%) to the desired scores for the grammar schools, while the scores

for the secondary m odern and remedial groups are similarly close to each

other. This may suggest that differences exist in the choice of the

appropriate  social skill, depending on the culture or school type involved. 

This would be an interesting question to discuss with the four groups

concerned.

Question 9, on responding to compliments, showed 89% of the grammar 

school group choosing zero ("feeling very pleased and thanking the

person"), and the other two groups scoring 58% and 67%. This pattern fits

the general one of the grammar school being ahead of the others in the

num ber of children opting for zero, but the difference in range is more

m arked than in most of the other questions.

Question 10, in contrast, has the grammar and secondary modern groups

scoring rem arkably similarly to each other (73% and 72% respectively), with

the rem edial group scoring only 42%. One cannot comment too much on this

statistic, given the small num ber o f subjects in the remedial group, but it

is notew orthy that the other two groups scored so closely together. The

subject of the question is "talking about oneself", and the zero option is

"talk easily about yourself if  someone asks, but like to shov/ an interest

in  other people too". This alternative seems generally agreed across
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groups and nationalities to be the most appropriate socially, and it is

interesting that the actual scores for the Scottish comprehensive also tie 

in very closely (73%).

Question 12 again found the grammar group scoring highly (62%), with 

quite considerable variation between the secondary modern and remedial 

groups this time (49% and 25% respectively). The subject is "saying sorry

to someone of your own age", and the zero option is "easy enough if  you are

in the wrong, but do not say it if something is not your fault". Even with 

the small num ber of subjects in the remedial group, this seems a

surprisingly low response for this group, and one would like to investigate

further. i t  is also a low percentage for the secondary modern group, and

again one wonders why this should be. In certain areas of behaviour, the 

secondary m odern group seem to have a d ifferen t code of social conduct than

the gram m ar school group, and it is these differences which are im portant

when confronting the issue of which behaviours are appropriate ones and

need to be m astered in order to function in a social world.

Question 17, on attribution of failure, has the jo in t highest variation

of all betw een the three groups. The grammar school scored lower for this 

question (43%) in the percentage of children choosing zero than the

secondary m odern group (62%), though both scored higher than the remedial

group (17%). The grammar group opted more towards blaming themselves for 

failure, bu t it is impossible to say if  this is a function of culture

(Celtic or Calvinist tradition, perhaps: it is interesting that the actual

scores for the Scottish comprehensive were very close [45%] to the desired

scores for the gramm ar schools); or type of school.

Q uestion 19, "mixing with people of the opposite sex in class", had the

gram m ar school children scoring highest in the zero category again, with

94% choosing the option "easily - you get on well with most of them". 62%

and 67% of the secondary modern and remedial groups respectively showed a

sim ilar desire. Again the similarity between the scores of these two

groups is surprising.

Question 20 yet again showed the secondary modern and remedial groups

scoring sim ilarly. 89% of grammar school children chose the zero category

- p referring  "never to bully nor be bullied" - contrasting with only 44% of

secondary m odern children and 58% of remedial children. The reader may

rem em ber from the section on differences in answers between the boys and
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girls o f the secondary m odern school that only 35% of the girls preferred

the zero option, with 30% preferring to be bullied sometimes and 30% 

prefering to bully sometimes.

Question 23, on the subject of response to bullying, had the secondary 

m odern and grammar groups scoring more closely together, although all the 

scores were fairly low in this instance. The zero option was "try to deal 

with the bullies yourself and if  that did not work, call a teacher". The

gramm ar school score for this alternative was 63%, the secondary modern

score 54%; the remedial group scored 33%. There was, indeed, no obvious 

category favoured by the m ajority  of children. The results were spread out 

considerably, with "giving up if  failing to deal with the bullies yourself"

perhaps a slightly favoured option. This statistic may reflect the

confusion which exists amongst children with regard to the appropriate

strategy for dealing with bullying - it is an area of complex social skills

which seems largely to be a mystery to children and adults alike.

Question 25 has the gramm ar and secondary m odern schools scoring

within about 10% of each other (85% and 74% respectively), and the remedial 

group scoring 58%. The subject is "talking to teachers", and the zero

response was that this was achieved "quite easily, at least with those one

got on well with". The small number of remedial children, and the fact

that over half of them did choose zero, prevents one from drawing any

conclusions about the difference in scoring patterns between the remedial

and other groups in this instance.

Question 27 again shows the secondary modern and remedial groups

scoring closely together (56% and 50% respectively). The subject here is

"response to praise by a teacher", and the zero alternative was "feel

pleased, but not let it show too much in case your classmates get jealous

and tease you". It is interesting, however, to note that the secondary 

m odern group preferred  the plus side of the scale -"feel pleased and go on 

about it"- and the remedial group the minus side o f the scale "get

embarrassed and wish the teacher had said nothing". This is where having a

bipolar scale is very useful. Without a bipolar scale, one m ight assume

that two groups scoring similarly were responding to the social situation

in a similar way, when in fact the opposite could be true, as in this case.

Question 28 has one of the highest differences in range of the whole

questionnaire (grammar 82%; secondary modern 54%; and rem edial 42%). The 

subject in this instance is "just (rather than unjust) punishment", and the
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zero option was "accept your punishm ent, say you are sorry and show other 

people that you are". In contrast to question 27, the remedial group and

the secondary modern group shared a similar pattern of response in this

case. Both tended to prefer the minus side of the scale - "never show how

you feel/som etim es say you are sorry but not want to".

The 7 questions where the gram m ar school group did not score highest in

the zero category will now be considered. Before looking at each

individual question, it should be pointed out that in questions 5, 6, 11,

12 and 29 there is a difference o f only a few percent between the gram m ar 

school group and the highest group. The subject matter of these questions 

will therefore simply be noted w ith the scores, and questions 15, 16 and 17

will be discussed more fully.

Question 5 is on the subject of "level of speech", and the zero option 

was "about average - just right". The percentage for each group’s zero

preference was as follows: gramm ar school, 91%; secondary m odern, 90%;

rem edial, 92%. Question 6 is on the subject of initiating conversation 

with a teacher, and the zero option - "sometimes when you feel like it"

was chosen by 65% of grammar school; 56% of secondary modern; and 67% of 

rem edial children. Question 11, on "listening to others", had 84% of

gram m ar, 87% of secondary m odern, and 75% of remedial children preferring  

to "always listen when someone else is talking, but able to talk easily 

oneself". Question 29 had 80% of grammar, 69% of secondary m odern, and 83%

of rem edial children preferring  to respond to unjust punishm ent by 

explaining the situation and clarifying their lack of involvement.

The three questions where the gramm ar school group had a very low

percentage in comparison with the other groups, opting for zero, were 

questions 15, 16 and 17. It is fascinating that the subject m atter o f  the

three questions is "trying to please people" and "response to failure". 

The zero option for question 15 was "try to please the people you get on 

well w ith bu t not everyone" and the grammar school children were the lowest

of all three groups choosing this alternative. Indeed, 35% said they 

desired "to try to please everyone most of the time" and 27% said th a t they 

desired to "try quite hard to please most people". Of the other two

groups, the secondary m odern school had the m ajority of the children opting 

for zero here (nearly 60%), and no distinct predilection towards the m inus 

side of the scale. The rem edial group leant towards the minus side o f the 

scale outside of the zero category. Similarly, question 17 had the gram m ar
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school group scoring second out of the three groups (the remedial group was 

lower), and here the subject was "attribution of failure". Only 43% chose 

zero, regarding failure as due "to oneself in part and partly other factors

depending upon the situation" with 21% desiring to attribute the cause to 

themselves mostly and 25% to themselves totally. Like the grammar school

group, the other groups tended towards the minus side of the scale in this 

question, but again the secondary modern had, by far, the highest

percentage preferring  zero (62%). Question 16 was somewhat different in 

pattern  from the other two questions. Here the grammar school children had

the m ajority  of the sample prefering  zero, "feeling disappointed for a

while but deciding to do better" in response to failure, and with the bias 

towards the plus side of the scale, i.e. feeling disappointed but accepting

it, ra ther than becoming depressed for a long time. The remedial group had 

75% choosing zero. The secondary modern group had 54% preferring the zero 

option, with somewhat more children outside that category opting for the

plus ra ther than the minus side of the scale.

The lim itations of the sample size have already been discussed. It 

will therefore suffice to note at this juncture that any observations or

hypotheses stim ulated by these results are within the confines of those

lim itations. The following observations are those of considerable interest

to me, and would form the basis of fu rther investigation.

F irst of all, the grammar school children were consistently higher than

the other groups in their choice of the zero option, which is assumed to be

for present purposes the most skilful of the five options on offer. A more

varied sample of grammar school children (from England, Scotland and Wales

as well as Ireland) should show whether this observation is representative

of gram m ar school children or whether it is predom inantly the Irish grammar 

children who so frequently choose zero. If  this pattern  of response is

representative of grammar school children, then it would be interesting to

compare and contrast that particular pattern with those of other groups.

One needs to know whether the gramm ar school group are more skilled than

the o ther groups at skills which each group agrees are appropriate ones; or

w hether the skills inherent in the present questionnaire are more

applicable to a grammar school group. The latter is unlikely, given that 

the in itial group of children questioned about social behaviour in the 

classroom came from varying schools, and that the leaning that existed was

to com prehensive and secondary m odern schools. The fact that the secondary
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m odem  group scored persistently lower throughout the questionnaire might

indicate either that they are poorer at the social skills encompassed by

the questionnaire, or that a d ifferent set of skills is necessary in the

secondary m odern setting. Such a difference in emphasis is crucial to our

knowledge and understanding o f the social world of the adolescent, and

really one could not progress further in developing the questionnaire until

such investigation was carried out and clarification obtained.

Secondly, it  is fascinating to note more extensively than we have done

so far the extent to which the comprehensive group’s actual scores

throughout the questionnaire, though usually lower than the grammar school

group’s, were m uch more sim ilar to those of this group than to those of

either of the other two groups (e.g. question 7, comprehensive 82%, grammar

93%; question 10, 73% and 73%; question 12, 68% and 62%; question 17, 45%

and 43%; question 20, 82% and 89%; question 27, 81% and 82%). It is

impossible to say at this stage whether this is a result of a shared Celtic

heritage which predisposes both groups to possessing a similar set of

social values and skills, or whether other factors are in operation. To

investigate further, one would like, firstly, to make a priority of

obtaining desired results for the Scottish comprehensive group as a genuine

comparison; and secondly, to investigate the composition of each group more

closely to determ ine whether social class, intelligence or culture could be

factors in operation here which might be responsible for the distinct

sim ilarity betw een certain groups in contrast with other groups.

6.2.9 Com parison Between the Zero Scores of the Irish and English

Groups

Looking at A ppendix 16, it  is surprising to me that there is so little

variation between these two groups in many of the questions on the desired 

questionnaire. For example, questions 1, 3, 4, 6, 10, 11, 16, 17 and 18

have a range of variation which is 12% or less. Comparing these scores

with the variance on the "type of school" results could enable us to make 

tentative hypotheses about the differences which m ight be cultural and 

those which m ight be associated more with the type of school. I say 

tentative because, of course, with the difficulty  of obtaining an adequate
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cross section of groups represented, an imbalance in the population exists, 

and therefore the resulting p icture of how national groups actually

responded could be a distorted one. No conclusion can thus be made with

any degree of confidence. W ithin these limitations, however, those

questions which displayed considerable variance across the two groups will

be discussed, and the observations which can be tentatively made and could

be very helpful in determ ining the best direction for future research will

be outlined.

Two questions from the desired questionnaire had a range of variance

across the two nationalities o f 25% or more. These were questions 20 and

28. Question 20 showed 91% of the Irish choosing "never to bully nor be

bullied", in comparison with only 55% of the English group. One suspects

that particularly the secondary m odern girls in this group caused the great

variation in result. The reader m ight recall that only a th ird  of these 

girls chose the zero category, while the remainder were divided almost 

equally between those who p referred  sometimes to be bullied and those who

p referred  to bully. Question 28, on just punishment, had 85% of the Irish

group opting for "accepting the punishm ent, saying sorry and showing you

are", in contrast with only 55% of the English group. The rem ainder of the

latter group was spread to either side of the scale, but with more children

opting for not wanting to show any em otion rather than showing anger.

The first observation to be made here is that most of the questions on 

the questionnaire show little variation in terms of responses, and

therefore could be those which are appropriate to this age group across

d ifferen t cultures. These would be the questions which should form the

core of a questionnaire were it to be used in different parts of the 

country. The questions which show wide variation obviously need fu rther

investigation to discover why such variance occurs. Is it, for example, 

the result of lack of clarity in  the question regarding social context, or 

a genuine reflection of cultural difference? The second observation

concerns the difficulty  of disengaging potential cultural differences from 

possible "type o f school" differences, given the compilation of the

population, but enough has been said about this problem already. Thirdly,

there seem to be underlying differences (either attributable to culture or

other factors) which may prove to be related to the "internal-external

locus of control" debate. I t  had been hoped to include this dimension in 

the study, but it was impossible to gain possession of a suitable scale for
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this age group in time. Indeed, had that been achieved, those schools

w hich did participate may have decided against doing so, because of the

additional time which would have been required. This is an area of study

for the fu ture, certainly, and one which, in view of the distinct

d ifference here in the pattern of group response to some of the questions

discussed earlier (compare, for example, questions 15, 16 and 17 in 6.2.8

above w ith questions 28 here) may prove fruitful.

6.3 Q uestions which were Exceptions to the General Pattern of Results

O utlined  in  6.2

6.3.1 Questions which did not have a Higher Response in the Zero

Category of the Desired Questionnaire Compared with the Actual 

Questionnaire

W ith the exception of four questions, all the questions on the

questionnaire had higher zero scores on the desired questionnaire than on

the actual questionnaire (see Appendix 5). This would imply, firstly, that

the children com prehended the distinction which they were being asked to

make betw een their actual behaviour and how they would like to behave; and

secondly, that the m ajority of children were also able to judge which

behaviour was the most appropriate even though some believed themselves

unable to behave in that way. The four questions which did not comply with

this general observation are numbers 3, 13, 15 and 23.

In  question 3, on "touching people", 81% chose the zero option on the

actual questionnaire ("touch other people when it’s natural"), with 13.4%

and 2.4% choosing -1 and -2 respectively, and 2% and 1.2% choosing +1 and

+2 respectively. On the desired questionnaire, the zero option dropped a 

little  to 75%, with the +1 and +2 percentages rising a little to 5.5% and

2.75% respectively, and the -1 and -2 scores becoming 12% and 4.5%. The 

move from  the middle option of 6% seems to be more to the plus side of the 

scale (with a rise from 3.2% to 8.25% over +1 and +2), with little change 

in  the m inus side (15.8% responded to either -1 or -2 in the actual 

questionnaire, and that percentage rose only slightly to 16.5% in the

desired questionnaire). While there is a small movement towards desiring

m ore physical contact with others, it is very small, and a greater num ber

178



of children (16.5% of the sample) desired little physical contact of the 

kind suggested in the questionnaire. It would be interesting, though, to 

ascertain if  it is this particular kind of contact that this 16.5% dislike. 

I have observed that boys, for example, engage in a very high level of 

physical contact in general rough and tumble or "pretend" fights and games,

and m ight h it another's arm to gain attention. Other forms of contact (a 

hand on the arm , for example), however, can produce a negative and

sometimes aggressive reaction, and on occasion a verbal questioning of the

toucher’s m asculinity.

In question 13, on "being asked to do something which is very

unreasonable", 76% chose 0 on the actual questionnaire ("refuse firm ly to 

do what the other person asks, but not in an unpleasant or rude way"),

dropping to 71% on the desired questionnaire. 1.6% and 12% chose -2 and -1 

(13.6% total) on the actual questionaire, which became 1.5% and 16% (17.5%

total) on the desired questionnaire. 6.5% and 3.7% chose +1 and 4-2 (10.2%

total) on the actual questionnaire, and those figures became 7.25% and 4%

(11.2%) on the desired questionnaire. Once again the difference between

the figures on the two questionnaires is small, but the little there is

seems to be towards wanting to facilitate the persons request, however 

unreasonable. It would be interesting to ascertain whether this movement

could be a ttributed  to the influence of the traditional moral ethic of

self-sacrifice being "good", especially given that a large proportion of

the schools • in the sample still included Religious Education as part o f the

syllabus.

In question 15, on "pleasing people", 50% of children chose zero on the 

actual questionnaire ("try to please the people you get on with but not

everyone"), compared with 40.5% on the desired. 29% and 16.5% (totalling 

45.5%) opted for -1 and -2 respectively on the actual questionnaire,

compared with 23.5% and 32% (totalling 55.5%) on the desired questionnaire. 

4.5% and 0.4% chose 4-1 and 4-2 respectively on the actual questionnaire, 

which changed oiily marginally to 2.5% and 1.5% on the desired

questionnaire. The 9.5% change in the zero scores of the two groups and

the 5.5% decrease in the -1 group on the actual questionnaire seems to be

reflected in the large increase in the -2 group on the desired

questionnaire (15.5%). There is a very small change in the 4-1 and 4-2

groups on the two questionnaires - a decrease of 2% and an increase of 1% 

respectively on the desired questionnaire. As with question 13, this is a
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m ovem ent which I would not have anticipated, and one wonders about the

rationale behind desiring to please everyone most of the time. In our

society we certainly place great emphasis on children’s obedience and

compliance. Indeed, it is interesting that the response to the upsurge in

the figures on sexual abuse with the recent publicitly was to teach

children that it was acceptable to say "No" to an adult. It may be that as

educators and parents we are failing to provide children with an adequate

cognitive fram ework into which the learning they receive from us can be

placed in context. For myself, this particular result was disturbing,

given that over 55% of children desired to please everybody or most people

(less than 5% made little or no effo rt to please), and one which I would

very m uch like to investigate further.

In question 23, on being bullied, 79% chose the zero option on the

actual questionnaire ("try to deal with the bullies yourself, or call a

teacher"), but this figure dropped to 75% on the desired questionnaire.

The 0.4% and 4.1% (a total of 4.5%) who chose -2 and -1 respectively on the

actual questionnaire became 1.5% and 2% (a total of 3.5%) on the desired

questionnaire. The +1 group (14%) did not change, but the +2 group moved

from  2% on the actual questionnaire to 7.75% on the desired questionnaire.

The 4% decrease in the zero score on the desired questionnaire, plus the 1%

from  the minus side of the scale, is reflected in the increase on the plus

side of the scale. The difference in the figures on this question are

small, but they are interesting. One wonders why the 5% who would prefer

to call a teacher rather than attem pt to deal with the situation do not

"actually" do so. One would like to investigate further to see if  there is

stigm a attached to calling a teacher, and if one had to do so, what

consequences would have to be faced by the caller.

6.3.2 Questions where the Zero Score was less than 70% on the Desired

Questionnaire

21 out of the 29 questions on the desired questionnaire showed 70% or 

more of the sample desiring to behave in the manner described in the zero 

option (see A ppendix 10). Questions 1, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 11, 18, 19, 20, 25,

26 and 30 showed that over 80% of the sample chose zero on the desired

questionnaire; while questions 3, 10, 13, 14, 24, 27, 28 and 29 showed that
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betw een 70% and 80% chose zero on the desired questionnaire. With such a

large proportion of the sample falling in the zero category, it seems

reasonable to assume that that option proved to be the most appropriate one

for that age group in that context.

E ight of the 29 questions, however, had less than 70% of the sample

opting for zero (questions 2, 6, 12, 15, 16, 17, 21 and 23); and it is

necessary to consider these individually, as this would suggest that the

zero option for these questions may not be the most socially appropriate 

one.
In question 2, less than half of the sample fell w ithin the zero range

(48.5%), and only 3% and 1% scored +1 and +2 respectively. The remaining

half of the sample scored -1 (29%) and -2 (18%). The trend here seems to

be that one should be no more physically expressive than one’s

contem poraries. There is also a strong leaning in favour of minimal or no

use of the hands at all. I would very much like to video children to see 

how much they actually do or do not use their bodies (hands in particular)

in communicating; and also to show videos to the children of their peers

who are doing so, in order to discover which characteristics are ascribed

to those who do gesticulate more than average. It is possible, however,

that no particular characteristics are ascribed to those who do use their

hands expressively, and (given the problem which there seems to be with

bullying, for example) that individual children simply try not to draw

attention  to themselves in any way. W hatever the reason, we can say that 

the trend towards what is regarded by the children as being desirable

behaviour is very much away from gesticulation.

In question 6, more than half the sample did in fact score zero (63%),

b u t a substantial num ber also scored -1 (19%). Of the remainder, 8% scored 

-2, 6.5% scored +1 and 3% scored +2. These last two figures show that

there is a group of children, albeit a small one, who seem to feel as much

or more at ease with an adult than with their peers, and this would be an

interesting  group to focus upon. One wonders if  they are more at ease with

the adult because they are failing to get on with their peers; or whether

they are failing with their peers because they relate easily to an adult

au thority  figure; or if  they can in fact get on with both groups even if

their preference would be for adult conversation. The general response, 

w hich I regard positively, is that the children would like to be able to

sta rt a conversation with a teacher, mostly when they would choose to do
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so, and to a lesser extent if  they had to. The "actual" results suggest

that the desire to do so is somewhat in excess of the children's ability to 

initiate conversation. 45% only started a conversation if  they had to, and

41% said they started a conversation if  they felt like it.

In question 12, as in question 6, more than half the sample scored zero 

(57%), but a substantial num ber also scored -1 (21%) and -2 (14.5%). Only

5.5% scored +1, and 2% scored +2. This result was somewhat surprising to

me, as I would not have anticipated that 35.5% of the children would prefer 

to be apologetic, even when there was nothing actually to apologize for.

The 7.5% who would have prefered to find it d ifficu lt or very d ifficu lt to

say sorry reflected a decrease of 11.5% from the 19% who actually found it

d ifficult or very d ifficu lt to apologize. This 11.5% decrease was

correlated with the rise of 6% in the zero category, 4% in the -1 category

and 2.2% in the -2  category on the desired questionnaire. Why the shift 

should be in this direction can only be guessed at, but it is consistent 

with the other surprising findings mentioned in discussion of earlier

questions, and again raises the issue of the extent to which we (i.e.

educators and parents) are emphasizing certain values without sufficiently 

contextualizing them.

Question 15 has already been discussed under 6.3.1 above, because it 

was one o f the four questions which showed a drop in the desired zero score

from that of the actual questionnaire. Interestingly, this question had

the lowest zero desired score (40.5%) of all the questions on the

questionnaire. Only 2.5% and 1.5% (4% total) scored +1 and +2

respectively, the rem ainder of the sample falling on the minus side of the

questionnaire (23.5% scored -1 and 32% scored -2). The figures for the

plus side on the actual questionnaire were much the same as on the desired

questionnaire, but the zero score was 10% higher (50%), as was the -1 score 

(29%). The -2  score was considerably lower. Indeed, the -2 score 

increased on the desired questionnaire by 16.5%, which was the same amount 

that the 0 and -1  scores decreased. This indicates that ju st under half of

the children taking part wanted to try to please most people or everyone - 

not just those people with whom they got on quite well. A statistic such 

as this should cause concern, especially as this surprising result does not 

occur in isolation, but is in fact consistent with the unexpected pattern
emerging from  the earlier questions.
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Question 16 is the first in this section to show a swing to the plus

side of the questionnaire, although the zero score is actually still quite

high (63%: there is only a change of 3% between the actual and desired

questionnaires). The -2 score hardly changes (3.7% and 3% on the actual

and desired questionnaires respectively); the -1 score decreases from 10%

on the actual questionnaire to 3% on the desired questionnaire; the +1

score decreases from 23% on the actual questionnaire to 18% on the desired

questionnaire; and the +2 score increases from 4.1% on the actual

questionnaire to 13% on the desired questionnaire. The 7.7% decrease from

the m inus side of the scale and the 5% decrease on the +1 score (12.7%

total) is reflected in the 3% rise in the zero score and the 9% increase in

the +2 score. This is not a surprising result. The embarrassm ent, and 

sometimes the pain, of failure are emotions one might well wish one was 

unable to feel, and it is encouraging that the m ajority of children both 

actually do and desire to respond quite realistically but positively.

The zero score for question 17 was the third lowest of all those in the 

desired questionnaire (45%, com pared with 41% on the actual questionnaire).

The +1 and +2 scores were quite low (6% and 4.5% respectively, compared 

with 3.2% and 0.8% on the actual questionnaire). The -1 and -2 scores were

both relatively high (22.5% and 22%: an increase of 4.3% on the -2  score

and a decrease of 15% on the -1 score on the actual questionnaire). The

15% decrease in the -1 score on the desired questionnaire is reflected  in

the rise of 4% in the zero category, 4.3% in the -2 category and 3.2% and

0.8% in the +1 and +2 categories respectively. The most interesting

observation here is the large num ber of children falling again to the minus 

side o f the question, and the very small number who desire to be more

balanced in their view according to the situation (only a 4% rise in the

zero option) or to be more to the plus side (6.5% increase on the plus

side). 55% on the actual questionnaire fall within this category, and

44.5% on the desired questionnaire. Perhaps it is a healthy sign to see

some movement away from the m inus side on the desired questionnaire, where

responsibility  for failure seems predom inantly located in the self; but a

large proportion still desire to m aintain that belief. Given the pattern

w hich seems to be em erging from the m ajority of the questions already

discussed in this section, this result should not be surprising, bu t as
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with the other questions, it does raise the issue of what sort of image

children have of "skilful" or "desirable" behaviour, and whether it is in 

fact a psychologically healthy one.

Question 21 has the second lowest zero score in the questionnaire

(42%), although it is considerably higher than the actual score of 25%. 

H ere the swing in the desired questionnaire is to the plus side (13% and

31.5% scoring +1 and +2 respectively). This reflects a decrease of 13% on

the actual +1 score o f 26%, and a tiny increase of 0.5% on the +2 score of 

31%. The -1 score on the desired questionnaire was 6% (which represented a

decrease of 2.6% from the actual score o f 8.6%), and the -2 score on the

desired questionnaire was 7.75% Gust 1.25% less than the actual score of 

9%). This question provoked the largest response by far from children 

w riting in the free space. Bullying seems from this response to be a m ajor

problem for many children, especially those who try various methods of

coping w ith it and are unsuccessful in their attempts. Physical bullying,

ra ther than verbal alone, may be more o f a problem for boys than girls. 

Girls tended to describe being "picked upon", whereas boys tended to refer

more to being assaulted (kicked or hit). I should point out at this stage 

that the children who ticked zero in question 20 ("never bullied and never

a bully of other people") answered question 21 and 23 according to what

they imagined they would do if  they were bullied. 50% of the children said

they were never bullied or never bullies on the actual questionnaire (not

surprisingly, this rose to 80% on the desired questionnaire); 13% said they

were sometimes a bully of other people; and 0.8% said they were always 

bullying other people. Quite a large proportion said they were sometimes

bullied (33%), and 3.2% very unfortunate children said they were always

being bullied by other people. On the desired questionnaire it was

encouraging that there was no increase in the num ber of children wanting to 

be bullies. 0.5% (1 child) wanted to be "always bullying other children",

and 6% (a reduction of 7% from the actual score) desired to be a bully of 

others "sometimes". I suspect that the 2% (4 children) who said they

wanted always to be bullied were try ing to be amusing. Their scripts

contained drawings or unsolicited comments which implied they were adopting 

a particular attitude to the questionnaire generally. As to the 12% who

said they desired to be bullied sometimes, I was unclear whether they m eant 

that they did not mind being bullied sometimes (rather than always); or 

w hether they m eant they would prefer to be bullied rather than to bully; or
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w hether they actually derived some satisfaction from the attention which 

bullying brings. This again is where an interview to supplement the

questionnaire would have proved invaluable.

It is particularly interesting to note in question 21 that on the

desired questionnaire the two less extreme options of +1 and -1 score as

poorly as -2. The two most popular options are either "fighting back"

(where the desired questionnaire has virtually the same score as the actual 

questionnaire, perhaps implying either that those who opt for this choice

find it successful or that they believe nothing else will be more effective

even if  it is not successful); and "trying to joke or become good at

som ething the bullies will admire". The increase of 17% of children who

desire to choose this alternative is drawn from the large decrease in the

1 option (13%) and the much smaller decreases in the -1 and -2 options

(totalling 3.85%). It seems that verbal persuasion or anger alone is

insufficien t to deter bullies, and option +2 seemed to prove the most

successful. It received more "yes" answers to the supplementary question

(22), "does whichever of the above (answers) you have chosen make the 

bullies stop bullying you?", than any of the other options. This

observation may w arrant a change of strategy in therapy when considering

how to respond to this very complex skill of coping with bullies. This

issue really required more questions allotted to it than those included in

the questionnaire, and a future form of the questionnaire would certainly

compensate for this omission.

The zero score for question 23 on the desired questionnaire was

relatively high (59.5%, which was an increase of 16.5% on the 43% scored on

the actual questionnaire in this category). The next highest category was

-1 (20%, which was a decrease o f 16% from the 36% scored on the actual

questionnaire). The other three categories also showed fairly low scores.

-2  elicited a 2.5% response (a decrease of nearly 3% from the actual score

of 5.3%); +1 showed 11% of the children opting for this alternative (a

decrease o f only 1% from 12% scored on the actual questionnaire); and +2

had 7.25% of the sample opting for this alternative (which was an increase

of 3.5% on the actual score of 3.7%). About 80% of the children seemed in

practice to opt for trying to deal with the bullies themselves, and if  that

failed either to give up or call a teacher. It is interesting that there 

was a slight increase in the num ber who wished they could always call a

185



teacher rather than attem pting to deal with the situation themselves, and a 

large increase in the num ber who wished that they could call a teacher if

their own efforts failed (the total of both groups came to just over 20%). 

The increase in these two categories correlates with the decrease of 16% in

the num ber of children from the -1 category (those who gave up in practice 

if  their efforts failed), the decrease of nearly 3% in the -2  category, and 

the 1% drop in the +1 category. From these observations it seems that the

children are reluctant to call a teacher even if  they desire to do so, and

in practice are prepared to give up defending themselves or another person

rather than have an authority  figure intervene. The reasons for this could 

be guessed at (loss o f prestige in the eyes of the peer group because

authority  figures are regarded as the "outsiders"; fear of drawing

attention to oneself, thereby heightening the risk of being singled out

w ithin the group), but if  there is one main lesson to be taken from this

study, it is not to place any reliance even upon seemingly logical and

coherent guesses when considering the world of the adolescent. The reasons

for this observation must therefore must remain a mystery for the present,

un til the children themselves can enlighten us.

6.3.3 Questions where the D ifference between the Actual and Desired

Zero Score was over 16%

These questions (20, 5, 9, 14, 6, 28, 19, 21, 23) were considered in

detail (see Appendix 11) because they may throw some light on whether there

are specific areas of behaviour with which children experience difficulty

in practice, even when they know which is the most appropriate. Before any 

conclusions can be drawn about this, however, it is necessary to look at

the breakdown of answers to these questions and the individual children’s

overall pattern of response, to see whether there are any idiosyncratic

patterns of individual response that might be affecting the results. The

questions where there was a difference between the actual and desired zero 

score of over 16% will be considered in order of the magnitude o f that 

differential.
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6.3.3.1 Question 20 (with 21 and 23)

This question has to be considered in conjunction with questions 21 and 

23, even though they show a much smaller differential between the two 

questionnaire results, because they each provide information on the subject

of bullying. Question 20 showed a 30% difference between the two zero

scores, the actual being 50% and the desired being 80%. It surprised me 

that only half of the children in the study had never been bullied or had 

never bullied themselves. Given the num ber of children who wrote

specifically (and many quite substantially) about bullying in the free 

space provided, it may be more of a problem than previously realised by 

professionals, in terms of the psychological consequences of bullying 

itself and the aura which surrounds it, threatening even those who are not

directly victims. It is not surprising, however, that the num ber of

children desiring never to be bullied or a bully jum ps to 80% on the

desired questionnaire. 33% said they were sometimes actually bullied by 

others, and this figure dropped by 21% to 12% on the desired questionnaire.

O f the 8 children who said they were always bullied, 4 also chose the -2 

category on the desired questionnaire. 13% said they sometimes bullied 

other people, and this dropped to 6% on the desired questionnaire. 2 

children said they always bullied others, and this became 1 on the desired 

questionnaire. Most children then, whether bullies or bullied, desired

th at they should be neither a bully nor a victim of bullying. As m entioned 

earlier, this was particularly encouraging, as one might have anticipated a 

desire to be bullies from those who were actually victims, and this did not

occur. The actual and desired scores o f the children falling in either the

-2  or +2 categories are given below, and these results will then be 

discussed in conjunction with the overall scores of some of those children.

Subject A ctual Desired Details

13 -1 +2 boy from an English grammar
37 -2 0 boy from an Irish grammar

58 -2 0 boy from an Irish grammar
149 0 -2 boy from an English secondary modern
150 -2 +1 boy from an English secondary modern
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157 +2 0 boy from an English secondary m odern

163 -1 -2 girl from an English secondary m odern

170 +2 +1 girl from an English secondary m odern

201 -2 -1 boy from an Irish grammar

204 -2 -2 boy from an Irish grammar

218 -2 -1 boy from 

modern

the remedial unit of an English secondary

219 -2 0 boy from 

modern

the remedial unit of an English secondary

220 -2 0 boy from 

modern

the remedial unit of an English secondary

204 -2 -2 boy from an Irish grammar

212 -1 -2 girl from the remedial unit of an English

secondary modern

The overall scores are given below for those subjects scoring at either 

extreme on the desired questionnaire. Subjects 163, 149, 204 and 212

scored -2 on the desired questionnaire; and subject 13 scored +2 on the 

desired questionnaire.

Sub]. Actual Desired Teacher General Peer Vote

13 1 6 14 6 1 2 2 12 5 7 0 2 20 7 0 5 11/20

149 6 5 12 3 3 6 3 12 4 4 0 0 11 16 0 5 3/20

163 1 6 17 2 3 1 5 18 2 3 0 3 11 11 3 4 1/17

204 9 7 9 1 3 6 8 13 2 0 0 1 25 4 0 5 1/31

212 1 9 16 3 0 3 5 18 2 1 1 6 15 8 0 5 5/11

Subjects 163 and 149 are both placed firmly to the plus side of the 

scale by the teacher, though they both perceive themselves as being fairly

evenly spread to either side of zero on both the actual and desired 

questionnaires. N either seems to be aware that they are perceived as being 

very m uch to one extreme, and this problem of perception may account for

their poor peer votes. Subject 204 seems to regard him self as being much 

more to the m inus side of the scale than his teacher, who places him
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predom inantly in the middle o f the scale. Not only does this child regard

himself to be on the minus side, but he also desires to be very m uch to 

that side of the scale. This again raises the topic of why the attraction 

of that side of the scale (among a m inority of children) should exist, and

how we are to in terpret it. Subject 212 is a girl from the rem edial group 

who is regarded by her teacher as average on the general score, and fairly

evenly spread either side o f zero on those results which fall outside zero. 

The girl herself has almost the same num ber of zeros on her questionnaires

as the teacher has awarded her, but places herself more to the m inus side

on the remaining questions on both the actual and desired questionnaires.

Subject 13, the only one to opt for the +2 category on the desired

questionnaire, shows a desire to be a little more to the plus side o f the

scale than he already is, and his teacher regards him as being averagely 

skilled and predom inantly in the centre of the scale, leaning a little more 

to the plus than the minus side, but by no means excessively so. He 

certainly had a very high peer vote (this is an all-boys gramm ar school),

and it may be that his actual questionnaire results, which show an even

spread either side of zero, indicate an ability to adapt his behaviour

according to the particular group he is with. His desire, however, seems

to be to be more assertive and, rather than suffer the occasional bullying

which he sometimes does, to bully the bullies instead.

In questions 21 and 23 (where there was a 17% difference and a 16.5% 

d ifference respectively between the two questionnaires), the actual score 

for the zero category was 25% and 43% respectively, and those figures rose

to 42% and 59.5% on the desired questionnaire. It was interesting that the 

zero option for question 21 came third in popularity, with +2 coming first 

(31%) and 4-1 (26%) second. Only 8.6% tried to convince the bullies of the

unfairness o f their actions (this figure descreasing only m arginally to

become 6% on the desired questionnaire), and 9% just accepted it and let

the bullies go ahead (this figure decreasing by only just over 1% - another

puzzling finding). The m ost popular means of dealing with bullies, then, 

is to fight back, with shouting at them or trying to joke/being  good at

something they will admire coming second and third. In question 23, less

than half the children in practice tried  to deal with the situation 

themselves and in the event of that failing called a teacher. A  surprising 

36% would try to defend themselves or another person being bullied, and if 

that failed would give up. 12% said they would usually call a teacher, and
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3.7% said they would always call a teacher. Two of the questions which 

included the option of calling a teacher at some stage increased on the

desired questionnaire. In the zero category, 43% rose to 59.5%; in the +1

category, 12% became 11%; and in the +2 category 3.7% became 7.25%. 5.3%

(13 children) said they would do nothing, and this decreased by only 2.8%

to become 2.5% (5 children) on the desired questionnaire. This result ties

in with the surprising result from question 20, where 8 children said they

were always bullied and only 4 showed a desire to change this situation;

and with the observation in question 21, that of the 22 children who just

accepted the bullying in practice, 17 showed no change from that

perspective on the desired questionnaire. It seems that there is a small

num ber of children who believe that they are unable to do anything to

change their situation. They have accepted it to such an extent that they

are unable to believe that they can change it - some to such a degree that 

they are devoid of the even the desire to change their circumstances, which

is so im portant in successful therapy of any kind.

6.3.3.2 Question 5

Question 5 had the second highest difference between the actual

and desired questionnaires’ zero category (25.5%). 66% of the children

thought they spoke at about the correct volume, with 18% saying that they

were too loud and 10.3% saying that they were too soft. 2.8% (7 children)

rated  themselves much too soft, and the same num ber rated themselves much

too loud. This num ber actually only dropped to 3 and 4 children

respectively in the desired questionnaire, which means that again we have

this small m inority of children who show no desire to be different. 91.5%

desired to be in the zero category, and only 2.5% and 2.75% desired to be

in the -1 and +1 categories respectively. The decreases in each section of

1.3% (-2), 8% (-1), 15% (+1) and 0.8% (+2), when summed, account for the

increase in the zero category of over 25%. It would have been interesting

to know if developmental changes occured in this area of volume control, or

w hether those children who are being scolded at pre-school for speaking too

loudly /softly  are still being told o ff at primary and secondary levels for
the same problem.
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Below are the actual and desired scores for those subjects who scored 

at either the +2 or the -2  extreme. This table is followed by the overall 

scores of those who chose either extreme on the desired questionnaire.

Subject Actual Desired Details

4 +2 +1 boy from an English grammar

11 -2 0 boy from an English grammar

48 +2 0 boy from an Irish grammar

49 -2 0 boy from an Irish grammar

149 -2 -2 boy from an English secondary m odern

151 +2 -1 boy from an English secondary m odern

153 +1 +2 boy from an English secondary modern

170 0 +2 girl from an English secondary m odern

177 -2 0 boy from an English secondary m odern

189 -2 0 girl from an Irish grammar

190 0 -2 girl from an Irish grammar

206 +2 +1 boy from an Irish grammar

208 +1 +2 boy from an Irish grammar

210 -2 -1 girl from the remedial unit of an 

English secondary modern

211 +2 0 girl from the remedial unit of an 

English secondary modern

219 +2 0 boy from the remedial unit of an 

English secondary modern

222 +2 n.a. girl from a Scottish comprehensive

235 -2 n.a. boy from a Scottish comprehensive

Subjects 149, 189 and 190 scored -2 on their desired questionnaire;

while subjects 170, 153, 206 and 208 scored +2 on their desired

questionnaire. T heir overall scores will now be tabulated.
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Subj. Actual Desired Teacher General Peer Vote

149 6 5 12 3 3 6 3 12 4 4 0 0 11 16 0 5 3/20

153 5 6 13 4 1 1 2 10 1 15 4 6 12 5 0 2 2/20

170 1 2 12 1 9 0 2 11 8 8 0 1 15 8 4 9 1/17

189 2 4 20 2 1 4 6 16 2 1 0 3 22 3 0 7 3/31

190 1 4 20 3 1 4 2 18 1 4 0 7 22 1 0 5 7/31

206 0 3 24 1 1 0 6 19 2 2 0 5 19 6 0 6 9/31

208 1 11 12 5 0 1 9 16 2 1 0 8 13 9 0 3 5/31

It is interesting that o f the three children who desired to speak much

too softly, two were girls from an Irish grammar school, and they had the

highest zero scores of the group (with the exception of a boy from the same

school - subject 206). Subject 149, in contrast, had low zero scores on

both his actual and desired questionnaires and on his teacher 

questionnaire. The latter placed him very much on the plus side of the

scale, though he sees him self as being fairly evenly spread either side of

zero. Since the teacher did not award him even one -1 or -2 result, it 

seems unlikely that his view of him self (and desire to remain that way) is 

accurately reflected in his choice o f the -2 category.

Subject 189 showed a desire to move a little more to the minus side of

the scale generally, with 190 desiring to move only one question to the

righ t and one to the left of zero. Subject 189’s teacher general score was

quite high (7), and 190’s was average (5), but 189’s peer vote was lower

than 190’s. It is possible that these two girls view speaking softly as a

positive attribute which may be related to a tendency towards a

traditional, sometimes puritanical, perspective of behaviour which has been

observed at times throughout this resumé of the questions in the

questionnaire. Asking these children to provide adjectives associated with 

people who speak very loudly/softly  may have proved interesting.

Of the four children who desired to be at the other extreme (+2), 3

were boys and one was a girl. Subject 170 (a girl) is already to the plus

side of the scale according to both her actual questionnaire and that of

the teacher, but she desires to be much more to that extreme. Surprisingly 

perhaps, she is awarded a very high general score by the teacher (9), which
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is an interesting result in itself, but as one m ight anticipate having

considered the overall pattern of results, she has only one peer vote out

o f 17.
Subjects 153 and 208 both have low zero scores across the whole range

of results, including their general score and peer vote. They both

described themselves as in the +1 category on the actual questionnaire, but

desired to be even more extreme. Subject 206 is interesting in that his

zero scores, general score and peer vote are all good. Indeed, this 

question is the only question in which he placed himself in the +2 category

on the actual questionnaire, and one of only two questions on the desired

questionnaire where he chose +2. As his general score is above average and

his peer vote high, one has to conclude either that this is the appropriate

behaviour in  his social context, or that because his other skills are so

good, this one social deficit does not affect the overall impression of

skilfulness which he displays.

6.3.3.3 Question 9

This question tied with question 5 as the second highest difference

betw een the two questionnaires in the zero category (25.5%). 58% said they

responded to compliments by feeling pleased and thanking the person (this

rose to 83.5% on the desired questionnaire), while 34.5% said they felt

very em barrassed but deep down were quite pleased (this dropped to 11% on 

the desired questionnaire). 5.7% said they did not thank the person

because they knew they deserved the compliment (this dropped to 1.5% on the

desired questionnaire interestingly); no-one said that they did not thank

the person and thought they should get more compliments (though, strangely, 

5 children did opt for that alternative on the desired questionnaire); and

4 children  were so embarassed that they wished the person had said nothing

(this num ber rem ained the same on the desired questionnaire).

The four subjects who scored -2  on the desired questionnaire were

subjects 60, 184, 212 and 215. Those scoring -2 on their actual

questionnaires were subjects 75, 150, 155 and 161. The children who scored

-2  on the desired questionnaire were thus different from those who had

sim ilar scores on their actual questionnaires. The five children who scored
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+2 on the desired questionnaire were subjects 3, 5, 150, 153 and 177. No

subject scored +2 on the actual questionnaire. A resumé

can be found below.

Subject Actual Desired Details

3 +1 +2 boy from an English grammar

5 +1 +2 boy from an English grammar

60 -1 -2 boy from an Irish grammar

75 -2 0 boy from an Irish grammar

150 -2 +2 boy from an English secondary modern

153 0 +2 boy from an English secondary modern

155 -2 -1 boy from an English secondary modern

161 -2 -1 girl from an English secondary modern

177 0 +2 boy from an English secondary modern

184 -1 -2 girl from an Irish grammar

212 0 -2 girl from the remedial group

secondary modern

215 0 -2 girl from the remedial group

secondary modern

of

of

an English 

an English

As a m atter of interest, only three subjects scored +1 on the desired

questionnaire, and they were num bers 39 (a boy from an Irish gram m ar school 

who scored 0 on his actual questionnaire); 131 (a girl from the same school

who scored 0 on her actual questionnaire); and 191 (a boy from a d ifferen t

Irish gram m ar school who scored +1 on his actual questionnaire).

It was interesting to consider the zero scores on all three 

questionnaires and the general and peer vote score for those subjects who

desired to be +2 or -2 on the desired questionnaire. A breakdown o f the 

overall results for these two extreme groups is provided below.
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Sub.i. Actual Desired Teacher General Peer Vo

3 0 2 18 7 1 1 2  13 6 6 0 0 17 12 0 5 2/20

5 2 3 17 5 1 3 3 14 1 7 0 1 12 16 0 4 3/20

60 1 9  1 1 6  2 9 5 13 1 1 0 0 27 3 0 9 7/9

150 8 5 7 4 5 0 0 9 7 13 5 9 12 1 0 3 2/20

153 5 6 13 4 1 1 2 10 1 15 4 6 12 5 0 2 2/20

177 1 4 18 4 0 2 3 17 5 2 0 7 20 1 0 7 1/17

184 0 2 27 0 0 11 4 11 3 0 0 3 25 2 0 6 4/31

212 1 9 16 3 0 3 5 18 2 1 1 6 15 8 0 5 5/11

215 3 5 21 0 0 2 5 21 1 0 0 9 17 4 0 7 7/11

I t is fascinating to observe that those children desiring to be "very

embarrassed" (-2) all have average or above average general scores, and 

three have extremely high peer votes. In contrast, the group choosing +2

on the desired questionnaire all have poor peer votes, and only two have an

average or above average general score. The first group also all desire to

rem ain leaning towards the minus side of the scale, or to be much more to 

that side, whereas all of the second group desire to be more to the plus 

side of the scale, and some excessively so. It would be enlightening to

ask both of these groups of children which personality attributes they 

associate with the behaviour described in the +2 and -2 categories, in

order to ascertain if  the group desiring to be to the plus side believe 

that that sort of behaviour is positive social behaviour which will enhance 

their social status, or whether they are deliberately flouting social 

mores. This is obviously an im portant piece of inform ation, as one’s 

therapeutic  strategy would be very different in the two cases.

It is particularly valuable to have such a range of scores. Any one 

category by itself m ight prove puzzling, but the overall picture which is

provided by the whole range of results reveals clues as to why certain 

individual responses seem peculiar (as in the case of the five children

above who desired to be in the +2 category when no-one had chosen that 

option on the actual questionnaire). It is also interesting to note that 

of the 4 children in the first group opting for the -2 score, 1 was a boy 

and 3 were girls; while two were from Irish grammar schools, with the other
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two from the remedial group. O f the 5 who answered +2, all were boys; 2 

were from English grammar schools and 3 were from English secondary m odern 

schools.

Ô.3.3.4 Question 14

This question showed a 23% difference between the two zero scores. 55%

chose zero, 19% chose +1, nearly 5% chose +2, 20% chose -1 and 1.2% chose -

2 on the actual questionnaire. On the desired questionnaire the zero

figure rose to 78%, and the -1, +1 and +2 figures decreased to 9.5%, 6.5%

and 2.75% respectively. This is as one would have anticipated, but the -2 

score increased to 3%, which was a rise from 3 to 7 children. Subjects 71

(a girl from an Irish gramm ar school who scored 0 on her desired

questionnaire), 171 (a girl from a secondary modern who scored -1 on her 

desired questionnaire) and 243 (a boy from a Scottish comprehensive school

for whom we have no desired score) were the 3 children who scored -2 on the

actual questionnaire. Subjects 6 (a boy from an English grammar school who

scored -1 on his actual questionnaire); 48 and 67 (boys from an Irish 

gram m ar school who both scored 0 on the actual questionnaire); 161 (a girl

from  an English secondary m odern school who scored 0 on the actual 

questionnaire); 152 (a boy from the same, school who scored +1 on his actual

questionnaire); and 180 and 184 (both girls from an Irish grammar school

who scored 0 on their actual questionnaire) were the subjects who scored -2 

on the desired questionnaire.

I t is interesting that none o f the children who chose -2 on the actual

questionnaire also chose -2 on the desired questionnaire. Two of the three

desired scores we have indicate their desired option to be zero. O f the 7

who desired to be in the -2 category, 2 also chose -2 on either the desired

or actual questionnaire in question 9: that is, subjects 161 and and 184.

T heir overall scores are given under question 9 and will not be repeated

here. Q f these 7 children, 4 were boys and 3 girls; 5 were from grammar 

schools (4 of these pupils being Irish) and 2 were from an English

secondary modern; and 5 of the children scored 0 on their actual 

questionnaires, with one choosing -1 and the other +1. The detailed 

description of each of these children’s scores is provided below.
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Subject A ctual Desired Details

3 +1 4-2 boy from an English grammar

6 -1 -2 boy from an English grammar

12 +2 0 boy from an English grammar

48 0 -2 boy from an Irish grammar

67 0 -2 boy from an Irish grammar

71 -2 0 girl from an Irish grammar

126 +2 4-1 boy from an Irish grammar

135 +2 4-1 boy from an Irish grammar

139 +2 0 girl from an English secondary modern

145 +1 4-2 girl from an English secondary modern

150 +2 4-2 boy from an English secondary modern

151 4-2 4-2 boy from an English secondary modern

152 +1 -2 boy from an English secondary modern

153 0 4-2 boy from an English secondary modern

157 4-2 0 boy from an English secondary modern

161 0 -2 girl from an English secondary modern

170 4-2 4-2 girl from an English secondary modern

171 -2 -1 girl from an English secondary modern

173 4-2 0 boy from an English secondary modern

175 4-2 0 boy from an English secondary modern

180 0 -2 girl from an Irsh grammar

184 0 -2 girl from an Irsh grammar

197 4-2 4-1 boy from an Irish grammar

218 4-2 -1 boy from the remedial unit of

m odern

243 -2 n.a. boy from a Scottish comprehensive

Given the large num ber of subjects listed above, it would be d ifficult

to compare the overall scores of each of them in detail, so again only

those who scored +2 or -2 on the desired questionnaire will be considered

below, although observations will be made with reference to the others

later.
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Subject Actual Desired Teacher Gen. Peer

Vote

3 0 2 18 7 1 1 2  13 6 6 0 0 17 12 0 5 2/20

6 1 8 1 2 5  2 8 6 7 1 6 0 11 18 0 0 5 3/20

48 1 2 16 7 3 5 4 18 1 1 1 2 13 12 2 4 7/9

67 4 5 18 1 1 2 2 22 2 1 0 8 20 0 0 6 4/8

145 1 4 18 5 1 5 4 15 3 2 0 1 9 11 6 8 6/20

150 8 5 7 4 5 0 0 9 7 13 5 9 12 1 0 3 2^W

151 1 4 9 9 6 1 8  14 4 2 0 1 11 14 1 4 5/20

152 1 5 14 6 3 2 4 18 3 2 1 4 22 1 0 6 5/20

153 5 6 13 4 1 1 2  10 1 15 4 6 12 5 0 2 2/20

161 9 1 1 3  4 2 7 1 1 4  4 3 0 7 21 0 0 5 5/17

170 0 1 12 1 9 0 2 1 1 8 8 0 1 15 8 4 9 1/17

180 0 5 22 1 1 6 5 15 2 1 0 4 26 0 0 7 7/31

184 0 2 27 0 0 1 1 4  1 1 3 0 0 3 25 2 0 6 4/31

It is interesting that of the above 13 pupils. 8 had a

on the desired questionnaire than on the actual; and the ze

lower zero score

ro score in one

or both of the questionnaires for each pupil was lower than average. The

general scores varied considerably, as did the peer vote. The four lowest 

peer votes were all given to subjects in the second section (those who had 

scored +2 on their desired questionnaire), and 3 subjects in that section 

had a general score o f 4 or less, compared with one subject scoring 4 in 

the first section (those choosing -2 on their desired questionnaire). It

is possible that those children desiring to be in the -2  category are a

little more sensitive to the effect of their behaviour on others, and 

therefore are m arginally more skilled socially than those desiring to fall 

in the +2 category. The -2 group may also be composed of the hypothetical 

m inority postulated at various earlier stages in this conclusion, who seem

to desire to be very restrained in the expression of their social selves.
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6.3.3.S Question 6

This question showed a 22% difference between the two zero scores.

Only 41% chose the zero option on the actual questionnaire, and this rose

to only 63% on the desired questionnaire. 4.5% and 1.6% opted for +1 and

+2 on the actual questionnaire respectively, which rose fractionally to

6.5% and 3% on the desired questionnaire; and 45% and 7% chose -1 and -2

respectively on the actual questionnaire, which became 19% and 7.25% on the

desired questionnaire. It was interesting that more children chose -1 on

the actual questionnaire than chose zero, and although the increase in the

zero category was substantial, it was still one of the lowest zero scores

throughout the desired questionnaire. It is possible that conversing with

the teacher may have consequences for a child’s standing with the peer

group, and that this is one reason that the desired 0 score is not very

high; or it may be that children prefer not to initiate contact with an

au thority  figure (or any adult who is not already emotionally close to the

child). It was also interesting that the -2 score remained almost exactly

the same. 17 children chose -2 on the actual questionnaire and 16 children

on the desired questionnaire; bu t as with other questions m entioned

earlier, each group was composed o f d ifferen t children on the whole. The

subjects who chose -2 on the actual questionnaire were numbers 11 (a boy

from  an English grammar school); 24, 61, 89 and 110 (girls from an Irish

gram m ar school); 30, 39, 86, 113 and 197 (boys from an Irish gram m ar

school); 149 and 155 (boys from an English secondary modern school); 161,

165 and 171 (girls from an English secondary modern school); 221 (a girl

from  the remedial unit of an English secondary modern school); and finally

227 (a girl from a Scottish comprehensive school). The subjects who chose

-2  on the desired questionnaire were 18, 20 and 21 (boys from an English

gram m ar school); 27, 28, 30, 197 and 205 (boys from an Irish gramm ar

school); 110 and 189 (girls from an Irish grammar school); 145, 147 and 161

(girls from  an English secondary m odern school); 149 and 153 (boys from an

English secondary modern school); and 218 (a boy from the remedial unit o f

a secondary modern school). Subjects 30, 110, 149, 161 and 197 were the

only ones who chose -2 on both questionnaires, so five children actually

never tried  to start a conversation with a teacher and were happy with

that. O f the remaining 11 who scored -2 on the desired questionnaire, 8

scored -1 on the actual questionnaire (this group sometimes started a

199



conversation, but only when they had to, and would have preferred never to

have to); and the other 3 children scored 0 on the actual questionnaire.

These three children who actually started a conversation with the teacher

when they felt like it, but desired never to do so, are interesting because

one wonders why, if  they have the social skill to initiate such a 

conversation, they would prefer not to use it. Could it be that the peer 

group would disapprove? If that were the case, however, one would expect

more than ju st three children to choose -2, and more than just 11, who

could actually start the conversation if  they had to, to opt for -2. The 

overall scores for the three children were considered in order to throw 

some light on the subject, and they are as follows.

Subj. A ctual Desired Teacher General Peer Vote

145 1 4 18 5 1 5 4 15 3 2 0 1 9 11 6 8 6/20

147 0 6 18 5 0 3 6 16 2 2 0 0 7 14 6 6 5/20

205 0 8 20 1 0 2 2 24 0 1 1 4 12 13 0 5 2/31

Subjects 145 and 147 view themselves as being moderately in the centre

of the actual questionnaire, with the remaining questions being answered

fairly evenly either side of zero, but they both desire to be more to the 

m inus side of the scale. The teacher questionnaire assesses them as both

being m uch more to the plus side of the scale, but the teacher does give

them good general scores, and their peer vote is good also. It may be

that, even though they do not perceive themselves as being as much to the 

plus side as the teacher would have them , they are aware that their

behaviour needs to be restrained somewhat. Given their fairly good general 

score and peer vote, it is possible either that they are succeeding in

curbing their behaviour, or that their more exuberant behaviour is in fact 

desirable in  that particular context, and therefore that their desire to be

m ore to the m inus side could lead to a lessening in their popularity.

Subject 205 viewed him self as being very much in the middle of the scale

and som ewhat to the minus side; he desired to be more in the middle, with

the rem aining answers distributed to the m inus side of the scale also. His

teacher, however, views him as being very much to the plus side of the

scale, and his peer vote is very low, so there is a possibility that his
perception o f his behaviour is faulty.
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6.3.3.6 Question 28

This question, like question 6, showed a 22% difference between the two

zero scores, although a higher percentage here chose zero. 53% chose 0 on

the actual questionnaire, and this rose to 75% on the desired 

questionnaire, indicating perhaps that it is much more d ifficu lt to sa^

sorry for something you have done than to feel it. 17%, a surprisingly 

high num ber, chose +1 on the actual questionnaire (dropping to 6% on the

desired questionnaire). This makes one wonder whether the show of anger is

for the benefit of retaining one’s personal prestige in the eyes of the

peer group or the teacher; or whether it is a genuine expression of

feeling, but a feeling which 11% would prefer not to experience, or perhaps 

at least to avoid showing. 3.7% chose +2 (which stayed almost the same, at 

4%, on the desired questionnaire - a finding which seems strange when one 

has been justly  chastised); 23.5% chose -1 (this dropped to 8.5% on the

desired questionnaire); and 1.2% chose -2 (which surprisingly rose to 6.5%

on the desired questionnaire - another strange finding).

The subjects who opted for -2 and +2 on the desired questionnaire (9

children chose +2 on both the actual and desired questionnaires; 3 children 

opted for -2 on the actual, rising to 14 on the desired questionnaire) were

as follows.

Subj. A ctual Desired Details

5 -1 -2 boy from an English grammar

7 -1 +2 boy from an English grammar

13 -1 -2 boy from an English grammar

20 0 -2 boy from an English grammar

28 -1 -2 boy from an Irish grammar
31 -1 -2 boy from an Irish grammar

82 +2 0 girl from an Irish grammar

90 -2 0 girl from an Irish grammar

93 +2 0 boy from an Irish grammar

117 +1 -2 boy from an Irish grammar

135 +2 +2 boy from an Irish grammar
139 +2 0 girl from an English secondary modern
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145 +2 -2 girl from an English secondary modern

147 -1 -2 girl from an English secondary modern

149 -1 4-2 boy from an English secondary modern

150 0 4-2 boy from an English secondary modern

153 -2 4-2 boy from an English grammar

157 4-2 0 boy from an English secondary modern

159 4-2 0 boy from an English secondary modern

167 4-2 -2 girl from an English secondary modern

169 4-1 4-2 girl from an English secondary modern

173 4-1 4-2 boy from an English secondary modern

174 4-1 -2 boy from  an English secondary modern

175 4-1 -2 boy from an English secondary modern

184 0 -2 girl from an Irish grammar

190 4-2 4-2 girl from an Irish grammar

213 0 -2 girl from the remedial unit of an English 

m odern

secondary

218 0 -2 boy from the remedial unit of an English 

modern

secondary

217 0 4-2 boy from the remedial unit of an English 

m odern

secondary

240 -2 n.a. boy from a Scottish comprehensive

As with the earlier questions, it is evident that a different group of

children scored 4-2 on the actual and desired questionnaires. Of the 9 in

each category, only two subjects (135 and 190) chose +2 to describe how 

they actually are and desire to be. O f the remaining seven who chose +2 on 

their actual questionnaire, five desired to be in the zero category and two 

desired to be at the other extrem e (-2). Of the remaining seven who chose

+2 on their desired questionnaire, one believed himself to be in the -2

category on the actual questionnaire; two placed themselves in the -1

category (these three subjects may have been over-com pensating in wanting

to alter their behaviour); two fell into the -t-1 category; and two scored 0

on the actual questionnaire. The latter four subjects (150, 169, 173, 217)

seemed particularly unusual, and therefore their overall results were
consulted.
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Subject 150 scored only 7 zeros on his actual questionnaire and 9 on

his desired questionnaire. He perceived him self to be very much to the 

m inus side of the scale, and desired to be much more to the other extreme.

The teacher questionnaire confirmed the boy’s own perception that he was 

very m uch to the minus side of the scale, and he was awarded a general

score of only 3, with his peer vote only 2/20. Subject 169’s zero scores 

were , much higher than the previous subject - 20 on the actual

questionnaire, dropping slightly to 18 on the desired. The teacher

questionnaire again confirm ed the girl’s own perception that she was 

slightly to the m inus side of the scale, and she herself showed a very

slight inclination to be towards the plus side. Indeed, so slight was the 

inclination that she scored only two +2’s on her desired questionnaire. 

The teacher awarded an average general score, and her peer vote was 3/17. 

Subject 173 scored 18 zeros on his actual questionnaire but this dropped 

considerably to 10 on the desired questionnaire. The teacher awarded 13

zeros, all but one of the remaining scores being to the plus side of the

scale. The boy showed some awareness of this tendency in his actual

responses, but his desired scores were almost evenly divided between the

plus, m inus and zero categories of the questionnaire. A little

surprisingly, the teacher awarded a general score of 8, but his peer vote 

was only 2/17. Subject 217 had the jo in t highest zero score on his actual 

questionnaire in the remedial group (21), which dropped slightly to 18 on

his desired questionnaire. Interestingly, his general score and peer vote 

were very good (8 and 7/11 respectively) but his perception of how he 

actually behaved was very different from the teacher’s. He viewed himself

as being more to the minus side of the scale, while the teacher (apart from

9 questions) placed him firm ly on the plus side.

O f the 3 children scoring -2 on the actual questionnaire, one desired

to be in  the zero category and the second in the +2 category. The th ird

was from  the Scottish sample, for whom there is no desired data. None of 

these three subjects also scored -2 on the desired questionnaire. O f the 

14 children  who did opt for -2 on the desired questionnaire, 5 had chosen - 

1 on the actual score, 4 had chosen 0, 3 had opted for +1, and 2 for 4-2. 

The latter 5 may again have been desirous to alter their behaviour so much 

that they over compensated.

203



On the whole, the zero scores for all these children seemed to be

fairly consistently below the average for their group, particularly on the

desired questionnaire. The exact num ber of zeros scored in each category 

is given below.

Subj. Actual Desired Teacher Gen. Peer 

Vote

5 2 3 17 5 1 3 3 14 1 7 0 1 12 16 0 4 3/20

13 1 6 14 6 1 2 2 12 5 7 0 2 20 7 0 5 11/20

20 0 8 17 2 1 2 3 21 1 1 0 13 16 0 0 5 4/20

28 4 12 11 1 1 6 8 13 0 2 0 9 18 3 0 5 5/9

31 2 8 15 3 1 7 6 12 0 4 0 1 28 1 0 10 5/9
117 0 3 14 10 2 1 3 21 0 4 0 5 5 14 6 4 3/9

145 1 4 18 5 1 5 4 15 3 2 0 1 9 11 6 8 6/20

147 0 6 18 5 0 3 6 16 2 2 0 0 7 14 6 6 5/20

167 1 4 16 4 4 3 2 21 2 0 1 4 23 0 0 6 3/17

174 0 4 20 4 1 4 6 8 3 7 0 1 19 8 0 8 3/17
175 0 4 17 5 3 4 7 9 3 6 0 2 21 5 0 8 4/17
184 0 2 27 0 0 11 4 11 3 0 0 3 25 2 0 6 4/31
213 0 7 20 2 0 2 6 19 2 0 0 11 11 8 0 6 6/11
218 2 7 11 5 4 9 10 10 0 0 0 3 2 24 1 5 5/11
7 1 3 17 6 1 2 0 21 4 1 0 0 29 0 0 10 4/20
135 1 4 17 3 4 0 1 22 3 3 1 6 14 5 1 5 7/9
169 1 7 20 1 0 6 2 18 1 2 1 5 22 0 0 5 3/17
149 6 5 12 3 3 6 3 12 4 4 0 0 11 16 0 5 3/20
150 8 5 7 4 5 0 0 9 7 13 5 9 12 1 0 3 2/20
153 5 6 13 4 1 1 2 10 1 15 4 6 12 5 0 2 2/20
173 0 4 18 5 2 4 5 10 5 5 0 1 13 13 1 8 2/17
190 1 4 20 3 1 4 2 18 1 4 0 7 22 1 0 5 7/31
217 1 6 21 1 0 3 6 18 1 1 0 2 7 18 3 8 7/11

In the group which chose -2 on their desired questionnaire, the peer

votes were high except for subjects 5, 20 and 184. Only two children had

below average general scores (both scoring 4), and they were subjects 5 and 

117. Both children were placed to the plus side of the scale by the
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teacher in the teacher questionnaire. On the whole, the actual and desired

zero scores for this group rem ained much the same, only varying by two or

three, except for subjects 117 (who scored 14 on the actual and 21 on the

desired), 167 (who scored 16 on the actual and 21 on the desired), 174

(whose zero score dropped from 20 on the actual to 8 on the desired), 175 

(whose actual score similarly dropped from 17 to 9) and 184 (whose score

also dropped from 27 to 11). The group also leaned to the minus side of

the desired scale when their results outside the zero category are observed 

(apart, that is, from subjects 117 and 174, whose desired scores were

evenly spread outside the zero category; and subjects 5 and 13, whose 

results tended towards the plus side of the scale).

The group who scored +2 on the desired questionnaire for this question

varied somewhat more. Two had high peer votes, two had average peer votes

and the remaining five were below average. Only two of the group were

below average on the general score (150 and 153, who scored 2 and 3

respectively). Regarding the zero scores for this group, as with the

previous group, there was generally little difference between the actual 

and desired figures. Most had three or less of a difference between the 

two scores, except for subjects 7 (whose score changed from 17 to 21), 135

(whose score rose from 17 to 22) and 173 (whose score dropped from 18 to

10). In the pattern of results falling outside the zero category there was 

more variation than with the first group. Four of the children leaned to

the plus side of the scale generally (subjects 7, 135, 150 and 153);

subjects 169 and 217 leaned to the minus side; and 149, 173 and 190 were

evenly spread to both sides of the scale.

The -2 group seems to have somewhat higher and more consistent scores 

overall than the +2 group, although as always there are exceptions and

these have been noted above. The overall scores have again proved valuable 

in in terpreting  a child’s seemingly bizarre response to an individual 

question. For example, we can see that there are some children who are

aware that their behaviour is too much to one side of the scale, and

therefore over-com pensate by desiring to be at the other extreme. There

are those who already lean to one side, and desire to be even more at that 

extreme; and there are a very few who believe themselves to be in the 

centre, but desire to be at an extreme. The teacher questionnaire is

useful here in confirm ing or disagreeing with the child’s perspective, and

the general and peer votes indicate the degree of success or failure the
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child is having. It is particularly im portant to know whether an extreme

result in one question is indicative of an overall pattern of extreme

behaviour (and to ascertain w hether that behaviour is rendering the child

isolated or rejected socially); or whether it is out of v character, and

therefore probably due to specific circumstances of which we are unaware.

6.3.3.7 Question 19

T here was a 17.5% difference between the actual and zero scores on this

question, and both were quite high. The actual zero score was 69%, which

rose to 86.5% on the desired; the -1 score was 24% on the actual, dropping

to 10% on the , desired; the -2 score was 2.4% on the actual dropping to

1.5%; the +1 score was 4.1% dropping to 2% on the desired; and the +2 score

was 0 on the actual, which became 0.5% (1 child) on the desired

questionnaire.

It was encouraging that so few children scored at either extreme in

this question about relationships with the opposite sex. Most children 

seem to have a healthy desire to get on well with the opposite sex, and

most seem to achieve this desire, with just over a quarter experiencing

difficu lty  in the real life situation. The 22 children who opted for -1 on

their desired questionnaire could be reasoning that they would still prefer

not to mix with the opposite sex, perhaps because of the risks to one’s

status w ithin the peer group or to one’s own personal feelings, but it is

less easy to imagine why 4 children would prefer the +1 category on the

desired questionnaire. Even more bizzare is the observation that three

children  chose -2 and one chose +2 as their desired options. These seem

very unusual results, and it therefore seems a good idea to look at the

overall scores more closely in these instances. The actual and desired

scores are presented below, and there then follows a tabulation of their

overall results.
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Subject A ctual Desired Details

141

150

151 

192 

199 

204 

214

218

+1 +1 girl from an English secondary modern

0 +2 boy from an English secondary modern

0 +1 boy from an English secondary modern

-1 +1 boy from an Irish grammar

-1 +1 boy from an Irish grammar

-1 -2  boy from an Irish grammar

0 -2  girl from the remedial unit of

secondary modern 

-1 -2  boy from the remedial unit of

secondary modern

an English 

an English

Overall scores

Subj. Actual Desired Teacher Gen. Peer Vote

141 1 7 16 4 1 0 5 17 6 1 0 6 20 1 0 4 2/20

151 1 4 9 9 6 1 8 14 4 2 0 1 11 14 1 4 5/20

192 1 4 23 1 0 2 2 24 1 0 0 3 8 19 0 5 2/31

199 8 14 5 1 1 6 5 16 1 1 0 1 27 2 0 7 1/31

150 8 5 7 4 5 0 0 9 7 13 5 9 12 1 0 3 2/20

204 9 7 9 1 3 6 8 13 2 0 0 1 25 4 0 5 1/31

214 3 11 14 0 1 7 4 15 1 2 1 15 2 11 1 4 3/11

218 2 7 11 5 4 9 10 10 0 0 0 3 2 24 1 5 5/11

All these children show some irregularity in their pattern of scores,

particularly 150, who has the lowest actual and desired zero scores of all

the subjects. Even where the teacher questionnaire and general score are 

average to good (subjects 199 and 204), the children’s own zero scores on

the two questionnaires are low. These are the children one would want to

look at more closely, preferably videotaping their behaviour, in order to

identify  how accurately they are perceiving it and to ascertain, firstly,

if  there is a problem  and secondly, at which level the problem is occurring

(e.g. perception, lack o f knowledge of what is appropriate, etc.).
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6.3.4 A Summary of the Questions with the Highest Number of Extrem e 

Responses

The following questions incurred the greatest response (in descending

order) at either extreme of the scale.

The A ctual Questionnaire

Question Subject Ranking No. of 

responses

Score

21 Response to bullying 1 76 +2

17 A ttribution  of failure 2 43 -2

15 Pleasing people 3 40 -2

12 Saying sorry 4 30 -2

2 Gesticulating when talking 5 25 -2

21 Response to bullying 6 22 -2

4 Smiling 7 18 +2

6 Starting a conversation 

with a teacher

The Desired Questionnaire

8 17 -2

Question Subject Ranking No. of 

responses

Score

15 Pleasing people 1 71 -2
21 Response to bullying 2 69 +2
17 A ttribution  to failure 3 48 -2
2 Gesticulating when talking 4 40 -2
12 Saying sorry 5 32 -2
16 Response to failure 6 29 +2
21 Response to bullying 7 17 -2
23 Action when bullied 7 17 +2
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The first observation to be made is that of the 7 questions evoking an

extrem e response from the population on either questionnaire (counting

question 21 as one question, since it occurs in both lists), 5 occur in

both questionnaires (questions 21 [at both extremes], 17, 15, 12 and 2).

All these questions show a predilection toward the minus side of the scale

on both the actual and desired questionnaires, though as noted earlier, it 

is not usually the same children who choose the same extreme on both

questionnaires. These questions need to be carefully considered when

im proving the questionnaire, to ascertain if  the questions themselves may

be encouraging a bias to one particular side; or if  the particular

com position of the sample m ight explain this bias; or whether the children

who respond in this way do so consistently over all their scores, and have

characteristics which mark them out as different from the majority of other

children. If  so, are they any more or less popular with peers and teacher

than the m ajority who respond consistently in the middle category?

These results confirm  the tendency noted above, when drawing

conclusions from individual questions, that the children scoring outside

the m iddle section of the questionnaire in the sample tended very much to

favour the minus side of the scale in both their actual and desired

behaviour. This for me is one of the most interesting observations of the

study. One would very much like to discover the characteristics associated

w ith favouring the minus side of the scale. Earlier, I described a

"puritanical" streak which seemed to be emerging amongst some children, who

desire to be very quietly spoken; unresponsive in class; apologetic even

when there is no cause; unforthcom ing about themselves; to listen rather

than to talk; to give in to unreasonable behaviour; to please everyone most

o f the time; to a ttribute blame for failure to themselves alone; to accept

being bullied; and to accept unjust punishment. This is, of course, a

m inority  of children; but it is a fascinating minority, which needs further
investigation.
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6.3.5 The Total Number of Zeros Scored on Both the Actual and Desired

Questionnaires

Below are the figures given for the total num ber of zeros scored by

each child on both the actual and desired questionnaires. This data can be

found in its raw state (and inclusive of the -2, -1, +1 and +2 scores) in

Appendix 3, where the scores across the spectrum are provided for each

child. The maximum num ber which could have been scored by a child is 29.

Total no. No. of children with No. of children with this 0 score on

of zeros this 0 score on the the desired questionnaire

actual questionnaire

1 0 0

2 0 0 ;

3 1 0  ̂ 1

4 0 1

5 1 0

6 0 0
7 2 1

8 2 3

9 3 2
10 3 3
11 8 4
12 12 6
13 6 6
14 11 3
15 11 5
16 14 8
17 26 6
18 24 11
19 7 13
20 21 10
21 15 18
22 18 16
23 16 22
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24

25

26
27

28 
29

18

19

16

9

8

13

As anticipated, the zero scores on the desired questionnaire are higher 

than those on the actual questionnaire. This is interesting, in that it 

suggests that children can d ifferentia te  between how they actually are

behaving and how they would like to behave. This is a significant finding, 

which shows that at least some children may know what constitutes socially 

skilled behaviour and desire to behave in that way, but for some reason are

unable to do so. The problem with these children lies neither in their

perception of themselves, nor their knowledge of skilled behaviour, but in

the appropriation of that behaviour.

The scores, grouped into categories of five, are presented below.

N um ber of Number of subjects Number of subjects responding in that.

zeros responding in that category on the desired questionnaire

category on the actual

questionnaire

0-5 2 0.90% 1 0.45%

6-10 10 4.50% 9 4.00%

11-15 48 21.00% 24 11.00%

16-20 92 41.50% 48 21.00%

21-25 62 28.00% 93 42.00%

26-29 7 3.00% 46 20.00%

Just under half of the sample fall into the 16-20 range on the actual
questionnaire. and a isimilar num ber fall into the 21-25 range on the
desired questionnaire. These figures are particularly im portant when one
is considering a child’s overall perform ance. Using the above guide it is
possible to compare h is/her num ber of zeros with that of the group as a
whole. and this is done in the cases where individual children have
responded at one extreme or the other in various individual questions.
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It is also possible to identify  how many children have very poor zero 

scores on either or both questionnaires, and also those with exceptionally 

high scores. For example, looking at the list of zero scores, it is

evident that one subject scored only three zeros on his actual 

questionnaire. R eferring  to the raw data, that subject is identified as

161; and from her range of scores it is apparent that she was also the 

sub ject who scored only 4 zeros on her desired questionnaire. Thus, the 

questionnaire results are of value on two fronts - in clarifying the most 

common or "normal" range of scoring, and in identifying the children who 

deviate from that range.

6.3.6 Children who Scored 4 or Below on the Teacher General Score

It is my contention that the questionnaire designed and used in this

study, along with the teacher version of the questionnaire, the teacher

general score and the peer vote, enables us to obtain a fairly detailed

personality profile of each individual child. To corroborate this belief,

there follows an analysis of 35 children who scored 4 or below on the

teacher general score, in comparison with the others in their group (cf.

A ppendix  3).

6.3.6.1 Teacher 1: Subjects 5 and 9

Teacher 1 gave these two pupils 4 and 3 respectively as a general

score, and their peer votes were 3/20 and 2/20 respectively. Three other 

children should be considered alongside these. Subjects 3, 15 and 16

scored 2 /20  or below on their peer votes, 2 of them scoring 5 and one 8

from  the teacher. Subject 16, who scored 8 on the general score and 29 

zeros on the teacher questionnaire, also scored 24 zeros on his actual

score and 25 on his desired score; but he only obtained 1 peer vote.

Subjects 3 and 15 were both assessed by the teacher as being to the 

positive side of the scale, which was confirm ed by the actual questionnaire 

scores of both children, though subject 3 desired to be even further to 

this extrem e. Subject 15 showed a desire to be more to the negative side 

of the scale. This teacher also rated subjects 5 and 9 as being very much
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to the positive side of the teacher questionnaire, subject 9 excessively

so. The suspicion m ight arise that this teacher consistently gave children

to the plus side poor general scores and those to the negative side good

general scores, but this would be unfounded. He in fact gave low general 

scores to those who scored very much to either extreme. Subject 9

perceived himself as being very much in the centre of the scale, though he

desired to be more in the middle or to the negative side, like subject 15.

Subject 5, however, perceived himself as being spread across the scale 

fairly evenly to both sides and m arginally more in the middle. He desired

(like subject 3) to be more to the positive end of the scale.

Interpretation  of these observations would have been facilitated by the

possession of natural observation data, either on videotape or at least in 

note form. It is possible to suggest explanations as why these boys have

obtained the scores they have, but this is merely speculation. Subject 3

m ight be a child who, while acknowledged by the teacher to be to the

positive side of the scale, is sufficiently civil to the teacher and other

children in the teacher’s presence to m erit an average general score. To

the other boys, when unobserved by staff, he might be over-boisterous,

spoiling games etc., or even aggressive. Subject 5 is something of a

puzzle. He is assessed by the teacher as being somewhat to the positive

side of the scale, but sees him self as being spread out across the scale

(though m arginally more in the centre than at extremes), and desires to be

even slightly more at either extreme. This child may not possess a fully 

comprehensive understanding of which behaviours are socially desirable and

which are not. Subject 9 m ight be a child who knows which behaviours are

skilful, and perceives him self to be in the middle of the scale, but is

wrong in his assessment of himself. Subject 15 could be a child who is too

much to the positive side of the scale, knows that he is not well liked by

his peers, and wants to be more to the negative side, but is unable to

behave in the way he desires. Subject 16 is a mystery. His actual and 

desired scores and his teacher questionnaire scores all show mostly zeros

scored, and his general score was 8; but he only obtained one peer vote.

Further investigation is necessary. It is possible that he is a very

com petent child who prefers to have a close relationship with one person

rather than several.
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6.3.6.2 Teacher 2: Subjects 24 and 30

Teacher 2 gave subject 24 a score of 4 on the general scale and subject 

30 a score of 3. Both subjects obtained 3/9 peer votes, which were the 

lowest scores in the class. Subject 24 scored 20 to the minus side of 

zero, and subject 30 21 to the plus side of zero, on the teacher

questionnaire. Subject 24’s actual questionnaire agreed with that

assessment, but her desired questionnaire showed that she wants to be in

the m iddle section, scoring mainly zeros. Subject 30, however, though 

desiring to be in the m iddle, perceived himself to be at the extreme minus 

side o f the scale. Here we have one girl whose assessment of herself 

agrees with that of her teacher, and who knows which behaviours are in fact 

appropriate , but is unable to behave in that way. We also have a boy who

knows which behaviours are appropriate, but whose assessment of himself is 

totally in opposition to that of his teacher.

6.3.6.3 Teacher 3: Subject 39

Teacher 3 gave this boy a general score of 4 (the lowest grade given), 

but in  contrast, his peers awarded him 7 votes out of 8. Only one other

girl in the class received a higher score from her peers. The teacher

questionnaire suggests that the teacher regards him as being much inclined

to the minus side of the scale; and the boy’s actual questionnaire score 

supports this, though the boy desires to be at the other extreme of the

scale. It is also interesting that three other children in that class who

obtained a general score of 9 (the highest awarded) conversely scored the

three lowest peer vote scores, w ith the exception of one girl who obtained

a general score of five but only 1 vote out of 8 from her peers. The

teacher gave those two girls and one boy very high zero scores in the

teacher questionnaire, as m ight be expected; but interestingly, the 

children  themselves had the three lowest actual questionnaire scores in the

class. Two of them had the lowest desired scores in the class, though it

should be added that these were quite high when compared with the entire 

sample.
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It seems from these results that the children who are assessed as 

skilful by the teacher do not regard themselves as such, an opinion shared 

by their peer group. Their zero "desired" scores are all higher than their 

actual scores, which would suggest that they all wanted to change and knew 

in what ways they needed to change, but perhaps felt unable to do so.

Sim ilarly, it is possible that subject 39 is aware of which skills

constitute skilful behaviour, knows which skills he is deficient in, and

wants to behave differently , bu t is unable to do so. However, perhaps 

because he is a socially perceptive child, and /o r because he is at the less

obtrusive end of the scale in term s of his behaviour, and /or because the 

other children know he is liked less by the teacher and feel supportive, he 

has succeeded in being the most popular boy in the class.

6.3.6.4 Teacher 4: Subject 48

Subject 48 received a general score of 4 from the teacher, the lowest

in the class, but like subject 39 he also received a high peer vote, 7 out 

o f 9. Only one boy and two girls scored higher. The teacher questionnaire 

reveals that his teacher regards him as being too much to the positive side 

o f the scale. Once again the child’s own assessment of his behaviour 

accords with this, and his desire questionnaire shows that he would like to

be more in the middle and towards the other extreme of the scale. Of the 

ten children in the class, 7 received a general rating of 7 or over from

the teacher, and, correspondingly, all of them were awarded a high num ber 

of zeros on the teacher questionnaire. Of the three remaining children,

the two to whom were given general scores of average or below also obtained

a low num ber of zeros on the teacher questionnaire; and the remaining

child, who scored 6 on the general scale, had a well below-average num ber 

o f zero scores on the teacher questionnaire. O f those 7 children given

high general scores, 3 were popular with teacher and peers, 3 were popular 

w ith the teacher but extremely unpopular with their peers, and one was

extrem ely popular with the teacher (scored 10), but was only averagely 

popular w ith her peers.
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6.3.6.5 Teacher 5: Subjects 51, 54, and 57

This teacher gave the above subjects general scores of 4, 4, and 3

respectively, and exceptionally low zero scores on the teacher

questionnaires. The two girls appear to be very much to the minus side of

the scale, and the boy very much to the positive side. This suggests that

the teacher is not equating a particular leaning towards one side of the

scale w ith skilfulness and a propensity for the other direction with

unskilfulness. The peer votes for the subjects were 4, 2, and 6 out of

nine respectively. Subject 51, although rated poorly by the teacher, had

an actual score o f 22 zeros, a desired score of 29 zeros and an average 

popularity  amongst her peer group. Subject 54 had the third lowest actual 

score, a desired score of one less than that (the lowest but one in the 

class) and, jo in tly  with subject 53, the lowest peer vote in the class.

Subject 57, though also rated poorly by the teacher, had an actual score of

18, a desired score o f 25 and above average popularity amongst his peers.

As w ith the other classes, some interesting observations emerge here

when these three subjects are compared with the rest of the class.

Subjects 52 and 60 are the two most popular children in the class, and they

score 10 and 9 respectively on the teacher general scale, yet their actual

and desired scores d iffer markedly. Subject 52 has an actual score of 23

and a desired score of 28, while subject 60 has an actual score of 11 and a

desired score of 13 - the lowest in the class. It is possible that subject

51 finds d ifficu lty  in relating easily to adults (or perhaps this adult in 

particular), but has no such problems in relating to the other children.

It is interesting to note that she knows that she tends more to the minus

side of the scale and desires to be exclusively in the middle. In contrast

subject 53, who also leans somewhat to the minus side of the scale, and

also desires to be more in the middle (though to a much lesser extent than 

subject 51), is viewed as very skilled by the teacher, but along with

subject 54 has the lowest peer rating in the class. Perhaps she is

incorrectly perceiving herself to be towards the minus side of the scale. 

The teacher gave her the highest zero score in the class on the teacher

questionnaire - bu t perhaps to her peers she appears differently. She is 

one of those children from the study that I would have liked to look at 

m ore closely, both formally in the classroom, and informally with the peer 

group. A nother child who would also have been fascinating to look at in
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more depth is subject 52. This child is popular with teacher and peers, 

and scored the highest num ber of zeros both in her actual and desired 

questionnaires. Likewise, fu rther information about subject 54 would be

most welcome. She is viewed by the teacher as being too much to the minus

side of the scale, and is also extremely unpopular with peers. She seems 

to be aware of this tendency, but either doesn’t want to be d ifferen t or

perhaps cannot conceive of being different in her behaviour. Subject 57 is 

viewed as being too much to the positive side of the scale in the teacher’s 

eyes, agrees with this assessment, and desires to be very m uch in the 

m iddle range. Perhaps because of this (we cannot tell w ithout further

inform ation) he is popular w ith his peers. Subject 60 is another child

whom it would be extremely interesting to study further. He is very 

popular with both teacher and peers, but has by far the lowest zero scores

of the class on both his actual and desired questionnaires. He perceives

his behaviour as being somewhat extreme in both directions on the scale

(though marginally more to the positive side), but desires to be more in

the middle and towards the m inus side of the scale. The three non-zero 

scores given by the teacher are indeed to the positive side of the scale, 

bu t he seems to perceive him self as much more extreme than that, and

desirous to be more at the other extreme. It is possible that this child

is overly critical of himself, and that his actual behaviour is in fact

very skilful. He is another child whom it would have been interesting to 

see on videotape or operating in his natural surroundings.

63.6 .6  Teacher 6: Subject 68

The general score of 4 which the teacher ascribed to this subject is

the lowest in the class, as is the peer vote (3 out of 8). His zero score

on the actual questionnaire is 13, and on his desired questionnaire it is

15. Interestingly, and at first sight somewhat confusingly, the num ber of

zeros on the teacher questionnaire for this subject is not the lowest in

the class. Five other children have a zero score equally low or even

lower. However, looking more closely at the data, it becomes apparent that 

all the other children fall towards the negative side of the scale, and

that this one boy falls to the positive side of the scale. This would 

suggest that the more reserved children, even though they are rated as
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having even fewer zero scores, are regarded as more skilful by this

particular teacher. It is also interesting that all the other children are

of average or above average popularity amongst their peers, and all of them

have zero scores on their desired questionnaire which are quite high. Only

one of them (subject 63) has an actual zero score which is lower than 

subject 68 (11), but the num ber of zeros on her desired questionnaire is

25.

U nlike all the other children in the class, subject 68’s assessment of

him self does not agree with that of the teacher. He views himself as being 

too m uch to the m inus side of the scale and desires to be more to the plus

side, whereas his teacher views him as too much to the positive side

already. The unpopularity with both teacher and peers of this boy would 

lead us to wonder if  his assessment of him self is faulty. If  that is the 

case, then any attem pts made by him to change his behaviour in order to 

"rectify" the perceived imbalance could cause even further isolation.

63 .6 .1  Teacher 8: Subjects 79, 86, 87 and 88

The teacher gave these children general scores of 4, 4, 2 and 3

respectively; and they scored 4 out of 9, 6 out of 9, 5 out of 9 and 5 out

of 9 on their peer vote scores. Their zero scores on the teacher

questionnaire were 11, 12, 5 and 14 respectively. The num ber of zeros they

scored on the actual and desired questionnaires respectively were as

follows: 17, 17, 21 and 23; and 24, 28, 29 and 29. It seems surprising

that children who appear to possess a knowledge of appropriate social

skills should score so poorly on the teacher assessment. However, again it 

is useful to consider the children’s results in the context of the class

pattern. A ll four children are viewed by the teacher as being too much to

the m inus side of the scale. Subjects 81 and 85, for example, are very 

m uch to the plus side of the scale, and receive average or above average

ratings. Having said that, it has to be pointed out that subjects 82 and

83 are assessed by the teacher as also being to the minus side of the

scale, bu t their general ratings are 7 and 6. They do not lean so much to

the m inus side as subjects 79, 86, 87 and 88; but nonetheless, there do

seem to be some factors at work here which are not explicable w ithout

explanation from the teacher. It is interesting that the three pupils who

218



were given fairly high peer votes (subjects 86, 87 and 88) all had almost

perfect desired scores, and that the one whose desired score was one of the 

lowest in the class (subject 79) also had the lowest peer votes of the four

subjects. The children in the class with the lowest peer vote of all were 

subjects 82 and 83 (mentioned above). Of great interest is the observation 

that subject 83, with the lowest peer vote, also has the lowest desired

score in the class. However, subject 82 scored an average num ber of zeros

on his desired questionnaire, but was still lower than average on peer

popularity. This result is outside the general pattern for this class, 

where it seems that the more in the middle of the scale a child desires to

be the more likely (s)he is to be average or above average in popularity;

whereas the lower the num ber of zero scores on the desired questionnaire,

the more likely (s)he is to be average or below average in popularity.

These four children all agree with the teacher’s assessment of them as 

leaning to the minus side of the scale, though they do not perceive their 

lean as being as substantial as that ascribed to them by their teacher, and 

they want to be more in the middle of the scale. The teacher seems

generally to have an aversion to children who appear too reserved and less

vociferous, so a poor general rating might be accounted for in term s of 

adult preference, taking the results as a whole. The awareness of their 

social skills and deficits and their desire to behave d ifferently  would

also account for the level of popularity they enjoy, which is not immense,

but average or above. It is also fascinating that the only child in the 

class who enjoys a perfect general rating of 10 from the teacher and also a

p erfect 9 out of 9 peer rating is the only child to have the highest num ber

of zeros in both his actual and desired questionnaires. Children like this

are the ones from whom we can learn which qualities they possess to enable

them to operate with such success in both the adult and peer spheres.

63 .6 .8  Teacher 11: Subject 117

The teacher awarded this child a general score of 4 and a

correspondingly low num ber of zeros on the teacher questionnaire (5). The

child also obtained a peer vote of 3 out of 9, which is the th ird  lowest in

the class; and the num ber of zeros on his actual and desired questionnaires

were 14 and 21 respectively. Looking at the four lowest general scores in
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the class, it is apparent that two of those children lean to the positive

side of the scale and two to the negative side, so the teacher seems not to 

have a particular aversion or liking for either extreme. Subject 117, 

according to the teacher, is too much to the positive side of the scale,

and indeed the child’s own assessment agrees with this. He also desires to

be more in the m iddle, though the num ber of zeros scored on his desired

questionnaire is the jo in t lowest but one in the class. The only num ber of 

zeros on the desired questionnaire lower than that is that of subject 113, 

and his peer rating is even lower than 117’s. The subject with the highest

num ber of zeros on both her actual and desired questionnaires (subject 112)

also enjoys the highest general rating from the teacher and the jo in t

highest peer rating. The lowest peer rating in the class, however, belongs

to subject 116. He is an interesting subject because he assesses him self

as too much to the minus side of the scale, but is assessed by his teacher

as being too much to the plus side - though in spite of this, he is awarded

a general grade of 6 by the teacher. He wants to be more in the m iddle and

towards the plus side of the scale. It is possible that here we have a

child who is perceiving him self inaccurately, and therefore that any

attem pts by him to redress the balance could cause further alienation

amongst his peers. This child seems to have a reasonable knowledge of

which skills are appropriate, but is assessing inaccurately his own

behaviour in the context of that knowledge.

6.3.6.9 Teacher 12: Subjects 121 and 124

These two children were both awarded a general score of 4 (the lowest

in the class), and the two lowest peer votes in the class (0 and, jo intly

with two others, 2). They were also given the lowest number of zeros in

the class on the teacher questionnaire (15 and 14 respectively, the next

lowest being 24), w ith both children being judged as very much to the minus

side of the scale. The actual and desired scores of the two children are

very interesting. Subject 121 has the lowest num ber of zeros in the class

on her actual questionnaire (15), and the rest of her scores are equally

divided between the m inus and plus sides of the scale. She does not

perceive herself, like her teacher, to be towards the minus side of the
scale. Her desired questionnaire shows a much higher number of zeros, 23,
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w hich is jo in t lowest but one in the class, but still a m ajor move in the

appropria te  direction from her actual questionnaire. Subject 124 has one

o f the highest num ber of zeros on his actual questionnaire in the class,

and the fourth  highest num ber of zeros on his desired questionnaire.

It is possible that the first subject, 121, is perceiving herself in a

way w hich no-one else does. In her desired questionnaire she wants to be 

more to the middle and minus side o f the scale, a propensity which her

teacher regards as already being extrem e. Sadly, she is also without 

friends in  the class, which would suggest corroboration of the teacher’s

low general rating. Subject 124 is also regarded as being too much to the

negative side of the scale and while his actual assessment shows that he

regards him self as being predom inantly in the centre, he also desires to be

m ore to the centre and plus side of the scale. He at least has two friends

in the class, even though the teacher rates him equally as poorly as 121.

Looking at the rest of the class, it is interesting to consider that

all 4 children who are extremely popular with their peers and teacher (120,

125, 127 and 128) have perfect or near perfect zero scores on the teacher

questionnaire, and desire to be either in the middle of the scale or

slightly in the opposite direction from that which they believe themselves

to be. Perhaps these children have an accurate view of themselves, or

perhaps they are too critical, but their knowledge of social skills seems

good and they may possess the ability to m onitor their behaviour and make

subtle, finely executed adjustm ents in the opposite direction to compensate

for what they regard as excesses in their behaviour. Having said that, it

also has to be pointed out that of the two other children with low peer

votes (119 and 123), 119 also shows a desire to be more to the opposite

side o f the scale than that on which he views himself to be; so there are

exceptions to the above generalisation. Interestingly, his teacher

confirm s his view of himself as being a little to the minus side, but still

gives him  a general score of 7. The other boy, 123, desires to be somewhat

m ore in the middle of the scale, having assessed himself as too much to the

m inus side; and indeed, the teacher perceives him to be central, with a

general score of 8. The four children popular with their peers and

teacher, the two children unpopular with peers but popular with the

teacher, and the two who are unpopular with both peers and teacher, would

all need to be looked at more closely in order to discover which skills, or

skill deficits , are present in each group.
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6.3.6.10 Teacher 13: Subject 132

Subject 132 was aw arded a general score of 3 by the teacher (the lowest 

in the class) and has a peer vote of 0. His teacher regards him as being

too much to the m inus side of the scale (he scored only 9 zeros on the

teacher questionnaire), and he regards himself as being somewhat too much 

to that extreme, and desires to be a little more in the middle (18 zeros on

his actual and 21 on his desired questionnaire). It is possible that his

assessment of him self is inaccurate, but at least he desires to move in the

right direction, i.e. more towards the middle. Subject 138 in this class 

is a very interesting comparison. He has one of the highest teacher

general scores and one of the highest number of zeros on the teacher

questionnaire, and yet he has the next lowest num ber of peer votes in the

class (2). Looking at his questionnaire results, it is apparent that he

views him self to the negative side of the scale, which is confirmed by his

teacher, but desires to be more at the other extreme than in the middle.

Perhaps here we have a child whose perception of his deficits is an

accurate one, but who either cannot adjust his behaviour to compensate, or

over-com pensates, behaving too much to the other extreme. A videotape of

his behaviour in an inform al setting would be invaluable. The child in 

this class with the highest teacher general score of 8 and the highest

num ber of zeros scored (22) on the teacher questionnaire is subject 137.

His peer vote, however, is only 3 out of 9. He views himself as being a 

little to the m inus side of the scale, but surprisingly his desired scores

are almost the same as his actual ones. It is possible that this child is 

either assessing him self accurately and does not want to change - he may be 

content w ith the few friends he has -; or that he is assessing himself

accurately, but does not know what aspects of his behaviour cause him to 

have few friends; or that he is assessing himself wrongly. The latter

seems the least likely, because of the teacher’s view of him; but it is

possible he m ight be trying too hard to please the teacher and thus

alienating his peers. With children like this more information is needed 

to complete the picture of their social ability in the class.
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6.3.6.11 Teacher 14: Subjects 141, 143. 148, 150, 151, 153 and 157

With the exception of two out of the above seven, all the children 

here tend towards the minus side of the scale. The two exceptions

m entioned, however, suggest that the teacher is not showing a predilection

for one particular type of personality.

O f the seven children, subjects 151 and 157 were awarded the best 

teacher general scores (4 for each child) and they also had the highest

peer votes (5 and 4 out of 20). Subject 151 scored 9 on his actual

questionnaire and 14 on his desired, while subject 157 scored 12 on his 

actual questionnaire, compared with 29 on his desired. It should be noted

that although there is little im provem ent in subject 151’s zero scores when

com paring the two scales, his "actual" results indicate a strong leaning to

the plus side of the scale, which is corroborated by the teacher’s

analysis. He desires, however, to be more in the middle and to the minus

side of the scale, so his assessment of himself and the ways in which he

desires to change seems accurate and appropriate.

The three children who scored most poorly on both the teacher general 

score and the peer vote were subjects 148, 150 and 153. They scored 3, 3,

2 respectively on the teacher general scale, and 1, 2, 2 on the peer vote.

The teacher questionnaire results showed that all three were regarded as

being very much to the minus side of the scale. 150 and 153 had the lowest

zero scores in the class on both the actual and desired questionnaires - 7

and 9 respectively for subject 150, and 13 and 10 for subject 153. Both

subjects 150 and 153 viewed themselves as being too much to the m inus side

of the scale (a perception corroborated by the teacher in both cases), and

both desired to be at the other extreme rather than in the middle. Subject

148 is interesting, in that she views herself as being a little too m uch to

the m inus side of the scale (once again, a view which corresponds almost

identically  to that of the teacher), but is happy with that, and even

desires to be very slightly more to that side of the scale. She may be a

quiet girl who is happy with only one best friend and has no desire for

other companions. The other interesting observation is that while the

teacher gives her a zero score of 18 on the teacher questionnaire, she is

given a general score of only 3; whereas subject 147 obtains a zero score

of 7 and is given a general score of 6.

223



Subjects 141 and 143 were both given general scores of 4 by the

teacher, but scored only 2 and 0 on the peer vote respectively. Subject 

143’s zero scores on the actual and desired questionnaires (21 and 29) seem 

at first glance to suggest a skilled child, and the zero peer vote seems

puzzling. On closer observation, however, it appears that it may be the

ch ild ’s perception of himself which is the problem, rather than his

knowledge of social skills. On his actual questionnaire he sees himself 

m ostly in the middle of the scale, the remaining scores being evenly

balanced either side of zero. His teacher, on the other hand, assesses him 

as being very definitely to the minus side of the scale; indeed, he has the

second highest score on the minus side in the class. The child may not

understand, or perhaps realise, his unpopularity. Subject 141’s zero

scores are 16 and 17 for the actual and desired questionnaires 

respectively. The remainder of his actual responses are spread either side 

o f the middle range, but lean slightly more to the minus side (which is

corroborated by the teacher questionnaire); and his desired score is

slightly more to the plus side of the scale. It may be that this child is 

a little more accurate in his perception of himself, but less aware of what

constitutes skilful behaviour.

It is im portant to note at this juncture that this teacher’s

correlation between the scores given on the teacher questionnaire and the

general score are unusually inconsistent compared with the other teachers.

I t m ay be that this teacher thought that characteristics which were not

covered by the questionnaire also needed to be taken into account when 

giving a general score, and this possibility would need to be investigated 

in  order to improve the questionnaire for future use. On the other hand, 

there  may be reasons unknown to me why the teacher was unable to function 

consistently. Only an interview with individual teachers would have

enlightened us, and this was not possible.

6.3.6.12 Teacher 15: Subject 163

Subject 163 has the lowest teacher general score (4) and the second 

jo in t lowest peer vote in the class (1 out of 17). The teacher 

questionnaire assesses her as being too much to the plus side of the scale, 

b u t the girl herself believes she is slightly more to the minus side
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though this tendency to one side of the scale is marginal, as her scores 

are fairly evenly spread either side of her zero score (17 for the actual 

questionnaire, and 18 for the desired questionnaire). Only one response

d iffered  in her tvyo questionnaires, which would suggest that she was happy 

with herself. She certainly did not regard herself as being to the plus

side of the scale to the extent which the teacher indicated. It may

therefore be that this girl’s perception of herself and /or perhaps also her

knowledge of social skills may be the cause of her lack of popularity.

There were four other children in the class who had very poor peer

votes: subject 170, a girl, and subjects 173, 176 and 177, all boys.

Surprisingly, the four were awarded the highest general scores in the class

by the teacher - 9, 8, 9 and 7 respectively. They did not all, however,

obtain the highest num ber of zero scores on the teacher questionnaire. The

first three of the four subjects all scored poorly on the num ber of zeros

obtained, leaning heavily to the plus side of the scale, and only the

fourth  subject had one of the highest zero scores in the class, his

rem aining responses tending to the minus side of the scale. Subject 170 

assessed herself in accordance with the teacher’s indication that her 

behaviour was more to the plus side of the scale, but she desired to to be

even more to that extreme. Subject 173 thought himself to be in the middle

o f the scale w ith a slight leaning to the plus side, but desired to be much 

less in the m iddle, and preferred to be evenly spread to the plus and minus 

side of zero. Subject 176 viewed himself as being in the middle with a

leaning to the m inus side of the scale, and desired to be slightly more to

the plus side. Subject 177 again viewed his behaviour as being

predom inantly in the middle of the scale, with the remaining responses

evenly spread either side of zero. His desired scores were almost the same

as his actual scores, with a very slight leaning to the plus side. As with

subject 163, it is possible that these four children have d ifficulty  in

perceiving themselves as others see them. It is also possible that a

knowledge of what constitutes skilful behaviour is lacking. This does not

explain, o f course, why the teacher is so positive about their behaviour 

and regards it as so exceptionally competent, while the peer group react so

negatively to these children. It is possible, to take just one example,

that the children may be more communicative in class compared with the

other children, bu t that this very characteristic m ight alienate them from
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their peers. Had we been able to view their behaviour for ourselves in the 

natural setting, it m ight have been possible to gather clues which would

have aided us in obtaining a solution to the mystery.

6.3.6.13 Teacher 16: Subjects 178, 182, 197, 200 and 208

The teacher general scores for the above children were 3, 4, 2, 3 and 3 

respectively. The num ber of zero scores they obtained on the teacher

questionnaire were the lowest in the class: 5, 10, 4, 10 and 13. It should

be noted here that subjects 192 and 207 also obtained low zero scores of 8

and 12 respectively, but both were given a slightly higher general score of 

5. An explanation of this m ight be that all the remaining scores were

e ither under the -1 or +1 column and neither subject had any +2 or -2

scores. The peer votes of the five children under consideration were 

mixed: 4, 0, 6, 0 and 5 out of 31. Eighteen children scored 5 or over, 14

scored 4 or less. Only two children in the class scored zero (subjects 182

and 200). The other three children had reasonable or good peer votes.

Subject 178 is assessed by the teacher as being much too much to the

m inus side of the scale, and her actual questionnaire shows her to be aware

o f this leaning, but believing herself to be fairly in the middle of the

scale. H er desired questionnaire reveals that she would like to be much

m ore in the middle of the scale. H er knowledge of social skills seems to

be good. Her perception of herself may or may not he an accurate one. It 

is possible that it is only with the teacher that she is m uch too

inhibited , and that informally with her peers she may function quite

easily.

Subject 182 is again assessed by the teacher as being excessively to 

the m inus side of the scale, and the child’s own perception is very m uch in

accordance with this. She desires to be more in the middle of the scale, 

so her perception of herself and her knowledge of skilful behaviour seem 

accurate; but as she has no peer votes at all, it may be that she is

unaw are of how to translate her desired behavioural responses into action.

Subject 197 has the lowest general score and the lowest num ber of zeros 

on the teacher questionnaire in the class, but is popular with his peers.

The teacher distributes his scores evenly either side of zero which,

com bined with such a low zero score, would suggest that his behaviour is
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usually extreme, but not consistently to one extreme or the other. The 

boy’s own perception of his behaviour is in accordance with the teacher’s, 

and his desired responses are almost identical; so it may be that he has 

found that extreme behaviour makes him popular with some of his peers and

therefore, even if  it makes him less popular with his teacher, that he has 

decided to stick to that formula. This is an interesting set of results,

which would prove even more interesting if  we had direct observation data.

Subject 200 (like subject 182) is assessed by the teacher as being much

too m uch to the m inus side of the scale, and his own perception supports 

this. He also desires to be very much in the middle of the scale, so again

his appraisal of him self and his knowledge of social skills seem accurate. 

He may, however, be finding it impossible to translate that knowledge into

action, as he also has a peer vote of zero.

Subject 208, according to the teacher questionnaire (apart from his 13

zero scores), is spread fairly evenly either side of zero. His own

questionnaire results show that his perception of himself is similar to

th at of his teacher, though he believes himself to have a slightly greater

leaning to the minus side of the scale. He desires to be a little more in

the middle of the scale, but no penchant for dram atic change is indicated.

It may be that this child (like subject 197) has found that his extreme

social . responses impress at least some of his peer group (his peer vote was 

5), and therefore that he is happy to m aintain that behaviour pattern.

6.3.6.14 Teacher 17: Subjects 210, 214, 216 and 219

Teacher 17 was responsible for the remedial group in the sample, and

while none of this group were given exceptionally high general scores, the

above subjects were the lowest in the class, scoring 4, 4, 3 and 2

respectively. Three of the four (210, 214, 219) also had the lowest peer

votes in the class (0, 3, and 1 out of 11 respectively). Subject 216 had

an average peer vote. The teacher questionnaire results were in accordance 

w ith the general scores for each child: the children were awarded zero

scores of 6, 2, 1 and 1 by the teacher. Looking at the pattern of

responses on the teacher questionnaire, it is apparent that subject 210 is

excessively to the m inus side of the scale; subject 214 ' is fairly evenly

spread either side of zero, but tends a little more to the minus side;
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subject 216 is entirely to the minus side of the scale; and subject 219 is 

almost exclusively to the plus side of the scale. Their actual and desired 

questionnaire scores were mostly high - certainly comparable to all the

other children in the sample.

Only subject 210 (who obtained no peer votes) had a very low zero score 

(8) on her actual questionnaire, and this remained the same on her desired

questionnaire. She concurred with her teacher that she was too m uch to the

minus side of the scale, and although her desired questionnaire showed a 

desire to move from -2 responses to -1 responses, this obviously did not 

a ffect her zero score. She may have an accurate perception of how others

view her, and may also know in what direction she needs to change her

behaviour, but perhaps she is unable to adapt her social responses to real 

situations.

Subject 214 viewed him self as being very much to the minus side of the

scale, and his desire to change was slight (only three responses differed 

between the two scales). This child does not seem to possess an accurate

view of himself, and also shows no clear idea of the way in which he needs 

to change his behaviour. He does have three peer votes, however, so he is 

not w ithout friends in the class, unlike subject 210.

Subject 216 scored 16 zeros on both the actual and the desired

questionnaire. The rem aining responses were almost all to the m inus side

of the scale, concurring with the teacher’s assessment, and her desired

questionnaire showed only a very slight movement to the plus side of the

scale (i.e. in three responses). As with subject 214, this child also has

friends in the class (5 peer votes). Although they are both regarded by

the teacher as being too much to the minus side of the scale, it may be 

that, while they experience great d ifficulty  relating to adults and /o r in 

public, they have m uch less difficulty  with peers.

Subject 219 scored 15 and 18 zeros on his actual and desired 

questionnaires, the rem aining responses falling mainly (but not 

exclusively) to the plus side o f the scale. His desired questionnaire 

showed a d ifference in only 3 responses, 2 from the plus side to the middle 

and one from  the minus side. This boy seems to have some idea that he 

tends to the plus side of the scale, but his teacher regards him as almost 

exclusively so (only 2 responses are 0 or -1); and he obtained only one

peer vote. It may be the child is not viewing himself accurately, but the 

relatively high num ber of zeros scored on his desired questionnaire
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suggests that he is aware of what constitutes social skills. It is

interesting that this child with the lowest peer vote and teacher general 

score was the only child tested who was subsequently taken out of the 

school and placed in a Special School, against the wishes of the teacher. 

The teacher argued that he had the ability to function both socially and 

academically within the m ain school system, and that he could also 

discipline himself to achieve what was required of him when he was 

m otivated to do so. In  spite o f her assessment, the decision to send him 

to a Special School was taken before the questionnaires were given. This 

was unfortunate, since the results of the questionnaire would have 

supported the teacher’s view th at the child did possess a knowledge of 

social skills comparable to many children in mainstream secondary 

education.

6.3.6.15 Conclusion

In writing the individual analyses of the children with low teacher

general scores, and com paring their profiles with others in the class, it

seemed to me that a fuller picture of each child was emerging than that

which would have been possible had a uni-dim ensional scale been utilized.

W hen all the material gathered on each child is correlated, it is possible

to see how the child perceives h im /herself in comparison with how (s)he

would like to be; to identify  possible specific skill deficits; and to

assess w hether the child’s view is in harmony or disharmony with that of

the teacher. One can also obtain an idea of the child’s standing within

the peer group. In addition, one is also able to look for a general

pa ttern  on the part o f individual teachers, comparing h is/her overall

pa tte rn  of scoring in order to identify  a bias or preference for one side

of the scale in comparison w ith the other. It is also possible to see if

general scores correlate consistently with responses on the teacher 

questionnaire. Indeed, as a result of this it was evident in this study

that one or two teachers’ results did not correlate across this dimension

as consistently as one would expect, and therefore that there may have been

certain aspects of behaviour which these teachers regarded as significant,

bu t which were om itted in  the questionnaire. Interviews with the teachers

would have clarified this, and it is unfortunate that this was not
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possible. Such clarification is essential if  the questionnaire is to be

im proved. On the basis of the child’s overall profile, which includes the

inform ation obtained from h is/her teacher and peers, it was possible to

focus on specific children and generate further hypotheses about the

individual child’s behaviour. One hopes that those hypotheses could then

be progressively refined by observing the child and talking to h im /her,

un til one felt confident in locating the area of difficulty (e.g. knowledge

of appropriate  social skill; identification of context; execution of skill;

w ithdraw al if  failing; failure in m onitoring, etc.). Subsequently one

could focus on potential strategies for rectifying that specific problem. 

The use o f the questionnaire form at in conjunction with the other

inform ation obtained therefore seems to be of great value in providing a

picture of each individual child.

6.4 V ideo Assessment

A video of eight of the Irish gram m ar school children was viewed and 

com m ented upon by three Cambridge school children of similar age. No 

statistical analysis was carried out on such a small sample as the ■ prim ary 

aim s were simply to;

i) observe the advantages and problems of using the video as a medium of

observation with this age group (6.4.1);

ii) record the comments of the observers in the hope of attaining further

insight into their way of thinking (6.4.2);

iii) look for any correlation between the scores of the children being

observed, or patterns which emerged from the results of the large 

sam ple, w ith the comments of the observers (6.4.3); and to

iv) try  to im prove the questionnaire from the comments made by the

children  on the video (6.4.4).

The form at of the observation and the questions, which were designed to 

e lic it com m ent w ithout leading the commentators, can be found in Appendix 
17.
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6.4.1 The Advantages and Problems of Using the Video as a Medium of 

Observation

Although a teacher skilled in the use of the video camera operated the

machine throughout, attem pting to gain close-ups of the children to

supplem ent the more frequently used long shots, and producing a very good 

piece of film  given the limitations of equipment and space, it was still

d ifficu lt to m onitor everything which one would have liked to. It is only 

after experiencing the lim itations of using a camera that one appreciates 

how sophisticated is the human eye and brain in perceiving so much detail 

with such rapidity . The presence of a teacher in the first part of the

film asking what the children thought of the questionnaire did provide 

structure - the children talked individually to the teacher, and one could 

hear what was being said clearly. This also enabled the children to adapt 

to the presence of the camera, so that when the teacher did leave the room,

they clustered together talking and laughing as if  uninhibited by the

presence of a person with a camera in the room. D uring this period when

the teacher was absent, however, it was very difficult to hear any of the 

verbal com m unication between the children, because they did all talk at

once. It was nevertheless interesting to see how the girls immediately

huddled together in a group and the boys remained external to this huddle

of females, not clustering together themselves. It seems clear that if 

this m ethod is to be used successfully, more than one camera is necessary. 

A com bination of continuous long shots of the group would need to be 

m arried with close-ups of individual children - and the sound production

would have to be vastly better than on this video, where much information 

was lost because of noise interference.

6.4.2 The Comments of the Observers

The comm ents made by the observers in their scripts revealed perhaps 

more about themselves than about the children they were assessing! One boy 

responded by liking those who were "tidy" and "intelligent" and disliking

those who were "untidy", "slouched in chair", "bit fingernails" or were

"generally annoying". The girl observer liked those who "laughed a lot"

and disliked those who , were "very serious" or "thought a lot of
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themselves". Interestingly, she disliked most a boy on whom she provided

no negative comments. Why this is so is a mystery - perhaps there was

nothing specific she disliked (a significant finding if that were to be the 

case), or perhaps she was unable to find the words to say what she

disliked. The third judge was more informative in his comments and more 

specifically perceptive about the children on the tape. He assessed

positively those children who "laughed a lot", "looked happy", "looked at 

the speaker" and at whom the others looked when the subject was talking.

His negative comments were "looked unhappy", "sat solemnly", "said

nothing", "no one looked at him when he talked" and "bit of a poseur".

Having no sound at first and then including what was said produced

some, but only a little, difference in the scores for each of the children.

The first judge rated 5 children lower without sound than with; the second

judge rated 1 child lower; and the third rated 2 children lower. It is

interesting that all of the changes made in the scores when sound was added

occurred in favour of the children. This may indicate that even if  the

child is socially at a disadvantage from his/her non-verbal communication, 

h is/her verbal ability could be usful in improving the overall impression

of skilfulness with the peer group - something which could be useful to

bear in mind when form ulating therapy strategies.

6.4.3 Correlation between the Scores of the Children being Observed, 

or Patterns which Emerged from the Results of the Large Sample,

with the Comments o f the Observers

One of the most surprising observations which was apparent from the

scripts of the observers was that although two were male and one female, 

all three chose girls as the most popular person and boys as the least

popular person from the group of eight, and each chose d ifferent boys and

girls in both cases. Girls were also rated consistently more highly than

boys by all three judges. This was very interesting, as it reflected the

general pattern of results found in the large sample where girls generally

appeared to be more at ease socially than boys (perhaps with the exception

of the secondary modern group of girls).
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Looking at the scores out of ten awarded by the three judges in

comparison with the peer rating of each subject and the teacher rating, one

is struck by the general sim ilarity of the scores between the judges and

the peer group (there is less sim ilarity with the teacher scores). Subject

179 (Trudi) is given the lowest of the girls' scores by two of the judges,

and her class peer vote is also the second jo in t lowest in the class. The

negative comments about her from the two judges were that she seemed "very

serious" and "she just sat there solemnly and said nothing"/"seemed shy".

The th ird  judge, who awarded her the same score (8) as three of the other

girls, said she was "tidy" (with sound) and "intelligent and tidy"

(w ithout sound).

The boys’ scores seemed to be somewhat more random and less consistent 

than the girls. Subject 199 (Sean) was awarded similar scores by all three

judges (6, 6 and 5), and the only comments we have about his demeanour are 

one positive ("he talked, looked happy and looked at whoever was talking")

and one negative ("slouches in chair") from the third judge. 

Surprisingly, however, he has the jo in t second lowest peer result in the 

class (1), but a good teacher score (7). The other interesting observation

to be made about the boys’ scores is that subject 198 (Christopher) is 

aw arded low scores (2) by both male judges and is given a 5 (the lowest

score she awards in the "with sound" condition) by the girl judge, who

describes him negatively ("thinks a lot of himself"). His peer vote,

however, is average for the class (5 out of 31) and his teacher score is 

good (8). This is interesting because all three judges had negative

rem arks to make about this boy ("generally annoying"; "when he talked no 

one looked at him and he was a bit of a poseur"). It would be interesting 

to know if the presence of the camera affected his behaviour; whether 

d iffe ren t criteria  according to nationality or school type were in 

operation; or whether the 5 boys from the class who selected him as a 

friend  were similar to him in personality. The final interesting

observation to be made here is that subject 197 (William) receives the only 

actually contradictory comments from the judges. Judge 2 describes him as

"unhappy - said nothing" and gives him a score of 2, in contrast with judge 

3, who describes him as having a "nice personality" and gives him a score

of 7. It is possible that because he did not contribute to the

conversation, no affirm ation nor refutation of the impression created by 

the "w ithout sound" condition was available and therefore that one judge,
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who perhaps liked his lack of assertion, responded favourably to his non

verbal communication, while the other responded negatively because he seems 

to like happy-looking peers who interact with others well. One again is 

forced to acknowledge the complexity of assessing social skill when the

observer and h is/her perception and personality are so intertw ined with 

the skills or skill deficits of the observed.

6.4.4 Im provem ents to the Questionnaire

The comments and criticisms provided by the children on the video about 

their impressions of the questionnaire were insightful and of great value. 

Some of the issues which were raised m erit further consideration in 

considering the use of questionnaires generally and the usefulness of this 

one in particular. Before going on to consider these issues, however, a 

b rief comment will be made about two positive observations made by the

children. They generally agreed, firstly, that they had been made to think 

about some aspects of their behaviour which they had not previously

considered; and secondly, that their experience had made them want to 

change certain aspects of their behaviour. This was encouraging, as one 

wonders if  the realisation by the child of how (s)he appears to others 

m ight o f itself provide a stimulus or desire for change. The role of the 

therapist would then be to facilitate further appreciation of others’ 

perspectives and explore with the child how change can occur.

The first generally agreed criticism of the questionnaire was that the 

range and context of the scale were insufficient. Some children described 

specific questions where they were unsure which option to tick because a

d ifference in situation would have elicited a d ifferen t response. In the

case of bullying, for example, some said they would intervene if they could 

bring their friends along to help, but m ight not by themselves.

A second generally agreed criticism was that some questions were too

"obvious". When discussing those that appeared obvious to them, however, 

it became apparent that they disagreed amongst themselves. For example, 

one boy said it was obvious, if  you saw someone being bullied, that your

natural instinct would be to help. When challenged by the others he said

he thought it was still the obvious course of action to adopt, regardless 

of the consequences for oneself. Some of the others disagreed. Another

# 4



question identified as too obvious was lending someone dinner money which 

would necessitate doing w ithout - yet many children chose this option. The

children themselves may have realised that this particular criticism did

not have the validity they believed it to have by the end of, the

discussion, given the level of disagreement that followed each suggestion!

The th ird  criticism  was that some questions were too hard to answer for

oneself - the two specifically cited by the group were "Do you smile a

lot?" and "Do you talk too much?" The girls particularly said they did not

know whether their level of smiling and talking was too much, or w hether it 

was about right. D ifferen t wording might facilitate answering such

questions, and alternative wording (which will hopefully be advised upon by 

the children themselves) will be considered for the future (e.g. "Are you 

told by your classmates or teacher that you sm ile/talk  ...?").

Another criticism raised by one boy was that there was insufficient

time to answer the questions. The rest of the group did not seem to find

this a problem, and when asked about it, the boy said that he had read

through each question three times and when he was less than half way 

through had observed a friend had finished his questionnaire! This boy

also managed to complete his questionnaire in spite of being so far behind

his friend. For most children the time was sufficient, although longer 

would need to be given if  a special needs group or a group w ith learning

difficulties were participating.

A fifth  criticism which was agreed upon by a few children was that some

of the questions were not directly relevant to their own experience. When

asked how they coped with this, the children said they answered according

to how they thought they would behave, extrapolating from other

circumstances.

A nother interesting comment which emerged was made by a girl who

pointed out that one could lie if  one wished to. She knew at least one boy 

who had done so. When questioned by the others, she said she had seen 

"M ichael’s" actual questionnaire as he was handing it in and that he had

answered question 14, about answering questions in class, "happy to answer

when asked, but would not usually interupt". The group simultaneously

exploded into laughter and agreed that this child persistently interrupted. 

They also agreed that he could not fail to be aware that this was a

problem , since he was so consistently told off for so doing. They

therefore believed him to be lying. This provided a perspective on the peer
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g roup’s response to another child’s behaviour which would have been 

otherw ise unavailable to us (although the teacher questionnaire did provide

at least one d ifferent perspective from  that of the child). It also

dem onstrates the problem with having the questionnaire results, teacher 

scores and peer vote as the only inform ation avilable on the children. One

is constantly aware of the potential richness and complexity of observation 

w hich is unavailable to us when relying on scores alone. A m ulti-faceted

approach, in which the child is seen functioning in his/her own environm ent

and interaction  takes place with that child and the child’s peers, is by

fa r the most stimulating and creative way of "assessing" the child’s social

ability . U nder present conditions, this would prove impossible as a

rou tine  m easurem ent of assessment, o f course. In the meantime, if  the 

questionnaire identified children who were experiencing social difficulty , 

m ore detailed observation of that smaller num ber of children could then

follow. A t the present time the challenge lies with finding a means of

iden tify ing  such children out o f the vast number in schools, hopefully 

before  potential difficulties have become real ones, while at the same time

critically  evaluating and changing or refining our own perspective of the 

ch ild ren ’s social world.

6.5 F u rth e r V alidation with a Small Group o f Subjects

As outlined in chapter 4, the practical constraints of classroom time 

and access to subjects prevented comparison of the new bipolar measure 

p resented  here with other measures as I had initially intended. A fter the 

m ain study was complete, however, another piece of research of lim ited

scope was undertaken in order fu rther to test the validity of the new

m easure. T hirty  children from a Scottish prim ary school (and of the age- 

range under consideration in this study) were given the children’s actual

questionnaire, the children’s desired questionnaire and the Junior Eysenck 

Personality  Inventory. They were also asked to name their five best 

friends in the class, and were videotaped both in the playground and in the 

classroom during a "wet" playtime. Their behaviour was then rated by two 

ad u lt and two child assessors for general social skill (on a scale of 1 to 

10). The teacher was then asked to supply a list of the five most popular

and  five most unpopular children in the group and to give each of these ten

2 #



children a score out o f ten for their sociability amongst peers (on a scale 

o f 1 [very unpopular] to 10 [very popular]). This group of ten children 

were also given, during their lunch breaks, the Wechsler Intelligence Scale 

for Children. The results of this in-depth  analysis across the various 

measures are sum m arised in the Tables 1 and 2 below, where M stands for 

male and F for female; C for child assessor and A for adult assessor; and 

JEPI for Junior Eysenck Personality Inventory, with E for extroversion, N 

for neuroticism and L for lie scores. The first figure under "peer rating" 

is the ranking w ithin the class as a whole (out o f 27 children) and the 

second figure, in brackets, is the ranking amongst the same gender as the 

subject (out of 17 for the boys and 10 for the girls).

Table 1 The Five Children Designated by the Teacher as "Popular"

Subj. I.Q. Teacher Peer Actual Desired Assessors JEPI

Rating Rating Zeros Zeros C C A A E N L

1 F 107 10 8 (3) 19 24 8 8 9 8 16 10 1

2 F 100 9 8 (3) 24 24 8 7 8 8 18 7 1

3 M 129 8 18 (11) 17 18 7 7 6 7 19 6 2

4 F 122 8 1 8 # ) 21 20 5 6 8 8 19 5 1

5 M 128 8 2 (2) 19 19 9 8 7 8 18 5 2

Table 2 The Five Children Designated by the Teacher as "Unpopular"

Subj. I.Q. Teacher Peer Actual Desired Assessors JEPI

R ating Rating Zeros Zeros C C A A E N L

6 M 101 3 18 (11) 5 3 3 4 6 5 19 19 0
7 M 83 1 24 (15) 7 20 7 8 7 7 9 1 1 1
8 M 101 7 11 (7) 5 10 6 5 6 4 20 8 0
9 M 72 5 18 (11) 11 11 5 6 3 3 20 14 2
10 M 136 6 25 (16) 21 21 3 4 6 7 18 13 1
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In addition, as an objective measure of skill, each subject was rated

during the wet playtime for frequency of interaction with peers and length 

of tim e spent isolated (out of a 30 minute period):

Table 3 Interaction and Isolation

S ub j. Frequency of Interaction Length of Time Isolated

1 Constantly in the group

2 Constantly in the group

3 Only left two friends 

briefly to fetch something

4 Constantly in the group

5 With a small group all the 

time, except to visit toilet; 

other boys from outside

the group also interacted with 

him regularly but briefly

6 A ttem pted interaction with 7 

d ifferen t people on 12 occasions, 

but this was sustained for more than 

3 m inutes only once. Talked to the 

teacher when she came in

7 Talked to 3 boys for between 2 and 

3 m inutes each

8 Played cards with one other boy for 

a sustained period

9 Talked to 4 boys for between 2 and 

5 m inutes each

10 Interacted only twice, ju st to ask for 

inform ation

0 minutes 

0 minutes

Less than 5 m inutes 

0 minutes

Less than 5 minutes

15 minutes 

20 minutes 

10 minutes 

15 minutes 

Over 28 minutes

We may summarize these results as follows, in terms of both the general 

pa ttern  and the individual results which do not quite fit this pattern.
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The general pattern is that the five popular children with higher

teacher scores also have higher I.Q .’s; higher peer ratings; higher zero

scores on both the actual and desired questionnaires; and higher ratings

from  the assessors of overall social skill. They have lower neuroticism

scores on the Junior Eysenck Personality Inventory; and they spent much

less tim e alone and interacted more frequently than the unpopular group.

The individual results which do not quite fit this pattern arise with

subjects 3, 7 and 10. Subject 3, for example, was given a score of 8 by 

the teacher. He was not, however, one of the popular children on the peer

ra ting , nor were his zero scores as high as the others in the group. The 

fact that both his zero scores were low indicates that he was aware why he

was not popular but lacked either the knowledge or the desire to change.

T he video evidence and his demeanour during the I.Q. test suggest that the

problem  was one of desire. He seemed to prefer the company of adults; and

his am bition to be a clothes designer, freely expressed to his peer group,

m arked him out as different from the other boys in his class.

Subject 7 had the lowest teacher rating and one of the lowest peer

ratings in the class, and at first it seems surprising that his actual

score of 7 zeros soars to 20 on the desired scale. This was very

interesting , because this boy was partially deaf and on the point of

being sent to a special school. He had been assessed and found to have a 

low I.Q. (though one wonders whether the low I.Q. score was reflective of

his ability  or whether his hearing impairment has skewed the result); but 

on the basis of these results one would have to argue that his social

perception  was extremely accurate, as was his knowledge of what is required

fo r social acceptance. Given his desire to behave in that way, one would

hope that his next institution will provide him with the mechanism to 

achieve that desire.

Finally, subject 10 had the most complex pattern of all. His I.Q. was

fa r in excess of what his teacher expected, as was his unpopularity. The

teacher had given him a rating of 6, saying that, although he was nqt

popular, neither was he extensively unpopular. He received only one peer

vote, however (the second lowest score in the class, next to a young Asian

boy who had just recently moved to the school and who scored 0). His

actual and desired scores were both 21 and he seemed to think he was m ixing 

w ith  his peers quite well. The video shows the extent of his lack of

contact with his peers, however, and he did show a tendency towards
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aggression. The social difficulty here, looking at all the results, seemed 

to be a problem  of perception. The boy did not see himself as his peers

did, and did not seem aware of the extent of his unpopularity. It would 

have been in teresting to enquire of the children (but perhaps not sensitive

to do so) how many peers they thought would include his/her name on their

list of best friends to obtain a further measure of the subjects’ own 

accuracy of perception.

There are exceptions to the general pattern , then, which are

sufficient, in particular, to raise the question of whether intelligence is 

or is not a prerequisite of good social functioning. It should also be 

noted that the evidence from this small sample o f children is that neither 

extroversion nor "truthfulness" are discriminators o f popular and unpopular

children. The im portant point, however, is that the general pattern of

results does suggest that the new bipolar measure presented in the

dissertation is accurately measuring the social ability of children. There 

is clearly a correspondence between the evaluation of the children on the

basis of the peer and teacher ratings, the assessors’ observation, and the

objective m easurem ent of behaviour in a naturalistic setting, on the one 

hand, and the evaluation of the same children on the basis of the

questionnaires.
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7. CONCLUSION

7.1 Introduction

I began this dissertation with a description and critique of the 

curren t state of affairs with regard to SST, and a justification of thé

philosophy and methodology consequently adopted in this study (chapters 1

to 3). I have now completed the description of the development and 

validation of the bipolar measure which I argued in chapter 3 was necessary 

if  we were to make new discoveries about the social world of the young 

adolescent (chapters 4 to 6). It rem ains now to draw some conclusions, and 

to look to the future. In 7.2, the results from chapters 5 and 6 are

briefly  reviewed, and some comments made on what has been achieved and what 

has not been achieved, with particular reference to the discussion of

m ethod in chapter 3. In 7.3, the implications of the present study for the 

conceptual fram ework of SST are discussed, picking up the discussion in 

chapter 2. Finally, in 7.4, future research plans are outlined.

7.2 Review  o f Results

The statistical analyses of chapter 5 showed that significant 

relationships existed between the teacher general score and each of the

questionnaires (actual, desired and teacher); between the peer vote and

each of the questionnaires; between the two pupil questionnaires; and, in

general, between the teacher questionnaire and each of the child 

questionnaires (see below). This suggests that the questionnaire has

struck a chord of general consensus which exists among the teachers and the

children about which behaviours are skilled and unskilled - something which

is confirm ed by the numerous comments in the free space on the

questionnaires. The test-re test results also indicated that the test was

reliable, and that it compared favourably with other questionnaires

m easuring social skills.

The pupil actual and desired questionnaires did not have a significant

relationship w ith the teacher questionnaire on the Pearson Product M om ent

C orrelation. The actual questionnaire was only just outside the
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significance level, however, suggesting that the teacher showed a fairly

accurate perception of how the child actually behaved, and that the child

h im /h erse lf was able to assess h is/her own behaviour fairly accurately. 

The desired questionnaire was much further outside the range of 

significance. This suggests that the teacher, as one m ight expect, has 

only lim ited access to each child’s thinking and, in particular, desires.

This in tu rn  implies that we as adult assessors need to differentiate much

more clearly than has sometimes been done in the past between knowledge of

social skills and display or perform ance of social skills. The lack of

correlation between the teacher and desired questionnaires on the Pearson

Product M om ent Correlation tells us not so much about a weakness in the

particu lar assessment process at the heart of this study, as about the

dangers inheren t in all forms of adult assessment of children. The gap 

betw een the social world of the young adolescent and that of the adult

seems, on the evidence which we have examined, to be a significant one. We 

cannot sim ply assume that we are able as adults intuitively to know which

are "inappropriate" strategies in that world, and to teach new,

"appropriate" ones. For if we do assume this, we run the risk of simply

re inforcing  or intensifying what is in that context quite inappropriate

action w hich may alienate children from their peer group, without providing

them  w ith the means of understanding, and living with or overcoming, the

alienation.

The descriptive data presented in chapter 6 confirms that the

questionnaire is a good indicator of social skill. The children chose the

zero option  (deemed the most appropriate behaviour) more consistently on

the desired questionnaire than on the actual; only 8 questions had less 

than a 70% response in the zero category on the desired questionnaire,

com pared w ith 19 questions on the actual questionnaire; and a consensus 

existed both in questions where the zero category dominated and in

questions where it did not. Only one question on the desired questionnaire

showed no strong agreement among the children on which choice of behaviour 

was desirable, and only four questions had a lower zero score on the

desired questionnaire than on the actual.

Boys and girls responded similarly to each other on both 

questionnaires, both groups desiring to behave more frequently in the zero

category than  they actually did. The patterns for the various school and 

nationality  groups were also similar to each other. Differences between
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the various groups did emerge, however. Girls chose the zero category 

more than boys on both questionnaires, and seemed more at ease socially

som ething which was corroborated in the video assessment, where all three 

judges rated the girls more highly. Secondary modern boys and girls

differed  most, of the school groups, in their responses on the desired

questionnaire, English boys and girls differing more than did Irish

children. The Irish children, in general, chose zero more often on the

desired questionnaire than did the English. The Scottish sample had of all 

three nationality groups the highest percentage choosing zero on the actual

questionnaire. The gramm ar school group had over 70% choosing more than 21 

zeros on the desired questionnaire, compared with only 25% of the remedial 

group and 39% of the secondary modern. Because of such differences, my

recommendations so far as use of the questionnaire is concerned would be,

firstly, that it is used with the norms for each of these groups, rather

than norms based on an average of all the groups; and secondly, that the

idea of skilfulness should be extended to allow both for group difference

and developmental changes.

The general success of the project fully justified many of the

decisions taken about the form at of the questionnaire at the outset. The 

pupil questionnaire was universally found to be entirely manageable, and

could easily be given in one or two class periods; while the teachers found

th at they could fill in the teacher questionnaires on a class of about 30 

children in a few hours. The use of a bipolar scale, rather than the more 

fam iliar "Yes/No" form at, provided a wider range of responses than is

norm ally available, resulting in the much more detailed and comprehensive

picture of each individual which emerged.

The free space in the questionnaire in which children could elaborate 

upon on any question, or make a comment, proved invaluable. It was widely

used, most often for comments about bullying, and less often, but 

frequently, for comments about the difficulty of relationships w ith the

opposite sex. By writing freely in it, the children provided an

unstructured, and therefore even more revealing, glimpse into their world 

than was available through the window of the formal questioning, enabling 

me to focus more specifically on the areas which are im portant to them. In

addition, they also provided constructive criticism and suggestions which

will enable me in the future to improve the questionnaire.
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The use of the two forms of response ("how I am" and "how I would like

to be") provided a reliable means of measuring any discrepancy that existed

between how the child perceived him self and how he wanted to be; an 

indication of h is/her knowledge of which behaviour is appropriate; and a

means of identifying where (in the complex process of assessing social 

situations, deciding how to respond, and then responding) the origin of a 

child’s difficulty  in social interaction m ight lie. It further enabled

identification o f specific areas where children experienced d ifficulty

even when the appropriate behaviour was known and desired (reflected in the

12 questions where a difference of more than 16% existed between the

responses to the actual and desired questionnaires). Finally, the use of

the two forms of response also allowed me to assess whether the response

which I had designated "zero" was in fact the most appropriate in the

circumstances. For example, the children regarded the most appropriate

response to bullying as "fighting back", which I had designated -2; and it

was widely regarded as inappropriate to involve a teacher in an incident 

even if  another child were being beaten up. In some classes it was

inappropriate even to talk to a teacher.

The use of a general score awarded by the teacher, in addition to the

teacher questionnaire results, showed most effectively whether (s)he was

consistent in h is/her scoring; whether there m ight be characteristics

om itted by the questionnaire in providing a picture of a socially skilled

child; and whether any patterns o f scoring were apparent (e.g. a teacher

liking quieter children better than noisier ones, and therefore giving 

higher general scores to that particular group). The general score further

showed clearly whether the child’s actual view of him /herself was 

consistent w ith the teacher’s view; and whether a child who was very

popular/unpopular with a teacher was also regarded in the same way by 

h is/h er peers.

These, then, are the positive aspects of the questionnaire in the 

form at in which it was used in this study. There were, of course,

weaknesses as well. In the first place, although a range of responses was

provided from which children could choose, some of the children still found

the range too restrictive. This was apparent not only from the "free 

space" responses, but also from the children’s responses on the videotape.

Secondly, the context of the situation described in the questions was

sometimes perceived to be ambiguous. Some children said that their
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response would have been d ifferen t if  the circumstances had been so. In

some cases the children clarified in the free space the context in which

they would make the ticked response from the five options; and some 

children outlined the context in which they would answer differently.

Third ly , one remains still unaware of the extent to which the questionnaire

covers the full range of skilful and unskilful behaviour. From the present

findings it is possible to say which responses to the particular social

situations presented are universally regarded as skilful or unskilful (for

exam ple, calling a teacher to deal with a problem was overwhelmingly

regarded as unskilful); and it is possible to identify  those responses

which are much more ambiguous; but one is still unaware whether, and to

w hat extent, im portant social situations (from the child’s perspective)

have been om itted.

Fourthly, it was clearly a weakness of the study that the population

was spread so unevenly. The original aim - to take children from different

types of school (grammar, secondary modern, comprehensive, private and

rem edial), d ifferen t social backgrounds, d ifferen t academic abilities, 

d ifferen t age groups and d ifferen t parts of the country - was largely not

achieved, so that the comparisons which one had hoped could be made proved

impossible. Only a dozen children from one rem edial group participated, 

and none from private schools; while there were many gramm ar school

children and several secondary modern pupils. Most children came from

England and N orthern Ireland, some from Scotland and none from Wales. Only

11-12 year olds participated, so that there was no opportunity to look at

possible developm ental changes; and no I.Q. control was possible because of

the tim e an adequate I.Q. test would have taken. A quick test, in my viev/,

would not have been worth doing, as one could not have been confident that

one was actually m easuring the child’s overall intellectual ability. 

Finally, no measure of social class was available, and I would have felt

unhappy about asking for the occupation of the parent without their

perm ission.

F ifth ly  and finally, there is the weakness inherent in the lack of

input from  the peer group. The failure to tap the wealth of inform ation

available on each child from this source - the group which is arguably the

most im portant influence in determ ining a child’s perception of h im /herself

during  the school years - is regrettable. The peer vote gave an idea of

how popular or unpopular a child was in comparison with the others in  the
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class, which was valuable. The results here were corroborated by the 

external judges in the video assessment. The peer vote provided no 

indication of why a child was liked or disliked, however. This sort of 

inform ation is invaluable, especially in cases where the child’s problem is 

that (s)he is perceiving h im /herse lf differently  from everyone else.

It is clear that such weaknesses ought to be addressed in the future. 

The presentation of fairly specific contexts could easily be incorporated 

into a questionnaire which was being tailored to the needs and

prerequisites of a particular class, and it may also be possible to clarify 

some of the social situations presented in the questionnaire for general

usage. The problem  here is that, if  the questionnaire is being used across

culture, class, academ ic ability and social experience, then to make it too

specific m ight make it more relevant to the real life experience of some

children, while distancing the reality of the questions to others. The 

challenge of ensuring that the questionnaire is composed of situations 

which are true to the everyday experiences of school children and yet 

relevant across the social strata remains. One hopes that, with further

help and guidance from the children, this challenge m ight be met - perhaps

by using d ifferen t series of optional questions which would supplem ent the 

basic questionnaire, or perhaps by including instructions with the standard

questionnaire which would enable the teacher (or whichever professional

person is using the questionnaire) to adjust the questions to suit the

group being assessed, and subsequently to in terpret the data more flexibly.

A nother thing which would help in terms of future use of the

questionnaire would be a parent measure of the children, perhaps with the

parent’s name, date of b irth  and occupation at the top, combined with an

opening statem ent along the lines of, "Thank you for participating - we are

grateful for your help. Please try to fill in every question, but if  there 

is any inform ation you do n o t , wish to give, then just leave the space

blank". Hopefully this would avoid causing offence, while allowing the 

person the freedom  to choose whether (s)he disclosed such inform ation or

not).

Finally, it m ight be possible in the future, working with a small group 

of children (perhaps all of whom seem to share the same problem of 

perceiving themselves incorrectly), to have peers fill in shorter 

questionnaires on each other, or answer questions about how they perceive

each other, using these shorter texts also alongside the other measures.
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Obviously this would have to be carried out very sensitively and carefully,

ensuring that there was an understanding that everyone in the group was on

an equal footing and that it was each person’s responsibility to try to 

help and encourage h is/her peers, as indeed it was their responsibility to 

help and encourage him /her. This seemingly can be achieved in most group 

therapy situations, though it is not something I would want to attem pt 

w ithout more experience. These suggestions about ways of eliciting the

inform ation  which would prove invaluable from the peer group are therefore 

tentative and confined to special circumstances, i.e. use with children who

are already experiencing considerable d ifficu lty  at school.

Im provem ents to the questionnaire such as these are certainly worth 

considering for the future. Even as the questionnaire stands at the

present, however, its strengths far outweigh its weaknesses; and it 

compares very favourably with o ther measures which are already in 

existence.

7.3 Im plications o f the Present Study for the Conceptual Fram ework o f

Social Skills Training

C hapter 2 of the dissertation offered  a discussion of one im portant 

area o f SST wherein a reason for its limited success could be found: in its

conceptual framework. Three models (those of Harré and Secord; La Gaipa; 

and C arver and Scheier) were presented as starting points for further 

thinking in this area; and in this section each of these three models will 

b riefly  be examined once again, in order to ascertain the extent to which 

the results from  the present study add to this im portant debate.

7.3.1 H arré and Secord’s Model

H arré and Secord view of reality , it will be recalled, is that it is

in tersub jective  rather than objective, and therefore that the location and 

display of skills in the social realm  which the collective regards as

im portant will be the criteria used by that collective to judge the

acceptability  or unacceptability o f  individuals. The individual’s
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knowledge of which behaviour is appropriate in a social situation is

resident in a "cognitive template", and incom petent individuals may lack

these publicly shared tem plates or have idiosyncratic ones.

The questions which must be addressed of the data from this study if

this model is to be tested are as follows:

1. Does the data show any evidence of publicly shared templates? That is, 

is there any evidence of "accounts of episodes"; or, in the language of

the questionnaire, is there a particular choice of behaviour for each

question in the questionnaire upon which the m ajority agree? If so,

this would suggest that a consensus exists regarding which behaviour is

appropria te /inappropria te , and this in turn would imply the existence 

of a tem plate shared by the m ajority of the children.

2. Does the data show any evidence of idiosyncratic templates? That is,

is there evidence of individuals believing that certain choices of

behaviour are appropriate when the m ajority of the group believe

otherwise?

3. Is there any evidence that the possession o f an idiosyncratic template

is related to unpopularity within the group or with the teacher, or

that possession of a shared template is related to popularity within

the group or with the teacher?

In attem pting to answer the first question, the results for each

question on the questionnaire were considered, and where the majority (over 

70%) of children agreed on a particular option, this was assumed to be a

publicly shared tem plate of an appropriate strategy. Over 70% of the

sample, in fact, chose the same response on 21 o f the 29 questions on the

desired questionnaire. The data for the other eight questions are

presented in  A ppendix 10, and a discussion of them  can be found in 6.3.2

above. In six of these eight, over 70% of the children had one of two 

particu lar responses, indicating that the remainder of the responses were

m ost definitely  not thought to be appropriate by the majority. Only in 

questions 15 and 17 were respondents divided between three options; and

even here, the responses are all to one side of the scale (zero, -1 and -

2). In both questions, to be to the plus side of the scale is to display
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an idiosyncratic tem plate with regard to the behaviour described. A shared 

public template does exist on the m ajority of questions presented in the

questionnaire.

The second issue was investigated by looking at the total num ber of 

zero scores (on both the actual and desired questionnaires) for each child, 

and determ ining the average number. Children who had a very low num ber of 

zero scores compared with that average were regarded as possessing

idiosyncratic tem plates. Appendix 8 shows the total num ber of subjects 

responding to each category on both the actual and desired questionnaires, 

and it is therefore possible to see in which categories the m ajority  of the 

sample fall. Only 12 children (less than 5.5% of the sample) scored fewer

than 10 zeros on the actual questionnaire, and only 10 children (less than

4.5% of the sample) scored fewer than 10 zeros on the desired

questionnaire. C hildren with a very low number of zeros on their desired

questionnaire, of course - whether this implies that they lack fundamental 

knowledge of what constitutes socially skilled behaviour, or that they

possess the knowledge but have no desire to utilize it -, should be

regarded as potentially more "at risk" than those who assess themselves

poorly but at least know which behaviour m ight be socially appropriate.

In order to answer the third question, on whether the possession of an

idiosyncratic tem plate necessarily leads to an inability to function 

successfully w ith either peers or authority figures, the children with poor

overall zero scores on either the actual or desired questionnaires were

com pared, on both the peer popularity measure and the teacher general 

score, w ith the others in the sample. The pattern of results was more 

complex than expected. Of the 4 subjects scoring fewer than ten zeros on 

both questionnaires, 2 had both very poor peer votes and low teacher

general scores; 1 girl had an average teacher general score and a good peer

vote (she had the most surprising set of results in this group); and 1 boy

had a very low teacher general score, but a good peer score. Of the

rem aining 8 subjects who scored fewer than ten zeros on the actual

questionnaire, 5 had average to very good teacher scores and high peer 

votes (though their desired scores were higher, in some cases very much

higher, than their actual scores); and the other three had average or good

teacher votes bu t very bad peer scores. These latter three children may be

those who possess a template more appropriate to the adult social world

rather than th at of their peer group. It would have been interesting to
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have inform ation from their parents about the children themselves and the

family structure to throw some light on these three. O f the rem aining 6

children who scored 10 or less on the desired questionnaire, only one

scored above average on the peer vote - and his actual and desired zero

scores only differed by one point, whereas the discrepancies in the other 

children’s scores were larger than that. The teacher general scores were

average or above average for all except subject 153 - a subject with an

extrem ely poor teacher general score and peer vote.

These results would suggest that idiosyncratic templates do exist, but

that one should exercise caution before making assumptions about the

consequences of the possession of such a template. It seems that some

children m ight be in possession of a template which is appropriate in

certain situations (operating in the adult world, for example) but not in

others (among one’s peers, for example). If  this is the case, those

children who possess templates appropriate to both social groups (and are

very popular with both peers and teacher) and move easily in either social

world need to be studied, in order to ascertain how these templates are

acquired successfully. We also need to know more about the very small

m inority  of children who seem to possess a template appropriate to neither 

social group, and are therefore unpopular with both.

7.3.2 La G aipa’s Model

La Gaipa believes that the individual looks for "a good match" between

his psychosocial requirements and the availability of support systems, and

he is interested in the organizing tendencies of the individual which are

responsible for the perception and interpretation of interpersonal events.

These organizing principles m ight include, on a psychological level,

cognitive orientations towards other people; on a behavioural level, m eans-

end strategies for obtaining resources; and on a normative level,

references to social rules and evaluations - for example, the idea of

"justice". A  socially incom petent person is described by La Gaipa as 

possessing an "implicit resource theory" which generates poor predictions

about social events. The result is limited understanding and control of 

h is /h e r world. Tension and cognitive arousal are viewed as im portant when

im plicit resource theory is not working properly (i.e. when the theory does
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not fit the data) because they increase flexibility to change. An

effective system has to limit, control and resolve conflicts. The

individual is faced with a complex array of internal and external demands 

and lim itations which all must be held in tension. These include systems 

requirem ents (the boundary and m aintenance problems of the support 

systems); "task demands" (meeting psychosocial requirements which are 

sometimes contradictory); "cultural demands" (normative constraints on 

personal choice); and "cognitive demands" (understanding, competence and 

control necessary for competence in interpersonal relationships).

While it was outside the purpose of the present study to look at all 

the above demands in the necessary depth, the questionnaire did aim to

provide answers to the following questions:

1. On the individual psychological level, was there a general tendency for 

children to perceive themselves too optimistically, too

pessimistically, or realistically, both in terms of their own 

perception of themselves and in relation to others?

2. On the interpersonal behavioural level, were the child's attem pts to

m eet h is/her psychosocial requirements successful or unsuccessful?

3. On the cultural normative level, what norms, values or rules (if any)

em erged from this group of young adolescents?

The first question was addressed, firstly, by comparing the child’s

actual scores with h is/her desired scores to ascertain if  a discrepancy 

existed, and if  so whether the discrepancy was to the detrim ent of, or

favoured, the child; and secondly, by comparing the child’s actual

questionnaire with, the teacher’s questionnaire, and also the peer vote, to

discover whether the teacher corroborated the child’s assessment, and

whether there was an indication from the popularity / unpopularity of the 

child to support the child’s view of h im /herself in relation to h is/her 

peers.

As the reader may remember from the introduction to chapter 5, for the

data analysis a score was given to each child which was the resulting

sum m ation of h is/her scores on the questionnaire. A score close to zero

would indicate a high percentage of zero scores, and a high score would 

indicate a high percentage of scores other than zero. The Pearson Product

M om ent correlation for the children’s actual scores in relation to their
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desired scores was 0.528, showing a significant relationship between the 

two sets of scores, bu t not a perfect one. About 60% of the sample scored

less than 10 (their summed score) on the desired questionnaire, and of

those about half also scored less than 10 on their actual questionnaire, 

w ith just over a th ird  scoring between 11 and 20 on the actual 

questionnaire. A relationship between the two sets of scores does exist, 

then, with children generally desiring to be closer to zero than they

believe themselves to be. This seems a healthy and balanced approach on

the part of the children to self-assessm ent. Most children seem to have a

knowledge of social skills which is greater than their behaviour m ight 

imply if, for example, one were relying on role-play situations as a means

of assessing social skills. They can differentiate between that knowledge 

of skills and the extent to which they are able to put it into practice.

I t would be interesting to discover at what age this ability to 

d ifferentia te  between the two emerges, and whether the ability to behave as

one desires is enhanced w ith age.

When comparing the children’s actual scores with that of the teacher,

the Pearson Product M oment Correlation is not statistically significant 

(0.162), but the Analysis of Variance shows an F value of 5.896, which is

significant at 0.05. Over 60% of the children scored 10 or less on the 

teacher’s questionnaire; but of those, nearly half placed themselves 

betw een 11 and 20 on the actual scale; just over 40% did in fact score 10 

or less; and fewer than 10% scored 21 or over. Just over 25% scored

betw een 11 and 20 on the teacher scale; and of those nearly 60% also placed 

themselves in that category, with ju st over 25% placing themselves in the 

10 or less category, and the rem ainder (about 14%) scoring themselves more 

harshly (21 or over). O f the children who scored betwen 21 and 30 on the

teacher scale (only 10% of the sample), nearly 85% scored less than 21 on 

the actual questionnaire. Only 4 children in this group scored more than 

21 on the actual scale. Only 9 children scored over 31 on the teacher 

scale, and all these scored below 31 on their actual questionnaires. The

pattern  which emerges here is that there is quite a high level of agreement 

betw een the children’s perception of themselves and the teacher’s 

assessment of their behaviour. This is an im portant finding in the light 

o f how frequently in research the teacher is used as an assessor of the 

child. The results seem to indicate that the child’s actual results taken

alone could be misleading, because children can be both too hard and too
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generous when describing their own behaviour. On the whole, however, there 

was considerable agreement between the teacher’s assessment of children’s 

behaviour and the children’s own assessment, both when the appraisal was 

positive and when it was negative.

The peer vote results showed a negative correlation (Pearson Product 

M om ent Correlation = 0.225), as one would anticipate: the closer to zero on

the actual score, the higher the peer rating. The F value was 11.687 for 

this relationship, indicating significance at the 0.01 level. The results 

show that about a quarter of the sample scored above 0.60 on the peer 

scale, and that all of these fell w ithin 0-20 on the actual questionnaire.

Just over a quarter scored between 0.31 and 0.60 on the peer scale, of whom

m ore than 65% fell w ithin 0-15 on the actual questionnaire. A nother 33% 

fell between 16 and 30, and less than 2% scored over 31. Nearly half of

the sample scored 0.30 or less on the peer vote (just under 10% of the 

total sample falling under 0.10), which is to be expected given that the 

literatu re  suggests that children most frequently have a small group of 

close friends rather than many friends. The actual scores of the 10% 

scoring below 0.10 on the peer scale ranged from 9 to 35, but of the 6

children scoring over 30 on the actual questionnaire, 4 fell below 0.10 on

the peer scale. The results here seem to indicate that the most popular

children assess their own behaviour accurately, and that it is universally

closer to zero than any other group. The next most popular group (above

average, but not beyond the 0.60 level) again scores predominantly close to 

zero (i.e. over two thirds), with only one child scoring a long way from

zero. O f those children who score very badly on the actual questionnaire 

(a small m inority of 6), most score below 0.10 on the peer vote. It seems 

that children do not like peers who assess themselves as being too much to

e ither extrem e in their behaviour. W hether this personal assessment is

m ade because the children concerned are trying to be at either extrem e, or 

because they are overly critical of themselves, could only be clarified

w ith any degree of certainty if  it was possible to observe the children

w ith their peers and talk to them on a one-to -one basis.

On the individual psychological level then, it seems that most children

can assess their behaviour with considerable accuracy, and that more tend 

to be too harsh in their assessment than too lenient when compared with the

teacher’s appraisal. There are those, however, who do seem to assess
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themselves too generously, given that their good actual scores are not

reflected in the degree of popularity which they experience amongst peers,

nor the teacher’s appraisal of them.

The second question noted above was investigated by looking at the

popularity /unpopularity  of the child with h is/her peer group and at the

teacher general score. Where the child was popular on both counts, it was 

assumed that the child was fulfilling h is/her psychosocial requirements 

successfully and that the child’s m eans-end strategies were functioning

well. W here the child was popular with one of the two, it was deduced that 

the child was fulfilling  some of h is/her psychosocial requirements, but was

skilful only w ith those m eans-end strategies appropriate to whichever of

the two groups the child was popular with. Where the child scored badly 

with both groups, it was assumed that the child was failing to meet his/her 

psychosocial requirem ents, and that h is/her m eans-end strategies were 

totally inappropriate .

The results for those 18 children with less than 0.10 on their peer

vote, along with their teacher general scores, can be found in Appendix 13,

as can the results for the 16 highest peer votes. The peer vote has to be

regarded with some caution statistically, of course, because the class

sizes varied so m uch, and a small class will inevitably produce higher peer

votes for all the children than will a very large class, where the choice

is so m uch greater. Nevertheless, since we are primarily interested in the 

com parison of teacher and peer scores at the moment, and all of the

children under consideration did have perfect or near perfect ratings, the

inclusion of the latter is justified.^ Of the 16 children with the

highest peer votes, all but one was awarded a teacher general score of 5 or 

above, and half of them  were given a score of 9 or 10 by the teacher. From

the results it is clear that two categories emerge from the group of 

children with one or no peer votes: those who are also regarded as

unskilled by the teacher, and those who are thought skilled by the teacher.

1. 4 children  in the class with 31 pupils were not included in the sample

of peers w ith poor peer scores, since although their scores were below

0.10, they were above 0.09, and all the peer votes for such a large

class were lower than the rest of the sample.
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Surprisingly, almost all of those popular with the peer group are also

regarded as skilful by the teacher. It is clear then that there are four 

distinct groups: those children who are very popular with both their peer

group and their teacher; those who are popular with their peer group but a

little less popular with their teacher (though no-one scored less than 4 on

the general score); those who are very unpopular with peers but popular

w ith the teacher; and those who are very unpopular with both their peer

group and their teacher.

The first group, one assumes, are successfully satisfying their 

psychosocial needs, and certainly their m eans-end strategies appropriate to

both groups must be functioning well. The second group could almost be

included with the first, since only one child was actually below average on

the teacher general score (scoring 4). It is interesting that there is no

clearly defined group who are popular with their peers and unpopular with

the teacher. This makes one wonder if perhaps the m eans-end strategies or

skills involved in being popular with peers are the most difficult for or

inaccessible to children, and that if one has mastered those, one is

inevitably more skilful generally. It is also possible that those means-

end strategies involved in relating to authority figures (or adults

generally) are more accessible to children, since their first contact is

w ith the adult world before school. Perhaps if  a child successfully

masters those strategies in that early context, then (s)he will have a

better chance of extrapolating to more complex strategies. Those children

in the fourth group who are popular with neither group may have failed to

m aster the prelim inary strategies and therefore are already at a 

disadvantage when the tim e comes to learn more complex ones.

The th ird  question noted above was considered by looking at the

breakdow n of responses for each question on the questionnaire, and

determ ining from that where a consensus existed; the extent of that

consensus; if  there was a m ale/fem ale variance; and whether those children

who deviated from the norm when a very strong consensus existed were

consistently less popular. It was then possible to ascertain to some

extent which children seemed to be having problems with cognitive demands.

For example, those children whose actual and desired responses were

consistently d ifferen t from the peer group may have been experiencing

difficu lty  in understanding and predicting (and therefore controlling) the

dem ands of their peer group. Appendix 5 shows the total num ber of subjects
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responding to each of the five categories (-2, -1, 0, +1 and +2) for each

of the 29 questions. The results indicate that a consensus does exist for 

21 of the 29 questions on the desired questionnaire (numbers 1, 4, 5, 7, 8,

9, 11, 18, 19, 20, 25, 26 and 30 all producing an agreement of over 80% on

the zero option, and num bers 3, 10, 13, 14, 24, 27, 28 and 29 eliciting a

response o f over 70% for the zero option on each of those questions). The 

same comments apply here as do for the existence of a shared tem plate in

the term inology of H arré and Secord, and these comments need not be

repeated here. Suffice it to say that norms or rules do exist in the 

m ajority  of social situations presented in the questionnaire, and that even

in the questions which do not show an overwhelming m ajority for one

particular option, in each case there is a consensus of general direction 

of response (usually divided between two clear options). It is certainly

clear which responses are not appropriate for this age group, and this in

itself is vitally im portant in helping the minority of children opting for

these responses to think about the consequences of choosing such an option.

7.3.3 Carver and Scheier’s Model

T here are three components of Carver and Scheier’s feedback loop theory 

which are particularly relevant to the present study. The first is the

hierarchal organization of control. The second is the expectancy of

outcome, which can be either positive or negative. Where there is a

positive expectancy a person m ight persevere until successful completion is

a ttained, but if this expectancy is unrealistic then the individual m ight

continue w ith the inappropriate behaviour, perhaps unaware that (s)he may 

be having the opposite effect to the one desired. Where there is a

negative expectancy, the person may end their attempt at producing the

outcome (s)he desires quite early and withdraw. The idea of a self- 

fulfilling prophecy here is quite important, as the belief that failure

will occur will more readily lead to early withdrawal from the attem pt, and 

this "failure" will be seen as a confirm ation of the original belief. This

is very im portant in our study, where teachers may label children at an

early stage. The third component is the existence of public and private

selves. A  person who is aware of both h is/her public and private persona

may "fail" socially because (s)he also believes that (s)he is lacking in a
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particular skill or skills, expects failure and fulfills that expectation. 

A person who is unaware of any skill deficit (the deficit might be the 

inability  to recognize appropriate/inappropriate behaviour), and is also

unaw are that (s)he is failing socially, m ight have an abnormally low level

o f focus on the public self - (s)he m ight be unaware of or uncaring about

the e ffec t of h is/her behaviour on others, the benefits and consequences of 

social contact having to be pointed out to such an individual; or an

abnorm ally high level of focus on the public self - (s)he m ight be using 

h is /h e r behaviour as a form of manipulation (e.g. disruptive classroom 

behaviour receives the teacher’s attention, while bullying controls peers),

the public self being used to further personal ends.

Carver and Scheier’s description of these three aspects of the model 

led to the form ulation of the following questions for the purposes of the

present study:

1. Is there any evidence that children are failing to monitor themselves

in social situations, or monitoring inaccurately?

2. Is there any evidence that some children expect a positive outcome and 

some expect a negative outcome in social situations?

3. Is there any evidence of a low or high focus on the public self in our

sample?

To answer the first question, it is possible to obtain an indication of

w hether children are failing to m onitor, or are not monitoring correctly, 

from  a comparison of their actual and desired scores with their peer vote

and teacher rating. If some children have good actual questionnaire

results b u t poor teacher and peer scores, then this would imply that 

although the children possess a knowledge of social skills, they are either

failing to monitor their behaviour or monitoring it inaccurately. If  their 

desired scores were good and actual scores poor, and their peer and teacher

scores were also poor, this would imply that their ability to monitor their

behaviour was functioning well, but that the problem lay in their ability 

to translate their knowledge of how to behave into action. The results for 

those children  scoring 0 or 1 on their peer vote and those scoring 3 or

below on the teacher general score can be found in Appendix 3. From these 

results it is evident that 4 of the 18 children who had a peer vote of less

than 0.10 had a good actual score (20 or more), and that 4 of the 15
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children awarded 3 or below by the teacher on the general score also had

actual scores of 20 or more. The desired questionnaire scores for these 8

children were also high (only 2 of the 8 had a desired score 2 points lower

than the actual), so one can conclude that their knowledge of social skills

is good, but that there may be a problem in their ability to assess and

m onitor their own behaviour. Of the children with good desired scores, 

there were 8 out of 18 in the poor peer vote group who scored more than 20,

and 8 out of 15 in the poor teacher general score group who scored more

than 20. All had lower actual scores, and this would imply that their 

ability to m onitor and assess their actual behaviour is accurate and that

they do possess a knowledge of social skills, but that for some reason they

are unable to translate that knowledge into action. It is also worth

noting that of the children with desired scores below 20 in the poor 

teacher general score group, 7 in all, only one had a good peer vote. The

rem ainder had both poor teacher and peer scores. Those scoring over 20, on 

the other hand, all had poor teacher scores, but 4 had average to good peer 

votes.

The second question, concerning expectancy of outcome, is addressed

here by looking at whether there are children who score consistently at one 

extrem e or the other on the scale, especially if  they do so on both the

actual and the desired questionnaire. It has to be said that this issue is

the one least easily addressed by the results in this study. It would have 

been better to include a couple of questions asking about the children’s

expectations specifically, but at present it will have to suffice to draw 

inferences from the extreme responses. Where children score consistently 

to one extreme or the other in both questionnaires, it is possible that 

they have abandoned hope of change and no longer even desire to be

d ifferent. The zero option usually included some form of positive action 

or feeling, whereas the two extremes did not. For a child therefore to opt 

for an extreme in preference to the zero option, in particular on the 

desired questionnaire, m ight be indicative of not trying to change, and of

accepting the norm al behaviour pattern and its consequences. I f  these 

children who desire to remain at one extreme or the other are also 

unpopular with the teacher or, more importantly their peer group (because

they are more likely to receive feedback from this source), then one can

tentatively suggest that they expect failure and have no impetus to change.
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Looking at the results in A ppendix 14 of subjects scoring at either

extreme on both the actual and desired questionnaires, it is apparent that

5 children score at one extreme or the other on both questionnaires, 1 

scoring at one extreme on the actual and the other extreme on the desired).

Of these 6, all have low peer votes (subject 161 is closest to an average 

score, , but the rest are well below), although the teacher general scores 

are average to good in all but one case (150). 5 of the 6 are to the -2

side of the scale on the actual questionnaire and 4 of those desire to

remain there. Only one is to the +2 side, and he too desires to rem ain 

there. O f the 9 subjects desiring to be to the +2 side of the scale, all 

but one has a poor peer vote, and all but one had few +2 scores on their 

actual questionnaire (the teacher general scores are mixed). O f the 14

subjects desiring to be at the -2 side of the scale, 7 had poor peer votes,

2 were average and 5 were good. As already cautioned, it would be unwise 

to think it was possible to draw any conclusions with confidence about the

expectancy of outcome based on looking at these results, and one is even 

more tentative in the absence o f any overwhelmingly obvious pattern. Had

there been a distinct group of children who scored to one extreme on both

scales and were also clearly unpopular, one could have drawn some

inferences; but such a group does not exist. One therefore has to conclude

that the present study has little to say on the subject.

The issue of whether there is any evidence for the existence o f a high

or low focus on the public self (question 3 above) was addressed in the

following way. To ascertain if  there were children in the sample with a

low level of focus on the public self, the children with a high num ber of

extreme negative scores (-2 's) were considered. A high level of focus on

the public self is indicated by a high number of extreme positive scores

(+2’s). The figures proved very interesting. On the actual questionnaire,

7 children had scores of over 6 in  the -2 category and 3 had scores of over

6 in the +2 category. On the desired questionnaire, however, 14 children

desired to score over 6 in the -2 category and 9 desired to score over 6 in

the +2 category. In both categories, a low level of focus was more usual 

than a high level of focus. Six subjects scored at one extreme or the

other on both actual and desired questionnaires. Of these, 4 rated

themselves and desired to be to the -2 side of the scale (having a lov/

level of focus on the public self), one rated himself and desired to be at
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the +2 side of the scale (having a high level of focus on the public self), 

and one rated him self as being to the -2 side, but desired to be at the

other extrem e.

It is interesting to look at the composition of the groups who regarded

themselves as being and those who desired to be at these two extremes. Of

the 7 who rated themselves as being at the -2 end of the scale, 2 were boys

from secondary m odern schools, 2 were boys from grammar schools, 2 were

girls from secondary m odern schools and one was a girl from the remedial

group. O f those rating themselves as being at the +2 extreme, 2 were boys

from  secondary m odern schools and the th ird  a girl from a secondary modern

school. O f those desiring to be at the -2 extreme of the scale, 7 were

boys from gramm ar schools, 1 was a boy from a secondary modern and 2 were

girls from a secondary m odern, 2 were girls from grammar schools and 1 boy

and 1 girl were from  the remedial group. Of those desiring to be at the +2

extrem e, 4 were boys from grammar schools, 4 were boys from secondary 

m odern schools and 1 was a girl from a secondary modern school. One

suspects that it is less socially appropriate for girls to be at the +2

extrem e than boys, and also that girls are less prone to extreme behaviour

than boys (22 boys scored at one extreme or the other compared with 10

girls). Also it is worthy of note that of those scoring at either extreme 

15 were from secondary m odern schools, 14 from grammar schools and 3 from

the rem edial group. This is a little surprising, given that the sample had

to be so heavily weighted with grammar school subjects. It may imply that

the social skills necessary in a particular type of school vary.

To summarize, it is possible that failure to behave skilfully in a 

social context can occur at various levels of functioning. For example, 

children may not know the "rules" of the social group in which they are

operating, or they may have their own idiosyncratic set of rules. They may 

know the rules, bu t fail to adhere to them, either because they choose not

to, or try  to and are unable to succeed. They may experience partial

success because of knowing and keeping some of the social rules appropriate

to the group, but fail in other, perhaps more complex, areas (e.g. coping 

w ith bullying). They may know the rules but persistently fail because they 

believe they are going to fail. Given the num ber of possible sources of

failure, it  is not surprising that SST has only been moderately successful. 

The source and context of a child’s social d ifficulty  could necessitate 

vastly d iffe ren t approaches in training.

260



7.4 Future Research

This study began life as an attem pt to answer the question "what is the

social world of the young adolescent like?" It has raised and ends with 

still further questions. Are necessary social skills d ifferen t depending 

on the social context? For example, are the skills necessary to function

in a secondary m odern d ifferen t from those necessary in a grammar school? 

Which skills or skills deficits cause some children to function within 

their peer group and the adult world successfully, some to fail in both, 

and others to succeed in one but not the other? Do girls find it easipr to 

succeed in both worlds; and if  so, what social rules in the male peer group

make it more d ifficu lt for boys to function in this way? Finally, are

there national d ifferences in what constitutes skilful behaviour, and in 

how children are encouraged to view themselves? These questions have not

been answered here, but would form the basis for future research in this

area.

In terms of the future of the present questionnaire specifically, I

would wish it always to be used in conjunction with the other measures 

decribed in this dissertation (i.e. the teacher general score, the teacher

questionnaire and the peer vote), and only as a first general screening

instrum ent. Children who seemed to be experiencing some sort of personal 

difficulty  could then be focussed upon and a more sensitive and detailed

assessment given. One would hope, ideally, that a head teacher would have 

access to several d ifferen t instrum ents, both general and specific, from 

among which he could choose according to the particular interests of the

child concerned and the nature of the (suspected) problem.

Where m ust SST in general go in the future in view of the results of

the present study? In  my opinion, we need first of all to discover more

about what children regard as skilled and unskilled behaviour. This would 

involve, among other things, the formulation an age-related dimension as 

part of the process, in order to ascertain which skills are most im portant

at which ages. One would hope to elicit this inform ation in both an

inform al and a m ore structured way. By using both inform al and more 

structured m ethods, it m ight be possible, in addition to identifying 

component skills, to begin to uncover the cognitive processes at work in

identifying situational contexts; in being aware of options and the
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consequences of those options; in choosing an option; and in m onitoring the 

success or failure of that choice, with the resultant reinforcem ent or

alteration  of behaviour, or withdrawal.

It would be particularly interesting to discover (perhaps using the

questionnaire as a starting point) how peers view each other at d ifferen t

stages, and whether a general consensus exists at each level about the

likeability  or unlikeability of certain characteristics or children (and, 

if  it does exist, whether th at consensus changes with age or remains

stable). There are ethical problem s with this, in that the researcher 

risks initiating the identification of disliked children or of worsening 

their plight. It would probably be possible to avoid this if an inform al 

setting such as a Youth Club were used, where children came from d ifferen t 

schools and talked about classmates rather than peers in the Youth Club.

The researcher could then ask for the aid of the teachers of those children

who had been identified as particularly  liked and disliked, and the class 

could be asked to cooperate in  the study of some innocuous, neutral 

subject. This would protect the disliked children from teasing or bullying, 

while adm ittedly involving deceiving the children. It does not seem 

possible to study such a sub ject in a way which solves all the ethical

problem s inherent in such a venture.

A nother approach to uncovering the rationale behind like or dislike of 

peers would be to find out more from adults about their memories of school

life , as this m ight help illum inate ju st how formative those years are. 

The adults I have spoken to so far, in  order to test the ground to see how

clearly people remember their school years and whether it might prove a 

fru itfu l area for more form al investigation, seem to regard the last two to

three years of primary school and the first three or four years at 

secondary school as being the most form ative, for a variety of reasons.

These were the years when they either bullied or were bullied (physically

and /o r  verbally), or were teased about certain characteristics, or 

failed/succeeded academically and failed/succeeded with the opposite sex. 

I t was particularly interesting th a t everyone who spoke about that period 

in their life could remember w ith great clarity details of the names and 

peculiarities of both peers and teachers. They could also remember, again

w ith surprising detail, incidents that had been of particular note, and the

feelings experienced at that tim e. All those adults who volunteered this

in form ation , without prom pting, described ways in which those early

262



experiences had affected  their present personalities and position in 

society. Retrospective accounts from adults about adolescence could prove

a valuable source of inform ation, though obviously one has to acknowledge

that m emory is selective, and that there may be no means of corroborating

any of the inform ation given. A longitudinal study of children through to

their adult years would possibly be the best way to see what relationship

there exists, if  any, between people’s experiences of interacting socially 

at school and their adult social selves. One could incorporate into the

design of such a study assessment both of a social skills training

program m e restricted purely to the teaching of specific skills, and of a

social skills training scheme with a cognitive emphasis.

One specific aspect of the questionnaire which needs a lot more 

investigation concerns the subject of bullying in schools. The

questionnaire included only two questions on bullying; and it was apparent

from  the responses in the "free" section at the end of the questionnaire

that I had completely m isjudged the importance of this in the life of the 

first or second year child. There was a wide range of response, both from

the bullies themselves and from the bullied, the latter being much more in

the m ajority .

A ny future research designed, along the lines of these recommendations,

to discover more about the social world of the adolescent needs, in my

view, to have a clearly stated definition of which skills, skills deficits

or cognitive functioning are being targeted. It further needs to contain

detailed descriptions of method. For example, if  role play is adopted, 

are subjects allowed to prepare themselves mentally by imagining the

context and changing it to suit their real life experiences? Thirdly, it 

needs to include subject responses about the degree to which the method

adopted in the study succeeded in enabling them to give a real life 

response to the social description described. Such a broader framework

m ight help to give this vast area of research a structure by means of which 

we could more readily m onitor progress, identify method and design

weaknesses and strengths, and, most importantly, allow subjects the freedom

to give unrestricted inform ation.
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/UMMEMnaCK 1

The pupil and teacher questionnaires.

A l . l  The Pupil Questionnaires

The actual and desired pupil questionnaires contained exactly the same 

general requests for inform ation (name, age, class, date, teacher’s name 

and gender), and exactly the same questions (see below). Their difference 

lay in the instructions on the first page. The instructions on the actual 

questionnaire were as follows:

"Please read these questions carefully, and imagine yourself to be in

school when these things happen to you. Answer the questions as truthfully

as you can by putting  a tick in the box under the answer which is most true

for you. There are no ’righ t’ and ’wrong’ answers".

The instructions on the desired questionnaire were as follows:

"Please read these questions carefully. Once again, imagine yourself to be 

in school when these things happen to you. This time, though, answer the 

questions saying how you wish you could be. For example, in question 1, 

last time you may have ticked "A" because you find it d ifficult to look at 

people. But you m ight wish you could look at them easily, so this time you 

m ight tick "C". Say how you wish you could be".

The th irty  questions in the questionnaires then followed, as detailed

below. A ll bu t question 22 had 5 alternative answers, each with a box 

beneath in which a tick could be placed. Question 22 had only two boxes,

m arked "Yes" and "No".

264



1. When you are having a conversation with someone you own age, do you

a) not look at the other person at all

b) find it hard to look at the other person, but try to

c) look at the other person about the amount that shows you are

interested in what they are saying (even if  you are not really

interested)

d) look at the other person a bit too much - occasionally people tell

you to stop staring

e) look at the other person all the time in case you lose their

attention - people often tell you to stop staring

2. Some people use their hands a lot when they are talking. When you are

talking, do you

a) never use your hands at all

b) use your hands less than your classmates - only if  you have to to

explain something

c) use your hands about the same amount as your classmates do

d) use your hands more than most of your classmates do

e) use your hands all the time that you are talking

3. We touch people a lot, for example to get their attention or to

reassure them. Do you

a) never touch anyone, and hate anyone touching you - so much that you

would pull away from them

b) hardly ever touch anyone, and dislike anyone touching you, but would

not actually pull away

c) touch other people when it's natural (for example, to get their

attention), and not m ind if  someone touches you, so long as i t ’s

natural and not for too long

d) touch other people more often than your classmates do (when you are

talking, for example), and like it  when people touch you

e) touch other people all the time (when you are talking, for example),

and like it very much when people touch you

4. Do you smile

a) never or rarely

b) sometimes, but you find it d ifficu lt
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c) quite a lot, but never at som ething bad (for example, someone

getting beaten up, or crying)

d) quite a lot, even when other people would not smile (for example,

someone getting beaten up, or crying)

e) most of the time, sometimes ju st to yourself, and sometimes when

som ething really bad has happened (for example, someone getting

beaten up, or crying)

5. Do you usually talk

a) m uch too softly - people are always saying they cannot hear

b) too softly - people sometimes ask you to speak up

c) about average - just right

d) too loudly - people sometimes ask you to speak more quietly

e) much too loudly - people often ask you to talk more quietly

6. Do you try to start a conversation with a teacher

a) never

b) sometimes, but only if you have to

c) sometimes, when you feel like it

d) quite a lot - sometimes even when you know that (s)he is very busy

e) all the time - you would rather talk to a teacher than to classmates

7. Do you try  to start a conversation with your classmates

a) never - you don’t like talking to any o f them

b) sometimes, but mostly you would rather not talk to them

c) anytim e - you can chat to almost all your classmates easily

d) quite a lot - sometimes they get fed up with how much you talk

e) all the time - they often get fed up with how much you talk

8. Do you find giving compliments to a friend (for example, saying that

you like som ething new which they have bought)

a) very d ifficu lt - you feel much too shy to say anything

b) quite d ifficu lt - you do it, but you feel a bit shy

c) very easy - you like them to know what you think

d) quite d ifficu lt - you do it, but then make a joke about it

e) very d ifficu lt - you criticize or make fun of the person even though 

you feel like saying something nice
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9. Do you respond to compliments by

a) feeling very embarrassed - so much that you wish the person had said 

nothing

b) feeling very embarrassed - but deep down quite pleased

c) feeling very pleased and thanking the person

d) not thanking the person because you know you deserve the compliment

e) not thanking the person and thinking you should get compliments a 

lot more than you do - people don 't appreciate you enough

10. Do you talk

a) only about other people or things, never about yourself

b) only sometimes about yourself, usually if  someone asks a direct 

question

c) easily about yourself if  someone asks, but you like to show interest 

in other people too

d) mostly about yourself - you don’t talk much about other people or 

things

e) always about yourself

11. Do you listen to what someone else is saying

a) always - you would rather listen and not talk yourself, and you

dislike talking yourself

b) mostly - you find talking a b it difficult

c) always when someone else is talking, but you can also talk easily 

yourself

d) sometimes, but you would rather talk yourself

e) hardly ever - you always do most of the talking

12. Do you find saying sorry to a person your own age

a) very easy - you often say sorry even when something is not your

fault

b) quite easy - you sometimes say sorry even when something is not your 

fault

c) easy enough if  you are in the wrong, but you don’t say sorry if

something is not your fault

d) d ifficult, even when you are in the wrong
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e) very difficult - you hardly ever say sorry, or admit when you are in

the wrong

13. I f  someone asks you to do something which is very unreasonable, for

example, to pay for their lunch when you need the money to pay for your 

own lunch, do you

a) always give in to what the other person asks

b) often give in to what the other person asks

c) refuse firm ly to do what the other person asks, but not in  an

unpleasant or rude way - ju st by giving the reason why

d) refuse in quite an unpleasant way

e) refuse and behave in a very unpleasant way towards the other person

14. D uring class, are you

a) completely quiet, never answering questions even when you are asked

directly

b) quite quiet - you would rather not answer questions, but would do so 

if you were asked directly

c) happy to answer questions when asked, but you would not usually

interrupt

d) a b it noisy, in terrup ting  quite a lot and making comments

e) very noisy, always in terrup ting  and making comments

15. Do you

a) try to please everybody most of the time

b) try quite hard to please most people

c) try to please the people you get on with, but not everyone

d) make little e ffo rt to please anyone

e) make no effo rt to please anyone

16. When you do badly at som ething, for example in an exam or a game, do 

you

a) feel very disappointed and depressed for a long, long time

b) feel very disappointed and depressed for some time

c) feel disappointed for a while, but decide to do better next time

d) feel a bit disappointed, bu t ju st accept it

e) ju st accept it and feel nothing
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17. W hen you do badly at something, do you think it is due to

a) yourself totally

b) mostly yourself, but some other reasons as well

c) partly yourself and partly some other reasons - a lot depends on the 

situation

d) mostly other reasons than yourself

e) other reasons completely - not yourself at all

18. Do you mix w ith people of the same sex as you in the class

a) not at all well - you would prefer to be by yourself

b) not very well - sometimes you do, but you would rather not mix with

them

c) easily - you get on well with most of them

d) not very well - you try a b it too hard to get them to like you

e) not at all well - you try much too hard to get them to like you

19. Do you mix with people of the opposite sex to you in the class

a) not at all well - you would prefer to be by yourself

b) not very well - sometimes you do, but you would rather not mix with

them

c) easily - you get on well with most o f them

d) not very well - you try a b it too hard to get them to like you

e) not at all well - you try much too hard to get them to like you

20. A re you

a) always bullied by other people

b) sometimes bullied by other people

c) never bullied, and never a bully of other people

d) sometimes a bully of other people

e) always bullying other people

21. I f  you are bullied or teased by other people, do you

a) ju st accept it, and let them bully and tease you

b) try  to say it’s unfair

c) try to get the bullies to stop, by joking or becoming really good at 

som ething they will admire

d) become angry and shout at them
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e) become angry and fight back

22. Does whichever of the above you have chosen make the bullies stop

bullying you?

a) Yes

b) No

23. I f  you were bullied, or saw someone being bullied, would you

a) do nothing

b) try  to defend yourself or the other person, and if  that d idn’t work,

give up

c) try to deal w ith the bullies yourself, and if  that didn’t work, call

a teacher

d) usually call a teacher - you would not normally deal with the

situation yourself

e) always call a teacher - you would never deal with the situation

yourself

24. If  someone new joined your class, would you try to talk to them

a) never

b) probably not, even if  a chance to do so came up

c) yes, if  a chance to do so came up, but you would not be too pushy

d) definitely, you would go over to the person as soon as you got the

chance, and would expect the person to stick with you

e) always - you would be the first person to go over, and you would

expect the person to stick with you

25. Do you talk to your teachers

a) never

b) not often - you find it very difficult to talk to them

c) quite easily, at least to the ones you get on well with

d) quite a lot - you would prefer to talk to them than to your

classmates

e) as much as you can - you find you can talk much more easily to them

than you can to your classmates
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26. Do you ask questions in class

a) never - even if you don’t know what you are supposed to be doing

b) usually not, even if  you don’t know what you are supposed to be

doing

c) only when you need to, or when something is of special in terest to 

you

d) often - sometimes a teacher will say you ask too many questions

e) all the time - many of your teachers tell you to stop asking

questions and get on with your work

27. I f  you are praised for something you have done by a teacher, do you

a) get very embarrassed and upset at the teacher for saying anything

b) get a bit embarrassed and wish the teacher had said nothing

c) feel pleased, but not let it show too much in case your classmates

get jealous or tease you

d) feel really pleased, and go on about it to your friends a bit

e) feel really pleased, and go on about it so much that your friends

tell you to shut up

28. I f  you are told o ff for som ething which you have done, or are punished

for it, do you

a) never say you are sorry, or show how you feel at all

b) sometimes say you are sorry, but not really want to

c) accept your punishm ent, say you are sorry, and show other people

that you are

d) sometimes say you are sorry, but show you’re a bit angry

e) never say you are sorry, and show how angry you feel

29. If  you are told o ff for something which you have done, do you

a) accept the telling off, and say nothing to defend yourself

b) accept the telling off, and complain to your friends, but not to the

person who told you off

c) tell the person who is telling you off that you did not do anything, 

and explain what really happened

d) feel angry or upset, but only give an explanation when the teacher

asks you several times why you are angry/upset
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e) show you are really angry or upset, and refuse to give an

explanation no matter how often the teacher asks you why you are so

angry/upset

30. W hen a teacher criticizes your work, but is fair in his or her
criticism , do you

a) ju st accept the criticism, but not try to improve your work at all

b) accept the criticism and reluctantly try to put it right in this

case, but continue to make the same sort of mistake in future work

c) accept the criticism, and use it to improve your work generally

d) refuse to accept the criticism, and try to justify  your mistakes

e) refuse to accept the criticism, and show the teacher how angry you

feel

Both questionnaires concluded with the following rubric:

"Thank you for answering the questions. If there was any answer which you 

gave w hich you would like to explain a b it more, you can use this space to 

do it, and the back of this page if  you need more room (remember to put the 

num ber of the question down").

A1.2 The Teacher Questionnaire

The teacher questionnaire began with requests for general inform ation

(names of teacher and pupil, date), and with the following instruction:

"Please read the following questions carefully, and then place a cross in

red ink  under the alternative which you think reflects the character of the 

child m ost accurately".

The th irty  questions in the questionnaire then followed as detailed

below. As a result of events described in chapter 4 (4.2.3, 4.2.4), the

teacher instruction on the questionnaire itself was subsequently superceded 

by another in the general instructions to teachers (see 4.3.3), to allow 

for faster processing.
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1. During a conversation with someone of the same age, does the child 

-2) avoid eye contact completely

-1) look only very occasionally at the other person 

0) look frequently at the other person 

+1) look at the other person so much that the latter 

uncomfortable 

+2) stare at the other person all the time

2. While speaking, does the child

-2) never use any accompanying gestures 

-1) use gestures only very infrequently 

0) use gestures naturally to illustrate, where necessary 

+1) use gestures noticeably more frequently than his or her peers 

+2) use gestures constantly

3. Are the gestures

-2) less frequent than peers, and not in accord with what is being said 

-1) less frequent than peers, but in accord with what is being said 

0) about average in frequency, and in accord with what is being said 

+1) more frequent than peers, but in accord with what is being said 

+2) more frequent than peers, and not in accord with what is being said

4. Does the child

-2) always avoid physical contact 

-1) usually avoid physical contact 

0) neither avoid nor excessively engage in physical contact 

+1) engage in physical contact more than peers 

+2) constantly engage in physical contact

5. Does the child smile 

-2) never or rarely 

-1) only infrequently

0) quite a lot, but never when it would be an inappropriate response 

+1) quite a lot, sometimes even when inappropriate 

+2) most of the tim e, even when obviously inappropriate

6. Does the child usually talk
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-2) much too softly - almost impossible to hear 

-1) too softly - one has to concentrate in order to hear 

0) at just the right level 

+1) too loudly - not com fortable to listen to 

+2) much too loudly - very uncom fortable to listen to

7. Does the child initiate conversation with you 

-2) never

-1) infrequently 

0) when the opportunity  exists and the time is appropriate 

+1) too often 

4-2) constantly

8. Does the child initiate conversation with h is/her peers 

-2) never

-1) infrequently 

0) easily - chats quite happily to most of the other children 

4-1) too often - more than they would find desirable 

4-2) constantly - much more than they would find desirable

9. Does the child talk

-2) only about other people or things - never him /herself: will

deflect questions about him /herself

-1) little about him /herself: will answer questions about h im /herse lf

but does not volunteer inform ation 

0) about other people and things, and about him /herself: shows

interest in other people, b u t not afraid to talk personally 

4-1) too much about him /herself; little interest in other people 

4-2) only about him /herself: no interest in other people

10. Does the child listen to what someone else is saying 

-2) always - rarely talks

-1) mostly - finds talking somewhat difficult

0) when someone is talking, but also talks easily him /herself 

4-1) not often enough - prefers to talk 

4-2) rarely - does most of the talking
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11. Does the child find apologizing

-2) much too easy - always apologizes even for things which are not

h is/her fault: much too acquiescent

-1) somewhat too easy - sometimes apologizes for things not h is/her 

fault

0) easy enough if  (s)he is in the wrong, but not needlessly 

+1) d ifficult, even when in the wrong

+2) very d ifficu lt - never apologizes or admits being in the wrong

12. Does the child respond to unreasonable requests by 

-2) always complying with them

-1) usually complying with them

0) being assertive but not unpleasant when refusing them 

+1) being assertive and unpleasant when refusing them 

+2) being over-assertive and rude when refusing them

13. D uring class, is the child

-2) totally passive, never volunteering inform ation even when asked 

-1) very quiet and reluctant to volunteer inform ation, but will do so

when asked

0) active, in that (s)he is happy to volunteer information but rarely

in terrupts

4-1) very active, frequently volunteering unasked-for inform ation and

interrupting

4-2) always interrupting  and volunteering unasked-for information

14. Does the child

-2) make no e ffo rt to please 

-1) make little e ffo rt to please 

0) try to please, but not excessively 

4-1) try too hard to please 

4-2) try over-anxiously to please

15. Does the child respond to failure

-2) with total acceptance, and little or no show of emotion 

-1) w ith little disappointm ent and little show of emotion 

0) with disappointm ent, but not excessive to the situation
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+1) by becom ing quite upset or angry, somewhat excessive to the

situation

+2) by becom ing very distressed or angry, totally excessive to the

situation

16. Would the child a ttribute failure to

-2) h im /herse lf totally, even if  other factors were also responsible

-1) h im /herse lf mostly, even if  other factors were also responsible

0) w hatever the causes actually were in the situation - h im /herself or

other circum stances 

+1) external circum stances mostly, even if  (s)he were responsible

+2) external circumstances totally, even if  (s)he were indubitably

responsible

17. When relating to m embers of h is/her own sex, does the child 

-2) never or rarely in teract voluntarily

-1) in frequently  in teract voluntarily

0) in teract easily and w ithout being "pushy"

+1) frequently  try  too hard to command attention 

+2) always try  too hard to command attention

18. When relating to m embers of the opposite sex, does the child 

-2) never or rarely in teract voluntarily

-1) in frequen tly  in teract voluntarily

0) in teract easily and w ithout being "pushy"

+1) frequently try  too hard to command attention 

+2) always try  too hard to command attention

19. Is the child

-2) always bullied 

-1) frequently  bullied

0) never bullied or bullying

+1) frequently  bullying others

+2) always bullying others
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20. When bullied or teased by peers, does the child

-2) always withdraw into h im /herse lf and not respond at all 

-1) frequently withdraw  and show little emotion

0) try to respond in such a way as to deflect the bullying

+1) frequently respond by becoming very upset or aggressive

+2) always respond by becom ing very upset or aggressive

21. I f  bullied (or if  witnessing bullying), would the child call on an

authority  figure

-2) never under any circumstances, even if, e.g. someone were being

badly beaten up

-1) infrequently , even if, e.g. someone were being badly beaten up 

0) only if there were no alternative, even if, e.g. someone were being

badly beaten up

4-1) frequently, even in situations which would be better dealt with by

him /herself

4-2) always - would never try  to deal with a situation by him /herself

22. I f  a new m ember jo ined  the class, would the child try to initiate 

conversation

-2) not under any circumstances

-1) unlikely to do so, even if  an obvious opportunity arose

0) very likely to do so, bu t in a welcoming, not a pushy way

4-1) definitely, but would tend to be too pushy

4-2) always, but would be m uch too pushy and demanding

23. Does the child comm unicate w ith h is/her teachers 

-2) not at all - never tries to communicate

-1) not well - finds it d ifficu lt to communicate

0) very well w ith almost all

4-1) not well - tries too hard to get teachers’ individual attention

4-2) not at all - constantly tries to focus their attention on h im /her

24. Does the child ask questions in class

-2) never, even if  (s)he doesn’t know what to do

-1) infrequently , even if  (s)he doesn’t know what to do

0) when necessary, or when something is of particular interest
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+1) often - sometimes questions which are unnecessary or irrelevant 

+2) all the time - often questions which are unnecessary or irrelevant

25. When told o ff or disciplined justly , does the child 

-2) show no remorse or emotion of any kind

-1) show little remorse or emotion of any kind 

0) accept the discipline and show remorse in accordance with the

situation

+1) become quite upset and /or defensive and /or aggressive, somewhat

excessive to the situation 

+2) become very upset and /or very defensive and /or very aggressive,

totally disproportionate to the situation

26. Does the child find giving compliments to peers

-2) very d ifficu lt - (s)he is much too shy to say anything

-1) quite d ifficu lt - (s)he is a bit shy

0) very easy - it comes quite naturally to him /her

+1) quite d ifficu lt - tends to accompany compliments with other

comments, e.g. jokes 

4-2) very d ifficu lt - reacts to the situation by joking or criticizing

27. Does the child respond to compliments from peers 

-2) with extreme embarrassm ent

-1) with em barrassm ent, but pleasure

0) with pleasure and gratitude

4-1) with no gratitude, while tending to give the impression that (s)he

deserves the compliment 

4-2) with no gratitude, clearly because (s)he thinks that the compliment

is deserved, and indeed that (s)he is not appreciated enough

28. If  you praise the child for something, does the child 

-2) get very embarrassed

-1) become a b it embarrassed

0) seem moderately pleased

4-1) seem pleased, and express this to h is/her peers

4-2) seem very pleased, and express this to peers in such a way and to

such an extent as to cause friction
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29. If  disciplined unjustly , would the child

-2) accept the punishm ent and say nothing to anyone in h is/her defence

-1) accept the punishm ent and complain to peers or others, but not to 

the teacher concerned 

0) explain h is/her side of the story to the teacher concerned

+1) become somewhat angry/upset/abusive without presenting a reasoned 

explanation

+2) become very angry/upset/abusive, without giving an explanation even 

when asked

30. When h is/her work is criticized by a teacher, does the child

-2) accept the criticism without displaying any motivation to correct

the m istakes or attem pt to do better

-1) accept the criticism and perhaps try to correct his/her work in 

this instance, but continue to make similar mistakes in the future 

0) accept the criticism and use it to improve h is/her perform ance

+1) refuse to accept the criticism and attem pt to justify  his/her 

mistakes

+2) refuse to accept the criticism, become angry or upset, and attempt

to ju stify  h is/her mistakes, even in the light of reasoned argument

The questionnaire concluded with the following rubric:

"Thank you for your patience and help. If there is anything you would like 

to clarify  in, or add to, any of your answers, or any aspect of the child’s

behaviour which hasn’t been covered and you would like to comment on it,

please use the space below to do so".
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APPENDIX 2

The individual responses for each of 243 subjects on the actual 

questionnaire and for each of 221 subjects on the desired questionnaire to 

each of the 29 questions on those questionnaires which were scored on the

bipolar scale.

The first column gives the subject num ber, the remainder of each line in 

these com puter-form atted lists comprising a series of tw o-digit num bers 

(e.g. 00, -1) which give the response to each question except question 22

(which had a "yes/no" response).

A2.1 The Actual Questionnaire

001 00-100+100004-100-10000000000+10000000000+1 -1000000-1000000
002 00+ 100+ 1+1000000000000 -  200+10000000000 - 1+ 1- 1+ 10000000000+1
003 00 -100+1+1000000+100+10000+10000 -1000000+2000000+1+1000000

004 00 -100+1+2-10000+10000+1+1 1 -100-10000+1+20000-100+1+1+100

005 00 -1000000 -10000+1 - 200+100+100+1000000+1+2- 200000000 -10000

006 00 -100+1 -1 -10000+10000+1+1 -1-1-100+100-1 -100000000-200+2+2

007 00+100+2+1000000+100+100+100 - 200-10000-10000000000+1 -10000

008 00 -100+100 -10000000000 -1+10000+1 -1000000+1 -1+10000-1000000

009 000000+2+10000000000+10000-10000-1000000+200000000+1000000
010  00  -1000000  - 10000- 1 - 1 - 1-100000000000000  - 1+ 20000000000+ 100+1

011 00+ 100+ 2-2 -20000-100-1 -2 -100-200-2000000+ 2-1000000-1000000

012 00+20000+10000000000 20000+200- 1- 1000000+200+1000000000000
013 -2+100+1+100000000-10000-1+100+1000000-1+2-10000+100-1-100

014 -10000+10000000000 -100 - 200+100+100000000+20000000000 -100- 2

015 00+100+10000+1 - 2-10000- 200+100- 200+100 -1+2-100-100+1 -1+2+1

016 0000000000 -100000000000000000000 - 2000000+2 -100000000000000

017 - 1- 10000- 10000000000000000000000000000- 1+20000000000000000
018 00-100+100-1000000-100-1+1+100+1000000+1+20000-10000+1+1+2
019 00 -100+100 -100+1+1 -1+100000000 -1 -10000 -1 -100+2 -10000 -10000

020 00 -1  - 10000- 10000+1 - 100- 10000- 1+1000000 - 1+ 20000-10000000000 
021 000000+200 - 100+ 200+100 - 1+ 2 - 1+ 1+1 -100 - 1+ 1+ 100+ 1-  2 - 1+ 1+ 100-1 

022 00+1000000- 100- 100- 100000000- 100- 100000000- 10000000000-100
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023 00 -1000000000000-10000-1-1+1-100-10000+1+1000000000000-100

024 00-10000-1-200+1 -1-1000000-100000000-100+1-100-10000-10000

025 00-10000+100+1000000000000+10000-10000-1+1-1+1000000+10000

026 00-10000+1000000000000-10000-200-10000-10000+1000000000000

027 00-2000000-1000000-2-2-1-1-1-100-10000-1-1-2+1000000000000

028 +2-200-100-10000+1-2000000-100-1-2-1-1-1-1-20000 1-1-100-1

029 0000000000-100-100-10000000000+10000-100+20000-100+10000-1

030 00-1000000-200-1-1-1000000000000-2-1-1-1-2-100-1-2-10000-1

031 00-200+100-10000000000-2-1+100+10000-1-1+2-100000000-1-1-1

032 00+2000000-10000-1-1000000000000-2000000+200000000-1000000

033 00000000+10000-100-10000+1+100-1-200-1+1+200000000000000+1

034 0000000000-1000000-100-10000-200-200000000000000+100000000

035 000000000000000000000000000000000000000000+100000000+10000

036 0000000000000000000000-20000000000000000-2-10000000000-100

037 00-2-200-1-1+1+2-10000000000-1-100+1 -1-2+2-1000000+1+1+200

038 00000000+100000000-100+1 -10000+1 - 2000000+2+1000000+100+100

039 000000-100-200+100-2-2-100-1-100-100-100+10000-100-1 -1+1-2

040 00 -100+100 -1000000-100+100-100+2+100 -100+2-100000000+100-1

041 00000000+1000000000000000000-100-1+1+100-1+100000000000000

042 000000-100-10000-10000-100000000000000-1+1 -1000000-1000000

043 00-100000000+100-1-1+1-1-100-1+1 -2000000-1+1000000-l+ l+ l+ l

044 000000000000000000-100-10000-200-1000000+1000000+1-1000000

045 00-1-10000000000-1-1000000000000000000-1+100000000-1-10000

046 00-1-1-1+1-100000000+10000000000-200-1-100-10000+100-10000

047 00 -10000000000000000+100+1+10000-2000000+2-100000000-1+100

048 00+100+1+2+1000000+100+1 -100-200-10000+1+200+100+200000000

049 00-10000-2-10000-1-100-100-100+20000-1000000000000-1+10000

050 -1-1-1+1+1-1+2+1-1-1000000+100-1-10000-1-200+100+200-100-1

051 00000000-1-10000-100000000-10000000000-1+1000000000000+100

052 00+10000+1000000000000+10000-2-100000000+20000000000000000

053 00000000-1-1000000-100-100-100-10000-10000-100-100-100-100

054 00 -1000000-1-10000-1000000-1-1+10000-1-1+10000-10000-10000

055 00 -1000000000000000000+10000-100000000-1-2000000+100000000

056 000000+200-1000000-1000000000000-10000+1+2 -100000000000000

057 000000+1+10000000000-100+1+100+1000000+1+2-100000000+100+1

058 +100000000+100-1-1-100+1 -1+1 - 200 -100+1 - 2+100+100+1+100+100

059 0000000000+1000000 -100+1000000+1 -1000000 -2+10000+1 -1+1 -100
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060 0000 -1+2+1 -1+1 -1 -1 -1+1 - 200+1 -100+10000 -1+1 -10000+20000 -100 

061 0000000000-200-1-1-1+1+1000000+1 -10000+1+20000 -100-1+1 -100 

062 -1000000-1-100000000-10000-1-100-1000000+2+100-1-1-1-10000

063 00-100-1-1-1+ 1-1 -100-1 -100-1 -1 -1 -1+ 1  -100000000-10000-1-100

064 00 -1000000 -100000000000000000000-10000 -1+1+100 -10000 -10000

065 -1- 2000000-10000-1 -1+1000000 - 200 - 200 - 200+2-100000000000000
066 -10000-10000-1+1-1-1-1000000-1-1000000-1-2-10000+100-10000

067 00 -1000000+100 -100 -100+1 - 200 - 200 - 20000000000+1000000+1+100

068 00-20000000000-100 • • '  -1+1 -100 - 20000 - 1+1+2+2 -100 -100 -100

069 00 -1000000-100 -1000000+10000000000000000+1 -100000000000000

070 00000000000000 -1000000000000 -1+1 -1000000 -100+1000000000000

071 +1-10000-100+10000 1 1 200 2-200- 200-100+1+100000000+1-100
072 00-1-10000-1000000-1-10000000000-10000-1000000-100-1000000
073 00 -10000+1000000000000 - 20000 - 200 - 2000000+2000000 -100000000

074 0000-1+1-1-1000000 -1000000 -100000000-1-1-10000000000-1-1-1

075 -100-1-100-10000-2-1-1000000-1+1 -1000000-1 - 200 -10000+10000
076 000000+100 -100 -1000000 -10000 -100 -100000000 -1000000 -1000000

077 00-100-100-100-1-100000000+100+1 -10000-100-10000000000-100

078 00+10000-1 -1000000-1+1+100+100+1 -100+1 -1+1 -100 -1 -100+1+1 -1
079 0 0 - 1000000- 10000- 10000-100-1-200- 1000000-2-100-1-10000- 100

080 00000000+1 -1000000000000000000+100000000+2+100000000000000 

081 0000000000-10000-1 -10000000000+1 -100 -1 -1000000000000000000 

082 -1 -1000000-100-1-1000000000000+100000000+1 -100 -100-1+2-100

083 -1000000-1-100-1-100000000 -1 -100 -100 -10000+100 -1000000 -100

084 00000000000000000000000000+10000 -10000-1+2-100000000000000

085 00+100+1000000+1000000+100+1 -100-1+1-1-1-2-1000000- 1 - 10000

086 00-200-100-200-1-100+10000-100+1 -2000000+2-100-10000000000

087 00 -1000000 -100 -1000000+100 -100+100000000000000000000-1+100

088 00 -1000000 -100000000 -10000 -10000 -1000000+10000000000000000

089 -1000000+1 - 2+20000 -1+10000 -1+100-100 -100+10000 -1 -100+10000

090 00-10000-1 -1000000-100+100-1 -10000000000+1 -100000000-200-1

091 0000+1+2+10000+1 -1 - 2+1+2+2+10000000000+1+2-1+100 -100-1 -1 -1

092 00000000 -1 -10000000000+200000000 -1000000+1 -1-1-10000 -10000

093 0000 -10000 -1 -100+1 -1 -10000+1 -1+1 -1+100 -10000+100 -100+2+1 -1

094 00 -100 -100 -100 -1 -1 -1 -1 -100 -1 -100 -100-1+1+1 -100000000 -1+100

095 0000000000-100+1 -1 -100000000-1+1 -200-1-1+200000000-1+10000

096 0000000000 -10000000000 -10000+100- 2000000+2+100000000000000
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097 000000+10000+20000000000000000000000+1 -100000000+1+10000-1

098 0000000000-1000000000000000000000000-1-1000000000000000000

099 oooooooooœooo -1 -100000000000000000000000000000000 -1000000

100 00 - 1 - 1000000+ 100-1000000 - 1 - 1 - 100 - 100- 1 - 1 - 100000000- 10000-1 

101 00+ 10000000000+ 1000000000000-10000000000000000000000000000 

102 00 - 2000000- 10000- 1- 100000000- 200 - 200000000-100000000000000
103 00 -100000000000000 - 100000000-1+1 -1000000+1+1000000+1000000

104 -100+2+10000+1 -1 -100+100+20000 - 100000000+20000+1000000+2-1

105 00-1000000-100-1-10000+1-100-100-2000000+1 -1000000-100-200

106 0000000000-1000000000000000000000000-100+1 -100000000000000

107 00+10000000000000000000000000000000000-1+20000000000000000

108 0000+1+200+10000000000+10000 - 20000000000+100+100+100+10000

109 000000+200-10000-10000-2-100-200-10000000000000000-100-100
110 00 - 100 - 1 - 1 - 20000 - 10000 - 100 - 1 - 1+ 1 - 100 - 100 - 10000 - 1 - 1 - 100-100 

111 00 - 1 - 100+1 - 10000 - 100+ 1+ 10000 - 1 - 100+1 - 1+ 100+ 100 - 10000-10000 

112  00 - 1000000000000000000000000-20000000000000000000000000000

113 00-20000+1 -2000000-100-2-1000000-100-2-1-2-1+1000000000000
114 00000000000000000000000000+1-100-10000-1-1-100000000000000

115 00 -1000000000000-10000+10000 -1000000 -1+1000000 -10000+10000
116 00 - 200 - 10000000000 - 100 - 200000000 - 20000 - 1 - 1 - 1 - 10000000000-1

117 00 -10000+100+2000000+1+1+2+1+1+1 -1000000+1 -1+1000000+100+1

118 000000000000000000-1000000-10000-100000000+100000000000000

119 00000000-1-10000000000+100-1-100-20000-1 -2 -1+10000-1000000

120 - 1 - 100+ 1+ 1000000000000+ 100000000- 200000000- 100000000- 1-100 

121 00 - 100+2-10000000000+1-10000-2000000+1-1+2-1+ 100- 100+ 1+100 

122 00+ 1+ 1+ 1+ 10000000000+ 1+ 1+1000000 - 1000000+ 1000000+ 100+ 1+100

123 00-1000000-100-1-1-1000000-1-100-10000-100000000-10000-100

124 00-1000000-1000000000000000000000000+100+200-1-10000+10000

125 00000000+1+10000000000+100+10000 - 20000+1+2 -10000+1+1+100-1

126 00-1000000+20000000000-200+20000-2000000+20000+2+200000000

127 00+10000-1000000-10000-2-200-1+1000000-100000000-100000000

128 00+100000000+100000000000000000000000000+100000000+1+10000

129 000000-100-1-10000-100+100000000-10000+1+1 -100-10000-10000

130 00+10000000000+100-1+1-10000-100-1000000+1 -2+100000000+100

131 00-100+2+10000000000+1000000000000000000+10000000000-10000
132 +2-10000-10000-1-1000000000000+1 -10000-100-1+1000000-10000

133 -1-10000000000-100-1-1-100-100+100000000-2-20000-100-100-1
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134 00-200+100+2-10000-100-10000+200-20000-1-2-200+20000+1+100

135 00-100000000000000-10000+1+2-2+1-1000000+2-100000000+2+1+2

136 00-10000000000000000000000000000-10000-100-10000000000-100

137 00-2000000-100+100-1-10000000000-200000000-100000000000000

138 00-2000000-10000-1-100-20000-100000000-1-1+100000000000000

139 00-100+1+1000000-100+2+1-1+2+1+1-10000+1+2-1-10000-1+2+2+1

140 0 0 -10000+1000000-100-10000+100-10000-1-1+2-10000-1-1000000

141 00-1000000-10000-10000-2000000+1-100+100+1-1000000-1-1+2+1

142 00-10000000000000000000000+100+1-20000+1+1-1000000-1-1+2+1

143 00-1000000000000000000-10000-1+1-1000000+2+100000000+10000

144 - 2-1000000 -10000 -10000 -100000000 -10000 -1+2-100000000000000

145 00000000000000000000000000+1-10000-100+1+1-2-100-1+1+200+1

146 00-100+100-100000000000000+10000000000-1+1-100000000-10000

147 00-100+1+100+100-10000000000+100000000-1+1-1000000-1-10000

148 00+100000000-100000000-10000-10000-1-1-1-1+200000000000000

149 00-200+1-2-20000-1-2+2+200+100-1-2000000+2-100-10000-1-2+1

150 00-1+2+20000-1+2-200+1+100+2-2-2-1+200-2+1-1-2-2-1-200+1-2

151 00-100+1+2+1+2+1+1+2+1 - 200+200+2000000 -1+1 -1+100+2+100+1-1

152 00000000+100000000-1-1-200+1-1+2-10000+1+2-1000000+1+1+2+1

153 -2000000+1-1+1000000+1-2-200+1+200-1-1-100-1000000-1-200-2

154 -1-2000000-1000000-10000000000000000-10000-100000000000000

155 00+1-1+200-200+1-2-1-2+2000000+1000000+100-1-1-1-100-100-2

156 0000000000-10000-1000000-100-2-20000-100+10000+100-1+1-1+1

157 00+10000+100000000-100-2-1+2-1+2-20000+2+2-1+10000+2+2+2-2

158 0000000000-10000-100000000-10000-10000000000000000-1000000

159 00-100000000+200+1 - 2-1 - 20000-1-1 - 20000+1+200000000-1+2+100

160 00-1000000-10000-10000000000-1000000-1-1-20000000000000000 

161 -1 -1+100-1-2+ 1-1-2-1-2-2-100-2-1-2-1-2-1-2-100+ 2+ 2-2-1+ 1+ 1 

162 0000-1+2+10000+20000+1-1000000+1-1000000+2+100000000+1+200

163 +100-1000000-100000000-20000-100-100-1-1+200+1+200+2000000

164 0000-1+2+10000+20000+10000+100+1-1000000+2+10000-10000+200

165 0000000000-20000-100+10000-1-1+1 -1000000+2-20000-100-1+1+2

166 00-100000000000000-10000000000-10000-1-100-10000+100000000

167 00 -1000000000000-100+1 -100+1 -2+1 -1000000+2+10000+200+2+200

168 000000+10000+2000000+1 1 1+10000 10000+1+100+100+1 * '  '  *

169 00-1000000-10000-10000000000-1000000-11-20000000000+100-1

170 00+2+2000000+2+20000+2-1-1+2-200000000+2+200+100+2 • • • •
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171 -1-200-100-2000000-2-2+1+2-20000-2-2-2-1+1-1+200*1-1-1-1+1

172 00 -1000000+10000 -1 -1+1+100+100+1 -1+1-1-100000000 - 2 -1+10000
173 00-1-100+1 -10000 -100000000+200+1000000+1+200000000+1+10000

174 00-1-10000 -10000 -1000000000000+1000000+1+200000000+1+10000

175 00-1-10000 -10000-100000000+2+1+2+10000+1+200000000+1+10000

176 00-200+100000000000000-2-100-2-10000-1-100-200+100+1000000

177 0000 -1+1 - 20000 -1000000-1000000+1 -1000000+100000000+100 • •

178 00-1000000-100000000000000-100+20000-100+1-10000-100-1+100

179 0000+10000000000-100000000+1 -1000000000000+10000000000+100

180 00 -1000000 -10000000000-10000 -10000000000+200000000 -100+100 

181 0000000000-1000000000000-100-20000000000+1000000000000-100 
182 00-1-1+100-100-2-100-1+100-1-2-100-1-1-1+1-100-100-1-1+100

183 0000000000 -10000000000 -10000 -100 - 200 -100+10000000000+10000

184 0000000000000000 -100000000000000000000000000000000 -1000000

185 00-1000000-10000000000+1 -1 -1 -2+1 -100000000+100000000000000
186 000000000000000000000000 -100 - 2+10000000000 -1+10000 -1000000

187 000000+200 -1000000 -100000000 -1+10000000000000000 -1 -1000000
188 00+1000000 -10000 -1 -10000-1-1-1+1-100-1-1+1-1000000 -1 -10000

189 00 - 20000 - 2 -10000000000+100 -10000 -1000000+2000000000000+100

190 00-1000000000000 -100+1+10000-1-1-20000000000+1000000+20000

191 00-1-100+1-10000+1 -1000000-10000-100-1+1-2+100000000000000

192 00 -10000000000+100 -10000000000000000-1-1-20000000000000000

193 00 -1000000 -100+1000000+1+10000000000 -100+1+100000000-10000

194 0000000000 -1000000 -1000000+1 -10000000000+200000000-1 -10000

195 00-10000+100+100-1-1+1-100+1 -1 - 20000-10000+10000000000+100

196 0000000000-100000000000000-1-100-100-100+2-100000000000000

197 -1 -2 -1 -1 0 0 - 200+1+1 - 2-1+200+2+1 -1+1000000+2-2-1-100-1-1+2+1

198 0000000000 -1000000000000 -1 -1000000000000+100000000 -1000000

199 0 0 -1 -1 -1 0 0 + 2 -1 -2 -1 -1 -2 + 1 -1 -1 -2 -2 -1 -2 -1 -1 -2 -1 0 0 -1 0 0 -2 -1  200

200 00000000  -1  - 1+1 -1  -100  - 1+ 100-1  -100000000 - 1+ 1 - 100- 1 - 1 - 1+ 1+1 -1 

201 0000000000  - 100000000000000000000- 100+1 -  2+ 2-100000000000000 

202  0000  -10000  - 100+ 10000 - 1-10000  -  200-1000000  -  20000000000  -10000

203 00000000 - 10000+1 -1-1-10000+1 -10000000000 - 2-10000-1-100-1-1

204 +2-1-2-100+2-2-200-2-2-10000-100-2-2-1-2-1+200+100-100-200

205 00 -100 -100-10000-10000-100+1-100000000-10000000000-1000000

206 00 -10000+2-100000000000000000000000000+10000000000 -1000000 

207 00 -1000000000000 -1000000000000000000-100+2 -100000000 -10000
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208 00 1-100+1 -1000000 -1+100+1+100-1 200-1-1+100000000 -1 -1 -1 -1

209 00 -1000000 -10000 -100000000000000 -1000000000000000000000000

210  - 2 - 2 - 1 - 2 - 2 - 100- 1 - 1 - 2 - 2 - 2 - 1 - 1 - 2+ 2+ 1 - 1000000+ 100+ 2+ 1-2000000 

211  00 - 10000+2000000  -1  - 100+1 -  2+ 10000000000+ 1+ 2000000+100 - 100+1 

212  00 - 1-10000  - 100+1000000000000  -100  -10000  - 1+ 1+1 - 1 - 1-20000  -100

213 00 -10000000000+1 -1000000 -1000000000000 -1-1000000 -1 -100+100

214 00-200-1-1-1-10000+200-10000-200-20000-1-1-10000-100-1-100

215 00-1-2000000 -10000 -1 - 20000000000 -100 - 2000000000000-1000000

216 00+10000-1 -10000-100-20000000000-1 1-2-1-100000000-1+100-1

217 00-1-10000-1-10000-10000000000 - 2+10000 -1000000000000000000

218 -1+100+1 -1 -1+200 -100 -1+2+1+200+1+1 -2-1-200-1000000000000+2

219 00 - 20000+2+10000-1+100- 2+1+10000-10000- 2+200+100+2+2+10000

220 000000+ 100+1 -1 - 100+ 10000+ 2 -1  - 2+ 1+20000 - 2 - 1+ 1+ 100+1 - 1-10000 

221 -1  -1000000 -  200-1  - 100- 1000000-100 -200 -1  - 1-10000000000000000 
222  -100  - 100+ 20000+1000000000000 -  2+1 - 1+ 2+ 100+ 2+ 2+1 - 1+ 2+ 1+1 - 1+1

223 00 -1 -10000-10000000000000000-100-1000000+10000000000000000

224 00 -1000000000000000000000000 - 2000000000000+200000000000000

225 0000000000000000000000-100-1-10000000000000000000000000000

226 00000000000000000000000000000000-100000000 -100000000000000

227 00-1-10000 - 20000 -10000-200000000 -1000000+200000000-1+1+1 -1

228 -1 -1000000000000 -100000000-10000 -1000000+1+200000000-100+1

229 0000000000-100000000000000-1-100-100-100+1 *

230 00000000000000000000000000 -1 - 20000000000 - 2+100000000 -10000

231 00 -10000+1+1000000 -100000000- 20000000000+100+2+1+10000+100

232 00000000000000000000000000000000000000-100+100000000000000

233 00-1-10000 -1 -10000 - 2 -1000000000000 - 2-10000 -100000000000000

234 00-1000O+l(M)00Q00O00OO000O000O+20000-100+1-10000+100-10000

235 -2 -2 -2 -2 -2 -1 -2 -2 -1 -2 -1 -2 -2 0 0 -1 -1 + 1 -2 0 0 + 1 -2 -2 -1 0 0 -1 -2 0 0 -2 -1

236 00 -1000000 -100+100 -100+1+1+1+1 - 2- 20000 -1+200 -100000000+100

237 00 - 200+20000+10000000000000000 - 20000000000+2+1+2+1000000-1

238 000000+100000000000000-1-100-2+100000000+2-200000000000000

239 0000000000-10000+10000000000-1+1 -1000000+2+2+1000000000000

240 0000 - 2+2+1 - 20000 -100 - 2- 2+2+10000+200 -1+1+200+2-100+2- 2+2- 2

241 0000 -1+1+1 -100-1-1-1-2-2+2-1-1-2-2000000+2-100-100000000-1

242 00 -10000+1000000 -100+1000000000000000000000000000000000000

243 00-2-2+10000-2+100+2-100+1 -2-200-200+100+1+2+100+10000+2-1
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A2.2 The Desired Questionnaire

001 00 -1000000000000000000000000000000000000+20000000000000000 

002 0000 10000-10000000000000000 -1+2 -1000000+200+2000000000000

003 000000+100+100+1+2+1+1 -1+2+2 - 2+2 -1000000+2+200000000+10000

004 00 -10000+1 -1+1000000+1 -100-100+1000000+1+20000 -10000+1+100

005 00 -10000+1+20000+20000 -1+200 -100+2000000000000+2 - 2+2-2+2-2

006 00-200000000000000-2-1-100-2-2-1-1-200-1-2+200+1-2-2-1+2+2

007 00 - 2000000+100000000+1000000 - 2000000000000000000+1+1+20000

008 00 -1000000000000000000 -1+100 -1+1 - 2000000+200+1000000000000

009 000000000000000000000000-100-200-1000000+2000000000000-1-1

010  00  -1000000  -10000000000000000  -100000000  - 1+20000000000000000

011 000000000000+1000000000000+1 - 2+1 - 2000000+200+2+1+100000000

012 00 - 1000000- 1000000000000000000+2+ 1000000+ 2+ 2+2000000000000
013 00+100+2+100000000 -10000 -1+100+1+20000+2+200+2 - 2+1+2 - 2+200

014 00-1-10000000000000000000000000000000000+2000000000000+100

015 desired questionnaire missing for this subject

016 00 -1000000 -10000000000000000000000000000+20000000000000000

017 00-10000000000000000000000000000+2000000+20000000000000000

018 00 -1000000 - 20000000000 -100000000 - 2000000+2-100 -2000000+1 - 2

019 00-1-1000000000000 -1+100+2+10000000000-1+10000000000000000

020  0000000000  -  20000000000  - 1000000+ 2 - 1000000000000- 100+1 -  20000

021  00  -  2000000  -  200000000000000000000  - 1000000+ 200+1000000000000

022  0000000000000000000000 - 10000-  200-100000000  - 10000000000-100

023 0000000000000000000000-10000 -100 - 2000000-10000000000000000

024 00 - 2000000000000000000 -1+100 -1+200000000+2-10000+1+1000000

025 0000000000 -10000000000-10000 - 20000000000000000000000000000

026 00 - 2000000+20000000000- 200 -1 - 2+1- 200000000+1+2+20000000000

027 +2- 2-1 - 200 - 2 -1  -100 -100 - 2- 200 - 2 - 200000000-1-1+1-1000000 - 200

028 -2 -2 -1  200-200-1-1-100-1-100-20000+200000000+20000-1-200-1

029 00 - 2000000000000 -1 -100 -10000-10000000000+2+2000000+1000000

030 0000+10000 - 20000 -1 -1000000000000 - 2000000000000-2-1000000-1

031 00 - 200+200 -1000000 - 200 - 2-1 -1 - 200+200 -100+2-1+2- 20000-2-2-1

032 000000000000000000 - 200-10000-100- 2000000+2+100000000000000

033 00000000000000000000000000000000 - 2000000000000000000000000

034 00+10000 -1000000000000000000 - 2+1 - 2000000000000000000000000

035 0000000000000000000000000000 -1000000000000+100000000000000
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036 0000000000000000000000 - 20000 -100+2000000- 2-1+2000000000000

037 00+1+20000000000000000000000 -100000000000000+1000000 -1+200

038 00-1000000 1-100 1 -1-2  200-1 200-200000000+1+100-1-10000-1

039 +1+1+1+2+100+100+1000000 -100 - 2+100000000+2-1+100+1+1+100+1

040 0000000000-1000000-100-1-200 - 200 -1000000-2-100-1000000- 200

041 00000000000000000000000000000000 -1000000+10000000000000000

042 0000000000000000000000000000 - 200 -1000000000000000000000000

043 00 -1000000000000000000000000 -100-1000000000000000000000000

044 00 -1000000 -10000000000-10000 - 200-1000000000000000000000000

045 00-2-100-1000000-1-200-10000- 200000000 -10000000000-1000000

046 00000000+100000000000000000000+1 - 20000+1+2+200000000000000

047 0000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

048 00-1000000 -1000000-1- 2- 200 - 2- 200- 20000000000+20000-10000+1

049 00 -1000000000000000000-2-100-2+200000000+20000000000000000

050 - 2- 2000000+10000000000000000000000000000+2+100000000000000

051 0000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

052 0000000000000000000000000000000000000000+20000000000000000

053 000000000000000000-100-2-100 -10000000000+10000000000000000

054 -100-1-1000000-100 200-1-1000000 - 200000000+1 -10000 -100- 2+1

055 00 - 2+10000000000000000 -10000 - 200+20000-1000000000000000000

056 00 -1000000 -10000000000000000-100-1000000+1 -1+1000000000000

057 0000000000000000000000000000 -1+200000000-2+200000000000000

058 00 -1000000 -10000000000 - 20000 - 200+10000000000+2000000000000

059 00-1000000000000000000-100000000 -1000000+2000000000+1 -100

060 -1-2-10000000000-2-2-2-2-100-200-2000000- 2-1+2+100-100- 200 

061 0000000000000000000000000000 -100- 200000000000000000000- 200 

062 0000000000000000000000000000 -10000000000000000000000000000

063 00-1000000000000000000-20000-20000000000+20000000000000000

064 0000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

065 0000000000 -10000000000 -1 -100 -100 -1000000+100000000+1 -1-100

066 00+1000000000000000000000000 - 2+1 -1000000+2000000+100000000

067 000000000000000000-1000000-2-100-2000000+2+1+1000000000000

068 00-2-1+200+1+1+20000 - 2000000 - 2+1+200000000+2+2+100 -1000000

069 0000000000+10000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

070 00 -1000000000000000000000000 -2+100000000- 2+1000000 -1000000

071 0000000000000000000000 - 20000 - 2+1 - 2000000000000000000000000

072 00 -1000000000000000000000000+10000000000000000000000000000
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073 0000000000000000000000000000 - 200- 2000000+20000000000000000

074 00-100+200000000000000 2-100 200-1000000-1+1+1000000000000

075 00-1-2+100000000000000-2-100-200+100000000+2+10000-100-1+1

076 00 -1000000-10000000000-10000 -100 -10000000000+1000000000000

077 0000000000000000000000000000 -1+1 -1000000+2+1+1000000000000

078 0000-1000000000000+100-10000-200-2000000-20000000000000000

079 0000000000000000000000000000 -1+1 -1000000- 2-100000000000000
080 000000000000000000000000000000+200000000+2000000+100+10000 

081 00-100000000000000 -1000000000000000000000000+2000000000000 

082 00 -1000000000000000000000000 -100000000000000+1000000000000

083 00-1 -1000000000000-100-10000-200-20000000000+1000000000000

084 0000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

085 0000000000-10000-10000 -10000 - 200 -1000000000000000000000000

086 000000000000000000000000000000000000000+20000000000000000
087 0000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

088 0000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000
089 00-10000000000000000+1000000-2+100000000+2+1+100+1+10000+1
090 0000000000000000000000000000 - 2+1 - 2000000000000000000000000

091 00-100000000000000-1-2-20000000000000000000000000000000000

092 0000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

093 0000000000+200000000+100+10000+1-2000000+20000+10000000000

094 +1- 2+1000000000000000000-100- 20000000000- 10000(M)00+100+1+1
095 000000-20000000000-200000000-1+1 -2000000000000000000000000

096 0000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

097 00-200+200-1+200000000-2-100-1+2-200000000+2+100000000+100

098 0000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

099 00 -100000000000000-100000000 -10000000000000000000000000000

100 0000000000 -10000000000000000  -  200 -1000000  -10000  -10000000000 

101  0000+ 1000000000000000000000000+1  - 100000000-100000000000000 

102 00-1000000  - 100000000000000000000 -  2000000  -10000000000000000

103 0000000000000000000000000000 - 2+2-200000000+100000000000000

104 0000+2+2000000000000+1 - 2+200 -100 -1000000000000+10000000000

105 00 - 2+10000000000000000 - 20000- 200 - 2000000+1000000000000- 200

106 0000000000000000000000000000000000000000+20000000000000000

107 00000000000000000000000000000000000000 -1000000000000000000

108 0000+1+10000000000 -100-200-1-10000000000+10000000000+1 -100 

109 00 -100000000+1000000+1000000 - 200- 2000000+2+10000+100000000

289



110 0 0 - 1000000 - 20000000000- 10000 - 2+ 2 • 200000000000000000000-100 

111 00 - 1000000 - 10000000000 - 20000 - 1+ 2 - 2000000 • 1+100000000000000 

112 0000000000+ 10000000000000000-20000000000000000000000000000

113 +1-1+10000-10000-1-20000-200-2+1-100000000-1000000-100-100
114 00-10000000000000000000000-100-10000000000+2000000000000
115 0 0 -1000000000000000000000000-2+2000000000000+2000000000000

116 00-2000000+10000000000000000-2+2+1000000+2+20000+100000000

117 0000+2000000000000-100000000-100+2000000+2-1000000+2-20000

118 0000000000000000000000000000-100-2000000000000000000000000

119 00-100000000000000-1+1-1+10000+1-200000000+100+1+100000000

120 00000000000000000000000000000000 - 2000000+ 2-100000000000000 

121 00 - 200+ 20000000000 - 1 - 2 - 20000-20000000000000000000000000000 

122  00 - 1000000000000000000000000- 100000000000000+1000000000000

123 0000000000000000000000-2-100-200-200000(1+20000000000000000
124 0000000000+100000000000000000000+1000000+2000000000000+200
125 0000000000-10000000000-10000-100-200000000-100000000000000

126 0000000000+200000000000000+10000-2000000+20000+20000000000

127 0000+1000000000000-10000-1-10000+1000000+10000000000000000

128 0000000000-10000000000000000-10000000000000000000000000000

129 00-100000000000000-10000-10000000000-100000000000000000000

130 00-1000000000000000000-2-1000000-100000000-1+1000000000000

131 0000000000000000+1 -100 - 200+1 -1+2-1000000+200000000000000+1

132 0000000000-1000000+1000000-100+10000000000-1+10000+1-10000

133 0000-10000000000000000-1-1-1-1+1-1000000-2-1000000000000+1

134 000000+10000000000000000+2-1+20000000000+2-10000000000+100

135 00000000000000000000000000+100+100000000+2-100000000+2+1+2

136 000000+100000000000000-1-100-1-1-200000000000000000000-200

137 000000000000000000-10000-1000000-20000-1-1-100000000000000

138 +100+1 -1+1 -1+1+10000 - l+ l+ l+ l - 2+1+1+100000000+100+1 -1000000

139 00000000000000+1 -100000000000000+1000000+200+100-1+1000000

140 00-2000000-100000000-2+10000-200000000-1+2-200000000000000

141 0000 -100000000+1 -1000000+100+1+20000+100+1 -1000000-1 -1+100

142 000000000000000000000000- 100000000000000-1 -100000000000000

143 0000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

144 00-2000000-1000000000000+1+10000000000-1+20000000000-1+1+1

145 -1-2-20000-2000000-10000+1+2+1+1-20000-1+200000000-1-20000

146 000000000000000000000000+1000000000000+1+20000000000000000
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147 00 - 200+100 - 200 -100000000+2+10000-100-1-1+20000-100-1-20000

148 00 -1000000000000000000-200-1000000-1-1-1-1+10000-1+20000 -1

149 +2+2+20000000000+20000+1+2+2+2+100+1+2+1+2+200+1+2+2+2+1+1

150 00 -1000000 -1000000+200+100+200 -1 -100+1 -1+1 -100 -100+1 -1-200 

151 00-100+200+1-100-1000000+2-2-2000000-10000000000+1000000+1

152 000000-1+2- 2+2-1+200+2+2+2+2+2+2+2000000+200+10000+2+2+2+2

153 00-1 -1000000000000000000000000000000-100000000000000000000

154 0000000000000000 -10000 -10000000000000000+20000000000000000

155 0000000000000000000000-1000000-2-2000000000000000000000000

156 0000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

157 0000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

158 0000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000 

160 00 - 2000000 -10000000000 - 20000- 2- 20000-100- 20000000000000000 

161 -1-1+2+200-2-1-2-1-2-2+1-1-2-1-2-2-1-1+100-100+2-1+1-1+100 

162 00+1 -10000000000 -10000-1 -1-100+1000000+1+2- 200000000 -100-1

163 -1 -1000000+2000000 -100 -100000000 -10000- 2+200+1+200+1000000

164 0000000000-100+100-100+1000000+2000000+1+1 -20000- 20000+200

165 000000+100000000000000+1+100+100000000+1+100000000000000 - 2

166 000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000+100000000

167 0000000000000000000000 -1+100-10000000000+1 - 200000000-2-200

168 00+100+1+1+1+1+100000000 -1000000000000+1+200000000+1 -10000

169 00 - 2000000 -10000000000 - 20000 - 2- 20000 -100- 200+2000000+2+1 - 2

170 00+2+1+1+2+1+1+2-100+200+1+200+10000-1+1+2000000+2+20000+1

171 00  -  2 -  2000000-10000  -  2+ 1+100 -1  - 100-100  -1  - 1+1 -10000  -1  -  20000  -  2

172 -2-1-2000000000000-100+100+1+1+1 -200-1-100+2+2-1-1-1-10000

173 -100 - 2+20000-2+1-1-10000000000+2-1+100+1 - 2+1+20000 - 2+200+1

174 -100 - 2+200+2- 2+1 -1 -100 -1000000+2+2+2-1 -1+1+2- 2+20000- 2+1+2

175 -100 - 2+200+2- 2+1-1-10000000000+2-1+2-1-1+1+2-2+20000-2+1-1

176 00-100+20000+20000+100-10000-2-1000000 -100 -1+2+200+1000000

177 00 - 200+10000+100+2000000+100 - 200 -1000000+2-1+10000+1 -10000

178 0000000000 -100 -100000000000000+10000000000 -100000000000000

179 00 - 2+20000+100000000000000+1 -1000000000000+100000000000000

180 00 - 2000000000000-1-1-2-200-2-2+1-2000000+200+1 -100-1-10000 

181 0000000000 -100000000 -1000000 -10000000000+1 -100-10000+10000 

182 0000 -10000 -100 -1000000000000 - 2+200000000 - 2+100000000000000

183 00 - 200+200+10000000000000000 - 20000000000+10000000000000000

184 00-2-10000-10000-2-100+2+1 -2-2-2-1000000-2-2+10000-2-200-2
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185 +2-1000000000000000000-1-100-2+2-100000000+100000000000000 

186 00 - 20000+10000000000+1 -1 -1+100+2+10000 -100 -1000000 -1000000

187 000000+200 -10000000000000000 - 2+100000000+100000000 -1000000

188 0000-10000-100-100-1-100-1 -100+200000000+1-10000-1-10000-1
189 00000000-2-2000000-1-10000-1-200-1000000+1 -100-2-100+1+200

190 00 - 2-100- 2(K)000000 -10000000000+20000000000000000+100+2+2+2
191 +1-1-10000 -100 -1+1 -1+10000 -10000+100 -1+100+1000000+1+100 -1

192 0000- 20000000000(M) -200000000-10000-1+100000000000000000000
193 00 - 10000- 1 - 1000000000000000000000000 - 100+10000000000000000

194 00-1000000-1000000-100-10000-10000000000+20000000000-10000
195 000000+100000000000000 -10000 - 2+1 -100000000+100000000000000

196 0000000000 -10000 -10000-100-1-1+1 -100 -100+2-100000000000000

197 00 - 2- 2+100 - 200 -100 -1 -1+1+1+100-1+100-1 -1+2-1 -1 -10000 -1+2+1
198 00 -1+100+100+1+100 -1000000 -1000000000000+100+1000000+10000

199 00 - 200 - 20000 - 2 - 20000-100-1-100-1-2-2+1-1+20000000000000000

200  0000000000000000000000000000 - 2+ 2 - 1000000000000000000+10000 

201 00-10000000000000000000000000000000000-1+2-100000000000000 

202  0000000000000000000000000000  -  20000000000 -  20000000000000000

203 00000000000000000000-1000000-1+100000000-2-10000-10000-1-1

204 +1-1-1-10000-2000000-1-1-100-100-200-2-2-10000+1000000-2-2

205 00 -1000000-2000000000000 -100 - 2+200000000000000000000000000

206 00-10000+2-10000 -1 -100+2000000000000 -1+1+10000-10000000000

207 00 -1000000000000000000000000-1+100000000+2-100000000+10000

208 00-1-100+20000-1-1000000000000-1-200-1-1+100+1000000-1-100
209 00000000000000000000000000000000 -1000000+20000000000000000

210  0 0 - 1 - 200 - 100+ 1 - 1 - 1+ 100 - 1 - 1 - 1 - 200 - 1+ 1 - 1 - 1 - 2 - 1 - 1 - 1 - 100-10000 

211 + 2 - 100000000000000- 100+1 - 100- 100- 10000000000000000 - 1000000 
212  00 -1000000000000  -  2 -  2 -  2+1 - 1000000000000 - 2+ 1+ 20000000000- 1-1

213 0000 -1+10000 -100000000 - 2 -1000000+1000000-1 -10000 -100- 20000

214 00 - 2 -1  - 20000000000 - 200 - 20000-200-200-2-1-1+2000000+1 -100-2

215 00-2-10000-1-100-200000000000000 -1000000+100000000 -1000000

216 0000000000+100+1000000-1-100-1+1-1-1-100000000+1 - 2+1 -10000

217 00 - 2000000 -10000-1-100-200-1-200000000 -10000+1-10000+20000

218 00-2 -10000-2 -1 -1 -100-2 -200-100-2 -1 -2 -2 -100-100-10000-2 -1 -2

219 000000000000000000+10000+1+100+2+1000000+2-1 - 20000-2+100-1
220 000000  -  20000000000+1 -  2-10000  -100  - 100000000+ 1+ 1+ 100-1000000 

221  0000000000000000000000000000  -200  - 1000000+ 1+100000000000000
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APPENDIX 3

The raw scores across all the measures for each of the 243 subjects taking 

part in the study

The table below gives the subject num ber and sex of each child; the

teacher num ber (18 participated); the type of school; the questionnaire

results for the actual, desired and teacher questionnaires (the scores for

each subject referring  to the total num ber of -2, -1, 0, +1 and +2

responses made by the subject throughout that particular questionnaire);

the teacher general score; and the peer votes obtained, followed by the

total possible num ber of peer votes. The scores for subjects 221-243 are

included, though only the actual questionnaire data is available on these

children.

Key to the Data

Column 1 subject number

2 sex: fem ale=l; male=2

3 teacher num ber

4 type of school: gram m ar=l; secondary modern=2; remedial=3

5 -2, -1, 0, +1, +2 total scores for each of those sections on the

child’s actual questionnaire

6 -2, -1, 0, +1, +2 total scores for each of those sections on the

child desired questionnaire

7 -2, -1, 0, +1, +2 total scores for each of those sections on the

teacher questionnaire

8 teacher general score out o f ten

9 num ber of peer votes obtained

10 total num ber of potential peer votes
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1 2 3 4 5 5 5 5 5 6 6 6 6 6 7 7 7 7 7 8 9  10

001 2 01 1 00 04 20 04 0 00 01 26 00 01 00 00 29 00 00 09 08 20
002 2 01 1 01 02 18 07 0 00 04 21 00 03 00 01 25 03 00 07 06 20

003 2 01 1 00 02 18 07 1 01 02 13 06 06 00 00 17 12 00 05 02 20
004 2 01 1 00 06 12 08 2 00 05 15 07 01 00 11 18 00 00 05 03 20

005 2 01 1 02 03 17 05 1 03 03 14 01 07 00 01 12 16 00 04 03 20

006 2 01 1 01 08 12 05 2 08 06 07 01 06 00 11 18 00 00 05 03 20

007 2 01 1 01 03 17 06 1 02 00 21 04 01 00 00 29 00 00 10 04 20

008 2 01 1 00 06 17 05 0 01 03 20 03 01 00 00 29 00 00 09 06 20

009 2 01 1 00 02 21 03 2 01 04 22 00 01 00 00 03 19 07 03 02 20
010 2 01 1 00 07 18 02 1 00 04 24 00 00 00 00 29 00 00 06 04 20

011 2 01 1 05 05 15 01 2 02 00 19 05 02 00 00 29 00 00 06 14 20
012 2 01 1 01 02 19 03 3 00 02 21 01 04 00 01 22 06 00 06 03 20

013 2 01 1 01 06 14 06 1 02 02 12 05 07 00 02 20 07 00 05 11 20
014 2 01 1 02 03 19 03 1 00 02 24 01 01 00 01 28 00 00 06 04 20

015 2 01 1 03 04 11 08 2 05 06 13 01 03 00 02 13 14 00 05 01 20
016 2 01 1 01 02 24 00 1 00 02 25 00 01 00 00 29 00 00 08 01 20

017 2 01 1 00 04 23 00 1 00 01 25 00 02 00 00 29 00 00 08 06 20

018 2 01 1 00 05 14 07 2 04 03 19 01 01 00 07 22 00 00 06 03 20

019 2 01 1 00 09 14 04 1 00 04 20 03 01 00 01 28 00 00 07 04 20

020 2 01 1 00 08 17 02 1 02 03 21 01 01 00 13 16 00 00 05 04 20

021 2 01 1 01 06 10 08 3 02 01 23 01 01 00 01 28 00 00 06 04 20

022 1 02 1 00 07 21 01 0 01 04 24 00 00 00 09 21 00 00 10 04 09

023 1 02 1 00 07 19 03 0 01 03 25 00 00 00 07 09 14 00 07 04 09

024 1 02 1 01 09 17 02 0 01 03 20 03 02 01 19 10 00 00 04 03 09

025 1 02 1 00 04 19 06 0 01 02 26 00 00 00 01 13 16 00 08 04 09

026 2 02 1 01 04 22 02 0 04 01 19 02 03 00 07 22 01 00 07 09 09

027 2 02 1 04 08 16 01 0 08 07 12 01 01 00 07 20 03 00 06 05 09

028 2 02 1 04 12 11 01 1 06 08 13 00 02 00 09 18 03 00 05 05 09

029 2 02 1 00 06 20 02 1 01 04 21 01 02 00 08 08 14 00 05 08 09

030 2 02 1 04 11 14 00 0 03 04 21 01 00 03 03 03 16 05 03 03 09

031 2 02 1 02 08 15 03 1 07 06 12 00 04 00 01 28 01 00 10 05 09

032 1 03 1 01 04 22 00 2 02 02 23 01 01 00 00 30 00 00 09 04 08
033 1 03 1 01 04 18 05 1 01 00 28 00 00 00 00 30 00 00 09 04 08

034 1 03 1 02 03 23 01 0 02 01 24 02 00 00 06 24 00 00 05 01 08

035 1 03 1 00 00 27 02 0 00 01 27 01 00 00 00 22 08 00 07 08 08
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036 1 03 1 02 02 25 00 0 02 02 23 00 02 00 04 26 00 00 05 05 08

037 2 03 1 03 07 12 04 3 00 02 23 02 02 00 01 28 01 00 09 03 08

038 2 03 1 01 02 19 06 1 04 09 14 02 00 00 01 29 00 00 06 06 08

039 2 03 1 04 09 13 03 0 01 02 12 12 02 00 12 17 01 00 04 07 08
040 2 03 1 00 07 16 04 2 04 06 19 00 00 00 01 29 00 00 08 07 08

041 1 04 1 00 02 22 OS 0 00 01 27 01 00 00 03 22 OS 00 08 02 09
042 1 04 1 00 07 21 01 0 01 01 27 00 00 00 00 30 00 00 10 06 09

043 1 04 1 01 08 13 07 0 00 03 26 00 00 00 01 28 01 00 08 09 09
044 1 04 1 01 04 22 02 0 01 04 24 00 00 00 03 13 14 00 05 04 09

045 1 04 1 00 07 21 01 0 03 06 20 00 00 00 00 28 02 00 09 08 09

046 2 04 1 01 08 17 03 0 01 00 23 03 02 00 00 29 01 00 09 02 09

047 2 04 1 01 03 20 04 1 00 00 29 00 00 00 01 26 03 00 09 08 09

048 2 04 1 01 02 16 07 3 05 04 18 01 01 01 02 13 12 02 04 07 09
049 2 04 1 01 08 18 01 1 02 02 23 00 02 00 04 25 01 00 07 01 09

050 2 04 1 01 11 10 05 2 02 00 24 02 01 00 02 25 03 00 06 03 09
051 1 05 1 00 05 22 02 0 00 00 29 00 00 07 14 06 03 00 04 04 09

052 1 05 1 01 01 23 03 1 00 00 28 00 01 00 01 27 02 00 10 08 09

053 1 05 1 00 11 18 00 0 01 03 24 01 00 00 02 28 00 00 08 02 09

054 1 05 1 00 10 17 02 0 03 08 16 02 00 06 13 11 00 00 04 02 09
055 1 05 1 01 03 23 02 0 02 02 23 01 01 00 03 27 00 00 10 04 09

056 2 05 1 00 04 22 01 2 00 05 22 02 00 00 00 21 09 00 09 05 09

057 2 05 1 00 02 18 08 1 01 01 25 00 02 01 03 14 08 04 03 06 09

058 2 05 1 02 05 12 10 0 02 02 23 01 01 00 01 24 05 00 05 06 09

059 2 05 1 01 05 18 05 0 00 04 23 01 01 00 01 19 10 00 07 06 09

060 2 05 1 01 09 11 06 2 09 05 13 01 01 00 00 27 03 00 09 07 09

061 1 06 1 02 07 15 05 0 02 01 26 00 00 00 00 28 00 00 10 07 08
062 1 06 1 00 11 16 01 1 00 01 28 00 00 00 12 16 00 00 08 05 08
063 1 06 1 00 16 11 02 0 02 01 25 00 01 00 14 14 00 00 05 05 08

064 1 06 1 00 06 21 02 0 00 00 29 00 00 00 00 21 07 00 09 05 08

065 2 06 1 03 03 18 05 0 00 07 20 02 00 00 00 28 00 00 10 06 08

066 2 06 1 01 11 15 02 0 01 01 23 03 01 00 10 18 00 00 07 05 08

067 2 06 1 04 05 18 01 1 02 02 22 02 01 00 08 20 00 00 06 04 08
068 2 06 1 02 07 13 02 2 03 02 15 04 05 01 01 18 08 00 04 03 08

069 2 06 1 00 04 23 02 0 00 00 28 01 00 00 14 14 00 00 05 05 08

070 1 07 1 00 04 23 02 0 02 02 23 02 00 00 00 28 02 00 10 05 08
071 1 07 1 02 08 14 05 0 03 00 25 01 00 01 02 27 00 00 07 04 08

072 1 07 1 00 09 20 00 0 00 01 27 01 00 00 02 27 01 00 08 06 08
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073 1 07 1 03 02 22 01 1 02 00 26 00 01 00 00 29 01 00 08 04 08

074 1 07 1 00 11 17 01 0 02 04 20 02 01 01 02 27 00 00 08 03 08
075 2 07 1 02 10 15 02 0 03 04 17 04 01 01 10 19 00 00 05 02 08

076 2 07 1 00 07 21 01 0 00 05 23 01 00 00 01 29 00 00 09 06 08
077 2 07 1 00 09 18 02 0 00 02 23 03 01 00 01 28 00 00 08 05 08
078 2 07 1 00 09 11 09 0 03 02 23 01 00 00 02 25 03 00 08 05 08

079 1 08 1 02 10 17 00 0 01 03 24 01 00 03 14 11 01 01 04 04 09

080 1 08 1 00 01 24 03 1 00 00 25 00 00 00 14 15 00 01 05 07 09

081 1 08 1 00 06 22 01 0 00 02 26 00 01 00 06 13 09 02 05 05 09
082 1 08 1 00 09 17 02 1 00 02 26 01 00 04 09 15 01 01 07 03 09

083 1 08 1 00 11 17 01 0 02 04 22 01 00 03 07 17 01 02 06 02 09
084 2 08 1 00 03 24 01 1 00 00 29 00 00 00 00 25 03 02 10 09 09

085 2 08 1 01 07 15 06 0 01 04 24 00 00 00 02 15 09 04 06 04 09

086 2 08 1 03 06 17 02 1 00 00 28 00 01 03 11 12 02 02 04 06 09
087 2 08 1 00 05 21 03 0 00 00 29 00 00 11 07 05 05 02 02 05 09

088 2 08 1 00 05 23 01 0 00 00 29 00 00 03 11 14 01 01 03 05 09
089 1 09 1 01 07 15 05 1 01 01 19 07 01 00 07 18 00 00 07 02 09

090 1 09 1 01 08 18 02 0 02 00 26 01 00 01 06 18 00 00 06 04 09

091 1 09 1 01 06 11 07 4 02 02 25 00 00 00 02 21 02 00 08 02 09

092 2 09 1 00 07 20 01 1 00 00 29 00 00 00 03 22 00 00 07 06 09

093 2 09 1 00 10 12 06 1 01 00 22 04 02 00 05 20 00 00 07 05 09

094 2 09 1 00 14 12 03 0 02 02 20 05 00 00 02 15 08 00 05 04 09

095 2 09 1 01 07 17 03 1 03 01 24 01 00 00 01 22 02 00 07 04 09

096 2 09 1 01 02 23 02 1 00 00 29 00 00 00 03 22 00 00 08 07 09

097 2 09 1 01 02 21 04 1 03 03 17 02 04 00 00 22 03 00 06 08 09

098 2 09 1 00 03 26 00 0 00 00 29 00 00 00 02 23 00 00 07 04 09

099 1 10 1 00 03 26 00 0 00 03 26 00 00 00 04 25 01 00 10 07 09

100 1 10 1 00 12 16 01 0 01 04 24 00 00 00 18 05 07 00 06 01 09

101 1 10 1 00 01 26 02 0 00 02 25 02 00 00 04 23 03 00 10 07 09

102 1 10 1 03 04 22 00 0 01 03 25 00 00 00 14 11 05 00 08 03 09

103 1 10 1 00 05 21 03 0 02 00 25 01 01 00 03 23 04 00 09 04 09

104 2 10 1 00 05 16 04 4 01 02 21 02 03 00 08 22 00 00 08 05 09

105 2 10 1 02 08 17 02 0 05 00 22 02 00 00 04 24 02 00 08 03 09

106 2 10 1 00 03 25 01 0 00 00 28 00 01 07 17 01 05 00 05 01 09

107 2 10 1 00 01 26 01 1 00 01 28 00 00 00 02 26 02 00 10 07 09
108 2 10 1 01 00 20 07 1 01 04 20 04 00 00 06 20 03 01 08 07 09

109 1 11 1 02 06 20 00 1 02 01 21 04 01 00 11 19 00 00 07 04 09
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110 1 11 1 01 14 13 01 0 03 03 22 00 01 04 12 14 00 00 05 07 09

111 1 11 1 00 09 14 06 0 02 04 21 01 01 00 00 20 10 00 07 06 09

112 1 11 1 01 01 27 00 0 01 00 27 01 00 00 01 27 02 00 08 07 09
113 2 11 1 05 05 17 02 0 03 07 16 03 00 00 11 19 00 00 06 02 09

114 2 11 1 00 05 23 01 0 00 03 25 00 01 00 04 07 18 01 05 07 09

115 2 11 1 00 05 21 03 0 01 01 25 00 02 00 03 14 13 00 06 04 09

116 2 11 1 03 07 19 00 0 02 00 21 03 03 00 02 18 10 00 06 01 09
117 2 11 1 00 03 14 10 2 01 03 21 00 04 00 05 05 14 06 04 03 09

118 2 11 1 00 03 25 01 0 01 01 27 00 00 03 04 23 00 00 05 08 09

119 1 12 1 02 07 18 02 0 01 03 19 06 00 00 05 24 01 00 07 02 09

120 1 12 1 01 05 20 03 0 01 01 26 00 01 00 01 28 01 00 10 08 09
121 1 12 1 01 06 15 05 2 04 01 23 00 01 01 13 15 01 00 04 00 09

122 1 12 1 00 01 17 11 0 00 02 26 01 00 00 00 30 00 00 09 06 09

123 2 12 1 00 11 18 00 0 03 01 24 00 01 00 01 28 01 00 08 02 09
124 2 12 1 00 04 22 02 1 00 00 25 02 02 00 16 14 00 00 04 02 09
125 2 12 1 01 02 17 08 1 01 04 24 00 00 00 00 30 00 00 10 09 09
126 2 12 1 02 01 21 00 5 01 00 24 01 03 00 00 30 00 00 08 04 09

127 2 12 1 02 05 20 02 0 00 03 23 03 00 00 02 27 01 00 09 09 09
128 2 12 1 00 00 24 05 0 00 02 27 00 00 00 00 29 01 00 10 08 09

129 1 13 1 00 08 18 03 0 00 04 25 00 00 00 03 14 08 02 06 04 09

130 1 13 1 01 04 18 06 0 01 04 23 01 00 00 06 21 00 00 06 03 09

131 1 13 1 00 02 23 03 1 01 03 20 03 02 01 03 22 01 00 07 04 09

132 2 13 1 00 08 18 02 1 00 04 21 04 00 03 15 09 00 00 03 00 09

133 2 13 1 02 10 16 01 0 01 07 19 02 00 01 12 14 00 00 05 03 09

134 2 13 1 04 04 15 03 3 00 02 22 02 03 00 06 21 00 00 07 04 09

135 2 13 1 01 04 17 03 4 00 01 22 03 03 01 06 14 05 01 05 07 09

136 2 13 1 00 05 24 00 0 02 04 22 01 00 01 08 18 00 00 05 06 09

137 2 13 1 02 04 22 01 0 01 05 23 00 00 00 02 22 03 00 08 03 09

138 2 13 1 02 06 20 01 0 01 04 11 13 00 00 06 21 00 00 07 02 09

139 1 14 2 00 07 10 07 5 00 02 22 04 01 00 00 21 06 00 06 08 20

140 1 14 2 00 09 17 02 1 04 02 21 01 01 00 00 23 04 00 07 00 20

141 1 14 2 01 07 16 04 1 00 05 17 06 01 00 06 20 01 00 04 02 20

142 1 14 2 01 04 18 05 1 00 03 26 00 00 01 00 12 09 05 06 02 20

143 1 14 2 00 04 21 03 1 00 00 29 00 00 00 11 15 01 00 04 00 20
144 1 14 2 01 07 20 00 1 01 03 20 04 01 00 04 23 00 00 07 05 20
145 1 14 2 01 04 18 05 1 05 04 15 03 02 00 01 09 11 06 08 06 20

146 1 14 2 00 05 21 03 0 00 00 26 02 01 00 00 26 01 00 10 05 20
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147 1 14 2 00 06 18 05 0 03 06 16 02 02 00 00 07 14 06 06 05 20

148 1 14 2 00 07 20 01 1 01 08 18 01 01 00 08 18 01 00 03 01 20

149 2 14 2 06 05 12 03 3 06 03 12 04 04 00 00 11 16 00 05 03 20

150 2 14 2 08 05 07 04 5 00 00 09 07 13 05 09 12 01 00 03 02 20

151 2 14 2 01 04 09 09 6 01 08 14 04 02 00 01 11 14 01 04 05 20

152 2 14 2 01 05 14 06 3 02 04 18 03 02 01 04 22 01 00 06 05 20

153 2 14 2 05 06 13 04 1 01 02 10 01 15 04 06 12 05 00 02 02 20

154 2 14 2 01 05 23 00 0 00 03 26 00 00 00 03 23 01 00 06 05 20
155 2 14 2 04 07 12 04 2 00 02 26 00 01 00 00 27 00 00 09 06 20

156 2 14 2 02 06 17 04 0 02 01 26 00 00 6o 03 24 00 00 06 06 20

157 2 14 2 03 04 12 03 7 00 00 29 00 00 00 00 08 05 14 04 04 20

158 2 14 2 00 05 24 00 0 00 00 29 00 00 00 00 27 00 00 09 06 20

159 2 14 2 03 05 15 03 3 00 00 29 00 00 00 00 27 00 00 09 02 20

160 1 15 2 01 06 22 00 0 05 02 22 00 00 01 04 20 03 00 07 06 17
161 1 15 2 09 11 03 04 2 07 11 04 04 03 00 07 21 00 00 05 05 17

162 1 15 2 00 03 17 05 4 01 07 17 03 01 02 08 15 03 00 05 03 17
163 1 15 2 01 06 17 02 3 01 05 18 02 03 00 03 11 11 03 04 01 17
164 1 15 2 00 03 17 05 4 02 02 19 04 02 01 07 16 04 00 05 04 17

165 1 15 2 02 06 16 03 2 01 00 22 06 00 00 07 21 00 00 05 05 17
166 1 15 2 00 06 22 01 0 00 00 28 01 00 00 03 20 05 00 06 03 17

167 1 15 2 01 04 16 04 4 03 02 21 02 00 01 04 23 00 00 06 03 17

168 1 15 2 00 04 13 07 1 00 02 18 08 01 00 00 22 06 00 08 03 17
169 1 15 2 01 07 20 01 0 06 02 18 01 02 01 05 22 00 00 05 03 17

170 1 15 2 01 02 12 01 9 00 02 11 08 08 00 01 15 08 04 09 01 17

171 1 15 2 08 08 08 03 2 05 08 13 03 00 00 04 23 01 00 06 06 17
172 1 15 2 01 07 14 07 0 03 08 11 04 02 01 02 24 01 00 05 06 17

173 2 15 2 00 04 18 05 2 04 05 10 05 05 00 01 13 13 01 08 02 17
174 2 15 2 00 04 20 04 1 04 06 08 03 07 00 01 19 08 00 08 03 17

175 2 15 2 00 04 17 05 3 04 07 09 03 06 00 02 21 05 00 08 04 17

176 2 15 2 04 04 18 03 0 01 05 17 02 04 00 03 18 07 00 09 00 17

177 2 15 2 01 04 18 04 0 02 03 17 05 02 00 07 20 01 00 07 01 17
178 1 16 1 00 07 19 02 1 00 03 25 01 00 03 20 05 02 00 03 04 31

179 1 16 1 00 02 23 04 0 01 01 23 03 01 01 06 19 04 00 06 03 31

180 1 16 1 00 05 22 01 1 06 05 15 02 01 00 04 26 00 00 07 07 31

181 1 16 1 01 03 24 01 0 00 05 22 02 00 00 08 22 00 00 06 05 31
182 1 16 1 02 14 09 04 0 02 03 22 01 01 00 18 10 02 00 04 00 31

183 1 16 1 01 04 22 02 0 02 00 24 02 01 00 00 29 01 00 08 06 31
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184 1 16 1 00 02 27 00 0 11 04 11 03 00 00 03 25 02 00 06 04 31

185 1 16 1 01 05 20 03 0 01 04 21 01 02 00 08 22 00 00 05 04 31

186 1 16 1 01 03 23 02 0 01 05 18 04 01 00 03 27 00 00 07 06 31
187 1 16 1 00 05 22 01 1 01 02 23 02 01 00 03 25 02 00 07 07 31
188 1 16 1 00 12 14 03 0 00 11 16 01 01 00 02 28 00 00 07 04 31

189 1 16 1 02 04 20 02 1 04 06 16 02 01 00 03 22 03 00 07 03 31
190 1 16 1 01 04 20 03 1 04 02 18 01 04 00 07 22 01 00 05 07 31

191 2 16 1 01 07 17 04 0 01 08 12 08 00 00 07 17 06 00 05 06 31

192 2 16 1 01 04 23 01 0 02 02 24 01 00 00 03 08 19 00 05 02 31

193 2 16 1 00 04 20 05 0 00 04 24 01 00 00 00 30 00 00 10 03 31

194 2 16 1 00 05 22 01 1 00 06 22 00 01 00 06 20 04 00 06 03 31

195 2 16 1 01 06 16 06 0 01 02 23 03 00 00 00 28 02 00 09 09 31

196 2 16 1 00 06 22 00 1 00 08 19 01 01 00 07 00 03 00 06 06 31
197 2 16 1 04 09 07 05 4 03 10 08 06 02 02 11 04 11 02 02 06 31
198 2 16 1 00 04 24 01 0 00 03 19 07 00 00 00 24 06 00 08 05 31

199 2 16 1 08 14 05 01 1 06 05 16 01 01 00 01 27 02 00 07 01 31
200 2 16 1 00 13 11 05 0 01 01 25 01 01 02 18 10 00 00 03 00 31
201 2 16 1 01 03 23 01 1 00 03 25 00 01 00 02 22 06 00 06 05 31
202 2 16 1 02 06 20 01 0 02 00 27 00 00 00 00 26 04 00 08 07 31

203 2 16 1 01 10 16 02 0 01 06 21 01 00 00 03 25 02 00 08 07 31

204 2 16 1 09 07 09 01 3 06 08 13 02 00 00 01 25 04 00 05 01 31

205 2 16 1 00 08 20 01 0 02 02 24 00 01 01 04 12 13 00 05 02 31

206 2 16 1 00 03 24 01 1 00 06 19 02 02 00 05 19 06 00 06 09 31

207 2 16 1 00 05 23 00 1 00 03 23 02 01 00 18 12 00 00 05 05 31

208 2 16 1 01 11 12 05 0 01 09 16 02 01 00 08 13 09 00 03 05 31

209 2 16 1 00 04 25 00 0 00 01 27 00 01 00 01 28 01 00 07 07 31

210 1 17 3 09 07 08 03 2 03 15 08 03 00 00 22 06 02 00 04 00 11

211 1 17 3 01 04 17 05 2 00 06 21 01 01 01 03 18 08 00 06 07 11

212 1 17 3 01 09 16 03 0 03 05 18 02 01 01 06 15 08 00 05 05 11

213 1 17 3 00 07 20 02 0 02 06 19 02 00 00 11 11 08 00 06 06 11

214 1 17 3 03 11 14 00 1 07 04 15 01 02 01 15 02 11 01 04 03 11

215 1 17 3 03 05 21 00 0 02 05 21 01 00 00 09 17 04 00 07 07 11

216 2 17 3 02 09 16 02 0 01 07 16 05 00 09 20 01 00 00 03 05 11

217 2 17 3 01 06 21 01 0 03 06 18 01 01 00 02 07 18 03 08 07 11

218 2 17 3 02 07 11 05 4 09 10 10 00 00 00 03 02 24 01 05 05 11

219 2  17 3 03 02 15 05 4 02 02 18 05 02 00 01 01 25 03 02 01 11

220 2 17 3 02 06 12 07 2 02 04 19 04 00 01 22 03 04 00 06 04 11
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221 2 17 3 02 09 18 00 0
222 1 18 4 01 05 11 07 5

223 1 18 4 00 05 23 01 0

224 1 18 4 01 01 26 01 0

225 1 18 4 00 01 26 00 0

226 1 18 4 00 02 27 00 0

227 1 18 4 02 06 18 02 1

228 1 18 4 00 06 20 02 1

229 1 18 4 00 05 15 01 0

230 1 18 4 02 02 24 01 0

231 2 18 4 01 02 19 06 1

232 2 18 4 00 01 27 01 0

233 2 18 4 02 07 20 00 0

234 2 18 4 00 04 21 03 1

235 2 18 4 15 08 04 02 0

236 2 18 4 02 05 15 06 1

237 2 18 4 02 01 20 03 3

238 2 18 4 02 02 22 02 1

239 2 18 4 00 03 21 03 2

240 2 18 4 06 03 10 03 7

241 2 18 4 04 10 11 02 2

242 2 18 4 00 02 25 02 0

243 2 18 4 06 02 11 07 3
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APPENDIX 6

The total num ber o f -2 ’s, I s, O’s, + l ’s and +2’s scored for each of the 

29 questions assessed on the bipolar scale on the desired questionnaire by 
each of the following groups participating in the study, along with the 

actual scores for the Scottish comprehensive group for comparison.

Chatham  Gram mar School, boys 

Ballymena Academy, boys 

Friends School Lisburn, boys 

U pbury  Manor School, boys 

R obert Napier School, boys 

Ballymena Academy, g irk  

Friends School Lisburn, girls 

U pbury  Manor School, girls 

R obert Napier School, girls 

Johnstone High School, boys 

Johnstone High School, girls

(English grammar school) 

(Irish gramm ar school) 

(Irish gramm ar school) 

(English secondary modern) 

(English remedial unit)

(Scottish comprehensive school)

A6.1 Chatham Grammar, Boys

Question

^2 l i  ^ +1

1 0 0 20 0 0

2 3 11 5 1 0
3 0 3 17 0 0

4 0 0 18 1 1

5 0 0 17 3 0

6 3 5 9 2 1

7 0 0 18 2 0

8 0 0 19 1 0
9 0 0 18 0 2

10 1 2 16 2 0
11 0 1 15 4 0
12 0 7 13 0 0
13 0 2 14 1 3
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Question

14 1 0 15 3 1

15 5 4 11 0 0

16 0 1 11 4 4

17 3 6 7 1 3

18 1 0 19 0 0

19 0 0 20 0 0

20 0 3 15 1 1

21 1 0 3 1 15

23 0 1 16 0 3

24 0 0 16 2 2

25 2 2 13 2 1

26 2 0 15 3 0
27 1 0 15 2 2

28 3 1 13 2 1

29 0 1 13 3 3

30 2 1

ena Academy, Boys

16 0 1

22 2 l _0 +1 a

1 2 1 57 4 1
2 12 11 39 3 0
3 1 6 47 8 3
4 3 1 52 4 5
5 0 1 62 2 0
6 3 15 39 5 3
7 0 2 59 3 1
8 0 2 61 1 1
9 1 6 57 1 0
10 4 12 47 2 0
11 4 1 58 2 0
12 14 11 39 1 0
13 3 14 44 2 2
14 2 8 52 3 0
15 23 19 22 0 1
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Question

16 1 1 45 13 5
17 18 12 26 6 3

18 G G 63 1 1

19 G 1 64 G G

20 G 2 62 1 G

21 5 3 32 5 20
23 G 14 39 5 7
24 G G 44 12 9
25 2 2 55 4 1
26 G 2 59 4 G
27 G 8 51 5 1

28 3 3 55 3 1

29 6 5 48 4 2
30 0

Lisburn, Boys

4 55 5 1

22 2 l _0 4-1 a

1 G 0 17 2 G
2 2 10 7 G G
3 2 3 13 1 G
4 1 1 15 2 G
5 G 1 15 1 2
6 2 5 12 G G
7 2 0 16 1 G
8 1 3 14 1 G
9 G 3 15 1 G
10 1 5 13 G 0
11 G 4 14 1 G
12 G 4 13 1 1
13 G 3 15 1 0
14 G 4 14 1 G
15 4 6 9 0 G
16 0 3 10 4 2
17 3 4 10 2 0
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18 1 1 17 G G

19 1 6 10 2 G

20 1 4 12 2 G

21 2 1 5 4 7

23 0 5 12 2 G

24 0 1 16 2 G

25 0 2 16 1 G

26 0 1 18 G G

27 0 0 18 1 G

28 0 3 12 4 G

29 1 2 15 G 1

30 1 2 15 1 G

A6.4 U pbury Manor, Boys

^2 - 1 _0 +1 42

Question I 0 3 12 G 1

2 2 4 9 G 1

3 3 1 11 G 1
4 0 1 8 2 5
5 1 G 14 G 1
6 2 1 10 1 2
7 3 1 8 2 2
8 0 1 12 3 G
9 G 5 8 G 3
10 G 3 11 1 1
11 G G 15 G 1
12 G 4 8 2 2
13 G G 12 1 3
14 1 G 12 G 3
15 4 G 10 G 2
16 1 2 7 2 4
17 2 4 8 G 2
18 G G 12 2 2
19 G 4 10 1 1
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20 1 4 9 2 0
21 1 0 7 3 5

23 0 4 8 1 3

24 2 1 9 2 2

25 0 2 10 1 3

26 0 0 14 1 1

27 1 0 10 3 2

28 2 2 8 0 4

29 1 0 10 3 2

30 0 1 9 4 2

A6.5 R obert Napier. Boys

Question

22 z l _0 +1 +2

1 0 0 6 0 0
2 2 0 4 0 0
3 0 1 5 0 0
4 1 0 5 0 0
5 0 0 6 0 0
6 1 1 3 1 0
7 0 1 5 0 0
8 0 1 4 1 0
9 0 2 4 0 0
10 0 1 3 2 0
11 2 0 4 0 0
12 2 2 2 0 0
13 0 1 4 1 0
14 0 2 3 1 0
15 2 2 2 0 0
16 1 0 3 1 1
17 0 4 1 1 0
18 1 1 4 0 0
19 1 1 4 0 0
20 0 2 4 0 0
21 0 0 4 1 1
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Question

23 0 2 2 2 0

24 1 0 3 2 0

25 0 2 2 2 0

26 1 0 5 0 0

27 1 1 3 1 0

28 1 1 2 1 1

29 0 1 5 0 0

30 1 1 4 0 0

:na Academy,

22

Girls

■ 1 _0 +1

1 0 1 51 0 0

2 4 20 27 1 0

3 0 3 47 2 0

4 0 1 49 0 2

5 0 2 50 0 0

6 1 5 45 1 0

7 0 0 51 1 0
8 0 1 51 0 0
9 0 1 50 1 0

10 3 9 40 0 0

11 2 0 47 3 0
12 10 12 30 0 0

13 0 5 45 2 0
14 0 0 51 1 0
15 21 15 15 1 0
16 0 0 38 8 6
17 17 11 22 0 2
18 0 0 52 0 0
19 0 1 51 0 0
20 0 2 50 0 0
21 3 5 32 2 10
23 0 7 35 10 0
24 0 1 43 6 2
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25 0 1 49 2 0

26 0 0 47 5 0

27 0 3 47 2 0

28 0 0 51 1 0

29 2 2 48 0 0

30 0 0 49 3 0

A6.7 Friends Lisburn, Girls

-2 +1

Question 1 0 0 12 0 1

2 6 1 6 0 0
3 0 4 8 0 1

4 0 0 11 0 2
5 2 0 10 1 0

6 1 6 4 2 0

7 0 0 13 0 0

8 0 3 10 0 0

9 1 1 11 0 0

10 0 5 8 0 0

11 1 3 8 1 0

12 1 2 9 0 1

13 0 3 9 1 0

14 2 2 7 2 0

15 7 2 4 0 0
16 1 0 4 3 5
17 1 3 8 1 0

18 0 0 13 0 0

19 0 0 13 0 0

20 0 1 12 0 0
21 2 0 5 5 1
23 1 5 4 3 0
24 0 0 11 2 0
25 1 2 10 0 0
26 0 2 10 1 0
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Question

27 1 4 8 0 0

28 1 1 8 2 1

29 0 0 11 0 2

30

Manor,

1

Girls

1 10 0 1

22 2 l _0 +1 +2

1 1 3 19 0 0
2 7 4 9 2 1

3 3 2 16 1 1

4 0 0 18 4 1

5 0 0 21 1 1

6 3 5 12 2 1

7 0 2 19 2 0

8 1 1 16 4 1

9 0 5 18 0 0

10 2 4 17 0 0
11 2 0 19 1 1

12 3 3 11 6 0

13 0 4 11 7 1

14 1 3 14 3 2

15 3 3 13 4 0

16 3 0 14 4 2
17 3 3 16 1 0
18 0 2 21 0 0
19 0 8 14 1 0
20 1 7 8 7 0
21 2 2 4 5 10
23 4 4 13 1 1
24 0 0 19 2 2
25 0 2 19 0 2
26 1 5 15 1 1
27 1 4 12 4 2
28 3 6 13 0 1
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Question

29 1 G 17 4 1

30

N ^ ik r ,

3

G b k

2 16 2 G

22 2 l +1 +2

1 0 G 5 G 1

2 2 3 1 G G

3 1 3 2 G G
4 1 G 4 1 G
5 0 1 5 G G
6 0 1 5 G G
7 0 2 3 1 G

8 G 1 5 G G

9 2 1 3 0 0

10 2 1 2 1 G
11 1 G 5 G G

12 2 1 2 2 0
13 0 4 2 G G
14 0 1 5 G 0

15 2 1 3 G G

16 G G 6 G G
17 1 3 1 1 G
18 G G 5 1 G
19 1 1 4 G G
20 1 2 3 G G
21 1 2 1 2 G
23 G 2 2 0 2
24 G 1 5 G G
25 G 1 5 G 0
26 G 2 4 G G
27 G 2 3 1 G
28 1 2 3 G G
29 G 1 5 G G
30 1 1 4 G G
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A6.10 Johnstone High School, Boys (Actual Scores)

2 1 0 ^

Question 1 1 0 12 0 0

2 3 5 5 0 0

3 3 2 8 0 0

4 1 0 7 3 2

5 1 0 7 5 0

6 1 5 6 1 0

7 2 1 9 1 0

8 1 1 9 2 0

9 0 4 8 1 0

10 2 3 7 0 1

11 2 3 7 1 0

12 3 1 8 1 0

13 1 1 7 2 2

14 1 1 9 2 0

15 3 3 6 1 0

16 3 1 6 2 1

17 3 1 7 1 1

18 2 0 11 0 0

19 0 3 9 1 0

20 0 2 9 2 0
21 1 0 4 3 5

23 2 3 4 1 3

24 0 2 6 3 2
25 0 2 9 1 1
26 0 1 8 4 0
27 1 0 11 0 0
28 1 1 11 0 0
29 1 0 8 2 2
30 1 4 8 0 0

314



A6.11 Johnstone High School. Girls (Actual Scores)

Question

:2 2 l _0 +1 4^

1 0 2 7 0 0

2 0 4 5 0 0

3 0 3 6 0 0

4 0 0 9 0 0

5 0 0 8 0 1

6 1 2 6 0 0

7 0 0 9 0 0

8 0 0 8 1 0

9 0 2 7 0 0

10 0 0 9 0 0

11 0 0 9 0 0

12 1 1 7 0 0

13 0 0 9 0 0

14 0 4 5 0 0

15 3 3 3 0 0

16 0 0 8 1 0

17 0 6 3 0 0

18 0 0 8 0 1

19 0 1 7 1 0

20 0 0 9 0 0

21 1 0 3 3 2

23 0 1 3 1 3 •
24 0 0 7 1 0

25 0 1 7 0 0
26 0 0 7 0 1

27 0 1 6 1 0

28 0 2 4 2 0
29 0 1 6 1 0

30 0 1 5 2 0

A total o f  8, rather than 9, girls responded to question 23
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APPENDIX 7

The num ber of subjects (94 girls and 126 boys) responding to the -2, -1, 

0, +1 and +2 categories in each question on the desired questionnaire 

which was scored on the bipolar scale, expressed both as raw scores and as

a percentage.

A7.1 G irls’ Results

Raw scores Percentages

1 1 4 87 0 2 1.5 4.0 92 j 0.0 2.0

2 19 28 43 3 1 20.0 304 45.5 3.0 1.5
3 4 12 73 3 2 4.0 13.0 784 3.0 2.0
4 1 1 82 5 5 1.5 1.5 874 5.0 5.0
5 2 3 86 2 1 2.0 3.0 91 j 2.0 1.5

6 5 17 66 5 1 5.0 184 704 5.0 1.5
7 0 4 86 4 0 0.0 4.0 91 j 4.0 0.0
8 1 6 82 4 1 1.5 6.5 87.0 4.0 1.5
9 3 8 82 1 0 3.0 8.5 8 7 4 1.5 0.0
10 7 19 67 1 0 7.5 20.0 71 4 IJ 0.0

11 6 3 79 5 1 6.5 3.0 84.0 5.0 1.5
12 16 18 51 8 1 17.0 19.0 544 8.5 1.5
13 0 16 67 10 1 0.0 17.0 71.0 10.5 1.5
14 3 6 77 6 2 3.0 6.5 824 6.5 2.0
15 33 21 35 5 0 35.0 22.5 37.0 5.0 0.0
16 4 0 62 15 13 4.0 0.0 66.0 16.0 14.0
17 22 20 47 3 2 23.5 21.5 504 3.0 2.0
18 0 4 89 1 0 0.0 4.0 95.0 1.5 0.0
19 1 10 82 1 0 1.5 10.5 87.0 1.5 0.0
20 2 12 73 7 0 2.0 13.0 77.5 7.5 0.0
21 8 9 42 14 2 18.5 9.5 44.5 15.0 22.5
23 5 18 54 14 3 5.0 19.0 57.5 15.0 3.0
24 0 2 78 10 4 0.0 2.0 83.0 10.5 4.0
25 1 6 83 2 2 1.5 6.5 88.0 2.0 2.0
26 1 9 76 7 1 1.5 9.5 8 14 7.5 1.5
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27 2 13 70 7 2 2.0 14.0 74.5 7.5 2.0
28 5 9 75 3 2 5.0 9.5 80.0 3.0 2.0
29 3 3 81 4 3 3.0 3.0 864 4.0 3.0
30 5 4 79 5 1 5.0 4.0 844 5.0 1.5

A7.2 Boys* Results

Raw scores Percentages

1 2 4 112 6 2 1.50 3.0 89.0 4.5 IjO
2 21 36 64 4 1 16.50 28.5 51.0 3.0 0J5
3 6 14 93 9 4 4.50 11.0 74.0 7.0 3.00
4 5 3 98 9 11 4.00 2.5 78.0 7.0 9.00
5 1 2 114 4 3 0.75 1.5 924 3.0 2jO
6 13 25 73 9 6 10.00 20.0 584 7.0 4J0
7 5 4 106 8 3 4.00 3.0 844 6.0 2jO
8 1 7 110 7 1 0.75 5.5 874 5.5 0J5
9 1 16 102 2 5 0.75 12.5 814 1.5 440
10 6 23 90 6 1 4.50 18.0 71 j 4.5 0.75
11 6 6 106 7 1 4.50 4.5 844 7.0 0J5
12 16 28 75 4 3 12.50 22.0 60.0 3.0 2jO
13 3 20 89 6 8 2.50 16.0 71.0 4.5 6.00
14 4 15 95 8 4 3.00 12.0 754 64 3.00
15 38 31 54 0 3 30.00 24.5 434 0.0 2jO
16 3 7 76 24 16 2.50 5.5 60.5 194 12.50
17 26 30 52 10 8 20.50 24.0 41.0 8.0 6.00
18 3 2 115 3 3 2.50 1.5 91.0 2.5 2jO
19 2 12 108 3 1 1.50 9.5 85.0 2.5 0J5
20 2 15 102 6 1 1.50 12.0 81.0 4.5 0J5
21 9 4 51 14 48 7.00 3.0 40.5 11.0 38.00
23 0 26 77 10 13 0.00 20.5 61.0 8.0 10.00
24 3 2 88 20 13 2.50 1.5 70.0 16.0 10.00
25 4 10 96 10 5 3.00 8.0 774 8.0 4.00
26 3 3 111 8 1 2.50 2.5 884 6 4 0J5
27 3 9 97 12 4 2.50 7.0 774 9.5 4.00
28 9 10 90 10 7 7.00 8.0 71.5 8.0 5.50
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29 8 9 91 10 8 TO 7T0 8 4  640
30 4 9 W 10 4 300 7 4  8 4  3XM

A total of 124, rather than 126, boys responded to question 5.

A total of 125, rather than 126, boys responded to question 24.
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APPENDIX 8

A tabulated breakdown of the num ber of children scoring zero on the actual 

questionnaire and the desired questionnaire.

The num ber of children falling in six categories of zero scores expressed 

as a raw score and as a percentage of the total sample.

Histograms: the num ber of children falling in six categories of zero 

scores, expressed as a percentage of the total sample

A8.1 A Tabulated Breakdown o f the Num ber of Children Scoring Zeros on the 

A ctual and Desired Questionnaires. Expressed as a Raw Score and as a

No. of No. of children scoring No. of children scoring

zeros that num ber of zeros on that num ber of zeros on

the actual questionnaire the desired questionnaire

1 0

%

0.00 0

%

0.00
2 0 0.00 0 0.00

3 1 0^5 0 0.00

4 0 0.00 1 0.45

5 1 0.45 0 0.00
6 0 0.00 0 0.00
7 2 0.90 1 0.45
8 2 0.90 3 L35
9 3 1.35 2 0.90
10 3 1.35 3 L35
11 8 3.60 4 1.80
12 12 5.40 6 240
13 6 2.70 6 2.70
14 11 445 3 1.35
15 11 4.95 5 2.25
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16 14 6.30 8 3 60
17 26 11.70 6 240
18 24 10.80 11 4 95
19 7 3.15 13 5.85
20 21 9.45 10 4.50

21 15 6.75 18 8.10

22 18 8.10 16 740
23 16 7.20 22 9.90
24 9 4.05 18 840
25 4 1.80 19 8.55
26 4 1.80 16 7.20
27 3 1J5 9 4.05

28 0 0.00 8 360
29 0 0.00 13 565

A8.2 The Num ber of Children Falling in Six Categories

Expressed as a Raw Score and as a Percentage of the Total Sample

No. of A ctual questionnaire Desired questionnaire

zeros Raw score % Raw score %

0 5 2 0.9 1 0.45
6 10 10 4.5 9 4

11 15 48 21 24 11

16 20 92 4E5 48 21
21-25 62 28 93 42

26 29 7 3 46 20
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With the inclusion o f the Scottish sample actual scores:

0-5 3 1

6-10 11 4.5

11 15 54 22
16-20 97 40

21 25 68 28
26-29 11 4.5

AS.3 Histograms: The Num ber o f Children Falling in Six Categories of Zero

Scores, Expressed as a Percentage of the Total Sample

A ctual Questionnaire

100% +

90 +

80 +

70 +

60 +

50 +

40 +

30

20 +

10 +

J J J J J J j

0-5 &40 HUM 2UM # ^ 4

321



With the inclusion o f the Scottish sample actual scores:

0-5 3 1

6 10 11 4.5

11 15 54 22

16 20 97 40

21 25 68 28
26-29 11 4.5

A8.3 Histograms: The Number of Children Falling in Six Categories o f Zero

Scores, Expressed as a Percentage of the Total Sample

Actual Questionnaire

100% +

90 +

80 +

70 +

60 +

50 +

40 +

30 +
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0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 26-29
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Desired Questionnaire

100% +

90 +

80 +

70 +

60 +

50 +

40 4-

30 4-

20 +

10 4-

0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21 25 %U29
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APPENDIX 9

The total num ber of zero scores (in six categories) for the actual and 

desired questionnaires according to type of school, nationality and sex.

The following abbreviations apply:

Com prehensive Comp.

Gram m ar Gr.

Secondary m odern Sec.

Remedial Rem.

English Eng.

Irish Ir.

Scottish Scot.

A9.1 The total num ber o f zero scores in each of six categories (0-5, 6 10,
11-15, 16-20, 21-25 and 25-29) on the actual (A) and desired (D)

questionnaires for each group taking part in the study.

0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 26-29

A D A D  A D  A D  A D  A D

Eng. Gr.

boys 0 0 1 1 7 5 10 4 3 10 0 1

Ir. Gr.

b^* 1 0 3 1 W 10 34 M M 43 2 M
girls 0 0 1 0 11 2 24 11 24 32 5 20

Eng. Sec.

boys 0 0 2 5  6 2  6 3  1 0  0 6

girls 1 1 2 0  3 4  13 9 4 5  0 4
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Eng. Rem.

h ^ s  0 0 0 1 3 0 2 4 1 1 0 0
girls 0 0 1 1  1 1  3 2  1 2  0 0

Scot.

Comp.

boys 1 1 3 3 4 1

girls 0 0 2 2 2 3

A9.2 The percentage of zero scores in each of six categories (0-5, 6 10,

11-15, 16-20, 21-25 and 25-29) on the actual and desired

questionnaires for each group taking part in the study

0-5 6-10 11 15 16-20 21-25 26-29

A D A D  A D  A D  A D  A D

Eng. Gr.

boys 0 0 5 5 33 24 48 19 14 48 0 5

Ir. Gr.

boys 1 0 4 1 21 12 41 18 31 51 2 18

0 0 2 0 n  3 37 n  M 49 8 M

Eng. Sec.

boys 0 0 13 31 40 12 40 19 7 0 0 38

girls 4 4 9 0 13 17 57 39 17 22 0 17

Eng. Rem.

boys 0 0 0 17 50 0 33 67 17 17 0 0

girls 0 0 17 17 17 17 50 33 17 33 0 0

Scot.

Comp.

8 8 23 M 31 8
girls 0 0 23 23 23 33
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A9.3 A summary o f the total num ber o f zeros scored in each of six
categories on the actual questionnaire according to school

Comp. Gr. Sec. Mod. Rem.

0 5 1 1 1 0

6 10 1 5 4 1

11 15 5 36 9 4

16-20 5 68 19 5

21 25 6 54 6 2

26 29 J i _7 _0

Total 22 171 39 12

A 4^ A summary of the total num ber o f zeros scored in each of six
categories on the actual questionnaire according to nationality

Eng, I I Scot.

0 -5 1 1 1

6-10 6 4 1

11-15 20 29 5
16-20 34 58 5

21-25 11 51 6

26-29 _0 _7 _4

Total 72 150 22
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A9.5 A summary o f the total number of zeros scored in each of six

Girls

0-5 2 1

6-10 7 4

11-15 37 17
16-20 55 42

21-25 36 32
26-29 3 8

Toüd 140 104

A9.6 A sum m ary of the total num ber of zeros scored in each of

Gr. Sec. Mod. Rem.

0-5 0 1 0

6-10 2 5 2

11-15 17 6 1

16-20 28 12 6

21-25 85 4 3

26-29 36 10 ja

Total 168 38 12
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A9.7 A summary of the total num ber o f zeros scored in each of six 

categories on the desired questionnaire according to nationality

Eng,

0-5 1 0

6-10 8 1

11-15 12 12

16-20 22 26
21 25 18 75
26-29 U

Total 72 149

A9.8 A summary of the total num ber of zeros scored in each o f six 

categories on the desired questionnaire according to sex

Bojfs G i^

0-5 0 1

6-10 8 1

11-15 17 7

16-20 26 22
21-25 54 39
26 29 22 24

Total 127 94
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APPENDIX 10

An analysis o f the eight questions on the desired questionnaire where the 

num ber of children opting for the zero category was less than 70%; that 

is, a breakdow n o f the percentage of children who chose each of the five 

possible options on the desired questionnaire, along with the 

corresponding scores on the actual questionnaire for comparison.

2 1 0 +1 ^

A D A D A D A D A D

2 100 l&O 44.5 29.0 35 486 9.0 3.0 1.2 1.00
6 7.0 8.0 45.0 19.0 41 636 4.5 6.5 1.6 3.00
12 1T3 14.5 ITO 21.0 51 576 166 5.5 2.4 260
15 166 3T0 296 23.5 50 406 4.5 2.5 0.4 160
16 3.7 3.0 10.0 3.0 60 616 210 18.0 4.1 13.00
17 17.7 2T0 37.5 22.5 41 456 3.2 6.0 0.8 460
21 9.0 7.7 8.6 6.0 25 42.0 26.0 13.0 3L0 3LM
23 5.3 2 6 36.0 20.0 43 215 12.0 11.0 3.7 7.25

328



APPENDIX 11

A n analysis of the nine questions where the difference between the actual 

(A) and desired (D) questionnaires in the number of children opting for 

the zero category was over 16%, in order of the magnitude of the 

difference.

Qu. % 22 2 l _0 4-1

A D A D A D A D A D

20 310 3.2 2.00 336 12.0 50 806 13.0 660 0.8 060
5 215 2.8 H50 113 2.5 66 916 18.0 245 2.8 260
9 256 1.6 2.00 34.5 11.0 58 83.5 5.7 1.50 0.0 260
14 23.0 1.2 3.00 20.0 9.5 55 786 19.0 660 4.9 245
6 226 7.4 860 456 19.0 41 636 4.5 660 1.6 360
28 226 1.2 6.50 23.5 8.5 53 75.0 17.0 6.00 3.7 460
19 176 2.4 1.50 246 10.0 69 86.5 4.1 2.00 0.0 060
21 17 6 9.0 7.75 8.6 6.0 25 42.0 26.0 13.00 316 3160
23 166 5.3 260 36.0 20.0 43 59.5 12.0 11.00 3.7 745
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APPENDIX 12

An analysis of the 18 subjects scoring 10 or below in the zero category on 

either the actual or desired questionnaires, giving sex (B = boy, G = 

girl), school type (Gr. = grammar; S.M. = secondary modern; Rem.= 

remedial), nationality (Eng. = English, Ir. = Irish), the zero total on 

all three questionnaires (maximum = 29), the general score and the peer

vote.

Act. Des. Teacher General Peer

Subj. Sex Sch. Nation. quest. quest. quest. score vote

21 B Gr. Eng. 10 23 28 6/10 4^ 6
50 B Gr. Ir. 10 24 25 6/10 3/9
139 G S.M. Eng. 10 22 21 6/10 8^ 6
150 B S.M. Eng. 7 9 12 3/10 2^ 6
151 B &M. Eng. 9 14 11 4710 5^ 0
161 G &M. Eng. 3 4 21 5/10 2^ 4
171 G S.M. Eng. 8 13 23 6/10 6H4
182 G Gr. Ir. 9 22 10 4/10 0^ 4
197 B Gr. Ir. 7 8 4 2710 6^ 4
199 B Gr. Ir. 5 16 27 TVIO 1^4
204 B Gr. Ir. 9 13 25 5/10 1^4
210 G Rem. Eng. 8 8 6 4/10 0/11
6 B Gr. Eng. 12 7 18 5/10 3/20
153 B S.M. Eng. 13 10 12 2710 2/20
173 B S.M. Eng. 18 10 13 8/10 2^ 7
174 B S.M. Eng. 20 8 19 8710 3H4
175 B S.M. Eng. 17 9 21 8/10 4H4
218 B Rem. Eng. 11 10 2 5/10 5/11
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APPENDIX 13

The 18 lowest peer vote and the 16 highest peer vote ratings in the 

sample, along with the corresponding teacher general scores.

A13.1 The 18 Lowest Peer Vote Ratings

Subject Peer rating Teacher general score

15 0.05 5

16 0 05 8

121 060 4

132 0.00 3

140 0.00 7

143 060 4

148 065 3

163 065 4

170 065 9

176 060 9

177 065 7

182 0.00 4

192 0.06 5

199 0.03 7

200 0.00 3
204 0.03 5

210 0.00 4

219 0.09 2
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A13.2 The 16 Highest Peer Vote Ratings

Subject no. Peer rating Teacher general score

26 1.000 7

29 0.880 5

35 1.000 7

39 0.875 4

40 0.875 8
43 1.000 8

45 0.880 9

47 0.880 9

52 0.880 10
61 0.875 10
97 0.880 6

118 &M0 5
120 0680 10
125 1.000 10
127 1.000 9
128 0 880 10
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APPENDIX 14

An analysis of the 10 subjects scoring more than five -2 or +2 responses 

on the actual questionnaire and the 22 subjects scoring more than five -2  

or +2 responses on the desired questionnaire.

Key

B = boy 

G = girl

Sec.M. = secondary modern

Gr. = gramm ar

Rem. = remedial

Comp. = comprehensive

Eng. = English

Ir. = Irish

Sc. = Scottish

A14.1 The Actual Questionnaire

Subject Sex School Nationality ^2 42

149 B Sec.M. Eng. 6

150 B Sec.M. Eng. 8

151 B Sec.M. Eng. 6

157 B Sec.M. Eng. 7

161 G Sec.M. Eng. 9

n o G Sec.M. Eng. 9
171 G Sec.M. Eng. 8

199 B Gr. Ir. 8
204 B Gr. Ir. 9
210 G Rem. Eng. 9
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A 14.2 The Desired Questionnaire

3 B Gr. Eng. 6

5 B Gr. Eng. 7

6 B Gr. Eng. 8 6

13 B Gr. Eng. 7

27 B Gr. Ir. 8

28 B Gr. Ir. 6

31 B Gr. Ir. 7

60 B Gr. Ir. 9

149 B Sec.M. Eng. 6

150 B Sec.M. Eng. 13

153 B Sec.M. Eng. 15
161 G Sec.M. Eng. 7

169 G Sec.M. Eng. 6

170 G Sec.M. Eng. 8

174 B Sec.M. Eng. 7

175 B Sec.M. Eng. 6

180 G Gr. Ir. 6

184 G Gr. Ir. 11

199 B Gr. Ir. 6

204 B Gr. Ir. 6

214 G Rem. Eng. 7

218 B Rem. Eng. 9
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APPENDIX 15

The percentages o f children choosing -2, -1, 0, +1 and +2 on each question 

on the desired questionnaire, according to sex, type of school and 

nationality.

A15.1 Overall Scores

Qu, Boys G irk

2 -1 0 +1 +2 -2 -1 0 +1 +2

1 01 03 89 05 01 01 04 93 00 02
2 16 28 51 03 01 20 30 46 03 01
3 05 11 74 07 03 04 13 78 03 02
4 04 02 78 07 09 01 01 87 05 05
5 01 01 92 03 02 02 03 92 02 01

6 10 20 58 07 05 05 18 70 05 02
7 04 03 84 06 03 00 04 92 04 00
8 01 05 87 05 01 01 06 87 04 01
9 01 12 81 01 04 03 08 87 01 00
10 04 18 72 04 01 07 20 71 01 00
11 04 04 84 05 01 06 03 84 05 01
12 12 22 60 03 02 17 19 54 08 01
13 02 16 71 04 06 00 17 71 10 01
14 03 12 75 06 03 03 06 82 06 02
15 30 24 43 00 02 35 23 37 05 00
16 02 05 61 19 12 04 00 66 16 14
17 21 24 41 08 06 23 21 50 03 02
18 02 01 91 02 02 00 04 95 01 00
19 02 10 85 02 01 01 10 87 01 00
20 01 12 81 04 01 02 13 78 07 00
21 07 03 41 11 38 08 09 45 15 22
23 00 21 61 08 10 05 19 56 15 03
24 02 01 70 16 10 00 02 83 11 04
25 03 08 77 08 04 01 06 88 02 02
26 02 02 88 06 01 01 09 81 07 01
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27 02 07 77 09 04 02 14 75 07 02

28 07 08 72 08 05 05 10 80 03 02

#  M 07 72 08 06 03 03 86 04 03
30 03 07 79 08 03 05 04 84 05 02

A15.2 Gram mar School Children

Qu Boys Girls Combined

-2 -1 0 +1 +2 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 •2 -1 0 +1 +2

1 02 01 90 06 01 00 01 97 00 01 01 01 93 04 01
2 16 31 49 04 00 15 32 51 02 00 16 31 50 03 00
3 03 12 74 07 03 00 11 85 03 01 02 11 78 06 02
4 04 02 82 07 06 00 02 92 00 06 02 02 86 04 06
5 00 02 90 04 02 03 03 92 02 00 01 02 91 03 01
6 10 22 58 07 04 03 17 75 05 00 07 20 65 06 02
7 02 02 89 06 01 00 00 98 01 00 01 01 93 04 01
8 01 05 90 03 01 00 06 94 00 00 01 05 92 02 01
9 01 09 86 02 02 01 03 94 01 00 01 07 89 02 01
10 06 18 73 03 00 05 21 74 00 00 05 20 73 02 00
11 04 06 84 07 00 05 05 85 06 00 04 05 84 07 00
12 13 21 63 02 01 17 21 60 00 01 15 21 62 01 01
13 03 18 70 04 05 00 12 83 05 00 02 16 75 04 03
14 03 12 77 07 01 03 03 89 05 00 03 09 82 06 01
15 31 28 40 00 01 43 26 29 01 00 35 27 36 01 01
16 01 05 64 20 10 01 00 65 17 17 01 03 64 19 13
17 23 21 40 09 06 28 21 46 01 03 25 21 43 06 05
18 02 01 95 01 01 00 03 97 00 00 01 02 96 01 01
19 01 07 90 02 00 00 01 98 00 00 01 05 94 01 00
20 01 09 85 04 01 00 05 95 00 00 01 07 89 03 01
21 08 04 38 10 40 08 08 57 11 17 08 05 46 10 31
23 00 19 64 07 10 01 18 60 20 00 01 19 63 12 06
24 00 01 73 15 11 00 02 83 12 03 00 01 77 14 08
25 04 06 80 07 02 01 05 91 03 00 03 05 85 05 01
26 02 03 88 07 00 00 03 88 09 00 01 03 88 08 00
27 01 08 80 08 03 01 11 85 03 00 01 09 82 06 02
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28 06 07 77 09 02 01 01 91 05 01 04 05 82 07 02

29 07 08 73 07 06 03 03 91 00 03 05 06 80 04 05

30 03 07 83 06 02 01 01 91 05 01 02 05 86 05 02

A15.3 Secondary Modern Children

Qu. Boys Girls Combined

-2 -1 0 +1 +2 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 -2 -1 0 +1 +2

1 00 19 75 00 06 04 13 83 00 00 02 15 80 00 02

2 12 25 56 00 06 30 17 39 09 04 23 21 46 05 05

3 19 06 69 00 06 13 09 70 04 04 15 08 69 03 05
4 00 06 50 12 31 00 00 78 17 04 00 03 67 15 15

5 06 00 88 00 06 00 00 91 04 04 02 00 90 02 05
6 12 06 63 06 12 13 22 52 09 04 13 15 56 08 08
7 19 06 50 12 12 00 09 83 09 00 08 08 69 10 05
8 00 06 75 19 00 04 04 70 17 04 02 00 72 18 02

9 00 31 50 00 19 00 22 78 00 00 00 26 67 00 08

10 00 19 69 06 06 09 17 74 00 00 05 18 72 02 02
11 00 00 94 00 06 09 00 83 04 04 05 00 87 03 05

12 00 25 50 12 12 13 13 48 26 00 08 18 49 20 05
13 00 00 75 06 19 00 17 48 30 04 00 10 59 21 10

14 06 00 75 00 19 04 13 61 13 09 05 08 67 08 13

15 25 00 63 00 12 13 13 57 17 00 18 08 59 10 05
16 06 12 44 12 25 13 00 61 17 09 10 05 54 15 15

17 12 25 50 00 12 13 13 70 04 00 13 18 62 03 05
18 00 00 75 12 12 00 09 91 00 00 00 05 85 05 05
19 00 25 63 06 06 00 35 61 04 00 00 31 62 05 03
20 06 25 56 12 00 04 30 35 30 00 05 28 44 23 00
21 06 00 44 19 31 09 09 17 22 44 08 05 28 21 39
23 00 25 50 06 19 17 17 57 04 04 10 21 54 05 10
24 12 06 56 12 12 00 00 83 09 09 05 03 72 10 10
25 00 12 63 06 19 00 09 83 00 09 00 10 74 03 13
26 00 00 88 06 06 04 22 65 04 04 03 13 74 05 05
27 06 00 63 19 12 04 17 52 17 09 05 10 56 18 10
28 12 12 50 00 25 13 26 57 00 04 13 20 54 00 13
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29 06 00 63 19 12 04 00 74 17 04 05 00 69 18 08

M W 06 56 25 12 13 W 70 09 W 08 08 64 15 05

A 15.4 Remedial Children

Qu. Boys Girls Combined

-2 -1 0 +1 +2 -2 -1 0 4-1 +2 -2 -1 0 +1 4-2

1 00 00 100 00 00 00 00 84 00 17 00 00 92 00 08

2 33 00 67 00 00 33 50 17 00 00 33 25 42 00 00

3 00 17 84 00 00 17 50 33 00 00 08 33 58 00 00
4 17 00 84 00 00 17 00 67 17 00 17 00 75 08 00

5 00 00 100 00 00 00 17 84 00 00 00 08 92 00 00

6 17 17 50 17 00 00 17 84 00 00 08 17 67 08 00
7 00 17 84 00 00 00 33 50 17 00 00 25 67 08 00

8 00 17 67 17 00 00 17 84 00 00 00 17 75 08 00
9 00 33 67 00 00 33 17 50 00 00 17 25 58 00 00

10 00 17 50 33 00 33 17 33 17 00 17 17 42 25 00

11 33 00 67 00 00 17 00 84 00 00 25 00 75 00 00

12 33 33 33 00 00 33 17 17 33 00 33 25 25 17 00

13 00 17 67 17 00 00 67 33 00 00 00 42 50 08 00
14 00 33 50 17 00 00 17 84 00 00 00 25 67 08 00

15 33 33 33 00 00 33 17 50 00 00 33 25 42 00 00

16 17 00 50 17 17 00 00 100 00 00 08 00 75 08 08
17 00 67 17 17 00 17 50 17 17 00 08 58 17 17 00

18 17 17 67 00 00 00 00 84 17 00 08 08 75 08 00

19 17 17 67 00 00 17 17 67 00 00 17 17 67 00 00

20 00 33 67 00 00 17 33 50 00 00 08 33 58 00 00
21 00 00 67 17 17 17 33 17 33 00 08 17 42 25 08
23 00 33 33 33 00 00 33 33 00 33 00 33 33 17 17
24 17 00 50 33 00 00 17 84 00 00 08 08 67 17 00

25 00 33 33 33 00 00 17 84 00 00 00 25 58 17 00
26 17 00 84 00 00 00 33 67 00 00 08 17 75 00 00
27 17 17 50 17 00 00 33 50 17 00 08 25 50 17 00
28 17 17 33 17 17 17 33 50 00 00 17 25 42 08 08
29 00 17 84 00 00 00 17 84 00 00 00 17 83 00 00
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30 17 17 67 00 00 17 17 67 00 00 17 17 67 00 00

A15.S Irish Children

Qu. Boys Girls Combined

-2 -1 0 +1 +2 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 -2 -1 0 +1 +2

1 02 01 88 07 01 00 01 97 00 01 01 01 92 04 01
2 17 25 55 03 00 15 32 51 02 00 16 28 53 03 00

3 03 11 70 11 05 00 11 85 03 01 02 11 76 07 03

4 05 02 80 07 06 00 02 92 00 06 03 02 85 04 06
5 00 02 94 01 02 03 03 92 02 00 01 03 93 01 01

6 06 24 61 06 03 03 17 75 05 00 04 21 67 05 02

7 02 02 89 05 01 00 00 98 01 00 01 01 93 04 01
8 01 06 89 02 01 00 06 94 00 00 (A 06 91 01 01

9 01 11 86 02 00 01 03 94 01 00 01 07 89 02 00
10 06 20 71 02 00 05 21 74 00 00 05 21 73 01 00
11 05 06 86 03 00 05 05 85 06 00 04 05 85 04 00
12 17 18 62 02 01 17 21 60 00 01 17 20 61 01 01

13 04 20 70 04 02 00 12 83 05 00 02 17 76 04 01
14 02 14 79 05 00 03 03 89 05 00 03 09 83 04 00
15 32 30 37 (M) 01 43 26 29 02 00 37 28 34 01 01
16 01 05 65 20 08 01 00 65 17 17 01 03 65 19 12
17 25 19 43 09 03 28 21 46 01 03 26 20 44 06 04
18 01 01 95 01 01 00 03 97 00 00 01 02 96 01 01
19 01 08 88 02 00 00 01 98 00 00 01 05 93 01 00
20 01 07 88 04 00 00 05 95 00 00 01 06 91 02 00
21 08 05 44 11 32 08 08 57 11 17 08 06 50 11 25
23 00 23 61 08 08 02 18 60 20 00 01 21 60 13 04
24 00 01 71 17 11 00 02 83 12 03 00 01 77 15 07
25 02 05 86 06 01 01 05 91 03 00 02 05 88 05 01
26 00 03 92 05 00 00 03 88 09 00 00 03 90 07 00
27 00 10 82 07 01 01 11 85 03 00 01 10 83 05 01
28 04 07 80 08 01 01 01 91 05 01 03 04 85 07 01
29 08 08 75 05 04 03 03 91 00 03 06 06 82 03 03
30 01 07 83 07 01 01 01 91 05 01 01 04 87 06 01
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A1S.6 English Children

Qu. Boys Girls Combined

-2 -1 0 +1 +2 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 -2 -1 0 +1 +2

1 00 07 90 00 02 03 10 83 00 03 01 08 87 00 03
2 17 36 43 02 02 31 24 34 07 03 23 31 39 04 03
3 07 12 79 00 02 14 17 62 03 03 10 14 72 01 03
4 02 02 74 07 14 03 00 76 17 03 03 01 75 11 10

5 02 00 88 07 02 00 03 90 03 03 01 01 89 06 03
6 19 12 52 10 07 10 21 59 07 03 15 15 55 08 06
7 07 05 74 10 05 00 14 76 10 00 04 08 75 10 03

8 00 05 83 12 00 03 07 72 14 03 01 06 79 13 01
9 00 17 71 00 12 07 21 72 00 00 03 18 72 00 07
10 02 14 71 10 02 14 17 65 03 00 07 15 69 07 01
11 05 02 81 10 02 10 00 83 03 03 07 01 82 07 03
12 05 31 55 05 05 17 14 41 27 00 10 24 49 14 03
13 00 07 71 07 14 00 27 45 24 03 00 15 61 14 10
14 05 07 69 10 10 03 14 65 10 07 04 10 68 10 08
15 26 14 55 00 05 17 14 55 14 00 23 14 55 06 03
16 05 07 50 17 21 10 00 69 14 07 07 04 58 15 15
17 12 33 38 05 12 14 21 59 07 00 13 28 46 06 07
18 05 02 83 05 05 00 07 90 03 00 03 04 86 04 03
19 02 12 81 02 02 03 31 62 03 00 03 20 73 03 01
20 02 21 67 07 02 07 31 38 24 00 04 25 55 14 01
21 05 00 33 12 50 10 14 17 24 34 07 06 27 17 44
23 00 17 62 07 14 14 21 52 03 10 06 18 58 06 13
24 07 02 67 14 10 00 03 83 07 07 04 03 73 11 08
25 05 14 60 12 10 00 10 83 00 07 03 13 69 07 08
26 07 00 81 10 02 03 24 65 03 03 06 10 75 07 03
27 07 02 67 14 10 03 21 52 17 07 06 10 61 15 08
28 14 10 55 07 14 14 27 55 00 03 14 17 55 04 10
29 02 05 67 14 12 03 03 76 14 03 03 04 70 14 08
30 07 07 69 10 07 14 10 69 07 00 10 08 69 08 04
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APPENDIX 16

The combined percentages (boys and girls) scoring -2, -1, 0, +1 and +2 on 

the desired questionnaire, along with those of Scottish comprehensive 

children on the actual questionnaire for comparison, presented by school 

and nationality.

A16.1 The Com bined Percentages according to School

Qu. G ram m ar Sec. Mod. Remedial Comprehensive

1 01 01 93 04 01 02 15 80 00 02 00 00 92 00 08 05 09 86 00 00
2 16 31 50 03 00 23 21 46 05 05 33 25 42 00 00 14 41 45 00 00
3 02 11 78 06 02 15 08 69 03 05 08 33 58 00 00 14 23 64 00 00
4 02 02 86 04 06 00 03 67 15 15 17 00 75 08 00 05 00 73 14 09
5 01 02 91 03 01 02 00 90 02 05 00 08 92 00 00 05 00 68 23 05
6 07 20 65 06 02 13 15 56 08 08 08 17 67 08 00 09 32 55 05 00
7 01 01 93 04 01 08 08 69 10 05 00 25 67 08 00 09 05 82 05 00
8 01 05 92 02 01 02 05 72 18 02 00 17 75 08 00 05 05 77 14 00
9 01 07 89 02 01 00 26 67 00 08 17 25 58 00 00 00 27 68 05 00
10 05 20 73 02 00 05 18 72 02 02 17 17 42 25 00 09 14 73 00 05
11 04 05 84 07 00 05 00 87 03 05 25 00 75 00 00 09 14 73 05 00
12 15 21 62 01 01 08 18 49 20 05 33 25 25 17 00 18 09 68 05 00
13 02 16 75 04 03 00 10 59 21 10 00 42 50 08 00 05 05 73 09 09
14 03 09 82 06 01 05 08 67 08 13 00 25 67 08 00 05 23 64 09 00
15 35 27 36 01 01 18 08 59 10 05 33 25 42 00 00 27 27 41 05 00
16 01 03 64 19 13 10 05 54 15 15 08 00 75 08 08 14 05 64 14 05
17 25 21 43 06 05 13 18 62 03 05 08 58 17 17 00 14 32 45 05 05
18 01 02 96 01 01 00 05 85 05 05 08 08 75 08 00 09 00 86 00 05
19 01 05 94 01 00 00 31 62 05 03 17 17 67 00 00 00 18 73 09 00
20 01 07 89 03 01 05 28 44 23 00 08 33 58 00 00 00 09 82 09 00
21 08 05 46 10 31 08 05 28 21 39 08 17 42 25 08 09 00 32 27 32
23 01 19 63 12 06 10 21 54 05 10 00 33 33 17 17 10 19 33 10 29
24 00 01 77 14 08 05 03 72 10 10 08 08 67 17 00 00 10 62 19 10
25 03 05 85 05 01 00 10 74 03 13 00 25 58 17 00 00 14 76 05 05
26 01 03 88 08 00 03 13 74 05 05 08 17 75 00 00 00 05 71 19 05
27 01 09 82 06 02 05 10 56 18 10 08 25 50 17 00 05 05 81 05 05
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28 04 05 82 07 02

29 05 06 80 04 05

30 02 05 86 05 02

13 20 54 00 13 

05 00 69 18 08
08 08 64 15 05

1 7 M 4 2 W 0 8
00 17 83 00 00 

17 17 67 00 00

05 14 71 10 00

05 05 67 14 10
05 24 62 10 00

A16.2 The Combined Percentages according to Nationality

Qu. Irish English Scottish

1 01 01 92 04 01 01 08 87 00 03 05 09 86 00 00
2 16 28 53 03 00 23 31 39 04 03 14 41 45 00 00
3 02 11 76 07 03 10 14 72 01 03 14 23 64 00 00
4 03 02 85 04 06 03 01 75 11 10 05 00 73 14 09
5 01 03 93 01 01 01 01 89 06 03 05 00 68 23 05
6 04 21 67 05 02 15 15 55 08 06 09 32 55 05 00
7 01 01 93 04 01 04 08 75 10 03 09 05 82 05 00
8 01 06 91 01 01 01 06 79 13 01 05 05 77 14 00
9 01 07 89 02 00 03 18 72 00 07 00 27 68 05 00
10 05 21 73 01 00 07 15 69 07 01 09 14 73 00 05
11 04 05 85 04 00 07 01 82 07 03 09 14 73 05 00
12 17 20 61 01 01 10 24 49 14 03 18 09 68 05 00
13 02 17 76 04 01 00 15 61 14 10 05 05 73 09 09
14 03 09 83 04 00 04 10 68 10 08 05 23 64 09 00
15 37 28 34 01 01 23 14 55 06 03 27 27 41 05 00
16 01 03 65 19 12 07 04 58 15 15 14 05 64 14 05
17 26 20 44 06 04 13 28 46 06 07 14 32 45 05 05
18 01 02 96 01 01 03 04 86 04 03 09 00 86 00 05
19 01 05 93 01 00 03 20 73 03 01 00 18 73 09 00
20 01 06 91 02 00 04 25 55 14 01 00 09 82 09 00
21 08 06 50 11 25 07 06 27 17 44 09 00 32 27 32
23 01 21 60 13 04 06 18 58 06 13 10 19 33 10 29
24 00 01 77 15 07 04 03 73 11 08 00 10 62 19 10
25 02 05 88 05 01 03 13 69 07 08 00 14 76 05 05
26 00 03 90 07 00 06 10 75 07 03 00 05 71 19 05
27 01 10 83 05 01 06 10 61 15 08 05 05 81 05 05
28 03 04 85 07 01 14 17 55 04 10 05 14 71 10 00
29 06 06 82 03 03 03 04 70 14 08 05 05 67 14 10
30 01 04 87 06 01 10 08 69 08 04 05 24 62 10 00
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APPENDIX 17

The instructions given to the three judges who were assessing the video, 

and a copy of a script which they were asked to complete about the 

children being observed; the judges’ written comments and scores for those 

subjects under observation; and a summary of the scores awarded by the 

judges, along with the child’s peer vote and teacher general score.

A17.1 The Judges’ Instructions, and a Copy of the Script

Video Assessment

Name of scorer: Age:

Instructions:

1. First watch the video with the sound off: you may watch it as many

times as you like in this form. 8 children appear in it, seated in a

sem i-circle as follows:

4. Granne 5. Sean

3. Ciara 6. Christopher

2. Suzanne 7. Gavin

1. T rudi 8. William

2. On C hart 1, give each child a score out of 10 for how much you like

them , e.g. a score of 0 would mean that you dislike h im /her very much,

10 that you like h im /her very much. Also write down what you liked

about the person and what you did not like: write ’NOTHING’ if  there

was nothing in particular which you liked or disliked. Finally, choose

the person whom you think would be (i) the most popular and (ii) the

least popular in the class. If  there is more than one in each group,

write down all the names.
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W ith the sound turned up, again watch the video as many times as you 

like and give each child a score out of 10, on Chart 2, for how much

you like them. Also write down what you liked about the person and what

you did not like; write ’NOTHING’ if  there was nothing in particular

which you liked or disliked. Finally, choose the person whom you think 

would be (i) the most popular and (ii) the least popular in the class.

I f  there is more than one in each group, write down all the names.

Chart 1: Video scores without sound

Name Score out 

of 10

What did you 

like?

What did you 

not like?

1. T rudi

2. Suzanne

3. Ciara

4. Granne

5. Sean

6. C hristopher

7. Gavin

8. William

Most popular person in the class: 

Least popular person in the class:

Chart 2: Video scores with sound

Name Score out 

of 10
What did you 

like?
What did you 

not like?

1. T rudi

2. Suzanne

3. Ciara

4. Granne

5. Sean



6. Christopher

7. Gavin

8. William

Most popular person in the class: 

Least popular person in the class:

A17.2 The Judges’ Comments and Scores

Judge 1 A first year girl 

A. With sound

Name Subj.

No.

Score Likes

Trudi 179 6 nothing

Suzanne 183 8 laughed a lot

Ciara 187 8 laughed a lot

Granne 190 7 was interesting

Sean 199 6 nothing

Chris 198 5 nothing

Gavin 208 6 nothing

William 197 5 nothing

Dislikes

thought a lot of himself

B. W ithout sound

Trudi 179 4 nothing

Suzanne 183 6 laughed a lot

Ciara 187 8 seemed friendly

Granne 190 7 laughed a lot

Sean 199 4 nothing

Chris 198 5 nothing

Gavin 208 5 nothing

seemed very serious

345



William 197 4 nothing

M ost popular person: Ciara 

Least popular person: Sean

Judge 2 A first year boy

A. With sound

Name Subj. Score Likes 

No.

Dislikes

T rudi 179

Suzanne 183

Ciara 187

Granne 190

Sean 199

Chris 198 2

bit of a poseur

Gavin 208 5

William 197 2

looked and seemed shy 

looked happy 

she laughed and talked 

most of the time 

when she was talking 

everyone looked at her 

he was talking and 

looked at whoever 

was talking

he was happy and 

talked a lot

said nothing

when he talked no-one 

looked at him and he is a

he was unhappy and 

said nothing.

B. W ithout sound

T rudi 179 2

Suzanne 183 5 she looked happy

she just sat there 

solemnly and said 

nothing

she said nothing
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Ciara 187 6

Granne 190 7

Sean 199 6

Chris 198 2

Gavin 208 5

William 197 2

she laughed and talked 

most of the time 

when she was talking 

everyone looked at her 

he was happy and 

looked at the people 

who were talking

he was happy and 

talked a lot

when he talked no- 

one looked at him and he 

was a b it of a poseur

he looked unhappy 

and said nothing

Most popular person; Granne 

Least popular person: William

Judge 3 A first year boy 

A. With sound

Name Subj.

No.

Score Likes

Trudi 179 8 tidy

Suzanne 183 8 tidy

Ciara 187 8 tidy

Granne 190 7 nothing

Dislikes

nothing 

nothing 

nothing 

not as tidy as 

other girls
Sean 199 5 nothing slouches in chair
Chris 198 2 nothing generally annoying
Gavin 208 5 nothing nothing
William 197 7 nice personality nothing
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B. W ithout sound

Trudi 179 8 intelligent, tidy nothing

Suzanne 183 8 intelligent, tidy nothing

Ciara 187 8 intelligent, tidy nothing

Granne 190 7 nothing bites fingernails, less

tidy than other girls

Sean 199 4 nothing slouches in chair

Chris 198 2 nothing generally annoying

Gavin 208 5 nothing nothing

William 197 6 nice personality nothing

Most popular person: T rud i, Suzanne, Ciara 

Least popular: Christopher

A17.3 A Summary of the Judges’ Scores in the "With Sound" Condition, 

with the C hild’s Peer Vote and Teacher General Score

Subject

No. Judge 1 Judge 2 Judge 3 Peer vote

Teacher

179

183

187

190

199

198

208

197
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APPENDIX 18

The results of the test-re test data (Irish Gram mar, 6 boys and 25 girls); 

the raw scores for each subject on each questionnaire; a breakdown of 

scores showing the num ber of questions which elicited different answers 

and the num ber of subjects who had that num ber of different responses; and 

the overall score (signs collapsed) for each subject after the first 

questionnaire (X column) and a fte r the second questionnaire (Y column).

A18.1 The Raw Scores

The subject’s first questionnaire results are followed on the next 

line by h is /h er second questionnaire results.

Bojfs

1 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 -1 -1 -1 00 00 00 00 -2 00 -1 00 00 00 00 00 00 00

00 00 00 -1 00
1 *  00  00  00 00 00 00 00 -1  -1  00 00 00  00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00  00 00

00 00 00 00

2 00 -1 00 00 00 00 00 -1 -1 -1 00 +2 00 +1 00 +1 +1 -1 00 -1 +2 -1 00 00

00 00 +1 +1 00
2 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 -1 00 -1 00 +1 00 4-1 00 4-1 00 00 00 -1 4-2 -1 00 00

00 1 +1 + 1 0 0

3 00 +1 00 +1 +1 -1 +2 +1 00 00 +1 00 +1 +2 00 00 00 00 00 +1 +2 00 00 00

00 +1 -1  00 +1

3 00 00 00 +1 +1 00 -1 +1 +2 +1 00 +1 00 +2 00 -1 00 -1 -1 +1 +2 00 00 00

+1  +1 +1 00 -1

4 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 +1 00 -1 +1 00 -1 00 -2 00 -1 00 00 00 +2 -1 00 00
- 1 - 1 0 0  1 0 0

4 00 00 00 00 00 -1 00 +1 00 -1 00 00 -1 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 +2 -1 00 00

- 1 - 1  c m - 1 0 0

5 00 +1 00 00 -1 -1 00 +1 00 00 00 -1 00 -1 -1 +1 -2 00 00 -1 00 -1 +1 00
00 00 -1 -1 00

5 00 00 00 +1 00 -1 00 00 -1  00 00 00 +1 -1 -1 4-1 -2  00 00 -1 +2 -1 +1 00
00 -1  -1  -1  00
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6 00 -1 00 00 00 -1  00 +1 -1 00 00 00 00 00 -2 00 -1 00 00 -1 +2 -1 +1 00

00 00 -1 00 00

6 00 00 00 00 00 -1  00 +1 -1  00 00 00 00 00 2 00 00 00 00 1 +2 1 +1 00
-1 00 00 00 00

•This subject answered only 28 questions on the second questionnaire 

Girls

7 00 -1 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 -1 00 -1 00 00 00 00 00 00 -1 -1 00 00

00 -1 00 -1 00

7 00 00 00 00 00 -1 00 00 00 00 00 -1 00 -1 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00

00 -1 00 00 00
8 00 00 00 00 -1 00 00 00 00 00 00 -1  00 00 -1 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00

00 00 00 00 00
8 00 00 00 00 +1 00 00 00 00 00 00 -1 00 00 -1 00 00 00 00 00 00 +1 00 00
00 00 00 00 00
9 00 00 00 00 00 -1 00 00 00 -1 00 -1 00 00 -1 00 -1 00 00 00 00 00 00 00

00 00 00 00 00
9 00 00 00 00 00 -1 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 -1 00 -1 00 00 00 00 00 00 00

00 00 00 00 00

10 00 -1 00 00 -2 -1 00 00 00 00 -1 -1 00 00 -1 +1 00 00 00 00 00 -2 00 00
00 +1 00 00 00

10 00 00 00 00 -1 -1 00 00 00 00 00 -1 00 00 -1 00 00 00 00 00 00 -2  00 00

00 00 00 00 00

11 00 00 00 +2 -1 -1 00 00 -1 00 00 +1 00 -1 -1 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 -1

00 00 00 00 00

l lO O O O O O O O - l- lO O O O O O O O O O O O O O - lO O O O O O O O O O O O O O im O O  l
00 00 00 00 00

12 00 -1  00 00  00 -1  00 00 -1 00 00 +1 00 1 00 00 1 00 -1  +1 00 00 00 -1
00 00 -1 00 00

12 00 00 00 00 00 1 00 -1 1 00 00 00 00 00 -1 00 00 00 -1 00 00 00 00 -1
00 00 -1 00 00

13 00 00 00 00 1 -1 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 +1 -1 00 00 00 -1 -1 00 00
00 00 00 00 00

13 00 00 00 00 -1 -1 00 00 -1 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00
00 00 00 00 00
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14 00 +1 1 00 00 1 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 2 00 00 +1 -1 -1 00 00 00 1

00 00 00 00 00

14 00 00 1 00 00 1 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 -1 -1 00 00 00 1 1 00 00 00 00

00 00 00 00 00
15 00 +1 1 00 -1 2 1 1 00 -1 -1 -1 00 -1 1 00 1 1 1 00 00 2 00 00
-1 -1 00 00 00

15 00 +1 00 00 -1 -2 00 00 -1 -1 00 -1 00 00 -1 00 -1 00 -1 00 00 -2 00 - I

-1 -1 00 -1 00

16 00 00 00 -1 00 -1 00 00 00 -1 -1 00 00 00 -2 00 00 00 00 -1 +1 -1 00 00

00 00 00 00 00
16 00 -1 00 00 00 -1 00 00 00 00 00 -1 00 00 -1 +1 00 00 00 00 +1 00 00 00 

00 00 00 -2 (X)
17 00 00 00 +1 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 -2 00 00 -1 00 -1 00 00 00 00 -1 00 00 

00 00 -1 -1 00
17 00 00 00 -1 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 -1 -1 00 00 00 00 00 00 -1 00 00 

00 00 00 -1 00
18 00 00 00 00 -1 00 00 00 00 00 -1 00 00 -1 00 +1 00 00 00 00 +2 -1 00 00 

00 00 00 00 +1

18 00 00 00 00 -1 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 +1 -1 00 00

00 00 00 00 00

19 00 +1 00 00 +1 00 00 00 .00 -1 00 -1 00 00 00 00 - 2 00 00 +1 +2 -1 (m 00 
00 00 00 00 00

19 00 +1 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 -1 +1 (K) 00 00 -1 00 00 00 +1 00 00 00
+1 00 00 00 00

20 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 -1 00 +1 +1 00 00 00 00 00 00 +1 -1 00 -1  00 00 

-1 00 00 00 00
20 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 -1 00 00 +1 00 00 00 00 -1 00 00 -1 00 -1 00 00 

00 00 00 +1 00

21 +1 -1 -1 00 00 00 00 00 00 -1 -1 -1 00 -1 -1 +1 -2 00 00 00 00 -1 00 00 
-2 00 -1 00 00
21 -1 +1 00 +1 00 00 00 00 00 00 -1 00 00 -2 -1 +1 -2 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 

-2 00 -1 -1 00

22 00 +1 00 00 -1 -1 00 00 00 00 00 -1 00 -1 -1 00 00 00 -1  00 00 +1 00 -1 

-1 00 00 00 00

22 00 00 00 00 00 -1 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 -1 00 00 00 00 -1 00 00 +1 00 -1 
-1 00 00 00 00
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23 00 00 -1 00 -1 -1 00 00 -1 -1 00 +1 00 -1 -1 00 -2 00 -1 00 -1 00 00 -1

00 00 00 00 00

23 00 00 00 00 00 *1 00 00 -1 00 00 00 00 00 -1 00 -1 00 00 -1 00 00 00 00

00 00 00 00 00

24 00 00 00 00 00 -1 00 00 00 00 00 -1 00 -1 -1 00 -2  00 -2 00 00 00 00 -1

-1  00 00 00 00

24 00 00 00 00 00 -1 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 -1 -2 00 00 00 -1 00 00 00 00 - I

-1 00 00 00 00

25 00 00 00 +1 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 +1 00 00 00 00 00 +1 00 00 

00 00 +1 00 00
25 00 00 00 +1 00 -1 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 -1 00 +1 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 -1

00 00 00 -1 00
26 00 00 00 00 +1 -1 00 00 -1 00 +1 00 00 -1 -1 00 00 00 -1 00 +1 -1 00 00

-1 00 00 00 00

26 00 00 00 00 00 -1 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 -1 00 00 00 00 -1 00 +1 -1 00 00

00 00 00 00 00

27 00 00 00 00 -1 00 00 -1 -1 00 00 -1 00 00 00 +1 00 00 -1 -1 -2 -1 00 00

00 00 00 00 00

27 00 00 00 00 -1 00 00 -1 00 00 00 -1 00 00 00 00 00 00 -1 -1 -1 -1 00 00

00 00 00 00 00

28 00 +1 00 00 00 - 2 00 -1 -1 00 00 -1 00 00 *1 00 00 00 00 00 +1 00 00 00

-1 00 00 00 00

28 00 +1 00 00 00 -1 00 -1 -1 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 +1 00 +1 00 00 00

00 -1  00 00 00

29 00 -1 00 +2 00 -2 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 -1 00 00 -1 00 00 00 +1 -2  -1 -1

00 -1 +1 00 00
29 00 00 00 +1 00 -1 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 -1 -1 00 -1 00 00 00 00 00 00 -1
00 00 +1 00 00

30 00 -1 00 00 00 -1 00 00 -1 00 00 00 +1 -1 00 -2 -1 00 -1 00 +1 00 00 -1
-1 00 +1 +1 00

30 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 -1 00 00 00 00 00 00 -1 00 00 00 00 +2 +1 00 00 
00 00 00 00 00

31 00 -1 00 +1 00 00 00 -1 -1 -1 00 +1 00 -1 -1 00 00 00 00 00 00 -1 00 -1
-1 -1 -1 00 -1

31 00 00 00 +1 00 -1 00 -1 -1 -1 00 +1 00 -1 -1 00 00 00 00 00 00 -1 00 -1

-1  00 -1 00 -1
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18.2 Breakdown of Scores

Num ber o f questions with Num ber of subjects with that

d ifferen t answers num ber o f d ifferen t responses

2 2

3 2
4 7
5 7

6 3
7 2
8 1

9 4
10 1

13 1
14 1

21 out o f 31 subjects (nearly 70%) scored 6 or fewer errors, and that 

includes m inor errors of degree (+1 instead of +2, for example).

A18.3 The Overall Scores

Subject F irst session scores (x) Second session scores (y)

1 7 2

2 16 12

3 17 20
4 13 10
5 15 17
6 13 11
7 7 4

8 3 4
9 5 3
10 11 6
11 9 4

12 10 7

353



13 6 3

14 9 6

15 19 16

16 9 8

17 8 5

18 8 3

19 10 6

20 7 6

21 15 14

22 10 6

23 13 5

24 10 7

25 4 6

26 10 5

27 10 7

28 9 7

29 14 7

30 14 5

30 14 13

The standard deviation for the x values =  3.8730 

The standard deviation for the Y values = 4.4721

A t-te st on the d ifference between the means of the two groups showed t 

obs. = 9.5577. Given a 0.01 significance level for a directional test, and

N -1 = 30df, then if  t obs <  2.457 the null hypothesis is not rejected; and

if  t obs > 2.457, the null hypothesis is rejected. Since t obs = 9.5577,

the null hypothesis is rejected, and one concludes that because the

observed value is more than the critical value of t, the mean value o f the

d ifferences between scores is outside the range of sampling error, and a

significant relationship exists between the two sets of scores.

A Pearson Product M om ent Correlation was also carried out to enable a

comparison of reliability for this test to be made in relation to the other

tests of social skills which are available (see chapter 2). This found r =

0.7896. Given a 0.01 significance level for a directional test, and N -2  = 

29 df, then if  r obs > 0.4093 the null hypothesis is not rejected; and if  r 

obs > 0.4093, then the null hypothesis is rejected. Since r obs = 0.7896,
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the null hypothesis, that the correlation between the two sets of scores =

0, is rejected, and it is concluded that there is a relationship between

the two sets o f scores.
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APPENDIX 19

Statistics for the analyses with signs inserted

Table 1 B reakdown of child actual scores in relation to teacher general

scores with + and - signs inserted (c61 and c20)

105 children scored between 7 and 10 on the teacher 47.51%

general score

Of these, 103 (98.09%) fell inside the -12 to +12 range on the actual

questionnaire

2 (1.90%) fell outside the -12 to +12 range on the actual

questionnaire

116 children scored 6 or below on the teacher 52.48%

general score

O f these, 98 (84.48%) fell inside the -12 to +12 range on the actual

questionnaire

18 (15.51%) fell outside the -12 to +12 range on the actual

questionnaire

18 children scored 10 on the teacher general score 8.14%

Of these, 17 (94.44%) fell inside the -6 to +6 range on the actual

questionnaire

1 (5.55%) fell outside the -6 to +6 range on the actual

questionnaire

4 children scored 2 on the teacher general score 1.80%

O f these, all (100.00%) fell inside the -12 to +12 range on the

actual questionnaire

1 child scored outside the -24 to +24 range on the actual questionnaire.

That child scored 7 on the teacher general score
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Pearson Product M om ent Correlation c20 and c61 = 0.118

A very low correlation. Children evidencing the highest teacher

general scores fell (with the exception of one) between -12 and +12 on the

actual scale as anticipated. Children who obtained the lower general 

scores fell mainly betw een -12 and +12, but 18 children fell outside that

range.

Table 2 Regression equation: child actual scores and

scores with +  and - signs inserted (c61 and c20)

teacher general

The regression equation is c20 = 6.59 + 0.0361 c61

Column C oefficient

Standard Deviation 

of C oefficient

T-R atio = Coefficient 

of Standard Deviation

c61

6.5906

0.03613

0.1502

0.02063

43.88

1.75

S = 1.987 

R -squared  = 1.4%

R -squared  = 0.9%, adjusted for degrees of freedom

Analysis of Variance

Due to DF SS MS = SS/DF F P

Regression 1 12.117 12.117 3.067 0.05
Residual 219 864.941 3.950
Total 220 877.059

357



Row c61 c20 Value Pred. Y Residual St. Res.

30 -19.0 3.00 5.904 0.350 -2.904 -1.48 X
87 -2.0 2.00 6.518 0.136 -4.518 -2.28R

151 15.0 4.00 7.132 0.401 -3.132 -1.61 X
153 -10.0 2.00 6.229 0.192 -4.229 -2.14R
161 -21.0 5.00 5.832 0.388 -0.832 -0.43 X
170 15.0 9.00 7.132 0.401 1.868 0.96 X
197 -4.0 2.00 6.446 0.134 -4.446 -2.24R

199 -27.0 7.00 5.615 0.506 1.385 0.72 X
204 5.00 5.940 0.331 -0.940 -0.48 X

210 -18.0 4.00 5.940 0.331 -1.940 -0.99 X
219 5.0 2.00 6.771 0.218 -4.771 -2.42R

R denotes an observation with a large standard residual.

X denotes an observation whose X value gives it large influence.

Table 3 Breakdown o f child desired scores in relation to teacher

scores with + and - signs inserted (c62 and c20)
general

105 children scored 7 or above on the teacher 

general score

O f those, 90 (85.71%) scored betw een -8 and +8 on the child

questionnaire

15 (14.28%) scored outside -8 to +8, ranging from -20 to +22

47.51%

desired

116 children scored 6 or below on the teacher 

general score

O f those, 99 (85.34%) scored between -8 and +8 on the child

questionnaire

17 (14.65%) scored outside -8 to +8, ranging from -28 to +32

52.48%

desired

18 children  scored 10 on the teacher general score

O f those, 17 (94.44%) scored between -8 and +8 on the

questionnaire 

1 (5.55%) scored outside -8  to +8, i.e. -12

8.14%
desired
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4 children scored 2 on the teacher general score 1.80%

O f those, 3 (75.00%) scored between -8 and +8 on the desired

questionnaire 

1 (25.00%) scored outside -8 to +8, i.e. +28

3 children scored outside -24 to +24 on the desired 

questionnaire

O f those, all 3 scored 5 or below on the teacher general score

1.35%

Pearson P roduct Moment Correlation c20 and c62 = -0.029

A very low correlation. Most scores fell between -8 and +8. Only 6 

children fell over +8, while 26 fell over -8. O f those falling over -8, 12

children scored 5 or below on the general score, the remainder scoring over 

5.

Table 4 Regression equation: child desired scores and teacher general

scores with + and - signs inserted (c62 and c20)

The regression equation is c20 = 6.45 - 0.0083 c62

Standard Deviation T -R atio  = Coefficient 

Column Coefficient o f Coefficient of Standard Deviation

c62

6.4522

-0.00833

0.1414

0.01965

45.64

-0.42

S = 2.000 

R -squared  =  0.1%

R -squared  =  0.0% , adjusted for degrees of freedom.
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Analysis of Variance

Due to DF SS MS = SS/DF

Regression

Residual

Total

1

219

220

0.719

876.340
877.059

0.719
4.002

0.1796

Row c62 c20 Value Fred. Y Residual St. Res.

3 14.0 5.00 6.336 0.346 -1.336 -0.68 X

27 20.0 6.00 6.619 0.375 -0.31 X
60 -20.0 9.00 6.619 0.375 2.381 0.21 X

87 0.0 2.00 6.452 0.141 -4.452 -2.23R
150 33.0 3.00 6.177 0.705 -3.177 -1.70 X
153 27.0 2.00 6.227 0.589 -4.227 -2.21RX
170 22.0 9.00 6.269 0.494 2.731 1.41 X

184 -23.0 6.00 6.644 0.430 -0.644 -0.33 X
197 -6.0 2.00 6.502 0.154 -4J02 -2.26R
204 5.00 6.602 0.338 -1.602 -0.81 X
210 -18.0 4.00 6.602 0.338 -2.602 -1.32 X

218 -28.0 5.00 6.685 0.524 -1.685 -0.87 X
219 3.0 2.00 6.427 0.169 -4.427 -2.22R

R denotes an observation with a large standard residual.

X denotes an observation whose X value gives it large influence.

Table 5 Breakdown o f teacher questionnaire scores in relation to teacher

general scores with + and - signs inserted (c63 and c20)

105 children scored 7 or above on the teacher 47.51%

general score

O f these, 97 (92.38%) fell between -10 and +10 on the teacher

questionnaire
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8 (7.61%) fell outside -10 to +10 on the teacher

questionnaire, ranging from -12 to +22

116 children scored 6 or below on the teacher 52.48%

general score

Of these, 65 (56.03%) fell between -10 and +10 on the teacher

questionnaire

51 (43.96%) fell outside -10 to +10 on the teacher

questionnaire, ranging from -38 to +34

35 children scored 4 or below on the teacher 15.83%

general score, ranging from -39 to +34

Of these, 7 (20.00%) fell between -10 and +10 on the teacher

questionnaire

28 (80.00%) fell outside -10 to +10 on the teacher questionnaire

Pearson Product Moment Correlation c20 and c63 = 0.178

A low correlation. Of those children falling outside -10 and +10,

only 14 scored above 5 on the general scale, compared with 53 who scored 5

or below. In addition, there were a greater num ber of lower general scores

on the teacher questionnaire scale which fell over -10 than fell over +10.

Table 6 Regression equation: teacher questionnaire scores and teacher

general scores with + and - signs inserted (c63 and c20)

The regression equation is c20 = 6.51 + 0.0344 c63

Standard Deviation T-R atio = Coefficient 

Column C oefficient of C oefficient of Standard Deviation

6.5123 0.1334 48.82

c63 0.03440 0.01287 2.67

S = 1.969
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R-squared = 3.2%

R-squared = 2.7%, adjusted for degrees of freedom.

Analysis of Variance

Due to DP % MS -  SS/DF F P

Regression 1 27.693 27.693 7.14 0.05
R esidual 219 849.366 3.878
Total 220 877.059

Row c63 c20 Value Pred. Y Residual St. Res.

9 33X) 3.00 7.647 0.460 -2.43RX
30 17X) 3.00 7.097 0.269 -4.097 -2.10R
51 25.0 4.00 5.652 0.334 - o a s x
54 25.0 4.00 5.652 0.334 -1.652 -0.85 X

■26.0 5.00 5.618 0.345 -0.618 -0.32 X

145 22.0 8.00 7.269 0^27 0.731 0.38 X
147 26.0 6.00 7.407 0374 -1.407 ^133 X
153 -9.0 2.00 6.203 0.166 -2.14R

157 33JD 4.00 7.647 0.460 -3.647 -L M X
197 0.0 2.00 6.512 0.133 -4.512 -2.30R
2M 38.0 3.00 5.205 0.492 -2.205 -1.16 X
217 22.0 8.00 7.269 0.327 0.38 X
218 23.0 5.00 7.303 0.339 -2303 -1.19 X
219 30.0 2.00 7.544 0.423 -5.544 -^M RX

R denotes an observation with a large standard residual.

X denotes an observation whose X value gives it large influence.
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27 (32.14%)

34 (40.47%)

7

15 (17.85%)

1 (1.19%)

Table 7 Breakdown o f child desired scores in relation to child actual

scores with + and - signs inserted (c61 and c62)

84 children scored betw een 0 and 8 on the desired 38.00%

questionnaire

Of these, 27 (32.14%) scored between 0 and 6 on the actual scale

(40.47%) scored between 0 and -6 on the actual scale

1.33%) scored between 7 and 12 on the actual scale

(17.85%) scored between -7 and -12 on the actual scale

(1.19%) scored between -13 and -18 on the actual scale

105 children scored betw een 0 and -8 on the desired 47.51%

questionnaire

O f these, 20 (19.04%) scored between 0 and 6 on the actual scale

49 (46.66%) scored between 0 and-6 on the actual scale

4 (3.80%) scored between 7 and 12 on the actual scale

25 (23.80%) scored between -7 a n d -12 on the actual scale

1 (0.95%) scored betw eenlS and 18 on the actual scale

6 (5.71%) scored be tw een .-13 and -18 on the actual scale

3 children scored betw een 9 and 16 on the desired 1.35%

questionnaire

O f these, 1 (33.33%) scored between 0 and 6 on the actual scale

1 (33.33%) scored between 7 and 12 on the actual scale

1 (33.33%) scored between -13 and -18 on the actual scale

1 child scored betw een 17 and 24 on the desired 0.45%

questionnaire

O f these, 1 (100.00%) scored between 13 and 18 on the actual scale

2 children scored betw een 25 and 32 on the desired 0.90%

questionnaire

O f these, 2 (100.00%) scored between -7 and -12 on the actual scale

20 children scored betw een -9 and -16 on the desired 9.04%

questionnaire

Of these, 3 (15.00%) scored between 0 and 6 on the actual scale
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1 (5.00%) scored between 7 and 12 on the actual scale

4 (20.00%) scored betw een 0 and -6 on the actual scale

5 (25.00%) scored between -7 and -12 on the actual scale

4 (20.00%) scored between -13 and -20 on the actual scale

2 (10.00%) scored betw een -19 and -24 on the actual scale

1 (5.00%) scored between -25 and -30 on the actual scale

5 children scored between -17 and -24 on the desired 

questionnaire

O f these, 2 (40.00%) scored betw een 0 and -6 on the actual scale

3 (60.00%) scored between -13 and -18 on the actual scale

2.26%

1 child scored between -25 and -32 on the desired 

questionnaire

O f these, 1 (100.00%) scored between 0 and 6 on the actual scale

Pearson Product Moment Correlation c61 and c62 = 0.290.

A positive correlation. 85.52% (189) of the sample fell between +8

and -8 on the desired questionnaire, and of those 68.78% (130) fell between 

-6 and +6, and 95.76% (181) fell between -12 and +12. Thus the largest

group was grouped around + or -8 on both scales, with some children a long 

way from  zero but desiring so to be, and others a long way from zero but 

not w anting to be as they perceived themselves.

Table 8 Regression equation: child actual scores and child desired scores

with + and - signs inserted (c61 and c62)

The regression equation is c61 = -2.72 + 0.274 c62

Standard Deviation 

Colum n Coefficient of C oefficient
T-R atio  = Coefficient 

of Standard Deviation

c62

-2.7162
0.27403

0.4405

0.06120

-6.17

4.48
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R -squared = 8.4%

R -squared = 8.0%, adjusted for degrees of freedom.

Analysis of Variance

Due to OF % MS = SS/DF F P

Regression 1 778.57 778.57 20.04 0.01

Residual

Total

Row c62

219

220

c61

8505.62
9284.19

Value

38.84

PM 4Y Residual St. Res.

3 14.00 7.00 1.120 1.077 5.880 0.96 X

27 20.00 -15.00 -8.197 1.167 -6.803 -1.11 X

30 -9.00 -19.00 -5.182 0.590 -13.818 -2.23R

39 12.00 14.00 0.572 0.965 -14.572 -2.37R
48 -11.00 9.00 -5.730 0.682 14.730 2.38R

60 -20.00 -1.00 1.167 7.197 1 ^ 8 X
117 3.00 11.00 -1.894 0.527 IZMW 2.08R

122 -1.00 10.00 -2.990 0.426 12.990 2.09R

150 33.00 -7.00 6.327 2.195 -13.327 -2.28RX
151 -2.00 15.00 -3.264 0.419 18.264 2.94R
153 27.00 -10.00 4.683 1.836 -14.683 -2.47RX

161 -15.00 -21.00 -6.827 0.888 -14.173 -2.30R
162 -4.00 10.00 -3.812 0.433 13.812 2.22R

170 22.00 15.00 3.312 1.540 1L«W 1.94 X

184 -23.00 -2.00 -9.019 1.340 7.019 1.15 X
199 -14.00 -27.00 -6.553 0.835 -20.447 -3.31R
204 -18.00 -18.00 -7.649 L054 -10.351 ^ ^ 9 X
210 -18.00 -18.00 -7.649 1.054 -10.351 -1.69 X
218 -28.00 2.00 -10.389 1.633 12.389 2.06RX

R  denotes an observation with a large standard residual.
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X denotes an observation whose X value gives it large influence.

Table 9 Breakdown of child actual scores in relation to teacher - 

questionnaire scores with + and - signs inserted (c61 and c63)

158 children scored between -10 and +10 on the 

teacher questionnaire 

O f these, 103 (65.18%) fell between -6 and +6 on the actual questionnaire

149 (94.30%) fell between -12 and +12 on the actual questionnaire

9 (5.69%) fell outside -12 and +12 on the actual questionnaire

71.49%

63 children scored outside -10 to +10 on the 

teacher questionnaire 

Of these, 38 (60.31%) fell over -10 on the actual questionnaire

(6 between 0 and +12 and 33 between 0 and -18) 

25 (39.68%) fell over +10 on the actual questionnaire

(17 between 0 and +16 and 8 between 0 and -20)

28.50%

Pearson Product M oment Correlation c61 and c63 = 0.338

This is the strongest correlation of all the various perm utations 

carried out.

Table 10 Regression equation: child actual scores in relation to teacher

questionnaire scores with + and - signs inserted (c61 and c63)

The regression equation is c61 = -3.06 + 0.213 c63

Column C oefficient

Standard Deviation 

o f Coefficient

T -R atio  = Coefficient 

of Standard Deviation

c63

-3.0628

0.21318

0.4150

0.04005

■7.38

5.32
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s  = 6.127
R -squared = 11.5%

R -squared=  11.1%, adjusted for degrees of freedom.

Due to DF SS

Analysis of Variance 

MS = SS/DF 1

Regression

Residual

Total

1

219
220

1063.7
8220.4

1063.7

3 7 j
28.36 0.01

Row c63 c61 Value Pred. Y Residual St. Res.

9 334 5.0 3.972 1.431 1.028 0.17 X
28 -6 4 -17.0 -4.342 -2.07R
30 17.0 -19.0 0.561 0.838 -19.561 -3.22R
51 -25.0 -34 -8.392 1.038 5.392 0.89 X
54 -25.0 -8.0 -8.392 1.038 0.392 0.06 X
106 -26.0 -2.0 -8.605 1.075 6.605 1.10 X
122 0.0 10.0 -3.063 O^M 13.063 2.14R
145 22.0 14 1.627 14 H -0.627 -0.10 X
147 26.0 -1.0 2.480 LM5 -&4W -0.58 X
151 154 15.0 0.135 0.769 14.865 2.45R
157 33.0 7.0 3.972 1.431 3.028 0.51 X
161 -7 4 -21.0 -4.555 0.473 -16.445 -2.69R
162 -9.0 10.0 -4.981 0.517 14.981 2.45R
164 -5.0 10.0 -4.129 0.439 14.129 2.30R
170 15.0 154 0.135 0.769 14.865 2.45R
171 -3 4 -17.0 -3.702 0.418 -13.298 -2.18R
199 1.0 -27.0 -2.850 0.422 -24.150 -3.95R
204 3.0 -18.0 -2.423 0.445 -2.55R
216 -384 -11.0 -11.164 I jM 0.164 0.03 X
217 224 -7.0 1.627 1.017 -8.627 -1.43 X
218 234 2.0 1.840 1.054 0.160 0.03 X
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219 30.0 5.0 3.333 1.316 1.667 0.28 X

R denotes an observation with a large standard residual.

X denotes an observation whose X value gives it a large influence.

Table 11 Breakdown of child desired scores in relation to teacher

questionnaire scores with + and - signs inserted (c62 and c63)

160 children scored between -10 and +10 on the 72.39%

teacher questionnaire 

Of these, 139 (86.87%) fell between -8 and +8 on the desired questionnaire

13 (9.35%) fell between -9 and -16 on the desired questionnaire

4 (2.87%) fell between -17 and -24 on the desired

questionnaire

3 (2.15%) fell between +8 and +16 on the desired questionnaire

1 (0.71%) fell between +24 and +32 on the desired

questionnaire

19 children scored between +10 and +20 on the 8.59%

teacher questionnaire 

Of these, 14 (73.68%) fell between -8 and +8 on the desired questionnaire

5 (26.31%) fell outside -8 and +8 on the desired questionnaire

i.e. +24, +14, -10, -10, -12

5 children scored between 21 and 30 on the 2.26%

teacher questionnaire 

Of these, 3 (60.00%) fell between -8 and +8 on the desired questionnaire

2 (40.00%) fell outside -8 and +8 on the desired questionnaire,

i.e. -10 and -30

3 children scored between 31 and 40 on the 1.35%

teacher questionnaire

Of these, all (100.00%) fell between -8 and +8 on the desired questionnaire

34 children  scored over -10 on the teacher 15.38%

questionnaire, ranging from -11 to -38
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O f these, 28 (82.35%) fell between -8 and +8 on the desired questionnaire

6 (17.64%) fell outside -8 and +8 on the desired questionnaire

27 children scored over +10 on the teacher 

questionnaire, ranging from +11 to +32 

O f these, 20 (74.07%) fell between -8 and +8 on the desired questionnaire

7 (25.92%) fell outside -8 and +8 on the desired questionnaire

12.21%

Pearson Product M oment Correlation c62 and c63 = -0.023 

A very weak correlation, almost negligible statistically.

Table 12 Regression equation: child desired scores in relation to teacher

questionnaire scores with + and - signs inserted (c62 and c63)

The regression equation is c62 = -2.23 - 0.0150 c63

Standard Deviation 

Column Coefficient of Coefficient

T -R atio  = Coefficient 

of Standard Deviation

c63

-2.2264

-0.01503

0.4659

0.04496

-4.78

-0.33

S = 6.879 

R -squared = 0.1%

R -squared  = 0.0%, adjusted for degrees of freedom.

Analysis of Variance

Due to DF SS MS = SS/DF

Regression 1

Residual 219

Total 220

5.29

10363.14

10368.43

5.29

47.32

0.1117
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Row c63 c62 Value Pred. Y Residual St. Res.

3 12.0 14.0 -2.407 0.753 16.407 2.4ÛR

9 33.0 -4.0 -2.722 1.606 -1.278 -0.19 X

13 5.0 13.0 -2.302 0.541 15.302 2.23R

27 -4.0 -20.0 -2.166 0.479 -17.834 -2.60R

28 -6.0 -16.0 -2.136 0.510 -13.864 -2.02R

39 -11.0 12.0 -2.061 0.639 14.061 2.05R
51 -25.0 00.0 -1.851 1.165 1.851 0.27 X
54 -25.0 -12.0 -1.851 1.165 -10.149 -1.50 X
60 3.0 -20.0 -2.271 0.500 -17.729 -2.58R

106 -26.0 2.0 -1.836 1.207 3.836 0.57 X
145 22.0 -7.0 -2.557 1.142 -4.443 -0.65 X
147 26.0 -6.0 -2.617 1.308 -3.383 -0.50 X
150 -18.0 33.0 -1.956 0.885 34.956 5.12R
153 -9.0 27.0 -2.091 0.580 29.091 4.24R

157 33.0 0.0 -2.722 1.606 Z722 0.41 X

170 15.0 22.0 -2.452 0.863 24.452 3.58R

184 -1.0 -23.0 -2.211 0.463 -20.789 -3.03R
204 3.0 -18.0 -2.271 0.500 -15.729 -2.29R
210 -20.0 -18.0 -1.926 0.963 -16.074 -2.36R
216 -38.0 -4.0 -1.655 1.718 -2.345 -0.35 X
217 22.0 -9.0 -2.557 1.142 -6.443 -0.95 X
218 23.0 -28.0 -2.572 1.183 -25.428 -3.75RX
219 30.0 3.0 -2.677 1.478 5.677 0.85 X

R  denotes an observation with a large standard residual.

X denotes an observation whose X value gives it a large influence.

Table 13 Breakdown o f peer votes in relation to the child actual scores

with + and - signs inserted (c23 and c61)

55 children scored above 0.6 on the peer rating scale 

O f these, 16 (29.90%) fell outside the range

questionnaire
to +6

24.88%

the actual
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68 children scored between 0.30 and 0.59 on the 

peer rating scale 

O f these, 25 (36.76%) fell outside the range -6 to +6

on the actual questionnaire

30.76%

98 children  scored below 0.30 on the peer rating scale 

Of these, 41 (41.83%) fell outside the range -6 to +6

on the actual questionnaire

44^4%

O f the 6 children scoring 1.00 on the peer rating, 

all fell w ithin the range -6.1 to 4-6 on the actual scores

O f the 10 children scoring below 0.05 on the peer rating, 

6 fell over -6 on the actual scores. The scores ranged 

from 0.2 to -27.

Pearson P roduct M oment Correlation c23 and c61 = 0.063

This correlation is not significant. Nonetheless, the highest

popularity  scores do occur close to zero and the lowest popularity scores

spread out either side of zero. It is interesting to note, however, that 

the latter scores are not spread out over a wide range evenly either side

of zero, bu t range themselves on the m inus side rather than the plus.

Table 14 Regression equation: peer votes and child actual scores with +

and - signs inserted (c23 and c61)

The regression equation is c23 = 0.397 + 0.00258 c61

Column Coefficient

Standard Deviation 

of Coefficient

T -R atio  = Coefficient 

of Standard Deviation

c61
0.39658

0.002579

0.02002

0.002750
19.80

0.94
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s  = 0.2649 

R -squared  = 0.4%

R -squared  = 0.0%, adjusted for degrees of freedom.

Analysis of Variance

Due to DF SS MS=SS/DF F^

Regression 1 0.06175 0.06175 0.8797

Residual 219 15.37166 0.07019

Total 220 15.43341

Table 15 Breakdown of peer votes in relation to child desired scores with + 

and - signs inserted (c23 and c62)

72 children scored 0.5 or above on the peer rating 32.57%

Of these, 59 (81.94%) scored between -8 and +8 on the desired scale

54 children scored 0.60 or above on the peer rating 24.43%

Of these, 7 (12.9%) scored outside -8 to +8 on the desired scale

149 children scored below 0.5 on the peer rating 67.42%

O f these, 125 (83.89%) scored between -8 and +8 on the desired scale

6 children scored 1.00 on the peer rating 

All 6 fell w ithin 0 to -6 on the desired scale

9 children scored outside -16 to +16 on the desired scale

O f these, 6 (66.67%) scored below 0.12 on the popularity rating

Pearson Product M om ent Correlation c23 and c62 = -0.062

This is a negative correlation which one would not expect here. It

implies that the higher the popularity rating, the closer to the m inus end

of the scale the children fall.
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Table 16 Regression equation: peer votes and child desired scores with +

and - signs inserted (c23 and c62)

The regression equation is c23 =  0.383 - 0.00241 c62

Standard Deviation T -R atio  = Coefficient 

Column C oefficient of C oefficient of Standard Deviation

c62

0.38270

■0.002407

0.01873

0.002602

20.4
-0.93

S = 0.2649

R -squared  = 0.4%

R -squared  = 0.0%, adjusted for degrees of freedom.

Analysis of Variance

Due to DF SS MS=SS/DF

Regression

Residual

Total

1

219

220

0.06009

15.37332

15.43341

0.06009

0.07020

0.8559

Table 17 Breakdown of peer votes in relation to teacher questionnaire

scores with + and- signs inserted (c23 and c63)

158 children fell between +10 and- 10 on the teacher 

questionnaire

O f these, 107 (67.72%) scored 0.5 or below on the peer rating 

51 (32.27%) scored above 0.5 on the peer rating

71.49%

63 children fell outside the range +10 to -10 on the 

teacher questionnaire 

O f these, 16 (25.39%) scored above 0.5 on the peer rating

47 (74.60%) scored 0.5 or below on the peer rating

28.50%
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33 children scored 0.7 or above on the peer rating 

O f these, 28 (84.84%) fell between +10 and

questionnaire 

5 (15.15%) fell outside the range +10 to -10

but within +20 to -20

■10 the

14.93%
teacher

149 children scored below 0.5 on the peer rating 

Of these, 102 (68.45%) fell between +10 and

questionnaire 

47 (31.54%) fell outside the range +10 to -10,

ranging from -39 to +34

■10 the

67.42%

teacher

72 children scored 0.5 or above on the peer rating 

O f these, 56 (77.77%) fell between +10 and

questionnaire 

16 (22.22%) fell outside the range +10 to -10,

ranging from -20 to +22

■10 the

32.57%

teacher

8 children scored 0.0 on the peer rating

Pearson P roduct M om ent Correlation c23 and c63 = 0.028

A n extrem ely weak correlation, but the pattern of results is as 

expected. M ost of the results above 0.5 on the peer rating are closely 

grouped around zero on the teacher questionnaire, and the scores falling

below 0.5 are mostly much further from the zero score to both the minus and 

plus sides o f  the scale.
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Table 18 Regression Equation: peer votes and teacher questionnaire scores

with + and- signs inserted (c23 and c63)

The regression equation is c23 = 0.389 + 0.00073 c63

Standard Deviation T-Ratio = Coefficient 

Column C oefficient of Coefficient of Standard Deviation

c63

0.38890

0.000726

0.01797

0.001734

21.64

0.42

S = 0.2654 

R -squared  = 0.1%

R -squared  = 0.0%, adjusted for degrees of freedom.

Analysis of Variance

Due to DF SS MS=SS/DF

Regression 1 0.01234 0.01234

Residual 219 15.42107 0.07042

Total 220 15.43341

0.17523

Table 19 Breakdown of differences between actual and desired scores with + 
and - signs inserted (c62 and c61)

M iddle of Number of

Interval Observations

■30

■25

■20

■15

-10

5

13
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. g 32 *♦*♦•*♦♦*♦♦♦*♦**

Q 72

*********$**10 23
15 5
20 1

25 1
30 0
35 1

40 1
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APPENDIX 20

Regression equations for the statistical analyses with signs collapsed

Table 1 Child actual scores and teacher general scores with + and - signs 

collapsed (c51 and c20)

The regression equation is c20 = 7.71 - 0.0943 c51

Column C oefficient

Standard Deviation T -R atio  = Coefficient

of Coefficient of Standard Deviation

c51

7.7065

-0.09425

0.2972

0.02044

25.93

-4.61

S = 1.911 

R -squared  = 8.9%

R -squared  = 8.4%, adjusted for degrees of freedom.

Analysis of Variance

Due to DF SS MS = SS/DF

Regression

Residual

Total

1

219

220

77.640

799.419

877.059

77.640

3.650

21.27 0.01
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Row c51 c20 Value Pred. Y Residual St. Res.

9 9.0 3.00 6.858 0.154 -3.858 -2.03R

31 17.0 10.00 6.104 0.151 3.896 2.05R

87 8.0 2.00 6.953 0.166 -4.953 -2.60R
88 6.0 3.00 7.141 0.194 -4.141 -2.18R

150 35.0 3.00 4.408 0.465 -1.408 -0.76 X

161 37.0 5.00 4.219 0.505 0.781 0.42 X
171 31.0 6.00 4.785 0.387 1.215 0.65 X

197 30.0 2.00 4.879 0.368 -2.879 -1.54 X

199 33.0 7.00 4.596 0.426 2.404 1.29 X
204 32.0 5.00 4.690 0.407 0.310 0.17 X

210 32.0 4.00 4.690 0.407 -0.690 -0J7 X

R denotes an observation w ith a large standard residual.

X denotes an observation whose X value gives it large influence.

Table 2 Child desired scores and teacher general scores with + and 

collapsed (c52 and c20)

signs

The regression equation is c20 =  7.22 - 0.0701 c52

Column C oefficient

Standard Deviation 

o f C oefficient

T -R atio  = C oefficient 

of Standard Deviation

c52
7.2152

■0.07008

0.2197

0.01670

32.84

-4.20

5=1.925
R -squared = 7.4%

R -squared = 7.0%, adjusted for degrees of freedom.
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Analysis o f Variance

Due to DF SS MS = SS/DF F P

Regression 1 65.241 65.241 17.59 0.01

Residual 219 811.818 3.707

Total 220 877.059

Row c52 c20 Value Pred. Y Residual St. Res.

6 35.0 5.00 4.762 0.427 0.238 0.13 X

31 28.0 10.00 5.253 0.318 4.747 2.50RX

87 0.0 2.00 7.215 0.220 -5.215 -2.73R

88 0.0 3.00 7.215 0.220 -4.215 -2.20R

150 33.0 3.00 4.902 0.396 -1.902 -1.01 X

153 35.0 2.00 4.762 0.427 -2.762 -1.47 X

161 35.0 5.00 4.762 0.427 0.238 0.13 X
173 28.0 8.00 5.253 0^18 2.747 1.45 X

174 31.0 8.00 5.043 0.364 2.957 1.56 X

175 30.0 8.00 5.113 0349 2.887 1.52 X

178 4.0 3.00 6.935 0.170 -3.935 -2.05R

184 29.0 6.00 5.183 0.333 0.817 0.43 X

218 28.0 5.00 5.253 0.318 -0.253 -0.13 X

219 15.0 2.00 6.164 0.149 -4.164 -2.17R

R denotes an observation with a large standard residual.

X denotes an observation whose X value gives it large influence.
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Table 3 Teacher questionnaire scores and teacher general scores with + and 

- signs collapsed (c53 and c20)

The regression equation is c20 = 8.07 - 0.153 c53

Standard Deviation 

Column Coefficient o f C oefficient

T -R atio  = Coefficient 

o f Standard Deviation

c53

8.0684

-0.15340

0.1510

0.01103

53.42

-13.91

S = 1.458
R -squared  = 46.9%

R -squared  = 46.7%, adjusted for degrees of freedom.

Analysis o f Variance

Due to DF SS MS = SS/DF F P

Regression 1 411.46 411.46 193.1 0.01
Residual 219 465.60 2.13
Total 220 877.06

Row c53 c20 Value Fred. Y Residual St. Res.

9 33.0 3.00 3.0063 0.2676 -0.0063 -0.00 X
22 9.0 10.00 6.6878 0.0993 3.3022 2.28R
30 35.0 3.00 2.6995 0.2883 0.3005 0.21 X
51 31.0 4.00 3.3131 0.2473 0.6869 0.48 X
84 7.0 10.00 6.9946 0.1051 3.0054 2.07R
87 38.0 2.00 2.2393 0.3196 -0.2393 -0.17 X
101 7.0 10.00 6.9946 0.1051 3.0054 2.07R
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Table 4 Child actual scores and child desired scores with + and

collapsed (cSl and c52)

The regression equation is c51 = 8.56 + 0.428 c52

jugns

Column Coefficient

Standard Deviation 

o f Coefficient

T-R atio  = C oefficient 

of Standard Deviation

c52

8.5635

0.42822

0.6123

0.04655

13.99
9.20

S = 5.365
R -squared  = 27.9%

R -squared  = 27.5%, adjusted  for degrees of freedom.

Analysis of Variance

Due to DF SS MS = SS/DF

Regression

Residual

Total

1

219

220

2435.9

6304.3

8740.2

2435.9
28.8

84.57 0.01

Row c52 c51 Value Fred. Y Residual St. Res.

6 35.0 19.00 23.551 1.191 -4.551 -0.87 X
31 28.0 17.00 20.554 0.886 -3.554 -0.67 X
37 8.0 23.00 11.989 0.381 11.011 2.06R
91 6.0 23.00 11.133 0.420 11.867 2.22R
139 8.0 24.00 11.989 0.381 12.011 ‘ 2.24R
150 33.0 35.00 22.695 1.102 12.305 234RX
151 18.0 27.00 16.271 0.498 10.729 2.01R
153 35.0 22.00 23.551 1.191 -1.551 -0.30 X
155 4.0 23.00 10.276 0.475 12.724 2.38R
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157 0.0 27.00 8.564 0.612 18.436 3.46R

159 0.0 20.00 8.564 0.612 11.436 2.15R

161 35.0 37.00 23.551 1.191 13.449 2.57RX
171 21.0 31.00 17.556 0.603 13.444 2.52R

173 28.0 13.00 20.554 0.886 -7.554 -1.43 X

174 31.0 10.00 21.838 1.015 -11.838 -2.25RX

175 30.0 15.00 21.410 0.971 -6.410 -1.21 X

184 29.0 2.00 20.982 0.928 -18.982 -3.59RX

199 20.0 33.00 17.128 0.566 15.872 2.97R

204 22.0 32.00 17.984 0.641 14.016 2.63R

210 24.0 32.00 18.841 0.720 13.159 2.48R
218 28.0 24.00 20.554 0.886 3.446 0.65 X

R denotes an observation with a large standard residual.

X denotes an observation whose X value gives it large influence.

Table 5 Child actual scores and teacher questionnaire scores with + and 

signs collapsed (c51 and c53)

The regression equation is c51 = 11.9 + 0.114 c53

Standard Deviation T-R atio = Coefficient 

Column Coefficient of Coefficient of Standard Deviation

c53

11.920

0.1147

80.6458

0.04714
18.46

2.43

S = 6.234 

R -squared  = 2.6%

R -squared  = 2.2%, adjusted for degrees o f freedom.
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Analysis of Variance

Due to DF % MS = SS/DF F P

Regression 1 229.12 229.12 5.896 0.01

Residual 219 8511.05 38.86
Total 220 8740.17

Row c53 c51 Value Pred. Y Residual St. Res.

9 33.0 9.00 15.698 1.144 -6.698 -1.09 X

30 35.0 19.00 15.927 1.233 3.073 0.50 X
51 31.0 7.00 15.469 1.057 -8.469 -1.38 X
87 38.0 8.00 16.271 1.366 -8.271 -1.36 X

106 36.0 4.00 16.042 1.277 -12.042 -1.97 X
117 31.0 17.00 15.469 1.057 1.531 0.25 X
150 20.0 35.00 14.210 0.616 20.790 3.35R

151 17.0 27.00 13.867 0.522 13.133 2.11R

157 33.0 27.00 15.698 1.144 11.302 1.84 X

161 7.0 37.00 12.722 0.449 24.278 3.90R

171 5.0 31.00 12.493 0.491 18.507 2.98R

197 30.0 30.00 15.355 1.014 14.645 2.38R
199 3.0 33.00 12.264 0.546 20.736 3.34R

204 5.0 32.00 12.493 0.491 19.507 3.14R

210 24.0 32.00 14.668 0.765 17.332 2.80R

216 38.0 15.00 16.271 1.366 -1.271 -0.21 X
219 32.0 21.00 15.584 1.101 5.416 0.88 X

R denotes an observation with a large standard residual.

X denotes an observation whose X value gives it large influence.
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Table 6 Child desired scores and teacher questionnaire scores with +  and 

signs collapsed (c52 and cS3)

The regression equation is c52 = 9.36 + 0.121 c53

Column Coefficient

Standard Deviation 

o f C oefficient

T-R atio  = C oefficient 

o f Standard Deviation

c53

9.3612

0.12127

0.7989

0.05832

11.72
2.08

S = 7.712
R -squared = 1.9%

R -squared = 1.5%, adjusted for degrees o f freedom.

Analysis of Variance

Due to DF % MS = SS/DF F P

Regression 1 257.17 257.17 4.323 0.05

Residual 219 13026.66 59.48

Total 220 13283.83 59.48

Row c53 c52 Value Pred. Y Residual St. Res.

6 11.0 35.00 10.695 0.520 24.305 3.16R
9 33.0 8.00 13.363 1.416 -5.363 -0.71 X
27 10.0 26.00 10.574 0.519 15.426 2.00R
30 35.0 11.00 13.606 1.525 -2.606 -0.34 X

31 2.0 28.00 9.604 0.714 18.396 2.40R
51 31.0 00.00 13.121 1.308 -13.121 -1.73 X
60 3.0 26.00 9.725 0.675 16.275 2.12R
87 38.0 00.00 13.970 1.690 -13.970 -1.86 X
106 36.0 2.00 13.727 1.580 -11.727 -1.55 X
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117 31.0 13.00 13.121 1.308 -0.121 -0.02 X

149 16.0 27.00 11.302 0.613 15.698 2.04R

150 20.0 33.00 11.787 0.763 21.213 2.76R

153 19.0 35.00 11.665 0.721 23.335 3.04R

157 33.0 00.00 13.363 1.416 -13.363 -1.76 X

161 7.0 35.00 10.210 0.556 24.790 3.00R

173 16.0 28.00 11.302 0.613 16.698 2.17R

174 9.0 31.00 10.453 0.525 20.547 2.67R

175 7.0 30.00 10.210 0.556 19.790 2.57R

184 5.0 29.00 9.968 0.607 19.032 2.48R

216 38.0 14.00 13.970 1.690 0.030 0.00 X

219 32.0 15.00 13.242 1.362 1.758 0.23 X

R denotes an observation with a large standard residual.

X denotes an observation whose X value gives it large influence.

Table 7 Peer votes and child actual scores with + and - signs collapsed 

(c23 and c51)

The regression equation is c23 = 0.512 - 0.00946 c51

Standard Deviation T -R atio  = Coefficient 

Column Coefficient of Coefficient of Standard Deviation

c51

0.51204

-0.009458

0.04024

0.002767

12.73

-3.42

S = 0.2587 

R -squared  = 5.1%

R -squared  = 4.6%, adjusted for degrees o f freedom.
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Analysis of Variance

Due to DF SS MS = SS/DF

Regression

Residual

Total

1

219

220

0.78189

14.65153

15.43341

0.78189

0.06690

11.687 0.01

Table 8 Peer votes and child desired scores with signs collapsed (c23 and 

c52)

The regression equation is c23 = 0.489 - 0.00947 c52

Standard Deviation T -R atio  = Coefficient 

Column C oefficient of C oefficient of Standard Deviation

c52

0.48866

■0.009473

0.02910

0.002213

16.79

-4.28

S = 0.2550 

R -squared  = 7.7%

R -squared  = 7.3%, adjusted for degrees of freedom.

Analysis o f Variance

Due to DF SS MS=SS/DF

Regression

Residual

Total

1

219

220

1.1920

14.2415

15.4334

1.1920

0.0650

18.33 0.01
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Table 9 Peer votes and teacher questionnaire scores with + and - signs 

collapsed (c23 and c53)

The regression equation is c23 = 0.444 - 0.00533 c53

Column C oefficient

Standard Deviation 

o f C oefficient

T -R atio  = C oefficient 

of Standard Deviation

c53

0.44355

-0.005332
0.02705
0.001975

16.40
-2.70

S = 112612

R -squared = 3.2%

R -squared = 2.8%, adjusted  for degrees o f freedom.

Analysis of Variance

Due to DF SS MS=SS/DP

Regression

Residual

Total

1

219
220

0.49709

14.93633

15.43342

0.49709
0.06820

7.2887 0.01

387



APPENDIX 21

The letter to parents.

D ear Parent,

Your child’s class has been chosen to take part in a study of the social

skills of 1st, 2nd and 3rd year pupils from various parts of the U .K . To

show you what is involved, I have attached to this letter a couple of

exam ples of the kind of question we would be asking your child to answer. 

The study will take up a maxim um  of two double periods of school time, when

children will be asked to fill in a questionnaire. If  for any reason you

object to your child taking part, would you write to (The teacher’s name

and the date by which the objection had to be received were inserted here)

and I will ensure that this does not happen. May I assure you that these

questionnaires will be treated  as highly confidential, and that no

questions about the family are included.

M any thanks
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APPENDIX 22

Instructions to the teachers

Social Skills and Interpersonal Relationships Questionnaires: Instructions 

For Teachers

F irst o f all, many thanks for participating in this study - I hope

you find it interesting and enjoyable. As the questionnaire is being given 

in various parts of the country, these instructions will, hopefully, ensure

the m inim um  of deviation.

(A) Purpose of the Study

We are attem pting to standardize a questionnaire which would 

identify  children who m ight benefit from "social skills" therapy. We thus

require the "normative" responses of a large num ber of children.

(B) What Has To Be Done

a/ E ach child should fill in the questionnaire according to what is

true for him /her.

b / Each child should then fill in the questionnaire according to how

(s)he would like to be.

c / Each child should then list h is/her five best friends in the

class.

d / Each class teacher should fill in a questionnaire on each child in

the class, and give a general rating out of ten, indicating how 
socially skilled (s)he thinks the child is generally.

389



A t a later stage, a few children will be asked to participate in a 

short video, but this will involve only two or three schools.

(C) Time Involved

a / F irst pupil questionnaire (i.e. what is true for him /her), and the

listing of five best friends on the back of the questionnaire: 1

double period.

b /  Second pupil questionnaire (i.e. how (s)he would like to be): 1

double period.

c / Teacher questionnaire (based on a class of th irty  pupils):

2 /3  hours approx.

(D) General Guidelines For Giving The Pupil Questionnaire

Please give the questionnaire on both occasions as you would a 

test. It should be face down on the desk, and turned over only on your 

instruction. Silence should be observed throughout. Anyone with a

question should raise a hand and whisper h is/her query to you.

If there are any children in the class with particular learning

difficulties or reading problems who might find the questionnaire d ifficult

(even though you will be reading it aloud) please just provide me with

their name(s). I should like to avoid causing any child embarassment in 

fron t of the class, so if  you notice that a child cannot follow the

questionnaire, please just note the name.

(E) Specific Instructions To Be Read By The Teacher Before Giving The

Questionnaire For The F irst Time

In troduction : "This is a study about the social behaviour of 1st, 2nd and

3rd year forms in England, Scotland and Ireland. Only the research 

student will see your name: she will give your questionnaire a num ber, so 
no-one else will see your name."
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(1) "Turn your questionnaire over"

(2) "Fill in your name, age, class, teacher’s name and today’s date

and say whether you are a girl or a boy."

(Please check this as you walk around)

(3) "There are no "right" or "wrong" answers to any of these

questions. Today, you just have to give the answers that are most 

true for you. Next time, you will answer the same questionnaire,

but then you will say what you wish you were like. For example,

question 1" (Please read). "What is true for you might be "A",

and so you would tick the box under "A" (Please point this out).

"Next time though, you will be answering what you wish you were

like, so you m ight tick one of the other boxes, box "C" for

example. But remember, today you are answering what is most true 

for you."

(4) (Please read aloud the instructions at the top of the first page

of the pupil questionnaire. Now you can begin to read each

question aloud to the class, along with the optional answers,

allowing the children time to tick the answer they have chosen.

A t the end of each page, please ask the children to check that

each question has been answered and that they have ticked one, and

only one, answer to each question).

(5) (When the questionnaire has been completed, please ask the

children again to check that each question has been answered, and 

only one answer ticked. Then read the final instruction on the 

last sheet of the questionnaire, which allows the child to

elaborate on any question).

(6) "Now please turn  to the back of the last page of the

questionnaire" (point it out) "and list your five best friends in

the class."

(7) (When they have finished, please thank the children on my behalf,

and seal their questionnaires in the appropriate file or envelope, 

so that they can see that their confidentiality is assured. I 

will collect them from you at the school).
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(F) Specific Instructions To Be Read Aloud Before Giving The

Questionnaire For The Second Time

In troduction : "Last time you filled in the questionnaire saying what was

true for you. Today you are going to say what you wish were true for you.

For exam ple, question 1" (please read aloud)."Last time you m ight have

ticked "A". Today, because you are answering how you wish you could be, 

you m ight tick "B" or maybe "C".

(Now you can proceed through the steps as before, om itting nos. 3 and 6)

(G) Instructions For Filling In The Teacher Questionnaire

There is a teacher questionnaire for each teacher participating,

and as many answer sheets as are necessary. The teachers who have taken 

p art so far have found it easiest to follow the following procedure:

a / Read the first question in the questionnaire

b / Answer that question for all the children in your class (either

2, -1, 0, +1, +2) 

c / Repeat with each subsequent question

Example: PUPILS Q u i Qu2 Qu3 Qu4 Qu5 Qu6

J. Smith 0 - 1 + 1  

F. Jones -2 -1 -1

F inally , please give a general rating of social skill for each child

out of ten where 1 = exceptionally poor, 5 = average and 10 = excellent.
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