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YUAA M) —BOTRIZTLERF 7=y /BAVLATV SR, ENENOWEEFIC
MUTHRYRTF 7=y 7THD. EHEdbHINE., BRIV, UL, &iF, vixs
FYy 2 FRAMCBOT, BELRBEMER L, EEANEAEROBIT, EbbdTREICHIR
HMEBAEDPOSAEPCEDEZCENBOORBEEINREBERSLRE Y, COLESNUFI=y 7
KETARARIES PO SHBENT A, ROICKRIT &, (AFIREAERC LY v &
ALYy 7 FRIMCBY ZREOESHEENHAL (sociometric status) DI H FIC 12 WS
ZEBBEETEPER- 26D, (BYERMEMICY A 22070 H&E 2T RNEADHE
- feb D, (C) =gk - FEREE - BAER Sk - TRACHSRIER AL & FIRE
REZXIVLESDZENEDOEGEEE - 725D, (D)status D5 E LT sociometric score D
consistency, constancy, stability ICE A2 B D, 1EEKE, (A) KBITAHEELLTIR
Bjerstedt (5) D& bW THENIHAENHD., (B) iICETEbDDHE LTiE Gronlund (1)
OWEMNH D, (C) KETZ2bDIF£< (1,8,9,10,12,15,21,26,27,39), (D) iKBT%4Db
PIZOE W (2,3,4,6,7,14,16,22,23,38,40), 7N S MARMICIZEH I GrLIn 0L, V¥
AAMYy 7 - TATOFBHZOOOICELEEDLELIERLEBEREDLTHZ, BB, D
i, 77 =y JICETIHBEERANICH U0 S D12 < 78 1 (18,17,18,19,20,24,25),

HONONIRBEEAFIC DI Ty DAV AR Ecriteria)PERFIBRIC LBy v F A Y
v 7 TAMBIUS AREFEEZHOCTEREROWME L >3 TH (28,29,30,31,32,33,
34,35,36,37), T, 72 E AR, FEICL- THEZ 1 REDHSAERMAL & BN EHIR
vy XYy 7« FRIDENERZONEEBBRICT- Th52, $i, HIRBEERLS
HBERIBY A HAMHERICIED X S SHEENED SN B D, IT DN TIZMAR /5 evidence
ZHIE oo PERTOEICEHLTR., T & Eo KHEBABICI AL ST, DvbhidriEd
HAEIC BT 2E5TOMEREL L LT LICBHTAICEE T > T TDOEHIK T, ZDHET
ZMEIKDETE2OBAMEDENTH 5,

AF5EIR. AFBNERSFEABIUSFELEDREICONT,

1) 5 AREFEIC X2 REOHRMERIHAr & EHIRS S IR BEHREREIC L S RED

Hifr (SSS) & DHHEER
2) EHIRT S CRKBEHRBEREICK-> THESNACREDOHSAEN A MER MBS
N

ZHLMICLESETEEDTEH B,

. » &

AHEDSsIZ/NER 5437 7 2 (T,K,0), NFE3FE3s 52 M\N,F) TH %, chd 6
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7 7RATNENORATEBIZ S - L0, FE - BHIR - 5 AHIR - 4 AHIR - 3 AHIR -2 A
BIR - LABROTHDOF AL+ A3 7DEEDDIBNE DAL DT VEKIITII Table 1
, WRT EHKHE- feo 2O, T
Table 1 Subjects K, M:NRRE—RDIZIZEHD%E

Grade | v I o M, NiZZRRPEREANRENE
Cass | T | K | 0o | M | N[ F B D 4 7 5 230 b KES
Boys | 26 | 22 | 15 | 14| 14| 19  yoh¥Ek (TsXUKZEAN.
Gils | 17 | 19| 17 | 13| 15| 18 O Ems/ . FlRiEEN) 75 &
Total 43( 11| 32 | 27{ 29 | 37 S bDTHD. D65 R

L. FRERERION BAaE L7
1962422 H5 8 (A) »52H228 (k) oK, S:EAEH & AKRADO20E, #HIREREE IV
BEREZEEMR - SA-4A-3A-2A- LAD6RBICEZcEA—HLE (g - %) Kk 3
YYEAM Yy 7 FAMEEBL. 2 278 (k) iz, AUEEDS SREIKC LS 77 A4
BHEE (RO, WATO DL, —RKTEIA, 0ADDC LT THS®T S, —iI2
AMDEINEBREDES FETHELVTHROAZS, —FriciR Lz <ian, Mgk Lia<n
WAL ES5WVRA HODbBNARL EFET S) 2fT100hE. 7ATOEBITFD—EDF
REEITADLETEBORLET, £7 7 AHEEEMICES LT S/, YV A ALYy 7 - F R
FEBOERR. MBIUKOW 7 7 RICHENTIZ 1 ASIB-> 2 AHIE> 3 AR HFR &
Us 207 5 2 TIdEHIR-> 5 AFR—> 4 AFIHR--> 1 AFIRDOIHE Ui

- ®f2&LvEE

BROWE X£TE77REBIK. SAREHELCBOTEEREN I 7 ROMOLKRELS R
FRERATEREDR U NEFEICBY 2 BAOHSAENHN OIIEE Lic, RITVET 72
fic, ENZNEER - SAHPR--oe IABBOY A2 )y 7 =Yy 7RAZERL. U
I A FEDTBNVARTEAD PVR+MPV—-NVR—-MNV=SSS (Sociometric Status Score)
ZEBL, CNEFEOYYZA M)y 7« TR MBI EHEADORREENIA DIGREE Lo
S PIE R HAL 08 IciE, Proctor, C.H. ®choice status, rejection status, choice-rejection
status 2 McKinney, J.C. @ ISS (Social Status Index) 73 &M% 5 45, T & T, HEIER
BIUMEHRZZRICAN B RAERBKESR (25) O SSSEIIEE UTHRA Lz, FEAS
XU SSS D&y 7 AT (XD, SD 12 Table 2 IKERTHVTH 2, CDEHIICLTHLNIY
7 AR BEBAOHSPENHABEOFHRLT LU SERICEASBNDOT, 77 RE- T/
=y 7ANCHEORBESRRZ K. ThEN KB OEEAE. HASHEd &I UTEESE
A (TR KE#RLL, TOLET, BU37 7=y 7I0&> TES A SN HRRENIE
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Table 2 Mean Rating and Mean SSS with SD.

‘
Grade | Class Rating | Unlimited | Five limit|Four limit| Three limit |Two limit| One limit

X 114.95 10.75 0.28 —0.05 —0.14 —0.02 —0.05

T SD | =21.21 15.63 9.65 8.27 5.92 5.32 2.32

X 104.17 | 11.32 0.24 0.71 0.49 0.51 0.26

M K SD | 20.94 16.10 10.42 8.56 7.34 5.23 3.06

X 85.59 14.41 1.97 2.13 1.16 1.06 0.56

© SD 9.84 9.79 9.06 7.29 5.90 3.82 2.61

X 74.70 4.18 0.88 1.55 0.39 0.48 0.18

M SD | 20.57 12.08 9.94 8.71 8.27 5.93 3.59

X 81.76 ( 7.26 2.97 1.29 1.03 0.39 0.45

m N

SD 14.14 | 8.45 8.85 8.24 5.74 4.61 3.12

X | 828t | 742 1.49 0.98 0.71 0.54 0.28

F SD 16.80 ‘ 13.93 9.29 8.08 6.35 4.99 2.83

A (EsEA) HEMOBBEAE (Pearsondr) ZHH Ui,

(1) SARETELEHFMBRLOUICHRHERICT S3SSSLOEH

Table 3135 SREMEC LIZMMBSEHBEEZRCTE VYA A )y 7« FX D SSS
CoMBEE 7 5 ASNCGRLAEBDTH D, Table 413, ZOREELHEZRLTNS, RE DK
B, oo OMEMIZ.485 (1% ~Nw) 2HE0.1ZV_RVTHEETH 5. EHIES KU REH
RBIRESEREFELOHBEZTN O DE L, 3FEAIBY 518 Drd Rangeld . 652~

Table 3 Relationship between rating and other sociometric techniques, by class.
(Pearson’s r)
Grade | Class | Unlimited | Five limit | Four limit | Three limit Two limit One limit

T .830 .780 .756 .678 .652 .657

A% K .879 | .806 .753 748 .693 .485_“_
O .648 .752 .840 .886 775 .685
M .857 .872 .829 .843 : .888 .752

il N .845 .816 792 i .812 .815 776
F .839 .816 .786 .846 .846 .652

i

Note—All of these correlation coefficients are significant beyond the .01 level.
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Table 4 Mean correlation coefficients representing the relationship between rating and other
sociometric techniques, by grade level.
Grade Unlimited Five limit Four limit ( Three limit Two limit One limit
A% .814 .782 .782 ! 778 .701 l .611
o 846 837 801 } 837 854 ‘ 726

.888, Median i39.83& 720, 80K 3 HTH5M. coPd 3T 1 AHIREFEEOMHEBT
H5, Tl 5FAEICE T 5 EEDL8MEDro Range (4 . 485~ . 886, Median {2#5.75L 72 0, 8011
LidbFNS5E, TORERTEOALNS, B, T, Kfiz72ickLT, 75 20Tik3A
HIR & E & OB RS THRAR & FE S ORERENS., chiZc D s 7 ADEKERE (4
EAZKER A DEERESAMBY VA A b Yy 7« F A P2 UETCKERBR LTV S &0
DEW) KXZRETRREVPEEZSND, RIT. TOMEFDEZIT 7 AMDOrOEDRER
RAIF. WTNOFEELCBNTH I B L RAVTRIEERELBD L ENHRLE o 12 £CT
BEENIC3 73 Z0FEE r #E R U ickEE s Table 4 IR LBV TH D, T OFRITINE.
SEAETIR, 1AFIROBAUARZNTNS 80N EE NS BWHERLE SN DI L. 5484

T, EHROESGOA B0LIE, Mz 2NT &Y, B2 AR - 1 ASIROMBIRE
2 TEL s T B, SEEDKED S BEIRBINME LUHREBEL T 5 & 50E & OHEEM
BTFT2ERANTREINTAEMN., SELEOY Y FALTRIDEHSH—BLERIGERRERALN
B, i AR DOTREMR > 7o 34FEEESFEAR I FAOREEIDELD, LT LOA—M
Bho Es e vy TR, T, BEREORIREEZ LTVIRND T, BEMNICWHD
TERILEZRERSKVA, PR EEC0H Yy VT AR OTIR. SEETIESAR
EFE LRI CICEEFREREOHBENIFEDZINIVENKSITH S, CHNIALE
REOEZICHBICKIST X AR BIchEBhHN B, Ausubel,D.P. (1) 513/ hiEHEIC 3
ARy Y A2 )y 7« FRAMED AREFEAEREL. D20 measure EDHEEDH
FE UkR, NERSEAL ETIAW measure FIOMHEBESNEHREEFTEC L2/
LTW3DT, FORAILELLL DPIANEZNZRNTHEA D,

1 BLL LO#RIT Bjerstedt DR (5) & & hDTHUDERERL TS,

(2) EMHERZSVICHRHBZAICT 3SSSHEMOHEMN

Table 5,6,7 2. #hF1., NEESEED T,K,0 £ 7 5 23D, Table 8,9,10ix. 2h =
N, @B3EEOMNF &7 523D, #iR - EROBBREEEZ 154 EBT 5 SSS #HE
OWEARLzb D, Table 1113, 3HEEBIPSELEDKI 75 AD, EAHRER - EFIC X
% SSS :RBHIRIEIR - HiFIC L B SSS & OMERROFEFEHEERLLLDTHS, T
ho oMEEIL, Table 700,502 (1%L ~AAVTHR) 2B &, $XTO01ISV~ALTHEETH
%o MEHIBIER - KA X 7BAD SSS E5AEIR - AAGHIE - 3 AR - 2ZAHIE - 1A
HIBTEBICERB LY YA A M)y 7« 72 +D SSS & DHEBEIIVTNEE L, Table 5,6,7
R LB, 5837 5 ALEI5E® r © Range (2. .502~ 909, Median [313(3.77& 73
D. T0KRE Iz DT I 2 (Table 60 1 AHIEB, Table 70 2 AHIR) 720 TH 5. RKICL
. Table 8, 9,10iC R X N B34EH3 7 7 RDEAICIZ. 15 @ r @ Range |3 . 614~ 937, Median
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Table 5 Intercorrelations among the unlimited
and several limited techniques in

the 5th Grade (Class T)

Table ¢ Intercorrelations among the unlimited
and several limited techniques in
the 5th Grade (Class K)

‘Un]imited 5 limit 4 limit 3 limit 2 limit

5 limit .909

4 limit .855 .879

3 limit .850 .899  .914

2 limit .812 .838 .906 .931

1 limit .708 .739  .8067 .780 .839

Unlimited 5 limit 4 limit 3 limit 2 limit
5 limit .804
4 limit .799 .889
3 limit .768 .855  .927
2 limit .738 .784 .885 .853
1 limit .530 .647 727 .672 771

Note—All of these correlation coefficients are
significant beyond the .001 level.

Table 7 Intercorrelations among the unlimited
and several limited techniques in

the 5th Grade (Class O)

Note—All of these correlation coefficients are
significant beyond the .001 level.

Table § Intercorrelations among the unlimited
and several limited techniques in

the 3rd Grade (Class M)

Unlimited 5 limit 4 limit 3 limit 2 limit

Unlimited 5 limit 4 limit 3 limit 2 limit
5 limit 787
4 limit 757 .933
3 limit .707 .841 .882
2 limit .502 .826 .887 .867
1 limit .719 .720 .797 .755 .807

5 limit .937

4 limit .927 .925

3 limit .904 .903  .925

2 limit .873 .879  .897  .869

1 limit .824 .793  .796  .801 .840

Note—All of these correlation coefficients are
significant beyond the .01 level.

Table 9 Intercorrelations among the unlimited
and several limited techniques in

the 3rd Grade (Class N)

Note-—All of these correlation coefficients are
significant beyond the .(001 level.

Table 10 Intercorrelations among the unlimited
and several limited techniques in

the 3rd Grade (Class F)

!Un]imited 5 limit 4 limit 3 limit 2 limit

5 limit .855

4 limit .846 .931

3 limit .653 .810 .869

2 limit .827 .914 .903 .803

1 limit .661 .832 .752 L7137 .807

Unlimited 5 limit 4 limit 3 limit 2 limit
5 limit .813
4 limit .801 .826
3 limit .741 .763 .877
2 limit 796 .850 .878 .881
1 limit .614 .659 .648 .643 .675

Note—All of these correlation coefficients are
significant beyond the .001 level.

Note—All of these correlation coefficients are
significant beyond the .001 level.

Table 11 Mean correlation coefficients representing the relationship between
the unlimited and other limited techniques, by grade level.
Grade | Five limit | Four limit lJThree limit | Two limit | One limit
|
v | .8s0 .815 .790 .720 .657
il .874 .863 780 .832 .698
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121313.82L 700, o, 70k 30 (Table 9 ® 3 A#IFRB L1 A&IIR, Table 100 1
AHIR) BbHoNEH, —FH. 902 EHF 73 (WFhd Table 8) FDHSN, 77 AMODH
BERRUThD2 77 AKX DE0N, CO3FEZ 7 7 AMOr CEEOENBDONE D E
IIPEREILCDT IR, 1BV N VDEEHEIZIE o 720 SEAEZS 7 ROV T HEBELKRE
WRERIDT, EFINC3 77 A0V E r 0FEHBERA, Table 1LI5R L1, chuc i,
WEEL, BARE L AHROMBIZMICH LTS TR, 5EAIEBIT S 2 AHRE DM
AN NICRNTED, HBRSN 2R - BEREBEL T2 ONTRERT 7=y 2 EDOHE
DHELS IR B IS, FEE & B HIRER - $EFBic k3 SSS L oM D ST OB A4 7 @ & Bk
Ko SEETRRBINTOEIMNSEFEETRZOEBNEEDE N KHEDOHF Y FLELTDS
FhESFLELZEHELBRTERNC LEFIROBY TH L4, EFEREREMABLVED
DAL DHIEBIEFELESD (30,31,35), HIERRER « ERBROWA EW D7 7 =y 7 DEHMSFEE
OF A2 MERICBBICRMINTVEZEE2RTEDEELILNS,

it Table 4 & Table 112K LTA 3 &, SELICBNTIE, BHRE LS5 A -4A-3A-2
A TADRERBEDOHBOF N, FEESA - 4N -3BA-2A - LADKHIBEOHEBLD—-E
LTEWERERDLCEBTES, 3FETIE, bAFIRE 4 AFRICEBNTOARBL XD
HEERL TS, fOBACREOBEREREDONS, CDT &b, PR, XD
ALAEBIZLDETEAREFEL. EFEohEniE, HRNAEOTFEROADKIELE
N, EOBHNAHFCOMEBENEREINBOHIREIRF 7=y 7L OERM, TOSFERICS
EEBEREBAIARGEECIRLCE, 2FD, VYA ALYy 7« F 7=y ZJICHTERIG
DA EMABNBECEERTEVABZTHA D i COSFEE IFLEDORIZHRMIE
KEBBMOETHE0PELORFIRESTEOMEICE L RITIRS IR,

BB, 7R MV EREOEFLHIC L LBENSEROFWIFEAEDT - KOW 7 7 A BXU 344E
OM - NOWj 7 7 ZDENENICDINT, FHE L BEIRI S I 1 AHIR & ORBE. EHRE
5A 4N 3N - 2A - IADKHIRE DHBIEICEN S5 HE I DERE L, FHROEFES
7 5 AMDIOEDKRERES HLRAD ., WTFNOEARICHIBL XNVOBEELZRBDE - oo
CDXIIT, FIRBERICTE VY AA M)y 7« F R+ OEEIEFS L0 MEBEBEICZEL
FrEFVARVEIICEDN S,

Bigic, BIR - BEREOSIRAESA - 4A - 3A - 2A - 1 Al L7854 0 SSS HHE R DMHEE I,
Table 5,6,7,8,9,10ICFHMMICRULZBOTH B, chic kb &, 5 AHIB—AAHIR, 4 AfIR—
SAEIE. SAHIR—2AHIR, 2 AHBE--1 AHBEV S X5 THIB I 23R - EFRROBSE L
TW57 7=y 7 EH Mo HE L. 584 Tk Range #5.771~.933, Median (3313 .88L 73
D . 34 Tl3Range 75, 675~ .931, Median|3313.87& 783, SAHIR—3 AHIR, 4AHIBR—2
NEIPR, SABIR—IAFRE DD XS ICEBEEML R Fy 7RENTHVSE T 7=y 7HEROMH
BBz, 5%E4E T3 Range £3.672~.906, Median |33 & %.855, 3 44 T3 Range £3.643~.9
03, Median (35X % .81&7% - T3, E5IC. SAHIR—2AHIRE 4 AGIR—IAHIROL A
WwHONWTHE L E. FOMEBIX. 54413 Range #3.727~ .838, Median [38KL % .80, 344
<3 Range 73.648~ .914, Median (33 & %.825 73 0, SAHIR—IA#HIB D4 @ Median 13
SAELETH.T2, 3EETRMN.T9EISETERLTNS, CDXIIK, KEDRKNAE., HIRR
XNBEIR - BEFOEMEELTNBE L O2DF 7=y 71X TEI L5 N RERHAIE
AROMEEIZ. FIBROEDOREN L O2DF 7=y 7iCk»> TEDHAbNAHEAENHAMEE
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MOMBEXDENENZETHA D EL, 215 D Table 2FMICKREIF LTAHB &, 77 R
Ko TREDIIBEAZSLT LERLTRNWIENESTH B,

RE.IAGIRDOT 7=y 7 EMDF 7=y 7 & DHBAEROVTNEPRDIEL, SERNEFE
BLUOEERT 7 =y 7 EOMBESOEFES 75 RAFH36MOMEMEIZ, Range 23 485~
.840, Median {%.738& 725 T.90LI EDOMBIZ RS L. L TORKE DM BIEAH36/ th D 13E % 5
», Table 3,5,6,7,8,9, 100 tHBIME A FH126(E Fic &4 5 N5 . 70K O M BME R 19ME D68% ic 1
HBLTWAEERIERSN S,

DEOBBREGAT 2. ARAENHMEBIZ 57 7=y 7 & LTIE. HIREE 3 AL
LEETEYVYF APy 7 - FRIBEHRENZBZTHA D,

ERFIC L > TELBROKEZNROBY TH B2, 2 THEIAVZFEROE L L
ELUTETOBEREMA TESLEND 5,

BTN ABKE—HRECIZ VYA A )y 7 - FRMPEROEEERE LI L0 5 S
L5ZDFAMEROEEENMNEREI N A2 T HI, LrL. AFEORRLEES126 252D
HEZRMITOITNOERDI S B DEHNBER S DKBHLTOAAKLLTHD, TLd
MEBZ S PIcZ Ed b LIBIEE DT - EHOBANTABILIN TV ADT, 7R bicxt
TARIBAODPSET B EMETE., THODRBEERS- HEREISNIE L, BXEV VA
XMy 7 - FRIOEEER. FRETRAIEEOENERIRFILTELONEZNELDTH
D, TELTRBESEGHCEERREEZTECEEIETOTH-> T, TOA, SHEEE
2. Wb “hot” sociometry TIZ7ZINMZ LT H. “cold” sociometry ODIRFic L ¥ 5HD L
LT, 2ROEETZ280LEDbN S,

wic, AEENMMOBE AT TH 255, REOHEICES> FHREROAZHMEBELELTZO
SEELTHEEET 250050 (4,6,7,14,38,39,40), COHMEROMENESTH S LR
WA, WEOHAWIMICIZIFEOWMEMNELAT 2D ToH 0. T, HEEN - HEHRS
BHETRETERNEELSNEIDOT, A BOTRAEOHEFHA T &, AFED
SSS A¥EL LT ED T 12b 3 TH S, Choice status & »CRS (choice-rejection status)
TEIZHSWENHA ESSSTERXZ LEN LDV TINEETENICELAENB LI,
BB, ABROWMERETH 5,

KT, DL LTELNARBENMGHEEROBERERTT IR L. WIS 5 HEH
EHABERTE2LRHBBOINIATDHAH, H2BIENHAEBROTHZZHIATH O, &
SEERMAIIL LA order ELTH/RONETH S EEZ B LI TE, HAR Spearman @
JERAREEE & S RIER SRV EBI DX D iIKifk-> T AR I L T {121 (6,7,9,10,11,
12,14), LD L—F., ST 2 EROERI SN THE2NEED CRS RERFAETHE D
#2Z 511, Pearson OMBFEHEZERA LTV IIEAS »EvED LN S (15,16,38,39), F7c
SSS OATHIC DV TILRIZEMENTERMBELIN TRV IS IKBDL N 2 L. BRIREKCH
UEAED ERFENRERTRICTAC EBELEERL T, 4R OWETIZ SSS HADHH
Th EDSNTCNEESRL L., EUEE S IC Y U7 =T Pearson OEBEEE (o) 2HEE LD
THb,

mzﬁmﬂCkwfm%éc; EROEPEND AR EREBNTROWREVOT, 47

CELUTCR—MBEHEN7 7 ADRES cﬂ%ﬂ/bD~WL1mmwoC®i7m%#ﬁ%
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WENTORROE, MEEL OEERERFTACEBTUETH-> L THAS L. /. I
O—RALIKTHAZ BRERBEO NI EBbN 3, 2, CCTELNLEREMDEIIT 2 &, 5
ENEETZERBIRONEEEL - 2L RLDRB A2 LN, COEADBEIZS
BOFFRICE L RITS 180,

V. = &

AL NERSFEBIUIFAKI 77 220 %E L, BEHMI0H A0l ScB0
T, A—HREIC L 55 SRENER S CIGER - SEROFHBRBERSIR - 5A - 4A - 3A - 2A -
LAETBZY YA AP )y 7 - FRIEEHEL, ChODOERDZT 7=y JTEBIALRBEDH
SUENMMESHEMOEEERORT*RL L, ZORBELZMET2LBLEZROBUTH
%o

(1) 5 HREFEICXZAXAEHMAES & KBHIBREERNTER SSS Lo
WTINSEHLOLTEETHL @]h@ei3$$fiﬁ%~8%\5E$TiA%~ﬁ%&
730, Median 3+ NEFNBLZ .83, . 75T H» 2o MFFDEI7 3 2RDHBEEICIIAES
(ABV ) WEDONIE o HOTHEFEED &£ OFEHEEHR L TABE, DL DY
VINWICETAROTE, —BELULTOSFLEOMEBEOFBEL., YyA Xty 7 - 52 O
BB X R BB RS T 2 ONTHEL OHEME T T A AN TE I NI,

(2) vvAAPYy 7« FRIMCBOTER - ##EFRBEEFRICLAEAESA 4N - 3A
< 2A - IARFIR USRI EBT 5 SSS HAMOMBES. EhLDOTHERETED- oo HHIRE
zofhos 7=y 7 EOMEEOD Range 3. 3HF4ETIZ 614~ .937, 554 TiZ.502~.909 & 73
D. Median Z#hEFNBXZ.82, .77TTHo7. 7 7 AHOHBEEORRZEETIL . 2FE
Or OEBIBOTIE., FEELOHBIREOTAHLNALRBOERA & IZIZRBOERNNEDS 1
72o

(3) 5 FHIKBNTER., BHRT 7=y 7 L {UOFERRT 7 =v 7 L OHEE DL,
REZEEIEEFET 7=y 7L0HEEI DB LTEOHEANE @bnt03¢$®ﬁ/7w
KHBNTIRCDOEEHO—BEMHEITRDE N, U, 77X PEREFOHBEENDEBIZE s o

(4) HBXKSALTOF 7=y 7ick? SSS HMEMOMELZKRIFLTASL L, BLZHIR
XNBER - PHROBBEELTHWE 205 7=y 7IC X532 E N AHEFOHEER
ﬂ@ﬁ@%@ﬁ%@@uQW%i@mmiﬁfﬁéo1Aﬁ@@77w/7&%@&@77ﬁv
7 ORBEIZMDOFNIENTHER GBI DIEN,

PIEOHEMEEZRAELTASL L. BLEREOHSHEMAICETEIRY, LFLESER
FEEEPEAIRICRER - BERAFROE B Y VA A M)y 7 - F R MCEBT 2 SEIZLL,
IR - BEFRHAELRLAB3DLEETEY VA AN )y 7 TR EEBT A EREOMNEBOE
WREETHELESEVWAETHA S,

Ko, ARFEFTIC Y > T HND LIERT & » RREHEEAEEE LRE -4, SRS LGy
B2 TTF & > R RFEEZERZED HRBEREREE, RONCEERT X MCRHBIL TF & - 2BR#EK O %
g RESMCHL, BLLOELEHOBREEL b,
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A Study of Intercorrelations among Several

Sociometric Techniques

Toshimi Ueda

(Department of Psychology, Nara Gakugei University.)

PURPOSE

There have been not a few studies of the relationship among various sociometric tech-
niques, though the methods employed are fairly different, Here in Japan, we can hardly
find an intensive as well as extensive research of this kind.

This study is an attempt to explore:

(1) the intercorrelations between pupils’ sociometric status scores obtained in a rating
scale, on one hand, and those obtained by use of several sociometric tests with choice-rejection
levels of unlimited, five limit, four limit, three limit, two limit and one limit, on the
other, and,

(2) the intercorrelations among pupils’ sociometric status scores obtained in those various

sociometric tests,

PROCEDURE

In the present study, several sociometric tests, with one criterion and different numbers
of choice and rejection, were administered to the pupils in six public school classrooms,
three each both in the third and fifth grade, on six different occasions in February, 1962.
Subjects were requested to choose the classmates with whom they most and least preferred
to study. At the end of the test series, every pupil was asked to rate all the rest of the class—
mates on the 5-point scale where 5 was given to those with whom he most preferred to stu-
dy, and 1 to those with whom he disliked to do, Sociometric status was determined by
SSS (PVR+MPV—-NVR—MNYV) in the sociometric tests, and simply by the total points
he received from other members of the class in the rating.

When the sociometric status had been determined for each test and scale, the scores were all
converted into the standard scores, Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were
calculated to evaluate the interrelationships among the scores obtained by use of different

sociometric techniques.

RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS

Main findings on the basis of the obtained data are as follows:

(1) As shown in Table 3, the intercorrelations between the status scores obtained in the
rating and those in other scoiometric tests are, in general, fairly high and statistically very
significant. The correlation coefficients ranged from.652 to .888 with a median of .83 appro-

ximately in the third grade level, and, in the fifth grade, they ranged from .485 to .886 with a
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median of .75 approximately. Inspection of Table 4 will reveal that ,as far as this sample
of pupils is concerned, there seems to exist a tendency for the coefficients in the fifth grade
to be lower apparently, and this data, grossly interpreted, seems to suggest that there
is a trend for the coefficients to decline as the choice and rejection level decreases.

(2) As shown in Table 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10 and 11, the intercorrelations between the
sociometric status scores obtained in the test with unlimited choice and rejection level on
the one hand, and those obtained in tests with various limited choice and rejection levels on
the other, are also very high and statistically significant. The correlation coefficients ranged
from .614 to .937 with a median of .82 approximately in the third grade level, and, they
ranged from .502 to .909 with a median of .77, Grossly interpreted, Table 11 seems to
indicate neérly the same trend as recognized in Table 4.

(3) Comparison of Table 4 with Table 11 seems to suggest that, in the fifth grade level,
the correlation coefficients obtained between the unlimited sociometric technique and several
other limited ones are consistently higher, apparently at least, than those between the rat-
ing and limited sociometric techniques, This trend ,however, could hardly be observed in
the third grade level.

(4) Generally speaking, the intercorrelations obtained between the two sociometric tech-
niques where choice and rejection level is close to each other were found to be higher
than those between the two measures where the difference of the level is rather great. Cor-
relation coefficients between the sociometric status scores obtained with one, and very often
two, limit of choice and rejection level, and those with larger limit, were found to be

lower, as compared with other coefficients.

A discussion of the results leads to the tentative conclusion that we need not employ the
rating method nor the unlimited sociometric test at the vast expense of time and energy
only to determine the sociometric status of pupils at large in the classrooms. A sociometric
test with three or more choice and rejection level will be satisfactory as a technique to

evaluate pupils’ sociometric status,





