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ABSTRACT

Labeling theory suggests that deviancy is defined by
society and that the definition is an important determinant
of attitudes individuals have toward others. The present
study investigated the stereotypic content of four labeled
student deviant types and teachers' levels of tolerance
toward those labeled students. The subjects were 87 Inter-
mediate and 52 Junior High classroom teachers who completed
a fifty item questionnaire. Analyses of the results indi-
cated that teachers held highly uniform stereotypic images
of labeled deviant students. The general hypothesis of
label-stereotyping was confirmed.

The hypothesis based upon the second, assumption, that
teachers' levels of tolerance for labeled students would be
negatively affected was not substantiated. A;though teachers
indicated a moderate intolerance of three deviant types, no
significantly negative direction was shown.

A third hypothesis was posed which stated there would
be a significant correlation between uniformity of stereo-
type and degree of tolerance. This was substantiated for
only one deviant group, Underachieving/Non-Motivated. No
significant relationship was found for the remaining groups.

Generalization to other populations is limited since

the findings may be unique to the subjects and setting in

v



which the study occurred. It would, therefore, seem impor-
tant that subsequent studies using other populations be con-

ducted to test these hypotheses.
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Chapter I

Introduction

A well known sociologist has said ". . . all social
problems turn out finally to be problems of social control"”
(P;rk, 1921, p. 785). One can see this is not an over-
statement when the system of schooling is examined. Among
the foremost problems of the classroom teacher is social
control or the management of behavior. Educators across
the nation rated it the number one concern in a Phi Delta
Kappan poll (September, 1977).

Discipline problems are found in all kinds of schools,
regardless of size or location. The control of the be-
havior of students represents a daily fact of life for all
teachers. Frequent confrontations between teachers and
students undermine the teachers' primary goal of teaching;
as a result, the students' potential for learning is con-
siderably lessened. Not only do educators believe discipline
to be a major problem, parents also rated discipline as the

most serious problem in the public schools (Phi Delta Kappan,

1972, 1975).
There are scores of explanations fegarding the behavior
of today's youth. Some critics claim that students are the

victims of a too permissive society. The result, they say,
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is a generation of students who lack discipline, whose values
are displaced, and who have little goal orientation (Bereiter
and Englemann, 1966; Dobson, 1970). Others maintain the pro-
blem lies within the system of schooling itself. The schools
are charged with being hopelessly out-of-step with the needs
of today's children (Herndon, 1968; Silberman, 1970; Illich,
1971).

These overgeneralizations may be partly true. The fact
remains, however, that behavior problems are produced by a
multiplicity of factors (Ojemann, 1969, p. 100). A reading
of the research on behavior problems suggests the veracity
of this statement. With all the accumulated research, dis-
cipline problems have continued to increase at an alarming
rate (Curwin and Mendler, 1980, p. 77).

The problem of social control in schools is complex.

And while there is no lack of theory with some explanatory
power, there is still much to be understood. Goodlad (1975)
has suggested that a change in the direction and nature of
the present research is indicated. Heuristic studies are
needed which can stimulate and redirect empirical research.

The primary purpose of this study was to offer an
added theoretical perspective to the problem of control in
schools.  Almost all of the past research has been directed
at causal and remedial problems. This study attempted to
examine the processes of social control as it relates to
behavior problems. The following section presents the frame-

work of this perspective and offers  an explanation of some
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of the fundamental differences between the two approaches.

Background

Control is a sociological phenomencn found in compul-
sory, bureaucratic organizations which have as their goal
the socialization of individuals. Control is evidenced by
the need for rules and sanctions. Rules bring about order
within the group énd sanctions are imposed to maintain that
order. As Cohen (19266, p. 3) aptly stated, ". . . if human
beings are to do business- with one another there must be
ruies, and people must be able to assume that, by and large,
these rules will be observed." Behavior, however, which
violates the group rules is considered deviant. If that
behavior is not brought into line with sanctions, either
positive or negative, the function of the group will be
restricted.

Control, then, seeks to bring order to groups so that
the "business" of schools can be accomplished. Order is
obtained by establishing rules and implementing them. 1In
reality, however, the conforming nature of rules often
serves to create the conflict that rules seek to eliminate.
Rules are rarely. acceptable to all individuals because of
personal wishes, needs, and priorities. As a result, rules
are violated and order is jeopardized. The dilemma is:
schools cannot function without control measures, yet those

same control measures may bring about a loss of control.
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In order to come to grips with the complex problem of
conﬁrol in schools, it is necessary to specify the éerspec-
tive from which it will be examined. The sociological study
of control has been traditionally approached from a normative
perspective (Frazier, 1976). Questions that are asked by
the normative social scientists are mainly ones such as:
who or what is deviant? what caused the deviancy? and how
may deviants be best controlled? (Rubington and Weinberg,
1968, p. 2). The roots of this theoretical approach to
deviance grew out of the studies by sociologists in the 1920's
and remained the most popular approach to the study of so-
cial control through the 1950's (Davis, 1975). It continues
to be the dominant perspective in the educational literature
of behavior control today. The overwhelming majority of
research concerning student deviancy relies on the normative
and positivistic interpretations of social control (Encyclo-

pedia of Educational Research, 1969).

In the early 1960's an alternative approach to the study
of social control and deviance developed. Turning away from
the normative perspective, analysts began to focus on the
processes of control and deviancy. The new perspective be-
came known as the societal reaction theory, more commonly
referred to as labeling theory. Rubington and Weinberg
(1968) described the interactionist approach to deviance
as being "subjectively problematic". Proponents of this
position make different assumptions based on processual

questions such as: how does a person come to be judged as
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deviant? what actions do others take on the basis of this
definition? why is a person judged deviant at one time and
not another? (Hargreaves, Hester, and Mellor, 1975, p. 3).

The central issue of labeling theory is society's
reaction to behavior which determines deviance. Deviance
is relative to the audience and the setting within which
the behavior occurs. For.example, fighting is considered
deviant on the school playground. It is acceptable in a
boxing ring where game rules are followed. Witnesses to
the fight on the school ground define the actor as a
"ruffian" or a "thug". A rule has been broken; the rule-~
breakgr is defined by those in power (i.e., the teacher,
principal, etc.); and sanctions are then applied according
to the offense.

Scheff (1966) suggested that rule-breaking evokes a
readiness to reaction based upon prior images of conduct.
The quality of prior images a person has will direct his
reaction and response in a number of possible ways. If the
audience views the offense as nonproblematic, the rule- .
breaker may be ignored or mildly cautioned. I£, however,
the offense is perceived as problematic, the rule-breaker
will likely be punished and future interactions will be
éffected. The "fighter" will be more closely watched on
the playground; his or her future behaviors could be inter-
preted in such a way that even an innocent shove would be a

sign of reaffirmance of the label. According to Scheff:



« « . the more the rule-breaker enters the role of
the (deviant), the more he is defined as (deviant);
but the more he is defined as (deviant) the more
fully he enters the role, and so on. . . (p. 97).

If this theoretical perspective can be supported, one
can see how the teachers' labeling of and reaction to de-
viant students could serve to perpetuate problems of con-
trol and furthermore, precipitate them.

The use of labels in schools is common. Children are
labeled therapeutically with diagnostic classifications
such as "learning disability," "hearihg impaired,".
"educable," etc. Social labeling with regard to economic
status, age, and race are implicit in school records. Not
only are formal labels used to describe students, informal
labels abound in the conversations of teachers about their
pupils. Labels such as "slow-learnerxr," "bright," "trouble-

maker," and so on are part of the everyday vocabulary of
individuals involved in education.

Because of the wide use of labels in the school setting,
insights into the formation of labels and the possible halo
effects involved are needed. Several studies have examined
the effect of labels upon teachers' attitudes (Gillung and
Rucker, 1977; Kedar-Voivodas and Tannenbaum, 1979). However,
no research was found which sought to determine the content
of labels as perceived by teachers. More explicitly, can
it be said that labels call forth certain images in the minds
of teachers based upon a priori information. And if so,

what is the content of the images they hold; how is the

label defined?



Labeling theory stresses the importance of the
definitional processes for understanding deviant behavior
(Becker, 1963). Recently 1abeiing sociologists have turned
to the processes of stereotyping to determine how observers
define deviance (Simmons, 1965; Schur, 1971; Staats, 1975).
Staats justified the examination of stereotypes for the
following reasons:

Stereotypes held about deviant actors should
be explored because: (1) they are mechanisms that
allow individuals to create deviance socially;
(2) little has been done concerning the ways they
are used in socially "typing" deviant actors. . . .
(3) they are mechanisms that reflect the need of
others in complex interactions to order expectations
so as to predict others' actions; and (4) they may
form the basis for reactions that are founded on
inaccurate assessments (p. 15).

A further question raised was whether the teachers'
perceptions of labeled students are reflected in their
affective response to those students. Scheff (1966, p. 47)
maintained that stereotypes vitally shape general attitudes
toward deviance. Simmons (1965) and Staats (1975) concluded
that affective ratings did vary according to the deviant
type. Schur (1971) indicated that:

Research into stereotyping of deviators can
therefore serve two important functions. Probably

the more important is to help illuminate the basic

mechanisms at work in the social construction of

deviance. But also useful, particularly from the
point of view of public policy, is the capacity of
such research to reveal peoples' specific beliefs

and attitudes about particular types of deviation

(p. 42).

In summary, this study was conducted to examine be-

havior problems in classrooms from another perspective.
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The term "behavior problem" has been traditionally defined
as ". . . a deviation in behavior from that which is ex-
pected or approved by the group making the designation"
(Ojemann, 1969, p. 98). The alternate definition of the
labeling position contends:

The deviant is one to whom that label has
successfully been applied; deviant behavior is
behavior that people so label (Becker, 1963, p. 9).
Since labeling is a common phenomenon in the schools,

it is important to understand the ways labels are defined,
particularly the definitional processes of deviance. If
stereotyping is applicable to the labeling of students as
deviant, it is necessary to determine the content of those
stereotypes and the attitudinal impact they may have on

teachers.

Need for the Study

Analysts of education have traditionally used psychologi-
cal and normative sociological theories to explain deviance
in classrooms. This perspective has contributed a vast body
of research and has generated many diagnostic approaches

to the prevention and control of deviancy (Encyclopedia of

Educational Research, 1969, pp. 98-105 and pp. 292-297).

Nevertheless, a new perspective is needed to expand what

is already known about the problem of social control in
schools. The application of labeling theory to the study
of deviance offers such a direction for investigation which
has been largely ignored until recently. Schur (1971) re-

marked that:



The study of deviance and control from the
labeling approach is likely neither to undermine
the legitimacy of workable, sensible, and humane
rules and control processes nor to provide a
panacea for the problems created by disturbing
and offending behavior. It is not a revolu-
tionary new approach to the analyses of social
problems but rather a reordering that may help
us to view deviance and control in a realistic,
comprehensive and sociologically meaningful
light (p. 173).

A second need for the study is to examine the phenome-
non of stereotyping in schools. Since stereotypes are
thought to be central to the labeling process, it would be
valuable to know the exfent of consensual agreement that
exists among teachers regarding the content of deviant
types. Davis (1975, p. 176) pointed out that stereotypes
are ready-made categories which provide stock interpretative
accountings for behavior. She went on to say they are one
of the basic mechanisms at work in the social construction of
deviance and deserve more study.

Scheff (1966) described the stereotyping process and
its effect in the following excerpt:

. « . the traditional stereotype. . . . becomes

the guiding imagery for action, both for those

reacting to the deviant and, at times, for the

deviant himself., When societal agents and persons

around the deviant react to him uniformly in terms

of traditional stereotypes. . . , his amorphous

and unstructured rule-breaking tends to crystallize

in conformity to those expectations. . . . The

process. . . . is completed when the traditional

imagery becomes a part of the deviant's orienta-

tion for guiding his own behavior (p. 79).

A third need for the study is to determine if toler-

ance attitudes of teachers vary according to the type of

deviant student being considered. Past research has
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indicated that tolerance has important consequences for
interactions with others. For example, the variable of
tolerance was identified as having the effect of inten-
sifying societal reaction to rule-breakers (Scheff, 1966;
Gove, 1975). Studies of reactions to deviants in small
groups have shown tolerance to be a critical variable in
determining the deviant's status within the group (Schacter,
1951; Orcutt, 1973). Also, stereotyping was found to be-
come more .intense when intolerance to certain deviant groups
increased (Staats, 1978).

A final need for the study is a methodological one.
Labeling theory has traditionally been characterized by
a symbolic interactionist framework 1limited to the fields
of ethnographic and descriptive methodologies. This narrow-
ness of approach has been criticized by social scientists
(Gibb, 1966; Davis, 1972) as suffering from a lack of rigor
and'restriction. It is not the intent of this study to
enter into the dialectic of which methodology is most
appropriate to labeling theory. It is, however, the present
contention that, depending upon the problem to be examined,
both qualitative and quantitative research should be appro-
p?iate. Therefore, it is believed that the questions asked
in this study can offer a guantitative approach to the
labeling perspective which may partially offset the charge

of "methodological inhibition" (Davis, 1975, p. 184).
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Statement gg'the'Problem

The problem to be investigated in this study was
threefold. First, to determine if different student de-
viants were differentially stereotyped by teachers. Second,
to measure teachers' levels of tolerance toward different
types of student deviants. And, finally, to discover whether
a relationship existed between the degree of stereotype uni-
formity and the degree of tolerance for each of the deviant
types. More specifically, the questions to be answered
were:

l. How uniform in content are the stereotypic images
of given student deviant types across teachers?

2. Do teachers' attitudes of tolerance toward stu-~
dent deviants vary according to type of deviance?

3. Is there a relationship between the degree of
stereotype uniformity and the degree of tolerance toward
student deviant types as expressed by teachers?

In order to test the hypotheses, they were stated in
the null form as follows:

Hyy. Teachers will show no significant content unifor-
mity for student deviant types.

Hg,. Teachers will show no directional variance of
tolerance toward student deviant types.

Hyps- There will be no correlation between degree of
stereotype uniformity and degree of toierance as related

to student deviant types.
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Assumptions

This study made the following assumptions:

1. Teacher stereotypes of student deviants can be
determined through the adaptation of instruments designed
to assess stereotypes of social groups.

2. Teacher attitudes of tolerance can be assessed by
the modification of instruments designed to assess atti-
tudes toward social deviant groups.

3. The cpntrol of the variable, grade level, was
attained by using only intermediate and junior hiéh school

classroom teachers.

Definition 9£ Terms

A student deviant is defined as a student whose be-

havior has been (1) interpreted as deviant; (2) defined as

deviant; (3) accorded treatment considered abpropriate by
others (Kitsuse, 1962, p. 248).

A label is defined as a category type which carries
with it stock interpretations which apply to the person(s)
subsumed under its special rubric (Rubington and Weinbergq,
1968, p. 5).

A stereotype is defined as a collection of trait-
names upon which a large percentage of people agree as
appropriate for describing some class of individuals
(Mackie, 1973, p. 432). The greater the percentage of

agreement, the greater the stereotypic impact.
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Stereotype content is defined as the total collection
of trait-names which make up the stereotype (Cauthen,
Robinson, Krauss, 1971, p. 106).

Stereotype uniformity is defined as the agreement on
the assignment of traits; the degree of frequency of the
individual traits assigned to a group (Cauthen, Robinson,
Krauss, 1971, p. 108) and is expressed statistically as
the index of uniformity (p<.05).

Tolerance'is defined as a dispositional attitude to
be patient and accepting toward those whose opinions or
practices differ from one's own (American College Diction-
ary). Teachers who express high tolerance (HT) will deviate
positively from the mean (3.00) while teachers with low

tolerance (LT) will deviate negatively from the mean (p<.05).

Limitations

This study was limited in several respects. First,

the range of deviant behaviors was limited to four types:

" hyperactive students, psychologically disturbed students,
underachieving/nommotivated students, and aggressive stu-
dents. However, the behaviors examined are labels which
have been used most commonly as major classifications in
factor analytical studies (Spivack and Swift, 1967; Quay
.and Peterson, 1975; Quay, 1977). In this respect, limiting
the behaviors to four major types was not considered a

serious limitation.
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The second limitation was related to the scope of
the study. The subjects were asked to respond according
to one of two particular age groups of students (i.e.,
Intermediate: grades 4, 5, and 6 or Junior high: 7, 8, and
9). Primary student deviants and high school student de-
viants were not assessed.

Third, sample composition appears to be less than
ideal. Since random sampling of the total teacher popula-
tion was.impractical, an availability sample was utilized.
In order to minimize effects of local bias, demographic
data were obtained and reported. Generalizing beyond the
sample findings is problematic and should be done with
caution. The primary focus of the study was a heuristic
one, however, aimed at examining the relationship of label
stereotypes and the tolerance levels of teachers toward
these stereotypes. For this reason, the sample limitation
is less of a problem.

A fourth limitation pertains to the content of both .
instruments utilized in the study. The trait assessment
checklist'was limited to fifty characteristics. An ideal
instrument would include every characteristic any respon-
dent could perceive as pertaining to student deviants.
Such an instrument would not be feasible to design. 1In
order to compensate for this limitation, teachers were
used in the instrumentation phase of the study. Modifica-

tion of the instruments was based upon their responses.
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As a result, several characteristics were added to the

trait checklist.

Overview of Subsequent Chapters

Chapter I has presented the necessary theoretical
formulations ﬁpon which the study is based. Chapter II
will present a review of related research and literature.
Literature in three areas will be considered: (1) labeling
theory, (2) social stereotypihg, and (3) educational stu-
dies using labeling and stereotyping, as well as selected
studies which are believed to be relevant to the present
work. Chapter III will descriﬁe the design of the study
and ﬁhe methodology used. Chapter IV will present the
analysis of the data and Chapter V will include the

summary, conclusions, and recommendations of the study.



Chapter II

Review of the Literature

The review of the literature is presented in three
sections. The firsf section provides the theoretical frame-
work of labeling theory from which the present study is
derived. The second division outlines the major assumptions
of stereotyping and labeling theory. The final portion
offers a summary of the prevalent categories of research-
in education related to classroom control. It will con-
clude with a discussion of the studies which have been
done in schools involving labeling and stereotyping

perspectives.

Labeling Theory

Two major paradigms exist in the social theory of
deviance. One is the positivistic paradigm, the other,
the phenomenological paradigm. A brief explanation of
the differences between the two is important in order to
clarify the perspective from which this study has grown.

The positivistic approach to the study of deviance
represents the traditional and normative orientations.
Behavior which violates the conventional norms of the
dominant culture is considered to be deviaqt. The deviant

is thought to be different; explanations are sought to
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explain why they became deviant and why they persist in
their deviancy. The focus of analysis for normative soc-
ial theorists presupposes a deterministic and causal
approach (Frazier, 1976).

The causal analysis of deviancy leads naturally to
the examination of procedures which seek to control and
reduce deviancy. Ultimately, prescriptive policies based
on these studies are developed to provide therapeutic
intervention. The positivistic pafadigm is largely correc-
tional, concerned with deviant behavior as norm violation
and the resocialization of the deviant into "normal"
society. It has been this paradigm which has dominated
the educational research on deviancy in classrooms.

For additional contributions to the theoretical
issues of the normative perspective of deviance, the reader
is directed to the work of Merton (1959), Cohen (1966),
Clenard (1968), Davis (1975), and Frazier (1976). This
brief description is presented to provide the contrast
for the seconé perspective of deviance which is the major
concerh of the present study.

The alternative position of the phenomenological
theorists focuses on the processes involved in deviancy.
Less emphasis is placed upon causal analysis and correc-
tional procedures. According to the phenomenologists, the
aim is to understand the experience of being deviant and

the social reactions to deviancy. Deviants are not seen as
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abnormals but as individuals who have been defined and la-
beled by others as deviant. It is further believed the en-
suing interactions of others serve to place labeled individ-
uals or groups of individuals into roles which act to en-
trench the deviancy.

Another difference in the two perspectives is, while
positivistic analysts tend to reify existing norms, the
phenomenological researchers view norms as relative. Rules
are recognized to vary according to the culture or group. A
deviant act in one context may not be viewed as deviant in
another. Deviancy, then, is considered to be contingent
upon the societal interaction process which is influenced by
many outside variables (Goffman, 1961; Kitsuse, 1962; Becker,
1963; scheff, 1968; Schur, 1969; Douglas, 1970). The social
context becomes the important element of analysis for pheno-
menological social scientists when identifying and defining
deviance.

Proponents of this second approach have come to be known
as "labeling theorists" or "interactionists". Becker (1963)
explained the definitional process of labeling as follows:

. « « social groups create deviance by making the rules

whose infraction constitutes deviance, and by apply-

ing those rules to particular people and labeling them

as outsiders. From this point of view, deviance is not

a quality of the act the person commits, but rather a

consequence of the application by others of rules and

sanctions to an "offender". The deviant is one to whom
the label has been successfully applied; deviant be-

havior is behavior that people so label (p. 9).

The concept of deviance as a social interactional phenomenon

is further emphasized by Erikson (1962):
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Deviance is not a property inherent in certain
forms of behavior; it is a property conferred upon
these forms by the audiences which directly or in-
directly witness them. Sociologically, then, the
critical variable in the study of deviance is the
social audience rather than the individual person,
since it is the audience which eventually decides
whether or not any given action or actions will
become a visible case of deviation (p. 308).
(Original emphasis.)

Kitsuse (1962) doncisely summarized this perspective with

the staﬁement:
. . deviance may be conceived as a process by
whlch the members of a group, community, or society

(1) interpret behavior as deviant, (2) define persons

who so behave as a certain kind of deviant, and

(3) accord them the treatment considered appropriate

to such deviants (p. 248).

Labeling theorists have traditionally used the ethno-
methodological approach of symbolic interactionists:
participant observation and intensive interviewing of
small groups or individuals. The micro-analytical approach
directs the investigator to take the standpoint of those
studied, whether it be the social audience, the deviant,
or both. It requires the researcher to actively enter
the world of the persons studied in order to understand
and interpret the behaviors occurring in the natural
setting. Denzin (1975) explained the method of naturalistic
behaviorism as attempting to combine ". . . the covert
private features of the social act with its publicly
observable counterpart. It works back and forth beﬁween'
word and deed, definition and act, definer and defined.

It endeavors to move beyond ethnographic description to

explanatory theory" (p. 273).
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The theoretical framework of the labeling perspective
has grown out of naturalistic research concerning deviant
subcultures. Examples of such studies are: Asylums by
Goffman (1961), in which the world of the mentally ill
is studied; the subculture of the blind in Scott's book,

The Making of Blind Men (1969); and the religious cultists

in Erikson's work, Wayward Puritans (1966). These are

but a few studies which attempted to present the pragmatic -
problems of the deviant and their adaptation to society.
The focus of these early studies was largely directed to
those persons already labeled.

The micro-analytical approach has been criticized
by social scientists of other persuasions. Davis (1975)
charged the labeling approach with methodological limit-
ations and conceptual impoverishment. The ". . . isolated
concern with exotic materials (leads to) a methodological
inhibition that limits the field to ethnographic, descrip-
tive and overly restrictive sociology, and an inadequate
development of concept or hypothesis testing, due to the
penchant for insightful, impressionistié observation"
(p. 186).

According to Gibbs, (1966), the labeling framework
is a conception rather than a theory productive of hypo-
thesis. He further added that no real empirical support

could be found to give credence to the theory. Tittle

(1975, p. 185) criticized labeling theory as being so
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grossly formulated that it almost invited empirical
negation.

Not only do social scientists of the opposing camp
criticize the methodology of labeling theorists, a few
leading labeling theorists themselves recognize the method-
ological weaknesses and preoccupation with subculture
groﬁps. Schurr (1971, pp. 11-12), for example, acknow-
ledged the over-concern with the outcome of labeling and
suggested that the processes of social definitions of
deviants be given more attention. Kitsuse (1962) also
sought to shift the focus of theory and research from the
forms of deviant behavior to the ". . . processes by which
persons come to be defined as deviant by others" (p. 249).

Erikson (1962) advised that ". . . the critical var~
iable in the study of deviance is the social audience
rather than the individual person, since it is the audience
which eventually decides whether or not any given action or
actions will become a visible case of deviation" (p. 308).
(Original emphasis.)

While participant observation and interviews are still
considered important research tools, there has been a shift
from phenomenological evaluation té empirical evaluation,
via direct measurement and systematic observation. Attempts
are being made to limit and refine some of the components
of labeling theory in order to derive hypothesis which can

be tested. Preliminary work is also being done to find
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rélationships between labeling theory and other related
theories.

Two basic notions of labeling theory have been pre-.
sented. One, that deviancy is interpreted and defined by
the social audience and two, that societal reaction and
interaction with the labeled deviant serves to intensify
and perpetuate the deviancy. Edwin Lemert (1951, 1967)
distinguished the two notions by referring to the first
as "primary deviancy" and the latter as "secondary deviancy."
Although primary deviancy is the construct upon which this
study is based, some discussion of secondary deviancy is
'necessary to appreciate the full implications of labeling
theory. As will be seen in the section dealing with
educational research, the few labeling studies which have
been done in schools are entirely concerned with secohdary
deviancy. However, before elaborating further upon pri-
mary deviancy, a brief look at secondary deviancy is in
order.

According to Lemert, secondary deviation arises when
". . . a person begins to employ his deviant behavior or a
role based upon it as a means of defense, attack, or
adjustment to the overt and covert problems created by
the consequent societal reaction" (1951, p. 76).‘ The
labeled deviant, in response to the reactions of others,
comes to ideptify himself or herself as deviant and to act

in accordance to the deviant role.
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Becker referred to this phase of deviancy in his book,

The.Outsiders (1963). He suggested that because of public

identification and labeling, life for the marked individual
is no longer the same. As a result of the interactions and
reactions of others, the individual cannot help but see him-
self or herself in new terms and a state of "role enqulf-
ment" develops (p. 70).

In a very early work by Tannenbaum (1938, pp. 1-33),
the idea was presented as the "dramatization of evil".
Tannenbaum characterized the deviant as becoming bad be-
cause he had been "tagged" as bad by others and expected
to be bad even when he was good. Society's reactions
and expectations evoked the patterning of the deviant's
future actions and the role was éventually assimilated
into the self-concept of the individual.

Goffman (1959) argued that initial deviance may be
only temporary or transitory behavior of an individual
attempting to claim identity in nonacceptable ways. As
a result of the reactions of others, continuance of the
behavior is precipitated through the force Qf circum-
stances. Once a person is stigmatized by being labeled
a deviant, a self-fulfilling prophecy is initiated with
others perceiving and responding to the person as a
deviant (Erikson, 1963. p. 311). Furthermore, once per-
sons are publicly processed as deviants, they are typically

forced into the deviant group and it becomes extremely
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difficult, if not impossible, for the persons to break out
of the deviant status (Schur, 1971, pp. 74-75).

One area of special research attention has involved
various empirical tests measuring the effects of labeling
on the self concept. The labeling perspective, for the
most part, maintains that labeling has a negative impact
upon the deviant actor (Tannenbaum, 1938; Becker, 1963).
Lemert's (1967) concept of secondary deviation asserted that
social control events serve to systematize and prolong
deviance by altering the self-concept and social identity
of the person labeled. Social control processes, such as
arrests, convictions, and incarcerations, serve to strengthen
the effect of the label upon the self-concept and to increase
the likelihood that deviant behavior will be perpetuated
Public labeling, carried out by authoritative individuals
such as doctors, specialists, and other credentialed
persons, also serves to intensify the negative evaluation
of the deviant's self; Spitzer, (1972) maintained the
general audience reaction would have an impact upon the
self-concept of the actor, particularly to the extent
that it enforced a shift in the definitions held by sig-
nificant others, such as the deviant's family and friends.

At this point, the empiriéal evidence bearing on the
hypothesis that labeling produces changes in the actors'
self-evaluations and self-identifications is equivocal.

In a longitudinal 'study, Farrington (1973, 1977)
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and Farrington, Osborn énd West (1978) tested the hypo-
thesis that individuals who were publicly labeled as
delinquent would increase their delinquent behaviors

as a result. Two hundred and fifteen London youths were
given self-reported delinquency questionnaires at the

ages of 14, 18, and 21. 1In agreement with labeling theory,
those who were first convicted between 18 and 21 increased
their self-reported delinquency during this period.
However, the self-reported delinquency scoreé of youths
first convicted before age 14 significantly decreased by
age 21. Farrington, et al. concluded from these data

that the amplifying effects of first convictions wear off
after a number of years. Before such a conclusion is
warranted, however, further studies replicating Farrington's
work are needed.

Jensen (1972) found that official delinquent evalu-
ations and the personal delinquent evaluations of more
than two thousand junior high and senior high boys were
positively related. The strength of the relationship
varied, however, according to variables such as race and
status level. Self-reported delinquency and official
delinquency were more strongly related for Caucasian than
for Negro adolescents. Black delingquents were found to
be less likely to think of themselves, or to feel thought
of by others as delinquent, than were white adolescents.

Level of status was a second factor seeming to influence
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the self-conception and official evaluation relationship.
Delinquency evaluations made virtually no difference for
feeling of personal worth among lower-class Blacks. 1In
fact, official delinquency was positively related to self-
esteem. Among whites, the higher the status, the weaker
the relationship between official and self evaluations.
The variation of the data suggested that sociocultural
context influenced the degree to which official sanctions
affected the self-concepts of deviants. Jensen's con-
clusion was that while his data were generally consis-
tent with the labeling hypothesis, alternative variables
such as race, socioeconomic status, and sex, needed to be
studied before the findings could be supported with
confidence.

Schur (1971) distinguished two levels of analysis in
secondary deviance. The research described above repre-
sents the level of analysis which concerned itself with
the effects of labeling upon the individual. Another level
of analysis Schur noted was the "societal-reaction" level
which included ". . . all diverse societal definitions of
and responses to behavior" (p. 22). Gove (1975, p. 10)
identified four variables which he believed to be influ-
ential in the societal reaction to deviants. One, persons
with few resources and little power are the ones most likely
to have a deviant label imposed upon them. Two, the greater
the social distance between the labeler and the potential

labelee, the greater the likelihood the person will be
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labeled deviant. The likelihood is further increased pro-
vided the labeler is of a higher status than the labelee.
Third, the lower the tolerance level in the community, the
more likely a person will be labeled deviant. And, fourth,
the more visible a person is, the more likely he or she will
be labeled a deviant (i.e., a black individual in a white
neighborhood or a "hippie" in a middle-class neighborhood).

These four variables were also identified by Scheff
(1963, pp. 93-97) in a much earlier work. 1In addition,
Scheff named three other variables which have an effect
upon societal reactions to rule-breakers: (1) the degree
or intensity of the rule-breaking as seen by the labeler;
(2) the amount of the rule-breaking; and (3) the degree of
availability in one's group or culture of nondeviant roles
to play. Scheff maintained if all, or a combination of
these factors began to stack up negatively around an indi-
vidual, societal labeling could be predicted. "These con-
tingencies are causal only because they become part of a
dynamic system: the reciprocal and cumulative interre-
lationship between the rule-breaker's behavior and the so-
cietal reaction" (p. 97).

Erikson (1962) described the mechanism of social con-
trol of deviants as having three related phases: (1) the

formal confrontation between the deviant suspect and

representatives of his community (i.e., the trial or case

conference); (2) the judgment about the nature of the
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deviancy (i.e., the verdict or diagnosis); and k3) Ehe
placement of the deviant in a special role (such as "pris-
oner" or "patient"). Erikson believed these ceremonies to
be an important feature in our culture, which mark the
passage of an individual into a role labeled deviant.

When the deviant label has been successfully applied, the
person is often excluded from normal group participation,
is denied the freedom and privileges accorded to others and
oftentimes may be confined. The deviant becomes a second-
rate citizen; "in" but not "of" the group (Scott, 1972,

p. 16).

In brief, the examination of secondary deviancy focuses
attention upon the reaction of others toward labeled indi-
viduals and the effects of those interactions.upon the self-
concepts of the labeled individuals. The similarity of this
proposition of labeling theory to educational studies ex-
amining the effects of teacher expectations and the self-
fulfilling prophecy is striking. It is understandable that
labeling researchers have pursued this level of analysis in
education. However lucrative this avenue of research may
be, it does not address the basic premise of primary
deviation, which is: deviancy is defined by society (Becker,
1963, p. 9). It is of crucial importance, then, to under-
stand the definitional processes in order to understand
deviancy. We now turn our attention to how society defines

deviant behavior. Lofland (1969, p. 35) suggested that
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searching for the distinctive features of what is "really"
deviant is irrelevant. Analysis should be turned to what
people "construe" deviance to be and the basis upon which
they come to define certain acts as deviant;

Scott (1972, pp. 10-17) stated that the most useful
place to begin when trying to understand and explain the
property of deviance was the social order. The task of
the researcher, he believed, was to discover: (1) what
deviance consisted of to the community, (2) how it was per-
ceived by the community, (3) what its function was in the
life of the community, and (4) how it is reacted to by the
community. The effects of variables, such as behavior,
personal characteristics, social or sociological, and
upon society's perception of deviance also become objects
of study for the researcher.

The labeling of behavior as deviant is done by parti-
cular social groups in relation to their own norms. . Members
become sensitized to the group's expected norms of conduct
and identify certain behaviors as aberrant or deviant which
do not conform to those norms. In order for a given
behavior to be considered deviant, someone must perceive
the act to be a departure from the social norm of that group
and categorize the act according to agreed upon definitions.
According to Rubington and Weinberg (1968:v), the constructs
of these definitions are generated through the routine and

orderly interactions of everyday life. These definitions
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become the basis upon which members of a group form inter-
pretations of conduct through typifications of each other.

Wieder (1970, pp. 110-119) described this process to
be the principle way a group classifies its environment.
Each category of behaviors has its own set of criteria by
which it is evaluated. When the criteria is perceived to
be met, the behavior is giveﬁ.a name or label specifying
the type of behavior.

The act of categorization or identification
involves the scanning of the stimulus input in the
attempt to find in that display those features that
match the specifications of a category. The identi-
fication or recognition of the objects as such, is
made when there is a "fit" between the properties
of a stimulus input and the specifications of a
category (p. 117) . . . . The use of a name is the
method members of a society have of presenting ob-
jects to one another and is their method for indica-
ting the features of that object (p. 119).

Social deviants are persons who are typed socially
in a very special way. "They are assigned to certain cat-
egories and each category carries with it a stock inter-
pretive accounting for any person who is subsumed under its
special rubric" (Rubington and Weinberg (1968, p. 5).
Shibutani (1961) described the significance of categorizing
behaviors in the following statement:

The category into which a person is placed is
a matter of considerable importance, for the motives
that can be plausibly imputed to him depend upon it.
If those in a given category are assumed to have
certain characteristics, they are expected to act in
a particular way, and others become sensitized to cues
indicative of such conduct. . . . Thus, the kind of
hypotheses that can be projected to people depends
upon the manner in which they are classified and the
evaluation placed upon the category (p. 113).
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The naming of particular categories of behavior has
been referred to by other terms as well as "typing" and
"labeling". Tagging was one of the first references to
the phenomenon made by Tannenbaum in 1938. "There is a
gradual shift from the definition of the specific act
as evil to a definition of the individual as evil. . . . -
The process of tagging, defining, identifying, segregat-
ing. . . evokes the very traits that are complained of"
(p. 20). Lofland (1969) wrote that when categories or sets
of dimensions begin to cluster and pile up, they become
"pivotal categories". The pivotal categories become a
form of evidential coding, operating not only as a means of
understanding others, but also increasing the intensity in
the actual treatment of others as deviant persons (p. 152).
A few labeling theorists have recently turned their
attention to the area of stereotyping to explain the process
of labeling. Davis (1975, pp. 176~177) in her methodological
criticism of labeling theory, remarked that labeling
implications of stereotypes was possibly a crucial factor
in defining the parameters of belief within which deviance
is defined. Schur (1971) noted that:
. « « mechanisms of stereotyping have sémehow never
been viewed as central explanations of deviance. 1In
the labeling approach these mechanisms emerge as a
central component of the social processes by which
deviance is created (p. 40).
Hawkins (1975) discussed the close relationship of

stereotyping and labeling, and suggested that labeling is
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based upon stereotypic knowledge which serves for recogni-
tion. Stereotypes become simplified, short-hand notations
for various behaviors. They are created by everyday lan-
guage and media and used by society to categorize and
order their environment. Stereotyping can also be antici-
pated as a common organizational feature.

Processing stereotypes are generated  -and used

as a response to the demand of a bureaucratic

organization on its personnel to perform efficiently,

to process a large volume of cases, to reduce uncer-
tainty and ambiguity, and to promote a smooth flow

of individuals through the system (Hawkins, 1975:

p. 183).

Labeling, guided by the imagery of stereotypes, has
major implications in both public and private life. Schur
(1971), for example, in discussing the impact of labeling,
noted that ". . . stereotypes not only shape our general
attitudes toward deviance, but also vitally affect indiv-
iduals who face serious imputations of deviant identity"
(p. 47).

There is a tendency for the labeler to jump from a
single cue or a small number of cues to a stereotypic
image of a person. After the initial labeling of that
person as a type of deviant, several mechanisms operate to
escalate the label (Lofland, 1969, p. 146). Confirmation
of the label is sought so that future behaviors will be
interpreted as either supporting the label or not supporting

the label. Further escalation occurs through a second

mechanism, that of retrospective interpretation (Schur, 1971).
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The labeler comes to view the deviant from a different per-
spective. Past conversations, behaviors, and events are
reassessed and reinterpreted based on the new deviant label.
All evidence recalled from the past becomes material for
retrospective definition of the deviant.

Scheff's (1966, pp. 64-8l) studies supported the
power of stereotyping in reaffirming beliefs of insanity.
Scheff maintained that traditional stereotypes of mental
disorders are solidly entrenched because they are learned
early in childhood and continuously reaffirmed in mass
media and daily conversation. Rothbart, Fulero, Jensen,
Howard and Bir;ell (1978, p. 239) found that when people
were initially asked to describe the characteristics of a
deviant group, they retrieved from memory information about
individual members of this group whom they had known or had
known about. Based upon this selective viewing, character-
istics were then attributed to the total group.

One of the first researchers to explore the relation-
ship of stereotyping and labeling was Simmons (1965, 1969).
In a series of heuristic studies, Simmons atﬁempted to
provide a more empirical grounding for labeling theory by
using techniques previously developed for studying racial
and cultural stereotyping. The first study was designed
to answer the question of how much public agreement existed
about the nature of deviancy in our society. One hundred

and eighty subjects were asked to list those behaviors or
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types of persons whom they regarded as deviant. As many
as 252 different acts and persons were listed. Analysis of
the data revealed, however, that while a tremendous variety
of behaviors were considered deviant, nearly half the sample
agreed that homosexuality, dfug addiction, and alcoholism
were considered deviant. The data must be interpreted in
light of the inherent weakness of open-ended responses.
For instance, it cannot be assumed that because 49% of the
subjects regarded homosexuality as deviant, the other 51%
did not. The heterogeneity of the responses does not preclude
the fact that some homogeneity existed as far as what was
considered to be deviant.

The other three studies were designed to explore,
(1) the content of public stereotypes of several kinds of
deviants, (2) the extent of consénsus on these stereotypes,
and (3) the possible corollaries of tendency to stereotype.
The procedures of these studies will be described more
fully in the following chapter concerning methodology.
In the studies examining the content and concensus of public
stereotypes, Simmons found that discernable stereotypes do
exist in society and that there was a fair amount of agree-
ment on the content of these stereotypes.

The final study which examined the correlates of ten-
dency to stereotype revealed several relationships to be
significantly associated. First, the factor of education

was found to be relevant: the lower the level of education,
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the stronger the tendency to stereotype. Two, respondents
who scored "liberal"™ on a composite liberalism scale were
found to stereotype less than respondents who obtained
"conservative" scores on the scale. And, third, intoler-
ance or social distance related positively to stereotyping.
For instance, the greater the social difference perceived
by the respondent, the more likely he or she would stereo--
type.

Staats' (1978) study also sought to establish whether
there was agreement on the content of stereotyped deviants
and to éstablish interrelationships between the correlates
of familiarity and social distance. He employved a modified
version of an instrument designed to test stereotyping of
ethnic groups. Based upon his findings, Staats concluded
that elements of stereotype content are related to social
distance evaluations. Generally, the more derogatory the
trait assignment, the more positive the social distance
from the deviant type. The deviant groups were ranked
unfavorably as follows: rapists (95.3%), heroin addicts
(70.6%), alcoholics (52.3%), homosexuals (49.8%), pros-
titutes (40.7%), and mental patients (15.8%).

Only partial support was found concerning the rela-
tionship between unfamiliarity and social distance. Minimal
positive associations were observed for rapists, alchololics,
and heroin addicts, while stronger associations (significant

at the .001 level) were observed for mental patients,
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prostitutes, and homosexuals. Staats concluded that based
upon his findings, unfamiliarity did not seem to be nec-
essary for social distance increases.

Huff and Scott (1978) tested attitudes toward, and
knowledge of sexual "deviance" and public policy. Specif-
ically, they sought to determine whether public attitudes
toward deviants were characterized more by patterning of
attitudes (the similarity of attitudes across various
forms of deviance) or by compartmentilization of attitudes
(the inconsistency of attitudes across various forms of
deviance). Analysis of the data showed that 84% of the
attitudinal and knowledge items intercorrelated signifi-
cantly, lending sdpport to the contention that perspectives
on.deviance are patterned. Not only did the study suggest
that public attitudes toward sexual deQiance tend to be
cognitively consistent, they were surprisingly'tolerant
as well.

Rist, Haggerty, and Gibbons (1972) investigated the
same question in an earlier study and concluded that per-
spectives on deviance were not patterned. It is possible
the difference in findings can be attributed to the statis-
tical treatments utilized in the two studies. Huff and
Scott found that when they used the statistical technique
of Rist, et al., very similar results were obtained.
However, when items unrelated to others within the category

were eliminated by factoring, completely different results
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were obtained. Both studies found there was a significant
degree of tolerance toward sexual deviancy.

Overall, the studies concluded that issues on which
people least agreed were attitudinal questions, rather
than those related to knowledge. Of the items purporting
to measure knowledge, maximal variability occurred under
the following conditions, when: (1) knowledge on the
particular subject was still in dispute, (2) there was
ignorance of the facts on a controversial issue, and
(3) a factual statement disagreed with their personal
opinions of a subject. Huff and Scott contended their study
supported the implication that a lack of tolerance toward
deviance was accompanied by erroneous beliefs. Therefore,
as citizens become more knowledgeable about deviants, they
should also become more tolerant. Further rese&rch is
needed before this statement can be supported with any
degree of credibility.

In summary, primary deviance is concerned with how
deviancy is defined. Definitions of deviancy are repre-
sented by categorical labels which are c¢reated by social
éroups. They are the evidential codes used to classify
behaviors which deviate from the accepted norm. The funda-
mental questions asked in primary deviancy are: (1) upon
what criteria are definitions based, and (2) what is the
content of these definitions. 1In order to answer these

questions, labeling theorists have recently turned their
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attention to the mechanism of stereotyping. ‘It is believed
that knowledge of how stereotypes are formed may give
greater understanding of the function of labels. The close
correspondence between lébeling and stereotyping gives in-
dication that it may be an important approach to the study
of devianéy. '

If labels prove to have stereotypic effect on our
perceptions and attitudes, theﬁ the implications of this
knowledge is of vital importance in eduéation. Labels, both
positive and negative, are commonplace in schools. As yet,
it is not known if labels have siﬁilar stereotypic content
across teachers. For example, does the label "hyperactive"
call forth similar or disparate images in the minds of teach-
ers? Furthermore, if the proposition can be supported that
stereotypes affect attitudes such as social distance and
tolerance, then gathering and communicating knowledge of
this fact is essential to education.

- The following section will review .the literature on
stereotypes unrelated to deviancy. These studies form the
basis of what is known about stereotyping and provide a
promising area of investigation for labeling theorists.

The relational consequences are only beginning to be

recognized.

Sociological Stereotypes

The study of stereotypes as a phenomenon has been part

of the social science literature since Lippman first coined
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the word in 1922,

For the most part we do not first see, and then
define, we define first and then see. 1In the great
blooming, buzzing confusion of the outer world we
pick out what our culture has already defined for
us, and we tend to perceive that which we have
picked out in the form stereotyped for us by our
culture (p. 81). :

Lippmann stressed the importance of stereotypes for
simplifying the environment so that it could be more easily
understood. Brown (1965, p. 177) concurred and added that
stereotypes also serve to help the individual anticipate
the future and predict behavior of others.

The majority of the literature focuses primarily upon
ethnic group stereotypes and is a key variable in any
theory of prejuduce. "The purpose of stereotype research
is to investigate the picture or cognitive structure that
we act upon as if it were real" (Cauthen, Robinson, and
Krauss: 1971, p. 104).

However, not only are ethnic groups viewed stereotypi-
cally, members of society are also subject to these por-
trayals. Shibutani (1961) observed for example:

Other common stereotypes include the woman
driver, who can be counted on to do the wrong thing,
and the spinster with her sublimated interest in

~seXx, predilection for cats and vulnerability to
attentive males. Although college graduates know
better, many of them go through life thinking of
professors as kindly, stoop-shouldered gentlemen,
badly in need of a haircut, absentmindedly conver-
sing in an esoteric vocabulary, often with a for-

eign accent. Such categories are perpetuated in
spite of the numerous inaccuracies (p. 112).
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Stereotypy-as-Error

Shibutani's reference to stereotypes as having
"numerous inaccuracies", and Lippmann's original charac-
terization of stereotypes as being a product of illogical,
fallacious, and rigid thought processes are largely typical
statements in discussion of stereotypes. The concept of
stereotypy—-as-error has been challenged by Mackie (1973).
Mackie pointed out some of the common criticisms of stereo-
typing offered by sociologists. For example, the proposition
that stereotypy and error are equated is based upon the
following reasons: they often are not the product of per-
sonal experience with the target group, the imageholder is
prejudiced against the group, stereotypy is an inferior and
unscientific cognitive process; and stereotypes are self-
fulfilling prophecies. Mackie (p. 432) maintained that
these allegations could not be assumed by fiat since the
stereotypy-as—error proposition had not been empirically
grounded. The criticisms offered were rather stereotypes
of stereotypes.

Simmon (1965) argued that stereotyping, in the broad
sense, built up<inferentiai generalizations about classes
of phenomena, and is an inherent aspect of perception and
cognition, |

- Rather than try to eliminate stereotypes
about deviants and other social objects, it would

seem then, that sécial scientists should aim at
gathering and communicating valid knowledge, in
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the hope that this knowledge will form the basis

for future public attitudes (p. 231).

Whether stereotypes are true, false, or tentative is not
important. Cauthen, et al. (1971, p. 117) suggested the
more productive question to be asked by the researcher is
"What effect does the stereotype have on the members of
the stereotyped group?" Rothbart, et al. (1977, p. 238)
pointed out a second area for investigation: the need to
understand the cognitive processes of stereétype formation.

The dimensions of stereotypes were first proposed by
Edwards in 1940, They remain the most viable framework in"-
the study of stereotypes to this time. These dimensions
are: (a) quality of content, the descriptors used to
describe a certain type of individual or group of individ-
uals; (b) uniformity, the extent to which an individual's
response is in accord with the responses of others; (c) in-
tensity, the degree of favorableness or unfavorableness of
a response; and (d) direction, the favorableness or unfa-
vorableness of a stereotype.

The content of stereotypes refers to the set of traits
attributed to a person or group which serve to form an
image of that person or group. In a comprehensive review
" of the literature on stereotypes, Cauthen, et al. (1971)
described several of the techniques which have been used
to measure the content of stereotypes. The ratings of

photographs have been used in various ways. One popular
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approach asks the subjects to match photographs with
labels. For example, if a picture of a man in a bowler hat
with a cigar is matched with the label "Mafia Leader", then
this picture can be considered a stereotype of a member of
the underworld. Another variant asks the subjects to assign
traits to photographs of individuals from recognizable
ethnic groups. If the photographs of one group are listed
as having a t:ai£ that the other groups do not, that trait
is considered to be stereotypic of that group.

A second technique of determining stereotypic content
is the use of statements which are characteristic of a
group. If sufficient numbers of agreement to a statement
are found, then the statement is regarded as part of the
stereotype. Efforts have also been made to avoid limiting
the description. Frée association and open-ended responses
asking the subjects to list traits, write stories, or de-
scriptions have been utilized. The problems of analysis
of such data have proved to be formidable for the researcher.

According to Cauthen, the adjective checklist has been
found to be unrivaled as a technique for measuring content.
This measure was originally developed by Katz and Braly
(1933) to examine stefeotypes held about nationalities.
Those words which best described the group in question were
selected by the subjects from a list of 84 adjectives. The

traits associated with each of 10 ethnic groups were found
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to be strikingly similar in replicating studies done by
Gilbert (1951) and Karline, Coffman, and Walters (1969).
Three exceptions to this stability should be noted,
however. 1In the original study the content of the Japanese,
the Germans, and the Chinese were largely-favorable. In
the study by Gilbert, the following changes were observed:
(1) the Japanese stereotype changed from “inﬁelligent",
"industrious", and "progressive", to "imitative", “sly“,'
"treacherous", and "extremely nationalistic". (2) The
German stereotype of the 1930's listed "scientifically.
minded", "industrious", "extremely nationalistic", and
"stolid". After World War II, tﬁe stereotype image added
"aggressive", "arrogant", and "cruel". (3) The Chinese
stereotype was originally negative, including traits such
as "superstitious" and "sly". In the later study they
were seen as "tradition loving" and "loyal to family ties".
Stereotypes of Americans have also been subject to
both change and stability. In the 1930 study by Katz and
Braly, Americans were viewed as "industrious", "intelligent",
"materialistic”, "ambitious", and "progressive". After
the Second World War, two traits were added: "pleasure-
loving"” and "individualistic". During the 1960's the
traits were "materialistic", "ambitious", "pleasure-loving",
"industrious", and "intelligent", while the traits of

"progressive” and "individualistic" were dropped.
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A second dimension of importance affecting content is
the extent of consensus on assigned traits. This measuie
of uniformity is generally determined by the frequency of
traits assigned to a given group. Gilbert found there to
be less uniformity in his results than had Katz and Braly.
Probable lessening of uniformity, as suggested by Braly,
was due to progressive social science teaching and the
gradual disappearance of stereotypes from cultural media.

Katz and Braly found that groups which were not famil-
iar in the culture, such as the Turks, were not assigned
uniform stereotypes. Uniformity also has been found to
be affected by group homogeneity (Rice, 1926). It is to be
expected that members of a cohesive group would share sim-
ilar attitudes; discrepancies within the group would be
reduced by the tendency towafd a reference group norm
(Cauthen et al., 1971, p. 109).

The third dimension, intensity, refers to the degree
of favorability or unfavorability for a given group.
Intensity has been determined by a social desirability
rating of the traits of a stereotype (Katz and Braly, 1935;
Staats, 1978), or by a favorability ranking of ethnic groups
(Schoenfield, 1942; Katz and Braly, 1935). Edwards (1940)
conceived intensity as being the different degrees of re-
action to a stereotype. However, intensity has been used
more as a measure of which groups are liked and disliked.

In either case, it has been found that intensity seems to
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be more a consequence of individual attitude rather than
an inherent charaéteristic of the stereotypes themselves
(Cauthen, et al. 1971).

The fourth dimension of stereotypes is that of di-
rection. Like intensity, direction measures favorableness
and unfavorableness. However, while intensity refers to
individual attitudes toward a given stereotype, direction
refers to the favorableness or unfavorabieness of the
group in general. For example, the pairing of an author
rated as unfavorable (stereotype) and a literary passage
rated initially as favorable (object), resulted in later
unfavorable ratings of the passage (Sherif, 1935). Stagner
(1936) also found that subjects who respond favorably to
unlabeled Fascist principles, respond in an unfavorable
direction to those same principles when labeled as Fascist.

Two other aspects of stereotyping have been explored.
One, the variable of familiarity has been hypothésized as
having important consequénces for stereotyping. It is
reasonable to expect that one's knowledge of a group or
individual would affect the stereotypic image of that group
or individual. Thus far, the evidence is confusing as to
how familiarity influences stereotyping. Schoenfield
(1942, p. 52) found unfamiliarity to be associated with
extreme uniformity while familiarity was associated with
medium uniformity. Vinacke (1956), on the other hand,

found the greatest uniformity was attributed to the most
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familiar groups. Additional confusion results in determining
whether familiarity is based upon actual or presumed know-
ledge. Familiarity is not simple to measure, Eut never-
theless, should continue to be examined to determine the
extent to which it affects stereotypic notions.

The second important aspect of stereotyping is social
distance, (the degree of attracting or repelling forces
existing between individuals or groups). For instance,
what one thinks about groups or individuals (content),
the extent to which these beliefs are shared with others
(uniformity), the degree to which one holds the group to
be unfavorable (direction), and the extent to which they
are disliked (intensity) should affect one's behavior
toward those individuals or groups. The measuring of social
disténce was pioneered by Bogardus in 1933, Bogardus main-
tained that individuals, when conceptualizing others, are
to varying extents both attracted and repelled. If positive
valence predominates, social nearness results, while social
distance results if negative valence dominates. The Bogardus

Social Distance Scale proposed to measure the extent of

acceptance or rejection one has for o;hers (Bogardus: 1959,
p. 79).

The quality of social interaction is largely depen-
dent upon the level of social distance perceived between
individuals or groups. The lower the level of social

distance, the greater the likelihood of ease in social
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interéctions. The greater the level of social distance,
the more formalized and self-conscious the social inter-
actions become. The social distance concept is also
important regarding deviants. Bogardus noted:

Distancé is also increased when the individual

is accused of having violated the generally accepted

laws of his group. Distance between him and some

members of his group will be increased when his
behavior violates their standards pertaining to

character and ideals (p. 89).

Staats (1978) found that respondents expressed more
or less direction and intensity according to the type of
deviant group being considered. Rapists, for example,
received far greater negative attitudes than alcholics.

This was expressed in terms of social distance. The greater
. the intolerance for the deviant group, the greater the
social distance desired.

Studies concerning the interrelationships of the four
dimensions along with the variables of familiarity and social
distance have not been plentiful. The lack of direct em-
pirical work makes the interpretatioﬁ of these relationships
uncertain and tentative at best.

According to the analysis of the literature on stere-
otypes conducted by Cauthen and his associates, certain
generalizations can be made based upon the existing evidence:
(1) uniformity of stereotype was thought to be related to
the homogeneity of the group doing the stereotyping;

(2) the intensity of a stereotype has been found to be

an individual factor rather than a cultural factor; (3) the
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direction of a stereotype was found to influence the direc-
tion of objects associated with the stereotype; (4) uni-
formity was not found to be related to direction because of
dissimilar content; (5) familiarity was found to be directly
related to intensity; and finally, the relationship of
familiarity to uniformity and intensity seemed to be
related to the similarity or the dissimilarity of the
stereotype of the group in question (Cauthen, et al., 1971,
p. 120-121).

It should be evident from this brief review of research
on stereotyping, how closely the propositions parallel
those of labeling. The interrelationships remain to be
tested, however. The present study seeks to examine two
of the correlates of stereotyping: that of uniformity of

stereotypic content and intensity of stereotype.

Deviancy and Education

A review of the literature addressing deviancy in class-
rooms revealed three general types of information. The first
category consists of a legion of discursive or exhortive
articles written by educators concerned with the problem
of social control in schools. The January, 1978, issue of

Phi Delta Kappan, for example, was devoted entirely to the

"problems of discipline and violence in education".
Practically every major journal in the field of education
has addressed the problems of deviancy and anti-social

behavior in the classroom. Some of the articles attempted
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to give causal explanations, while others presented recom-
mendations for remediating behavioral problems. While
sometimes offering thoughtful reading, these atheoretical
publications do little to add to the scientific understanding
of classroom deviancy.

The second category of literature is represented by a
more scientific base of writing which could be subsumed
under the rubric of research and developmental studies. A
wide variety of programs have been developed over the past
two decades which aim to minimize, or prevent discipline
problems in the classroom (Ojemann, 1969, pp. 102-103).

The techniques utilized in these programs range from non-
intervention methods of control, to direct intervention
strategies. For a concise overview of the discipline models
being utilized today, the reader is referred to the work of
Wolfgang and Glickman (1980). The importance of these pro-
grams 1is their basis of theoretical psychological concepts
which are beiﬂg subjected to empirical testing.

The third body of literature is represented by empir-
ical studies on numerous facets of Sehavior problems in
classrooms. A comprehensive review of the research done in

this area can be found in two entries in The Encyclopedia

of Educational Research (1969). It was noted that all cited

research approached the problem of deviancy from the positi-
vistic paradigm similar to that mentioned earlier in the

sociological studies of deviancy. The first entry was an
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article written by Ojemann (1969, pp. 98-105), in which the
deterministic and causal approach to the study of classroom

problems is evident.

In order to come to grips with the meaning
of "behavior problems" it is necessary, therefore,
to specify in detail the kind of behavior that is
under consideration . . .and to describe the be-
havior not only in its outward form but also in
terms of the factors that underlie it or produce it
(p. 99).

The second, and final entry in the Encyclopedia

addressing deviancy in schools, was written by Smith (1969,
pp. 292-297). Smith organized the research into five gener-
al areas: (1) types of conduct problems; (2) explanations
of misbehavior; (3) controi techniques; (4) disciplinary
practices; and (5) experimentally tested techniques. The
studies presented were all prescriptive and aimed at the
study of norm violation, correction, and resocialization.
Two important yearbooks published by the National

Society for the Study of Education summarized the major

developments in thinking, research efforts, and programs

in the area of social maladjustment in classrooms. The
first represented a study of the problems of social deviancy
among youth (1966); the second surveyed the literature on
classroom management (1979), a large portion of which was
devoted to behavior problems. An analysis of the work con-
tained in these volumes also revealed the positivistic
paradigm of the majority of educational.studies concerning

deviancy.
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This perspective has generated a plethora of theory
and research, as well as, many preventive or ameliorative
applications. However, it has limited the explanatory
power over certain aspects of classroom deviancy. Goodlad

stated in his summary chapter of the N.S.S.E. 78th Yearbook:

"If we are as short on comprehensive theoretical frames

for understanding classroom management as the foregoing
chapters suggest, . . . then perhaps what is now needed is
inquiry designed to generate rather than confirm hypothesis"
(p. 394). He recommended that research be increased in
naturalistic studies to stimulate and redirect empirical
research (p. 408).

The emergence of naturalistic studies in the last
decade attests to the need for more understanding of the
complexities of school-life at the micro-analytical level.
Participant observational studies of classroom life, such
as that done by Philip Jackson (1968), Smith and Geoffrey,
(1968) and McPherson (1972) serve to open the way for
future vertificational investigations. Several other studies
have yielded important descriptive data in such areas as:
conflict in urban classrooms (Eddy, 1965; Moore, 1967:
Leacock, 1969; Fuchs, 1966), small group behavior (Roberts,
1970), the socialization of beginning teachers (Eddy, 1969;
Fuchs, 1969), and organizational theory (Metz, 1978).

These studies have reflected the methodological preference

of the phenomenological paridigm shared by the labeling
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theorists. Yet, while much of the data in the’studies
cited above were related to deviancy in classrooms, none
applied the labeling perspective which is the concern of
this study. PFurthermore, systematic examination revealed
very little literature which directly applied labeling
theory to the study of deviance in schools and no study was
found which examined the relationship between labeling in
schools and stereotyping.

The following examination of the literature will be
confined to educational studies related to labeling theory
and stereotyping respectively. Except for a few contri-
butions relevant to the present study, no attempt will be
made to report the positivistic studies which formed the
major portion of the literature on deviancy in education.

A study by Werthman (1963) scrutinized the deviant
students' attitudes toward teachers. While the study did
not directly apply labeling theory, it did rest on theo-
retical assumptions of labeling theory, such as:

(1) ". . . students can only misbehave if a rule about
proper conduct is invoked by teachers" (1963, 42n), and
(2) the proposition that teachers' negative typing of
students often results in perpetuating deviant behavior.

Cicourel and Kitsuse (1968) applied the labeling
theory to the study of deviant adolescent careers in school
in order to analyze ". . . the range of adolescent behaviors

observed and interpreted by the school personnel whereby
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adolescents come to be defined and classified as ‘'social
types'" (p. 125). They showed that adolescent problem-
types could be grouped into three categories: (1) academic
activities, i.e., "over-achievers", "slow-learners", etc.:
(2) infractions of rules of conduct, i.e. "troublemakers",
"delinguents", etc.; and (3) emotional problems, i.e.
"nervous", "withdrawn", etc. The investigators maintained
that as a result of the social typing of the student, his
or her school career was largély determined by the bureau-
cratic processing of schools. The label becomes the measure-
stick for judgments about the students' future activities.

One of the most comprehensive and major applications
of labeling theory to deviance in classrooms was the work
done by Hargreaves, Hester, and Mellor (1975). Tﬁeir study
sought to provide an understanding of classroom deviance
from the teachers' perspective. A theory of social typing
was developed to explain how teachers come to define certain
pupils as deviant persons and how teachers reacted to dis-
ruptive classroom conduct. The methodology used for the
study was the traditional symbolic interactional and phenom-
enological approach. °

The primary concern of Hargreaves' study was to deter-
mine how teachers come to perceive their students as they
do, what typifications, if any, developed from these per-
ceptions, and what did teachers do on the basis of these

formulations. The emphasis of the study, however, was on
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the individual student. They did not address the question
of the teachers' perceptions of deviancy conceptualized as
a group label, separate from the individual.

After two years of extensive observations and inter-
views, Hargreaves, et al., determined there were five main
labeling constructs used in teachers' descriptions of
students.. These Were: (1) characteristics of appearance;
(2) degree of conformity to norms; (3) degree of conformity
to academic requiréments; (4) degree of likeability; and
(5) peer-group relations. While all five constructs were
typically used at different times by the teachers to form
their typifications of students, they found it was not
unusual for a teacher to allow one aspect or construct to
dominate all others in their typifications.

Maddock (1976) found that teachers conventionally
typified pupils by locating them somewhere along an academic/
nonacademic continuum. The academic stratification within
a school was in control of the staff and served to group
students for teaching and learning purposes. The academ-
ically stratified school led to the development of "sub-
worlds" known by the teachers and pupils alike as identity
types, i.e., "brainy", "dumb", etc.

Sharp and Green (1975) used labeling theory to develop
a perspective on levels of social differentiation within the
classroom. They noted that while teachers verbalized to

the investigators an "open mind" toward all their students,
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their obse;ved practice in the classroom revealed stable
categorizations of students. They found a marked differ-
entiation in the way the teachers interacted with certain
students in terms of amount and quality of interactions.
Successful pupils received greater positive attention and
the relationships with unsuccessful students were notice-
ably more negative. With problem children, the teacher
became less open-minded and developed typifications.

They noted additionally:

. « . the social stratification . . . of the "problem"

child is in a position of low status which is rela-

tively rigid and binding. His life chances in the
classroom, to the extent that he has relatively little
contact with the teacher and so is unlikely to alter
his identity from that of peculiarity, are severely
limited. Being really "odd" in the teacher's account,
he has a reified identity to her which is socially
structured and reinforced at the classroom level, as

he has less opportunity to develop contradictory cues

at a wider level. (p. 124).

As supported by research, the initial label a child
receives often influences the teacher's frame of reference
toward the child in the classroom. The studies of Beez (1968),
Farina, Allen, and Saul (1968), and Sperry (1974), indicated
that different frames of references affected the teacher's
attributions and his or her reward allocations to the labeled
child.

Kelly (1976) found teachers to be strongly influenced
by "diagnostic" labels such as "remedial reader". Kelly

based his study on the following proposition of Cicourel

and Kitsuse (1968): i.e. the initial label given to students
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provides the major basis for the typing and subsequent
pPlacement of students. The results of the study supported
the notion that teachers play a crucial role in perpetu-
ating "student careers" by their recommendations based on
cumulative records. Analyses of actual academic and non-
academic criteria employed by the teachers, revealed those
students exhibiting emotional, behavioral, and discipline
problems were systematically relegated to the remedial
reading program. Instead of selecting on the basis of
immediate classroom performance, many teachers invoked
other non-academic criteria ". . . the most notable being
whether or not the student had been enrolled in remedial
reading in the past" (p. 216). The author suggested, the
label "remedial reader" was viewed by the teachers as a
"master status", at least in that school. Becker (1963)
commented extensively on this notion.

Some statuses, in our society as in others,
override all other statuses and have a certain pri-
ority . . . The status of deviant (depending on the
kind of deviance) is this kind of master status.

One receives the status as a result of breaking a
rule, and the identification proves to be more impor-
tant than most others. One will be identified as a

deviant first, before other identifications are
made . . . (p. 33). (Original emphasis).

Unrelated to labeling theory, yet extremely relevant,
is an early statement made by Waller (1932) in his classic
sociological study of schools.

When a situation has once been seen in a partic-

ular configuration, it tends to be seen in that con-
figuration ever after, and it is very difficult to
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see it in any other. The configuration first estab-

lished may be said to inhibit the formation of other

configurations (Waller, p. 294).

An important element in the creation of a "master
status" is public identification of a deviant role. Becker
(1963) argued that public labeling is generally the most
. important step in the initiation of a deviant career.

One of the most crucial éteps in the process of
building a stable pattern of deviant behavior is
likely to be the experience of being caught and
publicly labeled as a deviant . . . The most important
consequence is a drastic change in the individual's
public identity. Committing the improper act and
being publicly caught at it places him in a new status.
He has been revealed as a different kind of person
from the kind he was supposed to be. He is labeled
a "fairy", "dope fiend", "runt", or "lunatic", and
treated accordingly (pp. 31-32).

Diagnostic labels are thought by some to acquire the
"master status" in the school setting. The biasing effect
of "master status" labels has been the focus of several
studies. Herson's (1974) study sought to determine if the
use of mental health diagnostic labels had a biasing effect
upon teachers' assessments. In addition, Herson examined
whether the variables of pupils' sex, teachers' sex, and
teachers' length of teaching experience had effect upon the
assessments.

Subjects were asked to respond to descriptions of four
types of hypothetical pupils or cases (i.e., marginally

retarded, depressed neurotic, emotionally disturbed, and

paranoid schizophrenic). The respondents had been previously
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assigned to six treatment groups based upon case formats.

Fof instance, pupils or cases were described by means of

(a) diagnostic labels only, (b) behavioral descriptions only,
and (c) behavioral descriptions with diagnostic labels
affixed. These three treatment formats were further
modified by alternating masculine and feminine designations..

Analysis of the mean scores obtained on the degree of
incapacitation scale revealed that for two conditions --
marginally retarded and depressed neurotic, treatments
utilizing labels only were significantly higher. For the
two conditions of emotionally disturbed and paranoid
schizophrenic, treatments utilizing descriptions with
labels affixed wefe significantly higher. ©No significant
interaction effects were found for sex of either pupils
or teachers nor for length of teaching experience. The
" evidence from this study gave support to the biasing effect
of diagnostic labels in the schools.

Gilluné and Rucker (1977) examined the effects of
labels on regular claséroom teachers' expectations. Two
methods were employed: (1) a description of a child in
terms of relevant behaviors alone, and (2) the same de-
scription with a label added. The subjects were asked to
choose the most appropriate educational placement for each
child. Placement choices consisted of a continuum of
seven educational programs ranging from a reqular class-

room setting to institutional placement. The results
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supported the conclusion that teachers indeed have .signif-
icantly lower expectations for children who are labeled than
for children with identical behaviors who are not labeled.
Mazer (1971) studied the effects of teacher expec-
tancy of academic abiiity based upon the variables of race

and socioeconomic status. A rating scale, The Student

Performance Estimates Scale (SPEC), was constructed for the

study which utilized a five-point rating scale from
"highest" to "lowest". The following attributes were rep-
resentative of the variables used: educational attainment,
self-image, appearance and grooming, attendance, cooperative
attitude, etc. Written portraits of two male and two female
students were developed for the study. The portraits were
identical except for the systematic insertion of one of the
following labels: "black middle-cléss“, "white middle-
class", black disadvantaged:, and "white disadvantaged".
The identical instruments, except for the class and race
designations, were given to 157 teachers for rating. The
findings were as follows: (1) students labeled "middle-class"
were rated above average on all attributes, whereas the same
students labeled "disadvantaged" received well below average
ratings; (2) racial designations appeared to have little
effect on expectations.

Kedar~Voivodas and Tannenbaum (1979) investigated the
stigmatic effects on teacher perceptions of labeling.

Written reports about hypothetical second-grade children,
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some of which contained labels while others did not, were
used to determine teachers' expectations for both present
and future ratings. The findings were: (1) the pupils'
behavior was the most significant determinant of teachers'
expectations for present and future ratings; (2) acting=-out
behaviors were viewed more negatively than were withdrawn
ones; (3) pupil variables such as sex, label, and psychother-
apy did not affect teacher expectations; and (4) future
ratings of the children were consistently more positive than
were their present ratings. The contention of labeling
theorists, that labels serve to bias teachers' perceptions
of childrens' behavior in the present as well as the future,
was not supported by this study. A limitation of this type
of study is that its results apply only to the particular
stimuli used. A changed context, such as different labels,
behaviors, and ages of children, could lead to different
attitudinal outcomes. According to Scheff (1975), the sur-
rounding contextual or situational factors such as the per-
sonal characteristics of the deviant, the sex, age, race,
socioeconomic status, etc., were all crucial determinants
of attitudes and had varying effects upon the use of a label.
Much of the discussion concerning educational labeling
has centered around the detrimental effects that initial
negative labels might have on students. Lepper and Dafoe
(1979) summarized the danger of labels in the following

étatement:
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Care must be taken to avoid stereotypic casual
perceptions based on such cues as pupils' sex, race,
or social class . . . The frame of reference is often
determined in advance by the label given a child.
These different frames of references may also affect
a teacher' attributions and his or her reward alloca-
tions to students (p. 366).

Proponents of the use of labels have argued that diagnos-
tic labels serve to classify behaviors essential to problem
solving, communication, and the advancement of knowledge.
Gallagher (1972) argued in support of labels for the following

reason:

Labeling is a standard first step in trying to
provide needed services to the child for the problem
or disorder. In each case, labeling the child causes
him and his parents some discomfort, but in the major-
ity of cases described above, it is a price the parents
are willing to pay because of the additional benefits
that are brought to the child@ through treatment (p. 529).

Without identification and labeling of a problem, possi-
ble loss of support through research, services, and training
could be expected. Available research indicated that effects
of labels on attitudes were inconclusive and the labeling
issue was by no means a simple one (Kedar-Voivodas and
Tannenbaum, 1979, p. 800).

Becker, as well as other labeling theorists, claimed that
labeling sets in motion a self-fulfilling prophecy.

Treating a person as though he were generally
rather than specifically deviant produces a self-
fulfilling prophecy. It sets in motion several
mechanisms which conspire to shape the person in
the image people have of him. . . . In the first
place, one tends to be cut off, after being identi-

fied as deviant, from participation in more converi-
tional groups, even though the specific consequences
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of the particular deviant activity might never

of themselves have caused the isolation had there

not also been the public knowledge and reaction

to it (p. 34).

The literature related to the effect of labeling on the self-
image of the person labeled was inconsistent. Few studies
were found which examined this notion, and all used the label
of "official delinquent" for assessment.

Fisher (1972) compared two groups of junior high pupils;
one publicky labeled ;delinquent“, the other group with no
known history of delinquency. The purpose of Fiéher's sﬁudy
was to tést the claim of labeling theorists that application
of a deviant label generates special and consequential dif-
ficulties for the person. The difficulties, Fisher assumed,
would be reflected in their academic grades when ability was
held constant. His findings, by this criterion, showed no
difference between groups could be found to support the in-
fluence of the labeling brocess in schools.

Foster, Dinitz, and Reckless (1972) found that legal
processing did not appear to be associated with any personal
or social liability. They noted that most of the official
delinquents did not think being a delinquent would substan-
tiaily affect their schooling. They did, however, express
a concern over the future contacts they might have with the
police and potential employers (pp. 204-205).

A later study which closely paralleled Foster's work

Qas found to produce substantially different results.
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Kelly's (1975) study of non-delinquents indicated that most
students felt they had suffered significant social liabili-
ties as a result of being called a delinquent.
It appears that legal processing is associated
with a "spoiled" public identity. This is evident

from the observation that the official delinguents,

when compared with the non-delinquents, . . . are

not only more likely to feel that others consider

them to be delinquent, but that their teachers and

classmates hold them in low esteem (p. 17). (Orig-

inal emphasis.)

There is a noticeable lack of studies directed toward
an examination of the effects of labeling or social typing,
particularly to "deviants" in general. There is a need to
examine both short~ and long-range consequences of labeling,
as well as the effects of both informal and formal labels
within varying interactional settings (Kelly, 1977, pp. 378=-
379). At present, claims made with respect to the effects of
labeling upon the self-image of the deviant, seem to be incon-
clusive.

Stereotyping of children in schools has been studied in
a number of ways. Negative stereotyping has been related to
social class, racial differences, physical characteristics,
sex, and even stereotyping based on first names of children,
but no study could be found related to the stereotyping of
deviant students.

In the past decade, a great deal of research has been

devoted to the educational problems of children from low

socioeconomic and other ethnic backgrounds. Early reports
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of the effects of teacher stereotyping and expectations
of disadvantaged pupils have leant considerable support
to the assertions that teachers, either consciously or
unconsciously, regard lower-class students as inferior
students. Leacock (1969) reported a high correlation
between teachers' ratings of their likes and dislikes for
Students, and the social stereotypes of students. For ex;
ample, black children were rated lower than white and the
lower -SES children were rated lower than the middle-SES
children. A finer analysis revealed that children with
more ability in the low-income black groups were most
likely to be objects of teacher rejection. This was attrib-
uted to the fact that these children were not following the
stereotypic expectations of black low-income students,
therefore, teachers reacted to them with higher rejection.

Mazer (1971) found that the teachers in his study at-
tributed definite patterns of behaviors and attributes that
distinguished lower- and middle-class students. According
to teacher ratingé, lower-status students tended to be lin-
guistically inept, ﬁndependable, unkempt, inattentive, un-
motivated, and uncooperative, while their middle-class
counterparts were expected to exhibi£ tendencies in precisely
the opposite direction.

The status of family structure (divorced vs. intact
home) was found to affect the development of stereotypes by

teachers. Santrock and Tracy (1978) asked teachers to view
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a videotape that focused on the social interaction of an
8-year-o0ld boy. Half of the teachers were given a back-
ground information sheet that indicated the boy was from

an intact home, while the other half were informed that he
was from a divorced home. After viewing the videotape, the
teachers rated the boy on eleven personality traits (e.g.,
anxiety, social deviance, happiness, etc.). The results of
the study indicated the teachers rated the child from the
divorced home more negatively in areas reflecting affective
states or relations. It was suggested by the researchers
that a child from a one-parent home was likely to be per-
ceived as more unhappy and maladjusted by his teachers than
a similar child from an intact family.

Sex role stereotyping received a great deal of atten-
tion in the early 1970's. Britton (1973) investigated sex
stereotyping in reading materials for grades 1-10. It was
determined that stereotypic models were clearly evidenced
by males being consistently portrayed as daring, intelligent,
aggressive, achievers, etc., while females were shown as
docile, self-effacing, incompetent and passive.

A review of the research and findings of sex role stereo-
typing can be found in an article written by Saario, Jacklin,
and Tittle (1973). Their findings disclosed that research
documented not only a marked sex stereotyping in the reading
materials in schools, but also in the areas of educational

testing and curricular requirements.
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Clifford and Walster (1973) found that physical
appearance of a student affectea the expectations of the
teachers they studied. Fictitious school records were
developed for fifth grade students containing information
pertaining to academic grades, number of absences, and
general behavior. Twelve photographs were attached to the
reports at random, (three attractive boys, 3 attractive
girls, 3 unattractive boys, and 3 unattractive girls).
These were randomly distributed to fifth grade elementary
teachers who were asked to evaluate the records they re-
ceived as to their estimate of (1) the pupils' IQ, (2) the
pupilsi social status with peers, (3) the parental attitude
toward school, and (4) the pupils' future educational
accomplishments. Analysis of the data showed that teachers
evaluated the records of the attractive children signifi-
cantly higher in all four areas even though the content of
the records was the same for both.

Harari and McDavid (1973) documented the significance
of first names as the basis of popular stereotypes. Repli-
cating older studies done with adult populations, Harari
and McDavid used elementary teachers and undergraduates as
their subjects. The subjects were asked to evaluate a set
of essays purported to be ;he products of 10-year-old pupils
identified only by first names. One group of essays was

designated popular names based on frequency of occurrence and
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desirability; the other group of essays received unpopular
names, rare names, and undesirable names. The names were
assigned randomly to all essays, the same essay having both
a popular and unpopular name at different times for dif-
ferent subjects. Numerical grades were assigned to the
essays by the sub]ects and the scores subjected to analy51s
~of variance. The evaluations by the teacher group were
significantly higher on the essays having the "attractive"
names than the same essays with the "unattractive" names.
Analysis of the evaluation scores given by the undergrad-
uates showed no significant effects whatsoever.

It is evident that the primary focus of the above educa-
tional studies has been concerned with the effects of labels
and stereotypes upon the perceptions and behaviors of
teachers. There is considerable support for the labeling
proposition of secondary deviance, which holds that labels
serve to negatively influence societal reactions toward
devianﬁs. Studies examining the effects of the label or
stereotype upon the self-concept of the deviant were fewer
in number and less conclusive,

No studies were found which examined student behavior
from the definitional perspective of primary deviancy. Al-
though some of the research on stereotyping indicated that
teachers held certain images of particular types of students,
no examination was directed toward discovering the precise

content of those images.
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The following studies from the positivistic realm
of literature were examined because of their relevance
to the present study. A number of classroom discipline
studies focused on teacher responses to and evaluations
of specific deviant acts. In a very early study, Wickman
(1928) first reported that teachers regarded problems of
behavioral disorder as more serious than did mental hygiene
clinicians. Although this study has been criticized on
methodological grounds, its influence on American education
has been profound. It has been replicated with methodolo-
gical improvement by several researchers (Stouffer, 1952;
Griffiths, 1952; Schrupp and Gjerde, 1953; Mutimer and
Rosemier, 1967; and Tolor, Scarpetti and Lane, 1967).

These studies suggested that attitudes of teachers over

the years have become more congruent with those of clini-
cians; although teachers continue to be more concerned with
problems concerned with management, sexual adjustment, and
adherence to authority. The mental health professionals show
more sensitivity to withdrawal behavior and social or emo-
tional patterns of behavior.

Beilin (1959) pointed out that attitudinal patterns of
teachers and clinicians toward deviant behaviors reflected
in part their different roles. Teachers are essentially
task-oriented and prone to interpret behaviors which inter-
fere with instruction as deviant. Clinicians who are con-

cerned with the psychological and social growth of the
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child regard problems of adjustment more seriously and
are more tolerant of a greater variety of child behavior
than teachers.,

Tolor's, et al. (1967) study affirmed the above
findings and also investigated the variable of teacher
experience and its effect upon attitudes. Their findings
suggested that inexperienced teachers ". . . label con-
siderably more behavior as being abnormal" (p. 179) than
teachers wiﬁh experience. Actual exposure to child behavior
was found to be an important determinant of attitudes toward
deviaﬁcy.

Brooks (1978) asked teachers and clinicians to select
from a list of 39 behaviors those which they regarded as
symptomatic of a serious underlying problem. "The traits
listed (were), in fact, sematic.labels likely to be used
by teachers when reporting certain types of behavior"

(p. 64). Analysis revealed that teachers' responses appeared
to be conditioned by the effects of certain conduct on the
rest of the group of class. They ranked as most signifi-
cant: carelessness in work tasks, disobedience and defiance,
impudence, inattentiveness, indolence, lying, stealing, and
unreliability. Clinicians ranked as most serious: fear of
new situations, irrational fears, nervousness, shyness,
pessimism, and unsociability. No statistical difference

was found between the‘responses of male and female respon-

dents and only slight indication that less experienced
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teachers tended to rank certain traits (i.e., impudence,
indolence, and stealing) higher than the more experienced
teachers.

A serious weakness in the above studies should be
noted. The respondents were not given instructions con-
cerning the age group to which the behaviors were refer-
enced. This undoubtedly resulted in confusion and con-
tamination of data, since what is considered normal and
abnormal is closely related to the age level of the child.
The lack of control of this variable seriously affected
the validity of the studies in this researcher's estimate.

In an extensive survey of behavior problems among
over seven thousand school-age children, teachers rated
approximately 20% of the total sample as exhibiting ex-
cessively aggressive behavior. These were all noninstitu-
tionélized childrén'between the ages of six and eleven
(Roberts and Baird, 1972). Kelly, Bullock, and Dykes (1977)
found that.teachers in their study rated 20.4% of their stu-
dents as exhibiting behavior disorders.

Unfortunately, longitudinal studies relevant to this
issue are not in evidence. There appears to be little in-
formation available to warrant any generalization as to the
persistence of these behavior problems over a period of
time. An exception to the lack of longitudinal research
was a study done by Rubin and Balow (1978). The purpose

of this study was to determine the prevalence and consisténcy
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of behavior problems as seen from the perspective of class-
room teachers. The investigation covered 1,613 students
over a period of seven years (kindergarten through sixth
grade). Despite methodological problems such as sample
mortality, their findings were striking. 'During the course
of their elementary school career, over half (58.6%) of all
the subjects were classified as a behavior problem by at
least three of their teachers. Among subjects who received
six teacher ratings, 60% were considered‘% behavior problem
by at least one teacher. These findings were startling when
one realizes the sample was normally distributed according
to such variables as IQ, achievement, socioeconomic status,
and locale.

Several interpretations of these findings are possible:
(1) children's behavior problems are highly transient, what
emerges as a problem one year may disappear at another;
(2) children's behaviors are constant but teachers vary
widely in their identification of behavior problems and
their judgments of what constitute a problem; and (3)
teachers vary greatly in the environments they create,
which in turn produces a high variance in problem behavior.

There have been numerous attempts to factor analyze
various aspects 6f child behavior in order to derive empiri-
cal classification systems. The underlying assumptions made
by researcﬁers attempting to develop empirical classifica-

tion systems were: (a) that homogeneoué behaviors imply
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homogeneity of determinants, and (b) that different treat-
ment programs might be developed for different classes of
behavior pathology.

Subsequent studies (Peterson, Quay, and Tiffany, 1961;
Quay, 1964; Quay and Quay, 1965; and Miller, 1967) have
demonstrated a remarkable consistency in the factoring of
behaviors. Most behavior problems were found to reduce to
as few as four major élusteré of interrelated categories.
While these categories have been giveﬁ different labels at
different times, they are most frequently referred to as
relating to four general disordérs: (1) conduct, (2) per-
sonality, (3) inadequacy-immaturity, and (4) socialized
delingquency (Quay, 1978).

A related study conducted by Patterson (1964) developed
a procedure for empirically constructing a classification.
system for children's disturbed behavior. The procedure
involved three steps. First, the collection of referral
and observational data in the clinical setting; second, the
factor analysis of the behaviors and characteristics observed;
and finally, the analysis of factor profiles to determine
homogeneous classes. Five labels of behavior resulted from
this analysis: (1) hyperactive, (2) withdrawn, (3) immature,
(4) aggressive, and (5) anxious. These labels bear a re-
markable similarity to the studies cited above.

Peterson's (1961) study attempted to refing and extend

judgments of problem behavior. His sample population was
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distributed evenly into four groups: kindergarten, grades
one and two, grades three and four, and grades five and

six. He further divided his sample according to sex. Fifty-
six common problems were selected for analysis. Factor
analysis of the data yielded the following information: two
factors emerged which were 1ébeled "conduct problems" and
"personality problems". Comparisons over all age groups
showed that boys displayed more severe conduct problems than
girls, but at the higher grade levels girls displayed more
personality problems than boys.

As a result of these and other multivariate studies of
deviant behavior in classrooms, several instruments have been
developed to provide empirical classifications of child be-
haviors. These scored measures have been found to be useful
in the identification of seriously deviant classroom behav-
iors. Three of the most widely used instruments are the

Devereux Elementary School Behavior Scale (Spivack and Swift,

1967), the Conners' Teacher Questionnare (Conners, 1969),

and The Behavior Problem Checklist (Quay and Peterson, 1975;

Quay, 1977). The rationale behind these classifications of
behavior is to reduce the multiplicity of individual deviant
behaviors to a few basic categories which can be used to
provide therapeutic programs for disturbed children.

Studies examining how teacher expectations and attitudes
are communicated to students are numerous. Jackson, Silberman,

and Wolfson (1969) empirically demonstrated that teachers feel
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and behave differently toward different children in their
classrooms. Silberman (1969) and later, Good and Brophy
(1972) showed that such differential teacher attitudes were
associated with differential teacher behavior. " (O)nce a
teacher forms ébparticular attitude toward an individual
student, the teacher is likely to begin to treat this stu-
dent accordingly. . . .The students' knowledge of the
teachers' attitude then causes.them to behave in ways that
will reinforce the teachers' initial attitude" (Brophy and
Good, 1974, p. 130).

In order to test this proposition, the researchers
asked'teachers to identify four types of students. These
were: (1) students they would enjoy keeping in their class-
rooms an additional year; (2) students for whom they felt
the most concern and would like to help more; (3) students
they would be least prepared to discuss with a parent with-
out prior notification; and (4) students they would be most
relieved to have removed from their classrooms. The four
categories of students were then given the attitudinal
labels as follows: (1) attachment, (2) concern, (3) indif-
ference, and (4) rejection.

After obtaining the responses, observational data were
collected in each teacher's classroom to détermine how
teachers treated the students they nominated, and to deter-
mine the characteristics of the four types of students.

Analysis of the data supportéd the proposition that teachers
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interact with the four types of students in a distinctly
differential manner. In particular, students in the rejec-
tion group had fewer response opportunities than their
classmates. Of the contacts received by the "rejected"
students, most were behaviorial criticisms.

It has been suggested that stimulus qualities or physi-
cal characteristics, as well as behaviors, are differentially
disturbing to teachers. Algozzini and Curran (1979) demon-
strated that teachers' attitudes toward cﬁaracteristics and
behavior influence their interaction potential with certain
children. Teachers were first given a list of behaviors-to
rank according to degree of disturbingness (1 = not very
disturbing to 5 = very disturbing). Two groups were formed
on the basis of tolerance scores; those with high tolerance
and those with low tolerance. Subjects were then asked to
read a hypothetical case study of a "socially defiant" child.
Analysis of the results indicated that ratings of interaétion
potential were differential}y influenced according to toler-
ance for socially defiant behaviors. As anticipated,
teachers with high tolerance scores were significantly more
accepting of a hypothetical child thought to exhibit'so—
cially defiant behavior than were subjects with low toler-
ance scores.

Herr, Algozzini, and Eaves (1976) investigated teachers'
interpretations of disturbing behavior from the standpoint

of @&cological theory, (i.e., ". . . disturbance resides in
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the interface between the excitor and his responding en-
vironment and is the product of an agitated environment"
(p. 261). The investigators contended that:

Due to his own background of experiences, a
teacher possesses concepts of "good" and "bad"
behaviors which may be much unlike those of other
teachers. Thus, behaviors which arouse anxiety
in, or are disturbing to, one teacher do not
necessarily arouse anxiety in others (p. 261).

A major conclusion was that children typified as "conduct

problems” may not be so much disturbed as disturbing to

their teachers.

The above studies were found to be relevant to the
present study in the following aspects: First, teachers'
evaluations of students' behaviors are found to be in-
fluenced by variables such as the "type" of misbehavior,
length of teaching experience, and personal attitudes.
Secondly, during a child's elementary school career, there
is a high likelihood that he or she will be labeled a bé—
havior problem by one or more teacher(s). Third, the factdr
analytical studies which have been done as an effort to
classify large numbers of different misbehaviors into
manageable categories represents an excellent example of
official labeling deviant behavior. And finally, the
research  has shown that teachers' attitudes and expecta-
tions are affected by physical characteristics as well as

behavior is pertinent to this study.
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Summarz

From the studies reviewed, it can be concluded that pre-
liminary work has been accomplished in the area of labeling
and stereotyping in schools. Most of the research examined
attempted to determine the effects of the label or stereotype
upon both the perceptions of teachers and the self-concept of
the student.

Considerable evidence was found which suggested that
labels serve as important mechanisms for processing students
throughout their school careers. The evidence also support-
ed the proposition that teachers develop labels to fit cer-
tain types of students. Further, these labels tend to in-
fluence teachers' interactions with the students who have
been labeled. Factors such as the students' appearance,
behavior, degree of conformity, etc., are believed to be
influential in the teachers' typifications of students.
Varying conclusions were discovered regarding the detrimental
effect of the label upon the student. Conflicting evidence
was revealed concerning the label of "juvenile delinquent"
upon the self-concept of boys. The wide use of labels in
schools, both formal diagnostic labels és well as informal
labels, suggests that labeling is an important area for in-
vestigation and deserves further examinatioﬁ.

Most of the studies of stereotyping indicated that
factors such as race, sex, physical attributes, social

status, etc., seemed to influence teachers' judgments
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about pupils. Negative stereotypes of students~were re-'
flected in increased negative attitudes and expectations
of teachers. The following conclusions can be made based
on the studies reviewed: (1) stereotypes are a commonplace
mechanism found in schools; (2) stereotypes serve to cate-
gorize students; and (3) stereotypes have been shown to in-
fluence teachers' perceptions of students. No study was
found which attempted to determine the content of the
stereotypes, however. And while stereotypes are known to
exist, we do not know of what they consist. Definitional
studies are needed seeking to understand the substance of
stereotypes commonly used in schools.

Educational studies cited in the review of literature
supported the following conclusions: (1) students' be-
haviors are differentially interpreted according to who
does the interpreting and the prior experience of the
interpreter; (2) students' behaviors are classified accord-
ing to major types which are used as categorical labels; and
(3) teachers' exéectations and attitudes are often biased

according to the label the student is given.



Chapter III

Design and Methodology

The present study attempted to investigate two theo-
retical notions. First, that labels carry stereotypic
images of deviants and secondly, that stereotypic images
are crucial determinants of attitudes teward the deviant
person. Available research indicates these propositions
to be generally consistent in studies of social deviance
(Simmons, 1965; Staats, 1975). Although labels are fre-
quently used in education, few studies were found which
applied the labeling perspective to the school setting,
and still fewer which applied it to deviant students.

The first problem of the study was to discover if
images of certain labeled student deviants were held in
common by teachers and if so, to determine the eontent of
those deviant labels. 1In order to answer this question,
an instrument was.developed to explore the stereotypic
content of four labeled student deviants: hyperactive,
underachieving/unmotivated, aggressive, and psychologically
disturbed. The instrument was an adaptatioe of an adjec-
tive checklist designed to determine stereotypic content
of nationality groups (Katz and Braly, 1933). A sample of
teachers was asked to mark all the adjectives (traits)

which they believed were descriptive of each labeled
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student deviant. The responses were tablulated in terms
of frequency and strength of agreement. Word portraits
were developed for each student deviant by ranking the
traits receiving the highest frequency of choice. Traits
which were distinctly concensual were indicated by a high
index of uniformity.

| The second problem of the study was to determine if
teachers' attitudes were directionally affected by their
stereotypic images of deviant students. The attitude of
tolerance was selected for examination based on the assump-
tion that certain behavior characteristics are more dis-
turbing to teachers than others (Algozziné and Curran, |
1979). Each subject was asked to judge each selected
trait according to the degree to which it disturbed the
teacher (1 = not at all disturbing to 5 = extremely dis-
turbing). The average affective ratings were obtained by
taking the mean rating of each of the student deviant
groups. The ratings were considered to reflect the degree
of tolerance toward each group. Positive numerical values
indicated higher tolerance and negative numerical values
indicated lower tolerance. It was further hypothesized
that uniformity indices would reléte negatively with
high tolerance scores. Correlations were performed
between and for each student deviant type to determine

the relationship, if any, of the two variables.
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The factor of grade level was controlled by limiting
the sample to Intermediate and Junior High school teachers.
This measure was taken to account for responses which might
be age-referenced. For example, one's perception of be-
havior is dependent to a large degree upon the age of the
child under consideration. A behavior considered deviant
in a junior high student might not be judged deviant in a
kindergarten student. The specific procedures of the

study design are outlined in the following sections.

Instrumentation

The trait assessment instrument was designed to obtain
two types of information: (l) the degree of concensual
agreement of stereotypic content of labeled student de-
viants, and (2) a measure of tolerance toward behaviors

thought to be characteristic of certain types of students.

Stereotypic Content

In order to measure stereotypic content, a modified
version of the adjective checklist was utilized. The
instrument was originally developed by Katz and Braly
(1933) for the purpose of identifying the stereotypic con-
tent of various nationality groups. Replications of the
Katz and Braly study have shown remarkable consistency in
findings over the years (Gilbert, 1951; Karlins, Coffman,
and Walters, 1969). Cauthen, et al. (1971) named it the
most prefefable method for determining stereotype content

among those instruments designed for that purpose.
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Alternative techniques such as the Semantic Differen-

Eiél_§£il§.(osg°°d' Suci, and Tannenbaum, 1957) and essay
descriptions were found to be less satisfactory for the
following reasons. The determination of the bi-polar ad-
jectives used in differential scales requires great speci-
ficity in selection and,furthermore, criteria are lacking
by which to determine the adjectives. Written descriptions
are problematic because they are taxing for both subjects
and researchers. The inordinate amount of time required
both to write and analyze the descriptions make their use
questionable. Further, the validity and reliability of
these scales have been found to be uncertain (Staats, 1975,
p. 58).

A second reason for utilizing the adjective trait list
was based on the studies by Simmons (1965, 1969) and Staats
(1975). Both studies employed the trait checklist to
determine the stereotypic content of social deviants.
Simmons constructed his trait list from the content analysis
of responses to the following question: ". . . list those
things or types of persons whom you regard as deviant"
(1965, p. 223). A list of 70 traits was extracted which
resulted in a variety of.positive, negative, and neutral
attributes.

The trait list used in Staats' study was identical to
the one developed by Katz and Braly which included 84

adjectives to be judged. Staats modified the questionnaire
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by including a scale designed to measure positive and

negative evaluations of selected words (1975, p. 58).

Measure of Tolerance

The method for determining levels of tolerance toward
behavioral characteristics or traits was incorporated into
the trait assessment instrument for determining stereotypic
content. This procedure was based upon a study conducted
by Algozzine and Curran (1979) in which level of tolerance

was measured by response to characteristics according to

their relative degree of disturbance (1 = not very disturb-

ing to 5 = very disturbing.

The purpose'of Algozzine and Curran's study was to ex-
plore the relationship between the teachers' tolerance for
particular types of behaviors and their interaction poten-
tial ratings on hypothetical case study situations. Each

subject was administered the Disturbing Behavior Checklist I

(DBCI). Two sets of behaviors were identified on the check-
list: (1) the social defiance dimension, defined as behav-
iors viewed by teachers as breaches of the expected order;
and (2) the social facility dimension, which was interpreted
as behaviors teachers perceived as immature social behavior.:
The 36 items which comprised the two dimensions were repre-
sentative of the characteristics generally found to describe
behaviors of problem children. Although the exact items

were not used in the present study, the method of determining
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level of tolerance by use of a Likert scale was found

to be appropriate.

Modification of the Instrument

The original adjective checklist of Katz and Braly was
designed to define the content of nationality stereotypes.
For this reason, a large number of items was found to be
unsuitable for the specific population of schools. There-
fore, the instrument was subjected to content revision to
-better approximate terms normally used to describe student
behavior.

The first phase in the revision was to retain only
those items in the Katz and Braly checklist that might be
applicable to student deviants (34 items). Thirteen more
traits were added by the researcher to equal 47 behavioral
traits. The characteristics were judged adequate based on
a search of the literature pertaining to disturbing student
behavior.

The second phase of instrumentation utilized a group
of public school teachers (N = 68) attending an inservice
workshop. The subjects were asked to respond to the check-
list as follows: "Please read the following lists of adjec-
tives and circle those traits you believe to be descriptive
of the type of student identified at the top of each page.
If you do not find appropriate words for all types listed,

please add those adjectives you believe should be included."
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Responses to the trait assessment of each student de-
viant type were tabulated for all adjectives. Traits
added by the subjects were recorded for addition to the
final instrument. The adjective lists for each of the
student deviant types were identical; however, the pre-
sentation of the adjectives was randomized in order to
minimize ordering effects and patterned responses. Fourteen
additional adjectives were suggested by the respondents as
appropriate characteristics. Several of these adjectives
were eliminated because of duplication, vagueness, or slang.
Three adjectives were retained and included in the final
checklist resulting in a total of fifty items. The responses
of the subjects are displayed in Table I. The only traits
listed were those adjectives which were circled by 50% or

more of the respondents.

Selection of Student Deviant Types

Four student deviant types were selected for assessment.
These were: (1) Aggressive Student; (2) Hyperactive Student;
(3) Underachieving/Non-Motivated Student; and (4) Psychologi-
cally Disturbed Student. The student deviant types were
chosen on the basis of categories developed by factor analy-
tical studies of classroom behaviors done by Peterson, Quay,
and Tiffany (1961); Quay (1964, 1965); and Miller (1965).

The researchers found that most behavior problems could be
reduced to four major cluéters of interrelated categories.

They labeled these as: Conduct Disorders; Personality



TABLE I

DESCRIPTIVE TRAITS ENCIRCLED FOR EACH STUDENT DEVIANT GROUP

(N 68)
Psychologically Underachieving/

Hyperactive % Disturbed % Aggressive % Non-Motivated %
Talkative 920 Emotional 90 Alert 70 Disinterested 95
Distractible 920 Sensitive 80 Independent 70 Daydreamer 920
Nervous 85 Nervous 80 Quick tempered 60 Passive 65
Restless 85 Impulsive 65 Industrious 60 Distractible 60
Impulsive 70 Restless 65 Stubborn 55 Lazy 60
Careless 70 Careless 60 Excitable 55 Timid 55
Excitable 65 Distractible 60 Persistent 55 Restless 50
Enthusiastic 60 Quick Tempered 50 Confident 55
Quick tempered 55 Disinterested 50 Boisterous 50

Talkative 50
TDR = 41 TDR = 47 TDR = 47 TDR = 39
Note: TDR = Total of Different Responses

98
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Disorders; Inadequacy-Immature Disorders; and Socialized
Delinquency Disorders. The characteristics subsumed by
each of these categories of behavior disorders are also
appropriate to the four category labels chosen for the
present study. The labels were slightly altered to fit
the more generalized lexicon of the classroom teacher.

The final formvof the Student Assessment Profile (SAP)

(Appendix A, pp.'117-126) consisted of the four major labels
of deviant students, each of which was represented by the
list of 50 adjectival traits. Following each adjective,
columns were used to form a continuum from one to five by
which the respondent indicated the degree to which that par-
ticular trait was disturbing (1 = not at all disturbing to

5 = extremely disturbing).

. Sample

The sample for the study consisted of teachers (N = 139)
of Intermediate (N = 87) and Junior High (N= 52) students.
The data were collected in three school districts repre-
sentative of three counties in central Oklahoma. Tables II
and III present an analysis of the returns with regard to
distribution by school districts and grade levels. An
examination of the tables reveals the percent of usable
returns was 72% and was fairly consistent across all schools

and both levels.



TABLE 1II

SCHOOL LEVEL DISTRIBUTION OF STUDY SAMPLE

88

Forms

Percent Percent
School Distri- FPorms Forms Usable Usable
Level buted Returned Returned Returns Returns
Intermediate 107 90 .84 87 .81
Junior High 60 .70 52 .60
Total 193 150 .78 139 .72
TABLE III
DISTRIBUTION OF STUDY SAMPLE BY SCHOOL
City (County) Intermediate Junior High Total
N(87) N(52) % N(139) %
Anadarko (Caddo) 20 16 .31 36 .26
Chickasha (Grady) 32 .37 19 .36 51 .37
Duncan (Stevens) 35 .40 17 .33 52 .37

Demographic data on the entire population of teachers

in the State of Oklahoma were obtained for comparison with

the study sample.

the sample was 86% female--the population 71%.

Evidence of the representativeness of

The sample

having from 4 to 14 years of teaching experience was 55%

and the population was represented by 51%.

The bachelor's
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degree was held by 60% of the sample and the population was
59% for the bachelor's. The population figures were deter-
mined from the full-time enrollment (FTE) records of the
Oklahoma State Department of Education for the year 1980-81
(Table IV).

TABLE IV

COMPARISON OF STATE TEACHER POPULATION
AND STUDY SAMPLE

State Study
Population Sample
N=33,644.726* N=139
Gender
Male 29% 142
Female 71% 86%
Experience
0-3 yrs. 25% 18%
4~14 yrs. 51% 55%
over 15 yrs. 243 26%
Last Degree Received
Bachelor's 59% 60%
Master's 40% 40%
Doctor's 1% 0%
Grade level A
Elementary 52% 63%
Secondary 48% 37%

* Number based on Full-~time Enrollment records (FTE: 1980-
81).
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Collection of Data

The data for the study were collected through the use

of the Student Assessment Profile (SAP). The assessment

booklets were distributed to 107 Intermediate teachers and
86 Junior High teachers located in 3 school districts during
February, 198l1. Also included with the assessment booklet
was a cover letter (Appendix A, p.116 ) that explained the
nature of the study and requested the teachers' assistance.

Demographic data were also elicited in order to obtain
information for use in the analysis of data. Each reépon-
dent was asked to indicate his/her school level, sex, degree,
and total years of teaching experience.

School principals were contacted initially and permis-
sion was obtained to distribute the assessment booklets in
their respective buildings. The returned booklets were
collected by the researcher after an interval of three days.

The number of returns usable in the analysis was (72%).

Statistical Methodology

The method of analysis is given for each null hypoth-
esis in the order of its presentation. The following prop-
ositions were tested:

HOl: Teachers will show no significant content uni-
formity for student deviant types.

Each subject was given a booklet which contained four

student deviant types. Fifty adjectives were listed under

each deviant type. Subjects were asked to circle all traits
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which they believed "to be typical of that type of student".
All responses for all deviant groups were tabulated to deter-
mine the frequency of choice. |

The index of uniformity for each deviant group was
obtained by dividing the sample number (139) by the total
number of responses for each group. Only the data showing
50% or more agreement were treated. A chi-square test for
goodness~of-fit was performed to verify that obtained dis-
tribution of trait choices was not significantly different
from the theoretical one. The significance level of rejec-
tion was set at 0.05.

Hyqt Teachers will show no directional variance of
tolerancé toward student deviant types.

Respondel.cs were asked to judge each circled trait
according to the degree to which it was disturbing to them
in the classroom. Each item was rated on a five-point Likert
scale ranging from 1, for not at all disturbing, to 5, for
extremely disturbing. The mean, standard deviation, and
intensity scores were obtained for each characteristic for
each deviant group. The intensity score was computed by
subtracting the mean from the neutral value of 3. High
tolerance (HT) scores were indicated by the positive sigm (+)
and low tolerance (LT) scores by the negative sign (-).

In order to test the null hypothesis, a € test was per-
formed using the total mean for each deviant group.

H03: There will be no correlation between the degree

of uniformity and the degree of tolerance as related to
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student deviant types.

The extent of the relationship between the degree of
uniformity and level of tolerance was estimated by means of
the Pearson Product-Moment Correlation. The degree of cor-
relation was considered to be of practical significance if 7

was +.30 (>.05).

Reliability and Validity

The checklist technique to determine stereotypes of
groups has been found to be reliable when used in the past.
Cauthen et al. (1971) listed other methods such as: ratings
of photographs, ratings of statements, and the adjective
checklist. Of the three, the checklist technique was found
to be unrivaled.

The reliability of the measure of tolerance is diffi-
cult to assess because of the absence of similar attitudinal
instruments. However, Oppenheim (1966, p. 140) maintained
that instruments using the Likert scales tended to be good
because of the greater range of responses permitted. He
added that the Likert scales often yielded a ‘higher relia-
bility coefficient than the corresponding Thurstone scales.

Thevreliability of the present instrument was tested
using the test-retest approach. The methods of multiple-
forms or the split-half technique were found to be inappro-
priate. Test-retest reliabilities were calculated using a
sample of 16 elementary classroom teachers. The test-retest

interval was 10 days. The product-moment 77 for stereotypic
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uniformity was .884 and for tolerance level was .726.

The wvalidity of an attitude scale depends partly upon
the respondents' candor and willingness to cooperate. This
can only be assumed in the present study. However, the
relatively high percentage of return does much to affirm
the willingness to cooperate. Further generalizations of

validity cannot be made without future replications.



Chapter IV

Statistical Analysis of the Data

The findings and statistical analysis given in this
chapter are based upon the data obtained from the admini-

stration of the Student Assessment Profile (SAP) booklets.

The data were the responses on the stereotypic content of
four identifieé student deviants and the degree of toler-
ance/intolerance toward chosen characteristics.

Of the 150 booklets returned, eleven were discarded
because of inaccuracies; e.g., all traits had been rated
for disturbing value or none had been circled as character-~
istic to the deviant type. The main results were computed
on the remaining 139 booklets.

The presentation of the analysis follows each of the
three hypotheses. A confidence level of 0.05 was used
throughout to test the significance of difference. The
actual levels of significance are reported in the appropri-

ate tables.

Test of Hypothesis One

Hypothesis 1: Teachers will show no significant con-
tent uniformity for student deviant types.
The chi-square test for goodness-of-fit was used to

test the difference in proportions of trait selections.
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The expected frequency was obtained based upon the total
responses to each deviant group divided by the number of
traits (50). The raw data are displayed in Appendix B, pp.
125-132. The observed frequencies were calculated for only
those traits which were chosen by 50% or more of the sample.
The basis for this choice was that traits selected by fewér
than half were nonrepresentative and spurious. Table V pre-
sents the results of the chi-square test for the traits se-

lected by 50% or more of the sample.
TABLE V

CHI-SQUARE TEST ON OBTAINED AND EXPECTED FREQUENCIES
OF TRAIT SELECTIONS FOR STUDENT DEVIANT TYPES

(DF=49) :
Sigmas
Above
Student Exp. ' Mean
Deviants No. X2 V2 X* (9.85)
Hyperactive 35.64 1093.89 46.77 37.47%
Underachieving/ 22.66 1411.41 53.17 45.01%*
Non-Motivated
Psychologically 37.78 731.96 38.26 27.49%*
Disturbed
Aggressive 39.4 270.48 23.25 15.63%*

* Probability = Remote

For larger values of DF (> 30), the root of two times
chi-square is considered the distribution which approaches
the normal curve closely enough to be treated as normal
(Minium, p. 448). For example,~ﬁfi7 is considered the dis-

tribution which is approximately normal around a mean of
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~/5;:i, with a sigma of 1.00. The probability is the ratio
of one tail of the normal distribution to the area under the
entire curve (Schoenfeld, 1942, p. 19). The mean of the chi-
square distribution for the present study was ~/2(49) -1 or
9.85.

Inspection of the data in Table V indicates that each
value of ¥2X2 was so far above the mean of the distribution
(9.85), the probability that the results represented a chance
deviation from the expected frequency was too remote to be
considered. The null hypothesis was rejected for alllfour
student deviant groups.

The most frequently chosen traits and the proportion of
respondents who circled them for each of the student deviant
types are presented in Table VI, VII, VIII, and VIX. Exami-
nation of the tables shows that for each deviant type, a small
number of traits accounts for a large proportion of the re-
sponses. The stereotypic portrait of each deviant student
type appears to be distinct in content.

Further examination shows that four traits were attrib-
uted across three deviant types: restless, impulsive, quick-
;empered, and distractible. At least two deviant types were
given the traits of talkative, impulsive, nervous, careless,
and boisterous. The remaining traits were unique to that
particular deviant type.

In order to provide a further measure of concensus, an
index .of uniformity was calculated for each deviant group.

The total number of responses for each category was divided



TABLE VI

TRAITS ENCIRCLED AS DESCRIPTIVELY MOST IMPORTANT
FOR HYPERACTIVE

Number of Uniformity
Characteristics Responses % Index
(885) (15.7)
Talkative 124 .89 14.0
Restless lle _ .83 13.1
Distractible 113 .81 12.8
Impulsive ' 111 .80 12.5
Excitable 110 .79 12.4
Nervous 95 .68 10.7
Careless 77 .55 8.7
Quick-tempered 70 . .51 7.9
Boisterous 69 .50 7.8
TABLE VII

TRAITS ENCIRCLED AS DESCRIPTIVELY MOST IMPORTANT
FOR UNDERACHIEVING/NON-MOTIVATED

Number of Uniformity

Characteristics Responses % Index

(700) (19.9)
Disinterested 127 .91 18.1
Daydreamer 115 .83 16.4
Lazy 110 .79 15.7
Careless 107 .76 15.3
Distractible 89 .64 12.7
Passive 80 .58 11.4

Restless . 72 .52. lQ.2




TABLE VIII

TRAITS ENCIRCLED AS DESCRIPTIVELY MOST IMPORTANT
FOR PSYCHOLOGICALLY DISTURBED

Number of Uniformity

Characteristics Responses % Index

(952) , (14.6)
Emotional 118 .85 12.4
Quick-tempered 93 .67 9.8
Quarrelsome 91 .65 9.6
Distractible 90 .64 9.5
Sensitive 88 .63 9.2
Defiant 82 .59 8.6
Moody 81 .58 8.5
Belligerent 8l .58 8.5
Impulsive 79 .57 8.3
Restless 75 .54 7.9
Nervous 74 .53 7.8

TABLE VIX

TRAITS ENCIRCLED AS DESCRIPTIVELY MOST IMPORTANT
FOR AGGRESSIVE

Number of Uniformity

Characteristics Responses % Index

(541) (25.7)
Talkative 99 .71 18.3
Confident 77 .55 14.2
Boisterous 77 .55 14.2
Quick-tempered 76 .54 14.0
Quarrelsome 72 .52 13.3
Impulsive 71 .51 13.1

Alert 69 .50 12.8
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by the number of subjects to give the index of perfect
agreement. The index of uniformity is displayed in column
3 of the Tables. The closer the trait index approaches the
overall index for the group, the greater the concensus of
the subjects toward that trait. It can be seen that the uni-
formity indices of some categories are more widely spread
than the indices for other categories. For example, there
was high agreement on the traits considered characteristic
to the deviant groups, Hyperactive and Underachieving/Non-
Motivated. Seventy-five percent of the saméle described
Hyperactive as "talkativé", "restless", "distractible",
"impulsive", and "excitable". An equal proportion chose the
traits of "disinterested", "daydreamer", "lazy", and "care-
less" as descriptive of Underachieving/Non-Motivated. Seven-
ty-five percent agreement was reached for only one trait in
the remaining two categories: "emotional", for Psychologi-

cally Disturbed, and "talkative", for Aggressive.

Test of Hypothesis Two

Hypothesis 2: Teachers will show no directional vari-
ance of tolerance toward student deviant types.

Using the scores obtained on the characteristics re-
ceiving 50% or more responses, the mean, standard deviation,
and tolerance scores were computed for each déviant group.
The tolerance scores were obtained for each characteristic
by subtracting the mean from the neutral score of 3.00. The

possible range of these scores was from zero to + 2. High
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tolerance (HT) received positive scores and low tolerance
(LT) received negative scores.

Tables X, XI, XII, and XIII show the findings on the
characteristics of each deviant group which were chosen by
at least 50% of the sample. The entire lists of character-
istics with their means, standard deviations, and tolerance
scores may be seen in Appendix B, pp. 133-136.

Inspection of Tables X, XI, and XII reveals that the
majority of tolerance scores is negative, which indicates
teachers find these deviant groups at least moderately dis-
turbing. The tolerance scores for the Aggressive type (Table
XIII) are positive for the most part. Only two character-
istics, "quick-tempered" and "quarrelsome", evoked negative
responses.

‘Examination of the standard deviations of the four devi-
ant groups shows there to be more agreement in the intensity
of tolerance/intolerance of the Hyperactive and Underachiev-
ing/Non-Motivated groups. There is moderate disagreement as
to the disturbing nature of thé Psychologically Disturbed
and a great deal of disagreement for the Aggressive. Refer-
ence to the raw data table (p. 131) demonstrates that charac-
teristics chosen by the teachers varied widely between poéi-
tive and negative traits. This lack of agreement is re-
flected in the standard deviation.

In summary, the data representing the individual charac-
teristics do not show a particularly strong intolerance for

any deviant group. Indeed, the Aggressive type indicates
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MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND TOLERANCE SCORES

FOR HYPERACTIVE

Number of Tolerance
Characteristics Responses Means S.D. Scores:
Talkative 124 3.548 1.072 -.548
Restless , 116 3.405 .928 -.405
Distractible 113 3.566 .977 -.566
Impulsive 111 3.081 .922 ~.081
Excitable 110 2.909 1.108 +.091
Nervous 95 2.756 .959 +.242
Careless 77 3.493 .783 ~.493
Quick-Tempered 70 3.529 . 937 -.529
Boisterous 69 3.507 1.058 -.507

TABLE XI
MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND TOLERANCE SCORES
FOR UNDERACHIEVING/NON-MOTIVATED

Number of Tolerance
Characteristics Responses Means S.D. Scores
Disinterested 127 3.685 .876 ~.685
Daydreamer 115 3.157 1.009 -.157
Lazy 110 3.664 .993 ~.664
Careless 107 3.318 .923 -.318
Distractible 89 3.180 1.107 ~.180
Passive 80 2.825 1.046 +.175
Restless 72 3.028 .833 -.028
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MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND TOLERANCE SCORES

FOR PSYCHOLOGICALLY DISTURBED

Number of Tolerance
Characteristics Responses Means S.D. Scores
Emotional 118 2.991 l1.061 +.009
Quick-Tempered 93 3.527 1.022 -.527 .
Quarrelsome 91 3.670 .950 -.670
Distractible 90 3.078 1.024 -.078
Sensitive 88 2.250 1.180 +.750
Defiant 82 3.853 .977 -.854
Moody 81 3.086 1.250 -.086
Belligerent 81 3.914 1.045 -.914
Impulsive 79 3.177 1.003 -.177
Restless v 75 2.960 .916 -.04
Nervous 74 2.770 .952 +.230

TABLE XIII

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND TOLERANCE SCORES

FOR AGGRESSIVE

Number of Tolerance

Characteristics Responses Means S.D. "Scores
Talkative 99 3. 1.034 0

Confident 77 1.584 1.061 +1.416
Boisterous 77 2.974 1.032 + .026
Quick-~Tempered 76 3.277 1.241 - .276
Quarrelsome 72 3.347 1.002 - .347
Impulsive 71 2.704 1.080 + .296
Alert 69 1.594 1.026 +1.406
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tolerance rather than intolerance.

To test the hypothesis of no directional variance, the
means of each group were totalgd, giving the grand mean. A t
test was performed to determine whether significant direction-
al difference existed for any of the four deviant groups.

The results are presented in Table XIV.
TABLE XIV

SUMMARY OF MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND TOLERANCE
SCORES FOR STUDENT DEVIANT GROUPS

Toler. =<
Deviant Groups Mean S.D. Score t DF .05
Hyperactive 3.311 .310 -.311 -.932 8 +2.31
Underachieving/ 3.354 .372 -.354 -.936 6 +2.45

Non-Motivated

Psychologically 3.207 .498 -.207 -.687 10 +2.23
Disturbed :

Aggressive 2.64 .748 .36 .953 6 +2.45

The minimum T values for the appropriate degrees of
freedom (df) are given in column seven in the table above.
The alpha ievel of significance for nondirectional (two-
tailed) tests was not obtained for any of the four deviant

groups, therefore, the hypothesis was not rejected.

Test of Hypothesis Three

Hypothesis 3: There will be no correlation between the
degree of uniformity and the degree of tolerance as related
to student deviant types.

Correlations were computed between the uniformity indices
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and tolerance scores for each of the student deviant cate-
gories. The Pearson Product-Moment Correlation was employed
as follows: ~ -
. NI XY = (Ex)(TY)

VINE X2 = (Z x)2ILNE y* = (Xv)2]

The obtained correlation coefficients are displayed in

Table XV.

TABLE XV

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN UNIFORMITY INDICES AND
TOLERANCE SCORES OF STUDENT DEVIANT GROUPS

Deviant Group ¥y
Hyperactive .184
Underachieving/Non-Motivated -.795%
Psychologically Disturbed .030
Aggressive -.258

* Significant at the .05 level

The required values for rejection (<+.30) of the hy-
pothesis were not met for ﬁhe following student deviant
groups: Hyperactive; Psychologically Disturbed, and Aggres-
sive. There appeared to be no significant correlation be-
tween the uniformity indices and tolerance scores of these
groups. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected.
However, a highly significant negative correlation was found
between the variables for the Underachieving/Non-Motivated
category. As a result, the hypothesis was rejected for this

particular group.



105
Summary

This chapter presented the data related specifically
to the testing of three null hypotheses. Hypothesis one
found there was a highly significant uniformit; of response
for the stereotypic content of four student deviant groups.
Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected for all groups.

Hypothesis two tested the degree of tolerance for each
deviant group. No significant direction was shown fof any
of the four groups. Based upon these results, the null hy-
pothesis was accepted.

Hypothesis three was related to the correlation of
degree of content uniformity and degree of tolerance. There.
was no significant correlation between the two variables for
the Hyperactive, Psychologically Disturbed, or Aggressive
groups. The null hypothesis was accepted for these groups.
However, the hypothesis was rejected for the category Under-
achieving/Non-Motivated, which revealed a highly significant

negative correlation (-.795).



ChaEter v

Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations

Summarz

The majority of studies directed toward the subject of
deviancy in the classroom has been concerned with the causes
and remediation of student misbehavior. The purpose of this
study was to offer an alternative perspective based upon
labeling theory, which seeks to understand the underlying
processes of deviancy.

Labeling sociologists propose that deviancy is defined
by the social audience. Therefore, the content of the defi-
nitions for various deviant types becomes an important ele-
ment for study. A second premise of labeling theory asserts
that once an individual has'been labeled, societal reactions
toward the labeled deviant become negative in character.

The dimension of stereotyping hés recently been explored
as a possible explanation of the process of labeling.
Striking similarities exist between the two phenomena.

Because of the common use of labels to describe stu-
dents, the theoretical propositions of labeling seem particu-
larly applicable to the school setting. The specific problem
investigated in this study was the determination of stereo-

typic content, if any, of labeled student deviants. Not only
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was the content identified, but the index of uniformity, (the
degree to which teachers agreed upon the content), was deter-
mined.

Two related questions were also asked: (1) were tea-
chers' tolerance levels directionally influenced by stereo-
type uniformity and (2) was there a relationship between the
degree of stereotype uniformity and degree of tolerance for
each of the labeled deviants.

To investigate these problems, the following null hypo-
theses were postulated:

Hol: Teachers will show no significant content uniform-
ity for student deviant groups.

Hyyt Teachers will show no directional variance of
tolerance toward student deviant types.

H

03 There will be no correlation between degree of
stereotype uniformity and degree of tolerance as related to
student deviant types.

The instrument utilized to collect the data was the

Student Assessment Profile (SAP), a modified version of the

Katz and Braly adjective checklist. A scale to determine
degree of tolerance was incorporated into the instrument.
The booklets were distributed to one hundred and ninety-
three classroom teachers (107 Intermediate and 86 Junior
High). Seventy two percent of the sample responded (81l% and
60%, respectively).

Hypothesis one, relating to the stereotype content of

labeled student deviants, was found significant beyond the



108
.05 level. The chi-square test for goodness-of-fit revealed
the observed frequencies of trait choice against the esti-
mated frequencies to be larger than could be expected by
chance.

An additional finding revealed that although significant
stereotyping was evident among teachers, their concensus upon
traits varied in degree. A high index of uniformity was
indicated for the categories of Underachieving/Non-Motivated
and Hyperactive. Over seventy-five percent of the teachers
agreed upon at least half of the traits assigned to those
groups. The uniformity indices for the categories Psycho-
logically Disturbed and Aggressive were less concensual.

Hypothesis two tested the degree of tolerance for each
of the deviant groups as measured by a Likert scale. Posi-
tive scores indicated tolerance and negative scores signified
intolerance of labeled characteristics. The data revealed
that teachers were moderately intolerant of Underachieving/
Non-Motivated, Hyperacﬁive, and Psychologically Disturbed
groups. The bategory of Aggressive was rated more positively
by the teachers, indicating a general tolerance for this type
of student.

The € statistic was used to determine the significance
of the directional variances. The alpha level of signifi-
cance was not obtained for any of the four deviant groups,
therefore, the second hypothesis was not rejected.

Hypothesis three dealt with the significance of rela-

tionship between the indices of uniformity and the tolerance
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scores for each labeled gfoupQ. A significant correlation
was found to exist for the Underachieving/Non-Motivated cate-
gory (P = -.795). The remaining groups revealed correlation
coefficients of low magnitude which were not statistically

significant.

Conclusions

In relation to the definitional processes of labeling
theory, the findings of this study contribute to the premise
that ‘labels of student deviants do possess empirically dis-
cernable stereotypic content. However, while all labels used
in the present research evoked significantly similar images
among teachers, some labels received higher indices of agree~
ment than others. Therefore, it was concluded that for some
labels a greater precisehess of common meanings appears to
exist than for other labels. The findings suggest that even
though individuals may be conversing with one another about
a given type of student, the degree to which there is a
sharing of common understanding between or among the indivi-
duals is variable. For example, according to the data
obtained in this study, it can be assumed that teachers who
discuss students labeled Hyperactive or Underachieving/Non-
Motivated, are communicating with each other at a higher
level of common usage than teachers who discuss Aggressive or
Psychologically Disturbed students.

We cannot assume the label is perceived in the same way

by all teachers, even though it may be highly similar. Therxe
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is a need for a greater preciseness of definitions of labels
commonly used in the school setting. The argument is not to
eliminate the label in schools, for labeling will undoubtedly
continue, but rather to strive for a greater definitiveness
of categorical labels used as formal and informal descriptors
of students.

It should be pointed out the concern of this study was
to discover if teachers shared a stereotypic image of deviant
students. No attempt was made to determine whether the
traits cited by teachers as being characteristic of certain
labeled deviants were, in fact, actually possessed by the
deviant students themselves. For instance, the findings
support the fact that the majority of the teachers sampled
characterized the underachieving/non-motivated student as
being "disinterested", a "daydreamer", "lazy", and "care-
less". The accuracy of this characterization, however, re-
mains for other research to determine.

Results of previous research had indicated that tea-
chers' attitudes were negatively influenced by deviant labels.
The findings of this study showed only a moderate intolerance
for three deviant groups and a moderate tolerance for the
fourth. No significant negative affect was found for any of
the labeled deviants. It was concluded from these results,
that for the labels used in this study, teacﬁers‘ tolerance
levels were not maximally affected. |

The theoretical proposition that there is a relation-

ship between content uniformity and the degree of tolerance/
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intolerance could not be fully supported in this study.
While a significant correlation was found for the deviant
group, Underachieving/Non-Motivated, the other deviant groups
received correlation coefficients of insignificantly low
magnitude. It is apparent that a conclusion of relationship
cannot be made from the present findings. There is reason
to suspect, however, that for certain deviant labels a cor-
relation may exist. Which labels, if any, remain for sub-
sequent research to verify.

In conclusion, common sense knowledge or "what everyone
knows" may well be differentially interpreted. To put common
sense ideas into precisely defined concepts and subject the
proposition to test was an important task of.this study.

In education, such labels as "hyperactive", "under-
achieving/non-motivated", "aggressive", and "psychologically
disturbed", are common-place. The question is raised, how-
ever, whether these terms are used in a concensual manner.
Do these labels, or other labels, have similar meaning or
entirely different meaning for individuals. In any case, it
is certain that "what everybody knows" is not known until it
has been tested. The first hypothesis of this study sought
to determine the existence of empirical uniformities of four
specific labels of behavior. This was accomplished; other

labels remain to be explored.

Recommendations

The f£irst recommendation for further research concerns
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replications of the present study. In order to determine
the extent to which generalizations can be made, similar
studies are needed using samples from other populations.
Studies using comparative groups, such as primary teachers
and high school teachers, or teachers from urban schools and
rural schools could provide useful information.

Future investigations should also focus upon the pos-
sible interactions of variables such as teaching experience.
Prior research has suggested that experienced teachers view
student misbehavior as less problematic than do inexper-
ienced teachers. The question is raised whether experienced
teachers stereotype differently than inexperienced teachers,
and if so, how and to what degree.

The sex of the teacher is another variable which bears
investigation. Do female * '_hers stereotype more or less
than male teachers. Are tiere differences found between the
tolerance scores of these groups.

Additional research into the formation of labels is
needed. How much of the label definition comes from personal
experience with a particular deviant group. Do variables
such as frequency of a misbehavior, or the perceived serious-
ness of a misbehavior contribute to teachers' images of
labels. Further, is the label definition influenced by
training, and, if so, in what manner. Also, studies aimed
at determining the content of other commonly used labels are

needed.
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Another area to explore is the relationship between
tendency to stereotype and ratings on scales such as The

Pupil Control Ideology (PCI) (Willower, Eidell, and Hoy,

(1967) . The extent to which "custodial" and "humanistic"
ideoclogies affect stereotyping would be an interesting, as
well as fruitful avenue for further empirical investigation.

It has long been recognized that an individual's beliefs,
as well as his or her disbeliefs, have an important influ-

ence on values and attitudes. The Rokeach Dogmatism Scale

(Form E) (Rokeach, 1960) has been used to measure the open
and closed mindedness of individuals. A study designed to
compare teachers' obtained dogmatism scores and tolerance
scores toward student deviants would seem to have both
practical and theoretical value.

Ethnographic studies conducted in the schools which ex-
plore the relationship between teachers' expressed tolerance
toward labeled deviants and their observed interactions with
students who have been labeled would be enlightening. The
use of both quantitative and gqualitative data may give rise
to further implications for study concerning the labeling of
students.

The limited evidence offered by this study suggests that
reactions to deviant children differ from those found in
research dealing with adult deviants. More carefully con-
structed observational studies are needed to pinpoint the
differences so a clearer understanding of deviancy is géined

in the school setting.
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A final research recommendation would be that other
perspectives of labeling theory be explored. The determi-
nation of the effect of labels upon students' self-concept
is still inconclusive and bears further study. A second
question which needs to be addressed is whether the label
carries specific personal and social liabilities for the
labeled student. To what extent does the student accept or
reject his or her label and under what circumstances. Third,
to what extent does labeling inaugurate and/ox- precipitate a
deviant career commitment. Longitudinal studies are needed
to accumulate the necessary data before these questions can
be answered.

There are numerous directions open to research in
schools within the labeling theory approach. These merit
further attention. Once data of this kind have been col-
lected and assessed, it will be possible to better determine
whether labeling theory is a proper area of theoretical
attention. It is hopeful that this perspective can add to

the more traditional studies of classroom deviancy.
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UNIVERSITY or SCIENCE ano ARTS or OKLAHOMA

405/224-3140 CHICKASHA, OKLAHOMA 73018

February 16, 1981

Dear Colleague:

The purpose of this letter is to request 15 or 20 minutes of
your time to assist in a study of behavior problems in the class-
room. As you know, teachers are encountered daily with students
who exhibit a number of deviant behaviors which range in intensity
from mild to very serious. This study will attempt to identify
the characteristics or traits of four general types of student be-
havior problems and the degree to which these behaviors are disturb-
ing in the classroom. Your assistance and cooperation in the study
is needed and will be greatly appreciated.

Will you please complete the booklet and return it to the

prineipal's office at your earliest convenience. The booklets will
be collected in two or three days. Thank you very much.

Sincere;y,
¢ '

J. Sue Markham
Education Department

JSM/ns



BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The purpose of this questionnaire is (1) to identify character-
istic behaviors and attributes of certain types of student behavior
problems, and (2) to determine the relative disturbingness of these

characteristics to the teacher. 4

As you respond to the questionnaire, please make your judge-
ments on the basis of how these students appear to YOU. There are
four types of problem students represented. Do not try to remember
how you checked similar items in the booklet. Make each item a
separate and independent judgement. Do not puzzie over the items,

your first impressions and immediate "feelings'' are desired.
Thank you for your cooperation.

PLEASE COMPLETE

GRADE LEVEL

{ ) Intermediate/Middle School (Grades 4, 5, or 6)
( )} Junior High School {(Grades 7, 8, or 9)

TEACHING EXPERIENCE (TOTAL)

{ ) Lessthan 3 yrs.
{ ) 4-14 yrs,
{ ) 15 or more yrs.

GENDER LAST DEGREE RECEIVED
( ) Female Bachelor's

()
( ) Male { ) Master's
()

117
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INSTRUCTIONS

As you read through the list of characteristics on each page,
CIRCLE only those words which you believe to be typical of the type
of student at the top of each page. After each circled word, indicate
with a CHECK ( v) the extent to which this characteristic is disturb-
ing to you.

Scale: (1) Not at all disturbing, (2) Slightly disturbing, (3)
Moderately disturbing, (4) Very disturbing, (5) Extremely disturbing.

Example: The traits circled below are thought to be typical of
a particular type of student. However, the disturbing value of the
traits may vary. ALERT may be "'not at all distubing" to you; if this
is so, it would be checked (1).

Note: Check only those words you have circled.

1(2|3]4|°6
neat
industrious

defiant v

g

enthusiastic

siubborn

g




THE HYPERACTIVE STUDENT
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1. alert
2, independent
3. timid
4, impulsive
5. belligerent
6. suggestible
7. nervous
8. sly
9. distractible
10. happy
11.  selfish
12. persistent
13. . careless
14, dishonest
15. efficient
16. excitable
17. sincere
__18. neat
19. industrious
20. stubborn
21.  boastful
22, restless
23, emotional
24.  deceitful
25. defiant
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THE HYPERACTIVE STUDENT

gl5| |
HEHHEE
HEIEIEAE:
BHEEE
1{2|3j4]5

28. talkative

27. intelligent

28. prompt

29. dependable

30. quarreisome

31. cooperative

32. daydreamer

33. passive

34. kind

35. confident

36. boisterous

37. imaginative

38.. gregarious

39. disinterested

40. profane

41. courteous

42. sensitive

43, enthusiastic

44, disrespectful

45, quick-tempered

46, critical

47. lazy

48. influential

49, moody

50. eccentric

120 .



THE UNDERACHIEVING/NON-MOTIVATED STUDENT
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1. careless

2, daydreamer

3. disinterested _.

4.  enthusiastic

5. impulsive T

6. lazy

7. profane

8. selfish

9. suggestible

10. alert

11. boisterous

12. critical

13. , dishonest

14. emotional

15. imaginative

16. kind

17. persistent

18. . restless

19. stubborn

20. belligerent

21.  deceitful

22, disrespectful

23. excitable

.24, independent

25. neat
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THE UNDERACHIEVING/NON-MOTIVATED STUDENT
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26. prompt

27. sensitive

28. talkative

29. boastful

30. confident

31. defiant

32, distractible

33. gregarious

34. intelligent

35. nervous

36. quarrelsome

37. sincere

38. timid

39. sly

40. cooperative

41. industrious

42. quick-tempered

43. happy

44, efficient

45, passive

- 46. dependable

47. courteous

48. eccentric

49, influential

50. moody
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THE PSYCHOLOGICALLY DISTURBED STUDENT
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1. sensitive

2. independent

3. emotional

4, confident

5. alert

6. talkative

7.  defiant

8. efficient

9. gregarious

10. Dbelligerent

11.  intelligent

12, disinterested

13. . neat

14, careless

15. impulsive

16. quarrelsome

17. dependable

18. profane

19. lazy

20. cooperative

21. sincere

22, restless

23. timid

24, daydreamer

25. suggestible
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THE PSYCHOLOGICALLY DISTURBED STUDENT

HEEHEE
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hd [

1123|415

26. courteous

27. happy

28. distractible

29. kind

30. Dboastful

31. nervous

32. quick-tempered

33. enthusiastic

34, prompt

35. deceitful

36. selfish

37. imaginative

38. . excitable

39. passive

40. Dboisterous

41, stubborn

42. industrious

43. dishonest

44, persistent

45, sly

46. disrespectful

47. critical

48. moody

49, influential

50. eccentric
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THE AGGRESSIVE STUDENT
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1 2 4 5

1. courteous
2. disrespectful
3. imaginative
4, industrious
5. nervous
6. quick-tempered
7. sincere

8. timid

9. alert’

10. confident
11. disinterested
12, happy
13.. neat

14. quarrelsome
15. sensitive
16. talkative
17. belligerent
18. critical
19. distractible
20. impulsive
21. intelligent
22. passive
23. restless
24, suggestible
25. Dboisterous
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THE AGGRESSIVE STUDENT
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26. daydreamer

27. emotional

28. kind

29. stubborn

30. careless

31. defiant

32. efficient

33. sly

34, independent

35. gregarious

36. dishonest

37. prompt

38. . lazy

39. boastful

40.1 cooperative

41. profane

42. dependable

43. persistent

44, enthusiastic

45, selfish

46, deceitful

47, excitable

48, eccentric

49. moody

50. influential
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TABLE XVI

FREQUENCY OF TRAIT SELECTIONS
FOR HYPERACTIVE
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Characteristic 1 2 3 4 5 Total
Alert 27 2 4 2 1 36
Independent 11 9 4 1 1l 26
Timid 0 -0 0 1 0 1
Impulsive 1 30 49 21 10 111
Belligerent 0 2 10 18 13 43
Suggestible 3 11 4 4 0 22
Nervous 2 47 23 18 5 95
Sly 1 2 5 4 1 13
Distractible 1 15 38 37 22 113
Happy 17 1 2 1 0 21
Selfish 2 4 3 5 1 15
Persistent 3 13 20 10 4 50
Careless 0 7 32 31 7 77
Dishonest 1 3 3 3 4 14
Efficient 0 0 1 0 0 1
Excitable 11 30 37 22 10 110
Sincere 4 0 0 0 0 4
Neat 1 0 1 0 0 2
Industrious 10 3 0 0 0 13
Stubborn 0 4 6 10 7 27
Boastful 3 6 7 3 4 23
Restless 2 17 42 42 13 116
Emotional 2 14 20 20 9 65
Deceitful 1 3 5 4 3 16
Defiant 1 4 9 10 16 40
Talkative 6 14 34 46 24 124
Intelligent 21 2 2 2 0 27
Prompt 2 0 0 0 0 2
Dependable 2 0 1 0 0 3
Quarrelsome 2 5 19 29 11 66
Cooperative 5 2 1 0 0 8
Daydreamer 1 10 11 3 2 27
Passive 0 3 2 1 0 6
Kind 7 1 0 0 0 8
Confident 4 0 2 0 0 6
Boisterous 2 10 .22 21 14 69
Imaginative 25 9 3 3 0 40
Gregarious 9 11 8 4 0 32
Disinterested 0 2 10 16 4 32
Profane 0 1l 4 3 6 14
Courteous 5 1 0 0 0 6
Sensitive 8 8 5 1 1l 23
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TABLE XVI (continued)

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 ‘5 "Total
Enthusiastic 25 6 5 2 2 40
Disrespectful 0 3 5 9 12 29
Quick-Tempered 0 10 25 23 12 70
Critical 0 2 9 5 2 18
Lazy 0 1 2 6 2 11
Influential 0 4 3 3 3 13
Moody 3 11 19 6 1 40
Eccentric 1l 7 5 0 1 14

Total Number of Responses 1782



TABLE XVII

FREQUENCY OF TRAIT SELECTIONS FOR

UNDERACHIEVING AND NON-MOTIVATED
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Characteristic 1l 2 3 4 5 Total
Careless 0 22 41 32 12 107
Daydreamer 1 35 37 29 13 115
Disinterested 0 11 42 50 24 127
Enthusiastic 0 0 1 1 0 2
Impulsive 0. 3 1 2 1 7
Lazy 1 14 31 39 25 110
Profane 0 1 2 3 4 10
Selfish 0 4 5 1 0 10
Suggestible 0 1 0 1 1 3
Alert 0 0 0 0 0 0
Boisteroug 0 3 1 7 2 13
Critical 0 4 7 2 1 14
Dishonest 0 2 3 12 7 24
Emotional 2 8 9 3 3 25
Imaginative 5 2 0 0 0 7
Kind 17 1 0 1 0 19
Persistent 0 1 1 0 1 3
Restless 2 15 37 15 3 72
Stubborn 1 3 16 16 6 42
Belligerent 0 3 4 8 10 25
Deceitful 0 2 6 11 4 23
Disrespectful 0 3 6 11 14 34
Excitable 0 3 3 4 1 11
Independent 1 1 0 0 0 2
Neat 1 1l 0 0 0 2
Prompt 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sensitive 8 8 7 0 0 23
Talkative 1 6 17 21 9 54
Boastful 0 4 2 7 1 14
Confident 0 1 0 0 0 1
Defiant 1 3 6 11 12 33
Distractible 7 16 31 24 11 89
Gregarious 0 5 2 1 0 8
Intelligent 4 1 1 2 1 9
Nerwvous 0 13 7 6 0 26
Quarrelsome 0 6 8 14 5 33
Sincere 6 1l 0 0 0 7
Timid 18 19 9 2 0 48
Sly 3 5 8 9 0 25

5 0 1 0 0 6

Cooperative



TABLE XVII (continued)
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Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Total
Industrious 0 0 0 0 0 0
Quick~-Tempered 0 3 11 9 2 25
Happy 8 0 0 0 0 8
Efficient 0 0 0 0 0 0
Passive 11 17 29 1 2 80
Dependable 1 1 0 1 0 3
Courteous 10 0 2 0 0 12
Eccentric 0 1 0 0 0 1l
Influential 1 0 4 0 0 5
Moody 5 22 26 9 4 66

Total Number of Responses 1383



TABLE XVIII

FREQUENCY OF TRAIT SELECTIONS FOR
PSYCHOLOGICALLY DISTURBED
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Characteristic 1 2 3 4 5 Total
Sensitive 30 24 21 8 5 88
Independent 2 3 2 1 0 8
Emotional 9 28 48 21 12 118
Confident 1 1 1 0 0 3
Alert 4 3 0 0 0 7
Talkative 0 5 18 16 15 54
Defiant 0 9 19 29 25 82
Efficient 0 0 0 0 0 0
Gregarious 2 3 2 5 2 14
Belligerent 2 6 18 26 29 81
Intelligent 15 3 0 1 0 19
Disinterested 4 8 19 21 8 60
Neat 6 0 0 1 1 8
Careless 0 11 19 17 7 54
Impulsive 1 22 27 20 9 79
Quarrelsome 0 9 34 26 22 91
Dependable 4 1 0 0 0 5
Profane 0 4 8 13 13 38
Lazy 2 5 10 4 5 26
Cooperative 2 1 1 1 0 5
Sincere 6 0 0 0 0 6
Restless 3 19 36 12 5 75
Timid 7 8 5 2 Q 22
Daydreamer 2 18 18 10 2 50
Suggestible 1 8 4 5 3 21
Courteous 5 0 0 0 0 5
Happy 1 0 0 0 0 1
Distractible 3 24 37 15 11 90
Kind 7 0 0 0 0 7
Boastful 2 8 9 3 0 22
Nervous 3 30 27 9 5 74
Quick-Tempered 3 11 30 32 17 93
Enthusiastic 6 2 0 0 0 8
Prompt 3 0 0 0 0 3
Deceitful 0 "4 9 19 11 43
Selfish 2 7 13 9 3 34
Imaginative 10 5 5 2 0 22
Excitable 3 21 21 15 7 67
Passive 2 6 10 6 1 25



TABLE XVIII (continued)
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Characteristic 1 2 3 4 5 Total
Boisterous 1 3 11 12 ] 35
Stubborn 3 9 23 20 9 64
Industrious 2 0 0 0 0 2
Dishonest 1 3 6 10 11 31
Persistent 1 3 13 1 1 19
Sly 1l 4 11 12 3 31
Disrespectful 2 4 13 14 19 52
Critical 4 6 8 7 5 30
Moody 10 15 29 12 15 81
Influential 2 3 1 0 3 9
Eccentric - 8 4 10 5 0 27

Total Number of Responses 1889



FREQUENCY OF TRAIT SELECTIONS

TABLE XIX

FOR AGGRESSIVE
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Characteristic 1 2 3 4 5 Total
Courteous 21 1 0 0 2 24
Disrespectful 3 8 14 23 20 68
Imaginative 41 6 1 0 0 48
Industrious 45 7 5 1 0 58
Nervous 4 8 12 6 2 32
Quick~-Tempered 9 9 25 18 15 76
Sincere 23 1 2 1 0 27
Timid 0 1 0 0 0 1
Alert 48 8 7 5 1 69
Confident 54 11 4 6 2 77
Disinterested 0 1 5 4 0 10
Happy 30 0 3 0 0 33
Neat 18 0 0 0 0 18
Quarrelsome 2 12 27 21 10 72
Sensitive 8 5 8 2 1 24
Talkative 11 15 41 27 5 99
Belligerent 1 4 -18 29 15 67
Critical 2 8 23 13 11 57
Distractible 2 8 13 11 2 36
Impulsive 11 17 30 8 5 71
Intelligent 51 3 1 3 0 58
Passive 0 1 0 0 0 1
Restless 4 14 8 10 4 40
Suggestible 7 7 5 3 0 22
Boisterous 7 17 28 21 4 77
Daydreamer 1 3 3 2 1 10
Emotional 5 12 19 5 2 43
Kind 16 1 1 0 0 18
Stubborn 1 11 15 9 6 42
Careless 1 6 11 7 5 30
Defiant 4 9 15 11 14 53
Efficient 24 1 4 0 0 29
Sly 2 4 2 4 2 14
Independent 48 9 4 1l 1 63
Gregarious 16 8 5 7 1 37
Dishonest 0 1 4 4 4 13
Prompt 28 1 1 1 0 31
Lazy 0 3 1 2 2 8
Boastful 12 16 24 8 2 62
Cooperative 31 1 1 0 1 34
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TABLE XIX (continued)

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 5 Total
Profane 1 6 2 4 6 19
Dependable 27 3 0 1 0 31
Persistent 19 14 18 6 2 59
Enthusiastic 40 6 5 1 0 52
Selfish 0 8 9 4 2 23
Deceitful 0 1l 4 7 2 14
Excitable 9 19 19 7 3 57
Eccentric 0 3 2 1 0 6
Moody 2 10 3 3 0 18
Influential 16 11 10 1 1 39

Total Number of Responses 1970
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MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND TOLERANCE SCORES
FOR HYPERACTIVE

Characteristics Means S.D. Tolerance
Alert 1.556 1.066 1.444
Independent 1.923 1.035 1.077
Impulsive 3.081 .922 - .081
Belligerent 3.977 . 849 - .977
Suggestible 2.409 .937 .591
Nervous . 2.758 . 959 «242
Sly 3.154 1.026 - .154
Distractible 3.566 .977 - .566
Happy 1.381 .344 1.62
Selfish . 2,933 1.181 .067
Persistent 2.98 1.01 .02
Careless 3.494 .783 - .494
Dishonest 3.429 1.294 - 429
Excitable 2.909 1.11 .091
Industrious 1.231 L421 1.77
Stubborn 3.741 1.003 - .741
Boastful 2.957 1.268 - .043
Restless 3.405 .928 - .405
Emotional 3.308 1.051 - .308
Deceitful 3.313 1.158 - .313
Talkative 3.548 1.073 - .548
Intelligent 1.444 .916 1.556
Dependable 1.667 .943 1.333
Quarrelsome 3.636 .948 - .636
Cooperative 1.5 .707 1.5 :
Daydreamer 2.815 .944 .185
Passive 2.667 .745 .333
Kind 1.125 .331 1.875
Confident 1.667 .943 1.333
Boisterous 3.507 1.058 - .507
Imaginative 1.6 917 1.4
Gregarious 2.219 .992 .781
Disinterested 3.688 .768 - .688
Courteous 1.166 .373 1.833
Sensitive 2.087 1.06 .913
Enthusiastic . 1.75 1.157 1.25
Disrespectful 4.034 .999 ~-1.034
Quick~Tempered 3.529 .937 - .529
Critical 3.389 .826 - .389
Lazy 3.818 .833 - .818
Influential 3.385 1.146 - .385
Moody 2.775 " .88 .225
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MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND TOLERANCE SCORES

FOR UNDERACHIEVING/NON-MOTIVATED

Characteristics

Means S.D. Tolerance

Careless 3,318 .923 - .318
Daydreamer 3.157 1.009 - .157
Disinterested - 3,685 - .8758 - .685
Impulsive 3.143 1,125 - .143
Lazy 3.664 .993 - .664
Selfish 2.7 .64 .3
Suggestible 3.667 1.247 - .667
Boisterous 3.615 1.003 - .615
Critical 3 . 845 0.
Dishonest 4 .866 -1
Emotional 2.88 1.107 .12
Imaginative 1.286 .452 1.714
Kind 1.211 .694 1.789
Persistent 3.333 1.247 - .333
Restless 3.028 .833 - .028
Stubborn 3.548 . 905 - .548
Deceitful 3.739 . 845 - .739
Disrespectful 4.059 .968 -1.059
Excitable’ 3.273 .962 - .273
Sensitive 1.957 .806 1.043
Talkative 3.574 . 955 - .574
Boastful 3.357 .972 - .357
Defiant 3.909 1.083 - .909
Distractible 3.18 1.107 - .180
Gregarious 2.5 .707 .5
Intelligent 2.444 1.5 .556
Nervous 2.730 .811 .269
Quarrelsome 3.545 . 956 - .545
Sincere 1.143 .35 1.857
Timid "1.896 .847 1.104
Sly 2,92 1.01 .089
Cooperative 1.333 . 745 1.666
Passive 2,825 1.046 .175
Dependable 2.333 1.247 .667
Courteous 1.333 .7454 1.667
Moody 2,77273 .98158 .227
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MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND TOLERANCE SCORES

FOR PSYCHOLOGICALLY DISTURBED

Characteristics Means S.D. Tolerance
Sensitive 2.25 1.18 .75
Independent 2,25 .968 .75
Enmotional 2.992 1.062 8.475
Confident 2. .8165 1.
Alert 1.429 .495 1.571
Talkative 3.759 .961 - .759
Defiant 3.854 .977 -~ .854
Gregarious 3.143 1.301 - .143
Belligerent 3.914 1.045 - .914
Intelligent 1.316 .729 1.68
Disinterested 3.35 1.077 ~ .35
Neat 1.875 1.536 1.125
Careless 3.37 .95 - .37
Impulsive 3.177 1.003 - 177
Quarrelsome 3.67 .95 - .67
Profane 3.921 .984 - .921
Lazy 3.192 1.177 - ,192
Cooperative 2.2 1.166 .8
.Restless 2.96 .916 .04
Timid 2.091 .949 .909
Daydreamer 2.84 .924 .16
Suggestible 3.048 1.174 - .048
Distractible 3.078 1.024 - .078
Boastful 2.591 .834 .41
Nervous 2.77 .952 .23
Quick~Tempered o 3.527 1.022 - .527
Enthusiastic 1.25 .433 1.75
Deceitful 3.86 .904 - .860
Selfish 3.118 1.022 - .118
Imaginative 1.955 1.021 1.045
Excitable 3.03 1.065 - .03
Passive 2.92 .977 -08
Boisterous 3.657 1.013 - .657
Stubborn 3.359 1.036 - .36
Dishonest 3.781 1.1 - .871
Persistent 2.895 .788 .105
Sly 3.387 .939 - .387
Disrespectful 3.846 1.116 - .846
Critical 3.1 1.274 - .1
Moody 3.086 1.249 - .086
Influential 2.889 1.595 111
Eccentric 2.444 l.1 .556
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MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND TOLERANCE SCORES

FOR AGGRESSIVE

Characteristics Means S.D. Tolerance
Courteous 1.375 1.111 1.625
Disrespectful 3.741 1.136 - .721
Imaginative 1.167 .425 1.833
Industrious 1.345 .708 1.655
Nervous 2.813 1.073 .188
Quick~Tempered 3.276 1.242 - .276
Sincere 1.296 .761 1.7
Alert 1.594 1.026 1.41
Confident 1.584 1.061 1.416
Disinterested 3.3 .64 - .3
Happy 1.182 .575 1.818
Quarrelsome 3.347 1.002 - .347
Sensitive 2.292 1.136 .708
Talkative 3. 1.035 0
Belligerent 3.791 .907 - .791
Critical 3.404 1.057 - .404
Distractible 3.083 .982 - .083
Impulsive 2.704 1.08 .296
Intelligent 1.241 - 0727 1.759
Restless 2.9 1.179 .1l
Suggestible 2.182 1.029 .818
Boisterous 2.974 1.032 .026
Daydreamer 2.9 1.136 .1
Emotional 2.698 «977 .302 .
Kind 1.167 .5 1.833
Stubborn 3.19 1.052 - .19
Careless 3.3 1.069 - .3
Defiant 3.415 1.25 - .415
Efficient 1.31 .699 1.69
Sly 3 1.309 0
Independent 1.381 .805 1.62
Gregarious 2.162 1.241 .838
Dishonest 3.846 .948 - .846
Prompt 1.194 .644 1.81
Lazy 3.375 1.218 - .375
Boastful 2.548 1.042 .452
Cooperative 1.206 .758 1.794
Profane 3.421 1.35 - .421
Dependable 1.194 .591 1.81
Persistent 2.288 1.12 .712
Enthusiastic 1.365 .735 1.635



140
TABLE XXIII (continued)

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND TOLERANCE SCORES
FOR AGGRESSIVE

Characteristics Means S.D. Tolerance
Selfish 3 .933 0
Deceitful 3.714 .795 - 714
Excitable 2.57 1.06 .421
Eccentric 2.667 . 745 «333
Moody 2.389 .891 .611

Influential 1.974 .999 1.026
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