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ABSTRACT

The purpose of thls study was to Investlgate
the peer relatlons of only children at. the primary
grade level, K-2. The dlfference between the peer
relatlons of only chlldren and the peer relatlons

of chlldren wlth slbllhgs was lnvestlgated.

Teachers In a suburban, Western New York
school dlstrlict were asked to fl11l out surveys for
each of the orly chlldren In thelr classrooms and
the chlldreq‘wlth slbllngs that the researcher

randomly selected.

The study was deslgned to determlne {£f, on 10
ltems, there was a slgnlflcant difference between
the peer relatlonshlps of oril vy chl'ldren and

chlldren wlth sibllngs. v

A slgnlflcant dlfference was found between
only chlldren and chlldren with slbllngs on elght
of the ten questlons asked by the researcher. The
results of thls study relnforce prevlous research
whlch has been conducted in the area of peer

relatlons of only chlldren.

ii



Chapter 1

Statement of the Problem

Presently, the number of parents voluntarlly
havling a one-chlld famlly 1s Increaslng. Thls may
result In a chlld psychologlcally dlfferent from
the only chlld of past generatlons.

Only chlldren appear to be mentally healthy,
wlth many studles Indlcatlng that only chlldren
are underrepresented ln psychlatrlc llterature
(Falbo,198%); The number of studles of only
chlldren w@en compared to studles of chlldren wlth
slbllngs Is quch lower thus maklng It more,
dlfflcult to represent In llterature. Thls also
enhénces the purpose of thls study, to Investlgate
the peer relatlons of only chlldren at the prlmary
level. ‘. '

1

oy ree

The purpose of thls study was to lnvestlgate
and compare the peer relations of only chlldren

and chlldren wilth slblings at the prlmary level.



Questlion to be Angwered

Are the peer relatlons of only chlldren
dignificantly different than the peer relatlons of

chlildren with slblings?

Need

Research has Indlcated that there are varylng
oplnlons about only chlldren. Investlgatlons have
been conducted regardling the only chlld and the
followlng varlables: Intelllgence, achlevement,
afflllatlon, peer popularlty and self esteem.
However, most research ls conducted with toddlers
or with the upper grades (lntermedlate, Junlor
high, hlgh school and c?quge levels). Further
research dlrected at the grlmary levels
(klndergarten, flrst and second grade) |s
necessary ln order to get a better understandln%

of the only chlld.

Most of the research has lnvolved the chlld
or paﬁents when lnvestlgating the characterlistlics
of the only chlld. The Intentlon of thls study

was to use a dlfferent avenue, the chlld’s



classroom teacher. The classroom- teacher can glve
hls/her observatlons of the chlld’s Interactlons
wlth peers |n dlfferent settlngs (academl!c and non

academlic).

Defipitions

Only Chlld: A chlld who does not have sibllngs

(step sSiblings included) living with

hlm/her permanently.

Multlple Chlldren: A chlld wlth one or more
slbllngs (step slbllngs
Included) llving wlith hilm/her

permanently. N

Limltatlons of the Study

Thls study was conducted between Aprll and
June, an extremely busy tlme of the year for
teachers. Thls posed a problem for thls study as
many teachers could not spend as much tlme on the
surveys as they would have llked. Several
teachers were unable to flnd the tlme to complete

the survey.



If there had been a larger sampl lng of
"teachers as only chlldren" thelr responses could

have been compared and lncluded !n thls study.

Some chlldren wlth slblings that have extreme
gaps In thelr ages were ralsed as only'chlldren
but are not considered t-xo‘ Be only ehildren in this
survey,, Although not surveyed, these chlldren

could pose: Interegting results.

Summary

The purpose of thls study was to lnvestlgate
and compare the peer relatlons of only chlldren

and chlldren with slbllings at :the primary level.
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Chapter 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Rurpogse of the Study

The purpose of thls study was to lnvestlgate
the peer relatlons of only chlldren and chlldren

with silbllngs at the primary level.

Are the peer-relatlons of only chlldren
slgnlflcantly dlfferent thén the peer relatlons of

chlldren wlth slbllngs?

Ihe Only Child
The only chlld ls spQLied. dependent, qod

selflsh demandlng. rlgld, over protected

tyrannlical, attentlon seeklng, and non-soclal.
Chances are they are also neurotlc, egocentrlc,
drlven and not well adjusted. It has also been
sald that they are less cooperatlve, less
afflllatlve and more maladjusted than slbllng
chlldren (Jlao, 1986>. Thls was the general

bellef ln the baby boom era, durlng those days

P R et T TV —

when fami]lles with three and four (and more)

W oen L —

chlldren domlnated (Falbo, 1983; Pollt, Ndttall,
Nuttall, 1980; Rosenberg, 1983; Stelner, 1984).
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Research varles about thls lIssue. Falbo
(1983) found only chlldren to be more llkely to
make cooperatlvé verses competltlve moves |n
games. Mlller and Maruyama (1976) nevertheless
found only chlldren to have fewer frlends and to
be leds affiliative than others., Sutton-Smlith and
Rosenberg (1965) concluded that the only boy ls
more femlinlne than other males and the only glrl
|s more mascullne. Belmont (1977) reported that
only chlldren are more 1lkely to be dlagnosed as
psychologlcally dlsturbed than others.

When Blake (1974) and Thompson (1974)
conducted sﬁudles with college samples they found
that thls sampling populatlion prefer chlldlessness
to having a single chlld.

?ESEEEEE_<1974’ stated that_the negatlve

vom o ————

bel}efs about the only chlld has been called

qy]{ura!_ﬁ;ulsm. Thls may be S0 deepty instilled

In our culture that 1t Is percgiged as an

RSV —— ] -

unchal lengeable 4lven. Thls enhances the need for

further research. The current research results
should be shared wlth educators and parents to
update our culture on only chlldren.

Desplte these negatlve _stereotypes, smaller

—_—— - e —

famllles In general, and one chlld famllles, are

growlng In popularlty. In 1970, 18% of Amerlican



famllles had only chlldren as tompared with 21% In
1981 (Rosenberg, 1983), |

With the growlng popularlty comes the need
for more research on only-chlld stereotypes. The
research that has been ‘recently conducted has
falled to demonstrate that only ehildren are at °
gerious peyehological or emotional disadvantage
when compared with Indlvliduals who have slbllings
(Pollt, Nuttall, Nuttall 1980)>. o d

The reasons for having a one chlld famlly are

dependent upon many dlfferent varlables. Stelner

— ,
(1984) sta}s/ ~ y
“ (e Son
Gﬁ/;glnq famlly patterns, economlc o
concerns, medlcal reasons and new roles A HﬁV9h4
for women may contrlbute to parents’ | b

/ chooglng the one 'chlld optlon. Dlvorce
rates and the tendency for couples to
/ marry- 1ater In 1lfe may contrlbute to
shorter marrlages and potentlally fewer
g chlldeen. Inflatlon and hlgh
unemployment, contrlbutlng to reduced
\ fam!l'Y lncome, may encourage’ parents to
have smaller famllles The maJorlty of ;
women are now emp l-oyed befote they have
chlldren. The beneflts of thls added
Incomé and Involvement In careeff}g%y
and

-

lead. women to postpone chlld bear
bear Pewer chlldren (p.3). .~

The Increased numbers ‘?—voluntary one chlld famllles
may result 1h & chlld psychologlically different ¥rom-the
only child of past generatlons. Rosenberg ¢1983) -quoted
Claudy advlisling, "There’s no reason not to have an only
chlld. Don’t have a second chlld Just to avold havling an

‘only chlld (p.53).’" There are steps parents can take to



minlmlze the potentlal dlsadvantages of belng an only chlld
(Falbo. 1983; Rosenberg,1983).

Thirty-three months old, only chlldren were found to be
more assertlve In a frustratlng sltuatlon, more soclally
successful, more llkely to seek posltlve attentlon from
peers, more popular and more llkely to engage In peer play.
It was found In thls study that only chlldren at thls age
have been found to experlence the greatest amount of
parent-chlld Interactlon at home (Snow, Jackl!ln and Maccoby,
1981).

Accordlng to recent reports In Chlna It was found that
about 90% of the klndergarten chlldren In urban areas are
only chlldren. The only chlld Is descrlbed as havlng all
the love and attentlon of the parents and the grandparents
(ln many cases four grandparents). The school statf have
found that the students who do not llsten to thelr parents
and who do only what they want, to be the only chlldren.
These chlldren are seen as havling dlfflculty sharlng wlth
.others and belng part of a group (Spodek, 1989).

The Chlnese people are trylng to ellmlnate thls
problem. In klndergarten the chlldren are taught to share
wlth one another and to help one another. It has been found
that chlldren wlth slbllngs do not need as much of thls
Interventlon. The Women‘’s Federatlon ls also trylng to help
the parents of only chlldren. They have establ!shed
“Parent’s Schools," where parents learn to deal wlth the

>

problems of ralsling an only chlld. The only chlld problem



s expected to persist and remaln slgnlflcant although
reports Indlcate a rlslng blrthrate In Chlna (Spodek,1989).

In the study conducted by Jlao, J! and Jlng (1986) they
observed several bellefs of only chlldren to be true. Both
rural and urban slbllng chlldren possessed the posltlve
soclal behavloral qualltles of cooperatlon, peer prestlge
and were more perslstent to a greatér extent than dld only
chlldren. Only chlldren were found to be more self dlrected
than slbling chlldren. Slbllng chlldren were rated by thelr
peers as better In cognltlve skllls and more soclally
competent ln general. Only chlldren on the other hand are
seen by other chlldren as actlng accordlng to thelr own
Interests whlle slbllng chlldren are seen as Jolnlng others
ln play and partliclpating more In collectlve actlvitles.
Peers more readlly accept slbllng chlldren than only
chlldren as thelr leaders.

Afflllatlon |s belonglng to organlzatlons or clubs to
enhance soclal llfe. Only chlldren have been found to be
less afflllatlve than others, whlch may be the result of the
relatlvely large amounts of affectlon they recelve from
thelr parents, rather than a lack of soclal skllls (Falbo,
1983>. Only chlldren show greater "lnternallty"” or feellng
that they have control over thelr environments (Mott and
Haurln 1982).

Self-esteem studles have placed only chlldren above,

below and at par wlth chlldren with slbllngs (Falbo, 1983).‘
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Studles have shown that only chlldren perform better
academlcally than chlldren wlth slbllings. Thls may be the
result of parental expectatlon, flnanclal abllitles and an
unlnterrupted relatlonshlp wlth the chlld (Falbo, 1983).

Mott and Haurln €1982) have suggested that the optlmum
chlld poslitlon In a famlly to be the only chlld. Thls, due
to confluence theory that the IQ of the famlly ls pulled
down wlth each addltlonal blirth In a famlly. In addltlon to
a hlgher IQ the econom!l¢ resources are- more avallable ln an
only chlld famlly. Thus, the only chlld has no economlc
restralnts and a hlgher lntelllgence.

Fenton (1928) and Eoseanrg (1965) have found only
chlldren to be somewhat more confldent and to have more

-

positive self-concepts than. other Indlviduals.

Belmont and Morolla, 1973 as clted by Mott and Haurln,
(1982>, found that belng an anly chlld, Is not optlmum and,
that flrst born chlldren In smaller famllles are
Intellectually more advantaged than only chlldren. The
flrst born Is more lntelllgent than the later born because
the flrst born ls able to tutor younger slbllngs. Thls has
a posltlve effect on the learnlng capablllitles of the older
chlildren.

- There éegms tao be confllctlng studies whlch
compllcates our understanding of only chlldren. There are
very few data to support the view that only Fplldren-are

L?aladJusted, abnormal or handlcapped soclally. The only

'tk i
g "
<\_PmmTkm” .

o
P



chlld has often been found to possess tralts that are
consldered deslrable by our soclety (Pollt, 1980),.

Crase and Crase (1989) found through thelr research
that only chlldren were found to surpass all others, except
flrstborns and chlldren from two-chlld famllles, on
achlevement and Intelllgence. They also surpassed other
chlldren In character and the posltlve nature of the
parent-chlld relatlonshlp. Across all developmental
outcomes, only chlldren were lndlstlingulshable from
flrst-borns and chlldren from small famllles.

Solomon, Clare and Westoff (1956) conducted a multlple
cholce study some tlme ago, the flndlngs are worth notlng.
When asked what the parents’ reason for havlng a second
chlld was, "not wantlng an only chlld" was a clear flrst
cholce. The other cholces belng: 1) The deslre to lnsure
agalnst chlldlessness 1s an Important reason for havling a
second chlld. 2) The Interest In and deslre for brothers
and slsters affects the slze of famlly. In thelr research
they found that 75% of the general publlc conslder belng an
only chlld a dlsadvantage. The reasons people belleved was
not researched.

In previous years It was noted that there was a hlgher
lncldence of only chlld famllles In the hlgher
soclo-economlc groups. Thus Solomon, Clare and Westoff
(1956) looked at thelr flndlngs. It appeared that both

wlves and husbands In the "hlgh" soclo-economlc group are

11

most concerned wlth avoldling an only chlld. Thls may be dué
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to the great awareness of the problematlc potentlal of
only-chlld famllles. It was also evlident that wlves and
husbands who themselves were only chlldren do not conslder
thls factor a great handlcap. Spouses marrled to only
chlldren dld flnd belng an only chlld a handlcap and they
attrlbute faults ln thelr spouses to thls type of
environment.

Pollt, Nuttall, Nuttall (1980> and hls team found
that the only chlld as an adult appeared to be functlonlng
well In the educatlonal and occupatlonal areas. They seemed
to have an advantage over the adults who had slbllngs.
Contrary to the hypothesls they made that only chlldren are
less well-adJusted as adults than are people who.grew up
wlth brothers and slsters. Belng flrst born or an only
chlld may be assoclated wlth a hlgher achlevement
motlvatlon. These chlldren should asplre to hlgher status
occupatlons and ultlmately be more successful ln thelr
career cholces. Lower fertlllty and hlgher career goals ls
a slmllar outcome wlth these two groups also (Mott and
Haurln,1982).

It has been found through research that only chlldren
prefer to have smaller famllles, attaln hlgh levels of
educatlon and hold hlgh-status Jobs. It has been found that
onlles have the same expectatldns of thelr famlly members.
Adult onlles are as happy and satisfled wlth thelr llves as

adults who grew up wlth slbllngs. Only chlldren were found

g
o




to be more achlevling, more achlevement orlented, and more

—_—

gecular than non-onlles (Pollt, Nuttall, Nuttall,1980>.

J——

Only chlldren appear to be mentally healthy, wlth many
studles Indlcatlng that only chlldren are underrepresented
In psychlatrlc llterature. The amount of only chlldren when
compared to chlldren wlth slbllngs |s much lower thus maklng
lt more dlfflcult to represent In llterature. Thls also
enhances the purpose of thls study, to lnvestlgate the peer
relatlons of only chlldren at the prlmary level (Falbo,

1983).

[ummary.

The only chlld research of the past and present have
confllctlng theorles. It |ls evident that the only chlld Is
changlng with the tlmes and thls chlld wlll contlnue to
change. Research suggests that parental economlc and
educatlonal dlfferences play a part In the development of an
only chlld. Indlvlduals should not have a mlndset of the
characterlstlics of an only chlld as many factors play a part

In the development of a character.

13
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Chapter III

Deslgn of the Study

Purpoge

The purpose of thls study was to lnvestlgate and

compare the peer relatlons of only chlldren and chlldren
Wwith s8iblings at the primary level. The question to be

answered was: Are the peer relation of only c¢children
gigniflcantly dlfferent than the peer relatlons of chlldren

wlth slbllngs?

Null Hvpothesis

There wlll be no statlstically slgnlflcant dlfference
{n the proportlons of posltlve responses between chlldren
wlth slbllngs and only chlldren. A ten ltem questlonnalre
wlll be tested, ltem by ltem at the 95% confldence level and
the results of each of these t tests for the slgnlflcance of
the dlfference between proportlons wlll be reported

geparately.



Sublects

The subJects of thls study were 174 students at the
primacy level ¢kindecgacten, tirst and second grade’:

Eighty-seven students did not have other slbllngs older,
younger or the same age llving In the same house.
Elghty-seven students dld haye other slbllngs older, younger

or the same age llving In the same house.

The subJects attend a large suburban school dlstrlct In
Western New York. The subJects are from mlxed
soclo-economlc and raclal backgrounds. The chlldren were
chosen from slx prlmary bulldlngs wlithln the suburban
dlstrict. All subJects that partlclpated In thls study were
of varylng ablllty levels. The reasons they were only

chlldren was not a research factor of thls study.

Instruments: A questlonnalre deslgned by the researcher
was used for both the only chlldren and the chlldren wlth

slbllngs (See Appendlx A).

15



Procedure

Perm!isslon was granted from each of the slx prlncipals
involved to use the staff for questioning. The researcher
then spent an average of flve mlnutes wlth the entlre

faculty explalnlng the process lnvolved.

A data form (See Appendlx B) was then dlstrlbuted to
all the teachers to determlne the number of only chlldren
and the total number of chlldren they had In thelr

homerooms.

After the data forms were returned the researcher
randomly selected chlldren wlth slbllngs ln each homeroom.
The number of chlldren wlth slbllngs researched corresponded
to the number of only chlldren In each homeroom.
Quest!ionnalres were dlstrlbuted to the approprlate teacher

(See Appendlx A).

Statigtical Desian

A t test was calculated for each of the questlons asked
to determlne the dlfference between the peer relatlons of
only chlldren and the peer relatlons of chlldren wlth
siblings. A 20 polnt dlfference ln percentages of ves

responses was used.

16



17

Chapter IV

Findlngs and Interpretatlon of Data

Purpose

The purpose of thls study was to lnvestlgate and
compare the peer relatlons of only chlldren and chlldren
wlth slbllngs at the prlmary level. The questlon to be
answered was: Are the peer relatlons of only chlldren

gslgnlflcantly dlfferent than the peer relatlons of chlldren

wlth slbllngs?



A questlonnalre was dlstrlbuted to S5 teachers to be
fllled out for each randomly selected chlld wlth slbllings
and each only chlld In thelr homeroom. The total number of
chlldren surveyed was 174. Elghty-seven were chlldren wlth

slbllngs and elghty-seven were only ¢hildren.

The Informatlon was charted and statlstlically analyzed
usling a serles of t tests. The t test was used to determ!lne
I|f there was a slignlflcant dlfference between the peer

relatlons of the only chlldren and the chlldren wlth

slbllngs.

18



Example:

The calculatlon of the t test for the slgnlflcance
of the dlfference between proportlons.

number of only chlldren (87>

percentages of yes’s (le. §6 = .64
87

number of multlple chlldren (87)

percentage of yes’s (le. 72 = .83
87

no+om
S p= ( 87 % .84 > + (87 » B3 = 127.8%9 =.74
87 + 87 174
{f p=.74 then §=.26 (g=1.00-p)>
and
s.e.p

nS.e.p

- Pra* 1 + 1
n, n,
= ‘J(ﬁ* g * (o' + >

(.74 » .26 * (87 + 87) = .07

= .07

19



allowance

s.e.p # t;value

.07 % 1.96 (1.96 from t table
95% for 172 degrees
of freedom)

F .14

|s between .14 0 +.14

retaln H
(lf not relJected)

- 4
e

.64 -
-.19

.83

]

20
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Analyslg of Data

The Informatlon gathered 1s represented In Table

t test.
Table 1
Data From Questlons
p<.0S

ni pi n2 p2 p q s.e.p t limlt t obt
89 .58 94 .80 69 .31 .87 A8 -.22
85 .63 83 .83 .73 .27 .07 .13 -.20
96 .83 91 .97 .90 .10 .04 .09 -.14
98 .39 94 .61 .50 .50 .07 .14 -.22
96 .51 96 .71 ,61 .39 .07 .14 -.20
95 .74 96 .78 .76 .24 .06 .12 -.04
94 .67 o7 .81 .74 .26 .06 12 -.14
99 .63 97 .86 .74 .26 .06 12 -.23
95 .64 93 .69 .66 .34 .07 .13 -.05
93 .57 92 .75 .66 .34 .07 .14 -.18
Key f

Item= the number of the questlon asked

ni= number of only chlldren

pl= percentages of yes

n2- number of chlldren wlth slbllings

p2= percentages of yes

p= proportlon of toftal ves

q= proportlon of total no

s.e.p= standard error of proportlon

p<.05= 95% confldence 1imlt for retalning null hypothesls
slgn.= was the result slgnlflcant or not

1. The Informatlon was tested for slgnlflcance by uslng the

stat frically
glgrificant

yes
yes
yes
yes
yes

no
yes
yes

no
yes



Item 1.

Does the chlld Interact approprlately wlth

peers durlng academlc settlngs?

ReJect the null hypothesls and conclude that
there 1s a statlstlcally slgnlflcant dlfference
between the only chlld group and the multlple
chlld group In terms of the chlld belng able to
Interact approprlately wlith peers durlng academlc
settlngs. The dlfference ls statlstlcally
slgnlflcant at the 95% confldence level.

The teachers concluded from thelr observatlons
that proportlonally more chlldren In the multlple
chlld group were able to Interact more
approprlately wlth peers durlng academlc settlngs

than the only chlld group.
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Item 2.

Does the chlld Interact approprlately wlth
peers durlng non academlc settlngs (e.gqg.

playtime, free tlme)?

ReJect the null hypothesls and conclude that
there |Is a statlstlcally slgnlflcant dlfference
between the only chlldren group and the multlple
chlldren group In terms of the chlldren belng
able to Interact approprlately with peers during
non-academlc settlngs. The dlfference s
statlstlcally slgnlflcant at the 95% confldence
level.

The teachers concluded from thelr observatlons
that proportlonately more chlldren in the multlple
chlldren group were able to Interact more
appopprlately wlth peers durlng non-academlc

gsettlngs than the only chlld group.

Item 3.
TN

Is the chlld wllllng to share hls/her school

supplles or toys?

ReJect the null hypothesls and conclude that

there |8 a statlstlcally slgnlflcant dlfference
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between the only chlldren group and the multlple

chlldren group In terms of the chlldreii belng able
to share hls/her school supplles or toys. The
dlfference |s statlstlcally slgnlflcant at the 95%
confldence level.

The teachers concluded from thelr observations
that proportlonately more chlldren In the multlple
chlldren group were able to share thelr school

supplles or toys than the only chlld group.

Item 4.
Does the chlld have a best frlend?

ReJect the null hypothesls and conclude that
there Is a statlstlcally slgnlflcant dlfference
between the only chlldren group and the multlple
chlldren group In terms of the chlldren having a
best frlend. The dlfference ls statlsgtlcally
slgnlflcant at the 95% confldence level.

The teachers concluded from thelr observatlons
that,propftlonately more chlldren ln the multlple
chlldren group had a best frlend than In the only

chlld group.
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Item 5.

Does the chlld have several best frlends?

ReJect the null hypothesl!s and conclude that
there 1s a statlstlcally slgnlflcant dlfference
between the only chlldren group and the multliple
chlldren group ln terms of the chlldren havlng
several best frlends. The dlfference ls
statlstlcally slgnlflcant at the 95% confldence
level.

The teachers concluded from thelr observatlons
that proportlonately more chlldren In the multlple
chlldren group had several best frlends than In

the only chlld group.

Item 6.

Does the chlld change frlends frequently (day

to day or week to week)>?

Retaln the null hypothesls and conclude that
there 1s no statlstlcally slgnlflcant dlfference
between only chlldren and multlple chlldren In
terms of the chlld changlng frlends frequently.
The dlfference 1s not statlstlcally slgnlflcant at

the 95% confldence level.



The teachers concluded from their observations
that there was no dlfference between the only
chlld group and the multlple chlldren group ln
terms of the frequency in which they c¢hange

frlends (day to day or week to week).

Item 7.

Does the chll1d’s personallty lnvite posltlve
Interact!lons with peers or dlscourage

Interactlons wlth peers?

ReJect the null hypothesls and conclude that
the teachers see the only chlldren as having a
personallty that dlscourages Interactlons wlth
peers. The dlfference ls statlstlcally
slgnlflcant at the 95% confldence level.

The teachers concluded from thelr observatlons
that proportlonately more chlldren In the multlple
chlldren group Invited posltlve lnteractlons wlth
peers than In the only chlld group. They also
concluded that the chlldren In the multlple
chlldren group were less |llkely to dlscourage
Interactlons wlth peers than the chlldren In the

only chlld group.
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Item 8.

Does the chlld monopollze the teachers time?

ReJect the null hypothesls and conclude that
there ls a statlstlcally slgnlflcant dlfference -
between only chlldren and multliple chlldren In
terms of the amount of teacher tlme they requlre.
The dlfference ls statlstlcally slgnlflcant at the
95% confldence level,

The teachers concluded from thelr observatlons
that proprotlonately more chlldren In the only

chlld group monopol lzed more of the teachers tlme

than the chlldren In the multiple ¢chlldren group.

Item 9.

Does the chlld exhlblt passlve behav!ors?

Retaln the null - hypothesls and conclude that
there Is not a statlstlically slgnlflcant
dl fference between only chlldren and multlple
chlldren In terms of the passlve behavlors they
exhlblt. The dlfference |ls not statlstlcally
slgnlflcant at the 95% confldence level.

The teachers concluded from thelr observations
that there was no proportlonal dlfference between
the only chlld group and the multlple chlldren

group and the exhlbltlng of passlve behaviors.

27



Item 10.

Does the child exhibit agaressive behaviors?

ReJect the null hypothesls and conclude that
there 1s a statlstlcally slgnlflcant dlfference
between only chlldren and multlple chlldren In
terms of the aggresslve behavlors they exhlblt.
The dlfference 1s statlstlcally slgnlflcant at the
95% confldence level,

The teachers concluded from thelr observatlons
that proportlonately more chlldren ln the only
chlld group exhlblted aggresslve behaviors than

the chlldren In the multliple chlldren group.

SUMMARY

After the surveys were returned to the
researcher, each questlon was statlstlcally tested
using the t test. Each questlon was translated
Into a proportlon and percentage of yes and no

answers as well as standard error of proportlon

and confldence 1lmlt for retalnlng or rejectlng
the null hypothesls.

Data from elght of the ten questlons asked,
reJected the null hypotheslis. Chlldren wlith
slbllngs reacted more approprlately wlth peers

K
durlng both academlc and non-academic gsettlngs.
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They were more wllllng to share thelr toys than
only chlldren. They had several best frlends as
well as a best frlend whlle only chlldren dld not.
Chlldren with slbllngs had personalltles that
lnvited rather than dlscouraged Interactlons wlth
peers. Only chlldren tended to monopollze the
teacher’s time and to exhlblt aggresslve behavlors
when compared to chlldren wlth slbllngs.

Data from two of the ten questlons asked,
accepted the null hypothesls. It was found that
only chlldren dld not change frlends any more
frequently (day to day or week to week) than dld
chlldren wlth slbilngs. It was also found that
they dld not exhlblt passlve behavlors when

compared to chlldren wlth sibllngs.



Chapter S

Concluslons and Impllcatlons

Purpose

Thls study was proposed to Investlgate the
peer relatlons of only chlldren when compared to
the peer relatlons of chlldren wlth slbllngs, at

the prlmary level.

Concluslong

The results of thls study showed that
chlldren wlth slbllngs reacted more approprlately
wlth peers durlng both academlc and non academlc
settlngs In elght of the ten questlons asked.

The chlldren wlth slbllngs were more wllllng
to share thelr toys, had several best frlends as
well_as a best frlend, whereas chlldren wlth
slbllngs dld not. Chlldren wlth sibllngs Invited
rather than dlscouraged Interactlons wlth peers as
only chlldren’s personalltles dld the opposlte.
Only chlldren tended to monopollze the teacher’s
tlme and exhlblted aggresslve behavlors when
compared to chlldren wlth sibllngs.

On the other hand, two of the ten questlons
were In favor of only chlldren. Only chlldren dld

not exhlblt passlve behavlors or change frlends as
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frequently when compared to chlldren wlth

slbllngs.

A factor that could have waved the flndlngs
of thls study could be whether or not the teacher
was an only chlld and the age of the teacher.
Although the teachers were askéd to look at the
chlld and hls or her behavliors and not to let any
bellefs or mlisbellefs Interfere with thelr
answers, thls may have been the case. The
research of the past thlrty years or so generally
Indlcated negatlve stereotypes of only chlldren.
Whereas more current research |s showlng that
belng an only chlld may be In one’s best Interest.

The type of day care that the chlld had
before and durlng hls beglnnlng school years may
have made a maJor change |ln these flndlngs. If an
only chlld was In a day care wlth several chlldren
or |f a chlld with slbllngs'was home all day wlth
mom or dad he/she may develop dlfferent a
personallty or exhlblt dlfferent behavlors.

As an employer, parent, teacher, cltlzen It
ls wise to keep an open mind when you meet or work
wlth an Indlvldual, as personalltles develop
dlfferently dependlng on enormous amount of

factors.
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Implicatliong for the Clagsroom
‘ In order to get a good representatlon of the
dlfferent characterlstlics between only chlldren
and chlldren wlth slbllngs a teacher may want to
do hlé/her own study. At the beglnnlng of the
school year, when all chlldren are new to the
teacher he/she may want to observe the chlldren
and make a hypothesls and a llst of each chlld In
the two categorles. After maklng the llst, the
teacher could look Into her flles and ldentlfy the
true list. .The teacher may flnd that some
chldidren have only chlld characterlstlics but have
a brother eleven years older, a baby slster or
Just has characterlstlics of an only chlld.
The vise‘versa could also be true. He/she may
also want to look In the chlld’s previous day care
or schoollng that could also play a part In the
development of thelr characterlstlc.

Slnce the work force |s somewhat turnlng
towards the team approach to worklng It Is
Important for all teachers to be aware of thls.

If teachers at the prlmary grades taught the need
to cooperate and to work together, there mlght not
be so much trouble once they get Into the upper

‘grades or Into the work force. Although "leaders"
are lmportant, we need these leaders to be open to

the ldeas of others. We also need the "fol lowers*



to be able to hold their own and not have others 33

do thelr work.

Teachers also need to educate thé parents of
our chlldren. We .need them to reallze the need to
develop |ndependence, but not the type of
Independence that they cook thelr own dlnner and
babyslt themselves at age slx. Rather, the klnd
of -Ilndependence that they plck up thelr toys by
themselves or do thelr homework .without mom

gltting cight next to them.

r

Eurther Regearch

The present study dld not focus at all on the
IQ of the only chlld versus the 1Q of tqs chlld
with slbllngs.. Through the research ltﬂwas
evident that IQ ls a varlable that would'prove to
be an lnteréétlng study. As descrlbed In the
review of the luterature chapter of thls thesls
the confluence theory suggests that the smaller
the family slze the hlgher the average
lntellfgence In the faélly. It would be
Interestling to know the valldlty of thls theory.

The Informatlon galned In thls type of study
could be extended. A comparlson could be made
using adult only chlldren and adults wlth
sibllngs. The results may prove to be Interestlng

l1f we asked some of the same questlons and had

thelr spouses or employers fl11 out the sSurveys.



Another questlon worthy of pursult for 34
addltlonal research would be how the only chlld
percelvés hilmsel'f verses how the chlld wlth
slbllngg'peidelbes himself. In additlon, how do
other chlldren percelve the only chlld and chlld
wlth slbllngs.

A study on the personalltles of famllles that
have extreme gaps between the age span of thelr
chlldren may prove to ‘have Interestlng reéhlts.
The age span ‘may show for dlfferent personalitlies
amonyg the chlldren. " If .for example, there were 10
yYears Bptween the chlldren’s ages, they each may
have characgerlétlcs representling only.chlldren.

Yet another area that could warrgnt further
research and study would be the way qbly chlldren
would have hls/her own famlly. If afl varlables
were removed, would they chose an only chlld
famlly or one wlth several children. On the

contratry, would chlldren from a .large famlly want

a famlly of an only chlld or several chlldren.
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APPENDIX A

Dear (teacher‘s name’, March 9,1989

I am a graduate student at SUNY 9 Brockport.
I am researching the peer relatlons of only
chlldren wlthln the classroom.. Thils wlll be a
compar lson study between the peer relatlons of
only chlldren and chlldren wlth slbllngs. I need
your help In surveylng the characterlstlics of
these chlldren.

Could you please return the bottom portlon to
your school sgecretary by March 17. Wlthln the
next week I wlll then place the correct number of
questlonnalres |ln your mallbox. One questlonnalre
wlll need to be fllled out per only chlld. Slnce
thls Is a comparlson study I would also ask you to
chogse the same number of typlcal chlldren wlith
slbllngs to also survey. (For example, |f you
have two only chlldren I would then ask you to
chose two typlcal chlldren wlth slbllngs to also
survey). At that tlme I wlll Inform you of the
return date.

Thls procedure wlll take you from 3-5 mlnutes
per chlld belng surveyed.

As a teacher, at Holmes Road School, I
understand that your tlme Is llmlted but I would
appreclate any spare mlnute that you could glve my
research.

It 1Is understood that thls Informatlon Is
hlghly confldentlal.

If you have any questlons you may contact me
at 225-4120 durlng school hours.

Thank you,
Katrlna Schaller

PLEASE RETURN TO
YOUR SCHOOL SECRETARY BY
MARCH 17, 1989.

TEACHER
NAME

GRADE TAUGHT

TOTAL NUMBER OF CHILDREN IN HOMEROOM

NUMBER OF ONLY CHILDREN IN HOMEROOM
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APPENDIX B

ONLY CHILD SURVEY

Teacher Grade of chlld_____
Clrcle one: Male or Female

Only chlld or Chlld wlth slbllngs

Are you (the teacher) an only chlld? Yes No

PLEASE FEEL FREE TO EXPAND UPON ANY QUESTION.

Does the chlld Interact approprlately wlth peers
durlng academlc settlngs?

Does the chlld Interact approprlately wlth peers
durlng non- academl!lc settlngs (eg. playtime, free
time)?

Is the chlld wllllng to share hls/her school
suppl les or toys?

Does the chlld have a best frlend?

Does the child have several best frlends?

Does the chlld change frlends frequently?

Does the chlld’s personallty lnvite posltlve -
Interactlons wlth peers or dlscourage Interactlons
wlth peers? (Clrcle one) Pleasgse explaln.

Does the chlld exhlblt passlve behav!lors?

Does the chlld exhlblt aggresslve behavlors?
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