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Abstract 

A survey was administered to 62 elementary 

t eachers of the Wentzvllle R-IV School District ln 

Wentzville . Missouri. The purpose was to assess the 

op in ions of elementary teachers about the positive 

and negative effects of hugging students . The 

r esults of the survey showed that most teachers 

be lieved that the hugging of students was important 

to the students' growth and development. Most 

teachers held the opinion that hugging improves IQ 

<an intelllg nee test score>, self-concept, and 

classroom performance. They also believed that 

hugging lowers anxiety and relates a message to the 

student of appreciation of the student's uniqueness. 

The teachers thought that the higher the grade the 

student was in, the less the student needed to be 

hugged . Teachers who hugged their students did not 

feel that students of either sex should be hugged 

more than those of the opposite sex. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Hugging and touching a child start at b i rth. 

Sutherland (1980) states that experiencing phys i ca l 

contac t with others ls essential f or a ch ild's 

heal thy physical, mental, and emotional growth. 

According to Malandro and Barker (1983), l ack of 

phys ical contact to the infant may even result ln 

dea t h. 

Sroufe , Fox , and Pane- e (1983> s tudied the 

phys l cal-contact seeking of children. They observed 

~hat deficient nurturing in the early years of llte 

resulted n children having a greater need for 

phys ical contact from adults. 

Although experimentation cannot be done with 

hum n Infants on the deficiency of physical contact, 

It can and has been done on infant monkeys. Harlow 

<196 > experimen ed with rhesus monkeys to see how 

they would react when all physical contact was 

removea. Infant monkeys were Isolated up to one 

year. The results were devastating in that infant 

monkeys became extremely emotionally disturbed . 

1 

Within the context of obJ ect relations t heory , 

~orner (1984) goes a maJor step further than Har low✓ s 

experiments with rhesus monkeys to examine human 

rela ions and t e psychopathology resul t i ng f rom a 

deficiency ln nurturing. Horner states t hat lack of 
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nurturing from birth to 5 months ls likely to result 

in psychosis and that lack of nurturing from 6 mon hs 

to 3 years old ls I lkely to result In a personal lty 

disorder. 

By examining what happens when an Infant does 

not receive physical contact from others, one 

r ea lizes how Important physical contact ls to a 

child's healthy development. One may also speculate 

that lf infants need some form of physical contact. 

such as hugging, it ls likely that primary school 

children may also need some type of physical contact. 

A study conducted by Rosen and D'Andrade (1959) found 

that primary school students who had physical 

interaction with their parents on tests requiring 

psychomotor skills snowed increases in motivation and 

improvement ln performance. Likewise, more recently, 

Clemes and Bean (1978) theorized that children who 

were touched moderately by parents and/or teachers 

would show improvements In self-esteem. Clemes and 

Bean state that touching is a way of giving children 

the feeling of "connectlveness," a sense of being 

part of the family or school system. 

Although physical contact ls usual Jy thought of 

in a positive manner, some studies indicate that it 

may have negative effects in certain circumstances. 

Henley (1973, 1977) suggests that nonreciprocal touch 

ls less a sign 07 warmth than of status--that the 
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loher the status he person has, th freer that 

person ls to touch a lower status person. Lafrance 

<1985> states that in school settln s £ males receive 

a different type of touch than males. Glrls receive 

more "helpful" touches whlle boys receive mol:"e 

"frlendlyu contact. The resulting message to 

preschool girls ls that contact 1s more likely to 

occur ln a dependency relationship. 

Children in the United States spena a good 

portion of their early years in school . The way they 

are touched or not touched may po e laJly have a 

significant effect on their development. 

Statement of Purpose 

The purpose of this s udy was to assess the 

opinions and practices of elementary school teachers 

with regard to hugging students. The study was 

conducted by administering a survey to elementary 

teachers ln a school district In the Midwest. The 

survey assessed the frequency with which the teachers 

hugged their students, the opinions of the teachers 

concerning students' need to be hugged, and the 

teachers' views regarding the effects of hugging 

students. 



CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Theories of Physical Contact Effects 

The behavlorlst view. Behavioral research 

suggests that the giving of physical contact 
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generally can serve as a useful reinforcer by 

rewarding and shaping new desirable behavior in 

others. Articles by Kazdin and Klock <1973), Kazdin, 

Silverman, and Sittler (1975). and Lyon (1977) 

reported studies in which physical contact was 

successfully used as a positive reinforcer to change 

the behavior of mentally handicapped children. 

Martin (1974) polled 398 elementary school teachers 

and found physical contact to be the preferred form 

of positive reinforcement to change behavior among 

normal children. In Martin ' s study each teacher was 

given a copy of the Positive Reinforcement 

Observation Schedule, which was used to measure 

reinforcement preferences. Martin's instrument 

return rate was 77%. There were 14 different 

rankings of positive relnforcers. The first 

preferred positive reinforcer was phys i cal contact. 

The second preferred positive reinforcer was the 

acceptance of Ideas. The third WdS dlrec concrete 

reinforcement. (Martin does not explaln what hls 

was, but given that the study involved a school 

setting, o~e mlg t assume that the reinforcet was 
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food . probao l y candy . > The fourth was concrete 

reinforcement <tokens). The fifth was be i ng asked 

questions. Likewise, Christian (1983>, in theoriz i ng 

a hierarchy of behavior modificat i on re l nfor c ers for 

changing classroom behavior, ran ed physical contact 

s the top choice . The ranking was based on teacher 

c onsultat i on and behavior modification plannlno . 

The humanist i c vlew. Human i sts like Rogers 

(1954, 1969, 1970) and Maslow (1968) believe that 

humans are born with an inner nature made up of 

needs , capacities , t alents , pnyslologlcal balances 

and anat omical equipment, a nd that when allowed to 

grow and have expression thls nature wll I develop In 

healthy and productive ways. These i nherent 

po t en tialities are set upon a course for expression 

unless blocked . They may be blocked, altered, or 

destroye d by environmental factors--culture, family. 

t eachers , friends, and so on. For instance, Rogers 

<1969) talks of the awarding of approval and 

disapproval contingent upon the occurrence of desired 
. 

behav i ors. A child thus treated wi 1 I develop a s ense 

of being worthy only if he or she performs the 

behaviors wh i ch others desire. Unfortunately t he 

behavior which others desire may conflict with one/s 

i nner nature. The environment and the important 

people in a child/ s l i fe may Interfere wi h the 

expression of the child/ sinner nature . According t o 
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Rogers. unconditional positive regard shou ld be given 

to a child, providing an environment of approval and 

respect for what the child ls and al Jowlng expression 

of his or her inner nature. 

One part of expressing our inner nature ls the 

giving and receiving of physical contact. According 

to Rogers (1970), physical contact can express anger 

or warm feelings. Rogers says a hug can express 

love, warmth , and joy. Rogers (1969) gives examples 

of teachers hugging heir students. not because th 

teachers wish to s ape the children's behavior, but 

because he prize the children as being unique 

individuals. Conveying th1s atti ude through hu ng 

oPens the doors to the expression ot the students' 

inner natures . 

Effects ot the Lack of Phv3lcaJ cont 

Nurturing 
In st~oies conduct~d by Harlo <1958> and Harlow 

and Zimmermann (1959>. newoorn rhesus monkeys were 

rai sed without their mothers. For each newborn the 

real mo hr was replacea with two surrog te moth rs. 

One surrogate mother was made from a block of wood 

covered with tan terry cl~th, and the other surrogate 

mother was made of wire-mesh. Both surrogate mothers 

had nursing capability. Thew re-mesh surrogate 

mother's body did not differ in any essential way 

from the terry clotn surrogate mother other than in 
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the qua! lty of what Harlow called "contact comfort," 

which the terry cloth surrogate mother could supply. 

The infant monkeys spent much more tlme with the 

t erry cloth surrogate mother than wlth the wire- mesh 

surrogate mother. hen the infant monkey was placed 

ln a n unfamiliar area and was frightened by a 

mechanical toy making loud noises, the infant 

i nvariably rushed and clung tightly to the terry 

c loth mother which provided "contact comfort." The 

infant monkeys never ran to the wire-mesh mothers 

f or comfort. 

In la er studies , Harlow (1964> reared infant 

monkeys wlt out any contact with humans or animals 

whatsoever from birth on. The lnfan monkeys were 

isolated for periods that ranged from 3 months to 1 

year . During this time, the infants saw no living 

creatures and became seriously emotionally dis urbed. 

The monkeys huddled in the corners of their cages, 

clasped themselves and rocked back and forth Jn 

response to all stimulation. Whe n they were brought 

together with normally reared age-mates, the monkeys 

did not participate in the active chasing and playful 

romping that ls characteristic of monkeys that are 

one year of age . When the normal monkeys took an 

agaresslve Junge at them, the monkeys reared in 

isolation were unable to fight back. The y withdrew, 

huddled, rocked, and bit t emselves. Harlow's 



experimen t s r esulted ln some markedly d1s ucbea 

monkeys . 
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Humans, as we1J as monkeys can oecome markedl y 

disturbe d by a l ack of nurturing. Accorctt ng t o 

Sutherland~s (1980) t eor l es, it ls very impor tant to 

a chlld~s mental health to be nurtured dur i ng infancy 

by his or her mother <or pr imary c retaker>, no t only 

physically but also emotional l y . Nurturing includes 

touching, cuddling, and hugging. Suther l and <1980 > 

also states that lack of nurturing In infancy, 

depending on the degree, is a maJor contributor to 

the development of psychotic, personality . and 

neurotic disorders . 

Another study examining effects of lack of 

nurturing was done by Hollender (1970) . She examined 

the need for body contac or skln hunger among women . 

The subjects consisted of 27 paid volunteers and 27 

patients hospltallzea for acute psychla rlc problems. 

Each subJect ~s wish or need to be he l d or cuddled was 

e va l uated on a continuum of "Indifferent" to 

"I ntense. " The eva l uations were done by Hollender 

th r ougn interviews with the subjects . Hollender did 

not make any comparisons between paid and 

hospi t a l i z ed subjects In her findings . She di d make 

the fo l lowi ng general i zations as a result of her 

st udy . She found that for a few women t he wlsh 

or need to be he l d or cudd l ed was so great that lt 



9 

resembled an addiction. Body contact usually 

provided feelings of being loved, protected, and 

comforted. The wish or need for it was affected by 

anxiety, anger, and depression. Sometimes the 

longing was regarded as childish by the women 

themselves. Direct and indirect ways were used to 

obtain the holding or cuddling desired . Sexual 

seduction and enticement were common indirect ways of 

eliciting physical contact from others. In 

Hollender~s study, many of the women whose need to be 

held was so great that it resembled an addicti on 

stated that they had been given very little physical 

contact by their parents during childhood. 

The Need for Physical Contact 

In an earlier study, Hollender, Luborsky, and 

Scaramella (1969> used interviews and a 

questionnaire, the Body Contact Scale, to investigate 

the correlation between the lntenslty of the need to 

be held or cuddled and the frequency w ~h which 

sexua in ercourse ls bartered for tnls satisfaction. 

Their subjects were 39 female patents of the 

psychiatric section for the treatment of acute 

lsorders at the Hospital of the University of 

P nnsy1vania. The most common d agnosis among these 

patients was neurotic depression. It was found th~t 

in previous relationships, 21 had used sexual 

Intercourse to entice a male to hola tnem. 



Twenty-six patien shad directly requested o be 

held. Nl ne patien s who made a d irect request had 
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not used sex, ana four women who had used sex had not 

made a direct request. Although the response 

pa t terns for the use of sexual intercourse or d irec t 

request were similar; the gradi ent from high to low 

scorers on the Body Contac Scale was sharper on ne 

res ponse pattern of the use of sexua l intercourse 

than on the response pattern for d i rect request . 

Eve ry high scorer on the Body Contact Scale used sex 

to be held, whereas the low scorers d i d not. Eleven 

of 19 moderate scorers used sex . This study 

indicates that for some adult women the des i re f or 

physical contact ls so great that they will bar ter 

sexual intercourse to ob ain tactile gratif i cation. 

Satisfying the need for physical contact may 

come not only from other people but also from 

oneself. Campbell and Rushton (1978) conducted a 

stuay using 15 measures of nonverbal communication 

that were coded from v i deotaped interactions be ween 

a female confederate and female college students <N = 
46) ranging in age from 18 trough 21 years. Three 

measures of extraverslon and neurotlcism had been 

administered to the subjects; heir IQs had also been 

assessed . In addition, a Teacher Rating Scale for 

each student was comp l eted by lecturers who knew the 

participants well. The Teacher Rating Scale 
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neurotlcism measures. All measures of the three 

types of touches were significantly correlated with 

poor adjustment and seemed to be associated with the 

relief of anxiety. Gesturing outwards to others was 

negatively associated with touching oneself. Thls 

study suggests that touching relieves anxiety in 

poorly adjusted individuals, even If lt comes from 

themselves. 

Touching ls also important when working with the 

blind. Curson (1979). a teacher of normal blind and 

of retarded blind children between the ages of 2 and 

5 in a nursery school, observed the importance of 

early verbal communication and physical contact with 

blind children . The sighted child will respond to an 

assuring nod. an applauding gesture, a smile of 

approval . But the blind child needs to be touched, 

to be talked to directly , and to be addressed by 

name. The necessity for physical closeness creates a 

more Intimate mother-substitute relationship than ls 

usual in nursery scnools for the slg tea. lthout 

the sense of signt, physical contact becomes an 

impoctant means of com.~unlcatlon b tween the primary 

caretaker and the blind en ld, as physical facial 

corrrnunlcatlon between the teacher and c lid w11 I 

never take place. 

Curson ' s (1979> nurse~y. like most, ls orig t 

and c eerful <not that the cnlldren can see this ) . 



The wooden floors are covered wlth llnol um . some 

parts are carpeted and other parts covered 

occasional Jy with wool, cotton, and velvet to help 
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the children orient themselves. Touching plays a big 

part in the nursery school . Even Hfeellng pictures" 

are displayed with leaves, shel Is. various snapes of 

wood, cork , and corru ated cardboard . 

Curson (1979) states many mothers realize blind 

chl ldren need more physical contact, more cuddl ng, 

more playing with. and more talklng with than sighted 

children. With a blind child wnose posture and 

movements are slower than a sighted ch Id's and less 

spontaneous--as a result of awkwardness and 

hesitatlon--the mother needs to stimulate, share, 

welcome, and praise the child's natural curiosity . 

Every teacher in Curson ' s (1979) nursery school 

tries to make the schoolroom as welcoming and 

stimulating as possible. The smile from the teacher 

ls unseen, so the teacher has to find ways of making 

physical contact with her ch ildren by touching . 

Touching byte teacher ls one element that ls not 

only necessary for the child's progress but also 

essential ln the prevention of the feeling of 

lsolatlon. Many children seek comfor from the 

nursery staff rather than socializing with other 

children ln the nursery . 

For the blind child, his body and the body of 
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his mother are his first toys. He plays with his 

hands and with his mother/s hands: he pulls her hair; 

she toucnes his toes; she tickles his tummy; he feels 

his face; he puts his finger into her mouth. Through 

the mutual pleasure in touching, the infant gains 

knowledge of, and confidence in, his own body. He 

learns to value and use his body. For the blind 

child this ls of crucial importance; and ye . in many 

cases, his mother ls sad, too preoccupied with her 

grief and disappointment regarding her chlld/s 

bl inanes to gain pleasure from playing with her baby 

and letting hlm play with her spontaneously (Curson, 

1979). 

Curson (1979) states that retarded ollnd 

chlldr n enJoy bel cudaled and patted on the back, 

head, or knees. Once the c llaren have accepted the 

teaching staf , they even seek phys cal comfort and 

closeness. Hands are held wnen walking. The 

children are kissed and cuddled ln attempts to 

generate closeness. The touching these children 

receive relates a message of love and acceptance that 

ls irreplaceable. 

Not all nursery schools have children who have 

been given messages of love and acceptance. Sroufe, 

Fox. and Pancake (1983) studied 40 chilaren from two 

consecutive classes at the University of Minnesota 

nursery school for the sighted. Using histories, 



15 

teacner ratings, rankings, and a-sorts. the 

researchers assessed the physical contact seeking of 

the children and the guidance and discipline the 

children received from teachers. With this 

information the research confirmed that children who 

frequently needed a lot of touching and attention 

from the teachers showed deficient nurturing. 

Benefits of Physical Contact 

ImProylng self-esteem. Clemes and Bean <1978) 

state that self-esteem can be improved by helping 

ch ldren develop a sense of "connect1veness" by being 

a part of their family or school system. When 

"connectiveness" problems occur in children, their 

comfort diminishes as more people are involved in a 

group activity. They wl II make little or no effort 

to join in family or group activities, and, if large 

numbers of people are present, wll 1 hang about the 

fringe of things without participating. They may 

spend a great deal of time by themselves. In school 

situations low "connectiveness" children usually do 

not volunteer much information about school or other 

activities and often appear to be shy and/or lazy. 

However, children with a low sense of 

"connectiveness' are not always shy and withdrawn. 

They may be inappropriately aggressive or demanding. 

In short, students with a low sense of 

"connectiveness" repeatedly create interpersonal 



situations ta do not get them t e warm. caring. 

nurturin relationships the} ne d. 

Tne touch ng of children by p rent an or by 

teachers ls one of the maJor ways to establish a 
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sense of "connec lveness.' ccordln to Clem sand 

Bean (1978), touching af t rms to he chlld that 

he/she 1s lovable, that other p~ople care about 

him/her. nen t ouching a chlld It is impor ant to 

kno"'' when and how a chi ld wants or neeas to be 

touched. If a cn1ld pul Is away, a less demanding 

touch should be used. Parents and teachers also need 

to respect a child/ swish not o be touched. but 

should not be fooled by this reJection. Clemes and 

Bean also state that everyone wants to be touched if 

they are not threatened by the experience. One can 

reduce the threat by backing off. and then continui ng 

to touch in brlet. consistent ways. Children who are 

clingy need lots of touching. and they need to know 

that they do not always have to ask for it. 

Lowering anxiety levels. Heldt <1981> studied 

90 volunteer male and female subJects between the 

ages of 21 and 65, who had been hospitalized in a 

cardiovascular unit of a mealcal center in New York 

City. Subjects were d ivi ded into three groups. One 

group received therapeutic touch in which the nurse 

went into a physiological meditative state of 

relaxation <as measured by her alpha wave actlvlty> 
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and was motivated by an interest ln the needs of the 

patient before touching areas of physical discomfort 

ln her patients. Another group received casual touch 

in which the nurse took the subject;s apical and 

radial pulse and the pedal pulse rate in both feet. 

A third group received no touch. The nurse for thls 

group sat beside each subject and talked wlth the 

subject without touching . One 5-mlnute treatment was 

given to each patient. All three groups had lower 

anxiety as measured by questionnaires glven before 

and after treatment. But subjects who received 

therapeutic touch had a significantly greater 

reduction ln posttest anxiety scores than those who 

received casual touch or no touch. 

Improving classroom Performance. Rosen and 

D;Andrade (1959) studied the origins of achievement 

motivation ln 40 boys within their family and social 

class. The boys rangea In ages from 9 to 11. The 40 

subjects were chosen from 140 boys who were 

dmlnlstered a Thematic Apperceptlon Test to measure 

their achievement motivation. Twenty of the boys had 

hlgh achievement motivation scores and the other 20 

had low achievement mo lvatlon scores. Wlthln each 

achievement motivation category, half of the boys 

were lower class and the other half middle class. 

Experimental tasks were devised for the boys that 

involved their paren s. The investigator wanted o 
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get parents involved ln the experiment by 

deliberately building stress Into the sltuatlon. The 

tasks were constructed to make the boys relatively 

dependent upon their parents for help, and the 

situat ions were arranged so that the parent s either 

knew the solutions to the problem or were in a 

position to do the task better than their son. The 

boys were given five tasks to do: stacking blocks 

bllndfolded, solving anagrams. making patterns. 

tossing rings, and solving the Maier Hatrack Problem 

(given two sticks and a C-clamp, the boy is 

ins ructed to build a rack strong enough to hold a 

coat and hat). Twelve categories were used in 

scoring the parent-child interaction; expresses 

warmth , shows positive tension release, gives 

explicit posl Ive evaluation of performance, 

expresses en huslasm, gives nonspecific directions, 

gives specific directions, asks for Information, 

rejects information, expresses displeasure, g ves 

negative evaluation of performance, shows negat ive 

tension release, and expresses hostility. o 

significant differences were found between the 

fathers of boys with h igh achievement motivation and 

the fathers of boys with low achievement motivation 

for any of the categories. The mothers of boys with 

h igh achievement motivation scored significantly 

higher than the mothers of boys with low achievement 
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motivation in the category of warmth . The category 

of warmth assessed the degree to which a parent gave 

Jove. comfort, and affec ion to his or her son wnlle 

the son was working on the experlmen al asks. 

AJthough Rosen ana n~Andrade did not indicate whether 

the parental giving of love, comfort, and a-fectlon 

included touching, It ls possible nat touching was a 

component of this be avior. If so, lt may be 

speculated that a mother~s af-ec lonate touching of 

er son while he ls working on a task may contribute 

to the development of achievement mo~ivatlon. And 

improving achievement motivation may be the key to 

Improving classroom performance. 

Physical Contact: A Necessity foe Healthy Development 

In tal ing about contact, Lowen (1958> states 

that only the child really feels or knows how much 

contact he or she needs. Some need more; some less. 

A baby expresses hls or her needs tnrough crying or 

by gestures. The child who cries needs at least some 

attention. Lowen also states that letting a child 

cry without responding to his or her needs creates in 

the child symptoms of despair and hopelessness. If 

he parents do not respond regularly, the baby or 

chlld stops ccylng. However, the child's earller 

symptoms of despair and hopelessness persist until 

manifested ln psychopathology. If the actual neeas 

of the child are met (not what the mother ''thinks" 
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the cnlld needs>, the result ls a happy, healthy 

child, a satisfied child with bright eyes, a glowing 

complexion, a lively manner, and a fighting splrlt 

<Lowen, 1958>. 

In hls theory of bloenergetics, Lowen <1958) 

looks at the person whose needs, including the need 

for physical contact, have not been met. One need ls 

the expression of love, which usually includes the 

need for physical contact. Lowen states that the 

emotion of love ls an energy and that people who 

block or lock in this energy by armoring--defined as 

the placing of tension in the muscles--are stopping 

the expression of this emotion. Lowen states the 

emotion of love ls defended in the neck and Jaw in 

the form of muscular tension. The neck feels stiff 

and the Jaw ls set wlth an expression of pride and 

determination. 

A maJor fol lower of Reich (1949), Lowen (1980) 

further contends that "holding 1n," a condition in 

whlch the patient physically holds in feelings in his 

or her muscles, ls an unconscious ego defense a alnst 

feelings that have been erce ved as dangerous 1n the 

past. Before doing therapy Lowen nd Reich. 

P~yc latrlsts, make physical contact wlth patients by 

oosenlng the patients' muscles to release the energy 

cantalned ln the bound up feelings. 

Reich <1949> states that orgone biophysics ls 
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concerned with the central problem of the therapist, 

that of releasing the emotions bound up ln the 

muscles. Reich defines "emotion" as the 

"protruding" or "moving out" of a sensation or 

sensations . A pleasurable stimulus causes an 

Nemotlon 11 of the protoplasm to move from the center 

towards the periphery. An unpleasant stimulus causes 

an "emotion" to move from the periphery o the center 

of the organism. The two basic effects are pleasure 

and anxiety. Emotion ls mostly an expressive 

plasmatlc motion. Biophysical plasma excitement 

results in a sensation, and a sensation ls expressed 

In a plasmatlc motion. Orgone energy ls what moves 

when the body flulds are charged. The therapist 

works on the orgone energy of the patient by 

producing memories, dissolving defense mechanisms, or 

stopping muscle spasms. 

A patient will block feeling through muscular 

armoring , layers of Interlaced muscular tension. 

Each layer of muscular tension ls created by the 

Impulse to express the feeling . Every warding off of 

a conscious or unconscious Impulse serves the 

function of warding off a more deeply repressed 

impulse. The patient avoids certain kinds of contact 

wl h others to defend against the posslblllty of 

disappointment <Reich, 1949). 

The expression of the armored individual ls that 



of "holding back." The shoulders are pulled back, 

the thorax is pulled up, the chin ls held rigidly, 

22 

the respiration ls shallow, the lower back ls arched, 

the pelvis ls retracted and "dead," and the legs a r e 

stiff. These bod! Jy signs express some of the main 

attitudes of the patient's "holding back~ <Reich, 

1949). 

The ch st ls the maln area of the a~morlng. 

Chest armor ng develops early in the life of the 

child with rauma le experlenc s from pr ntal 

relationships of mistreatment. irustratlone n love, 

and disappointments <Reich, 1949) . 

elch (1949) also tal ed about he psychomotor 

discharge of energy as well as the chargea oraone 

energy h c was alscussed earlier. Accordlnq to 

lch , the patient who represses wishes and fears ls 

constantly seeklng motor discharge through real 

persons and sl uations. Retch dlschargeo muscular 

tension by making physical contact with the patient, 

and thereby moblllzing and alscharging energy from 

the "iocked inu muscles. A though teachers are not 

therapists and chlldren are not patients, an 

elementary teacher ls ln the situation where he or 

s e can relieve the psychomotor tens on of a child 

th~ough hugglng. 

Differences 10 the Way Boys and Girls Ace Touched 

Studies by Goldberg and Lewis <1969) suggest 



that here are sex differences In initiating and 

receiving physical contact at a very early age. 

Withln the first few months, boys receive more 

touchlng, holding, and rocking from their mothers 
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than girls do <Lewis, 1972). After about 6 months. 

the pattern changes and girls are handled and touched 

by their mothers more than boys are <Clay, 1968). 

Patterns of touching between preschool children 

and male and female teachers were studied by Perdue 

and Conner <1978). The types of physical touching 

and the frequency with which touching occurred 

between preschool children and teachers were observed 

in four classrooms, each containing one male and one 

female teacher . Four types of touches were 

Identified : friendly <touches that occurred as an 

expression of nurturance or approval or as part of a 

game), helpful <touches that occurred while a teacher 

was helping a child or a cni Id was helping a 

teacher), attentional <touches intended to focus or 

control behavior>. and incidental (touches hat did 

not belong to any of the precedlng categories and 

were typically of an accidental nature>. When male 

teachers touched girls . the touch was more likely to 

be a helpful touch. Bu when male teachers touched 

boys, the touch was more likely co be of a friendly 

nature. There were no statistically significant 

dl ferences in the relatlve frequency with which 
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female t achers ave helpful, friendly, lncldental, 

or attentional touches to boys and to girls. 

eachers old touch children of their own sex more 

than those of the opposite sex. 

Because the subject sample employee in the 

Perdue and Connor <1978> study was very smal 1. the 

generalizab1llty of the study's results ls limited. 

However , the results suggest an interesting 

speculation. It ls generally recognized tnat 

preschools and elementary schools are predominately 

staffed with female instructors . If teachers have a 

tendency to touch children of their own sex more 

frequently than those of the opposite s ex, as was the 

case ln Perdue and Connor's study, then female 

students may be touched more frequently by their 

teachers than male students. 

Negative Ef fects of Phvslca) Contact 

Usually touch ls seen as a positive expression. 

but LaFance <1985) suggests that some ouching may 

have unintended negative effects. For example, one 

of the findings of Perdue and Connor's <1978) 

research was that male teachers tended to give 

helpful touches to preschool girls and friendly 

touches to preschool boys. LaFrance thinks t hat the 

good intention of giving preschool girls helpful 

touches may have the undesirable result of teaching 

the girls early in life that physical contact ls more 
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likely to occur wlthln a dependency relationship. 

LaFrance has also pointed out that in Henley ; s (1973, 

1977) studies of status and sex, touch may be less of 

a sign of affection than of status. In the 

interaction between two people of different social 

status, the higher-status person touches the 

lower-status person more frequently. LaFrance states 

that there ls a striking tendency for women to be 

touched more by men than the reverse. That 

nonreciprocal touch may be thought of as a sign, 

although subtle, of the greater status given to men. 

LaFrance states that a higher status person is always 

freer to touch a lower status person han a lower 

status person is to touch a hlgner status person. 

This pattern exists, for example, in teac er/s~udent, 

doc or/patient, and execu · Ive/secretary 

relatlonsnips. LaFrance also states that the sub le 

nonreciprocal touching patterns reflecting status 

differences may start in prescioo l ana continue 

throughou life. 

Teachers Touching Students: A Contcovecslal Issue 

Mazor and Pekor <1985) state that teach rs of 

young children are faced wltn the challenge of 

ef~ectlvely and sensitively combining the pnysical 

nurturance of children with awareness and respect for 

children 's autonomy and body Integrity. 

Sensationalistic accounts of sexual abuse have 
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unfortunately made for public mistrust. Mazor and 

Pekor also state that fewer than one percent of all 

reported child abuse cases occur at school. However 

the statistics ln no way diminlsh the horror of a 

child being abused in a class or pcogram for 

children. Neither do they negate the concerns of 

parents and professionals. Mazor and Pekar state 

that because teachers✓ physical affection and 

guidance of young children may be under scrutiny, 

professionals are seeking add tlonal ways of 

conveying their intentions to parents in a clear and 

supportive way. Professionals are now starting to 

base their physical interactions wlth children upon 

developmental principles. These developmental 

principles can and should be shared with parents. 

Statement of Hypotheses 

The hypotheses of this study were as tollows: 

1. Elementary teachers who are "huggers" (hug 

students) think K <kindergarten>, 1st, 2nd, 3rd, 4th, 

and 5th graders should be hugged. This hypothesis ls 

based on the t eory that being touched from birth ls 

essential to the development of a healthy, mentally 

stable child. This theory has been supported by 

Sutherland/ s (1980) study of obJect relations theory. 

Malando and Barker ✓ s (1983> studies of the effects of 

lack of physical contact, and Harlow✓ s (1958) stuay 

of rhesus monkeys. 
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2 . Teachers who hug students feel that hugging 

students improves the students' self-concepts . IQ 

levels, and classroom performance and that I t lowers 

anxiety levels. This hypothesis ls based on Cl emes 

and Bean ✓ s <1978) work on improving se1f-esteem. I t 

also stems from Curson's (1979) work with the normal 

ana r tarded blind. Rosen ✓ s nd D ' Andrade ✓ s (1959) 

study. and Rogers' (1954) work. 

3. T achers who nug students feel bo h male ana 

female teachers s ould hug students. This hypo hesls 

ls based on Mayor and Pekor ' s (1985) d scusslon of 

the need for developmental physical interaction 

betweens udents and their teacher. 

4 . Teachers who hug students feel students ln 

lower grades should be huqged more than students in 

higher grades. Tnls hypothesis ls based on the idea 

that children need less contact as they mature, as 

suggested ln object relations theory by Horner 

(1984). 

5. There ls no significant correlation between 

the number of years a teacher has taught and whether 

the teacher does or does not hug stuaents. The 

reason for this hypothesis was to see lt there was a 

correlation between the era in which teachers were 

educated (possibly being influenced by humanistic or 

behavlorlst points of view>, as determined by the 

Years they have taught. and thelr tendency to hug 
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students. 

6. Teachers who are "huggers" wil l not t h i nk 

boys should be hugged more than girls or g i r l s s houl d 

be hugged more than boys. The purpose of t h i s 

hypothes i s was to see if teachers had biases In the ir 

preference towards the hugging of boys and glrls. 

7 . Teachers who feel hugging some children at 

school improves the children ' s self-concepts also 

feel that hugging some ch i ldren improves their IQ 

levels, lowers their anxiety levels, and Improves 

their classroom performance. They also think that 

hugging is necessary for children ' s nealthy 

development and that hugging relates a message of 

appreciation of the children ' s uniqueness. This 

hypothesis was based on (a) Rosen ' s and D' Andrade ' s 

(1959) study of how warmth expressed by parents 

improved their child ' s performance, (b) Heidt ' s 

(1980) experiment in which anxiety levels i n 

cardiovascular patients were lowered as a result of 

the patien t s ' areas of discomfort being touched, and 

( c ) Rogers ' <1954 ) theor i es about the benef its of 

uncondi tional posi Ive regara, wnich sugges that 

uncondi t ional posl I ve re ard wou l d pr ovi de a studen 

w t h an environment of a pr oval and respect that 

would enab le tne udent to express his or her Inn r 

nature. 



SubJects 

CHAPTER Ill 

METHOD 
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The subjects were 62 elementary school teachers 

who were employees of entzvllle R-IV public schools 

tn Wentzvll le, Missouri. Flfty-nlne of the subjects 

were female and 3 were male. Te sample Included 7 

kindergarten teachers, 13 first grade teachers, 12 

second grade teachers, 11 third grade teachers. 11 

fourth grade teacners. and 8 flfth grade teachers. 

All of the teachers had contained classrooms. 1.e .. 

each teacher taught all subjects for his or her class 

except music, art, and physical education. 

Questlonnalre 

A survey instrument called he "Hugging 

Questionnaire" was developed by the author of this 

study to assess the opinions of elementary teachers 

about the developmental need for hugging In an 

elementary classroom setting. The questionnaire Csee 

Appendix A> consisted of 25 questions. The first 13 

questions employed a 7-point scale. Subjects were 

asked to circle one number. 1 through 7, that matched 

the appropriate response. The responses were scaled 

as follows: 1 = never, 2 = very seldom, 3 = seldom, 

4 = sometimes, 5 = frequently, 6 = almost always. and 

7 = always. Questions 8, 9, 10. and 11 each had a 
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part ~bu which asked the subjects to indicate the 

percentage of children they thought would experience 

improvement ln a particular area of functlonlng as a 

result of hugging at school. 

The next 11 items In the questionnaire asked the 

subJects to circ le a number between 1 and 7 to show 

their degree of agreement with each of 11 statements 

pertaining to their professional philosophies and 

opinions on the effects and prac lee of hugging in 

the classroom. The rating scale was as fol lows: 1 = 

strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = somewhat 

disagree, 4 = not sure, 5 = somewhat agree, 6 = 

agree . and 7 = strongly agree. Question number 25 

was a flll-in-the-blan Item: •Ho• many years have 

you taught ln elementary scnools?u. A ~pace tor 

comments was inc uded at the n of the 

questionnaire. 

Procedure 

The study was begun during the secona w ek of 

the 1°86-87 academic year for Wentzvllle public 

schools . On Monday of that week a cover letter <see 

Appendix B), the Hugging QuestlonnaJ~e, and an 

nvelope were placed In the school mailboxes of 64 

elementary school teachers. The cover letter asked 

the teachers to complete their questionnaires, put 

them n the envelopes, and return them to heir 

school secretary by Friday of the same week. All of 
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the questionnaires were coded so tha the teachers 

completing them could be identified. This was done 

only so that it would be possiole to make follow-up 

contacts w th teachers who did not return tneir 

questionnaires. During the third week of the school 

year a follow-up letter (see Appendix C) and a second 

copy of the Hugging Questionnaire were sent to 

teachers who had not returned the first 

questionnaire. Again the teachers were asked to 

complete and return the questionnaires. During the 

fourth week of school, the follow-up let er and the 

questionnaire were sent once more to teachers who had 

not yet returned their questionnaires. During the 

fifth week, the teachers who still had not submitted 

questionnaires were contacted personally. They were 

given another copy of the questionnaire and asked to 

complete It. After this no further attempts were 

made to have the remaining teachers complete the 

survey. 



Scoring and Analysis 

CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Da a were obtalned from 62 subjects. 

Fifty-four teachers were categorized as "huggers" 
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and 8 teachers were categorized as "non-huggers." 

This was done according to the way t achers answered 

Ouestlon 1 of the Hu glng Questionnaire, aoo you nug 

the children in your classroom?" If the teacher 

answered 1, 2. or 3, that teacher was classified as 

a "non-hug er. • If he teach r answ red 4. 5, 6, or 

7 that teacher was classified as a "hugger.u The 

ratlng scale used was: never C1), very seldom (2), 

or seldom (3>. somet!mes <4), frequently C5), almost 

always (6), or always <7>. 

The Pearson product-moment correlatlon 

coefficient was us d to examine the relationship 

between how the elementary teachers responded to 

Questions 2 through 25 of the questionnaire and 

their reported frequency of hugging students 

<Question 1). The Pearson product-moment 

correlation coefficient was also used to examine the 

relationships of the scores to Questions 8b <about 

self-concept), 9b (about IQ), 10b (about lowerlng 

anxiety level), 11b (about improving classroom 

Performance), 12 (about female teachers hugging 

students>, 13 (about male teachers hugging 
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students), and 25 <about the number of years of 

teaching experience) to the scores of each of the 

other statements on the survey. All correlat i ons 

were tested for slgnlflcance at the .05 level or 

beyond. A percentage analysis of responses to each 

question was also carried out. A Friedman two-way 

analysis of variance by ranks for repeated measures 

was used on the freque nc ies of answers given for 

questions 2 through 7 to see if the teachers felt 

that children should be hugged l ess frequently as 

they advanced to progressively hlgher grade levels. 

Summary of Tables 

Table 1 shows the intercorrelations among 

selected questions on the Hugging Questionnaire 

using Pearson product-moment corre lation 

coefficients. The remaining tabulated data appear 

in Appendix D. Table D-1 provides data on how 

elementary teachers responded to Questions 1 through 

24 using a 7-point scale rating for each question. 

Table D-2 presents a percentage analysis of the 

responses to Questions 1-24. Table D-3 shows the 

per centage estlma es g i ven in response to Questions 

8B, 9B. 10B, and 11B. Table D-4 shows each 

subJ ect ✓ s response to Ques Ion 1 using a 7-polnt 

scale ra ing. Table D-5 shows the mean scores for 

the ratings of Questions 2 throuah 7. 
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Table 1 

InteccorceJatlons <Pearson c~s> Among Selected Questions on 

the Hugolng ouestlonnaire 

auestion _____ __,.:C~r~J~t~i~c~a~l.___,,Q~u~e-s~t~l-o~o~o-a~l-r~e--.I~te-ro-s..,_ ______ _ 

1 8B 9B !OB 11B 12 13 
1 I I . 391 * I . 292 I . 485* * I . 341 * I . 678* ** I . 618* * 

I .123 I .460***1 .516*** 
I . 187 I . 497'* I . 441*** 
I . 393** I . 595 ** I . 552*** 
I . 282 I . 577*** I . 528·Hf -

21 .664***1 .249 I .048 I .199 
31.643** 1.207 1. 125 1. 161 
41 . 668* * . 398 * . 178 I .416** 
51 .608 * .366 * I .152 I .342** 
61 .579 * .409 * I .168 I .377" * 
71 .533* * . 463***1 .291 I .410* 

.368 * I .609***1 .557 ~* 

. 415 * I .581 **I .600 * 

.440***1 .550***1 .597*** 

. 559 **' .509***' . 544*** 

. 260 I . 270 I . 318* 

SAi .594 .757***1 . 279 I .472*** 
8B1 .391** I . 374** I .615* * 
9AI .371** .174 I . 681 **I . 226 
9B I . 292 . 37 4 I . 365** . 3 1 * I . 220 I . 312* 

. 564***1 .503***1 .492*** 

. 738** I .552 *I . 597 ** 
10A I .425* .508***1 . 344** .683* 
10B1 .485* * . 6 15***1 . 365* 
l l AI .473** . 434***1 .303* 
11B 1 .341** .559* * I . 38 1** 
12 I . 678*** .509* *I .220 
13 I .618 . 544** I .312* 
14 I .311* - . 036 I . 198 
15 I . 541 ** .420 * I . 244 
16 I . 553 • * . 460 I . 439-M 
17 1- .1 49 -.056 I .134 
18 1-. 102 - . 079 I .095 
19 I - . 0 :t3 . 220 I . 130 
20 I . 1 71 . 1 73 I . 20 4 
21 I .080 .055 I .062 
22 1- . 332 * -.276 1-.227 
23 1- .076 -.016 I .065 
24 1-.318* 1-.350* 1-.205 
25 1.000 1-.118 1.029 

. 475*** . 706 **' .431***' .459*** 

.738*** I . 414 * I .488*** 

.552* * . 414* I I . 805*** 

.597 ** .488***1 .805***1 

. 329 .360** I . 401** I .314* 

.326* . 351* I .462 **I .520*** 

.366 * .b21 ·**I .589 *I . 511*** 
- . 1 71 I - . 152 I - . 112 I - . 123 
-.159 1-.194 1-.056 1-.134 
.024 1.060 1.162 1.129 
.045 1-.028 I .266 I .210 

I . 0 11 I . 0 86 I . 153 I . 0 66 
1-.391 * 1-.292 1- . 337*•1-.416 
1- .269 1- .148 1-.083 1- . 107 
I - . 443** • I - . 29 * I - . 372*· I - . 450iof 
1-.101 1-.222 1- . 097 1-.113 

25 
I .000 
I .078 
I .025 
I. 000 
I . 102 
I. 000 
1- . 047 
I - . 191 
1-.118 
I. 055 
I .029 
- .146 
-.101 
- .196 
- . 222 
-.097 
-.113 
.091 
-.026 
-.207 
.227 
. 280 
- . 111 
- .120 
. 000 
.079 

I .100 
I . 101 
I 
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Data AnaJyses for soeciflc Hveotbeses 

All correlations referr d o hereafter may be 

found In Table 1 unless otherwise specified. 
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Hypothesis 1. The scores from Question 1 <Do 

you hug the children in your classroom?> correlated 

significantly wlth the scores of Questions 2 (£ = 
.664, Q < .001), 3 (£ = .643, Q < .001), 4 (£ = 

.668, Q < .001), 5 (£ = .608, Q < .001) . 6 (£ = 

.579, Q < .001>, and 7 (£ = . 533 . < .001) . The 

correlations Indicate that relative to 

"non-huggers," teachers who were classified as 

"huggers" were stronger In the conviction that 

students should be huggea from K (kindergarten> 

throug 5th grade. 

Hypothesis 2. Scores from Question 1 

correlated significantly with scores from Questions 

SA(£= .594, Q < .001) and 8B (£ = .391, Q < .01> , 

showing a preference for hugging ls related to the 

belief that hugging improves self-concept. On the 

average the teachers in this study estimated tha 

68% of elementary students would have a better 

se l f-concept as a result of hugging <see Appendlx D, 

Tab l e D-3 for the percentage estimate reponses>. 

Scores from Question 1 correlated significantly 

wlth scores from Question 9A (£ = .371, Q < .01>, 

lndlcatlng that the tendency to hug students was 

Posltlvely related to the belief that hugging would 



lmprove the students' IQ. On the average the 

teachers estimated that 22 . 5% of students would 

Improve their IQ as a result of belng hugged at 

school. 
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Scores from Question correlated signlflcantly 

with scores from Questions 10A <c = .425, Q < .01) 

and 10B <c = .485, Q < .001 ), indicating that a 

preference for hugging is related to the belief that 

hugging reduces students' anx iety. On the average 

the teachers in the study estimated that 60.2% of 

e lementary students would have lower anxiety levels 

as a result of being hugged at school <see Appendix 

D, Table 0-3 for the percentage-e tlmate reponses). 

Scores from Question 1 correlated significantly 

with scores from Questions 11A <c = .473, Q < .001) 

and 11B <c = .341, Q < .01>, suggesting that teachers 

w o prefer to hug students believe that huqging 

improves classroom p rformanc . On the average the 

teach~rs In he study es !mated that 52.6% of 

elementary students would have improved classroom 
I 

performance as a resu t of being h ged Csee Append x 

D, Table 0-3 for the percentage-estimate reponses>. 

Hvpothesls 3. Scores trom Question 1 correlated 

Positively and significantly with scores from 

Questlons 12 <c = . 678, Q < .001> and 13 <c = .618, 

Q < .001>. The correla ons indicate that a 

Pr ference for hugging ls assoc! ted with the 
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convlctlon that both female and male eachers should 

hug students. 

Hypothesis 4. To assess the decreasing trend in 

the mean scores of Questlons 2-7 <see Appendix D, 

Table D-5), a Friedman two-way analysis of varlance 

by ranks for repeated measures was used to analyze 

responses given to Questions 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7. A 

chi square of 122 . 083, g < .001, was obtained. 

indicating that the higher the grade students are in, 

the less teachers feel that the students need to be 

hugged. 

Hypothesis 5 . The number of years of teaching 

experience and hugging patterns were examined. There 

were no significant correla ions between the number 

of years taught and scores from Questions 1 through 

24. 

Hypothesis 6. The scores from Question 1 

correla ed negatively and slgnlflcantly with the 

scores from Questions 22 (£ = -.332 , Q < .01) and 24 

(£ = -.318, g < .05). This indicates that the 

teacher who hugs students tends not to feel that 

children of either sex should be hugged more than 

children of the other . Teachers who do not hug 

students tend to feel girls should be hugged more 

than boys. 

Hypothesis 7. The scores from Question 8B 

correlated significantly with scores from Questions 
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9B <c = .374, Q < .01), 10B Cc= .615, Q < . 001), 11B 

<~ = .559, e < .001), and 15 cc = .420, e < .os,. 

Th~ correlatlons lndlcate that teachers who fel t 

hugging studen t s Improves their sel f -conceots 

(Question 8B> also fe l t lt improves IQ (Q,est l on 9B>. 

Jowers anxiety l evels <Questlon 10B>. Improves 

class room performance (Quest i on 118), and relates a 

message to the children of appreciation of their 

niqueness (Question 5) . No significant correlat i on 

ex sted between Question 88 and the statement that 

hugging l s necessary fo r a ch ld✓ s healthy 

evelopment <Question 14>. 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

39 

The basic purpose of this study was to assess 

teachers/ opinions about teachers hugging students in 

elementary school and to flnd out if teachers 

perceive any benefits or aisadvantages to hugging 

students. In assessing the teachers/ oplnlons about 

hugging students, seven hypotheses were tested. Six 

hypotheses were supported by the research. One 

hypothesis was partially supported by the research. 

Hypothesis 1. Elementary teachers who are 

"buggers' thlnk K. 1st. 2nd, 3rd. 4th, and Stn 

graders should be hugged. Thls hypothesis was 

supported by this study. The resul s indicate that, 

relative to "non-hugging" teachers, "huggers" are 

more likely to endorse the practice of hugg ing 

students at all elemen ary grade levels. 

In speculating as to why "hugoers" are more 

likely to favor hugging at all elemen tary grade 

levels, one posslbllity might be that "huggers" use 

hugging s a posi lve reinforcer (Chr lstlan. 1983; 

Martin, 1974). M rtln/s and Chrlstlan/s studies both 

ranked physical contact as the most preferred 

~ lnforcer of teachers. Another possible reason tha 

"huggers" tend to think children ln all elem nary 

grades should be hugged might be that those teachers 

use hugging to show what Rogers <1969> calls 
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unconditional positive regard. The "huggers11 may be 

hugging thelr students not because they wish to shape 

the students✓ behavior, but because they prize the 

stuaents as unique individuals. In showing 

uncondit ional positive regard , huggers are provlaing 

an environment of approval, wnlch would convey 

respect for what the students are, and. thus. 

encourage them to express their lnner natures. 

Hypothesis 2. Teachers who hug stuaents fee) 

that hugging students improves the students' 

self-concepts. ra levels . and classroom performance 

and that it lowers anxiety levels. This hypothesis 

was supported by the present data. Sixty-eight 

percent of the teachers believed that hugging 

students improves the students· self-concepts. This 

belief is consistent with Clemes and Bean ✓ s <1978) 

theory that toucning establishes a sense of 

'connectiveness." The sense of "connectiveness" 

helps the students feel they are part of the school 

system, affirming to the students that they are 

lovable ana that other people care about them. 

Hence. hugging-relatea feelings of "connectlveness" 

could improve the students ✓ self-conepts. 

The opinion of 22.5% of the teachers that 

hugging students improves IQ may indicate humanistic 

thinking on the part of those teachers. They may 

think as Rogers (1969) did that hugging students is 
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one part of helping students express thelc inner 

natures. Those teachers may think that hugging opens 

the doors to developing or releasing he Inherent 

potentialities of the inner nature, and they may 

regard IQ as one of the potentialities that canoe 

enhanced as a result of hugging. 

The opinion of 52.6% of the teachers that 

hugging improves classroom performance ls consistent 

with Rosen and D' Andrade ' s (19 9) study of the 

achievement motivation of elementary-aged boys . In 

this st dy, when a mother expressed warmth towards 

her son as he performed an experimental task. the son 

showed higher achievement motivation and better 

performance. 

The opinion of 60 . 2% of the teachers that 

hugging lowers anxiety levels receives some support 

from Heidt ' s (1981) study of cardiovascular patients . 

Patients who were touched by a nurse showed a 

significant reduction in anxiety . 

Hypothesis 3. Teachers who hug students feel 

both male and female teachers shoula hug s tudents. 

The hypothesis was support e d by the results of this 

study. ~Huggers~ did not think that hugs should be 

given only by male teachers or only by female 

eachers, but by botn. 

One possible explanation for why "huggers" thin 

both male and female teacners should hug students is 
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that hug ers" may tnlnk students need physical 

nurturing. Elementary teachers are in a posit on to 

create a curriculum that incorporates the alving or 

the denying of physical nurturing to students. 

"Huggers" may think the exclusion of one sex from 

nugging students would deprive some students of 

needed physical nur ur ng. 

Hypothesis 4. Teachers who hug students feel 

stuaents In lower grades should oe hugged more often 

than students in higher grades. This hypothesis was 

supported by the results of this study. 

A possible speculation regarding tnese results 

is that "huggers" may be saying less pnyslcal 

nurturing ls necessary as a child becomes older. 

This ls consistent with Horner's (1984) theory of 

object relations, which states that the younger a 

child ls. the greater the psychopathology caused by 

lack of physical and emotional nurturing. As a child 

grows older, the need for physical contact allegedly 

lessens. 

Hypothesis 5 . There is no significant 

correlation between the number of years a teacher has 

taught and whether the teacher does or aoes not hug 

students . The hypothesis was supported in that no 

significant correlation was found between the number 

of years a teacher had taught and whether the teacher 

reported hugging or not hugging students. This 
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flndlng suggests at eaching experience does no 

ma ea teacher more or less prone to hug students . 

Consequently. one may speculate tnat hu glng may be a 

function of a teacher's attitudes towards students . 

In particular. hugging may be a demonstration of an 

attitude that Rogers <1969) calls genuineness. Based 

on Rogers ' descriptions of genuineness, in the 

context of a teacher/student relationship genuineness 

on the part of a teacher would Involve prizing a 

student and his or her feelings and opinions. 

Hugging ls one way a teacher might display thls 

attitude. If hugging ls Indeed an expression of 

genuineness and genuineness ls not something that 

changes with teaching experience, lt may be that 

genuineness ls a personality characteristic of 

teachers who hug. An alternative posslblllty ls that 

for some teachers genuineness <and hugging> maybe a 

product of relationship skit ls training that the 

teachers have had . 

Hypothesis 6, Teachers who ace "buggers" w111 

not think boys should be hugged more than girls or 

girls should be hugged more than boys. The results 

supported this hypothesis. "Huggers" seemed to be 

open-minded In the sense that they thought boys and 

girls should be hugged equally, whereas "non-huggers" 

tended to think girls should be hugged more than 

boys. Thus, the more strongly teachers tended to 



advocate hugging students, the less sex bias hey 

professed regarding the practice of hugging. 

4 

A speculatlon as to why "huggers" express less 

sex bias regarding tne hugging of students ls that 

they may think the need to be hugged ls not any 

greater in girls than 1n boys; 1.e., they may regard 

the need to be hugged as belng equal ln girls and 

boys. 

"Non-huggers," on the other hand, do th nk girls 

should be hu ged more than boys. Interestingly, even 

though "non-huggers" think girls should be hugged 

more than boys, little sex bias ln the actual hugging 

of students may take place because "non-huggers are 

not the ones who hug the students. 

Hypothesis 7. Teachers who feel hugging some 

children at school lmProves the chlldren ✓ s 

self-concepts also £eel It Improves Ia levels, Jowers 

anxiety levels. and Improves their cJassroom 

performance. They also think that hugging ts 

necessary for children ✓ s healthy development and that 

hugging relates a message of appreclatlon of the 

chilaren ✓ s uniqueness. The hypothesis was partially 

supported by the results of this research. There 

were no data to support the idea that teachers think 

hugging at school ls necessary for a chlld ✓ s healthy 

development. But overall, "huggers" had a positive 

view of hugging. "Huggers" thought hugging not only 

mproves self-concepts but also improves IQ levels. 
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lowers anxiety levels, Improves classroom 

performance, and relates a message of appreciation of 

the chlldren~s uniqueness. 

Llmltatlons of the Study 

There were sevecal limltatlons to this study. 

The research was limited to one midwestern population 

of elementary school teachers at Wentzville, 

Missouri. The population size was smal 1, making lt 

hard to form generalizations about other populations 

of elementary teachers . Also, the population of 

Wentzvll le Elementary was llmlted to mostly females. 

There was not a blg enough sampling of males to 

compare male opinions with female opinions. 

Male and female teachers who hugged students may 

have used rationalizations in reflecting their 

beliefs that hugging ls beneficial to students. 

There ls a possibility that teachers may have been 

Justifying their own behaviors as they responded to 

he Hugging Questionnaire. This would have distorted 

the results. Thus, the opinions offered by "huggers" 

about the beneficial effects of hugging should be 

viewed with extreme caution. 

A cause-and-effect type of research was not 

allowed by the circumstances . This researcher had 

wanted to do actual classroom research that compared 

children who were hugged with others who were not 

hugged. However, upon consulting wlth my principal, 
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and. in turn the prlncipal/s consulting wi th my 

assistant superintendent regarding the possibi l ity of 

such research, I was denied permission to conduc t 

that kind of study. The reason given was that 

parents would have had to be notified, and the 

administration did not think parents would understand 

why some teachers hugged children and other teachers 

did not. It ls hoped that this research will open 

the doors to experimental research on the effects of 

hugging in the classroom. 

Recommendations foe Future Research 

I recommend that actual classroom 

experimentation take place concerning the benefits 

and disadvantages of teachers hugging tnelr students. 

The results of this study indicate that hugging 

students by eachers ls believed to be beneficial to 

the students / cognitive and affective development. 

If future research does sow that hugging ls 

beneficial to elementary students, th school 

curriculum will need revising to Include hugging as 

an educat onal tool. 
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Appendix A 

The Hugging Questlonnalre 
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Please indicate t he degree in which each of the following statements occurs 
by circling the appropriate number (I through 7) . 

Never Very Seldom Sometimes Frequently Almost Al ways 
Seldom Always 

I. Do you hug t he 
children in your 
claasroom? 2 J 4 5 6 7 

2. How often does a 
kindergarten child 
need t o be hugged 
at school? 2 J 4 5 6 7 

J . How often does a 
first grader need 
to be hugged at 
school? 2 J 4 5 6 7 

4. Hov often does a 
second grader need 
to be hugged at 
school? 2 J 4 5 6 7 

5. How often does a 
third grader need 
to be hugged at 
school? 2 J 4 5 6 7 

6. Hov often does a 
fourth grader need 
to be hugged at 
school? 2 J 4 5 6 7 

7. How often does a 
fifth grader need 
to be hugged at 
school? 2 J 4 5 6 7 

Ba. Does hugging some 
children at school 
iraprove their 
self-concept? 2 J 4 5 6 7 

Bb. In your opinion, 
what percentage 
of chlldren would 
have a better 
self-concept as a 
result of hugging 

i (fill ln the blank) at school? 
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Never Very Seldom Sometimes Frequently Almost Al ways 
Seldom Always 

9a. Does hugging some 
children at school 
iaprove their IQ 
level? 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9b. In your opinlon, 
what percentage 
of children 's IQ 
would improve as 
a result of 
hugging at school? ~ (flll in the blank ) 

lOa. Does hugging some Never Very Seldom Sometimes Frequently Almost Always 
children at school Seldom Always 
reduce their 
anxiety level? 2 3 4 5 6 7 

!Ob. In your opinion, 
what percentage 
of children would 
have lower anxiety 
levels u a result 
of hugglng at 
school? ~ (flll i n the blank ) 

II I la . Does hugglng some Never Very Seldom Sometimes Frequently Alinost Always 
children at school Seldom Al ways 
improve classroom 
performance? 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I lb . In your opinion, 
what percentage 
of children would 
have improved 
classroom performance 
as a result of 
hugging at school? ~ (flll in the bl.&nk ) 

Never Very Seldom Sometimes Frequently Almost 11ways 
Seldom Always 

l 2 . Should female 
teachers hug 
chlldren in 
grades 
kindergarten 

4 through flfth? 2 3 5 6 7 

l). Should 11&le 
teachers hug 
children in 
grades 
kindergarten 
t hrough flfth? 2 4 

• ~6 

7 

~~ ,J v 
~:!I ~~ 

-.;: ~ 



Please indi cate your degree of aueement 
by circli ng the appropriate nUJ11ber. 

with each of the following statements 

Strongly Disa.gree Somewhat Not Somewhat Agree Strongl y 

Disa.gree Disa.gree Sure Agree Agree 

14. I bell.eve that 
hugging is 
necessary for 
a chlld ' s 
healthy 
development , 2 3 4 5 6 7 

15. Hugging by the 
teacher relates 
a message to the 
chlld of 
appreciatlon of 
the chlld 's 
uniqueness. 2 3 4 5 6 7 

16. Every chlld 
should get at 
least two hugs 
from the teacher 
everyday . 2 3 4 5 6 7 

17. Slow learners 
need to be hugged 
more than the 
other students. 2 3 4 5 6 7 

18. Slow achievers 
need 11ore hugg1.ng 
than other 
chlldren . 2 3 4 5 6 7 

19. There is a need 
for mor e research 
on the effects of 
teachers hugging 
chlldren . 2 3 4 5 6 7 

20 . PubUc schools 
s hould &llow 
actual research 
i n t he classroom 
on the effects of 
the teachers 
huggi ng students, 2 3 4 5 6 7 

21, Gi rls are hugged 
more than boys in 
elementary school , 2 3 4 5 6 ? 
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Strongly Di sagree Somewhat Not Somewhat Agree Strongl y 
Di sagree Disagree Sure Agree Agree 

22 . I f eel girls 
should be hugged 
aore than boys . 2 3 4 5 6 7 

23. Boys are hugged 
aore than girls 
l n elmentary 
school . 2 3 4 5 6 7 

24 . I feel boys 
should be hugged 
more than glrls . 2 3 4 5 6 7 

25 . How many years 
have you taught 
in elementary 
schools? :r:ears (fill i n the blank ) 

Comments, 
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Appendlx B 

Cover Letter of the Hugging Questionnaire 

-
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Dear Teachers, 

To hug or not to hug. that ls the quest l on. 

There J s very I l t t I e research on the benef l ts of 

teachers hugging students . Your opinion really 

counts! I woulo greatly appreciate your taking a few 

minutes to fill out this survey . 

Your help ana cooperation ls very important to 

me, as this ls part of my master~s thesis project. T 

promise to give each of you a copy of the results, as 

you may flna It interesting as well as helpful . 

Please fl! I out the questionnaire; put It ln the 

enclosed envelope; sea 1 t ; and return l t to your 

secretary, or put Jt ln my mailbox. 

Sincerely. 

John Graham 
First Grade Teacher 
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Appendix C 

Second Cover Letter of the Hugging Questionnaire 
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Dear Teachers, 

I know last week was a busy one and you may not 

have had time to complete the survey . 

I have enclosed another survey should you have 

misplaced the first one. 

Would you please £111 out tne questionnaire: put 

it in the enclosed envelope; seal it; and return it 

to your secretary, or put it in my mailbox . 

It ls important that you answer al I the 

questions. Even if you are not sure of your answer. 

circle the one that best describes your thoughts . 

Thank you, 

John Graham 
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Appendix D 

Supplementary Tables 
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Table D-1 

E 
R 
Qu~~tlQnng,ice 

No 
Bgtlng~ 

Q Re~12Qn~e 1 2 ~ ~ ;i 6 7. 1 0 0 6 2 15 25 6 8 2 0 0 0 0 7 44 4 7 3 1 0 0 0 12 39 3 7 4 0 0 0 1 24 29 5 3 5 0 0 1 4 33 17 4 3 6 0 0 4 11 32 11 1 3 7 1 1 9 9 31 8 1 2 8A 2 0 1 0 15 12 25 7 9A 4 8 7 11 30 1 1 0 10A 2 0 1 1 10 31 14 3 11A 0 0 1 0 27 19 15 0 12 0 0 1 0 23 22 10 6 13 1 0 6 4 23 15 8 5 14 1 0 1 1 5 7 24 23 15 0 0 1 1 6 10 34 10 16 1 1 20 8 16 6 5 5 17 0 1 16 5 13 15 1 1 1 18 0 1 13 5 13 17 12 1 19 0 0 3 2 11 10 26 10 20 0 1 4 4 19 16 14 4 21 1 1 5 6 17 13 14 5 22 0 9 38 9 6 0 0 0 23 0 4 28 12 16 1 0 1 24 0 9 39 7 6 1 0 0 

~- 0 = Question. 
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Table D-2 

f~c~en tag~ 8DQ1i'.~l~ Qf R~~122n~~~ tQ Q!J~~:t l QO~ 1-21 Qf tb~ m,.igglng !J!J~~tlQDDsllc~ 

No Ra:tlog 
Q R~~12QD~~ 1 2 ~ 4 ~ 2 7 1 0% 0% 9 . 7% 3 . 2% 24. 2% 40.3% 9.7% 12 .9% 2 0% 0% 0% 0% 11 .3% 71.0% 6.5% 1 1.3% 3 1.6% 0% 0% 0% 19. 4% 62.9% 4.8% 11.3% 4 0% 0% 0% 1.6 38. 7% 46 . 8% 8 .1% 4.8% 5 0% 0% 1.6% 6 . 5% 53 .2% 27 . 4% 6.5% 4.8% 6 0% 0% 6 . 5% 17.7% 51 . 6% 17. 7% 1.6% 4.8% 7 1.6% 1.6% 14.5% 14.5% 50% 12 . 9% 1.6% 3.2% SA 3 . 2!!; 0% 1.6% 0% 24 . 2% 19. 4% 40.3% 11.3% 9A 6.5% 12 . 9% 11.3% 17 . 7% 48 . 2% 1. 6% 1.6% 0% 10A 3.2% 0% 1.6% 1. 6% 16 . 1% 50% 22.6% 4.8% 11A 0% 0% 1.6% 0% 43 . 5% 30. 6% 24.2% 0% 12 0% 0 0, 1.6% 0% 37 .1 % 35. 5% 6.1% 9. 7% '• 
13 1.6% 0% 9.7% 6 . 5% 37 . 1% 24 . 2% 12.9% 8.1% 14 1.6% 0% 1.6% 1.6% 8 .1% 11 . 3% 38 . 7% 37 .1% 15 0% 0% 1.6% 1.6% 9 . 7~ 16 . 1 ~ 54. 8 0 16 . 1% 16 1.6% 1.6% 32.3% 12.9% 25 . 8% 9 . 7% 8. 1 % 8.1 % 17 0 0 1.6% 25.8% 8 . 1% 21.0% 24 . 2% 17.7 1.6"6 18 0% 1.6% 21 . Of. 8 . 1 21 . 0% 27 . 4% 19. 4!!. 1.6~ 19 0% 0 4.8% 3.2% 17.7% 16. 1% 41.9% 16 . 1°0 20 a~ 1.6% 6.5% 6 . 5% 30 .6% 25 . 8~ 22.6% 6.5 21 1.6% 1.6% 8.1% 9. 7,. 27 . 4% 21 . 0% 22. 6-lj 8 . 1% 22 0.% 14.5% 61 . 3;.; 14.5% 9 . 7% 0% 0% Oo 23 0% 6.5% 45.2% 19.4% 25 . 8% 1 .6% 0% 1. 6-6 24 0% 14 . 5% 62,9!!o 11 . 3-, 9 . 7% 1.6% 0% 0% 

~- Q = Question. 
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Table D-3 

El~m~atac~ I~aco~c~' e~cc~otgg~-E~tlmate E~~~QD~e~ tg Q1.u~~titm~ 8B. 2.8. lQB ._aag ll~ Qf tb~ HY99109 O!.u~~t l QDDg l cc 

Giu~~t 1 QD Qy~~tlQD Sub,Ject 8B 9B 10a l 1B SubJect 8B 9B 10B 11 B 
1 95 15 95 50 32 80 0 10 10 2 95 50 85 80 33 30 5 50 30 3 95 50 95 50 34 80 75 80 75 4 90 70 80 70 35 * 50 50 50 5 40 20 75 75 36 100 0 75 25 6 80 50 75 50 37 75 30 75 80 7 100 30 75 50 38 85 20 90 90 8 95 45 85 45 39 18 13 50 18 9 40 20 60 60 40 50 10 30 20 10 75 50 75 50 41 5 0 2 5 11 50 20 70 70 42 10 0 50 12 100 78 100 90 43 90 5 80 50 13 99 * 15 75 44 100 0 100 80 14 90 * 95 95 45 50 5 50 20 15 95 15 75 60 46 100 20 10 10 16 100 25 40 80 47 40 25 40 30 17 25 1 30 10 48 70 60 20 60 18 100 63 98 75 49 50 30 75 50 19 30 20 10 15 50 70 0 15 15 20 70 5 40 50 51 100 90 90 90 21 50 * 10 52 30 1 30 10 22 95 10 95 80 53 50 25 10 50 23 20 10 50 40 54 25 25 75 24 80 10 70 50 55 100 10 95 80 25 75 50 100 75 56 100 0 75 100 26 75 5 95 95 57 10 0 10 10 27 90 20 75 75 58 85 0 90 90 28 50 25 60 50 59 40 3 50 30 29 75 ~o 25 25 60 50 10 40 50 30 70 * * 25 61 40 10 20 50 31 90 5 90 90 62 80 0 30 40 

NQk. ~=No response. 
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Tab] 0-4 

K.l ementary Teachers' Response Rat 1 ngs for: Quest l on 1. 
ot the Hugging Ouestlonnalre 

Response 
Response SYb.Je~t RsH Ing SYbie~t Rating 1 5 32 4 2 6 33 2 3 5 34 4 4 5 35 3 5 5 36 4 6 7 37 5 7 5 38 5 8 5 39 4 9 7 40 4 10 4 41 4 11 5 42 4 12 7 43 6 13 5 44 6 14 5 45 4 15 5 46 4 16 5 47 3 17 7 48 5 18 7 49 5 19 7 50 5 20 5 51 6 21 4 52 4 22 5 53 2 23 4 54 2 24 4 55 5 25 7 56 5 26 5 57 2 27 5 58 6 28 5 59 5 29 6 60 2 30 5 61 4 31 7 62 2 
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Table D-5 

Mean Scores for the Ratings of Questions 2 through 7 
on the Huqqlnq auestJonnalre 

Question 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

Mean 
5 .177 
5.082 
4.597 
4.452 
4.048 
3.869 
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