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Abstract

A survey was administered to 62 elementary
teachers of the Wentzvllile R-IV School District in
wWentzvlille, Missouri. The purpose was to assess the
opinions of elementary teachers about the positive
and negatlve effects of hugglng students. The
results of the survey showed that most teachers
bel ileved that the hugglng of students was Important
to the students’ growth and development. Most
teachers held the oplnlon that hugglng Improves IQ
(an intelllgence test score), self-concept, and
classrocom performance. They also belleved that
hugging lowers anxliety and relates a message to the
student of appreclatlon of the student’s unigueness.
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 elther sex should be hugged

more than those of the opposlte sex.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Hugging and touching a child start at bircth.
Sutherland (1980) states that experiencing physical
contact with others Is essentlal for a chilld’s
healthy physical, mental, and emotlonal growth.
According to Malandro and Barker (1983), lack of
physical contact to the Infant may even result |In
death.

Sroufe, Fox, and Pancake (1983> studlied the
physical-contact seeking of chlldren. They observed
that deficient nurturing In the early years of |life
resulted In chlldren having a greater need for
physical contact from adults.

Although experimentaticn cannot be done with
human Infants on the deficlency of physical contact,
It can and has been done on infant monkeys. Har l ow
(1964) experimented with rhesus monkeys to see how
they would react when all physical contact was
removed. Infant monkeys were Isclated up to one
vyear. The results were devastating In that Infant
monkeys became extremely emoticnally disturbed.

Withln the context of object relatlons theory,
Horner (1984) goes a major step further than Harlow’
experiments with rhesus monkeys to examine human

relations and the psychopathology resultlng from a

deficlency In nurturing. Horner states that lack of
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nurturing from birth to 5 months Is llkely to result
in psychosis and that lack of nurturing from 6 months
to 3 years old is likely to result in a personallity
disorder.

By examining what happens when an infant does
not receive physical contact from others, one
realizes how important physical contact is to a
child’s healthy development. One may also speculate
that if Infants need some form of physical contact,
such as hugging, it is 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
interactlion with their parents on tests requiring
psychomotor skills showed increases in motlivation and
improvement in 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 “connectiveness," a sense of being
part of the famlly or school system.

Although physical contact 1s usually thought of
in a positive manner, some studies indicate that It
may have negative effects in certain clircumstances.

Henley (1973, 1977) suggests that nonreclprocal touch

ls less a sign of warmth than of status-—-that the




higher the status the person has, the freer that |
person is to touch a lower status person. LaFrance ‘
(1985) states that In school settings females recelve ‘
a different type of touch than males. Glirls receive
more "hejpful® touches whlle boys receive more
“frlendly" contact. The resultling message to
preschool girls is that contact is more likely to
occur In a dependency relationship.
Chlldren In the United States spend a good
portion of their early years iIn school. The way they
are touched or not touched may potentlally have a
slgniflcant effect on their development.

Statement of Purpose

The purpose of this study was to assess the
opinions and practlices of elementary school teachers
with regard to hugging students. The study was
conducted by administering a survey to elementary
teachers In a school district In the Midwest. The
survey assessed the frequency with which the teachers
hugged their students, the opinions of the teachers
concernling students’ need to be hugged, and the

teachers” views regarding the effects of hugging

students.




CHAPTER 11

LITERATURE REVIEW

T} ; of P . L C Effect
Tl vi v . Behavlioral research
suggests that the giving of physical contact
generally can serve as a useful reinforcer by
rewarding and shaping new desirable behavior in
others. Articles by Kazdin and Klock (19732, Kazdin,
Silverman, and Sittler (1975), and Lyon (1977)
reported studies in which physical contact was
successful ly used as a positive reinforcer to change
the behavior of mentally handicapped chlldren.
Martin (1974) polled 398 elementary school teachers
and found physical contact to be the preferred form
of positive reinforcement to change behavior among
normal chlldren. In Martln’s study each teacher was
given a copy of the Positive Relnforcement
Observatlon Schedule, which was used to measure
relnforcement preferences. Martin’s instrument
return rate was 77%. There were 14 different
rankings of positive reinforcers. The flrst
preferred positive reinforcer was physical contact.
The second preferred positive reinforcer was the
acceptance of ldeas. The third was dlirect concrete
reinforcement. (Martin does not explain what this

was, but glven that the study involved a school

setting, one might assume that the reinforcer was




food, probably candy.) The fourth was concrete
relnforcement (tokens). The fifth was being asked
questions. Likewlse, Christian (1983), In theorizing
a hlerarchy of behavior mediflcatlon reinforcers for
changing classroom behavior, ranked physical contact
as the top choice. The ranking was based on teacher
consultation and behavior modification planning.

The humanistic view. Humanists |lke Rogers

(1954, 1969, 1970) and Maslow (1968) bel ieve that
humans are born with an inner nature made up of
needs, capacities, talents, physiological balances,
and anatomical equipment, and that when allowed to
grow and have expression this nature will develop In
healthy and productive ways. These inherent
potentialities are set upon a course for expression
unless blocked. They may be blocked, altered, or
destroyed by environmental factors--culture, family,
teachers, friends, and so on. For Instance, Rogers
(1969) talks of the awarding of approval and
disapproval contlngent upon the occurrence of desired
behaviors. A child thus treated will develop a sense
of being worthy only if he or she performs the
behaviors which others deslire. Unfortunately the
behavicor which others desire may conflict with one’s
inner nature. The environment and the important

people in a chlld’s |life may Interfere wilth the

expression of the child’s inner nature. According to




Rogers, uncondlitional positive regard should be glven
to a child, providing an environment of approval and
respect for what the child is and allowing expression
of his cor her inner nature.

One part of expressing our inner nature s the
giving and receiving of physical contact. According
to Rogers (1970), physical contact can express anger
or warm feellings. Rogers says a hug can express
love, warmth, and Joy. Rogers (1969) gives examples
of teachers hugging thelr students, not because the
teachers wish to shape the children’s behavior, but
because they prize the children as being unique
indlviduals. Conveying this attitude through hugging
opens the doors to the expression of the students”
inner natures,

Effects of the Lack of Phvsical Contact: Deficient
Nurturing

In studles conducted by Harlow (1958) and Harlow
and Zimmermann (1959), newborn rhesus monkeys were
raised without their mothers. For each newborn the
real mother was replaced with two surrogate mothers.
One surrogate mother was made from a block of wood
covered with tan terry cloth, and the other surrogate
mother was made of wire-mesh. Both surrogate mothers
had nursing capabllity. The wire-mesh surrogate

mother’s body did not differ In any essential way

from the terry cloth surrogate mother other than in




the quality of what Harlow called "contact comfort,”
which the terry cloth surrogate mother could supply.
The Infant monkeys spent much more tlime with the
terry cloth surrogate mother than with the wire-mesh
surrogate mother. When the infant monkey was placed
in an unfamiliar area and was frightened by a
mechanlcal toy making loud nolses, the Infant
invariably rushed and clung tightly to the terry
cloth mother which provided “contact comfort." The
Infant monkeys never ran to the wire-mesh mothers
for comfort.

In later studies, Harlow (1964) reared infant
monkeys wlthout any contact with humans or animals
whatsoever from birth on. The infant monkeys were
isolated for perlods that ranged from 3 months to 1
year. During this time, the infants saw no living
creatures and became seriously emotlionally disturbed.
The monkeys huddled in the corners of their cages,
clasped themselves, and rocked back and forth in
response to all stimulation. When they were brought
together with normally reared age-mates, the monkeys
did not participate in the active chasing and playful
romping that Is characterlistic of monkeys that are
one year of age. When the normal monkeys took an
agaressive lunge at them, the monkeys reared in

isclation were unable to fight back. They withdrew,

huddled, rocked, and blt themselves. Harlow’s




experiments resulted in some markedly disturbed

monkeys.

Humans, as well as monkeys, can become markedly
disturbed by a lack of nurturing. According to
Sutherland‘s (1980) thecries, it ls very important to
a child‘s mental health to be nurtured during infancy
by his or her mother (or primary caretaker), not only
physically but also emctionally. Nurturing includes
touching, cuddling, and hugging. Sutherland (1980)
also states that lack of nurturing In infancy,
depending on the degree, Is a major contributor to
the development of psychotic, personallty, and
neurotic disorders.

Another study examining effects of lack of
nurturing was done by Hol lender (19270). She examined
the need for body contact or skin hunger among women.
The subjects consisted of 27 paid volunteers and 27
patients hosplitalized for acute psychliatric problems.
Each subject’s wish or need to be held or cuddled was
evaluated on a continuum of “indifferent" to
“Intense." The evaluations were done by Hol lender
through interviews with the subjects. Hollender did
not make any comparlisons between pald and
hospitalized subjects in her findings. She did make
the following generalizations as a result of her
study. She found that for a few women the wish

Or need to be held or cuddled was so great that it




resembled an addlction. Body contact usually

provided feellngs of being loved, protected, and
comforted. The wish or need for it was affected by
anxlety, anger, and depression. Sometimes the
longing was regarded as chlildish by the women
themselves. Direct and indirect ways were used to
obtain the holding or cuddling desired. Sexual
seductlion and enticement were common Indlrect ways of
eliciting physical contact from others. In
Hol lender’s study, many of the women whose need to be
held was sc great that it resembled an addiction
stated that they had been given very little physical
contact by their parents during chlldhood.
Ihe Need for Physical Contact

In an earller study, Hollender, Luborsky, and
Scaramella (1969 used Interviews and a
questionnalre, the Body Contact Scale, to investigate
the correlation between the intensity of the need to
be heid or cuddied and the freguency with which
sexual Intercourse is bartered for thls satisfactlion.
Thelr sublJects were 39 female patients of the
psychiatrlc sectlon for the treatment of acute
disorders at the Hospital of the University of
Pennsyivania. The most common diagnosis among these
patlents was neurotlic depression. It was found that

in previous relationships, 21 had used sexual

intercourse to entice a male to hold them,
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Twenty-six patients had directly requested to be
held. Nine patlents who made a direct request had
not used sex, and four women who had used sex had not
made a direct request. Although the response
patterns for the use of sexual intercourse or direct
request were similar; the gradient from high to low
scorers on the Body Contact Scale was sharper on the
response pattern of the use of sexual intercourse
than on the response pattern for direct request.
Every high scorer on the Body Contact Scale used sex
to be held, whereas the low scorers did not. Eleven
of 19 moderate scorers used sex. This study
indicates that for some adult women the desire for
physical contact Is so great that they will barter
sexual Intercourse to obtaln tactile gratification.
Satisfylng the need for physical contact may
come not only from other pecople but also from
oneself. Campbell and Rushton (1978) conducted a
study using 15 measures of nonverbal communication
that were coded from videotaped interactions between
a female confederate and female college students (j =
46) ranging in age from 18 through 21 years. Three
measures of extraversion and neurcticism had been
adminlstered to the subjects: their I0s had also been
assegsed. In addition, a Teacher Rating Scale for
each student was completed by lecturers who knew the

participants well. The Teacher Ratlng Scale
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neurcticism measures. All measures of the three
types of touches were slignificantly correlated with
poor adjustment and seemed to be assoclated with the
rellef of anxiety. Gesturing outwards to others was
negatlvely assoclated with touchling coneself. Thls
study suggests that touching relleves anxiety in
poorly adjusted individuals, even 1f it comes from
themselves.

Touching is also important when working with the
blind. Curson (1979), a teacher of normal bllind and
of retarded blind chlldren between the ages of 2 and
S in a nursery school, observed the importance of
early verbal communication and physical contact with
blind children. The sighted child wlll respond to an
assuring nod, an applauding gesture, a smile of
approval. But the biind 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 relatlionship than is
usual in nursery schools for the sighted. Without
the sense of sight, physical contact becomes an
Important means of communlcation between the primary
caretaker and the blind child, as physlical faclal
communication between the teacher and chlld will
never take place.

Curson’s (1979) nursery, |llke most, Is bright

anc cheerful (not that the chlldren can see thls).




The wooden floors are covered with 1lnoleum, some
parts are carpeted and other parts covered
occasionally with wool, cotton, and velvet to help
the chlldren orlent themselves. Touchlng plays a blga
part In the nursery school. Even "feellng plctures”
are displayed with leaves, shells, various shapes of
wood, cork, and corrugated cardboard.

Curson (1979) states many mothers reallize blind
children need more physical contact, more cuddling,
more playling with, and more talklng with than sighted
children. With a blind chlld whose posture and
movements are slower than a sighted child’s and less
spontaneous--as a result of awkwardness and
hesltatlion--the mother needs to stimulate, share,
welcome, and pralse the chlld’s natural curlosity.

Every teacher in Curson’s (1979) nursery school
tries to make the schoolroom as welcoming and
stimulating as possible. The smile from the teacher
is unseen, so the teacher has to find ways of making
physical contact with her children by touching.
Touchling by the teacher is cne element that is not
only necessary for the chlld’s progress but also
essential In the prevention of the feeling of
Isolation. Many chlldren seek comfort from the
nursery staff rather than socializing with other
children in the nursery.

For the blind child, his body and the body of
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his mother are hls flrst toys. He plays with his
hands and with his mother‘s hands; he pulls her hair;
she touches 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 ln, his own body. He
learns to value and use his body. For the blind
chlid this |Is of cruclal importance; and yet, In many
cases, his mother is sad, too preoccupled with her
grief and dlsappointment regarding her chlld’s
blindness to gain pleasure from playing with her baby
and ietting him play with her spontaneously (Curson,
1979,

Curson (1979) states that retarded blind
chlldren enjoy belng cuddled and patted on the back,
head, or knees. Once the children have accepted the
teachlng staff, they even seek physical comfort and
clogseness. Hands are held when walklng. The
children are klissed and cuddled ln attempts to
generate closeness. The touching these children
receive relates a message of |ove and acceptance that
Is irreplaceable.

Not all nursery schools have chlldren whc have
been given messages of love and acceptance. Sroufe,
Fox, and Pancake (1983) studied 40 children from two

consecutive classes at the Unlverslity of Minnesota

Aursery school for the sighted. Using historles,




teacher ratlings, rankings, and Q-sorts, the

researchers assessed the physlcal contact seeking of
the chlldren and the guidance and disciplline the
children received from teachers. With this
information the research confirmed that children who
frequently needed a lot of touching and attentlion
from the teachers showed deficient nurturing.
Bepnefits of Physical Contact

Imeroving self-esteem. Clemes and Bean (1978)
state that self-esteem can be improved by helping
children develop a sense of "connectiveness" 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 will make little or no effort
to join In family or group activities, and, If large
numbers of people are present, will 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 andsor lazy.
However, children with a low sense of
"connectiveness" are not always shy and wlthdrawn.
They may be inappropriately aggressive or demanding.

In short, students with a low sense of

“connectiveness" repeatedly create interpersonal




situations that do not get them the warm, caring,
nurturing relationships they need.

The touching of children by parents and/or by
teachers |s one of the major ways to establlish a
sense of "connectiveness." According to Clemes and
Bean <(1978), touching affirms to the chlild that
hesshe is lovable, that other people care about
him/her. When touchling a chlld It Is important to
know when and how a child wants or needs to be
touched. 1f a child pulls away, a less demanding
touch should be used. Parents and teachers alsoc need
to respect a child’s wish not to be touched, but
should not be fooled by this rejection. Clemes and
Bean alsc state that everyone wants toc be touched |[f
they are not threatened by the experience. One can
recuce the threat by backing off, and then continuing
to touch in brief, consistent ways. Chilldren 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) studled
70 volunteer male and female subjects between the
ages of 21 and 65, who had been hospitalized iIn a
cardiovascular unit of a medical center in New York
Clty. SubJjects were divided into three groups. One
group recejved therapeutic touch In which the nurse
went into a physiological meditative state of

relaxation (as measured by her alpha wave activity)



and was motlvated by an interest Iin the needs of the

patient before touchlng areas of physical dlscomfort
in her patients. Another group recelved 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 recelved no touch. The nurse for thls
group sat beside each subject and talked with the
subject without touchlng. One S5S-mlinute treatment was
given to each patient. All three groups had |ower
anxlety as measured by questionnaires glven before
and after treatment. But sublects who recelved
therapeutic touch had a significantly greater
reductlion In posttest anxlety scores than those who
recelved casual touch or no touch.

lmproving clagscroom performance. Rosen and
D‘Andrade (1959) studied the origins of achievement
motivation In 40 boys within their famlily and soclal
class. The boys ranged in ages from 9 to 11. The 40
subjects were chosen from 140 boys who were
administered a Thematlc Apperception Test to measure
thelr achlievement motivation. Twenty of the boys had
high achievement motlvatlon scores and the other 20
had low achievement motivatlon scores. Within each
achlevement motivation category, half of the boys
were lower class and the other half mlddle class.
Experimental tasks were devised for the boys that

Involved their parents. The investligator wanted to
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get parents involved In the experiment by
dellberately bullding stress Into the situatlion. The
tasks were constructed to make the boys relatively
dependent upon thelr parents for help, and the
situations were arranged so that the parents elther
knew the solutions to the problem or were in a
position to do the task better than their son. The
boys were glven five tasks to do: stacking blocks
blindfolded, solving anagrams, making patterns,
tossing rings, and solving the Maier Hatrack Problem
(given two sticks and a C-clamp, the boy is
Instructed 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 positive evaluation of performance,
expresses enthusiasm, gives nonspecific directions,
gives specific directions, asks for information,
rejects information, expresses displeasure, glives
negative evaluation of performance, shows negative
tension release, and expresses hostillty. No
slgniflcant differences were found between the
fathers of boys with high achievement motivation and
the fathers of boys with low achlievement motivation
for any of the categories. The mothers of boys with

high achlevement motivation scored significantly

higher than the mothers of boys with low achievement
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motlvation In the category of warmth. The category
of warmth assessed the degree to which a parent gave
love, comfort, and affection to his or her son whiie
the son was working on the experimental tasks.
Al though Rosen and D’Andrade did not indicate whether
the parental! glving of love, comfort, and affection
included touching, 1t is possible that touchling was a
component of thls behavior. If so, It may be
speculated that a mother’s affectlionate touching of
her son while he |s working on a task may contribute
to the development of achlevement motivation. And
improving achievement motlvation may be the key to
improving classroom performance.
Physical Contact: A Necessity for Healthv Develoement
In talking 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 through cryling or
by gestures. The chlld 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 chlld symptoms of despalr and hopelessness. If
the parents do not respond regularly, the baby or
chlld stops crylng. However, the child’s earller
Symptoms of despair and hopelessness persist unti]
manlfested In psychopathology. I1f the actual needs

©of the chlld are met (not what the mother "thinks"




the chlld needs), the result ls a happy, healthy
child, a satisfled child with bright eyes, a glowing
complexion, a lively manner, and a fighting spirit
(Lowen, 1958).

In hls theory of bicenergetics, Lowen (1958)
locks at the person whose needs, Including the need
for physical contact, have not been met. One need is
the expression of love, which usually includes the
need for physical contact. Lowen states that the
emotlon of love 13 an energy and that people who
block or lock in this energy by armoring--deflined as
the placlng of tension in the muscles--are stopping
the expression of thls emotion. Lowen states the
emotion of love iIs defended in the neck and Jaw in
the form of muscular tension. The neck feels stiff
and the Jaw is set with an expression of prlide and
determlnation.

A major follower of Reich (1949), Lowen (1%980)
further contends that "holding in," a condition in
which the patlent physically holds In feelings in his
or her muscles, s an unconsclous ego defense against
feellings that have been perceived as dangerous in the
past. Before doing therapy Lowen and Relch,
PSychliatrists, make physical contact with patients by
loosening the patients’ muscles to reiease the energy
cantalned In the bound up feellngs.

Relch (1949) states that orgone blophysics |s




concerned with the central problem of the therapist,
that of releasing the emotions bound up In the
muscles. Relch defines "emotlon" as the
‘protruding" or "moving out" of a sensation or
sensations. A pleasurable stimulus causes an
"emotion" of the protoplasm to move from the center
towards the periphery. An unpleasant stimulus causes
an "emotion" to move from the perliphery to the center
of the organism. The two basic effects are pleasure
and anxlety. Emotion |ls mostly an expresslive
plasmatic motion. Biophysical plasma excitement
results in a sensation, and a sensatlon ls expressed
In a plasmatic motion. Orgone energy ls what moves
when the body flulds are charged. The therapist
works on the orgone energy of the patient by
produclng memories, dissolving defense mechanisms, or
stoppling muscle spasms.

A patient will block feeling through muscular
armoring, layvers of interlaced muscular tension.
Each layer of muscular tension is created by the
impulse to express the feeling. Every warding off of
4 consclous or unconscious impulse serves the
functlon of warding off a more deeply repressed
Impulse. The patient avoids certain kinds of contact
with others to defend against the possibillity of
disappolintment (Reich, 1949).

The expression of the armored individual is that
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of "holding back." The shoulders are pul led back.
the thorax is pulled up, the chin is held rigidly,
the respiration ls shallow, the lower back is arched,
the pelvis Is retracted and ‘dead," and the legs are
stiff. These bodily signs express some of the main
attitudes of the patient’s "holding back* (Relch,
19495 .

The chest is the main area of the armor ing.
Chest armoring develops early in the life of the
Chliid with traumatic experlences from parental
relatlonships of mistreatment, frustratlons In love,
and disappointments (Reich, 1949).

Reich (1949) also talked about the psychomotor
discharge of energy as well as the charged orgone
energy which was dlscussed earller. According to

Relch, the patient who represses wishes and fears |s

constantly seeking motor dlscharge through real
persons and sltuations. Relch discharged muscular
tenslon by maklng physical contact with the patlent,
and thereby moblllizing and discharging energy from
the "locked In" muscies. Although teachers are not
therapists and children are not patients, an
elementary teacher is In the situatlon where he or
she can relleve the psychomotor tension of a child
through hugging.

Diffecences in the Way Bovs and Glris Ace Touched

Studies by Goldberg and Lewls (1969) suggest




that there are sex differences in initiating and
recelving physical contact at a very early age.
Within the flirst few months, boys receive more
touching, holding, and rocking from thelr mothers
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 touchlng
and the frequency with which touching occurred
between preschool children and teachers were observed
in four classrooms, each containlng one male and one
female teacher. Four types of touches were
identifled: friendly (touches that occurred as an
expression of nurturance or approval or as part of a
game), helpful (touches that occurred whille a teacher
was helping a child or a child was helping a
teacher), attentional (touches intended to focus or
control behavior), and Incldental (touches that did
not belong to any of the preceding categories and
were typically of an acclidental nature). When male
teachers touched girls, the touch was more llkely to
be a helpful touch. But when male teachers touched
boys, the touch was more llkely to be of a friendly
nature. There were no statistically significant

differences in the relative freguency with which



female teachers gave helpful, friendly, incidental,
or attentlional touches to boys and to glris.
Teachers did touch chlldren of their own sex more
than those of the opposite sex.

Because the subject sample employed In the
Perdue and Connor (1978) study was very small, the
generalizability of the study’s resuits iIs 1imited.
However, the results suggest an interesting
speculation. It |s generally recognlized that
preschools and elementary schools are predomlnately
staffed with female Iinstructors. If teachers have a
tendency to touch chlldren of thelr own sex more
frequently than those of the opposite sex, as was the
case In Perdue and Connor‘s study, then female
students may be touched more frequently by thelr
teachers than male students.

Negatlve Effects of Physical Contact

Usually touch |Is seen as a positive expression,
but LaFance (1985) suggests that some touching may
have unintended negatlve effects. For example, one
of the findings of Perdue and Connor‘s (1978)
research was that male teachers tended to glve
helpful touches to preschool girls and friendly
touches to preschool boys. LaFrance thlnks that the
good intention of giving preschool girls helpful
touches may have the undesirable result of teaching

the girls early in life that physical contact is more



ilkely to occur within a dependency relatlionshlp.

LaFrance has also polinted 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
interactlon between two people of different soclal
status, the higher-status person touches the
lower-status person more fregquently. LaFrance states
that there ls a striklng 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 than a lower
status person lIs to touch a higher status person.
This pattern exlists, for example, in teacher/student,
doctors/patient, and executlve/secretary
relationships. LaFrance also states that the subtle
nonreclprocal touching patterns reflectling status
dlifferences may start In preschool and continue
throughout |ife.

Teachers Touchling Students: A Controversial Issue

Mazor and Pekor (1985) state that teachers of
young children are faced with the challenge of
effectlvely and sensitively combining the physical
nurturance of children with awareness and respect for
children’s autonomy and body inteagrity.

Sensationalistic accounts of sexual abuse have



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 In no way diminish the horror of a
child being abused in a class or program for
children. Neither do they negate the concerns of
parents and professionals. Mazor and Pekor state
that because teachers’ physical affection and
guldance of young children may be under scrutiny,
professionals are seeking additional ways of
conveying their intentions to parents in a clear and
supportive way. Professionals are now starting to
base their physical interactions with children upon
developmental principles. These developmental
principles can and should be shared with parents.
Statement of Hypotheses

The hypotheses of this study were as fol lows:

1. Elementary teachers who are "huggers" (hug
students) think K (kindergarten), 1st, 2nd, 3rd, 4th,
and Sth graders should be hugged. This hypothesis is
based on the theory that belng touched from birth Is
essential to the development of a healthy, mentally
stable child. This theory has been supported by
Sutherland’s (1980) study of object relatlons theory,
Malando and Barker’s (1983) studies of the effects of
lack of physical contact, and Harlow’s (1958) study

of rhesus monkevs.
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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 It lowers
anxlety levels. Thls hypothesls Is based on Clemes
and Bean’s (1978) work on improving self-esteem. It
also stems from Curson‘s (1979) work with the normal
and retarded blind, Rosen’s and D“Andrade’s (1959)
study, and Rogers’ (1954) work.

3. Teachers who hug students feel both male and
female teachers should hug students. This hypothesis
is based on Mayor and Pekor’s (1985) dlscussion of
the need for developmental physical interactlion
between students and thelr teacher.

4. Teachers who hug students feel students In
lower grades should be hugged more than students in
hlgher grades. This hypothesis |s based on the ldea
that chlldren need less contact as they mature, as
suggested In obJect relations theory by Horner
(1984).

S. There is no significant correlation between
the number of years a teacher has taught and whether
the teacher does or does not hug students. The
reason for this hypothesls was to see |f there was a
correlation between the era in which teachers were
educated (possibly being Influenced by humanistlic or
behaviorlst polnts 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" will not think
boys should be hugged more than girls or girls should
be hugged more than boys. The purpose of this
hypothesls was to see |f teachers had blases in their
preference towards the hugging of boys and giris.

7. Teachers who feel hugging some children at
school Improves the chlidren’s sel f-concepts also
feel that hugging some children improves their IQ
levels, lowers their anxlety levels, and Improves
their classroom performance. They also think that
hugging Is necessary for children’s healthy
development and that hugging relates a message of
appreclation 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 chlild’s performance, (b) Heidt’s
(19680) experiment in whlch anxlety levels In
cardlovascular patients were lowered as a result of
the patlients’ areas of discomfort being touched, and
(c) Rogers’ (1954) theories about the beneflts of
uncondlitlional positive regard, wnlich suggest that
uncondlitional positive regard would provide a student
with an environment of approval and respect that

Would enable the student to express his or her !nner

nature.




CHAPTER 111
METHOD

Subljects

The subjects were 62 elementary school teachers
who were employees of Wentzvlille R-IV public schools
in Wentzv!ille, Mlissourl. Flfty-nine of the subjects
were female and 3 were male. The sample included 7
kindergarten teachers, 13 first grade teachers, 12
second grade teachers, 11 thilrd grade teachers, 11
fourth grade teachers, and 8 fifth grade teachers.
All of the teachers had contained classrooms, |.e.,
each teacher taught all subjects for hls or her class
except muslic, art, and physical education.
Questionnaire

A survey Instrument called the "Huggling
Questlonnaire" was developed by the author of this
study to assess the oplnions of elementary teachers
about the developmental need for huggling in an
elementary classroom setting. The gquestlonnalre (see
Appendix A) consisted of 25 questlions. The first 13
gquestlons employed a 7-polnt scale. Sublects were
asked to circle one number, 1 through 7, that matched
the approprlate response. The responses were scaled
as follows: 1 = never, 2 = very seldom, 3 = seldom,

4
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sometimes, 5 = frequently, 6 = almost always, and
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always. Questions 8, ¢, 10, and 11 each had a




Part "b* which asked the SubJects to indicate the
Percentage of children they thought would exper lence
Improvement in a particular area of functloning as a
result of hugging at school .

The next 1! items in the questionnaire asked the
Subjects to circle a number between 1 and 7 to show
their degree of agreement with each of 11 statements
pPertaining to their protessional philosophies and
opinions on the effects and practice of hugagaing In
the classroom. The rating scale was as follows: 1 =
Strongly disagree, 2 = aisagree, 3 = somewhat
disagree, 4 = not sure, 5 = Ssomewhat agree, 6 =
agree, and 7 = strongly agree. Question number 25
was a flll-in-the-blank item: "How many years have
Yyou taught in elementary schools?". A space for
comments was Included at the end of the

questionnalre.

Procedure

The study was begun durling the second week of
the 1986-87 academic year for Wentzville publlic
schools. On Monday of that week a cover letter (see
Appendix B), the Hugglng Questionnalre, and an
envelope were placed in the school mal lboxes of 64
elementary school teachers. The cover letter asked
the teachers to complete their questionnaires, put
them in the envelopes, and return them to thelr

School Secretary by Friday of the Same week. All of



the gquestlonnalres were coded so that the teachers
completing them could be jidentified. This was done

only so that |t would be possible to make

rt
L
O
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contacts with teachers who did not return thelr
questlonnalres. During the thlrd week of the school

yvear a follow-up letter (see Appendix C) and a se

0

onda
copy of the Hugging Questionnaire were sent to
teachers who had not returned the flirst
guestionnalre. Agaln the teachers were asked to
complete and return the questlonnalres. Durlng the
fourth week of school, the follow-up letter and the
questiconnaire were sent conce more tc teachers who had
not yet returned thelr gquestionnalres. During the
fifth week, the teachers who still had not submitted
questionnalres were contacted personally. They were
given another copy of the guestionnaire and asked to
complete It. After this no further attempts were
made to have the remalning teachers complete the

survey.




CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

Scoring and Analysis

Data were obtalned from 62 sublects.

Fifty-four teachers were categorlized as "huggers"
and 8 teachers were categorized as "non-huggers."
This was done according to the way teachers answered
Questlion 1| of the Hugging Guestionnalre, "Do you hug
the children In your classroom?” I1f the teacher
answered 1, 2, or 3, that teacher was classified as
a "non-hugger.”" If the teacher answered 4, 5, 6, or
7, that teacher was classifled as a "hugger.” The
rating scale used was: never (1), very seldom (2),
or seldom (3), sometimes (4), frequently (5), almost
always (6), or always (7).

The Pearson product-moment correlatlion
coefflclent was used to examine the relatlonship
between how the elementary teachers responded to
Guestions 2 through 25 of the gquestionnalre and
thelr reported freaquency 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 1G>, 10b (about lowerlng
anxiety level), 11b (about improving classroom
performance), 12 (about female teachers hugging

students), 13 (about male teachers hugglng
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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. ] atlon

were tested for signiflcance at the .05 level or

beyvond. A percentage analysis of responses to each
gquestion was also carrlied out. A Friedman two-way

analysis of varliance by ranks for repeated measures

was used on the frequenclies of answers given for
guestions 2 through 7 to see if the teachers felt
that chlldren should be hugged less frequently as
they advanced to progressively hlgher grade levels.
Summarcy of Tables

Table 1| shows the intercorrelations among
selected guestlions on the Hugging Questionnalre
using Pearson product-moment correlation
coefficlents. The remalning 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 guestion.
Table D-2 presents a percentage analysis of the
respongses to Questions 1-24. Table D-3 shows the
percentage estimates glven in response to Questions
8B, 9B, 10B, and 11B. Table D-4 shows each
subject’s response to Question 1 using a 7-point
scale rating. Table D-5 shows the mean scores for

the ratlings of Questions 2 through 7.
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1 8B 2B 10B 11B 12 13 29
1 | .391%% | .292 | .4BS%*%¥% | .341%% | .678%%%| .618%%% | .000
2| .664%%%| .24%9 | .048 | .199 | £23 | .460%%%| .S1c*x% | .078
3| .643%%%) .207 | .126 |.161 . 187 | .497%%%| . 441 %%% | .025
4| .C0B%%%| . 398%% | .178 | .416%% | .393%% | . 595%%#| .552%#%% | .000
S| .60B%%%| .366%% | ,152 | .342%% | .282 | S77%%%]| .528%%% |.102
6 .S79%%%| ,.409%% |.168 | .377%% | .368%% | .609#%%»| .557%%% | .000
71 .533%%%| .463%x%%| 291 | .410%% | .415%% | .S81%x%| .600%%%x |-.047
BA| .D94%%%| . 7ST7%%%| . 279 | .472%%% | ,440%%%| . S50%%#%| . 597%%% |-.191
BB .391%% | | .374%% | .615%##% | .S59%%%| .S09%%%| .5D44%%% |-.118
QA|.371%% |.174 | .E81%%%| .226 | .260 | .270 | .318% | .055
9Bl .292 | .374%% | | .365%% | .381%%x |.220 | .312% | .029
10A| .425%% | . DS0Bu%%| .344%% | .683%%% | . S64%%%| . S03%%%| .492%%% |-.146
10B| .485%%%| .615%%% | .365#% | | .738%%%| . SS2%%%| . S97%%% |-.101
LIA] . 473%%%| .434%%%| .303% | . 475%%% | ., 706%%%| . 431 %%x%| . 459%%% [-,196
11B|.341%% | .559%%%| .381%% | .738%%% | | .414%% | .488%%% |-.222
2 | .678%%%| . S09%%%| .220 | . O52%%% | . 414%% | | .BO0S%%% |-.097
13 | .618%%%| .544%%%| .312% | .S597%%% | .488%%%| .B05#%x | +119
14 |.311»% |-.036 1.198 | .329% | .360%#% | .401%% | .314% | .091
15 | .541%%%| .420%% | .244 | .326% | .351%% | .462%%%| . 520%%% |-.,026
16 | .553%4% | . 460% %% | . 439%% | .366%% | . S521%xx%| . S89%x%%| . S11%xx |-,207
17 1-.149 1-.066" 1.134 I-.171 1-.152 -. 112 1-.1238 iP5 o
18 |1-.102 1-.079 |.0956 |-.159 I-.194 |-.066 |-.134 | .280
19 i1-.043 |.220 1.130 1% 024 | .060 | 162 | .129 I-.111
20 1.171 1.173 | .204 | .045 I-.028 1.266 |1.210 1-.120
21 |.080 | ..056 }.062 l.011 |.086 |1.153 | .0686 | .000
22 |-,332#%1-.276 “.227 |1=.391%% |-.292% |-.337u%|~-.416%% |.079
23 |-.076 |-.016 |.065 |-.269 -.148 |1=-.083 |-.107 | .100
24 |-.318% |-.350%%1-.,205 |-.443%%%|-.294% |~-.372%%|-.450%%%|.101
25 | .000 1-.118 1.029 1=.101 1-.222 |1-.097 113 |
#%p < .01 #¥xp < 001
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Data Analvses for Speciflc Hypotheses

All correlations referred to hereatter may be

found in Table 1 unliess otherwise spec!fied.
| Hypothesls 1. The scores from Question 1 (Do

\ You hug the chl!lldren in your classrcocom?) correlated

signiflcantly with the scores of Questions 2 (¢ =

.664, p < .001), 3 (¢ = .643, p < .001), 4 (r

.668, p < .001), 5 (¢ = .608, B < .001>, 6 (

8579, p < .001), and 7 (L = .633, p < .001>. The
correlations Indicate that, relatlve to

‘non-huggers,” teachers who were clasgsifled as

"huggers" were Stronger in the convictlon that

students should be hugged from K ¢(kindergarten)

through S5th grade.
Hypothesls 2. Scores from Question 1

correlated significantly with scores from Questions
8A (r = .594, p < .001) and 8B (E = g9, p < .01%]
showlng a preference for hugging Is related to the
bellef that hugging improves self-concept. On the
average the teachers In thls study estimated that
68% of elementary students would have a better
Self-concept as a result of huggling (see Appendix D,
Table D-3 for the percentage estimate reponses).
Scores from Question 1 correlated significantly
With scores from Question 9A (¢ = 2O B € JD1),
Indicating that the tendency to hug students was

POSitlively related to the belief that hugging would
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Improve the students’ IQ. On the average the
teachers estimated that 22.5% of students would
Improve their IQ as a result of being hugged at
school .
Scores from Question 1 correlated significantly
with scores from Questions 10A (¢ = .425, p < .01)
and 10B (¢ = .485, p < .001), Indlcating that a
preference for hugging Is related to the belief that
hugging reduces students-’ anxiety, On the average
the teachers In the study estimated that 60.2% of
elementary students would have lower anxlety levels
as a result of belng hugged at school (see Appendlx
D, Table D-3 for the percentage-estimate reponses).
Scores from Question 1 correlated slagnlflcantly
with scores from Questions 1A (L = .473, p < .001)
and 11B (g = ,341, p < .01), suggesting that teachers
who prefer to hug students believe that hugglng
Ilmproves classroom performance. On the average the
teachers in the study estlmated that 52.6% of
elemeptary students would have Improved classroom
performance as a result of belng hugged (see Append!x
D, Table D-3 for the percentage-estimate reponses) .
Hypothesls 3. Scores from Question 1 correlated ‘
Positively and signlflcantly with scores from
Questions 12 (r = .678, p < .001) and 13 (r = .618,
B < .001)>. The correlations Indicate that a

Preference for huggling |s assoclated with the
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conviction that both female and male teachers should
hug students.

Hypothesis 4. To assess the decreasing trend in
the mean scores of Questions 2-7 (see Appendix D,
Table D-5), a Frledman two-way analysis of varlance
by ranks for repeated measures was used to analyze
responses glven to Questions 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7. A
chi square of 122.083, p < .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 cof teaching
experience and hugging patterns were examined. There
were no signlflcant correlations between the number
of years taught and scores from Questions 1 through
24.

Hypothesis 6. The scores from Question 1
correlated negatively and signiflicantly with the
scores from Questions 22 (p = -.332, p < .01) and 24
(p = -.318, p < .05>). This indicates that the
teacher who hugs students tends not to fee] that
children of elither sex should be hugged more than
chlildren 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 BB

correlated significantly with scores from Questions



YE (o= 374, p. € 0% 1DBILr = .615, p 01>, 11B

(c = .659, p < .001), and 15 (¢ = .420, p < .05

The correlatlons Indicate that teachers who felt
hugglng students lmproves thelr sel f-concepts
(Question B8B) also felt It improves IQ (Question 9B),
lowers anxiety levels (Question 10B), improves
classroom performance (Question 11B), and relates a
message to the chlldren of apprecliation of thelr
unigueness (Question 15). No slignliflicant correlatlon
exlsted between Question 8B and the statement that
hugging |s necessary for a chlild’s healthy

development (Question 14).
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

The baslic purpose of this study was to assess

teachers’” opinlons about teachers hugging students In
elementary school and to find out 1f teachers
perceive any beneflts or disadvantages to hugglng

students. In assessing the teachers’ oplnions about

hugging students, seven hypotheses were tested. Six
hypotheses were supported by the research. One
hypocthesls was partlally supported by the research.

Hypothesis i Elementary teachers who are
araders should pe hucged. Thlis hypothesls was
supported by thls study. The results Indicate that,
relative to "non-hugging" teachers, “huggers" are
more llkely to endorse the practice of hugging
students at all elementary grade levels.

In speculating as to why "huggers" are more
l1lkely to favor hugging at all elementary grade
levels, one possiblllity might be that "huggers" use
huaging as a positive reinforcer (Christian, 1983;
Martln, 1974)>. Martin’s and Christlan‘s studles both
ranked physical contact as the most preferred
reinforcer of teachers. Another possible reason that
"huggers" tend to think children In all elementary
grades should be hugged might be that those teachers

use hugalng to show what Rogers (1969) calls
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unconditional positive regard. The "huggers" may be
hugging thelr students not because they wish to shape
the students’ behavior, but because they prize the
students as unique individuals. 1In showling
unconditional positive regard, huggers are providing
an envircnment of approval, which would convey
respect for what the students are, and, thus,
encourage them to express thelr inner natures.

Hypothesis 2. Teachers who hug students feel

t o~ b

self-concepts, IQ levels, and classcoom performance
and that it lowers anxjety levels. This hypothesis

was supported by the present data. Sixty-elght

percent of the teachers bellieved that hugging
students improves the students” self-concepts. This
belief is consistent with Clemes and Bean’s (1978)
theory that touching 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 and that other people care about them.
Hence, hugging-related feellngs of "connectiveness"
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 heiping students express thelr inner
natures. Those teachers may think that hugging opens
the doors to developing or releasing the Inherent
potentlallties of the Inner nature, and they may
regard 10 as cone of the potentialities that can be
enhanced as a result of hugging.

The opinlon of 52.6% of the teachers that
hugging improves classroom performance is consistent
with Rosen and D‘Andrade’s (195%9) study of the
achievement motlivation of elementary-aged boys. In
this study, when a mother expressed warmth towards
her son as he performed an experimental task, the son
showed higher achlievement motivation and better
per formance.

The opinion of 60.2% of the teachers that
hugging lowers anxlety levels receives some support
from Heidt’s (1981) study of cardliovascular patients.
Patlents who were touched by a nurse showed a
significant reduction in anxiety.

Hypothesis 3. Teachers who hug students feel
Loth male and female teachecrs should hug students.
The hypothesis was supported by the results of thls
study. “Huggers" did not think that hugs should be
given only by male teachers or only by female
teachers, but by both.

One posslible explanation for why "huggers" think

both male and female teachers should hug students is
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that "huggers" may think students need physical
nurturing. Elementary teachers are in a position to
create a currlculum that lncorporates the glving or
the denying of physical nurturing to students.
"Huggers" may think the exclusion of one gsex from
hugging students would deprive some students of
needed physical nurturing.

Hyvpothesis 4. Teachers who hug students fee!
students in lower grades should be hugged more often

than students in higher grades. This hypothesis was

supported by the results of this study.

A possible speculation regarding these results
is that "huggers" may be saylng less physical
nurturing is necessary as a child becomes oider.

This is consistent with Horner’s (1984) theory of
object relations, which states that the younger a
chlild ils, the greater the psychopathology caused by
lack of physical and emotional nurturing. As a chilld
grows older, the need for physlical contact allegedly
lessens.

the z i i nt

students. The hypothesis was supported iIn that no
significant correlation was found between the number
of years a teacher had taught and whether the teacher

reported hugalng or not hugging students. This




finding suggests that teaching experience does not
make a teacher meore or less prone to hug students.
Consegquently, one may speculate that hugglng may be a
function of a teacher’s attitudes towards students.
In partlicular, hugging may be a demonstration of an
attitude that Rogers (1969) calls genuineness. Based
on Rogers’ descriptlons of genuineness, in the
context of a teacher/student relationshlp genulneness
on the part of a teacher would Involve prizing a
student and his or her feellngs and opinlions.
Hugalng iIs one way a teacher might display this
attltude. I1f hugging |Is Indeed an expresslion of
genulneness and genuineness |s not somethlng that
changes with teaching experlence, it may be that
genulneness |s a personallty characteristic of
teachers who hug. An alternatlve possibillty ls that
for some teachers genulneness (and hugging?) maybe a
product of relationship skills tralning that the
teachers have had.

Hypothesis 6. Teachers who are "huagers" will
not think bovys should be hugged more than airls or

alrls should be hugged more than bovs. The results
supported thlis 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
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advocate hugglng students, the less sex blas they
professed regardlng the practice of hugging.

A speculatlion as to why "huggers" express less
gsex blas regarding the hugglng of students Is that
they may thlink the need to be hugged |Is not any
greater In glrls than In boys; |.e., they may regard
the need toc be hugged as belng squal In glrls and
boys.

“Non-huggers," on the other hand, do think glrls
should be hugged mere than boys. Interestlingly, even
though "non-huggers" think giris should be hugged
more than boys, llttle sex blas In the actual hugglng
of students may take place because "non-huggers" are
not the ones who hug the students.

Hypothesls 7. Teachers who feg]| hugglng some

L] | 1} v the : :

uagl 3 5
chllidren’s unlqueness. The hypothesls was partlally
supported by the results of this research. There
were no data to support the ldea that teachers think
hugging at school |s necessary for a chlld’s healthy

development. But overall, "huggers" had a posltlve

view of hugging. "Huggers" thought huggalng not only

improves sel f-concepts but also Improves 10 levels,
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lowers anxlety levels, Improves c¢lassroom
performance, and relates a message of appreclation of
the children’s uniqueness.

Limltations of the Study

There were several |lilmitatlons to this study.
The research was |limited to one midwestern population
of elementary school teachers at Wentzville,
Missouri. The population size was small, making It
hard to form generallzatlons about other populatlons
of elementary teachers. Also, the population of
Wentzville Elementary was |imlited to mostly females.
There was not a blg enough samplling of males to
compare male oplnlons wlth female opinions.

Male and female teachers who hugged students may
have used rationalizations in reflecting their
bellefs that hugging |s beneficial to students.

There is a possiblllity that teachers may have been
Justifying thelr own behaviors as they respcnded to
the Hugging Questionnalire. This would have distorted
the results. Thus, the opinions offered by "huggers"
about the beneflclal effects of hugglng should be
viewed with extreme cautlon.

A cause-and-effect type of research was not
allowed by the clircumstances. Thils researcher had
wanted to do actual classroom research that compared
children who were hugged with others who were not

hugged. However, upon consultlng with my princlpal,




and, In turn the princlpal“s consulting with my
assistant superintendent regarding the possibllity of

such research, I was denled permisslon to conduc

[+Y]

that kind of study. The reason given was that
parents would have had to be notified, and the
admilnistration did not think parents would understand
why some teachers hugged children and other teachers
did not. It Is hoped that this research will open
the doors to experimental research on the effects of
hugging in the classroom.
Recommendat lons for Future Research

I recommend that actual classroom
experimentation take place concerning the benefits
and dlsadvantages of teachers hugging thelr students.
The results of thls study Indlcate that hugglng
students by teachers is bel leved to be beneflclal to
the students’ cognitive and affective development.

If future research does show that hugging Is
beneficlal to elementary students, the school
curriculum wiil need revising to Include hugging as

an educational tool.
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Appendix A

The Hugging Questlonnaire




2I

3.

Se

T

Please indlcate the degree In whlch each of the following statements occurs
by clrcling the appropriate number (! through 7).

Never Seldom

Yery
Seldom

Do you hug the
children in your
classroom? 1 2 3

How often does a

kindergarten chlld

need to be hugged

at school? 1 2 3

How often does a

first grader need

to be hugged at

school? 1 2 3

How often does a

second grader need

to be hugged at

school? 1 2 3

How often does a
thlrd grader need
to be hugged at
school?

How often does a

fourth grader need

to be hugged at

school? 1 2 3

How often does a

fifth grader need

to be hugged at

school? 1 2 3

Does hugglng some

chlldren at school

improve thelr

self-concept? 1 2 3

In your opinlon,
what percentage
of chlldren would
have a better
self-concept as a
result of hugglng
at school?

Sometlimes

% (£111 in the blank)

Frequently

Almost  Always

Always
6 7
6 7
& 7
€ 7
€ 7
6 d
& 7
é 7




9a.

gb.

10a.

10b.

11a.

11b.

13.

Does hugglng some
chlldren at school
improve thelr IQ
level?

In your opinlon,
what percentage

of chlildren's IQ
would improve as
a result of
hugging at school?

Does hugglng some
chlldren at school
reduce thelr
anxiety level?

In your copinlon,
what percentage

of children would
have lower anxlety
levels as a result
of hugzing at
school?

Does hugglng some

chlldren at school
improve classroom

performance?

In your oplinlon,
what percentage
of chlldren would
have improved

Never Very Seldom Sometlmes
Seldom
1 2 3 4
% (f111 in the blank)
Never Very Seldom Sometimes
Seldom
1 2 3 L
% (£f111 in the blank)
Never Very Seldom Sometlmes
Seldom
| 2 3 b

classroom performance

as a result of
huggling at school?

Should female
teachers hug
children in
grades
kindergarten
through fifth?

Should male
teachers hug
children in
grades
kindergarten
through fifth?

% (£111 in the blank)

Never Very Seldom  Sometlmes
Seldom
1 2 3 L
i 2 3 b

Frequently Almost Always
Always
5 6 7
Frequently Almost Always
Always
5 6 7
Frequently Almost Always
Always
5 é 7
Frequently Almost  Always
Always
5 6 7
7




’u.

15,

’6.

‘?‘

!Bl

19.

20l

2’.

Please indicate your desree of agreement with each of the following statements
by clrcling the appropriate number.

I believe that
hugglng is
necessary for
a chlld's
healthy
development.

Hugging by the
teacher relates
a message to the
chlld of
appreclation of
the chlld's
uniqueness.

Every chlld
should get at
least two hugs
from the teacher
everyday.

Slow learners
need to be hugged
more than the
other students.

Slow achlevers
need more hugging
than other
children.

There 1s a need
for more research
on the effects of
teachers hugging
children.

Public schools
should allow
actual research
in the classroom
on the effects of
the teachers
hugglng students.

Girls are hugged
more than boys in
elementary school,

Strongly Disagree Somewhat Not Somewhat Agree Strongly

Disagree Disagree Sure Agree Agree

1 2 3 L 5 6 7
1 2 3 L 5 6 7
1 2 3 & 5 é 9
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 L 5 6 7
1 2 3 L 5 6 7
1 2 3 L 5 6 7

1 2 3 L 5 6 ?




22.

23.

24,

25.

Strongly
Disagree
I feel zirls
should be hugeed
more than boys. 1
Boys are hugged
more than glrls
in elementary
school. 1
I feel boys
should be hugged
more than glrls, 1

How many years
have you tauzht
in elementary
schools?

Comments:

Disagree Somewhat
Disagree

2 3

2 3

2 3

Not
Sure

____years (f1l1 in the blank)

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree
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