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ABSTRACT 

 

 The current study investigated the relationship between social reasoning ability, 

negative emotionality, and emotion understanding in different subtypes of rejected 

aggressive children.  Eighty-five 4th, 5th, and 6th grade boys and girls identified through 

peer nomination as rejected overtly aggressive, rejected relationally aggressive, rejected 

relationally and overtly aggressive, or popular were included in the study.  The 

Interpersonal Negotiation Strategies (INS) interview was used to measure levels of social 

reasoning.  A doubly-multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted in 

which peer status was the independent variable, and the four problem-solving steps of the 

INS interview for two hypothetical dilemmas were the dependent variables.  For the first 

step of the instrumental dilemma, the popular group reasoned at a higher level than only 

the rejected overtly aggressive group.  For steps two, three, and four of the instrumental 

dilemma, though, the popular group reasoned at significantly higher levels than all the 

rejected aggressive groups.  For the relational dilemma, no differences were found 

between the four groups on the first step; however, the popular group reasoned at 

significantly higher levels on steps two, three, and four than the rejected aggressive 

groups.  Negative emotionality was measured using the Dimensions of Temperament 

Scale-Revised, and the Assessment of Children’s Emotion Skills was used to measure 

emotion knowledge.  A series of one-way MANOVAs was conducted to investigate 

differences in negative emotionality and emotion knowledge.  For negative emotionality, 

significant differences in mood and sleep activity were found between the popular group 
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and the rejected aggressive group that displayed both types of aggression.  No significant 

differences were found between groups for emotion knowledge.  While the current study 

found differences between groups mainly in the domain of social reasoning, further 

research is still merited for negative emotionality and emotion knowledge, especially for 

children who have been identified as both rejected and aggressive.  This research has 

implications for the development of appropriate prevention and intervention techniques 

for children engaging in relational and overt aggressive behavior. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Within the past 50 years, research examining effects and correlates of peer 

rejection in childhood has led to the development of important conclusions relevant to 

child and adolescent social adjustment.  For example, children who are rejected by their 

peers in early childhood are at greater risk for dropping out of school and for developing 

criminality or psychopathology later in life than children who are not rejected by their 

peers (Bierman, Smoot, & Aumiller, 1993; Coie & Cillessen, 1993, Coie, Dodge, & 

Kupersmidt, 1990; Coie, Lochman, Terry, Hyman, 1992; Newcomb, Bukowski, & Pattee, 

1993; Parker & Asher, 1987).  Research has also demonstrated that there is a strong 

correlation between peer rejection and childhood aggression (Bierman, 1986; Dodge, 

Coie, & Brakke, 1982; Dodge, Lansford, Burks, Bates, Pettit, Fontaine, & Price, 2003).  

This study proposes to examine the influence of rejection and specific subtypes of 

aggression on aspects of children’s social and emotional functioning.    

Coie’s (1990) theoretical model of peer rejection explains the relationship 

between rejection and aggression by emphasizing aggression as a “social characteristic” 

that a peer group would hold in low regard.  Thus, aggressive behaviors make it more 

likely that the rejected status is maintained during repeated interactions with peers 

because the aggressive actions are aversive for peers.  The positive correlation between 

rejection and aggression has been the impetus for research investigating mechanisms and 

developmental pathways to such peer status because of the implications these behaviors 
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have for children and their school environment.  For example, in a study examining the 

sociometric differences in children’s social competence, rejected-aggressive children 

were deficient in all aspects of social competence assessed, including peer group entry, 

response to success, response to provocation, response to failure, and social expectations 

(Volling et al., 1993).  Aggression is often negatively correlated with peer preference, as 

children who display overt aggression are more disliked by their peers than children who 

do not display overt aggression (Lesser, 1959; Waas & Graczyk, 1999; Wood, Cowan, & 

Baker, 2002).  However, because overt aggression is traditionally more characteristic of 

boys, much of the literature that has focused on rejected aggressive children has not taken 

into account the heterogeneity of aggression.  Researchers have recently begun looking 

for a more “gender-balanced” approach to the study of aggression (Crick & Rose, 2000).  

The search for a gender-balanced approach to aggression has led investigators to look at 

different types of aggression.  Thus, a relational form of aggression was identified as a 

distinct type of aggression (Crick, 1996; Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Crick et al., 1999).   

Overt and Relational Aggression 

There are several ways to differentiate the number of subtypes of aggression.  For 

example, a list of subtypes in the literature includes: physical versus verbal (Buss, 1961), 

indirect versus direct (Buss, 1961), proactive versus reactive (Dodge & Coie, 1987), 

physical versus social (Galen & Underwood, 1997; Paquette & Underwood, 1999), 

physical versus nonphysical (Rys & Bear, 1997), and overt versus relational (Crick, 

1996; Crick, Bigbee, & Howes, 1996; Crick & Grotpeter, 1995).  The current study 

proposes to focus on the distinction between overt and relational aggression.  These 
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subtypes highlight the gender differences in the types of aggression children display, as 

overt aggression is traditionally more characteristic of boys, whereas relational 

aggression has been found to be more characteristic of girls (Crick, 1996).  For example, 

Rose (2003) and Reynolds (2003) found that 76% of the children nominated as overtly 

aggressive in the first year were boys and 72% of the children nominated for overtly 

aggressive the next year were boys.  For relational aggression, 63% of the children 

nominated in the first year were girls, and the following year 64% were girls. 

Acknowledging such differences is not only important to the development of intervention 

strategies for both boys and girls, but there is strong evidence for the validity and utility 

of these types of aggression (Crick, 1996; Crick & Grotpeter, 1995, Crick, et al., 1999).  

Relational aggression includes behaviors that “harm others through the purposeful 

manipulation and damage of peer relationships” (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995, p. 711).  For 

example, spreading rumors to get even, keeping someone from playing with the group, or 

giving someone the “silent treatment” as a form of retaliation are behaviors categorized 

as relationally aggressive.  Overt aggression is defined as harm or the threat of harm to 

another through the use of physical aggression or verbal threats (i.e., hitting, punching, 

yelling, Crick & Grotpeter, 1995).   

Social Reasoning 

One significant factor that has been shown to influence the use of aggressive 

behavior in childhood is children’s social information processing (Dodge & Crick, 1990; 

Parke & Slaby, 1983).  Dodge’s model (1986) of social information processing articulates 

a set of mental steps through which children proceed when responding to social stimuli.  

3 



    

According to his model, the first steps involve the encoding, perception and interpretation 

of social cues.  After the child interprets the cues, the next step is to generate one or more 

behavioral responses to the interpretation of the cues.  Once the child has generated and 

evaluated the responses, then enactment takes place and the child must monitor the 

effects of the action (Dodge & Feldman, 1990).   Children identified as rejected and 

aggressive have been found to have greater deficits at one or more of these steps (Crick & 

Dodge, 1996; Perry, Perry, & Rasmussen, 1986; Slaby & Guerra, 1988).   

In a study investigating the multidimensional construct validity of children’s 

social cognitive patterns and the relevance of social informational processing patterns in 

children’s aggressive behavior problems, Dodge, Laird, Lochman, and Zelli (2002) found 

that children exhibit internally consistent patterns of emotional knowledge and 

information processing.  The investigators measured the responses to hypothetical 

vignettes of children followed from kindergarten through 3rd grade and found that social 

information processing patterns such as emotional understanding, hostile attribution, 

response generation, and response evaluation are reliably distinct from each other, and 

that they predict individual differences in aggressive behavior in the classroom.  Crick 

and Dodge (1996) assessed social information processing patterns among groups of 

aggressive and nonaggressive children.  Their study showed that aggressive and 

nonaggressive children process social information differently in their intent attributions 

and their response decision processes.  These findings and others (Cantrell & Prinz, 1985; 

Crick, 1996; Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Parker & Asher, 1987; Webster-Stratton, Lindsay, 
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& Woolley, 1999) highlight the implication of socio-cognitive differences between 

children of different sociometric statuses (e.g., popular vs. rejected children). 

Dodge’s (1986) description of cognitive problem-solving processes involves 

social information processes and the formation of ongoing social behavior.  Another 

component involved in social behavior is social perspective-taking.  Schultz, Yeates, and 

Selman (1989) developed a model that identifies sequential problem-solving steps and 

highlights the child’s capacity to coordinate social perspectives.  Their model is known as 

the Interpersonal Negotiation Strategies Model (INS) and stems from Piaget’s cognitive 

theory and Mead’s theory of socialization (Menna & Cohen, 1997; Selman & Bryne, 

1974).  Selman’s theory combined Piaget’s idea about egocentrism and decentration with 

Mead’s idea of “role taking” (Selman, 1980; Selman & Bryne, 1974).  For Selman, an 

individual’s abilities to conceptualize both the self and others as relevant, to conceive of 

others as being like the self, and to consider the self’s behavior from others’ points of 

view are the keys to role taking (Selman & Bryne, 1974).  Conceptually, social and 

emotional perspective taking is essential for the development of sympathy, empathy, and 

more complex prosocial behaviors, i.e. altruism.  Perspective taking is especially 

important in considering differences in social behavior among rejected and non-rejected 

children (Richard & Dodge, 1982) and aggressive and nonaggressive children (Slaby & 

Guerra, 1988).  For example, Asarnow and Callan (1985) found that boys who were 

negatively evaluated by their peers generated significantly less alternative solutions to 

hypothetical problems and appeared to lack significant knowledge about normative social 

behaviors.  Consistent differences in interpretation of social cues, attributional style and 
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response generation to hypothetical dilemmas also have been found among children of 

low sociometric status when compared to children of high status.  For example, using 

video recorded vignettes of instances of provocation by a peer, Dodge, Murphy, and 

Buchsbaum (1984) examined children’s skills for interpreting another’s intention in a 

group of popular, average, neglected, and rejected boys and girls aged 5 to 10.  The 

children were asked to view a set of three vignettes and identify which vignette differed 

from the other two.  The intentions of the provocateur in the vignettes included hostile, 

prosocial, and accidental.  Results indicated that rejected and neglected children were 

more likely than popular and average children to inaccurately discriminate between the 

vignettes.  These findings suggest a relationship between social status and the skill of 

accurately discriminating another’s social intentions.  Based upon the aforementioned 

findings connecting social competence, as measured by sociometric status, and social 

reasoning, identifying differences in social reasoning skills among a more specific group 

of socially rejected group of children is important to understanding the development of 

aggression (Meisels & Selman, 1984; Selman, 1981).  Understanding the social problem-

solving skills of aggressive children also has implications in the development of 

intervention programs.  Thus, the first major goal of the proposed study is to examine to 

what extent social reasoning ability and perspective taking are related to various subtypes 

of socially rejected aggressive children.   

Emotionality and Emotion Understanding 

The second major goal of the proposed study is to investigate the relation of 

emotionality to various subtypes of socially rejected aggressive children.  Recently, a vast 
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amount of research has been published regarding the role of emotion in social functioning 

(Denham, McKinley, Couchoud, & Holt, 1990; Denham, von Salisch, Olthof, Kochanoff, 

& Caverly, 2002; Hubbard, 2001; Lemerise & Arsenio, 2000).  Dodge et al. (2002) found 

that internally consistent patterns of emotional understanding predicted individual 

differences in aggressive classroom behaviors.  Emotionality is just one aspect of 

emotional competence and is defined by Eisenberg, Fabes, Shepard, Murphy, Guthrie, 

Jones, Friedman, and Maszk (1997) as “the reactivity and intensity of positive and 

negative emotions when they are experienced” (p.  643).  In other words, how emotional 

a person is has to do with the degree of distress experienced in the face of threatening, 

annoying, or arousing events – the stresses of everyday life (Buss & Plomin, 1975).  Buss 

and Plomin (1975) approach emotionality in terms of distress and the amount of arousal 

that accompanies the distress.  For the purposes of this study an emphasis is placed on 

negative emotionality as it relates to social competence because there is evidence that 

negative emotionality plays a significant role in problem behaviors characteristic of 

rejected aggressive children (Dearing, Hubbard, Ramsden, Parker, Relyea, Smithmyer, & 

Flanagan, 2002; Eisenberg et al., 1997). 

According to Buss and Plomin’s (1975) theory of emotionality, emotionality is a 

temperament because it meets the criteria of being inherited and of being evident very 

early in childhood.  In fact, Lipton, Steinschneider, and Richmond (1961) found clear 

individual differences in autonomic measures of neonates.  Behavioral observations have 

revealed similar differences in arousal as early as the second day of life (Freedman, 

1971).  According to Buss and Plomin (1975), emotionality is divided into three high-
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arousal emotions: fear, anger, and sexual arousal.  Fear and anger are the two emotions 

with the greatest emphasis in their theory because sexual arousal is largely irrelevant to 

early development.  Beginning in infancy, emotionality can appear as crying loudly, 

screaming or whining.  At first, parents are tolerant of the regular crying when their child 

is fearful or angry, but as maturation continues children are expected to express less 

distress.  The expression of fear is usually accepted as children develop, but the 

expression of anger or rage is often denied.  As children grow, socialization by their 

parents and caretakers dictates the expression of distress.  For children whose caretakers 

control or minimize emotionality, and the more emotional reactivity is controlled or 

minimized, a tendency develops to have more frequent and more intense emotional 

reactions.  Thus, more negative behavior warranting control is likely to occur (Buss & 

Plomin, 1975).   

A large body of research has focused on better understanding the role 

emotionality plays in the social functioning of aggressive and rejected children.  

Emotionality is especially significant to the population of rejected and aggressive 

children because research has demonstrated that these children express more negative 

emotion than their peers (Denham et al., 1990; Eisenberg, Fabes, Guthrie, Murphy, 

Maszk, Holmgren, & Suh, 1996; Hubbard, 2001).  Vitaro, Pelletier, and Coutu (1989) 

evaluated the social problem-solving skills of aggressive rejected children and found that 

the children’s emotions had a significant effect on their social reasoning ability.  Dodge 

and Somberg (1987) investigated whether or not chronically aggressive children were 

emotionally vulnerable to the effects of negative emotional states on their interpretations 
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of social cues.  To do this the investigators created an experimental condition of “threat” 

in which each participant was placed in a room and given a task of watching 12 short 

stories on a television and answering two questions after each story.  After the 4th 

vignette the experimenter told the participant that there would be another boy joining him 

in the room.  After the experimenter left the room to retrieve him, an audiotape was 

played in which the participant overheard the experimenter and the “other boy” (a 

confederate) having a conversation.  The participant in this condition heard the “other 

boy” making statements concerning his dislike for the experimenter and “for any boy 

whom he would have to work” (p.  217).  A statement like “If I go in there, I’m just going 

to get in a fight with that boy” was made with the purpose of creating threat.  After this, 

the experimenter returned and reported to the participant that the “other boy” with whom 

he would be working was “in a bad mood.”  As the participant waited for “the other boy” 

to enter, he was asked to finish the task.  Dodge and Somberg (1987) found that under 

negative emotions (the threat condition), aggressive boys were significantly more likely 

than nonaggressive boys to display interpretational errors on the task and display stronger 

attributional biases to peers.   Although research has demonstrated the effect of emotions 

on social reasoning ability, few studies have examined the unique contribution of specific 

types of aggression to this ability.  Almost no research has focused on the effect of 

emotion on relationally aggressive behaviors.    

 In their 2-year longitudinal study, Eisenberg, Fabes, Murphy, Maszk, Smith and 

Karbon (1995) proposed that positive social outcomes would be related to low negative 

affectivity.  At Time 1, parents and teachers of a sample of Kindergarten and 2nd grade 
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students were ask to rate their child on measures of social functioning, emotionality, and 

regulation of emotion.  After a two-year period, the same measures were given to the 

parents and teachers of the participants and results indicated that children’s emotionality 

and regulation of emotion were associated with their concurrent socially appropriate 

behavior at school, and with long-term social outcomes like aggression and disruptive 

behaviors.  Denham, Blair, DeMulder, Levitas, Sawyer, Auerbach-Major, and Queenan 

(2003) assessed components of emotional competence in preschoolers, including 

emotional expressiveness, emotion regulation, and emotion knowledge, and the 

contributions of these components to measures of social competence both concurrently 

and over a 2-year period.  They found that emotional competence assessed at ages 3 to 4 

contributed to both concurrent and kindergarten social competence, suggesting that the 

abilities of emotion knowledge, emotional expressiveness, and emotion regulation are 

acquired at an early age and become stable.  Hubbard (2001) also found that rejected 

children were more likely than popular children to express anger and nonverbal 

happiness.   

 The final goal of the proposed study is to examine the relationship between 

children’s understanding or knowledge of emotion in everyday social conflicts and 

various subtypes of socially rejected aggressive children.  It is important to distinguish 

emotionality from emotion understanding because of the unique variance each 

contributes to the determination of how children get along with others (Denham, 1998).  

According to Halberstadt, Denham, and Dunsmore (2001), the first component of 

emotion knowledge involves noticing an emotional signal.  This component or skill can 
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occur at different rates for different ages, but acknowledging emotional cues is always the 

first interaction that must occur (Denham & Kochanoff, 2002).  However, after one has 

learned to notice an emotional signal, the process becomes more complex.  In preschool, 

children ascertain how to label emotional expressions, identify emotion-eliciting 

situations, comprehend the causes of emotions, understand the consequences of emotion 

and for some understand the emotional experience of others (Denham & Kochanoff, 

2002). 

 First, labeling an emotional expression requires being able to identify what 

emotion is being expressed during a social interaction (Denham & Kochanoff, 2002; 

Saarni, 1999).  This skill is usually acquired through the discernment of facial 

expressions.  Research has concluded that positive facial expressions are easier to decode 

than those depicting negative emotions (Gross & Ballif, 1991).  For example, children are 

quick to figure out that smiling faces depict happiness whereas facial expressions 

depicting sadness, fear, or anger are more difficult for children to decode (Saarni, 1999).  

Studies show that children have good accuracy in pointing to facial expressions depicting 

certain emotions as early as age 2 (Michalson & Lewis, 1985).  This skill is important 

because it will determine the action taken by the observer.  Children not only need to 

learn how to decode expressions but they also need to be able to identify situations that 

elicit emotion.  Understanding events that elicit emotions allows children to expand the 

range of emotional signals that they can interpret in their environment.  Once a child is 

able to interpret emotional signals in their environment, he or she begins to put theories 

together about the causal nature of the emotion (Saarni, 1999).   Knowledge about the 
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consequences of an emotion is important as well because it helps children learn to 

regulate their behavior and emotions and to react to the emotions of others (Denham & 

Kochanoff, 2002).  For example, if the consequence for crying when upset is parental 

comfort, a child is likely to regulate his/her crying accordingly.  As children mature and 

more importance is placed on acceptance by the peer group, children’s emotional lives 

change and emotion understanding requires a new set of skills.  Denham’s (1998) model 

of emotion understanding for grade-schoolers proposes that they become more aware of 

cultural, familial and personal rules for the expression of emotion.  These rules are called 

“display rules” in the literature.  Children learn to mask, minimize or substitute one 

emotion for another by use of display rules (Denham & Kochanoff, 2002).   

 Emotion knowledge has been found to be a predictor of the social functioning of 

rejected children (Denham, Caverly, Schmidt, Blair, DeMulder, Caal, Hamada, & Mason, 

2002).  Izard, Fine, Schultz, Mostow, Ackerman, and Youngstrom (2001) investigated 

children’s ability to recognize and label emotion expressions.  The investigators had 

children point to facial expressions described by the examiners and asked children to 

verbally label nine basic emotions.  The outcome measure in the study was the Social 

Skills Rating System (SSRS; Gresham & Elliott, 1990).  The investigators concluded that 

emotion knowledge predicted social behavior and academic competence over a 4-year 

period.  In another study investigating how accepted and rejected children perceive 

different emotions, Vosk, Forehand, and Figueroa (1983) found that accepted children 

were more accurate at identifying emotions in stimulated social situations than rejected 

children.  Level of emotion knowledge has also been found to be a unique contributor of 
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variance in aggression.  Arsenio, Cooperman, and Lover (2000) investigated several 

affective predictors--emotion knowledge, emotion displays, aggression, and sociometric 

status--in preschoolers.  They found that children’s dispositional anger and aggression-

related happiness were significant positive predictors of aggression and children’s 

emotion knowledge was negatively related to aggression.  In other words, the children in 

their study with more emotion knowledge were less aggressive.  The investigators also 

concluded that children who had less dispositional anger and who also displayed more 

positive emotions not only were less aggressive but were more accepted by their peers 

than children who displayed more negative emotions (Arsenio, Cooperman, & Lover, 

2000).  These studies illustrate how social status and aggressive behavior are related to an 

understanding of emotion.    

In Crick and Dodge’s (1994) model of social information processing, emotion 

does play a central role.  However, their model focuses more on how children interpret 

and react to social cues and less on the affective cues present in social situations.  

Similarly, Selman (1980) argues that cognitive factors and affective factors determine a 

child’s interpretation of experience.  Halberstadt, Denham, and Dunsmore (2001) propose 

a theoretical model for what they call affective social competence.  Affective social 

competence is defined as “the efficacious communication of one’s own affect, one’s 

successful interpretation and response to others’ affective communications, and the 

awareness, acceptance, and management of one’s own affect” (Halberstadt et al., 2001, p.  

80).  In other words, affective social competence involves not only effectiveness in 

interaction but also the effective interpretation of affect in others and effectively 
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controlling one’s own affective experience.  Unlike Crick and Dodge’s model and 

Selman’s model, this model specifically outlines the role of affect in social interactions.  

It also has implications for the role emotionality might play in children with social 

information processing deficits. 

In a previous study investigating differences in social reasoning among subtypes of 

rejected aggressive and rejected nonaggressive children, Rodriguez & Fireman (2002) 

found qualitative differences in the feelings reported by the aggressive and nonaggressive 

groups.  Both the overtly and relationally aggressive groups were more likely to report 

that the protagonists and antagonists in the social dilemmas would experience negative 

emotions like anger and jealousy, whereas the nonaggressive and popular groups were 

more likely to report that the protagonists and antagonists would experience feelings of 

nervousness or confusion.  These qualitative differences were not directly examined 

empirically as the social reasoning measure used in the study was not developed to detect 

statistically significant differences in feelings experienced between groups.  Nevertheless, 

these differences have been the impetus for the current study in that differences in 

emotionality and emotion knowledge may affect social reasoning in daily situations.   

The purpose of the proposed study is to examine the social reasoning skills, negative 

emotionality, and emotion understanding of rejected relationally aggressive children and 

rejected overtly aggressive children when compared to popular children.  Previous 

research demonstrates that there is a strong correlation between social information 

processes, negative emotionality, emotion understanding and subtypes of rejected 

aggressive children (Dearing et al., 2002; Denham, et al., 2003; Hubbard & Coie, 1994).  
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Based on these findings, the current study proposes the following research questions and 

hypotheses: 

Research question 1: Will the type of hypothetical situation presented to rejected 

aggressive children affect their social reasoning in differing ways depending on the type 

of aggression that they show? 

Hypothesis 1: Previous research demonstrates there is a distinction between relational 

and overt aggression and their correlates (Crick, 1996; Crick & Grotpeter, 1995).  There 

is also evidence that specific processes take place at each mental step of social processing 

and children can exhibit deficits at various stages of the model (Crick & Dodge, 1994; 

Dodge & Feldman, 1990).  Thus, it is hypothesized that the rejected relationally 

aggressive group will reason at lower levels than the rejected overtly aggressive group on 

all four problem-solving steps on the dilemma designed to elicit relational aggression.  

Similarly, it is hypothesized that the rejected overtly aggressive group will reason at 

lower levels than the rejected relationally aggressive group on all four problem-solving 

steps on the dilemma designed to elicit overt aggression.   

Hypothesis 2: Both groups of rejected aggressive children will reason at lower levels than 

the popular group as measured by the INS interview for both contexts.   

Research question 2: Are there differences between rejected relationally aggressive, 

rejected overtly aggressive and popular children on measures of negative emotionality?  

Hypothesis 3: Consistent with previous research (Asher & Rose, 1997; Sutton, Smith, & 

Swettenham, 1999) identifying a correlation between negative emotionality and rejected 

aggressive children, it is predicted that the rejected overtly aggressive group will 
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demonstrate greater negative emotionality than the rejected relationally aggressive 

groups.  Also, overall, popular children will demonstrate less negative emotionality than 

both of the rejected aggressive groups.   

Research question 3: Are there differences between rejected relationally aggressive, 

rejected overtly aggressive and popular children in emotion understanding?  

Hypothesis 4: Consistent with previous research (Arsenio et al., 2000; Izard, et al., 2001) 

illustrating that emotion understanding is significantly related to aggression and peer 

acceptance, it is predicted that the rejected relationally aggressive group will exhibit 

greater emotion understanding than the rejected overtly aggressive group.  Overall, 

popular children will demonstrate greater emotion understanding than either rejected 

aggressive group.    
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CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

 

Participants 

As part of an ongoing screening program developed by the Lubbock Independent 

School District, an adaptation of the peer nomination measure developed by Crick and 

Grotpeter (1995) was administered to all 3rd, 4th, and 5th grade students in six schools in 

the Spring of 2003 and 2004.  The five schools were chosen based on their participation 

in previous years and their distinct ethnic, cultural, and economic qualities.  A total of 

1210 students completed the peer nomination sociometric measure.  The sociometric 

measure was used to identify the types of rejected aggressive children and the popular 

children for the current study.  The popular group was chosen as a comparison group 

because they are “actively liked” by their peers whereas rejected children are defined in 

the literature as “actively disliked.”   

Detailed parental consent forms were mailed to the homes of all 3rd, 4th, and 5th 

grade students identified by their peers as popular (n = 131), rejected relationally 

aggressive (n = 70), and rejected overtly aggressive (n = 66) at the end of the spring 

semester of 2004.  Participants were selected for the current study based on parental 

consent and their classification by the peer-nomination measure as popular, rejected 

relationally aggressive, and rejected overtly aggressive.   The original proposed study 

indicated that only rejected overtly aggressive and rejected relationally aggressive 

children would be compared to popular children; however, because of the difficulty 
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recruiting participants who displayed only overt aggression or only relational aggression, 

a fourth group of participants was added to the design.  The rejected combined aggressive 

participants are those participants who were nominated by their peers as displaying a 

significant amount of both types of aggression, rather than only one or the other.  Parental 

consent forms were mailed to the homes of children identified as rejected relationally and 

overtly aggressive (n = 34).   

From a group of 160 students who returned the consent forms, consent for 

participation was received from 11 rejected overtly aggressive children, 21 rejected 

relationally aggressive children, 10 rejected combined aggressive children, and 118 

popular children.  All of the rejected aggressive children whose consent forms were 

returned participated in the study.  In addition, 43 popular children were randomly 

selected and participated.  The target size of each of the original three groups (rejected 

overtly aggressive, rejected relationally aggressive and popular children) was 30 children.  

Unfortunately, consent was not obtained from enough participants to reach this goal.  

Therefore, data from additional popular children were collected, and children in a fourth 

group, the rejected combined aggressive children, were recruited for participation.  

Therefore, instead of having three groups of 30 participants, there were four groups with 

a total of 85 participants. 

There were 44 male participants and 41 female participants. Of the total female 

participants, three were identified as rejected combined aggressive, none were identified 

as rejected overtly aggressive, sixteen were identified as rejected relationally aggressive, 

and twenty-one were identified as popular.  Of the male participants, seven were rejected 
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combined aggressive, eleven were rejected overtly aggressive, four were identified as 

rejected relationally aggressive, and twenty-two were identified as popular.  There were 

forty-four 6th-graders (52%), thirty-two 5th-graders (38%), and nine 4th-graders (10%) in 

the sample.  Finally, fifty-two of the participants were Caucasian (61%), twenty-one were 

Hispanic (25%), eleven were African-American (13%), and one of the participants was 

Asian-American (1%).   

Materials 

Assessment of Sociometric Status:  The Peer Assessment of Relational Aggression and 

Other Aspects of Social Adjustment 

The Peer Assessment of Relational Aggression and Other Aspects of Social 

Adjustment, which was developed by Crick and Grotpeter (1995) and later modified by 

Pope, Bierman, and Mumma (1991), was used to assess rejection, relational aggression, 

and overt aggression.  The measure consists of two items that identify peer sociometric 

status by asking participants to nominate children they like to play with the least, and 

children they like to play with the most.  The remaining questions measure prosocial 

behavior, relational aggression, overt aggression, impulsivity and victimization.   

The current study used 12 of the items to identify groups of rejected overtly 

aggressive, rejected relationally aggressive, rejected combined aggressive and popular 

participants.  The two questions asking participants to nominate children they like to play 

with the most, and children they like to play with the least were used to identify children 

nominated as rejected or popular.  Five of the items in the measure were used to identify 
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children nominated as relationally aggressive and five of the items were used to identify 

children nominated as overtly aggressive (Appendix B). 

Reliability of this instrument was calculated in the norming sample with 

Cronbach’s alpha, which resulted in alpha levels between .83-.94 for each subscale 

(Crick & Grotpeter, 1995).  Test-retest reliability for the sociometric measure was also 

reported by Crick and Grotpeter (1995), and it resulted in a Pearson product-moment 

correlation of r = .65.   

The present study assigned children to the rejected and popular groups according 

to the procedure used by Coie, Dodge, and Coppotelli (1982).  During administration, 

each child was shown a class roster, in which he/she was assigned an identification 

number, and asked to nominate three children he/she liked the most and three children 

he/she liked the least.  The number of Liked Most and Liked Least nominations was 

summed, and the scores were standardized across classrooms within each grade by 

school, resulting in a Z-score for each child.  Social preference scores were calculated by 

subtracting each child’s Liked Least score from his/her Liked Most score.  Social impact 

scores were calculated by summing each child’s Liked Most and Liked Least scores.  The 

rejected group consisted of all children who received a social preference score of less 

than -1.0, a Liked Least standardized score of greater than 0, and a Liked Most 

standardized score of less than 0.  The popular group consisted of all children who 

received a social preference score greater than 0.5 (Coie et al., 1982).   

Aggressive children were identified as those children who were nominated by 

their peers as relationally aggressive, overtly aggressive, or both.  Children who scored 
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more than 1 standard deviation above the sample mean within each grade by school for 

relational aggression were identified as relationally aggressive whereas children who 

scored more than 1 standard deviation above the sample mean for overt aggression were 

identified as overtly aggressive.  The same procedure was used to identify children who 

displayed both types of aggression. 

Assessment of Social Reasoning Ability:  Interpersonal Negotiation  

Strategies Interview 

Each child’s social reasoning skills were measured using Selman’s Interpersonal 

Negotiation Strategies (INS) interview (see Appendices C-D).  This interview was 

designed to assess the strategies used by children to solve everyday social dilemmas and 

conflicts with other people.  The interview consists of presenting hypothetical social 

conflict dilemmas about which the interviewer asks a series of eight questions and 

follow-up probes if necessary to assess the child’s structural-developmental level of 

reasoning and his/her application of four functional steps to each dilemma.  The four 

steps include defining the problem, generating alternative strategies, selecting and 

implementing a specific strategy and evaluating outcomes.  Each response is scored 

according to level of negotiation (levels 0-3; 3 being the highest).  Level 0, labeled 

Egocentric and Undifferentiated, is characterized by a lack of differentiation between 

physical and psychological characteristics of persons.  At Level 1, labeled Subjective and 

Unilateral, a clear differentiation of physical and psychological characteristics of each 

person exists.  At Level 2, labeled Self-Reflective and Reciprocal, an ability to consider 
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the other’s perspective is demonstrated.  Finally, at Level 3, strategies are collaborative 

and seek to integrate the needs of both individuals.   

The first dilemma was developed by Schultz, Yeates, and Selman (1989), and was 

selected because it describes a conflict situation that may be likely to elicit physical, 

impulsive solutions typical of overt aggression.  The second dilemma was developed by 

Engel and Fireman (1999), and was selected because it describes a conflict situation that 

might be likely to elicit relationally aggressive responses from children prone to such 

displays.  In a study measuring the reliability of the interview, Yeates, Schultz, and 

Selman (1988) found that average scores for developmental level of each INS problem-

solving step correlated significantly among raters.  Reliability was particularly impressive 

when the average scores representing each problem-solving step were examined, with 

interrater correlation ranging from .74 to .89.  The correlation between scores 

representing the overall level of INS development in thought was especially high (r = .90, 

p < .001).  In the current study, an estimate of inter-rater reliability was obtained.  

Twenty-five percent of the participant’s INS interviews were coded by two independent 

coders--the original examiner and a trained graduate student.  All coding differences were 

resolved through discussion.  The inter-rater reliability Kappa of the scores before 

differences were resolved was .71.  

Assessment of Emotionality:  Revised Dimensions  

of Temperament Scale 

Windle and Lerner (1986) developed the Revised Dimension of Temperament 

Scale (DOTS-R) in order to assess individual differences exhibited in temperament from 
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childhood to adulthood.  Although temperament is sometimes seen as including an 

inherited/biological component (Buss & Plomin, 1975; Rothbart & Bates, 1998), the 

authors of the DOTS-R do not discuss their instrument in terms of having biological 

biases.  Furthermore, the current study used the instrument as a useful assessment for the 

broad behavioral style of emotionality.  The DOTS-R is a 54-item self-report measure 

comprised of eleven scales: activity level-general, activity level-sleep, 

approach/withdrawal, flexibility/rigidity, mood, rhythmicity-sleep, rhythmicity-eating, 

rhythmicity-daily habits, task orientation, distractibility, and persistence (see Appendix 

E).  Items within each of the eleven scales sum to calculate the total score for that scale.  

Items are scored on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from “usually true” to “usually false” 

(See Appendix for sample items).  Windle (1989) reported that the assessment of internal 

reliability for the eleven attributes yielded Cronbach’s alphas ranging from .62 to .81 for 

the elementary age group.  The reliability coefficients for test-retest of the individual 

scales range from .59 to .75 (Rice & Gaines, 1992).  These reliability coefficients raise 

concerns about the degree of which the measure truly measures temperament rather than 

emotionality; however, due to the lack of validated self-report instruments measuring 

emotionality in children the DOTS-R was used in the current study.   

Furthermore, research has demonstrated that the DOTS-R is significantly 

correlated with two other measures of emotionality--the Emotionality, Activity, 

Sociability, Impulsivity (EASI-III) Temperament Survey, and Eysenck’s Personality 

Inventory (EPI; Windle, 1989).  Based on those correlations, a decision was made to look 

specifically at the five scales of the DOTS-R that had the highest correlations with the 
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two other measures of emotionality.  For example, the Activity Scale of the DOTS-R was 

selected because its scores are significantly correlated with high levels of emotionality 

and activity on the EASI-III (r = .24;  Windle, 1989).  Even though the initial plan was to 

examine only the five DOTS-R scales, all 54 items of the DOTS-R measure were 

administered to each participant.   

Assessment of Emotion Understanding:  Assessment of Children’s 

 Emotion Skills (ACES) 

 Emotion understanding was assessed using the Assessment of Children's 

Emotion Skills (ACES) developed by Schultz, Trentacosta, Izard, Leaf, and Mostow 

(unpublished manuscript obtained from the 1st author).  The ACES measure includes 

three tasks involving emotion behaviors, emotion situations, and facial expressions.  The 

present study used only the facial expression section, which includes 26 photographs of 

elementary-aged children posing facial expressions (see Appendix F for questionnaire, 

face slides can be viewed upon request).  The facial expressions include happy, sad, mad, 

and afraid, and there are four photographs of each expression in the set of cards.  The 

remaining 10 photographs consist of a mixture of emotion signals.  Participants were 

shown photographs one at a time and asked to tell the interviewer how each “kid feels.”  

In a study in which the investigators used the entire ACES instrument to assess emotion 

attribution accuracy, the facial expressions section of the ACES cohered moderately well 

with the other sections for an emotional attribution accuracy score (Cronbach’s V = .68) 

(D.  Schultz, personal communication, October 6, 2003).  Additionally, the accuracy of 

labeling the expressions was tested in a pilot study in which “at least 70% of adults 
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labeled each of four photographs as happy, four as sad, four as mad, and four as afraid” 

(Schultz & Izard, 1998b as cited in Dr. D.  Schultz, personal communication, October 27, 

2003).   

Procedure 

 Trained graduate and undergraduate students administered the Peer Assessment of 

Relational Aggression and other Aspects of Social Adjustment peer nomination form (see 

Appendix B) to all 3rd, 4th, and 5th grade students from six elementary schools within the 

Lubbock Independent School District.  The classroom-wide administration was part of a 

school district screening/research project and was conducted in the spring semester of the 

2002-2003 and 2003-2004 school years.  The students were instructed to take out a pencil 

and a cover sheet to ensure confidentiality during each session and were given a class 

roster and scantron sheet.  The trained graduate student read each question out loud and 

each student nominated three other students for each question.   

 The peer nomination measure was used to identify rejected relationally 

aggressive, rejected overtly aggressive, rejected combined aggressive, and popular 

students for the second phase of the study.  Parental consent forms (see Appendices G-H) 

were sent home with these students in the spring and fall semesters of 2004 and students 

for whom parental consent was received and who fit the rejected or popular statuses were 

interviewed for the second portion of the study.  The second portion of the study took 

place individually in available rooms in the participants’ schools during school hours.  

The administration took approximately 35 minutes.  In most cases the INS interviews 

were conducted first.  The interviews were audiotape recorded to allow for later coding.  
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The order of presentation of the dilemmas was counterbalanced, and participants were 

given the dilemmas that were appropriate for their gender.  Trained raters examined and 

rated each of the interviews.  Interrater agreement for participants’ responses on the INS 

functional responses were at least 80% and all differences in coding were resolved 

through discussion.  The INS interviews were followed by the administration of DOTS-

R.  Finally, after the DOTS-R was completed, the ACES was administered.   
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CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

 

The results for this study will be presented in the following order: (a) preliminary 

analyses, (b) tests of the hypotheses for social reasoning, (c) mediational analyses for 

social reasoning, (d) tests of hypotheses for negative emotionality and for emotion 

knowledge, (e) and summary of findings.  Tables and figures referred to in this chapter 

are found at the end of the chapter.  The measure of effect size reported for ANOVAs is 

partial eta squared (η p2).  When we examine the variance in the dependent measure that 

is either error variance or variance caused by the effect or interaction we are assessing, 

partial eta squared is the proportion of that variance caused by the effect or interaction. 

Preliminary Analyses

Order of Presentation During INS Interview 

 To determine whether the order of dilemma presentation had an effect on the 

Interpersonal Negotiation Strategies interview performance for the two dilemmas, two 

one-way ANOVAs were conducted.  The order of the dilemmas (instrumental dilemma 

first or relational dilemma first) was the independent variable for each ANOVA.  In the 

first ANOVA, the total score for social reasoning on the instrumental dilemma was the 

dependent variable.  In the second ANOVA, the total score for social reasoning on the 

relational dilemma was the dependent variable.  There was no significant effect of order 

on the total score of the instrumental dilemma, F(1, 83) = .05, p > .05, ηp
2 = .001.  There 
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was also no significant effect of order on the total score of the relational dilemma, F(1, 

83) = 1.62, p > .05, ηp
2 = .02. 

Effect of Gender on Dependent Variables 

In order to determine whether differences between groups were due primarily to 

children’s nomination by peers as being either relationally or overtly aggressive, and not 

to gender differences commonly found for different levels of relational and overt 

aggression, gender was included as an independent variable in the analyses of dependent 

variables for the non-aggressive popular control group.  Given the small sample sizes of 

the rejected groups, statistical power would be lost if gender was included as an 

independent variable in the comparison of the rejected groups.  Thus, a decision was 

made to include gender only in a preliminary analysis for the comparison group.  If the 

popular group did show gender differences on the dependent measures, then the results of 

all comparisons for the dependent variables would need to be interpreted with caution.  If 

there were no gender differences for the comparison group, however, then it could be 

concluded that differences for the rejected groups were probably due mainly to the 

between group factor of peer nomination status.  

In order to determine differences between gender among the popular group for 

social reasoning, a multivariate repeated measures design was used in which gender was 

the between-subjects factor, the type of dilemma (instrumental or relational) was the 

within subjects factor, and the scores on each step of the INS interview was the 

dependent variable.  Using Wilks’ criterion, there was no significant main effect for 
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gender, F(2, 40) = 1.06, p > .05, ηp
2 = .05, and no significant interaction of gender and 

type of dilemma, F(6, 36) = 1.59, p > .05, ηp
2 = .21.   

To determine whether there were gender differences in negative emotionality 

among the children in the popular group, a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) 

was conducted in which gender was the independent variable and scores on the five 

scales that correlated the strongest with negative emotionality on the DOTS-R were the 

dependent variables.  Results indicated no significant differences between the male and 

female popular participants on negative emotionality, F(5, 37) = .49, p > .05, ηp
2 = .06.  

Finally, a MANOVA was conducted to assess gender differences among children in the 

popular group in emotion understanding as measured by the scores on the ACES 

measure.  No significant differences were found, F(4, 38) = .31, p > .05, ηp
2 = .03.  

Therefore, it can be concluded that any differences found between the groups on 

measures of social reasoning, negative emotionality, and emotion understanding are 

probably not due to gender and are more likely due to differences in peer nomination 

status.    

Tests of Hypotheses for Social Reasoning 

Several hypotheses were made concerning the relationships between peer 

nomination status and the data collected from the Interpersonal Negotiation Strategies 

interview (INS).  Hypothesis 1 predicted that the rejected relationally aggressive group 

would reason at lower levels than the rejected overtly aggressive children on all four 

problem-solving steps of the INS relational dilemma.  Additionally, hypothesis 1 

predicted that the rejected overtly aggressive group would reason at lower levels than the 
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rejected relationally aggressive group on all four problem-solving steps of the 

instrumental dilemma.  Finally, hypothesis 2 stated that both groups of rejected 

aggressive children would reason at lower levels than the popular group as measured by 

the INS interview on both dilemmas.   

In order to investigate differences in social reasoning as measured by the INS 

interview, a doubly-multivariate repeated measures design was used.  This analysis 

allowed for the assessment of differences between the peer status groups and also for the 

ability to retain the within subjects factor of context (instrumental dilemma and relational 

dilemma).  The between subjects factor was peer status (rejected overtly aggressive, 

rejected relationally aggressive, popular, and rejected combined aggressive) and the 

within subjects factor was the dilemma (instrumental or relational) and the dependent 

variable was the scores on the four steps of the INS interview (defining the problem, 

generating alternative strategies, selecting and implementing strategies, evaluating the 

outcome).  

SPSS GLM was used for the analyses (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).  It should be 

noted that when investigating differences between the two rejected aggressive groups, the 

alpha level was relaxed from .05 to .10; however, when analyzing differences between 

the popular group and the aggressive groups, the alpha level was kept at .05.  Alpha 

levels were relaxed for the analyses between the rejected aggressive groups because the 

sample sizes for these groups were so small (n = 21 and n = 11).  Alpha was relaxed to 

.10 to increase the likelihood that reliable differences that did exist were not missed.  In 

previous research (Rodriguez & Fireman, 2002), the small effect sizes for the rejected 
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overt and rejected relational groups suggested that low statistical power would make it 

difficult to detect real differences in those groups unless special measures were taken 

such as relaxing the alpha level.  The rejected combined aggressive group was also 

included in the analyses to increase the statistical power for assessing differences 

between aggressive (either overt or relational aggression) and popular (nonaggressive) 

children.   

Using Wilks’ criterion, there was a significant multivariate main effect for the 

between subjects factor of peer status, F(6, 160) = 6.06, p < .05, ηp
2 = .19, indicating a 

significant difference between the four peer status groups of rejected relationally 

aggressive, rejected overtly aggressive, popular, and rejected combined aggressive 

children on social reasoning.  Results also revealed a significant multivariate main effect 

for the within subjects factor of dilemma, F(6, 76) = 4.93, p < .05, ηp
2 = .28, indicating 

differences in social reasoning between the instrumental and relational dilemma.  Finally, 

there was a significant multivariate interaction between peer nomination status and each 

problem-solving step for each dilemma, F(18, 215) = 1.75, p < .05, ηp
2 = .12.   

In order to investigate the significant main effects and interaction, an examination 

of means was conducted and confidence intervals were calculated (Cumming & Finch, 

2005).  On the instrumental dilemma, the popular group reasoned at a higher level (M = 

1.53; 95% CI = 1.43-1.62) than the rejected relationally aggressive group (M = 1.12; 95% 

CI = .98-1.25), the rejected overtly aggressive group (M = 1.10; 95% CI = .91-1.28) and 

the rejected combined aggressive group (M = 1.08; 95% CI = .89-1.28) (See Table 3.1 for 

means, standard errors, and 95% confidence intervals and Figure 3.1 for a visual 
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representation of the means and 95% confidence intervals).  On the relational dilemma, 

the only significant difference was between the rejected combined group (M = 1.09; 95% 

CI = .87-1.32) and the popular group (M = 1.47; 95% CI = 1.36-1.58) (See Table 3.2 for 

means, standard errors, and 95% confidence intervals and Figure 3.2 for a visual 

representation of the means and 95% confidence intervals.)  

An examination of the means for the main effect of the type of dilemma revealed 

a significant difference between the first problem-solving step, defining the problem (M 

= 1.05; 95% CI = .94-1.16) and the second problem-solving step, generating strategies 

(M = 1.39; 95% CI = 1.27-1.50) for the instrumental dilemma only.  No significant 

differences were found between means on the relational dilemma (See Table 3.3 for 

means, standard errors, and 95% confidence intervals and Figure 3.3 for means and 95% 

confidence intervals for the four problem-solving steps on the instrumental dilemma). 

Hypothesis 1 predicted that the rejected relationally aggressive group would 

reason at lower levels than the rejected overtly aggressive children on all four problem-

solving steps of the INS relational dilemma.  Additionally, hypothesis 1 predicted that 

the rejected overtly aggressive group would reason at lower levels than the rejected 

relationally aggressive group on all four problem solving steps of the instrumental 

dilemma.  An examination of the means and 90% CI’s for the significant multivariate 

interaction revealed no differences between the rejected relationally aggressive group and 

the rejected overtly aggressive group on any of the problem solving steps (See Table 3.4 

and Figure 3.4). Therefore, hypothesis 1 was not supported. 
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Hypothesis 2, however, which predicted overall differences between the rejected 

aggressive groups and the popular group, was supported.  For step 1 of the instrumental 

dilemma (Defining the problem), the only significant difference between groups was that 

the rejected overtly aggressive group reasoned at a lower level (M = .77; 95% CI = .55-

.99) than the popular group (M = 1.21; 95% CI = 1.08-1.34).  Significant differences on 

step 2, 3, and 4 of the instrumental dilemma were detected between the popular groups 

and all three rejected aggressive groups. 

On the relational dilemma, significant differences were found between the 

popular group and all three rejected aggressive groups on steps 2, 3, and 4, but not on 

step 1.  Mean differences and the 95% CIs indicated that the popular group reasoned at a 

significantly higher level than the rejected aggressive groups.  Interestingly, the CI for the 

combined group on step 1 of the relational dilemma is very close to the popular group’s 

CI; however, the CI’s for the combined group on steps 2, 3, and 4 get farther and farther 

away from the popular group.  This is surprising given the fact that one would expect 

consistent differences throughout the social reasoning process.  However, it seems that 

initially the rejected combined group is as capable of identifying and defining the social 

problem as the popular group in step 1.  Nevertheless, as the steps progress, the rejected 

combined aggressive group is not as good at reasoning as the popular group and in fact 

seems to be demonstrating more variability in problem solving, given the spread of the 

CI.  Thus, hypothesis 2 was only partially supported since there were no significant 

differences between the rejected relationally aggressive group and the popular group on 

Step 1 of the instrumental dilemma.  (See Table 3.5 and Figures 3.5-3.12 for means and 
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95% CI’s for each problem-solving step on each dilemma.  There is overlap between the 

information provided in Tables 4 and 5; however, there are important differences.  First, 

Table 3.4 highlights the comparison between the rejected relationally aggressive and the 

rejected overtly aggressive groups on the four problem-solving steps, whereas Table 3.5 

provides information about all four groups.  Second, Table 3.4 provides the 90% CIs for 

the means of the scores on the four problem-solving steps, in contrast to Table 3.5, which 

provides the 95% CIs.) 

Univariate test results revealed a significant difference between the four problem-

solving steps of the instrumental dilemma, F(3, 243) = 9.25, p < .05, ηp
2 = .10, but 

showed no significant difference on the four problem-solving steps of the relational 

dilemma.  Univariate test results also revealed a significant interaction between the four 

different peer statuses and the problem-solving steps of the instrumental dilemma, F(9, 

243) = 3.24, p < .05, ηp
2 = .11, but no significant interaction between the four different 

peer statuses and the relational dilemma.  Finally, the tests of between-subjects effects 

revealed a main effect of the four peer status groups, collapsing across the four problem-

solving steps of the relational dilemma, F(3, 81) = 5.40, p < .05, ηp
2 = .17, and the 

instrumental dilemma, F(3,81) = 13.30, p < .05, ηp
2 = .33.  In other words, for social 

reasoning, as measured by the four problem-solving steps on both the instrumental and 

relational dilemma, the four groups were significantly different.   
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Mediational Analyses for Social Reasoning 

Intensity of Feeling 

The “feelings” question on the INS interview was of particular interest to the 

author as it asks the participant how he or she thinks the protagonist “feels” in the 

dilemma.  It was hypothesized that these reported feelings may influence social reasoning 

scores because strong, negative feelings reported in the beginning could interfere later 

with social reasoning ability.  In order to determine whether this measure of emotion in 

the INS interview mediated social reasoning, a semantic-differential measure of intensity 

of emotion with positive and negative anchors was incorporated in the interview (see 

Appendix I). This measure allowed for a regression analysis that examined whether the 

intensity of the reported feeling mediated social reasoning, as measured by the total INS 

score for each dilemma.  To determine the mediational role of intensity of feeling in the 

reported interaction between peer nomination status and social reasoning, a mediational 

analysis was performed on those groups where peer nomination status had the greatest 

effect on social reasoning (following Baron & Kenny, 1986). A series of regression 

equations was performed to determine whether the relationship between peer nomination 

status and social reasoning was mediated by the intensity of the reported feeling in each 

dilemma.   

The first analysis was a simple linear regression that examined the relationship 

between peer nomination status (popular or rejected combined aggressive) and the social 

reasoning score on the instrumental dilemma.  The regression coefficient for the dummy-

coded group predicting the total social reasoning score for the instrumental dilemma was 
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significant (β = -.47, t = -3.67, p < .05).  Another simple linear regression was conducted 

to examine the relationship between the dummy-coded group (independent variable) and 

reported intensity of feeling (mediator).  Results indicated that the peer nomination status 

group did not significantly predict intensity of feeling (β = .07, t = .52, p > .05).   

In order to focus on the mediating effect of intensity of feeling on social 

reasoning, the third analysis was a multiple linear regression in which the dummy-coded 

group and intensity predicted social reasoning.  Results indicated that only the dummy-

coded variable was significant (β = -.46, t = -3.59, p < .05), but when the reported 

intensity of feeling was entered into the equation the regression coefficient was not 

significant (β = -.06, t = -.44, p > .05).  Therefore, the reported intensity of feeling did not 

mediate the relationship between the peer nomination status and the total social reasoning 

score on the INS instrumental dilemma. 

Similar analyses were conducted for the relational dilemma.  A simple linear 

regression was conducted that examined the relationship between peer nomination status 

and social reasoning score on the relational dilemma.  The regression coefficient for the 

dummy-coded group predicting the total social reasoning score for the relational dilemma 

was significant (β =  

-.36, t = -2.68, p < .05).  Another simple linear regression was conducted in order to 

examine the relationship between the dummy-coded group (independent variable) and 

reported intensity of feeling reported for the protagonist in the relational dilemma 

(mediator).  Results indicated that the peer nomination status group did not significantly 

predict intensity of feeling (β = -.05, t =  
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-.37, p > .05).   

In order to focus on the mediating effect of intensity of feeling on social 

reasoning, the third analysis was a multiple linear regression in which the dummy-coded 

group and intensity predicted social reasoning for the relational dilemma.  Results 

indicated that only the dummy-coded variable was significant (β = -.37, t = -2.64, p < 

.05), but when the reported intensity of feeling was entered into the equation the 

regression coefficient was not significant (β = .22, t = 1.66, p > .05). Thus, results 

indicated that while peer nomination status was a significant predicator of the total social 

reasoning score on the relational dilemma, intensity of feeling did not mediate this 

relationship.   

Valence and Intensity of Feeling 

Despite the non-significant results of the mediating role of intensity of feeling 

reported on social reasoning for each dilemma, the differences between the rejected 

combined aggressive group and popular groups on social reasoning were still of interest.  

Thus, the combination of the valence and the intensity of the reported emotion was 

examined as a mediator of social reasoning.  It was predicted that if the results were 

significant, this relationship would show that the more intense and negative a feeling was 

reported to be for the protagonist, the lower an individual would score on social 

reasoning.  Thus, based on the newly coded emotions as positive or negative, we then 

recoded the intensity of the emotion as positive or negative.  The intensity ratings ranged 

from -10 (extreme intense negative emotion) to +10 (extreme intense positive emotion). 

This variable was named “valenced intensity” for each dilemma.  A series of regression 
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analyses were conducted in order to test the mediational effect of valence on social 

reasoning.    

The first analysis was a simple linear regression that examined the relationship 

between peer nomination status (again the popular and rejected combined aggressive 

groups were dummy coded) and social reasoning score on the instrumental dilemma.  The 

regression coefficient for the dummy-coded group predicting the total social reasoning 

score for the instrumental dilemma was significant (β = -.46, t = -3.67, p < .05).  Another 

simple linear regression was conducted in order to examine the relationship between the 

dummy-coded group (independent variable) and the valenced intensity feeling 

(mediator).  Results indicated that the peer nomination status did not significantly predict 

valenced intensity of feeling (β = -.21, t = -1.53, p > .05).   

In order to focus on the mediating effect of intensity of feeling on social 

reasoning, the third analysis was a multiple linear regression in which the dummy-coded 

group and valence predicted social reasoning.  Results indicated that only the dummy-

coded variable was significant (β = -.46, t = -3.48, p < .05), but when valenced intensity 

was entered into the equation the regression coefficient was not significant (β = .04, t = 

.31, p > .05).  Thus, the valenced intensity of feeling was also not a significant mediator 

of the total social reasoning score on the instrumental dilemma.  

Similar analyses were conducted for the relational dilemma.  A simple linear 

regression was conducted that examined the relationship between peer nomination status 

and social reasoning score on the relational dilemma.  The regression coefficient for the 

dummy-coded group predicting the total social reasoning score for the relational dilemma 
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was significant (β = -.36, t = -2.68, p < .05).  Another simple linear regression was 

conducted in order to examine the relationship between the dummy-coded group 

(independent variable) and valence of reported intensity of feeling reported for the 

protagonist in the relational dilemma (mediator).  Results indicated that the peer 

nomination status did not significantly predict valence (β = -.16, t =  

-1.11, p > .05).   

Finally, in order to focus on the mediating effect of valence of feeling on social 

reasoning, a multiple linear regression was conducted in which the dummy-coded group 

and valence predicted social reasoning for the relational dilemma.  Results indicated that 

only the dummy-coded variable was significant (β = -.36, t = -2.67, p < .05), but when 

valence was entered into the equation the regression coefficient was not significant (β = -

.04, t = -.31, p > .05).  In conclusion, results indicated no mediational effects of intensity 

of feeling or valence of feeling on social reasoning scores for the instrumental or 

relational dilemma.  

Tests of Hypotheses for Negative Emotionality 

Hypothesis 3 predicted that the rejected overtly aggressive group would 

demonstrate greater negative emotionality than the rejected relationally aggressive 

groups.  Furthermore, it was predicted that the popular children would demonstrate less 

negative emotionality than the rejected aggressive groups.  To test this hypothesis, a one-

way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was performed using peer nomination 

status (rejected relationally aggressive, rejected overtly aggressive, popular, and rejected 

combined aggressive) as the independent variable and the scores on the five scales of the 
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DOTS-R questionnaire that were highly correlated with negative emotionality (Activity, 

Flexibility, Mood, Distractibility, and Persistence) as the dependent variables.   

Using the Wilks’ criterion, the results of the MANOVA indicated that the 

combined dependent variables were not significantly affected by peer nomination status, 

F(15, 212) = 1.20, p > .05, ηp
2 = .07.  Despite the non-significant result of the 

multivariate test, univariate analyses indicated a significant effect of peer nomination 

status on the Mood scale F (3, 47) = 3.47, p < .05, ηp
2 = .11.  A post hoc Tukey test 

revealed a significant difference between the rejected relationally aggressive children 

(mean score = 10.52) and the rejected combined aggressive children (mean score = 

14.40).  The rejected relationally aggressive children reported a less positive quality of 

mood than the rejected combined aggressive children.  Additionally, the popular children 

reported a significantly less positive quality of mood (mean score = 10.37) than the 

rejected combined aggressive children (mean score = 14.40).  No other significant 

differences were found between the different peer nomination groups on the five scales of 

the DOTS-R that were highly correlated with negative emotionality. Therefore, the first 

part of hypothesis 3 which predicted differences in negative emotionality between the 

rejected overtly aggressive and the rejected relationally aggressive children was not 

supported. 

The second part of hypothesis 3 was also not supported.  It was predicted that the 

popular group would report less negative emotionality than the rejected aggressive 

groups.  There was a significant difference between the rejected combined group and the 

popular group; however, the difference was in the opposite direction than what was 

40 



    

predicted in that the popular group reported less of a positive mood than the rejected 

combined group (as shown in Table 3.6).   

The analyses reported above looked at five of the eleven scales of the DOTS-R.  

Those five scales were selected based on previous findings indicating that they were 

highly correlated with other measures of negative emotionality (Windle, 1989).  Despite 

the non-significant findings of the multivariate analysis that looked at only five scales 

from the DOTS-R, a decision was made to do an exploratory analysis in which peer 

nomination status was the independent variable and the scores on all eleven scales of the 

DOTS-R questionnaire were the dependent variables.   

Using Wilks’ criterion, interestingly, this analysis revealed that the combined 

eleven scales were significantly affected by peer nomination status, F(33, 210) = 1.53, p 

< .05, ηp
2 = .19.  One of the univariate analyses revealed a significant relationship 

between peer nomination status and the scale that assessed sleep activity levels, F(3, 38) 

= 2.70, p < .05, ηp
2 = .10.  A post hoc Tukey test revealed that the rejected combined 

aggressive children reported higher sleep activity levels (mean score = 11.80) than the 

popular children (mean score = 8.26).  In other words, the rejected combined aggressive 

children were more likely to endorse items such as “I move a great deal in my sleep,” and 

“I move a lot in bed” (see Table 3.6 for means and 95% CIs for sleep activity).   

Tests of Hypotheses for Emotion Understanding 

 Hypothesis 4 predicted that the rejected relationally aggressive group would 

exhibit greater emotion understanding than the rejected overtly aggressive group and that 

overall the popular children would demonstrate greater emotion understanding than either 

41 



    

rejected aggressive group.  To test this hypothesis, a one-way multivariate analysis of 

variance (MANOVA) was performed using peer nomination status (rejected overtly 

aggressive, rejected relationally aggressive, popular, and rejected combined aggressive) 

as the independent variable and scores for the four facial expressions (happy, mad, sad, 

and scared) as the dependent variables.  No significant differences were found between 

peer nomination status and the scores for the four facial expressions, F(12, 206) = .59, p 

> .05, ηp
2 = .03.  Thus, both parts of hypothesis four were not supported (See Table 3.7 

for means and 95% CI’s). 

Summary of Findings 

 In conclusion, preliminary analyses found that the order in which the dilemmas 

were presented did not significantly influence scores of the four problem-solving steps 

for either dilemma.  It was also concluded that gender was unlikely to have influenced 

any of the dependent variables including social reasoning scores, negative emotionality 

scores, and emotion knowledge scores.  These results suggest that effects that were 

detected between groups were likely to have been caused by differences in peer 

nomination status.   

 Statistical tests for hypothesis 1 concluded that there was an overall multivariate 

effect between peer nomination status and social reasoning; however, hypothesis 1, 

which predicted differences specifically between the rejected relationally aggressive and 

the rejected overtly aggressive groups, was not supported.  Hypothesis 2, however, which 

predicted that the popular group would reason significantly higher than the rejected 

aggressive groups on all four steps of the INS interview, was partially supported.  Results 
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indicated that for the first step of the instrumental dilemma, the popular group reasoned at 

a higher level than only the rejected overtly aggressive group.  For steps two, three, and 

four on the instrumental dilemma, though, the popular group reasoned at significantly 

higher levels than all the rejected aggressive groups.  Additionally, for the relational 

dilemma, no differences were found between the four groups on the first step; however, 

the popular group did reason at significantly higher levels on steps two, three, and four 

than the rejected aggressive groups.   

 The mediational analyses of intensity of feelings reported at step two on both 

dilemmas, indicated that intensity of feeling was not a significant mediator of total social 

reasoning scores for either dilemma.  Furthermore, the mediational analyses of the 

valence of the intensity of feelings reported at step two on both dilemmas, suggested that 

valence was also not a significant mediation of total social reasoning score for either 

dilemma.   

 Finally, hypothesis 3, which predicted differences between the rejected aggressive 

groups on negative emotionality, and between the popular group and the rejected groups, 

was not supported.  Hypothesis 4, which predicted differences between groups on 

emotion understanding, was also not supported.   
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Table 3.1.   Means, Standard Errors, and 95% Confidence Intervals for the Four Peer  
Status Groups on the Instrumental Dilemma. 

________________________________________________________________________ 
                 

Standard  Lower                 Upper        
 
Group                  Mean    Error   Bound          Bound               
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
RRA 1.12 .07 .98 1.25 
 
ROA 1.10 .09 .91 1.28 
 
Popular 1.53 .05 1.43 1.62 
 
RROA 1.08 .10 .89 1.28 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
(a)  RRA = Rejected relationally aggressive; ROA = Rejected overtly aggressive;  
RROA = Rejected relationally and overtly aggressive (combined). 
 

Table 3.2. Means, Standard Errors, and 95% Confidence Intervals for the Four Peer 
Status Groups on the Relational Dilemma.   

________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Group 

 
 

Mean 

 
Standard 

 
Error 

 
Lower 

 
Bound 

 
Upper  

 
Bound 

 
 

RRA 

 

1.20 

 

.08 

 

1.04 

 

1.35 

ROA 1.16 .11 .95 1.38 

Popular 1.47 .06 1.36 1.58 

RROA 1.09 .11 .87 1.32 

________________________________________________________________________ 

(b) RRA = Rejected relationally aggressive; ROA = Rejected overtly aggressive;  
RROA  = Rejected relationally and overtly aggressive (combined). 
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Table 3.3. Means, Standard Errors, and 95% Confidence Intervals for the Four  
Problem-Solving Steps on the Instrumental and Relational Dilemma.   

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Dilemma 

Problem 

Solving Step 

 

Mean 

Standard 

Error 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

 

Instrumental 

 

Step 1 

 

1.05 

 

.06 

 

.94 

 

1.16 

 Step 2 1.39 .06 1.27 1.50 

 Step 3 1.12 .05 1.02 1.23 

 Step 4 1.26 .07 1.13 1.39 

Relational Step 1 1.22 .05 1.11 1.33 

 Step 2 1.26 .07 1.13 1.38 

 Step 3 1.18 .06 1.06 1.30 

 Step 4 1.27 .06 1.14 1.39 

________________________________________________________________________ 

(c) Step 1 = Defining the problem; Step 2 = Generating strategies; Step 3 = Selecting and 
implementing a strategy; Step 4 = Evaluating the outcome.   
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Table 3.4. Mean, Standard Errors and 90% Confidence Intervals for the Rejected  
Relationally Aggressive Group and Rejected Overtly Aggressive Group 
for Steps 1 through 4 on the Instrumental Dilemma and the Relational 
Dilemma. 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Problem 

Solving Step 

Peer Status 

Group 

 

Mean 

Standard 

Error 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

 

Step 1 – I 

 

RRA 

 

1.02 

 

.10 

 

.86 

 

1.18 

 ROA .77 .13 .55 .99 

Step 2 – I RRA 1.25 .10 1.09 1.41 

 ROA 1.30 .13 1.08 1.53 

Step 3 – I RRA 1.10 .09 .95 1.24 

 ROA 1.03 .12 .83 1.24 

Step 4 – I RRA 1.10 .11 .91 1.28 

 ROA 1.27 .16 1.01 1.53 

Step 1 – R RRA 1.14 .09 .99 1.30 

 ROA 1.09 .13 .88 1.30 

Step 2 – R RRA 1.29 .11 1.10 1.47 

 ROA 1.22 .15 .96 1.48 

Step 3 – R RRA 1.11 .11 .94 1.29 

 ROA 1.15 .15 .91 1.39 
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Table 3.4.  Continued. 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Problem 

Solving Step 

Peer Status 

Group 

 

Mean 

Standard 

Error 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

 

Step 4 – R 

 

RRA 

 

1.24 

 

.11 

 

1.06 

 

1.42 

 ROA 1.18 .15 .93 1.43 

________________________________________________________________________ 

(d)   RRA = Rejected relationally aggressive; ROA = Rejected overtly aggressive; I = 
Instrumental dilemma; R = Relational dilemma. 
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Table 3.5. Means, Standard Errors, and 95% Confidence Intervals for the Four Steps  
of each Dilemma for each Peer Status Group. 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Problem-Solving  

Step 

Peer Status 

Group Mean 

Standard 

Error 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

 

Step 1 – I RRA 1.02 .10 .83 1.22 

 ROA .77 .13 .51 1.04 

 Popular 1.21 .07 1.08 1.34 

 RROA 1.20 .14 .92 1.48 

Step 2 – I RRA 1.25 .10 1.05 1.44 

 ROA 1.30 .13 1.04 1.57 

 Popular 1.73 .07 1.60 1.87 

 RROA 1.27 .14 .99 1.55 

Step 3 - I RRA 1.10 .09 .92 1.27 

 ROA 1.03 .12 .79 1.28 

 Popular 1.40 .06 1.28 1.53 

 RROA .97 .13 .71 1.22 

Step 4 - I RRA 1.10 .11 .87 1.32 

 ROA 1.27 .16 .96 1.58 

 Popular 1.77 .08 1.61 1.92 

 RROA .90 .16 .58 1.23 
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Table 3.5.  Continued. 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Problem-Solving  

Step 

Peer Status 

Group Mean 

Standard 

Error 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

 

Step 1 - R RRA 1.14 .09 .96 1.33 

 ROA 1.09 .13 .84 1.34 

 Popular 1.34 .06 1.21 1.47 

 RROA 1.30 .13 1.03 1.57 

Step 2 - R RRA 1.29 .11 1.07 1.51 

 ROA 1.22 .15 .91 1.53 

 Popular 1.46 .08 1.30 1.61 

 RROA 1.05 .16 .73 1.37 

Step 3 - R RRA 1.11 .11 .90 1.32 

 ROA 1.15 .15 .86 1.44 

 Popular 1.49 .07 1.34 1.63 

 RROA .97 .15 .66 1.27 
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Table 3.5.  Continued. 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Problem-Solving  

Step 

Peer Status 

Group Mean 

Standard 

Error 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

 

Step 4 - R RRA 1.24 .11 1.02 1.46 

 ROA 1.18 .15 .88 1.48 

 Popular 1.59 .08 1.44 1.75 

 RROA 1.05 .16 .74 1.37 

________________________________________________________________________ 

(e) RRA = Rejected relationally aggressive group; ROA = Rejected overtly aggressive 
group; RROA = Rejected relationally and overtly aggressive group (combined); I = 
Instrumental dilemma; R = Relational dilemma. 
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Table 3.6. Means, Standard errors, and 95% CI’s for Scores on the Mood and Sleep  
Activity scales of DOTS-R for All Peer Groups. 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Scale  

Peer Status 

Group  

 

Mean 

 

Std. Error 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

      

Sleep Activity RRA 9.05 .78 7.49 10.61 

 ROA 7.82 1.08 5.67 9.97 

 Popular 8.26 .55 7.17 9.34 

 RROA 11.80 1.13 9.54 14.06 

Mood  RRA 10.52 .81 9.18 11.86 

 ROA 10.27 1.11 8.42 12.13 

 Popular 10.37 .56 9.25 11.49 

 RROA 14.40 1.17 12.08 16.72 

________________________________________________________________________ 

(f) RRA = Rejected relationally aggressive; ROA = Rejected overtly aggressive;  
RROA = Rejected relationally and overtly aggressive group.  
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Table 3.7. Means, Standard errors, and 95% Confidence intervals for Scores on  
ACES for All Peer Status Groups.    

________________________________________________________________________ 

Facial 

Expression 

Peer Status 

Group   

 

Mean 

Standard 

Error 

Lower  

Bound 

Upper  

Bound 

 

Happy 

 

RRA 

 

3.38 

 

.15 

 

3.09 

 

3.67 

 ROA 3.55 .20 3.14 3.95 

 Popular 3.54 .10 3.33 3.74 

 RROA 3.70 .21 3.28 4.12 

Sad RRA 3.76 .12 3.52 4.01 

  ROA 3.91 .17 3.57 4.25 

 Popular 3.65 .09 3.48 3.82 

 RROA 3.80 .18 3.44 4.16 

Mad RRA 3.52 .15 3.23 3.82 

 ROA 3.82 .21 3.41 4.23 

 Popular  3.56 .10 3.35 3.77 

 

 

RROA 3.50 .22 3.07 3.93 
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Table 3.7.  Continued. 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Facial 

Expression 

Peer Status 

Group   

 

Mean 

Standard 

Error 

Lower  

Bound 

Upper  

Bound 

 

Scared 

 

RRA 

 

3.24 

 

.23 

 

2.77 

 

3.70 

 ROA 3.55 .32 2.90 4.19 

 Popular 3.42 .16 3.09 3.74 

 RROA 3.80 .34 3.12 4.47 

 

(g) RRA = Rejected relationally aggressive group; ROA = Rejected overtly aggressive 
group; RROA = Rejected relationally and overtly aggressive (combined) group.  

53 



    

 

 

 
 

Figure 3.1.  Instrumental Dilemma Means and 95% Confident Intervals.   

(h) Visual representation of means and 95% confidence intervals for the instrumental 
dilemma.  Cumming and Finch (2005) suggests that when using an inference by eye 
approach, it is important to identify the dependent variable and the specific confidence 
interval used.  In Figures 1 through 12, the dependent variable is social reasoning as 
measured by scores on the INS and the independent variable is peer nomination status.  In 
all figures, with the exception of Figure 4 (see caption), the diamond is the point estimate 
of the mean, and the upper and lower bars are the interval estimates of upper and lower 
bounds of the 95% confidence interval;  RRA = Rejected relationally aggressive;  ROA = 
Rejected overtly aggressive;   RROA = Rejected relationally and overtly aggressive 
(combined); Step 1 = Defining the problem; Step 2 = Generating strategies; Step 3 = 
Selecting and implementing a strategy; Step 4 = Evaluating the outcome.  
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Figure 3.2.  Relational Dilemmas Means and 95% Confidence Intervals. 
 

 
 

 
Figure 3.3  Problem-Solving Steps:  Instrumental Means and 95% Confidence Intervals. 
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Figure 3.4. Social Reasoning: Relational Rejected Aggressive and Rejected Overtly 
Aggressive Group Means and 90% Confident Intervals. 
 
(i)  90% confidence intervals were reported for the rejected relationally and overtly 
aggressive groups given that the alpha level was set at .10.  R = Relational dilemma; I = 
Instrumental dilemma.  
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Figure 3.5.  Defining the Problem:  Instrumental Dilemma Means and 95% Confidence 
Intervals. 
 
 

 

 
 
Figure 3.6.  Generating Strategies:  Instrumental Dilemma Means and 95% Confidence 
Intervals. 
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Figure 3.7.  Selecting and Implementing a Strategy: Instrumental Dilemma Means and 
95% Confidence Intervals. 
 

 
 
Figure 3.8.  Evaluating the Outcome: Instrumental Dilemma Means and 95% Confidence 
Intervals.
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Figure 3.9.  Defining the Problem: Relational Dilemma Means and 95% Confidence 
Intervals. 
 
 
 

 

 

 
Figure 3.10.  Generating Strategies: Relational Dilemma Means and 95% Confidence 
Intervals.
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Figure 3.11.  Selecting and Implementing a Strategy: Relational Dilemma Means and 
95% Confidence Intervals. 
 

 
 

Figure 3.12.  Evaluating the Outcome: Relational Dilemma Means and 95% Confidence 
Intervals. 
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CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

 

 After briefly reviewing the purpose of this study, this section will consider the 

meaning of the data analyses for social reasoning, negative emotionality, and emotion 

knowledge.  This section will also describe the limitations of this study, discuss the 

clinical implications of the research results, and make suggestions for future research. 

Purpose of Study 

 The purpose of the present study was to investigate the relationship between 

social reasoning ability, negative emotionality, and emotion knowledge in rejected 

children who display either relational or overt aggression.  The initial plan was to 

compare groups of children who were rejected and relationally or overtly aggressive with 

children who were popular and nonaggressive.  However, because the sample size for the 

two aggressive groups was so small, leading to low statistical power, a fourth group was 

included in the study – rejected children who were both relationally and overtly 

aggressive.   

Social Reasoning 

For social reasoning, it was hypothesized that each of the aggressive groups 

would reason at a lower level on the dilemma that was designed to elicit the type of 

aggression they displayed.  Specifically, it was predicted that the rejected relationally 

aggressive group would score lower than the rejected overtly aggressive group on the 

relational dilemma of the INS interview; whereas, the rejected overtly aggressive group 
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would score lower than the rejected relationally aggressive group on the instrumental 

dilemma of the INS interview.  It was also predicted that the popular group would obtain 

higher scores on both dilemmas of the INS interview than either of the rejected groups.   

Multiple analyses were performed comparing the different groups on social 

reasoning, but only one hypothesis was partially supported.  It was hypothesized that the 

popular group would reason at higher levels than the rejected groups on all four problem-

solving steps, but this was not true for Step 1.  A closer look at the data for Step 1 

revealed that the only significant difference was that the popular group reasoned at a 

higher level than the rejected overtly aggressive group on the instrumental dilemma.  

With the exception of that difference, all groups reasoned similarly on the first step of the 

social reasoning process.  An examination of the means for Step 1 indicated that all 

groups scored relatively low on both dilemmas.  All children received scores of 0 or 1, 

and none of them achieved a score of 2 or 3.  These low scores indicated deficits in the 

ability of the children to view the problems as shared or collaborative.  Although the 

children were able to identify the needs of each person in the hypothetical dilemmas, one 

person’s needs were still given priority over the other’s needs.   

In interpersonal exchanges, the first problem-solving step is important because it 

sets the stage for the steps that follow.  The way a problem is defined will influence the 

way a child responds to the situation.  Dodge (1986) concluded that the social 

information process takes place in a temporal sequence in which Step 1 influences the 

behavioral outcomes in the later steps of processing.  These theoretical ideas about the 

importance of Step 1 may seem compelling, but the popular children in this study for the 

62 



    

most part did as poorly at Step 1 as the aggressive children, then did much better than 

aggressive children in the later stages of problem-solving (Steps 2, 3, and 4).   

There are several possible explanations for the differences in steps 2, 3, and 4.  

One explanation for the higher scores of popular children is that they reflect the socio-

cognitive skills needed to consider another’s point of view.  Previous research has 

demonstrated that popular or average children seem to have higher abilities than rejected 

children in perspective-taking (Bierman, Smoot, & Aumiller, 1993; Coie & Cillessen, 

1993; Newcomb, Bukowski, & Pattee, 1993; Parker & Asher, 1987; Richard & Dodge, 

1982).  The ability to put one’s self “in another’s shoes” is an important skill in peer 

acceptance.  To perform competently in social interactions, a child must be aware of the 

perspective of others and understand others’ thoughts and viewpoints.  If a child fails to 

show these skills in a social exchange, the other child may feel misunderstood or feel as 

though his or her peer is not listening.  Both of these responses could be aversive and lead 

the child not to want to interact with this peer again.  The results of the current study are 

consistent with the previous research literature in showing that rejected children display 

more egocentrism and less collaboration and cooperation than popular children. 

For Step 2 (Generating Strategies), given the result that the rejected groups 

displayed deficits in an ability to define the problem (Step 1), it makes sense why an 

ability to generate strategies in solving the problem would also be affected.  By 

definition, rejected children are “actively disliked” by their peers which suggests that 

other children do not like them and when given a choice would not choose to play with 

them.  Thus, rejected children have fewer opportunities to “practice” appropriate 
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responses in interpersonal dilemmas and develop social skills.  On the other hand, 

popular children seem to score higher at Step 2, despite any deficits they may have 

demonstrated at Step 1, because they have the prosocial skills and experiences to assist 

them in solving dilemmas.  Furthermore, it seems that the rejected groups’ strategies 

were less likely to be characterized by empathic understanding or the ability of one child 

to take the perspective of another child.  For example, the rejected aggressive children 

were more likely to generate strategies that had a theme of simple requests or submission 

to the other individual involved, and the popular children were more likely to generate 

strategies that indicated concerns about fairness and long-term friendship, or indicated a 

willingness to discuss options with the other individual involved.   

Another explanation for why the popular group reasoned at higher levels than the 

rejected aggressive groups involves differences in interpretation of cues and in 

expectations about outcomes.  According to Dodge’s model of social-information 

processing (1986) and Crick and Dodge’s (1994) reformulated model, the first steps of 

the social-information process require the children to distinguish between relevant and 

irrelevant social cues.  The relevant social cues will assist in deciding how to proceed 

effectively in the social exchange.  Research has demonstrated that aggressive children 

tend to focus on different cues than popular children (Dodge, 1980; Steinberg & Dodge, 

1983).  For example, Dodge and Somberg (1987) found that relative to normal boys, 

aggressive boys displayed a bias toward attributing hostile intentions to peers in 

hypothetical social dilemmas.  They also found that the aggressive boys were more likely 

to display deficits in interpreting accurately others’ intentions.  Other studies have 
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demonstrated similar findings (Dodge & Frame, 1983).  Additionally, Crick and Ladd 

(1990) found that children’s expectations about outcomes and their evaluation of 

strategies varied as a function of their peer status.  In fact, the rejected and aggressive 

children in their study expected positive outcomes from strategies like threats and 

physical aggression.  The rejected children in the current study seemed to possess biases 

similar to those in earlier studies, as evidenced by their responses at the first and second 

steps.   

At Step 3 (Selecting and Implementing a strategy), the rejected groups were likely 

to choose strategies that were characterized by submitting to the protagonist and that did 

not incorporate compromise or communication with the other individual.  In contrast, the 

popular group was more likely to choose a strategy that involved both individuals in the 

dilemma making a decision together and maintaining a long-term friendship.  Again, 

given that rejected children often do not have peers to socialize with at school, they may 

not be used to solving their problems with strategies that incorporate communication or 

compromise.  Rejected children are probably accustomed to solving problems on their 

own or submitting to their peers to earn peers’ acceptance.   

Finally, Step 4 requires participants to evaluate the outcome by discussing 

feelings and identifying ways in which they will “know” the problem was solved.  

Rejected children’s evaluations were more likely to reflect simple, concrete unconnected 

feelings between the individuals in the dilemma rather than assessing and incorporating 

the feelings of both participants to evaluate the relationship.  For example, the rejected 

group was more likely to indicate that the problem would be solved if one person agreed 
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with the other, whereas the popular group’s responses were characterized by statements 

like “they would still be friends” or “they would still want to get to know each other” 

indicating a concern for the long-term friendship.   

Similar to defining the problem, evaluating the outcome of a situation is an 

important step in determining future behavior.  Thus, if rejected children exhibit greater 

deficits in the evaluation of their past behavior, the likelihood that they will be able to 

“learn from their mistakes” and improve their future behavior will be low.  The research 

on the problem-solving step of “evaluating the outcome” is limited, but it seems likely 

that rejected children are at a disadvantage at this step because they have less experience 

evaluating behavior, and possibly less motivation for doing that evaluation, than popular 

children.  Overall, the popular kids despite, the fact that they did the same on Step 1 as 

the rejected kids, have the skills based on experience that allow them to reason at higher 

levels throughout the remaining steps of the social reasoning process.   

Another possible explanation for the finding that the groups did not differ on Step 

1 but did on Steps 2, 3, and 4, might have to do with the fact that the questions in the INS 

interview are sequential.  Initially, the task does not demand much cognitively from the 

children and their answers often are brief and focus on a single, simple definition of the 

problem.  However, as the child proceeds through the interview and the children are 

asked about “other” strategies, it forces them to reconsider their initial responses and 

pushes them to think more about the conflict situation.  It could be hypothesized that the 

popular children respond to the later questions and the probing by the interviewer by 

improving upon their earlier responses.  However, the rejected kids do not seem to adjust 
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or attend to the later questions and follow-up probes as much as the popular children do, 

and many of them continue to provide poor responses even when pushed.   

There are several possible explanations for the many nonsignificant differences in 

the social reasoning of relationally and overtly aggressive children.  The small sample 

size for the rejected groups reduced statistical power and the ability to detect real 

differences between these subtypes of aggressive children.  Furthermore, the effect sizes 

obtained for the differences in social reasoning for the rejected relationally and rejected 

overtly aggressive children were very small (.10-.28), indicating that the differences in 

peer status for these two groups did not have much influence on social reasoning.  The 

rejected status for the two aggressive groups seemed to have more influence on social 

reasoning than the particular type of aggression the group displayed.   Previous research 

has indicated that the two groups of aggressive children behave in different ways (Crick, 

1996, Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Crick & Rose, 2000; Crick et al., 1999).  However, little 

research exists examining the specific differences in social reasoning between the two 

types of aggressive children examined in the current study.  It was expected that there 

would be differences between these groups in the domain of social reasoning, but this 

was not case.  The rejected status by itself seemed to be the predominant influence on 

social reasoning in this study.   Despite the results of the current study, it would be 

helpful to have further research looking for additional variables, such as aggression, that 

influence the social reasoning of rejected children.   

Another explanation for the nonsignificant differences in the social reasoning of 

the two aggressive groups could have to do with the sensitivity of the INS measure.  The 
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INS uses hypothetical social dilemmas about individuals unknown to the research 

participant.  Although many researchers have found a relationship between a child’s 

social reasoning and his or her behavior in various social situations, the rejected children 

may have a harder time putting themselves in an “imaginary” social dilemma than the 

popular children.  Given their deficits in perspective-taking, hypothetical social dilemmas 

may not be the best methodological way to measure their social reasoning skills.   

Furthermore, the use of hypothetical dilemmas in this study may not take into 

consideration a number of factors in real-life situations that may also influence social 

reasoning, such as previous interactions with peers, the norms of behavior for a particular 

peer group, or the reputation of the individual in a specific peer group (Rose, 2003).   

Therefore, a multi-method approach to measuring the problem-solving abilities of these 

children is recommended (e.g., including parent or teacher reports in addition to self-

reports).  Bierman (2004) suggested that peer or teacher ratings are helpful in establishing 

the degree to which children are liked or disliked by their peers and in providing 

information about general patterns of social behavior.  However, naturalistic observations 

(i.e., classroom and playground observations) of children in challenging social situations 

provides an optimal opportunity to evaluate components of social exchanges.  Contrived-

setting observations, playgroup observations or friendship dyad observations, are other 

ways to determine the problem-solving skills of these children in addition to parent or 

teacher reports (Bierman, 2004).    
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Negative Emotionality 

It was predicted that the rejected overtly aggressive group would report more 

negative emotionality than the rejected relationally aggressive group, and that the popular 

group would report less negative emotionality than the rejected aggressive groups.  No 

significant differences in negative emotionality were found between the rejected 

aggressive groups.  However, differences in sleep activity and mood were found between 

the popular group and the rejected group that displayed both types of aggression.  This 

difference was unexpected and interesting because the popular group reported a less 

positive mood than the rejected aggressive group.   

One explanation for this unexpected finding is that the rejected group’s 

perception of their mood is more positive than the popular group’s perception.  Research 

indicates that rejected children who display problem behaviors such as aggression are less 

likely to have an accurate awareness of their emotions and are less able to regulate their 

emotions than popular children (Eisenberg, Fabes, Guthrie, Murphy, Maszk, Holmgren, 

& Suh, 1996, 1997).  The previous research literature also indicates that rejected 

aggressive children are less accurate in identifying happy emotional expressions than 

angry emotions (Barth & Bastiani, 1997).  It is important to remember that the current 

study used a self-report measure of emotionality that asks the children to respond with 

“true/false” to whether the question “best describes them.”  Furthermore, the questions on 

the mood scale are stated in such a way that they ask whether the child “laughs or smiles 

often.”  Six out of the seven questions that comprise the mood scale, make a statement 

about laughing or smiling often.  One additional question asks if the respondent is often 
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in a “cheerful” mood.  It is possible that children in the rejected aggressive group view 

themselves as laughing and smiling a lot more than the popular group.  Although it is 

unrealistic, children in the rejected group may view themselves as being “happy all the 

time.”  On the other hand, the popular group may have a more realistic perception of their 

mood.  Thus, the previous research literature (Barth & Bastiani, 1997; Eisenberg et al., 

1997) suggests that the rejected aggressive group was less accurate in their perception of 

feeling “happy” and experiencing a positive mood, and consequently obtained higher 

scores. 

Sleep activity was not initially included in the analysis of negative emotionality 

because it was not one of the scales that correlated highly with negative emotionality.  

However, in the exploratory analysis, the popular group reported less sleep activity than 

the rejected combined group.  This was not surprising as sleep disturbance is often 

associated with negative emotions or cognitions, and many areas of difficulty like 

depression and anxiety (Bierman, Smoot, & Aumiller, 1993; Coie & Cillessen, 1993, 

Coie, Dodge, & Kupersmidt, 1990).  Still, a more general, reciprocal explanation is that 

the active dislike of the rejected children likely contributes to limited coping strategies.  

The stress that they may feel from dealing with the rejection as well as normal daily 

stressors could disrupt their sleep.  Conversely, their poor sleep patterns may have a 

negative impact on their ability to cope with daily hassles and in turn foster the rejection.  

In sum, the finding in this study concerning sleep activity could be very helpful in 

understanding the physical symptoms that may be associated with the rejected and 

aggressive status. 
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Emotion Understanding 

It was hypothesized that the rejected relationally aggressive group would display 

greater emotion understanding than the rejected overtly aggressive group, and that the 

popular group would display greater emotion understanding than all rejected groups.  No 

significant differences were detected between any of the groups on the measure of 

emotion understanding.  The lack of findings could be due to the small sample size.  

However, an examination of the mean scores of the four groups indicated that all groups 

accurately identified the facial expressions, a result that is similar to what was found in a 

pilot study performed by Schultz and Izard (1998b as cited in D. Schultz, personal 

communication, October 27, 2003).  Thus, it could be that any differences between the 

groups on emotion knowledge would not be detected by the measure used in the current 

study, given the high rate of labeling accuracy.   

The lack of group differences in emotion understanding could be related to the 

finding that the groups did not differ on their ability to define the problem in the first step 

of the INS interview.  One of the questions in that first step focuses on identifying 

feelings.  Furthermore, the current study also had participants rate intensity and valence 

of feelings for this step.  It could be hypothesized that given the finding that no 

differences between the groups were found in the identification of problems, no 

differences could be expected for identifying feelings.  Even though the groups in this 

study did not have significant differences in the identification of facial expressions, 

further research on the emotion knowledge of rejected and aggressive children is 

warranted.  Research has demonstrated that children with deficits in emotion 
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understanding often demonstrate a combination of aggression and withdrawal in their 

peer interaction (Saarni, 1997).  Furthermore, success in the expression of certain 

emotions often contributes to success in children’s social world (Denham, 1998). 

Limitations 

Sample Size 

Certain limitations of this study must be considered when interpreting the results.  

The major limitation was not having a larger sample of rejected overtly aggressive 

participants.  A larger number of rejected overtly aggressive participants would have 

increased statistical power, which would have been important because one of the main 

variables examined in the study was aggression.  Several attempts to recruit a larger 

sample of overtly aggressive children were made through mail outs, but few consent 

forms were returned from the parents of the rejected overtly aggressive group.  This 

group should be investigated further as the unusually low number of participants from 

this group suggests that other variables may be affecting consent to participate (i.e., 

problems at home or lack of awareness about research).  Given the limited number of 

rejected overtly aggressive children, it was difficult to make true comparisons between 

this group and the rejected relationally aggressive group.   

Stability of Sociometric Status 

The lack of stability of the peer nominations and the sociometric status of children 

over time is also a limitation of the current study.  Previous research has examined the 

reliability of the peer nomination administered in this study (Fireman, Hutcherson, 

Chilton, & Wang, 2002).  That study assessed the stability for prosocial, impulsive, overt 
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aggression, relational aggression, social preference, and social impact nominations.  

Results suggested high long-term reliability for overt aggression (r = .70) but also 

indicated that 30% of the children identified as overtly aggressive in the spring 2000 were 

no longer identified as overtly aggressive the following year.   

Research documenting the stability of various sociometric statuses goes back to 

the 1930’s.  Moreno (1934) was interested in stability data for peer preference and found 

that a significant percentage of boys’ first and second choices did not change over 3-

month intervals. In their review of stability research, Cillessen, Bukowski, and Haselager 

(2000) highlight the distinction between “short-term” stability and “long-term” stability 

of sociometric status.  Their definition of “short-term” stability refers to statuses across 

intervals of three months or less, within the same school year, whereas “long-term” 

stability refers to intervals longer than three months or across several semesters and 

transition periods (Cillessen et al., 2000).  According to these criteria, the current study 

relied on the “long-term” stability of the statuses, since the children were not interviewed 

until approximately 7 months after the initial peer nomination measure was administered.  

Results from Cillessen et al. (2000) revealed that rejection status was more stable than 

popular, neglected, controversial, or average status in all six of the studies investigating 

stability in 2nd to 5th graders.   

Based on the previous literature, it seems that the rejected status is stable, but 

research seems inconclusive regarding the stability of the aggressive status.  Because of 

the time lapse in this study between the initial administration of the peer nomination 

assessment measure and administration of the measures of social reasoning, negative 
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emotionality, and emotion knowledge, it is likely that some rejected aggressive children 

had “moved out” of that status group between the administration of the peer nomination 

measure and the administration of the other measures.  One thing that could have been 

done in order to control for the possible “movement” of status was to have administered 

the dependent measures in the same semester that the peer nomination measure was 

administered.   

Hypothetical dilemmas 

Finally, this study used hypothetical dilemmas to assess social reasoning, and 

children’s responses to that measure may differ from what the children would report that 

they would do in the situation.  Similarly, if the children were actually faced with the 

dilemmas in their own lives, their behavior might differ from their reports of what the 

children described in the vignettes would do.  Future research could address this issue by 

asking participants to place themselves in the situation or by incorporating an 

observational component into the research procedures.  

Clinical Implications 

 The findings of the current investigation indicate that overall children who are 

rejected by their peers demonstrate deficits in social reasoning when compared to popular 

children.  This finding is consistent with the previous literature investigating social 

reasoning (e.g., Bierman, 2004; Sandstrom & Coie, 1999).  It is clear that cognitive 

distortions and biases are related to difficulties in peer interactions.  Still, despite the 

nonsignificant findings on the measures of negative emotionality and emotion knowledge 

used in the current study, those variables merit further investigation.   
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The literature overwhelmingly suggests that children with deficits in emotional 

competencies demonstrate similar negative outcomes as children who demonstrate 

cognitive distortions or biases.  Furthermore, because emotion is ubiquitous in social 

interactions, even for children without peer difficulties, it is necessary to address both the 

emotional and social components when developing intervention programs.  It has been a 

temptation of current intervention programs to focus solely on the social component.  For 

example, Greenberg and Kusche (1993) examined seven cognitive-behavioral curricula 

for improving social skills and found that little attention was given to emotion 

understanding and awareness prior to the introduction of problem-solving.  Greenberg 

and Kusche (1993) indicate that assuming children understand the concepts of emotion 

lessens the effectiveness of the programs.  Models that do not incorporate the components 

of understanding, self-awareness, and the ability to regulate affect, seem to overlook 

emotionally charged situations where intellectual skills will not be adequate (Greenberg 

& Kusche, 1993).  Thus, the current study has several clinical implications for the 

development of intervention programs that incorporate both social and emotional 

components.   

 The components of emotional competence (i.e., emotionality, emotion 

understanding, and emotion expression) seem to be embedded in social and cognitive 

processes proposed by past models.  Understanding these components and how they 

operate in the social world will provide  a greater appreciation of the complex tasks 

involved in achieving effective social exchanges. Halberstadt et al. (2001) indicated that 

emotion regulation requires the effective regulation of one’s emotions in the context of a 
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changing social environment, but also involves one’s awareness and recognition of 

emotions in the self and others.  Ideally, an arousal of emotion occurs, and then 

recognition and identification of that arousal occur so that the person can respond 

effectively (Denham et al., 2002).  Emotion knowledge involves an initial appraisal that 

an affective message is being sent.  With time and experience, these components develop 

so that children are able to enhance the quality of their social experience and learn more 

appropriate ways of expressing themselves to others. As these skills develop, children 

also achieve a greater understanding of their social selves.  However, it is important to 

note that without the “practice” that peer relationships offer, children with low prosocial 

skills (e.g., rejected aggressive children) will unfortunately have a harder time acquiring 

competencies necessary for effective and enjoyable interactions with other children.  

Thus, this research has implications for the treatment of deficits in conflict-resolution, 

cooperation, and negotiation in social settings.   

Although the number of children who are displaying aggressive behaviors is on 

the rise, problems in social relationships are ubiquitous, even for individuals who are 

actively liked by their peers.  Therefore, the likelihood that clinicians will have to treat 

children who are faced with peer relationship conflicts is very high.  Because of this fact, 

it will be helpful for clinicians to have a better understanding of the underlying 

mechanisms related to interpersonal problems. Helping clients to achieve a fuller 

appreciation for the role that emotions play in their interpersonal exchanges will teach 

them skills in emotion understanding, emotion regulation and emotional expression, and 
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will also increase the likelihood of generalization and maintenance of the social skills 

taught in later sessions.  

Future Directions for Research 

 Despite the many nonsignificant results of the current study, several variables 

merit further investigation.  In addition to increasing the sample size of rejected overtly 

or rejected relationally aggressive children, future research should consider focusing on 

the stability of the peer nomination statuses.  For example, a longitudinal study on the 

children identified by their peers as rejected and aggressive for several years in a row to 

ensure the stability of the status may increase effect sizes.   

The finding that all groups reasoned similar on the first problem-solving step also 

warrants further research.  Given the importance of being able to identify problems 

adequately, future research could examine this step more in depth.  Currently, 

participants are asked questions from a third-person perspective, it may be helpful to give 

children the opportunity to orient the dilemmas to a first-person point of view.  To do 

this, focus or intervention groups with rejected groups might give researchers a personal 

look at how each child defines a problem in more real-life situations.  This could help 

bridge the gap between social cognitions and actual behaviors.  It may also be helpful to 

investigate the effect of familiarity in the social conflict situations, given that some 

children may respond differently in situations where they are faced with peers they are 

familiar with as opposed to “hypothetical” peers.  The use of focus or intervention groups 

could also assist in this research.  Finally, several researchers have concluded that 

affective social competence plays a significant role in successful interpersonal 
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relationships, thus more research is warranted in the areas of negative emotionality and 

emotion knowledge (Arsenio et al., 2000; Halberstadt et al., 2001; Schmidt, DeMulder, & 

Denham, 2002).   

One of the main aims of the current study was to focus on components of 

emotional competence.  The study was designed to examine two components of 

emotional competence--negative emotionality and emotion understanding.  It is likely 

that the methodology may have influenced the findings; however, the variables are still 

valuable and merit further research.  Future research investigating negative emotionality 

should consider using a multi-method approach.  The children in this current study were 

asked to rate themselves on several domains.  It may be helpful to also include ratings of 

children’s negative emotionality made by their parents or teachers.  An observational 

approach would also be helpful in determining the experience of negative emotion.  For 

example, observing children identified as rejected and aggressive in a social situation or 

their natural environment in which certain behaviors can be coded may shed light on how 

children deal with their feelings and initiate the interpersonal process.  

In conclusion, the aim of the current study was to extend prior knowledge 

regarding children of different social status groups and to examine individual experiences 

of these children in order to learn more about the “rejected” status group.  While the 

current study mainly found differences between groups in the domain of social reasoning, 

further research is still merited for negative emotionality and emotion knowledge.  It is 

important to continue research in this area, especially for children who have been 

identified as both rejected and aggressive.  This research has implications for the 
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development of appropriate prevention and intervention techniques for these children.  

Although many advances have been made in this area, research should continue to focus 

on increasing our knowledge about both social and emotional competencies in an attempt 

to address the negative outcomes associated with the rejected status.   
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APPENDIX A 
 

EXTENDED LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
 
 

Peer Rejection and Aggression 

One of the behavioral characteristics that has been demonstrated to be strongly 

related to peer rejection in childhood is aggression.  Coie’s (1990) theoretical model of 

peer rejection explains the relationship between rejection and aggression by emphasizing 

aggression as a “social characteristic” that a peer group would hold in low regard.  After 

deciding that they do not like particular children, children are less positively responsive 

and available to the child (Bierman, 2004).  Thus, aggressive behaviors make it more 

likely that the rejected status is maintained rather than improved after interactions with 

peers because the aggressive actions are aversive for peers.  In a study examining the 

sociometric differences in children’s social competence, rejected-aggressive children 

were deficient in all aspects of social competence assessed, including peer group entry, 

response to success, response to provocation, response to failure, and social expectations 

(Volling et al., 1993).  The positive correlation between rejection and aggression has been 

the impetus for research investigating mechanisms and developmental pathways to such 

peer status because of the implications these behaviors have for children and their school 

environment. 

Aggression is often negatively correlated with peer preference because children 

who display overt aggression are more disliked by their peers than children who do not 

display overt aggression (Lesser, 1959; Waas & Graczyk, 1999; Wood et. al, 2002).  
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However, the rejected child does not always display aggression, nor is the aggressive 

child always rejected by his/her peers.  There are several different behavioral pathways 

that can occur as a result of rejection.  For example, some children who are rejected by 

their peers have been found to display inattentive or socially immature behaviors (Pope & 

Bierman, 1999), whereas other children identified as rejected are described as displaying 

more anxious and withdrawn behaviors (Parker & Asher, 1987; Slaby & Guerra, 1988).  

Aggressive-rejected children are often described by their peers as displaying physically 

aggressive behaviors like hitting or name-calling that appears unjustified and improper 

(Bierman, 2004).  Furthermore, they often lack prosocial skills to balance their aggressive 

behaviors and are self-protective and self-focused in their behaviors (Bierman, 2004).   

The development of ineffective aggression has been related to difficult temperament in 

infancy or being characterized as irritable, difficult, angry, and easily frustrated 

(Bloomquist & Schnell, 2002).  Other correlates include a tendency towards tantrums in 

preschool, argumentativeness, defiance, impulsivity and coercive parent-child 

relationships (Bierman, 2004).  As children progress through school and these 

characteristics persist, children may experience rejection as early as Kindergarten and 1st 

grade.  Much of the literature on deficits related to aggression and its underlying 

mechanisms focuses on overt aggression.   

Overt aggression is defined as the intent of inflicting harm to another through 

physical or verbal actions (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995).  Hubbard, Dodge, Cillessen, Coie, 

and Schwartz (2001) investigated the correlation between boys’ social cognitions and 

their aggressive behavior toward peers.  Specifically, the goal of the study was to 
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examine whether or not boys’ aggression was driven by individual-level, dispositional 

processes or by dyad-specific experiences (Hubbard et al., 2001).  Participants were 

required to join a “play group” in which they met 5 times in one week.  After each play 

session they were interviewed in order to assess their social information processing.  This 

interview presented vignettes that involved imagining engaging in proactive aggression 

against a peer and imagining engaging in reactive aggression against a peer (Hubbard et 

al., 2001).  The participants were then asked about their expectations for the effectiveness 

of aggression against the peer in the vignette (Hubbard et al., 2001).  Dyadic observations 

were also examined for proactive and reactive aggression during each play session.  The 

investigators found that the boys’ dyadic engagement in reactive aggression was due to 

their dyadic mental representations of their partners as well as their generalized 

aggressive tendencies (Hubbard et al., 2001).  Social cognition seemed to affect the 

dyadic reactive aggression at a dyadic level of representation rather than at a trait-like 

level (Hubbard et al., 2001).  Findings also indicated that dyadic hostile attributions were 

specifically related to the display of reactive aggression and not as related to proactive 

aggression.   

Dodge, Lansford, Burks, Bates, Pettit, Fontaine, and Price (2003) conducted a 

series of studies that examined the relation between peer rejection and growth in 

antisocial behavior.  Participants were selected as part of a 5-year longitudinal project.  In 

the first study, sociometric data were collected on children in grades 1, 2, or 3 and 

classroom teachers completed the Child Behavior Checklist (Achenbach & Edelbrock, 

1986) in year one and year two.  Results indicated that children who had been rejected in 
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both years received aggression scores nearly 4 times greater than those children who 

were not rejected (Dodge et al., 2003).  The results of the second study, in which the 

sample was larger and data were collected 3 years later, revealed an incremental role in 

the later development of aggression for those children who were rejected at year 1 

(Dodge et al., 2003).  Finally, in the 3rd study, based on Dodge’s (1986) model of social 

information processing, the hypothesis that processing skill deficits and biases lead to 

deficits in social functioning was tested.  It was predicted that such an effect would be 

revealed as years of rejection would prevent a child from acquiring a competence 

response repertoire (Dodge et al., 2003).  Processing patterns were assessed through 

stimulus situations involving rebuff from a peer group that were role-played by actors.  

Patterns were assessed in year 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5.  Results indicated that the experience of 

low social preference scores significantly affected later processing patterns.  The 

investigators also found that children who were rejected early in their elementary years 

often changed their processing patterns.  This change accounted for significant 

predictions of aggression in year 5 (Dodge et al., 2003).  These longitudinal studies and 

others highlight the fact that peer rejection is strongly correlated with aggression and 

social cognitive deficits (Dodge et al., 2003; Stormshak, Bierman, Cruschi, Dodge, Coie, 

the Conduct Problems Prevention Research Group, 1999; Yoon, Hughes, Cavell, 

Thompson, 2000).  The authors of these studies conceptualize peer rejection as a 

“stressful life experience” that has long-term implications for later social adjustment.   

The aforementioned studies had a special emphasis on overt aggression.  

Although girls were included in Dodge et al.  (2003), the focus on overt aggression has 
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not taken into account the aggression more traditionally displayed by girls.  Researchers 

have recently begun looking for a more “gender-balanced” approach to the study of 

aggression (Crick & Rose, 2000).  The search for a gender-balanced approach to 

aggression has led investigators to look at different types of aggression.  Thus, a 

relational form of aggression was identified as a distinct type of aggression (Crick 1996; 

Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Crick et al., 1999).  Relational aggression is defined as an intent 

to harm another through damage to a relationship (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995).  Deficits in 

children who display this type of aggression have also been found.   

Crick and Grotpeter (1995) examined the assumption that boys were more 

aggressive than girls.  They hypothesized that this assumption was an effect of a lack of 

research on various forms of aggression.  To examine this hypothesis, Crick and 

Grotpeter (1995) devised a peer nomination measure to assess behaviors related to 

relational aggression.  Participants also completed measures of loneliness, social anxiety, 

avoidance, depression, and their perceptions of their peer interactions.  These measures 

were included in the study based on previous research demonstrating a relationship 

between these aspects of social-psychological functioning and concurrent or later social 

and emotional maladjustment (Parker & Asher, 1987).  Participants included children in 

the third through sixth grades.  Results of this study revealed a distinction between 

relational and overt aggression, but more significantly, relational aggression was more 

characteristic of the girls in their study than the boys (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995).  Overall, 

girls were significantly more relationally aggressive than boys, and when the extreme 

groups of aggressive children versus nonaggressive children were examined, girls were 
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more likely identified as relationally aggressive than boys.  Other studies have 

demonstrated similar gender differences in the display of aggression (Crick & Rose, 

2000; Crick & Werner, 1998; Crick et al., 1999; Tiet, Wasserman, Loeber, McReynolds, 

& Miller, 2001) and have found a distinct link between relational aggression in girls and 

rejection.  For example, Rys and Bear (1997) were interested in the relationship between 

physical aggression, relational aggression, and prosocial behaviors and outcomes like 

peer rejection, acceptance, and reciprocal friendships.  In their sample of elementary age 

participants (third graders, boys and girls) and middle school participants (sixth graders, 

boys and girls) a peer nomination measure was administered in order to measure social 

status and friendships (Rys & Bear, 1997).  Aggression and prosocial behaviors were also 

measured using Crick and Grotpeter’s (1995) instrument.  Additionally, teachers were 

administered a behavioral rating scale comprised of a relationally aggression subscale, 

overt aggression subscale, and prosocial behavior subscale (Rys & Bear, 1997).  As 

predicted, both types of aggression were related to negative peer nomination.  However, 

girls’ negative nominations were more significantly related to relational aggression than 

to overt aggression.  Although no differences in reciprocal friendships were found 

between relationally aggressive girls and nonaggressive girls, there was a significant 

difference found in number of reciprocal friendships for boys who displayed overt 

aggression compared to boys who did not display aggression (Rys & Bear, 1997).  

Overall, the results of this study were consistent with previous research in demonstrating 

that relational aggression is related to gender and does have an effect on peer preference 

scores (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Crick & Werner, 1998; Rys & Bear, 1997).   
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Crick and Dodge’s Model of Social Information Processing 

Dodge’s (1986) model of social information processing proposes that social 

behavior is directly related to a set of mental processes involved in processing 

environmental cues during daily social situations.  In other words, an individual should 

have an understanding of the social situation in order to function effectively (Dodge, 

1986).  Dodge explains that these processes usually occur rapidly and often several times 

during the same social exchange, but they do not always occur consciously.  Dodge 

(1986) suggests that children engage in four sequential processing steps before enactment 

including – the encoding process, the representational and interpretation process, 

response generation process, and evaluation and selection process.   

The first two steps involve the encoding of social cues through sensory processes 

and the construction of mental representations or inferences based on those cues (Crick & 

Dodge, 1994; Dodge, 1986).  During these steps it is hypothesized that the child encodes 

relevant or irrelevant social cues.  The relevant social cues will assist in deciding how to 

proceed effectively in the social exchange (Dodge, 1986).  During the response 

generation and selection processes, it is proposed that children retrieve situations or past 

experiences from long-term memory and evaluate them before selecting the “best” one to 

enact (Dodge, 1986).  This model has been the impetus for a better understanding of 

social behavior.  It has explained how processing steps work together to influence 

behavior and because it identifies specific processes that can be taught to children, it has 

guided interventions for those with deficits in social adjustment.    
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In their reformulated social information-processing model of social adjustment, 

Crick and Dodge (1994) similarly propose that children come to social situations with a 

set of biologically determined abilities and a database of past situations and experiences 

in long term memory.  Instead of four mental processing steps, however, Crick and 

Dodge (1994) propose six steps including – encoding of external and internal cues, 

interpretation and mental representation of those cues, clarification or selection of a goal, 

response access, response decision, and enactment.  Similar to other models, the 

reformulated social information-processing model hypothesizes that during the first two 

steps children are flooded with cues and information that they must selectively attend to 

and encode.  Once they have encoded the relevant or irrelevant cues, they must interpret 

the cues.  The interpretation process may involve several independent processes, all of 

which may be influenced by database information stored in memory, such as filtering 

personal information from the long term memory base, a causal analysis of the events, an 

assessment of previous exchanges and whether or not goals were met, or inferences 

regarding the meaning of prior or present exchanges.  Research on the encoding and use 

of social cues has demonstrated that maladjusted children often use social cues or 

schemata that lead to ineffective social behavior.  For example, maladjusted children 

have been found to have memory deficits that prevent them from accurate recall of 

previous social information, that they may have biases that cause them to focus on 

particular types of cues (i.e., aggressive or hostile acts), and that they may have well-

developed schemas that interfere with their adaptive functioning (Dodge & Newman, 

1987 as cited in Crick & Dodge, 1994; Gouze, 1987).   
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One of the main differences between Dodge’s model (1986) and the Crick and 

Dodge’s model (1994) is the step involving the clarification or selection of a goal.  The 

reformulated model proposes that the child must select a goal or outcome for the situation 

or continue with a preexisting goal.  Crick and Dodge (1994) define goals as “focused 

arousal states that function as orientations toward producing (or wanting to produce) 

particular outcomes” (p.  87).  Goals can be internal or external.  For example, staying out 

of trouble, getting even, making a friend, being first in line, or trying to hurt someone’s 

feelings are examples of internal and external goals or states that are likely to produce 

varying outcomes.   

Social goals are equally important in determining underlying psychological 

factors related to rejection in childhood (Chung & Asher, 1996; Crick & Dodge, 1996; 

Erdley & Asher, 1996; Renshaw & Asher, 1983).  Because of their role in children’s 

behaviors and peer relationship outcomes, it has been hypothesized that the goals a child 

endorses in a conflict situation will influence the actions the child pursues.  To 

investigate this hypothesis, Chung and Asher (1996) administered the Children’s Conflict 

Resolution Measure (Hay, 1984; Shantz, 1987) to 4th, 5th, and 6th grade boys and girls.  

The measure presented vignettes of hypothetical conflict situations and then asked 

participants questions about possible strategies to solving the problem and about their 

goals for the situation.  The children could choose from four options, each representing a 

particular type of goal (i.e., relationship, control, self, or avoiding goals).  The researchers 

found that children with different goals (i.e., relationship goals vs. control goals) also had 

different strategies for solving peer conflict.  This study also found support for gender 
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differences in the relation between strategies and peer acceptance.  Hostile/coercive 

strategies were significantly and negatively related to peer acceptance for girls, but not 

for boys (Chung & Asher, 1996).  These results suggest a greater need for research on the 

relationship between children’s goals and strategies in peer conflict situations, 

particularly for understanding goals that affect attention to social cues and social 

judgments.   

After selecting a goal for the situation, step 4 requires the child to access from 

memory past responses to similar events or to construct new behaviors in response to 

novel situations.  These responses consist of ideas about how one could behave in a 

specific situation.  The number of behaviors or strategies generated, the actual content of 

the responses and the sequence for which the responses are accessed are all important 

aspects of the response access or construction phase.  A vast amount of research exists 

that provides evidence for a significant relation between children’s accessing or 

generation of social behaviors or strategies and their social adjustment.  For example, 

aggressive children have been found to access a fewer number of responses to social 

situations than do their peers (Asarnow & Callan, 1985; Slaby & Guerra, 1988).  Socially 

rejected children have been found to access fewer strategies or alternative behaviors in 

response to hypothetical vignettes than do their peers (Pettit, Dodge, & Brown, 1988).  

The final step in Crick and Dodge’s (1996) reformulated model is response decision.  

During the 5th step, children have to evaluate their accessed or generated responses and 

select one for enactment.  It is hypothesized that responses that are evaluated positively 

tend to be the responses that are selected for enactment.  Thus, children who engage in 
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maladaptive behaviors are likely to have such patterns because they evaluate maladaptive 

behaviors favorably (Crick & Dodge, 1994).   

Theories of Emotional Competence 

 Saarni (1997) defines emotional competence as “the demonstration of self-

efficacy in emotion-eliciting social transactions” (p. 38).  In her book, The Development 

of Emotional Competence, Saarni (1999) explains emotional competence within the 

context of social relationships and highlights the “inseparability” of emotional and social 

development.  Saarni (1997) emphasizes that “resilience, self-efficacy, character, and 

emotion elicitation” all occur within a cultural context that affects one’s emotional 

experiences (p. 2).  For example, when encountered with an emotion-elicited situation, 

emotional competence is achieved only when a sense of accomplishment or efficacy is 

felt.  However, the emotional experience is embedded in the social experience because 

the meaning that is placed on the encounter is anchored to one’s social context or 

database of past experiences (Saarni, 1999).  Therefore, emotional competence may not 

be achieved if a sense of accomplishment is not felt, due to the interpretation of past 

social experiences.  

 In her model of emotional competence, Saarni (1997) also emphasizes the role of 

self. According to the model, emotional experience is contingent upon having a “self” 

that is capable of reflecting on its own experience (Saarni, 1997).  Without reflection on 

our own experiences, there is no guide for communicating emotions across time and 

space to others.  Additionally, without such an awareness of our “self,” our ability for 

understanding others’ feelings would be compromised.  Saarni (1997) highlights the 
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subjective self versus the objective self to explain the importance of an objective self-

awareness in accomplishing emotional competence.  Saarni (1997) describes the 

subjective self as the “I” in the English language that children demonstrate through their 

acting on the world, responding to social and physical stimuli, and having emotional 

states.  However, the objective self is the “self” that incorporates reflection or self-

awareness based on the perspective of others.  The objective self develops when children 

begin to describe themselves according to the way other people might describe them.  

The objective self applies categories to the “self,” requiring the capacity for self-

reflection (Saarni, 1997). However, this reflection can only be achieved when the child is 

able to appreciate the perspective of another.  This is an ability that plays a key role in 

what Saarni (1997) refers to as skills of emotional competence. 

 Keeping in mind the framework of cultural context, Saarni has identified eight 

skills of emotional competence. They include: 

1. An awareness of one’s emotional states 

2. Ability to discern others’ emotions 

3. Ability to use the vocabulary of emotion in terms commonly available in one’s 

(sub) culture  

4. Capacity for empathic and sympathetic involvement in others’ emotional 

experiences 

5. Awareness that an inner emotional state need not correspond to outer expression  

6. Capacity to adapt to aversive or distressing emotions by using self-regulatory 

strategies  
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7. Awareness that the nature of relationships is related to the quality of emotional 

communication within the relationship  

8. Capacity for emotional self-efficacy (Saarni, 1990, 1997, 1999). 

 
These skills are necessary for success in emotion-eliciting situations, though 

Saarni (1997) cautions that the list of skills is not necessarily exhaustive.  The last two 

skills highlight the social-emotional systems that cannot be overlooked when 

conceptualizing emotional competence.  

 In her model of emotional competence, Denham (1998) defines emotional 

competence as “managing the emotional arousal that accompanies social interactions” (p. 

13).  Denham’s model of emotional competence is similar to Saarni’s (1997) in that both 

models emphasize the same basis of emotional competence:  that emotional competence 

involves an ability to understand others’ emotions, to react to others’ emotions, and to 

regulate one’s own emotional expressiveness (Denham, 1998; Saarni, 1999).  The main 

difference between Denham (1998) and Saarni (1997) is how they present the 

components of emotional competence.  Denham (1998) combines Saarni’s (1997) eight 

skills into three main components: emotion understanding, emotion expressiveness, and 

emotion regulation.  Like Saarni (1997), Denham (1998) also proposes that emotional 

competence is highly related to social competence because social exchanges are affected 

by the components of emotional competence.  Similar to the role Saarni (1997) places on 

the subjective and objective selves, Denham (1998) also places emphasis on how 

understanding one’s own emotions and those of another, help children with responding 

appropriately in social situations.  According to Saarni (1997) and Denham (1998), 
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children who can understand the emotions experienced by playmates are more apt to 

respond appropriately to others’ emotions during play.  In turn, these individuals may be 

seen in a more positive light because of this skill.  

Additionally, children who are more expressive have a better chance of 

comprehending others’ emotional situations because of what they have learned from their 

past experiences (Denham, 1998).  This expression of emotion requires skills in 

determining which and how much emotion to express.  In other words, children who 

present a “mix” of emotions characterized by happy affect are better liked than children 

who express more negative affect.  This is because being around someone who expresses 

negative affect has more aversive and disruptive effects on social interactions than being 

around children who display positive behaviors (Denham, 1998).  For example, children 

who are cranky, irritable, or sad, or who have difficulty expressing anger, are more likely 

to be negatively evaluated by other children than children who smile and laugh often.  

Additionally, the regulation of emotion, especially of negative emotion, is important 

because it involves one’s reactions to situations that will also be evaluated by other 

children in the environment (Denham, 1998).  Should other children decide that a child’s 

emotional expression and reaction to situations are aversive and unpleasant, it will 

negatively affect the child’s social relationships.  Thus, reacting appropriately helps 

bolster relationships and fosters positive social interactions (Denham, 1998). 

In a longitudinal study of emotional competence, Denham, Blair, Schmidt, and 

DeMulder (2002) were interested in whether emotional competence is an underlying 

mechanism of social competence.  Social competence was defined as the actual social 
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behaviors related to initiating and maintaining a social interaction (Denham, Blair et al., 

2002; Denham, McKinley, Couchoud, & Holt, 1990).  Specifically, the investigators 

examined the role that insecurity of attachment played in emotional competence.  Based 

on the premise that an insecure child will be less willing to learn about emotions (because 

of his or her own aversive emotions and negative experience with emotions), it was 

hypothesized that an insecure relationship with an attachment figure would lead to 

emotional incompetence (Denham, Blair et al., 2002).  Participants were given measures 

of attachment, emotion understanding, emotion expression, and coping behavior. Results 

indicated that a history of insecure attachment, angry emotion, and inability to regulate 

affect, as measured by home visits and parent reports, predicted later interpersonal 

deficits.  The researchers also found that angry emotion, an inability to regulate affect, 

and poor coping behaviors were correlated with later interpersonal deficits (Denham, 

Blair et al., 2002).  Finally, an inability to use skills of emotion understanding at school 

and home predicted problems with oppositionality 2 years later (Denham, Blair et al., 

2002).  This study demonstrates the significant role of emotional competence in social 

exchanges.  

Overall, Saarni (1997) and Denham (1998) propose two models of emotional 

competence whose differences are hard to identify.  Both models delineate similar 

components necessary for achieving emotional competence.  Both models place emphasis 

on the self and others, and highlight the contextual nature of social interactions that other 

theoretical frameworks of social competence have neglected.  Previous research indicates 

a strong relationship between components of emotion and socio-cognitive abilities 
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(Eisenberg & Fabes, 1992; Garner, 1999; Gumora & Arsenio, 2002).  In an attempt to 

incorporate both the socio-cognitive and emotional components of social interactions, a 

group of researchers has developed a theory that integrates these factors.  

A Theoretical Model of Affective Social Competence 

Halberstadt, Denham, and Dunsmore (2001) developed a theoretical model of 

affective social competence consisting of three components:  sending affective messages, 

receiving affective messages, and experiencing affect.  Within each of these components, 

four skills are necessary for successful social interactions: (1) the Awareness of affect, (2) 

the Identification of affect, (3) the ability to Incorporate the ever-changing social context 

in which interactions occur, and (4) the Management of affect.  These skills are 

analogous to “mental steps” that often occur unconsciously and unintentionally, similar to 

those in Dodge’s (1986) and Crick and Dodge’s (1994) models.  There is a fourth 

component of the model known as “self-factors.”  Self-factors include things like 

demeanor, knowledge of display rules, worldview, self-concept, and temperament.  In 

other words, self-factors incorporate individual differences that a child brings with him or 

her to the social situation (Halberstadt et al., 2001).  

The Halberstadt et al. model is an attempt to highlight the integral and dynamic 

role that emotion plays in social competence.  The investigators compare their model to a 

pinwheel, in which the blades of the pinwheel are the three main components of the 

model, and the center of the pinwheel is represented by self-factors (Halberstadt et al., 

2001).  The depiction of a pinwheel illustrates the constantly changing nature of social 

interactions, promoted by the child and his or her peers. 
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In keeping with the analogy, the “blade” of sending affective messages is a 

component that even infants are effective at doing.  For example, smiling and crying are 

two types of emotional expressions that infants engage in to influence their social world.  

In later years, effectiveness in the same emotional expression becomes more significant, 

as these messages start to serve a more complicated function (e.g., providing peers with 

information about intentions; Halberstadt et al., 2001).  Several studies have 

demonstrated that children who are more positively expressive and less negatively 

expressive have better peer relations (Asher, 1983; Denham et al., 1990).  Further 

exploration of the interactions of children with more positive peer relations has revealed 

that these children engage in the four steps identified in Halberstadt et al.’s model: (1) 

Awareness, (2) Identification, (3) Incorporation of social context, and (4) Management.  

For example, imagine a 5-year-old boy named James who has been identified by 

his teachers and peers as “popular.”  James sees a group of his friends playing and wants 

to join them.  James will likely be able to carry out the skills necessary to achieve his 

goals; however, the steps will not be willful or intentional.  In other words, James will 

realize that he needs to send an affective message to the other children so that they will 

know what he desires, but this will not be a conscious effort.  Next, it will be necessary 

for James to identify how he would like to send the message.  Thus, it will be helpful if 

he decides to signal to the group that he is willing to play with them, rather than attempt 

to take over their group.  Then, James must consider the context within which he plans to 

join the play scenario.  He must consider the “players” and their previous reactions to his 

attempts to enter the group.  For example, James may be aware that some members react 
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positively to his enthusiasm whereas others may find it to be a “turn-off.” This is where 

the management of his affective message comes into play.  

James understands that he must communicate his willingness to be playful and to 

follow the groups’ already-chosen play scenario.  He must also manage his signals 

regarding his feelings towards all the members in the group, including the negative 

feelings, so he will not be rejected by the group.  Although it seems as though James is 

intentionally choosing and acknowledging his actions, it is important to note that these 

skills are mental steps that occur very rapidly and often without conscious effort.  

Receiving the affective message is the second skill area of the Halberstadt et al. model.  

 In their model, Halberstadt et al. (2001) attempt to delineate the processes 

involved in receiving emotional cues.  In order to receive a message, an awareness that 

the affective message has been sent is critical.  An inability to “catch” the message makes 

it more difficult to send messages effectively to others because the child has already 

“missed” a message (Halberstadt et al., 2001).  Identifying the affective meaning of the 

message is the next component of receiving a message.  The interpretation of the message 

has been shown to be related to peer relations because the accuracy of interpreting the 

message affects the behavioral reaction to the message (Denham et al., 1990; Hubbard & 

Coie, 1994; Vosk, Forehand, & Figueroa, 1983).  Finally, the child must be able to 

understand the meaning of the message.  This skill involves emotional knowledge, and is 

related to understanding display rules and changes in context (Halberstadt et al., 2001).  

Display rules have to do with one’s self presentation strategies for emotions.  The key is 

that the child receives the message as clearly as possible.  Finally, the receiver must 
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manage the affective message.  In order to manage the signal, clarity of the message is 

helpful (Halberstadt et al., 2001).  For example, the child must assess whether or not a 

clear message was sent and whether it needs to be repeated.  Then, the child must 

distinguish between false and real cues. In other words, filtering the relevant and 

irrelevant cues in order to experience the emotion the way it was intended to be sent is 

necessary.  The third component of affective social competence has to do with the 

experience of emotions. 

Similar to sending and receiving affective messages, experiencing the affective 

message involves awareness, identification, understanding, and the management of the 

experience. Awareness of one’s own affective experience is essential for understanding 

how the experience may affect one’s interpretations and behaviors (Halberstadt et al., 

2001).  An understanding of the experience is part of sharing the experience with another. 

In order to identify one’s emotions, a child must interpret the experience (Halberstadt et 

al., 2001). If children are prone to a certain kind of negative interpretation (i.e., angry, 

hostile), there may be a tendency for rejection due to the negative behaviors that will 

result from the negative interpretations (Halberstadt et al., 2001). Understanding one’s 

own emotional experience is complex and usually does not develop fully until later in 

grade school.  This skill also requires the ability to incorporate unique characteristics of 

the context and knowledge about display rules (Halberstadt et al., 2001).  The final aspect 

of experiencing emotions has to do with the regulation of emotion.  Regulation has 

several layers: the physiological, the behavioral, and the cognitive (Halberstadt et al., 

2001).  The physiological component has to do with arousal and being able to self-soothe 
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or reduce the arousal, whereas the behavioral component has to do with carrying out 

emotions.  Finally, the cognitive construal has to do with redirecting attention and 

problem-solving strategies (Halberstadt et al., 2001).  Affective social competence is an 

important construct in the study of emotional and social development.  Affective social 

competence involves not only effectiveness in interaction but also the effective 

interpretation of affect in others and effectively controlling one’s own affective 

experience. 

Halberstadt et al. developed a model of affective social competence in order to 

address the shortcomings of previous models.  For example, in Crick and Dodge’s (1994) 

model of social competence, emotion is considered; however, the ways in which emotion 

interacts with the mental processing steps is not addressed.  Rather, their model focuses 

more on how children interpret and react to social cues and less on the affective cues 

present in social situations.  Unlike models such as Crick and Dodge’s (1994), 

Halberstadt et al.’s model specifically outlines the role of affect in social interactions by 

explaining how the three main components of emotional competence function within the 

socio-cognitive processes that occur in interpersonal exchanges.  Given this framework, 

the following section reviews research demonstrating how emotional competence is 

related to effective social interactions.   

Emotionality 

According to Buss and Plomin’s (1975) theory of emotionality, emotionality is a 

temperament because it meets the criteria of being inherited and of being evident very 

early in childhood.  However, a separate body of research exists that views emotionality 
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as a behavioral characteristic that is strongly related to the regulation of emotion.  The 

behavioral characteristic of emotionality is intended to reveal information about 

individuals in their interactions with others, similar to the way the rejected or aggressive 

statuses reveal information about behaviors of groups of children and not personality 

characteristics.  It is important to make this distinction as the current study proposes that 

emotionality is temperamental and that it does have to do with the regulation of negative 

emotion when it is experienced.  Eisenberg and Fabes (1992) presented a model for 

identifying the additive and interactive contributions of individual differences in 

emotional intensity and regulatory capacities to various aspects of social functioning.  

Their model predicts that externalizing types of behaviors like aggression are associated 

with low levels of regulation (Eisenberg & Fabes, 1992).  In another study investigating 

the influence of regulation and emotionality on problem behavior in elementary school 

children, Eisenberg, Fabes, Guthrie et al.  (1996) predicted that low regulation of high 

negative emotionality would be significantly related to behavior problems and children 

with optimal regulation would be less prone to behavior or conduct problems.  For these 

children the investigators hypothesized that level of emotionality would not play a 

significant role as long as they demonstrated optimal regulation (Eisenberg, Fabes, 

Guthrie et al., 1996).  The study also used physiological measures to assess emotionality.  

To do this, the investigators examined the influence of participants’ baseline facial and 

physiological reactivity on their reactivity to distress stimuli and on their predicted 

problem behaviors.  Participants’ baseline heart rate and facial expressions were assessed 

as they watched a calm dolphin film.  Additionally, the children’s heart rate and facial 
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responses were measured during a 25-second distressing film stimulus to assess their 

emotional reactivity (Eisenberg, Fabes, Guthrie et al., 1996).  Other measures of 

emotionality included each participant’s teacher and parent report on behavioral 

checklists.  Problem behaviors were measured using a child problem behavior checklist 

completed by each participant’s mother, father, and teacher.  As predicted, in a sample of 

nonclinical children, participants seen as high in negative emotionality were rated by all 

reporters as relatively high in problem behaviors (Eisenberg, Fabes, Guthrie et al., 1996).  

Additionally, results indicated that strong emotional regulation buffered the negative 

effects of negative emotionality emphasizing the importance of regulation for children 

prone to frequent and intense negative emotion (Eisenberg, Fabes, Guthrie et al., 1996).   

Eisenberg, Guthrie, Fabes, Reiser, Murphy, Holgren, Maszk, and Losoya (1997) 

were interested in the influence of emotion regulation and emotionality on elementary 

school children’s resiliency.  Specifically, the investigators proposed a model that 

highlights the possibility that the influence of emotion regulation and emotionality on 

socially adaptive behaviors is mediated by individual differences in resiliency (Eisenberg, 

Guthrie, Fabes et al., 1997).  The investigators cite Block and Block’s (1980; Block, 

1994) construct of ego resiliency in which the degree to which individuals are able to 

exercise control is a function of the demands of their environment.  Individuals with high 

ego resiliency are able to adapt to changing circumstances and are flexible in generating 

behavioral possibilities in the face of various situational demands (Eisenberg, Guthrie, 

Fabes, et al., 1997).  An individual with low ego resiliency or “ego brittleness” is less 

capable at adapting to changing demands.  They are less flexible and have greater 
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difficulty when confronted with changes in circumstances (Eisenberg, Guthrie, Fabes et 

al., 1997).  Thus, the investigators of the study operationalized resiliency as an ability to 

adapt to stress.  This was measured using the parents’ and teachers’ responses to an 

assessment of ego control.  Sample items included, “Is resourceful in initiating activity” 

or “Tends to withdraw and disengage when under stress” (Eisenberg, Guthrie, Fabes et 

al., 1997, p.  301).  The investigators found that for children both low and high in 

negative emotionality, individual differences in resiliency did mediate the relation 

between emotional regulation and social functioning (Eisenberg, Guthrie, Fabes et al., 

1997).  This study emphasizes the importance of considering resiliency factors and the 

internal and external resources available to children who experience high levels of 

negative emotionality. 

In a study investigating the relationship between emotionality, emotion 

regulation, and school performance, Gumora and Arsenio (2002) hypothesized that 

middle school students who reported greater negative emotions during academic tasks 

would have lower levels of school performance as measured by achievement tests and 

their grade point populars.  Additionally, the study examined whether students' 

academically-related affect was better understood as a general affective disposition or a 

specific academic affect (Gumora & Arsenio, 2002).  Furthermore, the study was 

interested in the degree to which academic affect was related to the student’s perceived 

competence rather than to a general affective disposition.  Participants were administered 

self-report measures in order to assess their negative academic affect, negative mood, 

emotion regulation, and academic competence (Gumora & Arsenio, 2002).  The 
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participants’ teachers were administered the Positive Affect and Negative Affect Scale 

(PANAS, Eisenberg et al., 1997).  Results of the study indicated that in this particular 

sample of middle school students, affective dispositions and academically related affect 

were related to school success (Gumora & Arsenio, 2002).  The study found that even 

after controlling for cognitive variables like perceived competence, emotional 

dispositions as rated by both teacher and student predicated school performance.  Finally, 

there was a distinction between academic affect and general affective dispositions, and it 

was the academic affect that uniquely predicted participants’ grade point populars 

(Gumora & Arsenio, 2002).  This study provides a unique contribution to the study of 

negative emotionality and regulation of emotion.  Unlike previous research that tends to 

focus on elementary-age children and their social competencies (Eisenberg, Fabes, 

Murphy et al., 1995; Eisenberg, Fabes, Shepherd et al, 1997), this study investigated the 

effects of emotionality and regulation on adolescents’ academic competencies.   

Emotion Understanding 

Children’s understanding of emotion, or emotion knowledge, has been found to 

be a predictor of the social functioning of rejected children (Denham, Caverly, Schmidt, 

Blair, DeMulder, Caal, Hamada, & Mason, 2002).  Research indicates that children’s 

emotion understanding is a function of their developmental level and age (Denham & 

Kochanoff, 2002).  Changes occur in the different areas of emotion understanding, 

including noticing that there is an emotional expression to interpret, labeling, identifying 

the emotion-eliciting situation, inferring the cause, knowledge of others’ displays of 

emotional expression, emotion regulation strategies, and knowledge of conflictual 
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simultaneous emotions (Denham & Kochanoff, 2002).  Perspective-taking is also an 

underlying mechanism in understanding others and thus an important aspect of emotion 

knowledge.   

In a study by Dunn, Brown, Slomkowski, Tesla, and Youngblade (1991), 

individual differences in young children’s understanding of emotions were assessed.  

Children were observed at home with their mothers and an older sibling when they were 

33 months old and then tested again 7 months later (Dunn et al., 1991).  The children 

were measured on their abilities in affective-labeling, perspective taking, and false-

beliefs.  The investigators were also interested in various antecedents that play a role in 

individual differences in understanding.  Participants were observed at home in order to 

study their “normal” interactions with their mother and older sibling.  Conversations were 

coded for length of utterance, feeling states, and talk about causality (Dunn et al., 1991).  

The mother’s interactions with the child and the sibling were coded for responsiveness, 

attention, control, and affection, and the child’s interactions with the sibling and mother 

were coded for conflict, cooperation, control, competition and affection.  Affective 

labeling was assessed by presenting four faces on which expressions of happy, sad, 

angry, and afraid were drawn (Dunn et al., 1991).  The children were asked to point to the 

appropriate face when asked, “Which is the happy/sad/angry/afraid face?” (p.  1358).  

Affective perspective taking was assessed using puppets to enact 16 vignettes.  Eight of 

the vignettes depicted a puppet responding accurately to an emotion eliciting situation 

(the way most people would feel in a similar situation) and eight of the vignettes 

presented the puppet responding inaccurately to the situation (if the child’s mother 
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reported the child would react angrily, the puppet reacted opposite) (Dunn et al., 1991).  

Results revealed that at 40 months, the children’s emotion understanding was variable.  

Individual differences were related to the quality of mother-sibling interactions, 

socioeconomic status, gender, and social cognition tasks like the ability to perspective 

take.  This illustrates the importance of relationships between family members in the 

growth of social understanding as well as the effect of developmental levels.   

Emotion understanding has also been investigated within the framework of 

preschoolers’ own conceptions about the consequences of their own emotions (Denham, 

1997).  Given that one of the components of emotional competence is a child’s ability to 

appropriately react to a given emotional situation, emotion knowledge appears to 

contribute to a child’s capacity to modify his or her own positive and negative emotions 

(Denham et al., 1990).  Emotion knowledge is a guide to interpretation of such situations.  

Given children learn from the emotional responses of their parents through modeling 

(Halberstadt, 1991), Denham (1997) hypothesized that parental expressiveness of 

emotion may predict young children’s emotional functioning in social situations.  In her 

study investigating the contribution of a child’s conceptions of parental reactions in 

emotion-elicited situations to emotional competence, Denham (1997) measured 

preschoolers’ attribution about their parents’ behaviors using a dollhouse procedure.  In 

the dollhouse procedure, similar to Dunn et al. (1991), participants were presented with 

eight scenarios in which the protagonist doll demonstrated happiness, sadness, anger, and 

fear once in front of the parent doll.  After the scenario the participant was asked to act 

out how the “parent” would react (Denham, 1997).  The children’s portrayals of parental 
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reactions were coded for “comfort, directives/discipline, discussion of emotion eliciting 

events and feelings, pragmatic action, matching emotion, and don’t know/irrelevant” 

(Denham, 1997, p.  307).  Parents of participants were asked to complete several self-

report measures in order to address their socialization of emotion via their distress 

management and positive affective sharing (Denham, 1997).  Criterion measures included 

a measure of children’s emotional competence with peers.  This instrument was given to 

the teachers of participants and had scales for positive peer relations, cooperativeness, 

and empathy.  Results of this study revealed that children’s emotional competence with 

peers was related to their conceptions of their parents’ reactions to their emotions 

(Denham, 1997).  Specifically, children who more frequently depicted their parents either 

as comforting (mother hugs child when brother pushes him) or as matching their positive 

emotion (daddy will be glad when child is happy) were seen as more skilled with peers, 

more cooperative, and more empathic by their teachers (Denham, 1997).  On the other 

hand, children who were more likely to depict their parents as having matching negative 

emotions (mommy is sad when child gets hit) were seen as less cooperative in the 

classroom (Denham, 1997).  Finally, children who were more likely to depict their 

parents as having a discussion with the child as a reaction were in the borderline range of 

being rated as cooperative and emotionally competent by their teachers.  Overall, these 

findings illustrate that children’s interpretations of their parent’s responses to their own 

emotions are important contributors to their own emotional competence with peers 

(Denham, 1997, Garner, 1999).  Parental socialization has an influence on children’s 

thoughts and knowledge about their own socialization.  This has implications for a more 
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complicated peer arena in elementary and middle school in that emotion knowledge 

equips children with skills to function effectively. 

An ability to understand the feelings of one’s self and others in emotional 

situations plays in integral role in social functioning.  However, children who have had 

experiences outside of the realm of normal daily activities have been shown to have 

deficits in more than one arena of emotion and social functioning.  Smith and Walden 

(1999) were interested in the effects of maltreatment on children’s emotion knowledge, 

specifically, their recognition of facial expressions.  The investigators were also 

interested in the emotion regulation, behavioral regulation, and social problem-solving 

skills of participants.  Participants included a group of maltreated children, children at 

high-risk for social and emotional problems, and children at low risk.  The maltreated 

group was comprised of children who had a current case record for abuse and neglect.  

The high-risk nonmaltreated group included a group of children attending a Head Start 

program, and the low-risk group included a group of children attending a preschool at a 

local medical school.  Emotion knowledge was measured by presented line drawings of 

facial expressions depicting happiness, fear, sadness, anger, and surprise (Smith & 

Walden, 1999).  Emotion knowledge was also measured by assessing children’s 

discrimination of emotion from contextual cues.  Vignettes describing events that were 

likely to elicit happiness, sadness, anger, fear, and surprise were read to each participant, 

and the participants were asked to tell the experimenter how they thought each child felt 

in the situation (Smith & Walden, 1999).  Emotion regulation and emotionality were 

measured by parent and teacher report of the child’s behavior and social problem solving 
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was assessed using the Preschool Interpersonal Problem Solving Inventory (PIPS: Shure 

& Spivak, 1974 as cited in Smith & Walden, 1999).  This instrument uses hypothetical 

stories about children who have done something to make their mother mad.    

Results of this study revealed marginal between-group differences for emotion 

knowledge.  The researchers reported that the lack of differences in facial cue 

discrimination was not consistent with previous research and was likely due to the 

ethnicity of the sample.  A significant proportion of their sample was African-American, 

and their results may be a function of varying socialization practices of different ethnic 

groups (Smith & Walden, 1999).  The investigators hypothesized that the African-

American children in their sample may be exposed to a greater range or intensity of 

emotion expression which might enhance their understanding of emotions overall (Smith 

& Walden, 1999).  Another finding of the study was that the maltreated children were 

rated higher on negative emotionality and lower on problem-focused social problem-

solving strategies and conflict management (Smith & Walden, 1999).  Interestingly, the 

high-risk group was rated by their teachers as the most competent in social situations out 

of all three groups.  The implications of this data for the proposed study are that 

maltreatment seems to have little direct effect on emotion knowledge and that differences 

in expressive behavior or emotionality do seem to distinguish maltreated preschoolers 

from those at low risk and especially high risk for maltreatment.  This study also 

highlights the important influence of emotion knowledge and emotionality on social 

problem solving skills. 

120 



    

APPENDIX B 

 

Peer Assessment of Relational Aggression and other Aspects of Social Adjustment 
Peer Nomination Instructions 

[Introduce self and partner, ask kids to get out a pencil and a blank sheet of paper while 
partner passes out materials] 

We are here today because we want to learn about kids.   I would like to talk with you 
about the kinds of games you like to play and the activities you like to do, and the kids 
with whom you like to do these things.   The reason I’m going to ask you these questions 
is to learn about kids’ friendships.   Some of the questions will be about kids you like to 
be around and some will be about kids you don’t like to be around as much.   It’s okay to 
be honest for both of these types of questions and I promise that I won’t be sharing your 
answers with any other kids in your class.    I just want to know how you really honestly 
feel.   It is also very important that you not talk to other kids about your answers.   Keep 
your answers private so that everyone can be honest about what they feel when they 
answer the questions.   That’s why I asked you to get out a piece of blank paper, so that 
you can cover your answers to keep them private. 

To answer these questions, you will use sheets of paper that list the names of the boys 
and girls who are in your class.   Is there anyone on the list who I absent, moved away, or 
goes by a different name?  Now, I want you to each find your own name on that list.   Is 
there anyone who can’t find their name? [if so, and their name is missing on the list, write 
their name on the board and assign them an ID number at the bottom of the class list, 
starting with the 80s].   Is everyone’s name spelled correctly?  When you’ve found your 
name, you’ll notice two numbers next to it that go up and down.   That is your class ID.   
Now go to the bubble sheet on the page that says “Peer Data.”  Find the line where it says 
“Name” and write your first and last name on the line.   Where it says “class ID,” write in 
your class ID and fill in the bubbles underneath.   Remember, your class ID is the two 
numbers next to your name on the page with the class names.   Where it says “age,” write 
in your age (09, 10,11) and fill in the bubbles underneath.   After you are done with that, 
go back to the class list and draw a line through your own name.   When you answer the 
questions I’m going to ask you, you can’t use your own number and we don’t want you to 
forget that.   So that’s why you are drawing a line through your own name. 

When you answer the questions I’m going to ask you, I want to make sure that you put 
the person’s class ID number in the bubbles and NOT their name.   We only answer these 
questions with people’s ID numbers.   Remember that you cannot use your own number 
for any of these questions, but you can use other kids’ numbers as many times as you 
want for different questions----but use a person’s number only once for each question 
(give example).   Answer all of the questions on your own.   Do not talk to each other or 
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talk out loud while answering questions.   If you have a question, please raise your hand 
and we will help you.   
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Peer Assessment of Relational Aggression and other Aspects of Social Adjustment 
Peer Nomination Questions 

 
1.   Like to Play With: 
First, I would like to ask you about what you like to do.   Who can tell me one of their 
favorite games or activities?….Good!!  Now, who can tell me some games/activities they 
DON’T like to do?….Now, just like there are some games that you like to play and some 
activities you like to do and some you don’t like, there are probably some kids you like to 
play with and some you don’t like to play with because everybody is different and likes 
to play with or do activities with different people.   
For Number 1,  “Which of the people in your class do you like to play with or do 
activities with the most?”  Choose one person and find his/her class ID number on your 
class list.   Fill in the bubbles for his/her number in the first column under “Classmate 1” 
on your bubble sheet [walk around room to see that kids fill out bubble properly].   Make 
sure you enter the number up and down, not sideways.   Now pick another person you 
like to play with or do activities with the most and fill in the bubbles for their number in 
the second column under “Classmate 2.”  Now find a third person and put their number in 
the bubbles in the last column for number 1.   Don’t forget to fill in the bubbles up and 
down. 
 
2.   Do Not Like to Play With 
Now I want you to fill in the bubbles for the person you like to play with or do activities 
with the LEAST in your class.   You might like to play with all the kids in your class, but 
there might be some you like to play with less than others.   Find the number of three 
different people you like to play with/do activities with the least and fill in the bubbles 
next to number 2 and the words “Don’t like.” 
Now that you have it down, I’m going to go a little faster.   Don’t work ahead.   We’re 
going to ALL do this together, one question at a time.   If you have to skip a few answers 
to keep up with me, that’ okay.   You can go back and fill them in when we’re all done. 
 
3.   Good Leader 
Now see if you can find the numbers of three kids who you think would make good 
leaders if you were playing a game.   These are the kids you would like to have in charge 
during a game or an activity.   When you have found these kids, fill in the bubbles next to 
the words “good leader” for number 3.   
 
4.   Make other kids 
Find the numbers of three kids who try to make other kids not like a certain person by 
spreading rumors about them or talking behind their backs. 
 
5.   Hit others 
Now find the numbers of three kids who hit, kick, or punch other kids at school. 
 
6.   Do nice things 
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Find the numbers of three kids who say or do nice things for other kids. 
 
7.   Keep out 
Find the numbers of three kids who, when they are mad at a person, get even by keeping 
that person from being in their group of friends. 
 
8.   Insults 
Find the numbers of three kids who say mean things to other kids to insult them or put 
them down. 
 
9.   Help others 
Find the numbers of three kids who help out others when they need it. 

 
10.   Ignores others 
Find the numbers of three kids who, when they are mad at a person, ignore the person or 
stop talking to them. 
 
 
11.   Push others 
Find the numbers of three kids who push and shove other kids around. 
 
12.   Stop liking 
Find the numbers of three kids who tell their friends that they will stop liking them unless 
the friends do what they say. 

13.   Cheer up others 
Find the numbers of three kids who try to cheer up other kids who are upset or sad about 
something.   They try to make the kids feel happy again. 

14.   Will beat up 
Find the numbers of three kids who tell others they will beat them up unless the kids do 
what they say. 
 
15.    Keep people 
Find the number of three kids who try to keep certain people from being in their group 
when it’s time to play or do an activity. 
 
16.   Mean names 
Find the numbers of three kids who call others mean names. 
 
17.   Out of seat 
Find the numbers of three kids who are out of their seat a lot. 
 
18.   Play the clown 
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Find the numbers of three kids who play the clown and try to get others to laugh. 
 
19.   Act like baby 
Find the numbers of three kids who act like babies. 
 
20.   Answer questions 
Find the numbers of three kids who get upset when they are called on to answer questions 
in class. 
 
21.   Find the numbers of three kids who GET picked on by being hit, kicked, or 
scratched by others. 
 
22.   Find the numbers of three kids who GET left out of the group when someone is mad 
at them or wants to get back at them. 
 
23.   Find the numbers of three kids who GET pushed, shoved, or have their hair pulled 
by other kids. 
 
24.   Find the numbers of three kids who GET told “you aren’t my friend” if they don’t 
go along with what a classmate asks. 
 
DEBRIEF:  Remember to remind the kids not to discuss answers with other kids in 
school.   Ask them why its’ a bad idea to share their answers (because people may get 
mad, hurt feelings, rumors, anger, lose friendships).   
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APPENDIX C 
 
 

Functional Steps and Interview Questions of the INS Model 

Step one: Defining the Problem 
1. What is the problem here? 

Why is that a problem? 
2. How do you think [the protagonist ] feels? 

Why do you think he/she feels that way? 
How do you think [the other person] feels? 
Why do you think he/she feels that way? 

 

Step two: Generating Alternative Strategies 
3. What are all the things you can think of that [the protagonist] can do to solve 

his/her problem with [the  
other person]? 
How would that solve the problem? 
What else could he/she do? 
Why would he/she do that? 

Step three: Selecting and Implementing Strategies 
4. What would be the best way for [the protagonist] to solve his/her problem 

with [the other person]? 
Why is this the best way to solve the problem? 

6.     What could go wrong with [the protagonist’s] solution of _________? 
       Why might that mess it up? 
7.     What would [the protagonist] do next if that happened? 
       Why would he/she do that? 

Step four: Evaluating the Outcome 
5. How would [the protagonist} feel if he/she did that? 

Why would he/she feel that way? 
How would [the other person] feel if [the protagonist] did that? 
Why would he/she feel that way? 

 8.     How would [the protagonist] know if he/she had really solved the problem? 
 
*Note:  Questions are numbered in the order in which they are asked in the interview. 
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APPENDIX D 

 

 INS Interview Dilemmas 

 Relational Dilemma: 

1) Debbie (Bob) and Sue (Steve) are in the same class at school.   Debbie (Bob) asks 

Sue (Steve) to come over to her (his) house after school to watch a movie, and 

Sue (Steve) accepts the invitation.   Later in the day, Debbie (Bob) overhears Sue 

(Steve) agree to go to someone else’s house after school that day.    

 

Instrumental Dilemma: 

2) Jennifer (Ray) and Linda (John) are both in the same grade, but they don’t know 

each other very well.   On the playground one day, they are both picked to be on 

the same kickball team.   They are both good pitchers, both like to play that 

position best, and they would both like to pitch that day. 

127 



    

APPENDIX E 

 

 REVISED DIMENSIONS OF TEMPERAMENT SURVEY -- CHILD (SELF) 
 
        ID #:                          
 
Your Name:                                          Today's Date                   
 
Age: I am       years and       months old.   Sex:  Male          Female       
 
Date of Birth:            Race:  White      Black      Oriental      Other     
 
Religion:  Protestant      Catholic      Jewish      Other     
 
HOW TO ANSWER:  On the following pages are some sentences.   They are about how children like you 

may behave.   Some of the sentences may be true of how you behave and others may not be true 
for you.   For each sentence we would like you to say if the sentence is usually true for you, is 
more true than false for you, is more false than true for you, or is usually false for you.   There are 
no "right" or "wrong" answers because all children behave in different ways.   All you have to do 
is answer what is true for you. 

 
Here is an example of how to fill out this questionnaire.   Suppose a sentence said: 
 
 "I eat the same things for breakfast every day." 
 
If the sentence were usually false for you, you would respond: 
 
 "A," usually FALSE. 
 
If the sentence were more false than true for you, you would respond: 
 
 "B," more FALSE than true. 
 
If the sentence were more true than false for you, you would respond: 
 
 "C," more TRUE than false. 
 
If the sentence were usually true for you, you would respond: 
 
 "D," usually TRUE. 
 
On the line to the left of each sentence write an A if the sentence is usually false for you, write a B if the 
sentence is more false than true for you, write a C if the sentence is more true than false for you, or write a 
D if the sentence is usually true for you. 
 
 
 
Copyright 1999, � Michael Windle and Richard M.  Lerner. 
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PLEASE REMEMBER THESE FOUR THINGS AS YOU ANSWER: 
 
1. Give only answers that really tell about you.   It is best to say what you really think. 
 
2. Don't spend too much time thinking over each question.   Give the first answer as it comes to you.   

Of course, the sentences are too short to say everything you might like.   But give the best answer 
you can.   Some sentences may seem just like others because they are about the same things.   But, 
each sentence asks about a different part of the way you behave.   Therefore, your answers may be 
different. 

 
3. Answer every question one way or the other.   Don't skip any. 
 
4. Remember, A = usually FALSE 
   B = more FALSE than true 
   C = more TRUE than false 
   D = usually TRUE 
 
 
 THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Copyright 1999,  Michael Windle and Richard M.  Lerner. 
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 A = usually FALSE    C = more TRUE than false 
 
 B = more FALSE than true   D = usually TRUE 
──────────────────────────────────────────────────────────── 
 
 1.         It takes me a long time to get used to a new thing in the home. 
 
 2.         I can't stay still for long. 
 
 3.         I laugh and smile at a lot of things. 
 
 4.         I wake up at different times. 
 
 5.         Once I am involved in a task, nothing can distract me from it. 
 
 6.         I persist at a task until it's finished. 
 
 7.         I move around a lot. 
 
 8.         I can make myself at home anywhere. 
 
 9.         I can always be distracted by something else, no matter what I may be doing. 
 
10.         I stay with an activity for a long time. 
 
11.         If I have to stay in one place for a long time, I get very restless. 
 
12.         I usually move toward new objects shown to me. 
 
13.         It takes me a long time to adjust to new schedules. 
 
14.         I do not laugh or smile at many things. 
 
15.         If I am doing one thing, something else occurring won't get me to stop. 
 
16.         I eat about the same amount for dinner whether I am home, visiting someone, or traveling. 
 
17.         My first reaction is to reject something new or unfamiliar to me. 
 
18.         Changes in plans make me restless. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Copyright 1999,  Michael Windle and Richard M.  Lerner. 
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 A = usually FALSE    C = more TRUE than false 
 
 B = more FALSE than true   D = usually TRUE 
──────────────────────────────────────────────────────────── 
 
19.         I often stay still for long periods of time. 
 
20.         Things going on around me can not take me away from what I am doing. 
 
21.         I take a nap, rest, or break at the same time every day. 
 
22.         Once I take something up, I stay with it. 
 
23.         Even when I am supposed to be still, I get very fidgety after a few minutes. 
 
24.         I am hard to distract. 
 
25.         I usually get the same amount of sleep each night. 
 
26.         On meeting a new person I tend to move toward him or her. 
 
27.         I get hungry about the same time each day. 
 
28.         I smile often. 
 
29.         I never seem to stop moving. 
 
30.         It takes me no time at all to get used to new people. 
 
31.         I usually eat the same amount each day. 
 
32.         I move a great deal in my sleep. 
 
33.         I seem to get sleepy just about the same time every night. 
 
34.         I do not find that I laugh often. 
 
35.         I move toward new situations. 
 
36.         When I am away from home, I still wake up at the same time each morning. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Copyright 1999,  Michael Windle and Richard M.  Lerner. 
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 A = usually FALSE    C = more TRUE than false 
 
 B = more FALSE than true   D = usually TRUE 
─────────────────────────────────────────────────────────── 
 
37.         I eat about the same amount at breakfast from day to day. 
 
38.         I move a lot in bed. 
 
39.         I feel full of pep and energy at the same time each day. 
 
40.         I have bowel movements at about the same time each day. 
 
41.         No matter when I go to sleep, I wake up at the same time the next morning. 
 
42.         In the morning, I am still in the same place as I was when I fell asleep. 
 
43.         I eat about the same amount at supper from day to day. 
 
44.         When things are out of place, it takes me a long time to get used to it. 
 
45.         I wake up at the same time on weekends and holidays as on other days of the week. 
 
46.         I don't move around much at all in my sleep. 
 
47.         My appetite seems to stay the same day after day. 
 
48.         My mood is generally cheerful. 
 
49.         I resist changes in routine. 
 
50.         I laugh several times a day. 
 
51.         My first response to anything new is to move my head toward it. 
 
52.         Generally, I am happy. 
 
53.         The number of times I have a bowel movement on any day varies from day to day. 
 
54.         I never seem to be in the same place for long. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Copyright 1992, � Michael Windle and Richard M.  Lerner. 
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APPENDIX F 
 

 
ACES: Facial Expressions 

Now I’m going to show you some pictures of kids, and I want you to tell me how each kid feels.   If 
you don’t think the kid feels any emotion, you can say, “No feeling.”  Okay? 

  
Happy 

 
Sad 

 
Mad 

 
Scared 

No 
Feeling 

   1.  Does she feel happy, sad, mad, scared, or no feeling?      

   2.  Does she feel happy, sad, mad, scared, or no feeling?      

   3.  Does she feel happy, sad, mad, scared, or no feeling?      

   4.  Does she feel happy, sad, mad, scared, or no feeling?      

   5.  Does she feel happy, sad, mad, scared, or no feeling?      

   6.  Does he feel happy, sad, mad, scared, or no feeling?      

   7.  Does she feel happy, sad, mad, scared, or no feeling?      

   8.  Does he feel happy, sad, mad, scared, or no feeling?      

   9.  Does he feel happy, sad, mad, scared, or no feeling?      

  10.  Does she feel happy, sad, mad, scared, or no feeling?      

  11.  Does he feel happy, sad, mad, scared, or no feeling?      

  12.  Does she feel happy, sad, mad, scared, or no feeling?      

  13.  Does he feel happy, sad, mad, scared, or no feeling?      

  14.  Does he feel happy, sad, mad, scared, or no feeling?      

  15.  Does she feel happy, sad, mad, scared, or no feeling?      

  16.  Does he feel happy, sad, mad, scared, or no feeling?      

  17.  Does she feel happy, sad, mad, scared, or no feeling?      

  18.  Does he feel happy, sad, mad, scared, or no feeling?      

  19.  Does she feel happy, sad, mad, scared, or no feeling?      

  20.  Does she feel happy, sad, mad, scared, or no feeling?      

  21.  Does she feel happy, sad, mad, scared, or no feeling?      

  22.  Does he feel happy, sad, mad, scared, or no feeling?      

  23.  Does she feel happy, sad, mad, scared, or no feeling?      
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  24.  Does he feel happy, sad, mad, scared, or no feeling?      

  25.  Does he feel happy, sad, mad, scared, or no feeling?      

  26.  Does he feel happy, sad, mad, scared, or no feeling?      
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APPENDIX G 
 
Dear Parent/Guardian, 
 
 Along with Texas Tech University and Lubbock Independent School District, Dr.  
Gary Fireman, Kimberly Crosby, and Amalyssa Rodriguez are starting two projects in 
your child’s school.   These projects will look at how children respond to questions about 
hypothetical social dilemmas and how children talk to each other when working on a task 
with a partner.   Upon giving your consent, your child may be selected to participate in 
one project.     
 Project 1:  Students will be responding to questions about hypothetical social 
dilemmas.   Participation will consist of two 30 minute sessions during school hours.   
Students receive $5.00 upon the completion of participation in this project. 
 Project 2: Students will be answering questions about social situations.   They 
will also participate in a story-writing task with a partner.   Their story will be entered 
into a contest, with 1st and 2nd place awards of $15 and $10 gift certificates to the South 
Plains Mall.   The awards will be given to each participating school, at the end of the 
semester.   Participation will consist of one 40 minute session during school hours.   

Children will be interviewed by trained interviewers.   All answers will remain 
completely confidential.   The projects are not tests and there are no right or wrong 
answers.   Both projects have been approved by the Lubbock Independent School District 
and the Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects at Texas Tech 
University. 
 This letter is for you to keep for your records.   A detailed consent form is 
attached for both projects.   After reading the consent form, please fill in the blank lines 
clearly and return the form by (specified date) in the enclosed envelope.   If you have any 
questions, feel free to contact you child’s principal, (name), or Dr.  Gary Fireman at 742-
3707, extension 225.   Thank you for your time and cooperation! 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
____________________   __________________________ 
Kimberly Crosby, M.A.   Amalyssa J.  Rodriguez 
Graduate Student    Graduate Student 
Texas Tech University   Texas Tech University 
 
 
____________________    
Gary Fireman, Ph.D.     
Associate Professor 
Texas Tech University 
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APPENDIX H 
 
 

PARENTAL CONSENT FORM 
 

I ____________________________________  (parent/guardian name) give consent for my child, 
________________________________ (child’s printed name) to participate in one of the research projects.    
I understand that responsible people for these two projects are Dr.  Gary Fireman (a faculty member in the 
Texas Tech Psychology Department, 742-3707, ext.  225), Kimberly Crosby, and Amalyssa Rodriguez, 
(graduate students in the Texas Tech Psychology Department). 
 
Project 1: Children’s Problem Solving Strategies 
I have been informed that this study has the following objectives: 

1. To examine strategies children use when solving interpersonal problems with peers 
2. To educate children about strategies that will assist them in solving interpersonal problems with 

peers. 
3. To examine emotions experienced by children and their understanding of emotions. 
 

I understand that my child will be responding to questions about hypothetical social dilemmas and 
questions regarding his/her behavior.  My child’s participation will consist of one 45 minute session during 
school hours.  My child may be asked to work individually with a trained graduate or undergraduate 
student.   Part of the experiment will be audiotaped.  I understand that if my child is selected to participate 
in this study, he/she will receive $5 upon the completion of his/her participation.  Benefits for my child 
may include greater insight into the management of conflict within peer relationships.   
 

Project 2: Communication with Children 

I have been informed that this study has the following objectives: 
1.   To look at how children communicate with each other when working on a task with a partner.    
2.   To gain a better understanding of experiences and opinions children have regarding social   
     situations.    

 
I understand that my child will be answering questions about every day social situations.   My child will 
also participate in a story-writing task with a partner.   to create a story.   This story will be entered into a 
contest.   The purpose of the contest is to increase motivation and interest in the study.   Only graduate 
students affiliated with this project will read the children’s stories and decide upon first and second place 
stories.   Gift certificates of $15 and $10 will be given at the end of the semester to first and second place 
winners who worked together to compose the story.   
This session will take no more than 40 minutes to complete during school hours at your child’s school and 
will take place only once.   The questions and story-writing task will be given by a trained graduate student.   
The project is not a test and there are no right or wrong answers.   The sessions will be audiotaped and 
identified only by a number assigned to my child.      
  
Dr.  Fireman will answer any questions you may have about either of these studies.  All information 
provided to the investigators of these studies will remain strictly confidential and will be kept confidential 
at Texas Tech University in a locked laboratory.   No risks or discomforts are expected as a result of my 
child’s participation in either of these studies.   Furthermore, I understand that my child may stop at any 
time.   For questions about your rights as a subject or about injuries caused by this research, contact Texas 
Tech University Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects Office of Research 
Services, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas 79409.   Or you can call (806) 742-3884.   This consent 
form is not valid after October 30, 2004.    
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Please fill out all of Section A or all of Section B: 
 
Section A: 
 
I   DO   give consent for my child to participate in one of these projects. 
 
Parent/Guardian Signature:  ______________________________ Date:______________ 
 
Printed name of Parent/Guardian:  ___________________________________ 
 
Printed name of Child:    ____________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
Section B: 
 
I   DO NOT   give consent for my child to participate in one of these projects: 
 
Parent/Guardian Signature:  ______________________________ Date:______________ 
 
Printed name of Parent/Guardian:  ___________________________________ 
 
Printed name of Child:         ____________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
This consent form is not valid after October 30, 2004. 
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APPENDIX I 
 

Semantic-differential measure for intensity of feeling for MALE participants: 
 

Put a mark that shows how strongly you think Ray is feeling that feeling. 
 

----------+-------+-------+--------+-------+-------+--------+-------+-------+--------+-------------  
             1         2          3         4        5       6      7     8   9  10 

       not strong               very strong 
 

Put a mark that shows how strongly you think Bob is feeling that feeling. 
 

----------+-------+-------+--------+-------+-------+--------+-------+-------+--------+-------------  
             1         2          3         4        5       6      7     8   9  10 

       not strong               very strong 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Semantic-differential measure for intensity of feeling for FEMALE participants: 
 
 

Put a mark that shows how strongly you think Jennifer is feeling that feeling. 
 

----------+-------+-------+--------+-------+-------+--------+-------+-------+--------+-------------  
             1         2          3         4        5       6      7     8   9  10 

       not strong               very strong 
 

Put a mark that shows how strongly you think Debbie is feeling that feeling. 
 

----------+-------+-------+--------+-------+-------+--------+-------+-------+--------+-------------  
             1         2          3         4        5       6      7     8   9  10 

       not strong               very strong 
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