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.

The playground behaviér of peer-identified typical ana atypical
children was observed. The subjects were f17 grade 4-6'children who had
been categorized as Aggressive, Withdrawn, Aggressive-withdrawn, or
Contrast (non-aggressive, non-withdrawn) on the basis of peer
nominations on the Pupil Evaluation Inventory\(Pekarik, Prinz, Liebert,
Weintraub, & Neale, 1976}. The target children's behavior was
unobtrusively videotéped repeatedly over a period of months. . &

A' discriminant function analysis was abie to place 52% of the
childrgn¢ in the correét peer-identified category on the basis of their
observed behavior: . Withdrawn and Aggressive children were classified
moré accurately than Aggressive-withdrawn or Contrast children. The
behavior of the Aggressive-withdrawn children wés quite similar to that
(of the Contrast group, and therefore the discriminant functions were
limited in their ability to differentiate between these ﬁwq groups. The
mean behavior of the Witﬁdrawn'éroup was quite distinét from that of the
other three groups.

- Analyses of variance were used to identify the specific behavio}s ‘

which characterized each of the four groups. Aggressive chiidrig spent
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;2 lot of time with a group, were very physically active, ‘fngyently

incited aggression, anq often tbucﬁed ‘and were touchéq by/_saers.
Witha:awn children spent less time in a group, 'weﬁg“less activ;, less
aggressive, and less involved in toucbing: They spent a lot of time
alone, paid less attention to others and received less attention thaﬁ
other .children. The Aggressive-withdrawn children"received\ frequent

aggressive initiations from beers relative to how frequently they

initiated aggression.e The Contrast group received moderate scopres on

all behaviorél S?tegories. Boys were found to touch and incite‘

aggression more frequeptly%than girls. They were a;so more physicaily

Toe

active. .

+ .The PEI's ability to identify Aggressive and Withdrawn childreh was
beﬁavioéally validated. Implications for eariy identification and
treatment . of children at Eisk for later psychological problems are
focused on. Similarities and diffefénces between the children in tgis

study and the Controversial, Neglected, Rejected, and Average children

studied by others are discussed. .
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"services. In 1b69,. for example, B

"feel are in need of psychotherapy are. actually referred for such

»

‘ ) ’)} Rl .
v 'Many children are referred for psychotherapy® each year, but

unfortunately those children who really need psychological help often

are not the. ones who are referred for assessments (McCoy, 1976; O'Neal &

Robins, 1958b). Several factors hej;eaccount for this misallocation'of-

R reported that although teachers

‘were often able to detect early signs of psychopathology in chlldren,

they rarely referred distuAbed students for treatment According to

Senyk (1983) thls is still \true today In Montreal, it is estimated

that fewer than one third of the students who elementary school staff .

treatment (Senyk, 1983). When"eache§§ do make referralE;’tbey are much

\ .
more likely to refer students who are overly aggressive and -.disruptive
than to refer those who are shy and withdrawn (Greenwood; Walker, &

Hops, 1977; Senyk, 1983). Related to this is the fact that teachers

refer boys more often than girls (Griffiths, 1952; Robins, 1979; Tyne &

Flynn, 1981; Victor & Halverson, 1976). This sex difference in'rates of
referral is generally attributed to the finding that boys' problems tend
to manifest themselves through . aggressive/disruptive symptomatology

while éirls' symptoms are less conspicuous within the classroom setting,
since girls tend to quietly withdraw or merely say they feel ill
(Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1978; Griffiths, 1952; Stennet, 1966; Victor &

Halverson, 1976; Watt, Stolorow. Lubensky & McClelland, 1970). In the

past (O'Neal & Robins, 1958a) and possibly still today, even very.

aégressive children were often not offered psychological help and

 instead were frequently dealt with through the court ‘system. .

o
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Similar factors may influence which children are referred by their

families. Disturbed fam111es have ‘been reported to develop a high level
of tolerance for psychologlcal symptomatology and therefore not seek
therapy (Anth})ny, 1968; Morris, Escoll, & Wexler, 1956). . It has also
been suggested that the children of such g‘amilies niay learn to mask
- their problems when they are around peoﬂle outside of their family
(Anthony, 1968). :Even when </:hildr'en are r’ef‘erréd by their families,
. biases ‘are often apparent. Like teachers, mothers may be more concerned

about boys" problems than about giris' (Wolff 1967) . Parents

n

-

frequently identify one child as having psychologlcal problems, when in‘
fact that child is no more and sometimes less dlsturbed than siblings
(Schacter, ' 1983). These biases are easily coﬁpounded by the faot that

clinicians may base their evaluation of the child largely on the

1
s

parents' description of ”the child's condition, , rather than on the
child's actual level.a-i_;functioning (McCoy, 1976).

Recognizing that clinicians ér‘e often not reaching those children
who are most in need of psycholqgical services, many researchers in
redént years have tr‘ied to develop effective screening procedures 'to
1dent‘.1t‘y the children who are d1sturbed and/or at high risk for the
development of later psychopatholbgy Not only is high risk research
important so that children manlf‘estlng subsyndromal symptomatology can
"be identified and provided 'éarly treatment, it is also critical to the
understanding of psychopathoiogy. Fpr decades, the ]:iteraturé on the
nature of various ‘disorders has rél{éd@ primarily on retrospective
.r'eports. P Ret/rospecti’ve data are subject to many §ystematic distortions,
howe/v,er kMednick, 1966; Mednick & McNeil, 1968; Mednick & Schulsinger,

' 1968; Mednick & Shaffer, 1964; Robins, 1966). For example, childreh
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|
initially referred to clinics;. because of fighting have been reported to
mng_n become psychotic or be fine as adults, but to rarely become
sociopaths or neurotic (0'Neal & Robins, 1958b) 4 'A'retrospective looi{
* . at psychotic adults, however, -could easily cionclude that aggress;ion
clearly predicts psychosis--overlooking the fact that many aggressive
children grow up to show no psychopathology as adults. The same problem
is seen ®in prospective versus retrospective studies of withdrawal
(Weintraub' & Neale; 1978).  Prospective methods: eliminate other biases

* which might operate in re‘trosp‘ective. stx;dies, as weil. Since the
diaénostic '*ou'ccon;e of each -'child is not yet known when initial
assessments are made,. researchers, families, and peers are blind as to
whether a particular individual will show later maladljustment.
Similarly, tr}e assessment data are collected before the effects of later
drugs and/or institutio})alization take their toll on the subjects who
develop psychopathologies. Additionally, data can be collected in a
uniform and systematic manner .in prospective studies, and high risk
subjects who do not develop pathologies provide an e;cellent comparison -
group for use im attempts to specify why some individuals decompensated
and others did not.

Four basic deélS have been used in high-risk research (Garmezy,- e
1972). The first model.is based on evidencé that indicates/t;bat many
t;'pes ot“ psychopathology have a genetic component. Thus mugh research
has centéred on children who have a parent or sibling suffering from '
schizophrenia, depression, or anqther psychiétric disorder. The second
model . places an emphasis on sociogenic factors such as poverty, and has

led to the development of such programs as Headstart. The third relates

risk to nutritional factors, pregnancy complications, and birth trauma.

- £ 4




The final model--which is the one to be focused on 1in this study--
attempts to predict later psychopathology by identifying those children
whose functioning already shows early signs of impairment. Contrary to

the ,common adage, "It's just a phase...they'll grow out of it," some

" childhood behavior problems and symptoms of early psychopatholoéy do not

merely disappear with age (Anthony, 1968; O'Neal & Robins, 1958b;
Robins, 1979; Stennet, 1966; Waldron, 1976; Westman, Rice, & Bermann,
1967). © "

Within the early-symptom model, one of the most promising schools
of résearch has focused on the finding that/ disturbed peer relétionships
during childhood‘. predict numerous difficulties during adolescence and
adul thood. Children who do not relate well with their agemates have
beén found to be ét risk for psychiatric problems, dropping out 6 of
schoc')l, academic failure, legal infractions, and.militar’y disciplinary
act:,ion (Cowen, Pederson, Babigian, Izzo,. & Trost, 1973; Janes &
Hesselbrock, - 1978; Kohn & Clausen, 1955; Kolvin, Garside, Nicol, Leitchy
& MacMillan, 1977; Prinz, Swan, We‘intraub, & Neale, 1978; Roff, 1963;
Roff, Knight, & Wertheim, 1976; Roff & Sells, 1968; Smith, 1967; Ulmann,
1957; Westman et al., 1967; Zax, Cowen, Izzo, & Trost, 1964).

A number of strategies have been used to examine children's
relationships with their pegrs. Some researchers have obtained teacher
ratings to identify children who are unable to interact competently with
their classmates (e.g., Janes & Hesselbrock, 1978;' Roff, 1963). While
teachers have been f‘dund_ to be quite capable of identifying many of the
children who are at risk, data co/llected directly from peers has been

shown \to be as or even more effective in predicting which children will

e
(R}



be seriously disturbed as adults (Bower, 1969; Cowen et al., 1973; Zax
et al’., 1964).

~Several explanations as to why peers' evaluations of a child's

adjustment are able to predict later psychologicai functioning so well

have been puf forth f;rinz et al., 1978; Smith, 1967). Learning how to
establish healtﬁy peer relationships is a major developmental task
throughout childhood. Children who are unable to f‘i’c'in with their
agemates are thus a%ready exhibiting an early sign of adaptationa[l
failure (Sroufe & Rutter, 1984). 1In addition, the léck of healthy peer

relationships in and of itself may deprive the target child of many .of

the forms of play experience that may be needed to de\/lelop a full range

of social-cognitive skills (Asarnow, 1983; Dodge, Muf'phy, & Buchsbaum,
1984; Rubin, Maioni; & Hornqng-, 1976; Rubin & Pepler, 1978). Similarly,
the absence of strong peer relationships leaves a child more susceptible
to stress, since the social suppprt that might otherwise reduce the
negative effects of stressors is lacking (Sroufe & Rutter, 1984; Thoits,
1982). It also limits th;: child's opportunities to observe and
practice age:appropriate social behavior and to learn to accurately
interpret the intentions of others in interpersonal interactions (Ladd,
1983).

When it comes to gssessing children's benavior, peeﬁs have the
advantage of h;aving observed the tarée,t child in the natural environment
over a long period of time. Peer ratings also provide data reported by
a large number of observers, - each of whom is in a different day-to-day
relationship with the target child, and thus the rating reflects
multiple perspectives. Another factor of importance is the fact that

children perceive social competence rather differently than adults do



and therefore value different qualities and behaviors than adult raters
put priority on (LaQreca, 1981; Minturn & Lewis, 1968). Additionally,
children BehaQé“Hf%ferently when they are with peers tha; they do when
" in the company of adults. With peers, children show -more sociable
behavior and moreyaggr@giion than they do with adults, so peers have an
fopportunity to see these'aspects of a child's behavior while adult
observers often do not (Hartup, 1979; Martiniffcelfand, &‘ Hartmann,
1§71). Another possibility is that peers glay an active (albeit,
probably unintentional) role in insuring that their predictions come
true by responding to the chfid whom they perceive as having problems in
a way which compounds that child's difficulties (Bierman & Allen, 1983;
Bierman & Furman, 1984; Cowen et al., 1973; Hartup, 1970; Strain, 1977).
Researchers have employed two frequently overlapping strategies in
using peer evaluations to predict concurrent or future psychopathology.
One strategy has been ,to identify target children on the basis 6f
sociometric status. The second approach has used peer evaluations tb
assess major subject characteristics, such as aggression and withdrawal,
which appear related both to quality of. concurrent interperéonal
ihteractions and to future psychosocial adjustment.
Sociometric Status
Among the best work done using the sociometric strategy is a series
of studies in which chilaren have been asked to name the peers they like
best and thoée they‘like least. Based on these naminations, five'grogps
of children have been differentiated. ChiYdren who are well-liked and
rarely named as disliked constitute the Popular group. Neglected
children are rarely named either as liked or disliked. Rejected

children are those frequently named as disliked but rarely' named as
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‘liked. Controversial children are those frequently nominated as both

liked and disliked. The Average group consists of those childreri who
receive a moderate number of ‘nominations for being both 1liked and
disliked.

Consistently, it has been found that the Rejected children (those
rarely liked but activély\digliked) are the group at greatest risk for
psychological problems. Peery (1979) found that Rejeécted A4-year-olds
received poorer scores on a social comprehension questionnaire than did

Popular children. Dodge et al. (1984) studied Rejected, Neglected,

Average, and Popular children in- kindergarten and grades 2 and 4 and.

obtained results that back up Peery's findings. They showed video£apes
of other children to children in each of the four soci&metric categories
and asked the target children éo identify the intentions of the children
shown in the videotapes. The Rejected and Neglected children were found
to frequeptly mislabel the prosocial intentions of the videotaped
children as hostile. ‘Dodge et al. speculated that, given such
mislabeling Sf! peers' i;tentions, Rejected children may be prone to
respond aggressively while Neglected children may respond by
withdrawing. o

Ladd (?983) conducted a playground observation study of third- and
fourth-grade children who had been identified as Average, Popular, or
Rejected. He found that Popular and Average children generally behaved
similarly but that Rejected children sthed a very different behavioral
style. Rejected children spent less time interacting with peers and
rarely engaged in conversation, but were involved in more arguments than
were Popular or Average children. The Rejected children, when in a

o

group, tended to be in a smaller group and tended to be with younger

7
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children._ Rejected children had fewer recipr?cal friends aﬁd' those
children with whom they spent time were often other unpopular children. -

Rejected boys were found to spend an unusual amqunt of time with groups {

v . ™3
of girls. . |
* . |

&

\ . !
\ Work done in the Federal Republic of Germany by Krappmann and .

léswald (1983) supports some of Ladd's 'findings, ieven though a different
mqihodology was used. Krappmann and Oswald did not use sociometric /
,teéhniques to identify the groups of children they compared; Instead, 1
they observed first-, fourth-, and sixth-gra%e éhildren witlfin their
respective classrooms. On the basis of the children's behabioral ’ j
patterns, several peer affiliation styles wer? delineated. One such

style which was found to be espécially common éﬁong boys was that of the

"Rejected Rambler"--the child who moved intrusj ely from one activity to

another without establishing relationships or cooperating with other

children in ongoing activities. Unlike most ‘children, Ramblers were p
seen to often interact with opposite-sex peers, similar to Ladd's (12¢§)| . f”x
' ‘1‘

Rejected boys. . A second, Farer, group that Krappmann and Oswald
-identified were "Isolates™ who either timidly followed others' actions
from a distance or who clung to a desired peer until the peer was
ovérwhelmed by their dependency and withdrew. This group §ppeared‘to be
similar %o the Neglected children in other studies.

Putallaz (1983) observed the behavior of preschool boys as they

joined two other boys (one of whom h;d completed grade 1, the other

grade 2) who were already interacting in a lab situation. She found that

a young boy's ability to ﬁerceive the goals of the ongoing group and to
behave in accordance with those group goals was a good predictor of the

child's popularity with his classmates once he entered grade 1. Dodge,
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Schlundt, thocken, and Degulach (1983) applied a somewhat similar®
_ﬁethodology to study the ‘way in which unacquainted 5-year-olds of v
different sociometric-status categories ehtered into interactions with
peers. Ten same-sex. grégps were tested separately. Each group
consisted of three "entry" children (qne Populaf, one Rejected, and one
Neglected ;hild) and two Average cpildren. The two Avergge children in
each group were allowed into the playrooﬁ first. Five minutes later,
one of the entry cﬁildren was brought into the playroom. The
interactions of the three children were observed for'six minutes, then

" the two Average children ﬁére escorted to a separate ro;n and asked how
many- friends they thoughtlthe other child had. This procedure was then
repeated for fhé other two entry, children ¥n each group. The reéﬁlts
showed that Rejected and Neglected' children were estimated t? have fewer
friénds than Popﬁlar children. Behavioral analyses revealed that
Rejected and ﬁeglected children made fewer group-oriented entry

- statements than Popular children did, Neglected children often hovered
nZar the other two childreq as if waiting to join the group, and they
were usually ignored by the two Average qhildren. Rejected children
often 1interrupted what the other two'chil@ren were doing and received a
negative resyonse from the other two childtren. Even when the behavior
of thg entry children was held constant, the Rejected lphildren weré

greeted with mo}e négative responses than Popular .children received.

Dodge ‘et al. speculated that the aversive behavior of peers toward

Rejected children (regardless of hod the Rejected childreg behaved)
might be attributable either to nonbehavioral variables such as
unattractiveness or to very subtle behavioral differences which the
behavioral code being used was not sensitive to. ‘
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In a related study, Dodge (1983) and Dodge et al. (1983) examined

the behaviors which appear to lead to a child being identified as
-Rejected, Neglected, Controveésial, Average, or Popular. They
organizeq’six play groups. = Each group was composed of eight boys, ages
7 and 8, who had not previously met. The boys' behavior was coded as
they interacted with one another. After eight free-play sessions
together., a sociometric measure was administered to the boys and each
boy was then classified as Rejected, Neglected, Controversial, Pdpular,
or Average. The play 5ehavior the boys in each of the five sociometric

groups had shown during the eight sessions was then analyzed. It was

found that boys who had behaved aggressively and inappropriately and who -~

had rarely engaged in conversation were identified as Reje$pééi
Neglected children had shown little aggression but a lotrof generally
inappropriate behagdor. Controversial boys had exhibited both prosocial
,and antisocial behaviors. Popular boys were thqse who had been least
likely to term;nate an interaction. Two intriguing points regarding
peer behavior directed toward each of the five groups were noted.
First, it was found that even when Neglected. and Rejected children
‘behaved in an appropriate and friendly manner toward peers, peers
responded to them negatively. Second, it was found that the Neglected
children had | frequently interacted with peers during the early play
sessions but that after receiving numerous negative responses from peers
they gradually showed increaéing withdrawal.

Foster and Ritchey (1981) also found that Rejected children
received fewer positive responses from peers. Foster and Ritchey
identified two Popular, two Rejecte&, and two Neglected children within

each of five grade 4 to 6 classrooms and observed the children's
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behavior during classroom activities. It was found that Popular
children received significantly more positive initiations from peers
than did Rejected or Neglected children. While peers initiated positive
intere{ctions with Popular children as frequently as vice versa,
Neglected and Rejected children were found to receive only half as many
positive initiations as they made. Rejected children made mor‘e negative
initiations than other children did, but the difference was not
significant.

Coie and Kupersmidt (1983) identig‘ied Rejected, Neglected, Popular,
and Average Bla;ck fourth-grade boys and organized play groups consisting
.of ‘one b?y from ea'ch sociometric category. Five groups consisted of
children who w;re previously acquainted. Five other groups were
composed 6f boys who were stran.gers. to each other. The groubs met
weekly for six weeks, during which time the children's behavior was.
monitored. It was discovered that Neglected boys talked little and were
.'not aggressive, They rza"éponded to peers! aversive behavior ' by
withdrawing‘, and at the end of the six weeks they were rateti by the”
other group members as being shy. When with strange;'s, the Neglected
boys were relatively ~outgoing, although in groups with children whom
they knew they were ‘ less social;y active. The Average boys wer'e4
especially- talkative and.socially active if they were in a group ‘in
which they already knew the other group members. Both Average :and
Popular boys were moderately aggressive. However, the Avei‘age l;oys
received aversive behévior from peers while the Popular boys usually did
not. - The Rejected group were found to talk a lot and were active
socially. At the end of the six weeks, the Rejected boys were rated by

the other group members as uncooperative and disruptive. They were also
]

4
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rated as ‘most - likely to start fights, even though .behavioral
observations showed that they were not significantly more aggressive
than the Ayeragé boys. Additionally, Rejeéted boys were most frequently
aggressed against by peers. Even when put with a Aew group of peers,

7,

the Rejected bo&é very quickly (within three weeks) were reidentified by

the new peer group- as being actively disliked and not actively liked.

As well as being stable across g}oups of peers, Rejected status hasl

been found to be stable over time. Coie and Dodge (1983) identified

Rejected, Neglected, Controversial, Popular, and Average children in

grades 3 to5 and collected follow-up data on the sample five years

later. The sociometric status of the Rejected group was found to be the

most stable. Those Rejected children who had changed status by -

adolescence had wusually shifted to another fairly unpopular category.
Very few Rejected children shifted into the Popular group. Rejected
children who were initially described by peers as being disruptive and
starting fights were least likely to shift from their Rejected status.
Membershib in the Neglected group was somewhat less stable, and when
Neglected children changed status they were likely to shift to the
Average group.

Rejected status has been found to predict a number of long-term
adjustment difficqlties. Kupersmidt (1983) identified ﬂeglected,
Réjéeted, Controvérsial. Average, and Popular fifth-géade children and
followed her sample up seven years later. The Rejected children were
found to have Lignificantly more problems throughout adoleseence than
did children in the other groups. They were more frequently truant,

they were 1likely to fail courses in school, and many dropped out of

school. Many also had a history of legal infractions. Of those

12
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childreﬂ ;dentified as Réjected in grade 5,' those who had - also been
ratgd by their grade 5 peers as being likely td start fights had the
most adjustment prqblems during the ensuing seven years.

While the sociometric categorization system used to identify
Rejected, Neglected, Controverial, Average, and Popular children is
obviously quite an effective screening topl, the method has certain
limitations. dne major concern pertains to the possible negative
consequences of asking children to identify the peers whom they actively
dislike (Asher & Hymel, 1981; Foster & Ritchey, 1979; Greenwood. Walker,

Todd, & Hops, 1979; Peery, 1979). Although it is sometimes feared that

the procedure will prbduce a lgbeling effect which could cause the .

disliked children to be further ostracized, research indicates that no
such negative effeétsJ'ensue-—particulérly ifgproper Brecautions are
taken such as not administering the sécipmetric'immediately béfore a
recess period when children might be more 1likely to discuss the
nominations they made (Asher, 1583; Hayvren & Hymel, in press).
However, many reséarchers, ethicsnréview boards, and school officials
still prefer not to take the risk (Asher & Hymel, 1981; Greenwood et
al., 1979).

A second 1imitation of the method is-the finding that it may;pot be
the Dbest technique for predictiﬁg future adjustment probiems.
Kupersmidt (1983) .reports that, although negative sociometric “status

during  childhood is a good predictor of problems during adolescence,

peer-rated aggression is a more powerful predictor. B?cause aggression
!

" and Rejected status tend to co-occur, it is possible that the aggression

4

is at the root of both the negative sociometric status and the later

pathology.
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Evaluation of Aggression and Withdrawal

The research strategy of using' peer evaluations to idéntify

children with certain behavioral characteristics, such as frequent

aggreisive behavior, rather than merely using them to name those who are
liked and disliked, may prove téﬁ}be a more effective screening
technique. MQst studies which have employed this strategy have focused
on assessiné aggression an@/or withdrawal (Ledingham, ~1981; Ledingham,
Younger. Schwartzman, & Bergeron, 1982; 0'Malley, 197;('; Olweus, 1980;.

Rolf, 1972; . Shea,  1972;  Vietor. &  Halverson,  1976).

Overcontrol/internalizing/withdrawal and undercontrol/externalizifg#:

aggression have been factor-analytically, identified as the twd broad
diﬂensioqs under which nearly all childhood psychological prbblems can
ge classified -(Achenbach & Edelbrock, 3978). Their importance as
predictors of later maladjustment is highlighted by the féct that ‘éhey

"~

become well-established characteristics of an individual byﬂtﬁé Lgé;lyﬂ :

elementary school years (Bloom, 1964; Robins, 1979) and they remain

“

quite stable over time (Eron, 1983; Gersten, Langner, Eisenberg, Smi éha-- ~

Fagan, & McCarthy, 1976; Loeber, 1982; Morris et al., 1956; ﬁorris,
Soroker, & Burruss, 1954; Olweus, 1981, 1979; Rubin, Danie;s-Bierness;;&
Bream, 1984; Victor & Halverson, 1976). Aggression has been found to be
almost ag)staBIb as IQ (Ol;eus, 19%9) and 1s especially stable for boys
(Bloom{ 1964; Olweus. 1981). Withd;;wal‘is less stable than aggre;;ion,
but its stability is generally still significant~(F;scher. Rolf, Hasazi,
& Cummings, 1984; Gersten'et al., 1976; MNorris et al., 1954; Olweus,
1981; Victor & Halverson, 1976), especially afterwgraQe 4 (Moskowitz &
Schwartzm;n, 1983).  Withdrawn children in Moskowitz and Schwartzman's
sample were found to become even more withdrawn over time, " while the

&



' . . : .
highly aggressive children in the sample maintained a relatively

- -

+ consistent level of aggression. .

Aggression and/or withdrawal have been reported' to predict a

"variety of problems. Bower (1969) found that a large percentage of boys

identified by school guidance counselors or psychologists as bging
psycholggically disturbgd were later -‘independently ratéd by~ their
teachers as beiﬁg aggressive and/or withdrawn. Jan;s and Hesselbrock
(1978) similarly” found that teachers described boys ééen at a child
guidance clinic as disobedient and disagreeable, while they described
gifls being treated at the clinic gs withgrawn and depregged. QWhéh

-

followed up 9-15 years later, the cliniq children who did not get along

well with peers were found to be the most poorly adjusted as adults..

Additionally. frequent invoivement,in fights was among ‘the variables
that predicted poor adult adjustment for boys while withdrawal and
d&nper displé}s preéicted poor‘éahlt adjustment for girls. ‘ Fischer et
al. (1984) found that a high f;equency of unsociélized agéressionﬁin a
ﬁre’school—aged child 1is a moderately good predictor of a low level of
social competence several years later. Numerous studies ‘ have linked
aggression aﬁdédr withdrawal to later psychiatric hospitalization
(Birren, 1944; Mellsop, 1973; Michael, Morris, & Soroker, 1957; Morris
et al., 1956; O'Neal & Robins, 1958a, 1958b; Pollin & Stabenau, 1968;
Ricks & Nameche, 1966; Roff et al., 1976; Rolf, 1976; Shea, 1972;
Warnken & Seiss. 1965; Watt, 1972; Watt & Lubensky, 1976; Watt et al.,
1§70; Weiner, 1970; Wittman‘ & Steinberg, 1944; Woerner, Pollack,
Rogalski, Pollack, & Klein, 1972). ‘

"Several sources suggest that it is chfldren who are hﬁ&h aggressive

)
and withdrawn who are at the greatest risk for future ‘psychopathology.

15 ‘
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. George and Main (1980) reported that abused rinf‘am‘c,s and toddlers sth a
pa{:tem of alternating aggression and withdrawal, and suggest that these
.children are themselves at ri%k of becoming child abusers when they
‘later have children of their own. Associated Press (1982) reported
Keliam's finding_ that first-grade boys who are both shy and aggressive
are most l;lc\ely to later become substance abusers. ]En a f‘ollow;up s:c.udy
:of boys- origir_aaliy seen at.a child guiéiance clinig 14-29 years earlier,
Michael et al. (1957) examined whether internal reactors (shy, withdrawn
boyé), external r‘eacf.(;rs (characterized by unsocialj:zed aggression), 4"’or:
mixed reactors (boys who' were both aggressive and withdrawn):were most
llkely to have become schlzophrenlc as adults. He found tha't a high
percentage of the mlxed reactors had become schlzophrenlc, while oﬁly a
moderate number of the external reactors and very few internal reactors
déveloﬁ)ed ‘,schi;ophrenia. Current work by Ledingham., Schwartzr'nan',. andl
colleagues (e.g., Ledinghém, 1981; Ledingham et al., 1982; Ledingham &
Schwartzman, 1984) 1s based on tk;e hypgthesis that children high in bofh
.~aggres§ion and ‘;ithdrawal are at risk for later schizophrenia. While
Ledingham's Aggressive-withdrawn subjects have yet to be show\n to
develop ‘sch;zophgenia, the Aggressive-withdrawn children in lf{er studies
have been found to be more deviant“than purely Aggressive or purely
(Withdrav}n childrenyon a number o\f measures, as well as being more
devi{ant than nonaggr;essive-nonwithdrawn Contrast subjects (results of
" these studies are described in more detail below).

While many stldies have focused on the lasfjing difficulties £hat
1nappropr1ate aggressmn and wlthdrawal may 51gna1, a number of other
studles have emphas:Lzed the fact that both aggresswe and withdrawn

-behavior can be modulated. Hartup (1979) reviewed the literature on
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ways to promote social competence and concluded that both aggressive and

withdrawn behavior patterns can be effectively altered through social

lreinforcement given by adults and peers, through modeling, though

coaching, and possibly through.peer tutoring in appropriate social
behavior. Conger and Keane (1981) reviewed the literature on treatment
for withdrawn behavior and similarly-concluded that modeling and
coaching appear to be effective ways of aIte;ing the behavior of
isolated and withdrawn children. It may be-important, howeQer; to
implement such intervention strafegies at an early age, since aggreésive
and withdrawn behavior paﬁﬁerns seem to become more'rigidly consolidated
with age (Anthony, 1968; Asarnow, 1983; Bloom, z964; Olweus, 1981).
Thus, the importance of early identification of children'who are at risk
;y virtue of théir aggressive and/or withdrawn behavior becomes evident.

However, recent research has demonstrated that this is not entirely
straightforward., Not all forms of aggression and withdrawal have equal
predictive validity. In some cases, aggressive behavior is positively
correlated with popularity (Green & Forehand, 1980; Hartup, 1970;
Ledingham, 1981) and better adjustment (Birren, 1944). In defining
aggression, it is first of all important to differentiape appropriate
from antisocial aggression (Anderson & Messick, 1974; Benn & Garbarino,
1981; Minturn & Lewis, 1968; Walldrop & Halverson, 1975; White, 1975). It
is also imaortant to récognize that aggression is expressed in different

forms at different ages. Elementary school children are more likely to

display overt fighting and discbedience while adolescents tend to be

rantisocial in more covert ways, including theft and substance abuse

‘(Loeber, 1982). Behavior which is acceptable at one age may be seen as
. N

unacceptable later, and vice versa (Minturn & Lewis, 1968).

) 17
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Similarly, childhood withd}awal dges not always‘bfedict later
psychopathology. Rubin et al. (1976) observed the free play behavior of
3- and.4-year-old children and found that solitary play at that age did
not signify immaturity or maladjustment, but rather was often time the
child used creatively to develop new skills. Morris et al. (1954)
canducted a 16-27 year follo@—up'stddy of withdrawn children seen
earlier at a child guidanée clinic. They found that although the 54
subjects studied remaine%&qu}et and sopewhat withdrawn as adults,
virtuélly»all'were functioniné very well. Most héd found ways to
compensate effectively for their shyness. Ip'is necessary to question,
therefore, whether we need to be concerned aboﬁt possible adverse
effects of childhood withdrawal. The fact that all the suﬁjects in
Morris et al.'s sample had received some degree ofaclinical attention

for their withdrawal during childhood must be kept in mind, however.

Morris et al.'s findings may not generalize to children who received no

‘help in learning to deal with their shyness.

Weintraub and Neale (1978) reviewed the literatur&Ton childhood
withdrawal as a predictor of adult schizophrenia. They concluded that
although retrospective studies suggest that schizophrenic patients were
withdrawn during childhood, prospective longitudinai studies find no
evidence to indicate that withdrawal in childhood signals high risk for
adult schizophrenia. '

Controversy as to whether or not withdrawal is a problem meriting
therapéutic intervenpion may stem from a failure in early studies to

define it consistently. Asher and Hymel (1981), Asher, Markell and

Hymel, (1981), and Conger and Keane (1981) have reviewed the literature

on childhood withdrawal and stress the importance of evaluating the

a

A
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quafity, rather tha{n quantity, of interactions. They differentiate two
forms of sSocial isolation--(1) isolation in the form of a lov{ frequency
of interaction ("true" withdrawal), and &2) isolation which is due to
rejection by peers (as assessed using sociometric procedures, as
discussed above). Gottman (1977) has argued that ~a iow frequency of
interactions may be a relatively superficial problem and no cause for
alarm, but that withdrawal due to rejection is a “‘good predictor of later
maladjustment. Hymel and Rubin (in press) suégest that both forms of
isolation may predict difficulties, but that the nature of such problems
will be differ:ent for ea.ch of the two groups. They speculate that
rejection may predict later conduct disorders and delinquency, whereas
Negleéted/Withdrawn children may suffer low esteem, experience social

anxiety, and be at risk for depression. .

One method of assessing aggression and withdrawal which has shown

" jtself to be an effective screening tool is a peer nomination procedure

developed by Neale, Weintraub, and colleagues specifically for the
purpoée of identifying children at risk for later psychopathology (Neale
& Weintraub, 1975; Pekarik, Prinz, Liebert, Neale, & Weintraut;, 1976').
Their Pupil Evaluation Inventory (PEI) provides scores on
Aggressive/disruptive and Withdrawn dimensions, as well as yieldipg a
Likability score. It also minimizes the ethical difficulties which many
sociometric procedures entail by not asking students whom they activ'ely
dislike. ‘

The PEI has frequently been used to identify five groups of
children. Aggressive children are defined as those who are frequently
nominated for items on the Aggression/disruption scale but are rarely

nominated'ri response to items on the Withdrawal scale. Conversely,
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Withdrawn childreﬁ are those who receive a high score. on- the Withdrawn
scale but a low score on the Aggressive/disruptive scale. Aggressive-
withdrawn children are those children who are frequently nominéted for
items on both dimensicns. Control (or Contrast) children are selected
in different ways in different studies. In some studies,‘they are the
children who sco}e near the norm on both scales (Moskowitz &
Schwartzman, 1983). In other studies, they are those who score either
near the mean or very low on both Aggression/disruption and Withdrawal
(Ledingham, 1981; Ledingham et al., 1982; Ledingham & Schwartzman, .
1984; Schwartzman, Serbin, Lyons, Younger, & .Ledingham, , 1982).
Undifferentiated children are simply thosg)children whose scores do not
meet the requirements for one of the o£her four groups. Usually only
the first four groups are studied, while the various children classified
as Undifferentiated are not followed-up. Likability scores are not used
in this,classification system. Instead, they are generally used to
provide descriptive data.

Of the four usually-studied groups, the Aggressive-withdrawn group
" :is particularly interesting. What cliniéal meaning does such a
categorization hold? Do such children actually manifést high
frequencies of éggressive and withdrawn behavior? If so, do they
vacillate unpredictably between violent, explosive behavior and
withdrawn or isolated behavior? Are behavioral shifts determined by
identifiable environmental influences? Do- such children somehow
exhibit a blend of aggressive and withdrawn behaviors simultaneously?
Is their aggression expressed in the same way as children in the
Aggressive group display aggression? Does their withdrawal resemble

that of Withdrawn children, or is it expressed differently?

-
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Alternatively, do Aggressive-Qithdrawn children get nominated for any
negative-valence item on the PEI simply becéuse they are disliked by
peers, without actually evidencing high levels of aggression or
withdrawal? If so, what dges-cause peers to dislike them? Data
suggesting énswers Fo these questions are very limited at present.
Ledingham (1981) and Ledingham et al. (1982) found that Aggressive-
withdrawn children were often rateg as less popular than Aggressive and
Control children, and that older Aggressive-withdrawn children received
even lower Likability'scores than younger Aggressive-withdrawn
children., Ledingham (198;) also found that both mothers and teachers
rated the Aggressive-withdrawn children as more deviant than Aggressive,
Withdrawn, or Control children. In addition, Aggressive-withdrawn

children were more likely than Withdrawn or Control childfén to have

-

failed a grade or been placed in a remedial class (Ledingham &
Schwartzman, 1984).

Milich and Landau (1984) modified some of the PEI items to suit a
kig;ergarten population. They then administered the shortened adaption
of the PEI to 49 boys, along witthuestions regarding liked and disliked
peers. It was found that the Aggréssive—withdrawn boys fit the criteria
used to identify Rejected children in the sociometric studies discussed
above. The Aggressive-withdrawn boys were rarely named as being liked

and were often nominated as disliked. In addition, teachers rated them

as much more hyperactive than other children.-

In sum, there is a growing body of research documentiné the

effectiveness of peer evaluations in general, and of the PEI in
particular, in identifying children who are showing early signs of.

psychésocial difficulﬁy and are at risk for even more serious pafhology

-
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as they mature.
Need for Behavioral Observation

Whiie sociometrics and peer evaluation questionnaires have been
shown to be very useful in identifying children who have difficulties
relating well with peers, they fall short in théir ability to specify
the precise behavioral characteristics whiéh differentiate children who
are described negatively. This is particularly true when a sociometric
asks broad questions such as'"Who do you 1Eké? Who do you not 1ike?"
(Gresham, 1981; Peery, 1979). Such measures may yield scores on

popularity, rejection, and the degree to which a child is ignored by

peers, but they do not describe the speéific characteristics of the

child. Measures such as the PEI ask children to nominate their
classmates on the basis of more specific descripﬁions such as "Those who
are too shy to make friends easily" orw"Those who are mean and cruel to
other children", but even items of this type are too global to really
help researchers identify the critical social skills which children at
risk are lacking. Such ﬁeasures, therefore, are useful only for
classification purposes and pot for treatment p%anniﬁg (Conger'& Keane,
1981; Foster & Ritchey, 1979; Greenwood et al., 1979). In order to
identify the specific behaviors aésociated with social cqmpefeﬁce, their
situational context, and their fuﬁctional consequences; it is necessary
to turn to naturalistic observation (Conger & Keane, 1981; Foster &
Ritchey, 1979; .Gottman, Gonso, & Rasmussen, 197;; Greenwood et al.,
1979; Gresham, 1981; O'Maliey, 1977; Peery, 1979)2

T6 date, the majority of studies which have found significant
correlations between sociometric status and interpersonal behavior have

been studies looking at preschoolers rather than at elementary school
h Y

(g
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children. Asher and Hymel, in their 1981 review article, have ax;gued
that the failure of most studies of school-aged children to find
wgignif‘icant relationships between status and behavior is due to
situational constraints. ﬁaycare/preschool classrooms provide a handy
and effective setting for obéerving children interacting with their
peers. Once children are in elementary school, however, class time
tends to be quite structured and thus pre;:ludes free interactior;.
Aggression in general, and'girls' aggression in particular, tends‘ to be
"inhibited under such conditions (Barrett, 1979). Therefore, it may be
very ineffici'gnt tp attempt to study intgrpersonal competence in the
c;l?ssroom where the task at hand pertains more to learning and
cooperating with authority than to friendship-making and managing
aggression (Asher & Hymel, 1981; Garber, 1984; Hartup, 1976). Ij: is
when activity is less structured, as during free play, that individual
differences and social skills deficits become evident (Bond, Kelly,
Teti, & Gibbs, 1983; DiPietré, 1981, Kendal;, Lerner, & Craighead,
1984). School recess periods, therefore, although they represent a
smaller fraction of the child's day, may provide a more appropriate
setting for examining the way older children interact with one another.
Consequently, among studies of schc;ol-aged children, the studies that
have been most successful in identifying behaviors which correlate
significantly with sociometric status are the, ones which have included
observational data collected outside of the classroom setting (Asher &
Hymel, 1981). In spite of this, howe;/er, very few studies have looked
at the playéround behavior of grade-school children (Foster & Ritchey,
19’(9; Ladd, 1983). A likely reason for the scarcity of such studies is

the fact that such data are very difficult to collect due to the brevity
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of‘ghiidren's recess periods (Hymel & Rubin, in preﬁs), especially at
city schools where children usually go home for lunch rather than taking
their lunch break at the school.
Purpose and Hypotheses of the Present Study

The .present study was designed to help fgll some of the gaps in our

knowledge about the play behavior of older children, and about children

- who are aggressive and/or withdrawn in particular. The PEI was used

in‘the present study to obtain peer nominations focusing on the two .

primarf behavioral dimensions of Aggression/disruption and Withdrawal.
On the basis of the PEI screening, three groups of school-aged children
who showed atypical social interaction patterns were identified--(1)
those children who showed extreme amounts of aggression but were not
withdrawn, (2) those children identified as extremely withdrawn but not
aggressive, and (3) those children identified by their peers as high on
both aggression and withdrawal. The playground behavior of these three
groups of at-risk children was then contrasted with that of a control
group of children whose‘aggression and withdrawal scores fell near the
class average.

Five main questions-were examined in this study. First, the study
provided validation information pertaining. to the PEI nomination
procedure used by Ledingham (1981), Ledingham et al. (1982), Moskowitz
and Schwartzman (1983), Neale & Weintraub;(1975), and Schwartzman et al.
(1982) to identify Aggressive, Withdrawn, and Aggressive-withdrawn
chilaren. Without observational validation of the procedure, it had
been assumed that the groups differed in interaction style but the
literature shows that such an assumption could be unwarranted. Greeﬁ,

Beck, Forehand, and Vosk (1980), for example, were unable to
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behaviorally differentiate children teachers had classified as withdrawn
from those classified as conduct disordered. Bolstad and Johnson (1977
were able to beha\}iorally distinguish teacher-classified dispurbed ’
versus healthy .boys but could not behayiorally classify girls.
Greenwood et al. (1979)‘ t:ound high correlations between teacher ratings
and behavioral observations, but did not find significant correlations
between peer ratings and observations. Thus, behavioral validation of
the PEI is an important task.

The study's second purpos;e was to détermine the_‘precise Qay in
which the ,three devi'a‘nt groups differed from each ofher and from the’
contrast group. Several stﬁﬁies-have' ar:gued that Aégressive—withdrawn
children are at a higher; risk for psychopathology than are children who
are purely withdrawn or purely aggressive '(AsscSciated'Press, 1982;
George & Ma}in; 1980; Ledingham, 1981; Ledingham et al., 1982; Michael et
al., 1957; Neale & Wei’ntragb,‘1975). - Thus the Aggressive-withdrawn '
group was apt to be t;he one most in need of early intervention programs.
Y_et it was not known what type of interl'vention was appropriate for
dealing with Agghressive—wi‘thdrawn children, since no published study has
f‘oéused on the treatment of such children. There was reason to believe
(Milich & Landau, 1984), that Aggressive-withdrawn chilaren would not
merely show a combination of the behaviors which Aggressive and
Witﬁdr‘awn children would show, but rather would exhibit a distinct '.
behavioral pattern. Thus, although numerous studies have evaluated
various treatment programs for Aggréssive and for Withdrawn children
(Co‘:en, Dorr, Trost, & Izzo, 1972; Hartup, 1970, 1979; Strain, 1977),
such interventions might be totally inappropriate for Aggressive-

withdrawn children. In order to move toward determining what type of

L]
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behavioral intervention could best aid Aggressive—withdrawn children, it
was necessary to begin by specifying the precise behaviors which set
Aggressive-withrawﬁ’childrep apart from the other three identified
_ groups (Greenwood et al., 1979; O'Malley, 1977).

In order to propose specific hyﬁotheses as to how the four groups
would differ, the present study operated under the prelimingr&
assumption that the Aggressive, Withdrawn, Aggressive-withdrawn, and
Contrast groups studied here had much in common with«Controversial,
Neglected, Rejected, and Average children studied by others. Milich
and Eéndau (1984) originally put forth this suggestion, based on
sociometric and observational data collepted By.themselves and others.
They found that while aggression and popularity (likability) do not
consistently correlate (cf. Ledingham, 1981; Ledingham et al., T982.vs.
Bie;man & Allen, 1983; Cowen, Lorion, & Wilson, 1976), aggression and
rejection do correlate significantly. Hartup had reported the saﬁe
phenomenon earlier in his 1970 review of the literature pertaining to
aggression, but Milich and Landau took the evidence one step further to-
’propOSe an explanation. They suggested that two types of aggressive
children exist--one group (Aggressive-withdrawn) that is uniformly
disliked (similar to children identified as Rejected) and a second
(Aggressive) group that is liked by some péers and disliked by others
(as are children identified as Controversial). Taking Milich and
Landau's idea a step further, Withdrawn children were assumed to mogt
closely reseﬁble Neglected children. This prémise was supported by'CoiE>\
and Kupersmidt's (1983) finding that Neglected children do tend to be™
labelled by peers as being shy (withdrawn). The Contrast groﬁp,

selected in this study on the basis of PEI scores-close to the class
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mean, was expected to resemble~ Average éhildreg or‘possibl‘& Popular
children. ‘ @ . Co

' On the basis of these é'ssu‘mptions ‘ag‘nd the fipdin‘g.s of previous”
research, a number of specific -hypotheses were postulated. Aggressive
children were expected ta incite andretaliate various forms of
aggression quife frequently (Dodge:_‘-1983; Hartup,, 1970; Milich & Landa{},
1984; Wal;irjop & Halverscn, 1975) and to rarely be ,alone (Dodge, 1983).

They were also éxpected to be involved in numerous positive interactions

(Dodge, 1983; Milich & Landau, 1984), as seen in large amounts of time

spent in play and/or high levels of atterjtion to Eeer_s (Dodge; 1983).
Withdrawn children were \predict‘,ed to spénd mo}'e time alone and l;ess
in pla‘y (Asher et al., .19815, éoie & Kupersmiat, 1983; Greenwood et al.,
1982;*,Mil.ich & Landau, i984). They were'rgpt expected to be involved in
much aggression (Coie & Kuperémidt, 1983; Dodge, 1983). “When aggressed 'l
against, they Qere,exﬁ.ected tf:o‘bé unlikely to resbond by retaliating:
aggressively (Coie & Kgpersmid’t::, '1983). The_zy‘were also pr:edicted to. be
unlikely t:,o give attention to or to seek attention from peers (G;‘eenwooci
et al., 1977, 1979; 1982). I.n;t,uitively, they were expected to be the "
least _active physica'lly. ‘ N
. Aggressivé'—wighdréwn children were expected to differ most from the
other groups,' (Ladd, l1983). ;I'he assumption ‘that 'Aggr'essive—withdrawn'
children would resemble Rejected.children suggested that Aggressive-
withdrawn children would be characterized by their: effor'ts to intrude
upon the ongoi;qg activities of others without actually engaging 1n
shared a;:tivi}:ies with peers (Dodge, 1983; Krappmann & Oswald, 1983;
Putallaz, 1983). It also suggested that they wbuld sper;d ,bles;s time in
play (Coie & Kupersmidt, 1983; Dodge, 1983; Ladd, 1‘.\983; Putallaz, Lé83)
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or Jth a group (Ashér et al., 1981; Ladd, 1983) th-;nn would Aggre:?,si\}e
o ontr'-astu children. They were expecteéj to be involved.in aggression
(Dodge, 1983) but not necessa;'ily more than Contrast c;hildren‘(Coie &
Kppgrsglidt, 19?3). Wlpen aggressed against, howéver, they were expected
to be most likely to ret&liate (Coie & Kupérsmidt, 1983; Dodgfe, Murphy, .
t& Buchsbaum, 1984)‘. E‘hey were ei(pected to seek peers' attention, often
in \;nappropriate ways (Dodge, 1981; Greenwood et al., 1977l; Kr‘app.mann &’
Oswald,- 1983; Putallaz, 1983). Because they were predictgd to be
ffreqtheq;:ly rebuffed by peers, they were aexpected to spend much tirﬁe'
hov_ering fear peers T(Asher‘et al., 1981; Gott.man, 1977; Gre?nwood et’
al., 1977; Krappmann & Oswald, 1983; Ladd, 1983). It was predicted that
they would also sbénd more t;me in cr;ss-sex'interactions (Krappmann &

Oswald, 1983). ' . ' t
" Contrast children were expected to spend at least half of their
time in play, to give high Levelé of attention to peers, 'arid to make
'moderai‘;e attempts to elicit peers' attention (based on Ladd's
observations of the behavior of PopL;lar and Average children, 1983).
,They' wereﬁexpected to be quite aégressive, based on Coie & Kuper_smidt'sQ
(1983) finding that Average,boys are just as aggressive in their play
behavior as Rejected boys. .
The third pur;?oée of the study was to exgmine the role peers played
in eliciﬁting :;nd/or 'reinf‘orcing abnormal behavior pajterns in the
' de_viént groups. Mednick’(1966) has suggested t;hat the ‘(:gh—risk child
is atypical by nature and that “thi_s causes the child to be rejecfted by
. Ipeers. This would seem to coincide wi’ch' the dat‘:a Milich and Landau

(1984) collected  on a small sample of preschool boys. Cowen et al.

‘(1973), Hartup (]‘976), Strain (1977), and Benn and Garbarino (1981),

¢ . N ..
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however, have empha51zed the role that peers play in generating or
exacerbating aggressive or withdrawn behavior in a child.’ Géneral
social status might also be maintained by differences in peer‘ response

to the tar;get child (Coie & Dodge, 1983; Foster & Ritchey, 1981; Gottmar¢

et al., 1975;' Green & Forehand, 1980; Musser & Grazi‘ano, 1983).

It was hypothesized that the Aggressive group, for ekample, would

" be characterized by receiving high levels of peer attention (Dodge,

1,.983)\. . The Withdrawn group was expected to receive very little

attention from peers '(Dodge, -1983; Fost:er & Ritchey, 1981; Greenwood et

: al., 1979, 1982). - Aggressive—wi%hdrawn children were .predicted to

.receive little peer attention overall (Dodge, 1983; Foster & Ritchey,
1981; Greenwood et al., 1977) but to be subjected to frequent aggressive
attacks by peers (Coie & Kupersmidt, 1983; Dodge, 1983; Foster &

Ritchey, 1981). Conﬁrast children were expected to receive moderate

levels .of peer aggression and high levels 'of attention from peers

-(Dodge, 1983; Ladd, 1983).

Fourth, sex-differentiated behavior patterns within the four groups

.

-
of childr‘%n were examined. It has been fairly well established that

i
some disorders, such as schizophrenia, have very different premorbid

signs among giris than among boys (e.g., Gardner, 1967; Lewi_.pe, 1981; .

Lorr & Jenkins, 1953; Watt, 1972; Watt & Lubensky, 1976; Watt et al.,
1970). Different behavioral and affiliation patterns might be adaptive
for boys than are for girls (Victor & Halverson, 1976; Waldrop &¢
Halverson, 1975). Particnlarly, some forms of aggressive behavior might
be c6nsidered by.peer"s to be appropriat’e for boys versus girls (Maccnby
& Jachin; 1980; Benn & Garbarino, 1981). /

y

*In the 'prasent study, it was expected that boys would show more

“
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aggressive/rough and tumble activity than girls (Eme, 1979; Hartup,
'1974; Ladd, 1983; ‘Maccoby, in press;,WilliaEns, Joy, Kimbéll; & Zabrack,(
1983). This sex difference was expected to be éspec»ially prom_ingnt:
amonglggressive—withdrawn chilidren (Ladd, 1983). _Intuitively, it was
.predicted‘ that boys‘ and girls. would-use differeht; behavioral patterns to
éxprjess ttleir aggression. It was anlticc‘ipat_;eq that a lgréer percentage
of boys' aggression would be in the form qf punches, while girlé woul:d
show a larger percéntage of slaps. Boys ;:efe ~tf:);pve‘cted to Spend more
time in play while girls were expected to spend more time proximal to.
peers, in conversati'oa’;;y;étc. (Ladd, 1983): Whilg olther boys were
exbected to spend more time in groups than girls (Maccoby, in press),
Aggressi\}e-witk;drawn boys were eipected to spend little time in groups
(Ladd, 1983; Waldrop & Halverson, 1975). Boys in general and |
A’égrexive—withdrawn boys in particular were expected t;o spend more time -
in cross-sex interactions than girls (Ladd, 1983). While boys in all
grdubs 'were expeéted to be more physicéliy active than girls (Blodk, '
1976; Eme, ﬁ979), based on information regarding characteristies
aséociatéd with high risk, Aggressive-withdrawn boys were expected to
show an unusually 'high motor level while Aggressiye-withdrawn ,giris
were predicted to be low in activity level (Victor & ﬂalverson, 1975).
-Finally, the p‘ossibility that pec;,rs would respond differently to
male versus female target children was examined. It yas p}'edicted that
peers would retaliate to a greatey percentage of~ aggressive attacks by

~ .
- boys than by girls (Fagot, ih press; Benn & Garbarifo, 1981}.
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¢ Method
Ethical Precautions
All procedures for -subject selection and data collection used in
this study were approved by the university's ethics review committee, as

well as by the school board, the teachers, and the parents' committees

at the schools involved. When questionnaires were administered and

photographs taken, all children in the appropriate grades were involved

go that the identity of the specific target children Eeing studied . was
not revealed. Similarly, “the childéen'were aware that they were beiég
videotapea wnile on the playground but since nearby peers. were. also
videotaped, they had no way to know that specific children had been
selected as targets. At the first of the two schools in which thelstudy
was conducted, even the teachers did not knqw which children had beeﬁ
selected as subjects. At the second school, teachers knew which
children were targets beca&ée they completed checklists on the selected
children as part of a separate study. The teachers .did not know,
howevér, whether. an individual child had been identified as Aggressive,
as Withdrawn, as Aggressive-withdrawn, or as a Contrast subject. |

The results of this project have been reported to the teachers and

school boards involved. Only group,‘ sex, and school differences have

been analyzed. Individual differences have not been and will not be.

analyzed, and no feedback on individhal children was given to the

N

teachers.

Two eleﬁentary schools 1in the Montreal French-language school

. system participated in the study--School 1 during 1981-82, _and School 2

during 1982-83. At each school, the two oldest grades of children were

.
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studied. At School 1 , the sut;jects were .;:hildren in grades 5 and 6. At
School 2 the subjects were children in grades % and 5 . The gr‘acie I to
grade 6 age range was selected because previous research had shown that
by grade U4, children have coherent constructs for labeling both
aggression and withdra;;al (Schwartzman et al., 1982). It is also at
approximately this age that a relatively balanc;d distribution of
Aggres:sive, Withdrawn, and Aggressive-withdrawn children can be found

(Ledingham, 1981). Additionally, behavior is more stable among older

children than it is at earlier agés (Hartup, 1970), and deviations from

the norm apbear to predict adult pathology more clearly among older
children (Garber, 1984).

A French translation of the PEI was administered within '  each

]

classroam "of the grades involved. The PEI consists of '35 items which .

" load on the three factors Aggression/disruption, Withdrawal, and
Likability. (See Appendices A and B. for French and English cop;ies of
the PEI.)
‘ Children within each classroom were provided with a,‘l.i‘st of their
" classmates' names and corresponding identification numbers. 'Dur‘ing the
classroom ' administration of the PEI,‘ each child was asked to complete
the ques*;:ionnaire twice-~once to nominate up to four male classmates for
each characteristic the questionnaire describes, and a second time to
nominate up to four female classmates for each item. The child could
nominate himself/her‘self‘ for an item if he/she so chose.
The number of naminations each child received on each of the three
scales (;A.ggression/disruption, Withdrawal, and Likability) was tallied
- and a square-root transformation was performed on each of the sums to

minimize skew. The scores were then converted to stand§rd Z scores for
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each sex within each classroom. Tﬁus, each child's scores were
calculated relative to same-sex classmates, rather than cross-sex - or
cross—classroan  baselines Dbeing used. The Z scores on the
Aggression/disruption and’ Withdrawal factors were then used to select
subjects for the four target groups--Aggressive, Withdrawn, Aggressive-
withdrawn, and Contrast. Table 1 outlines the distribution of target
subjects by gréde, sex, and school.

The subjects for the Aggressive group were selected from among
those with the highest Z scores on the Aggression/disruption factor, but
with Withdrawal scores below +0.68 (the 75th percentile). An effort was
made to select subjects who were approximately evenly distributed among
grades and classes, and across sex. The mgjority of the 29 subjects
designated as Aggressive had Z scores above +1.65 (the 95th percentile)
on the Aggression/disruption factor, bug 11 subjects (9 males,.\2
females) with lower Z scores were included to increase the sample size
at  specific age levels for each sex. The 1lowest Z -score on
Aggression/disruption among children included in this group was +1.26
(the 90th percentile). (See Table 2 for mean Z scores for each group.)

Withdrawn subjects were selected from among those with the highest
Z scores on the Withdrawal factor but with Aggression/disruption scores
below +0.68. The majority of the 27 subjects in the Withdrawn group had
L scores ébove +1.65 on the Withdrawal factor, but nine subjects (three

males, six females) with lower scores were included to attain a

. distribution of subjects across sex and}grades. Again, the lowest score
[}

included‘was +1.26.
The Aggressive:withdrawn group was made up of subjects selected
from among those with high Z scores on both Aggression/disruption and

o
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Withdrawal. The majority of subjects in th{s grodﬁ had Z scores above
#0.68 on both _scales. Two boys ffbm School 1 who had lower Z scores
were includedjh\kbwever. The lowest set of scores was +0.55(A)/+0.6T7(W)
(the Y¥1st percentile on Aggression and the 75th percentile on
Withdrawal). |

Contrast subjects in'the present study were selected from among
those children whose Z scores: on both Aggression/disruption  and
Withdrawal‘fellrbetween ~0.68 and +0.68. One or two such children were
selected from each classroom, with an effort being made to .select those
subjects whose scores’ on both Aggression and Withdrawal were of
approximately the same magnitude and preferably close to =zero. This
procedure is in contféép to that used by Ledingham (1981) and Ledingham
et al. 21982), who randomly selected comparison children from among
those whose Z scores were below +0.68. Ledingham's strategy was avoided
since it included children who received atypically low scores on
Aggression/disruption and Withdrawal. While such séores might mean that
the children were extremely extroverted and nonaggressive, it could also
mean that they were simply overlocked or relatively unknown by their
peers. Thus the present study chose to select as Contrast subjecté
those children who scored near the mean on both Aggression/disruption
and Withdrawal.

PET Likability scores were not used in subject selection. However,
they are presented in Table 3 to document the fact that the Aggressive-
wiﬁhdrawn children were least popular and Contrast children were most
popular.- Since the PEI Likability scale contains only positiVé—valence
items ("help others", Mare liked by everyone", "are your best friends",
"are especially nice", "always seem to understand things"), it was not

\

\
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possib;:\\so differentiate "neglected" fram "rejected" children. The
fact that Aggressive-withdrawn éﬁildren receiveq the fewest naminations
on the Likability scale, however, was consonant with the premise that
Aggressive-withdrawn and_Rejected children might be very similar.
Photo Identification of Subjects

To facilitate identification of target subjects on the playground,
photographs were taken of all children in the classes involved. Two
sets of pictures were taken--one in which the children wore indoor
clothing, and a second in which they wore winter ccats, hats, scarves,
mitts, ete. Camerapersons used the photos to memorize which children
to videotape, and to later verify the identiﬁy of the children on tape.
second set of identical pictures was given to each class ﬁo thank the
teachers and children for participating in the photo sessions. -«
Filming Procedures

The author, another grdduate student, an undergraduate honours
student, and five research assistants videotaped the children during
outdoor recess periods. Because approximately 300 children were on the
playground at one time.and some children were as far as 70 meters away,
it was often time-consdﬁiqg to locate a specific target child.
Therefcore, each video crew Eonsisted of two members. A "spotter"”
located the target children usiné‘ig}noculars‘ and the children's
photographs, and timed each video seéﬁent using a stopwatch. The
"cameraperson" operated the telephoto color video camera and portable
video cassette deck. L

o

In order not to intrude upon the children's free play, the video
‘ ~
crews positioned themselves in second story windows, overlooking the

playground. The children were .generally aware that people were
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videotaping the playground daily; but were uﬁable to tell which children
were being videotaped. To the extent possible, subjects were videotaped
on a rotating schedule. Because some children often played too close to
the building to be vide;taped from above, or played around the corner of
the building, a few segments were videotapea from ground floor windows
or from a car parked outside the playground fence.

Microphones were not used on the playground since their presence
would have béen more intrusive than was desired. Thus, it was not
possible %o record the content of any verbal interactions and it often
was impossible to tell whether children were conversing or hot.

Children at both schools had outdoor recess 12-15 minutes each

morning and 1C0-15 minutes each afternoon, weather permitting. The first

-

segment on each suﬁject videotaped at School 1 was at least 4 minutes in

length. Because it proved to be very difficult to obtain segments this
long (due to the high mobility of some subjects and due to the limited
duration of the recess period), and because shorter segments
subjectively seemed to-be as representative of the children's behavior,
all subsequent ;egmengé were approximately 2 minutes in length.

School 1 subjects were videotaped an average of 3.2 times (3D =
0.6) during the 1982 spring semester. Since the first segment on each
child was a minimum of 4 minutes and subsequent ségments were at least 2
minutes long, an average of between 8 and 9 minutes of data were
collected per subject at School 1. Two subjects were videotaped only
twice (épproximately é minutes total),'however, and two subjects were
videotaped as much as five times (more than 12 minutes total). ‘

School 2 subjects were video;aped during both fall and spring

semesters of 1982-83. An average of 13.7 2-minute segments (SD = 0.9)
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_ were collected for each child. Thus an average total of approximately

28 minutes of data were collected per subject. The number of segments
per subject ranged from 12 (five subjects) to 16 (two subjects).

These quantities of data compare wel; with past studies. .Green et
al. (1980) scored approximately 8 minutes of observation per child.
Gresham (1981) coded only every tenth second of 30 minutes for a total
of 180 coded seconds. Gottman (1977) scored 8 minutes per child.
Hartup, Glazer & Charlesworth (1967), Rubin et al. (1976), and Rubin,
Watson, & Jambor (1978) each coded 30 minutes per child.

After all the segments were coded the stability of the chiidren;s
behavidr across segments was assessed using the reliability coefficient
Chronbach's alpha. At School 1, the alpha coefficients were based on
the data of the 41 children for whom three segments of behavior had been |
videotaped. At School 2,‘ the coefficients were based on the first 12
segments videotaped for all Tl subjects. In addition, the stability of
the three 'segments at School 2 which had been videotaped at the same
time of year as the three segments at School 1 was analyzed. As shown-
in Table 4, composite variables (e.g., total play) were fairly stable
across observations, but individual subcategoriés of behavior (e.g.,
play Qith a same-sex peer) were less stable. Based on only three
samples of behavior, the alpha coefficients for nearly all of the

——— |
composite variables at each school exceeded +.30. When stability across
12 segments was assessed, it was found that nearly all of the
coefficients for major variables exceeded +.60., This indicates that the

number of segments videotaped was sufficient to provide a fairly stable

picture of the children's behavioral styles.
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Preparation of tapes for coding

.Each segment of tape was recorded in a log book which listed the
child's identification number, date videotaped, beginning and ending
footage of eacp segment, and length of the segment in seconds. The
target's identification number and physical description were recorded on
the audiotrack of the videotape. Also dubbed onto the audiotraék were
cues to signal coders when to start and stop coding each segment, and
'when to input each of the four interval ratings made during the final
pass of the tape (see below).
. Development of the observational code

Using the videotapes from School 1, a scoring system was developed
to quantify the béhaviors we wanted to examine. All individuals working
on the task of code development were blind as to the peer-identified
category to which each subject being observed belonged.

The code which waéﬂdeveloped focused both on the target child's
behavior (time spent in social play, time wi ers outside of play,
time alone, frequency of aggressién and 6%g§i:§i;ijcal contact, level ?f
involvement with peers, efforts to elicit attention from peers, and
lével of physical activity) and on peers' behavior which was directed
toward the targeﬁ (frequency of aggression and other physical contact,
'involvement with the target). )

Some categories of behavior were included because past research
suggested their relevance to the present study. The qualitative
measures of interpersonal involvement were included in light of previous
reports that such measures tap constructs similar to those measured by
peer questionnaires and have greater predictive validity than frequency

counts of interactions do (Asher et al., 1981; George & Main, 1980;
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Gottr‘nan,’\~1977; Gresham, 1981). Asher et al. (1981) and Gottman (1977),

for ,exémple, found that qualitative measures of level of actual i

involvement with peers were more meaningful in detecting interactional
problems than a quantitative measure of frequency of interaction was.
Measures of time spent in play, with peers versus .alone, and with same
versus opposite sex peers, as well as frequency counts of aggressive
incidents and an index of motor activity were included to test the
hypothéses outlined in the introduction. The frequency of "touches" was
not included in the code in response to a specific hypothesis. Instead,
it was included in an effort to force coders to differentiate be{:ween
aggression/rough and tumble activity and more restrained forms of
physical contact, and thus reduce the possibility that coders would be
overinclusive in ;qhat.they labeled as aggression/rough and tumble play.
(Because in many cases it was not possible to determine the subjects'’
intentions, forceful physical contact which occurred during play was
tallied here under the aggression category.)

Some categories which appeared 'intuitively related to aggression
and withdrawal were deleted &uring pilot work for practical reasons.
Scoring frequency of "approaches" and "departures" was found to be both
difficult and of limited meaning in the relatively crowded and fast-
moving context o'f the playground. Loss of the approach category may
not be particularly important, however, since Coie and Kupersmidt (1983)
found that number and type of social initiations did not correlate with
social status variables. Scoring amount of time spent in conversation
was similarly found to be unfeasible since many of the children were
videotaped from a distance of 70 meters and often had their back to the

camera for much of the time.
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Because of the complexity of some of the categories being scored
and due to the fact that some behaviors'began simultaneously, coders .
scoring the tapes viewed each video segment four times. The first time,
the coder focused on identifying which child was the target and became
familiar with the context of the segment. During the second pass, the
child's play status was coded, with duration of (1) play, (2) nonplay
but proximal to peer, andl(3) time alone being recorded. Whether the
subject was with a group or a single peer, and the sex of the peer(s)
were also recorded. The frequency of contact (touch, aggression
incited, aggression retaliated) was scored for target and peers .during
the third pass. Motor level and three forms of involvement with others
were rated on a rotating basis at every fourth 7-second interval
during the final pass. (See Appendix B for a complete descripfion of
the code. See Appendix C for a detaiied outline of the coding

procedure.)

Y

Observer Iraining \

Six observers, ages 22 to 26, toék part in the study. Three were
ma.le, three female. All were univers\ity students. Once t';he final
version 'of the code had been developed, the six observers were trained

using approximately the first 10% of the videotapes.  Observers were

first trained to use the code by recdrding their observations on paper.

When they were fairly proficient at that, they were then trained to code
using MORE data-microprocessing units (Observational Systems, Seattlel,
WA). Frequency counts of physical contact and ratings of involvement
and motor activity could be scored directly using the MORE's keyboard,
while duration of social 151ay, proximity to peers outside of play, and

time spent alone were scored using the MORE's toggle switches which

<

—
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control internal timing clocks. During tralnlng, the effective
b .

percentage of interobserver agreement was calculated u51ng the equatlon'

Agreements+Disagreements,

°

Agreements of ponoccurrence were not included in the calcylations, since

“they would have greatly inflated the rates calculated when the behavior

in question was a relatively rare one, such a slép or a punc@
(Hartmann, 1977).. ‘

Within a few wee&s of beginning training, observers reached a +.80
level of interobserver agreement ;cross most beﬁaviors.'°In spite of
extensive training and weekly meetings ‘at which all observers met to
discuss coding definitions and reliability issues, agreement on some
categories remained eonsistently below the desir?d +.80 levei; The
behavioral Qategories which yielded the poorest interobserver ag;eement.
were Slap, Punch, and certain Piay/Proximity sub-categories. The
difficulty regardlng these varlables was that they occurred extremely
rarely. Observers therefore had less practice coding them, aﬁd even a

few dlsagreements in coding represented a large percentage of the data -

on these caLegories. The other category which proved difficﬁlt to code

was Touch. This was not because touches were rare, but because it was

often difficult to determine whether one child had actually brushed
against another or not, since the depth of field in the vidgotapes was
very limited.

A2

In light of these coding difficulties. the decision was made to
have each segment ‘of videotape coded by two randomly-pair;dAob§ervers.
The data fkom the th coders was then averaged. The average score,
rather thén the an scores from each coder, were then used in all -

Y
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-analyses. Moskowitz and Schwarz (1982) found that averaging across
multiple coders in this way heip.s to reduce error variance and thus
increases the relniabiiity’ and validity of the- aata. ~
Cotizg of the Tapes for Data Analysis

Once the observers had reached a+. 80 level of interobserver
agreement across most catego’ries (as discussed above), training was
considered "complete_. All tapes coded dﬁriqg training were recoded and
all subsequent tapes were éoded. The data each coder scored were
‘transferred at the end of each day's session frc?m the MORE
micrbpro‘cessors to audiocassette tapes folr storag'e. When each audiotape
was filled to cépacity, i{:s data were lo'aded onto microcomputer
diskettes. The da{:a files werefedited\on é micmr'ocomputer and the data:";
fronf the three passés were merged for each of the 2-minute video
segments coded. The data were then i:raﬁsferred.to the university's CDC
CYBER compﬁter. The data were aggregated by subject number and sur'ﬁmary
statistics gn each child;s da.ta were compgted in preparation for further
analyses ‘'using standard statistical' packages (SPSS and BMDP).

‘ In order to maintain high interobserver agreement throughout the
study, agreement on the coding of each segment.was monitored. Final
iqnterobserver agreement was assessed across all 1152 segments using
Pearson correlation coe;‘fi'cient'g. lsearson :product-moment correlations
(rather than Kappa, percentage agreement, etc.) were used to assess
final interobserver agreement because totalhaécgreé for each Be‘havio‘ral

5

category (rather than discrete occurrences/nonoccurrences) were the unit
' 3

of analysis ip all subsequent statistical tests (Hartmann, 1977; Kent &

Foster, 1977). The level of agreement was found to be above +.75 for

most variables.- Because averaged scores, rather than the raw dataffrom
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-each coder, were used in all subsequent.analyées, the interobserver:

correlations reiportgd in Table 5 unde;'e§timate the actual reliabjlity of
the data as it:was finally analyzed. ‘
Preparation of Data for Statistical Analvses _

Data frpm the f‘ir;t coded pass of the tape included the variables
(1) group play, (2) dg’/ad;ic play, (3) group proximity—'oﬁtside of pZ'Lay,,
(4) dyadic prqxiniity outside of play, and (5) time spent alone. The
distinction between séme-sex pe’er'(s), oppositg-sex pger'(s), and peers
of‘ both sexes was made Afca)r‘”' ‘each of the first four variables. Each of !

-

the \‘/"ariables in the first pass was measured for duration. Within each
' o

th-mihute sample, these durations we’rje converted to percentages as

fo'llows:q' oo . ' 1
‘Total Play—-pe;centgge -of tofal time that was . _D
spent in group or dyadic play,
; EGr‘o'up Pl'ay——pe'rcentag:e of total time spent playing with

' a group,
[}

? »,

Dyagic Play--percentage o‘f total ‘time spent bla'ying
with a single peer, |
' Total Proximity--percentage of total tir:le that
was spent near peer(s) but did not involve play,
Group Proximity-o-‘percentage of totai time spent.
,p'roximal to a group, - -
" Dyadic Proximity--percentage’- of. tot,'ai time spent
proximal to a singie peer, and | '
- Alone--percentage of total time that was spent
apart from peers andl di;l not involve play.
'I‘nese'pgrcentages were also subdivided according to the sex of the' peers

. - u3 Do
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involved. THe data were also summed across play and proximity to yield

measures of (1) total time spent with a single peer, (2) total time

'spent with a group,\(3) total time spent with same-sex peers, and (4)

total time.spent with op;ibsite-sex peers or in a mixed group.

, Data from the contact categories in the second scored pass (tqnget
touch; peer touch; initiations and r‘etaliation's for all a'ggreséién
categories: peer aggr;essiop'directed toward the target, target slap’,‘
target punch, other forms of target aggression) wepe recorded as
f‘reque‘pci,’e:s per minutg.“ .The f‘oilowing ratios were also examined: (1’)’
f'requ-ency of slaps vs. total frequency of aggréssion by t'a_rget,« (2) -
f’requehéy 6f‘ punches vs. total frequency of target aggression, (3)
fr'eiquency of aggression other than slaps and punches vs. total frequency
of target aggressi&g; )] frequ:ncy 'of‘ peer retaliations vs. fr"eque'n'cy
of aggression incited by the target subject, (5) frequency of target
retaliations vs. frequency of aggression incited léy peers, and (6)
frequency of aggression incited by peers vs. freqiuency of aggression
incited by the target child. ‘

Data from the final pass consisted of high, medium, al;xd low rdtings
on (1) the target's level of invols}ement with peers, (2) the taréet‘s
attempps to elicit attention from peers, (3) peers' level of involvement
with the f;arget, and (4) the target's level of motor activity. Within
each category, a summary score was derived by giving e.aéh rgcorded
"high" a weight of 2, each "medium" a weight of‘ 1, ’and each "low;' a
weight of 0. Ratings within each category were then multi'plfed by these
weights, averaged, and divided by 2 to produce a total score rangihg’

from 0 to 1. The following ratios were also célculabed for each

subject: (1) attention given to peers by the target vs. attention given *

o

.
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to target by peers, and (2) tdrget efforts

attention given to the target by peers.
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Resul
Discriminant Function Analysi

One of the primary goals of the preéent study was to test the
extent to which the PEI classification system used to identify the
Aggressive, Withdrawn, Aggrgssive—withdrawn, and Contrast subjects
actually selected children who differed behaviorally. A discriminant
function analysis was used to examine this question by determining the
extent to which the four groups of children could be différentiated
Iusing only the behavioral data to base :their classification upon.
Because many of the behavioral variableé used in this study were
coqgeptually intercorrelated (e.g., aggression and giving attention to
peers) or were interdépendent by virtue of the way they had been
mathematically derived (e.g., the percentage of peer attacks to which a
target subject retaliated was related to the total frequency of target
aggression, since  both wvariables took the frequency of  target
retaliations into account), it was not clear a priori which variables
could be expected to contribute unique variance in differentiating
between the four groups of children being studied. The selection of the
subset of behaviors which, in combination, would best predict a child's
group membership was therefore dohe empirically. Visual inspectionyof
the group means for each of the 42 behavioral variables calculated led'
to tbf. selection of 15 behavioral variables which appeared likely to
discriminate among the four groups. The 15:Qariables were then included
inv a stepwise discriminant function ereduction analyqis, using the
behavioral scores as predictor Qériables and group membérship’ as the
criterion (Tablé 6). w N |
It was found that no significant improvement in the differentiation

. .
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among- groups (as measured by at least marginal‘significance of @hanges
in Rao's Y) occurred after the seventh step of the analysis.
Classification results were therefore examined using only the first
seven variables as predictors. In descending order of their
multivariate predictive power, the seven variables used were (1) target
elicited attention, (2) total peer aggression, (3) iotal target
aggression incited, (4) the ratio of target efforts to elicit attention
vs. attention given to the target by peers, (5) group same—sex play, (6)

the ratio of target-retaliated aggression to peer-incited aggression,
' 50

[
aggression. ‘

These seven variables yielded two discriminant functions which
together accounted for 90% of the explained variance. A third,
nonsignificant, function accounted for the remaining e*plained variance.
The first function served primarily to separate the Aggressive from the
Withdrawn “children, leaving the Aggressive-withdrawn and Contrast
children in an intermediate position. It accounted for 68%  of the
explained variance pg < .01). The second function was marginally
signlficant and accounted for only 22% of the expiained variance
(p<.10). It }ocused on discriminating the Aggressivelﬁithdrawn groﬁp
from the Aggressive and Withdrawn groups. ’The canonical coefficients
‘

and discriminanﬁ functions are presented in Tables 7 and 8.

Figure 1 displays the four group centroids as plotted relative to

.the two main discriminant functions. The distinctiveness of the

Withdrawn group's behavior is/clearly indicated, as the centroid for
LS , -
that group is quite distant from the other three group centroids.

Using the seven variables above as predictors, the discriminant

. 7

and (7) the ratio of peer-retaliated aggression to target—incited



"~
function analysis was able to place 52.1% of theﬁ/"»’/é/ubjects in their
correct peer-identified category (Table 9). ;I'his was more than twice
the number which would be expected to be correctly placed by chance
alone. The analysis was able to correctly classify 58.6% of Aggressive
children, 55.6% of Withdrawn children, and 51.5% of Contrast childlren.
Only 42.9% of Aggressive-withdrawn children were placed correctly. “The
poor rate of prediction for the Agéressive—withdrawn children was due to )
. an inability to clearly differentiate them from Contrast childr'en‘.' It
was found that‘ 2u.24 of the Contrast children were incorrectly
identified as being Aggressive-withdrawn on the basis of  their
behavioral style. - lConversely, 25.0% of Aggressive—witﬁd;‘awn children
weré incorrectly identified as being in the Contrast group. The
Aggressive-withdrawn and Contr;st groups were the only pair of groups
which the discriminant function could not significantly differentiate
between (Table 10). This blurring of the distinction  between
Aggressive-withdrawn and Contrast children came as a surprise, since the
Aggressive-withdrawn children had been expected to be the most deviant
behaviorally and the’ least like Contrast children. The fact that the
Aggreési.ve-withdrawn children were selected on the basis of less extreme
PEI scores than ('the Aggressive or Withdrawn groups might partially.
account for this finding. As reported in Table 2, . the mean standard
score for Aggressive-withdrawn children fell at the 94th and 95t;1
percentiles on the PEI Aggressfon and Withdrawal scales, respectively,
whgreas the mean scores for the Aggressive and Withdrawn children feil
withi_n the 98th percentiles on their respective dimensions. Thése

differences in PEI scores were not statistically significant, however,

and ¥ is therefore very intriguing that the Aggreséive—withdrawn

48



children's behavior was so similar to that of the Contrast group.

In summary, except for difficulties in distinguishing Aggressive-
withdrawn children from Contrast children, the discriminant function
analysis showed that the group membership of individual subjects could
be predicted quite effectively on the basis of their observed behavior.
Analyses of Variance Examining Group and Sex Differences in Behavior

Specific behavioral differences betwéen!the four peer-identified
groups were examined using three-way (Group#x Sex x School) analyses of
variance (ANOVAs). School was includea as a variable in the analyses in
order to partial the variance due to school out of the error term.
Differences between children at the two schools studied were not focused
on, since differences in base rates across schools were tangential to
the primary focﬁs of this research.

In order to avoid redundant analyses, ANOVAs were conducted only on
the most meaningful levels of a particular variable. For example,
rather than analyze the variable same-sex gréup play independently, “the
data from that behavioral category were anaiyzéﬁ as part of thg
superordinate categories (1) total time spent in play, (2) totai time
spent with a group, and (3) total time spent with same-sex peers. In
other cases, the lower level variables were more meaningful than the
composite variables. The rate of aggression initiated by peers and the
rate of é&gression retaliated by peers, for example, were more
meaningful when examined as two separate variables than when combined.

Tukey's honestly significant difference post hoc test, using the
harmonic mean formula to deal with unequal cell sizes, were used to
examine differences between pairs of groups following the finding'of a

significant group main effect. A .05 probability level was used for all
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post hoc compa}isons;

The means for each of the four groups are p;esented for each
variable in Tables 11 to 14. The means for each seiiare presented in
Tables 15 to 22. Summary tables for the ANOVAs appear in Tables 23 to 40.
Differences in Duration Variables

Contrary to expectation, no significant gFoup differences .were
found regarding the percentage of time spent in soéial play, F(3,101) =
2.29, n.s. All four groups spent between 48.6% and 60.1% of their
recess period playing with one or more peers. Simiiarly, no significant
grbup differences were found in the amount of time target children spent
proximal to but not playing with peers, F(3,101) = 0.95, n.s. The four
.groups spent between 28.0% and 32.6% of their p}me near one or more
peers but not engaged in play. Contrary to expectation, no significant
sex differences were found in either amount of time spent in play,

F(1,101f 0.20, n.s., or in amount of time spent proximal to peers,

t

2.02, n.s.- The’ means were in the expected direction,

F(19101)
however, with boys spending 57.5% of their time in play and 27.7%

proximal to peers, whereas girls played with peers 55.2% of the time and

were R' imal to but not p%aying with peers 33.3% of the time.
A ‘significant group effect was found in the amount of time spent

alone, K(3,101) = 5.12, p' < .01. Post hoc comparisons revealed that, as

ekpecte?f the Withdrawn group spent significantly more time alone than

did thggother three groups. Withdrawn children spent 17.2% of their

ot 1’ 2

time all ne, whereas the other groups spent between 9.5% and 11.1% of
1 )

their t{@e alone.

. "9

A ﬁéignificant group effect was found in the amount of time target

children‘spent with a group of peers, as opposed to either aione or in a

t
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dyad, F(31101) = 3.93, p < .01, Tukey comparisons revealed that the
Aggressive group spent significantly more time witb a group than did
Withdrawn children (76.2% versus 64.2%, respectively).  Aggressive-
withdrawn and Contrast children spent intermediate amounts of time with

%

a group of peers, and did not differ from other groups on this variable,

It had been hypothesized that boys would spend more time in a group than
girls.  However, there was no significant sex difference F(1,101) =
1.15, n.s., and the meané actually showed that girls spent 73.1% of
their time in a group whereas boys spent 70.5% of their time in a group.
Similarly, no support was found for the hypothesis that the Aggressive-
withdrawn group would be the oniy group in which boys would not spend
more time 1in a group than girls. The Group x Sex in@eraction was
nonsignificant, F(3,101) = 0.59, n.s.

It has been hypothésized that Aggressive-withdrawn children would
spend more time in cross-sex interactions than other groups, and that
boys would spend more time in such interactions than girls. These
‘predictions received no support. The group efféct was nonsignificant{
F(3,101) = 1.17,( n.s., as were the main effect of sex, F(1,10%1) = 0.43,
n.s.,  -and the Group x Sex interaction, F(3,101) = 1.95, n.s. At School
2, cross-sex play was very common while at School 1 it wééu relatively
rare, F(1,101) = 165.16, p < .001. This was due to a policy at School 2
that assigned each classroom a section of the playground and tgus
encouraged children ’to play with boys and girls in their class cn the
.one dodgebali court they had been assigned. At School 1, children
generally spent time with same-sex peers from their own class and from
ot?er classrooms within the same grade. A significant Group x School

interaction was found, F(3,101) = 2.98,. p < .05, but it appeared to be

51



r 4

. s :
due to a floor effect in the scores at School 1 and thus to be of

limited meaning.
. Differences in Frequency Variables
A ;ignificant group main effect was found in the amount of
nonaggressive touching that target children initiated, F(3,101) = 9.56,
p < .001. The Aggressive children were found tg iﬁitiate touches more

frequently than any other group. The Aggressive group initiated 1.54

_touches per'minute, in comparison to the réngé of 0.90 to 1.17 touches

per minhute initiated by other groups. Boys initiated significantly more
touches than girls (an average of 1.27 versus 1.10 per minute,
respectively),.F(1,101) = 4.15, p < .05.

The pattern of touches initiated by peers was somewhat different.
Tukey tests following the significant group effect, F(3,101) = 3.62, p
< .05, showed that the Aggressive group differed significantly only from
the Withdrawn group. The Aggreséivé children received an average of
1.24 touches per minute, versus 0.89 for Withdrawn children. There were
no'sex or school differences. |

Analyses of aggression data revealed a number of group and sex
differences. The reader 1is reminded that the aggressive behavior

referred to 1in-this study includes a great deal of "play fighting" or

- "rough and tuﬁble play", as well as aggression with serious intent to

inflict injury. These two levels of aggression have been combined in

this report, since intent to inflict injury could not be reliably

differentiated from more playful sparring. ‘Many of the aggressive’

interactions observed on the p@ayground seemed to include both playful
and truly violent elements. ‘

As expected, a significant main effect of group was found in the
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rate ‘'of aggression incited by target children, F(1,161) = 5.52, p < .01,
Children in the Aggressive group incited;aggression significantly more
" often than Withdrawn or Contrast children. Their rate of nearly one
aggressi&e act per minute was double that of the Withdrawn subjecfs and
more than T0% greater than that of the Contrast group. It was not
significantly greater than the Aggressive-withdrgwn group's rate’ of
aggress;ve initiations. A significant sex difference w&s found. Boys
initiated' aggressive acts more than twice as frequently~ as girls,
F(1,101) = 26.37, p < .001. The hypothesis that the sex difference
would be especially pfominent @hong Aggressive-withdrawn childfen was:
not supported. The Group x Sex**in@eraction was not significant,
F(3,i0{) = 0.13, n.s. It is interesting, however, that inspection of
the means revealed that Aggfessive and Aggressive-withdrawn boys
initiated approximately twice as much aggression as did girls in the
same groups. The sex difference was larger among Withdrawn children.
Contrast children showed the largest‘ difference. Contrast  boys
initiated more than three times as much -aggression as Contrast girls.

The retaliatory aggression of target children was analyzed relative
to tﬁe rate of aggression initiated by peers. A significant group main
effect was found, F(3,100) = 3.34, p < .05. Aggressive children
retaliated 40.6% of peer attacks wﬁereas the other groups retaliatéa
26.4% to 27.9% of peer attacks. ‘ Tukey comparisons did not find this
differenge significant, however.

Differences in the type of aggressive 'behavisr target- children
showed were also examined. As expected, a sex difference was found in
the wa§ target.children maﬁifésted their aggression. However{ the

pattern of differences did not entirely conform to predictioh. As
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hibothesized, punches made up a larger percentage of boys!' aggression
(4.4%) than of girls' (0.6%), F(1,96) = 19.08, p < .001. Contrary to
that 5.9% of boys' aggression took the form of slaps whereas only 3.6%
of girls' aggression took that form, F(1,96) = 4.40, p< .05. It is
important toc emphasize that there were significant interactions
involving each’ of these variables. In the case of the percentage of
spunches, a significant Group x Sex x School interaction was noted,
F(3,96) = 2.83, p < .05, as well as a significant lower-order Sex x
School interaction, F(I:96) = 3.97, p< .05. 1In the case of the,
percentage of slaps, a ;ignificant Sex x School intgraction waé‘found,
F(1,96) = 4.46, p <. 05. These interactions appeared to be due to the
,1ow frequency of slaps and punches overall. Some'cells of £he analyses
contained zero frequencies, particularly for girls. The sex differences
noted should therefore be regarded conservatively. JPerhaps the best
conclusion to draw from these analyses is that punching and slapping are
not frequent modes of aggressive expression for either boys or girls.
The results regarding meaéures of peers' aggression are a%so
somewhat difficult to interpret. A significant group effect was found
in 'the ANOVA examining the rate of peer aggression initiated toward
target subjects, F(3,101) = 2.99, p < .05. Examination of the group
‘ means showed that the Aggressive—withd}awn group received the most
frequent attacks by peers whereas the Contrast group was aggressed upon
least frequently. However, none of the groups differed significantly
according to Tukey comparisons. Male target children received an
average of 0.63 aggressive initiations per minute. Girls received an

average of 0.33 initiations per minute. This sex difference was
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significant,”F(1,101) = 21.29, p < .001.
‘'The percentage of target—initiated aggression which  peers
retaliated was also examined. The main éffect of group was significant,

2 .

F(3,95) = 2.69, p < .05. Group means ranged from 24.2% (Contrast group)

to 36.1% (Aggressive-withdrawn group).  However, none of the pairé of "
groﬁps differed significantly according to Tukey comparisons. The
presence of a significant Group x Sex interaction, F(3,95) = 4.16,

.p < .01, .and a significant Group x Sex x School intefaction, §(3,95) =

2,75, p+«< .05, further indicated that the main effect of group could not
be meaningfully interpreted.

The ratio of peer-incited aggressjion to target-incited - aggrés§ion

. was examined, and the groups were found to differ significantly, F(3,95)

<= 4,95, ﬁ < .01. The Aggressive-withdrawn group received almost twice

/

as many aggressive initiations as they gave, whereas the Aggressive -

group‘/initiated 50% more agéression than was initiated against them.
Tukey Eomparisons found this difference to be significant. ~ Tﬁe Group X
School interaction was also significant, F(3,95) = 3.05,,9 < .05, due to
the fact that the groups differed more at School 1 than at School 2: At
both schools, however, rthe Aggressive-withdrawn group received the

lérgest ratio of peer-incited aggression to target-incited aggression,

whereas the Aggressive group received the smallest ratio.

Differences in Behavioral Ratings S \/

A significant group difference was found in the amount of attention
target children gave to peers, F(3,101) = 10,06, p < .001. Withdrawn
children were significantly less attentive to peers than were éhiidren
in the other groups.

Withdrawn children also made significantly less effort to elicit

%,
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eptention -from peers, F(3,101) = 19.93, p < .001. ¢ There was also a
significant School x Group interaction, F(3,101) = 4.80, p < .0O1.
This was due to the fact that the Contrast group at School 1 was rated
fairly low in efforts to elicit ettentién whereas the Contrast group at

School 2 was rated very hlgh The interaction does not indicate . that

.. the main effect of group is not meaningful, since the W1thdrawn children

were rated lowest at both schools,
The Withdrawn group also was rated signlflcantly lower than other
groups regarding thé amount of attention they received from peers,

F(3,1'O1) = 5.33, p < .01,

-

Significant group, differences were obqerved~in amqunt of physical

. activity (motorAlevei), F(3,101) = 3.57,l p < .05. _Tukey comparisons
" showed the Withdrawn and Aggressive groups to be the two groups which

differeq sfgnificantly from'each other, with the Aggressive childrenm
hav1ng been the most physically active and the Withdrawn group the least
actlve. " Boys were more active than glrls, F(1,101) = 16.27, p < .001.
The hypothesizedb Group x Sex interaction was not found, however,

F(3,101) = 1.49, n.s. QThe\sex difference was not especially large

_ within the Aggressive-withdrawn group, nor were the Aggressive-withdrawn

girla°particularly iﬁactfve, as had beén hypbthesized;
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One major 'goal accomplished by tnis study was \the benavioral

validation of the PEI Aggression and Withdrawal scales. It was found

' that the chiloyen ;dentified by the PEI as Peing very withdrawn do in

fact behave’ ino a way that merits the label "Withdrawn".and act 'very
differently from childkren identified as being very aggressive as well as ~

from chlldren identified as being aver'age in terms of their level of
- aggression and w1thdr'awal Slmllar'ly, those chlldren identified by the -

PEI as being. very aggresswe wer'e found to also show a very dlstinct

4

behavmral pattern whlch ‘merits the "Aggresswe" label they recelved
. Thus, the ablllty of‘ the PEI to accurately select Aggressive and
Withdrawn children was quite convincingly demonstrated. ’ Less , supgort

was found for the procedure of identifying Aggressive-withdra&n children

o

|
using the PEI. Behaviorally, Aggressive-withdrawn chiildren could not be

distinguished from Contrast children. Possible reasons for this are
- discussed below. ’
4 B A .

A second major purpose of this research was to assess the extent to,

.
» ! -~

- which the llterature on Controver31al Negiected Rejected and Average

children provides behavioral descrlptlons which ,also apply to

-

Aggressive, Withdrawn, Aggre831v&w1thdraﬂn, and Contrast children.f 4

s

s’crlking degree of. concordance between behav1oral hypotheses gener\at'ed
on the basis of the sociométrlc-categorlzatlon llutr:erature and the
behav;or of the PEI-categorized children was found.. Aggresswe
children, simitar to Controversial chilor'en (Dodge, 1983; Milich %% .
_I..anoau, ’ 1984), frequently i.ncvited ag‘gression." DThey were activ.el{
involved in play with peers and were very ‘atv:t,entiye toward pegrs,
although rot significantly mdre so than Bother groups. They spent e

P
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.
significantly ;rnre time with a group of peers than did Withdrawn
chiidren. | ’ . /}j

Like Neglecte_d children (Asher et al., ’1981; Coie &r Kupersmidt,
'1983; Milich & Landau, 1984), Withdrawn ch,ilﬁdren spent rﬁuch of the‘ir

time alone and less than half of their time in play.” They paid little"

attention“ to peers and rarely sought attentidn, as expected (Greemood
et al., 1977, 1979, 1982). They also‘ received little attention from
bee’f's, as predicted (Dodge, 1983; Foster & Ritchey, 1981; Greenwooci et
al., 1979, 1982). Unlike Coie & Kupersmld'c's (1983) r'eports regardlng
Neglected children, however, W1thdrawn chlldren in the present study
were not part1cularly unlikely to retarllate onge aggressed agamst. .
The Contrast children, who had been selected on the basis of their
near-average scores on the PEI, "did not stand ou’c. _on kan’y of the
behavioral ‘variables. .'As expected based on ' the. liter‘ature‘ on
soc10metrically Averagev chlldr'en (C01e & Kupersmldtﬁ 1983' Ladd, 1983),
they spent more than half of their time in play and they were quite
aggressive. Contrary to Dodge's (1983) and Laddfs (1983) data, they did
]

not receive especially high levels.of attention from ;férs.

\ Aggressive-withdrawn children resembled descriptions of Rejected

éﬁildren in some ways, .but not in most. Unlike reports regarding

Rejected children (Ashier et al., 1981; Coie & Kupersmidt, 1983; Dodge,

1983; Ladd, 1983 Putallaz, 1983), Aggre351ve-w1thdrawn children dld not

&

spend an unusually low'amount of time in a group or in play, nor did -

they “spend ‘a‘Qarge amount of time hovering proximal to peers (Asher et

,ai., 1981; Gottman, 1977; Greenwood ‘et 2L., 1977; Krappmann & OSwald,‘

1983; Ladd, 1983). They also did not spend 'an inordinate amount of' time

in cross-sex interactions, as "Ramblers" in Krappmann and Oswald's

-
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* Wwithdrawn children did use was not a

be et risk for.

(1983) study did. Also contrary to expectation (Coie & Kupersmidt,

© 1983, Dodge‘ et al.; 1984) they were found to retaliate nonsignificantly

J,g_s_a agg?‘pssmn than other chlldren /In contrast to reports by Dodge
(1983), Krappmann and Oswald (1983), ahd l"ut‘allez (1983) that Rejected
children intrusively seek attention from peers, the Aggressive—withdraqn
group in the present study d1d not stand out as attentlon-seekers. The
approprlateness of the atténtion-getting strategles the / Aggressive-

;sessed in the pr‘eseht ) study. In

\ - v
sum, the only way in which the Aggressive-withdrawn children conformed

to descriptions of Rejected children (Coie & Kupersmidt, 1983;  Dodge,

1983; Foster & Ritchey, 1981) was in the fact that they were frequently

subJected to averswe behavmr by peers. . They were the victims of

aggresswe attacks almost tw1ce as frequently as they were the

[%

perpetr‘ators' . - ) , ;

-

The findings regarding Aggressive-withdrawn children are -of

particular interest, " since the Aggressive-withdrawn children are the
o .

soup Hypothegized to be at the highest risk for later psychopathology.

%

A maJor purpose of this study was to identify target behavmrs whlch a

social SklllS training program might focus on in an attempt to‘ avert
some of (the later problems Aggressive—withdrawn-children are belie\}ed to
. ra e '

The finding that the behavior of Aggressive-withdrawn children did

not ‘differ from that of Contrast children, ‘onﬂone' hand, might have been

expected baged on the fact that lower scores on the PEI scales were used

" ] .
as criteria for th(e Aggressive-withdrawn group. Whilﬂe Aggressive and

Withdrawn subjects were selected from among those chiléren scoring in

the top 10% on the respective PEI scale, Aggress;ve—withdrawh subjects

| " L
A
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were only required to score within the top 30% on each scale. This
difference in scale criteria was Unavoidable, since only 13 children
(46% of the Aggreséive—withdrawn group) were located who scored within
the top 10% on hoth scales. A sufficient number of subjects for the
Aggressive-withdrawn group could therefore only be obtained by using a
relaxed criterion for this. group.  Given that the meah standar*d' scores
. the Aggressive-withdrawn children received on the i’EI pl\giced them ’ignly
three to four ,pércentiles lower on both scales (94th percentile on
‘Aggre‘ssi.on, 95th percentile on Withdrawal) than the Aggre§sive and the
Withdrawn groups (98th per'ecentiles on their respective scales), however,
it seer,r;s’ unlikely that the difference in selection criterir;\ by  itself
could gccount for the failure to find deviance in the Aégressive-
withdrawn children's behavicr. T

The failure to find anything particularly unusual about the
Aggressive-wihdrawn children's behavior appears to run contrary to the
. literature which holds that the Aggressive-wit;hdrawn group is thg ‘most
. deviant of the four  groups Being stud.ied. Research by
Ledingham, Sf:hwartzman, and their colleagues (as discussed abo;le) has
demonstratéd quite cjonvinci'ngly that Aggressive-withdrawn children do
éndeed show more disturbance on a variety of nonbehavioral measureg.. In
addft on, research done using the Same sample of target children studied
in this re;'>ort found that the Aggressive-withdrawn children in the
present sample were less popular and had fewer reciprocal friends than
did Contrast or l&ggressive children (Felthan“& Doyie, 1983), and that
they were. more likeiy t9 have beer; held‘ back in school or placed in ‘a

remedial class at one-year follow-up (Lyonsg’ Serbin, & Marchessault,

1984).  Therefore, the .failure- to find specific ways in which the
‘ i

i
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Aggressive-withdrawn children act atypically would not, seem to be due to
an overall lack of maladjustment in our Aggressive-withdrawn sample.
Similar ‘difficulties in detecting behavioral deviance haye been

encountered in observational work with Rejected ‘children. Dodgg et al,

(1983) found that peer% responded more aversively to Rejécted children
. \ '

even wheﬁ the behavior of the target children was held constant: They
speculated that either their observational code was too crude.to detect -
subtle differences in the Rejected children's behavior which were
eliciging such  responses from peers, or ‘thét nonbehavioral
characteristics such as unattractiveness were responsible for the peers!
negative treatment of the Rejected children, Asher-(1983) has also
sugge;teq possible reaso?s why correlations between behavior and
sociometric status have not been found to be higher. First, he pointed
qut that peers' perceptions of the intent underlying a target child's
behavior have an important influence on how peers respond to the target
child. Jecond, personal chargéteristics of the target child, such as
school achievement or atﬁgactiveness level, may mediate peers!
responses, Third, Asher suggested the posslbility that more extensive

samples of behavior need to be assessed.

The attractiveness of the Aggressive-withdrawn children in the

present study, relative to that of children in the other three

identified groups, was examined by Drouin (1984). He was not able to
find any vindication tqét' the Aggressive-withdrawn childreq were
perceived as less physiqglly attractive than their peers.

Similarly, Asher's suggestion that more exﬁensive data collection
might reveal group differences was considered in ﬁerms of the data

collected in the present study. It seems unlikely that more minutes of

‘

w
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playground observation per subject would change the results markedly. In
the present study, the majority of the children observed (i.e., the T4
children at School 2) were observed on 12 or more separate days for an

average total of approximately 28 minutes per subject. Fewer

\‘observations‘ (an average of approximately 8 1/2 minutes of data

collected on an average of three separate days) were collected per child
for the W43 children at Schoo] 1.  Stability analyses showed that 12
observations were sufficient to provide a clear representation of a
child's behavioral style. Even three oBservations, as were collect@d_aﬁ
School, 1, provided a fairly stable index of thg children's behavior on
the major categories analyzed.

Asher's (1983) suggestion may Be'more meaningful if inﬁerpreted to
recommend increasing tﬁe variety of settings in,Whichlééchj child is
observed, rather than increasing the number of observapioné within a
given setting. Perhaps classroom observations, for example, would
reveal additional facets of the Aggressive-withdrawn children's

‘behavioral style that did not stand out clearly on the playground.

Dodge et al.'s speculation that a more sophistf@ated coding
procedure might detect more group.differenceé dlso seems to offer a
fruitful area to . focus on. In the present study, the most obvious
coding limitation resﬁlted from our inability to monitor the content of
verbal interactions. It is conceivable, for example, that AggreSsive-
withdrawn children provoked peers 'verbally, but our study could ‘not

asséss this possibility since the children's speech was not recorded.

S

Assessment of factors influencing peer perceptions . of. target ’

children's intentions, as Asher (1983) has recommended, wPuld require a
significant shift in methodology. While it is possi;}é to questién

A
/
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unacquainted peers as to perceivéd motives of target subjects follow;ng
a laborator§ play group,* intervigying peers after each recess period at
school would present a number of diffictlties. \xFirst, it would
necessitate revealing to some extent that a select group of children are
being focused on and asked about. It might also raise péers' suspicions
regakding the nature of target children's intentions, and thus " involve
serious ethical concerns. Finding time to question peers without
interfering with their recess periocd or with later class time could
present a serious logistical problem. Thus, it may not be particularly
feasible to'examine this question in a naturalistic playground setting.

The possibility that Aggressive;withdrawn children are 1e$s; méture
than their agemates has been suggested. Ledingham (1981) found that
Aégressive-withdrawn children, were: chara?terized by their
distractibility and need for adult contact--patterns that are more
commen among younger children.

In his observational study of Popular, Average, and Rejected
children, Ladd (1983) found that the Rejected children frequently
associated with playmates younger than themselves. In the present
study, it was not possible to examine whether Ladd's findiné regarding
Rejected children might generalize to Aggressive—wi@hdrawn children.
The two schools in which the present study was conducted had a policy of

encouraging children of each grade level to play in separate areas of

the schoolyard. ~“~One of the two schools had painted separate court

outlines on the playground pavement to denote where children from each:

classroom should play. Thus, there was no opportunity to observe
whether, Aggressive-withdrawn children would, if given the freedom " to,

gravitate toward younger children rather than agemates., .
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It {was also impossible in the present study (due to the Schogl x

I}Qge confound encountered) to examine the possibility t':hat Aggressive-
withdraw \ children might behave ﬁxore like Contraét children a fev; years
younger ‘than themselves than like peers their own age. A detailed
cross-sectional study comparing Aggressive-withdrawn childr'en's behavior
to norms \, for different age 1levels might shed light on what is
dis;:inctivé about the Aggressive-withdrawn children .and what triggers
negative peer reactions toward them.

The finding- t'hat Aggressive-withdrawn children's behavioral

W

interactions during ‘free play fiiffer from those of Contrast children

onJ-.; in terms of the relative frequency of peer aggression they are
subjected to has important implications for intervention st;*ategies. As
Asarnow‘§1983) concluded after observing the interactions of positively-
perceived and of neéatively-perceived children, it suggests that
inéervention—-rather‘ than focusing solely on the Aggressive-withdrawn
children's behavior per se--should also focus on changing  peer’
subsystms_ and reputational factors. Asarnow suggests the developmeqt
of a social-systems-oriented program that would include efforts to
change . the way in which unbopular children are perceived and responéied
to'by peers.

While ‘such a focus could certainly be advocated based on the
results of the ;;resent study, such a strategy seems unlikely to provide
a_ total solution to the problems of Rejjected or Aggressive-withdrawn
children. Kupersmidt's (1983) finding that Rejected children's
sociometric status does not change even when they are introduced to a
new group of peers, and Dodge et al.'s (1983) report that Rejected
children are less well received by unacquainted peers even when their

»

64



entry behavior is similar to that of Popular children strongly suggest

"that there is some characteristic of Rejected children that elicits

aversive responses from peers. Unless that characteristic (or
+ "‘«i . ¥
constellation of characteris%cs) is dealt with, it would seem unlikely

that the Rejected child's difficulties would be ameliorated. The same

. would appear to hold true for Aggressive-withdrawn children, since their ,

PEI scores continue to reflect deviance year af‘ter year, even though the
children are frequently being rated by different sets of classmates each
year (Moskowitz’, Schwartzman, & Ledingham, i;l press).

Whether "Aggressive-withdrawn" is an appropriate title for the

group of children so-labeled should be seriously questioned. The

present behavioral data show no indication tha:t these children are more

4

) aggreésive or more withdrawn than Contrast subjects. Why peers nominate

these children frequently for items on the Aggression and Withdrawal
scales of the PEI remains unclear. It is quite possible, however, that
rather than reflecting any true withdrawn or aggreséive tendencies, such

nominations are the product of a halo effect. The fact that
\ .

MAggressive-withdrawn" children are very unpopular may lead peers to

nominate them in response to any questionnaire item that carries a
negative connotation. Thus,. it may be misleading for researchers to
persist in referring to j;hese' c;hildren as "Aggressive-withdrawn".

The group of children whose behavior was most atypical on the
f)layground was the Withdrawn groupl\ rather than the Aggressive or
Aggressive-withdrawn children. The discriminant function analysis

s :

showed this particularly clearly, as few Withdrawn children were

incorrectly categorized as Contrast children, and vice versa. The
Withdrawn- group's centroid, plotted in Figure 1, was positioned quite
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apart from the other three group centroids, indica'ging that the
Withdrawn group's behavior patte‘rn was very distinctive. |

Greerwood et al. (1977) asserted that teachers are not motivated to
identify and refer Withdrawn children who may need social skills“
training. It may be that the low referral rates for Wi{:hdrawn children
are due not to lapses in teachers; concern or motivation so much as to
situational factors. Whereas aggressive and disruptive behavior may be

" obviously out of place within the structure of the classroom, withdrawn
behavior may not only be less troublesome within the classroom setting
but also closer to the behavioral norm for that setting. It is not,
however, typical playground behavior. Rather, the present study found
group play, attentiveness to and from peers, and frequent
aggression/play fighting "to be the norm 'on ,tpe playground. Thus,
playér;dund obsérvation may be a very effective strategy for the
identification of children who are seriously withdrawn.

Such identification of Withdrawn children may be quite important in
light of Hymel and Rubin's (in press) recent review of tht\e literature on
sociometric measures and peer assessments as indices of risk. They
concluded that Neglected and Withdrawn children are not particularly at
risk for externalizing problems such as delinquency “and‘ conduct
disorders, but hypotheéize that such children may be at risk for
internalizing problems such as social anxiety, 1low esteem, low self-
efficacy, and depression. Further research is needed to test Hymel and
Rubin's hypothesis.

. Some interestiné sex differences were f'ound across groups 1in the

present study. Boys showed more physical aggressiog than girls and were

more physically active, as was expected based on the literature (Block,
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1976; Eme, 1979; Hartup, 1974; Maccoby & Jacklin, 1980; Williams et al.,
1983). However, girls did not spend significantly more time with peers
'outside of the context of a game than boys did, contrary to Ladd's
(1983) findings. Also, contrary to expectation, boys neither spent more
time than girls in a group of peers, nor did they spend significantly
more time in play (cf. Ladd, 1983; Maccoby, in press). This failure to
detect differences in play and group interactions may be a function of
the situation in which the present davta were collected. It was ‘the norm
for both sexes to spend much of their recess time in group games. This
behavior was encouraged by the teachers monitoring the playground and by
the type and limited quantity of play equipm;:nt the school ‘provided.
Under 1less structured conditions with more opti.ons available to them,
boys and girls may spend their time differently.

Predictions regarding sex differences within the four groups were

P

not supported. One unexpected fiinding was the fact th;t/ the sex
difference in aggression incited by target children was nearly twige as
prominent .- among Contrast subjects as among Aggressive children.
Although statistically nonsignificant, this finding ié of interest
because it appears to contradict Maccoby and Jacklin's (1980)
speculation that sex differences in aggression are probably due to the
existe;xce of more extremely aggressive boys than extremely aggressive
girls. Maccoby and Jacklin suggested that the typical boy is not
necessarily more aggressive than the typical girl. However, the present
results suggest that the sex difference may be greater among the
"typical™ Contrast subjects than within the group identified as being
'extremely aggressive. Maccoby and Jacklin acknowledged that this issue
has yet to be fully explored experimentally. It appears to be an area

that meri@s further research,
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. , Pupil Evaluation Inventory
. - ¥ (English Translation of Items). ’
w ' o e
» 1. (Example question). ) . s . g
i - ) ,\‘ ) s . .
‘q‘ ' 2. Those who help othefs. .
<7 . .
}' N X . . I -
3. Those who can't sit still.
v s .

4. Those who try to get other people into trouble.

5. Those whp are too shy to make friends easily.

A .
6.7 Those whose feelings are too easily hurt. . —

.

7. Those who act stuck-up and think they are bett’ér than everyoné else.

] . !

f [

* 8. Those who piay thé(clown and get others to la\/Jgh. .

[
.

LY

4 9. Those who start a fight ovet nothing. ‘ '

10. Those who never seem to be having a good time.

11. Those who are upset when called on to answer questions in class.
\ ‘) ' - |
\ . 12. Those who tell other children what to do.

’
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The Pupil Evaluation, Inventory * ' .

(English Translation of Items)

13.

14.

16.
T 17.

18.

19."

" 20.

21.

22,

23.

4.

] . . hd
.

L

Those who are usually chosen last to join “in group activities.
Those who are liked by everyone. L

-
.

Those who always mess aroup;i and Ql: into trouble.

¢ "
Those who make fun of people.
Those who have very few f:;iendé.
Those who do strange tﬁings.
Those who are your best friends.
Those who bother pecple when they're trying to work.
Those who get mad when they don't get their way.

Those who don't pay attention to the teacher.

Those who are, rude to the tgacher.

‘Those who are unhappy or sad. '
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The Pupil Evaluation Inventory’ _ -7
(English Tran;lat-ion of Items) '

yu
25. Those who are especially nice. | ¢

26. Those who act like a baby. )
27. Those who are mean and cruel to other children.
i b

28. Those who often don't want to play.

29. Those who give difty looks.

30. Those who want to show off in front of the class.

!

' 31. ,Those who say they can beat everybody‘up.

32. Those who a}:én'\t noticed much. ' -

33. Those who exaggerafe and make up stories.

- 34. Those who complain nothing seems to make them happy.

35. Those who alwaj}s seem to understand things.
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o o Observat10na1 Code Definltions

Judith A, Lyons, Lisa A. Serbin, and Keith Marchessault
Concordia University -
' Centre for Research in Human Development -and Dept. of Psychology
1455 Blvd. de Maisonneuve, Montreal Quebec o
. H3G-1M8

A four-pass system will be used for coding the video-taped segments
on the More observational units. The first of these passes allows you
-to identify the target and the context of the segment you are about to
code. The remaining three passes are usSed to ‘code three types of
behavioral categories.

Do not assume that an event has happened if you did not actually.
see it.

Context Pass: Do not code anything during "this pass. Merely

determine which child is the target and watch how that child interacts )
with his/her peers. ‘ f

First Pass (duration variables):
y - - [ ]

A) SOCIAL PLAY .
GROUP: Target shares common goal (either cooperative or
competitive) with more than one peer. Must include an active
physical component. Exclude such behaviors as assisting the
teacher, helping 2 hurt child, waiting to take a turn in a game
(i.e., hopscotch), mere conversation, fighting, and kicking snow.
Repeated aggression between the same individuals (excluding a
fight) should be coded as PLAY. If in doubt as to whether behavior
shoul? be coded as PLAY, always code as PROXIMITY instead (see
below). ' .

"PEER  Same as above'but with only one partner.

<

SEX The sex of the group or peer with whom the target is
playing is coded in the following manner.

Same as target

Opposite of target

Both sexes present

Indeterminate . ' o - et

4

* If there is no PLAY (as defined above), the following
category should always be coded. (See PROXIM;TY.)
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B) PHYSICAL PROXIMITY

GROUP  Target remains within one meter of two or more children for
a codable length of time (i.e., do not code PROXIMITY if a group of
children merely walk by an isolateq~ target without: stopping).
Target may be proximal to a succession of children for GROUP
PROXIMITY to be scored (i.e,, he or she may be walking through a
crowd of peers). He or she need not remain proximal to the same
group. '

PEER Target remains within one meter of another child or a -

succession of single children for a codable length of time. As
above, do not score PEER PROXIMITY for an isolated child when a
peer passes by without stopping. Do not code PEER PROXIMITY if the

" ¢hild is only proximal to the teacher.

SEX Sex of the peers that are proximal to the target should be
scored as above, ~

WITH NO PEER If there is more than one meter between the closest
parts of the target's and peer's bodies for a codable length of
time, then NO PEER' should be scored.

Second Pass (frequency variables):

A) TOUCH

TARGET TQUCH -Target put hand, arm, or body in contact with a peer
other than in the context of aggression (as described in next
section). If in doubt as to whether contact occurred, do not score.
TOUCH. If in doubt as to whether target moved to touch peer or
vice versa, score TOUCH for the target and not for the peer. If
touch appears mutual, score it as a TARGET TOUCH.

PEER TOUCH As above except initiated by the peer.

B) TARGET AGGRESSION: For target aggression, a distinction is
made 'between HPUNCH, SLAP, and all other forms of ‘aggression
described under OTHER. , :

1) PUNCH

INCITES Target punches a peer when that peer did not ‘aggress
against the target during the previous five seconds.

RETALIATES As above, except that the peer had aggressed against
the target within the previous five seconds.

92
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2) SLAPPING

INCITES ™ Target slaps a peer when that peer did not aggress
against the target during the previous five ' seconds. Do not
include Pat-A-Cake or other hand games as SLAPPING. NOTE- Velocity
should distinguish SLAPPING from TOUCH, '

RETALIATES As above, except peer had aggressed against tqé éarget
during the previous five seconds. >

3) OTHER ‘AGGRESSION This category includes all other forms of
aggression other than PUNCH and SLAP.

INCITES Target pushes, scratches, kicks, bites, chokes, pokes,
pinches, pulls forcefully, collides with, hits with objéct in hand,
wrstles with, wrestles with over an item, trips, hangs or jumps
on, grabs an item of clothing, or throws something (excluding a
ball in a game) at a peer when that peer did not aggress against
the target in the previous five seconds. NOTE-~ Velocity and weight
should distinguish “hanging on" from TOUCH.

RETALIATES As above, except peer had aggressed against the target
during the previous five seconds.

.

C) PEER AGGRESSION No distinction is made among the various forms
of peer aggression. All forms that comprise the three types of
_target aggression are to be simply coded as PEER AGGRESSION when
exhibited by the peer. INCITED should be coded when the target had
not aggressed against the peer during the previous five seconds. If
the target had aggressed against the peer during the previous five
seconds, then RETALIATED should be scored. - .

‘
-—~

1

NOTE ¥ In the event that either target or peer engages'in several
rapid acts of aggression within a very short time period against the
same victim, the act should only be coded once. For example, if A
punches B four times very quickly, PUNCH should only be coded once.
Aggression may be scored more than once (i.e., once for each discrete
act) if the victim of the act is changed, if there is at least a .3-
second pause between each discrete act of aggression, if more than. one

~— _form of TARGET AGGRESSION is used (e.g., both PUNCH and SLAP), or if the

first act INCITES aggression but subsequent acts are done in
RETALIATION.

Aggression should be scored when the target accidentally becomes

_ part of an.incident. For example, if a third party pushes a peer into

the target this would be scored as PEER INCITES AGGRESSION. Similarily,
if * target is pushed into a peer by a third party it should be scored as
TARGET INCITES AGGRESSION.
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Third Pass ‘(ratings) Only one of these categories'i’s_ Lo be scored
for a given T-second coding 1nterval Thus, each of the four categories
. 1s coded every 28 seconds.

. -
.
1

*A)  LEVEL OF INVOLVEMENT

L

Three different measures of. level of involvement are to-be coded -

on a high-medium-low scale.

The criteria involved in making the
ratings are as follows: ° > N

 C o . / < Y‘« .
’ . . 1’. // ‘ - .
TARGET GIVES . The average (mean) amount of attention that the,
target gives to his or.her peers. throughout the inter'val is scbred
as.HIGH, MEDIUM or I..O:l L. . . . cod
Examples: " - HIGH- 1) involvement “in conVer'sation with . .
- ' -, °peer (more than just a few words) - v
.* ' Peer d,oes riot have to respond If‘ '
~° - target's - face ,is inot seen,ibut- -
s 7 .. ‘peer-s facing target and speaking,
. Coo ’ . asspme . . target ig” 1nvolved in
, ‘ - *  conversation., K .
' ' / 2) any active phy51cal involvement .
in a game
3) f‘bllowing a peér around the,
7 playground ' .
: ’ LR mitiatmg any sort’ of
: " intentional touch or.contact
~ . - ' 5) completing an approach by
. walking in front of a peer amd
facing him. or her.
) MEDIUM- 1) actively watching a .peer--not
. . - Just -a fleeting glance
’ _Should take place for majorlty of ;
' the interval. "
) v\ T 2) passive presence in group game
% . ¢ )
. . LOW- 1) 1looking at but not actively
\ _ © -tracking peer
. oL . 2) total disinterest in surrounding

activities




TARGET ELICITS 'I'he amount of attention that the target attempts
to. elicit from peers. This should also be a mean rating except

where stated otherwise. .° L
Examples: HIGH- 1) calls out to or reaches out to
L touch a peer (intentionally)
s . 2) initiates conversation or a game °
. 3) .is the active center of
conversation or game or is actively

. . seeking the role (e.g., jumping
o . ’ rope, throwing or grabbing the
S *.. dodgeball)
e Assume target is center in dyadia,-
conversation with peer.

B o 4) completes an approach by walking:
T front of peer and facing him or
NN . \ her

- " A

’NO’I’E— 2. singIe incidence of the above in any interval warrants a
HIGH for that interval.
© MEDIUM- 1) is involved in group
conversation or game but is not the
center of it
! 2) merging with a clearly defined
group without doing any of the
things that constitute a HIGH

LOW- 1) does ' not initiate any
_ interaction .
2) not involved in conversation or
game

PEER GIVES. .The average (mean) amount of attention that the peers
give to the target throughout the interval is scored as HIGH,
MEDIUM, or LOW.

Examples: HIGH- 1) involvement in conversation with
target (more than just a few words)
2) game with peers centers around
the target
3) peer follows the target around -
the playground
4) peer initiates any sort of

» intentional touch or contact toward
the target :

5) peer completes a? approach by
walking in front of and -facing
target




\ N v
Y , Sy

-

R MEDI'U)MB 1) a peer actively watches the
' - target-—not just a fleeting glance. -
Should take place for at least 1/2 '\
of the interval. B

. " LOW- 1) peer looks at, but does not
' ' actively track target
’, o 2) peers' total disinterest in

target's activities

*B)  MOTOR LEVEL OF TARGET \ .'

]

The mean motor level of the target during the 1nterval should

be coded as HIGH, MEDIUM or LOW.

Examples:. ‘ :

HIGH- Physical activity includes running,
Jumping, or wild and rapid swinging
of the arms (not just a single
punch).  Should take place for at
least 1/2 of the interval.

MEDIUM- Physical activity includes walking
and/or swWwinging of arms and legs.

LOW- Inactive or slight movement of arms
' and legs, maximum of 2 steps.

‘C) - UNCODABLE . -

Target is not visible for fivel or more seconds during the

interval or is not visible ag:r'ing the middle of the interval for
any Yength of time. If caMera was stopped and filming resumed
while target was in the same situation as before it should not be
necessary to consider the interval uncodable, If target had
changed location, associates, behavior, etc. by the time filming
was resumed, score the interval as.UNCODABLE. If UNCODABLE is
scored for an interval, no other behaviors should be rated during
that interval. - -
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Procedure for Coding Sessions
~ ' High Risk Observational Project
: Concordia University
Centre for Research in Human Developmenyy

.
.
' . (3
PEECI

. This handout ‘describes ‘the entire procedure to be followed during a
typical = coding session. "It includes 1) operation of the MORE
observational unit, 2) header information, 3) list of codes to be used,
and H4) data transfer, information, . Code definitions are included in a
separate handout. ‘ . ‘

' \ ~ PRELIMINARY PREPARATION

A) Turning on the MORE unit . , ' .

. * B In the battery pack, LIFT and move the power toggle switch to ON..
, . DO NOT force the switch without lifting. DO NOT turn the MORE off after
' a coding session until the data has been successfully t:r*ansferreq to an.
audio cassette tape. Turning the power switch off erases all of the: data
that has been stored in the MORE's memory.
. a © I ‘
"B) ‘Beginning a Session
Thé‘follwing procedure must be followed precisely.
KEYS . . 'FUNCTION
. N " . N (
1) Reset Enters the MORE system ‘
2) RED Down Enables data alteration
3) CLEAR - Clears all pointers .4nd writes the four -
T digit MORE ID into memory .
. . 4) RED Up Data protect mode (data entered: cannot

o be altered) 7 . .
"'C)  Session Identification

The session and trial header information for the first segment to
‘be coded will be entered at this point. Th:,s information is entered
once at the beginning of. each coding session. "It sets up the MORE unit .

. for the type of coding session that .will be taking place.

98 N
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DISPLAY KEY FUNCTION
t Code Start's the Tr:’h/
. Gses . - . "Asks for the coding scheme
EC,ADV Selects Elapsed Clock mode
_— , for the coding scheme
CiCl N ' Asks for code length
. . . 02,ADV Code length = 2 digits
\ . SCSC - ) . ' Asks for total time for .
L oL session clock to run /
~ - 04,ADV Segments should never be
i ' : v - longer than 4 minutes
0000 - Asks for trial header
- : information

.
~ R '
.

-

D) " Trial Identification

R . At this point the tridl identification for the first subject to be
coded. is entered. It must always be entered in the same order and
precisely as explained.below. The trial identification information is .
needéd to distinguish .the data for one subject from that of another

= co- ] subject.
- DISPLAY KEY . FUNCTION
0000 . Asks for header info.
0000 01,ADV Observer ID 4 !
, ~001A 02,ADV ) Coding week # (i.e., week ‘
[ 2) g
- AQ2A 03,ADV © Order of segment by.date
- . filmed (i.e., 03 = third
‘ ' segment) :
A03A 05,ADV . Tape # being viewed
AOSA 596,ADV =~ - Starting footage of
segment .
596A 125,ADV . Segment length (in
seconds) .
125A 15325,ADV Subject D # ' ,
325A 02,ADV - Subject sex 01=m, 02=f"" : |
A02A .7 '01,ADV : Pass # (01, 02, or 03) x |
AOH\( DATA 1 ' Starts data portion of‘ : *
: the trial - :

) : Play the ent you are about to code. Identify which child is
/ the target. ch the target's béhavior carefully, but do not code
-anything.  Notice the general context of the child's behavior. Examine
- complex interactions so you will be able to code them accurately during
"later passes. Decide how the toggles should be set to start the first

h coded pass and set them accordingly (see below).

¢ .;
> A,
P [y
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"to compute interobserver agreement for each segment.-

F) ‘Synchronization Procéss

*You are now ready to begin coding the first pass of the Aape
(i.e, , coding proximity and play) for the first subject. fore
touching the keyboard of the MORE again, - you must position the ” video-
tape to a point 5-10 seconds (1-2 ft.) before the actual beginning of
the segment to be coded. The following procedure should be Followed
precisely to ensure synchronization of the behavior on the video-tape
with that of the session clock and the MORE's memory. This enables us

~ 1) Epsure that the audio port:ion of the video-tape can be
heard.

2)”Begin the video-tape. -
3) Listen for the cue to start coding., At 7-second intervals
’ throughout the tape; an auditory prompt (either a 6,7,8,0or
9) will be heard. The log book will list the appropriate
starting prompt for each segnment.

4) "00", -a dummy code that is simply used to start the MORE's
session clock, must & keyed into the MORE unit immediately :
when the starting prompt is heard.

r

THE CODING SESSION

The codihg session is divided into three passes, one for each of
the 'thrjee types of behavioral categories that are defined within the
code. "

A) First Pass"

play and/or proximity are coded according
to the definitions supplied elsewhere. These categories are coded on
the toggle switches, the layout of which is as follows. The child's
1nitial status should be entered on the toggles before "00" is keyed to

Durlng “the first pass,

. start the pass.

Proximity Peer

Switeh #: . 5 R 6

Group Uncodable {
Switch #: 1 ’ 2 © 3 4
Play off  off off
(Not used) Sex C
. " Same Opposite_
7 8

off off ; .
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. When the status of the child's behavior changes several switches
may have to be turned on or off (up or down). This must be done within
3 seconds from the time you switch the first toggle so that the MORE can
recognize this as a single event change as opposed to a number of
intermediate changes (3 seconds is longer than you think and should be
enough time). If the subject moves out of sight, Toggle # 4 should be
switched ON until the subject reappears, at which time the toggle should
be switched OFF. (This is only required during the first pass). 1If an

o ‘ . t

incorrect toggle is switched.ON it should be immediately switched OFF,.

but if more than 2 seconds elapse then you should recode the entire
pass. ’ :

Following are examples of the toggles that must be ON for . all
possible codes in these categories.

If the child is in play:

27~ peer same sex 37- group same sex
28— peer opposite sex 38- group opposite sex
2- peer indeterminate sex 378~ group both sexes
: ' * . 3- group indeterminate sex

. \

,If child is not in play but is proximal to a pger:

127~ peer same sex 137- group same sex
128- peer opposite sex 138~ group opposite sex
12~ peer indeterminate sex 1378- group both sexes
13- group indetgrminate sex

If child is alone and not in play«

1- not proximal to anyone . !

At the end of the segment you should push the FINISH button and
only then turn QOFF all of the toggles.

You have now completed the first pass of the tape. The header
information for the second pass of the tape is precisely the same as in
the first pass except for the pass #, which is the last 2 digits of the
header. The MORE is capable of overlaying only the last 2 digits
without having to repeat the entire header. Enter "02 ADV" then press
"DATA" and proceed as outlined in the section entitled synchronization
process, , :

B) Second Pass

The second pass through the video-tape is for codiné the contact

.categories. These categories are entered on the keys. During the second

pass the earphone should be worn so that you can code without having to
look at the display. Every time. that you enter the secodnd digit of a
code the earphone will deliver a 'beep' which ?will tell you that it was

101
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entered properly. If the ‘'beep! is' not heard then you must look at the
display and determine the error that has. been made. The keys cannot be
pressed in extremely rapid succession but can be pressed fairly quickly.

Following is a 1listing of the 2-digit codes for the contact
categories: .

TOUCH

01- target ,touch
02- peer touch

PEER

AGGRESSION

41~ peer incites

aggression

b2~ peer retaliates

aggression

TARGET AGGRESSION -

11~ target
12~ target
21~ target
22—~ target
31~ target
32- target

incites punch
retaliates punch
incites slap
retaliates slap
incites other
retaliates other

4
N |

At the end of this pass the FINISH button should be pressed and "03
ADV"  should be entered followed by "DATA"™.
digits once again and prepares you for the third pass of the tape.
Proceed as outlined in "Synchronization Process' when yéu are prepared
to code the categories included in the third pass.

Y

C) Third Pass

This overlays the last 2

- During the third pass, level of ipvolvement and motor level will be
As mentioned previously there will be a prompt every seven
on the tape. #£he first prompt within the segment is used as a
starting point for coding purposes.

coded.
seconds

each segment is noted in the log book.

The
Th

correct starting prompt for
e three levels of involvement

and the motor level will be input on a rotating basis, beginning at the

Second prompt.

during the previous seven seconds.

Each rating is based on

the behavior that occurred

Watch the video-tape until you hear a prompt (other than the first
one), then enter your rating for tl;e appropriate category on the keys.
The rating should be made for the category that is  stated in the
e.g., a "6" prompts you to code the "60's" category, which is

prompt,

Target Gives Attention.

Watch the ‘tape until another prompt is heard,

_then enter your rating for that category, and so on until the end of the
segment. Following is a listing of the codes for each of the categories:

Level of

60-
61-
62-
66~

A

Involvement

target gives low
target gives medium
target gives high
target gives uncodable

102

70~
T1-
72~
7=

target elicits low
target elicits medium
target elicits high
target elicits uncodable

~



80- peer gives low ° ,
81- peer gives medi :

82- peer gives high § . 4
88~ peer gives uncodable :

Motor Level of Target

‘i‘\ 96- ‘motor level low '

91— motor level medium
92~ motor level high

99~ motor level q:jﬂﬁéble : ,

At the énd of the segment, the FINISH button should be pressed to
end the coding for the third pass and for that particular segment. . You
should ‘'now locate the next subject to be coded on the vi&eo-tape. When
you are prepared to begin coding this subject, the new header
information must be entered. Once again, it is not necessary to revise
the entire header. Information entered during the first (example) trial
was as follows: ‘ '

OB W S¢# TP FIG SEG suBJ# SX P# -
01 ADV 03 ADV 09 ADV 05 ADV 596 ADV 125 ADV 15325 ADV 02 ADV 01 ADV

Only change what is necessary! For instance, if tape and segment
order (S#) remain the same, then only overlay FIG, SEG, SUBJ£, SX, and
P4. It should be noted that if something in the header must be changed,
everything after it in the line must be either changed or re-entered.

. When the header has been properly overlaid to identify the new
subject you can press the DATA key to start the coding for the second
subject, You must then follow the instructions as outlined in
"Synchronization Process".

You should proceed in this manner until all the target subjects
that you plan to code during the present session have been coded.
IMPORTANT~ At the end of the session DO NOT turn off the MORE battery
pack or press any more keys. Everything in the MORE's memory will be
lost if this is done. The data that has been collected must first be
transferred to an audio cassette. Instructions for the transfer to
audio cassette are on page 8.
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Errors during a coding session

The following are examples of ‘errors that might be made qdring the
course of a session and how they ghould be corrected.

-~\\T£3 If the incorregt code is entered during a pass and is still
v

isidle on the display simply press the ERROR key and immediately enter
the correct code. v

2) If the error is more serious and cannot be corrected, the
entire pass shoutd be recoded. In this case, as soon as the error is
detected, code "19", press the FINISH button and re-enter the pass
number that 1s to be recoded. Start the segment over and recode the
entire pass. '

3) If an error is made on one.of the switches and 1is noticed
immediately (within 2 seconds) then it can be corrected by simply
changing the switch to the proper position, If the error exists for a
longer period it is ackpowledged by the MORE unit and the pass should be
recoded as explained in #2 above.

4) If an error is made in the header information the ERROR key
will only wipe out the field that is currenily being entered or, if the
ADV key has been pushed, it will clear the last field that was entered.

Example: ADV 02 ADV 03 ADV 04 ERROR will clear only the 04
ADV 02 ADV 03 ADV 4 ERROR will clear only the 4
ADV 02 ADV 03 ADV O4 ADV ERROR will clear only the 04

Note - Once ADV has been pushed, the previous field can be cleared only
if the next field has not yet been entered. For instance, in all of the
above examples it would be impossible to correct the "03" if that is
where the error had occurred. In the case where the error is no longer
accessible to the ERROR key, the following procedure should be used:

i) when the error is noticed , press DATA
ii) then key "19" -
iii) press FINISH
iv) reenter the required items for that pass into the
header exactly as you should have before.

5) If other errors arise which you do not know how to handle,
describe them clearly in writing and leave the note with yeur audio
cassette on the shelf in the lab.

2
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MORE Dump to Cassette Instructions

1. Use one side of the cassette only. .

2. Leave at least five feet of cassette tape between dumps.

3. Start dump onto cassette at multiples of 1® feet.

4, File ID's can be any 2-digit number between 01 and 99.

5\ Keep log of entrles and file ID'S, including starting and ending
footage. '

)

Dump to Cassette

Connect the MORE's output to the recorder's input port (RED WIRE
FROM MORE'S OUTPUT TO CASSETTE MICROPHONE INPUT). Lock RED down on the
MORE and press DUMP. The display on the MORE will prompt "bdbd". Key
in "02 ADV", The MORE will then prompt "odod". Key in "01 ADV", and the
MORE will request a file ID-with the prompt "CFCF". Key in your file ID
(01-99) and check to see that the desired file ID appears on the right
side of the MORE's display. Turn the volume all the way up and set the
tone at 5. Then position the tape to.the desired spot, place the
- recorder in the record mode (press RECORD button only) and allow the
recorder to pick up speed before pressing the last "ADV"., The last
"ADV" will release the data in the MORE into the cassette, therefore be
sure to press “ADV" only when the desired starting place on the cassette
tape (multiples of 10) has been reached.

Verifying the Dump

After dumping to the cassette; the MORE will respond with "dddd"
(meaning that the dump has been completed). To verify that the dump has
been successful, connect the recorder's output port (EARPHONE QUTPUT) to
the MORE's input port (BLACK DOT) using the BLACK WIRE. Rewind the
tape, press "ADV" and start the cassette. A correct verification will
return "dddd". This assures you that the data was properly transferred.

\ If the display shows "EEEE" it means that an error has been detected and

\you should redump the data. If so, release the RED button, RESET, lock
.RED down again, and press DUMP. If the display stays blank, the‘MORE
'could not read the file ID. Check all of the connections, make sure the
wplume control is turned all of the way up and the tone control is on 5,
and try again.

\ . ' 105
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Table 1

- Pistribution of Target Jubjects
4 . ' ,
—— School 1 . School 2 Total
1981-1982 1982-1983
Size of Co . : ‘ ?
population 174 282 456
sampled : .

Number of target .
subjects selected 43 T4 17

~ Target breakdown by group

A "W . AW ¢

Boyé _ . :
School 1 , C o
Grade 5 3 3 2 3.
' Grade 6 3 3 2 3
School 2
"Grade 4 ) 4 b . 6 5
| Grade 5 6 5 4 5
-Girls "
School 1 ' b |
Grade 5 a 2 1 3. 3
Grade 6 oy y 1 | 3
School 2
Grade 4 | 5 .3 - 5. 5
Grade 5 2 4 5 . 6
* Total . 29 a 28 3
107 .
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Table 2 =8 Vs c
Average’PEI Aggression and Withdrawal Z Scores
(and Standard Deviations) for Each-Group
Aggression Scal?f
Sex (
Group Both sexes ,  Males Females .
Z Percentile Z . Percentile 1l  Percentile
A "o194 98 1.75 96 2.18 9.
(0.46) - - .(0.36) (0,48)
i ]
W -0.69 25 ~0.84 20 -0.51 30
. (0.56) (0.50) . (0.60)
w153 94 1.27 90 1.80 96
c -0.37 36 -0.40 34 -0.34 37
(0.51) (0.23) ~ (0.68) -
’ \
Withdrawal Scale
A -0.17 43 C-0.11 46 -0.25 40
(0.47) . (0.44) (0.51)
W .99 98" ' 2.15 99 1.78 97
(0.56) (0.55) (0.52) ,
AW 1, 95 1.42 93 .76 9
(0/60) (0.64) (0.51)
. C -0.21 42 -0.27 = 40 -0.14 45
(0.32) (0.21) -

(0.35)

Note. There were no significant differences between the scores of boys
and those of girls within any of the four groups. :

lo8
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Table 3

. Average PEI Likabilitv Scores

—

{and, Standard Deviations) for Each Group
Sex
Group Both sexes ‘ Males Females -
YA Percentile YA P’erc.entilé,, Z . Percentile
A -0.25 40 0.09 6’ . -0.44 33
(0.60) (0.65) (0.50)
W -0.28 . 39 -0.26 4  -0.32 38
(0.81) (0.77) (0.81)
AW -0.85 20 -1.08 16 . -0.61 T,
' (0.68) o (0.39) (0.82) »
C .0.27 59 0.15 - 56 0.26 .61
) / (1.16) - : (1.10)
. .
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Table 4§

V_ariable

"Play .
Same-sex group

. Opposite-sex group
Mixed-sex group
Same-gex peer
Opposite-sex peer:

Proximity ,
-Same-sex group
Opposite-sex group
Mixed-séx group
Same-sex peer .
Opposite-sex peer

Alone

With a group

With one peer

With same-sex peers

With opposite-sex peers
(including time in a
mixed-sex group)

Touch

Target
Peer

Aggression

Target total
Incited
Retaliated
Punch
‘Slap
"Other"

Peer total
Incited
Retaliated

Attention target gave
Attention target elicited
Attention peers gave

Alnha mmmm Me.aam:ins
&abilm of Behavior Across &menn
§ghggll School 2
3 segments 3 segments 12 segments
55 & .34 .65
.59 .50 T4
-003 080 067
-.03 48 .71
, .08' -.0’4_ -007
.75 -.08 RE
U7 51 T3
A1 .35 = .59
.80 03 . ‘ .48
. 20 .00 .64
-.06 24 .50
-.33 .01, .31
' 03\1 031 060
31 T2 .54
A1 .00 .7
36 .52 -74
.60 .53 T4
‘ u3,6' ‘059 N ogg
+36 .49 .
a7 45 SN12
.50 ) .73
35 ous 075 »
035 ou8 077 '
42 A3 . .50
.13 .83 .56
.13 , .01 .39
42 42 .13
54 “ 43 .67
.46 .51 .63
.42 a2 .60
LUl .21 .66 .
LA49 .37 A
.54 7 .22 .66
51 T2

Motor level
<

52




Pearson Product-moment Gorrelation Coefficients

Measuring Interobserver Agreement .

&

Duration variables:
Play ‘ 81
Group . .84
Same sex .70
Opposite sex .42
Mixed .70
Dyad .75
Same sex 1

Opposite sex - .61 .

Proximity .85
Group .82
Same sex .78 -
Opposite sex .28
Mixed Bty
Dyad ‘ 7
Same sex .78

Opposite sex .67

4

Alone ' .82

With same sex (in

‘play or B
proximity) .50
With opposite sex
(in play or r
proximity) .52

111

Erequency variables:

" Touch

Target
Peer

Aggression ..
Target’ total
Incited
. Retaliated
Punch .
Slap
* "Other"

. . Peer total

‘Incited
Retaliated

\’ﬁ;;ﬁd.lan;ahlgaz

Attention -
Target gave
Target elicited

. Peer gave

Motor level

N

.72

. .71

.75

.

;
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Table 6 "~ .=
Step Entered Wilks Lambda Rao's ¥ Significance of
' - = : Change in ¥
‘ o
1 Target elicited . '
~ attention ] 0.708 , 46.6 0.000

2 'Total peer.: ' . ¢
aggression : 0.654 SRR 1 7 B 0.010

3 Total aggression " :
incited by target 0.582 72.5 ’ 0.002

4 Target eljcited . ' L - ‘
'attention%eqrs 0.552 - 80.8 0.039
gave attention’ . .

5 Play with same- . .
Sex" group 0.512 ‘91,1 - . 0.017

6 Target-retaliated/ ‘ ,
peer-incited 0.497 4 95.5 ' 0.215
aggression ‘

T Peer-retaliated/ v ” e oo
target-incited 0.474 102.1 - - 0.089
aggression - . :

8 ' Target touch ' 0.465 | 105.1 - 0.391

9 Peers gave attention 0.455 - 108.0° - 0.410

& ' '

10 Time with opposite- :
or mixed-sex group.  0.443 | 111.2 - : 0.35§

11 Peer-incited/target~ ‘
incited aggression 0.438 J . 112.9 \ 0.624

12 Motor level 0,435 -, 114.5 ‘ 0.677

13 Tar"get gave , o : . ‘ )
attention/peers © 0.437 116.0 ' 0.680
gave attention . : ,

14 Target gave . L
attention . 0 0425 1 1 8 . 1 . ! 0 -552 ’

15 Tige alone ',  ° -  0.423 18 ' 0.850

(112
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Table 7 !

Y

v h
Functien
g 2/ 3
a v
Target elicited attention - . 0.79 -0.56 ‘ 0.41
Total peer aggression . =0.51" -0.48 - 0.08
Total aggression incited - :
by target ‘ 0.11 0.82 0.28 ‘
Target elicited attention/ . | o
peers gave attention -0.49 0.14 0,64
. Play with same-sex group _ " 0.31 0.02 -0.80 RN
Target-retaliated/peer- ' ’
incited aggression'. . 0.29 0.76 0.05
'Peer-retaliated/tai‘get-' o o ct
- incited gggression - =0.19 <0.67 - 0.16
p b
113
5 .
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Table 8

Canonical  Discrimi o

-

~

Group
Function

“ 0.00
N :

.0.22 0.03

g
\ H s
G
i
“ w
. . . ‘ ;14 i

Ct’ ’\
0.31
-0.12
' =0.45 -
PR




Tatle'9 o ‘ e S
a‘ ‘ ’ -~
. e Predicted group membership
Actugl group | n A , W AW . C
: A 29 n=17, h=1 n=3 n=8-
58.6% 3.u% 10.3% - - 27.6%
W 27 n=1 n=15 . n= n=5%
- 3.7% 55.6% 22.2% 18.5%:
AW 28 J =6 " n=3 n=12 " n=
, 21.,4% 7 10.'7% 4299% 25.0%
C ~ .33 7’ n= ' - n= =8 n=17
15,28 9% a2 . 5158

e

Note. The' inequality of group sizes was statlstically taken into '

account when predicting group membership,

*
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" Table 10 .

s

A Group
‘ A W AW
Group ‘
W 10.11%% *
M 3.67%% 5.71%%
g . 2.53¢ 7.03% 1.86

o

Note. Each ratio has 6 and 108 degrees of freedom,

* X.05 .t
|01 - : -

. 116 )
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Table,i1 ) .

Group

A W o AW c

Play | 60.1 8.6 . 55.8 60.0
3 (3.5  (26.1) (15.7) (17.1)
with same-sex - 30:0 23.0 . 23.4 ' 35.4
group : (29.3) (24.2) - (17.1) (21.6)
with opposite- 1.2 - 1.3 1.4 2.6
sex group = . (2.2) (2.5) (2.1 . (6.9)
with mixed- 25.8 20.9 o 27.2 © 18.7
sex group - (351 (24.3) (21.7) (7.4
with same- R 3.1 . 2.8 2.9
sex peer T (3.0) (4.0) (3.0) (3.2)
with opposite- . - 0.5 0.3 1.0 0.4
sex peer z "(1.3) ((_J.6) (2.5) - ‘ (1.1)

. Proximal (but not 29.0 32.6 32,4 . 28.0
playing) / (21.0) (22.3) (15.1) (15.5)
to same-sex { . 4.5 14.7 14.7 12.8
group ( (14.2) (13.4) (11.4) (10.3)
.to opposite-séx__ . 1.7 1.6 2.3 1.4
. gFoup T (2.8) (2.2). (3:9) (2.2)
*to mixed-sex 3.1 2.7 3.7 2.4
group . (4.1) (3.9) (4,2) (3.6)
to same-sex 8. : 1.5 10.0 10.0
peer | (8.3) (9.6) (6.0) (7.8) -
to opposite-sex 1.2 2.1 1.7 1.5
peer . (1.7) (3.8) (2.1 (2.1)
Alone 9.5 17.2 1.1 . 10.7
~ (5.2) (11.2) (5.8) (7.4)
L .

117



°

' (Table 11, continued)

Total time with a , : )
group (across play 76.2 64.2 72.7 73.3

and proximity) (13.7 (19.2) (10.9) (14.1)
Total time with a T , .\
single peer (across 13.0 17.0 15.5 14.8
play and proximigy) (9.9) . (11.3) . (8.0)° (10.1)
Total time with S
opposite-sex peers 33.5 28.9 37.2° 6.9
(including timg with (29.4) (24.7) (24.2) * (20.8)
a mixed-sex group) ‘ ‘ .

3 f . \
Total time with . 55.7 “52.3 51.0 61.1
Same-Sex peers (31.3) (2u.4) (3.8 7 (2.0

*

Note. Means represent percentage of time'spent in éach activity.

¥
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Table 12

Means (and Standard Deviations) for Frequency Variables

Total nonaggressive
touch

total by target

A

total by peer

Total aggression
total by target
incited
retaliated
punches
slaps
"other" (non-
slap, non-punch)
total by peer

incited

retaliated

Group
A W W o
2.776 1.783 2.302 2.167
(0.995) (0.731) €0.621) (0.796)
1.540 0.897 1.168 1.149
(0.577) (0.468) (0.402) (0.446)
1.235 0.886 P 1,138 1.018
(0.503) (0.378) (0.360) (0.426)
1.710 1.198 1.540 1.160
(0.935) (1.150) -~ (1.202) (1.190)
1.043 0.572 0.739 0.619
(0.651) (0.571) (0.593) (0.684)
0.856 0.431 0.561 0.493
(0.566) (0.411) (0.437) . (0.581)
0.187 0.141 0.178" . 0.126
(0.138) (0.177) (0.212) (0.173)
0.044 - 0.024 0.018 0.027
(0.068) (0.050) (0.035)  (0.086)
0.085 0.033 . 0.036 0.019
- (0.220) (0:073) (0.070) (0.029)
0.914 0.516 0.685 0.573
(0.520) . (0.521) (0.535) (0.641)
0.66% 0.626 0.801 0.541
£0.341) (0.632) (0.667) (0.533)
0.449 0.486 0.607 0.415
(0.224) (0.501) (0.478) (0.378)
0.218 0.140 0.193 0.127
(0.156) (0.196) (0.215). (0.181)

Note. Means represent frequencies per minute.

1

.

119

\

&



Table 13

.

Means (and Standard Deviations) of Aggression Ratjios

Group s
A W .\ C
Target punch/all 0.032 0.026P ,0.0202 0.026°
target aggression (0.0u44) (0.045) (0.042) (0.086)
’ .
Target slap/all . 0.060 0.0480 0.0422 0.042°
target aggression (0.096) (0.083) (0.091) . (0.082)
Target "other"/all = 0.908 0.926° 0.9382 0.931°
target aggression (0.102) .(0.117) (0.128) “(0.111)
Peer retaliated/ - 0.2452 0.297° - 0,36128 0.242P
target incited (0.139) (0.248) (0.270) (0.220)
Target retaliated/ 0.406 0.2732 0.279 0.264 -
peer incited (0.249) = (0.232) (0.196) _  (0.224)
Peer incited/ 0.6692 1.4090 1.8692 1.347°
target incited (0.548) (1.528) (2.556) (1.804)
[} ) I N
Note, Means represent frequency of first variable per minute divided

by frequency of second variable per minute.

8Ratio could not be calculated for one subject due to a zero
denomindtor. ° ’ ’

PRatic could not be' calculated for °two subjects due to a zero
denominator. :
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Table 14

Means (and Standard Deviations) of Ratings and Rating Ratics

‘Target gﬁve
attention to

(;’b peers

Target elicited
attention from
peers

Peers gave attention
to target

1Y

" Target gave

attention/pee}s
gave attention

Target elicited
attention/peers
gave attention

. Target's physical

activity (motor
level)

| Group
A W AW C
0.877 0.734 0.849 0.843 -
(0.082) (0.185) (0.068) (0.108)
0.700 0517 . 0.664 0.638
(0.073) (0.152) (0.085) (0.100)
0.383 0.254 0.359 0.354
(0.109) (0.141) (0.143) (0.133)
2,482 5.807" 2.826 2.708
(0.860) (7.511) (1.452) (1.048)
1.945 3.636 2.139 - 1,988
(0.560) (4.135) (0.936) (0.591)
0.476 0.408 0.463 0.438
(0.112) (0.083)

(0.105)

(0.093)

Note. All ratings were on a scale of 0 to 1.
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‘ Thble 15

mmmmmmmummmmm

Piay" ‘
with same-sex
group

with opqosite—
sex group.

with mixed-
sex group

. Wwith same-
sex peer

with opposite-
sex peer

Proximal (but not

. Playing)

to same-sex
group

to obposite-sex
group_i

to mixed-sex
group

to same-sex
peer

to opposite-sex
peer

Alone

122

Groqp
A W s c .
58.0 19.8 " 59,1 62.6
(22.4) (h.2) . (7.3) - (@.3)
2.8 23.8 25.5 325
0.8 1.3 1.5 5.1
(1.2) (2.4) (2.3) (9.4)
2.1 21.1 27.8 T
(22.6) (25.1)  ° (22.4) (17.8)
2.7 3.2 2.8 2.6
(3.3) (3.6) (1.8) (2.8)
0.3 . 0.3 1.6 Co0a
(0.3)° - (0.8) (3.5) - (1.6).
- 9.4 . 29.2 29.4 23.1
(21.4) (20.9) (17.1) (17.5)
.5 TR A 12.4 9.4
(38 s (12.2) €10.7) (7.9)
1.3 1.7 3.0 12
2.6 2.7 4.9 1.9
(3.7) (3.5) (5.6) (2.9)
9.9 1.5 8.0 9.0
(9.5) (9.0) | (6.0) (8.6)
1.0 2.6 T 1.5
(1.5) (4.5) (2.2) (2.3).
0.6 18.3 10.4 13.1
(4.7) (11.5) (4.5) (8.9)

Lo

o
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(Table 15, continued)

- Total time with a

group (across play . 73.5 62.3 74,5 71.8
and proximity) (14.0) (17.9) (11.7) (15.3)
Y'I'ot.al time with a ‘ . o
single peer (across 14.0 6.7 14.1 13.9
play and proximity) . (11.3) (11.3) 9.1 (10:6)
Total t;ne with : ( R
. opposite-sex peers 30.5 29.8 39.8 32.1
) * (including time with  (24.6) (26.8) (24.5) (21.7)
‘ a mixed-sex group) «
Tot\:al time with . 57.0 49,2 48.7 h3.6
Same-sex peers (26.8) (26.7) (23.4) (21.7)
el . L
o

Note. Means ..r"epr'esen't, percentage of time spent in -ea,ch'activity.
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Table 16 ' '
/ mmmwumwmm

/ ‘ ' | g. Group
| A W Lom
o omay 62.7 7,1 525 . 57.6
\ ‘ . o (B.), ‘ (29.‘l¥.') (13.6) (12.0)
with same-sex 30.1 22.0-" 21 38,2
group - (35. 5) (24.1); (14.8) : (18.3) .
with opposite- 1.8 1.3 1.3 - 0.2
sex group (3.1 (2.6) (1.9 . (0.5)
with mixed- - 8 20.6 2.5 15,8
- sex group (28.7) 2u.4) . @@Ly 17.1)
. " L
.with same- . 2.7 ~ 3.0 L2.8 o 3.2
sex peer ‘ < (2.8) (4.7) (3.9) (3.6)
. ' . (Y .
" with opposite- 0.8 0.2 © 0.5 . 0.9
sex peer - -(1.9) (0.3) (0.7 (0.2)
.’ . Proximal (but not 28.5" © 36.9 . R 32.7
playing) (1 .3)' . (24 2) (12.6) - (12.1)
to same-sex .4 18.6 -17.0 16.0
group ' (15.8) .. (1“.&) ‘ (12.0) (11.5)
to opposite-sex =~ . . 2.2 L 1. 1.5 1.6
group & (3 8) . LT ‘(202) ) ! (,1 v9) ’(‘2o8)
to mixed-sgex '3 6 2.6 -~ 32 . 2.9 -
group o (4.6) (4.5) (2.1) (3.23,
e LY L - .
to same-sex . 6.9 o127 12.1, 10.8
peer; ., (6;“) 3 (10-4) ‘(S-u) (7-2)
to opposite-sex : 1.}4 - 1.6 1.4 .
peer (1.9) (2.5) 2.1~ - (1.9)°
Mone 8.1 . 15.7 1.8 - 8.5
S (5.6) (11.2) (7.0) (5.0
> 124"
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(Table 16, continued)

Total time with a-
group (across play 79.5

and proximity) " (13.0)
Total time with a ,
single peer (across 1ML .
play .and proximity) (8.0)

Total time with .y
opposite-sex peers 37.1
' (including time with  (35.1)

a mixed-sex group) -

Total tiime.with 54.1
same~-sex peers - (37.2)

66,7

(21.4)
17.4
’(1}.8)

27.8

'(23.0).

56.2
(21.7)

© 70.9

(10.3)

17.0
(6.7)

34.6 °

<

(24.5)

'53.3
- (24.8)

w

Note. . Means represent percenl;age of time spéﬁf in each‘activity. ’

.
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‘Table 17 o _.
Group . ‘
<
A W AW C
'Total nonaggressive 2.974 C-1.894 2.470 2.199
touch ‘ (1.181) (0.792). (0.636) (0.786)
* total by target® 1.631 1.057 1.245 1,141
' (0.665) . (0.459) (0.401) ' 0.454)
total by peer 1.382 - 0.837 * 1.225 1,058
+(0.617) (0.380) (0.380)  (0.442) -
« Total aggression 2.004 .61 2.134 1.785
e = %(1.032) (1.299) (1.296) (1.422)
total by target 1.262 " 0.804 © 1.006 0.984
incited - 1:058 0.600 0,752 0.765
(0.640) (0.465) (0.457) (0.665)
retaliated 0. 204 0.204 0.254 0.219
(0.121) -~ (0.211) (0.260) (0.209)
punches 0.068 0.041 0.035 0.056 . .
(0.079) (0.062) (0.043) ,(0.118)
slaps 0.127 0.052 0.062 0.024
. (0.293) .  (0.094) (0.092) (0.031)
Mother™ (non- 1.068 0.712 0.909 0.905
. slap, non-punch) (0.560) (0.608) (0.574) (0.786)
total by peer 0.742 0.80% 1.128 . 0.800
o (0.358) (0.675) (0.739) ©  (0.634)
I incited 0.508 0.602 0.852 ©0.577
g *' * (0.240) (0.484) (0.518) (0.446)
retaliated 0.234 0.206 0.276 0.224
o (0.156) (0.282) . (0,257)  (0.218)
L - ‘
ﬁg&g. Means represent frequengies per minute.
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Table 18 °

Means (and Standard Deviations) for Freuency Variables for Girls

(0.126)

Group
A W I c
Total nonaggressive  2.532 1.6460 2435 -2.136 ¢
touch . (0.669) . (0.654)< . .- (0.579) - (0.829)
total by target 1.428 0,696 ' . 1.091 1.156
. (0.446) (0.413) (0.402)° (0.453) -
‘total by peer . 1.104 0.948 S 1.0u8 0.980
: (0.282) (0.382) (0.328) o (9.420)
Total aggression 1.348 0.682 © 0,945 .0.572
: / (0.673) (0.676) (0.751) " {0.422)
' )
total by target 0.773 0.283 " - 0.472 0.275
. (0.425) (0.246) (0.404) (0.196) -
 inéited 0,606 0.220 0.369 0.237
L (0.339) o (0.187) (0.330) (0.164)
retaliated 0,167 0.063 0.102 0.038
. , © {0.158) (0.074) - ‘ (0.114) (0.044)
punches . 0.014 0.002 0.001 0.001 -
slaps ° . 0,034 0.010 0.010 0.014 ,
"other" (mon- 0,725 0.271 ° © 0.M461 0.260
".slap, non-punch) = (0.411) (0.320) (0.397) (0.193)
total by peer : 0.575 ©0.399: 0.474 0.298 .
' " (0.307) (0.512) (0.384) (0.2u6)
ancited 0316 10.340 0.363 0.262
(0.186)  (0.504)  (0.216)  (0.220)
retaligged - 0.198 0.059 0.111 £ 0,036 "
! . ~ (0.160) ¥ (0.056) (0.050)

-Note. Means represent frequencies per minute.
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Table 19

! o y ) |
Means (and Standard Deviations) of Aggression Ratios for Bovs

RO

Group !
Target punch/all 0,043 0.041 0.05 0.056
target aggression. (0.042) (0.053) (o.043) ©  (0.118)
Target slap/all 0.071 © 0,065 0.062  0.024
target aggression - (0.{‘118) (0.100) /- _(0.092) . (0.,031)
Target "other"/all: 0.886 1 0.894 0.909 0.905
target aggression .  (0.120) (0.138) (0.5T4) .(0.786) _
Peer retaliated/ 0.203 0.291 0.331 - 0,3512
target incited . (0.083) (0.225) - (0.217) (0.240)
Target retaliated/ . 0.398 | 0.295. ' - 0.278 0.365 -
peer incited (0.159) (0.196) (0.162) . (0.264)
Peer ineited/ 0673 1.381 2.012° 1.462°

target incited (0.607) (1.036) (2.699) (2.443)

e

Note.  Means represent frequency of first vai%/ble per minute divided

. by frequency of second variable per minute. .

3Ratio could not be calculated for one subject due to a zero

denominator. ‘ o

Y
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Table 20

Means (and Standard Deviations) of Aggression Ratios for Girls -

Group
A W AW C
'

Target punch/all 0,014 . 0.002P 0.001 " 0.001
_target aggression (0.033) - (0.005). (0.004) -(0.003)
Target slap/all 0.034 0.010® .- 0.010 ~0.014
' target aggression (0.036) (0.020) (0.018) (0.027)
Target "other"/all 0.725 ° 0.271° 0.461 0.260
target aggression (0.411) . (0.230) ° (0.397) (0.193)
Peer retaliated/ 0.3013° 10.306P 0.3942 - 0,1402,

target incited (0.180) [(0.291) (0.323) (0.142)

/ e : .

Target retaliated/ 0.416 0.2422 0.280 0.169
peer incited - €0.336) (0.280) (0.232) (0.123)1
Peer incited/ ;/ 0.6632 - 1.4520 1.7148 1.239%
target incited ,// (0.485) (2.134) - (2.492) (0.957) -
e
\

~~

Note.” Means reprasent frequency
. by frequency of second variable per

denominator.

. pRatio could not be calculated for bAo subjects due to
denominator. )

o
®Ratio could not be calculated

N
N
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for one

subject due to

3irst variable per minute divided
ute.

a zero

a zero
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Table 21

Group
A W AW C
" Target gave- - ’ ‘
attention to 0.876 - OZVT43 .+ 70.862 - 0.834 -
peers (0.077) (0.163) (0.064) (0.140) . .
, Térget elicited T
“ attention from » 0,708 0.537 0.687 0.642
‘ peers (0.069). (0.146) (9.085) (9.120) .
Peers gave attention  0.402  0.248 0.376 0.346 °
to target (0.136) (0.154) (0.162) (9.152) -
Target gave .
attention/peers 2.468 6.416 2.893 2.809
gave attention © (1.086) (8.188) (1.821) (1.138)
Target elicited . - '
" attention/peers . 1940 4.047 2.203 2.090
gave attention (0.689) (4.329) {1.168) (0.646)
Target's physical
activity {motor 0.490 0.451 - 0.508 - 0.463

R

Note. All ratings were on a scale of 0 to 1.

LY

e T~ s s
O R e A
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Table 22 - . - *

B Target gave ) " )
" attention to 0.878 0.722 - 0.836 - 0.852

peers (0.090) (0.216) (0.072) (0.068)
Térget elicited - A . .
_attention from 0.689 . 0.492 0.642 0,634
peers | (0.080) (0.162) (0.081) " (0.082) .
Peers gave attention 0.360 0.260 ~ - 0,343 0.362
" to target © (0.061) (0.129) (0.125) (0.118)
Ta}gei gave ‘ 3
attention/peers 2.500 - 5.045 2.759 2.612
gave attention (0.500) (6.846) (1.028) (0.986)
Target elicited o -
attention/peers 1.951 3.123 2.074 1.891
gave attention - (0.370) (4.007) "(0.669) (0.536)

Target's physical s A
activity (motor 0.460 0.354 0.418 0.415

level) - (0.139) (0.110) (0.086) (0.072)
éij

Note. All ratings were on a scale of 0 to 1.

’
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Table 23

1 - . Source Table for Analysis of Variance
' Examining Differences in Percentage of Time
Jarget Children Spent in Play
\

Source . SS - df MS F
School 0.381 1 0.381 8.78%#%
Sex 0.009 1 7 0.009° 0.20
Group 0.298 3. - 0.099 2.29~
Schéol x Sex 0,002 1 0.002 0.04
School x Group 0.063 3 0.021 0.48

- Sex x Group 0.054 3 0.018 0.41
School x Sex x Group 0.044 3 0.015 0.34
Error 4.3 101 10.043

#p .0
» ﬁ ®
) B)
132




Table 24

4
Source Table for Analysis of Variance .
Examining Differences in Pércentage of Iime
i Jarget Children Spent Proximal to Peers
Source SS daf MS F
School 0.484 1. 0,484 15,178
Sex 0.065 1 0.065  2.02
Group 0.091° 3 0.030 0.9
School x Sex 0.002 1 '0.002 0.07
.Schoql x Group 0.061 3 0.020 0.64
Sex x Group 0.061 3 0.020 0.63
School x Sex x Group © 0,015 3 0.005 0.16
Error 3.224 101 0.032
. HEp L0
.'
LY
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Table 25
Cl .
Source Table for Analvsis of Variance
- Examining Differences in Percentage of Time
© Source .’ | . ss df MS - F
School 0,000 1 0.000 0.00 |
Sex - 0.010 1 0.010  1.56 3
Group . | ' 0.094 3 0.031 5,128
" School x Sex ~0.000 1 0.000 0.04
School X Group © 0.007 3 0.002  0.37
Sex x Group g . 0,021 - 3 0.007 1.15
School x Sex x Group 0.018 3 0.006 0.98
Error oo 0.620 101 0.006
¥ p < 01

¥
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Table 26:

Source Table for Analvsis of Variance
Examining Differences in Percentage of Time

Target Children Spent in a Group
- Source . Ss df M F
School C 0,009 1, 0.009 0.4
" Sex o ~0.025 1 0.05 1.5
Group O 0.257° 3 0.8  3.93%
School x Sex 0.017 1 0.017  0.80
. School x Group 0.079 3 0.026  1.21- |
" Sex X Group 0.039 3 0.013  0.59
School x Sex x Group 0.075 3 0.025 1.15
Error , 2.197 ° 101 0.022
¥ p<.,05
r
8
"‘ h Y
-
“\
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* Table 27"

* " Source Table for Analvsis of Variance

' Examining Differenced in Percentage of Tine

Target Children Spent with Opposite-sex Peers
“(Including Tize in a Mixed=sex Group)

Source ' SsS df MS F
School 3.998 1 3.998 165, 164
Sex o 0.010 . 1 . 0,010 - 0.43
Group B 0.085 3 0.028 1.17
School x Sex 0.006 1 0.006 . 0.25
School x Group 0.217 3 0.072 2.96%
Sex x Group ‘ 0.412 3 0.047 - 1.95
School x Sex x Group_ Q.188 L3 0.063 © 2.59
Error | 2.5 100 0.024

I3

*p< .05
e 5 < 001
T ™
W
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* . Sex

Examining Differences in Frequency
v N ' Co '
‘ of Ipmpeg by Target Children
Source ss df MS F
School 2.004 1 7 2.004  9.198
0.905 1 0.905 4,15%
. Group 6.256 3 2.085 9.56%%%
-School x Sex - 0.057 1 0.057 0.26"
School 'x Group 0,352 3 0.117 . 0.54
Sex x, Group 0.423 3 0.4 0.65
“ School x ng X Group 0.077 3 0.026 0.12
Error 22.027 101 0.218
®p < .05
o< .01
% D¢ 001 . ‘
' \ " ‘ 137
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Table 29

" Source Table for Analysis of Variance

”

ExammingnifténenminEnenhmgriauémmm;a .'
Source SS df “MS * F
School 0.036 1" 0,03  0.20
Sex , - S 0.123 1 0.123- '0.67°
. Group- s 1.981 ~ 3 0.660  3.62%
'School X Sex 0.327 1 0.327 . 1.79
School x Group 0.378 3 0.126 0.69
Sex x Group . 0.542 3 0.181 0.99
School x Sex x Group 0.142 3 0.047 0.26 *
Error 18.439 101 0.183

*p< .05
4
A
/
T . 138
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*Table 30 .

¢

. 'Source Table for Analysis of Variance
Examining Differences in Frequency of Aggression

Incited by Jarget Children

dr

> Source Y SS df MS . F
"~ School 0.085 1 0.8 0.4
Sex . . 5.409 1 5.409 26,37
. Group . 339 3 1,131 5.52%%
School x Sex " 0.053 1 0.853°  0.26 °
» School x Group 0,768 3 0.256 1.25
Sex x Group 0.079 3 0.026 - 0.13
School x Sek x Group 0.469 -3 v 0.156  0.76
Error 20,7151 101 0.205
* p < .01
#e D <001
‘ ]
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oo Table 31 , ' IS *

a
\

Source Table for Analysis of Variance
o Examining Differences in the Ratio of Aggression
Refialiated by Target Children to Adgression Ingited by Peers:
. | R T
Source 3s af ., M  F

School: 0,265 17 0.265 ° 5.60%
Sex . 03 v 0.i38 ,2.82
S Group A 0.474 3 0.158 3,.34%

a4 School x . Sex ~ . D058 1 0,058 122

+ ' School x Growp . . 0.020 0.007  0.14

- Sex x Group - 0.180 0.b60 1.27

w W w

School x Sex x, Group 0.279
’ ' CLowT36 100 0.047

0.093  1.96

Error ™

.
’ - ,::I . . . N T
- .
]
, *p< .05
:
1
1
]
q
! .
1 0. ' .
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"Table 32

T &)‘{;-‘q‘.

/i o
. \ -
Source Table for Analysis of Variance .
Examinihg Differences in the Ratio of Frequeney
of Punches to Total Frequency of Target Children's Aggression
‘e i o ". K‘\

Source ' - SS, | df . K F
School 0.020. T . 0.020 . 7:20%
Sex . . 0.052 1 a2 £ 19.08%*#

" “Group ©0.002 -3 0.001  0.29
\ Ve -
School x Sex 0.011" 1 0.011 .97%,
‘ e | AN 3.97
School x Group 0.010 3 - 0.003 1.24
Sex x Group - 0,008 3 0.003  0.98
' School % Sex x Group 0:023 , "3 0,008 - 2.83%
. Eeror . 0.262 96 0.003
*®p<.05 .
¥ p (.01 °

#E% o ¢ ,001
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Table 33

.Smme.’l;ahlsmnAnaluiﬁntlariam

Examining Differences in the Ratio of Frequency of Slaps o 1&\«
© Total Frequency of Target, Children's fggression

Source SS daf . MS F /
. y_/
School | 0.002 1 0.002  0.23
Sex ’ 0.033 1 . 0,033  4.ho%
Group 0.009 3 0.003 0.41
School x Sex 0.033 1 9.033 4.46%
" School 'x Group 0.025 3 0.008  -1.11
. Sex. x_Group 0.038 3 0.013 1.71
School x Sex x Group 0.034 3. 0.011 1.52 -
Error ) 0.710 96 0.007 _
* p< .05 i
y
c »
< ‘ )
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Table 34 S S A

Incited by Peers
. Source . Ss° df | "MS F
1 T —

_ School - 0.217 1 0.277 - 2.0

Sex 2.887 o1 2.887 21.29% -

Growp | o 1,218 3 0.406 | 2.99% |

School x Sex ‘0.122 1 ' 0.122 0.90

School ¥ Group " . 0.880 3 0.23 2.1
" Sex x Group * ~ 0,813 3 0.211 2.00

School x Sex x Group 0.749 3 0.250 1.84 .

Error ‘ . 13.697 101 0.136

/ . -
® p < .05
e p < ,001 r
/o -
- 5.\ 4
¥ 'Y ' A é’
/ ;
v.
143 Lot .




. Table 35

Source Table for Analysis of Yariance

mmmmmmmmmmxw
mmummwmmmmgnmm

Source . ) SS df MS F
School 0,013 1 0913 0.29
( Sex 0.001 1 0.001  0.01
. Growp 0.368 3 0.123  2.69*
School x Sex . 0.025 1 0,025 , 0.54
School x Group - 0.144 3 0.048 1.05
Sex x Group 0.568 3 0.189 4,164
School X Sex % Group 0.375 3 0425 275 )
Error 4.323 95 0.046
- v
] * n < 005 ’ S
% < no01 o
? * ‘
. N
\'/ \ ;
F] ( ‘\
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Table 36 - />j'

Source Table for Analysis of Variance
Examining Differences in the Ratio of Aggression
Incited by Peers to Aggression Incited by Target Children

Source 4 3S df - 1A MS F
© School | 45.615 1 _U5.615  16.u3%e

Sex oSz 1 0.562  0.20
Group T w23 3 13745 495w
School x Sex 0.301 1 0.301 0.11
School X Group 25.384 3 8.461  3.05%
Sex x Group 1.796 3 0.599 - 0.22
School ¥ Sex ¥ Group 5.036 3 1.679 0.60
Error 263.725 ‘ 95 2.776

*p< .05

#* p ¢ .0 .
#%% p ¢ 001 o L ‘ ‘ ‘

) K4
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Table 37 .

¥ / 5
Children Gave to Peers -
Source F sSS daf MS F
7
School 0.216 1 0.216  17.85%%%
Sex ~° 0.00 1 0000  0.03
Group ' . 0.35 : 3 0.122  10.06%
School x Sex o.oo8 1 Q.004  0.35
. Sehool x Group 0.073 3 0.025 2.03
Sex x Group 0.022 3 0.015 0.62
School x Sex x Group 0.045 3 0.015 1,24 '
Error 1.221 101 0.012 . o !
#% <001
J \ R %
o ‘
71 )
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- Table 38

Source Table for Analysis of Variance

H]
e
& .
PG
b5

Examining Differences in Target Children's Efforts
- o Elicit Attention from Peers

- '.
Source SS df MS F
School 0.053 1 '0.053 5,23%
Sex 0.026 1 0.026  2.63
Group 0.603 3 0.201°  19,g3%##

-School x Sex 0.000 1 0.000, 0.0
School x' Group 0.145 3 0.048 Ly, 8o+
Sex x Group 0.012 3 0.004 0.40
~ School x Sex x Group 0.012 3 0.004 0.40
Error * 1.019 101 0.010
* p < .05
#p ¢ DT
.*** jo) 4 .Q1
, F
3’ 11
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Table 39
¢ l ‘ \ ,
Source Table for Analysis of Variance .
\ Examining Differences in Attention Peers
Gave Lo Target Children
Source . SS S df .MS F
School S 0.031 1 0.031 1.75
Sex . 0.008 1 0.008  0.47
Group 0.282 .3 0.094  5.33%%
School x Sex 0.003 1 0.003  0.19
School x Group T 005 . 3 0,035 1.99
w ¢ .
Sex x Group 0.021 3 0.007 0.39
School ¥ Sex x Group 0.018 3 0,006 0.3
Error a 1,778 101 0.018
o 5 <01 (‘ ’

P P2 B

‘143"

R N . . 3

. N . B

* . * . -

. N . s B

‘ +

" . -

7 By
. » ¥ BN &

B . vy

. . ‘ "~ P
. .

R

B T iR . s 4 LA B R A . . | me—
N . . ’ .




" Table 40

Source Table for Analysis of Variance
Examining Differences in the Motor Level

e

of Target Children
Source : s df oM ‘ -F
School o 0.08 1 0.038  4.57% /
Sex 0.136 1,  0.136  16.27%#
Group . 0.089 3 : 0.030  3.57*
School x Sex 0.0 1 0.011 1.3
School x Group ' 0.023 3 0.008 0.94 \
Sex x Group 0.037 3 0.012 1.49
School x Sex x Group  0.028 3 0.009 1.13 \
Error 0.845 101 0.008

* p < .05
% p < ,001
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‘ Figure 1
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Discriminant Function Group Centroids
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