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ABSTRACT 

Previous research has indicated that children who are 

unpopular in their peer group are at risk for future 

difficulties, such as dropping out of school, low academic 

achievement, learning difficulties, higher rates of juvenile 

delinquency during adolescence, and problems in future 

interpersonal relationships (Asher, Oden & Gottman, 1977; 

Putallaz & Gottman, 1983; Roff, Sells & Golden, 1972). Two 

distinct subgroups have been identified within the rejected 

status group—internalizing and externalizing—and it has 

been proposed that further knowledge of subgroup 

characteristics is necessary in order to maximize the 

effectiveness of intervention efforts (French, 1989). 

The purpose of the present study was to gain a better 

understanding of variations in self-perceptions, and the way 

these influence attributions and behavioral responses to 

hypothetical situations of rejection by peers. The rejected-

internalizing and rejected-externalizing subgroups were 

compared to a popular status group. 

Subjects were 1060 children from regular classrooms 

within the Frenship Independent School District, with 

additional measures administered to a subset of 17 8 

children. Statistical analyses revealed significant 

differences between the three subgroups on various of the 
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self-perception measures. As predicted, rejected-

internalizing subjects reported lower self-perceptions than 

either of the two groups. Furthermore, there were a number 

of significant relationships between attributions and 

subsecjuent behavioral responses. Rejected-internalizing 

subjects were more likely to withdraw if they attributed 

rejection to internal, stable, negative causes (i.e., 

personal characteristics). Rejected-externalizing subjects, 

on the other hand, were more likely to react aggressively if 

they attributed rejection to external causes (i.e., 

hostility from peers). The findings for popular subjects 

revealed a tendency to give friendly responses when 

provocation is perceived as due to external, positive causes 

(i.e., the kids wanted to win the game). 

Due to the lack of differences between the groups on 

some of the measures, it was proposed that internalizing and 

externalizing dimensions may not be homogeneous. A more 

comprehensive model which allows for the inclusion of both 

dimensions was suggested. Additionally, suggestions for 

improving the measurement of attributions and behavioral 

responses were proposed. 

Further understanding of rejected subgroup differences 

will aid researchers and clinicians in maximizing the 

effectiveness of prevention and intervention efforts used 

with these at risk children. 

VI1 



LIST OF TABLES 

Means and Standard Deviations for Barter's self-
perception Profile Domains Across the Three 
Groups 55 

Means and Standard Deviations for Barter's Self-
perception Profile Domains Across the Rejected 
and Popular Status Groups 5 6 

Means and Standards Deviations for Social 
Avoidance, Social Anxiety and Loneliness Across 
the Three Groups 57 

Means and Standard Deviations for Social Avoidance, 
Social Anxiety and Loneliness Between Popular and 
Rejected Boys and Girls 58 

Correlations Between Self-perception Profile 
Domains and Teacher Form of Self-perception 
Profile 59 

Means and Standard Deviations for the Attributional 
Dimensions Across the Three Groups 60 

Means and Standard Deviations for the Attributional 
Dimensions Across the Rejected and Popular 
Status Groups 61 

8 Means and Standard Deviations for the Behavioral 
Responses Across the Three Groups 62 

9 Means and Standard Deviations for the Behavioral 
Responses Across the Rejected and Popular 
Status Groups 63 

10 Correlations Between Domains of Perceived Self-
competence, Self-perception Measures and 
Attributions for Hypothetical Situations of 
Rejection (Popular Group) 64 

11 Correlations between Attributional Dimensions 
and Prosocial Behavioral Responses within the 
Popular Group 65 

12 Correlations Between Domains of Perceived Self-
competence, Self-perception Measures and 
Attributions for Hypothetical Situations of 
Rejection (Rejected-internalizing Group) 6 6 

Vlll 



13 Correlations between Attributional Dimensions and 
Withdrawal within the Rejected-internalizing 
Group 67 

14 Correlations Between Domains of Perceived Self-
competence, Self-perception Measures and 
Attributions for Hypothetical Situations of 
Rejection (Rejected-externalizing Group) 68 

15 Correlations between Attributional Dimensions 
and Aggression within the Rejected-externalizing 
Group 69 

16 Means and Standard Deviations for Admission to 
Frecjuency of Rejection Across the Three Groups . . 70 

17 Means and Standard Deviations for Feelings 
Endorsed Following Rejection Across the Three 
Groups 71 

IX 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Overview 

The introductory chapter reviews the relevant peer 

relations literature, specifically as it relates to 

behavioral differences identified between subgroups of peer-

rejected children. The relevance of self-perceptions, 

attributions and responses to social situations is discussed 

in light of its importance in furthering our understanding 

of peer-rejected children. Differences between behaviorally 

distinct groups of rejected children and popular children 

are proposed, primarily in the areas of self-perceptions and 

their relations to attributions and behavioral responses 

following hypothetical situations of rejection. Further 

knowledge of these differences is suggested to aid in the 

understanding of how peer-rejection is maintained and to be 

important in the design and implementation of treatment 

programs. 

Peer Rejection in Childhood 

There has been a growing concern among researchers to 

identify the characteristics of children who are unpopular 

among their peers. It has been found that poor peer 

relations are a sign of maladjustment, and good peer 



relations are crucial to social and emotional development 

(Coie, Dodge & Coppotelli, 1982; French & Waas, 1985). An 

empirical review of developmental literature dating to the 

1930's highlights the importance of peer relationships on 

cognitive, social-cognitive, linguistic, sex-role and moral 

development (Parker & Asher, 1987). 

Previous research has indicated that children who are 

unpopular in their peer group are at higher risk for 

problems in future interpersonal relationships (Asher, Oden 

& Gottman, 1977). Additionally, negative peer status has 

been correlated with low academic achievement, learning 

difficulties, and increased dropout rates (Putallaz & 

Gottman, 1983). In one longitudinal study, children who 

were rated by peers as low in popularity later appeared more 

often in a community-wide psychiatric register as adults 

(Cowen, Pederson, Babigian, Izzo & Trost, 1973). Further, 

rejected children consistently tend toward higher rates of 

juvenile delincjuency during adolescence than do peer-

accepted children (e.g., Roff, Sells & Golden, 1972). 

Subgroups of Peer-Rejected Children 

French and Waas (1985) suggested that there is 

considerable heterogeneity in the behaviors displayed by 

rejected children, and some researchers have proposed that 

identifiable subgroups may exist. French (1988) identified 

two distinct clusters of rejected boys. The first cluster 



included rejected boys who were high in aggression coupled 

with other difficulties (low self-control, high 

negative behavior, withdrawn behavior, etc.). The second 

cluster of boys exhibited withdrawal but shared no other 

difficulties with the first cluster of boys. In a similar 

study examining the heterogeneity of peer-rejected girls, 

French (1990) found results consistent with those for boys, 

i.e., the cluster analysis yielded two large subgroups with 

one more deviant than the other. In contrast to the 

findings for boys, the girls did not exhibit high levels of 

aggression in their behavioral repertoire. Cairns, Cairns, 

Neckerman, Ferguson and Gariepy (1989) postulated that girls 

may employ subtle and indirect aggressive behaviors which 

may not be detected by currently employed peer ratings of 

aggression. 

Achenbach and Edelbrock (1978) proposed that childhood 

psychopathology can be divided along two dimensions 

comprised of internalizing and externalizing symptoms. The 

internalizing dimension has been characterized by behaviors 

such as withdrawal, anxiety, sadness, and depression, 

whereas externalizing problems include aggression and 

hyperactivity. In light of the literature in childhood 

psychopathology, Rubin, Le Mare and Lollis (1990) suggested 

that there are two pathways leading to rejection. 

Aggressive, hostile children characterize the first pathway. 

These children are rejected by their peers due to their 



aggressive behavior and in turn are isolated due to this 

behavior. Their prognosis includes difficulties of an 

externalizing nature, such as delinquency. A different 

pathway is that of children described as insecure and 

anxious. Their behavior is viewed as inappropriate by peers 

and results in rejection. The prognosis for these children 

includes internalizing difficulties such as depression and 

withdrawal (Rubin et al., 1990). 

Boivin, Thomassin and Alain (1988) identified two 

subgroups of peer-rejected children in a sample of third 

graders. A timid, withdrawn, internalizing group was 

identified and described by peers as "very shy," and would 

"rather play alone with others." The second subgroup, 

characterized by an aggressive, externalizing behavioral 

style, was described by peers with behavioral examples such 

as "gets into a lot of fights," "too bossy," and 

"interrupts." 

In addition, Pope, Silva and Reda (1991) found three 

distinct subgroups of rejected children across two semi-

independent samples of third through sixth graders. In both 

samples an internalizing subgroup was found, characterized 

by elevations on anxiety, withdrawal, sadness, and 

immaturity. A second externalizing subgroup was identified, 

characterized by elevations in aggression and classroom 

disruptiveness. The third subgroup was a low problem 

subgroup who exhibited lower levels of the difficulties 



measured. One year later, there was a greater tendency for 

the internalizing and externalizing children to remain 

rejected, while the low problem group was less likely to 

remain so. It may be that the low problem group derived 

their rejected status from temporary circumstances, while 

the high level of problems in the internalizing and 

externalizing subgroups constituted a marker for more 

enduring difficulties. 

Past research has suggested that low-accepted children 

are at risk for such future difficulties as dropping out of 

school, criminality, and mental health problems. This has 

sparked an interest in attempting to design effective 

intervention programs to aid unpopular children (Parker & 

Asher, 1987) . Although social skills training research and 

intervention has extended over the past two decades, the 

success and long-term effects of the various interventions 

reveal mixed results (Asher & Coie, 1990). 

Ladd (1981) emphasized the importance of tailoring the 

intervention program to the specific needs of the child, and 

outlined an extensive selection process in his study 

describing the social learning method to enhance peer 

acceptance. From previous research identifying subgroups 

within the population of rejected children, it would appear 

that the evidence of heterogeneity among the rejected group 

has crucial clinical implications. In order to maximize the 

effectiveness of treatment programs it may be necessary to 



have different programs for the different subgroups of 

rejected children (French, 1988). For example, many social 

skills intervention programs focus on aggression control, 

which might be inappropriate for internalizing rejected 

children. On the other hand, a program designed to increase 

the rate of interaction with peers may not benefit an 

aggressive child already interacting, but rejected when 

perceived as negative by the peer group. Additionally, past 

research in the area of social cognition has demonstrated 

that some peer-rejected children have been found to over- or 

underestimate their social competence (Patterson, Kupersmidt 

& Griesler, 1990) . The overestimation of social competence 

may lead to a self-perpetuating negative cycle where the 

rejected child does not perceive or admit to difficulties 

with peers. Thus, the motivation to change is generally 

low. Therefore, knowing more about not only behavior 

problems, but subgroup differences in views of self and 

social situation should maximize the effectiveness of 

intervention efforts. Surprisingly, little attention has 

been given to how peer-rejected children view themselves and 

their peer relations in the research, design and 

implementation of treatment programs (Hymel & Franke, 1985). 

Self-perceptions of 
Peer-Rejected Children 

Although the social behavior of rejected children has 

been relatively well-documented, less is known about the way 
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these children view their social relationships with peers 

(Hymel & Franke, 1985). Interventions have usually been 

based on peer, adult observer, and teacher perceptions of 

the child's behavior, and little attention has been given to 

the child's point of view. The way a child views his or her 

role in a social situation is important as an influence on 

subsequent behavior, which in turn, interacts further to 

alter the cjuality of social relationships (Hymel & Franke, 

1985) . 

Peer-rejected children form a heterogeneous group. 

There appear to be multiple pathways for the development of 

social difficulties among these children. Individual 

differences in the self-perception of social relationships 

may be an important mediator in this developmental process 

(Hymel, Franke & Freigang, 1985) . 

Previous research in the area has identified perceived 

social competence, feelings of loneliness, social anxiety 

and a tendancy toward social avoidance as important 

indicators of how children view their social relationships 

(Asher et al., 1990). These measures are considered to 

gauge the social satisfaction or distress experienced by 

children in their current social situation. Few studies, 

however, have examined the differences in these self-

perceptions between subgroups of rejected children. 



Perceived Social Competence 

An important element in children's self-perceptions is 

how they perceive social competence in peer relationships 

(Hymel & Franke, 1985). Rubin (1985; Rubin & Krasnor, 1986) 

found that socially withdrawn children scored lower on the 

total sum of perceived competency scores than either the 

inconsistently withdrawn or the averagOe groups. The 

cognitive, social, physical, and general subscales of 

Barter's Perceived Social Competence scale were included in 

that total score. Unpopular children tend to have lower 

self-competence perceptions in general than their more 

popular classmates (Asher, Parkhurst, Hymel & Williams, 

1990). Franke and Hymel (1984), however, found individual 

differences in the children's perceptions of competence in 

other peer-rejected subjects. Some assigned ratings similar 

to those for an average status group while others reported 

ratings lower than the average status group-

Differences between aggressive and withdrawn rejected 

children have been demonstrated on measures of perceived 

competence (Gagnon, Tremblay, Charlebois, & Larivee, 1988; 

Olweus, 1978) . Aggressive boys overestimated their own 

competence with inaccurate, inflated self-perceptions 

relative to others' evaluations (Asher et al., 1990). 

Boivin, Vitaro and Tremblay (1989) found that aggressive 

rejected children perceived themselves as more socially 

competent and better accepted than withdrawn and 
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aggressive-withdrawn rejected children. This suggests a 

lack of awareness of their peer status. Furthermore, a 

different study demonstrated that aggressive boys minimized 

their own aggressiveness while exaggerating such in their 

nonaggressive peer partners (Lochman, 1987), demonstrating a 

possible lack of awareness in the perceptions of their own 

behavior. 

Clearly, there are salient variants of self-perception 

within the broad group of rejected children. Across 

studies, rejected-aggressive children tend to overeport 

their own social competence, although much work is needed 

to understand the specific differences. 

Loneliness 

Another important aspect of children's self-perceptions 

is their reported feelings of loneliness. Loneliness has 

been examined from both an emotional and a cognitive 

perspective. The emotional dimension is characterized by 

the reporting of feelings which accompany loneliness, while 

the cognitive dimension involves the perception of 

loneliness in social relationships (Asher et al., 1990). 

Both of these dimensions were taken into account in the 

development of Asher's self-report measure, the Loneliness 

Questionnaire. Rejected children, as a group, report 

greater feelings of loneliness than do better-accepted 

children on the Loneliness Questionnaire (Asher & Wheeler, 



1985). Several other studies, with variations in the number 

and ages of children in each samples used, have found that 

children who are rejected report significantly more 

loneliness than children who are non-rejected, regardless of 

age (Asher & Williams, 1987; Cassidy & Asher, 1989; Crick & 

Ladd, 1988; Parkhurst & Asher, 1989) . 

There is considerable variability, however, in rejected 

children's reports of loneliness. Across studies, the 

rejected group typically has a higher standard deviation in 

loneliness scores than that for the more well-accepted 

groups (Asher et al., 1990) . Although many of the rejected 

children report high levels of loneliness, others do not. 

These differences may be accounted for by a number of 

factors suggested by Asher et al. (1990) . One possibility 

is the differing degrees of rejection encountered among 

these subjects. There may also be differences in the 

chronicity and duration of rejection children experience. 

Highly rejected, or children who have been rejected for a 

long time may experience higher levels of loneliness. The 

presence of at least one friend at school or in the 

neighborhood may serve as a source of emotional support that 

affords a buffer against feelings of loneliness. 

Differences in reported loneliness within groups of 

rejected children may also reflect behavioral variations 

within this status group (Asher et al., 1990). The 

aggressive, externalizing subgroup of rejected children 
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reported significantly lower levels of loneliness than the 

submissive, withdrawn subgroup in three different studies 

(Boivin, Thomassin, & Alain, 1988; Parkhurst & Asher, 1987; 

Williams & Asher, 1987). The wide range in loneliness 

scores within the rejected group may mirror the failure to 

evaluate these subgroups separately. 

Social Anxiety and Social Avoidance 

Other aspects of children's perceptions of their social 

difficulties which may be related to loneliness are social 

anxiety and social avoidance (Hymel & Franke, 1985). 

Several studies support the hypothesis that anxiety is 

related to poor interpersonal relations (Cowen, Zax, Klein, 

Izzo, & Trost, 1965; McCandless, Castaneda & Palermo, 1956; 

Ollendick, 1981) . These studies, however, have used 

measures of general or trait anxiety and not specifically 

social anxiety (Hymel & Franke, 1985). 

Franke and Hymel (1985) examined the relationship 

between perceived competence, loneliness, social anxiety and 

social avoidance. Using Asher's (1984) scale, they found 

that self-reported loneliness was related to greater social 

avoidance in a normative sample of elementary school 

children. In addition, low self-perceived social competence 

using Barter's scale (1982) was associated with greater 

social anxiety and social avoidance. Franke and Hymel 

(1985) also reported gender related differences in the 
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patterns of relationships examined in their study. Social 

anxiety in females was associated with a more problematic 

pattern of self-perceptions, including greater feelings of 

loneliness and social dissatisfaction. Socially anxious 

females were less popular than the other groups and 

perceived as more socially isolated by same-sex peers. None 

of these relationships was found to be significant in males. 

However, other studies have indicated a significant 

relationship between anxiety and social difficulty in males 

(Ollendick, 1981; Trent, 1957). Further research is needed 

to clarify gender differences in self-perceptions and their 

relation to other measures of social competence (Hymel & 

Franke, 1985) . 

Self-perceptions and Attributions 
for Rejection 

Self-reported loneliness has generally been associated 

with a pattern of negative self-perceptions. Children who 

report more loneliness tend to endorse lower self-

perceptions of social competence, less positive expectations 

for social outcomes and peer sociometric evaluations, and to 

perceive social situations as more difficult (Hymel, 1983) . 

Previous research has demonstrated that lonely adults tend 

to attribute social failure to internal, stable causes and 

social success to external, unstable causes (Anderson, 

Horowitz & French, 1983; Peplau, Russell, & Heim, 1979). 

This supports the cognitive model of loneliness in adults in 
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which the person's own cognitions and self-evaluations are 

mediating factors in the relationship between loneliness and 

social behavior (Peplau et al., 1979). Support for this has 

been noted in findings that lonely children were more likely 

to attribute social failure to internal, stable causes such 

as personal characteristics (Hymel et al. , 1983). A similar 

pattern was found in other studies which used different 

methodologies. Children who experience social difficulty 

tend to perceive social success as externally caused and 

unstable (i.e., chance or luck) but social failure as 

internally caused and stable (Hymel & Franke, 1985). This 

pattern of internal, global, stable attributional style for 

negative events is characteristic of depressed individuals 

but has also been found in children with anxiety disorders 

(Bell-Dolan & Last, 1990). 

Attributions and Their Relationship 
to Social Behavior 

This negative attributional style may have direct 

implications for subsecjuent social behavior (Peplau et al. , 

1979). Lonely adults who view their loneliness as 

internally or personally caused and relatively stable are 

less likely to change their social situation. A similar 

relationship was found among children by Goetz and Dweck 

(1980). Children who attributed rejection to such internal, 

stable causes as personal characteristics were more likely 

to react to the rejection experience by withdrawal, 
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perseveration, or other disruptions in goal directed 

behavior. Fincham and Hokoda (1987) proposed a learned 

helplessness model to explain the behavior of some rejected 

children following rejection by peers. They suggest that 

this subset of children withdraw in response to failure. A 

second group of children, on the other hand, were described 

as maladaptively persisting with ineffective problem-solving 

strategies. They further suggest that this latter subset of 

children may attribute rejection to external causes, while 

children who withdraw may attribute rejection to internal 

causes. Children who attribute behavior to their own 

incompetence may show passivity or inappropriate solitary 

behavior. Children who attribute rejection to external 

factors may display hostile and angry affect which escalates 

in the course of rejection (Fincham & Hokoda, 1987). 

Support for this hypothesis has been found in social-

information-processing research findings that aggressive 

children tend to attribute hostile intent to peers (i.e., 

making an external attribution) in ambiguous or accidental 

provocations and react aggressively in these situations 

(Dodge & Coie, 1991). 

Summary and Purpose of the Study 

Further understanding of the development and persistance 

of peer rejection dictates a need to classify rejected 

subjects into subgroups on the basis of behavioral 

14 



correlates. Current research on the heterogeneity of 

rejected children suggests that their behavioral 

difficulties might be best characterized along the 

internalizing and externalizing dimensions (Asher et al., 

1990). The behavioral correlates of different subgroups of 

rejected children are relatively well-documented. However, 

less is known about the multiple pathways for the 

development of social difficulties and the way that rejected 

status is maintained. It has been proposed that self-

perceptions may play a mediating role in this process. The 

way children view their social world has been suggested to 

affect how different instances of interaction with peers are 

perceived. Additionally, these internal explanations of 

social events have been suggested to influence subsequent 

social behavior. In sum, it has been suggested that 

maladaptive self-perceptions, attributions for social 

situations and subsecjuent social behavior may play a 

significant role in maintaining rejected status. 

The purpose of the current research was to gain a better 

understanding of variations in self-perceptions, their 

association with other indices of social competence, and the 

way in which these influence attributions and subsequent 

behavioral responses to hypothetical situations of rejection 

by peers. In order to further our understanding of 

behaviorally different groups of rejected children, these 

relationships were specifically examined by comparing 
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internalizing and externalizing groups of rejected children 

These two groups of rejected children were compared to the 

popular status group which was deemed the most appropriate 

contrast group due to their social success. 

Rejected-internalizing, rejected-externalizing and 

popular subjects were administered Barter's Self-perception 

Profile for Children, Asher's Loneliness Questionnaire and 

Franke and Hymel's Social Anxiety and Social Avoidance 

Questionnaire. These measures have been widely used in the 

literature and were chosen on the basis of their importance 

in estimating social satisfaction and/or dissatisfaction. 

In order to assess attributions regarding negative 

social events and how these influence subsec^uent social 

behavior, subjects were presented with two hypothetical 

situations of rejection. In the first situation, they are 

denied entry into a group situation. The second situation 

involved provocation during a group game. These situations 

were chosen on the basis of their relevance to the present 

study. Peer group entry and responses to peer provocation 

have been described as situations which generally present 

problems for rejected children. Dodge, McClaskey and 

Feldman (1985) found that rejected aggressive children were 

particularly deficient in their response to provocation. 

Furthermore, they hypothesized that withdrawn children may 

be most deficient in a peer group entry situation. 
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Hypotheses 

Self-perceptions 

1. It was hypothesized that the rejected-internalizing, 

rejected-externalizing and popular subgroups would 

differ in their self-perceptions, as assessed by the 

Self-perception Profile for Children, Social Avoidance, 

Social Anxiety and Loneliness Questionnaires, 

la. Based on research finding internalizing children 

to have lower self-competence perceptions than 

their more popular counterparts (e.g., Asher et 

al., 1989) and aggressive-rejected children 

perceiving themselves as more socially competent 

than withdrawn children (e.g., Boivin et al., 

198 9), it was hypothesized that the rejected-

externalizing and popular subgroups will have 

higher levels of perceived self-competence on 

Barter's (1985) Self-Perception Profile for 

Children than will the internalizing subgroup, 

lb. The submissive, internalizing rejected children 

have been found to report higher levels of 

loneliness than the aggressive externalizing 

subgroup (e.g., Boivin et al., 1988; Williams & 

Asher, 1987) . Furthermore, low self-perceived 

social competence was associated with greater 

social anxiety and social avoidance (e.g., Franke 

& Hymel, 1985). Based on these findings, the 
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rejected-externalizing and popular subgroups were 

hypothesized to report lower levels of social 

anxiety, social avoidance and loneliness than the 

internalizing subgroup. The rejected-

externalizing and popular subgroups were not 

expected to differ from each other. 

Ic. Based on research finding aggressive boys to 

overestimate their own competence and show 

inaccurate, inflated self-perceptions (e.g., 

Gagnon et al., 1988), it was hypothesized that the 

rejected-internalizing and popular subjects will 

be more accurate in their perceived self-

competence than the rejected-externalizing 

subjects as measured by higher correlations with 

the teacher form of the Self-perception Profile 

for Children. The rejected-externalizing 

subjects, on the other hand, were hypothesized to 

have inflated self-perceptions and lower 

correlations with the teacher form. 

Attributions 

2. It was hypothesized that the rejected-internalizing, 

rejected-externalizing and popular subgroups would 

differ in their attributions for hypothetical 

situations of rejection. 
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2a. Lonely children and children who experience 

social difficulty have been found to be 

significantly more likely to attribute social 

failure to internal, stable causes (e.g., Hymel et 

al., 1983; Hymel & Franke, 1985). Based on these 

findings, it was hypothesized that rejected-

internalizing subjects will endorse significantly 

more internal, stable, negative attributions for 

hypothetical situations of rejection than children 

in the rejected-externalizing and popular 

subgroups (i.e., they will be more likely to blame 

rejection on enduring, negative personal 

characteristics of themselves). 

2b- Aggressive children tend to be biased in their 

attributions in the direction of presumed 

hostility when social information is ambiguous or 

threatening (e.g.. Dodge, Pettit, McClaskey & 

Brown, 1986) . Based on these findings, rejected-

externalizing subjects were hypothesized to 

endorse external, stable, negative attributions 

for hypothetical situations of rejection by peers 

(i.e., implying hostile intent on the part of the 

peers who reject them). 

2c. Dodge (1980) found that nonaggressive, socially 

accepted boys were less likely than rejected, 

aggressive boys to infer hostile intent on the 
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part of peers in an ambiguous situation. 

Additionally, popular children tend to attribute 

social failure to external causes (e.g., Ames, 

Ames & Garrison, 1977) . Based on these findings, 

popular subjects were hypothesized to endorse 

external, unstable, positive attributions for 

hypothetical situations of rejection. These type 

of attributions would be suggestive of positive, 

ambiguous, and/or temporary reasons for rejection 

from peers (i.e., attributing rejection to the 

mood of peers on that particular day). 

Behavioral Responses to Hypothetical 
Situations of Rejection 

3. Rejected-internalizing, rejected-externalizing and 

popular subjects were hypothesized to differ in their 

behavioral responses to hypothetical situations of 

rejection by peers. 

3a. Based on research describing children who 

attribute social failure to their own incompetence 

as less likely to improve their social performance 

(e.g., Goetz and Dweck, 1980), rejected-

internalizing subjects were hypothesized to 

endorse withdrawal more often in response to 

hypothetical situations of rejection by peers than 

the rejected-externalizing and popular subjects. 
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3b. Aggressive children have been described as being 

more likely to generate a higher proportion of 

aggressive responses to ambiguous situations than 

do nonaggressive children (e.g., Feldman & Dodge, 

1987). Based on these descriptions, rejected-

externalizing subjects were hypothesized to 

endorse aggressiveness more often in response to 

hypothetical situations of rejection by peers than 

the rejected-internalizing and popular subjects. 

3c. Goetz & Dweck (1980) found that children who 

attribute rejection by peers to chance mood were 

more likely to attempt to establish a friendship 

with the rejector. Based on these findings, 

popular subjects were hypothesized to be more 

likely to endorse responses which will promote 

good relations with peers in the future (i.e. 

asking to play again on a different day). 

Self-perceptions/ Attributions and Behavioral 
Responses to Situations of Rejection 

4. It was hypothesized that there would be a relationship 

between self-perceptions, attributions, and behavioral 

responses to hypothetical situations of rejection. 

This relationship will differ for the rejected-

internalizing, rejected-externalizing, and popular 

subgroups. Crick and Ladd (1993) found that children's 

feelings about their social relationships were 
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significantly related to their attributions about 

social events. In an earlier study, Goetz and Dweck 

(1980) reported a significant relationship between 

attributions for social failure and subsequent 

behavioral response. Based on the preceding findings, 

the following subhypotheses were proposed; 

4a. For the popular siobgroup, it was hypothesized that 

positive self-perceptions would be related to 

external, unstable, positive attributions for 

hypothetical situations of rejection by peers, 

which in turn will be related to behavioral 

responses which are prosocial and conducive to 

later acceptance by peers. 

4b. In the case of the rejected-internalizing 

subjects, it was hypothesized that negative self-

perceptions will be related to internal, stable, 

negative attributions for hypothetical situations 

of rejection from peers which in turn will be 

related to a disruption in their goal-directed 

behavior following rejection—specifically, they 

will withdraw and not attempt to gain social 

approval. 

4c. Rejected-externalizing subjects, on the other 

hand, were hypothesized to display positive, 

somewhat unrealistic, self-perceptions which will 

be related to attributions for hypothetical 
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situations of rejection or social failure that are 

external, stable, negative, with implied hostile 

intent on the part of the rejecting peers. These 

attributions in turn are hypothesized to be 

related to aggressive or aversive behavioral 

responses to the hypothetical situations of 

rejection. 

Secondary Hypotheses 

Previous research has demonstrated that aggressive 

children tend to overestimate their own competence and 

show inaccurate self-perceptions relative to the evaluation 

of others. These overly positive self-perceptions were 

described as denial strategies (e.g., Gagnon et al., 1988). 

One form that such defensiveness may take is to discount 

attachments and deny feelings of sadness with regard to loss 

(e.g., Asher et al., 1990). Based on these descriptions, 

the following exploratory secondary hypotheses were 

proposed: 

5. It was hypothesized that the rejected-internalizing 

subjects would endorse a higher frequency of instances 

of rejection by peers than would the popular and 

rejected-externalizing subjects. 

6. It was hypothesized that the rejected-internalizing and 

popular subjects would endorse feelings of sadness and 

worry more often in response to hypothetical situations 
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of rejection by peers than would the rejected-

externalizing subjects. The rejected-externalizing 

subjects, on the other hand, were hypothesized to 

endorse feelings of anger more often in response to 

hypothetical situations of rejection by peers than 

would the rejected-internalizing or popular subjects 
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CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

Subjects 

Participants in this study were 1060 third through fifth 

grade boys and girls from regular classrooms within the 

Frenship Independent School District. These 8- to 12-year-

old children came from five public schools in a small-sized 

southwestern community. Parental consent was not required 

as this was a district project; thus all children 

participated if they were present when the data was 

collected. Parents were from low to middle socioeconomic 

status. A subset of 178 children was selected; this 

included all of the rejected children and a number of 

popular children chosen to match the rejected subjects in 

gender, class and grade. This subset of children was 

interviewed and given additional measures. 

Design and Procedure 

Initial Procedure 

The subjects were evaluated using a group administration 

in their regular classroom. Participants were given a 

packet that had a subject roster with the names of all the 

children in their classroom. Subjects were asked to choose 

names from the roster and write those to whom they would 
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assign: (1) positive nominations—"For the first question, 

write down the names of people you like to play with the 

most; those who are your best friends," and (2) negative 

nominations—"For the second question, write down the names 

of the people you don't really like to play with; those who 

are not your friends." Subjects were asked to name one, two 

or three classmates in each category (see Appendix B). 

Positive and negative nominations were used to measure the 

degree of popularity and rejection, respectively, that each 

child experiences in the classroom. 

On the second sheet of their packet, children were asked 

to complete an abbreviated version of the Pupil Evaluation 

Inventory (PEI) (Pekarik, Prinz, Liebert, Weintraub, & 

Neale, 1976) . This measure consisted of 10 items that were 

presented in the form of a pupil by item matrix (see 

Appendix C) . This form contained the following items, with 

the behavior that each item represents in parentheses: (1) 

Those who are taller than most (practice item), (2) Those 

who worry a lot (anxiety), (3) Those who help others 

(helpfulness), (4) Those who aren't noticed much 

(withdrawal) , (5) Those who act like a baby (immaturity) , 

(6) Those who are good looking (attractiveness), (7) Those 

who say they can beat everybody up (aggressiveness), (8) 

Those who are unhappy or sad (sadness), (9) Those who are 

out of their seat a lot (classroom disruptiveness/ 

hyperactivity), and (10) Those who are smart in school 
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(academic success). Subjects were given the following 

directions: "These are some questions sibout students in your 

class. Here are some statements that describe some of the 

students in your class. I am going to ask you to describe 

the students listed along the top of the paper. I will read 

each statement, and you tell me which of the students in 

your class is like the statement." The children were told 

they were allowed to make unlimited nominations. 

The first item on the PEI ("Those who are taller than 

most") was used as a practice item, and subjects were given 

an opportunity to ask for clarification and/-or help in 

completing this questionnaire. All items were read out loud 

to the students. Although only five items were used to 

derive groups, positive items were used so as to lessen the 

negativity of the experience for the children. The use of 

individual items to represent behaviors of interest differs 

from the way in which the PEI is typically used. 

Ordinarily, subscales of multiple items represent 

aggression, likability, and withdrawal. Individual items 

are used here in response to a recent suggestion that the 

heterogeneity of items within PEI subscales contributes 

confusion to interpretation of results (Coie, Dodge & 

Kupersmidt, 1990) . Coie recommends, therefore, that 

individual items be used, noting that adequate reliability 

can be obtained with single item variables. Furthermore, 

Asher and Parkhurst (1992) cite studies where the use of 
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single behavioral rating items yielded scores with high 

split-half and test-retest reliabilities. 

All instructions were explained by a graduate student or 

an advanced undergraduate student who read items out loud. 

Throughout the procedure the subjects were afforded the 

opportunity to ask for clarification. Subjects were asked 

to avoid discussing their responses with classmates. The 

importance of confidentiality and keeping information to 

themselves was stressed before, throughout, and following 

the procedure. Examiners informed the subjects that they 

would be back to ask further questions to randomly selected 

children. The subjects were then thanked for their 

participation. The session concluded with the request that 

teachers remind the children of the importance of 

confidentiality and of not discussing their answers. 

Derivation of Groups 

Sociometric status was derived using the criteria 

developed by Coie, Dodge and Coppotelli (1982). Positive 

and negative nomination scores were the means of all ratings 

from the classroom. These were standardized within grade 

and gender, and used to compute social impact and social 

preference scores. Social impact is the s\im of standardized 

positive and standardized negative nomination scores, while 

social preference is the standardized positive nomination 

scores minus the standardized negative nomination scores for 
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each child. The social impact and social preference scores 

were standardized and used to identify the rejected and 

popular status groups. The popular group consisted of 

subjects who received a standardized social preference score 

greater than 1.0, a standardized positive nomination score 

greater than 0, and a standardized negative nomination score 

less than 0. The rejected group consisted of subjects who 

received a standardized social preference score less than 

-1.0, a standardized negative nominations score greater than 

0, and a standardized positive nominations score less than 

0. This resulted in a total of 135 rejected subjects 

(77 boys and 58 girls). 

The rejected status group was then divided into two 

groups—internalizing and externalizing—on the basis of PEI 

item scores and teacher ratings of PEI items (standardized 

by grade and gender). Subjects were included in the 

internalizing group if they had a standardized score greater 

than 1.0 on both the "those who worry a lot," "those who are 

unhappy or sad," and "those who aren't noticed much" items 

on the PEI and teacher PEI ratings. This is a pattern 

indicative of high levels of anxiety, sadness and 

withdrawal. Additionally, the internalizing subjects did 

not exceed a standardized score of 1.0 on PEI items and 

teacher PEI ratings associated with the externalizing group, 

namely "those who say they can beat everybody up" and "those 

who are out of their seat a lot." Conversely, the 
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externalizing group included rejected subjects who had a 

standardized score greater than 1.0 on these same 

aggressiveness and hyperactivity PEI items and teacher PEI 

ratings and who had a standardized score less than 1.0 on 

the three items that defined the internalizing group. This 

resulted in a total of 30 rejected-internalizing subjects 

(16 boys and 14 girls) and 24 rejected-externalizing 

subjects (14 boys and 10 girls). Eighty-one rejected 

subjects were not classified into a group. 

A total of 43 popular subjects (23 boys and 20 girls) 

were randomly chosen to match the rejected-internalizing and 

rejected-externalizing subjects on gender, classroom, and 

grade. 

Measures 

The popular, rejected-externalizing, and rejected-

internalizing groups were compared on the following 

measures. 

Self-perception Profile for Children 

This instrument (Barter, 1985) is a revised version of 

the Perceived Competence Scale for Children (Barter, 1982). 

This 36-item scale is designed to provide a measure of 

children's sense of self-competence across six domains. 

These domains are scholastic competence, social acceptance, 

physical appearance, athletic competence, behavioral conduct 
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and general self-worth. The questions are presented in a 

structured alternative format, where subjects are asked to 

choose between two sets of statements. This is done in an 

effort to reduce the tendency of subjects to give socially 

desirable responses. Each item is scored on a scale of 1-4, 

where a score of 4 reflects low perceived competence and a 

score of 1 indicates high perceived competence. Scores were 

summed and averaged for each subscale yielding separate 

means for each subscale. Means ranged from 1 to 4 (see 

Appendix D). 

Internal consistency reliabilities are above .71 across 

the different subscales. This scale was deemed to have 

adequate convergent, construct and discriminant validity 

(Barter, 1985). 

Teachers were given the Self-perception profile Teacher 

Form, a corresponding questionnaire whose items are reworded 

to obtain the teacher's best judgment of the child's actual 

competence. This scale was scored in the same manner as the 

children's scale; however, it does not include the global 

self-worth domain. Means ranged from 1 to 4 (see Appendix 

E) . 

Social Anxiety and Social Avoidance 
Questionnaire 

Each subscale in this self-report measure (Franke & 

Hymel, 1985) contains six items. Items are presented in a 

five-point, Likert-type format. Subjects answer each item 
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in terms of how much the statement is a true description of 

themselves ("Always true about me," "true about me most of 

the time," "sometimes true about me," "hardly ever true 

about me," "not true at all about me"). Items in the social 

anxiety scale assess the degree to which children feel 

anxious or worried about their interactions with their 

peers. The social avoidance scale assesses children's 

tendency to avoid social interaction and their preference 

for being alone. These two subscales were not significantly 

correlated, suggesting that each measures a separate 

construct, and there is no overlap among the items (Franke & 

Hymel, 1985). Responses on each item are scored from 1-5, 

with responses on items 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 8, 10 and 12 reverse 

scored (see Appendix F). 

These subscales have good internal consistency and 

reliability, with Cronbach's Alphas ranging from .74 thru 

.85. There was also a considerable degree of stability over 

a one-year interval. Furthermore, the concurrent validity 

of the social anxiety scale was deemed suitable (Franke & 

Hymel, 1985) . 

Loneliness Questionnaire 

This instrument (Asher, Hymel & Renshaw, 1984) is a 24-

item self-report scale designed to assess feelings of 

loneliness and social dissatisfaction in children. Sixteen 

of the items focus on children's feelings of loneliness and 
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social dissatisfaction. The remaining eight items are 

filler items focusing on hobbies and activities. The eight 

filler items (items 2, 5, 7, 11, 13, 15, 19 and 23) are 

included to help children feel more comfortable indicating 

their attitudes about various topics. Subjects indicate on 

a five-point scale the degree to which each statement is a 

true description of themselves (i.e., not true at all, 

hardly ever true, true sometimes, true most of the time, and 

always true). A score of 5 is indicative of greater 

loneliness than a score of 1. Items 3, 6, 9, 12, 14, 17, 

18, 20, 21 and 24 are reverse scored. The 16 loneliness 

items are summed to create a total loneliness score. 

Possible scores range from 16 to 80 (see Appendix G). 

This scale is internally consistent (Cronbach's Alpha = 

.90) and internally reliable (split-half correlations 

between forms = .83; Spearman-Brown reliability coefficient 

= .91; Guttman split-half reliability coefficient = .91) 

(Asher et al., 1984). The convergent validity of the scale 

as measured by correlations with sociometric status and 

degree of rejection revealed modest relationships. The 

variety and coherence of the items, however, appear to 

contribute to the face validity of the scale (Asher et al., 

1990) . 
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Teacher Behavior Ratings 

Teachers were given a form which included the PEI (Pupil 

Evaluation Inventory) items reworded to assess teachers' 

perceptions of these behaviors. Teachers were asked to rate 

the children on a scale from 0-2, with 0 being the child 

not exhibiting the behavior at all, to 2 being the child 

exhibits the behavior more often than children his/her age. 

The items included were "worries a lot," "helps others," "is 

not noticed much," "acts like a baby," "is good looking," 

"says they can beat everybody up," "is unhappy or sad," "is 

out of their seat a lot," and "is smart in school." 

Additionally, the following items were added for an 

abbreviated assessment of teacher's perceptions of 

loneliness, social anxiety and social avoidance: "is 

lonely," "is anxious in social situations," and "tries to 

avoid social situations" (see Appendix H). 

Administration of Measures 
and Interviews 

Measures 

Measures were administered to small groups of children 

(3-5) by a graduate or advanced undergraduate student 

outside of the classroom. They were administered 

approximately one month after initial screening to 

previously selected rejected and popular subjects. Subjects 

were told that they were chosen at random and were needed to 

answer some more questions about friendships. The measures 
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were counterbalanced to control for order effects. For 

third and fourth graders, items were read out loud by the 

experimenter in order to help the subjects with any 

difficulty they might have encountered in completing the 

scales. For fifth graders, the experimenter remained in the 

room to answer questions as needed. The confidentiality of 

their answers was stressed, and all were asked to answer 

each item as honestly as possible. At the conclusion of the 

session, subjects were asked to not discuss these measures 

with the other children, thanked for their participation, 

and told to expect another interview on a subsequent day. 

Teachers were given a questionnaire containing ratings for 

the selected children and were given two weeks to fill those 

out. 

Interviews 

Subjects were interviewed individually by the primary 

investigator in order to evaluate their attributions and 

behavioral responses to hypothetical situations in which 

they are either accepted or rejected by peers. The primary 

investigator was blind to group membership. Subjects were 

taken from their classroom and told they would be asked a 

few more questions about friendships. All interviews were 

tape recorded. The primary investigator read four vignettes 

that involved two different situations in which the child 

was either accepted or rejected by his/her peers. The first 
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vignette portrayed an accepted subject and began: "Pretend 

there are two children playing a board game, they seem to be 

having a lot of fun, what would you do?" After the subject 

responded, the examiner said: "Let's say you would like to 

play the game with them. What would you do?" Subjects then 

gave as many responses as they wished and were only 

questioned further if they answered that they did not know. 

Questions were repeated and clarified if necessary. The 

experimenter then told the subject: "Imagine the children 

say: Yes, you can play with us." In order to assess the 

attributions regarding acceptance by peers, subjects were 

then asked: "Why do you think this happened? Why did the 

children say that?" To assess what the behavioral response 

would be to that attribution for acceptance by peers, 

subjects were then asked: "After the children said that, 

what would you do?" 

The second vignette involved peer rejection. Subjects 

were told: "Imagine the children say, 'No, you can't play 

with us.'" They were then asked the same questions used to 

assess attributions and behavioral responses associated with 

those attributions. Attributions and behavioral responses 

to a situation of rejection were derived in the same manner 

after presenting the remaining vignettes. 

The third vignette involved another instance of 

acceptance by peers and the examiner told the subject: 

"Imagine it's the weekend and you are playing a game of 
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dodgeball. Let's say you get out in dodgeball, and the kids 

say, 'That's ok, everybody gets out sometimes.'" The fourth 

and last vignette involved another instance of rejection 

where the experimenter told the subject: "Imagine it's the 

weekend, and you are playing a game of dodgeball. Let's say 

you get out in dodgeball, and the kids start calling you 

names and teasing you." 

Subjects were presented with the hypothetical situations 

where they are accepted by a peer in order to reduce the 

negativity of the situation for them. The sequence of 

vignettes was counterbalanced to reduce order effects and, 

between each, subjects were told that the respective 

vignettes were independent of one another to reduce 

carryover effects. Vignette responses that involved adult 

interference prompted further inquiry as to what they would 

have done had an adult not been present. This was done in 

an effort to produce a less restricted range of behavioral 

responses. 

Post-interview Questions 

Immediately following each vignette, subjects were asked 

three questions. The first question was "Does this ever 

happen to you?" Subjects were asked to choose from "never," 

"hardly ever," "sometimes," "a lot," and "always." The 

second question was "How would you feel if this happened to 

you?" Subjects were asked to choose from "happy," "mad," 
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"sad," and "worried." The third question was "What are the 

kids in the story like?" Subjects were asked to choose from 

"nice," "mean," and "don't care about other kids." (see 

Appendix I). 

Scoring the Interviews 

The coding process was similar to that used by Renshaw 

and Asher (1983). The first part in the coding process 

involved the transcription of interviews and the dividing of 

the narrative into codeable units. This was done by the 

primary investigator in an effort to reduce the amount of 

extraneous information to be coded. Attributions and 

behavioral responses to hypothetical situations of rejection 

by peers were transcribed and coded in this fashion. The 

primary investigator selected and trained four advanced 

undergraduate students to act as judges and rate all 

attributions and behavioral responses. Judges were trained 

with sample transcripts and reliability between the judges 

was checked periodically to assess for rater drift. Two 

judges rated the first hypothetical situation while the 

other two rated the second hypothetical situation. 

Responses were rated on the degree to which each attribution 

was internal-external, stable-unstable, and positive-

negative. A score of 0 represented attributions which were 

highly internal, stable and/or negative, whereas a score of 

2 represented attributions which were highly external, 
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unstable and/or positive (see Appendix J). Ratings made by 

the judges were compared and when the judges were not in 

agreement, the final score was decided between the primary 

investigators. 

The second part of the process involved having the 

judges rate each behavioral response to the hypothetical 

situations of rejection and acceptance by peers on the 

following dimensions: friendliness-unfriendliness, 

aggressiveness-nonaggressiveness and withdrawal-

nonwithdrawal. Scores ranged from 0 (low) to 2 (high), on 

aggressiveness, friendliness and withdrawal (see Appendix 

K). Scores from the two judges were compared. When the 

judges were not in agreement, the score was decided by the 

primary investigators. 

The reliability of the judges' ratings were assessed at 

each step using Cohen's Kappa (Cohen, 1960), and remained 

consistent throughout the coding procedure. Two judges 

rated all of the attributions and behaviors to the first 

hypothetical situation of rejection while the other two 

rated the second hypothetical situation. All four judges 

had an average of 91% agreement on the ratings, with an 

average Kappa coefficient of .83. 

Ratings for the attributions were treated as categorical 

scores in order to create mutually exclusive classifications 

for the different attributional dimensions (internal-

external, stable-unstable, and positive-negative). The 
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behavioral responses, on the other hand, were scored on an 

ordinal scale where judges could rate the magnitude of the 

behavioral responses as 0, 1 or 2. Scores for both the 

attributions and behavioral responses were summed and 

averaged for each for each of the groups (rejected-

internalizing, rejected-externalizing and popular), yielding 

the means used in the statistical analyses. 
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CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

This section will contain the presentation of results 

relevant to the proposed hypotheses. Group differences in 

self-perceptions, attributions for hypothetical situations 

of rejection and behavioral responses to hypothetical 

situations of rejection are presented first. These results 

were analyzed using separate MANOVAs for the various self-

perception measures, attributions and behavioral responses 

to hypothetical situations of rejection. When significant, 

the MANOVAs were followed by univariate ANOVAs which 

compared the three groups on each variable. When 

significant, univariate ANOVAs were followed by Duncan's 

Multiple Range Test for pairwise comparisons, with 

differences considered significant at the p<.05 level. 

Duncan's Multiple Range Tests were chosen due to the large 

effect size necessary to detect significant differences 

between the groups (Cohen, 1992). Duncan's are relatively 

lenient tests of pairwise comparisons which were deemed 

appropriate given the number of subjects in each group 

(Wike, 1971) . 

The relationship between self-perceptions, attributions 

and behavioral responses to hypothetical situations of 

rejection will be presented next.- These results were 
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analyzed by correlational analyses between self-perceptions, 

attributions and behavioral responses to hypothetical 

situations of rejection. These were calculated separately 

by group. Finally, the secondary set of hypotheses 

regarding frequency of rejection and reported feelings 

following rejection will be presented. These results were 

analyzed using separate MANOVAs for the frequency of 

rejection and feelings following rejection. When 

significant, the MANOVAs were followed by univariate ANOVAs 

which compared the three groups on each variable. These 

were followed by Duncan's multiple range tests for pairwise 

comparisons. Differences were deemed significant at the 

p<.05 level. 

In the presentation of results it should be noted that 

number of subjects and degrees of freedom may not be 

consistent in all the tables. This is a result of inclusion 

of subjects missing part of the data collected. 

Data Analysis 

Self-perceptions 

The first hypothesis predicted that there would be a 

significant difference between the groups on the various 

self-perception measures. A MANOVA comparing the three 

groups on the self-perception measures (Barter's self-

perception profile. Social Avoidance, Social Anxiety and 

Loneliness questionnaires) was significant (Wilks' Lambda 
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yielded F(39, 188) = 4.07, £ < .0001). Hypothesis la 

predicted that the rejected-externalizing and popular groups 

would have higher levels of perceived self-competence on 

Barter's self-perception profile. The results are shown in 

Table 1. 

ANOVAs revealed significant differences in the 

scholastic competence domain across the three groups. As 

predicted, Duncan's post-hoc tests showed that the rejected-

internalizing group was significantly lower on their 

perception of scholastic competence than were the rejected-

externalizing and popular groups. The popular and rejected-

externalizing groups did not differ from each other. There 

were significant differences across the three groups on the 

social acceptance domain. The hypothesis that the rejected-

internalizing group would report lower self-perception of 

their own social competence than the rejected-externalizing 

was supported. The popular group was found to have the 

highest perceived social acceptance, significantly different 

from both the rejected-internalizing and rejected-

externalizing groups. The athletic competence domain 

yielded significant differences across the three groups. 

Duncan's pairwise comparisons showed that the rejected-

internalizing group had significantly lower perceptions of 

athletic competence than the rejected-externalizing or 

popular groups, which did not differ from each other. There 

were significant differences across the three groups on the 
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physical appearance domain. Post-hoc analyses showed that 

the rejected-internalizing group had lower perceived 

physical appearance than the popular group, however, neither 

the popular nor the rejected-internalizing group differed 

from the rejected-externalizing group. Significant 

differences were found between the groups on the global 

self-worth domain. The rejected-internalizing group was 

significantly lower than the popular group in their reported 

global self-worth. The rejected-externalizing group did not 

differ from the rejected-internalizing or the popular 

groups. Group differences were not found on the behavioral 

conduct domain. 

In order to evaluate the validity of the behavioral 

conduct domain, the popular group was compared to the 

rejected group as a whole. This was done in an effort to 

assess whether the lack of differences between the popular, 

rejected-internalizing, and rejected-externalizing groups 

were due to loss of power when separating the rejected 

status group. There were no significant differences noted 

on the behavioral conduct domain when the popular group was 

compared to the rejected group as a whole. Results are 

presented in Table 2. 

The following results are presented in Table 3. 

Hypothesis lb predicted that the rejected-internalizing, 

rejected-externalizing and popular groups would differ on 

measures of social avoidance, social anxiety and loneliness. 
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On the social avoidance measure significant differences were 

found between the three groups. Pairwise comparisons 

revealed significant differences between the rejected-

internalizing and popular groups, with the popular group 

reporting the least social avoidance. The rejected-

externalizing group did not differ from either the rejected-

internalizing or the popular groups. The loneliness measure 

revealed significant differences between the three groups. 

As predicted, pairwise comparisons showed that the rejected-

internalizing group reported significantly higher levels of 

loneliness than the rejected-externalizing and popular 

groups, which did not differ significantly from each other. 

There were no significant differences between the groups 

on the social anxiety measure; however, the rejected-

internalizing group reported the most social anxiety. 

Previous research has identified gender differences in self-

reported anxiety, with rejected females reporting the 

highest levels of social anxiety. Rejected males, however, 

were not found to differ from popular males in their 

reporting of social anxiety (Franke & Hymel, 1985). In 

order to assess whether the lack of differences on the 

social anxiety measure between the popular, rejected-

internalizing and rejected-externalizing groups may have 

masked any existing gender differences, separate analyses 

were conducted for the popular and rejected status boys and 

girls as a whole. Significant differences were found on 
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the social anxiety measure between the popular and rejected 

status boys as a whole, with the rejected boys reporting 

more anxiety. This was not the same for the girls, where 

there were no significant differences between the popular 

and rejected group as a whole. Results are presented in 

Table 4. 

Hypothesis Ic predicted that the rejected-internalizing 

and popular groups would be more accurate in their perceived 

self-competence as measured by higher correlations with the 

teacher form. This hypothesis was not supported (see Table 

5). Correlations between self-perceptions and teacher 

perceptions were not significant across the three groups, 

with the exception of a significant negative correlation 

between self-perceptions and teacher perceptions of 

scholastic competence within the popular group (r̂  = 

-.39, H < .01). 

Attributions 

Hypothesis 2 predicted that the rejected-internalizing, 

rejected-externalizing and popular groups would differ in 

their attributions for the hypothetical situation of 

rejection. This hypothesis was not supported. A MZ^OVA 

comparing the three groups on attributional dimensions 

(internal-external, stable-unstable, negative-positive) was 

not significant (Wilks' lambda yielded F (12, 394) = 1.10, 

£ < .35). 
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Hypothesis 2a predicted that the rejected-internalizing 

group would endorse attributions for hypothetical situations 

of rejection which would be significantly more internal, 

stable and negative. In addition, hypothesis 2b predicted 

that the rejected-externalizing would endorse external, 

stable, negative attributions for hypothetical situations of 

rejection by peers. Hypothesis 2c, on the other hand, 

predicted that the popular group would be more likely to 

endorse external, unstable, negative or neutral attributions 

for hypothetical situations of rejection. These hypotheses 

were not supported (results are presented in Table 6). 

In order to assess the validity of the attributions, the 

popular group was compared to the rejected group as a whole. 

This was done in an effort to evaluate whether the lack of 

significant results may have been due to the loss of power 

when dividing the rejected group. ANOVAs comparing the 

popular and rejected group as a whole did not reveal any 

significant differences on the attributional dimensions 

(internal-external, stable-unstable, and positive-negative) 

for the first hypothetical situation of rejection. A 

similar pattern was found for the second hypothetical 

situation of rejection where no significant group 

differences were found between the groups on the internal-

external or the positive-negative dimension. Significant 

differences between the popular and rejected group were 

47 



found on the stable-unstable dimension with the rejected 

subjects endorsing attributions which were more stable. 

Results are presented in Table 7. 

Behavioral Responses to Hypothetical 
Situations of Rejection 

Hypothesis 3 predicted that the rejected-internalizing, 

rejected-externalizing and popular groups would differ in 

their behavioral responses to hypothetical situations of 

rejection. This hypothesis was not supported. A MANOVA 

comparing the three groups on the behavioral response 

dimensions (withdrawal-nonwithdrawal, aggressiveness-

nonaggressiveness, friendliness-nonfriendliness) was not 

significant (Wilks' lambda yielded F(9, 365) = 1.23, 

£ < .28). Hypothesis 3a predicted that the rejected-

internalizing group would endorse withdrawal in response to 

hypothetical situations of rejection, while the rejected-

externalizing group were hypothesized to endorse 

aggressiveness more often in response to hypothetical 

situations of rejection (3b). The popular group, on the 

other hand, was hypothesized to endorse responses which 

would promote good relations in the future than would either 

the rejected-internalizing or rejected-externalizing groups 

(3c). These hypotheses were not supported (results are 

shown in Table 8). 

As with the attributional dimensions, the popular and 

rejected group as a whole were compared on the behavioral 
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responses to hypothetical situations of rejection. Analyses 

did not reveal any significant differences on behavioral 

responses to either hypothetical situation of rejection when 

the popular status group was compared to the rejected group 

as a whole (results are presented in Table 9). 

Self-perceptionsr Attributionsr and Behavioral 
Responses to Situations of Rejection 

Hypothesis 4 predicted that there would be a 

relationship between self-perceptions, attributions and 

behavioral responses to rejection. This hypothesis was 

partially supported, with specific relationships outlined in 

hypotheses 4a, 4b, and 4c. 

Hypothesis 4a predicted that the popular subjects would 

endorse positive self-perceptions which would be related to 

external, unstable, positive attributions for hypothetical 

situations of rejection by peers, which in turn would be 

related to behavioral responses which are prosocial and 

conducive to later acceptance by peers. These hypotheses 

were partially supported. There was a significant 

relationship between global self-worth and unstable, 

positive attributions. These relationships denote an 

inverse relationship between global self-worth and stable, 

negative attributions, that is, as global self-worth 

increases, attributions become more unstable and positive. 

There was a relationship between social avoidance and 

unstable attributions. This relationship is indicative of 
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inverse relationship between social avoidance and unstable 

attributions, that is, as social avoidance becomes lower, 

attributions are more unstable. A significant relationship 

was found between loneliness and unstable attributions. 

Again, as loneliness is lower, attributions are more 

unstable. Results are presented in Table 10. 

There were no significant relationships found between 

external, unstable, positive attributions and prosocial 

behavioral responses to the first hypothetical situation 

of rejection by peers. Results are presented in Table 11. 

A different pattern of results was found for the second 

hypothetical situation of rejection by peers. There were no 

significant relationships between the various domains of 

perceived self-competence and other measures of self-

perceptions and external, unstable, positive attributions 

(see Table 10). 

There was a relationship found between prosocial 

responses to the second hypothetical situation of rejection 

and attributions for rejection (see Table 11). The proposed 

hypothesis that popular subjects would endorse external, 

unstable, positive attributions which would be related to 

prosocial behavioral responses to the second hypothetical 

situation of rejection, however, was partially supported. 

These correlations reflect a significant relationship 

between friendly responses and attributions which are 

external and positive. 
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Hypothesis 4b predicted that the rejected-internalizing 

subjects would endorse negative self-perceptions which would 

be related to internal, stable, negative attributions for 

hypothetical situations of rejection by peers. These 

internal, stable, negative attributions were in turn 

hypothesized to be related to withdrawal as a primary 

behavioral response to hypothetical situations of rejection. 

No significant relationships were found between self-

perceptions and attributions for the first hypothetical 

situation of rejection (see Tcible 12) . 

A significant relationship was found between 

attributions and withdrawal as a behavioral response to the 

first hypothetical situation of rejection. The hypothesis 

that rejected-internalizing subjects would endorse internal, 

stable, negative attributions and withdraw as a response to 

hypothetical situations of rejection was supported. The 

correlations denote a relationship between internal, stable, 

negative attributions and withdrawal. Results are displayed 

on Table 13. 

The same pattern of results was found for the second 

hypothetical situation of rejection (see Table 12). There 

were no significant relationships found between the various 

domains of perceived self-competence, other measures of 

self-perceptions and internal, stable, negative 

attributions, with the exception of a significant inverse 

relationship between physical appearance and negative 
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attributions. As self-perceived physical appearance ratings 

decreased, attributions were more negative. 

Additionally, no significant relationships were found 

between internal, stable, negative attributions and 

withdrawal as a response to the second hypothetical 

situation of rejection (see Table 13). 

Hypothesis 4c predicted that rejected-externalizing 

subjects would display positive self-perceptions which would 

be related to external, stable, negative attributions for 

hypothetical situations of rejection from peers. These 

attributions are hypothesized to be related to aggressive 

behavioral responses to hypothetical situations of rejection 

by peers. These hypotheses were not supported for most of 

the self-perception domains (see Table 14). There was a 

significant relationship, however, between scholastic 

competence and stable, negative attributions. The 

hypothesis that higher self-perceptions would be related to 

stable, negative attributions was not supported and the 

opposite was found, mainly that lower self-perceptions were 

related to stable, negative attributions. 

There was no relationship found between external, 

stable, negative attributions and aggressiveness as a 

behavioral response to the first hypothetical situation of 

rejection. Results are displayed on Table 15. 

A mixed pattern of results were found when examining the 

relationship between the various domains of perceived 
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self-competence, other measures of self-perception and 

attributions for the second hypothetical situation of 

rejection (see Table 14). There were significant 

relationships between scholastic competence, behavioral 

conduct and stable attributions. The hypothesis that higher 

self-perceptions would be related to stable attributions was 

not supported, and the opposite was found, mainly that lower 

self-perceptions were related to stable attributions. There 

were significant relationships between social acceptance, 

athletic competence, physical appearance, behavioral 

conduct, global self-worth, social avoidance and negative 

attributions. The hypothesis that higher self-perceptions 

would be related to negative attributions in externalizing 

subjects was not supported, and the opposite was found, 

mainly that lower self-perceptions were related to negative 

attributions. 

An interesting pattern of results was found for the 

relationship between attributions and aggressiveness as a 

behavioral response to the second hypothetical situation of 

rejection (see Table 15). There was a significant 

relationship between aggressiveness and external 

attributions for rejection. These results, however, do not 

support the hypothesis that stable, negative attributions 

are related to aggressiveness as a response to hypothetical 

situations of rejection. 

53 



Secondary Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 5 predicted that the groups would differ in 

their admission to frequency of rejection by peers, with the 

rejected-internalizing subjects endorsing a higher frequency 

of instances of rejection by peers. This hypothesis was not 

supported. Results are presented in Table 16. 

Hypothesis 6 predicted that the rejected-internalizing 

group would endorse feelings of sadness and worry in 

response to hypothetical situations of rejection, and the 

rejected-externalizing group would endorse feelings of anger 

in response to hypothetical situations of rejection. This 

hypothesis was not supported. Results are presented in 

Table 17. 
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Table 1 

Means and Standard Deviations for Barter's Self-perception 
Profile Domains Across the Three Groups 

+ 
SELF-PERCEPTION 
DOMAINS 

Scholastic 
Competence 

Social 
Acceptance 

Athletic 
Competence 

Physical 
Appearance 

Behavioral 
Conduct 

Global 
Self-worth 

Note: Standard 

Pop 

(n=43) 

b 
1.9922 
(0.67) 

c 
1.9109 
(0.73) 

b 
1.8605 
(0.57) 

b 
1.9729 
(0.62) 

2.0310 
(0.66) 

b 
1.7558 
(0.66) 

GROUPS 
Reject-
Int 
(n=30) 

a 
2.6833 
(0.63) 

a 
2.7556 
(0.68) 

a 
2.5389 
(0.67) 

a 
2.4922 
(0.86) 

2.2278 
(0.67) 

a 
2.1300 
(0.84) 

Re ject-
Ext 
(n=24) F 

b 
2.2861 
(0.81) 

b 
2.3958 
(0.60) 

b 
1.9514 
(0.75) 

a,b 
2.2847 
(0.68) 

2.3611 
(0.74) 

a,b 
2.0972 
(0.54) 

(2, 

8 

13, 

10, 

4, 

1, 

3, 

96) 

* * 

.74 

• * 

.84 

* * 

.42 

* 

.81 

.92 

* 

.21 

Deviations are represented in parentheses. 

Different superscripts indicate significant 
differences between groups based upon Duncan's 
Multiple Range Tests (£ < .05). 

*£ < .05. **£ < .005. 

+ Lower niimbers denote higher perceived self-
competence . 

Pop = Popular Group, Reject-Int = Rejected-
internalizing Group, Reject-Ext = Rejected-
externalizing Group. 
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Table 2 

Means and Standard Deviations for Barter's Self-perception 
Profile Domains Across the Rejected and Popular Status 
Groups 

+ 
SELF-PERCEPTION 
DOMAINS 

Scholastic 
Competence 

Social 
Acceptance 

Athletic 
Competence 

Physical 
Appearance 

Behavioral 
Conduct 

Global 
Self-worth 

Note: Standard 

STATUS GROUPS 
Popular Rejected 
(11=43) (n=116) 

a b 
1.9922 2.3739 
(0.67) (0.77) 

a b 
1.9109 2.5503 
(0.73) (0.79) 

a b 
1.8605 2.2882 

a b 
1.9729 2.3687 
(0.62) (0.81) 

2.0310 2.2391 
(0.66) (0.70) 

a b 
1.7558 2.1126 
(0.66) (0.76) 

Deviations are represented in 

F (1, 158) 

* * 

8.17 

* * 

21.48 

* * 

10.99 

• • 

8.46 

2.83 

* 

7.44 

parentheses. 

Different superscripts indicate significant 
differences between groups based upon Duncan's 
Multiple Range Tests (£ < .05). 

*£ < .05. **E < .005. 

+ Lower numbers denote higher perceived self-
competence . 
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Table 3 

Means and Standard Deviations for Social Avoidance, Social 
Anxiety and Loneliness Across the Three Groups 

+ 
SELF-PERCEPTION 
MEASURES 

Social 
Avoidance 

Social 
Anxiety 

Loneliness 

Note: Standard 

Pop 

(n=43) 

b 
1.7829 
(0.55) 

3.0194 
(0.84) 

b 
1.9433 
(0.73) 

GROUPS 
Reject-
Int 
(n=30) 

a 
2.4000 
(0.94) 

3.4222 
(1.03) 

a 
2.7958 
(0.96) 

Reject-
Ext 
(n=24) F 

a,b 
2.1597 
(0.68) 

3.0764 
(0.74) 

b 
2.3307 
(0.79) 

(2, 96) 

6.79 

1.98 

9.59 

Deviations are represented in parentheses. 

Different superscripts indicate significant 
differences between groups based upon Duncan's 
Multiple Range Tests (£ < .05). 

*£ < .005. **£ < .0005. 

+ Higher numbers denote higher levels of social 
avoidance, social anxiety and loneliness. 

Pop = Popular Group, Reject-Int = Rejected-
internalizing Group, Reject-Ext = Rejected-
externalizing Group-
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Table 4 

Means and Standard Deviations for Social Avoidance, Social 
Anxiety and Loneliness Between Popular and Rejected Boys and 
Girls 

+ 
SELF-PERCEP TION 
MEASURES 

Social 
Avoidance 

Social 
Anxiety 

Loneliness 

STATUS 
Popular 
(n=23) 

1.7101 
(0.53) 

2.5870 
(0.69) 

1.8179 
(0.64) 

GROUPS - BOYS 
Rejected 
(n=72) 

2.1111 
(0.84) 

3.1968 
(0.93) 

2.6615 
(0.89) 

F (1 

4. 

8. 

17. 

., 94) 

* 

63 

43 

57 

+ 
SELF-PERCEPTION 
MEASURES 

Social 
Avoidance 

Social 
Anxiety 

Loneliness 

Note: Standard 

STATUS 
Popular 
(n=20) 

1.8667 
(0.57) 

3.5167 
(0.72) 

2.0875 
(0.81) 

Deviations are 

GROUPS - GIRLS 
Rejected 
(n=44) 

2.3409 
(0.64) 

3.5795 
(0.87) 

2.4460 
(0.85) 

represented in 

F (1 

8. 

0. 

2. 

, 63) 

* 

00 

08 

50 

parentheses. 

*£ < .05. **B < .005. 

+ Higher numbers denote higher levels of social 
avoidance, social anxiety and loneliness. 
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Table 5 

Correlations Between Self-perception Profile Domains and 
Teacher Form of Self-perception Profile 

Popular Group (n=43) 
Variables SC SA PA AC BC 

TSCHCOM -.39* 
TSOCACC — .14 
TPHYAPP — — .01 
TATHCOM — — '— .18 
TBEHCON — — — *— .10 

Reiected-Internalizing Group (n=30) 
Variables SC SA PA AC BC 

TSCHCOM -.25 
TSOCACC — .13 
TPHYAPP — — .06 
TATHCOM • — — -.21 
TBEHCON — — — — .10 

Rejected-Externalizing Group (n=24) 
Variables SC SA PA AC BC 

TSCHCOM .05 
TSOCACC — -.25 
TPHYAPP — — -.05 
TATHCOM — — — -.31 
TBEHCON — — — — -.002 

Note: SC = Scholastic Competence, SA = Social Acceptance, 
PA = Physical Appearance, AC = Athletic Competence, 
BC = Behavioral Conduct, TSCHCOM = Teacher Scholastic 
Competence, TSOCACC = Teacher Social Acceptance, 
TPHYAPP = Teacher Physical Appearance, TATHCOM = 
Teacher Athletic Competence, TBEHCOM = Teacher 
Behavioral Conduct. 

*H < -05 
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Table 6 

Means and Standard Deviations for the Attributional 
Dimensions Across the Three Groups 

GROUPS - SITUATION 1 

ATTRIBUTIONAL 
MEASURES 

Internal-
External 

Stable-
Unstable 

Negative-
Positive 

Pop 

(n=43) 

1.5814 
(0.82) 

1.0698 
(1.01) 

0.4651 
(0.50) 

Reject-
Int 
(n=30) 

1.2667 
(0.98) 

0.8667 
(1.01) 

0.4667 
(0.51) 

Reject-
Ext 
(n=23) F (2, 95) 

1.7391 
(0.69) 

0.9565 
(1.02) 

0.4783 
(0.51) 

2.22 

0.36 

0.01 

ATTRIBUTIONAL 
MEASURES 

GROUPS - SITUATION 2 
Pop 

(n=43) 

Reject-
Int 
(n=30) 

Reject-
Ext 
(n=23) F (2, 95) 

Internal-
External 

Stable-
Unstable 

Negative-
Positive 

1.0233 
(1.01) 

0.7907 
(0.99) 

0.1860 
(0.45) 

0.8667 
(1.01) 

0.4667 
(0.86) 

0.1333 
(0.35) 

0.8696 
(1.01) 

0.6087 
(0.94) 

0.2174 
(0.52) 

0.28 

1.08 

0.26 

Note: Standard Deviations are represented in parentheses 

+ Higher numbers denote Attributions which are 
External, Unstable and Positive. 

Pop = Popular Group, Reject-Int = Rejected-
internalizing Group, Reject-Ext = Rejected-
externalizing Group. 
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Table 7 

Means and Standard Deviations for the Attributional Dimensions 
Across the Rejected and Popular Status Groups 

ATTRIBUTIONAL 
DIMENSIONS 

Internal-
External 

STATUS GROUPS - SITUATION 1 
Popular 
(n=43) 

1.5812 
(0.82) 

Rejected 
(n=114) 

1.4737 
(0.88) 

F (1, 156) 

0.48 

Stable-
UnstcdDle 

1.0698 
(1.01) 

0.7193 
(0.96) 

0.61 

Negative-
Positive 

0.4651 
(0.50) 

0.4737 
(0.50) 

0.01 

ATTRIBUTIONAL 
DIMENSIONS 

STATUS GROUPS - SITUATION 2 
Popular 
(n=43) 

Rejected 
(n=114) 

F (1, 156) 

Internal-
External 

1.0233 
(1.01) 

0.8070 
(0.99) 

1.48 

Stable-
Unstable 

0.7907 
(0.99) 

0.4386 
(0.83) 

5.03 

Negative-
Positive 

0.1860 
(0.45) 

0.1053 
(0.34) 

1.49 

Note: Standard Deviations are represented in parentheses 

Different superscripts indicate significant 
differences between groups based upon Duncan's 
Multiple Range Tests (£ < .05) . 

*£ < .05. 

+ Bigher numbers denote Attributions which are , 
External, Unstable and Positive. 
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Table 8 

Means and Standard Deviations for the Behavioral Responses 
Across the Three Groups 

+ 
BEHAVIORAL 
RESPONSES 

Withdrawal-
Nonwithdrawal 

Aggre s s ivene s s-
Nonaggressiveness 

Friendliness-
Nonfriendliness 

•1-

BEHAVIORAL 
RESPONSES 

Withdrawal-
Nonwithdrawal 

Aggre s s ivene s s-
Nonaggressiveness 

Friendliness-
Nonfriendliness 

GROUPS - SITUATION 1 
Pop 

(n=43) 

0.8372 
(0.65) 

0.0233 
(0.15) 

0.3023 
(0.51) 

Reject-
Int 
(n=30) 

1.0000 
(0.69) 

0.0333 
(0.18) 

0.2333 
(0.43) 

Reject-
Ext 
(n=23) 

1.7391 
(0.65) 

0.1304 
(0.46) 

0.0870 
(0.29) 

GROUPS - SITUATION 2 
Pop 

(n=43) 

1.1163 
(0.83) 

0.3488 
(0.72) 

0.1628 
(0.37) 

Note: Standard deviations 

Reject-
Int 
(n=30) 

0.8667 
(0.78) 

0.5667 
(0.86) 

0.2000 
(0.41) 

Reject-
Ext 
(n=23) 

1.2273 
(0.81) 

0.4545 
(0.80) 

0.0909 
(0.29) 

F 

F 

(2, 

1, 

1, 

1, 

(2, 

1, 

0 

0 

are represented in parenthe; 

95) 

.97 

.33 

.77 

95) 

.44 

.69 

.56 

ses. 

+ Higher numbers denote Behaviors which are 
Withdrawn, Aggressive and Friendly. 

Pop = Popular Group, Reject-Int 
internalizing Group, Reject-Ext 
externalizing Group. 

Rejected-
Re jected-
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Table 9 

Means and Standard deviations for the Behavioral Responses 
Across the Rejected and Popular Status Groups 

+ 
BEHAVIORAL 
RESPONSES 

Withdrawal-
Nonwithdrawal 

Aggre s s ivene s s-
Nonaggressiveness 

Friendliness-
Nonfriendliness 

BEHAVIORAL 
RESPONSES 

Withdrawal-
Nonwithdrawal 

Aggre ssiveness-
Nonaggressiveness 

Friendliness-
Nonfriendliness 

STATUS GROUPS 
Popular 
(n=43) 

0.8372 
(0.65) 

0.0233 
(0.15) 

0.3023 
(0.51) 

STATUS GROUPS 
Popular 
(n=43) 

1.0233 
(1.01) 

0.7907 
(0.99) 

0.1860 
(0.45) 

Note: Standard Deviations are 

- SITUATION 
Rejected 
(n=114) 

1.0175 
(0.69) 

0.1404 
(0.46) 

1.0175 
(0.69) 

- SITUATION 
Rejected 
(n=114) 

1.0265 
(0.80) 

0.5133 
(0.81) 

0.1327 
(0.34) 

represented in 

1 

2 

F (1, 156) 

2.19 

2.68 

1.88 

F (1, 156) 

0.39 

1.35 

0.23 

parentheses. 

+ Higher numbers denote Behaviors which are 
Withdrawn, Aggressive and Friendly. 
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Table 10 

Correlations Between Domains of Perceived Self-competence, 
Self-perception Measures and Attributions for Hypothetical 
Situations of Rejection (Popular Group) 

Situation 1 (n=43) 

Variables 
Internal-
External 

Stable-
Unstable 

Negative-
Positive 

SC 
SA 
AC 
PA 
BC 
GS 

Soc. Av. 
Soc. Anx. 
Loneliness 

-.15 
-.19 
.01 

-.15 
-.28 
-.16 

-.12 
-.23 
-.26 

06 
20 
03 
03 
05 
31* 

45* 
18 
30* 

-.001 
-.18 
.15 

-.01 
-.07 
-.33* 

-.27 
-.13 
-.16 

Situation 2 (n=43) 

Variables 
Internal-
External 

Stable-
Unstable 

Negative-
Positive 

SC 
SA 
AC 
PA 
BC 
GS 

Soc. Av. 
Soc. Anx 
Loneliness 

Note: SC = 

-.07 
.12 
.01 
.03 

-.20 
-.18 

-.005 
-.15 
.04 

Scholastic 

14 
03 
14 
11 
10 
01 

07 
03 
03 

10 
05 
15 
09 
13 
03 

15 
10 
05 

AC = Athletic Competence, PA = Physical Appearance, 
BC = Behavioral Conduct, GS = Global Self-worth 
Soc. Av. = Social Avoidance, Soc. Anx. = Social 
Anxiety 

£̂ < .05. 
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Table 11 

Correlations between Attributional Dimensions and Prosocial 
Behavioral Responses within the Popular Group 

Situation 1 (n=43) 

Variables 
Internal-
External 

Stable-
Unstable 

Negative-
Positive 

Friendliness-
Nonfriendliness .08 .10 .18 

Situation 2 (ri=43) 

Variables Internal-
External 

Stable-
Unstable 

Negative-
Positive 

Friendliness-
Nonfriendliness .30* .29 .52* 

Note: >̂£ < .05 
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Table 12 

Correlations Between Domains of Perceived Self-competence, 
Self-perception Measures and Attributions for Hypothetical 
Situations of Rejection (Rejected-internalizing Group) 

Situation 1 
-

Variables 

SC 
SA 
AC 
PA 
BC 
GS 

Soc. Av. 
Soc. Anx. 
Loneliness 

Situation 2 

Variables 

SC 
SA 
AC 
PA 
BC 
GS 

Soc. Av. 
Soc. Anx 
Loneliness 

Note: SC = 

(n=30) 
Internal-
External 

-.18 
.27 
.10 

-.10 
-.09 
.09 

.21 
-.08 
.18 

(n=30) 
Internal-
External 

-.11 
-.03 
.17 
.06 

-.13 
.02 

-.05 
.26 
.02 

Stable-
Unstable 

-.20 
-.10 
-.17 
-.12 
.004 
.05 

.07 
-.08 
-.09 

Stable-
Unstable 

.05 

.30 
-.07 
-.23 
.21 

-.18 

.07 

.04 

.04 

Scholastic Competence, SA = So 

Negative-
Positive 

.15 

.19 
-.02 
-.04 
.25 
.07 

-.30 
-.30 
-.24 

Negative-
Positive 

-.04 
.09 

-.02 
-.36* 
.09 

-.18 

.06 
-.29 
-.11 

cial Acceptance, 
AC = Athletic Competence, PA = Physical Appearance, 
BC = Behavioral Conduct, GS = Global Self-worth, 
Soc. Av. = Social Avoidance, Soc. Anx. = Social 
Anxiety. 

*^ < .05. 
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Table 13 

Correlations between Attributional Dimensions and Withdrawal 
within the Rejected-internalizing Group 

Situation 1 (ii=30) 

Variables 
Internal-
External 

Stable-
Unstable 

Negative-
Positive 

Withdrawal-
Nonwithdrawal -.40* -.39* -.49* 

Situation 2 (n=30) 

Variables Internal-
External 

Stable-
Unstable 

Negative-
Positive 

Withdrawal-
Nonwithdrawa1 -.20 -.11 -.06 

Note: *£ < .05. 
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Table 14 

Correlations Between Domains of Perceived Self-competence, 
Self-perception Measures and Attributions for Hypothetical 
Situations of Rejection (Rejected-externalizing Group) 

Situation 1 

Variables 

SC 
SA 
AC 
PA 
BC 
GS 

Soc. Av. 
Soc. Anx. 
Loneliness 

(n=23) 
Internal-
External 

-.08 
.15 
.27 

-.06 
.03 

-.04 

.26 

.39 

.12 

Stable-
Unstable 

-.43* 
-.07 
-.18 
-.30 
-.15 
.02 

.19 

.16 

.13 

Negative-
Positive 

-.43* 
-.07 
-.18 
-.30 
-.15 
.02 

.19 

.16 

.13 

Situation 2 (n=23) 

Variables 
Internal-
External 

Stable-
Unstable 

Negative-
Positive 

SC 
SA 
AC 
PA 
BC 
GS 

Soc. Av. 
Soc. Anx 
Loneliness 

04 
06 
05 
18 
02 
18 

28 
20 
20 

48* 
20 
30 
39 
43* 
39 

28 
06 
004 

-.23 
-.40* 
-.55* 
-.41* 
-.40* 
-.42* 

-.44* 
-.19 
-.26 

Note: SC = Scholastic Competence, SA = Social Acceptance, 
AC = Athletic Competence, PA = Physical Appearance, 
BC = Behavioral Conduct, GS = Global Self-worth, 
Soc. Av. = Social Avoidance, Soc. Anx. = Social 
Anxiety. 

*£ < .05. 

68 



Table 15 

Correlations between Attributional Dimensions and Aggression 
within the Rejected-externalizing Group 

Situation 1 (ii=23) 

Variables 
Internal-
External 

Stable-
Unstable 

Negative-
Positive 

Aggre s s ivene s s-
Nonaggressiveness .11 -.28 -.28 

Situation 2 (n=23) 

Variables 
Internal-
External 

Stable-
Unstable 

Negative-
Positive 

Aggressiveness-
Nonaggressiveness .52* -.40 -.03 

Note: '£ < .05. 
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Table 16 

Means and Standard Deviations for Admission to Frecjuency of 
Rejection Across the Three Groups 

Frecjuency of 
Rejection 

GROUPS - SITUATION 1 
Pop 

(n=43) 

2.6744 
(0.64) 

Reject- Reject-
Int Ext 
(n=30) (n=24) 

2.9333 3.0000 
(0.94) (0.83) 

F (2, 96) 

1.63 

Frequency of 
Rejection 

Note: Standard 

GROUPS - SITUATION 2 
Pop 

(n=43) 

2.4884 
(0.80) 

Deviations 

Reject- Reject-
Int Ext 

.. (n=30) (n=24) 

2.9667 3.0000 
(1.22) (1.29) 

F (2, 96) 

2.55 

are represented in parentheses. 

Pop = Popular Group, Reject-Int = Rejected-
Internalizing Group, Reject-Ext = Rejected-
Externalizing Group. 
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Table 17 

Means and Standard Deviations for Feelings Endorsed 
following Rejection Across the Three Groups 

GROUPS - SITUATION 1 

FEELINGS 
ENDORSED 

Sadness 

Worry 

Anger 

Pop 

(n=43) 

0.5814 
(0.50) 

0.0930 
(0.29) 

0.4884 
(0.51) 

Reject-
Int 
(n=30) 

0.7333 
(0.45) 

0.1000 
(0.31) 

0.4667 
(0.51) 

Reject-
Ext 
(n=24) F (2, 96) 

0.4583 
(0.51) 

0.0833 
(0.28) 

0.6667 
(0.48) 

2.17 

0.02 

1.28 

FEELINGS 
ENDORSED 

GROUPS - SITUATION 2 
Pop 

(n=43) 

Reject-
Int 
(n=30) 

Reject-
Ext 
(n=24) F (2, 96) 

Sadness 

Worry 

Anger 

0.6512 
(0.48) 

0.0930 
(0.29) 

0.6744 
(0.47) 

0.6333 
(0.49) 

0.1000 
(0.31) 

0.7000 
(0.47) 

0.5833 
(0.50) 

0 
(0) 

0.6667 
(0.48) 

0.15 

1.24 

0.04 

Note: Standard Deviations are represented in parentheses. 

Pop = Popular Group, Reject-Int 
internalizing Group, Reject-Ext 
externalizing Group. 

Re jected-
Re jected-
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CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

This research examined the influence of variations in 

self-perceptions and self-competence on the attributions and 

behavioral responses of rejected and popular children to 

hypothetical situations of rejection by peers. Differences 

in these relationships were examined between popular, 

rejected-internalizing and rejected-externalizing status 

groups. The following discussion will be presented in the 

order of the proposed hypotheses and includes possible 

explanation for the various findings. 

Self-perceptions 

It was hypothesized that the popular and rejected-

externalizing subjects would have higher perceived self-

competence than the rejected-internalizing subjects. This 

was based on research findings that while rejected children 

had lower self-perceptions in general, significant 

differences in self-competence exist across the rejected 

group (Asher et al., 1990). In particular, differences were 

found between the externalizing and internalizing groups of 

peer-rejected children. Aggressive boys tend to 

overestimate their own competence and generally perceive 

themselves as more socially competent and better accepted 
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than withdrawn children (Gagnon et al., 1988; Boivin et al., 

1989). These hypotheses were partially supported. 

The self-perception profile domains revealed 

significantly lower self-perceptions among the rejected-

internalizing subjects than rejected-externalizing subjects 

on scholastic competence, social acceptance and athletic 

competence. The popular group exhibited higher perceived 

self-competence on social acceptance, physical appearance 

and global self-worth than either of the rejected groups. 

Surprisingly, there were no significant differences on the 

behavioral conduct domain between the three groups, and only 

marginal differences between the popular and rejected group 

as a whole. 

A definite trend was noted in the self-perception 

domains. With the exception of behavioral conduct, 

rejected-internalizing subjects reported consistently lower 

self-perceptions, and popular the highest; with rejected-

externalizing subjects in the middle. 

These findings support previous research demonstrating 

that rejected-internalizing subjects tend to have lower 

self-perceptions than their more popular counterparts. Of 

particular interest were the findings on differences between 

the rejected-internalizing and rejected-externalizing 

subjects. It appears that in domains which pertain more 

specifically to school situations (scholastic, social and 

athletic competence) rejected-internalizing subjects view 
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themselves as less competent than the rejected-externalizing 

subjects. On more personal domains such as physical 

appearance and global self-worth, the rejected groups did 

not differ from each other. It may be that outside of the 

school situation, rejected-internalizing children may have 

positive experiences which buffer against a lowered self-

concept . 

Rejected-externalizing subjects, on the other hand, had 

self-perceptions which did not differ from those of popular 

children, with the exception of social acceptance. There 

are several explanations to account for these findings. It 

may be that rejected-externalizing subjects have inflated 

self-perceptions and exaggerate their self-worth. The 

rejected-externalizing subjects, however, were significantly 

lower than the popular subjects on perceived social 

competence. The finding that they appear to be realistic in 

their perceptions of social acceptance, therefore, argues 

against that interpretation. It seems more plausible that 

outside of their social relationships, these children may 

encounter satisfying experiences which help them maintain a 

relatively positive self-concept. 

In past research subgroups of rejected children differed 

in their reports of loneliness, in that aggressive children 

reported lower levels of loneliness than submissive 

children. On this basis, it was hypothesized that rejected-

internalizing subjects would report higher levels of 
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loneliness than would the rejected-externalizing or popular 

subjects. This hypothesis was supported. There were no 

differences between the rejected groups on their self-

reported social avoidance. Both rejected groups differed 

from the popular group, which reported the least social 

avoidance. It appears that in the face of negative peer 

relations, rejected children have an increased preference 

for avoiding social situations. 

Surprisingly, no differences were found between the 

groups on the social anxiety measure. This suggests that 

popular status children may still have social concerns even 

though they are relatively successful in this domain. When 

gender differences were examined, both popular and rejected 

girls reported an elevated level of social anxiety. 

Rejected boys, on the other hand, reported significantly 

more anxiety that popular boys. These findings are not 

consistent with previous findings in self-reported social 

anxiety (Franke & Hymel, 1985). They are consistent, 

however, with other studies which found that rejected boys 

do report general feelings of anxiety (Ollendick, 1981) . 

It was also hypothesized that the perceived self-

competence of rejected-externalizing subjects would be less 

accurate than either of the two groups, as measured by lower 

correlations with the teacher form of Barter's perceived 

competence scale. This hypothesis was based on research 

which found that aggressive boys were found to overestimate 
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their own competence and show inaccurate, inflated self-

perceptions (Asher et al., 1990). With one exception, 

correlations between the self-perception profile and the 

teacher form of the self-perception profile were not 

significant for any of the groups. 

Correlations between self-perceptions and teacher 

perceptions vary from study to study. Barter (1982) found a 

systematic rise in correlations between the perceived 

competence scale and teacher ratings through the elementary 

school years, with average correlations between pupil 

ratings and teacher ratings in the .40's. The lower 

correlations obtained in the present study may have been due 

to the restricted number of children teachers had to rate. 

In Barter's study, the whole classroom was rated. In 

addition, the present study was a study of the school 

district. Thus, the teachers were aware of the nature of 

the study and may have been biased in their ratings of the 

various selected subjects. Due to the fluctuations between 

pupil and teacher ratings, it may have been more appropriate 

to use other measures such as peer ratings, observations of 

behavior, academic achievement scores, etc. as comparisons 

between perceived and actual competence. 

Self-perceptions, Attributions, and Behavioral 
Responses to Situations of Rejection 

Based on research demonstrating that a person's own 

cognitions and self-evaluations are related to social 
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behavior (Anderson et al., 1983; Peplau et al., 1979), it 

was hypothesized that the rejected-internalizing subjects 

would endorse negative self-perceptions which in turn would 

be related to internal, negative, stable attributions for 

hypothetical situations of rejection by peers. These 

internal, stable, negative attributions were in turn 

hypothesized to be related to withdrawal as a primary 

behavioral response to rejection. The rejected-

externalizing subjects, on the other hand, were hypothesized 

to display positive self-perceptions which would be related 

to external, stable, negative attributions for hypothetical 

situations of rejection from peers. These attributions were 

hypothesized to be related to aggressive behavioral 

responses to hypothetical situations of rejection. Popular 

subjects were hypothesized to endorse positive self-

perceptions which would be related to external, unstable, 

positive attributions for hypothetical situations of 

rejection, which in turn would be related to behavioral 

responses which are prosocial and conducive to later 

acceptance by peers. These hypotheses were partially 

supported in the present study. 

Within the popular group, it was found that as levels of 

global self-worth increased, attributions became more 

unstable and positive. It was also found that as levels of 

social avoidance and loneliness decrease, attributions 

became more unstable. This would appear to support the 
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hypothesis that attributions are related to feelings of 

self-competence. This relationship was only observed within 

the first situation of rejection. It may be that popular 

children with a positive self-concept were more likely to 

attribute rejection in a group entry situation to temporary 

causes such as the game having enough players. 

Within the popular group, there were no significant 

relationships found between attributions and behavioral 

responses for first hypothetical situation of rejection. 

There was a relationship between attributions which are 

external and positive and friendly responses for the second 

situation of rejection. Thus, it would appear that when 

popular children attribute provocation to external, positive 

causes (i.e. the kids wanted to win the game), they are more 

likely to give friendly responses (i.e., I would ask to play 

dodgeball with them in the next round). 

Within the rejected-internalizing group, there was only 

one significant relationship between self-perceptions and 

attributions for either situation of rejection. As this 

group's perceptions of their physical appearance increase 

their attributions tend to be more positive. These results 

should be interpreted carefully since no other relationships 

were found between physical appearance and attributional 

dimensions. 

There was a significant relationship between 

attributions and behavioral dimensions for the first 
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situation of rejection. As predicted, rejected-

internalizing subjects were more likely to withdraw if they 

attributed rejection to internal, stable, negative causes 

such as negative characteristics. This supports findings by 

Goetz and Dweck (1980) and points to a possible pattern of 

responding which may perpetuate the rejected status for 

these children. Withdrawal is seen as inappropriate by 

peers, and these children may be rejected or not included in 

the future due to their withdrawing in response to an 

ambiguous situation of rejection (i.e., it may have been 

that the children in the vignette did not allow them play 

because they had already started the game, and not because 

they had something against them personally). As Rubin et 

al. (1990) suggested, the rejection experienced by these 

children may be a result of this behavior. 

In the case of rejected-externalizing subjects, a 

significant relationship was found between lower self-

perceptions in the scholastic competence domain and stable, 

negative attributions for the first hypothetical situation 

of rejection. Within the second situation of rejection, 

significant relationships were found between lower self-

perceptions and stable, negative attributions. This is the 

opposite of what was predicted, mainly that higher self-

perceptions would be related to external, stable, negative 

attributions. Although, there were no significant 

relationships between self-perceptions and the 
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internal-external attributional dimension, when looking at 

the means, rejected-externalizing subjects tended to have 

attributions which were more external for the first 

situation of rejection, and more internal for the second 

situation of rejection. The fact that they were more likely 

to attribute hostile intent to peers within the first 

situation supports previous findings that in ambiguous 

situations aggressive children are more likely to be biased 

in their attributions (Dodge & Coie, 1991). This 

relationship may exist regardless of their having lowered 

self-perceptions. Within the second situation of rejection, 

it would appear that rejected-externalizing s;ibjects tended 

to be more congruent in terms of having lower self-

perceptions and attributing provocation to stable, negative 

causes, which are generally more internal. The second 

situation was not ambiguous and peers were clearly 

provocative, thus, when provoked by others, rejected-

externalizing children with lowered self-perceptions may 

tend to attribute the provocation to internal causes. This 

is understandable in light of the possibility that many of 

the altercations rejected-externalizing children have with 

peers may have been related to their own behavior. 

Therefore, it would appear that in some cases rejected-

externalizing children are cognizant of their part in 

problematic peer relationships. These are tentative 

speculations, however, since there were no significant 
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relationships between the internal-external attributional 

dimension and self-perceptions. 

A significant relationship was found between external 

attributions and aggressive responses. It would appear that 

when rejected-externalizing children blame provocation on 

peers, they are more likely to react aggressively. This is 

consistent with previous research demonstrating that 

aggressive children were more likely to generate aggressive 

responses when they interpreted the provocation as hostile 

(Dodge, Murphy & Buchsbaum, 1984). In these studies it was 

the interpretation of hostility, not the actual behavior of 

the peers that aggressive children reacted to. A similar 

relationship was found in the present study. 

Limitations of the Current Study 

There are several possible explanations which may 

account for the lack of differences between the rejected-

internalizing and rejected-externalizing groups on some of 

the self-perception measures, the attributional dimensions 

and the behavioral responses. The way the rejected-

internalizing and rejected-externalizing groups were 

classified may have restricted or created artificial groups 

within the rejected sample. The use of just a few PEI items 

may not have been an appropriate way to classify these 

subjects. In particular, the use of "says they can beat 

everybody up" as the only indications of aggression and "is 
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out of their seat a lot" as the only indication of 

hyperactivity was restrictive and not a comprehensive basis 

for classifying the groups. Byperactivity and aggression 

are dimensions which comprise a wide range and variety of 

behaviors. It may have been more appropriate to include 

different measures to classify subjects into the two groups. 

Previous research in the area used a shortened version of 

the PEI with 16 items that yield 3 factors- aggression, 

withdrawal, and likability (Gagnon et al., 1989). Boivin, 

Thomassin, and Alain (1989) identified groups of aggressive-

rejected and withdrawn-rejected subjects using carefully 

selected items from the Revised Class Play (Masten et al., 

1985) . The use of different or additional PEI items and/or 

a more comprehensive set of measures to classify subjects 

into the internalizing and externalizing groups may have 

yielded more stable, homogeneous groups. 

There is also the possibility that the rejected-

internalizing and rejected-externalizing groups do not 

constitute homogeneous groups in a non-clinical, regular 

school sample. There has been considerable research 

identifying a comorbid sample of children within the 

rejected status group. In a study of social cognitive 

processing in depressed, aggressive and comorbid children, 

it was found that the comorbid children showed the cognitive 

patterns of both the aggressive and depressed children. 

Furthermore, there were similarities between the cognitive 
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patterns of aggressive and depressed children (Garber et 

al., 1990). Thus, researchers have proposed that 

internalizing and externalizing are not orthogonal 

dimensions, and there is overlap between them (French & 

Conrad, 1993). 

Previous research attempting to separate rejected 

children into groups based on aggression and withdrawal have 

yielded mixed results. Researchers have proposed that 

requiring children in the aggressive group to be low on the 

internalizing dimension, forces the other group to be 

naturally more internalizing (French & Conrad, 1993). There 

may also be a confound of group differences with gender 

differences. The authors suggest that in many of these 

studies the rejected-aggressive group is often composed of 

mainly males while the rejected-withdrawn group mainly 

females (French & Conrad, 1993). In the present study, 

however, both the rejected-internalizing and rejected-

externalizing groups were composed of an approximately even 

number of males and females. 

Current research has demonstrated that identifiable 

groups may exist within the rejected group. Bowever, these 

groups may be better classified as high problem and low 

problem groups. French and Conrad (1993) found two distinct 

groups within rejected early adolescents, aggressive-

rejected and non-aggressive-rejected. The non-aggressive-

rejected group was found to have low rates of such problem 
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behaviors as low alcohol and tobacco use, higher compliance 

with adults and non-involvement with peers. Few differences 

were found between the aggressive rejected boys, the popular 

and average groups. However, French and Conrad (1993) 

proposed that this may be due to the high tolerance of this 

age group for disruptive behavior. Aggressive-rejected 

females, on the other hand, were found to exhibit multiple 

problem behaviors, including high use of alcohol and 

tobacco. This group was also found to have heightened 

depression scores. Although French and Conrad's (1993) 

study did not find heightened depression scores for males, 

the author proposed that this may have been due to lower 

incidences of depression in this population, for other 

studies cited (e.g., Capaldi, 1991) found that antisocial 

males experience depression as well. 

French and Conrad (1993) also found that the groups did 

not differ from each other on withdrawal. This is 

consistent with French's (1988, 1990) findings that both the 

aggressive, more deviant rejected group and the 

nonaggressive rejected group exhibited withdrawal. The non-

aggressive-rejected adolescents were found to be less 

involved in athletics. The rejected-internalizing siibjects 

in the present study also had lower self-perceptions in the 

athletic competence domain. 

The model proposing that rejected-withdrawn children are 

more likely to experience internalizing difficulties and 
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rejected-aggressive children are more likely to exhibit 

externalizing difficulties is not supported by the French 

and Conrad (1993) study. A more complex model seems 

recjuired in which many of the rejected-aggressive 

adolescents experience internalizing difficulties as well. 

Boivin et al. (1989) found that the combination of 

aggression and withdrawal was associated with lower self-

competence and higher rates of loneliness and helplessness. 

There are several possible reasons for the general lack 

of differences between the groups on attributions, and 

behavioral responses to hypothetical situations of 

rejection. The lack of significant differences between the 

popular and rejected groups as a whole suggests that there 

may be problems with the attributions and behavioral 

responses per se. The coding of attributions presented some 

difficulties since some of the attributions offered by 

subjects were ambiguous and difficult to classify. 

Previous researchers have found that an open-ended 

method of assessing attributions is most reliable and valid 

(Russell, McAuley, & Tarico, 1987). Their subjects, 

however, were college students. Asking open-ended cjuestions 

may not be appropriate given the cognitive level of third 

through fifth grade children. Crick and Ladd (1993) used an 

instrument which allowed children to choose a number of 

possible causes for each outcome. They found this method to 

be a reliable and consistent way to measure attributions in 
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a sample of third and fifth graders. The use of a measure 

similar to the one used by Crick and Ladd (1993) may have 

been more appropriate in the present study. 

Another possible problem with the attributions and 

behavioral responses to rejection may have been the 

restrictive range of possible responses allowed to the 

situations of rejection. In the first hypothetical 

situation the subject was not allowed to play the game with 

the peers. Most of the subjects responded that they would 

leave and find someone else to play. The same was found for 

the second hypothetical situation where the children were 

teased in dodgeball. Most subjects offered responses which 

were socially acceptable. It may have been more effective 

to offer the subjects a variety of responses from which they 

could choose, with less socially desirable responses 

available. The fact that most subjects offered socially 

desirable responses may reflect several factors. The 

subjects were interviewed by the primary investigator, who 

worked at their schools as a psychologist-in-training and 

was often seen conferring with teachers, the principal, and 

other authority figures. So in addition, subjects were tape 

recorded, and although their confidentiality was assured, 

they may have been uneasy about offering less socially 

desirable responses on tape. The third possibility may be 

that while rejected subjects are aware of what they should 

do, they may not always do it in real life situations. 
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Researchers have outlined the need to examine the extent to 

which children's cognitive processing in hypothetical 

situations is similar to their cognitive processing in real 

situations (Garber et al., 1990). 

Conclusions 

The hypotheses that popular, rejected-internalizing and 

rejected-externalizing subjects would differ in their self-

perceptions, attributions and responses to hypothetical 

situations of rejection by peers were partially supported. 

Rejected-internalizing subjects had consistently lower self-

perceptions and were significantly different from rejected-

externalizing subjects on scholastic competence, social 

acceptance, athletic competence and loneliness. From the 

previous findings, it would appear that self-perceptions 

offer important information about group differences between 

rejected children and should be considered. 

Within the popular group there was a relationship 

between higher self-perceptions and unstable, positive 

attributions in the first hypothetical situation of 

rejection. Additionally, there was a significant 

relationship between friendly responses and attributions 

which are external and positive. 

There was a significant relationship between internal, 

stable, negative attributions and withdrawal for the 

rejected-internalizing subjects. Within the 
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rejected-externalizing subjects there was a significant 

relationship between lower self-perceptions and stable 

negative attributions. The second hypothetical situation of 

rejection revealed a significant relationship between 

aggressiveness and external attributions. 

A number of the proposed relationships were not 

supported by this study. It appears that the classification 

of subjects into the rejected-internalizing and rejected-

externalizing groups may have been problematic. Items used 

in the classification were restrictive and current research 

suggests that these groups may not be homogeneous. The 

issue of comorbidity should be considered in groups of 

subjects with both internalizing and externalizing features. 

Difficulties with the attributions and behavioral 

responses to hypothetical situations of rejection were also 

proposed. Many of the attributions were difficult to 

classify due to their ambiguity. Furthermore, responses to 

hypothetical situations of rejection tended to be socially 

desirable, and their range was generally restricted. It may 

have been more appropriate to have the subjects interviewed 

by a stranger and to offer subjects a list of optional 

responses to be rated on a Likert-type scale of the 

likelihood that they would choose that response. The same 

could be done with the attributions. This method was 

employed in a recent study by Crick and Ladd (1993) and 

considered worthwhile. In addition, it may have been 
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helpful to include additional hypothetical situations of 

rejection and examine attributions and behavioral responses 

in a variety of situations of rejection by peers. 

Directions for Future Research 

The current research supports the need to classify 

rejected children into subgroups in order to increase the 

specificity of prognosis and possible treatment programs. 

The most helpful classification scheme appears to be the 

low-problem and high-problem subgroup classification, with 

the high-problem children being at-risk and perhaps the 

focus of the more intensive treatment studies due to their 

poor prognosis. 

The study of social cognition and behavior may shed some 

light into the etiology and the perpetuating cycle of 

rejection. In addition, self-perceptions are crucial in 

assessing the motivation of children for change in any 

treatment program. The addition of naturalistic 

observations and ratings from many sources are necessary to 

obtain the full picture needed for the design and 

implementation of treatment programs for children at-risk. 
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Overview 

In the past fifteen years we have seen a resurgence in 

the interest of the study of peer relations and its effects 

on child development. There has been much improvement in 

the methodology employed by peer-relations researchers, and 

it has been generally well accepted that children with poor 

peer relations are at risk for future difficulties (Asher, 

Parkhurst, Hymel & Williams, 1990) . However, many cjuestions 

regarding peer rejection remain unanswered. Of great 

importance are the (Questions of how peer rejection is 

maintained, the various prognoses for different peer-

rejected children, and which treatment programs will prove 

most beneficial in helping these at-risk children. 

It has been proposed that rejection is maintained in 

different ways for different children. Additionally, the 

prognosis for peer-rejected children is highly variable 

(Rubin, LeMare & Lollis, 1990). Researchers agree that 

peer-rejected children form a heterogeneous group, and there 

has been a trend towards defining behaviorally different 

subgroups of rejected children (French & Waas, 1985) . In 

addition, the way children perceive their social worlds has 

been suggested by researchers (Hymel, Franke & Freigang, 

1985) to provide important clues as to how children perceive 

day-to-day interactions with peers, what their expectations 

of social interactions are, and how these influence their 
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everyday behavior. Although there has been much effort in 

understanding the cognitions and behavior of peer-rejected 

children, few studies have examined how rejected children 

themselves view their social worlds (Hymel & Franke, 1985) . 

The present review will attempt to provide a framework 

for furthering our understanding of peer-rejected children. 

It has been proposed that this may be accomplished by 

increasing our knowledge regarding differences between 

behaviorally distinct subgroups of peer-rejected children. 

Specifically, an understanding of differences in self-

perceptions, attributions, and subsequent behavioral 

responses to situations of rejection was considered to be of 

interest due to the existing gap in this area within the 

peer-relations literature. 

Three major points will be covered in this review. 

First, the separation of peer-rejected children into more 

homogeneous subgroups on the basis of behavioral profiles 

will be discussed, outlining the role of behavioral 

differences in the maintenance of peer rejection. 

Second, an understanding of subgroup differences in self-

perceptions, specifically regarding social situations and 

the role these may play in maintaining peer rejection, will 

be discussed. Third and last, the relationship between 

self-perceptions, attributions, and subsequent behavioral 

responses to hypothetical situations of rejection will be 
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explored in an effort to further our understanding of the 

influence of cognitive variables on peer rejection. 

Peer Rejection in Childhood 

Role of Peer Relations in 
Development 

Peer relationships are crucial to many aspects of 

healthy development. Although a child's social network is 

comprised of many individuals, peers are unicjue in that they 

share comparable levels of maturation, and they experience 

similar environments (i.e., school, playground). Much of 

the attention in the developmental literature, however, has 

been paid to relationships with parents, especially the 

mother (Hartup, 1978). The role of peer relationships and 

their effects on the many contexts of development has 

recently gained tremendous attention. 

Peer relationships begin at a very young age. Children 

as young as a year old have been found to display 

friendship-like behaviors. In various studies, infants were 

found to exhibit changes in their behavior which were 

related to their spending more time interacting with other 

infants. Some of these behaviors included increased 

proximity, touching, hand gesturing, and sharing toys. The 

changes were not solely due to infants' habituating to the 

environment, since they exhibited these changes in their 

behavior in an unfamiliar setting if they were with the same 
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peer (Lewis, Young, Brooks & Michealson, 1975). Thus, 

interactions with peers begin early in infancy. 

Peer relationships become increasingly important as the 

infant matures. Rates of cooperation and playing increase 

dramatically when children are three to four years old, and 

there is greater peer contact due to their attending nursery 

school (Hartup, 1978). Developmental changes in language 

acquisition are influenced by peers, with children learning 

much of their language from them. (Bates, 1975; Lee, 1975) . 

In one study, it was found that children who were raised in 

institutions, mostly with other children, learned to speak 

at approximately the same rate as children raised mostly by 

adults (Tizard, Cooperman & Tizard, 1972). Language is not 

the only cognitive function influenced by peer relations. 

There has been considerable research outlining the effect of 

peer relationships on the development of cognitive schemas 

and interpersonal skills (Lee, 1975). In addition, peers 

have been considered crucial in the development of gender-

typing, moral reasoning and judgment, and effective 

socialization of aggression (Hartup, 1978). In a 

description of Piaget's views on the importance of peer 

relationships, Flavell (1963) wrote: 

It is clear that the mechanism which Piaget holds 
responsible for the development of a rational morality 
is exactly the same as that which he thinks engenders 
rationality in general . . . . (p. 296) 

Both morality and logic are fired in the crucible 
of the spontaneous give and take, the interplay of 
thought and action, which takes place in peer-peer 
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interactions. The prescripts, logical and moral, which 
parents and other adults impose upon the young and 
egocentric mind are compliantly accepted, but at the 
same time simplified and distorted. It is only through 
sharing of perspectives with ecjuals—at first other 
children, and later, as the child grows up, adults— 
that a genuine logic and morality can replace an 
egocentric, logical, and moral realism, (p.296) 

As children develop, their perception of friendships 

changes from one of playing and sharing material goods to 

trusting and helping one another. There is also an increase 

in the importance of mutuality in friendships and the 

ability to consider the feelings of others in early 

adolescence (Hartup, 1978). Despite the changes in the role 

of peers as the child matures, one constant remains: peer 

relations are crucial to cognitive and emotional 

development. Parker and Asher (1987) noted that there is a 

trend towards the consideration of peer relations as a 

necessity that is essential to healthy development. This 

perspective assumes that poor peer relationships are a sign 

of maladjustment and will significantly affect children in a 

variety of cognitive and emotional realms. 

Prognosis for Peer-Rejected Children 

Various studies have examined the issue of peer 

relationships and their effects on healthy development. Of 

special importance have been studies examining the effects 

of poor peer relationships on subsequent adult adjustment. 

In one lancimark study, Cowen, Pederson, Babigian, Izzo and 

Trost (1973) found that children who were rated by peers as 
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low in popularity were found to have higher later 

appearances in a community-wide psychiatric register. 

These authors cite various studies in which early 

maladjustment, particularly in school, was related to later 

psychiatric problems, i.e., psychopathology and/or such 

long-term difficulties as increased rates of divorce, arrest 

and hospitalization (Cowen et al., 1973). In their study, 

Cowen and his colleagues (1973) found that ratings by peers 

best predicted appearance in the psychiatric register. 

Specifically, appearance in the psychiatric register was 

highly correlated with frecjuent nominations for negative 

roles and fewer nominations for positive roles in the Class 

Play sociometric peer ratings (a procedure in which children 

nominated one or more peers for 10 positive and 10 negative 

roles) . 

Social factors, such as peer influences, have been found 

to play an important role in delincjuency (Loeber, 1987) . In 

a study examining the role of peer relations and juvenile 

delinquency, rejected children were found to have 

consistently higher rates of juvenile delinquency during 

adolescence than children accepted by their peers (Roff, 

Sells & Golden, 1972). It has been proposed that 

delincjuency may stem from the involvement of peer-rejected 

children with a deviant subgroup of children (Loeber, 1987) . 
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The poor prognosis for peer-rejected children has been 

observed even in very young children. One longitudinal 

study found that three-year-old children who exhibited 

maladaptive social behavior in nursery school were more 

likely to be judged by teachers as less well-adjusted at the 

end of the year (Levy-Shiff &. Hoffman, 1989) . These 

maladaptive behaviors included wandering around unoccupied, 

deficiency in verbal initiation and sustaining contact, 

physical aggression, and lower rates of positive affect. In 

a separate study, Vitaro, Gagnon and Tremblay (1990) found 

that approximately one-third of children rejected by their 

peers in kindergarten were rejected one year later. 

Children rejected one year later were found to be less 

prosocial than children whose rejected status was 

transitory. Two separate longitudinal studies that have 

examined the stability of peer rejection found that 

approximately one-third to one-half of peer-rejected 

children maintain their rejected status several years later. 

Boivin and Begin (198 9) found that one-third of children 

rejected in kindergarten maintained their rejected status in 

first through third grade. In a separate study, Coie and 

Dodge (1983) found that there was considerable continuity in 

the social status of two samples (third and fifth graders) 

of peer-rejected children across a five-year period. They 

found that after one year, 45% of rejected children remained 

rejected. This figure dropped to 30% after four years. It 
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is important to note that the stability of rejected status 

was greater for the fifth graders than for the third 

graders. Coie and Dodge (1983) proposed that this may be 

due to long-term reputations being established in later 

chilcihood years. Across both samples over the five-year 

period, however, rejected-status children had the highest 

long-term stability of status than of any other category. 

Rejected children who did not remain rejected tended to 

either fit into the average (nominated by other children as 

a friend) or neglected (not nominated by other children) 

categories. Coie and Dodge (1983) point out that many of 

the rejected children were not included in their 

longitudinal sample due to their dropping out for various 

reasons. At the time of their dropping out, however, many 

of these children were still rejected. Thus, the authors 

hypothesize that the continuity of rejected status is 

greater than their study reflects (Coie & Dodge, 1983). 

In summary, peer rejection has been correlated with 

difficulties in adjustment, both in childhood and adulthood. 

Peer rejection appears to be stable and longstanding, and 

many peer-rejected children are considered to be at risk 

for future difficulties such as low academic achievement, 

learning difficulties, increased dropout rates, higher rates 

of juvenile delincjuency and psychopathology (Putallaz & 

Gottman, 1983; Roff et al., 1972; Cowen et al., 1973). 

Support for the link between peer rejection and later 
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maladjustment is clearest for dropping out and criminality 

(Parker & Asher, 1987) . There is high variability, 

however, in the number of children who remain rejected and 

the prognosis for these children. Therefore, not all 

rejected children are at risk for these difficulties. This 

is important to consider in light of continued efforts on 

the part of researchers and clinicians to design effective 

treatment programs. 

The efforts to understand peer rejection are closely 

related to experimental endeavors to maximize the efficiency 

of treatment programs for peer-rejected children. The focus 

of social skills training research with peer-rejected 

children extends back approximately 13 years (Asher et al., 

1990) . The success of the various treatment programs for 

peer-rejected children has been variable. This is not 

surprising in light of the considerable variations in the 

continuity and prognosis of peer-rejected children. Some 

researchers have proposed that the effectiveness of 

treatment programs may be maximized if the heterogeneity of 

peer-rejected children is taken into account (Coie & Koeppl, 

1990). Although peer-rejected children share a commonality 

in that they are actively disliked by their peers, there is 

great variability in their behavioral profiles. Children 

are rejected for numerous reasons, and these reasons have 

been found to change as children mature. Thus, an 

understanding of the behavioral correlates of rejection may 
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provide researchers with a more specific understanding of 

this complex phenomenon (Coie, Dodge & Kupersmidt, 1990). 

Behavioral Correlates of Peer 
Rejection 

Significant advances have been made in the understanding 

of behavioral correlates of rejection. It has been well 

accepted that children who are rejected display a variety of 

problem behaviors. In addition, it has been found that many 

peer-rejected children not only tend to display behaviors 

aversive to peers but are less likely to display prosocial 

behaviors (Coie & Dodge, 1983; Vitaro et al. , 1990). In 

their longitudinal study, Coie & Dodge (1983) found that the 

negative peer rating items, "starts fights" and "disruptive" 

were the most stable and had the highest correlations with 

continued peer rejection. The authors also found that 

prosocial behavior items such as "cooperativeness" were 

highly related to social preference scores. In a separate 

study, Vitaro et al. (1990) found that kindergartners who 

were still rejected in the first grade were less prosocial 

than those who did not maintain their rejected status. In a 

similar study of behavioral predictors of rejection in 

kindergarten, it was found that acting out behaviors such as 

"starts fights" and "difficulty sitting still" were related 

to increased peer rejection (Taylor, 1989). In addition, 

these acting out behaviors were found to be highly stable 

over time. Two other longitudinal studies of preschoolers 
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have found that children's peer status was predicted by such 

behaviors as cooperativeness and argumentative behavior 

(Ladd, Price & Hart, 1988; Coie & Kupersmidt, 1983). During 

the preschool and early elementary school years, shy-anxious 

behavior does not reliably predict peer rejection (Taylor, 

1989) . In a separate study of preschoolers, being a loner 

was not significantly related to peer status measures at the 

end of the year (Wasik, 1987). 

The behavioral correlates of peer rejection have been 

found to change over time. The relationships between peer 

rejection and social behavior have been explored in several 

studies of elementary school-aged children. Coie et al. 

(1982) found that rejected children were significantly 

higher than other status groups on "starts fights" and 

"disruptive," and significantly lower on "cooperativeness" 

and "leadership." The findings for popular children were 

the opposite, revealing high scores on the prosocial items 

and lower scores on the antisocial items. The authors noted 

that these relationships were true both for boys and for 

girls; however, aggressiveness was a stronger correlate for 

boys, while cooperativeness was a stronger correlate for 

girls. A separate study yielded similar results in which 

peer rejection was related to aggressive and disruptive 

behavior (Carlson, Lahey & Neeper, 1984). Thus, it would 

appear that prosocial behaviors remain significantly related 
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to peer acceptance, and antisocial behavior to peer 

rejection. 

A different picture emerges in the relationship between 

peer rejection and withdrawn, isolated behavior. The 

relationship between social withdrawal and peer rejection 

dramatically increases with age, suggesting that these 

behaviors are seen as less appropriate as children get older 

(Rubin, 1984) . 

Correlations between aggressiveness, disruptiveness and 

peer status were found to vary with age. Hymel et al. 

(1983) found that aggressiveness and disruptiveness were 

negatively correlated with positive peer status in the 

second through fourth grade, but not the fifth or sixth 

grade. Similar results were obtained by Coie et al. (1982) 

where aggressiveness was highly related to peer rejection in 

the third grade, but less so in the eighth grade. In an 

effort to understand these differences. Pope, Bierman and 

Mumma (1989) examined the specific contributions of 

aggression and hyperactivity to peer rejection in a sample 

of elementary school boys. They found that both aggression 

and hyperactivity were significantly related to peer 

rejection at all grade levels. Hyperactivity, however, was 

found to contribute to peer rejection even after accounting 

for the effects of aggression. Pope et al. (1989) went on 

to examine the specific relationships of the three core 

symptoms of hyperactivity (impulsivity, inattention, and 
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motor hyperactivity). Peer rejection was related to all 

symptoms of hyperactivity, whereas motor hyperactivity and 

low levels of inattention were related to peer acceptance in 

the youngest (first and second grade) and oldest age groups 

(fifth and sixth grade). Of special significance are their 

findings for aggressive behaviors. Poor peer status was 

predicted by aggression only in the middle group (third and 

fourth grade). Taken together, these findings support the 

notion that hyperactive behaviors contribute to peer 

rejection in many facets of interaction. Aggression, on the 

other hand, has a more specific relationship to peer 

rejection, depending on the context of the interaction (Pope 

et al., 1989) . 

The importance of examining the specific behaviors of 

peer-rejected boys (aggression, hyperactivity, and 

immaturity) rather than a general aggression-disruption 

dimension was further highlighted in a separate study by 

Pope, Bierman and Mumma (1991) . The authors found that 

aggression and immaturity, although related, contributed 

independently to peer rejection in the fifth and sixth 

grade. Byperactivity was found to be more independently 

related to peer rejection only in the younger age group 

(third and fourth graders) . Inattention-immaturity was 

correlated with lower ratings of acceptance and higher rates 

of withdrawal-social ostracism and rejection at both grade 

levels. Aggression was related to peer rejection and 
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inversely related to withdrawal-ostracism. Furthermore, 

four behaviorally distinct groups of rejected boys were 

found when examining these three behavioral dimensions 

separately. The first group was characterized by high 

inattention-immaturity, hyperactivity and withdrawal. The 

second group was characterized by high scores on aggression 

and hyperactivity with moderate inattention-immaturity 

scores. The third group was high on withdrawal, and a 

fourth and last group that did not show elevations on any of 

these dimensions. This study highlights the importance of 

examining the independent contributions of undercontrolled 

behaviors since they provide researchers with specific 

information lost when only a general measure of aggression 

is used (Pope et al., 1991). 

Research exploring the behavioral correlates of peer 

rejection clearly demonstrates that rejected children vary 

in their behavioral profiles. Both general and specific 

differences have been observed, and there are clear 

developmental trends in the behaviors associated with peer 

rejection (Asher et al., 1990). Within the elementary 

school years, it appears that aggression, hyperactivity, 

immaturity, and withdrawal are behaviors which are 

consistently related to rejection by peers. In response to 

this observed heterogeneity of behaviors, researchers have 

found that identifiable subgroups of rejected children do 

exist (French & Waas, 1985). 
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Subgroups of Peer-rejected 
Children 

Peer-rejected children have been found to exhibit a 

broad range of behavioral difficulties; however, current 

research has demonstrated that most rejected children do not 

exhibit all of these maladaptive behaviors. A similar 

pattern is found in child psychopathology research. 

Although children in clinical samples exhibit a variety of 

maladaptive behaviors, they rarely exhibit all maladaptive 

behavior difficulties. Two broad syndromes of children's 

behavior problems have been identified and extensively 

researched (Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1978; Quay, 1979). The 

first syndrome, termed internalizing, has been described by 

Achenbach and Edelbrock (1978) as a pathological 

exaggeration of an introversive style and is characterized 

by fears, bodily complaints, sadness, worrying, and social 

withdrawal. This syndrome has also been called 

"overcontrolled," "shy-anxious," and "overinhibited." The 

second syndrome is called externalizing and is associated 

with an extroversive style with characteristic patterns of 

disobedience, aggression, delincjuency, temper tantrums, and 

overactivity. The externalizing syndrome has also been 

called "undercontrolled," "aggressive," "acting out," and 

"conduct disorder" (Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1978). 

Researchers have proposed that these typologies may be 

useful as a classification scheme for rejected children 

(Asher et al., 1990). 
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Various studies have examined the above subgroups' 

differences in peer rejection. French (1988, 1990) found 

two distinct clusters of peer rejected children in two 

independent samples, one of boys and one of girls. The 

boys' sample revealed one cluster characterized by 

elevations on aggression, low self-control, behavior 

problems, and withdrawal. The second group was 

characterized only by elevations on withdrawal. Similar 

results were observed in the girls' sample with a more 

deviant cluster characterized by withdrawal, anxiety, 

hostile isolation and low academic ability while a second, 

less deviant cluster was characterized by low self-control, 

peer-rated aggression, social withdrawal, and overall 

behavior problems. 

Pope (1990) found that rejected children exhibited both 

internalizing and externalizing behavior problems. 

Classmates rated peer-rejected boys as more anxious, 

withdrawn, immature, sad, and overactive, than their more 

popular counterparts. Peer-rejected girls, on the other 

hand, were rated as more anxious, withdrawn, immature, 

aggressive, sad and overactive. When a cluster analysis 

was used to identify subgroups of rejected children across 

two semi-independent samples. Pope, Silva and Reda (1991) 

found an internalizing, externalizing, and low-problem 

subgrouping. The internalizing subgroup was characterized 

by elevations on behaviors such as anxiety, withdrawal, 
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sadness and immaturity. The externalizing subgroup, on the 

other hand, was characterized by elevations on behaviors 

such as aggression and classroom disruptiveness. A third 

subgroup, exhibiting lower levels of the difficulties 

measured, was defined as a low problem subgroup. The 

internalizing and externalizing subgroups had a greater 

tendency to remain rejected one year later, while the low 

problem group was less likely to remain rejected. There was 

also a tendency for rejected children to remain within their 

own rejected subgroup. The authors proposed that this lower 

problem subgroup may have derived their rejected status from 

temporary circumstances, while the difficulties of the 

internalizing and externalizing subgroups appear to be more 

pervasive and indicative of possible long-term difficulties 

(Pope, Silva & Reda, 1991). 

Additional support for the stability of internalizing 

and externalizing difficulties was described in a 

longitudinal study of second through fifth grade children 

(Hymel, Rubin, Rowden & Le Mare, 1990). The authors 

reported that both internalizing and externalizing behavior 

problems in the second grade were found to predict similar 

difficulties in the fifth grade. 

Similar findings were described by Boivin, Thomassin and 

Alain (1988), who identified two subgroups of peer-rejected 

children in a sample of third graders. An internalizing 

subgroup was identified and described by peers as timid and 
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withdrawn. A second, externalizing subgroup was described 

by peers as aggressive and disruptive. 

It appears that the internalizing and externalizing 

behavioral dimensions provide a valid classification scheme 

for rejected children. Rubin et al. (1990) proposed that 

internalizing and externalizing peer-rejected children 

derive and maintain their rejected status in different ways. 

Withdrawal in internalizers may be a personal trait. It has 

been proposed that peers see social withdrawal as 

pathological and may reject internalizers on the basis of 

this behavior. The prognoses for these children includes 

problems of an internalizing nature, such as anxiety and 

depression. Externalizers, on the other hand, were proposed 

to derive their rejected status from their aversive 

behavior. As a result of their being rejected, these 

children may react by withdrawing from peers. In their 

case, withdrawal is seen as a response to their social 

situation (Rubin et al., 1990). These speculations, 

however, are tentative and do not offer a comprehensive 

explanation of how rejection is derived and/or maintained. 

Although behavioral differences between subgroups of 

rejected children provide researchers with added information 

regarding the derivation and maintenance of rejected status, 

the magnitude of the predictive validity of behavioral 

correlates is not large. Therefore, although predictions 

are more specific, not all internalizing and externalizing 
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children develop later difficulties (Hymel et al., 1990). 

The relationship between peer rejection and later 

maladjustment may be better understood through the 

consideration of possible mediating factors (Hymel & Franke, 

1985). Hymel and Franke (1985) proposed that the way a 

child views his/her social world is of utmost importance and 

may provide important clues as to how peer rejection is 

maintained. 

Self-perceptions of 
Peer-rejected Children 

Although much is known about peer relationships from the 

perspective of parents, teachers, and peers, less is known 

about the impact of peer rejection on the child him/herself. 

It has been well accepted that rejected children vary in the 

way they behave. It is also accepted that there is 

considerable variability in rejected childrens' perceptions 

of their social relationships. Within the last ten years, 

there has been a shift in the peer relations literature 

towards understanding the effect of cognitive variables on 

peer rejection (Hymel & Franke, 1985). This has been due in 

part to the relative lack of predictive specificity when 

only behavioral variables are taken into account. Peer 

rejection entails a complex set of variables and 

relationships among those variables. When the rejected 

child's perspective is not regarded, a considerable gap is 
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created in our understanding of the mechanism of peer 

rejection. 

Hymel and Franke (1985) have greatly influenced the 

current thinking in this area. They have elocjuently stated 

the need to examine self-perceptions in their various 

writings on peer relationships (Hymel & Franke, 1985; Franke 

& Hymel, 1985; Hymel, Franke & Freigang, 1985). Of utmost 

importance is their consideration of self-perceptions as 

crucial mediating variables in the development and 

maintenance of peer rejection. Hymel and Franke (1985) 

argue that self-perceptions are important for several 

reasons. First, research comparing self-reports to teacher 

and peer reports demonstrates that self-reports are a valid 

data source. This was especially true when these self-

reports are designed to acknowledge negative or undesirable 

attributes. When only positive attributes are taken into 

account, children tend to become more unrealistic and have 

inflated self-perceptions. Furthermore, children become 

increasingly more accurate in their self-perceptions during 

the elementary school years. For example Barter's (1982) 

study found a increasing relationship between objective and 

teacher's competence reports and self-perceptions as 

children mature. The last point made in this regard by 

Hymel and Franke is related to intervention efforts. They 

argue that self-perceptions provide invaluable information 

as to the motivation of rejected children to change, a 
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process with crucial implications for the effectiveness of 

intervention strategies. A rejected child who is satisfied 

with his/her social world is less likely to be motivated to 

change than one who is dissatisfied. This argument is 

supported by research demonstrating that socially withdrawn 

children who valued peer interaction more were more likely 

to benefit from an intervention geared to reduce socially 

isolated behavior (Bymel & Franke, 1985). 

In summary, the importance of considering the child's 

point of view in our efforts to understand the complexity of 

peer rejection was persuasively outlined by Bymel and Franke 

(1985) . Since then, there has been a renewal of interest in 

self-perceptions across the peer-rejection literature. Of 

particular interest to researchers have been perceptions of 

self-competence, self-reported social anxiety, loneliness 

and a preference for social avoidance. These perceptions 

are especially important in that they specifically measure 

the degree of satisfaction/dissatisfaction children 

experience within their peer group (Crick & Ladd, 1993) . 

Perceived Self-Competence 

Self-competence perceptions play a significant role in 

the assessment of how children view themselves in a social 

context (Hymel & Franke, 1985). Rejected children have been 

described as less competent in their social relationships 

than their more popular counterparts. They have also been 
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found to exhibit significant deficiencies in their ability 

to comprehend social situations, initiate peer contact, and 

understand that relationships and problems in relationships 

develop over time (Asher et al., 1990). They lack what 

Putallaz and Wasserman (1990) have termed "a process view." 

Researchers have argued that constructs such as self-

competence are not clearly defined and too general. 

Barter's (1982) criticisms of widely used self-evaluation 

scales, such as the Piers-Harris self-concept scale and the 

Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory, are based on the 

heterogeneity of the items which make up the scale. 

She proposed that these scales do not take into account the 

differentiations children make between separate domains in 

their life. The lack of more specific scales which would 

measure self-competence in various domains prompted the 

design of the Self-Perception Profile for Children (Barter, 

1982). The original version of this scale included items 

designed to assess self-perceptions in the social, 

cognitive, physical and general self-concept domains. 

Further revisions of the scale resulted in two additional 

domains, namely physical appearance and behavioral conduct 

(Barter, 1985). 

Once this scale was made available, several studies 

examining the relationship between peer rejection and 

perceived self-competence were conducted. In general, 

unpopular children reported lower perceived self-competence 
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than their more popular counterparts (Asher et al., 1990). 

In a representative study which examined the relationship 

between peer status and perceived social self-competence, 

Kurdek and Krile (1982) found that there was a significant 

relationship between poor peer status and lower perceived 

social competence in a third through eighth grade sample of 

boys and girls. Substantial differences, however, were 

observed among individual rejected children's perceptions of 

their competence. The high variability of self-competence 

scores has been attributed to the heterogeneity of the 

rejected sample (Franke & Bymel, 1984). 

Several studies have examined differences in perceived 

self-competence between behaviorally different subgroups of 

peer-rejected subjects. Boivin and Begin (1989) identified 

two distinct groups of peer-rejected nine- and eleven-year-

old children on the basis of self-perceptions. The first 

subgroup displayed high self-perceptions, while the other 

subgroup was characterized by low self-perceptions. The 

group with the lower self-perceptions were found to 

underestimate their actual competence, while the group with 

the higher self-perceptions had a positive view of 

themselves that did not differ from that of their average 

and popular counterparts. Behavioral correlates were not 

examined in this study; however, the authors suggest that 

the first group (lower self-perceptions) may follow a 

pattern reflective of internalizing difficulties, while the 
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second (higher self-perceptions) may reflect the distorted 

social perceptions of aggressive, disruptive, externalizing 

children. 

In another study, aggressive-rejected children were 

found to perceive themselves as more socially competent and 

better accepted than withdrawn and aggressive-withdrawn 

rejected children (Boivin, Vitaro & Tremblay, 1989). 

Anxious withdrawn children in this sample were consistently 

found to have lower perceived self-competence than 

nonwithdrawn subjects. The authors point out that these 

self-appraisals are consistent with external assessments of 

competence made by their teachers and peers. Popular and 

average children were also found to have higher rates of 

accuracy in their self-perceptions when compared to 

aggressive children. Similar results were described by 

Gagnon et al. (1990), namely that stable-disruptive boys 

were found to overestimate their perceived self-competence 

when compared to nondisruptive boys. In a separate study, 

rejected children as a whole were found to overestimate 

their self-competence when compared to peers' ratings 

(Kupersmidt, Patterson & Griesler, 1987). The aggressive-

rejected subjects overestimated their behavioral competence, 

relative to teachers' reports. Rubin and Cohen (1986) have 

proposed that the inflated, positive self-evaluations 

characteristic of aggressive boys may either reflect social-

cognitive and attributional deficits, and/or denote a 
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product of ego-defenses. Withdrawn children, on the other 

hand, have been found to consistently underestimate their 

social competence (Rubin, 1985; Rubin et al., 1990). 

Rejected status group differences in reported self-

perceptions may be clarified by the examination of other 

measures of social competence such as social anxiety, 

preferences for social avoidance and loneliness. These 

measures are thought to provide a valid assessment of 

satisfaction/dissatisfaction in social relations. It has 

been proposed by several researchers that self-perceptions 

may be influenced by feelings regarding the social situation 

(Boivin & Begin, 1989). 

Social Anxiety and Social Avoidance 

The effects of anxiety have been found to be detrimental 

in social situations, and it has been proposed that feelings 

of social anxiety may mediate poor peer relationships 

(Hartup, 1970; Rubin, 1983). Hymel and Franke (1985) argued 

that anxiety may contribute to the negative cycle of 

rejection and outlined a pathway by which anxiety is 

hypothesized to contribute to rejection. Anxiety is 

suggested to contribute to peer rejection because it elicits 

a number of inappropriate behaviors such as aggression and 

withdrawal. Children who are anxious in social situations 

may employ either aversive or solitary behaviors to cope 

with anxiety provoked by negative social situations. The 
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authors further discuss the possibility that once these 

maladaptive behaviors are learned as a way to cope with the 

anxiety, it is likely that positive social experiences may 

decrease (Hymel & Franke, 1985), thus maintaining the cycle 

of rejection. 

In their review of the existing chilcihood anxiety 

literature, Franke and Hymel (1985) revealed that the focus 

of studies of childhood anxiety centered mainly on trait 

anxiety and not social anxiety. Based on the need for a 

short, domain-specific self-report measure, Hymel and Franke 

(1985) constructed the Social Avoidance/Social Anxiety 

Questionnaire. A subsecjuent study using this measure found 

that social anxiety and social avoidance were significantly 

related to low perceived social competence in boys and girls 

(Franke & Hymel, 1985). Similarly, there was a significant 

relation of self-reported loneliness to social avoidance in 

both sexes. A significant effect for gender was found in 

this study with females generally more anxious than males. 

Socially anxious females were also perceived as less popular 

and more isolated by their same sex peers (Franke & Hymel, 

1985). Additionally, the authors found that social anxiety 

in females was associated with a negative pattern of self-

perceptions, including greater feelings of loneliness. 

These relationships were not significant for the male 

subjects in the sample. The authors speculated that males 

still experience social anxiety, but may have been more 
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reluctant to admit to it in their study. They cite two 

other studies (e.g., Trent, 1957; Ollendick, 1981) which 

found that anxiety was related to greater peer rejection and 

less positive social interaction in boys but not in girls 

(Hymel & Franke, 1985). 

Although we have begun to explore feelings of distress 

related to negative experiences in social relationships, 

many questions remain unanswered. Of particular importance 

are the relationships among the various self-perception 

measures, i.e., social anxiety, social avoidance and 

loneliness. The amount and type of distress experienced in 

the social context may provide researchers with additional 

cues as to how peer rejection is maintained. 

Loneliness 

Self-reported loneliness has been found to provide 

researchers with a valid gauge of social dissatisfaction 

among peer-rejected children (Asher et al. 1990). Even 

children as young as kindergarten and first grade were able 

to express loneliness in ways similar to adolescents and 

adults. Therefore, Asher et al. (1990) argued that the 

construct of loneliness is valid in children. 

Several studies have examined the relationship between 

self-reported loneliness and social status. Thus, many of 

the rejected subjects reported significantly higher levels 

of loneliness than average or popular subjects, while others 
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did not. Three different studies, across similar samples of 

elementary school children, revealed high variability among 

the rejected status group on self-reported loneliness (Asher 

& Wheeler, 1985; Crick & Ladd, 1988; Parkhurst & Asher, 

1989). Asher et al. (1990) proposes that behavioral 

subgroup differences among rejected children may account for 

some of the variability observed in this status group. 

Support for this hypothesis was cited by Asher et al., 

(1990) noting that loneliness scores for rejected-submissive 

children were significantly higher than those of rejected-

aggressive children. 

Differences in self-perceptions among peer-rejected 

children provide researchers with an understanding of 

underlying differences in how social relations are 

perceived. Even though all rejected children share the 

experience of rejection, their perceptions of their social 

world are highly variable. It has been proposed that an 

understanding of attributions regarding negative social 

events may help researchers understand differences in 

reported social dissatisfaction among peer-rejected 

children. 

Self-perceptions and Attributions 
for Rejection 

The relationship between children's social adjustment 

and their feelings about peer experiences might be better 

understood by examining children's attributions regarding 
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social events. Although peer rejection per se presumes a 

host of similar experiences, not all rejected children view 

their social world in the same manner. Crick and Ladd 

(1993) proposed that children's feelings about their social 

relationships develop as children attempt to interpret 

social events. Part of this process involves making 

attributions for both positive and negative events. The 

majority of peer-rejected children probably experience a 

number of situations where they are rejected by their peers. 

The type of attributions rejected children make regarding 

negative situations has been proposed to be related to how 

each rejected child perceives him/herself within the social 

context (Crick & Ladd, 1993). 

In a review of the attributional literature, Asher et 

al. (1990) described two types of biases typically made by 

individuals interpreting social events. The first is a 

"self-serving bias," characterized by internal attributions 

for success and external attributions for failure. The 

second is a "non-self-serving-bias," in which failures are 

attributed to internal causes while success is attributed to 

external causes. Goetz and Dweck (1980) found that children 

of low sociometric status were more likely to attribute 

their social failures to internal, stable causes and their 

social success to external, unstable causes. 

There appear to be behavioral subgroup differences 

between rejected children in their attributions for negative 
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situations. Children who reported greater feelings of 

loneliness were more likely to endorse a "non-self-serving-

bias" (Hymel et al., 1983). In a separate study, Bukowski 

and Ferber (1987) found that the combination of low peer 

acceptance and a "non-self-serving" attributional bias was 

associated with extreme feelings of loneliness. 

A different picture emerges for aggressive-rejected 

children. Dodge and Coie (1990) found that individual 

differences in the tendency to behave aggressively might be 

related to a tendency to attribute hostile intentions to 

peers in ambiguous situations. In a study examining the 

behavioral reactions to ambiguous provocations between 

chronically aggressive and nonaggressive boys. Dodge (1980) 

found that the aggressive group was 50% more likely to 

attribute hostile intent to peers than the nonaggressive 

group. This hostile attributional bias has been found in a 

number of aggressive samples, including socially rejected 

boys and girls, adolescent boys and girls, and adolescent 

boys in residential treatment (Dodge & Newman, 1981). 

It would appear that knowledge regarding attributions 

for negative social events is crucial in the understanding 

of how different children maintain their rejected social 

status. Although rejected children share a number of common 

experiences in their social situations, the way that they 

interpret these everyday events has crucial implications for 

their subsecjuent behavior. Increased knowledge of cognitive 
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and behavioral correlates may provide researchers with a 

clearer picture of differences in the development and 

maintenance of rejected status between groups of rejected 

children. 

Attributions and their Relationship 
to Social Behavior 

It has been proposed that attributional style may have 

direct implications for subsecjuent social behavior. The 

link between attributions and subsecjuent behavior is well 

documented in the learned helplessness literature. Belpless 

children explain their failures in ways that make the 

failures seem uncontrollable, persist regardless of their 

actual ability levels, and resort to progressively less 

effective strategies for problem solving following failure 

feeciback (Fincham & Hokoda, 1987) . These children were 

found to attribute failure to causes which were internal and 

stable, such as lack of ability. This relationship between 

attributions and performance has been found in social 

relationships as well. Goetz and Dweck (1980) found that 

children who attributed rejection to internal, stable causes 

were more likely to react by severe disruption in their goal 

directed behavior, such as withdrawal. On the other hand, 

children who attributed rejection to chance mood were more 

likely to make friendly overtures toward the rejector. 

Fincham and Hokoda (1987) proposed that a subset of 

children who attribute rejection to internal causes withdraw 
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m response to failure. A separate subgroup of children, 

however, maladaptively persist with their ineffective 

problem-solving strategies, while attributing rejection to 

external causes. 

It has been demonstrated that a child's interpretation 

of provocation by a peer is a major predictor of the 

likelihood that the child will retaliate aggressively 

towards the peer (Dodge, Murphy & Buschsbaum, 1984). In 

this study, aggression was found to be the more likely 

response when the provocation was perceived as intentional 

rather than accidental. Dodge et al. (1984) pointed out 

that it is the children's perceptions of intent, not the 

actual intent, that determines whether the child will react 

aggressively. Dodge et al. (1984) described a study where 

children were likely to generate aggressive behavioral 

responses only when they interpreted the provocation as 

hostile. It was the subject's interpretation, however, that 

accounted for the behavioral response, not the actual 

intent. 

There appear to be significant differences in the 

behavioral profiles of children who differ in their 

attributions for negative social events and their subsecjuent 

behavioral responses to these events. These relationships, 

however, are not as well understood in the context of 

differences in subgroups of peer-rejected children. 
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Summary and Purpose of the Study 

In the preceding text, three general points have been 

covered. First, there is a need to classify rejected 

children into subgroups on the basis of behavioral 

correlates. Research on the heterogeneity of rejected 

children suggests that their wide range of behavior problems 

might be best characterized along the internalizing and 

externalizing behavioral dimensions. Second, self-

perceptions appear to be an important mediator in the 

multiple pathways for the development of social difficulties 

among peer-rejected children. Further research identifying 

and comparing rejected-internalizing and rejected-

externalizing children on both behavioral and cognitive 

variables is needed. The third and last point covered 

outlined the need to examine subgroup differences in 

attributional style and subsecjuent behavioral responses to 

hypothetical situations of rejection. It has been proposed 

that this may help clarify the relation between children's 

social adjustment and their feelings regarding experiences 

with peers. There is little prior research in which 

children's feelings about their social situations and 

subsecjuent responses to hypothetical situations of rejection 

have all been assessed in a single study. As a result, 

there is insufficient of information regarding the 

relationship between these variables. 
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Therefore, the purposes of the present study were as 

follows. First, children in the rejected status groups were 

classified into the rejected-internalizing and rejected-

externalizing subgroups. These two groups were then 

compared to the popular status groups on perceived self-

competence, social anxiety, social avoidance, and loneliness 

measures. Finally, attributions and behavioral responses to 

two separate hypothetical situations of rejection were 

assessed. The emphasis of the present study was to gain a 

better understanding of the variations in self-perceptions, 

their associations with other indices of social competence, 

and the way these influence attributions and subsecjuent 

behavioral responses to hypothetical situations of 

rejection. It was proposed that rejected children maintain 

their rejected status in different ways. It was suggested 

that the rejected-internalizing subjects might exhibit low 

self-competence scores, coupled with high social anxiety, 

social avoidance and loneliness scores. This was proposed 

to be related to internal, negative, stable attributions for 

social failure and subsecjuent withdrawal from negative peer 

interactions. The rejected-externalizing children, on the 

other hand, were proposed to maintain their rejected status 

by an escalating cycle of aggression resulting from implied 

hostile intent on the part of the rejecting peer. Finally, 

the popular group was hypothesized to attribute rejection to 

temporary, positive or ambiguous circumstances and be more 
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likely to endorse prosocial behaviors in an effort to 

promote positive relations in the future, even in response 

to negative situations with peers. These behaviors are 

suggested to help maintain their popular status. 
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APPENDIX B 

POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE NOMINATIONS 
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REMEMBER TO USE ONLY THE NAMES ON THE LIST!!! 

A. Who are the kids you play with all the time, your best 

friends? 

1. 

2. 

3. 

B. Who are the kids you would rather not play with? 

1. 

2. 

3. 
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APPENDIX C 

PUPIL EVALUATION INVENTORY 
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APPENDIX D 

SELF-PERCEPTION PROFILE FOR CHILDREN 
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WHAT I AM LIKE 
BOY or GIRL (circle which) 

Reafly Sort of 
true true 

forme forme 

(a) D D Some kids would rather play BUT 
outdoors in their spare time 

1. D D Some kids feel that they are BUT 
very good at their school work 

Sort of Really 
tme tme 

for me for me 

Other kids would rather D D 
watch T.V. 

Other kids worry about D D 
whether they can do 
school work assigned to 
them 

2. D D Some kids fmd it hard to make BUT Other kids find it's D D 
friends pretty easy to make 

friends 

6. 

8. 

D D Some kids do very well at all BUT 
kinds of sports 

D D Some kids are happy with the BUT 
way they look 

Other kids don't feel that D D 
they are very good when 
it comes to sports 

Other kids are not happy D D 
with the way they look 

D D Some kids often do not like BUT Other kids usually like D D 
the way they behave the way they behave 

D D Some kids are often unhappy BUT 
themselves 

D D Some kids feel like they are 
just as smart as other kids their 
age 

BUT 

D D Some kids have alot of friends BUT 

Other kids are pretty D D 
pleased with themselves 

Other kids aren't so sure D D 
and wonder if they are as 
smart 

Other kids don't have D D 
very many friends 

D D Some kids wish they could be BUT Other kids feel they area D D 
alot better at sports good enough at sports 
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Really Sort of 
tme true 

forme forme 

Soit of ReaUy 
tme tme 

for me for me 

10 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

D D Some kids are happy with BUT 
their height and weight 

D D Some kids usually do the right BUT 
thing 

D D Some kids don't like the way BUT 
they are leading their lives 

D D Some kids are pretty slow in BUT 
finishing their school work 

D D Some kids would like to have BUT 
alot more friends 

D D Some kids think they could do BUT 
well at just about any new 
sports activity they haven't 
tried before 

16. D D Some kids wish their body BUT 
was different 

17. Ill D Some kids usually act the way BUT 
they know they are supposed 
to 

18. D D Some kids are happy with BUT 
themselves as a person 

19. n D Some kids often forget what BUT 
they leam 

20. O n Some kids are always doing BUT 
things with alot of kids 

Other kids wish their D D 
height or weight were 
different 

Other kids often don't D D 
do the right thing 

Other kids do like the D D 
way their are leading 
their lives 

Other kids can do their D D 
school work quickly 

Other kids have as many D D 
friends as they want 

Other kids are afraid D D 
they might not do weU at 
sports they haven't ever 
tried 

Other kid like their body D D 
the way it is 

Other kids often don't D D 
act the way they are 
supposed to 

Other kids are often not D D 
happy with themselves 

O t h e r k i d s c a n D D 
remember things easily 

Other kids usually do D D 
things by themselves 
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ReaUy Sort of 
tme true 

forme forme 

Sort of Reall>-
tme tme 

for me for me 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

D D Some kids feel that they are 
better than other their age at 
sports 

BUT 

D D Some kids with their physical BUT 
appearance (how they look) 
was different 

D D Some kids usually get in BUT 
trouble because of things they 
do 

D D Some kids like die kind of BUT 
person they are 

D D Some kids do very well at BUT 
their classwoik 

D D Some kids wish that more BUT 
people their age liked them 

D D In games and sports some kids BUT 
usually watch instead of play 

D D Some kids wish something BUT 
bout their face or hair looked 
different 

29. D D Some kids do things they BUT 
know they shouldn't do 

30. • • Some kids are very happy BUT 
being the way they are 

Other kids don't feel D D 
they can play as well 

Other kids like their D D 
physical appearance the 
way it is 

Other kids usually don't D D 
do things that get them 
in trouble 

Other kids often wish D D 
they were someone else 

Other kids don't do very D D 
weU at their classwork 

Other kids feel that most D D 
people their age do like 
them 

Other kids usually play D D 
rather than just watch 

Other kids like their face D D 
and hair the way they are 

Other kids hardly ever D D 
do things they know 
they shouldn't do 

Other kids wish they D D 
were different 
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Really Sort of 
tme tme 

forme forme 

Sort of Rean>-
tme tme 

for me for me 

31. D D Some kids have trouble BUT Other kids almost D D 
figuring out the answers in always can figure out the 
school answers 

32. n D Some kids are popular with BUT 
others their age 

33. D D Some kids don't do well at BUT 
new outdoor games 

34. D D Some kids think that they are BUT 
good looking 

35. D D Some kids behave themselves BUT 
very well 

Other kids are not very D D 
popular 

Other kids are good at D D 
new games right away 

Other kids think that D D 
they are not very good 
looking 

Other kids often find it D D 
h a r d t o b e h a v e 
themselves 

36. n D Some kids are not very happy BUT Other kids think the way D D 
with the way they do alot of they do things is fine 
things 
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Realy Sort of 
Inje true 

TEACHER'S RATING SCALE OF CHILD'S ACTUAL BEHAVIOR 

Sort of Really 
tme tme 

1. D D This child is really good at his/her OR This child can't do the school D D 
school work work assigned 

2. D O This child finds it hard to make OR For this child It's pretty easy D D 
friends 

3. D D This child does really well at all OR 
kinds of sports 

4. D D This child is good-looking OR 

5. D D This child is usually well-behaved OR 

This child Isn't very good D D 
when it comes to sports 

This child is not very good- D D 
looking 

This child is often not well- D D 
behaved 

D D This child often forgets what 
she/he leams 

• D This child has alot of friends 

OR This child can remember D D 
things easily 

OR This child doesn't have many D D 
friends 

8. • D This child is better than others OR 
his/her age at sports 

9. D D This child has a nice appearance OR 

10. D D This child usually acts OR 
appropriately 

11. D D This child has trouble figuring out OR 
the answers in school 

12. D D This child popular with others OR 
his/her age 

13. D D This child doesn't do well at new OR 
outdoor games 

14. D D This child isn't very good-looking OR 

15. D D This child often gets in trouble OR 
because of things he/she does 

This child can't play as well D D 

This child doesn't have such a D D 
nice physical appearance 

This child would be better if D D 
she/he acted differently 

This child almost always can D D 
figure out the answers 

This child Is not very popular D D 

This child is good at new D D 
games right away 

This child Is pretty good- D D 
looking 

This child usually doesn't do D D 
things that get him/her In 
trouble 
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SOCIAL ANXIETY AND SOCIAL AVOIDANCE QUESTIONNAIRE 
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INSTRUCTIONS: Here are some statements that describe the way kids feel sometimes. 
Please circle the response under the item that describes how you feel. There are no right 
or wrong answers, so please answer as honestly as possible. 

1. If I had a choice, I'd rather do something by myself than do it with other kids. 

Always true True about 
about me me most of 

the time 

Sometimes true Hardly ever Not at all 
about me true about me true about me 

When other kids watch me do something, I get nervous. 

Always tme True about 
about me me most of 

the time 

Sometimes true Hardly ever 
about me true about me 

Not at all 
true about me 

3. I really like doing things with other kids. 

Always true 
about me 

True about 
me most of 
the time 

Sometimes true Hardly ever 
about me true about me 

Not at all 
true about me 

I worry a lot about what other kids think of me. 

Always true 
about me 

True about 
me most of 
the time 

Sometimes true Hardly ever 
about me true about me 

Not at all 
true about me 

I often try to get away from all other kids. 

Always true 
about me 

True about 
me most of 
the time 

Sometimes true Hardly ever 
about me true about me 

Not at all 
true about me 

I don't feel very relaxed with other kids until I know them pretty well. 

Always true 
about me 

True about 
me most of 
the time 

Sometimes true Hardly ever 
about me true about me 

Not at all 
true about me 
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7. Most of the time, I'd rather do things with other kids than do things by myself. 

Always true True about Sometimes true Hardly ever Not at all 
about me me most of about me true about me true about me 

the time 

8. I'm often afraid that I will look silly or foolish in front of other people. 

Always true True about 
about me me most of 

the time 

Sometimes true Hardly ever Not at all 
about me true about me true about me 

Most of the time, I like being with other kids. 

Always true True about 
about me me most of 

the time 

Sometimes true Hardly ever 
about me true about me 

Not at all 
true about me 

10. I usually feel nervous when I meet someone for the first time. 

Always true 
about me 

True about 
me most of 
the time 

Sometimes true Hardly ever 
about me true about me 

Not at all 
true about me 

11 I have the most fun when Vm with other kids. 

Always true 
about me 

True about 
me most of 
the time 

Sometimes true Hardly ever 
about me true about me 

Not at all 
true about me 

12. I often worry that I will say or do the wrong thing when I'm with other kids. 

Always true 
about me 

True about 
me most of 
the time 

Sometimes true Hardly ever Not at all 
about me true about me true about me 
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INSTRUCTIONS:^ Please read each statement very carefully. 
Next draw a circle around the one answer below the statement 
which is best for you. There are no right answers, so 
please answer the way you truly feel. 

1. It's easy for me to make new friends at school. 

always 
true 

true most 
of the time 

true hardly ever not true 
sometimes true at all 

2. I like to read. 

always 
true 

true most 
of the time 

true hardly ever 
sometimes true 

not true 
at all 

3. I have nobody to talk to. 

always 
true 

true most 
of the time 

true hardly ever not true 
sometimes true at all 

I'm good at working with other children. 

always 
true 

true most 
of the time 

true hardly ever 
sometimes true 

not true 
at all 

5. I watch TV a lot. 

always 
true 

true most 
of the time 

true hardly ever 
sometimes true 

not true 
at all 

6. It's hard for me to make new friends. 

always 
true 

true most 
of the time 

true hardly ever 
sometimes true 

not true 
at all 

7. I like school. 

always 
true 

true most 
of the time 

true hardly ever 
sometimes true 

not true 
at all 

Continued on next page 
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8. I have lots of friends. 

always 
true 

true most 
of the time 

true hardly ever 
sometimes true 

9. I feel alone. 

always 
true 

true most 
of the time 

true hardly ever 
sometimes true 

10. I can find a friend when I need one. 

always 
true 

true most 
of the time 

true hardly ever 
sometimes true 

11. I play sports a lot. 

always 
true 

true most 
of the time 

true hardly ever 
sometimes true 

not true 
at all 

not true 
at all 

not true 
at all 

not true 
at all 

12. It's hard to get the other kids to like me. 

always 
true 

true most 
of the time 

true hardly ever 
sometimes true 

not true 
at all 

13. I like science. 

always 
true 

true most 
of the time 

true hardly ever 
sometimes true 

not true 
at all 

14. I don't have anyone to play with. 

always 
true 

true most 
of the time 

true hardly ever 
sometimes true 

not true 
at all 

15. I like music. 

always 
true 

true most 
of the time 

true hardly ever not true 
sometimes true at all 

Continued on next page 
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16. I get along with other kids. 

always true most true hardly ever not true 
true of the time sometimes true at all 

17. I feel left out of things. 

always true most true hardly ever not true 
true of the time sometimes true at all 

18. There's nobody I can go to when I need help. 

always true most true hardly ever not true 
true of the time sometimes true at all 

19. I like to paint and draw. 

always true most true hardly ever not true 
true of the time sometimes true at all 

20. I don't get along with other children. 

always true most true hardly ever not true 
true of the time sometimes true at all 

21. I'm lonely. 

always true most 
true of the time 

true hardly ever not true 
sometimes true at all 

22. I am well-liked by the kids in my class. 

always true most 
true of the time 

true hardly ever not true 
sometimes true at all 

23. I like playing board games a lot. 

always 
true 

true most 
of the time 

true hardly ever not true 
sometimes true at all 

24. I don't have any friends. 

always true most true hardly ever not true 
true of the time sometimes true at all 
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COMPARED TO THE OTHER CHILDREN IN YOUR CLASS, PLEASE RATE 

, ^ ON THE FOLLOWING DIMENSIONS. 

0 — If he/she exhibits the behavior rarely or not at all 

1 If he/she exhibits the behavior somewhat more often 
than most kids his/her age. 

2 — If he/she exhibits the behavior a lot more often than 
most 

kids his age. 

1. Worries a lot 0 1 2 

2. Helps others 0 1 2 

3. Is not noticed much 0 1 2 

4. Acts like a baby 0 1 2 

5. Is good looking .: 0 1 2 

6. Says they can beat everybody up 0 1 2 

7. Is unhappy or sad 0 1 2 

8. Is out of their seat a lot 0 1 2 

9. Is smart in school 0 1 2 

10. Is lonely 0 1 2 

11. Is anxious in social situations 0 1 2 

12. Tries to avoid social situations 0 1 2 
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POST INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

1. DOES THIS EVER HAPPEN TO YOU? 

NEVER HARDLY SOMETIMES A LOT ALWAYS 
EVER 

2. HOW WOULD YOU FEEL IF THIS HAPPENED TO YOU? (CAN CHOOSE 
MORE THAN ONE) 

HAPPY MAD SAD WORRIED 

3. WHAT ARE THE KIDS IN THE STORY LIKE? 

NICE MEAN DON'T CARE ABOUT 
OTHER KIDS 
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ATTRIBUTIONAL DIMENSIONS SCORE SHEET 
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Please rate the ATTRIBUTIONS on the following dimensions 

1. 

Internal 

[Related to self, part of 
self, not having to do 
with others] 

External 

[Related to others 
not having to do 
with oneself] 

2. 

Stable 

[lasting for a long time] 

Unstable 

[Lasting a limited 
amount of time] 

3. 

Negative 

[negative 
characteristics] 

Neutral 

[neither 
negative 

nor 
positive] 

P o s i t i v e 

[ p o s i t i v e 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ] 
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BEHAVIORAL DIMENSIONS SCORE SHEET 
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Please rate the BEHAVIORS on the following dimensions 

1. 

Nonaggressive 

[Actions not 
showing any 
aggression 

at all] 

[Actions 
showing a 
limited amt. 

of aggression] 

Aggressive 

[Actions 
showing a 
lot of 
aggression] 

Nonfriendly 

[No friendli
ness at all] 

[Medium 
Friendly] 

Friendly 

[Very, extra 
friendly] 

Nonwithdrawn Withdrawn 

[Staying with 
peers not 
leaving] 

[Going away 
but joining 
other kids] 

[Going away 
to be alone] 
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