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ABSTRACT

Issues in the asscssment and treatment of disordered peer relationships were re-
viewed. Special attention was directed toward the use of peer nomination pro-
cedures to identify the social status subgroups of isolated-withdrawn and rcjected
youngsters. Ethical issues associated with these assessment procedures were dis-
cussed, and alternatives to the peer nomination methodology were criticatly re-
viewed. It was noted that the two groups of isolated-withdrawn and peer rejected
children may require different treatment approaches. Social withdrawal appears to
involve primarily a social skills performance deficit whereas social rejeciion in-
volves both behavioral excesses and skill deficits. Two intervention studies werc
reviewed demonstrating that a skill-deficit approach to the treatment of socially
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rejected youngsters may be of limited vatue, instead, attention should be directed
toward the behavioral excesses exhibited by these children.

INTRODUCTION

Within the last decade there has been a convergence of research interest in the
arca of social skills assessment and treatment of children with poor peer rela-
tionships. One linc of rescarch has attempted to identify behavioral correlates
that account for disordered peer interactions, whereas other investigations have
_ce.n.tercd on developing treatment programs to enhance social adjustment. The
initial appeal of these treatment regimes has been widespread as is evident in the
plethora of social skills programs that are currently being marketed.

Although the initial treatment studies have been encouraging, a close scrutiny
of the social skills assessment and training literature indicates inconsistent results
that are difficult to interpret. The mixed findings may be attributable to several
f?ctors, the most significant of which are the methods of assessment and selec-
tion of subjects for participation in the training programs. Many of the interven-
tions were designed and field-tested with socially isolated children, but the
nllethods have been indiscriminately applied to groups of peer rejected young-
sters.

In the training literature, peer rating scores are the most frequently employed
measures of children's social status. By this method, children with low rating
scores were selected for training programs. A single low rating score, however,
does not differcntiate between actively rejected and isolated children. As a result,
social skill interventions were implemented with heterogenous samples of chil-
t_flrcn rejected by the group and children isolated from the group, making a clear
interpretation of the treatment efficacy difficult (Wanlass & Prinz, 1982). The
confounding of subject assessment is critical because the peer relationship prob-
lems experienced by these two groups of children as well as their long-term
outcomes are known to be quite different, : :

A related source of subject misidentification is the common assumption that
childre:n'wi!h poor social adjustment are all deficient in the same skills targeted
for training, i.e., that the subjects are a homogeneous group of children who are
unpopular for the same reasons. This assumption seems particularly faulty in

light of recent data from two intervention studies suggesting that variables other .

than level of social skill may mediate peer acceptance (Coie & Krehbiel, 1984,
) Pelham, Schnedler, Miller, Ronnei, Paluchowski, Budrow, Mirks, Nils;on &'
Bender, in press). : .
T!le purpose of this chapter is to discuss the assessment of peer relationships
clucidate the differences between isolated-withdrawn and rejected youngsters:
an.d to present implications for differential treatment approaches. Specifically, it
will be argued that social withdrawal may involve primarily a social skills pcrﬁ;r-
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mance deficit whereas social rejection may tend to involve both behavioral
excesses and skill deficits. The failure to recognize these and other differences
may account for many of the disappointing findings in the skills-oriented treat-
ment literature.,

ISSUES IN ASSESSMENT

Peer Sociometric Methods

The evidence linking disordered peer relations” and antisocial behavior in
childhood with subsequent forms of maladjustment (for a review see Hartup,
1983) prompted the extensive development of two methods of assessing peer
social status; sociometric questionnaires and observations. Saciometric question-
naires are procedures for measuring the personal appeal of individual members of
a group, and they include a variety of techniques. The positive nomination
technique (Moreno, 1934) requires children to nominate the names of other
classmates who match specified positive interpersonal criteria. In studies using
these techniques, children are asked to nominate those classmates they *‘like
most.”” Each child's social status or popularity score is the number of positive
nominations he or she receives. McCandless and Marshall (1957) developed a
picture sociometric nomination technique for use with younger children in which
each child is presented with a display of photographs of peers and is asked to
point to and name peers in response to questions such as **with whom do you
most like to play?" Estimates of the test-retest reliability of positive nominations
by elementary school-aged children ranged from r = .83 to .96 after one week
{Horowitz, 1962), to approximately 74 after three months (Bonney, [943),
from .53 to .56 after one year, and from .34 to to .42 after three years {Roff,
Sells, & Golden, 1972). When the picture sociometric was used with pre-read-
ers, the test-retest reliability of positive nominations was enhanced (Hartup,
Glazer, & Charlesworth, 1967; Moore & Updegraff, 1964).

Some investigators seek negative nominations of those who are *‘least liked"’
in addition to positive nominations. In this case each child’s social status or
rejection score is based on the number of nepative nominations {*'like least™)
received. Roff et al. (1972) noted that the test-retest reliabitity is higher for
positive nominations (r = .53 to .58 after one year) than for negative nomina-
tions (r = .44 to .46 after one year). Coie and Dodge (1983) found that the
stability of negative and positive nominations is higher for large samples that
include cross-sex choices.

A third sociometric procedure is the roster rating method in which all children
rate all classmates on a five-point scale which asks u variant of the question
“How much do you like each person?'” (Oden & Asher, 1977. In this case a
child's sociometric rating is the standardized average of the ratings he or she




£ -

252 - GINA KREHBIEL and RICHARD MILICH

receives from the peers. This technique is considered to offer a general index of
overall acceptability or likability (as opposed to number of friendships) and is
thought to be more sensitive to changes in status than the scores which result
from peer nominations (Asher & Hymel, 1981; Coic & Krehbiel, 1984). Addi-
tional advantages include the fact that each child is rated by all classmates,
thereby providing a comprehensive index of each child's acceptance by every
other classmate. Because the scale has positive and negative poles, children are
not required to choose peers according to negative criteria. The procedure also
reduces the possibility that a child is not selected because he or she was forgot-
ten. The roster rating method has been found to correlate with positive nomina-
tion measures (r = .63 according to Hymel & Asher, 1977), and the test-retest
reliability of the rating procedure is higher than that of the positive nomination
method (.82 and .69 over six weeks according to Oden & Asher, 1977, and
Thompson & Powell, 1951, respectively).

The three peer sociometric methods provide different indices of a child's
social status. Positive and negative nominations children received were assumed
in earlier studies to represent opposite poles of a single **acceptance continsum®’
with investigators choosing to measure only the positive pole (Hartup, 1983).
However, positive and negative nominations are only moaderately and inversely
correlated with estimates ranging from r = —.04 to —.50 (Gottman, 1977,
Hartup et al., 1967; Hymel & Asher, 1977; Moore & Updegraff, 1964; Roff et
al., 1972). The low correlations suggest that positive and negative nominations
are two relatively grthogopal dimensions of peer regard. The number of positive
nominations only differentiates between children who are more versus less ac-
cepted. The use of positive nomination or rating scores alone ignores the distinc-
tion between neglected and rejected children since both groups receive few
positive nominations or low ratings.

Although current procedures for social status assessment were devised in the
1930s, classification systeins for describing peer relationships have emerged only
within the last decade. The classification approaches of Gottman (1977), Peery
{1979), Coie, Dodge, and Coppotelli (1982), and Newcomb and Bukowski (1983}
have grouped children according to their scores on both popularity and rejection
dimensions derived from peer nominations.

Perhaps the first investigator to identify children's social status groups was
Gottman (1977). Using a cluster analysis of four observation categories plus
scores of social acceptance and rejection dimensiouns, Gottman (1977) identified
five groups of children (see also, Hartup, 1983): stars (high on peer acceptance
and low on rejection), rejectees (high on rejection and low on acceptance),
teacher negative (high on teacher negative but also high on peer acceptance),
tuned-out (low on both acceptance and rejection), and mixers (high on both
acceptance and rejection). Gottman’s classification is especially interesting as it
is the only system based upon multivariate statistical procedures.

Peery (1979), like Gotiman, based his classification schema on peer accep-
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tance and rejection, but he combines them to create two new dimensions. Social
impact was defined by the sum of positive and negative nominations, while
social preference equalled the number of positive nominations minus the number
of negative nominations. These two new dimensions were used 10 generate four
social status groups: populars (high impact, highly preferred), amiables (low
impact, highly preferred), isolates (low impact, nonpreferred), and rejects {high
impact, nonpreferred).

Classification procedures that have emerged subsequent to Peery’s (1979)
have primarily consisted of variations on the use of social impact and social
preference dimensions. For example, Coie et a). (1982) used standardized scores
on these two dimensions to create five social status groups: popular, rejected,
neglected, controversial, and average. By seuting relatively high criterion scores,
Coie et al. successfully classified 57%.of their 848 children into one of the five
groups. In contrast, Newcomb and Bukowski (1983) applied probability theory
to raw scores from peer acceptance and rejection nominations to classify children
into the same 5 groups as employed by Caoie et al., successfully classifying 100%
of the children.

These classification procedures have been proposed based on either multivari-
ate statistical methods or extreme group cutoff scores. There are subtle distinc-
tions among these approaches, including qualitative differences among identified
groups, differing proportions of children classified by each, and issues of relia-
bility, stability, and validity (sec Newcomb & Bukowski, 1983; Bukowski &
Newcomb, 1984; Putallaz and Gottman, 1983). However, it may be more bene-
ficial to focus on the commonalities of these approaches, since there appears to
be considerable agreement in how peer relationships and the social status en-
vironment are conceptualized. Five basic social status groups emerged regardless

of how the children are classified: (a) the child who receives many positive

nominations and few if any negative nominations; (b} the child who receives few
if any positive and many negative nominations: (¢) the child who receives signifi-
cant numbers of positive and negative nominations; {d) the child who receives
few if any nominations, positive or negative; and (e) the child who receives
nominations similar in number to the mean number of positive and negative
nominations for the entire group {Coic et al., 1982). The use of these nomina-
tion-based classifications promotes the differentiation of children whose peer
relations and problems differ significantly (Dodge, Coic, & Brakke, 1982).

Ethical Considerations

* Although the value of obtaining peer sociometric data is now generally accept-
ed (Asher, 1983}, the use of these assessment procedures has caused consider-
able concern among school personnel. Concerns have centered around the
potential harm that may result from asking peers to evaluate each other, and
thereby sensitize children to think about whom they do not like or encourage
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them to compare whom they nominated (Asher, 1983; Hayvren & Hymel, 1984).
The feared end result is that the use of sociometric procedures may lead to further
ostracism of unpopular or disliked children. Thus, primary concern has been
raised over the collection of negative (l.e., peer rejection) measures {Connolly &
Doyle, 1981; Ladd, 1983), although many school districts are apparently moving
toward an outright ban of the collection of any form of sociometric data.

Although easily understood, concerns about the impact of sociometric assess-
ment procedures are not supported by empirical evidence. Sociometric data have
been collected on literally thousands of schoo! children (see, for example,
Ledingham, 1981; Pekarik, Prinz, Leibert, Weintraub, & Neale, 1976), and
researchers who have collected such information have reported no apparent
problems (Asher & Hymel, 1981; Coie et al., 1982). Asher (1983) recommended
putative safeguards that included using a balanced mix of positive and negative
items, timing the sociometric administration so that recess or other free time
(i.c., and opportunity to compare responses) did not immediately follow, and
reminding the students of the confidentiality of their responses.

Recent evidence supports_clinical impressions that administration of so-
ciometric instruments has relatively benign effects. After gathering positive and
negative sociometric information from preschoolers, Hayvren and Hymel (1984)

" recorded all verbalizations made in the classroom in the ten minute period imme-
diately following the assessment. Peer interactions were observed the week prior
10 and the week following the sociometric assessment. The authors found no
evidence to suggest that sociometric testing adversely influenced the children’s
peer interactions. The children did not alter rates of interactions with most-
preferred and least: preferred peers. Further, when they did talk about the so-
ciometric, they revealed positive choices but did not mention negative choices to
any peers.

Hayvren and Hymel's (1984). results are encouraging but not definitive, As
Asher, Markell, and Hymel (1981) noted, rates of interaction are not valid
indicators of social status. In addition, Hayvren and Hymels's study was con-
ducted with preschoolers, whereas older children, with their greater abstracting
ability, may question the reasons for the implications of the sociometric assess-
‘ment. Further research using dependent variables that are sensitive to subtle
changes in children’s impressions about their peers is needed. If more evidence
can be marshalled demonstrating the benign effects associated with sociometric
assessment, then school districts might become less resistant to allowing the
collection of this information. Recently, Asher and Dodge (1984) have explored
another method of collecting peer social status data while circumventing ethical
concems associated with data collection, These investigators studied the value of
using number of positive nominations and lawest ratings in combination and
identified children who are rejected or controversial with good success. Although
the method is less accurate in the identification of average, popular, and ne-
glected children than the traditional classification method, it has an appealing
advantage in that the solicitation of negative nominations is avoided.
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Teacher Assessment of Social Status

Ethical concerns about the sociometrics as well as the recognized importance
of understanding children’s peer relationships have stimulated development of
psychometrically robust alternatives to sociometric methads. The primary alter-
native is teacher evaluation of social status and peer relationships. Other pos-
sibilities (for example, self-reports, parental ratings, role-playing tasks) have
consistently failed to meet generally accepted criteria for validity (Glow & Glow,
1980; Ledingham, Younger, Schwartzman, & Bergeron, 1982; Van Hasselt,
Hersen, Whitehill, & Bellack, 1979).

Moderate correspondence between teacher and peer assessments has been
demonstrated, with correlations ranging from .40 w .70 (Milich & Landau,
1982). This has been found for specific ratings of peer relations as well as
assessments of behavioral adjustment. For example, Butler (1979) found a cor-
relation of —.67 (p< .001) between peer nominations on the Class Play pro-
cedure and teacher ratings of adjustment. La Greca (1981) obtained good corre-
spondence (i.e., all p values < .001) between teacher ralings on the three factors
of the Pupil Evaluation Inventory (PEI) and n peer rating scale for boys but
weaker correlations for girls. Matson, Esveldt-Dawson, and Kazdin (1983) ob-
tained a correlation of .62 (p < .001) between teacher and peer rarkings of
popularity. In an extensive study, Meterko, Anderegg, and Budoff (1984) com-
pared peer nominations on the Revised Class Play procedure with teacher ratings
on the Bristol Scale of Adjustment and found evidence for convergent and
discriminant validity, Peer nominations for sensitive-isolated behavior correlated
significantly with teacher ratings of overcontrofled but not undercontrolled be-
havior. The opposite pattern of results held for peer nominations of aggressive-
distuptive behavior. Peer nominations of socinbility-leadership correlated signif-
icantly and inversely with both teacher scales.

Broad peer and teacher assessments of behavioral adjustment and social refa-
tionships are generally convergent. Severat researchers have cven argued that
teachers offer more reliable and valid information about peer social status (Con-
nolly & Doyle, 1981; Greenwood, Walker, Todd, & Hops, 1979). For example,
Greenwood et al. (1979) developed o procedure whereby teachers rank order
students in terms of popularity with their classmates. These investigators found
greater retest reliability for the teacher measure than for a comparable peer
measure, and the teachers were better able to identify socially withdrawn pre-
schoolers. Similarly, Connolly and Doyle found this teacher ranking procedure
to predict observed social behavior among a preschool sample to a greater degree
than did peer positive nominations. In point of [act, the positive nominations
from peers supplied no significant information (i.e., -no incremental validity)
beyond that supplied by the teacher rankings.

Information from teachers may be as useful as peer assessments, but we do not
know how teacher ratings are related to observed negative behavior. To address
this problem, Landau, Milich, and Whitten (1984) included peer rejection nomi-
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nations and observed negative behavior in a replication of Connolly and Doyle
(1981) with a sample of kindergarten boys. In comparison with teacher rankings,
peer nominations contributed significant and unique information to the predic-
tions of observed solitary play and negative interactions,

Although the results obtained by Landau et al. (1984} contrast with those of
Connolly and Doyle (1981) and Greenwood et al. (1979), it may be the case that
teacher assessments are more valid for preschool samples but not for older

children. Furthermore, as Landau et al. (1984) pointed out, the fact that the

Ecacher measure of peer popularity was weakly related to the observed negative
interactions does not necessarily mean that teachers were insensitive to aversive
classroom behaviors. In fact, teacher ratings of aggressive behaviors correlated
.36 (p <.01) with observed negative interactions. Perhaps teacher rankings of
popularity are not sufficiently comprehensive for the assessment of social
relations. '

A major criticism of teacher assessments is that, although consistent with peer
assessments of broad categoties of functioning, they have not proven sensitive to
subtle behavioral distinctions of diagnostic and prognostic importance. For ex-
ample, teacher assessment of social functioning often fails to distinguish between
peer popularity and rejected status (Landau et al., 1984; Van Hasselt et al.,
1979). More importantly, teacher ratings have not been as sensitive as peer
measures 10 subtle distinctions among groups of children. Rolf (1976) found that
peer nominations on the Class Play produced significant distinctions among

subtle groups of vulnerable children (i.e., those with schizophrenic mothers vs. -

those with neurotic mothers) whereas teacher ratings did not. Similar differential
results concerning peer and teacher assessments have been offered by Weintraub,
Liebert, and Neale (1975), Weintraub, Prinz, and Neale (1978), Beisser, Glass-
er, and Grant (1967), and Rolf (1972). Peer nominations may also predict long-
term outcomes better than teacher assessments (Cowen, Pederson, Babigian,
lzzo, & Trost, 1973; Rolf, 1972}. '

The aforementioned research offers a pessimistic view of replacing peer mea-
sures with teacher assessments, especially if discrimination of social status
groups is the goal. However, it may be premature to dismiss the utility of teacher
ratings completely. One can argue that the appropriate teacher assessment instru-
ments have not been developed or employed in these studies. For example, even
though Landau et al. (1984) found teacher rankings of popularity to do a rela-
tively poor job of identifying negative peer interactions (r = —.25), ratings of
aggression by the teachers did a better job (r = .36), aithough still below the
magnitude offered by peer rejection nominations (r = .46).

In a similar vein, Milich and Fitzgerald (1985) found that if the appropriate
scales are employed teachers can make subtle behavioral differentiations, such as
between the externalizing disorders of hyperactivity and aggression in the class-
room, a distinction that earlier studies had dismissed as unreliable (see, for
example, Lahey, Green, & Forehand, 1980). Milich and Fitzgerald found that
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teacher ratings of inattention/overactivity exhibited unique relationship with

classroom academic behavior (e.g., fail to attend, disapproval received from
teacher), whereas ratings of aggression were uniquely related to classroom social
behaviors (e.g., negative with teacher, physically aggressive). In an earlier
study, Milich and Landau (1984) found these sime teacher ratings of hyperac-
tivity and aggression, when used conjointly, to differentiate subgroups of chil-
dren differing in both soctal status and observed social behaviors.

The combination of teacher and pecr assessments (o identify social status
subgroups offers an alternative to using only one datz source. Ladd (1983)
collected peer acceptance dota and then asked teachers to divide the low accep-
tance children into neglected and rejected subgroups. Playground observations
verified that the behavior of teacher-identified rejected children was consistent
with descriptions reported in studies based on peer nominations. The teacher-
identified rejected children engaged in significantly higher rates of both arguing
and *rough and tumble’ behavior, and spent greater amounts of time unoccupied,
compared with both popular and average students. Since Ladd (1983) did not
report results for the neglected group, it is not known whether the teachers
successfully identified this subgroup. Nevertheless, the results suggested that
teachers can accurately identify rejected children from a low peer acceptance
group. Future studies need to incorporate peer rejection data to test this conclu-
sion further.

Rejected and Neglected Status

Differentiating rejected and neglected children is an important topic of re-
search despite the sensitive ethical issues associated with asking children to make
pejorative comments about classmates. Rejected and neglected children have
different patterns of social behavior (Dodge et al., 1082). Studies predicting
adult outcome suggest that only the group of antisacial rejected children is at
substantial risk for future adjustment problems (Cowen ¢t al., 1973; Kupersmidt,
1983). Likewise, rejected status has shown stability from elementary school to
high school, whereas neglected status has not (Coie & Dodge, 1983; Coic &
Kupersmidt, 1983).

The search for observed behavioral concomitants seems the most promising in
terms of an effort to devise a developmental hypothesis about social status among
peers. Indeed, observations have been used to investigate behavioral correlates
of rejected and neglected social status with interesting result. Early informal
observation studies focused on behaviors of preschoolers associated with high
peer acceptance (Bonney & Powell, 1953; Charlesworth & Hartup, 1967). The
few studics of behavior and social status of older children provided clear behav-
jor patterns associated with peer rejection and peer neglect. In order to determine
specific behavior differences among social status groups, Dodge et al. (1982)
observed third, fourth, and fifth graders for several behavioral categories includ-
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ing task appropriateness, aggression, and prosocial approaches. Rejected chil-
dren engaged in less solitary task appropriate behavior than average and popular
children and more aggressive acts toward peers. Rejected children attempted
more social approaches in the classroom and fewer social approaches on the
playground than all other status groups. These findings indicated that the rejected
children did not alter the frequency of their approach behavior according to the
appropriatencss of the environmental context. In a second study, Dodge et al.
(1982) enhanced interobserver reliability through the use of videotapes and were
able to replicate the initial findings. Additionally, rejected children engaged in
more child-teacher interactions than any other group, while neglected children
made the fewest social approaches and were most task appropriate.

In Dodge et al. (1982), observations were conducted after social status was
established. It is not possible from such data to determine if the significant
observed behavior is the causes or consequence of a child's status (Cole &
Kupersmidt, 1983}, To clarify causal direction, Coie and Kupersmidt (1983)
studied behavior associated with emergence of status in groups of unacquainted
boys and maintenance of status in groups of acquainted boys. Each play group
was composed of four black fourth grade boys: a rejected, popular, neglected,
and average status boy. Five groups were composed of boys from the same
classroom, and five were composed of boys from different schools who did not
know each other. Each play group met in weekly videotaped sessions for six
consecutive weeks. Social status ratings for all children were obtained at the end
of each session. Analyses indicated that popular boys engaged in more active
social. interaction and less solitary appropriate activity than did the neglected
boys. Average and rejected boys were intermediate to these two groups for both
variables. By the final group sessions, familiar and unfamiliar rejected boys
engaged in less parallel play and more solitary inappropriate behavior. Rejected
boys also talked more while neglected boys talked less. Rejected boys exhibited
the most aversive behaviors and neglected boys the least. Average boys also
engaged in more aversive behavior than popular or neglected boys. The boys
were interviewed at the end of each weekly session and were asked to rank-order
their preferred playmates from the group. For familiar and unfamiliar groups
after only three sessions, social status within the groups was highly correlated
with the boys’ school-based status.

'I:hese results are similar to findings by Dodge (1983), who has implicated
social approach patterns and peer-directed aggression as the critical elements in
dctcfnniniug peer status in groups. Focusing on sequences of behavior related to
soc:e.:] approach and aggression, Dodge observed six play groups, each composed
of eight unacquainted second grade boys of unknown social status who met
together for eight weekly sessions. Children who became rejected or neglected
spent muu:.'h time in solitary play and little time in cooperative play or social
_convcrs.auon. The rejected children were more likely to attempt aggressive play
interaction and more likely to engage in inappropriate play behavior than any
other group. Rejected children engaged in more hostile verbalizations and hitting
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than did neglected children, who spent more time in solitary play. Rejected
children initially approached peers frequently; however, their interactions were
of shorter duration compared with popular children, and the frequency of ap-
proaches and social conversation decreased in later sessions.

Although the re-emergence of stutus in groups of unacquainted children is a
compelling illustration of its stability over a period of weeks, no data are more
significant than those indicating that rejected status is a phenomenon that remains
stable for years. In an oft-cited longitudinal study, Rolf et al. {1972) reported
strong correlations of stability for social preference scores (**liked most™'—
liked least”") of .53 for one year, .48 for 2 years, and .45 for 3 years. Cole and
Dodge (1983) offered even more compelling data in the most important study of
social status stability to date. These investigators collected yearly sociometric
data from groups of third and fifth graders for a period of 5 years and: reported
correlations from Year | to Year 5 of .36 for the third graders and .45 for the
fifth graders. This is most impressive when one takes into account the fact that
these children changed peet groups when they shifted into junior high schaol.
“Liked least™ scores had greater stability than “liked most™ scores, and re-
jected social status stability correlations were highty significant for all five years
of the older cohort and for Years 1-3 of the third grade cohort. In other words,
rejected children tended to remain rejected. Children of neglected status were
rare in elementary school but more comman among older children. They tended
to move toward more positive social status without intervention (Coie & Dodge,
1983).

The data consistently suggest that rejected children interact frequently with
their peers and are more disruptive and aggressive than others, whereas neglected
children are less socially interactive and are almost never disruptive or aggressive
(Coie et al., 1982; Coie & Kupersmidt, 1983; Dodge, 1983; Dodge et al., 1982;
Green, Forehand, Beck, & Vosk, 1980). Rejected children reacguire their status
when placed among children who do not know them. Their status remains quite
stable over a period of years. Antisocial rejected children are at risk for mental
health or general adjustment difficulties in adulthood. Neglected children are in
quite a different and more positive position. For example, Cantrell and Prinz {in
press) found few significant differences between neglected and accepted chil-
dren, leading the authors to question whether neglected status constitutes a
clinically deviant entity in nced of attention. These differences in behavior,

tractibility, and outcome dictate differences in approaches to intervention for the
two Eroups.

[SSUES IN TREATMENT

Behavior Shaping Procedures

Several intervention studies have been attempted with low-accepted children
{Wanlass & Prinz, 1982). One group of studies wis based on the assumption that
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children are unpopular because they interact infrequently with peers and are
deprived of opportunities to learn social skills and to make new friends. Conse-
guently, the approach for treating these children has been to increase the frequen-
cy of interactions with peers through the use of shaping procedures derived from
operant Tearning theory (e.g., Allen, Hart, Buell, Harris & Wolf, 1964; Strain,
Shores, & Timm, 1977; Walker & Hops, 1973). Several clinical researchers
hav.e applied modeling techniques derived from social learning theory to promote
social approach skills and other appropriate behavior with peers such as friendly
play {Evers & Schwarz, 1973; Evers-Pasquale, 1978; Evers-Pasquale & Sher-
man, 1975; Keller & Carlson, 1974; O'Connor, 1969, 1972; Weinrott, Corson &
Wilchesky, 1979).

Afnong the several methodological problems that should be addressed in con-
nection with the modeling and shaping techniques are their dependence on sys-
gcmatic and contingent reinforcement, the ease with which frequencies of behav-
ior return to baseline levels, the reliance on the spontaneous occurrence of the
!)ehavior which is to be reinforced, the simplistic nature of the behaviors typ-
ically reinforced, and the lack of adequate follow-up data. A significant issue
associated with the modeling/shaping approach to intervention, however, 1
definition of peor peer adjustment solely in terms of low interaction rale, an issue
aptly discussed by Asher et al. (1981). Measures of social status have demon-
strated little correspondence with rates of interaction (Deutsch, 1974; Furman,
gahe & Hartup, 1979; Gottman, 1977; Jennings, 1975). Some children who
interact infrequently demonstrate competence when they do interact and also
engage in appropriate but solitary work and play (Moore, Evertson & Brophy,
1974; Rubin, Maioni, & Homung, 1976). There Is even evidence suggesting that
increasing the interaction rates of low-frequency children can lead to negative
consequences (Kirby & Toler, 1970; Walker, Greenwood, Hops & Todd, 15979).
In addition, longitudinal studies of the long-term consequences of low interaction
rates have not indicated that early social isolation leads to subsequent mental
health difficulties (Asher et al,, 1981).

Social Skills Training

A second group of studies is predicated on the assumption that social problems
result from particular social skill deficits rather than from a low frequency of
interaction. These social skill training interventions presuppose that a child who
lacks certain social skills will experience little in the way of successful interac-
tions with peers and will acquire 2 low social status, Therefore, low-status
children are coached to emit positive behaviors,

These oft-cited studies of social skills training (e.g., Gresham & Nagle, 1980,
La Greca & Santogrossi, 1980; Oden & Asher, 1977) vary broadly with regard to
which children are targeted as subjects, what skills are trained, and whether or
not behavior or status changes are demonstrated. It is no? surprising that they
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have yielded mixed results. While most training interventions resulted in an-
improvement in roster-rating scores, at least three studies failed to demonstrate
such improvement (Gottman, Gonso & Schuler, 1976; Hymel & Asher, 1977, La
Greca & Santogrossi, 1980). Although improvements in social adjustment as
assessed 5y roster-rater methods have been demonstrated, no one has docu-
mented significant improvements in peer nomination scores. Even though coach-
ing is presumed to increase positive behavior (such as cooperation, participation,
and conversation) and cause a change in status, some coaching studies do not
demonstrate an increase in positive interactions (¢.g., Gresham & Nagle, 1980;
Hymel & Asher, 1977; La Greca & Santogrossi, 1980; Oden & Asher, 1977).
Some investigations found a decrease in the [requency of apgressive behavior
following social skills training but did not include a measure of social status
(Gottman, Gonso, & Rasmussen, 1975; Zahavi & Asher, 1978). Overall,
changes in skill levels have not been accompanied by changes in sociometric
ratings, and changes in sociometric ratings have not been accompanied by
changes in skill levels. This suggests that changes in status may not be mediated
by changes in behavior associated with coaching (Putallaz & Gottman, 1983).

In view of the mixed results of these studies, it is important to restate that
social skills treatment interventions arose out of a desire to increase the social
interactions of withdrawn and shy children {(Wanlass & Prinz, 1982). Given a
‘social skills deficit’ orientation, the training emphasized increasing behaviors
and augmenting the child’s behavioral repertoire. Such an orientation may have
only limited utility for rejected children who have behavioral excesses in addition
to social skills deficits. This conclusion is supported by two major investigations
of social skills training with rejected children {Coie & Krehbiel, 1984; Pelham et
al., in press).

Coie and Krehbiel (1984) noted that rejected youngsters often have the dusl
problems of aggressive/disruptive social interactions and academic difficulties.
Since the authors hypothesized that a complete treatment program should address
both difficulties, their study compared social skills training, academic tutoring,
and the combination of both as treatments for social rejection. A sample of 40
black fourth graders met the following selection criteria for peer rejection: a
standardized social preference score of less than — 1.0, a ‘liked least’ standard-
ized score preater than 0.0, and a ‘liked most” standardized score less than 0.0.
In addition, the children had math or reading achievement scores below the 36th
percentile and were nominated by their teachers as having both serious academic
and social adjustment problems.

The 40 children were randomly assigned to one of four treatment groups: {a)
academic skills tutoring (AST modeled after the work of Wallach and Walilach,
1976); (b) social skills training (S5T as developed by Oden & Asher, 1977); (c)
combined academic and social skills training (AST/SST); and (d) no-treatment
control (NT). The academic tutoring involved approximately 35 45-minute indi-
vidua! tutoring sessions with trained undergraduates. The tutors focused on those
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acgd;mic areas in which the subject seemed most deficient. The social skills
training involved six one-hour coaching sessions in which each subject was
paier with a nonrejected classmate to permit the practice of skills. Skills of
participation, cooperation, communication, and support were emphasized. In the
SST condition the six individual sessions were followed by six more coaching
sessions in small groups to practice the same skills, The NT control group had no
contact with the project staff during the intervention phases. The dependent

~variables for the study consisted of pre- and postintervention measures of class-
room obss:rvalions, classroom soctometrics, and academic achievement. The
sociometric data and academic testing were also collected again at one year
follovtr—up. The primary analyses consisted of 2 X 2 (AST X SST) analyses of
covariance, with pretreatment scores serving as the covariates.

F(?r the achievement measures, significant main effects for AST groups were
obt‘au}ed for reading comprehension and mathematics computation, and margin-
ally significant effects for reading vocabulary and mathematics application. The
o_nly. significant SST main effect was in reading comprehension. There were no
significant interactions for any of the variables, In terms of social preference
scores, thcre was a significant main effect for AST, with AST and AST/S5T
groups both improving in mean social preference scores Beyond the cutting point

“for reje-cted status. At one-year follow-up, significant main effects for AST for
the ach:ev?ment and social preference scores were maintained. In contrast, there
were no -srgniﬁcant main effects for SST at follow-up, although there was a
E'nargm?l improvement for reading comprehension. In terms of classroom behav-
jor, solitary on-task behavior and solitary nondisruptive off-task behavior (two of
five categories) showed significant improvements.

In_summary. Coie and Krehbiel found that a relatively intensive academic
tuto.nng program for rejected youngsters led to improvements in academic
achlr:vcmem, social preference scores, and on-task behavior in the classroom.
The improvements exhibited in the first two categories were maintained at one-
year follow-up (with no observationa) data collected at follow-up), Perhaps more
m}port_amly, their social preference scores moved them (as a group) from the
fejccted to the average status category. In contrast, social skills training produced
improvement on only one measure (reading comprehension), a finding that was
not maintained at follow-up. There were no significant improvements associated
with SS"I' in terms of either classroom behavior or social preference scores, the
latter being the outcome measure for which this intervention is usually targc:tcd

The re§ults obtained by Coie and Krehbiel are intriguing, both in terms of lhe.
encouraging results associated with the academic tutoring, as well as the rela-
twely disappointing findings regarding social skills training. These results are
consistent with those obtained by Peltham et al. (in press) in a multimodal
treatment stedy of childhood attention deficit disorder with hyperactivity
({\DDH). Specifically, Pelham et ol. investigated the effects of behavior therapy
stimulant medication (i.e., methylphenidate) and social skills training, in Variou;
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combinations, in the treatment of 30 ADDH children. In addition 1o meeting the
usual diagnostic criteria for Attention Deficit Disorder with Hyperactivity, a
majority of the children were found to receive negative peer nominations (i.e.,
peer rejection scores) greater than two standard deviations above the classroom
means.

The 30 children were assigned to one of five treatment groups. Twenty of the
children received standard behavior therapy. This involved, on the average, 9.7
parent training sessions and 10.3 tencher training sessions. In addition, these 20
children were randomly divided into four groups, involving two levels of medi-
cation treatment (.3 mg/kg of methylphenidate vs. placebo) and two levels of
social skills training (SST vs. none). SST involved group meetings for three
hours every Saturday for eight weeks. The training was again modeled after the
work of Oden and Asher (1977). The remaining ten children {i.e., thosc who
received no behavior therapy) were placed in a social skil} training contrast-
treatment group and received the same SST treatment as children who also
received behavior therapy. The dependent variables for the study consisted of
pre- and positreatment measures of parent and teacher ratings, positive and
negative peer nominations, and observations of classroom behavior. For children
in the SST contrast-treatment group, only peer nominations and teacher ratings
were available.

A 2 (medication} X 2 (social skills training) X 2 (prepost) MANOVA for the
20 children in the behavior therapy groups revealed a significant main effect for
prepost differences, but no other significant effects. In other words, receiving
behavior therapy improved the children’s behavior but the adjunctive treatments
(i.e., medication, S5T) did not significantly improve upon this effect.

Univariate analyses of variances indicated significant improvements for all
categories of dependent variables, including parent and teacher ratings, peer
nominations, and classroom observations. However, despite these improve-
ments, 15 of the 20 children were still at least one standard deviation above the
class mean in terms of negative nominations, and none of the children fell into
the ‘normal’ range on the teacher ratings. Thus, there was evidence of imprave-
ment but not normalization. The adjunctive treatments did not add significantly
to the results obtained for behavior therapy for any of the univariate analysis.

Separate analyses were undertaken comparing the pre- and pest scores for the
SST contrast-treatment group. In terms of teacher ratings there was a nonsignifi-
cant trend (p .2) towards improvement, whereas for the nepgative nominations
there was a nonsignificant increase from pre- to postireatment. The mean rejec-
tion scores rose from 9.5 to 10.9. When the 20 children who received behavior
therapy were compared with the 10 who received SST only, the former showed
significant improvement {or teacher ratings and negative nomination scores.

In summary, Pelham et al. found that intensive behavior therapy (i.e., parenl
and teacher training) significantly improved the behavior of ADDH children
across a variety of outcome measures, including parent and tescher ratings,
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f:lassroom observations, and peer nominations. A few individual children fell
into the ‘normal’ range following treatment, but these improvements were not
enhanced by tl-zc addition of medication and/or social skills training. Finally, and
perhaps. most importantly for the present discussion, SST alone did not signifi-
c?m!y improve the behavior or social status of the ADDH children and was
significantly less effective along both dimensions than was behavior therapy.

CONCLUSIONS

Takffn together, the results obtained by Coic’and Krehbiel {1984) and Pelham et
al. (in press) offer valuable insights into the treatment of peer rejected young-
sters. B(.th studies documented that it is possible to improve the social behavior
and §ocml status of such children, although neither study was successful in
allt':v.lating these difficulties entirely. More importantly, intensive social skills
training did not significantly improve the children’s social behavior or social
ssams. Instead, treatments (i.e., behavior therapy and academic tutoring) de-
signed to address behavioral or academic difficulties but not social status seemed
to be effective in improving the children’s social status.

. As the Pelham et al. and Coie 2nd Krehbiel studies demonstrated, interven-
tions designed to decrease disruptive behavior and increase both compliant, on-
task behavior and academic performance, appear secondly to have beneficial
effects on the target child's peer relations. If this conclusion is valid, three
treatments should be considered when intervening with a socially rejected child:
systematic behavioral training, stimulant medication (Pelham & Murphy, in
press), and academic tutoring. In the Pelham et al. study, the combination of
parent and teacher training in behavioral techniques significantly reduced the
target children’s inappropriate behavior in the classroom, as well as concomi-
tantly r_cducing the number of peer rejection nominations they received. Due to
the dcsxgn. O.f the study, it was not possible to determine whether teacher training, -
parent training, or both were necessary. However, given that significant pee;-
relations were assessed in the classroom, this would suggest that teacher training
was the more effective intervention. Future research needs to address these
methods of decreasing disruptive, aggressive behavior. '

) A'Ilhough Pelham et al. (in press) did not find stimulant medication to add
significantly to the efficacy of the behavioral interventions, the use of medication
should be considered, especially in the treatment of socially rejected ADDH or
aggressive youngsters.: The Pelham et al. study collected its outcome measures
app.roxlmatcly three weeks afier the termination of the medication. Dependent
variables collected during the course of treatment indicated that children- who
received methylphenidate in combination with behavior therapy werc rated by
teachers as 50% better than those children who received placebo and behavior
therapy. This finding is consistent with a large body of research (see Pelham &
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Murphy, in press) suggesting that the combined effects of methylphenidate and
behavior therapy are greater than the effects of either alone.

The beneficial effects of medication upon peer inleractions were evident ina -
study by Cunningham, Siege!, and Offord (in press). These investigators exam-
ined dyadic interactions of hyperactive and nermal boys and found that meth-
ylphenidate not only improved the behavior of the hyperactive children but was
also significantly related to improved responses by the normal peers. The normal
children exhibited less controlling and domineering behavior toward the medi-
cated hyperactive children than toward the same children when medication was
not administered. 1t remains to be seen whether the positive effects of medication
are visible on outcome measures dealing with peer retations and social rejection.

The fina} intervention to be considered here is systematic academic tutoring.
As Coie and Krehbie! (1984) noted, many rejected children have both behavioral
and academic problems in school. The results of the Coie and- Krehbiel interven-
tion study indicate that rigorous tutoring programs may not only improve both of
these problem areas, but that the beneficial effects carry over into social relations

. and reduce nominations of rejection. Although it is impossible to pinpoint the

actual mechanism involved in this social improvement, the results of this study
strongly ‘indicate that academic functioning and school work-related behavior -
may supply a vital link in-the development of successful social relations. Assess-
ment of academic functioning and, when appropriate, careful selection of inter-
ventions may be central in helping socially rejected children.

FUTURE DIRECTIONS

It has been the thesis of this chapter that the problems experienced by socially
rejected youngsters go well beyond social skills deficits. Instead, these children
exhibit a wide variety of behavioral excesses and deficits, including off-task,
disruptive behavior (Pelham & Bender, 1982), academic difficulties {Coie &
Krehbicl, 1984), aggressive attributional biases (Dodge, 1980) and impulsivity
(Williams & Landau, 1983), among others. Interventions that focus primarily on
social skills training are unlikely to be successful with this population, as the
Coie and Krehbiel (1984) and Pelham et al. (in press) studics demonstrale.
Instead, multimodal or prescriptive treatment approaches are needed 1o address
the diversity of difficulties experienced by these children with bebavioral
excesses,

The past attempts at intervention which resulted in behavior change without
sociometric status change pose a great dilemma. If behavior change is con-
sistently effected in the absence of peer status change, then not only must the
traditional approaches to intervention be reviewed but so must the use of so-
ciometric stalus as an outcome variable. It remains unclear whether peers per-
ceive subtle changes in behavior or whether perceived subtle changes in behavior
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can produce major changes in attitude and response set. Interventions focusing
on reputation and the peer group as the target for change may provide key
tnformation about effecting social status change in the peer group.

Just as change in behavior may not lead to a change in peer group status, a
change in status may not lead to a long-term change in behavior or to a positive
?djustmem. It does not necessarily follow that, if poor peer relationships is an
indicator of future difficulty, then intervention which results in improved social
status will prevent future adjustment problems. Longitudinal data are needed to
E:xplorc further the correlates of status and the long- and shori-term benefits of
!ntervention. Until evidence is available, social skills training and other forms of
intervention cannot be presented as preventive.

Finally, innovative work by Ladd (1983) and Asher and Dodge (1984) sug-
gests that relevant groups (those at risk for future difficulty) can be identified
w:t_hout the use of peer rejection measures. The continued development of alter-
native approaches to the collection of peer social status data is essential.
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