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A good integration into the peer network is critical for children’s devel-
opment (Hartup, 1992, 1996; Newcomb & Bagwell, 1996; Sullivan, 1953;
Youniss, 1980). Children who are rejected by the majority of their peers
often display negative social behavior, show serious deficits in social cog-
nition, and are at risk of adjustment problems in later life (Asher & Coie,
1990; Parker & Asher, 1987). However, being rejected by the majority of
one’s peers does not necessarily mean to be completely without friends,
and the support of a single close friendship can compensate for at least
some of the disadvantages that may result from peer rejection (Parker &
Asher, 1993; Sanderson & Siegal, 1995; Vernberg, 1990). Notably, the
notion of a compensatory effect of friends usually refers to supportive
friendships of high quality (Sullivan, 1953). The existing evidence suggests,
however, that rejected children’s friendships are of lower quality than the
friendships of accepted children (McGuire & Weisz, 1982; Parker & Asher,
1993: but see Patterson, Kupersmidt, & Griesler, 1990, for an exception).

Typically, studies investigating the quality of low-accepted or re-
jected children’s versus accepted children’s friendships have focused on
the children’s own perceptions of the quality of their friendships (Patter-
son et al., 1990; Parker & Asher, 1993). Because there are two partners in
a dyadic relationship, however, there are also two views of the relation-
ship that may not necessarily correspond (Buhrmester, 1990; Parker &
Asher, 1993). As has been argued by peer researchers, a large perceptual
discrepancy between partners regarding friendship quality may indicate
problems in interpersonal understanding and friendship interaction (e.g.,
Bukowski & Hoza, 1989; Parker & Asher, 1993).

The issue of perceptual concordance or discrepancy may be espe-
cially important during middle childhoad, as children place increasing
emphasis on shared intentions and emotions with their friends but have
not yet overcome the exclusive concern with their own as opposed to
their friends’ subjective experiences in the relationship (Selman, 1980).
During that stage, discrepant perceptions may be a source of conflict
between friends, because they may lead to unfulfilled expectations and
frustrations, especially on the part of the person evaluating the relation-
ship more favorably. In line with that notion, Furman (1996) has argued
that children’s perceptions of their relationships are likely to shape the
course of those relationships. Thus, a strong disagreement of perceptions
could endanger a child's friendships in the long run. This may be espe-
cially problematic for rejected children, who not only have fewer
chances of establishing dyadic friendships than accepted children
(Bukowski, Hoza, & Boivin, 1993; Parker & Asher, 1993) but also may
depend on dyadic friendship relations more than accepted children to
compensate for their negative status in the peer group.
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Notably, differences in the perception of just one friendship may not
necessarily imply a problem in a child’s averall friendship relations. In
contrast, a general failure of recognizing problems in one’s relationships,
as would be reflected, for example, by a systematic discrepancy
between a child’s and his or her friends’ perceptions throughout several
relationships, may indeed indicate severe difficulties in interpersonal
understanding. Therefore, in addition to children’s own perceptions, the
degree of agreement with their friends’ perceptions of their relationships
may be an important aspect to consider when comparing rejected chil-
dren’s friendships with those of accepted children. To this end, in the
present study, the relationship between peer status and friendship quality
was examined with the focus on the general degree of perceptual con-
cordance that rejected, average, and popular children show with their
mutual friends regarding various qualitative features of their relation-
ships.

Individuals’ perceptions of their relationships are related to the inter-
actional patterns within their relationships, such as the degree of intimate
disclosure or conflict between partners (Furman, 1996). As demonstrated
by Funder and Harris (1986), individuals who exhibit prosocial interac-
tional patterns also are more likely to accurately perceive and evaluate
other persons’ social behavior. In line with this finding, rejected children,
who display a considerable degree of inappropriate interpersonal behav-
ior (Coie & Dodge, 1988; Coie, Dodge, & Coppotelli, 1982; Newcomb &
Bukowski, 1984), have been shown to be less skillful at interpreting social
behavior than are average and popular children (Dodge, Murphy, &
Buchsbaum, 1984). In contrast, popular children, who display higher lev-
els of prosocial behavior than other children (Coie et al., 1982), have
been shown to demonstrate even more highly developed social cognitive
interpretation skills than average children (Dodge et al., 1984).

The difierences among the sociometric groups in interpersonal
understanding also may transfer to the degree of interpersonal perceptual
correspondence within the children’s friendship relations. In conse-
quence, the correlations between rejected children’s and their friends’
perceptions of their relationships should be considerably lower than
those between average children and their friends. In contrast, the correla-
tions between popular children’s and their friends” perceptions of their
relationships should be somewhat higher than those between average
children and their friends. Contrary to the correlations between children’s
and their friends’ perceptions of the same friendship feature, however, the
correlations among the various friendship features within a given per-
spective (e.g., between closeness and conflict as rated by the children
themselves) should not necessarily differ with peer status. Essentially,
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such correlations reflect children’s perceptions of friendship as a complex
construct of interrelated subaspects, and rejected children’s conceptions
of friendship have been found to be similar to those of accepted children
(Bichard, Alden, Walker, & McMahon, 1988),

Investigating the correlations between children’s and their friends’
views of their relationships taps the amount of concordance, or the
degree of parallelism, between the partners’ perceptions on an individual
level. For example, the expected lower correlations between rejected
children’s and their friends’ perceptions would indicate that positive eval-
uations from a given child’s point of view are seldom reciprocated by
positive evaluations from the friends’ point of view. Such possible low
correlations, however, would not indicate the actual level of rejected
children’s ratings compared with those of their friends. Thus, despite low
parallelism on the individual level, rejected children, on the average
group level, may perceive their friendships in the same way as their
friends. Relatedly, a high parallelism (i.e., correlation) between average
and popular children’s and their friends’ ratings does not necessarily
imply that, on the average group level, those children’s perceptions are
the same as their friends’ ratings. Such information can only be obtained
through inspection of the means of children’s and their friends’ ratings,
which may reveal general trends of perceptual discrepancy on a group
level and also would indicate the directionality of such a discrepancy
(e.g., whether a more or a less positive perception of friendship quality
exists from the children’s perspective compared to their friends’ perspec-
tivel. In addition, the examination of mean ratings across sociometric
groups allows comparison of rejected children’s friendship perceptions
with those of average and popular children, as well as comparison of
rejected children’s friends’ ratings to the ratings of average and popular
children’s friends. Therefore, in addition to correlations, children’s and
their friends’ mean ratings of their relationships were examined as a func-
tion of sociometric status,

Based on findings by Parker and Asher (1993), it would be expected
that rejected children generally perceive most qualitative features of
their friendships less positively than do both average and popular chil-
dren, who should not differ in their ratings of friendship quality. Findings
by Patterson et al. (1990), however, suggest that rejected children should
not differ from average and popular children in how they perceive the
quality of their friendships. Whether the friends of rejected, average, and
popular children display similar mean ratings of the quality of their rela-
tionships as the children themselves, depends on the extent to which
children of a specific sociometric status are friends with children of the
same status. Thus, some researchers (e.g., Ladd, 1983; Putallaz &
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Gottman, 1981) have suggested that children of similar sociometric sta-
tus tend to mainly befriend each other. In that case, perceptual biases as
well as social behavioral and cognitive characteristics that might influ-
ence the partners’ evaluations of each other are likely to be shared
between children of a particular sociometric status and their friends.
Consequently, no mean level differences would be expected between
children’s and their friends’ perceptions of the various aspects of their
relationships.

In contrast to the previous scenario, findings by Rizzo (1988) suggest
that children are friends with others irrespective of others’ sociometric
status. In that case, factors such as perceptual biases and social behaviors
and cognitions may be less shared between children of a particular
sociometric status and their friends. Consequently, differences may
emerge between children’s and their friends” mean perceptions of their
relationships. For rejected children, such mean differences might emerge
as more positive perceptions of their friendships compared with their
friends’ perceptions. This expectation is based on a number of related
arguments, First, as shown by Berscheid, Graziano, Monson, and Dermer
(1976), the perception of another person’s behavior increases in positivity
as the perceiver’s dependence on the perceived person increases. Conse-
quently, because rejected children have limited access to friendships,
compared with average and popular children (Bukowski et al., 1993;
Parker & Asher, 1993), rejected children may assign higher importance to
their friendships than do their friends and therefore perceive their friend-
ships more positively. Second, some evidence indicates that rejected chil-
dren display social behavioral deficits even in interaction with their
friends (Austin, 1985; Rizzo, 1988), which might elicit less positive eval-
uations of friendship quality from their friends. Third, because knowledge
of a child’s peer status may bias others’ interpretations and evaluations of
a child’s behavior (Hymel, Wagner, & Butler, 1990; Waas & Honer,
1990), the negative bias toward rejected children’s behaviors also may be
apparent in their friends” evaluations.

The pattern of potential mean differences between popular children’s
and their friends’ perceptions of the quality of their friendships might be
opposite to the one expected for rejected children. Specifically, the posi-
tive bias toward popular children’s behaviors (Hymel et al., 1990) mighi
lead to markedly positive perceptions of relationship quality by their
friends. Also, because popular children display highly developed social
skills (Coie et al., 1982; Crick & Dodge, 1994), their friends may view the
relationships with popular children as a highly rewarding and satisfying
experience, and, consequently, in a very positive way. No mean-level dif-
ferences in perceived friendship quality should emerge between average
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status children and their friends, however, because {(a) previous work did
not show a specific perceptual bias toward average children (Hymel et
al., 1990), and (b) differential social behaviors and cognitions between
average children and their friends should be leveled out.

METHODS

Farticipants

Children from Grade 2 through Grade 5 (N = 369; 34 hoys, 41 girls
in Grade 2; 36 boys, 52 girls in Grade 3; 58 boys, 46 girls in Grade 4; 48
boys, 54 girls in Grade 5) participated in the study. These children were
part of an original sample of 746 Caucasian boys and girls in 33 class-
rooms of four primary schools located in two eastern districts of Berlin,
Germany. The schools were located in middle-class neighborhoods. For
each child, parental consent was obtained prior to data collection.

Measures

Children’s sociometric status. After training, the children’s teachers
supervised the sociometric nomination procedure (see Coie et al., 1982).
The participation rate for the sociometric testing was at least 90% in each
class. Each child nominated three children in the classroom he or she
liked most and three he or she liked least. Each child had access to a
classroom roster to ensure equal salience. The total number of positive
and negative nominations received were calculated for each child and
standardized within the classroom. In addition, social impact scores (pos-
itive plus negative nominations) and social preference scores (positive
minus negative nominations) were computed for each child and again
standardized within classroom. Positive and negative nominations as
well as the social impact and the social preference scores were used to
identify children for the five social status groups as described by Coie et
al. (1982), Of the 746 children in the initial sample, 90 (12%) were clas-
sified as being rejected, 335 (45%) as average, 110 (15%) as popular, 29
(4%) as neglected, and 20 (3%) as controversial. The remaining 162 chil-
dren (21%) could not be classified. The relative number of children in
each of these groups is comparable to the relative percentages obtained
in other studies (e.g., Coie et al., 1982; Coie & Dodge, 1988; Dodge,
1983; Kupersmidt & Coie, 1990; Patterson et al., 1990). Because of the
ambiguous nature of the unclassified group and the small sample sizes of
the neglected and controversial groups, the focus of the present study was
on the popular, average, and rejected children.
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Reciprocal friendship nominations. Children’s friendships were
assessed within the Friendship Interview procedure (see later). Specifi-
cally, the children were asked to nominate all friends with whom they
share activities both within and outside the classroom. Shared activities
were emphasized as a qualifier of the friendship nomination because they
have been shown to be a fundamental criterion of friendship (Hartup,
1993; Newcomb & Bagwell, 1995) and help reduce the occurrence of
nominations based on desired as opposed to existing relationships. Chil-
dren who had nominated each other on their respective list of friends
were considered Lo be mutual friends. Because friends outside the school
were not interviewed, only reciprocal within-school nominations could
be assessed. Although this limitation reduces the universe of generaliza-
tion, school friendships reflect a central part of children’s social world
(Kupersmidt, Burchinal, & Patterson, 1995).

Of the initial 746 children, 12% refused to participate in the Friend-
ship Interview. Therefore, friendship data were available from 64 (71%)
rejected, 92 (84%) popular, and 284 (85%) average status children. Of
these children, 44 (69%) rejected, 85 (92%) popular, and 253 (89%) aver-
age children had at least one reciprocal friend in school. The lower per-
centage of rejected children with mutual friendships is in line with find-
ings from previous studies (e.g., Ladd, 1983; Parker & Asher, 1993),
indicating less accepted children’s lower chance of establishing a mutual
friendship as compared with the chance of accepted children. Children
without reciprocal friendships did not differ from those with friends with
respect to gender or grade level. Of the children who had mutual friend-
ships, the mean number of reciprocal friends was 2.1 for the rejected chil-
dren, 2.4 for average children, and 3.9 for popular children.

In line with findings by Rizzo (1988), rejected children established
friendships not only with other rejected children but also with children
from each sociometric group. Specifically, on average, only 5% of
rejected children’s friendships were with other rejected children, 1%
were with neglected children, 46% with average status children, 4% with
controversial children, 24% with popular children, and 20% were with
unclassified children. Notably, these mean proportions were highly simi-
lar to the ones obtained for average and popular children, multivariate
F(12, 748) = 0.88, p = .66. Specifically, on average, 8% of average chil-
dren’s friendships were with rejected children, 2% were with neglected
children, 44% with average status children, 3% with controversial chil-
dren, 22% with popular children, and 21% were with unclassified chil-
dren. Finally, on average, 4% of popular children’s friendships were with
rejected children, 0% were with neglected children, 45% with average
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status children, 4% with controversial children, 25% with popular chil-
dren, and 22% were with unclassified children. The majority (89%) of
children’s mutual friendships were with same-sex peers.

Friendship quality. Friendship quality was assessed through the
Friendship Interview (Krappmann et al., 1996), which was given to each
child individually in a separate room during class time by trained inter-
viewers. After nominating all friends with whom they shared activities
both within and outside the classroom, the children were asked to char-
acterize the relationship with each nominated child with respect to 19
different items. These measures were derived on the basis of previous
research on children’s friendship characteristics (Oswald & Krappmann,
1984), and, similar to other studies (e.g., Berndt, Hawkins, & Hoyle,
1986; Berndt & Perry, 1986), they assess affective evaluations of the part-
ner as well as the prevalence of specific friendship interactions as indica-
tors of several underlying qualitative features of friendship. Specifically,
the measures were designed to reflect five underlying features: closeness,
fun, conflict, visits at home, and play encounters. The 19 Friendship Inter-
view items, their response format, and their respective underlying factors
are listed in the appendix. Children were asked to respond to the items
using either a 4-point scale (e.g., 1, never, 1o 4, often) or a dichotomaus
response format. Little, Brendgen, Wanner, and Krappmann (1999)
demonstrated good internal consistency and measurement equivalence
across different sociocultural contexts for this five-factor structure.

After standardizing each item to obtain equal scaling, a child’s rat-
ings of the first three nominated and reciprocated friendships were aver-
aged for each item. Thus, for each child in the sample, his or her sys-
tematic or typical estimation of each of the 19 friendship characteristics
across several relationships was obtained. The ratings were limited to
the average of a given child’s first three mutual friendships because only
25% of the children had more than three mutual friends. The same pro-
cedure was used to obtain the child’s three mutual friends’ assessments
of friendship quality with the child. Specifically, for each item, the three
friends’ ratings of the relationship with the focal child were averaged.
These friends were the same ones that the focal child’s self-report rat-
ings were averaged for. Thus, obtained for each child in the sample was
the most salient friends’ typical (i.e., average) evaluation af each spe-
cific characteristic of friendship quality with the child. Using this pro-
cedure, any existing bias in the average friendship perception (i.e., a
systematically more or less positive view of friendship quality as com-
pared with the friends’ views) can be assessed for each target child. A
further advantage is that redundancies are avoided (see later), thereby
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maintaining sufficient sample size for the analytic procedures.' For chil-
dren with only two mutual friends (28%), ratings were averaged across
these two friendships. For children with only one mutual friend (27%),
information about this single friendship was kept. Among those chil-
dren with only one mutual friend, however, there were 22 dyads where
the two partners had only received reciprocated friendship nominations
from each other, but not from any other child they had nominated. To
avoid duplicate, dependent information in these cases (each child
would have a self-report and friend-report score referring to the same
single friendship), one partner of each of these dyads was randomly
excluded from the sample.? As a result, the final sample sizes used in
the analyses were 243 for the average group (116 boys, 127 girls), 41 for
the rejected group (22 boys, 19 girls), and 85 for the popular group (38
boys, 47 girls).

Factor scores were computed, separately for the self-rated and the
friend-rated domain, by averaging the aggregated items that pertained
to a specific factor (see the appendix). Satisfactory internal consistency
was obtained for those factors that consisted of several items, both for
the self-rated and the friend-rated domain: self-rated closeness, alpha =
.81 for the average group, .78 for the popular group, and .79 for the
rejected group; self-rated fun, alpha = .53 for the average group, .43 for
the popular group, and .69 for the rejected group; self-rated conflict,

' A potential limitation of this procedure is that by aggregating across more than one
friendship the correlations across the partners’ perspectives might be attenuated. To test the
possibility of attenuation, correlations between the self- and the friend-ratings were com-
puted separately for the i rst, second, and third mutual friendship across the whole sample.
For closeness, the correlation between the sell- and friend-rating vaned between .25 and
.35 in the three friendships; for fun, the correlation between the self- and friend-rating var-
ied between .18 and .21 in the three friendships; for conflict, the correlation between the
self- and friend-rating varied between .23 and .26 in the three friendships; for play encoun-
ters, the correlation between the self- and friend-rating varied hetween .33 and .34 in the
three friendships; for visits, the correlation between the self- and friend-rating varied
between .51 and b6 in the three friendships. The similarity of those correlations suggest that
no attenuation of data has occurred as a result of the aggregating procedure,

" Notably, even the random exclusion of ane partner from exclusive dyacds does not
Fr{wide complete independence of the data, which could not be achieved without severe
oss of participants, rendering analyses impossible. The aggregation procedure across sev-
eral friends, however, avoids duplicate information. Moreover, the invesligation of a ran-
dom subsample of 30 triplets (for children with two friends) or quartets of friends (for chil-
dren with three friends) in the study sample revealed no occurrence of a case where the
three (or four) children mutually neminated only each other. Often, reciprocal friends were
part of other sociometric groups than the three groups investigated and therefore did not
occur as focal children to account for self-ratings. Consequently, the results of the study are
probably not overly attenuated by a lack of independence of the data.
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alpha = .72 for the average group, .66 for the popular group, and .83 for
the rejected group; self-rated visits, alpha = .64 for the average group,
.70 for the popular group, and .61 for the rejected group; friend-rated
closeness, alpha = .82 for the average group, .73 for the popular group,
and .72 for the rejected group; friend-rated fun, alpha = .64 for the aver-
age group, .55 for the popular group, and .75 for the rejected group;
friend-rated conflict, alpha = .76 for the average group, .69 for the
popular group, and .75 for the rejected group; friend-rated visits, alpha
= .60 for the average group, .72 for the popular group, and .63 for the
rejected group.

RESULTS

Correlational Patterns

Following the procedure suggested by Rowe, Vazsonyi, and Flannery
(1994) for group comparisons regarding the covariations among observed
variables, potential differences among the three sociometric groups con-
cerning the correlations among the self-rated and the friend-rated friend-
ship features were tested using the LISREL VIl software package (Joreskog
& Sorbom, 1993). In this procedure, correlation matrices of the observed
variables are tested for equivalence across groups through nested-model
comparisons. Specifically, a baseline model was estimated first where all
correlations varied freely across groups. The effects of gender and grade
were controlled. Next, a canstrained model was estimated where specific
correlations of interest were constrained to be equal across groups. For
example, to test whether the correlations among corresponding self- and
friend-ratings of the friendship features were equal across sociometric
groups, cross-group equality constraints were placed on each corre-
sponding correlation in the correlation matrices of the three groups. The
difference in the x*-fit statistics between this constrained model and the
previous unconstrained model was then tested for statistical significance.
For such multivariate tests, a significance criterion of p < .05 was used. A
nonsignificant difference in the x*-fit statistics between the constrained
model (i.e., with cross-group equality constraints) and the unconstrained
model (i.e., without equality constraints) of the covariations among the
variables would indicate that the correlations do not differ significantly
across the groups. In contrast, a significant x°-difference would indicate
that at least one of the cross-group equality constraints is untenable. The
source of the model misfit was identified through examination of the tal-
erance statistics (i.e., standardized residuals and maodification indices)
associated with each constrained coefficient (see Jareskog & Sorbom,
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1993). Each coefficient with high tolerance statistics was then freely esti-
mated in consecutive models, and the fit of these newly specified models
was again compared with the fit of the previous unconstrained model.
Table 1 presents the consecutive steps of the nested-model comparisons,
indicating which types of correlations were found to significantly differ
across groups and which types of correlations were found to be invariant
across groups. In Table 2, the partial correlation coefficients among the
variables controlling for gender and grade are presented separately for
popular, average, and rejected children, indicating which specific corre-
lations were similar and which were different across groups in the nested-
model tests.

In general, and in line with expectations, the children’s self-rated per-
ceptions of the various features of friendship quality did not correlate
highly with their friends’ perceptions. Even more importantly, as indicated
by the x*-difference tests, many of these correlations differed significantly
among the three peer status groups. Specifically, the results suggested that,
as expected, rejected children showed markedly lower agreement with

Table 1. Summary of the Nested-Model Tests for Cross-Group

Eﬂuality of Correlations

Model df x2 Adi Ax2 p Decision
1. Freely estimated madel 30 0.00

(no equality conlraints)
2. Carrelatians among 40 19.34 0 19.34 < .05 rejecled

corresponding self-ratings
and friend-ratings equal
ACTOSs groups

3. Four correlations freely 35 6.91 5 6.91 ns  accepted
estimated in the rejected group
and one correlation freely
estimated in the popular group *

4. Correlations among self-rated 55 29.25 20 22,34 ps  accepted
factars equal across groups

5. Correlations among friend- 81 59.95 26 30.70  ns  accepted
rated factors equal across groups

6. Correlations among remaining 115 9448 14 34.53  ns  accepted
self-rated and friend-rated
factors equal across groups

Note. The first model is tested against the freely estimated model without equality can-
straints; the others are each tested against the respective previously accepted model.
"Model 3 represents a just-fitting mode| after the five freely estimated correlations have
been separately tested for cross-group equality in consecutive nested-model tests. Informa-
tion on which specific correlations differered significantly across sociometric groups is
given in the text and in Table 2.
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Table 2. Correlations Among the Self-rated and Friend-rated Friendship
Factors for Average, Popular, and Rejected Children

Factor 1. 2 3 4, 3 6. 7 8. E2 10,
Average group (n = 243)
1. S-closeness 1.00
2. 5-fun A6** 1.00
3. S5-conflict -.44* -03 1.00
4. S-play 26% 17+ _12(*)1.00
5. Sevisit Q4% 19+ _ 01 05 1.00
6. F-cluseness 4% 20" -08 15 A7 1.0
7. Ffun N A1 03 J1(%) .26%* R0**1.00
8. F-conilict -12{*) -0 Jder 01 4% —48* 147 1.00
9. F-play bt 2002 35** .10 26 23= 10 1.00
10, F-visit J2(%  Aa7* 5% .05 59% 33% 34% .08 .12{% 1.00
Popular group (n = 85)
1. S-closencss 1.00
2. 5-fun 22%1.00
3. S-canflict =33% 07 1.00
4. S-play 30% 09 —15 1.00
5, S-visit .07 24" 17 =03 1.00
b. F-closeness o P b A5 -7 .07 .03 1.00
7. F-fun .03 A5 .03 18 .22 28* 1.00
8. F-conflict -15 —03 397 05 1907 —42%r 19(*) 1.00
9. F-play 5545 Jd60 -06 A42%* 07 09 22% 12 1.00
10. F-visit .0 22 -.05 U6 J2TY 19ty 23 17 .09 1.00
Rejected group (= 41)
I. S-closeness 1.00
2. S-tun A6* 1,00
4. S-conflict —.52tr _28(%1.00
4. 5-play 23 A2 02 1.00
5. S-visil 27 44— 09 18 1.0
fi. F-closeness .03 A8 —10 —-.08 21 1.00
7. F-fun =27 074 24 -5 18 .32% 1.00
8. F-canflict 1 A2 22 .09 .05 A9** 02 1.00
9. F-play 270 36 17 20f 26 .21 10 =03 1.00
10, F-visit —12 .01 A4 14 A4r¥d 47+ p1*r Dl -05 [.00

Note. § = self-rated; F = friend-rated. Partial correlations are provided controlling for gen-
der and grade cffects.
4 Coefficient differs significantly from the corresponding coefficient in the other two
groups as indicated by a x*-difference test at p < .05 (see text and Table 1).

p<.10. "p < .05, "p < .01. All p-values refer to the test of statistical difference from zero
for the respective correlation coefficient.
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their friends’ perceptions than average and popular children. Thus,
rejected children’s perceptions regarding closeness and fun in their friend-
ships did not correlate with their friends’ perceptions (r = .03 and r = .07,
ns, respectively). In contrast, both average and popular children’s ratings
of closeness and fun positively correlated with those of their friends
(r=.34 and r= .21, ps <.001, in the average group; r= .22 and r = .25,
ps < .01, in the popular group). Furthermore, the correlations between
children’s and their friends’ ratings regarding the frequency of play
encounters and mutual visits were lower in the rejected group (r= .20, ns,
and r= .44, p < .001, respectively) than the corresponding correlations in
the average and the popular group (r = .35 and r= .59, ps < .001, in the
average group; r = .42 and r = .72, ps < .001, in the popular group).
Notably, the x*-difference tests showed that these correlations differed sig-
nificantly (i.e., p < .05) in the rejected group from the corresponding cor-
relations in the average and the popular group, whereas the corresponding
correlations in the latter two groups did not significantly differ from each
other.

In contrast to those disparities, the x’-difference tests showed that the
carrelation between rejected children’s and their friends’ ratings with
respect to conflict did not differ significantly from the corresponding cor-
relation between average children’s and their friends’ ratings (r = .22, ns,
in the rejected group, and r= .16, p< .05, in the average group), although
this correlation was not statistically different from zero in the rejected
group. That correlation, however, was higher in the popular group (r =
.39, p < .05), and the x?-difference tests indicated that this correlation in
the popular group differed significantly (i.e., p < .05) from the corre-
sponding correlation in the average and the rejected groups. As men-
tioned previously, however, average and popular children did not signifi-
cantly differ from each other on any of the other correlations between
corresponding self- and friend-ratings.

In contrast to the differences with respect to children’s own and their
friends’ ratings of the same friendship features, the x*-difference tests indi-
cated no significant differences among the three sociomeltric groups with
respect to the remaining correlations. Specifically, children’s self-ratings
of the positive friendship features (i.e., closeness, fun, play, and visits)
were generally positively correlated with each other and negatively
related to children’s self-ratings of conflict. Similarly, friends’ ratings of the
positive friendship features were generally positively correlated with each
other and negatively related to friends’ ratings of conflict. The correlations
among children’s and their friends’ ratings regarding noncorresponding
friendship features (e.g., between self-rated closeness and friend-rated
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fun) followed the same pattern. Thus, across the self-rated and the friend-
rated perspective, ratings of positive friendship features were generally
positively correlated with each other and negatively correlated with con-
flict ratings. Again, as indicated by the respective x*-difference test, those
correlations were not significantly different for rejected, average, and
popular children.

Mean-Level Patterns

Because rejected, average, and popular children were not mainly
friends with children of the same sociometric status, bul showed rather
similar patterns of friendship affiliations across sociometric groups (see
earlier description), we investigated potential mean differences between
children’s and their friends’ perceptions of the various features of friend-
ship quality. To test potential mean differences with respect to children’s
and their friends’ ratings of closeness, fun, conflict, play, and visits, a
3 (sociometric status) X 2 ( source of rating, self vs. triends) MANCOVA
with repeated measures on the last factor was performed. Consistent
with the previous tests regarding the correlational pattern, gender and
grade were included in the analysis as covariates. The results revealed a
signiticant overall main effect of sociometric status, F(10, 722) = 3.96,
p < .001, and an interaction effect between sociometric status and
source of rating, A10, 722) = 3.86, p < .001, Univariate tests indicated
that both the main effect of sociometric status and the interaction effect
between sociometric status and source of rating were related to the rat-
ings of closeness (all ps < .001), A2, 364) = 14.53, for the main effect,
and A2, 364) = 10.68, for the interaction effect, and to the rating of con-
flict, A2, 364) = 8.22, for the main effect, and F(2, 364) = 8.75, for the
interaction effect. Furthermore, the interaction effect between sociomet-
ric status and source of rating was related to the rating of fun, A2, 364)
= 5.40, p < .01. No main or interaction effects involving sociometric sta-
tus were shown with respect to children’s and their friends’ ratings of
play encounters and mutual visits.

To clarify the interaction between sociometric status and source of
rating, nine repeated measures ANCOVAs were performed to test the
effect of source of rating separately on the rating of closeness, fun, and
conflict for the three sociometric groups. As in previous analyses, gender
and grade were included as cavariates. The results revealed that rejected
children’s friends perceived their friendships to be significantly less close,
FH1, 38) = 10.27, p < .01, less fun, K1, 38) = 6.94, p < .05, and more
quarrelsome, K1, 38) = 7.21, p < .05, than did the rejected children
themselves. In contrast, popular children’s friends believed their friend-
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ships were closer, A1, 82) = 7.90, p < .01, and involved less conflict,
F(1, 82) =15.07, p<.001, than did the popular children themselves. Per-
ceived fun did not differ. For the average group, the results revealed no
effect of source of rating on either closeness, fun, or conflict, indicating
that average children and their friends did not differ in their mean ratings
of those features of friendship quality.

As a further way of breaking down the interaction between socio-
metric status and source of rating, six ANCOVAs were conducted to test
the effect of sociometric status separately on the self-ratings and the
friend-ratings of closeness, fun, and conflict. As before, gender and
grade were included as covariates. The results revealed no effects of
sociometric status on any of the self-rated friendship features, indicating
that rejected, average, and popular children did not differ significantly in
their personal views of the quality of their friendships. In contrast, chil-
dren’s sociometric status had a significant effect on the friends’ ratings
of closeness, A2, 364) = 25.99, p < .001, the friends’ ratings of fun,
F(2, 364) = 4.13, p < .05, and the friends’ ratings of conflict, F(2, 364) =
16.31, p < .001. Subsequent simple contrasts with average children as
the reference group showed that rejected children’s friends perceived
their friendships to be less close than did average children’s friends
(p < .001), who, in turn, perceived their friendships to be less close than
did popular children’s friends (p < .001). Furthermore, rejected chil-
dren’s friends perceived their friendships as comprising less fun than did

Table 3. Observed Means, Standard Deviations, and Adjusted Means
of the Self-rated and Friend-rated Friendship Factors for
Average, Popular, and Rejected Children

Average group Popular group Rejected group

Factor M 5D Mladj.) M SD Miladj.) M  SD Mladj.)
S-closeness .04 .86 .04 70 A 08 =16 94 -6
F-closeness -.02 .89 -.02 331 60 334 79 .79 -79¢
S-fun 01 .75 00 00 70 . 18 95 18
F-fun 01 .74 .01 01 .57 .03 -31 .88 -3
S-conflict 07 .81 06 07 .67 -.06 -01 105 -.02
F-conflict 01 .83 01 -37 .63 -37¢ 48 85 481
S-play -07 1.09 -06 A5 80 .13 -.08 1.09 -08
F-play 03 95 .04 03 .89 .01 -7 103 —-07
S-visit 04 1.03 04 =10 1.03 -07 -.08 1.03 -10
F-visit 1 .97 10 -16 .96 =13 —-.26 97 -.28

Note. $ = self-rated; F = friend-rated. All values are based on z-standardized scores.
“Friend-rated mean coefficient differs significantly from the correspanding self-rated coeffi-
cient within a given sociometric group and also from the correspanding friend-rated coef-
ficient in the other twa sociometric groups (see text),
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average children’s friends (p < .001), who did not differ from popular
children’s friends in that respect. Finally, rejected children’s friends per-
ceived their friendships as more quarrelsome than did average children’s
friends (p < .001), who, in turn, perceived their friendships as more quar-
relsome than did popular children’s friends (p < .001). The observed
means, standard deviations, and adjusted means of the various friend-
ship features are presented separately for the three sociometric groups,
in Table 3.

DISCUSSION

With respect to the goal of this study, the examination of rejected ver-
sus accepted children’s friendship quality as perceived from both the chil-
dren’s own and their friends’ perspectives, the present data provide some
new insights on the links between peer status and friendship quality. In
addition to comparing rejected and accepted children’s own perceptions
of the quality of their friendships, we examined the general degree of per-
ceptual concordance that rejected, average, and popular children show
with their mutual friends regarding the quality of their relationships. To
this end, we compared the correlations between the children’s own and
their friends’ perceptions of specific features of friendship quality, which
reflect the degree of perceptual concordance, or the degree of paral-
lelism, of children’s and their friends’ ratings on an individual level. In
addition, we compared the mean ratings of specific features of friendship
quality as given by children and their friends, which provide information
about the actual value of children’s and their friends’ ratings and reflecl
the degree of perceptual concordance on a group level rather than on an
individual level. Taken together, the findings indicate that accepted (i.e.,
average and popular) children’s positive views about the quality of their
friendships were generally supported by their friends, whereas this was
not the case for rejected children.

As expected, the correlations among the various friendship features
as rated by the children themselves did not differ with peer status and
they were also quite similar to the correlations among the various friend-
ship features as rated by the children’s friends. This finding indicates that
children’s perceptions of friendship as a complex construct of interrelated
subaspects may be rather impervious to children’s peer status. This result
is also consistent with the finding that rejected children’s cognitive con-
ceptions of friendship do not differ significantly from those of accepted
children (Bichard et al., 1988). In contrast to those correlational similari-
ties among the sociometric groups within a given perspective, the corre-
lations between the children’s own and their friends’ perceptions of the
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various features of their relationships varied considerably with children’s
peer status,

Essentially, for both popular and average children, high ratings of a
given friendship feature from their own perspective were usually related
to high ratings of that feature from their friends’ perspective. Notably,
except for the perception of conflict, the correlations between popular
children’s and their friends’ perceptions of their relationship were not sig-
nificantly different from those between average children and their friends.
This correlational pattern suggests that, as expected, socially well-
adapted children (i.e., those of popular and average status) share a certain
degree of mutuality with their friends in their thoughts and emotions
about their friendships (Youniss, 1986). This mutuality was not true for
rejected children. In fact, the degree of correspondence between rejected
children’s and their friends’ perceptions of friendship quality was so
incongruent that the correlations between rejected children’s and their
friends” perceptions regarding closeness and fun in their relationships
were basically zero. In addition, with respect to the remaining friendship
features, the correlations between rejected children’s and their friends’
perceptions were markedly lower on the whole than the corresponding
correlations for average and popular children. Those findings support the
notion that the deficits in social cognitive skills exhibited by rejected
compared to accepted children (e.g., Dodge et al., 1984; Feldman &
Dodge, 1987) may transfer ta the level of interpersonal understanding
within the children’s friendship relations.

A similarly compelling picture was revealed by children’s and their
friends’ mean ratings of the various friendship features, which reflect the
amount of perceptual concordance on a group level rather than on an
individual level. In line with findings by Patterson et al. (1990), and in
contrast to findings by Parker and Asher (1993), rejected, average, and
popular children did not differ significantly in their mean perceptions of
friendship quality. The concordance of the present results with the Patter-
son et al, (1990) study may be due to the fact that these authors classified
the sociometric groups according to the procedure described by Caie et
al. (1982), as was done in the present study. In contrast, Parker and Asher
(1993) classified their three sociometric groups along a unidimensional
measure of peer acceptance, so that the low-accepted group did not
explicitly distinguish between rejected and neglected children. As sug-
gested by the results of the Patterson et al. (1990) study, neglected rather
than rejected children may display significantly lower ratings of their
friendship quality than their accepted peers. This notion is further sup-
ported by the markedly high variability of friendship quality within the
low-accepted group in the Parker and Asher study.
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In contrast to rejected children’s own ratings, rejected children’s
friends, many of whom were not rejected themselves (see also Rizzo,
1988, systematically rated maost features of their friendships considerably
less positive than did the rejected children themselves. Rejected chil-
dren’s friends’ lower ratings may result, on the one hand, from a negative
reputational bias held against rejected children (Hymel et al., 1990; Waas
& Honer, 1990). On the other hand, rejected children’s friends may assess
the quality of their friendships less favorably because rejected children
may display behavioral deficits even in their friendship interactions, of
which rejected children themselves might not be aware. For example,
Austin (1985) found that some rejected children more frequently
acknowledge and defer to their friends’ opinions and actions than do
accepted children. Because negotiating among contrasting ideas is an
important and stimulating experience in children’s interactions with peers
(Piaget, 1948; Youniss, 1980, 1986), such overly compliant behavior may
actually enervate or bore their friends. As a result, those rejected children
may consider their friendships to be close, but their friends hold a less
positive view. Most rejected children, however, display rather aggressive,
noncompliant styles of social interaction (Asarnow & Callan, 1985;
Cantrell & Prinz, 1985; Coie & Dodge, 1988; Coie et al., 1982; Crick &
Dodge, 1994; Dodge, 1986), which may have led to less positive views
of the relationships from their friends’ perspective. For example, this
aggressive tendency may lead to aberrant forms of fun (e.g., physical vio-
lence as part of practical jokes against others) that are generally not
acceptable within the peer group. Thus, although rejected children may
believe that their activities are fun, their friends may view their behavior
as inappropriate and out-of-line. By the same token, rejected children’s
aggressive style of social interaction and conflict resolution, which might
seem appropriate from the rejected children’s own point of view and
therefore not solicit increased rates of self-perceived conflict, may be
reflected in their friends’ higher ratings of conflict within their relation-
ships.

For popular children, a reversed pattern may be in effect. First, the
reputational bias in social perception may lead popular children’s friends
to perceive the relationships with them in an especially favorable light.
Second, given the highly developed social skills of popular children (Coie
et al., 1982; Crick & Dodge, 1994; Dodge, 1986), being friends with a
popular child might indeed be a very rewarding experience, which might
be reflected in their friends’ positive evaluations. It should be noted, how-
ever, that despite those differences between popular children’s and their
friends’ perceptions of closeness and conflict on a group (i.e., mean)
level, they still showed a reasonable amount of parallelism with respect
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to those as well as other friendship features on the individual (i.e., corre-
lational) level.

Notably, although children’s and their friends’ ratings of the frequency
of play encounters and mutual visits did not always agree as indicated by
the correlational pattern, no difference was found in the mean ratings of
those features of friendship from the children’s own and their friends’ per-
spective, or between sociometric status groups. This finding suggests that
the less favorable views of rejected children’s friends or the more positive
views of popular children’s friends regarding their relationships do not
seem to be related to differences in the frequency of meetings—on aver-
age, all three sociometric groups reportedly played with and visited their
friends equally often. Rather, the findings support the notion that the dif-
ference between rejected and popular children’s friends’ perceptions of
their relationships indeed may be based on either (a) general perceptual
biases toward rejected and popular children, or (b) actual behavioral dif-
ferences exhibited by those two groups in their friendship interactions,

Overall, the results strongly underline the importance of considering
both friends’ perspectives when studying the quality of children’s friend-
ships (Buhrmester, 1990). In this regard, the study demonstrates that both
correlational as well as mean-level differences between children’s own
and their friends’ perceptions can be valuable and sensitive indicators of
the degree of perceptual agreement amaong friends.

Some limitations of the present study need to be pointed out, how-
ever, along with suggestions for further research. First, complete inde-
pendence of the data could not be achieved in the present study due to
sample size restrictions. Clearly, future studies with larger samples should
be designed to replicate the present findings based on completely inde-
pendent self-ratings and friend-ratings. Second, the possibility exists that
the observed perceptual differences between rejected children and their
friends are especially pronounced in our East Berlin sample. Because
approximately 95% of the primary-school children in East Berlin attended
public day care centers together with their classmates after school until
late in the afternoon (Zwiener, 1991), school friends spent much time
together, whereas access to friends outside the school setting may have
been limited. As a consequence, nonrejected children may have been
more likely to maintain school friendships with rejected children than
would be the case in other socioenvironmental settings. At the same time,
the proposed mechanisms underlying the perceptual discrepancies
between rejected children and their friends are likely to be enhanced in
this social setting. Future researchers should investigate whether the pres-
ent findings, especially with respect to children’s friendship patterns and
mean differences between children’s and their friends’ perceptions, repli-
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cate to the same extent in a different social context where children’s peer
relationships are less strongly concentrated within the schoaol.

Another issue that may be addressed in future studies is the substan-
tial heterogeneity among rejected children, because this may influence
the perceptions of their friendships (e.g., Cillessen, van lJzendoorn, van
Lieshout, & Hartup, 1992; French, 1988; Parkhurst & Asher, 1992). For
example, aggressive-rejected children display self-serving and positive
perceptions, but the opposite is true for withdrawn-rejected children
(Boivin & Begin, 1989; Parkhurst & Asher, 1992). Consequently, the
aggressive subgroup also may express more positive views about the
quality of their friendships, whereas the withdrawn subgroup may hold a
more pessimistic view. Those potential differences between subgroups of
rejected children may have been concealed in the present study. In addi-
lion, future studies with larger samples should be addressed to possible
moderating effects of gender or age.

Despite the limitations of the present study, the results provide a fur-
ther key to understanding the social challenges of rejected children. Spe-
cifically, the lack of correspondence in perceived friendship quality
between rejected children and their friends highlights yet another poten-
tial risk factor in the social world of rejected children. Not only are
rejected children, by definition, unfavorably viewed by their peers in gen-
eral, but so too is the quality of their friendship unfavorably perceived by
their friends, even though they mutually consider each other to be friends.
Thus, rejected children not only seem to be prone to difficulties
in their relations with the peer group as a whole, but their problems
also seem to permeate their dyadic friendship relations. Notably, the cross-
sectional data used in the present study do not reflect a causal relationship
between children’s peer status and their friends’ perceptions of their rela-
tionships. For example, rejected children’s personal and behavioral char-
acteristics and the fact that their peer status is known to their friends may
influence their friends’ perceptions of the quality of their relationships. On
the other hand, rejected children’s friends may talk to other children about
problems in their friendships, thereby contributing to rejected children’s
low reputation. Thus, rejected children’s problems in their peer group and
their dyadic friendships may mutually influence each other.

REFERENCES

ASARNOW, |. R., & CALLAN, |. W. (1985). Boys with peer adjustment problems:
Social cognitive processes. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology.
53, 80-87.



Rejected Children 65

ASHER, S. R., & COIE, ). D. (1990). Peer rejection in childhood. New York: Cam-
bridge University Press.

AUSTIN, A. M. B. (1985). Young children’s attention to dyadic conversalion as
modified by sociometric status. Genetic, Social, and General Psychology
Monographs, 111, 151-165.

BERNDT, T. )., HAWKINS, |. A., & HOYLE, S. G. (1986). Changes in friendship
during a school year: Effects on children’s and adolescents’ impressions of
friendship and sharing with friends. Child Development, 57, 1284-1297.

BERNDT, T. J., & PERRY, T. B. (1986). Children’s perception of friendships as sup-
portive relationships. Developmental Psychology, 22, 640-648.

BERSCHEID, E., GRAZIANO, W., MONSON, T., & DERMER, M. (1976). Out-
come dependency: Attention, attribution, and attraction. fournal of Personal-
ity and Social Psychology, 43, 978-989.

BICHARD, S. L., ALDEN, L., WALKER, L. )., & MCMAHON, R. |. (1988). Friend-
ship understanding in socially accepted, rejected, and neglected children.
Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 34, 33-46.

BOIVIN, M., & BEGIN, G. (1989). Peer status and self-perception among early
elementary school children: The case of the rejected children. Child Devel-
opment, 60, 591-596.

BUHRMESTER, D. (1990). Intimacy of friendship, interpersonal competence, and
adjustment during preadolescence and adolescence. Child Development,
61, 1101-1111.

BUKOWSKI, W. M., & HOZA, B. (1989). Popularity and friendship: Issues in the-
ory, measurement, and outcome. In T. ). Berndt & G. W. Ladd (Eds.), Peer
relationships in child development. New York: Wiley.

BUKOWSKI, W. M., HOZA, B., & BOIVIN, M. (1993). Popularity, friendship, and
emotional adjustment during early adolescence. In B. Laursen (Ed.), Close
friendship in adolescence: New directions for child development. San Fran-
cisco: Jossey-Bass.

CANTRELL, V. L., & PRINZ, R. J. (1985). Multiple perspectives of rejected, neg-
lected, and accepted children: Relation between sociometric status and
behavioral characteristics. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 53,
884-889.

CILLESSEN, A. H. N., VAN IJZENDOORN, H. W., VAN LIESHOUT, C. F. M., &
HARTUP, W. W. (1992). Heterogeneity among peer-rejected boys: Subtypes
and stabilities. Child Development, 62, 893-905.

COIE, ). D., & DODGE, K. A. (1988). Multiple sources of data on social behavior
and social status in the school: A cross-age comparison. Child Development,
59, 815-829.

COIE, ). D., DODGE, K. A., & COPPOTELLI, H. (1982). Dimensions and types of
social slatus: A cross-age perspective. Developmental Psychology, 18,
557-570.



66 MERRILL-PALMER QUARTERLY

CRICK, N.R., & DODGE, K. A. (1994). A review and reformulation of social
information-processing mechanisms in children’s social adjustment, Psycho-
lagical Bulletin, 115, 74-101.

DODCGE, K. A. (1983). Behavioral antecedents of peer social status, Child Devel-
opment, 54, 1386-1399.

DODCGE, K. A. (1986). A social information processing model of social compe-
tence in children. In M. Perlmutter (Ed.), Minnesota symposia on child psy-
chology: Vol. 18. Cognitive perspectives on children’s social and behavioral
development. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

DODGE, K. A.,, MURPHY, R., & BUCHSBAUM, K. (1984). The assessment of
intention-cue detection skills in children: Implications for developmental
psychopathology. Child Development, 55, 163-173.

FELDMAN, F., & DODGE, K. A. (1987). Social information processing and socio-
metric status: Sex, age, and situational effects. Journal of Abnormal Child
Psychalogy, 15, 211-227.

FRENCH, D.C. (1988). Heterogeneily ol peer-rejected hoys: Aggressive and
nanaggressive subtypes. Child Development, 59, 976-985.

FUNDER, D.C., & HARRIS, M. ). (1986). On the several facets of personality
assessment: The case of social acuity. Journal of Personality, 54, 528-550.

FURMAN, W. (1996). The measurement of friendship perceptions: Conceptual
and methodological issues. In W. M. Bukowksi, A. F. Newcomb, & W. W.
Hartup (Eds.), The company they keep: Friendship in childhood and adoles-
cence. New York: Cambridge University Press.

HARTUP, W. W. (1992). Friendships and their developmental significance. In H.
McGurk (Ed.), Childhood social developmental: Contemporary perspectives.
Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

HARTUP, W. W. (1993). Adolescents and their friends. In B. Laursen (Ed.), Close
friendships during adolescence: New directions for child development. San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

HARTUF, W. W. (1996). Cooperation, close relationships, and cognitive develop-
ment. In W. M. Bukowski, A. F. Newcomb, & W. W. Hartup (Eds.), The com-
pany they keep: Friendship in childhaod and adolescence. New York: Cam-
bridge Universily Press.

HYMEL, S., WAGNER, E., & BUTLER, L. J. (1990). Reputational bias: View from
the peer group. In 5. R. Asher & |. D. Coie (Eds.), Peer rejection in childhood.
New York: Cambridge University Press.

JORESKOG, K. Gi., & SORBOM, D. (1993). LISREL 8: Structural equation model-
ing with the SIMPLIS command language. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaumn.

KRAPPMANN, L., OSWALD, H., VON SALISCH, M., SCHUSTER, B., UHLEN-
DORFF, H., & WEISS, K. (1996). The Friendship Interview. Max Planck Insti-
tute for Human Development, Berlin, Germany.



Rejected Children 67

KUPERSMIDT, ). B.,, BURCHINAL, M., & PATTERSON, C.). (1995). Develop-
mental patterns of childhood peer relations as predictors of externalizing
behavior problems. Development and Psychopathology, 7, B25-843.

KUPERSMIDT, ). B., & COIE, ). D. (1990). Preadolescent peer stalus, aggression,
and school adjustment as predictors of externalizing problems in adoles-
cence. Child Development, 61, 1350-1362.

LADD, G. W. {1983). Social networks of popular, average, and rejected children
in school settings. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 9, 283-307.

LITTLE, T. D., BRENDGEN, M. , WANNER, B., & KRAPPMANN, L. (in press).
Children’s reciprocal perceptions of friendship quality in the sociocultural
contexts of East and West Berlin. International Journal of Behavioral Devel-
opment.

MCGUIRE, K. D., & WEISZ, ]. R. (1982). Social cognition and behavior correlates
of preadolescent chumship. Child Development, 53, 1478-1484.

NEWCOMB, A. k., & BAGWELL, C. L. (1995). Children’s friendship relations: A
meta-analytic review. Psychological Bulletin, 117, 306-347.

NEWCOMB, A, F., & BAGWELL, C. L. (1996). The developmental significance of
children’s friendship relations. In W. M. Bukowski, A. F. Newcomb, & W, W.
Hartup (Eds.), The company they keep: Friendship in childhood and adoles-
cence. New York: Cambridge University Press.

NEWCOMB, A. F.,, & BUKOWSKI, W. M. (1984]. A longitudinal study of the util-
ity of social preference and social impact sociometric classification schemes.
Child Development, 55, 1434-1447.

OSWALD, H., & KRAPPMANN, L. (1984), Konstanz und Verdanderung in den
sozialen Beziehungen von Schulkindern [Continuity and change in school-
aged children’s social relationships]. Zeitschrift fir Sozialisationsforschung
und Erziehungssoziologie, 4, 271-286.

PARKER, ). G., & ASHER, S. R. (1987). Peer relations and later personal adjustment:
Are low-accepted children at risk? Psychological Bulletin, 102, 357-389.

PARKER, J. G., & ASHER, S. R. (1993). Friendship and friendship quality in mid-
dle childhood: Links with peer group acceptance and feelings of loneliness
and social dissatisfaction. Developmental Psychology, 29, 611 621.

PARKHURST, J. T., & ASHER, S. R. (1992). Peer rejection in middle school: Sub-
group differences in behavior, loneliness, and interpersonal concerns, Devel-
opmental Psychology, 28, 231-241.

PATTERSON, (. )., KUPERSMIDT, J. B., & GRIESLER, P. C. (1990). Children’s per-
ception of self and of relationship with others as a function of sociometric
status. Child Development, 61, 13351349,

PIAGET, ). (1948). The moral judgement of the child. Glencoe, IL: Free Press.

PUTALLAZ, M., & GOTTMAN, J. M. (1981). An interactional model of children’s
entry into pecr groups. Child Development, 52, 986-994,



68 MERRILL-PALMER QUARTERLY

RIZZO, T. A. (1988). The relationship between friendship and sociometric judg-
ments of peer acceptance and rejection. Child Study Journal, 18, 161-191.

ROWE, D.C., VAZSONYI, A. T., & FLANNERY, D.]. (1994). No more than skin
deep: Ethnic and racial similarity in developmental process. Psychological
Review, 1011, 396413,

SANDERSON, |. A., & SIEGAL, M. (1995). Loneliness and stable friendship in
rejected and nonrejected preschoolers. Journal of Applied Developmental
Psychology, 16, 555-567.

SELMAN, R. L. (1980). The growth of interpersonal understanding. Developmen-
tal and clinical analyses. New York: Academic Press.

SULLIVAN, H. 5. (1953). An interpersonal theory of psychiatry, New York: Nor-
ton.

VERNBERG, E. M. (1990). Psychological adjustment and experiences with peers
during early adolescence: Reciprocal, incidental, or unidirectional relation-
ships? Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 18, 187-198.

WAAS, G. A., & HONER, 5. A. (1990). Situational attributions and dispositional
inferences: The development of peer reputation. Merrill-Palmer-Quarterly,
36, 239-260.

YOUNISS, |. (1980]. Parents and peers and social development: A Sullivan-Piaget
perspective. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

YOUNISS, |. (1986). Development in reciprocity through friendship. In C. Zahn-
Waxler, E. M. Cummings, & R. lannotti (Eds.), Altruism and aggression: Bio-
logical and social origins. New York: Cambridge University Press.

ZWIENER, K. (1991). Geschichte und Zukunft der Krippenerziehung in Ost-
deutschland [Past and future of daycare in East Germanyl. In P. Buchner &
H.-H. Kruger (Eds.), Aufwachsen hilben und driiben |Growing up here and
there]. Opladen: Leske & Budrich.



Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, Vol. 46, No. 1

Appendix

FRIENDSHIP INTERVIEW FACTORS AND ITEMS
WITH RESPONSE FORMATS

Closeness

How often (1, never; 2, seldom; 3, sometimes; 4, often)

.. . do you share secrets with this child?

.. . do you reconcile easily with this child after a fight?

. . . does this child encourage you when you are sad?

.. . does this child defend you against others?

How much do you like this child? (1, hardly at all; 2, somewhat; 3,
much; 4, very much)

Would you take this child on a vacation? (1, yes; 0, no)

Indicate level of relationship (1, playmate; 2, friend; 3, good friend;
4, best friend)

Fun

How often (1, never; 2, seldom; 3, sometimes; 4, often)

. .. do you fool around with this child?

... do you play jokes with this child?

.. . do you develop good ideas about what to do with this child¢

Conflict

How often (1, never; 2, seldom; 3, sometimes; 4, often)
. . . do you quarrel with this child¢

. .. do you disagree with this child?

... are you mad at this child?

... do you call each other names with this child?

Visits

Have you recently visited this child at home? (1, ves; 0, no)
Has this child recently visited you at home? (1, yes; 0, no)
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Have you recently slept over at this child’s home? (1, yes; 0, no)
Has this child recently slept over at your home? (1, yes; 0, no)

Play Encounters

How often do you meet this child outside school?
(4, often; 3, sometimes; 2, seldom; 1, never)
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