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Abstract

Based on a review of the literature reievant to children’s friendships and friend-
ship formation, it was hypothesized that the communication of liking between children
may play an important role in the development of such friendships. The first step in
testing this hypothesis involved the identification of those behaviors that might be impor-
tant for children in conveying liking and interest. In an initial study, 65 children (aged
9-11) were interviewed concerning the behavioral basis for their own impressions regarding
who liked or disliked them in their peer group. These same children also rated a set of
behaviors in terms of the inference (of level of liking) they would likely make if a hypo-
thetical new classmate had directed that behavior toward them. Based on these data, 22
behaviors were tentatively identified as iikcly being among the more important cues used
by children of this age in judging the level of liking other peers had for them.

A sccond study was then conducted to confirm the communicative potential of
these behaviors by having another sample of 260 grade-5 students read a series of hypo-
thetical vignettes. In cach vignetie a single behavior taken from this set of 22 behaviors,
its opposite, plus a neutral incident constituted the evidence available to children for inler-
ring the level of liking between characters in that vignetie. The 16 positive behaviors
selected from Study 1 all fed to inferences of liking that were significantly more positive
than the neutral point on the rating scales provided. The six negative behaviors cach led
to significant inferences of disliking. In addition, the behaviors that tended to be most
frequently mentioned by children in explaining their own impressions in Study 1 were also
those which tended to result in stronger inferences of (dis)iiking in the hypothetical
contexts provided in these vigneties.

These behaviors, all of which were expected 1o convey liking, were then incorpo-

rated into a measure of behavioral communication of liking. This scale was designed as a
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peer-report measure in which children were asked to ratec how many times every other
classmate had directed each of these behaviors toward them within a clearly defined time
period. Once formatted in this manaer, the psychometric propertics of this scale were
cvaluated in a third study by administrating this measure as well as several comparison
instruments to a new sample of 260 grade-5 students. Psychometric properties considered
included factor structure, internal consistency, construct (convergent and discriminant) as
well as predictive validity. Results suggest that this behavioral communication of liking
scale is capable of generating a fairly good measure of children’s behavioral tendencics to
convey liking toward other peers.

Patterns of corrclations between measures in Study 3 were also cxamined 10 see
if these supported the proposed model for this research: that is, that these behaviors arc
socially relevant because they serve to convey interest in and liking for others and. in turn,
stimulate a reciprocal response of increased liking and intcrest from peers. Results
support a conclusion that the behaviors included on the Behavioral Communicators of
Liking Scale are socially relevant and that an appreciable portion of the relational impact
of these behaviors may be due to their ability to convey liking. At the same time, resulls
indicate that classmates’ levels of liking were prébably also being affected by factors other
than their impressions of who liked in them.

The final study for this dissertation involved an experimental manipulation of
relational communication in the context of a social skills training program. The primary
criteria for sclection into this intervention program was that the child had to have very few
or no friends and display behavior patterns unlikely to convey liking toward their peers.
Interventions featured both friendship skills coaching and ongoing relationship problem
solving focusing on a small number of the child’s peer relationships. Specifically, children
were encouraged to communicate interest and liking toward selected friendship targets by

directing toward these peers behaviors which had been identified in earlier studies as
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potentially strong communicators of ltking between children.

Significant treatment-related improvements were found in terms of how much
peer fricndship targets liked the children enrolled in this social skills training program, in
these friendship targets’ impressions regarding how much treatment children liked them,
and in the ratings treatment children reccived from their friendship targets on the positive
behavioral communication factor. in the development of children’s friendships

It was concluded that this research generated some support for the argument that
such relational communication may represent an interpersonal process deserving further
investigation since it may represent an important first step in friendship formation. Thus,
this communication process might be best seen in terms the sending of a signal which lets
the other child know that the opportunity for closcr fricndship exists if she/he wishes to

take advantage of it while at the same time contributing to a more positive affective tone in

that relationship.
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Introduction

In the last decade, considerable attention has been given to children’s peer rela-
tions. Fucled by a consistent finding of a moderate predictive relationship between the
fevel of acceptance a child experiences from his/her peers and a variety of indices of later
psychological adjustment (See Busleson, 1986: Parker & Asher, 1987 for reviews), the
resultant research activity has substantially increased our knowledge in the arca of chil-
dren's social development. As well, considerable progress has been made in identifying
children with poor peer relations (e.g.. Asher & Dodge, 19861 Coic, Dadge & Coppotelli,
1982: Newcomb & Bukowski, 1983; Peery. 1979) and in our ability to amcliorate these chil-
dren’s relations with their peers (¢.g.. Ladd & Mize. 1983; LaGrecea & Santogrossi, 1980).

Recently, however, there has been increased interest in distinguishing between
fricndship and overall peergroup staws (e.g., Bukowski & Hoza, 1989: Furman &
Robbins. 1985) and in considering the developmental contributions of close friendships as
opposed to the cffects of being generally accepted or rejected by one’s peers (Asher &
Parker. 1989: Bukowski & Hoza. 1989; Ncison & Aboud, 1985; Price & ladd, 1936).
Closely related to the distinction between close fricndship and popularity has been the
issue of what constitutes meaningful improvement in any child’s peer relations since
improvements in overall peer-group status do not necessarily imply increased numbers of
close friends (Asher & Parker, 1989: Bukowski & Hoza, 1989: Furman & Robbins, 1985;

Kennedy. 1988).

Focusing on children’s friendships rather than overall peer-group status also
raises new questions concerning the reasons why some children arc able to develop satis-
fying close friendships while other children do not, how onc assesses friendship in child-
hood. and which intervention strategies are most effective for enhancing {ricndship devel-

opment with children. Very similar issues have been raised and/or are being addressed in
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the context of overall peer-group status. For instance, considerable attention has been
given to factors influencing overall peer-group status and the general behavior of children
(¢.g.. Dodge, 1985, Gresham, 1981a), as well as optimal methods for assessing overall
peer-group status and general social behavior (e.g.. Asher, Markell & Hymel, 1931;
Bicrman & McCauley, 1987; Bullock. Ironsmith & Poteat 1988; Elliott & Gresham, 1987;
Foster & Ritchey, 1979; French, Wass & Tarver-Behring 1986; Michelson & Wood, 1980).
In addition, there now exists considerable research regarding how to mwost effectively
ameliorate gencral peer-related social difficulties (c.g., Berler, Gross & Drabman, 1982;
Foster, DeLawyer & Guevremont, 1985; Gresham & Nagle, 1980; Parker & Gottman,
1989; Sancilio. 1987). However, as greater emphasis is placed on friendship and friend-
ship development in children, there would seem to be a need to address these issues as
they specifically relate to children’s friendships.

With this in mind. the rescarch to be presented in this dissertation was designed
io explore the role that a child’s communication of liking toward another peer might play
in the evolution of their friendship. In order to establish the context for this investigation,
the first five chapters of this disscrtation review some of the recent literature in the arca of
children's friendships. The first chapter focuses on the distinction between close [riend-
ship versus popularity and the essential characteristics of such friendships. The sccond
chapter considers the importance of friendship in terms of its unique contributions to child
development. The third chapter considers how such friendships are formed both in terms
of the factors influcncing friendship choice and how these friendships evolve. Here,
special attention will be given to the reasons for expecting that the communication of
liking for another person might be an important part of the friendship making process.
Also 10 be considered will be the possible limitations in the influence that this communica-
tion process may have on children’s friendship choices.

The fourth chapter examines friendship enhancement as an intervention goal with
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particular attention given to how tcchnigues employed in intervention programs designed
improve children's general peer relations might be applied to interventions focusing explic-
itly on friendship enhancement. Finally, the last chapter of the literature review focuses
on possible methods for assessing children’s friendships. Such a review is relevant
becausc one goal of this rescarch was the development aad utilization of a new measure
assessing those peer-directed behaviors which seemed to have the greatest potential 10
convey liking between children. In addition, assessing patterns of friendship requires
adaptation in the procedures typically used to measure peer-group status.,

Following these five chaplers on children’s friendships will be a brief recapitula-
tion and integration of the key points raised in cach of the preceding chapters.
Highlighted will be those issucs which this present rescarch hopes to address. The
remaining chapters of this disscrtalion are devoted 1o the presentation and discussion of
the results of this rescarch. First will be an introductory chapter bricfly describing cach of
the four studies conducted for this dissertation. This will be followed by four chapters
cach describing the mcthods and results of a single study in greater detail. Finally. a
general concluding chapter will discuss the combined results of these four studies as these
relate to the topic of interest in this dissertation, i.c.. t* 2 role that the communication of

liking between children plays in the development of their friendships.



CHAPTER ONE

Characteristics of Children’s Friendships

Overview,

This chapter explores the meaning of [riendship in childhood. First discussed will
be distinction between being popular versus having onc or more close friends.
Subsequently. positive characteristics of friendship or what is ‘special’ about relationships
between close friends will be examined. Next, the role of negative behavior, couflict and
conflict management in friendship will be explored with particular atiention given to
possible qualitative differences in the conflicts which occur between friends and those
involving more casual acquaintances. This will be followed by a section considering

possible gender differences in children's friendship rclations.

The Distinction between Popularity and Friendship

Increasingly. researchers are distinguishing between being generally liked or
accepled within onc's peer group (i.c., being popular) and having one or more close
fricnds within that group (Asher & Parker, 1989; Bukowski & Hoza, 1989; Price & Ladd,
1986). It is possible to be gencrally popular while not having any really close fricnd(s)
(¢.g.. Parker & Asher, 1988). Furthermore, while popular children tend to have more
reciprocal or mutual close friends than their less accepted classmates (Buzzelli, 1983),
even children who are generally rejected often have at least onc close, mutual friend
(Buzzclli, 1988; Furman & Robins, 1983; Asher & Parker, 1989). Finally, poorly accepied
children who have at lcast one mutual friend report receiving as much companionship
from these friends as do their more popular counterparts (Parker & Asher, 1988). Thus,

though there tends to be some association between level of popularity and number of close
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friends especially when friendship and status are assessed using similar measures of social
preference/liking (Bukowski & Hoza, 1989; Feltham, Doyle. Schwartzman, Serbin &
Ledingham, 1985) it would seem that popularity and friendship do represent distinet
aspects of children’s peer relations.

Further support for the distinction between popularity and friendship can be
found in a study by McGuire and Weisz (1982). who found that children with close friends
in their peer group(s), as identified by the presence of high levels of mutual liking, scored
higher in terms of altruism and affective perspective-taking than did children without such
close fricndships. This was truc rvegardless of children’s overall peer-group status.
Similarly, Berndt and Das (1987) found that children’s perceptions of [riends’ levels of
prosocial and aggressive behavior did not vary as a function of whether that friend was
popular or unpopular within the larger peer-group. This latter finding was interpreted by
these researchers as suggesting that many unpopular children are able to engage in rela-
tibnship cnhancing behavior at least with their close friends. Thus. considering only
overall peer-group status may underestimate the interpersonal skills of children who, while
not widely accepted in their peer groups, are able to maintain several close friendships
amongst their peers (Asher & Parker, 1989; Roopnarine, Adams & Mounts, 1983).

At the same time, overall peer-group status is not necessarily an irrclevant factor.
It is a consistent predictor of a fairly wide range of long-term psychological and social
outcomes (sce Parker and Asher. 1987 for a review). In addition. behaviorat differences
have been found between children who are popular and those wha tend to be generally
disliked (e.g., Carlson, Lahey & Neeper, 1984; Coie, Dodge & Kupersmidi. in press;
Dodge, Schlundt, Schoken & Delugach, 1983; Foster, DeLawyer & Guevremont. 1985;
Ladd, 1983). As well, not ail studies contrasting the behavior of popular and unpopular
children with and without close friends have found greater differences between children

with/without friends than those found between children occupying different status posi-
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tions. For example, Austin and Draper (1984) found that while both popular and unpo-
pular children tended to laugh more with friends, popular children, in general, made fewer
irrelevant remarks, were less defiant and more verbally responsive to their peers than were
their less popular counterparts. These findings appear to support Bukowski and Hoza's
(1989) argument that it is important to consider individuals in terms of muitiple levels of
social experience with one of these levels being involvement in close mutual fricndships.
These authors drew several distinctions which they felt could be used to differen-
tiale between popularity and friendship. First, friendship is a dyadic rather than a group
experience. As a result, such friendships are only accessible from an assessment/rescarch
point of view if analyses employ data that describe interactions and feclings specific to
piven dyads. Sccond, friendship is bilateral rather than unilateral and therefore both chil-
dren's feelings should be considered. Also, friendship involves more than simply mutual
liking and is. as Bigclow (1977) points out, an active, multi-faceted relationship. This
awareness has stimulated considerable rescarch dirceted towards the identification of crit-

ical features of friendship. It is to this rescarch that we now turn.

Positive Characteristics of Children's Friendships

Despite the diverse methodologies that have been employed to study children's
fricndships, there appears to be considerable consistency in findings regarding friendship
characteristics. As a result, the following review has been organized on a basis of
different features of friendship rather than by methodology. Evidence for developmental
or age-related shifts in friendship characteristics (c.g.. Bigelow, 1977; Berndt, 1982;
Sclman & Sclman, 1979) have been incorporated by describing, on a feature by feature
basis, the point in the developmental cycle when various friendship characteristics appear

to-be most relevant.
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Proximitv. In *he literature on interpersonal attraction in adults, proximity has
often cited as an important factor in relationship development (c.g.. Argyle, 1978
Festinger, 1951; Homans, 1961 cited in Z. Rubin, 1973). Such proximity increases the
opportunitics for casual encounters {Festinger, 1951) and reduces the amount of cffort
required 1o maintain such contact (Homans, 1961 cited in Z. Rubin, 1973). Similar argu-
ments have been proposed for expecting proximity to play an important role in children’s
friendships (c.g., Clark & Drewry, 19845 Spurgeon, Hicks & Terry., 1983) particularly
because of children's more restricted mobility (Epstein, 1989). Thus it is not surprising
that proximity both in the school sctting (Cooper, Marquis & Edward, 1986 cited in
Epstein, 1939; Epstcin, 1986; Hayes, 1978; Spurgeon ct al, 1983) and in the neighborhood
(Epstein, 1986; Fine, 1980; Hallinan & Sorenson, 1985) appears to be an important
feature/determinant of close friendships throughout childhood (Price & Ladd, 1986) and is

recognized as such by children themselves (Furman & Bicrman, 1983; Spurgeon et al,

1983)

Shared activity/interests. Children spend more time with friends than with non-

fricnds (Hartup, 1989; Price & Ladd. 1986). In carly childhood (ages 3 - 7) much of this
time is spent in play (Bigelow (1977; 1983; Sclman & Sclman, 1979) and mutual preference
as play partners as well as the degrec of co-ordination achieved in such play represents a
primary critérion for ideniifving close friendship at this age (Price & Ladd, 1986). Indced,
when pre-school and primary school-aged children were asked to identify important char-
acteristics of friendship. participation in common or shared activities was cither the most
frequently (Furman & Bierman. 1983) or one of thc most frequently (Hayes, 1978;
Ramsay, 1988) mentioned characteristics.

Betwcen the ages of 4 and 7 there is a drop in the relative emphasis given 1o
shared activities and interests in children's friendships expectations (Furman and Bierman,

1983). This pattern appears to continue into pre-adolescence {c.g., Berndt & Perry, 1986;
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Bukowski, Hoza & Newcomb, 1987 cited in Bukowski & Hoza, 1989). However, even
pre-adolescent children perceive playing together as an important friendship activity and
spend a lot of time simply hanging around and/or talking with their friends (Berndt &
Perry, 1986; Spurgeon et al, 1983). Thus, though the focus of the shared activitics
between [riends may shift with age. and decline in terms of relative importance, time spent
together in shared activities appears to be an important feature of friendship throughout

childhood.

Similarity. Children often show preference in friendship selection for peers of
similar age (Epstein, 1989). Furthermore, same-aged friendships tend to be more enduring
than friendships involving children of diffcrent ages (Drewry & Clark, 1983; Epsicin,
1989}, In addition, Erwin (1985) found that grade 8 children were more similar to their
closc friends in terms of both activity interests and characteristics such as sociability than
they were to non-friends.  Children in grades 5 and 6 have also been found to be more
similar to close friends than to non-friends in terms of academic performance (Tesser,
Cambell & Smith 1984), while children in grades 1 and 4 have been found to be highly
similar to their friends in terms of interests, fears, abilities and even physical appearance
(Ladd & Emerson, 1984). Finally, Bukowski and Kramer (1986) found degrec of similarity
10 be one of the factors that influenced children’s judgments regarding whether two char-
acters in a hypothetical vignettc were likely to be friends.

There is cvidence of a developmental shift in the dimensions for which similarity
is important. Similarity in age, race, physical attributes and activity preferences decline in
cmphgsis (Furman & Bicrman, 1984; Ladd & Emerson, 1984) while similarity in tastes,
intcrests and attitudes (Berndt, 1982; Furman & Bierman, 1984; McGuire & Weiss, 1982),
especially toward school (Spurgeon et al, 1983) become increasing important. However,
cven in carly adolescence, friends appear to be more similar than non-friends in terms of

age. sex, race (Berndt, 1982) and social status (Clark & Drewry, 1985).
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Interestingly. the cexplanations proposed for the association between level of
attraction/liking and a variety of indices of similarity in children’s friendship closely
parallel those proposed in the literature on adult inter-personal attraction (e.g. Berscheid
& Walster, 1978; Clark & Drewry, 1985, Duck, 1977; T.M. Newcomb, 1960 cited in 7.
Rubin, 1973). Bricfly, similarity, especially in attitudes and values, is believed to reduce
conflict and increase interpersonal agreement which in turn increases the self-confirmation
potential of a friend (Duck, Miell & Gacbler, 1980, Ladd & Emerson, 1984) as well as
interpersonal understanding (Kurdek & Krile, 1982: Ladd & Emerson, 1984). Similarity of

interests also is believed to facilitate engagement in shared activities (Clark & Drewry,

1985).

Tangible support, instrumental assistance. Generally, children expect material or

instrumental assistance from friends (Bukowski & i'lor,a. 1989; Furman & Bierman, 1984;
Hartup, 1989) and regard mutual sharing as an important aspect of friendship (Shannon &
Kafer, 1984). Children also report receiving higher levels of tangible support from friends
than casual acquaintances (Berndt & Perry. 1986). take level of sharing or helpfulness into
account when assessing the likelihood that two other children were friends (Bukowski &
Kramer, 1986) and appear to be more willing to share with friends than non-friends even
when this reduces their own level of reward (Jones. 1985).

This provision of tangible support appears to be particularly salient for younger
school-aged children between the ages of 4 and 9 (¢.g., Berndt & Perry, 1986; Selman &
Sclman, 1979). However, even carly adolescents rate friends more highly than non-friends
in terms of sharing (Berndt, Hawkins & Hoyle, 1986) and report recciving higher levels of
such instrumental support from friends than from non-fricnds (Berndt & Perry, 1986).
Older children also show a greater concern than do younger children for maintaining
cquality of rewards with a friend in competitive situations and expect similar treatment

from that friend (Berndt, 1985). Finally, twelve year-olds rank the reccipt of help and
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support {¢.g., sticking up for the other) as being a more important friendship characteristic
than cither cngaging in common activities or intimacy behaviors such as sharing secrets or
talking about things (Bukowski, Hoza & Newcomb, 1987 cited in Bukowski & Hoza,

1939).

Emotional support, intimacy. For both girls and boys, there is a greater likeli-

hood of intimate sharing of feelings and expericnces in intensive dyadic relationships than
in more extensive group interactions (Waldrop & Halverson. 1975). Furthermore, inti-
macy within fricndship appears 10 become increasingly important in middle childhood and
carly adolescence (Berndt, 1982; Sullivan, 1953 cited in Asher & Parker, 1989). This may
be partially due o increased perspective-taking skills and a consequently greater awareness
of the other person in any friendship relation (McGuire & Weisz, 1982). Consistent with
this shift, Furman & Bierman (1984) found, in comparison with children in
Grades 2 and 4, that children in grade 6, placed greater emphasis on such characteristics
as consideration and sensitivity. Similarly. level of intimacy between characters in hypo-
thetical vignettes has been found to more strongly influence the friendship judgments of
children in grade 7 compared to children in grade 4 (Bukowski & Kramer, 1986). Berndt
and Perry (1986) also found greater differences in intimacy ratings given by older children
to friends versus acquaintances as well as greater emphasis in older children’s descriptions
of interactions with fricnds on cmotionally supportive bchaviors such as talking about
problems, cheering cach other up and sharing personal information

At the same time, Berndt and Perry (1986) found that even grade 2 children
described friends as being more emotionally supportive and intimate than non-friends.
Furthermore, even children in Kindergarten and grade 2 have been found to be more likely
to include highly personal information in messages audiotaped for a close friend than when
they had been told that a neuatral peer would reccive this same tape (Rotenberg & Sliz,

1988). In addition, higher levels of shared knowledge and reciprocal (mutual)
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understandings have been found between friends than between non-friends even with chil-
dren as voung as grade 1 (Ladd & Emerson, 1984). Thus, though younger children may be
less likely to spontancously mention intimacy related behaviors when describing their
cxpectations and conceptions for friendship. their behavior and shared knowledge suggests
that intimacy is an important characteristic in these children's friendships as well

(Rotenberg & Sliz, 1988).

Trust. Several studies suggest that interpersonal trust may also be important in
close friendships throughout childhood. Even children in Grade 1. when direcily quericd
about their friendship expectations listed trust as an important feature of friendship
(Shannon & Kafer, 1984). In fact, this study found failure to recognize the importance of
trust for fricndship to be a good predictor of poor peer relations.  Similarly, Buzzelli
(1988) found, with a slightly older sample (Grades 2 to 5), that children who were generally
poorly accepted by peers and had no close mutual friends were less willing to extend trust
than were those lower status children who had been able to maintain some close friend-
ships.

While trust may be an importam feature of friendship throughout childhood,
there is also evidence suggesting that the basis of that trust may change as children grow
older. In carly adolescence this trust is usually framed in terms of a mutual commitment
to meet cach other’s needs (Selman & Sclman, 1979). to keep one’s promises (Rotenberg
& Tidwell, 1984 cited in Buzzelli, 1988), to not divulge private information exchanged
(Berndt, 1982) and to be honest and genuine (Bigelow, 1977; 1983; La Gaipa. 1979).
Thus, by carly adolescence, trust within close friendships appears to be closely related to
the fact that such fricndships become increasingly characterized by intimate self-disclosure
and the provision of cmotional support (Asher & Parker, 1989; Finc, 1981; Furman &
Robbins, 1985).

However, even with children in grade 4, level of friendship was positively
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correlated with reports of sceret keeping, promise keeping and trust, suggesting that tho
characteristics of trust and intimacy are also refated in middle childhood (Rotenbery,
1986). Al the same time, trust for children of this age group appears to be framed more
in terms of lovalty (Berndt, Hawkins & Hoyle, 1986) and related more strongly to reliable
access as a playmate (Bigelow, 1977) or to consistency, predictability in responding
(Buzzelli, 1988: Rotenberg & Pilipenko, 1983). In contrast, younger children (Kinder-
garten) tend to have a much shorter-term notion of trust that appears to be related most
strongly with recent helpfulness or the immediate reinforcement value of a given peer as
opposed to cither temporal consistency. accessibility or respect of the confidentiality of

intimate disclosures (Rotenberg & Pilipenko. 1984).

Reciprocity. Since friendship is bilateral (Bukowski & Hoza, 1989), expectations
regarding how friends should treat each other tend to apply to both members. As a result,
reciprocity is often listed as onc of the critical features of friendship (c.g., Price & Ladd,
1986). Greater levels of mutual social responsiveness have been found in children’s inter-
actions with friends than with more casual acquaintances (Newcomb & Brady. 1982).
Similarly, best friends tend to share different play roles (e.g., manager. follower) more
equally than non-friends (Hartup, 1989; Stoneman, Brody & MacKinnon, 1984).
Generally, this expectation of reciprocity, of receiving cqual treaiment becomes increas-
ingly explicit as children get older (Berndt. 1982; Youniss & Volpe, 1978 cited in Jones,
1985), become less cgo-centric and increasingly aware of the other people’s needs
(McGuire & Weisz. 1982). Thus, by carly adolescence, children explain their sharing
behavior in competitive situations in terms of the expectation that friends should share
equally and assume that their friends would be similarly motivated to preserve this equality
(Berndt, 1985). This expectation of reciprocity may account for the fact that, by grade 6,

children’s judgments regarding the level of friendship between two other children were not
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only influenced by amount of intimate disclosure but also by the degree reciprocity in the
intimacy level of these disclosures (Rotenberg & Mann, 1986). In addition, the level of
trust each member of any friendship dvad holds for the other becomes more highly inter-

correlated or reciprocal as children become older (Rotenberg & Pilipenko, 1984).

Positive affect, acceplance. Perhaps the most universally cited characteristic of

friendship is the presence of mutual liking and preference. Since friendships are voluntary
associations, such mutual liking appears t¢ be an essential feature of friendship (Price &
Ladd, 1986). Indced. the presence of such mutual positve feelings between members of
any fricndship dvad consistently has been used as one of the defining criteria for friend-
ship (e.g.. Berndt, 1981, Berndt & Das. 1987; Jones 1985; Ladd & Emerson, 1934 Nelson
& Aboud, 1985; Newcomb & Brady, 1983). At the same time, perhaps because the fact
that friends must like cach other may seem almost <elf-evident either by researchers or by
the children themselves, there appears to have been little direct attention given to clabo-
rating the relative importance of this characteristic, However, in one study involving chil-
aren aged 4 and 7 (Furman & Bierman. 1983). over half the children did mention mutuat

liking/affection as a characteristic of friendship.

Methodological Challenges in Studving Characteristics of Children’s Friendships

As will he discussed in greater detail in chapter 5 (pp. 79-88), the study of chil-
dren's friendships entails a number of challenges. For one thing, several researchers (¢.g..
Gortman, 1983; Price & Ladd, 1985) have argued that it is important 1o actually observe
interactions between friends if one wishes to identify interactional sequences relevant to
children’s friendships and friendship formation processes. However, many of the behav-
iors of importance to friendship may be relatively inaccessible to outside observation

(Foster ¢t al, 1986). As a result, self-report measures have been widely used to investigate
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characteristics of children's {riendships.

This reliance on self-report generates a number of methodological concerns
including sensitivity of resuits to chuildren's level of social-cognitive development (see
Hymel & Frankie, 1985 for a review). In the context of investigating characteristics of
fricndship, often ciildren have been asked to identify what is important in their own
fricndships or to describe their expectations regarding what friends should do with and/or
for cach other. As a result, age-related changes in children’s conceptions of friendship
may reflect shifts in understanding rather than actual changes in friendship dynamics
(Gottman, 1983). Indeed as indicated in the preceding review, behavioral evidence for a
given fricndship characteristic {¢.g.. Rotenberg & Sliz, 1988) is often present before chil-
dren begin reporting that this characteristic represents an important feature of friendship.

In addition, most of the schemes used to classify children’s responses regarding
features of friendship (c.g., Bigelow, 1977) have been logically rather than empirically
derived. While the categories used generally appear to be reasonable, factor analytic
confirmation of the empirical validity of such classification schemes would seem impor-
tant.  Still, this conceptions literature has proven useful for several reasons. First it has
increased our knowledge of children’s understandings of friendship. It has also suggested
several features that might be important characteristics of such friendships and, in this
way, guided subsequent rescarch.

Indeed, extending the ‘conceptions of friendship’ literature. many of the studies
in the foregoing review have sought to examine actual ongoing relationships in order to
identify variables capable of differentiating between close friendships and less intensive
relationships. However, even in these studies there has been a tendency to rely on self-re-
port measures for assessing independent variables (c.g., Berndt & Perry, 1986).
Furthermore, these studies have remained primarily correlative in nature and hence shed

little light on the reasons why certain characteristics tend to be associated with friendship.
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For example, most studies evaluating degree of similarity between friends in childhood
have involved documentation of levels of similarity in pre-existing friendships. Such simi-
larity often may be as much the consequence of friendship as its cause since friends can
cxert considerable influence on each other (Epstein, 1989). This is particularly true for
less static personal characteristics such as attitudes and interests, As a result causal attri-
butions regarding the role of similarity must be made with caution.

Similar concerns might be raised in conjunction with studies investigating other
characteristics of friendship. For example, a number of studies (e¢.g.. Bukowski, Hoza &
Newcomb, 1987 cited in Bukowski & Hoza, 1989; Shannan & Kafer, 1984) found that chil-
dren view the provision of material, tangible assistance as an important feature of friend-
ship. Children also report receiving more such assistance from friends (Berndt & Porry,
1986) and have been found to be more willing to share with fricnd (Jones, 1985). While
cach of these studies, as well as others cited in the preceding sections might be questioned
for one methodological reason or another such as small sample sizes. failure to include an
appropriate comparison group, rcliance on self-report measures or non-experimental data,
the consistency of results across different studies is what provides the most compelling
evidence regarding the essential characteristics of friendship in childhood.

Given this consistency, some confidence might be placed in these findings. At
the same time. these studics might best be viewed as sources for hypotheses rather than
definitive descriptions of children’s friendships particularly when considering the function
of any given characteristic. Indecd, onc of the purposes of this dissertation is to study the
potential role that conveying liking may play in the evolution of children’s relationships.
As noted carlier, positive affect is perhaps universally regarded as a defining charnctcristic'
of children’s fricndship. At the same time, the role of mutual liking in close friendships
does not appear to have been cxplored in any great detail. One of the reasons for this

may be methodological. Because friendships are usually identified on the basis of mutual
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liking, comparing friends to non-friends in terms of levels of mutuatl preference would
simply confirm the original criteria used 1o differentiate friends from non-friends.
Hlowever, even in the literature on expectations or conceptions of [riendship, little
mention is made of the role of mutual liking within fricndship or the communication of

these feelings to another.

Conflict in Friendship.

The findings presented in the previous section suggest that a wide range of posi-
tive social transactions arc associated with friendship. In fact, Foster, DcLawyer and
Guevremont (1936) found that 91% of the positive behaviors reported by children as
having influenced their liking of a peer occurred with friends. At the same time, 43% of
the negative behaviors reported by these children also occurred with friends, indicating
that it is the presence of the positive characteristics of friendship described carlier that is
critical to these close relationships rather than the absence of negative interactions.
Similarly. Berndt and Perry (1986) found only a low correlation, especially with older chil-
dren, between children's reports of level of tangible and emotional support received from
friecnds and the amount of conflict present in these relationships. Morcover, even at the
pre-school level, children tend to receive and dispense more aversive behaviors to/from
liked peers (Masters & Furman. 1981). All of these results suggest that considerable
conflict occurs within children’s friendships. Consistent with such a conclusion, Bukowski
and Newcomb (1984) found that possession of negative characteristics was not necessarily
detrimental to friendship formation as long as these were accompanicd or balanced by
compensatory positive traits. Finally, Berndt, Hawkins and Hoyle (1986) found that chil-
dren’s reports on the level of aggressiveness of a friend did not differentiate between

friendships that remained stable and those which did not.
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At the same time, there is also cvidence to suggest that conflict, when it does
occur within close friendships. may be dealt with differently than it is in less close relation-
ships. For instance, children give more explanations when disagreeing with {riends
(Nelson & Aboud, 1985). This appears to reduce the amount of continued squabbling
(Gottman, 1983). Children also issue less excessive demands to friends than non-friends
(Gouman, 1983; Hartup, 1989), are more flexible in their negotiations with friends
(Hartup. Laurscn, Stewart & Eastenson, 1988; Gottman, 1983) and are less prone to break
off interactions with a friend after the occurrence of conflict (Gottman, 1983; Hartup,
1989). Similarly, children when refusing a request for help from a {riend, provide more
cxplanations and promiscs 1o cventually grant denied requests, than they do with non-
friends (Jones, 1985). Finally, children appear to be more responsive Lo the efforts of
friends 10 reselve conflicts. Specifically. children report that they would be more likely to
accept an apology from a best friend than from a casual friend fu.owing a failure to
provide support/companionship or a violation of an expectation to dress appropriately to &
party despite also reporting that they would likely experience greater initial upsct if such
incidents involved a close friend (Kahn & Turiel, 1983).

Such results suggest that interpersonal conflict need not be detrimental to triend-
ship. Indecd, several authors (c.g., Goutman, 1983; Shantz & Hobart, 1989; Selman,
1980) have argued that successful resolution of conflicts can enhance friendships and
increase feelings of closeness. Children arc often involved in conflicts with peers
concerning property rights, social control, and about the veracity of facts and rules
(Shantz & Hobart. 1989). Though such conflicts may carry the potential to disrupt these
relationships, often they do not (Hartup, 1989). In fact, conflict could be viewed as an
important part of the process of negotiating the terms of an emerging fricndship (Rizzo,

1987 cited in Hartup, 1989).
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Gender Differences in Children’s Friendships

While few gender differences generally have been reported in terms cither the
positive features that characterize children’s friendships or the role of conflict/negative
intcractions play within such relationships, there are some gender differences that appear
noteworthy. First, children from carly childhood to carly adolescence display a marked
preference in their friendship choices for same-sex peers (Asher & Hymel, 1981). Therc
is also evidence to suggest that girls tend to develop and maintain smaller, more restrictive
or cxclusive friendship circles than do boys. (Berndt, 1982; Foster, DeLawyer &
Guevremont, 1986; Waldrop & Halverson, 1975). As a result, girls appear to make
greater use of positive behaviors 1o mark friendship boundaries (Berndt, 1981) and to
distinguish more sharply between friends and non-friends (Berndt, 1981; Spurgeon et al,
1983). Girls also expand their friendship nerworks more slowly than boys (Berndt &
1oyle. 1985) and tend to be more resistant to the inclusion of a third child into an existing
friendship dyad (Eder & Hallinan, 1978).

Considering the above pattern of results, girls may attend more to networks of
affiliation/ current friendship that do boys. Consistent with such an interpretation, girls
have been found to cite incidents of cxclusion as a factor influencing their feelings toward
fricnds more frequently than boys while boys tend to cite property violations and physical
aggression more often (Foster, DeLawyer & Guevremont, 1986). At the same time girls
are not totally exclusive in their friendships nor are boys only involved in cxclusive, group-
oriented friendship networks (Eder & Hallinan. 1978). Furthermore, Foster et al (1986)
found no differences between boys and girls in terms of the frequency with which they
reported the cight other negative behaviors {c.g., being bossy, refusing a request) and
twelve different positive behaviors (e.g., sharing humor, doing an unsolicited favor) as
having influenced the development of their friendships. In addition, boys and girls tend to

give fairly similar rankings in terms of the rclative importance of various friendship
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characteristics (e.g., similarity in attitude toward school) and shared activities (e.g., sitting,
together) (Spurgeon ct al, 19383). This same study found both boys and girls to be more
similar to friends than to non-friends in terms of activity preferences (e.p.. the degree they
liked reading comics), and ratings regarding the importance of various internal characteris-
tics (c.g.. bossy, quiet, funny, kind).

Finally, while there is cvidence to suggest that girls may place greater emphasis
on the importance of intimacy in fricndship (Berndt, 1981: Rotenberg, 1986; Sharabany,
Gershoni & Hoffman, 1981). intimacy and ecmotional support also appear 1o be important
to the friendships of boys. For instance, proportion of secrets and promises kept by
fricnds was significantly corrclated for both boys and girls 1o feelings of trust for a given
friend and to the strength of that friendship as assessed by levei of mutual liking
(Rotenberg, 1986), While, these correlations tended to be higher for girls than boys, girls

did not report engaging in significantly more secret sharing than boys.

Summary and Conclusions -

A fairly large number of characteristics have been found to be associated with
friendship and collectively may help define what makes friendship special.  First, friend-
ship appears to involve a mutual or bilateral relationship in which expectations apply to
both members in a reciprocal fashion. Children spend a lot of time with friends and
appear to enjoy these joinl activities. For younger children, much of this shared activaty
involves piay. With older children, just hanging around and talking become increasingly
important. It appears likely that similarity in age, gender, culture and activity/play preler-
ences, interests and attitudes serve to increase the degree to which two children are likely
to enjoy this time together while proximity probably increases opportunitics to engage in
such joint or shared activity. Friends also like cach other and appear to enjoy the time

they spend together.
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Retatively higher levels of prosocial behavior, mutual support and assistance also
tvpify children’s fricndships at all ages. As children become older, the intimacy potential
of a friend becomes more salient and children appear to be more explicitly aware of the
importance of intimacy in friendship. At the same time, children as young as in grade 1
are more intimate with friends than non-friends. Trustworthiness in terms of the ability to
keep secrets and promises also appears to be an important characteristic of friendships for
pre-adolescent and carly adolescent children. For younger children. loyalty and reliablc
access as a playmate appear 1o be the most important determinants of trust. Perhaps the
most widely acknowledged and yet least understood characteristic of friendship. in terms
of its possible relational functions, is mutual positive affect or liking. Despite the fact that
mutually positive feelings between friends appears to be universally accepted as a defining
characteristic of friendship, little appears to be known about the function of these [eelings
within friendship.

Generally, the characteristics of friendship for boys and girls appear fairly
similar. Girls may be more exclusive in their friendships, more aware of friendship bound-
aries as well as more resistant to changes in their friendship networks. Girls also appear
to place greater emphasis on cmotional support and intimacy within these friendships.
However. emotional support and intimacy are not absent from the friendships of boys and
girls’ fricndships are not entirely exclusive. Furthermore, other characteristics of friend-
ship such as enjoyment of shared activities, the provision of tangible support and 2 high
level of similarity between friends appear to be equally important to the friendships of
both bovs and girls.

Most studies which considered actual behavior between friends found evidence
for most if not all of the positive characteristics of friendship in the interactions of {airly
young children. At the same time, older children gencrally have a more explicit under-

standing that friendship involves the characteristics listed above. This finding may be
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particularly relevant to the consideration of the role that such behaviors may play in
friendship formation. As children become more aware of the relational significance of
these characteristics, part of the importance of a given fricndly behavior may be that it can
serve as a sign of liking and/or friendly relational intent. The findings refevant to conflict
management and fricndships might also be interpreted as providing further support for this
hypothesis. Many of the behaviors that seem to typify between conflict between friends
such as the provision of explanations, the willingness 1o compromise, greater flexibility in
ncgotiation and deferred promises may help restore or maintain a positive interpersonal
climate through the communication of liking or an interest in that relationship.  This issue,
of the role of the communication of liking and friendly refationa! intent to friendship
formation and maintenance will be explored further in a later chapter.

Finally, the fact that a given characteristic, behavior, activity. ete. is typically
associated with friendship, either in children’s minds or in observations of actual behavior,
does not provide any claboration of the role such characteristics might play in {riendship
formation and/or maintenance. Any given characteristic may be as much the consequence
as the determinant of friendship. As Gottman (1983) notes, some features of friendship
such as high levels of shared activity and decreased social inhibition may be primarily the
result of the higher levels of familiarity that usually exists between friends. Thus, clarifica-
tion of the role that any particular fricndship characteristic plays in the formation of such
relationships requires further study of the actual processes involved in friendship develop-

ment, an issue which will also be addressed in a later chapter.
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CIAPTER TWO

Importance of Friendship

Qverview

As noted in the previous chapter, close mutual friendship and general pecr-group
status may represent fairly different aspects of children's peer relations. Thus, it would
seen important to consider whether such close friendships have a developmental signifi-
cance that can be distinguished from the impact of genceral peer-group status. Much of the
literature concerning the developmental contributions of friendship appears to be based on
a theoretical linking of documented characteristics of fricndship to their most likely devel-
opmental consequence. However, there are data emerging which suggest that such
conceptual arguments regarding a special developmental role for {riendship in development
are valid. In the following sections, both conceptual arguments and cmpirical data, where

available, are considercd.

Areas of Potential Developmental Significance

Cogritive development. Considerable attention has been given to the potential

role that peer interactions play in the development of cognitive abilities. Essentially, it has
been argued (c.g., Hollos, 1975; Piaget, 1965; Youniss, 1980 cited in Asher & Parker,
1939). that in contrast to typical parent-child relationships, children’s relationship with
their peers are egalitarian rather than hierarchical in nature. Asa result, greater opportu-
nity should be afforded in interactions with peers for any child to discuss and explore the

viewpoints of the other person. Such dialogue is then felt to facilitate the development of
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the ability to understand the perspectives of other person and contribute to the decline of
cgocentric thinking.

There is some cvidence o suggest that interactions between close {riends may
more closely approach this ideal egalitarian model than interactions involving non-friends.
Nclson and Aboud (1985) compared problem solving between close friends and non-
friends and found a higher frequency of both explanations and criticisms of the other's
vicwpoints between friends. Furthermore, interactions between friends appeared to lead
to cognitively more mature solutions. Children with close friends have also been found to
score higher in terms of both affective and cognitive perspective taking than do children
who do not have such close friends (McQuire and Weisz, 1982). This advantage was not
dependent on the overall peer-group status of these children. While the correlative nature
of the data in this last study prevent unambiguous causal inferences, these results are
consistent with those of Nelson and Aboud in suggesting that close fricndships may repre-

sent an important source for the stimulation of cognitive development.

Encouragement of exploration and experimentation.  Several  authors  (e.g..

Asher & Parker. 1989) have suggested that in carly and middic childhood, children's peers
begin to function as sccure bases for exploration in much the same way that parents do for
infants and toddicrs (Sroufe, 1979). This function may be particularly relevant in pre- and
carly adolescence when children experience fairly dramatic psychological and physiological
changes (Berndt, 1982). At this time, friendship may represent an important source of
information relevant to the issues facing adolescents (Fine, 1981). In addition, the provi-
sion of security and support by friends ﬁay encourage exploration of aduit roles (Asher &
Parker, 1989; Bukowski & Hoza, 1989; Fine, 1981; Hartup & Sancilio, 1986; Price &
Ladd, 1986). Finally, sharing and helping one another represent almost obligatory [riend-

ship expectations throughout childhood (Ritchey & Ritchey, 1980 cited by Asher &



Impoertance of fricndship
28

Parker. 1989). This provision of tangibie assistance and advice may be one of the ways
that friendship may function to reduce anxicty and facilitate exploration as children expand
their social repertoires and begin trying on new roles. Considering the above arguments, 1t
would secem likely that close friendship may be developmentally very important in situ-
ations where children must explore new roles and/or expand the range of situations in
which they can operate comfortably. To date, however, there does not appear to be any
empirical confirmation that children without closc friends are uniquely disadvantaged in

this respect.

Social development. Closcly related to the provision of sccurity and encourage-

ment of exploration is the argument that close friendship provides a forum for the devel-
opment of relationship/social skills (Bukowski & Hoza, 1989). As noted carlier, level of
intimacy is one of the distinguishing features of close friendship, especially in pre- and
carly adolescence. Thus, it would scem reasonable that such friendships may provide a
unique opportunity to develop intimacy skills (Berndt, 1982; Furman & Robbins, 1935).
In particular during late childhcod and carly adolescence. such close [riendships may
provide relational experiences critical to the development of the interpersonal trust that
permits someone to engage in such close intimate relationships (Sullivan, 1953 cited in
Asher & Parker, 1989) as well as to become more aware of the implications/functions of
affect within such close relationships (Parker & Gottman, 1989). There is also evidence to
suggest that such close sharing/intimacy is present in the close friendships of younger chil-
dren as well (see Chapter 1) and so it would appear that throughout most of childhood
close [riendship may provide the opportunity for children to lcarn how to be intimate
{Asher & Parker, 1989).

Finally, the importance of friendship experiences to the social development of

children may go beyond fostering the development of intimacy related interpersonal skills
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since friends may also provide an important source for the transmission of social norms
(Fine 1981). Again, however, though such conclusions are logically consistent with find-
ings regarding the characteristics of close friendship, further research is necessary to

clearly delincate the contributions of close friendships to social development.

Self-csteem enhancement / ego support.  Friendships may also be important to

the development of healthy self concept and self understanding (Asher, Parkhurst, Hymel
& Williams, in press; Bukowski & Hoza. 1989). For onc thing, friends tend to scek
support, validation and assistance from cach other. Since these transactions imply respect
for ones opinion and advice. these interactions are believed to be intrinsically validating
(Asher & Parker. 1989; Berndt, 1982). Supporting this contention, Mannarino (1978)
found that grade-6 children who had close friends had higher levels of sclf-esteem than did
children without such close friendships. Similarly, Bukowski, Hoza and Newcomb (1987)
found carly adolescents with friends to have more positive self-concepts than classmates
who were not involved in such close friendships.

Close friendships may also provide a context for trying on/displaying various self
images/roles thereby fostering self-exploration (Fine, 1931). Finally, while there scems to
be a need for further validation of the importance of friendship expericnces to self-esteem
and ego development, it would scem that this role is highly consistent with other literature
indicating that friends both expect and provide higher levels of support and validation than

do non-friends (Asher & Parker, 1989).

Emotional development. Close fricndships may also be an important source of

affection (Asher & Parker, 1989), nurturance (Furman & Robbins, 1985) and emotional
security (Hartup & Sancilio, 1986; Price & Ladd, 1986). Friendship may also provide a

forum for developing skills in managing emotions and interpreting emotional experience
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(Parker & Gottman, 1989). These researchers observed the interactions of children at
various ages and on the basis of these observations, proposed three stages in which the
contributions of fricndship to social-emotional development varied. In carly childhood
(ages 3-7) children are faced with the task of lcarning how 10 interact without being over-
whelmed by their immediate emotional experiencing. They must learn to delay gratifica-
tion. handle frustration and regulate emotional arousal within play so that they can
synchronize such play activity with their friends. As a result, much of the conversation
between friends at this stage centers on role negotiation and conflict resolution. In middle
childhood (ages 8-12), presentation of, versus management of affect becomes increasingly
important. The impact of public display of affect is increasingly emphasized in friendship
through the exchange of information regarding social norms, discussion of others in the
pecr group etc. By late childhood and adolescence (ages 13-18), there is again a shift in
cmphasis with the focus of the friendship relation increasingly becoming the understanding
of the implications of affect within close relationships as well as increased sclf-under-

standing versus the emphasis on public presentation in middle childhood.

Provision of companionship and stimulation. Friends typically enjoy cach other's
company and derive considerable fun and entertainment from these relationships {Asher
& Parker. 1989; La Gaipa, 1981). They also can be counted on to provide reliable
companionship and alliance (Furman & Robbins, 1985) since fricnds are expected to be

accessible and loyal (Asher & Parker, 1989; see also Chapter 1).

Conflict resolution skills. Although this contribution does not appear to have

received much attention, there already exists evidence suggesting that more effective stra-
tegics for resolving conflicts and differences may be used when those conflicts involve

close mutual fricnds (see Chapter 1). It may therefore be the case that friendship experi-
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ences provide a significant opportunity for practicing and developing such skills.

Relative Contributions of Friendship Versus Popularity.

There is already a fairly large body of literature indicating that the quality of peer
rclations in gencral predicts a large variety of psychological, cducational and carcer
outcomes. (See Parker & Asher, 1987 for a review). Similar documentation of the long-
term implications of chronic fricndlessness remains to be accomplished (Ladd, 1984),
However, considering the foregoing discussion, it would seem that friendship experiences
may have the potential to facilitate development across a number of arcas. Furthermore,
several rescarchers have argued that there may be important differences between popu-
Tarity and fricndship in terms of developmental contributions as well as important arcas of
overlap (c.g. Bukowski & Hoza 1989). Children's needs for affection, reliable alliance and
intimacy may be best met in the context of close friendships. At the same time, both a
close friend or the larger peer group may be important sources of instrumental aid, nurtu-
rance. companionship and enhancement of scif-worth. In other words, being cither well
accepled or having one or more close friends should allow access to these benefits. In
contrast, the need for a sense of inclusion/belonging may be more the result of being
generally accepted by one’s peers (Furman & Robbins, 1985).

While the conclusion that many of the potential benefits of friendship cxperi-
ences may be unique to such close relations, has gained considerable support, empirical
validation of these arguments appcars to have been limited to date. This is perhaps duc to
the methodological difficulties inherent in tracing variation in numbers and quality of close
friendships for specific children over a sufficiently long period of time and chronicling the
effects of such variation on Jevelopment. As a result, the relative developmental signifi-
cance of close friendship versus popularity is an issue not casily resolved. However, even

if many of children’s nceds can be met by cither being well liked/ gencrally popular or by
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having on¢ or more close friends, rescarchers are increasingly arguing that one doces not
have to be popular to derive the potential benefits of positive peer relations (e.g., Asher &
Parker. 1989: Furman & Robbins, 1985). Indeed, Buzzelli (1988) found that children in
grades 2 and 5 who were cither well liked generally or who had at least one close friend
were cqually trusting of peers. Only children who were both generally disliked and had no
close friends appeared to be less trusting of peers. Thus, in this case, both positive peer
group status and/or the experience of at least one close friendship appears to likely
contribute to the development of interpersonal trust. Further evidence in support of the
conclusion that cven having one close friend may be sufficient to access many of the
potential benefits of positive peer relations can be found in the finding that early adoles-
cents with one friend were not significantly lower in terms of sclf-concept than those
adolescents who had a greater number of close friends (Bukowski, Hoza & Newcomb,
1987 cited in Bukowski & Hoza, 1989). In contrast, the same study found that adolescents

those with no such close friendships did report lower sclf-concepts.

Summary and Conclusions

Increasingly, rescarchers are coming to realize that the potential developmental
contributions of positive peer relations are derived not only from being generally well
accepted by one's peers but also from the experience of close friendship. Such friendships
may stimulate cognitive, social and emotional development in a variety of ways. They
appear to be important sources of nurturance, support, assistance, validation, companion-
ship and stimulation. While some of these bencfits may be obtainable in the context of
less intensive peer relationships, children’s need for intimacy, reliable ailiance and affec-
tion may be more likely to be met within close friendships. Furthermore, increasingly
there is evidence that involvement in even one mutual close friendship may mitigate the

potcntially negative effects of not being widely accepted by one's peers. For all of these



lmportance of fricndship

an
-‘ -‘

reasons it would scem that friendship experiences are important to children. 1f so, tnter-
ventions designed to enhance friendship would seem to potentially represent an attractive
alternative to traditional social skills training which has focused on improving overall peer
acceptance. The implications of such a focus on friendship enhancement will be evaluated

in a later chapter.



CHAPTER THREE

Relational Communication and Friendship Formation

Overview

Chapter | considered the cssential features of children’s friendships. However,
the claboration of such characteristics only indirectly addresses the issues of why and how
children become fricnds. The goal of this chapter is to examine more closcly this friend-
ship formmion process. In order to do so, a distinction will be made between initial deci-
sions to pursue any fricndship (friendship selection) and the process through which this
decision is converted into action (fricndship development). This distinction between
fricndship selection and actualization permits scparate consideration of how relatively
passive factors such as proximity or similarity may influence sclection and the more active
behavioral pursuit of such friendship (Bell & Daly, 1984). This is rot meant to imply a
simple two-stage model in friendship formation. In all likelihood children's evaluations
regarding the desirability of any peer as a friend may be reconsidered in the light of
ongoing cxpericnces with that peer. However, since friendship is a voluntary association
(Bukowski & Hoza, 1989). it would seem important to examine separately those factors
influcncing friendship seclection. This is done in the first part of this chapier. Following
that section, the focus shifis to what is known about how friendships cvolve. Here, partic-
ular emphasis will be given to the role that the communication of liking and interest may

play in this process.

Friendship Selection

One fairly direct method for studying factors influencing friendship selection
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would be to measure various attributes of children prior to any social interaction between
them and then to trace the impact these attributes have on subsequent friendship choices
within that group. This rescarch design docs not appear to have been widely used with
children. However, in one study the role of physical attractiveness in friendship sclection
was explored by measuring this variable before enrollment in Kindengarten and assessing,
fricndship patterns later in the school year (Krantz, 1987). In this study, a moderately
high corrclation was found between independent ratings of physical attractiveness and the
number of times any girl was chosen as a friend. In another study children in grades
3 and 8 were presented with photographs of two unfamiliar children and asked which one
they woutd most likely want as a friend. Children in both grades, regardless of gender,
tended to select the more attractive peer despite the fact that the unattractive peer had
been described as being more sociable and more athletic (Zarkin, 1983). Zarkin
concluded that physical attractiveness was a social asset and, implicitly, that unattractive-
ness may be a social liability.

Another way to explore friendship selection is to identify variables associated
with existing friendships and then to develop post-hoc explanations for these friendship
patterns on the basis of the associated variables. This approach would appear most useful
for examining the impact of relatively stable personal characicristics on friendship sclec-
tion. When such characteristics can vary over time as is the case with social behavior, this
rescarch design becomes less useful fur studying [riendship selection. This is because any
observed behavior pattern may be as much a consequent of friendship as it is a determi-
nant (Epstein, 1989).

Perhaps the friendship sclection factor that has received the greatest attention
using such post-hoc designs, has been degree of similarity between friends. Several studies
have compared similarity between friends and non-friends across several fairly static vari-

ables (e.g., geographic proximity, age, sex, physical appearance, sclf-concept, race and
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even activity preferences). Generally, these studies have found friends 10 be more similar
to cach other than to non-friends (c.g. Clark & Drewry, 1985; Epstein, 1939; Erwin, 1935;
Ladd & Emerson, 1983). However, since friends likely influence cach other (Epstein,
1989), increases in similarity in terms of activity preferences and attitudes can be expected
in friendship (Lpstein, 1989; Kandell, 1978; Schunck, 1987). In addition where the char-
acteristic is more subjective (such as in judgments regarding level of ability, attitudes and
internal characteristics such as sensitivity) friends may tend to over-estimate the degree of
similarity present between friends and/or underestimate similarity to non-friends (e.g. Billy
et al, 1984; Epstein. 1989: Tesser et al, 1984).

Despite these limitations, there appears 1o be fairly rcasonabic grounds for
expecting similarity to increase the attractiveness of any peer as a potential friend. For
one thing, some of the variables studied are relatively static (c.g., culture, race, neighbor-
hood). In addition, similarity on these and other variables such as attitudes and interests
likely reduces conflict, increases mutual reinforcement, self-confirmation and even the
self-csteem enhancement potential of the other child (Epstein, 1989; Tesser ct al, 1984).
Even similar activity interests will likely increase proximity cspecially during cxtra-curric-
ular activity periods. For all of these reasons, similarity may provide a fairly good post-
hoc explanation of many existing friendship patterns though none of the research cited
here actually tested whether level of similarity before relationship formation actuaily
predicts who will subsequently become friends.

Another approach that has been used to identify factors in friendship selection
has been to consider the functions of children’s friendships and then to try to develop a
theory explaining how these functions might influence selection. For instance, Asher &
Parker (1989) argue that in carly childhood (ages 3-7) the primary goals within friendship
are the maximization of excitement, enjoyment and affect levels in play. At this age, a

peer’s potential as a playmate and their ability to co-ordinate play activity with another
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child should strongly influence friendship selection. By middle childhood (ages 810 12)
the goals in friendship shift 10 ensuring inclusion in a peer network and maintaining social
position within that peer group. Thus, exclusion and inclusion become itmportant
concerns and children should tend to seck out friends who are loyal and who share similar
perspectives on the peer group. In adolescence, there is increasing emphasis on self-ex-
ploration, intimacy and emotional support within fricndship. As a result. characteristics
such as sensitivity and willingness to share/disclose information should become more
salient to the friendship selection process (Parker & Gottman, 1989).

Extending the arguments of Parker and Gottman (1989). one might expect the
ability to engage in any patiern of interaction typically associaled with friendship to
enhance the attractiveness of any child as a potential fricndship target for his/her peers.
Since. many of the characteristics of friendship in children involve various types of posi-
tive social transactions {c.g., provision of tangible and emotional support), a child’s will-
ingness or ability to engage in such behaviors may increase their attractiveness as a poten-
tial friend. However, in order to confirm this possibility, more information would scem
necessary concerning the actual fricndship selection process.

At the same time, some tentative conclusions may be possible given the evidence
currently available. First, many of the variables identified as potential factors in fricndship
sclection appear to involve relatively stable factors such as proximity. availability. age,
gender, culture, activity intcrests, attiludes. Even physical attractiveness and level of
ability may influence friendship choicc. As a result, some children may possess certain
non-behavioral assets that will increase the likelihood that other children will seck them
out as friends. Similarly, other children may be disadvantaged in the fricndship ‘lottery’
not because of their social behavior but because of these same non-behavioral selection
factors. This does not necessarily mean that nothing can be done to alter the attractive-

ness of a given child as a potential friend. For onc thing, both parents and teachers can
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influence the accessibility of a child as a friend by increasing that child's functional prox-
imity to other peers (Epstein, 19389). In addition, increasing children’s willingness and
ability to engage in behaviors generally associated with friendship may also cnhance their

attractiveness as a potential friendship target.

Friendship Development

As was the case with friendship selection, the process of friendship development
in childhood has not received as much attention as has the identification of the character-
istic features of friendship. Perhaps the most intensive investigation in this area has been
a study conducted by Gottman (1983). In this study, children aged 3 to 9 were paired with
a previously unfamiliar peer for three play sessions in the home of onc of ihe two children.
Progress toward friendship was operationalized in terms of the proportion of agreements
between the guest and the host child in their conversations. This criterion variable was
then used to distinguish between children who "hit it off” over the threc play sessions and
those who did not. Differences in conversational sequences typical of these two groups
were used to identify several interactive processes cach of which appeared important in
determining the quality of ongoing interactions.

The first process was play which included considerable information exchange for
the purposc of exploring similarities and differences as well as establishing common
ground activitics. Such common ground activitics could involve varving degrees of joint
play ranging from loosc parallel play to highly co-ordinated joint fantasy play. Successful
movement between levels of play required negotiation and synchronization. Children who
failed to hit it off tended to be less successful in their information exchanges and even
when successful, were less likely to move to common ground activities but rather tended

te move more often toward conflict and continued exploration of differences.
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Furthermore, when children who failed 1o hit it off did cstablish common ground activi-
tics, these activitics were often disrupted by unsuccessful attempts to escalate the intensity
of this joint play.

Another important process identified by this study was the repair process in
which common ground or joint play activitics could be de-escalated, messages clarified
and/or conflict resolved. This repair process appeared to be important for maintaining or
re-establishing satisfying interactions. Failure to successfully repair, regardless of friend-
ship status, incrcased the probability of continued conflict and further reduced the inten-
sity of joint/friendly activity. Furthermore, the greatest difference between children who
hit it off and those who did not was not so much how they handled conflict but rather the
amount of time spent in conflict.

Beside play and repair, Gottman identified a third interactive process which he
labelled self-exploration. Within this process. gossip and self-disclosure served to increasc
intimacy and further exchange of personal information. Success with which children
managed the interactive demands within each of these interactive process appeared to
influence the prevailing affective tone of interactions within any dyad. As a vesult, chil-
dren who "hit it off” spent morc time in what Gottman termed a state of amity typificd by
expressions of positive affection, enjoyment, support, sympathy and approval. In
contrast, children who failed to hit it off spent more of their time in the stalc of conflict.
In order to enjov cach other, children need to develop mutually satisfying joint activities.
In addition, they must be able to deal with differences when these arise so that a state of
amity can be restored. Failure to collectively meet these complex social management
demands resulted in a grcater proportion of time spent in less satisfying intcractions and
reduced the likelihood that any two children "hit it off”. (Gottman, 1983).

This study makes an extrcmely valuable contribution to the understanding of

friendship formation through demystifying the affective states of amity and conflict as well
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ax identifying social processes and social management tasks that must be met if positive
interactions are to prevail between two children. At the same time, this study is not
without limitations. The criterion for ‘hitting it off" was the proportion of conversational
sequences in which the guest child agreed with the host child. This criterion may not
capture all aspects of [riendship and may generate two groups whose greatest differences
arc in the amount of time spent in conflict. Second, this study only partially answers the
question of why children who failed to hit it off were unable 10 solve the above social
management tasks. In addition, three one-hour play sessions probably docs not represent
the normal time-span for fricndship evolution. Perhaps cven more importantly, from the
perspective of this dissertation, children did not select whom they wished to be paired
with. As a result, this study might be best treated as an investigation into interactive
processes important to the establishment of satisfying play rather than a study of the cvolu-
tion of friendship within the natural peer-group environment.

Even interpreted in this way however, the contribution of this study appears to
be significant since the ability 10 engage in mutually satisfying play is likely important in
fricndship development. Indeed, the importance of ongoing satisfving interactions to
fricndship formation was further demonstrated in a subsequent experimental manipulation
of these same interactive processes using a talking doll (Parker. 1989). In this study, the
degree to which this doll communicated with participating children in a connected fashion.
was responsive to and interested in what these children had to say etc. was related 10 how
much children enjoyed these sessions as well as to whether children were willing to revisit
this talking doil.

Another rescarch strategy that appears to held some promise in the study of
fricndship formation processes is to ask children to report on the critical incidents which
they fcel have influenced the development of their own friendships. This design was

emploved by Foster et al (1986) with children in grades 2, 5and 8. In this study, the
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following incidents were wiost frequently mentioned as leading to increases in liking for
another classmate: the giving or loaning of an object to them by another child, reeeipt of
unsolicited favors, a peer's compliance with a request, and teing included in an activity or
conversation by that clazsmate. All of these behaviors have some relationship wiiki char-
acteristics of friendship discussed carlier in chapter 1. Furthermore, most of these inci-
dents were reported to have occurred with classmates who were currently close friends
with the reporting child(ren). Thus, these results suggest that engaging in behaviors that
are associated with friendship can influcnce levels of liking within friendship. 1If so, such
features may not simply be characteristics of such friendships once these have been estab-
lished but mayv also influence level of liking and friendliness within such relationships.
Engaging in negative or aversive behaviors appeared to have the opposite effect (Foster et
al, 1986).

The above study did not address the issue of why these critical incidents influ-
enced liking. However, there is some evidence to suggest that one of the reasons why
these behaviors may influence friendship development and/or level of liking may be
because these behaviors can convey liking or perhaps confirm the existence of a friendship
relationship. For instance, Kahn and Turict (1988) found that children ages 8to 11
rcported that they would be more upset with a close friend who licd or failed to provide
emotional support/companionship or who came to their party wearing unconventional
dress, than if a casual acquaintance had done the same things. Furthermore, when chil-
dren of this age were asked to explain why they would be mare upset with a friend, the
most frequently cited reason was violation of a friendship norm. In contrast, children
aged 6-7 tended to report that they would be equally upsct regardless of whether these inci-
dents occurred with a close or a casual friend. Thus, for younger children the impact of a
given behavior appears to be primarily duc to the reinforcement value of the behavior

itsclf. As noted in Chapter 1, by age 8 children may be more aware of the relational
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significance of various behaviors and this significance may mediate the impact of these
behaviors. If this argument is valid, many prosocial behaviors may derive some of their
social/relational impact from their ability to signal liking or friendship.

Moreover, such an interpretation may help account for the finding that children
report aversive behaviors 10 have had a greater negative impact on a relationship involving
an already disliked rather than a fiked peer. Similarly, prosocial behaviors were reported
to have had greater positive impact on relationships with already liked peers than with less
liked classmates (DeLawyer & Foster, 1986). As in the Kahn & Turiel (1988) study, this
difference in relative impact does not appear to be casily explained solely by the reinforce-
ment potential of these behaviors since the behaviors being considercd were the same for
both liked and disliked classmates. 1f positive behaviors from liked peers and negative
behaviors from disliked peers are more readily interpreted by children as indicators liking,
the above pattern of results might be considered to provide some support for the impor-
tance of relational communication in children's pecr relationships. However, while these
results are suggestive, this study did not include documentation of whether the impact of
the above behaviors was actuaily duc to the relational communication involved since the
impressions conveyed by these behaviors was not one of the variables studied.

Another way in which friendly behaviors may be important to friendship forma-
tion is because. through a norm of reciprocity, they may increase the likelihood of the
other person emitting similar behaviors and thus, create an escalating climate of friendli-
ness.  Fvidence for such reciprocity can be found across a number of studies. For
cxample, Hoier and Cone (1987) varied the frequency of compliments, and sharing
directed by 2 nine year-olds toward other children and found collateral (reciprocal)
increases in the frequencies with which these other children directed similar behaviors
toward these confederates. Further evidence for reciprocity in positive behaviors has been

found by Krishnan (19388) who found a moderately strong relationship between the amount
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of letter sharing one child did in a first trial of a word-making task and the amount of
sharing the second child engaged during the following trial when he/she had the surplus of
letters. Similarly, a high level of correspondence has also been found between both posi-
tive and negative behaviors received and distributed by kindergarten children (Kohn, 1966)
and preschoolers (Furman and Masters, 1980). Finally, although absolute level of sharing
was not influenced by the type of altruistic model observed, children directed more of
their sharing 1o the a model who had shared with them if that model had only been
observed sharing toward others (Harris, 1970).

Summarizing the foregoing, it would secem that positive prosocial behaviors,
particularly those involving transactions typically associated with friendship, may play an
important role in the friendship formation process. This role may be duc to several
different reasons. First, such behaviors may act as positive rcinforcers encouraging
continued interaction. Sccond, through the norm or expectation of reciprocity, these
behaviors may stimulate similar positive behaviors from the initial recipient. erecating an
escalating cycle of friendliness. Third, these behaviors, in conveying liking or interest may
stimulate a similar response that cannot simply be explained by the reinforcement value of
a given behavior or tendency to reciprocate similar behaviors. It is the possibility, that
relational communication may have a direct role in friendship formation, to which we now

wmrn.

Relational Communication and Friendship Development

In considering adult fricndships, Bell and Daly (1984) describe the development
of such close interpersonal relationships as an active process of trying to get others to like
you and to feel positive toward you. For thesc authors, such affinity sceking bchavior
signals a positive interest in the other person. This, in turn, was belicved to stimulate the

development of greater closeness in that relationship. In contrast, polite and/or neutral
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behaviors would signal decreased affinity seeking and thus stimulate disengagement. Given
this model, it would scem that two questions may be highly relevant especially in the carly
stages of friendship development. These are: "Do ! like the other person?” and, "Does
this other person like me?” In fact. Snodgrass and Rosenthal (1985) found that adults not
only were fairly scnsitive to other people’s feelings toward them but also that there was a
strong correlation between any subject’s impression regarding how much another person
liked them and how much this subject liked that person. Similarly, in a study involving
children, a strong positive rclationship was found between any child’s impressions of
another peer's liking for him/her and the degreec he/she liked this other classmate
(Murphy, 1986b). While such findings arc consistent with the model that the communica-
tion of liking and intcrest may be an important part of the relationship formation process,
neither study involved systematic manipulation of these impressions. Thus, no definitive
attribution of any causal relationship between communication of liking and level of liking
reciprocated can be made on the basis of these results.

Thesce results, however, are consistent with the argument made ecarlier that one of
the reasons why prosocial behaviors may influence the development of children's fricnd-
ships arises from the ability of these behaviors to convey liking or an intercst in developing
or maintaining a friendship. In order to examine this possibility more closely, it is neces-
sary to consider studies that examine how such relational communication takes place and,
whether the communication of liking and/or interest, when it does occur, can influcnce

the feelings of the other member of any dyad.

How relational communication occurs. How impressions of liking arc created or
conveyed is a very complex issue. Theoretically, all interpersonal behavior may have the
potential to convey feclings, attitudes and goals concerning a given relationship (Burgoon
& Hale, 1987). In addition, as these authors note, there appears to be many different

kinds of relational information that can be communicated beside level of liking or
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interpersonal closeness desired. For instance, Burgoon and Hale (1987) were able to reli-
ably differentiate dimensions such as control (dominance-submission}), and accessibility
(inclusion-exclusion) from liking (affection-hoestility). Further complicating the study of
such interpersonal communication is the fact that many behaviors may take on different
significance depending on the current state of the relationship. In one study (Wellens,
1987), the relational conicxt for dyads involving undergraduate students was manipulated
by varying the level of (perceived) attitudinal similarity and level of (perceived) disliking/
liking between subjects and an experimental confederate. In the high agreement/liking
condition subjccts responded to sustained cye contact with decrcased heart rates. Under
the high disagrcement/disliking condition, subjects experienced increased heart rates in
response 1o high levels of eye contact by the confederate. These results were interpreted
as an indication that cye conmtact could cither signal interpersonal challenge or liking
depending on the social context. In another study, also involving undergraduates
(McAndrew, Gold, Lenney & Ryckman. 1983), the impact of non-verbal immediacy
behaviors such as touching, maintaining proximity, smiling and eye contact also varied
according to the interpersonal context in which these occurred. When these behaviors
occurred in situations of interpersonal conflict, a negative response was clicitcd from
subjects in terms of decrcased visual regard of the other person. In contrast, under the
positive interaction/high attitudinal similarity condition, these same non-verbal behaviors
resulied in increases in visual regard on the part of subjects.

Somewhat similar results have been found in a study of children’s interpretation
of the behavior of peers as thesc arc influenced by the current state of the relationships
(Hymel, 1986). In this study, children in grades 2, Sand 8 were given hypothetical
vignettes involving classmates they either liked or disliked. Results indicated an faterpre-
tive bias such that positive behaviors werc more likely lo lead to dispositional attributions

when these involved liked peers whereas negative behaviors were more likely to lead to
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dispositional attributions for disliked classmates. Though this study does not directiy
address the issue of whether current level of liking can influence children’s interpretation
of the relational significance of any interaction, it does show that children's interpretation
of classmates’ behaviors can be shaped by relational factors.

Given these findings indicating that people may filter or interpret the relational
messages they receive, the question arises as to whether aspects of rclational communica-
tion can be reliably assessed and which behaviors can be used to do so. Much of this
rescarch has involved ndults and has focused on fairly subtle verbal and/or non-verbal
behaviors such as body position and eve contact (e.g., Eckman, 1965; Maxwell, Cook &
Burr. 1985: Trimboli & Walker, 1987). Generally the results of these studies indicate that
even fairly small differences in non-verbal behavior can lead to reliable distinctions
between level of liking in observed dvads (c.g.. Eckman, 1965). This led Eckman to
conclude that such non-verbal behavior especially if combined with other information such
as instrumental acts, could permit fairly reliable inferences to be made regarding whether
the other person is indeed interested in a close relationship versus being distant, detached
and withdrawn. In another study, manipulation of subjects feclings toward an cxperi-
mental confederate led to systematic changes in the amount of ¢ye contact maintained by
these subjects again suggesting that such non-verbal behaviors may be valid indicators of
interpersonal feelings (Exline & Winters, 1965). Furthermore, Guardo (1967} found that
grade 6 children consistently used physical proximity as a cue in inferring level of friend-
ship and indicated a greater willingness to maintain close physical proximity with peers
they reported liking more, suggesting that non-verbal behaviors may convey important rela-
tional messages even for children.

Al the same time, Maxwell et al (1985) argued that people can mask affect and
that non-verbal behavior can be shaped by other factors besides feclings toward the other

person involved in that interaction. In addition. people may not necessarily attend to all
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of the relational cues available and often pay grealer attention/weight to behaviors that
represent incongruencies in the overall relational message (Trimboli & Walker, 1987).
Such results suggest that while liking and interest can be rcliable conveyed by both verbal
and non-verbal behavior, such relational communication involves, as do all forms of
communication, both a sender and a receiver. Thus, the receiver must interpret the rela-
tiona! significance of any interpersonal behavior or incident. As a result, errors in inter-
preting relational 'messages’ are possible,

Another consequence of the fact that relational communication involve two
people is that it may prove difficult to generate a purc manipulation of such communica-
tion. Simply manipulating the behavior of the ‘sender’ of any relational ‘message” will not
nceessarily cnsure that the intended communication is received by the other person. At
the same time, most studies in which adult judges have been asked to infer liking based on
a fairly restricted set of immediate verbal and non-verbal behaviors (such as cye contact,
intensity of conversation) have gencrated rcasonably reliabie and accurate assessments of
the status of a given interpersonal relationship. 1t would also seem likely that, when more
directly involved in an ongoing relationship rather than acting as third party observers,
people’s assessments of the feelings of the other person toward them could prove to be
even more accurate despite the potential for errors in inference discussed carlier. In fact,
Murphy (1986b) found that children in grade 5 were surprisingly accurate in their
predictions concerning how much various classmates liked them.

There is also evidence which appears to support the carfier argument that failure
to meet expectations regarding v.hat someone does for and with a friend may also be a
powerful conveyor of liking and/or an interest in frieadship. For example, according to
the social penctration theory of Altman and Taylor (1973), one consequent of the disclo-
sure of personal or private information is that it acts to signal to the other person the level

F
of intimacy desired. Since there is a strong norm of reciprocity regarding level ol disclo-
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sure within a given relationship, failure to reciprocate at the same level of intimacy may
indicate an unwillingness to pursue that relationship at that level of intimacy. As a result,
the relationship should tend 1o move toward a less intimate level of personal information
sharing. With children, this model has received some empirical validation.  First, the level
of intimacy children report in their friendships has been found to predict the degree of
stability in these friendships (Berndt, Hawkins and Hoyle, 1986). In addition, grade 6 chil-
dren have been found to be more likely to infer friendship in taped dyadic interactions
when there was a reciprocal level of disclosure even when this reciprocation involved fairly
superficial information (Rotenberg & Mann, 1986). In contrast, failure of onc dyad
member to reciprocate a more intimate disclosure from the other dyad member led to
inferences of lower levels of friendship in that dyad. Similar results have been reported by
Bukowski and Kramer (1986) who found that level of intimacy, sharing and helpfulness
between characters in hypothetical vignettes influenced children’s judgments regarding the
level of friendship between these characters.

Friendly or prosocial interactions may not be the only context for relational
communication. In fact. many of the differences between the conflicts/disagreements
between friends and non-friends (see Chapter 1) could be interpreted in terms of relational
communication. For instance, children when declining to share something with » friend
arc also more likely to promisc to meet a request later than they are with a non-friend
(Jones, 1983). These explanations and deferred promises may function as a reassurance
that this refusal does not signify a lack of liking or an unwillingness to meet friendship
obligations. Similarly, fricnds tend 10 make less excessive demands and are more wil'ling
1o negotiate than are non-friends (Gottman, 1983; Hartup, 1989). Both of these features

would also scem to potentially signal interest in the other.

Impact of communicating liking. In order to assess the impact of communicating

liking and/or interest, it would scem important to measure, and ideally manipulate, both
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this communication and changes in the feelings of the recciver of such messages toward
the first person. In one study (Ho & Mitchell, 1982), impressions of interpersonal warmth
that undergraduates reccived from a wtor were systematically manipulated by varving the
amount of smiling, nodding, cye contact and physical proximity for this tator. Studenis
who received tutoring from the 'warm’ wator responded with higher levels of eve contact,
head nods, smiles and reported liking the tutor more. Under conditions of less warmth,
subjects engaged in significantly more frowning, leaning away from the tutor and reported
greater disliking for the tutor. These results suggest that the alfective/relational stance of
the tutor did have a direct effect on the behaviors and feclings of subjects toward this
tutor. However, since subject’s impressions regarding the level of liking of the ttor for
them was not directly measured, it cannot be established whether the cffect of the tutors”
behavior on level of liking of the subjects was due to relational commuunication. This may
be a particularly important given the fact that the context for these interactions was a
highly functional one¢ in which tutor behavior may have influenced student's levels of confi-
dence since behaviors defined as "warm’ could signal approval in terms of task perform-
ance. At the same time, these results do suggest that behaviors that other researchers (e.g.
Eckman, 1965) ave argued are likely to function as conveyors of interest and liking can
stimulate increased liking on the part of thosc receiving these behaviors,

There are also conceptual recasons for expecting relational communication to play
an important role in rclationship formation. For example, Kafer (1983). building on the
theories of Argyle (1978), argued that relational communication is essential to the process
of ncgotiating an interpersonal attitude that refiects each child’s oricntation to and feclings
regarding that relationship. Such relational information should allow members of any dyad
1o synchronize their behavior and generate mutually reinforcing interactions. If true, such
relational communication may play an important role within the friendship development

sequence identified by Gottman (1983) in which the ability to sysichronize play and repair
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processes appeared to be important for the maintenance of mutually satisfying interactions
and the affective state of amity. This state of amity, in turn, appeared to be a critical
determinant of whether two children "hit it off". Kafer goes on to argue that this process
of negotiating an interpersonal attitude involves two skills. One is to emit behaviors that
communicate onc’s inter-personal attitude. The other is to accurately decode the behav-
iors of the other members in terms of their relational implications.

Evidence in support of these arguments can be found in a variety of studies. For
example. children with generally poor peer relations have been found more likely to misin-
terpret videotaped prosocial or neutral interactions between other children as involving
hostile intent than were their more popular counterparts (Dodge, Murphy & Buchsbaum,
1984). In addition, interpretation of the relational intent of the other child appeared to be
an important factor determining the responses that all children, regardless of peer-group
status, reported they would likely emit in these situations. Generally children reported
that they would likely respond to hostile acts in a reciprocal fashion. Similarly. for inci-
dents interpreted as involving prosocial or acutral intent children, regardless of peer-group
status tended to state that they would respond in a non-punitive fashion. These results
suggest that perception of relational intent does appear to have the potential to shape the
subsequent responsc of the child receiving this relational message. If so, teaching children
10 notice the relational information conveyed by others’ responses to themselves as well as
the relational information conveyed by their own behavior would seem to be important
relational skills that might serve as a focus for social skills training (Hills, 1985).

Intercstingly. several studies suggest that inconsistency in friendship conceptions
or failurc to appreciate the relational significance of various behaviors may predict the
quality of peer relationships for any child. For example, Shannon and Kafer (1984) found
that, unlike other peers, children who were highly disliked. unlike other children, did not

view trust as an importani component of friendship. In addition, Oppenheimer and



Friendship formation

3

Thijssen (1983) found that failure to appreciate the reciprocal nature of friendship differ-
entiated between popular and unpopular children. Similarly, Pellegrini (1986}, looking at
consistency and maturity in children’s understandings of friendship, argued that children
who arc inconsistent in terms of ievel of friendliness may be particularly frustrating to
their peers and thus perceived more negatively. Certainly, such interpersonal inconsis-
tency would make it more difficult for peers 1o evaluate the interpersonal feelings of such
children. Just as failure to appreciate the relational significance of different behaviors
could lead to relational miscommunication. inconsistent behavior may also interfere with
this communication process.

In another study, Vogel, Keanc and Conger (1988) compared counversational
behavior of rejected and accepted children with the express aim of assessing the degree to
which these children's communicative behaviors conveyed an interest versus disinterest in
what the other child had to say. These rescarchers found that, compared o their less
liked counterparts, well accepted children displayed relatively more interest by asking rele-
vanl questions, answering questions in 2 relevant manner and by making statements that
were related to the other child's statements. In contrast, rejected children engaged in
behaviors that were more likely 10 convey disinterest through irrelevant questions. unre-
lated comments and interruptions. These authors concluded that (p. 62) "the communica-
tion of listening and interest, as a conversational skill does vary among children in this age
group” and that such communication could be considered "a potential component of social
skill". This study, however, did not consider the impact of such communication of interest
on the feelings of the other child in these new dvads. In addition the communication of
conversational interest is not identical to the communication of liking and/or an interest in
friendship.

Another way in which relational communication may be important in friendship

is by facilitating conflict resolution. For instance, onc of the reasons why conflict
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episodes involving friends do not inevitably lead to the dissolution of such friendships may
be that the behaviors friends tend to emit in such situations (see Chapter 1) probably serve
1o reassure the other person that the first child remains interested in maintaining the
friendship (Hartup, 1989). This. in turn may leave the second child more amenable to
offorts to resolve such conflicts. The net effect is that the relationship is affirmed through
the conflict resolution process lcaving the relationship even stronger (Rizzo, 1987 cited in
Hartup, 1989). A similar argument has been advanced ir the context of adult relationships
(Donohue, Weider-Hatfield. Hamilton & Diez, 1983). These researchers argued that the
use of ‘liking' language and poxsitive rclational messages was one of the reasons for the high
level on creative, integrative solutions in a problem solving task when the problem solving
process was less structured, allowing greater emphasis on relationships.

Finally. somc further indirect support for the possible social relevance of the
communication of liking and intercst may be found in the current social skills intervention
literature.  Although the vast majority of interventions designed to ameliorate children's
peer relations have sought to improve overall peer-group status, as opposed to enhancing
the development of specific friendships (sec Chapter 1), many of the soctal skills remedi-
ated in such interventions could be viewed as involving relational communication. For
example, in one study (Cooke. 1974) behavior management principles were used 1o
incrcase levels of smiling. sharing, positive physical contacting and overall verbal compli-
menting with peers. All of these behaviors could be viewed as conveying liking toward
peers. In another study (Kohler & Fowler, 1985) the target behaviors included inviting
others to play and making offers to help. Again these behaviors would secm to carry
considerable potential for conveying liking and interest. Indeed. display of positive alfec-
tion has been a target behavior in at least one intervention study (Keller & Carlson, 1974).
However, although many, if not most of the behaviors/skills that have been remediated in

social skills training may carry the potential to convey liking, any improvements in peer
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relationships stemming from such interventions cannot be unambiguously attributed to the
relational communication involved. For one thing, many of the behaviors that may be the
most likely to convey liking or an interest in friendship have been mixed with other target
behaviors whose functional relevance (e.g., group eniry skills) can be more easily
explained outside the relational communication model proposed in this dissertation. In
additiont, cven when targeted behaviors have scemed 1o be fairly directly concerned with
the manipulation of impressions of liking nonc of these intervention studies have included
the assessment of such impressions as an outcome measure. This severely limits the
degree to which the results of previous intervention studies can be used to support the
hypothesized role for the communication of liking and interest in friendship development.
In order to address this issue it is necessary to attempt to restrict the set of target behave
iors to those which seem to be most important to the commumication of liking and
interest. It would also scem cssential to assess the degree to which changes in social
behavior did lcad 1o changes in peers’ impressions of liking as well as changes in these
classmates’ liking for the child{ren) in social skills training. In this way, the interpersonal
relevance of communicating liking and interest might be validated using much the same
procedures advocated by Gresham (1986) for validating skills important at the level of
general peer-group status. To do so. one must first demonstrate the skills deficit. then
train to remove this deficit and. finally. demonstratc both an improventent in skill level as

well as concomilant improvement in the quality of peer relationships (Ladd, 1985).

Summary and Conclusions

Research into factors influencing friendship choice and f{riendship formation in
childhood has really only just begun. In terms of selection, & number of fairly fixed
personal characteristics such as physical attractiveness, ability levels, age and cthnic back-

ground as well as similarity in terms of attitudes and interests may affect the desirability of
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any child as a potential friend. Al the same time, the ability and/or willingness o engage
in friendly behaviors or to provide the other child with some of the "benefity’ of friendship
such as tangible and emotional support may also influence selection. In fact, children's
own reports regarding the incidents which they felt had shaped the evolution of their
friendships indicates that cngaging in many of the prosocial behaviors associated with
friendship may lead to increased liking and feelings of friendship whereas failure to do so
can have the opposite effect. Thus, while it is not a given that simply increasing any
child’s output of prosocial behaviors will increase that child's attractiveness as a potential
friend, changing social behavior may be the most dircct way to help children without
friends develop some.

In reaching this conclusion, several reasons were considered for the possible role
of prosocial behaviors in friendship formation. First, such friendly behaviors likely act as
positive reinforcers cncouraging ongoing continued interaction. Second. engaging in such
fricndly behaviors may increase the probability of the other person also emitting similar
behaviors due to a norm of sacial reciprocity.  Finally, there appears to be a reasonable
amount of evidence suggesting that the social impact of such behaviors 1s derived, at least
in part, by their ability to convey liking and/or an interest in fricndship.

Much of the rest of the chapter was spent considering how children might convey
these friendly relational messages and why this communication of interest and liking might
promote the development of a state of mutual fricndship by stimulating a reciprocal affec-
tive response from the receiver of this message. First, with both children and adults, a
fairly strong association has been found between any individual's impression regarding
another’ person's level of liking for them and the level of liking reported by this first indi-
vidual for that person. Also, many of the differences in the conflict resolution behaviors
between friends and those occurring between non-friends appear to carry the potential to

convey liking or an interest in maintaining friendship may, in turn, facilitate conflict reso-
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lution. Within the Gottman model of friendship formation, messages of liking and interest
in friendship may facilitate the repair process and the smooth return o the interpersonal
affective state of amity by highlighting positive aspects of the refationship rather than
diffecrences and sources of conflict. In addivion, children with generally poor peer rela-
tions tend to over-interpret hostile relational intent.  Furthermore, these misinterpretations
have been found to predict how children reported they would likely respond in various
situations. Both findings suggest that relational communication may play an integral role
in shaping ongoing interaction sequences.

Still other studies have indicated that failure to display conversational interest or
to serid consistent relational messages may account for some of the limited quality in the
rclationships of children who are generally rejected by their classmates. Further evidence
for the possible importance of communicating liking can be found in studies involving
undergraduates in which behaviars typically associated with interpersonal liking have been
shown to stimulate both reciprocation of these same behaviors as well as increased liking
on the part of subjects receiving the initial relational 'message’. Finally, many of the
behaviors focused on in previous social skills interventions with children could be re-inter-
preted as involving the communication of liking and an interest in friendship.

Importantly, if the impact of these relational messages are to be assessed it is
important that not only arc these behaviors manipulated but that the impressions created
by these messages be assessed as well as their relational consequences. In most studies,
this mecasurement of these intervening impressions has often been overlooked or has not
been relevant to the primary purpose of a that study. In cither case, the consequence is
that it is difficult to know for sure whether the relational impact of observed or manipu-
lated behaviors were due to their potential to convey interest and/or liking. Thus, though
there exists considerable evidence that is consistent with the model that the communica-

tion of interest and liking is important in friendship formation in childhood, uncquivocal
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empirical demonstration of this fact and the assessment of the relative importance of this
communication process in friendship formation remains to be achieved. This cmpirical
confirmation of the interpersonal function of such relational communication appears to be
clinicaily relevant since il interventions are to be developed for enhancing friendships,
there is a need 1o identify behaviors, interactive processes important in (riendship forma-
tion. In doing so, it is not cnough to simply identify behaviors/characteristics that are
associated or correlated with friendship or to generalize from studies of factors influencing
overall peer-group status (Furman & Robbins, 1985: Gottman, 1983). Rather, it is impor-
tant 1o study how children actuatly become and remain friends. In this context, Gottman's
(1983) observation that currently little is known about these processes remains almost as
true now as it was in 1983,

However, documenting the impact of relational communication may proven chal-
lenging. For one thing. there appears to be many ways that such relational messages can
be sent including non-verbal behaviors such as the amount of eye contact and verbal
behaviors such as display of conversational interest as well as engaging in other prosocial
behaviors which children associate with friendship. Second, relational communication
potentially involves many dimensions including the conveyvance of liking or a desire to
become friends. In addition, in order to have any impact, these relational messages need
to be interpreted by the receiver who may not necessarily attend to all relevant aspects of
the other person’s behavior. As a result, achieving a purc manipulation of relational
communication would seem difficult. At the same time, children have been found to be
surprisingly accurate in their appraisals of other classmates’ level of liking for them. This
suggests that such communication processes may be reliably manipulated and measured.

The last two chapters in this review consider how to effectively intervene to
change <hiidren's patterns of relational communication through social skills training and

sccond, how to asscss changes in these communication patterns as well as relationship
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outcomes that might arise as a result of children’s attempts to convey liking and an interest

in friendship.



CHAPTER FOUR

Friendship Enhancement

Overview

The primary purpose of this chapter is to identify the unique demands and advan-
tages of focusing intervention efforts on ameliorating a small set of specific friendships as
opposed to overall acceptance in the peer group. First considered will be intervention
strategies or techniques most likely to be effective in 2 friendship oriented social skills
program. To this end, some of the extant literature concerning social skills training with
children will be reviewed. This literature, which has been concerned primarily with
improving overall peergroup status or peer acceptance, will be used to develop a
taxonomy for distinguishing between various intervention procedures and to consider the
relative advantages of each intervention method. Following this, two other issues will be
explored. The first involves the social relevance of social behaviors/skills targeted for
improvement in any intervention program. The sccond focuses on how to improve mainte-
nance and gencralization of any treatment gains. The final scction of this chapter exam-
ines the practical implications of a focus on friendship enhancement in light of the issues

raised in previous sections.

Choice of Intervention Procedurcs

While there have been various taxonomics proposed for intervention methods in
social skills training (e.g., Conger & Keane, 1981; Gresham, 1986; Ladd, 1984; Wanlass &

Prinz, 1982), these techniques gencrally have been divided into three or four broad catego-
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ries. The first category involves operant based techniques in which the child's social envi-
ronment (social reinforcement contingencies) are manipulated o encourage destred behav-
iors and/or to extinguish undesirable ones (Ladd, 1984). There are also didactic tech-
niques which include two fairly distinctive but often combined methods: coaching and
modeling. Modeling involves observatiorn of adult or peer models 1o demonstrate new
skills or simply facilitatc the emission of desired behaviors according to the social lewrning
principles of Bandura (1965). Coaching generally involves greater cognitive emphasis with
children receiving instruction concerning both the components of skilled behavior as well
as their likely social function (Ladd, 1984; Wanlass & Prinz, 1984). Included in such
didactic interventions are programs focusing on improving the social-cognitive component
of children’s peer-directed behavior. Finally, peer pairing or provision of social experi-
ences to stimulate skill or relationship development has also been used as a method of

intervention. Each of these methods are reviewed in greater detail below,

Behavior modification approaches. A fairly wide variety of behavioral interven-

tions have been used to improve children’s general peer relations and/or to aiter a given
child’s social behavior. These contingency management programs can be further broken
down into four subtypés. Some studies have used positive reinforcement directly with the
child to increasc a desirable behavior (e.g., Allen, Hart, Buell, Harris & Woll, 1964; Hart.
Reynolds, B;lcr, Brawler & Harris, 1968; Hauserman. Walen & Behling. 1973). Other
studies have attempted to extinguish undesirable behaviors through punishments such as
time-outs (c.g., Clark, Rowbury, Baer & Bacr, 1973; Firestone, 1976; Sachs, 1973) or
response-cost schedules {(e.g., Burchard & Barrera, 1972; Iwata & Bailey. 1974 Madsen,
Becker & Thomas, 1968). A third variation in behavior modification procedures used in
this arca has been to involve the cntire peer group in the contingency schedule.

Somctimes this has involved making group reinforcement contingent on the target child's
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behavior (e.g., Alden, Pettigrew & Skiba, 1970; Kazdin & Geesey, 1978; Kohler & Fowler,
1985; Rosenbaum, Q'Leary & Jacob, 1975; Walker, Hops & Greenwood, 1981), rein-
forcing the group to change its behavior toward the target child (e.g.. Kandel, Ayllon &
Rosenbaum, 1977; Kohler & Fowler, 1985), or rcinforcing the whole group but on an indi-
vidual basis for emitting the specified behavior (c.g., Brown & Elliot, 1965; Serbin,
‘Tonick, & Sternglanz, 1977; Drabman, Spitalink & Spitalink, 1974). A fourth variation in
the usc of reinforcement contingencics is the use of peers to administer these reinforce-
ment schedules and/or 1o model desired behaviors (e.g.,-Cooke & Appoloni, 1976; Egel,
Richman & Kocgel, 1981: Nelson, Worell & Posgrove, 1973; Sancilio, 1987 Sanders &
Glynn, 1977; Smith & Fowler, 1984: Solomon & Wahler, 1973; Strain, Kerr & Ragland,
1931). According ta Strain, Cooke and Appoloni (1976). this usc of peers as reinforcing
agents may be uniquely effective because these peers may be able 1o both monitor and
reinforce the target child more continuously.

The goals of intervention studies applying behavioral modification techniques
have been almost as varied as the range of procedures used. A large number of thesc
studies have attempled to increase social involvement and participation (¢.g., Allen et al,
1964; Strain, Shores, & Timm, 1974). Other interventions were designed to increasc
participation while at the same time cither promote positive, prosocial interactions or
reduce disruptive negative behaviors (e.g., Smith & Fowler, 1984). Finally, some studies
have had more specific behavioral goals such as increasing cross-sex co-operative play
(Serbin et al, 1977). Even so, very few behavior moedification interventions have been
designed to develop specific functional skills as opposed to altering levels of broad positive

and negative social-behavior categories.
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Didactic approaches. The next category of interventions involves the use of

some sort of instructional format with the expectation that the ‘knowledge’ imparted in
such training will lead to change in the child's social behavior. In these interventions, the
motivational contingencies capable of supporting any changes in soctal behavior are usually
presumed to be already present and this peer reinforcement is expected to maintain any
behavioral changes induced via instruction.

Although there is a considerable overlap in the didactic techniques used in
instructional/cognitive interventions, these training programs arc generally divided into two
categories: coaching and modcling (¢.g.. Gresham & Nagle, 1980; Schneider & Byrne.
1985). In modeling interventions children typicaily observe a model, usually a peer,
engaging in the behavior or skill to be taught {c.g.. Csapo, 1972; Evers & Schwarz, 1973;
Gottman. 1977a; Keller & Carlson. 1974; Jakibchuk & Smeriglio. 19723 O'Connor, 1969;
1972). In coaching, cmphasis is not oniy on introducing skills but aiso on teaching
concepts related to these skills especially the principles of social interaction which explain
the sacial relevance/function of such skills (Asher & Hymel, 1986; Ladd, 1934). Within
such programs the following scquence has been proposed for maximizing skills acquisition
(Ladd, 1984). First, suitable motivation and the intent to learn must be established.
Then. the skill concept must be defined and concretized in terms of cxcmplars. In addi-
tion, the relevance of the skill and situations where it is likely > be important must be
described. Once the child has mastered the skill concept and understands its functional
relevance, the child must develop the ability lo convert this understanding into skilled
behavior through guided rehearsal. To this end. the child initially produces the skill
sequence in a relatively protected or undemanding environment, usually with an adult
instructor who often models the behavior/skill. This skill is then gencralized and refined

by having the child engage in this behavior/skill in situations with higher performance
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demands and, eventually, in the natural peer group environment. Through this transfer 10
the natural peer group and a graduat withdrawal of supervision, generalization and mainte-
nance is encouraged.

Several studies have attempied to contrast the effectiveness of coaching and
modeling (e¢.g.. Gottman, Gonso & Rasmussen. 1975; Gresham & Nagle, 1980; LaGreea &
Santogrossi, 1980). Interestingly, Gresham and Nagle (1980) found that both coaching and
modeling gencrated very similar results. They concluded that these two instructional
approaches might be considered functionally cquivalent. Thus, it is nol surprising that
some investigators have combined instructional coaching with the use of live or filmed
models and role-play procedures (e.g., Gresham & Nagle, 1980; Schneider & Byme,
1937). In such combined intervention programs, the coaching component often introduces
fairly conceptual social knowledge with modeling or role-playing providing consolidating,
concrete experiences.

As noted ecarlier, social skills interventions utilizing instructional techniques have
tended to focus morc on specific skills or behaviors than have behavioral modification
programs. Such skills have included listening, questioning and other communication skills
(Bierman & Furman, 1984; Gresham & Nagle, 1980; La Greca & Santogrossi, 1980; Oden
& Asher, 1977) as well as ways to be friendly or to be supportive by offering help, encour-
agement or compliments (e.g.. Gresham & Nagle, 1980; La Greca & Santogrossi, 1980;
Oden & Asher, 1977). Coaching has also been used 1o teach children how to get involved
in other classmates’ games/activitics and how to initiate interaction through appropriate
greeting (Gresham & Nagle, 1980; La Greca & Santogrossi, 1980) as well as to increase
tnc use of prosocial alternatives to aggressive behaviors for preschoolers (Zahavi & Asher,
1978) and to encourage politeness through the use social amenities such as sayving "please”,
"thank-you” and "excuse-me”. (Kohler and Fowler, 1985). Finally, instead of focusing on

functionally related social skills, other instructional interventions have sought primarily to



Friendship enhancement
63

increase social participation (¢.g., O'Connor, 1969; 1972} or to increase general participa-
tion levels as well as the frequency of pasitive. prosocial behaviors such as smiling, imita-
tion and physical contact conveying positive affect (c.p.. Jakibchick & Smeriglio, 19762
Keller & Carlson, 1974).

A third type of didactic social skills intervention emphasizes the cognitive aspects
of interpersonal social problem solving (e.g., Camp, Blom, Herbert & Van Doorninck.
1977; Spivack & Shure, 1974; Urbain & Kendall, 1980; Weissberg, 1981 Weissberg &
Geslen, 1982). Generally such programs are based on a model of social problem solving
in which the success of a child depends on their ability to cvaluate the demands of various
social situations, to generatc a range of possible alternative solutions, sclect the most
appropriate response in consideration of possible consequences and then to emit that
response and monitor/cvaluate its impact. Typical of such approaches is Camp ct al's
(1977) 'Think Aloud’ program in which children are taught to use the following self-reflee-
tive questions: "What is my problem?”, "What is my plan?”, "Am I using my plan?”, and
"How did I do?". As such, these very cognitive programs cmphasize the development of
sclf monitoring (e.g., Camp et al, 1977; Spivak & Shure, 1974), sell and other awareness
(e.g., Chandler, 1973; Ianotti, 1978} and/or decrease impulsive responding (c.g., Goodwin
& Mahoney, 1975). Generally, such programs have led to increases in cognitive interper-
sonal problem solving ability but have had less cffect on actual social behaviors and/or
level of acceptance by peers especially when the context for such problem solving has been

academic versus social tasks/problems (Urbain & Kendall, 1980).

Interventions using peer contact. A final method for improving social skills has

involved direct manipulation of children’s social environment/experience cither to increase
the child’s (positive) exposure to peers, or to create an optimal context for the perform-

ance of desired behaviors (Sancilio, 1987). An example of the latter strategy is the pairing
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of 2 withdrawn child with a non-threatening and/or socially competent child in order to
increase social participation (¢.g.. Chennault, 1967; Furman, Rahe & Hartup, 1979
McDanicl, 1970). Generally such peer pairing has been used primarily to increase the
acceptance of memtally handicapped children in mainstreamed classes (e.g., Ballard,
Corman, Gottlich & Kaufman, 1977; Rucker & Vincenzo, 1970) or to lessen social anxiety
and increase interaction rates of highly withdrawn children (e.g., Furman ct al, 1979).
However, provision of the opportunity lo interact with more popular classmates (e.g.. in
special activities) has also been used to attempt to ameliorate the sociometric status of low
achieving and/or rejected students (e.g.. Lilly, 1971) or as a context for practicing skills
recently acquired through coaching (Asher & Hymel, 1986; Bicrman & Furman, 1984;
Bicrman, Miller & Stabb, 1987: Oden & Asher, 1977).

Importantly, simply increasing exposure to peers by itself does not appear to lead
to increased acceplance. As Berndt (1983) points out, simply increasing social participa-
tion will not necessarily lead to improvements in social status since low bascline participa-
tion rates may be as much the consequence as the cause of such low status. Rather, it
appears to be cruciai that this contact resalt in positive interactions if it is to lead to peer-
group status gains (Gottleib, Semmel & Veidman, 1978; Ladd, 1981: Sancilio. 1987).
When children received skilis coaching designed to ensure that the resultant interactions
were positive and peer pairing, they have experienced significant gains in sociometric
status (Oden & Asher, 1977). In contrast, low status children who received peer pairing
by itself did not so benefit.  Similar results have been reported with other schou! aged chil-
dren (Ladd, 1981) as well as with preschoolers (Factor & Schilmoeller, 1983; Mize, 1985)

Another strategy that has been used to increase children’s positive exposure to
peers is the use of co-operative activity groups (c.g., Blancy, Stephan, Rosenfeld, Aronson
& Sikes, 1979; Johnson & Johnson, 1978; Johnson, Johnson & Scott, 1978). With thesc

interventions, it is believed that co-operative activities pull for positive attitude formation
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in peers toward the target child (Lott & Lott. 1960). One limitation in the use of co-ope:-
ative activitics may be that these expericnces, by themselves, may not afford the rejected
or aggressive child the opportunity to develop the social skills necessary to handle less
optimal, more compelitive environments. To date, rescarch investigating this issue of skill
generzlization from co-operatively structured to other peer-group activities does not appear
1o have been carried out. Similarly. simple prohibitions to not engage in negative behav-
jors such as fighting, and yelling appear to reduce children's initiations of such negative
behaviors with peers. However, much like co-operative activities, such prohibitions may
serve to increase the positive tone of interactions but in the absence of the development of
relationship skills, long-term gains in peer acceptance appear to have been limited
{Bierman, Miller & Stabb, 1987).

Interestingly, in the Bierman et al (1987) study. improvement in fevel of liking by
peers as well as changes in these peers’ perceptions regarding treatment children’s social
behavior/attributes only occurred with peers who had been paired with these children.
These authors concluded that both skills training and peer pairing under controlled
circumstances were important if onc wished to improve the peer relationships of these
children. Furthermore. these rescarchers argued that more widespread sociometric
improvement may require more extensive use of such pairing. Othsr rescarchers {e.g..
Asher & Hymel. 1986: Ladd. 1984) have argued for the importance of peer pairing in
order to give children the opportunity to practice and consolidate new skilis. However,
peer pairing may be a particularly important component of any social skills intervention
because it also may serve to directly affect the relationships between trained children and

other (paired) peers.

Social Relevance of Targeted Social Skills

While the focus in the preceding section was on how to best go about changing
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social behaviors or introducing new social skills, the issue in the following sect’ ~n relates
more to what social skills/behaviors should be taught/encouraged within any social skills
intervention.  The cmphasis in such interventions can range from social cognilive
processes (e.g.. Asher & Renshaw, 1981, Urbain & Kendal, 1980) 1o an cmphasis on
motoric behaviors (Curran, 1979 cited in Ladd, 1984). One reason for this heterogeneity
in skills definitions is that a wide range of behaviors, skills and cognitions may have func-
tional relevance in social interactions especially across different social situations (Foster.
DeLawyer & Guevremont, 1986; Hops, 1983: Ladd, 1984: Michelson & Wood. 1980;
Gottman. 1983). However, regardless of the skills focus in a given intcrvention, it is
increasingly recognized that it is important to try to introduce or encourage behaviors/
<kills that do play a role in shaping positive peer relations {(Burleson. Applegate. Burke,
Delia & Kline, 1986).

Failure to ensure social relevance may be one of the primary reasons why some
social skill programs do not result in mcaningful changes in children's peer relations
(Ladd, 1983). This problem is not restricted to any particular type of intervention method.
For cxample, Strain & Shores (1977) argue that too often a predetermined behavior
category such as co-operative play is selected for behavioral reinforcement without consid-
eration of the function these behaviors play in the social context. A similar point has
been made by Foster et al (1986) who note that often skills are targeted for development
without verifving the aclual relevance of these behaviors. These rescarchers found, for
instance. that conversation skills such as making positive remarks have ofien receive atten-
tion in didactic social skills interventions vet were rarcly mentioned by children in their
reports of behavior influencing the devclopment of their own friendships. Similarly,
Goltman et al (1973) found that only a subset of those cognitive and behavioral skills
belicved to likely be associated with peer-group status actually were. These rescarchers

concluded that empirical validation of the social relevance of various behaviors/skills was
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essential if intervention programs were to be successful.

Often the need to check the potential social relevance of a given behavior/skill is
translated into a correlates approach (e.g., Asher, 1985 Cambell & Yarrow, 1961)
which behaviors or skills correlated with levels of peer acceptance {e.g.. Cole & Duodge,
1983) or associated with various peer-group status positions (e.g., Carlson, Lahey &
Neeper, 1984; Coie. Dodge & Kupersmidt, in press: Vogel et al. 1938) are determiined to
be socially relevant. The central assumption in this approach appears to be is that if there
is a high correlation between frequency of a behavior and peer acceptance, changing that
behavior will alter the child’s status. However, the correlations typically observed between
various behaviors and social status have only been moderate in strength (Foster, Delawyer
& Guevrement, 1983). Morcover, such correlations do nat distinguish between behaviors
that precede status and those which are consequents of such status (Burleson et al, 1986:
Foster et al, 1935).

As a result, even with the "competence-correlates” approach (e.g.. Asher, 1985).
the social relevanes of a given behavior needs to be empirically validated. Often social
skills training is used in this context (Ladd. 1984). Children who are experiencing current
difficultics in their peer relations and who display evidence for a given skill(s) deficit are
exposed 1o a training program designed to foster the development of this skiil and/or its
increased use by these children in their natural peergroup environment. Concomitant
improvements in both the specific skill and subsequent peer relations is then treated as
evidence for the social relevance of that skill. Importantly, if such interventions are to
help clarify the social relevance of any behavior(s)/skill(s), it may be better to focus on a
small set of skills so that any resultant changes in peer relationships will be more likely to
be unambiguously related to the skill(s) of interest (Ladd, 1985). However, cven if the
predicted changes in peer relationships do occur, such interventions typically cannot

control all extrancous variables. This limits the strength of resultant inferences regarding
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the social or relational role of any behavior/skill (Foster et al, 1985). These authors
suggest using children’s own descriptions of the behaviors that they perceive to be relevant
to their peer relationships to augment results from interventions and correlative designs.
Finally, social relevance of a given behavior does not, by itself, guarantee the
success of any intervention. Children may occupy the same status position for many
different reasons (Dodge, 1985; Foster & Ritchey. 1979; Hops, 1983; Kennedy, 1988). As
a result, it is important to ensure that not only are the behaviors/skills targeted for training
gencrally socially relevant, but also that they are relevant to the children selected for
training; that is. to cnsurc an adequatc maich between the need(s) of the child(ren) and
the focus of any intervention (Dodge, 1985; Kennedy, 1988; Ladd, 1984; Michelson &
Mannarino, 1986). In addition, social behavior is likely to be only one determinant of the
quality of a child’s peer relationships or their desirability as a potential friend (c.g..
Zarkin, 1983; Krantz, 1937; Tesser et al, 1981). Indced. these studies suggest that non-so-
cial factors such as physical attractiveness and academic ability may play a strong role in
determining any child's success in developing satisfying peer relationships. As a resull,
changing social behavior may not necessarily change children’s relationships with peers
(Bierman & Furman, 1984; Berndt, 1983) particularly since children have been found to
report being less receptive to positive behaviors and more reactive to negalive behaviors

cmitted by disliked versus liked peers {DeLawyer & Foster, 1986).

Maintenance and Generalization of Treatment Gains

In considering the problem of cnsuring maintenance and gencralization of
changes in behavior or skill it is generally acknowledged that ensuring peer reinforcement
is important (Ladd. 1984; Phillips, 1978; Sancilio, 1987; Strain, Kérr & Ragland, 1981}
Certainly, il a behavior is not sdciall_v relevant, it will not likely be reinforced by peers

(Sancilio. 1987). Thus, any step taken to increase the probability of a positive peer
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response should facilitate generalization and maintenance (Michelson & Mannarino. 1986).
Indeed, it has been this concern which has led rescarchers to attend to the role of natu-
rally occurring reinforcement contingencies in the peer group in maintaining or extin-
guishing skills introduced in a social skills intervention {(c.g.. Baer & Walf, 1970; Kohler &
Fowler, 1985; Ladd, 1984; Paine, Hops, Walker, Greenwood, Fleischman & Guild, 1982;
Sancilio, 1987). If onc wishes to ensure that the skills taught and/or reinforced in social
skills training are generalized to the peer-group and maintained, it would appear essential
to cnsure that the natural group contingencies reinforce desired behaviors (Kafer, 1983
Sancilio, 1987). To this end, it may prove useful to teach social skills in the context of
this pre-cxistent and ongoing peer group (Kafer, 1983) or to intervene directly to increase
the receptiveness of the social environment to the child(ren) in addition o introducing
new skills/behaviors (Vacha, Coburn, Black & McDonald, 1979},

In considering other ways to maximize generalization and maintenance,
Michelson and Mannarino (1986} also arguc that it is important to reinforee for transfer
through the initial usc of continuous reinforcement, followed by increasing use of intermit-
tent reinforcement and gradual fading of reinforcement while ensuring that reinforcement
of these behaviors occurs in the natural peer-group environment. In addition., training in
flexibility through the use of combined instructional methods. multiple exemplars, modets
and role plays should also enhance generalization and maintenance because children
should be able to apply their new skills in a wider variety of contexts (Michelson &
Mannarino, 1986; Ladd & Mize, 1983).

Finally, matching social skills training with nced should also increase mainte-
nance and generalization since, if the cause of any child's peer related difficulties is
addressed, the child will be more likely to experience increased success as a result of the
application of these skills which would then be reinforced. As Hops (1983) notes, chil-

dren may experience difficulties in their peer relations for a variety of reasons. They do



Fricndship enhancement
70

not represent a heterogencous population. By ensuring an adequate match between inter-
vention and need. maintenance and generalization of gains in skill and quality of peer rela-

tjions will be more likely (Michelson & Mannarino. 1986; Schneider & Byrne, 1987).

Friendship Enhancement Versus Status Improvement.

A number of rescarchers have questioned whether the goal of making children
popular is as desirable as the devc;lopmcnt of a few close friendships (c.g.. Asher &
Parker. 1989: Foster & Ritchey, 1979; Furman & Robbins, 1985 Kennedy., 1988). For one
thing, very few differences in social behavior have been found between children who are
popular and their more average counterparts (Asher & Parker, 1989: Asher, Parkhurst ct
al, in press; Coie, Dodge & Rupersmidt, in press). In addition, focusing on improving
overall peer-group status may result in an over-cmphasis on conformity (Foster & Ritchey,
1979). lndcc(.i. popularity may cven be a source of stress at least for girls (Burton, 1986
cited in Kennedy, 1988). Perhaps most importantly, having at least one good friend (sec¢
Chapter 2). may be developmentally of greater conscquence than being popular (Furman
& Robbins. 1985; Keanedy, 1988; McQuire & Weisz, 1932; Nelson & Aboud. 1985). In
particular, there is cevidence to suggest that the negative cffects of gencral peer rejection
can be significantly attenuated by close friendship (Bukowski & Hoza, 1989, Buzzelli.
1988).

In addition. most gains reported in social skills interventions designed to amelio-
rate general peer-group status have been moderate (Bierman & Furman, 1984; Bicrman,
Miller & Stabb. 1987: Drabman & Lahey. 1974; Foster ct al. 1985: Furman & Robbins,
1985: Ladd. 1984; La Greca & Santogrossi, 1980; Oden & Asher, 1977; Schneider &
Byrne, 1985). Such results led Bierman and Furman (1983) 1o suggest that, as children
become older, their peer groups may be more resistant to changes in sociometric position

within these groups. In fact, peer pairing in combination with skills instruction has led to
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increases in the degree 1o which these children were liked by paired peers without conco
mitant improvements in overall status (Bierman et al, 1987). These researchers concluded
that the achicvement of status related gains may require more extensive and systematic
pairing of children enrolled in social skills training with a greater number of their peers.
However, given the fact that most social skill interventions by ncecessity tend to be fairly
brief. it may actually be both more realistic and more beneficial in the long lerm to target
specific relations for improvement. This point is echoed by Furman and Robbins (1935),
who argued that greater attention nceds to be placed on assessing the spectrum of any
child’s peer relations so that interventions can be geared more toward helping children
develop a few meaningful, satisfving relationships rather than seeking to improve the
child’s overall or general acceptance in the peer group.

All of these considerations have prompted increased attention on {riendship
cnhancement as a goal for social skill training. Importantly. with such a goal, the purpose
of the intervention is 1o teach children friendship skills and help them to apply these skills
to develop and improve specific friendships. While such a focus may lead to gencralized
gains across the entire peer group, the primary goal is to ensure that the child develops at
Icast a few genuine friendships.

Interestingly, many of the methods used in interventions seeking to generate
changes in overall peer-group status may also be useful in programs focusing"nn fricndship
cnhancement or the improvement of specific relationships. Modeling and coaching using
the didactic training sequence suggested by Ladd (1983) would appear 1o still represent
methods of choice for introducing new behaviors/skills. In addition, the need 10 ensure
that children apply new skills to the desired social/relational context and that these efforts
resull in the positive reinforcement of these behaviors would still seem relevant. Perhaps
the greatest change in a friendship-focused program would be that intervention cfforts can

be focused on specific targeted relationships. Thus, such programs may be ideally suited
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for peer pairing strategies in which children are paired with specific classmates with whom
they wish to become friends. Importantly, exposure to such friendship making opportuni-
ties will not likely be effective if the necessary friendship making skills have not been first
developed.

Focus on specific relationships may also allow clinicians 1o more casily track
children’s attempts to apply new skills, fricndship making strategies, with real peers in
their natural peer group environment. Once a small set of friendship targets have been
chosen, children could be asked to apply their newly acquired skills with these friendship
targets as well as to report back to their social skills trainer regarding the impact of these
efforts. While similar procedures could be adopted within a more general intervention
focusing on children's overall social behavior, the specificity involved in a friendship-fo-
cused intervention may facilitate both the exccution and evaiuation of any such behavioral
assignments. Furthermore, such monitoring may increase the chance that such skills will
be applied in ways that will lead to success and therefore be reinforce and maintained.

In this context, it may be useful to distinguish between two kinds of coaching
which may take place in friecndship focused sociat skills instruction. The first involves
teaching, through a verbal/didactic approach, ecither social knowledge and/or related
social/bchavioral skills. The second possible coaching function involves a consultative
role where the sociai-skills ‘coach’ brainstorms with the child concerning how best to solve
specific problems that the child is actually currently experiencing in their peer relations.
Indeed. this consultative function might be combined with the evaluation of children's
attempts to make friends through behaviors/tasks assigned in the context of social skills
training,

This inclusion of a consultative role through which the social skills trainer helps
the child to realize a goal (friendship making) with a target that the child has selected

would also scem 1o incorporate what Trower (1984) calls the "agency” approach toward
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social skill training. In this approach, the person receiving such training is recognized to
be (pro)actively involved in their social world, 1o be goal directed and continually engaged
in trying to understand his/her own social experience.  Trower argues that simpily
instructing a person in a set of social skills under-emphasizes the agencey of that individual,
In contrast, in the agency approach (p. 9) "the aim is to help the client become a self-di-
rected skill generating agent, to be able to learn skills where prm:iuusl'}' he(/she) was
blocked”.

Use of the social skills coach as a relational preblem solver may have some addi-
tional advantages. The coach may model social problem solving skills as these apply in an
actual social situation. Furthermore, such a consultative role, in helping children apply
these newly acquired skills may serve to increase the quality and hence the success rates
for these cfforts. Both of these factors, in turn, may help ensure positive responses from
these friendship targets and hence promote the natural contingencies necessary lo maintiin
friendship skill gains. However, as was the case for social skills training with a focus on
social status, there is a need to identify processes by which children form and maintain
friendships il we are to develop successful interventions (Parker & Gottman, 1989). In
other words the social relevance of skills taught in any intervention remains important.
Furthermore. the skills important to fricndship may not necessarily be the same as those
related to the development of positive peer-group status.  As a result, if interventions are
going to focus on friendship enhuncement, further rescarch into friendship development

and maintenance processes would seem 1o be essential (Gottman, 1983},

Summary and Conclusions

Attempts to devclop friendship-focused intervention programs may benefit from
knowledge accumulated over the last two decades in programs designed to help children

improve their overall peer-group status. Specifically, at least three distinet methods have
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been used 10 ameliorate children’s general peer relations. The first involves the use of
reinforcement contingencies which may be delivered through a variety of schedules and
agents. ‘The typical goals of such interventions appear to be cither to increase general
social participation and/or to increase levels of generally positive behaviors and decrease
levels of negative behaviors,

Perhaps the most refevant finding from these behavioral interventions is that chil-
dren’s social behavior is shaped by subscquent reactions from peers.  Skills taught in
social skills training that do not lead to positive responses from peers are not likely to be
generalized and/or maintained. Thus it would seem to be important to ensure that skills
taught are socially or functionally reievant. Importantly, intuitive appraisals of likely rele-
vance does not appear to be sufficiert.  Rather, it appears critical that information from a
variety of sources be used to confirm the importance of any given behavior/skill.
Specifically, skills found associated with the desired social outcome arc more likcly to be
socially relevant than those which are not so related.  However, because any behavior can
be as much a consequence as the cause of a given social outcome, it may also be impor-
tant to docwment the nature of the relationship between any behavior and the quality of a
child’s peer relations. This may involve the use of several rescarch paradigms including
children’s own appraisals of functional relevance and intervention studies which manipu-
late the behavior of interest while tracing the social impact of such manipulations.

The second type of social skills training program involves instructional methods
such as coaching and modeling. These procedures have been used to promote the devel-
opment of a variety of fairly specific and often functionally related social skills. Within
such programs certain instructional sequences may result in maximum of skill develop-
ment. Speciﬁcal_iy. suitable motivation and the intent to learn needs to be established.
Then, the skill concept should be defined and concretized in terms of exemplars. In addi-

tion, the relevance of the skill and situations where the skill is likely to be important must
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be described. Once the child has mastered the skill concept and understands its fune-
tional relevance, the child can develop the ability to convert this understanding into skilled
behavior through guided rehearsal first in a refatively protected or undemanding environ-
ment, usually with the adult instructor. This skill is then generalized and refined by having
the child engage in this behavior/skill in situations with higher performance demands and.
cventually, in the natural peer group environment. Through this transfer to the natural
peer group and a gradual withdrawal of supervision, generalization and maintenance is
cncouraged.

Finally, a third varicty of interventions appear to be designed primarily 1o
provide the child with the opportunity to interact with peers.  Importantly. these latter
interventions appear 1o require at least some additional skills training to cnsure that such
exposurc results in positive interactions. Most often, such peer pairing has been used to
help consolidate skills and improve transfer from the instructional context to the larger
peer group. However, there is also evidence to suggest that such peer pairing may be an
important part of the intervention process since improvements in the peer relationships
between children in training tends to be localized to those peers they have been paired.
Indeed, this may be one of the advantages of a social skills training program which focuses
on friendship enhancement or the improvement of a small subset of specific relationships.
Like peer pairing, it may help focus intervention efforts. thereby increasing the chances
for significant improvements in these peer relationships.

Interestingly, all of the above intervention techniques may be used in any combi-
nation and rﬁay have their place in a friendship focused intervention. Skills believed to be
important to the friendship formation process may be introduced and taught through
coaching methods and then modeled and practiced with the social skills coach who
provides fecdback and praise. If the program includes an applied component in which

children select potential friendship targets then, much like peer pairing, the child’s
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atiempts to generate improvements in his/her peer relationships can be focused on a
specitic subset of classmates.

In facilitating friendship formation, the social skills coach can function as a rela-
tionship consultant and, in doing so, can model important social problem solving skills.
‘The child can also be encouraged to generalize the skills that he/she has learned to devel-
oping the friend(s) that hefse wishes to. In this way, the instructor can also track the
child’s progress and help ensure that the child’s overtures meet with success. All of these
aspects of a friendship focused program scem (o represent features which other
rescarchers have argued should facilitate maintenance and generalization.

Finally, the goal in a fricndship focused intervention program it 10 help children
develop friendships and friendship making skills. This represents a distinet shift in focus
compared 1o most previous intervention studies. Furthermore, the skills most important
in fricndship formation arc unlikely to be cxactly the same as those while appear to play
the greatest role in shaping general pecr-group status. Since the ultimate success of inter-
vention seeking to help children develop friends will likely depend on whether the skills
taught are those which have functional roles in friendship formation and/or maintenance
processes, it would secem critical that the friendship formation process be more clearly
understiood. Indeed, as argued in Chapter 3, a primary purpose of this dissertation project
is to consider the rolc that the communication of liking plays in friendship formation.
However, focusing on friendship development necessitates modifications in the assessment
and data analytic procedures typically employed in studies of children’s general peer rela-

tions. These changes and other assessment issucs will be considered in Chapter 5.



CHAPTER FIVE

Axssssing Children's Friendships:
Issues and Procedures

This chapter is devoted to the exploration of several general conceptual and
methodological issues regarding the assessment of children’s friendships and the social
intcractions occurring between friends. These issues include: a) the implications of
assessing fricndships versus group-level dynamics. b) the distinction between  social
behavior and its impact, ¢) the identification of exactly what skill or behavioral deficit/ex-
cess is contributing to any child’s pecr-related social difficulties, and, d) the relative merits
of various sources of assessment data. Bascd on this review, several tentative conclusions
will be proposed regarding assessment procedures most suitable for studying the role that

the communication of interest and liking plays in friendship formation.

Assessment of Friendship Versus Group-level Dvnaniics.

Many rescarchers are placing increased cmphasis on the distinction between
popularity and friendship (see Chapters 1 and 3). Importantly, if rescarchers and clini-
cians are to investigate children’s friendships and the factors influencing such fricndships,
modifications are necessary in assessment procedures developed primarily in the context
of studying children’s peer group status. First, rather thun rclying of average levels of
liking or social prcfcrcncc across the enlire group, most criteria used to identify [friend-
ships stress mutuality of positive affect (e.g., Berndt, 1981, Berndt & Das, 1987; Jones
1985; Ladd & Emerson, 1984; Nelson & Aboud, 1985; Newcomb & Brady, 1985). Such
mutuality can only be identified if data arc analyzed without aggregating the scores children

receive from peers since in calculating mean liking or preference scores dyad-specific
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information is fost (Bukowski & Hoza, 1989; Furman & Robbins, 1983 Roopnarine et al,
1988}, In addition, in order to explore factors influencing these friendships it is important
1o look at the interactions occurring within specific friendship dyads. Again, this is not
possible once data been aggregated into group-level measures (Bukowski & Hoza, 1989,

Roopuarine ¢t al, 1988).

Social Impact Versus Socizl Behavior.

It is possible to distinguish between any child’s peer-directed behavior and the
social impact of this behavior. This distinction has perhaps been drawn most frequently in
discussion of the difference between screening and diagnosis (e.g.. Kennedy, 1988; Ladd.
1985). In screening, the primary interest is verifying the existence of peer-related social
difficultics in terms of a lack of peer acceptance or a paucity of friends in the peer group
(Asher & Hymel, 1981 Ladd, 1985). In diagnosis emphasis is placed on identifying the
probable cause of these peer-related social difficulties (Dedge, 1985; Foster & Ritchey.
1979: Furman, 1984). Such diagnostic infortmation is necessary to ensure a proper match
between children's social skills deficits and any intervention (Kennedy, 1983; Michelson,
Sugai, Wood & Kazdin, 1983). Similarly. in assessing treatment outcomes, reliance solely
on measures of social impact does not generate an unequivocal demonstration of the social
rclevance of remediated skills since such training may have stimulated other, unrelated
changes in children’s social behavior that may account for any treatment gains observed in
terms of peer acceptance (Ladd, 1985). Again. it would scem that greater allention needs
to be placed on the both assessment of actual social behaviors, skills or competencies as
well ox their impact on peer relationships (Foster et al, 1986; Greenwood, Walker &
Hops, 1977; Ladd, 1985). In cffect, lhlcrc a growing cxpectation that the social relevance
of any skill or competency not be assumed but demonstrated (Foster & Ritchey, 1979,

Ladd, 1985; Michelson ¢t al, 1983). in order to do so, the ideal would seem to be to
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demonstrate first that children acquired the behavior/skill, xecond. that this behavior/skill
has been transferred 1o the natural peer environment, and third that this performance had

an effect on subsequent peer interactions and/or relations (Foster et al, 1983, 1986).

Mecasuring Social Skills

In order to demonstrate the social relevance of a given behavior or skill, it is
necessary o identify and define the social skill or competence of interest.  In identifying
such skills, many researchers have emphasized social consequences of a given behavior/
skill. These consequences range from the meeting of one’s own needs within a social
context (e.g. Foster & Ritchey, 1979; Phillips, 1978). the amount of positive reinforcement
clicited from peers as a result of behaviors emitted (e.g.. Libet & Lewinshon, 1973), to the
degree to which a child is liked by his/her peers (c.g.. Asher & Hymel. 19817 Gresham,
1981a). Other authors have placed greater emphasis on the evaluation of the actual behav-
jors themselves rather than their consequences. This has been usually done cither in
terms of level of skilt (Hops. 1983; Hops & Finch, 1985), the degree to which the behavior
conforms to social values or norms (e.g.. Combs & Slaby, 1977) or the degree to which
the person’s behaviors are themselves considered to be positively reinforcing to others
(Gresham, 1981a).

While there mayv be considerable overlap between many of these approaches to
the identification and definition of social skills or competencices, cach approach appears o
emphasize different aspects of social behavior and social relationships. The result appears
to be that what is meant by social competence or social skill can vary considerably across
studies (Dodge. 1985; Kennedy, (1988; Michelson & Wood, 1980). Thus, it is important
that rescarchers make explicit what aspects of social competence are of interest and tailor
their assessment to this focus (e.g., Ladd, 1985; Michelson & Wood, 1980). This defini-

tion and operationalization of those social competencies which are to be investigated is
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particularly important because children with peer-related difficultics are unlikely to be
homogencous in terms of their skills deficits (Dodge. 1985). In fact, even children exhib-
iting the same behavioral excesses or deficits may be doing so for different reasons since
lack of skill, insufficient motivation or even self-control or impulse control problems are
capable of generating equally incompetent behavior (Elliott & Gresham, 1987). Again, the
conclusion would appear to be that one should not assume a lack of competence or a skills

deficit but, rather, operationalize and assess for it (Hops. 1983 Ladd. 1985).

Sources of Assessment Data.

It is also necessary to consider which of the various possible sources of assess-
ment information are most suitable for measuring the skills or social behaviors of interest.
The refative advantages and disadvantages of cach of these information sources are consid-

cred below,

Behavioral observation (in the child’s natural pecr-group cavironment). This

method would appear to have the greatest potential for yvielding externally valid or objec-
tive mcasures of social behavior as well as information regarding the antecedents and
consequents of such behavior because social interactions are being dircctly obscrved
(Foster & Ritchey, 1979: Green & Forchand, 1980; Gresham, 198la; Hops, 1983;
Michelson et al, 1983: Price & Ladd, 1985). However, this advantage of external validity
requires the unobtrusive use of trained observers as well as a reliable behavior coding
scheme (Lipinski & Nelson, 1974; Michelson & Wood, 1980). Generally, these require-
ments appear to limit the use of behavior observation schemes to the mcasure of gross
categories of social behavior such as frequency and duration of social contact {e.g., Allen
ct al, 1964; Evers & Schwartz, 1973; Geller & Schierer, 1978), overall levels of positively

reinforcing, aversive and neutral behavior {c.g., Charlesworth & Hartup, 1967; Gottman,
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1977; Green & Forchand, 1980; Gresham, 1931b). initiating. maintaining and terminating
interaction (e.g.. Knox. 1935). or almost cqually broad prosocial and anti-social categories
such as physical and verbal aggressiveness {e.g.. Twata & Bailey, 1974: Slaby & Crawley,
1977; Ward & Baker. 1968) or friendly overtures (Cambell & Yarrow, 961). The net
result secems to be that observational measures of social competency tend 1o be somewhat
limited both in terms of what aspects of social interaction can be measured by this method
(Coie & Dodge. 1988; Gresham, 1981a; Knox. 1983; Lipinski & Nelson. 1974: Michelson
et al, 1983;) and in terms of the ability of such measures to discriminate between popular
and unpopular children (Foster & Ritchey, 1979; Michelson & Wood, 1980).

In addition. many of the critical incidents which children have reported as having
influcnced their level of liking for various peers (such as property/rule violations,
complying with a request or remaining loyal) may not be accessible to adult obscrvers
(Foster ct al, 1986). or may be sufficiently infrequent that they may be easily missed given
practical limitations in behavior sampling procedures (Asher & Hymel, 1981; Dodge, 1985:
Foster et al, 1986: Lipinski & Nelson, 1974; Michelson et al, 1953). Finally, the use of
observational procedures has also been limited by practical considerations such as time,
cost and the reticence of some school boards to accommodate to the requirements of

assessment via observation (Dodge, 1985).

Role-plav methods. One assessment procedure that has been used to supplement
in vivo behavioral observation involves having children role-play skills such as self-expres-
sivity (e.g.. Rinn, Priest, Barnhart & Markle, 1986) and assertiveness (c.g.. Reardon,
Hersen, Bellack & Foley, 1979; Rinn et al. 1986). This allows the rescarcher (or chinician)
to conduct a more fine-grained analysis of a specific set of behaviors (Asher & Hymel,
1981; Bellack, Hersen & Turner, 1978; Micheison & Wood, 1989). However, the bulk of
the research involving this assessment technique indicates a generally weak association

between level of skill demonstrated in role played scemarios and pecr-group status
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(Maston, Dawson & Kazdin, 1933). One possible reason for this is that children’s
behavior in role plays often reflects knowledge of appropriate behavior/norms (Michelson
& Wood, 1980), rather than typical behavior in real-life situations (Bellack et al, 1978;

Micheldson et al, 1983; Reardon ¢t al, 1979).

Experimental or analogue situations.  An assessment strategy that is somewhat

related to role plays is the creation of controlled but real social situations which increase
the probability of certain behaviors/skills being emitted but do not involve role played or
scripted responses.  Generally, this approach has involved placing children into small
groups or dyads and observing either how they go about getting to know cach other (e.g..
Newcomb & Meisler, 1985) or how they gain sccess into ongoing group activities (c.g..
Dodge et al, 1983; Putallaz & Gottman, 1981b). In contrast to role-play methods, chil-
dren's behavior in contrived but unscripted social situations does appear to have some
concurrent validity. However, though use of contrived group-entry situations has yielded
interesting results in terms of ideniifving social competencies relevant to the social tasks of
becoming acquainted and gaining entry into group activities. the use of this technique in
assessment appears to be limited by the Rinds of social situations which can be casily

contrived without losing authenticity.

Peer sociometric methods. Probably the most common use of peers as infor-

mants involves sociometric measures of preference or liking (Asher & Hymel, 1981; Green
& Forchand, 1980; Gresham, 1981a; Northway, 1944). Indeed, by the time children arc in
school, children’s own reports become the primary source of information regarding
patierns of mutual preference within the peer-group as well as regarding other aspects of
their relationship(s) (Price & Ladd, 1986). Two variations of such sociometric measures
presently appear to be the most popular. The first involves having children nominate a

number of classmates (usually three) whom they like most and an equal number of peers
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whom they like least (e.g., Gresham, 1981b). The second sociometric method involves
having children rate each classmate, on a 3 to 7 point Likert-type scale. in terms of how
much they like to play with (work with etc.) that peer (c.g.. Oden & Asher, 1977).
Generally, with either measure, children have been restricted to considering only same-sex
peers or. if opposite-sex relationships are of interest, to considering opposite-sex and
same-sex classmates separately (Asher & Hymel, 1931).

Both rating scalc and nomination sociometric measures consistently have been
found to possess reasonable retest reliability (Asher, & Hymel, 19815 Toster & Ritchey,
1979; French, Wass & Tarver-Behring, 1986) and criterion-related validity in the form of
moderate relationships with measures of social behaviors expected o be related 1o chil-
dren’s level of acceptance in the peer group (e.g.. Bukowski & lHoza, 1989, Green &
Forchand, 1930; Harter, 1982; La Greca. 1981; Marshall & McCandiess, 1957 Michelson
ct al. 1983). Such sociometric measures have demonstrated as well as a high degree of
convergence with other independent assessments (e.g., by teachers) of social competence
(Foster & Ritchey, 1979) and have been shown 1o possess cansistent predictive validity in
terms of their ability to predict long-term psychological adjustment (c.g.. Cowen,
Pederson. Babigan, Izzo & Trost. 1973; Foster & Ritchey. 1979: Parker & Asher. 1987).
Finally, sociometric measures appear to have a very high soctal validity as a measure of
interpersonal attraction between children (French et al, 1986: Gresham. 1931: Michelson
et al. 1983; Michcison and Wood, 1980). As a result, such sociometrics appear (o provide
a very important screening and outcome measure (Asher & Hymel, 19817 Hops &
Greenwood, 1988).

The rating-scale sociometric measure. however, has the added advantage of
providing more information regarding the state of ¢ach potential relationship in any group
since these rating scales require children to rate every other child on a five or seven-point

scale as to how much they like to be with (or work with) cach of their classmates (Asher

v
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& Hymel, 1981: Foster & Ritchey, 19791 Greskam, 1981b).  Furthermore. recent research
has indicated that the rating-scale sociometric method with its ordinal scaling appears to
possess a number of other psychometric advantages over the nomination procedure
including a more normal-like distribution in scores (Michelson & Wood, 1980), increased
sensitivity to treatment effects (French et al, 1986 Gresham, 1981), higher reliability
{Asher & Hymel, 1981, Gresham, 1981, Kalfus & Berler, 1935; Kenncedy: 1988 Wanlass &
Prinz, 1982), and validity as a measure of children’s peer preferences (Boivin & Begin,
1986; Bullock et al. 1938, Kennedy, 1988: Michelson & Wood, 1980; Muv.phy 1986a.
1936b).

While there is some debate concerning whether sociometric nominations and
sociometric ratings tap the same dimension of preference (e.g.. Asher & Hymel, 19813
Gresham, 1981b: Kalfus and Berler, 1985: Price & Ladd, 1986). many researchers (e.g..
Bullock al, 1988; Bukowski & Hozz, 1989; French ct al, 1985; Murphy, 1986a, 1986b;
Poleat, lronsmith & Bullock, 19386) have found a high degree of convergence between
sociometric nominations and ratings. Such findings have led Bukowski and Hoza (1989) to
conclude that sociometric ratings tap both acceptance and rejection dimensions of peer
relations while positive nominations measure acceptance and negative nominations. rejec-
tion. Furthermore, these authors argue that cither nominations or ratings can be used to
nschs both group-level social status or dyad-specific levels of attraction or liking.

Because these sociometric measures assess interpersonal liking, the resuliant data
often serve as a primary index for the existence of a peer-related social difficulty. Asher
& Hymel, 1981; Gresham. 1981a; Ladd, 1985; Michelson et ai, 1983). However, while
identifving children who are generally disliked may be useful as an inital screening proce-
dure (Putallaz & Gottman, 1981a), there remains the problem of determining why these
children are unpopular (Foster & Ritchey, 1979; Furman, 1983; Gresham, 1981a; Kafer,

1983; Michelson et al, 1983). In other words, the exact nature of the social competency
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deficit still needs 1o be identified so that any intervention can be tailored o the actual
needs of the child (Greenwood, Walker & Hopx, 19770 Guralnick & Weinhouse, 1983

Kennedy, 1983; Ladd, 1985).

Peer behavioral reports. It is in the context of this need for more detailed diag-
nostic. information as well as verification of changes in the target behaviors, that a second
type of peer-report measure is receiving greater attention (e.g.. Coic & Dodge, 1988,
Elliott & Gresham, 1987: Foster & Ritchey. 1979). These measures typically require chil-
dren to nominate classmates whom they feel fit certain descriptors such as "Someone who
helps others. who is smart, who is good looking. who leads”. Generally, these deseriptors
are designed to tap social behaviors, socially relevant attributes, or social roles (c.g.,
Carlson, Lahey & Necper, 19845 Coie, Dodge & Coppotelli, 1982 Masten, Morison &
Pellegrini, 1985; Newcomb & Bukowski, 1983: Pckarik. Prinz, Licbert, Weintraub &
Neale, 1976).

While the use of peers as "behavioral’ informants may be susceptible to problems
of bias (Berndt & Das, 1987). factor scores derived from such measures have demon-
strated reasonable stability (e.g., Masten et al, 1985), criterion-related validity in terms of
convergence with teacher's ratings of comparable behaviors (¢.g.. Coic & Dodge. 1985
Masten et al, 1985; Milich & Landau, 1934) as well as a reasonably high level of corre-
spondence with observed behavior (e.g.. Milich & Landau. 1984; Serbin, Lyons,
Marchessault & Morin, 1983; Serbin., Lyons, Marchessault, Schwartzman & Ledingham,
1987). Children's assessments of their peer interactions have also been found to differen-
tiate between close friends and more ncutral relationships within their peer group (Berndt
& Perry, 1986; Bukowski & Hoza, 1989). Similarly, children’s reports regarding percep-
tions of peers’ general social behavior such as levels of prosocial, sociable, and negative/
aggressive bchavior;s also discriminate between children who are gencrally accepted versus

rejected by peers (Carlson, Lahey & Necper, 1984; Coic, Dodge & Coppotelli, 1982;
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Milich & Landau, 1984; Newcomb & Bukowski, 1983) as well as between children who are
a different levels of risk for experiencing long-term academic difficulties (Ledingham &
Schwartzman, 1984). Thus, it would appear that the use of peers as informants can
generate socially and externally valid data (Bierman & McCauley, 1987; Bukowski & Hoza,
1989; Kennedy. 1988; Michelson et al, 1983) perhaps becausc it is the children themselves
who interact on a daily basis with each other (Asher & Hymel, 1981; Coie & Dodge,
1985).

All of the above examples of peer ‘behavioral’ report measures share several
characteristies, First, as was the case with nomination sociometric measures. children
nominate one or more peers for any given descriptor rather than rate cach classmate sepa-
rately.  Sccond. most current peer-behavioral report measures have been designed to tap
children’s impressions and evaluations of peers’ attributes, overall behavioral styles, and
roles within the peer group. For example. on the Revised Class Play, some of the descrip-
tors for which children are asked to nominate classmate(s) are: "Somcone who evervone
listens 107, "is polite”, "is usually sad”. While such information has proven useful in
discriminating between children occupying different status positions in the peer group
(c.g.. Carlson et al, 1984; Coie, Dodge & Kupersmidt, in press; Coie ct al. 1982:
Newcomb & Bukowski, 1983; 19384), these measures gencrally have not been designed to
assess interactions between any two specific children though grade-school children have
been found to be capable of providing accurate and clinically uscful descriptions of their
own interactions (Bierman & McCauley, 1987).

Importantly, if one wished to use peers as informants regarding actual interac-
ions occurring between themselves and specific classmates, the use of the rating scale
format would appear to have several potential advantages. For one thing, with rating
sciles, children report on every peer rather than selecting a specified number (usually

three) who best fit a given descriptor. In addition, rating scales appear 1o provide for a
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mor¢ fine grained measurement of behavior frequency than would the att-or-nothing

nominal scaling format of nomination measures (Murphy. 1936a).

Teachers as informants. While not the most widely used information source

conccerning patterns of peer preference, teacher reports of friendship have tended to show
reasonable concordance with behavioral indices of friendship (e, Howes, 1983).
However, the most prevalent use of teachers as informers has been to assess social
behavior as opposed to friendship patterns (c.g.. Ledingham, Younger, Schwartzman &
Bergeron. 1982; Pekarik ct al. 1976; Reardon et al, 1979 Walker, 1970).

At this point. there remains some debate concerning the relative merits of
teacher ratings. Some researchers have found teacher ratings to show a fairly biga level of
convergence with peer nominations or ratings for similar behaviors and  attributes
(Kennedy, 1988; Ledingham et al. 1982; Maston ct al 1983; Pekarik et al, 1976) or acwal
behavioral observations (Cairns, Cairns, Neckerman, Gest & Gariepy, 1988: Gresham,
1981a) especially when these ratings are based on a structured observation procedure itself
(Elliott & Gresham. 1987, Schachar, Sandberg & Rutter. 1986). Researchers. however,
also note a halo effect in which children’s more academically related classroom behavior
appears to cffect ratings regarding peer-related behavior or social standing (e.g., Kennedy.
1988; Michelson and Wood, 1980). The net effect of this bias is that teachers may tend to
overestimate the behavioral problems or social incompetence of defiant, disruptive and/or
academically weak childr_: (e.g., Bolstad & Johnson; 1977 Schachar ¢t al, 1986) or
under-estimate the prosocial behavior of children who while often aggressive and disrup-
tive, display leadership and other prosocial behavior (Coie and Dodge. 1985). Thus,
though teacher reports may be sensitive to the existence of behavioral and social difficul-
tics, such measures often lack specificity (Green, Beck and Forchand, 1980).
Furthermore, the utility of teachers as bchavior observers depends on, amongst other

things, the quality of their opcrational understanding of the behaviors 10 be rated
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(Michelson and Wood, 1980).

A final difficulty with teacher ratings is that teachers may not be privy to much
of the social interactions that influence children's peer relations (Byrne & Schneider, 1936;
Michelson ¢t al. 1983). This would seem to be especially true if the goal in assessment is
to meastre interactions occurring between specific children rather than the general
patterns of social behavior of any child. Since the focus of this rescarch is the study of
factors influencing the development of specific fricndships rather than group level status,
this limitation would seem to severely curtail the potential utility of teachers as informants

in the context of this dissertation,

Scif-reports. A final information source for assessing children’s social compe-
tence, is the child her/himself. Indeed, some authors (e.g.. Bierman & McCauley, 1953
cited in Kennedy. 1988; Hymet & Franke, 1985) have suggested that sclf-report measures
may provide useful information about a child’s social competence across a varicty of social
environments. Generally, however. use of sclf-report has been limited because of
concerns regarding the tendency 1o present oneself favorably often ¢ncountered on such
measures (Green and Forchand., 1980; Gresham & Elliott, 1987; Kennedy, 1933
Michelson et al; 1983; Michelson and Wood, 1980). As a result, sclf-ratings of social
competency tend not to be highly related to similar assessments by peers and teachers nor
1o predict peer-group status (Ledingham ct al, 1982; Maston ct al, 1983; Pekarik et al,
1976). Where self-report measures may prove more useful is in the assessment of internal
states or attitudes such as sense of self-efficacy (Ladd & Whecler, 1982), perceptions of
social competence (Harter, 1982), feeling of loncliness (Asher, Hymel & Renshaw, 1984)
and degree of peer-orientation (Evers-Pasquale & Sherman, 1975). Since a child’s sclf-per-
ception, cognitions and feelings could well influence social behavior (Dodge, 19853 Elliott

& Gresham, 1987), assessment of these constructs may be clinically relevant despite

"t
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reporting biases often associated with self-report measures,

Conclusions

The importance of directly assessing social competency.  Rescarchers appear to

be in general agreement that it is important to explicitly ideatify and define the social skill
or competency of interest in any rescarch and to assess that competency directly rather
than simply assuming a skills deficit in the presence of peer-related soctal difticulties. For
this reason, assessment protocols should include instruments designed to measure the
competencies which will provide the focus of any rescarch effort or clinical intervention
{Greenwood et al, 1977; Ladd. 1985).

In the context of this research project, the relevant competency involves the
communication of liking and/or an interest in friendship. Thus, it would appear important
that a measure be included in this rescarch for assessing those social transactions which
appear 1o have the greatest potential to convey such social inclinations. In this way, the
relevance of such inter-personal communication to the friendship formation process can
be tested by a) demonstrating an initial deficit in the competency as well as a correlated
difficulty in the child(ren)'s peer relations, b) inlervening to amelioraie this deficit, and
then ¢) demonstrating a subseguent concomitant improvement in both peer acceptance as

well as the competency of intercst.

Optimal assessment procedures for this studv. Many rescarchers (e.g, Cairns ¢t

al, 1988; Greenwood ct al, 1977; Lochman and Lampron, 1985; Michelson et al, 1953)
have convincingly argued that no onc assessment procedure adequately taps all the infor-
mation critical to the proper identification of children with social skill deficits. Generally,
therc seems to be a consensus in the literature that peer sociometrics provide a important,

socially valid index of level of peer acceptance. As such, the inclusion of a sociometric
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measure in this study would appear to be essential. At the same time, most rescarchers
also appear to agree on the need 1o include some other measure{s) designed to assess the
nature of any social skills deficit which might underlie any problem in level of peer accep-
tance expericnced. Since the goal of this research is to explore the role that the communi-
cation of liking and interest plays in {riendship formation, the selection of a measure for
assessing this communicative social competency was based on a consideration of how to
best assess those social transactions likely to be important in conveying these feclings.

First, it was felt that an cffective measure of the communication of liking and
relational interest between children likely should include consideration of a wide range of
behaviors, all of which may serve to cue the other child as to the interest of the first child.
Second, direct observation and reliable coding of those peer interactions which may be
significant in terms of the communication of liking may prove difficult as relevant behav-
iors may be [airly complex, subtle, and less observable. In addition, the behaviors of
interest may be so rare as 10 require an inordinate amount of observation to adequately
assess,  For example, if child A hits Child B only onrce a month, this may still be quite
sufficient to convince Child B that Child A does not like him/her. Yet it is unlikely that
even an extensive period of observation will provide a representative sample of these rare
behaviors especially given the difficulty in obtaining adequate behavioral/observational
data in school systems which are primary intervention sites (Dodge. 1985). Furthermore,
while observation in contrived oy analogue settings has been used 1o assess tendencies to
cmit rare but important social behaviors, the correspondence between behaviors occurring
in these analogue situations with those occurring naturally has been low (Bellack et al,
1973; Michelson et al, 1983).

For all these reasons, it was concluded that the use of informant reports would
likely provide the most useful information regarding the communication of liking between

children. While teacher reports might be used, this source would seem to involve several
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disadvantages (both practically and psvchomeirically speaking) when compared to peers.
This would seem to be particutarly true if one was interested in identifving changes in the
interactions between specific pairs of children on the basis of behaviors which, while
salient to these children, might not necessarily be easily observed by a peripheral adult, In
addition, children have been found to provide useful descriptions of their own interac-
tions. It would thercfore scem that the most appropriate informants would be the child's

peers who are the actual recipients of behaviors serving to convey liking between children.

On assessing children’s friendships. Perhaps the most common point raised by
researchers arguing for increased attention to {riendship patterns and (riendship formation
processes is that such investigation must examine levels of liking as these occur between
specific friendship dvads rather than general paterns of liking and interaction across the
entire peers group. Importantly, if the focus of research is to be on specific relationships
or friendship formation processes instead of factors influencing overall status, then dyad-
specific data analyses would seem cssential. Furthermore. it would scem that this require.
ment would necessitate that children report on interactions specific to cach relationship
rather than more global perceptions of classmates’ overall behavior in the peer group.

Interestingly, the two currently most popular peer assessment measures of chil-
dren’s social behavior: the Minnesota Revision of the Class Play (Masten ¢t al, 1985) and
the Pupil Evaluation Inventory (Pekarik et al, 1976), do not focus on interactions specific
to the dvad in question. Rather, they tap perceptions of other children’s general behavior
in the referent group (c.g.. "Someone who causes trouble’, or who ‘helps others’). In addi-
tion, most of the items in these measures really do not focus on social transactions.
Rather, items tend to involve perceptions of overall competence (e.g., ‘someone who is
smart’, has ‘many friends’). As a result, an instrument is needed which measures only

inicractions directly involving the child rather than more global perceptions of his/her
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peers’ aggressiveness and sociability in the group.

Maximizing quality of peer reports. I, peer reports are to be used 1o collect

information regarding the frequency of occurrence of specific behaviors occurring in the
interactions between two children, the follewing adaptations to current methodology would
appear likely to enhance the quality of the resultant information.  First, every child should
be asked to rate cvery other peer for cach behavioral item as apposed to nominating one
or two peers into a nominal category. In addition, children should be asked to report only
on those behaviors which are directed specifically toward them. These two features would
allow for a more fine-grained analysis of the changes in social behavior within that dyad:
an important feature if onc wishes to focus on effects involving specific relationships
(Newcomb & Hoza, 1989)

A further potential benefit of asking children to report only on interactions
directly involving themselves is that children may be more able to report accurately on
events that they personally experience, thereby increasing the external validity/accuracy of
these reports. For much the same reason, it was also felt that data generated by this
mcasure should be as similar as possible to the kinds of data typically gencrated through
behavior observational techniques. For this reason, it was concluded that descriptors or
items should be phrased in terms of discrete and fairly specific behaviors instead of traits.
attributes or styles and roles. In addition, rating-scalc anchors should be phrased as much
as possible quantitatively or in terms of frequency of occurrence of specific behaviors
within a clearly defined time period. Finally, usc of rating-scale formats for such behav-
ioral reports should increase the likelihood that the resultant data will mect the distributive

assumptions of most parametric statistical procedures.



CHAPTER SIX

Goals of Dissertation

The previous five chapters were devoted to the examination of children's friend-
ships, their role in child development as well as ways to assess and improve these closc
rclationships. Based on this review scveral conclusions were drawn. First, friendship in
childhood can be distinguished from other peer rclationships by the presence of strong
mutual liking. In addition, intcractions between friends tend to be typified by high levels
of joint play, mutual support, tangiblc assistance and intimate disclosure.

These close fricndships also scem to stimulate development across a variety of
domains ranging from the facilitation of cognitive development, the encouragement of
exploration of new roles and the development of interpersonal skills important for inter-
personal intimacy. In addition, involvement in even a single close friendship appears 1o
moderate the potential negative effects of gencrally poor peer relations. These findings
suggest that friendship enhancement may represent an important intervention strategy with
children experiencing difficulties in their peer relationships.

For the most part, previous social skills programs have been geared to generating
improvements in overall peer-group status as opposed to stimulating the devclopment of a
few close friendships. However, intervention techniques developed in this context might
still be adapted to a friendship-focused social skills program. For instance, didactic tech-
niques such as coaching and modeling could be used though intervention cfforts would be
focused on helping the child improve a small subset of peer relationships rather than
changing overall social behavior. As a result, the social skills trainer could function as a
relationship consultant helping the child(ren) solve problems that arise in response to the
child’s ongoing cfforts to generatc change in these relationships. This focus on social

problem solving within a small set of relationships may also help foster maintenance and
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generalization of friendship making skills.

If any {ricndship enhancement prop.am is to be successful, it remains critical
that the skills taught be genuinely relevant to the friendship making process. To date,
investigation into this process has been limited. In the chapter examining friendship selec-
tion and formation, particular attention was given to the possible role played by the
communication of liking in {riendship devclopment. If the conclusions drawn in that
chapter are valid, these relational communication processes would appear to be an impor-
tant but relatively under studicd social process in friendship formation. While many
previous social skills interventions appear to have included at least an implicit considera-
tion of communication of liking, to date there has been no intervention study focusing
solely on the importance of conveying interest in or a liking for ones peers. With the
above points in mind, this project was designed to assess the importance of the communi-
cation of liking in the formation of children's fricndships. In order to do so it was decided
to implement a social skills training program emphasizing the relational messages children
send to peers as well as the consequences of failing to convey liking for, and interest in,
these classmates.

If relational communication processes are to provide a focus for a social skills
training programs, it appeared necessary to develop a measure capable of assessing those
social behaviors that have the greatest potential to convey attitudes of liking/disliking, or
intcrest/disinterest amongst children. This was necessary because current measures of
children’s pecrs-directed social behavior, such as the Minnesota Revision of the Class Play
(Masten et al, 1985) and the Pupil Evaluation Inventory (Pekarik et al, 1976). do not focus
on interactions specific to the dyad in question. Rather, they tap perceptions of other
children’s general behavior in the referent group (e.g., ‘Somconc who causes trouble’,
'helps others’). In addition, most of the items in these measures really do not focus on

social transactions but, rather, tap perceptions of overall social competence (c.g.,
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'someone who is smart’, has ‘many friends’). As a result, an instrument is needed which
measures only interactions directly involving that child and the classmate he/she is rating.

‘I'hese behaviors should be those that have been empirically demonstrated to be
highly related to impressions of liking. In addition, the review of the literature indicated
that the social relevance of selected target behaviors should not be assumed even if a
group of knowledgeable adults intuitively feel that these behaviors likely represent impor-
tant ingredients for (social) success. Even with initial item selection, any steps taken to
enhance sociat relevance should improve the quality of the resultant measure.

Once identified, these behaviors need to be incorporated into a measure of social
transactions that serve to communicate liking between children. Based on the analysis of
the literature presented carlier, it was decided that such a measure should ‘incorporate the

following characteristics:

- It should be designed to make use of peers as informants.

- It should be formatted in such a way that the resultant data is ordinal
rather than dichotomous or nominal.

- The scaling used should be based on frequency of occurrence of the spec-
ificd behavior(s) within a discrete time period.

- This time period should be short enough to be sensitive to intervention
cffects.

- The measure should also require children to rate the behavior of each
other peer individually and solely in terms of the behaviors that were
directed specifically to the rating child.

- Finally, in an ¢ffort to ensure that items on this scale will likely tap

behaviors that do tend to convey affective orientation, it was felt that the
initial selection of items should have some empirical basis.

It was expected that if these characteristics were combined, the result should be 2 fairly
valid and reliable measure of behavioral communication of liking between children. One

of the goals, in particular of study #3, was to assess the psychomelric propertics of the
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resullant behavioral communicators of liking scale.

This measure was also designed for use as an outcome measure in a subsequent
intervention study. In this way, it was hoped that a more accurate assessinent of relationai
communications between children would be possible. This was important since the elabo-
ration of the role of communicating liking and interest requires the following steps (Ladd,
1985). First it would be necessary to identify children who had very few or no close
friends and who were engaging in few of the social behaviors identified as strong conveyors
of liking. The next step would be 10 cxpose these children to a social skills program
focusing on changing behaviors believed to be important conveyors of liking. Concomitant
changes in these behaviors and in the amount selected peers liked the child enrolied in this
social skills program could then be treated as cvidence supporting a conclusion that rela-
tional communication did plat a role in friendship formation.

Summarizing, this project was designed to address scveral concerns. First, it was
hoped that this rescarch would lead to the development of a direct measure of those social
transactions which have a high potential to convey attitudes of liking/disliking amongst
children. Such a measure would allow clinicians to more accuratcly assess the relational
communications of children who are experiencing difficultics in their peer interactions. In
addition, once this measure had been developed, its clinical utility could be assessed in the
context of a social-skills training program for children who have been identified as experi-
encing considerable difficulty in their peer relations. Unlike previous interventions which
have tended to focus on discrete social skills such as group-entry behaviors (c.g., Ladd,
1979; Oden & Asher, 1977; Putallaz & Gottman, 1983), or social cognitive deficits such as
limited hypothetical knowledge about friendship making (e.g., Gottman, Gonso &
Rasmussen, 1975), the intervention program proposed hercin emphasized the relational
messages conveyed by children and the consequences of failing to convey liking of, and

interest in, ones peers. In addition, this intervention, in terms of both its focus and struc-
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ture, was designed to promote the ability to form, maintain and enhance specific relation-
ships. [mportantly, in doing so, it is hoped that valuable information will be gleaned
concernizg the role of relational communication processes in friendship development as
well as the efficacy of focusing on enhancing particular relationships within a social skills

intervention program.



CHAPTER SEVEN

Brief Overview of Dissertation Research

Much of the previous work in the arca of children’s peer relations has focused on
how one child's behavior may influence other children’s liking for that child or on chil-
dren’s appreciation of the relationship between their own behavior and how much peers
like them. In contrast, the goal of this dissertation was to consider how a child's behavior
conveys their own level of liking for the recipient of these behaviors. Accordingly, this
research involved four different studies cach of which was designed to further this investi-

gation of the relational impact of the communication of liking between children.

Studv 1

In Study 1 the goal was to identify a set of behaviors that might function as
communicators of liking between children. To this end, individual structured interviews
were conducted in which children were asked 1o identify the behaviors that they felt had
shaped their perceptions regarding classmates’ liking for them. These same children also
rated pre-selected behaviors in terms of the direction and strength of inference they would
draw concerning another child's feclings toward them if this child had directed that
behavior toward them. ltems for a behavioral communicators of liking scale were then

tentatively selected on the basis of these data.

Study 2

Before including these behaviors on this scale, the relational communication
value of each behavior was also cross-validated by having another sample of children rcad

hypothetical vigneltes incorporating behaviors selected for the scale. In cach vignette, a
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focal character was involved in a different social transaction with cach of three other char-
acters. The transaction with the first peer involved a single positive incident which was
related to one of the behaviors to be included on the behavioral communicators scale.
With the second peer, the incident was affectively neutral.  An example would be being
placed on the same gym team by the teacher. Finally, the last character in the vignette
engaged in a negative transaction which was the opposite of the first peer's behavior.
After reading cach vignette, childrer were asked to rate, on a seven point scale, how
much they thought cach peer in the vignette liked the focal child. Based on children's

responscs, the potency of cach of these behaviors for conveying liking was thean assessed.

Studv 3

Once the communicative potency of behaviors had been cross-validated, the

resultant items were formatied in a three-point quantitative scale as illustrated below.

In the last month, how often have the following

children....... (c.g., shared a secret with you)
Never One or More than
two times twice

T I eyt e IS A AP S R P PR R 2L L S S 2 S DL L sl Lt Ll

Brook F. 1 2 3

Jocelyn R. 1 2 3
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The psychometric properties of the resultant Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale

(BCOL-Scale) as a measure of social transactions conveying liking were then evaluated by
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administrating this measure along with several other measures to a new sample of grade-
five children. These other measures included a rating-scale peer sociometric m2asure, a
Pecrs’ Impressions of Liking Scale and another peer-report measure designed to assess
general social behavior as well as socially relevant traits and attributes (The Minnesota
Revised Class Play). The peer sociometric was included to assess predictive validity of the
BCOL-Scale since the model proposed for the role of relational communication in friend-
ship formation predicted that the communication of liking should stimulate a similar affcc-
tive response from the recipient of this relational message. The Peers’ Impressions of
Liking Scale was included as a direct mcasure of children’s impressions of how much
every other classmate liked them. In this way, the convergent validity of the BCOL-Scale
as a measure of social transactions conveying relational intent could be assessed. Finally,
the Class Play was administrated so that the discriminant validity of the BCOl.-Scale could
be evaluated.

The following predictions were made concerning the likely patterns of inter-rela-
tionships between the measures administered in this study. The first expectation was that
there would be a strong corrclation between how much any child liked any other child
(sociometric ratings) and how much this first child thought the other child liked him or her
(peers’ impressions of liking). In addition, it was predicted that scores on the
BCOL-Scale would correlate more highly with peers’ impressions of liking than would
scores on the Class Play. This prcdiétive advantage for the behavioral communicators of
liking scale was expected to be greatest when ratings given to and by specific children (i.c.,

unaggregated data) were considered.

Study 4

This study involved clinical interventions with highly rejected children. Actual

social skills training focused on relational communication processes. Candidatces for social



Research design
101

skills training were identified on the basis of BCOL-Scale scores, sociometric ratings, and
consultations with school officials. The primary criterion for sclection was the receipt of
highly negative sociometric ratings. This criterion was adopted for several reasons. First,
as noted in chapter 2, involvement in even one close friendship has been found to mitigate
possible negative effects of generally poor peer relations. In addition, several rescarchers
(c.g.. Furman & Robbins, 1985) have argued that the development of a few friendships
may represent a realistic goal for social skill interventions with generally rejected children.
For both reasons, the application of a friendship focused social skills program with this
population scemed appropriate.

In addition 1o the previous sociometric sclection criterion, in order to be consid-
ered for training children also had to have received a mean BCOL-Scale score falling
below the thirty-third percentile for their class. The purpose of this second criterion is to
ensure that targeted children were likely communicating disinterest or disliking to peers or
at lcast failing to communicate positive affect.

Using these criteria, two children from cach of twelve grade-five classes received
these interventions. These were conducted in two waves with one child in cach class
randomly assigned to a wait-listed control group. Children in both treatment and wait-
listed groups took part in ten weekly one-hour individual social skills training sessions but
at different times. These interventions featured both skills coaching and ongoing relation-
ship problem solving. In the first two sessions children werc given a fairly standardized
presentation of the potential role of relational communication in fricndship development.
Then. the likely relational messages being conveyed by that child's peer interactions was
considered. In this way, the coaching moved from a fairly conceptual and general focus to
a more concrete and specific focus in which the discussion centered on the actual interac-
tional 'style’ of that child.

Al this point, the focus of the intervention program shifted to a small number of
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the child’s peer relationships which the child had indicated an interest in improving.
Specifically, the child was encouraged to communicate liking and an interest in becoming
friends with these friendship targets by directing those behaviors to them which had been
identified in study 1 and 2 as potentially strong communicalors of such liking. This was
achieved through the use of weekly behavioral assignments.  Each week, targeted relation-
ships were reviewed in order to assess the effects of these ‘behavioral’ assignments, to
assist in solving any prcblems that may have arisen, and to encourage further effort.
QOutcome measures included sociometric ratings, the Behavioral Communicators
of Liking Scale, The Peers’ Impressions of Liking Scale, and the Minnesota Revised Class
Play. It was predicted that the social skills training program would lcad to an improve-
ments primarily in those relationships targeted for focused friendship making efforts,
Furthermore, it was cxpected that any improvements in sociometric ratings of liking
received by children in this social skills program from these friendship targets would
covary with changes in the impressions reported by peers in terms of how much they felt
treatment children liked them as well as with changes in the levels of ‘friendly’ behaviors
directed by children in the social skills program toward these targeted peers. In addition,
it was expected that for children receiving social skills training (See Chapters 3 and 6).
changes in behavioral-communication-of-liking scores would better predict changes in
impressions of liking and social preference between children than would comparable

scores on the Class Play.



CHAPTER EIGHT

Study 1

Identification of Possible Behavioral Communicators
of Liking Between Children

Purpose

The overall goal of this project was 1o explore the role played by the communica-
tion of liking in the development of children’s friendships. The first stage of this investiga-
tion involved the identification of those social behaviors with the strongest potential for
conveying these feelings. To this end, a group of children were interviewed concerning the
incidents which had shaped their impressions regarding who liked or disliked them in their
class. In addition, children were asked what their impressions might be if a h_vpothcliéal
peer directed one of several prespecified behaviors toward them.  Asking children about
how their own impressions had been formed served as a check against the possibility that
some important behavioral indicators of liking might have been inadvertently overlooked
by the adult pancl which generated the initial item pool. At the same time, since children
might experience some difficulty reporting all of the behaviors which helped shape their
impressions, it also seemed important to assess the hypothetical communicative value of a
wide range of prespecified behaviors. Items were retained if children’s responses indicated
that the bchay'ior(s) involved did have the potential to shape their impressions regarding
classmates’ feclings toward cach other. New items werc added primarily if the frequency
with which children sportancously mentioned any behavior suggested that this otherwise

overlooked behavior might also play an important role in conveying liking between chil-

dren.
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Method
Subjects

Sixty-five students from two Grade-5 and onc Grade 5/6 class participated in this
study: 30 boys (mecan age, 11.4 ycars) and 35 girls (mean age, 11.5 years). This age group
was selected both for this and subsequent studies because previous research indicates that
by this age children are aware of the relational significance of many behaviors associated
with friendship (see Chapter 1). Thus, it was expected that relational communication
might be a rclevant interpersonal process for these children.

In order to ensurc a relatively broad sample, these three classes were selected
from three different schools in the Ottawa-Carleton area. Even so, therc appeared to be a
rclatively high degree of similarity across thcs;: three schools in terms of the socio-cco-
nomic and cthnic profiles of students. This population was primarily anglophone but
included children of francophone and European background. All three schools were situ-
ated in middle socio-cconomic arcas. Only students with parental permission participated

in this study.

Interview Protocol

Children were interviewed individually by a male graduate student for approxi-
mately fifteen minutes in a small room provided by the school(s) for this purpose. The
study was presented as an investigation into the ways boys and girls formed impressions
regarding who liked or disliked them. It was stressed to students that their answers would
be treated as confidential. Children werc also asked to refrain from discussing the inter-
viewing process until all interviews from that class were completed. It was emphasized
that people very likely differed in the ways they formed impressions regarding who liked

them and so there were really no right or wrong answers to the questions that they would
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be asked. Students were also informed that their participation was voluntary and that they
could withdraw from the study at any point. Any questions the student had at this time
were answered in such a way so as to establish rapport and put the stident at case.
Subsequently, cight questions were asked regarding that child’s impressions of classmates

liking for him/her as well as the basis for these impressions. These were:

1) How do boys vour age let others know they like them?

2) Of the boys in your class, who do you think likes you
the most? Why do you think he likes you?

3) Of the boys in your class, who do you think likes you
the least? Why do vou think he doesn't like you?

1) How do girls your age ict others know they like them?

4l
—

Of the girls in your class, who do you think likes you
the mo<:? Why do you think she likes you?

6) Of the girls in your class, who do you think likes you
the least? Why do you think she doesn’t like you?

7) Think of someone who you think likes you eventhough
you ar¢ not best friends. What gives you the impres-
sion that they like vou?

8) Think of someone who you think doesa't like you even-
though you are not really enemics. What gives you the
impression that they do not like you?

The order of presentation of these question depended on the gender of the child.
LEach child was first asked 3 questions concerning impressions of liking/disliking in the
conlext of same-sex relationships. Next, three parallel questions pertaining to opposite-sex

relationships were presented. These were followed by two questions (#7,8) not tied to any
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specific gender, but rather were concerned with fess extreme instances of positive and
negative peer relations.

Within these cight questions, the following prompts were used. First, when a
child gave only onc behavior/action in response 1o a question, he/she was asked if there
were any other ways, for example, he/she knew a particular gir liked him/her. This
prompt was given up to a maximum of three times in order to establish the cxpectation of
claboration. Only two other qucries were made in responsc to children’s replies. Both
involved requests for clarification. 1f it was not clear what was the behavior which was
being referred 1o, the child was asked to explain what he/she mcant. This rarely ocu.lrrcd.
If the child’s response involved a very general descriptor (e.g.. "she's nice to me”), the
child was asked if there were any particular ways in which that peer, in this example, "was
nice” to the respondent which showed that this classmate liked him/her. This prompt was
designed to ensure that specific behaviors (¢.g., teasing, sharing school supplics) were not
missed as the result of any tendency for children to rely on very general responses.

After the child had responded 1o these questions. he/she was queried about the
inferences he/she might make regarding another child's social inclinations if this other
child directed one of several prespecified behaviors toward them. These behavioral items
were generated by a panel of eight graduate students involved in the delivery of social
skills training with children and their supervisor using an organizational framework
adapted from the ‘Arizona Social Support Interview Schedule’ (Barrera, 1980).
Specifically, eight to nine behavioral items were created for each of the following dimen-
sions: general helpfulness, social involvement, positive feedback/evaluation and talking
about private feelings. Behaviors selected were those which members of this pancl
thought might have the greatest potential for conveying liking in this age group. Of these
items, the majority involved positive or prosocial behaviors. This emphasis was chosen

because the focus of this research was on friendship formation and positively reinforcing
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behaviors generally have been found to be more related to levels of liking than have aver-
sive behaviors (Gottman et al, 1975; Charlesworth & Hartup, 1967). The following are the

34 behavioral items generated by this panel:

- general helpfulness

a) lent you something you needed

b) defended you when someone was giving you a hard time

c) refused to help you or to lend you something when you needed it.
d) gave you some advice on how to solve a problem

¢) shared a snack or a toy with you

f) asked you for your opinion or help

g) explained to you something you wanted to know

h) Physically hurt you

i) Tattled on you

- social involvement (participation)

a) came up to you and said "hi”

b) asked if you would like to go somewhere with them after school
c) wouldn't let you join in a game or activity

d) told you to get lost

¢) asked if you would like to play with them

f) stood or sat down beside you

g) started talking to you

h) picked vou for their tcam or a classroom activity group

i) phoned to talk to you at home

- positive feedback / evaluation

a) said something nice about you

b) told you they were glad that you were their friend
c) called you names or teased you

d) laughed at you when you made a mistake

¢) were cheerful and smiled at you

f) told you they liked your work

g) bragged about how much betier they were than you
h) cheered for you or encouraged you
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- sharing private feclings/events

a) told you o secret about themselves

b) told you a secret about someone clse

c} talked to you about something that happened in class

d) asked about how you were when you felt hurt or sad

¢) weren't interested in what you had 1o say

f) paid attention to what vou were saying

£) asked how vou were doing

h} shared some important news with you

For cach of these 34 items, children were asked to pretend that a new classmate

came up to them and directed only that behavior toward them and then to guess what their
impression might be regarding how much that hypothetical classmate liked or disliked
them. In order 1o reduce the possibility of children attempting to anticipate desired
responses, children were also reminded that there were no right or wrong answers in this
task other that which reflected their own opinion. Children’s responses concerning their
expected impressions werc then recorded by the interviewer on a  seven-point
Inference-of-Liking Scale designed in consultation with the teachers of these children in
order to ensure that this task was within their capabilitics. On this scale a rating of ‘1’
indicated that the child reported that he/she would feel that this hypothetical classmate
"Really liked me a lot” while a response of '7 significd a prediction was that he/she would

feel that this classmate "Really disliked me a lot”. The other 5 points on this scale repre-

sented intermediate points between these two extremes. This format is reproduced in

Table 1.1.

Scoring Procedures

First, the average inference or impression drawn by all subjects for each behavior
presented on the hypothetical inference-of-liking scale was calculated. These mean or
averag * inference ratings were then used to compare original items in terms of their

respective potentials 1o convey liking at lcast in the hypothetical context provided.
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Table 1.1
Format of Hypothetical Inference of Liking Scale

Pretend that Leslic is a new child in your class. Imagine that Leslic did cach of the
following things to you. Then, circle how much you would feel that Leslic liked you

IF THIS

CLASSMATE......ccoivnees 1 WOULD FEEL THAT THIS PERSON:
Really Liked  Sort Not Sort of Disliked  Really
liked me 2 of surc didn't me a disliked
me a fair liked like fair me a
ot bit me me bit lot
hlItlttl"‘i‘i‘*lt‘.l**‘l-.H.ti.‘l#..‘ﬂl‘-*“."l.“*l“..!.‘

lent vou something 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

you needed

laughed when you 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

made a mistake

shared 2 snack 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

or a toy with you

Responses to structured interview questions were then scored by three graduate students
involved in a graduate-level social-skills rescarch and training seminar. Each interview
transcript was scored independently by all three coders. In this coding, the percentage of
children mentioning any behavioral category was of primary interest. Thus, any behavior/
response was recorded only once if it was encountered during the protocol of a given child
regardless of the number of times that child had mentioned that behavior in response to

the cight questions asked.
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When a child reported a behavior which had not been included in the initial pool
of items, these behaviors were coded in one of the following ways. First, if that behavior
was ¢ssentially equivalent to an initial item but had a different wording (e.g.. "compliments
me" might be considered cquivalent 1o "says nice things about me”), the response was
coded under the original item with note being made of the occurrence of this alternative
wording. Sccond, if a behavior was reported which represented a smaller subset of the
behaviors that might fall within a particular original item (e.g. "punches me in the face”
could be viewed as a subsct item of "physically hurts me”) this subset response was coded
under the original, morc comprchensive item and the subset response treated as a different
wording. In the casc of partial overlap of behavior categories (c.g.. "asks me questions”
versus "asks my opinion or help”) responses were not coded under the original behavior
category but rather under a new response heading. Similarly, if a behavior was reported
which was totally unlike any of the original items, this response was recorded under a new
behavior response category. Any subscquent similar responses were then coded under this
new category. Finally, many children gave two very general responses ("is nice to me” and
"is mean to me”) in addition to mentioning specific behaviors. It was decided o treat
these two responses as very general categorics but not to code other, more specific
responses as subsct responses for these two general categorics since such a procedure
would have resulted in only two response categorics being coded. This was the only modi-
fication made in the coding rules described above.

Within this coding system, eacn coding decision was made independently by each
of the three judges and then reviewed by these three judges together in order to reach
consensus. In this way, discrepancies in any single coding decision could be discussed and
resolved before proceeding to the next response which was again coded independently.
Coding was conducted in this sequential or step-wise manner in order to provide for the

development of new coding categorices and thus permit cach judge to approach every new
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coding decision with the same set of categories. Using this approach, differences in inde-
pendently arrived at coding decisions were infrequent. The initial inter-judge agreement
rate {(Number of agreements / Total number of decisions) between different pairs of these
three coders ranged from .82 to .87 with disagreements involving primarily the issuc of
whether a response represented a subset of a larger category or where there was partial

overlap between a given response and an existing response category.

Results

The 65 children who participated in the study generated 942 codable responses to
questions concerning their impressions regarding how much various classmates liked them.
This represents an average of 14.5 different behaviors being reported per interview. Of
these responses, 333 or 33.7% fit the 34 pre-existing behavior categorics. Another 531
responses were coded into 31 new categories mentioned by at least three children. The
other 78 responses were fairly idiosyncratic and, for the sake of brevity, will not be
included in the data summaries displaved in Table 1.2, On this table, those items with a
numeric tag prefaced with an ‘i' are from the initial pool of items presented on the
Hypothetical Inferences of Liking Scale. Items with a numeric tag prefaced with a 'n’ are
new items representing response categories developed in the process of coding these inter-
views. Generally, these new items are presented after the initial items on Table 1.2 except
in those cases where initial and new items were later combined in order to make a more
effective item. In these instances related items are presented in sequence.

The first column after each initial item contains a difference score. This score
was calculated by subtracting the value of '4', representing a neutral response on the hypo-
thetical impression-of-liking scale, from the mean inference-of-liking rating children made
for that item. A positive difference score indicates a2 mean inference of disliking with

larger positive difference scores indicating more extreme predicted impressions. Negative
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mean difference scores indicate an average inference of liking with higher absolute values
again indicating a more extreme impression.  Only initial items have such diiference scores
since these were the only items for which children were asked to predict their impression
if that behavior had been directed toward them.

In the second column is a t-value calculated by dividing the difference score in
column 1 by the standard error of the mean for that item using procedures outlined by
Welkowitz, Ewen and Cohen (1982, pp. 133-136). The primary reason for using these
t-values for item sclection purposes was 1o take into account the variability in inference or
impression ratings occurring across this sample for any one item. High variability in
responses for any item would indicate less consistency in the impressions of liking associ-
ated with that behavior. As this variability and the related standard crror increases [or
any behavioral item, the t-value associated with that item will drop. Every t-value in
column 2 is followed by a number in parcntheses which represents the relative ranking of
these T-tests on the basis of absolute values. Lower rank scores indicate a higher absolute
t-value and thus both a stronger and relatively more reliable impressions of liking based on
that item.

The third column on Table 1.2 presents the proportion of children in this sample
spontaneously reporting that particular behavior as contributing to the impression they had
formed regarding how much another peer liked them. The number in parenthesis
following this proportion represents the rank value of this proportional score with lower
scores indicating that a relatively higher percentage of children mentioned this behavior.
Finally, the last column details the actual number of students who reported cach behavior.
The first number in each series represents the total number of children who reported that
behavior, the second indicates the number of males and the third, the number of females

who reported that item.
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i6

i7

i10

i8

Table 1.2

Hypothetical Impression Scores and Frequency
of Spontancous Mention for Different Behavioral Items

[tem

lend you something
you nceded

laugh at you when
you made a mistake

physically hurt vou
fights with you

sharc a snack or a
toy with you

told vou to get lost

told vou a secret
about themselves

gave you some advice
on how to solve a problem

told you a secrel
about somcone clse

picked you for their team
or classroom activity group

pick you for their project
or study partner

bragged about how much
better they were than you

share some important
news with you

defended you when someone
was giving you a hard time

Proportion
Inference  T-test for of children
Score Inference spontancously

Minus 4 Score reporting
-1.81 -17.3 (18) .26 (18.0)
1.62 12.9 (26) .03 (56.5)
2.60 29.1(5) .28 (16.0)
.20 (24.0)
-2.14 246(7) S5(5.0)
1.94 17.3 (18) 06 (30.5)
-1.99 -15.0 (20) .28 (16.0)
-1.97 -17.3 (18) 03 (53.0)
-1.14 8.9 (24) 03 (56.5)
2.19 -20.8 (10) .14 (39.0)
17 (31.5)
1.48 10.6 (31) .02 (60.5)
2.09 -17.7 (16) .00 (64.0)
-2.60 -31.0(3) 29 (13.5)

Frequency of
spontancous
report

17/8/9

2/0/2

18/10/3
13/8/5

36/15/21

47272

18/2/16

3/0/3

27072

9/6/3

11/4/7

1/0/1

0/0/0

19/9/10
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Table 1.2 (cont.)
Proportion
Inference  ‘T-test for of children Frequency of
Score Inference spontancously  spontancous
Item Minus 4 Score reporting report
il3 asked you for your -2.00 -19.0 (13.5) A3 (56.5) 1N
opinion or help
il4  told you they liked -2.00 -19.0 (13.5) .02 (60.5) 171/0
your work
il3  came up to you and said hi -1.01 8.0 (34) 12 (42.0) 8/3/5
il6 called you names 1.94 13.6 (25) A6 ( 7.0) 301713
or teased you
n3  talks behind your back/say 22 (21.5) 14/3/10
mean things about you
i17  asked about how vou were -1.88 -13.8 (24) A2 (32.0) 874/
when you were hurt or sad
n4  helps me when I'm hurt 35 (10.5) 23113
i18 wouldn't let you join 1.55 11.2 (29) .23 (20.0) 154748
in 2 game or activity
n3  excluded you .20 (24.0) 13/6/7
i19  said something nice -2.08 -19.6 (12) 03 (56.53) 21N
about you
i20  weren't interested in 1.23 8.2 (33) .17 (31.5) 11/3/3
what you had to say
i2Z1  paid attention to 2,15 20,9 (9) 035 (53.0) 3112
what you were saying
i22  started talking to you -1.55 -14.8 (21.5) .65 ( 3.0) 42/17/25
i23  asked if you would like 2,52 297 (4) 12 (42.0) 8/12/6
1o go somewhere with them
after ool
né invites you to their house 48 (6.0) 31/13/18
n7  do things with you .28 (16.0) 18/7/11

n8  hang around with you 40 ( 8.0) 26/10/16
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ftem

tattled on you

told you they were glad
they were your friend

phoned to talk to
you at home

refused to help you or lend you
somcthing when vou needed it

cheered for you or
encouraged you

ask how yvou were doing

talked to vou about something
that happened in class

stoad or sat down
beside you

smiled at you and
were cheerful

explained something
you wanted o know

asked vou if you'd
like to play with them

play with you

joke or goof around with you
laughs at my jokes

nice to you

swears at you

interferes with your game

Inference  T-test for
Score Inference
Minus 4 Score
1.5 12.0 (27)
2,63 -353.2(2)
229 24.1(8)
1.49 11.1 {(30)
257 25.2(6)
-1.66 -14.8 (21.5)
-1.52 -11.3 (28)
1.70 -14.0 (23)
-2.06 -20.1 (11)
-1.94 -18.5 (15)
2.59 -33.9(1)

Proportion

of children
spontancously
reporting

.05 (53.0)

.00 (63.0)

17 (31.5)

.08 (48.5)

08 (48.5)

202 (60.5)

.00 (64.0)

20 (24.0)

.02 (60.5)

32 (12.0)

92 (1.0)
35 (10.5)
18 (28.0)
78 ( 2.0)
.09 (47.0)

.11 (49.0)

Frequency of
spontaneous
report

3172

0/0/0

117477

7
—
)
T
[ %]

5/5/0

1/1/0

0/0/0

13/5/8

14/4/10

1/0/1

21/10/11

60/29/31
23/14/9
1271072
51/22/29
6/3/3

7512
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Proportion
Inference  T-test {or of children Frequency of
Score Inference spontancously  spontancous

Item Minus 4 Score reporting report
nl3 looks at vou A8 (26.0) 12/6/6
nlé asks me questions .15 (36.0) 10/3/6
nl7 gives me dirty looks .15 (36.0) 10/1/9
nl8 mecan to me .25 (19.0) 16/4/12
nl9 boss or push you around 29 (13.5) 19/8/11
n20 tells others they like me 15 (36) 10/3/7
n21 tells me they like me A8 (27.5) 12/3/8
n22 works out problems 12 (42.0) 8/2/6
n23  ignores or avoids you 60 (4.0 39/16/23
n24  argues with vou 11 (45.5) 71473
n25  polite to you 18 (27.5) 12/3/9
n26  help you with vour school work 39 (9.0) 25/12/13
n27 willing to go along with what you want 17 (31.5) 11/4/7
n28 threatens or scares you 06 (50.5) 4/1/3
n29 gets mad at you 15 (36.0) 10/6/4
n30 interested in the same things as you .15 (36.0) 10/4/6
n31 enjoys my company 12 (42.0) 8/2/6

Note

Numbers in parenthesis indicates rankings by items. For T-tests of hypothetical inferences
(all significant at p<.05) these rankings are for original items only. Rankings for proportion
of children spontaneously reporting based an both initial and new items. For both rankings,
lower rank values indicate stronger potential to convey interest and liking. For frequency of
spontancous report, the first number represents the total number of children reporting,
followed by the number of boys and then the number of girls who mentioned that item.
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Item Scelection

The following a priori criteria were used, in conjunction with the data presented
in Table 1.2, 10 sclect behaviors for inclusion in the social interaction measure used in

subsequent studies:

[tem retention (criterion A). Items from the initial sct werce considered for

retention if they received a mean rating from all children on the Hypothetical Inferences
of Liking Scale that was significantly diffecrent from 4.0 (neutral point on this scaie).
Significance was tested using a standard T-test for comparing a group mean with a given
value (Welkowitz et al, 1982, pp. 133-136). Since all initial items had mean inference or
impression values significantly different from 4" at p<.03, no initial items were deleted for

this reason.

ltem retention (criterion B). Initial items, to be considered for the final

measure, also had to represent a behavioral category that had been spontancously reported
by at least 10% of the interviewed children in explaining their impressions regarding other
classmates’ social inclinations. This criterion resulted in the elimination of 17 items (i2,

15,17, 19, 110, 111, i13, 114, i19, i21, i24, i25, i27, 128, i29, i30, i33)

Item modification (criterion C). When an original item met the above criteria,

changes in wording were considered for one of two reasons. First if an alternative form of
expression for that item had been used by the more children than the original phrasing of
that item, item wording was modified to reflect this usage as long as this did not result in a
loss of clarity regarding the referent behavior. This resulted in changes in the wording of

six items: i1, 16, 112, i22, 126, and 131.

Item modification (criterion D). If a particular behavior representing a subset of

all thosc behaviors potentially covered by an initial item was mentioned more frequently
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than the gencral behavioral category. the initial item was to be reworded to place increased
emphasis on this behavior while also retaining its more gencral scope. This criterion

resulted in no original items being reworded.

Item_combination (criterion E). Given the practical limitations regarding the
length of the measure for which items were being selected, as well as the desire to assess
as broad a range of interactions as possible, some new behavioral categories were
combined with initial items when a) these new items were afrcady partially overlapped with
the original items, b) this new item had been mentioned by at least 20% of the subjects or
by a higher percentage of subjects than the related initial item, and c¢) it was felt that
combining these items did not result in a loss of clarity/specificity for that item. This
criterion resulted in the following items being combined: i8 with n2, i16 with n3, i17 with
n4, i18 with n5, and i23 with n6. In addition, under criterion F, items i34 (ask you if you'd
like to play with them) and n9 (play with you) should also have been combined. In this
instance, however, it was decided to retain item i34 unchanged because it represented the
initial item with the strongest infcrence value as assessed by the hypothetical impression
scale and because these two items had a very high degree of overlap. Thus, after applying
criteria A through F the foilowing items were still candidates for retention in their original

form: i3, i4, i15, i20, i32, i34, All others had either been deleted or modified.

Item addition (criterion F). It was also cxpected that children might mention
behaviors that did not correspond closely to any of the initial items or behavioral catego-
ries. When such an item was mentioned by more than twenty percent of the children inter-
viewed, this behavior was retained as a new behavior category for the final interaction
scale providing that the inclusion of this item did not result in the deletion of any initial
item that had been mentioned more frequently (sec also criterion H). This criterion

resulted in the following new items being added to the pool: n8, nl10, n12, n18, n19, n23
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and n26. Two additional items which might have met this criterion were not added for the
following reasons: nl was judged to be a subset item for i3 which was retained unchanged
since a greater number of children used the i3 category. As well, item n7 was not added

as it was felt to already be represented in items n8, i23-n3, and i34-n6.

Final item deletion {criterion G). If the inclusion of new item(s) on the basis of

critcrion G resulted in too many items being considered for inclusion on the social interac-
tion measure, the tolal number of items was to be reduced by dropping those items
retained through the apr'ication of criteria A,B,C which had the lowest absolute T-test
values providing that the 1 equency of response for those deleted items were less than the
new item(s). Initially, the target in terms of the final number of items had been set at
twenty. However, when the interview data was reviewed. it was decided to add two very
general items and keep a total of twenty-two items for this measure. Thus, application of

criterion H only led to the further deletion of items i15, 120,

Final item wording. After the final pool of items had been sclected, some items

were reworded to ensure a level of reading difficulty suitable for Grade-3 children. This
was done using Fry's (1968) readability formula which is based on the average number of

syllables per word as well as the average number of words per phrase.

After applying all of the above the selection criteria, the following 22 items were
tentatively selected for a scale designed to assess behavioral communication of liking.

These items, with root or contributing item numbers placed in parentheses, were:

lend you something when you needed it i1)
share a snack or a toy with you (id)
invite you over to their house or to go somewhere with them (i23 + n6)

share somcthing personal or private with you (i6)
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ignore or avoid you (n23)

pick you for their team or as their partaer (i8 + n2)
hang around with you (n8)

help you with your school work (n26)

stick up for you or defend you (i12)

joke or goof around with you (n10 and to a degree nll)
help you when you were hurt or sad (i17 + nd)

boss or push you around (nl9)

tcase or say mean things about you (i16 + n3)

sit beside you or stand in line with you (i31)

exclude you or not Ict you join (i18 + n5)
in a game or activity.

talk with you (i22)

were mean to you (nl8)

were nice to you (nl2)

phone you (i26)

smilc at you and were cheerful (i32)

ask you if you would like 1o play with them (i34 + n9)

physically hurt you (i3)

Item_Pool Comprehensiveness

A total of 654 or 68.3% (654/942 x 100) of all the behaviors spontancousiy reported by
children as the reasons why they felt certain peers liked or disliked them were represented
by the final 22 items. On average, cach of thesc final items described behaviors
mentioned in 29.7 of the 65 interviews conducted. The remaining 288 responscs not

represented in this final item pool were distributed across 90 different behavior categories
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including the 17 original tems deleted as the result of these interview data. The average
frequency of response for these non-included behaviors was, therefore, 288 /90 or only

3.20 times across these same 65 interviews.,

Gender Differences

The possibility that there might be important differences in the types of behav-
iors used by males versus females in deciding how much others like them was also consid-
cred. This was done in two ways. First, mean hypothctical inference or impression
ratings made by for both male and female respondents were compared for cach initial
item. This was accomplished through a secries of 34 t-tests using scparate variance csti-
mates for each gender group as these were not equal in size. A fairly relaxed per compar-
ison alpha criterion of .03 was adopted for these t-tests in order 1o protect against prema-
turcly concluding an absence of any gender differences for these hypothetical inferences.
Even so. only one significant difference was found between the hypothetical inferences or
impression ratings girls and boys. This was for item i7 ("gave you some advice”) on which
the difference in group means were significant at the .03 level. Since the probability of
finding at lcast one significant result in this many comparisons was .83 (Bonferroni prob-
ability = I-(]—.OS)S“"), it would appear that both boys and girls in this sample drew similar
inferences regarding a (hypothetical) peer's level of interest in or liking for them on the
basis of those behaviors assessed using the Hypothetical Inferences of Liking Scale. Mcan
inference values for both gender groups as well as related t-test scores for these group
comparisons arc presented in Appendix A.

It was also possible to cxamine differences in the frequency with which boys and
girls spontancously mentioned different behaviors in explaining their impressions regarding
the social inclinations of actual classmates. This issue was addressed by calculating a

Spearman rank order corrclation coefficient between rank orderings based on frequency of



Study ! - Interviews
122

spontancous mention for boys and similar rank orderings for girls. If, within both groups,
cach item had ecxactly the same ranking in terms of relative frequency of spontancous
mention, the resultant correlation would be +1.0 while no agreement in rank values would
result in a correlation of .00. In order to conduct this analysis, cach of the 22 final items
were ranked in terms of number of children within each gender group who spontancously
reported cach behavior. When all 22 final items were considered, the resultant Spearman
cocfficient was .69 (p<.001) indicating a fairly high level of correspondence. On only four
items did boys and girls rank values for any item differ by five or more ranks. These
items were: "joke and goof around with you” (2nd most frequently mentioned by boys,
15.5th for girls), "sharc something personal or private with you" (the lcast frequently
mentioned for boys, 9.5th for girls), "mean to you" {20th most frequently mentioned item
for bovs, 14th for girls), and finally. "physically hurt you” (ranked Sth with boys and 12.5th
with girls) When these four items were removed and the remaining 18 items re-ranked, the
resultant Spearman correlation coefficient was .95 (p<.001) indicating a very high degree
of correspondence between the relative frequency with which both boys and girls in this

sample mentioned any of these 18 other items.

Summarv and Conclusions

This study was designed as a first step in an investigation into the possible role that
communication of liking and interest might play in friendship formation and maintenance.
In order to conduct such an investigation, it was necessary to first identify behaviors that
might be important to this communication process. These bchaviors could then be
included in a behavioral communicators of liking scale which, hopefully, would facilitate
the measurement of such communication processes. To this end, a sample of Grade-5
children were interviewed concerning their current impressions regarding who liked them

in their class as well as the impressions they might form if they encountered certain behav-
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iors from a hypothetical peer.

Regardless of gender, a surprisingly large number of behaviors were spontane-
ously mentioned as providing the basis for these children's current impressions regarding
who liked and who disliked them in their respective peer groups. In addition, every item
presented on the hypothetical impressions scale led to a mean inference that was signifi-
cantly diffcrem from ‘4’ ("wouldn't be surc whether the other person liked or disliked
them). Both of these results suggest that many behaviors or social transactions may have
the potential to convey information regarding onc's level of interest or liking. While these
data do not necessarily mean that such inferential processes spontancously occur, no chil-
dren reported having difficulty with this task and scemed fairly certain in their predictions
of who liked and who disliked them. These children also readily identified the behaviors
on which they based these judgments. This would seem to lend some support to the
strategy adopted in this rescarch to attempt to assess the communication of interest and
liking through appraising those dyad-specific transactions or behaviors that seem to have
the most potential for conveying these social inclinations.

On the basis of these data, 22 behaviors were identified as likely having the
greatest potential for conveying interest and Eking for children of this age group. These
items were chosen primarily on the basis of frequency of spontancous mention in chil-
dren’s explanations of current impressions regarding how much actual classmates liked
them. In the case of the initial items, the consistency and strength of inference that these
children drew when presented with a hypothetical situation was also considered. On
average, the items tentatively sclected for inclusion on a behavioral communication of
liking scale were mentioned almost ten times as frequently as non-included items and, in
the casc of those initial items which were either retained or modified, also resulted in
stronger more consistent inferences of liking and disliking. Thus, though the final pool of

items did not include all behaviors that children might use in constructing impressions
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regarding who liked them in the's peer group, it did contain the behaviors most frequently
mentioned in this sample.

When the characteristics of those items retained are considered, perhaps the
most striking fcature is that 16 of these 22 items described positive social transactions
while only 6 incorporated negative behaviors. While emphasis was placed on positive
behaviors in the initial set of items duc to the expectation that such positive behaviors
might play a more central role in fricndship formation, item retention, modification and
addition criteria were not designed to generate any a priori advantage for cither type of
item. Yet, 11 of the 13 behaviors most frequently mentioned in children’s spontancous
descriptions of how they had formed their own impressions involved positive items. In
addition, although 26% (9 of 34) of the initial items assessed on the Hypothetical
Inferences of Liking Scale had been negatively worded, only one of the 15 items which led

to the strongest and most consistent inferences of liking or disliking involved a negative

behavior.



CHAPTER NINE

Study 2

Cross-validation of the Potential of Selected Behaviors
to Communicate Liking Between Children

Purposc

In the previous study, a sample of Grade-5 children were interviewed concerning
the behavioral basis of their perceptions of classmates’ liking for them. Also of interest in
these interviews were the inferences of liking children felt they would draw if various
behaviors had been directed toward them by a hypothetical peer. Bascd on these inter-
views, 22 behaviors were tentatively identified as having considerable potential to convey
interest and liking between children. The present study was designed to assess the general-
izability of these results by cross-validating the communicative impact of these behaviors in
different sample of grade-5 children. To this end, cach behavior was incorporated into a
hypothetical vignette portraying a short interactional sequence between 2 small group of
peers. Children in this study then guessed how much the differcnt characters in any
vignette liked each other. By examining these judgments, it was hoped that the communi-

cative potential of each behavior could be confirmed.

Method

Subjects

Two-hundred and sixty-three grade-5 students participated in this study. These
children were drawn from 11 grade-5 classes across two school boards in the

Ottawa-Carlcton area. None of these schools had been involved in the previous study.
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This sample included 135 boys (mean age, 10.7 years) and 128 girls {(mean age. 10.9 years).
Most of these children were from urban, middle socio-economic homes and were primarily
European in terms of cultural background. Only children who received parental permix-
sion participated in this study. Finally, subjects were randomly assigned to one of four
groups of roughly cqual sizc and gender make-up such that the number of boys in any
group ranged from 31 to 36 whilc the number of girls varied from 30 to 34. Each of these

four groups received a different set of vignettes.

Format of Vignettes

Each vignette involved four characters and a brief interactional sequence
designed to assess the communicative potential of a single bchavior. In order to do so,
both this behavior and its opposite were included in the same vignetie. For cxample, in
one vignetie the key behavior was helping another child who was hurt while the opposite
behavior involved doing nothing to help this injured peer. The final behavior or incident
which occurred in any vignette was one thought to be fairly 'neutral’ or unlikely to convey
much information regarding level of liking or interest.

Two types of vignettes were used in this study. In 'single-agent’ vigneties, one
character directed a different behavior toward cach of the other three characiers in the
story. In ‘threc-agent’ vigneties, this one character was the recipient of three different
behaviors, cach one initiated by one of the other characters in that vignette. The choice
of format used to present any behavior was determined by which type of vignetie provided
the simplest story-line for that behavior.

In all vignettes, children werc asked to guess how much the character initiating
any behavior liked the recipient of that action. These guesses were recorded on seven-

point hypothetical inference-of-liking scales placed immediately below cach vignetie.
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Responses on these scales could range from a "1’ indicating an inference of very strong
tiking on the part of the character initiating the behavior to a ‘7’ or an inference of strong
disliking. Examples of both types of vignette can be found on the following pages. In

addition, all vignettes used in this study have been reproduced in Appendix B.

Proccedures for Administrating Vignettes

Generation of forms. Twenty-one vignettes were constructed for this study

though not all were given to every child since this would have made the task very long.
Instead, the number of vignettes rcad by any child was limited to six by constructing
several different forms of this task. The first vignette on every form involved two behav-
jors: "being nice” and "being mean” since these already represented opposites. The other
five stories for any form were randomly selected from the remaining twenty vignettes and
were unique to that form. These vignettes were also presented in a randomly determined
order within any form. Finally, both male and female versions were constructed for cach
form by using same-scx character names so that children would read only vignetics

involving characters of their own gender.

Presentation of vieneties. Within any class, different forms of this task (as

described above) were randomly assigned to participating children prior to the actual test
session. Children were told that they would be reading six different stories and told that
after reading cach story they were to try lo guess how much different characters in that
vignette liked each other. It was emphasized to children that there were no right or wrong
answers in this task other than those which reflected their own opinions. The scale used
to record these impressions was explained and the difference between single-agent and
three-agent vignettes was pointed out. Children were asked 1o read the question following

each vignette carefully so that they would be sure whose level of liking they were to guess.



Study 2 - Vignettes
128

Example of a Three-Agent Vignetie

One day during recess, Chris slipped and scraped his knce on
thc pavement. Both Jason and Todd saw Chris fail. However, only
Jason went over to help Chris. Todd kept on playing. After Chris’
knce had been bandaged by the school nurse, he returned to his class.

His teacher then put him in the same work group as Andrew,

(Characters in vignette read by girls were named Carvn, Tara. Elsic
and Mclisa).

Based on just the short story above, how much do you think cach of the

following classmates likes CHRIS?

Really Liked Sort Not Sort of  Disliked Really
liked hima of surc didn’t him a disliked
hima fair liked like {air him a
lot bit him him bit lot

“‘ll"*t'lt‘l!lﬂ*tl‘*ﬂ‘-lﬁ'.“*‘.!li..'..#.#*.l‘lt.-ll.‘l-l--‘#l

Jason 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Todd 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Andrew 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Example of a Single-Agent Vignetle

When Mike got to school, he saw David sitting on the stairs.
Mike smiled at David and said "hi” cheerfully. Later, Mike saw Carl
bouncing a bail against the wall. As Mike walked by Carl, he neither
smiled nor was cheerful. Then the bell rang. Mike went inside and

hung his coat beside Ian's.

Characters in vignette rcad by girls were named Donna, Susan,
. g - b
Margot and Tanya).

Based on just the short story above, how much do you think MIKE likes cach of

the following classmates?

Really Liked Sort Not Sortof Disliked Really
liked hima of sure didn't him a disliked
hima fair liked like fair him a
lot bit him him bit lot

PP TT I I T et et e e P e eV P LA LR LD SR L LA L Ll s L)

Carl 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
David 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
lan 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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They were also reminded that their participation in this task was voluntary and that
responses would be treated as confidential.  Next, both male and female versions of the
first vignette (involving "being mean” and "being nice”) was read aloud by the test adminis-
trator. Children then answered the questions for this vignettc by themselves. Once this
vignette had been completed, children worked ahcad on their own, Each test session

lasted less than 45 minutes and children appeared to experience minimal difficulty with

this task.

Scoring of vignettes. The inference-of-liking ratings made by cach child were
recorded separately for the positive, negative and neutral incidents described in any given
vignctte. Average or mean inferences made by all children completing that particular
vignetie were also calculated by summing inferences made by all these children and
dividing by thc number of children involved. Again these mean inference scores were

v

calculated separately for the positive, negative and neutral incidents within cach vignette.

Results

Effects Related 10 Tvpe of Vignette

It was not expected that vignette format (single or three-agent) would strongly
influence ratings on the hypothetical inferences-of-liking scales. In order to confirm this
expectation, average inference-of-liking ratings associated with cach format were
compared. First considered were inferences of liking associated with the 16 positive
behaviors assessed in this study. Of these, being nice to a peer, asking another child to
play, phoning the other child, picking a peer as a pariner, inviting someone over, sharing
something personal, hanging around with another child, and smiling at a peer were all

presented in single-agent vignettes. Sharing a snack, lending something to another child,
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standing beside o classmate in line, helping a peer who was hurt, sticking up for someone,
joking around with another child, talking together, and helping another child with his/her
school work werc assesseu using threc-agent vignettes. The average inference-of-liking
rating made by all children across all eight positive behaviors presented in one-agent
vignettes was 1.49 (sd = .92). For the cight positive behaviors embedded in three-agent
vignettes the corresponding mcan inference score was 1.44 (sd = 81). The difference
between these two means was not significant when compared within 2 t-test designed to
test differences in the means of two independent groups (T (1183) = 1.07, p>.20)

A similar analysis was conducted for inferences of liking made in response to the
six negative behaviors evaluated in this study. Of these, being mean and physically hurting
someone were presented within one-agent vigneties. The average inference rating received
by these two negative behaviors was 6.39 (sd = .88). For the four negative behaviors
presented in the threc-agent format (teasing a classmate, excluding somcone, bossing
another child around, and ignoring a peer) this average inference of (dis)liking was
6.31 (sd = 1.09). Again, the difference between these two means was not significant using
a t-test of differences between two independent groups (T (585) = 1.00 p>.30). Judging
from thesc results, it appears that the inferences children made in responsc 1o these 22
behaviors were not strongly affected by the format within which any of thesc behaviors

were embedded.

Gender Effects

These analyses compare the average inference of liking made by boys in response
to any given behavior with the average inference reported by girls for that same behavior.
Such gender-related differences were assessed separately for each of the 22 behaviors used
to construct these vignettes. This was accomplished through a series of 1-tests designed 1o

assess differences in the means of two independent groups. The per-comparison alpha
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criterion for each of these contrasts was set at (05722 or .002 in order to maintain the
overall alpha for the entire family of these comparisons at the .05 level (Hays, 1983,
pp 435; Myers, 1979, pp 298-300). Using this rather stringent per-comparison alpha no
significant differences emerged in inferences of liking made by girls and boys in response
to any of these 22 behaviors. Even when a relaxed per-comparison alpha criterion of .05
was applicd, only one significant gender difference emerged. This was for “physically
hurting” another child. For this behavior, the mean inference of (dis)iking for boys was
6.42 (sd = 1.16) while the mean inference for girls was 6.88 (sd =.33). The resulant
T-value for this test was T (41) = 2.30, p<.03 when scparate variance cstimates were used
in calculating the standard crror for this test. Given the number of between-gender
compaﬁsc;ns madec, the probability of getting a1 least onc significant between-group differ-
ence at the .05 level was (1 - (1 -.05)22) or .63 (Hays, 1981, p. 299). lHence, the fact that
only onc significant difference emerged, cven with a fairly relaxed alpha criterion of .05,
indicates the boys and girls in this sample tended to draw similar conclusions regarding
level of liking on the basis of cach of these 22 behaviors. As a result, data regarding infer-

ences of liking were collapsed across both gender groups in subsequent analyses.

Difference Between Mean Inferences of Likine Associated with Specific Behaviors and the

Neutral Point on This Scale

This section addresses the issu¢ of whether any of the behaviors used to
construct these vignettes consistently led to inferences of that differed significantly from a
rating of ‘4’ indicating uncertainty regarding level of liking. In order to answer this ques-
tion, it was necessary to calculate mean inference scores associated with cach of the
behaviors these vignettes were designed to evaluate. Once these mean inference values

had been calculated for each behavior of interest, differences between the mean inference
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of liking associated with any behavior and the neutral point for this scale () were tested
using the formula suggested by Wetkowitz et al (1982, pp. 133-138) for testing the differ-
ence between the mean of a single group and a given value. Since the mean inference-of-
liking value for cach behavior was tested separately. the per-comparison alpha criterion for
assessing differences from the neutral point on this scale was sct at [05/22 = 002 in order
to maintain the family-wise alpha criterion at .05. These mean inference-of-liking values,
the standard deviations in the inference-of-liking ratings used to generate these means and
the resultant t-values for each behavior are listed below in Tabie 2.1.

Every one of thesc tests produced fairly large and significant t-values using a
stringent per comparison alpha of .002. For the positive behaviors assessed in this study.,
these differences were all in the direction indicating inferences of strong liking with the
average rating across all of the positive behaviors evaluated in this study being
1.47 (sd = .87). The opposite occurred with negative behaviors.  All mean inferences of
(dis)liking based on the six negative behaviors considered in this study were significantly
different from the neutral point on this scale in the dircction signifying judgments of
disliking. When the inferences of disliking associated with these negative behaviors were
considered collectively, the average inference rating given by all children reading any of

these vignettes was 6.36 (sd = 1.03).

Difference in Inferences of Liking Based on Various Kev Behaviors and inferences

Associated with Neutral Incidents

In all vignettes, a ncutral behavior or incident was included as a distractor. This
was done to lessen any tendency for children to develop a response set of simply making
one inference of strong liking and another inference of strong disliking in responsc to any
vignette regardless of the behaviors involved. These neutral incidents ranged from actual

behaviors such as hanging one's coat up beside that of another character to events such as
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Table 2.1

Mean Inferences of (Dis)Liking For Each Behavior and the
T-test Values for Differences Between these Mean Inference
Values and the Neutral Point on this Scale

T-value for test of

difference between

mean inference and
Key Behavior Mcan sd neutral point (4)

lend something 1.48 87 -22.61
share snack with classmatc 1.33 .60 -34.68
invite peer over 1.32 72 -31.16
share something personal 1.52 1.28 -13.09
pick child for team/partner 1.54 96 -21.21
hang around with peer 1.47 1.07 -19.46
help with school work 1.55 .81 -24.75
stick up for another child 1.52 82 -24.53
joke with pecr 1.46 1.05 -19.84
help when hurt/sad 1.22 58 -10.38
sit/stand beside 1.64 98 -18.73
talk with classmate 1.32 71 -30.80
be nice to another child 1.51 74 -55.36
phone peer 1.73 B4 -20.27
smile at anotker child 1.77 1.39 -13.04
ask peer to play 1.25 56 40,44
ignore peer 6.53 1.07 +19.17
boss/push around 6.12 1.33 +17.67
tease other child 6.39 8 +23.20
exclude peer 6.21 99 +17.84
be mean to another child 6.33 .87 +43.15
physically hurt peer 6.64 .90 +23.44

Note Higher (positive) t-values indicate inferences of greater disliking, lower
{negative) t-values signify inferences of greater liking.

All t-values listed above were significant at p<.001

For behaviors other than "mean” and "nice” sample size varied from 61 to 69
depending on the form in which that vignetic appeared. N for "mean” and "nice” was 263.
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the teacher placing two students in the same work group. While it was difficult to ensure
complete neutrality in such incidents in terms of the level of liking or disliking conveyed,
the average inference of liking for neutral incidents across all vigneties within any form
varicd from 3.47 to 3.66 with within-group standard deviations ranging from .47 to .61.
This suggests that children tended 1o assume a small amount of liking between peers unless
faced with contrary cvidence. In light of this finding, the question arose as to whether the
mean inference-of-liking made by any group of children in responsc to a given key
behavior was significantiy different from the average mean inference rating that these same
children made in response to all neutral incidents they evaluated. When these compari-
sons were carricd out, each positive behavior of interest led to a significantly morc positive
mean inference of liking at p<.001. Similarly, cach negative behavior also led to a signifi-
cantly more negative mean inference of disliking when compared to these same adjusted
neutral points, again at p<.001. Furthermore, when individual inferences of liking or
disliking associated with specific negative and positive behaviors were directly compared to
the mean inference associated with the neutral incident within that same vignette, all of

these comparisons gencrated t-values that were also significant at £<.001.

Differences in Inferences of Liking Associated with Various Behaviors and Their QOpposites

In order to conduct this analysis, difference scores were calculated for cach
vignette by subtracting the inference-of-liking rating any child made in responsc 1o the
opposite behavior in that vignette from the rating this same child made in response to the
behavior that this vignette was designed to evaluate. These difference scores were then
summed across all children completing that vigneite and divided by the number of children
involved. T-lests were then conducted for cach vignette to determine whether the mean
difference score for that vignette was significantly different from zero. These mean differ-

ence scores, standard deviations in difference scores used to calculate these means and the
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Table 2.2
Mcan Difference Between Inferences-of-Liking Ratings For Each Key Behavior
and Similar Inferences Associated With the Opposite Behavior
Mean difference Standard T-value for iest of
between scores for deviation diffecrence between
key behavior and in inference scores for
inferences based on difference behavior of interest
Kev “chavior opposite incidents scores and their opposites
lend something -4.56 1.70 -20.96
sharc snack with classmatc -4.56 1.5 -26.65
invite peer over -4.13 1.80 -19.08
share something personal -3.90 245 -13.01
pick for team/partner -2.81 1.73 -13.47
hang around with peer -3.28 1.72 -15.56
help with school work 455 1.79 -20.63
stick up for another child -4.66 1.73 -22.06
joke with peer -3.88 2.21 -14.36
help when hurt/sad 4.63 1.06 -35.93
sit/stand beside -136 1.73 -19.66
talk with classmate <4.12 1.58 21.14
be nice to another child 4.83 1.28 -60.94
phone peer -2.51 1.89 -10.88
smile at another child -3.94 2.53 -12.65
ask peer to play 4.05 1.72 -19.27
ignore peer +4.78 2.13 +18.24
boss/push around +4.59 1.67 +22.44
tease other child +4.72 1.54 +23.95
exclude peer +4.78 1.39 +26.86
be mcean to another child +4.83 1.28 +60.,94
physically hurt peer +5.07 1.35 +31.12

Note Higher (positive) mean difference scores indicate inferences of greater disliking
for the key behavior in that vignette compared to the opposite behavior. Lower

{ncgative) mean difference scores signify inferences of greater liking for this
key behavior.

All T-values listed above were significant at p<.001

For behaviors other than “mean” and "nice” sample size varied from 61 to

69 depending on the form in which that vignette appearcd. N for "mean”
and "nice” was 263.
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t-values resulting from these comparisons are listed in Table 2.2.

Considering cach vignette separately, mean differences between inferences asso-
ciated with any key behavior and similar inference scores for opposite incidents ranged in
absolute value from a low of 2.51 for "phoning” a peer 1o a high of 5.07 for "physically
hurting” another child. When these mean difference scores were tested for each vignette
individuaily using a per-comparison alpha of .05/22 or .002 in order to maintain the family-
wise alpha at .05, every comparison viclded results that were significant at p<.001. Thus,
not only did each of these 22 behaviors lead 10 mean infercnces of liking that were signifi-
cantly different from the ncutral point on this scale (sec previous scctions). these infer-
ences were also significantly different from those drawn on the basis of opposite behaviors
within the same vignette. Furthermore, mean difference scores were fairly large in magni-
tude with the average absolute difference score across all vignetics being 4.29 (sd = 1.83).
Given the fact that the maximum difference possible for inferences on this scalc was |6],
these resuits would appear to indicate that the inferences drawn by children on the basis of

any key behavior were very different from those associated with opposite incidents.

Order Effects

Although four different vignettes shared the same ordinal position, cach behavior
was cmbedded in only one vignette whose ordinal position in the presentation sequence
did not vary. Thus, the order of presentation for any vignette and the behavior whose
communicative potential was being appraised were partially confounded. In order to
assess the degree to which previously presented resuits may have been influenced by order
of presentation it was necessary to pool inference-of-liking ratings across ail 4 vignettes
sharing the same position in the presentation sequence. In doing so, inferences associated
with positive behaviors were considered separately from those made in response to

negative incidents. For positive behaviors, the mean inference of liking associated with
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any position in the presentation sequence ranged from 1.35 to 1.68 with within-group stan-
dard deviations ranging from .71 to 1.08. When these between-group differences were
compared through a six-group onc-way ANOVA, the resultant Fof 4.81 (5,1569) was
significant at p<.001 indicating the presence of an order cffect. However, the epsilon
value for this analysis was only .01. This statistic (epsilon = df,(F-1))/((dfp)(F) + dfy) can
range in value from 0’ to ‘1’ with stronger relationships between the independent and
dependent variables in any ANOVA gencerating values nearer to 'l’ (Welkowitz et al, 1982,
p. 252). Thus, this epsilon value of .01 indicates that the actual strength of the relation-
ship between order of presentation and inferences of liking was fairly small and may have
attained statistical significance primarily because of the large degrees of freedom involved.
For contrast purposes the I-valucs associated with cach of the 16 key positive behaviors in
comparison 10 other neutral cvents were converted into point-biserial coefficients
(rpb = ((lz)l(t2 + df))‘ll 2). This coefficient, when squared, assesses strength of cffect in
1-tests comparing two groups of scores (Welkowitz ¢t al, 1982, p. 210). As with gpsilon,
the square of the point-biscrial coefficient can vary in value from 0 to 1 with higher values
indicating a stronger relationship between the dependent and independent variables.  For
these comparisons, the resultant rr_.b2 vaiues ranged from .72 for "smiling at another peer”
to .96 for "asking another child 10 play”, indicating that the main effect for each positive
behavior on mean inferences of liking was considerably greater than any ¢ffects of order.
A similar analytical strategy was used to cvaluate order effects involving infer-
ences of disliking based on negative behaviors. First, the mean inference of disliking was
calculated for all negative behaviors embedded in vignettes sharing the same ordinal posi-
tion in the presentation sequence. For the six possible positions, these mean values
ranged from 5.37 to 6.39 with within-group standard-deviations ranging from .87 to 1.47.
When these between-group differences were compared in a six-group onc-way ANOVA,

the resultant F was 15.33 (5, 1568) p<.001 again indicating that order of presentation had
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an effect on the inferences children made in this task. However, the strength of this order
effect as measured by epsilon was only .04 indicating a small relationship between order of
presentation and inferences of disliking associated with any negative behavior. When the
strength of the effect of each individual negative behavior was considered separately, the
resultant indices (rpbz) ranged from .69 for "bossing around a peer” to .90 for "physically
hurting another child”. Thus, while order of presentation appears to have had some
impact on the inference of disliking associated with any negative behavior, this cffect was
considerably smaller than the overall impact that cach ncgative behavior had on children’s
inference-of-liking ratings. As was suggested for positive behaviors, the significance of
this main cffect for order of presentation for negative behaviors may have been largely
attributable to the large degrees of freedom for the within-groups crror term in this anal-

ysis.

Differences in the Strength and Variability of Inferences Regarding Level of Liking

Associated with Positive and Negative Behaviors

In Study 1, 16 of the 22 most frequently mentioned behaviors in children’s expla-
nations of why they felt various classmates liked or disliked them involved positive trans-
actions. In addition, these same children gencrally reported that they would draw more
extreme inferences regarding how much a hypothetical peer (dis)liked them if this peer
had directed various positive behaviors toward them than they would if a negative behavior
had been involved. Both of these results suggest the possibility of systematic differences
between positive and negative social transactions in terms of their potential to communi-
cate level of liking and/or disliking between children. In order to further explore this
possibility, several comparisons were made between these two types of behaviors on the
basis of data collected in this study.

The first analysis considered differences in the strength of inferences children
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made in response (o positive versus negative behaviors,  Here strength of inference was
operationalized in terms of the absolute size of the difference between any inference-of-
liking rating and the neutral point on this rating scale (4). As a result, for example,
ratings of '7’ or '1’ would both be assigned the same absolute strength-of-inference score of
‘3. Use of such absolute values was necessary because ratings at either end of this scale
would indicate equally extreme inlerences. Once these strength-of-inference scores had
been calculated for all ihfcrcnccs cach child made, mean strength of inference scores were
calculated for all positive and all negative behaviors assessed in these vignettes.  For posi-
tive behaviors, the resultant mean was 2.57 (sd = .66) indicating that the average inference
made by children in response to any positive behavior was 2.57 units away from the neutral
point on the inference-of-liking scale (in the direction of a positive inference of liking).
For negative behaviors, the average distance away from the neutral point was 2.06
(sd = .94} indicating that, on average, such negative behaviors led to less extreme infer-
ences than those associated with positlive behaviors. When the difference between
strength of inference scores associated with positive versus negative behaviors in cach
vignelte was assessed using a repeated measures t-test, this difference in strength of infer-
ence associated with both types of bchavior across all vignettes was significant with
t (1573) = 19.28, p<.001.

Variability in the infercnces made in response to both positive and negative
behaviors were also compared. In this case, these comparisons were conducted separately
for each vignettc using a standard F-test for homogeneity of variance. Thus, the variability
in inferences of liking associated with thc positive behavior in a given vignette was
compared with the variability in inferences of (dis)liking children made in response to the
negative (opposite) behavior in that same vignette. These resulis are presented in

Table 2.3.

In 18 of 21 vignettes, the negative incident produced greater variability in chil-
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Table 2.3
Differences in Variability of Inferences Based on
Positive and Negative Versions of any Behavior

Standard Standard F-value for

deviation in deviation in test of

infercnces inferences homogencity
Item providing base for positive for negative of variance
for vignetie incident incident
lend something 87 1.01 1.16 .
share snack with classmate .60 1.13 4.98
invite peer over 72 1.41 3.68 *°°
share something personal 1.28 1.49 1.26
ignore peer 1.27 1.07 140
pick child for tcam/partner 96 1.29 1,80 .
hang around with peer 1.07 1.53 2.10 .
help with school work 81 1.37 2.87
stick up for another child 82 1.19 149
joke with peer 1.05 1.57 .24
help when hert/sad 38 89 1.27
boss/push around B4 1.33 1.84 °
tcase another child 1.01 .80 1.13
sit/stand beside 98 1.18 1.43
exclude peer 67 99 174 °
talk with classmate 7 1.29 335 "
being mean - nice 74 87 1.40 *°
phone peer 91 1.46 231 ***
smile at another child 1.39 1.58 1.29
ask peer to play 56 1.56 282 "
physically hurt peer 90 .89 1.02

Note positive and negative incidents taken from same vignette

IFor alt behaviors other than "mean” and "nice” sample size
varied from 61 to 69 depending on the form in which that
vignette appeared. N for "mean” and "nice” was 263.

*p<.05  **p<.01 *** p<.001
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dren’s judgments regarding the state of the relationship between the two characters
involved than did the positive incident occurring in the same vignetie. In 12 of these 18
vignettes, this difference between the two within-group variabilities was significant. In the
threc vignettes in which the positive behavior led to a greater variability in inferences, the

resuitant Fovalue was not significant.

Comparison Between Frequency of Spontancous Mention (Study 1) and Strength of

Inference Regarding Liking (Study 2)

The analyses to be presented in the following section compare the relative
communicative potency of cach of these 22 behaviors across Studics 1 and 2. The index
used to detcrmine potency for Study 1 was the proportion of children who spontancously
mentioned a given behavior in explaining their own impressions regarding how much
different classmates liked them. The comparable index for Study 2 was the absolute
difference in the mean inferencc-of-liking rating associated with any behavior and the
ncutral point on the hypothetical inference-of-liking scale. Absolute value in the differ-
ence from this neutral point was chosen instead of the T-values associated with this differ-
cnce because these latter values could be affected by sample size which varied with
behavior. Both the proportion of children spontancously mentioning any behavior and the
absolute strength of mean inferences based on each behavior are listed in Table 2.4

In order 10 determine the degree of relationship between these two indices a
Spearman rank order correlation cocfficient was calculated between these two variables
for this set of behaviors. The resultant coefficient was rg (22) = .64, p<.001. This coefhi-
cient indicates a significant moderate relationship between these two variables suggesting a
reasonable level of consistency across lhcsc'two studies in terms of the relative communi-

cative strength of cach behavior at least as measured by these two indices.
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Table 2.4

Frequency of Spontancous Mention (Study 1) and Absolute
Difference between Mean Infercnces of Liking and the Neutral
Point for this Scale (Study 2) for Different Behaviors

Absolute
difference
Proportion between mean
of inference
Behavior of interest children and neutrat
mentioning Rank point (4) Rank
" ask peer to play 92 1.0 2.75 - 20
he nice to another child 78 20 2.49 11.0
talk with classmate .65 3.0 2.63 3.5
ignore peer .60 4.0 2.53 8.5
share snack with classmate 55 5.0 2.67 5.0
, leasc peer .46 6.0 2.39 16.0
invite peer over A3 7.0 2 3.5
hang around with peer .40 3.0 2.53 85
., help with school work 39 9.0 245 15.0
. joke with peer 35 10.5 2.54 7.5
help when hurt/sad 35 10.5 2.78 1.0
stick up for another child .29 12.5 248 12.5
boss/push around 29 12.5 2.12. 22.0
. share something personal .28 14.5 2.48 125
physically hurt peer 28 14.5 2.64 6.0
lend something .26 16.0 2.51 10.0
. be mean to another child 25 17.0 2.33 18.0
exclude peer 23 18.0 221 21.0
. phone peer 17 21.5 227 19.0
. sit/stand beside .20 20.0 2.36 17.0
pick child for leam/pariner a7 21.5 2.46 4.0
smile at another child 22 19.0 2.23 20.0

Note * on ilems representing the combination of more than one response category
(See Study 1), frequency listed is for behavior/category mentioned most
often. Lower rank values for each index indicate greater communicative polency
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Summarv and Conclusions

This study cross-validated the potential of 22 behaviors to convey hiking or
disliking between children. In order to do so, each of these behaviors as well as its oppo-
site and a relatively neutral incident were placed in a single vignette. Inferences regarding
level of liking made by children in response to the various behaviors embedded in any
vignette were then compared. For cach of the 22 behaviors which this study was designed
to evalnate, the inferences associated with that behavior were significantly different from
a) the ncutral point on these hypothetical inferences-of-liking scales, b) infercnces drawn
on the basis of (neutral) events not expected to convey much information regarding liking
and, c) inferences associated with opposite behaviors. Collectively, these resulis would
secm to indicate that these behaviors can function as important communicators of level of
liking. Neither the gender of children completing these vigneties nor the type of vignetie
(single or three-agent) used to present any behavior had any significant effect on this
pattern of results. Order of presentation of different vigneties, however, did have a small
but significant impact on the inferences of liking associated with any behavior. Thus,
future investigations into the communicative potential of specific behaviors, if using a
similar vignette task, should include counter-balancing of order of presentation as a design
feature. At the same time, these order effects were considerably smaller than the effect
any specific behavior had on children's inferences regarding level of liking, and thus were
unlikely to have appreciably altered the overall pattern of results as summarized above.
This is particularly true for analyses of differences between inferences based on any given
behavior and those associated with opposite behaviors sinéc they occurred in the same
vignette and, thus, shared the same position in the presentation sequence.

Besides confirming that each of these 22 behaviors could influcnce children's
impressions regarding another child's level of liking, the relative strength of cach of these

behaviors as a communicator of liking was also considered. In this analysis, two indices
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of communicative potency were compared. The first invoived the frequency with which
various behaviors were spontancously mentioned by children in Study 1 in their explana-
tions of their impressions regarding how much actual classmates liked them. The second
index was based on the strength of inference children drew for each behavior on the basis
of the hypothetical vignettes used in this study. A comparison of rank orderings for these
22 behaviors on both of these variables revealed a moderate relationship across these two
studics in terms of the relative communicative strength of cach behavior suggesting a
degree of generalizability or robustness to these findings. However, in the present study
the experimental manipulation of various behaviors in order 10 influence children’s impres-
sions was carried out in a hypothetical context. Thus, while the results of this study
suggest nat these behaviors do have the potential to convey such information, these
results probably should not be considered conclusive evidence that these behaviors actually
do influence, in an ongoing fashion, children's perceptions within their peer groups
regarding level of liking. Nor has it yet been demonstrated that such behavioral communi-
cation of liking and/or interest can stimulate the development of reciprocal feclings from
children receiving this initial communication. Rather, this study confirms the potential of
ecach of these behaviors to convey liking and, as such, represents a further step in vali-
dating the inclusion of such behaviors on a measure designed to assess such behavioral
communication.

Finally, differences between the ability of positive and negative social behaviors
to affect children’s impressions of peers’ social inclinations were also considered.
Generally, positive behaviors led 1o significantly more extreme inferences of liking than
did ncgative behaviors in terms of level of liking: a pattern which was also present in
Study 1. In addition, in over half the vignettes there was significantly greater variability in
the inferences associated with negative behaviors than there was in inferences made in

response to related positive behaviors. These results may indicate that children more
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readily interpret positive overtures as reflecting an attitude of liking and interest while
perhaps tempering or qualifying judgments regarding the significance of negative incidents
on the basis of other contextual/relationship factors. Such an interpretation, if valid,
could have interesting implications in terms of the expected impact of various types of
behaviors on the friendship formation and maintenance process and will be considercd

further in the light of the results of studics to be presented later in this dissertation.



CHAPTER TEN

Study 3

Evaluation of the Psychometric Properties
of the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale

Purposc

This study was designed to evaluate the Behavioral Communicators of Liking
Scale. This measure contained a sct of items based on behaviors tentatively identified in
Study 1, and cross-validated in Study 2, as consistent behavioral communicators of liking
for children aged 10 an 11, Psychometric properties considered included factor structure,
internal consistency and test-retest reliability. In addition, the construct validity of this
scale was assessed by comparing scores on this measure with several other variables.
Since only behaviors likely to play an impor.ant role in conveying liking were included on
this mecasure, it was expected that the frequency with which any child directed these
behaviors toward another classmate would be highly correlated with this latter classmalc's
impression of how much the first child liked him or her. Also, as hypothesized earlier
(See Chapter 3) this communication of liking was expected to genecrate a reciprocal
response of liking from other children. Accordingly, the ratings that children received
from pcers on this Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale were also expected to be

highly correlated with the level of liking reported by peers for these same children.

Method

Subjects

Two hundred and sixty students none of whom had been involved in ecither

Study 1 or 2 were recruited from 12 Grade-5 classes in 6 different schools to participate in
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this study. The population served by these schools was primarily anglophone but included
some children of francophone and European background. Al six schools were situated in
middle socio-cconomic arcas. Only students receiving parental permission were included
in this siudy. The resultant sample consisted of 147 boys (mean age. 10.6 vears) and 113
girls (mean age, 10.5 years). Of these, 255 were available for the first retest 3 months
after the initial pre-test and 252 for a final testing session conducted another 3 months
later. All data collection was carried out within a single school year. Only those children
who remained in the same class for the entire data collection period were tested at

Times 2 and 3.

Mecasures

Four measures were administered at each test time. These were a Sociometric
Rating Scale, the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale. a Peers’ Impressions of
Liking Scale and the Revised Minnesota Class Play. These measures are described below

and reproduced in Appendix C.

Sociometric Rating Scale. This instrument served as the primary mcasure of

how much cach child liked to be with various other classmates. On this seven-point scale,
ratings of ‘1" indicated that the rater "always liked to be with the other child®, a '3" that the
rater like 1o be with this child "half the time” and a '7" that the rater "never liked 1o be
with” that classmate. Rating scale points 2, '3, 'S, and ‘6’ further subdivided this prefer-
ence or liking contintum. A rating scale was chosen over the sociometric nomination
method (see Chapter 5 for 2 more complete review) because previous rescarch indicated
that the rating-scale measure gencrates more reliable data (e.g., Asher & IHymel, 1981;
Kennedy, 1988) as well as provides more information regarding the level of liking occur-

ring within each relationship (Bukowski & Hoza, 1989; Murphy, 1986a,1986b; Newcomb &
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Bukowski, 1983). This latter feature is particularly important if one wishes 10 examine

changes in particular relationships as opposcd to changes in overall peer-group status.

‘The Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale. This measure contained 22

items cach based on a behavior previously identified as a potentially important conveyors
of liking or disliking between children in this age group (sce Studies 1 and 2). For cach
item. children were asked to rate how often every other classmate had directed that
behavior toward them in the last month. This relatively short time-frame was incorporated
into this scale both in order to cnhance accuracy of reporting as well as to make the
measure more sensilive to any treatment effects generated in Study 4. Ratings were made
on a three-point scale with a ‘1’ indicating that the rated peer had never directed this
behavior toward the rater in the last month, a "2’ that this behavior had occurreé once or
twice, and a '3 that the rated peer had directed this behavior toward the rating child more
than two times during this same time period.

For positive behavior items resultant scores were entered into the computer
unchanged. As a result, higher scores on such items indicate that the rated child had
directed a greater number of that behavior toward the rating child. Scores for negalive
items were reversed coded (1=3) (2=2) (3=1) when entered into the computer. Thus, in
descriptions of data concerning these negative items higher scores will indicate lower
frequencies of these behaviors and hence, also a more positive interaction pattern or onc

which would be more likely to convey liking or disliking at this age.

Pcers’ Impressions of Liking Scale. On this measure, children were asked to

predict the level of liking or preference various other classmates held for them.
Accordingly. scores received by each child on this scale were interpreted as a measure of

the impression of liking that this child was conveying toward his/her peers. Scale points
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and verbal anchors used on this impressions scale were similar to those used on the socio-
metric rating scale in that a rating of "1’ signified an expectation of strong liking and a '7’
an impression of strong disliking. It was predicted that scores on this impressions scale
should be closely related to scores on the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale since
the behaviors assessed by this latter scale were believed to convey such interest and liking.
Similarly, it was expected the impressions of liking any child conveyed to classmates would
be highly correlated with the level of liking reported by classmates for this child on the
Sociometric Rating Scale since the model developed for this study (See Chapter 3) hypoth-

esized that such impressions would tend to elicit a reciprocal affective response {rom

peers.

Revised Minnesota Class Plav. This peer assessment measure is usually used to
assess children’s perceptions of classmates” socially relevant traits. attributes and general
roles within the pc;:r group rather than relationship-specific interactions. It was included
primarily to assess the discriminant validity of the Behavioral Communicators of Liking
Scale. The instructions for the Class Play were similar to those used by Masten ¢t al
(1985). Each child was asked to nominate one classmate whom they fclt best fitted any
given descriptor. Instances of non-nomination were given score values of ‘0, while nomi-
nations were scored as '1's.

Masten et al (1985) reported three fairly distinct factors for the Revised
Minnesota Class Play. In the present study, data from this measure were subjected to
confirmatory factor analyses. Regardless of the gender of participating children, the type
of factor rotation or whether raw scores or aggregated data were used. the same three
factors emerged as were previously reported. Thus, factor scores were calculated for this
measure in the manner suggested by Masten et al. This procedure resulted in three factor

scores for each child from each peer: Likability, Isolated-Withdrawn, and Aggressive.
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Data collection procedures. For each class, three group testing sessions were

conducted cach lasting approximaiely onc hour. The initial pre-test session occurred in
December prior to the first wave of interventions (Sce Study 4). The second test session
wis conducted three months later, after this first intervention was completed. The last
session took place at the end of May after the second treatment group of children had
completed their intervention program.

During the first onc hour session, the purpose of the study was introduced as an
investigation into the kinds did things children this age do with their friends. Children
were informed that their responses were confidential and that they were to refrain from
discussing their responses after the session. Children were also instructed not to look
back at their answers on any previously completed page. It was also stressed that there
were no right or wrong answers to these questions since what was of interest was their
opinions, feclings and impressions. In an cffert to encourage careful responding. cach
item, or sct of items, on any page was read aloud by the test administrator to the students
who then completed that particular page.

The first measure completed in cach session was the Sociometric Rating Scale.
Children were instructed to rate every classmate except themselves. Once this measure
was completed, the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale was presented and the
meanings of cach anchor explained. Again children were instructed lo give each classmate
one rating and to not =kip anyonc but themselves. When the first negatively worded item
was encountered, the meanings of the anchors were re-explained. Afier 16 items on this
scale (roughly half-way through the test session), children were asked to place their
response booklets upside down on their desks and to take a few minute stretch break.
Once this break was finished, testing resumed with the last 6 social interaction items.
When this scale was finished, the Peers” Impressions of Liking Scale was introduced and

administcred. Instructions were similar to those used with the sociometric rating scale
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except that it was stressed that, in this case, children were to guess how much every other
classmate liked to be with them. Finally, the Class Play was presented and explained.

Students were told to circle the name of one classmate other than themselves whom they

felt best fit any given descriptor.

Results

Structure of the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale

Factor structure and internal consistency of this scale were assessed using data
collected in the first test session. Since none of the relationships which formed the basis
of these data had been affected by any intervention (Study 4), data pertaining to all chil-
dren were used in these analyses. Only data invelving same-sex peer relationships were
used. Since there was no conceptual or empirical reason for expecting orthogonal or unre-
lated factors, oblique factor solutions were used as the principal basis for evaluating factor
structure with varimax rotations considered only for comparison purposes. In addition
behavioral ratings reccived by boys and girls on this behavioral communication scale from
same-sex peers were also factor analyzed separately in order 1c ensure that any cmergent
factor structure did not depend on the gender of the rater.

Finally the effect of using aggregated, mean scores versus unaggregated or raw
scores was also considered. Factor analyses of unaggregated raw scores considered seper-
ately all individual ratings reccived by any child from cach of his/her same-sex classmates.
In subsequent discussion of resuits, such raw scores will be referred to as relationship-spe-
cific data since the scores being considered are those any given child reecived from single

classmates.

In addition, the mean scorc any child received from all same-sex classmates on
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these items were also factor analyzed. These mean scores were calculated by summing the
ratings any child reccived on a given item from all same-sex classmates and then dividing
by the number of classmates involved. Thus these mean scores represented the average
rating for any child across all same-sex classmates, For this reason, resultant scores will

be referred to as group-level data.

Factor structure of behavioral ratings eirls received from specific same-sex class-

mates. These analyses involved ratings received by girls from individual same-sex class-
mates on the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale. When no restrictions were
placed on the number of factors to be generated other than that the ¢igen value of any
factor be greater than 1.0, the same 3-factors emerged regardless of which rotation was
requested. The first factor contained all positive behaviors except ‘smiling at’, ‘being nice
10 ‘ and ‘'talking with’ the rating child. In the varimax rotation, this factor accounted for
41% of the variance in relationship-specific behavioral ratings. The second factor involved
all of the 6 negative behaviors except ‘ignores’, which fell on the third factor along with the
3 previously mentioned positive behaviors. The negative factor accounted for 12% of the
variance in relationship specific behavioral ratings in the varimax solution. The smaller,
third factor, accounted for 5% of this variance.

Given the small percentage of variance accounted for by this third factor as well
as its tow cigen value (1.08), it was decided to examine whether this third small ‘positive’
factor represented an important, distinct and reliable cluster of items. Several issues were
considered in addressing this question. First, many of the items on the two positive
factors had cross-loadings greater than .30. Second, when a 2-factor solution was forced,
the result was a single positive factor and another containing all negative behaviors.
Third, in this 2-factor solution there were only 2 cross-loadings greater than 30. In addi-

tion. the positive factor in this 2-factor solution had higher internal consistency, test-retest
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reliability and predictive validity than either of the two smaller positive fartors in the
3 factor solution. Furthermore, the 2-factor sotution accounted for almost as much vari-
ance in interaction ratings (53%) as did the 3-factor solution (58%). Finally, as will be
discussed in the following section, when group-level or aggregated data were factor
analyzed without placing restrictions on the number of factors to be extracted, the result
was a 2-factor solution very similar to the one described here. For all these reasons, it
was decided to use the 2-factor solution 1o describe the structure of relationship-specific
ratings girls received on the behavioral communication scale. This oblique factor structure
is presented in Table 3.1. though the varimax rotation generated the identical structure
with the exact same hicrarchy of items within each factor.

This factor solution results in an almost complete division between positive and
negative social interactions. The corrclation between these two factors in the oblique rota-
tion was .20 indicating that the two factors shared only 4% of their respective variances.
Two items, "was nice to you” and "ignore you”, had relatively low and roughly equivaient
loadings onto both negative and positive factors suggesting that ncither item fit well the
structure presented by the other 20 items. After deleting these two items. the internal
consistency or Cronbach’s coefficient alpha (Cronbach, 1951) was .94 for the positive

factor and .72 for the negative factor.

Factor structure of mean behavioral ratings for girls,  The analyses 1o be

reported in this section are based on the mean behavioral ratings cach girl reccived from
all same-sex classmates. Both oblique and varimax factor solutions yiclded similar 2-factor
structurcs when the only restriction placed on the number of factors generated was that
the eigen value of cach factor had to be greater than 1.0. In both cases, a large factor
containing all positive items emerged. Two of thc;e bositive behaviors ('mice’ and 'smiles’)

also cross-loaded strongly onto the second factor which appeared to be defined primarily
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Table 3.1

Oblique Factor Solution For Ratings Girls Received From Specific
Same-sex Classmates on the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale

Behavior item Factor 1 Factor 2
share secret with you 83

joke around with you 82

hang around with you 8

stand/sit beside you .50

stick-up for you .30

ask to play with vou .79

help you when you were sad 77

phone you T3

help you with school work 74

pick you for partner/team T3

invite you to their house T3

share snack or toy with you 71

talk with you 67

lend you something .67

smile at you S5

tease you a7
was mean o you 75
boss vou around 35
physically hurt vou 57
exclude you .50
ignore you 32 44
was nice to you 41 43
Note Loadings less than .30 not listed

Scorcs on negative behavior items were reverse coded (3=1) (2=2) (1=3).
Thus, high scores on both negative and positive items signify patterns of
behavior more likely to communicate liking.
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by negative behaviors. Similarly, the negative item, ‘ignores’, also cross-loaded onto both
factors. In the varimax rotation these two factors accounted for 30% and 17% of the vari-
ance in mean behavioral communication scores respectively. In the ablique factor solution
the correlation between these two factors was .27 indicating, as was the case with relation-
ship-specific data, that these two factors were fairly independent. This oblique factor solu-
tion is reproduced in Table 3.2,

These two factors were very similar to those which emerged using relationship-
specific data. Again the items ‘nice’, and ‘ignore’ loaded onto both factors suggesting that
these items might not as readily fit the otherwisc clear division between positive and
negative behaviors on this scale. When these two items were deleted from their respective
factors and the internal consistency of remaining items examined, coefficient alpha for the
positive factor was .96. This cocfficient was not enhanced by cxcluding ‘smiles” which was
tentatively retained since on factor analyses of similar ratings received by boys this item
loaded strongly onto the positive factor {Sec next section) and consistency in faclor scores
to be used in later analyses was considered desirable. For the negative {actor, cocfficient
alpha was .88 when all 5 remaining negative behaviors were considered. Both of these
alphas indicate a high degree of internal consistency or homogeneity amongst items within

each factor.

Factor structure of behavioral ratings boys received from specific same-sex class-

mates. As was the case with relationship-specific data for girls, an initial factor analysis of
these unaggregated data resulted in three factors: one large positive factor containing all
positive behaviors except 3. In this case, however, these tﬁrcc behaviors were "invite you
to their house”, "phone you” and "share a secret with you” which together appeared to
define a smaller positive factor. In the oblique solution, this smaller positive factor was

highly inter-correlated with the larger positive factor (rgy =. .46). Furthermore, items on
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Table 3.2

Oblique Factor Solution For Mean Ratings Girls Received From
Same-Scx Peers on the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale

Behavior item Factor 1 Factor 2
hang around with you 93

share secret with you 90

stand/sit beside you 39

joke around with you 39

ask to play with you 87

stick-up for you 85

help you when you were sad 83

phonc you 79

help vou with school work; 79

talk with you .79

invite you to their house T7

share snack or toy with you 74

pick you for partner/tcam 3

lend you something, 68

ignore vou 35 A4
smile at vou ) 46
was mean 1o you 90
teasc you 90
boss you around R
physically hurt you 72
exclude you .68
was pice to you 43 )
Note Loadings less than .30 not listed

Scores on negative behavior items were reverse coded (3=1) (2=2) (1=3).
Thus, high mean scores on both negative and positive items signify patterns
of behavior more likely to communicate liking.
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these two positive factors were highly cross-loaded in the varimax solution.  This, the low
cigen value (1.04) and the small variance in interaction ratings accounted for by this
smaller positive {actor prompied a second set of facter analyses in which a 2-factor solu-
tion was forced. As was the case similar ratings for girls, the single positive factor which
emerged in this two-factor solution proved to have greater internal consistency, retest reli-
ability and predictive validity than either of the two smaller positive factors. The oblique
rotation of this 2-factor solution is reproduced below in Table 3.3 though the varimax rota-
tion produced an identical structural pattern.

As was the case in previous factor analyses of behavioral ratings received by
girls, a relatively clear division between positive and negative behaviors emerged in this
2-factor solution. In the varimax rotation, the positive factor accounted for 42% of the
variance in unaggregated ratings on the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale. The
negative factor, in turn, accounted for 12% of this variance. The correlation between
these two factors was only .24, indicating a fairly high degree of independence between
positive and ncgative behavioral communication scores. However, as was the case with
similar data for girls, the positive item ‘nice’ and the negative item ‘ignores’ cross-loaded
onto both factors, reinforcing the impression that these two items may not fit this positive/
negative pattern as closely as other items. After tentatively deleting these two items,
internal consistency or Cronbach’s coefficient alpha for the positive factor was .94 and .77
for the negative factor. For both factors. the climination of any other single item did not
increase this coefficient. Thus, as was the case with relationship-specific ratings for girls

on this scale, the positive factor was very homogencous and the negative factor moderately

homogeneous.
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Oblique Factor Solution For Ratings Boys Received From Specific
Same-sex Classmates on the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale

Behavior item Factor 1 Factor 2
hang around with you 81

help you when you were sad 81

joke around with you .80

stand/sit beside you 79

ask 1o play with you 78

share secret with you 78

stick-up for you 76

share snack or toy with you 5

pick vou for partier/tcam 72

lend you something g

phone you 69

help you with school work; 63

talk with you .68

invite you to their house 68

smile at you .65

was nice Lo you 49 A3
tease you .80
was mean Lo you 77
boss you around 76
exclude you .61
physically hurt you 57
ignore you .31 42
Note Loadings less than .30 not listed

Scores on negative behavior items were reverse coded (3=1) (2=2) (1=3).
‘Thus, high scores on both negative and positive items signify patterns of
behavior more likely 1o communicate interest and liking.
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Factor structure of mean behavioral ratings for bovs.  The analyses  to be

reported in this section were based on the mean behavioral ratings boys received from all
sume-sex classmates. As was the case for girls, two factors emerged, one contaiming all
positive items and the other comprised of all negative behaviors. In the varimax solution
these factors accounted for 47% and 19% of the variance in mean social interaction
scores, respectively. In addition, the same 3 items (‘nice’, ‘smiles’ and ‘ignores’) hacd
cross-loadings greater than .30. with the factor loadings of 'nice’ and 'ignores” being fairly
similar across the two factors. Results of this oblique factor solution are stmmarized in
Table 3.4,

Because 'nice’ and ‘ignores’ consistently failed to load onto any one factor in this
as well as in previous factor analyses, these two items were again tentatively deleted from
their respective factors. When the internal consistency of the remaining items on cach
factor was considered, the resultant coefficient alphas were 96 for the positive factor and
.87 for the negative factor. Thus, as was the case with mean social interaction scores for
girls, the internal consistency of thesc two factors was higher, especially for the negative
factor, when aggregated or group-level mean interaction scores were used instead of rela-

tionship-specific or unaggregated interaction ratings.

Test-Retest Stability of the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale

The test-retest stability of scores on the Behavioral Communicators of Liking
Scale was calculated usihg only a subset of the data available at Time 2. Specifically, only
data pertaining to those children not involved any social skills training between Times 1
and 2 (sce Study 4) werc uscd since the children involved in that intervention were
expected to change the frequencies with which they directed these behaviors toward pecrs.

Thus, the retest sample used in the following analyses consisted of 243 children.



Study 3 - Scale Evaluation
161

Table 3.4

Oblique Factor Solution For Mean Ratings Boys Received From
Same-Sex Peers on the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale

Behavior item Factor 1 Factor 2
help you when you were sad 90

hang around with you 56

joke around with you .36

ask to play with vou .36

stick-up for you 85

stand/sit beside vou 54

pick you for partner/team S

share secret with vou S1

share snack or toy with you 79

talk with you 78

lend vou something 78

sniile at you 5 32
help vou with school work: J5

invite you to their house 71

phone you .65

was mice to you 39 )
was mean lo you 57
hoss you around B
tease you 83
exclude you 73
physically hurt you .70
ignore you 33 56

Note Loadings less than .30 not listed

Scores on negative behavior items were reverse coded (3=1) (2=2) (1=3).
Thus, high scores on both negative and positive items signify patierns of
behavior more likely to communicate liking.
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In assessing the tesi-retest reliability of the ratings children received on this
behavioral scale, it was necessary to consider what might represent an acceptable level of
stability over this time periad. When a trait or a construct is expected to be {airly stable
over time, it is probably reasonable to attribute instability in scores on the related instru-
ment 1o measurement crroi or unreliability.  However, when there are grounds for
expecting change over time in the construct of interest such instability may not necessarily
represen! measurement error (Brown, 1983, p. 77 Kaplan & Saccuzzo, 1989, p.94). Since
childreas’ peer relations are not perfectly stable even over short time perieds (Newcomb &
Bukowski, 1983; 1984) and since social interaction patterns may well vary as friendship
patterns change, it became necessary to take this fact into consideration in assessing the
test-retest reliability of scores on this behavioral communication seale.

For this reason, it was decided to use the stability of sociometric r:Flings. peers’
impressions of liking and Class Play factor scores as a comparative baseline for scores on
the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale. In order to do so, children’s scores on
cach of thesc variables at Time 1 were correlated with similar scores received 3 months
fater 2t Time 2. The results of these anatyses are summarized in Table 3.5, Here, test-re-
test correlations are presented separately for both girls and boys as well as for all children
regardless of gender. In all cases. however, only scores from same-.ox classmates were
entered into the respective analyses. In addition, both the test-retest correlation for
unagaregaied  (relationship-specific) and aggregated (group-level) mcean  scores  are
presented.

Examining the test-retest reliability coefficients listed in Table 3.5, regardless of
which grouping of subjects were considered or whether relationship-specific (unaggregated)
or group level (aggregated) mean scores were used, the positive factor on the Behavioral

Communicators of Liking Scale was generally more stable than sociometric ratings, peer

impressions of liking and Class Play Likability scores. This latier score represents the
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Table 3.5

Three-Month Test-Retest Correlations®
For All Measures Used in Study 3

Variable All Children Males only Females only
unagg  age unagg  agg unagg  agg

Nb (2361)  (243) (1466)  (136) (95) (107
sociometric ratings 36 74 S5 71 N 76
peer impressions 55 63 S S8 36 67
positive interactions® 72 81 73 .79 63 77
negative interactions 45 69 44 .66 43 70
Likability (CP) 52 76 43 72 538 79
Aggressive (CP) 51 B3 33 .89 .39 63
Isolated (CP) A1 .81 A2 85 .39 7

Note N = number of relationships (unaggregated) or children (aggregated)

CP = Class Play factors

a all correlations significant at p<.01

b on some variables, N slightly less due to missing data
c positive interaction factor score minus ‘nice’

d negalive interaction faclor score minus ‘ignore’

Scores on negative behavior items were reverse coded (3=1) (2=2) (1=3). Thus, high
scores on both negative and positive items signify patterns of behavior more likely to
communicate liking.
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factor on the Class Play that is probably most comparable to the positive factor on the
Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale as both tap positive aspects of each child’s
social demeanor. Considering these various test-retest stability coefficients, it would
appear that the positive behavioral communication factor possesses fairly good test-retest
reliability. When the retest reliability of the smaller two positive factors, which emerged in
initial factor analyses of unaggregated social interaction scores were considered (data not
presented in Table 3.5), the resultant stability cocfficients were consistently less than the
cocfficients for this larger positive factor.

When the test-retest reliability of the negative factor on the Behavioral
Communicators of Liking Scale was considered. the resultant stability cocflicients were
consistently slightly lower than those for sociometric rating scores or and the positive
behavioral communication factor. At the same time, the stability coefficients for negative
interaction scorcs were fairly similar in magnitude to those for the Class Play Aggressive
factor. This lai.cr factor represents the factor on the Class Play that appears to be most
similar conceptually to the negative interaction factor on the Behavioral Communicators ol
Liking Scale since botii assess more aversive aspeets of a child’s social demeanor. “Thus,
though negative behavioral communication factor scores appear to be appreciably less
stable than positive scores on this behavioral scale. this may reflect greater volatility in
patterns of negative interaction. In any cvent. the test-retest coefficients of this negaiive
behavioral communication factor were close enough to those of sociometric ratings. peer
impressions of liking and the Aggressive Class Play factor to consider the negative factor

on the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale to be reasonably stable over ime.
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Validity of the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale

Construct validity. In this analysis a single-method multi-trait matrix  was

emploved 1o assess the convergent and  discriminam validity of the Behavioral
Communicators of Liking Scale using an analytical approach adapted from Cambell &
Fiske (1939). This matrix compared the correlations between three measures all sharing a
the same method: peer report. Two of these measures. the Behavioral Communicators of
Liking Scale and the Peers’ Impressions of Liking Scale were designed to measure highly
related constructs. In contrast, on the Revised Minnesota Class Play peers are asked to
nominate classmates whom they felt possessed certain traits, social roles or attributes
believed to influence  * fldren’s status in their peer groups but not necessarily as a result of
their communicative potential.  ‘Thus, it was expected that the strongest relationship
between the scores children received from specific classmates on any of these three meas-
ures should be hat between scores on the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale and
the Peers’ Impressions of Liking Scale.

The correlations relevant to this analysis are presented in Table 3.6. On this
table. the criterion measure is the impressions of liking conveyed by children 1o their peers
as measured on the Peers’ Impressions of Liking Scale. Corrclations are between this
criterion measure and factor scores on both the Class Play and the Bcehavioral
Communicators of Liking Scale. These coefficients were calculated for both male and
females separately as well as both gender groups combined using relationship-specific data.
In these and subscquent validity analyses. the positive interaction factor score was calcu-
lated by summing ratings received on all 16 positive items on the Behavioral
Communicators of Liking Scale except ‘nice’ and dividing by 15. Negative inleraction
scores were calculated by summing ratings on all negative items on this same scale except
‘jgnores’ and dividing by 5. The inter-correlations which would have occurred if these two

items had been included in calculaling these respective interaction factor scores have been
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Table 3.6

Correlations Between Impressions of Liking Conveyed To Specific Classmates
and Both Behavioral Communication (BC) and Class Play (CP) Factor
Scores Received From These Same Peers

Variable All Children Males Females
Na {2743) (1714) (1030)
pos. factor (BC)® 73 () Ny Y O X) i AR i\
neg. factor (BC)C W37 (A .31 (37 229 (-36)""
Likability (CP) .29 ! 29"
Aggressive (CP) o8t 06" wtt
Isolated (CP) 03 o8 02
Note N = number of relationships as correlations based on unaggregated data.

correlations significant at p<.01

- correlations significant at p<.03

a on some variables, N slightly less due to missing data

b factor score minus ‘nice’ (with ‘nice’ in parcntheses)

c factor score minus ‘ignore’ (with ‘ignore’ in parentheses)

Scores on negative behavior items were reverse coded (3=1) (2=2) (1=3). Thus, high
scores on both negative and positive items signify patterns of behavior more likely o
communicate liking,.
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placed in parentheses following the correlations involving that factor.

Examining these corrclations, it is evident that as would be predicted if the
behavioral communication scale did measure interactions conveying liking, positive inter-
action scores on this scale were highly corrclated with the impressions of liking reported
by peers. The correlations between negative factor scores on  the Bcehavioral
Communicators of Liking Scale and peers’ impressions of liking were substantially lower.
However, the correlation between scores on this negative interaction factor and pecrs’
impressions of liking were generally as high as those involving the Class Play Likability
factor and higher than the correlations involving the Aggressive and Isolated-Withdrawn

factors on the Class Play and this criterion measure.

Predictive validity. This section considers the degree to which the scores chil-

dren received on the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale predicted sociometric
ratings of liking thesc same children reccived from other classmates. Recalling the model
proposed in Chapter 3. it was hypothesized that peers would tend to like those children
who they thought liked them. Furthermore, since the interactions assessed by the
Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale were believed to have a strong potential for
conveying such interest, it was expected that, when dyadic or relationship-specific data
were used. children’s scores on the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale would be
more highly correlated to the sociometric ratings these same children received from
specific classmates than would Class Play scores received from these same classmates. On
Table 3.7, the criterion measure was the sociometric ratings received by each child. Thus,
this table lists the correlations between these sociometric ratings and scores children
received all other measures used in this study.

Ixamining these correlations, several predictions regarding the relationship

between sociometric ratings received and the other variables measured in this study appear
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Table 3.7

Correlations? Between Sociometric Ratings Received
From Specific Same-Sex Classmates and Scores on Other Measures

Variable All Children Males Females
Nb (2743) (1714) (1030)
peer impressions 63 .69 66
pos. factor (BC)€ -.70 (-.70) -69 (-.70) 270 (-.7)
neg. factor (BC)d -.29 (-.36) .27 (-.35) -29 (-.26)
Likability (CP) =35 -33 =37
Aggressive (CP) 14 12 16
Isolated (CP) a3 A4 1

Note N = number of relationships {(unaggregated data)
CP = Class Play
BC = Behavioral Communication of Liking

a all correlations significant at p<.01

b on some variables, N slightly less due to missing data

¢ factor score minus ‘nice’ (with 'nice’ in parentheses)

d factor score minus ‘ignore’ (with ‘ignore’ in parcnthescs)

Scores on negative behavior items were reverse coded (3=1) (2=2) (1=3). Thus, high
scores on both negative and positive items signify patterns of behavior more likely to
communicate liking.
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to have been met. First, regardless of gender there was a high correlation between the
positive behavioral communication score received by any child and the sociometric ratings
given to that child by these same peers.  In addition, there was an equally high correlation
between impressions of liking conveyed to peers (as measured by the Peers’ Impressions
Scale) and the sociometric rafings of liking received from these same peers. Both these
findings support the possibility that impressions regarding another child's level of liking or
interest may influence the level of liking directed back to this other child. Furthermore,
the correlations between the positive interaction factor and sociometric ratings were much
higher than any correlations involving Class Play factor scores.

The comparison between the negative factor on the behavioral communication
scale and various Class Play scores, in terms of their relationships to sociometric ratings.
is slightly more complex. The positive Class Play Likability factor was more strongly
related 1o sociometric ratings received than was the negative behavioral communication
factor. At the same time, relationship-specific negative behavioral communication scores
were more highly related to sociometric ratings received from peers than were respective
Class Play Aggressive scores. Interestingly. inclusion of the item ‘ignores’ on this negative
interaction factor increased the average proportion of variability shared between the resul-
tant factor score and sociometric ratings received by 54% ((-.362 x 100) or .130 versus
(-.292 % 100) or .084. In contrast, inclusion of the item ‘nice’ on the positive factor had
minimal cffect on these correlations. Class Play Isolated-Withdrawn scores gencerally had
the weakest relationships with level of liking reported by children for other classmates.

It was also possible to consider the degree to which variance shared between
sociometric ratings and cither Class Play or Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale
scores could be accounted for by variance in the impressions of liking or interest conveyed
to peers by these children. This issue is relevant because, in the model underlying this

rescarch (Sce Chapter 3). the behaviors included on the Behavieral Communicators of
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Liking Scale were believed 1o be important to friendship formation and maintenance
because they had the potential to convey interest and liking. Civen this model, one would
predict that most of the relationship between scores on the Behaviora! Communicators of
Liking Scale and sociometric ratings received from classmates should be accounted for by
the impressions these classmates reported on the Peers’ Impressions of Liking Scale. One
method of assessing this possibility is to partial out. or statistically control for the effect of
these impressions as measured by this peers’ impressions scale,  Specifically. one would
expect the resultant first-order partial correlations between factor scores on the Behavioral
Communicators of Liking Scale and sociometric ratings to be low. In contrast, beecause
the traits and attributes included on the Class Play measure were not expected o play a
significant role in shaping impressions of whether another child liked you or not. partialing
out variations in peers’ impressions of liking should have little effect on the strength of the
correlations between Class Play factor scores and sociometric ratings received. The daa
relevant to these predictions are presented in Table 3.8, Again, correlations for boys and
girls as well as for all children combined are presented separately. Thus, this table's
organization is cxactly the same as Table 3.7 except that partial, or first-order correlations
between each factor score and sociometric ratings are reported.

Looking at these first order partial correlations reporicd in Table 3.8 and
comparing these with the zero-order correlations (Table 3.7) it appears there was a
substantial reduction in the size of the correlation between sociometric ratings and behav-
ioral communication factor scores when variation in peers’ impressions were statistically
controlled for. One method of quantifying this reduction is to compare the percentage of
variability shared between sociometric ratings and social interaction scores with or without
the cffects of expected ratings being partialed out. For the positive interaction factor, the
average percentage of variance shared with sociometric ratings for both gender groups

combined based on the zero-order correlations listed on Table 3.7, was (-.702) or 49.0%.
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Table 3.8

Partial Correlations Between Sociometric Ratings Received From
Specific Same-Sex Classmates and Scores Receive From These Same Peers
on the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale and Class Play

Variable All Children Males Femalcs
N3 (2700) (1687) (1013)
pos. factor (BC)P 40 (3D .38 (-.39)"" 43 (et
neg. factor (BC)® 11 ™t 09 (-.13)"" S8 It
Likability (CP) -t 19" 26"
Aggressive (CP) 1T 1t 13"
Isolated (CP) a5t 13" 18

Note N = number of relationships (unaggregated data)
CP = Class Play
BC = Behavioral Communication of Liking

®=  corrclations significant at p<.01, ~ * significant at p<.05
2 on some variables, N slightly less (missing data)

b factor scorc minus "nicc’ (with 'nice’ in parentheses)

¢ factor score minus ‘ignore’ (with ‘ignore’ in parenthescs)

Scores on negative behavior items were reverse coded (3=1) (2=2) (1=3). Thus, high
scores on both negative and positive items signify patterns of behavior more likely to
communicate liking.
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When the effects of sociometric impressions were partialed out, the average percentage of
variance shared by sociometric ralings and social interaction scores dropped to
(-.4023: 100) or 16.0%. Thiz represents only 32.7% ((16.0/49.0) x 100) of the original
percentage of variability shared by sociomwetric ratings and positive social interaction
scores. What this indicates is that 67.3% of the variability shared between peers’ liking of
various children and the behaviors {on the BC-Scale) these peers reported children to be
directing toward them, could be accounted for by peers’ impressions of liking,

Adopting the same analytical approach for negative social interaction scores, the
average percentage of variability in negative interaction scores shared with sociometric
ratings for boys and girls combined (Table 3.7) was 13.0%. ((-.362 x 100) When socio-
metric impressions were partialed out, the average percentage of variability shared between
negative interaction scores and sociometric ratings fell (Table 3.8) 1o 1.2% ((-.14% x 100)
or 9.2% of the original percentage of shared variability indicating that 91.8% of the vari-
ability shared between negative behavioral communication scores and sociometric ratings
could be accounted for by peers' reported impressions of liking. Thus, with both positive
and negative social interaction scores, the majority of the variability shared between these
interaction scores and sociometric ratings was associated with, or could be accounted for,
by variability in the impressions these behaviors were believed to influence.

The percentage of variability shared by various Class Play factors and sociometric
ratings received was much less strongly affected by statistically partialing out the effects of
sociometric impressions. Using the same calculation procedure that was used with social
interaction scores, the percentage of variability shared between the Class Play Likability
factor and sociometric ratings when the effects of sociometric impressions were partialed
out (i.e., 4.84%) was 40.0% of the variability shared in the zero-order correlations by
these two variables (i.e., 12.2%). For the Class Play Aggressive factor score, this part-

ialed percentage of shared variance (1.2%) was 61.7% of the unpartialed percentage
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(1.96%). For the Isolated-Withdrawn factor, partialing out the effects of sociometric
impressions actually increased the percentage of variance shared between this factor and
sociometric ratings from 1.7% to 2.3%. Thus, a larger proportion of the relationship
between social interaction scores and sociometric ratings could be accounted for by the
relationship between each of these variables and sociometric impressions than was the

case with Class Play factor scores.

Summary and Discussion

The results of the factor analyses presented in this section were fairly consistent
regardless of the type of data used (aggregated or unaggregated), the gender of the chil-
dren, or the type of factor rotation employed. Collectively these analyses indicated that
the structure of the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale might be described best by
two factors; onc comprised only of positive items and the other, all negative items. Two
itens: ‘ignores’ and ‘nice’ cross-loaded onto both positive and negative interaction factors.
It was decided to retain the item ' ignores you' on the negative factor as doing so enhanced
both the test-retest reliability and the validity of this factor without reducing its internal
consisiency. However, the item ‘nice’ was not retained as its inclusion on the positive
factor did not enhance its psychometric properties.

When the internal consistency for each of these factors was considered, the
resultant cocfficients were very high for the larger positive factor. For the smaller negative
factor, internal consistency was somewhat lower but still at acceptable levels especially
when 2geregated or mean interaction scores were used. These internal consistency coeffi-
cients could be interpreted in terms of the expected correlation between factor scores
based on different sets of items drawn from the domain represented by that factor, The
greater the internal consistency, the less likely it will be that any person’s score on this

factor will be dependent on the particular set of items sampled from this domain (Brown,
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1987). Given the internal consistencies reported for both the positive and negative factors
on this behavioral communication scale, one wounld expect a high degree of consisteney in
the scores that children received from same-sex peers even if a different subset of items
had been selected from the domain of items represented by cach of these factors.

When the test-retest stability of both factors on the Behivioral Communicators
of Liking Scale were considered, scores on the positive factor were more stable, on
average, than sociometric ratings, peers’ impressions of liking, all three Class Play factors
as well as ncgative factor on this behavioral communication scale. This latter factor,
though slightly less stable than sociometric ratings and the Class Play Likability factor. was
similar in stability to sociomctric impressions and the Ciass Play Aggressive and
Isolated-Withdrawn factors. Thus, cven the negative interaction factor appeared to be
reasonably stable when compared to the other measures used in this study.

When the construct validity of the social interaction scale was evaluated several
salient findings emerged. First, the high inter-correlations between behavioral communica-
tion scores, cspecially the positive interaction factor, and peers’ impressions of liking
could be interpreted as evidence of relatively strong convergent construct validity for
Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale scores as a measure of behavioral communica-
tion of liking between children. At the same time, judging from these intercorrelations il
appeared that the positive behaviors included on the Behavioral Communicators of Liking
Scale may play a more important role in shaping impressions of liking. The fact that posi-
tive and negative intcraction scores were more strongly related to peers’ impressions than
were analogous positive and negative Class Play social role scores suggests the behavioral
communication scale also possesses discriminant validity and that the intercorrclations
between factor scores on this behavioral communication scale and scores on the Peers’
Impressions of Liking Scale were not due to the reliance on the same pecr report methaod.

Second, the patterns of correlations between various measures and sociometric
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ratings sugeest that impressions of liking/interest may play a role in shaping the level of
liking reciprocated by peers. First, such impressions, as measured by the Peers'
Impressions of Liking Scale, accounted for a large percentage of the variability in the
sociometric  ratings children received from peers.  Furthermore, positive  behavioral
communication scores had an equally strong statistical association with soctometric
ratings. Al the same time, children's scores on the Class Play Likability factor were more
highly related to the sociometric ratings than were scores received on the negative factor
on the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale. This suggests that both positive behav-
iors and positive traits/attributes/roles may exert greater influence on liking than cither
negative behaviors or negative traits/roles/attributes. Sdll, the negative interaction scores
children received from specific classmates on the Behavioral Communicators of Liking
Scale were more highly related to the sociometric ratings children received from these
same classmates than were scores received on the Aggressive factor of the Class Play.
This supgests that those social behaviors with the potential for conveving disinterest may
ptay a greater role in influencing specific patterns of friendships than do general negative
traits and social roles,

The fact that scores on the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale were rela-
tively strongly related 10 sociometric ratings received from peers does not. by itself.
demonsirate that this statistical relationship arose because these behaviors have the polen-
tial to convey an interest in and a liking for other children. In order to assess this, it was
necessary to statistically remove or control for the effect of peers’ reported impressions
regarding other children’s soctal inclinations. With both positive and negative social inter-
action scores, the majority of the variability shared between these behavioral communica-
tion scores and sociometric ratings could be accounted for, by variability in pecrs’ impres-
sions of liking. This was not the case for analogous positive and negative factors on the

Class Tlay. This pattern of corrclations is consistent with the argument that the behavioral



Study 3 - Scale Evaluation
176

communication scale taps behaviors that are socially relevant in this age group because
they serve to convey interest in and liking for others which, in turn, may stimulate a recip:
rocal response of liking and interest from peers. However, only about one-hall of the vari-
ability in sociometric ratings received from peers could be accounted for by variability in
these peers’ impressions of the other child's level of liking for them. This suggests that
classrmates’ levels of liking were also being aftected by factors other than their impressions
of who liked or was interested in them. If so. a medel focusing salely on the communica-
tion of liking and an interest in friendship would likely be an incomplete desceription of the
fricndship formation process. In addition. a smail but appreciable proportion of the rela-
tionship between behavioral communication of liking scores and sociometric ratings was
not accounted for by variability in peers’ impressions of liking and interest. Thus, it
appears that, as suggested in Chapter 3, these behaviors likely serve multiple functions. It
should be also be noted that these data were not generated through an experimentad
design. Thus, the most one can conclude from this study is that the inter-correlations
found between the measures used in this study were conststent with the model proposed
carlier (see Chapter 3). Study 4. which follows, represents an attempt to explore the role
of the communication of liking further by trving to systematically manipulate the social
behavior of selected children while measuring the impact that this manipulation had on
these children’s peer relationships. '

Finally, in contrast 1o the positive factor on this behavioral communication scale,
the negative factor consistenily exhibited weaker predictive and convergent validity as well
as lower test-retest reliability and internal consistency. Significantly, however, this was
only in comparison 1o the positive factor on this same scale. When compared to scores on
various Class Play factors, negative interaction scores were relatively stable and correlated
morc highly with sociometric impressions. Thus, though probably a weaker measure of

those behaviors most likely to shape peers impressions of other children’s social inclina-
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tions, this may De a consequence of a stronger role for positive social interactions in
communicating, fevel of interest and liking as well as in friendship maintenance. Thus,
these findings are congruent with results from Study 1 and 2 indicating a stronger, more

consistent communicative impact for these positive behaviors in comparison to thase

negative behaviors included on the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale.



CHAPTER ELEVEN

Study 4

Social Skills Training Intervention Investigating The
Importance of Conveying Liking in Friendhip Development

In the introductory chapters of this dissertation, it was hypothesized that the
communication of liking an interast in friendship might facilitate {riendship formation by
stimulating a reciprocal response of increased liking from the child receiving this relational
message.  Study 4 was designed to provide an experimental test of this hypothesis by
cncouraging children cnrolled in a social skills training program to direct those behaviors
likely to convey these positive attitudes and feelings towards a few sclected or targeted
classmates. The impact of this interveation on relationships between children in the social
skills training program and targeted classmates was then assessed in light of the hypoth-

esized role for the communication of interest and liking in children's friendships.

Method

Subject Pool and Selection of Treatment Groups

The 260 grade 5 children who participated in Study 3 (sce Chapter 10} also
formed the subject pool for this study. Of these children, 24 were selected for social skills
training. In order to be considered for this intervention program, children had to be
experiencing significant difficulties in their relationships with same-sex peers and at least
moderate difficultics in their relationships with the majority of their classmates regardiess

of gender. Specifically, three children from cach class werc placed on a short-list of
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candidates for social skills training. These children were those whose best status ranking
{mean sociometric score), either based on ratings from same-sex peers or from all class-
mates, regardless of gender, were among the 3 lowest for children in that class. Use of
these two selection criteria reflected rescarch indicating that same-sex peer relationships
are of primary importance at this age while also giving some consideration to the quality of
children’s relationships will opposite-sex peers as well.  Importantly. analyses of treatment
effects involved data pertaining only to same-sex peer relationships. Finally. as noted
sarlier, sociomelric criteria were used in sclecting potential candidates for this social skills
interventions because other rescarcher have found that involvement in cven one close
fricndship may mitigate possible negative cffcets of generally poor peer relations. In addi-
tion. the development of a few friendships may represent a realistic goal for social skill
interventions with such gencerally rejected children.

Of the 24 children selected for this intervention, 21 were ranked as one of the 3

o

Jeast-liked in their class using social preference ratings from same-sex peers. The other

L]

children were ranked as cither fourth or fifth least-liked using these same ratings. As a
result, the mean sociometric rating received by these 24 children from their same-sex class-
mates was 5.03 (sd =.68) compared to 3.50 (sd =.77) for the other 236 children for whom
pre-test data had been collected. This difference was significant at p<.001 using a stan-
dard t-test for differences in the means of two independent groups. In addition, 23 of the
children sclected for social skills training were ranked as one of the 3 least liked in their
class on the basis of sociometric ratings reccived from all classmates regardless of gender.
Thus, the mean overall social status score for children selected for social skills training,
based on average sociometric ratings received from all classmates, was 5.65 (sd=.52)
compared to 4.57 (sd=.57) for all other children. Using a t-test for differences in means
between two independent groups, this difference was also significant at p<001.

The mean score each child on this short-list of candidates received from all of
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his/her classmates on the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale was also examined in
order lo ensure cach child’'s mean score on this measure fell below the thirtv-third percen-
tile for the entire sample. The purpose of this last criterion was to ensure an appropriate
match between the focus of this social skills program and the behavioral deficits of chil-
dren selected for this intervention. On this measure, lower scores indicated that the
child’s interaction patterns were not likely communicating liking for and/or interest in
his/her peers. As it turned out, all those children identified as potential candidates for
social skills training on the basis of sociometric ratings received from peers also met the
criterion based on mean behavioral communication scores.

These intervention choices were then submitled for approval to teachers and
principals who selected the two children from the intervention short list for cach class
whom they felt were in the greatest need of social skill training. Letters were then sent to
these children’s parents asking permission for their child to participate in this social sKills
program. In cases where the parents did not wish to avail themselves of this service, a
letter of consent was sent 1o the parents of the third child on the short-list of intervention
candidates for that class. This occurred 4 times. In all cases, the parents of the third

child agreed to permit their child to be involved in the social skills training program.

Intervention sequence

Once these 24 children were sclected for social skills training, 12 (onc from cach
class) were randomly assigned to a first treatment group whose social skills training began
shortly after the initial pre-test and lasted ten weeks. The other 12 children scrved as wait-
listed treatment controls and received a similar intervention program once the first treat-

ment group had completed their training. This intervention sequence is summarized in

Figure 4.1.
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Figure 4.1

Summary of Intervention Design

pre-test first post-test second post-test
{Time 1) intervention (Time 2)  intervention (Time 3)

R 0 X O O
R O O X O
Nolte: R = random assignment, O = observation point

X = treatment point

Use of this staggered treatment sequence permitied the wait-listed or second
treatment group to serve as controls for the first treatment group during the Time 1 to
Time 2 period. This treatment sequence also made it possible 1o assess whether the act of
identifying children as being potentially in need of social skills training had any impact on
outcome measures since children for both treatment groups were selected at the same
point in time (Time 1). In turn, provision of the same social skills program to the wait-
listed or sccond treatment group from Time 2 to Time 3 allowed an cvaluation of whether
any treatment effects found for the first treaiment group (from Time 1 to Time 2) were
replicable.

Random assignment to both trecatment groups was subject to one restriction: that
both boys and girls would be cqually divided between the two treatment groups. Becausc
of a higher occurrence rate of peer-related social difficulties for boys in this sample, twice
as many boys (16) as girls (8) were selected for social skills training. Thus, 4 girls and 8

boys were randomly assigned to cach treatment group.
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Training Protocol

Children were trained individually, once a week for a total of ten one-hour
sessions. These individual sessions are described more fully in the training manual repro-
duced in Appendix D, In the first two sessions all children were given a similar presenta-
tion regarding the role that communicating liking might play in {riendship formation and
maintenance. The emphasis, at this point was on the introduction and development of
skills and concepts related 1o conveyving liking and an interest in becioming friends. An
example of such a skill would be the ability 1o monitor peers’ responses to their efforts 1o
communicate interest and liking in order to modify the strength or intensity of these
communicative overtures. These and other skills were developed and enhanced using the

following five steps proposed by Ladd and Mize (19583):

- establishing the intent to learn the skill concept
- defining the skill concept in terms of its attributes
- generating exemplars (both verbally and with active role play

- promoting the rchearsal and recall of the skill concept
{both verbally and behaviorally)

- refining and gencralizing the skill concept

In the second training session, discussion increasingly focused on the impressions
that the child’s behavior might be conveying 1o classmates concerning his/her social incli-
nations. Children also role played various communicative sequences with the social skills
trainer; trying to either guess the level of interest/liking acted out by the trainer or 1o
communicate the assigned affect themselves. During this practice phase, the social skills
trainer provided performance feedback, encouragement and progressively more exacting

performance standards.

Having developed these communication skills with the support of a socially
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competent trainer and in a context in which the threat of failure was minimized, children
were given the opportunity to master these skills graduaily in their own peer environment.
‘Fhis was accomplished by having each child select, from a list provided ncar the end of
their second session, wo same-sex classmates with whom they wished to become better
friecnds. These peers will be referred 1o, in subsequent discussions, as primary fricndship
targets.  After choosing these 2 friendship targets, cach child also helped select several
behavioral goals which, if carried through, would likely convey an interest in being friends
with or a liking for each of these two targets.

This focus on improving a small, clearly specified set of the child’s peer relation-
ships was chosen for several reasons. First, by focusing children's friendship-making
cfforts on a small subset of their classmates, it was hoped that the social impact of these
efforts would be magnified and hence more readily identified and studied. Second. this
approach facilitated skill acquisition by allowing children to concentrate their cfforts on a
set of clearly defined and circumscribed behavioral assignments directed toward a small
set of friendship targets. Finally, the treatment goal for this intervention program was the
cnhancement of the children's ability to develop and maintain fricndships with individual
classmates. Concentration of trcatment children’s efforts on sclected friendship targets
scemed more consistent with this goal rather than simply encouraging morc global or
diffuse changes in social behavior.

Each week, relationships between that treatment child and his/her friendship
targets were reviewed in order to assess the effects of these ‘behavioral’ assignments, 1o
solve any problems that may have arisen concerning these targeted relationships during
that weck, and to encourage sustained or continued effort. In this way, children were
afforded the opportunity to refine and elaborate the skills learned or attain operative
competence (Bandura, 1982). This phase also involved encouraging children to evaluate

their own performance, a skill which Ladd and Mize (1983) argue is essential for skill



Study 4 - Interventions
184

generalization and maintenance. Depending on the progress made. children in the inter-
vention program were also allowed to add one extra or late peer friendship target in the
seventh session of their training program. In the final session the progress of the child
was reviewed with emphasis on what that child had achieved in the course of training.
Strategies for maintaining and/or extending any changes the child had brought about in

his/her peer relationships were also considered.

Social Skills Trainers

Twa social skills trainers were employed so that the sensitivity of intervention
results to individual trainer style could be assessed. These trainers were two students
enrolled in the doctoral program in clinical psychology at the University of Ottawa, one of
whom was the author of this dissertation. In order to provide for the assessment of train-
cr-dependent effects, half the children from each treatment group were randomly assigned
to each trainer with the only restrictions being that cach trainer was to work with only 1 of
the 2 children selected from cach class and that both trainers would train the same number

of male and female subjects in both treatment groups.

Measures

The four measures used in Study 4 were identical to thosc employed in Study 3.

- a seven-point Sociometric Rating Scale designed to assess children's social pre-
ferences within their peer groups by having children report the level of liking
they had for each of their classmates.

- the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale on which children reported the
frequency with which every other classmate had dirccted 22 different behaviors
toward them during the previous month. Behaviors included on this scale were

those with the strongest potential to convey liking and interest as indicated by
Studies 1 and 2.
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- a seven-point Peer Impressions of Liking Scale which was similar to the Socio-
metric Rating Scale except that on the impressions scale peers reported how
much they thought cach other classmate liked them.

- the Revised Minnesota Class Play containing 30 items which assess socially rele-
vant roles, traits and attributes. For cach item, children nominated the class-
aate whom they {elt best fit that descriptor.

(For more detailed descriptions of each measure, see Study 3, Chapter 10.)

Data Collection Procedures

‘These procedures were described in detail for Study 3 (Chapter 10) but are
bricfly summarized here for the convenicnce of the reader. At each data collection point,
all 3 measures were administered within a single, 75 minute classroom or group-testing
session. The order of presentation of these measures was constant across all test sessions.
The Sociometric Rating Scale was completed first, then the Behavioral Communicators of
Liking Scale, followed by the Peer Impressions of Liking Scale, and finally, the Revised
Minncsota Class Play. The format of cach measure was explained to children before they
began that instrument. Children filling out these questionnaires were informed that their
participation was voluntary, that all answers would be treated as strictly confidential and
that, since we were interested in their impressions and feelings, there were no particular
aunswers that were best other than those which reflected their own feelings and opinions.
Children then worked along with the test administrator who read each item aloud while
checking to cnsure that cach student was following directions. Halfway through each
session, the class was given a short stretch break to help reduce fatigue.

Children completing these questionnaires werc not aware that the primary
purpose of the two post-test data collection sessions was to evaluate the effects of the
social skills training program on relationships involving children enrolled in social skills

training and their primary friendship targets. This was achieved in several ways. First, the
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data collectors had not been involved in the provision of social skills training to a child
from that class. Sccond, the fact that certaiu children from cach class were selected for
social skills training was treated as confidential information. Though these children were
not forbidden to disclose the fact of their involvemient in social skills training. they were
encouraged not to do so since this disclosure might have made their friendship making
cfforts appear less spontancous. Third, in post-test data collection sessions children rated
all participating classmates and not just those children who had been selected for social
skills training. Finally, the study was presented as an investigation into the things children

did with their friends rather than as an intervention study.

Results

Overview of Analvses

This section will examine treatment-related changes in the relationships between
children enrolled in this social skills program and their primary fricndship targets. Here,
and in subscquent presentation and discussion of the results of this intervention, the term
"first treatment group’ will refer to those children receiving the first social skills interven-
tion. Children receiving the sccond social skills program will be collectively identificd as
the wait-listed or second treatment group. The term friendship target will be used to refer
to those same-sex peers who were selected as friendship targets carly in their social skills
programs and, thus, were the primary recipients of treatment children’s friendship making
efforts. Scores received by treatment children on various outcome mcasures from other
peers will not be considered when analyzing treatment cffects since it was not expected
that significant improvements would occur in these relationships. However, this expecta-

tion that relationships between children enrolled in social skills training and those same-
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sex classmates not targsted for any specific friendship making cfforts or targeted only late
in any social skills program would not improve significantly was tested and confirmed
through a set of analyses paralleling those reported in this dissertation examining treatment
related changes in sociometric ratings received by treatment children from primary peer
fricndship targets.

Before considering changes in the relationships between children in these treat-
ment groups and their primary friendship targets, a sct of preliminary analyses were
conducted to asscss gender effects, the impact of different social skills trainers and the
degree 1o which these trainers complied with the training protocol described carlier.
These analyses will be followed by an evaluation of whether this social skills intervention
generated the intended relationship outcomes in terms of increased liking for treatment
children being reported by friendship targets. Treatment related changes in the impres-
sions these friendship targets formed regarding treatment children's own level of liking for
them will also be considered. This confirmation cf changes in the impressions treatment
children were conveying to their primary fricndship targets is important since the process
through which this intervention sought to create improvements in these relationships was
through the communication liking and interest in friendship on the part of treatment chil-
dren. In addition, since this communicative strategy relied on having children in these
training programs direct toward these friendship targets those positive behaviors included
on the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale, treatment related changes in treatment
children’s scores on this behavioral communication factor will also be assessed. Finally,
the inter-relationships between treatment induced changes on all of these measures will be
examined in order to determine whether these inter-relationships were consistent with the

model proposed for the social role of communication of liking and an interest in friend-

ship.
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Preliminary Analvses

Trainer and Gender Effects. This section addresses the issue of whether any

potential trcatment cffects were qualified ecither by the trainer involved in any intervention
or by the gender of the child enrolied in this program. To this end, a series of analyses
were conducted for cach of the different outcome variables discussed above. Included as
factors in these analyses were treatment group, gender of children within cach treatment
group, and social skills trainer. For cach dependent variable these analyses included three
single-time ANOVAs cvaluating between-group differences at the time of the initial pre-
test and both post-ests and 2 repeated measures (within-subjects) ANOVA comparing
scores received at all three of these times. No significant trainer or gender related effects
emerged in any of these analyses. Since the power of these analyses to detect gender and
trainer effects appeared to be reasonably large (see Appendix E), these results indicated
that neither the particular social skills trainer nor the gender of the children cnrolled in
these training programs influenced training outcomes. As a result, data were collapsed
across both trainer and gender groups in” subscquent analyses of treatment cffects which

are presented later in this results section.

Compliance With Training Protocol. Each social skills trainer rcceived instruc-

tion designed to ensure standardization in the delivery of this social skills program (Sce
training manual, Appendix D). All intervention sessions were then audiotaped so that
level of compliance to this training protocol could be assessed. Each week, onc session
conducted by each trainer was randomly selected and reviewed with the project and disser-
tation supesvisor, Dr. Barry Schneider. Adherence to protocol was assessed for cach of
these randomly selected session by the thesis supervisor using four rating scales designed

to evaluate different aspects of compliance. These four scales and the rating criteria used
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on cach scale were:

a) Did the therapist include all the minimally prescribed components for each session?

1 - All componcats included
2 - A few minor components missed
3 - Several major components not included

4 - Session bore little resemblance to protocol

b) Did the focus of the intervention remain on the importance of commwunicating an

interest in and a liking for ones peers and/or on the behaviors which tend to communicate
such interest and liking?

1 - Focus was primarily on the importance of communicating liking and interest

in friendship formation with only minor attention placed on social processes
unrelated to such communication.

2 - Focus on comrmunication of liking and interest was maintained but

appreciable attention placed on social processes unrclated to such
communication.

3 - Focus of the session was primarily on social processes other than those
related to the communication of interest and liking

4 - No attention given to the communication of interest and liking

c) Were there any treatment aspects introduced which represented significant departures
from the stated intervention protocol?

1 - Compilcte or near complete compliance with protocol
2 - A few minor but noteworthy additions to protocol
3 - Several major additions to protocol

4 - Session bore little resemblance to protocol
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d) Did the focus of problem solving and behavioral assignments remain on selationships
between the child enrolled in social skills training and those classmates selected as friend-
ship targets? (question relevant for sesstons 3 to 10 only)

1 - primary focus was on the improvement of targeted relationships

2 - Significant attention given to the improvement of targeted relationships but
focus of session was on other issues.

3 - Some attention given to issues related to the goal of improving targeted rela-
tionships but this was not a major aspect of session.

4 - No attention given to targeted rclationships.

For cach social skills trainer, compliance reviews were conducted on 20 (or
16.6%) of the 120 sessions conducted by that trainer. The ratings reccived by these
sessions on all four compliance scales are listed below in Table 4.1, For the sake of
simplicity, the rating criteria for cach scale has been reduced 1o a single-word descriptor
on Table'd.1. Specifically, all ratings of ‘1’ have been placed uncier the heading of "high”
comphance. Similarly, ratings of ‘2’ are listed under "good” compliance, ratings of '3
under “fair” and ratings of ‘4 under "poor” compliance, respectively. In all cases,
however, the criteria used to determine level of compliance were those prcviou#ly listed

separately for cach scale.
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Table 4.1

Number of Session Receiving Different Ratings
on Each Compliance-to-Protocol Scale

Level of Compliance

Scale High Good “air Low

#1 Inclusion of 40 0 0 0
prescribed components

#2 Focus on communication 34 6 0 0
of liking

#3 Presence of significant 37 2 1 0
additions

#4 Focus on targeted 29 3 0 0
rclationships

Note: only 32 scssions rated on scale #4 as scale applicable only session 3 thru 10.

Considering data presented on Table 4.1, the average compliance rating, across
alt 4 rating scales, for the 40 selected sessions was 1.09 suggesting a high level of compli-
ance across all sessions sampled. Every session contained all of the components
prescribed for that session (Scale 1). The focus in these sessions appears te have consis-
tently remained on the importance of communicating interest in and liking for others
(Scale 2). In only one session were there any significant additions to the protocol
(Scale 3). In this session, it had been necessary 1o deal with some other aspects of inter-
personal relationships not directly related to the communication of liking and interest.
Finally, no scssion received ratings higher than ‘2" on the fourth compliance scale indi-

cating that fricndship making and problem solving efforts remained focused on relation-
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ships with classmates chosen by children in these social skills programs as their friendship
fargets.

In cvaluating the preceeding compliance-to-protocol data, it should be noted that
the compliance evaluator was aware of the purpose of this study, In addition, the criteria
used 1o rate level of compliance were somewhat qualitative and hence could be more
prone to inter-rater disagreement than would more quantitatively structured criteria. At
the same time, these compliance ratings do suggest that all of the interventions stressed
the communication of liking and an interest in becoming friends, followed fairly closely
the training manual protocol, and maintained a focus on the improvement of a small set of
targeted peer relationships through behavioral assignments designed to convey such liking

and interest.

Chaneces in Sociometric Ratings Rececived by Children in Each Treatment Group from

Primary Fricndship Targets

The question of greatest interest was whether there were significant treatment
related improvements in the level of liking reported by peer friendship targets for children
in cach treatment group. In order to address this issue, it was nccessary to first calculate
the mean sociometric rating received by each treatment child from both his/her primary
friendship targets at all three time points. Average mean sociometric ratings were then
calculated for cach treatment group by summing the mean sociometric ratings received by
all the children in that treatment group from their respective primary friendship targets
and dividing this total by the number of children in that group. Thesc average mean socio-
metric ratings are listed in Table 4.2

The first step in assessing the effect this social skills program had on sociometric

ratings received from primary fricndship targets was to consider the period during which
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Table 4.2
Average Mcan Sociometric Ratings (SR) Received By Children
in Each Trecatment Group From Primary Friendship Targets

Treatment Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
Group ‘

SR sd SR sd SR sd
First 5.08 60 375 1.08 3.23 1.33
Sccond 5.33 1.16 3.46 1.01 3500 137

Note  Lower scores indicate higher levels of liking for treatment children were reported
by primary friendship targets.

Sample size for both treatment groups was 12 except at Time 3 when N = 11 for
the first treatment group.

sd = group standard deviation a = post-trcaiment scores

only children in the first treatment group received social skills training. Prior to this inter-
vention (at Time 1), no significant differences in the mean sociometric ratings received
from respective primary fricndship targets emerged when these trcatment groups were
compared through a between-groups ANOVA. However, after children in the first treat-
ment group had compicted their social skills training (Time 2), a similar between-groups
ANOVA yiclded a significant main effect for Treatment Group: F (1,22) = 16.06 p<.001.
At this time, the average mean sociometric rating received from primary friendship targets
by children in the first treatment group was significantly lower (more positive) than similar
ratings received by children in the wait-listed or second treatment group (Scc Table 4.2).
In order to assess whether this difference represented a significant treatment

related gain for the first treatment group, a Treatment Group (2) X Time (2) ANOVA
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was conducted. In this analysis, mean sociometric ratings received by children in both
trcatment groups from primary friendship targets at Times 1 & 2 provided the repeated
measure. This within-subjects ANOVA yiclded a significant Treatment Group X Time
interaction with F (1,22) = 9.77 p<.005: indicating a significant difference in the amount
of change experienced between Times 1 & 2 by children in cach treatment group in terms
of sociometric ratings received from primary friendship targets. This difference in rate of
change over time (slope) is illustrated in Figure 4.2. Examination of this figure reveals that
children in the first treatment group displayed a significantly greater rate of improvement
in levels of liking reported by friendship targets during the period in which this group was
actively involved in social skills training. When scparate within-subjects I-tests were
conducted for for cach treatment group comparing mean sociometric ratings received by
children in that group at Times 1 and 2, only the children in the first treatment group
displayed a significant difference or change across this time period with
T (11) = 4.93 p<.001. In thesc planned comparisons, as well as n two similar contrasts
involving Time 2 and Time 3 data, the alpha criterion was sct at .05/4 or .0125 for cach of
these comparisons in order to maintain the overall alpha for the family of planned orthog-
onal comparisons at the .05 level (Keppel, 1982, pp. 145-146; scc also Appendix F).

Using a similar analytical approach, changes in the mcan sociometric ratings
reccived by treatment children from primary friendship targets between Times 2 and 3
were also assessed. During this time period, only children in the second or wait-listed
treatment group received social skills training. As reported carlier, children in the first
trcatment group reccived significantly more positive mean sociometric ratings {rom
primary friendship targets at Time 2 than did children in the second treatment group.
However, when a similar between-groups ANOVA was conducted on the mean socio-
metric ratings received from primary friendship targets at Time 3, these group differences

were no longer significant. The most likely reason for this lack of significant group differ-
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Figure 4.2

Average Mean Sociometric Ratings (SR} Received By Children In
Each Treatment Group From Primary Friendship Targets

:J'I
th

SR 4.0

o«
3

WiG
3.0
23
| | l
Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

Note SR = average mean sociometric rating received with lower scores indicating a

higher or more positive level of liking reported by primary friendship
targets for children in that treatment group.

FTG = first treatment group (received training from T1 to T2)
WLG = wait-listed trcatment group (reccived training from T2 10 T3)
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cnces at Time 3 appears to be that, from Time 2 to Time 3, the mean sociometric ratings
recetved by children in the second treatment group improved at a greater rate. In order to
ascertain whether or not this difference in rate of change (or slope) was significant, a
Treatment Group (2) X Time (2) ANOVA was conducted using the mean sociometric
ratings received from primary {riendship targets at Times 2 and 3 as the repcated measure,
This analysis yielded a significant main effect for Time with F (1,21} = 21.29) p<.001,
rcflecting the fact that both treatment groups improved over this time period. In addition,
the Treatment Group X Time interaction was also significant with F (1,21) = 8.27 p<.01
confirming that the rate of change in mecan sociometric ratings reccived by children in the
second or wait-listed Ireatment group from primary friendship targets was significantly
greater than that of the first treatment group during the time in which the second treat-
ment group was actually enrolled in the training program. In fact, only the chiidren in the
second treatment group displayed a significant improvement or change across the Time 2
to Time 3 period when separate within-subjects t-tests, were conducted comparing the
mean  sociometric ratings received by children within a single treatment group at
Times 2 and 3. Again a Bonferroni adjusted per comparison alpha of .05/4 or .0125 was
cmployed in order to maintain the overall alpha. for this family of planned orthogonal
comparisons at the .05 level. For the second treatment group this comparison yiclded the
following T-value: 4.57 (11) p<.001. The corresponding T-value for the first treatment
group was only (10) 1.61 p<.15 indicating, at most, a non-significant trend for continuing
improvement during this group’s post-treatment follow-up phase.

Summarizing the foregoing analyses, when children were exposed o this social
skills program they experienced significant improvements in the sociometric ratings of
liking they received frem their primary friendship targets, that is, from those peers toward
whom cach trcatment child focused for their friendship making efforts throughout the

intervention Since there was no spontaneous improvement in the wait-listed group's rela-
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tionships with pnmary fricndship targets during the period that these children served as
wait-listed controls, this would appear to represent a genuine treatment effect. In addi-
tion, relationships between children in the second treatment group and their primary
fricndship targets did improve significantly during this Time 2 to Time 3 period which
corresponded to the time in which this group was enrolled in social skills training. Finally,
ilmprovements in the relationships between children in the first treatment program and

their primary fricndship targets were maintained at the Time 3 post-test.

Chanpes in Primarv Friendship Tarpets” Impressions of Treatment Children’s Liking for

Them

An additional question of relevance to this dissertation was whether this training
program resulted in significant changes in the impressions primary friendship targets
formed regarding treatment children’s fevel of interest and/or liking for them. In order to
address this issue, it was necessary to calculate, for each time point, the mean score each
treatment child received from hisfher primary friendship targets on the Pecr Impressions
of Liking Scale. For the sake of simplicity, this mean score will be referred to as this
trcatment child's mcan impressions score and will be interpreted as an index of the impres-
sion that this trcatment child was conveying to his/her primary f-iendship targets regarding
whether or not hefshe liked them. "Thus, testing for treatment related decreases in the
average mean impressions scores of each treatment group, in cffect, assesses whether or
not trcatment children were successful in their attempts to communicate interest and liking
toward their primary friendship targets. Average mean impressions scorcs were then
calculated for each treatment group, for cach time point, by summing the mean impres-
sions scores across all the children in this trecatment group and dividing this total by the

number of children in that group. The resultant scores are listed in Table 4.3,
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Table 4.3
Average Mcan Impressions of Liking (P1) Conveyed By Children
in Each Treatment Group to Primary Friendship Targets
Treatment Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
Group
Pl sd Pl sd PI sd

first 525 97 258 1.26 2.73 1.25
second 4.38 1.28 433 1.23 3168 L4
Note Lower scores indicate primary friendship targets had impression that children in

this trecatment group liked them more.

Sample size for both treatment groups was 12 except at Time 3 when N = 11 for
the first trcatment group.

sd = group standard deviation a = post-lreatment scores

When the mean sociometric impressions initially conveyed to primary friendship
targets at Time 1 by children in cach treatment group werc compared in a one-way
ANOVA, no significant between-group difference emerged. At Time 2, a similar
between-groups ANOVA vieldzd a significant main effect for Treatment Group with
1V (1.22) = 11.86 p<.003. Examination of relevant group means (Table 4.3) revealed that,
at Time 2, the average mean impression of liking conveyed by children in the first treat-
ment group to their primary {riendship targets was significantly lower (more positive) than
the average mean impression conveyed by children in the second or wait-listed treatment
group to similar targets. In order to assess whether this advantage, at Time 2, for children

in the first treatment group represented a significant treatment effect in terms of impres-
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sions of liking, a Treatment Group (2) X Time (2) ANOVA was conducted using the
mean impressions of liking conveyed by children in cach treatment group to primary
fricndship targets at Times 1 and 2 as the repeated measure. This analysis vielded a signif-
icant Trcatment-Group X Time interaction: F (1,22) = 2049 p<.001 indicating a signifi-
cant difference in the rate of change over uime (slope) in the impressions of liking
conveyed by children in the each treatment group. A graphic representation of these data
in Figurc 4.3, indicates that children in the first treatment group experienced significantly
greater improvement in their mean impressions of liking scores compared to changes in
similar impressions conveyed by children in the wait-listed treatment group.

In order to further explore these results, two separate within-subjects -tests, one
for each treatment group, were conducted comparing the mean sociometric impressions
conveyed by children in that group at Times 1 and 2. Using the Bonferroni per compar-
ison alpha adjustment procedure, as recommended by Hays (1983) and Keppel (1982), the
alpha criterion for cach of these comparisons, as well as two similar contrasts involving
scores received at Times 2 and 3, was set at .05/4 or (0125, When mean sociometric
impressions conveyed to primary friendship targets at Times 1 and 2 were considered for
each treatment group separately, only the children in the first treatment group displayed a
significant difference or change across this time period: T (11)= 6.05 p<.001.

Changes in the mean sociometric impressions conveyed to primary friendship
targets by children in each treatment group occurring between Times 2 and 3 were also
assessed. During this period, only children in the wait-listed or second treatment group
were being actively encouraged to convey liking for and interest in their primary friendship
targets. As reported earlier, the first treatment group conveyed significantly higher levels
of liking for and interest in their primary [riendship targets than did the sccond treatment
group immediately prior to the start of this latter group’s training program. However, this

difference was no longer significant at Time 3 using a similar between-groups ANOVA.



Study 4 - Interventions
200

Figurz 4.3

Avcrage Mean Impression of Liking (PI) Conveyed to Primary
Friendship Targets by Children in Each Treatment Group
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Note  lower scores indicate a more positive impression of liking being conveyed by
children in this treatment group toward primary friendship targets.

FTG = first treatment group (received training from T1 to T2)
WLG = wait-listed treatment group (received training from T2 to T3)
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Visual inspection of the changes in mean impressions of liking conveyed by chil-
dren in cach treatment group (Figure 4.3) suggests that the reason why these two treatment
groups were no longer signtficantly different at Time 3 was that during the Time 2 to
Time 3 period, only the mean impressions conveved by children in the second treatment
group improved. In order 1o ascertain whether or not this difference in rate of change (or
slope) in impression of liking scores was significant, a Treatment Group (2) X Time (2)
ANOVA was conducted using the mean sociometric impressions conveyed to primary
fricndship targets by children in both treatment groups at Times 2 and 3 as the repeated
measure. This analysis yiclded a marginally significant Treatment Group X Time interac-
tion: F (1,21) = 4.18 p=.054 indicating a ncar-significant trend for children in the second
trcatment group to have experienced a greater rate of improvement in the mean impres-
sions of liking they were conveying to their primary friendship targets during the Time 2 to
Time 3 period. Consistent with this result, when two scparate within-subjects t-tests were
conducted, each comparing the mean impressions of liking scores received by children in a
single treatment group at Times 2 and 3 using a Bonferroni adjusted per comparison alpha
of .05/4 or .0125, only the children in the second treatment group displayed a near-signifi-
cant improvement or change across this time period: T (11) = 2.36 p<.04.

Summarizing the foregoing analyses of changes in the impressions of liking
conveyed by children enrolled in social skills training to primary friendship targets: When
children were exposed to this social skills program they experienced improvement in the
impressions they conveyed to primary friendship targets. This treatment effcct appeared
1o occur in both groups but was greatest in the first treatment group during the time period
in which these children were actively engaged in social skills training (Time 1 to Time 2).
Changes in the sociomectric impressions conveyed by children in the second treatment
group, though less dramatic than that which occurred with the first group, also coincided

with the timing of these children's social skills training. Thus, it would appear that this
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intervention, besides increasing the level of liking which primary friendship targets
expressed for children enrolled in this training program, also influenced the impressions
that these primary friendship targets received regarding whether or not children in cach

treatment group liked them.

Changes in Positive Behavior Ratings Reecived from Primary Friendship Targets by Children

in Each Treatment Group

In this scction, the issue to be addressed is whether or not the frequency of posi-
tive social behaviors emitted by children enrolled in this social skills training changed as
resttit of this intervention. Positive behavioral communication scores rveceived by each
treatment child from cach of hisfher same-sex primary friendship targets were calculated
by summing the behavioral ratings received from any given primary friendship target on all
16 positive behavior items except 'nice’ and then dividing this total by 15. Resullant mean

’

score values could range from 'V’ to '3’. A score of ‘1’ would signify that, during the last
month, none of these positive behaviors had been directed by this child toward the
primary friendship target doing the rating. In contrast, a '3’ would indicate that each of
these 15 positive behaviors had been directed three or more times toward that friendship
target by this treatmient child during this same time period. It was then necessary to caleu-
late the mean positive behavioral communization score received by that child from both of
his/her primary friendship targets. These mean positive behavioral scores were then
summed across all cach treatment group and divided by the number of children in that
treatment group to determine the average mean positive behavioral communication score
received by all the children in this treatment group. For cach treatment group, these

average mean scores are listed in Table 4.4,

When the mean positive behavioral scores received by children in both treatment
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Table 4.4

Average Mean Positive Behavioral Communication Scores (PBC)
Received by Each Treatment Group From Primary Friendship Targets

Treaunent Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
Group

PBC  sd PBC  sd PBC  sd
first 1.40 22 1.792 41 1.81 A3
sccond 1.48 24 1.55 .28 177 38

Note Higher scores indicate greater frequency in positive behaviors directed by treat-
ment children toward primary [riendship targets

Sample size for both treatment groups was 12 except at Time 3 when N = 11 for
the first treatment group.

sd = group standard deviation a4 = posli-lreatment scores

groups from their primary friendship targets at the time of the original pre-test were
compared in a one-way ANOVA, no significant between-groups differences emerged. At
Time 2, after the first treatment group rcceived training, a similar between-groups
ANOVA yiclded a2 non-significant trend for the first treatment group to reccive higher,
more positive, mean positive behavioral communication scores from their primary fricnd-
ship targets: F (1,22) = 2.80 p<.10. In order to asscss whether this represented a signifi-
cant trecatment-related change, a Treatment Group (2) X Time (2) ANOVA was conducted
using mean positive behavioral communication scores received by the children in cach of
these treatment groups from fricndship targets at Times 1 and 2 as the repeated measure.
This within-subjects analysis yielded a significant Treatment Group X Time interaction:

F (1,22) = 6.61 p<.02 indicating that the rate of change over time (or slope) for these two
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treatnent groups were significantly different from cach other. Examination of these
changes as graphed in Figure 4.4 indicates that this difference involved a treatment related
advantage for the first treatment group from Time 1 to Time 2 in terms of greater improve-
ment in the frequency of positive behaviors that friendship targets reported treatment chil-
dren directing toward them.

In order to confirm this assessment, two scparate within-subjects i-1ests, one for
cach trcatment group, were conducted comparing mean positive interaction scores
reccived by children in that group at Times 1 and 2. with the per comparison alpha
criterion sct at .05/4 or .0125. For the Time 1 to Time 2 period, only the chuldren in the
first treatment group displayed a significant difference or change across this time period
when  change  within @ cach  treatment group was  considered  scparately:
T (11) = 4.43 p<.001.

Similar analyses were also conducted comparing mcan positive interaction scores
received by children in cach treaiment group from their primary friendship targets at
Times 2 and 3. During this time period, only children in the second treatment group were
being actively encouraged to increase the frequency with which they directed these positive
behaviors toward their primary friendship targets. As reported earlier, at Time 2 there
was a non-significant trend for children in the first treatment group to be directing more
positive behaviors designed to convey liking toward their friendship targets. By the time
the wait-listed or sccond treatment group had completed their own social skills training at
Time 3, there was virtually no difference in the levels of such positive behaviors children
in each group were directing toward their primary friendship targets. Thus, the ANOVA
comparing mean positive behavioral scores at Time 3 yielded a highly non-significant main
cffect for Treatment Group: F (1,21) =.058 p<.82

The reason for this disappearance of any appreciable difference in the levels of

positive behaviors for cach treatment group becomes more evident when changes in posi-
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Figure 4.4

Average Mean Pasitive Behavioral Communication Scores (PBC)
Reccived By Each Treatment Group From Primary Friendship Targets
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Note PIS = average mean positive behavioral scores received by treatment children
with higher scores indicating greater frequencies of these positive
behaviors being reported by primary friendship targets

FTG = first treatment group (received training from T1 to T2)
WLG = wait-listed treatment group (received training from T2 to T3)
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tive behavior on scores during the Time 2 to Time 3 period are compared through a
Treatment Group (2) X Time (2) within-subjects ANOVA. In this analysis, the repeated
measure was the mean positive behavioral communication scores received by children in
both treatment groups from their primary friendship targets at Times 2 and 3. The resul-
tant Treatment Group X Time interaction: F (1,21) = 4.01 p=.054 indicates a marginally
significant difference between the two treatment groups in terms of the change children in
each group experienced in the mean positive interaction scores they received during this
period. Examination of the relevant group means as graphed on Figure 4.4 indicates that
the rate of change (slope) in mean positive interaction scores was greater for the second
treatment group during the period in which this group was actively cnrolled in social skills
training than it was for the first treatment group who were no longer receiving social skills
training.  As a result, when the changes in mean positive interaction scores received
across this period were assessed separately for each treatment group using single group
within-subjects t-tests and a protected per comparison alpha of .0123, the resulting t-value
for the first treatment group was non-significant: T (10) = -.66 p>.50 while the t-value for
the second treatment group was significant:T (11) = 2.99 p<.01. These two comparisons
indicate that while the mean positive interaction scores that the second treatment group
received improved significantly during the period in which these children were enrolled in
social skills training, similar scores reccived by the first treatment group during this same
time period did not.

Integrating the above analyses, children in both treatment groups experienced
significant improvements in the mean positive interaction scores that they rececived from
primary friendship targets during the period in which their treatment group had been
actively enrolled in social skills training. For the first treatment group, this change
occurred in between Time 1 1o Time 2. During this period, the second treatment group

was functioning as a wait-listed control and experienced virtually no change in their mean
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positive interaction scores. When this second treatment group finally received social skills

training. these children also expericnced significant improvement in mean positive interac-

tion scores they received from their primary friendship targets.

Changes in Neeative  Behavior Ratings Reccived by Children in Each Yreatment Group

from Primarv Friendship Targets

This section examines whether or not levels of negative social behaviors emitted
by children enrolled in social skills training changed as a result of this intervention. The
relevant variable here, therefore, is the score cach treatment child reccived from each of
his/her same-sex primary friendship targets for the negative factor on the Bchavioral
Communicators of Liking Scale. These scores were derived by summing the ratings
received from any given primary fricndship target on all 6 negative behavior items on this
scale and then dividing this total by 6. Negative items on this scale were reverse coded
such that lower ratings indicated higher frequencics for these behaviors. Thus. as was the
casc with mean positive behavioral communication scores, higher mean negative behav-
ioral communication score valucs indicale a pattern of intcractions that should be more
likely to convey interest and liking to the fricndship target doing the rating on the
Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale. Again, mean score values could range from
3 to 'l

Once the negative behavioral score received by any treatment child from cach
one of his/her primary friendship targets had been calculated, the mean negative behav-
ioral score received by that child from both of his/her primary friendship targets was
determined. These mean negative scores were then summed and averaged across all the
children in a given treatment group in order to generate average mean negative behavioral

communication scores for that treatment group for cach time point. These average mean
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Table 4.5
Avcrage Mcan Negative Behavioral Communication Scores (NBC)
Reccived by Each Treatment Group From Primary Friendship Targets

Treatment Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
Group

NIS  sd NIS  sd NIS  sd
first 2.35 31 2570 37 273 21
sccond 23 44 2.40 37 2490 31

Note Higher scores indicate lower frequencics of negative behaviors directed by
treatment children toward primary friendship targets during the preceding month.

Sample size for both treatment groups was 12 except at Time 3 when N = 11 for
the first treatment group.

sd = group standard deviation a = post-treatment scorcs

The first set of analyses conducted on these data explored changes occurring
between Time 1 and Time 2 in terms of mean negative interaction scores received from
primary fricndship targets. When between-group differences in mean negative behavioral
scores received at either Time 1 or Time 2 were analyzed separately using one-way
ANOVAs, no significant effects emerged indicating that the two treaiment groups were
not significantly different cither initially or at Time 2 after the first treatment group had
completed social skills training. Changes in mean negative behavioral communication
scores reccived from primary friendship targets across this time period were assessed using
a Treatment Group (2) X Time (2) ANOVA in which these mean scores received by chil-

dren in both treatment groups at Times 1 & 2 was the repeated measure. Only the main
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effeet for Time cven approached significance: F (1,22) = 3,19 p<.10. This main effect for
time indicates that children in both treatment groups displaved a non-significant trend for
improvement in the number of negative behaviors reported by respective primary friend-
ship targets from Time 1 to Time 2. Given that only the first trcatment group was actively
cngaged in social skills training during this period, such change cannot be attributed to this
treatment particularly given the absence of a significant Treatment X Time interaction.
This pattern of change is reproduced graphically in Figure 4.5 which depicts the average
mecan negative interaction scores reccived by children in cach treatment program from
their primary friendship targets.

A similar sct of analyses were conducted in order to determine whether children
in the wait-listed trcatment group experienced significant treatment-related decreases in
their negative interactions with their primary friendship targets. These analyses, therefore
involve data collected at Times 2 and 3. The one-way ANOVA comparing mean negative
behavioral scores for each treatment group at Time 3. indicated significant between-group
differences: F (1.21) = 4.73 p<.05. When one refers 1o Table 4.4 it is evident that chil-
dren in the first treatment group received significantly higher (better) mean negative inter-
action scores from their primary friendship targets than did children in the sccond treat-
ment group at Time 3. However, this betweengroup difference in cach group’s mean
negative behavioral scores at Time 3 was almost of the same magnitude as that which
existed at Time Z. At that time, a similar ANOVA did not even approach significance
(P>.25). Thus, the main reason for the significant difference in the mean negative interac-
tion scores received by children in each treatment group at Time 3 docs not appear to be a
relative gain by the first treatment group over the Time 2 to Time 3 period. Rather, this
pre-cxistent between-groups difference appears to have become significant as a result of a
reduction in within-group variaoility at Time 3 (See Table 4.5) perhaps because children in

the first treatment group were approaching the ceiling value for mean negative behavioral
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Figure 4.5

Average Mean Negative Behavioral Communication Scores (NBC)
Received By Each Treatment Group From Primary Friendship Targets

NBC | 2.60

E |
Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

Note NBC = avcrage mean negative behavioral communication scores received by
trcatment children with lower scores indicating greater frequencies
of these ncgative behaviors

FTG = first treatment group (reccived training from T1 to T2)
WLG = wait-listed trecatment group (received training from T2 to T3)
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scores (3). Indeed, both treatment groups appear to have experienced a similar absolute
degree of change in their average mean negative behavioral communication scores from
Time 2 to Time 3. Confirming this assessment, when a Treatment Group (2) X Time (2)
ANOVA was conducted using mean negative behavioral scores at Times 2 & 3 as a
repcated mecasure, only the main effect for Time approached significance:
F (1,21 = .87 p<.07. As this main effect for Time indicates an improvement over time
not restricted to any particular treatment group, again ne conclusion of a treatment cffect

on mean negative interaction scores scems warranted.

Relationship Between Treatment Effects Involving Different Variables

The model proposed for the social role of communication of interest and liking
would suggest that improvements in primary {riendship targets’ liking for treatment chil-
dren should be related to, or predicted by, changes in the frequency with which treatment
children directed behavioral communicators of interest and liking towards these friendship
targets. Furthermore. this model would aiso predict that much of the statistical relation-
ship between changes in these two variables should be accounted for by concomitant
changes in the impressions conveyed by treatment children to these primary fricndship
targets regarding the level of liking that treatment children held for thesc friendship
targets.

In order to determine whether the changes on the various measures collected in
this intervention study were inter-correlated in the manner predicted, it was first necessary
to derive change scores for ecach variable. Several factors were considered in deciding
how such change scores were to be calculated. First, since children were encouraged in
this social skills training program to direct their [riendship making efforts only toward a
small subset of specific friendship targets, the following analyses arc based only upon

changes which occurred in scores given to treatment children by such primary friendship
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targets.  Second, the calculation of change scores for cach trcatment child was based only
on changes which occurred during the period when th.2 child was actively involved in their
social skills program. This was done because, a) this was the time period when the social
hehavior of any treatment child was actually being experimentally manipulated and b) this
was the time period when the treatment group, to which this child had been randomly
assigned, had experienced statistically significant treatment cffects. Thus, for cach child
cnrolled in this social skills program, a single change scorc was calculated for cach
outcome variable based on the change which occurred in the scores received from primary
fricndship targets during this child’s intervention period.

The first step in deriving these change scores was to standardize the mean scores
received by children in both treatment groups from primary friendship targets at cach time
point. In other words, the means and standard deviations used to generating these Z-score
conversions were based on the combined distributions of scores reccived by both treat-
ment groups from their respective primary friendship targets at that particular point in
time. Such standardization when carried out in this manner before calculation of any
index of change across time, serves to climinate the effects of any systematic change in the
distribution of scores on any variable that were not specifically duc to the cifects of the
experimental intervention.

Once this Z-score transformation was accomplished, a single change score was
calculated for each variable for each child by subtracting the Z-score any child received on
that variable immediately following his‘her social skills training from the Z-score received
immediately prior to that intervention. For children in the first treatment group this
involved subtracting standardized Time 2 scores from standardized Time 1 scores. For
children in the sccond treatment group, this involved subtracting standardized Time 3
scores from those received at Time 2.

This procedure resulted in all 24 children having a single change score for each
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of the following variables: Sociometric ratings given to treatment children by primary
friendship targets. impressions of liking conveyed by treatment children toward such
friendship targets, as well as the positive intcraction scores derived from these friendship
targets’ responses on the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale. Change scores were
not calculated for the negative interaction factor on this behavioral communication seale
since no significant treatment related effects were found for this variable. For those vari-
ables for which change scores were calculated, positive change score values indicate a
treatment related increase in the actual mean score that this treatment child received from
his/her primary fricndship targets relative to the mean and stundard deviation for all such
scores received by all children in cither treatment group from their primary [riendship
targets. For positive ﬁchavioral scores, such an increase across time would indicate an
improvement in the treatment child's social interactions with his/her primary friendship
targets. For sociometric ratings rececived by treatment children as well as for sociometric
impressions conveyed by treatment children to their primary friendship targets, negative
change scorc values are the ones which would signif_.v a trcatment related improvement for
these variables.

A similar change scorc was also calculated for the Likability factor on the Class
Play (sce Study 3). The reason for also considering the degree to which treatment related
changes on this Likability factor predicted changes in primary fricndship targets level of
liking for children enrolled in social skills training, was to rule out the possibility that any
identified inter-relationships were simply due to a common measurcment method, that is,
the use of pcers as primary informants. As noted carlier, the Likability factor on the
Class Play measures children’s perceptions of classmates’ gencral social attributes and
roles in terms of traits that conceptually parallel the prosocial behaviors that are contained
on the positive factor for the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale. However, this

latter scale was designed 1o measure specifically thosc interactions specific o any given
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dvad which were likely to convey interest and liking.

Once these change scores were caleulated for each of the above variables,
several sets of correlation coefficients were calculated. The first set of coefficients
assessed the correlation between the positive factors on each of the Class Play and the
Children’s Social Interaction Scale with the sociometric ratings of liking given to treatment
children by their primary friendship targets. The sccond set of coefficients involved corre-
lations between these same two factors and the sociometric impressions conveyed by treat-
ment children to their respective primary friendship targets. Finally, the first-order partial
correlations between these positive factors and the sociometric ratings given to treatment
children by their primary friendship targets were also caleulated with the effects of these
{ricndship targety’ impressions regarding how much treatment children liked them partialed
out. This latter coefficient, thus represents an index of the strength of relationship
between these positive factors and sociometric ratings received by treatment children that
can not be accounted for by the impressions of liking being conveyed to these primary
fricndship targets by the children in these treatment groups Each of these sets of corrcla-
tion cocfficients are listed in Table 4.6.

First considered in evaluating the results of these analyses will be the relation
between treatment-related changes in levels of positive social behaviors dirccted toward
primary friendship targets and changes in levels of liking reported by these targets for
these treatment children. Perhaps the first point of interest in cxamining this relationship
is that changes in mcan positive interaction scores received from primary friendship targets
provided a much better prediction of changes in mean sociometric ratings received from
thesc same targets than did changes in mean Likability scores on the Class Play.
Specifically, 38.4% (i.c.. .623) of the variability in standardized change scores for socio-
metric ratings could be accounted for by variability in standardized change scores for the

positive interaction factor on the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale. In contrast,
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Table 4.6

Correlations Between Changes in Sociometric Ratings (SR). Peer Impressions (PID).
Positive Behavioral Communication (PBC) and Likability (CP-1.) Scores
Received by Both Treatment Groups From Primary Friendship Targets

Predictor
Variables Criterion Variables

_SR Pl _SR:PI
PBC 62 (.002) -5 (.01) -4 (02)
CP-L -.10 (NS) =25 (NS§) 06 (NS)

Note probability levels placed in parenthescs after each cocfficient
N = 24 for all coefficients

SR:PI signifies 1st order partial correlations with effects of
impressions of liking reported by peers partialled out

only 1% (i.c., .102) of this variability in changes in sociomectric ratings received by chil-
dren during their respective intervention programs could be accounted for by similar
changes on the Class Play Likability factor. The fact that change in the frequency with
which treatment children directed thesc positive behaviors toward their friendship targets
provides a reasonable level of prediction for changes in levels of liking reported by these
targets suggests that thesc positive behaviors did in fact stimulate the increases found in
the liking that primary friendship targets reported for the children enrolled in social skills

training. At the same time, a substantial percentage of the variability in change scores for



Study 4 - Interventions
216

sociometric ratings was not shared by change scores on the positive interaction factor.
This mav be due, in part, to limitations in the test-retest reliability of cach of these meas-
ures since such limitations in reliability would serve to attenuate or set a ceiling on the
possible correlation between sociometric ratings and positive interaction scores (Brown,
1983). However, it also seems very likely that factors other than changes in levels of the
positive behaviors listed on the interaction scale influenced the, sociometric ratings chil-
dren in cach treatment group were receiving from their respective friendship targets.
s0, this would also scrve to reduce the correlation between change in sociometric ratings
and change in positive interaction scores. What this suggests is that the model proposed at
the onset of this study may represent only a partial description of the friendship making
and enhancement process.

Change scores on the positive interaction factor were also strongly and signifi-
cantly rclated to changes in the impressions of liking conveyed by treatment children to
their primary friendship targets thus providing some experimental support for the conclu-
ston drawn from Studies 1,2 & 3 that these behaviors do serve as important conveyors of
liking and interest. Again, however, the degree of correlation was only moderate with
30.3% (.55%) of the variability in change for impressions of liking being shared by the posi-
tive interaction factor.

When the cffects of change in impressions of liking were statistically removed or
partialled out, the correlation between change in sociometric ratings and positive interac-
tion scores was -.44. Partialling out the cffects of changes in the impressions of liking
conveyed by treatment children to their respective primary friendship targets eliminates the
effects of the casual pathway proposed for this dissertation. Spcciﬁcally,' with this hypoth-
esized pathway, positive behaviors by conveying the impression of liking and interest on
the part of the child engaging in these behaviors were expected to stimulate a reciprocal

response of increased liking from the recipient of this impression. When changes in socio-
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metric impressions were partialled out, changes in sociometric ratings and these positive
behaviors still shared 19.4% (.44°) of their respective variability. This represents almost
cxactly half of the original 38.4% of the shared variability which existed in the changes
which occurred for these two variables. What this appears to suggest is that some of the
mfluence which levels of positive behaviors scemed to have on the level of liking reported
by primary fricndship targets for these treatment chiidren may have been due to social

pracesses other than the communication of interest and liking,

Summary and Conclusions

In this study, children who were already encountering difficulty in their relation-
ships with their classmates were randomly assigned 10 one of two treatment groups. Both
groups received the same sbcial skills intervention but at different times. This training
program focused on improving the relationships between the child in the social skills
program and a small subset of his/her same-sex classmates. In order to generate this
change, children in cach treatment group received instruction regarding the importance of
communicating liking and interest in others. They were then actively encouraged to direct
higher frequencies of sclected positive behaviors toward two primary friecndship targets.
The behaviors chosen for these behavioral assignments were those which Studies 1.2 and 3
suggested were likely to be effective communicators of such interest and liking.

When the effects of this intervention were analyzed, children in each of these
wo treatment groups experienced significant improvements in the degree to which they
werc liked by their two primary friendship targets. In addition, there were also significant
trcatment related improvements in the impressions treatment children conveyed toward
their friendship targets regarding their own liking for in these targets as well as in the

levels of positive behaviors which friendship targets reported treatment children to be
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directing toward them. Since these improvements coincided with cach treatment group’s
time of social skills training, it scems reasonable to attribute these gains to this social skills
intervention and to those behaviors which each child in this training program was asked 1o
direct toward these targets. Only, levels of negative behaviors directed toward such friend-
ship targets by the children in each treatment group failed 1o show improvements (in this
case, reductions) that coincided precisely with cach groups time of intervention. This,
however, may not be that surprising when onc recalls that this intervention stressed
encouraging children to increase the number of positive behaviors directed cach week
toward respective primary friendship targets.  Atftention was given to negative behaviors
only to the extent of observing how such behaviors might undermine children's efforts o
convey liking and interest and then recommending to each child that he/she avoid such
negative interactions.

Treatment related changes which did occur were also considered in the light of
the model proposed for this dissertation. Recalling this model, those social behaviors with
a strong potential to convey interest and liking should, through the communication of such
liking, facilitate friendship formation and enhancement by stimulating a reciprocal affec-
tive response from peers. When the inter-relations between treatment-related changes on
cach of these variables were considered this model appeared to receive reasonable support
as a partial description of fricndship formation and maintenance. Specifically, changes in
levels in positive behaviors directed toward friendship targets by treatment children
predicted an appreciable amount but not all of the change which occurred in tﬁc impres-
sions these targets formed regarding how much treatment children liked them. This
suggests that the model describing how children may develop, on the basis of behavioral
clucs, impressions regarding who likes them and is interested in them, may be incomplete.
At a minimum, it would scem that the behaviors included on this measure tap only part of

the information that children may tend to use in forming their impressions of who likes
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and who doesn’t like them. In addition, the relationship between changes in levels of posi-
tive behavior emitted by treatment children and changes in the sociometric ratings reccived
by these children were also moderate. Furthermere, roughly hall of the relationship
between changes in levels of positive behaviors and these sociometric ratings couid be
accounted for by changes in the actual impressions conveyed by treatment children to
these primary fricndship targets.

In interpreting, this pattern of results, it might be uscful to recall that this experi-
mental paradigm involved an attempt to stimulate change in children’s naturally occurring
peer relationships.  As such, the intervention might be viewed as a catalyst in that much of
what transpired on a weck-to-week basis in these targeted relationships lay outside the
control of the experimenter. The fact that the intervention generated the observed treat-
ment cffects and that these changes were, in the broad sense, consistent with the model
hypothesized for this dissertation suggests a certain validity for this model. Perhaps the
most parsimonious conclusion for this study would be that it provides some experimental
support for a conclusion that the communication of liking and interest is likely onc of
several inter-personal processes influencing friendship formation and that the positive
behaviors identified in Studies 1, 2 and 3 can play a role in the communication of such
liking and interest. However, the fact that changes in treatment children’s scores on the
positive factor of the behavioral communication scale accounted for only one-third of the
change which occurred in peers’ impressions of liking suggests that such interpersonal
communication processes are likely to be more complex than simply an actual of behav-
ioral evidence in support of an inference that the other person likes you.

Using what might be considered a fairly stringent test for the influence of the
communication of interest and liking through the behaviors used in this study (the first-
order partial correlation between positive behavioral scores and sociometric ratings), this

communicative process accounted for 20% of the variability in the improvement which
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occurred in targeted relationships. Thus, much of the change which occurred in these
relationships did not appear to be explicitly accounted for by this communication process.
As a result, while this intervention study does appear to provide support for the existence
of a tendency to reciprocate positive feclings of liking and interest when these are
directed toward oneself, the cffects of this process may operate in an interactive fashion
with other factors influencing friendship formation and maintenance. If the communica-
tion of interest and liking does prove 1o be a reliable factor in children’s fricndship forma-
tion and il further rescarch can idcntify variables that might moderate the effects of such
communication of liking and interest, coaching in the communication of these positive
interpersonal feclings may provide one additional tool for usc in social skills interventions
designed to help children currently encountering difficulties in their pecr relationships

develop greater friendship making skills.



CHAPTER TWELVE

General Discussion and Conclusions

The first two chapters of this dissertation distinguished between friendship in
childhood and the statec of being generally well liked or popular in one's peer group.
Based on this review, it was concluded that the ability to develop and maintain close
friendships may be particularly important to development throughout childhood. 1f so, the
goal of friendship enhancement would seem to have clinical relevance above and beyond
attempting to ameliorate children’s general or overall peergroup status. Furthermore,
friendship-focused interventions arc more likely to be successful if these are based on
skills or behaviors that have been empirically demonstrated to be important to friendship
formation and/or maintenance.

The research reviewed in Chapter 3 suggests that the communication of liking or
an interest in friendship may help stimulate a similar affective response from the person
receiving this relational communication. If this is the case, the ability to successfully
convey liking may represent an important skill in the friendship making process.
However, none of the resecarch reviewed involved manipulation of this relational communi-
cation process as well as measuremént of both changes in impressions of liking and conco-
mitant changes in the feelings of the recipients’ of these relational messages. As a result,
it was concluded that there had not yet been a conclusive demonstration that conveying
liking can stimulate a reciprocal affective response from the other child.

In order to documecnt the impact of this communication process on relations
between potential friends, the paradigm introduced by Ladd (1984) was employed. This
paradigm involved first selecting children for social skills training who had a demonstrated
deficit in both their peer relations and the social skill/process being studied (herc the
communication of liking). These children were then exposed to a training program

designed to alter their behavior in respect to this communication process. Subsequent
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changes in both social behavior and peers’ feclings toward these children were then
assessed. If this social skills intervention resulted both in changes in the impressions
conveyed by children's social behavior and in peers’ feelings toward these children, then
cxperimental evidence for the functional relevance of communicating liking and interest
would have been generated.

Most previous rescarch on relational communication has focused on fairly subtie
non-verbal behaviors (e.g., eye contact, body position) or such vocal behaviors as tone of
voice. For several reasons this research focused on discrete, instrumental or friendly
transactions occurring between children. First, it was felt that such behaviors could be
reliably reported by children. Second, instrumental, prosocial behaviors would likely be
important communicators of liking and interest for children since they represent an impor-
tant aspect of children’s conceptions and expectations regarding friendship. Finaily, in the
context of the planned social skills intervention, it seemed more feasible to attempt to
change these fairly discrete, instrumental behaviors which were more likely to be under the
volitional control of children than other, perhaps more subtle non-verbal behaviors. In
contrast, studics of the impact of behaviors such as eye contact and body position have
primar‘ily cmployed highly trained confederates and thus did not seem ideally suited to the
study of the impact of relational communication on friendship formation in children’s
natural peer groups. The validity of this decision, of course, depended on whether or not
children do use such discrete, instrumental and/or prosocial behaviors as cues in inferring

liking on the part of other children. It is to this issue that we now turn.

The Identification of Behavioral Communicators of Liking for Children

The first step in this process (Study 1) involved the development of a pool of
items representing behaviors that would be important for children aged 9-11 in conveying

liking and interest. This age group was chosen because previous research indicated that by
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this age children have become fairly aware of the interpersonal significance of various
behaviors and may no longer be simply responding to the immediate reinforcement value
of such transactions.

In this first study, children were interviewed concerning the behavioral basis for
their own impressions of who liked or disliked them in their peer group. These same chil-
dren also rated a set of pre-selected behaviors in terms of the inference (of tevel of liking)
they would likely make if a hypothetical new classmate had directed that behavior toward
them. These behaviors had been identified on an apriori basis as potential conveyors of
liking and/or interest in becoming friends by 2 panel of graduate students working in the
arca of children’s pecr relations and their supervisor.

Several interesting findings emerged from Study 1. Importantly, children at this
age displayed little difficulty with these tasks and appeared to have readily accessible opin-
ions regarding who liked them and who disliked them in their peer group. As well, each
of the 34 behaviors evaluated with the hypothetical inference task led to mean inferences
of liking that were significantly different from the neutral point on the scale used in this
study. In the case of positive behaviors, this difference was in the direction indicating
inferences of liking. For negative behaviors, this difference was in the direction indicating
mean inferences of disliking. These results indicate that children at this age are able to
make reliable distinctions between positive (friendly) and ncgative (unfriendly) feelings on
the basis of discrete instrumental acts.

At the same time, not all of these 34 behaviors were spontancously mentioned by
more than 10 % of the children in this sample as having shaped their own impressions.
Thus, while all of the 34 initial behaviors appear, on the basis of hypothetical inferences of
liking to have the potential to convey liking or disliking, not all of these behaviors may be

among the most important cues used by children of this age in judging other children’s

feelings toward them.
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Using the frequency with which children in this sample spontancously mentioned
any behavior as having shaped their impressions, ten of the 34 initial items were retained
with only rclatively minor changes in the wording. Another 5 of these 34 items were
combined with new brt highly related behaviors spontancously reported by childrea to
create revised items that were broader and more inclusive than the original item. Finally,
seven completely new behaviors were added to the final item pool. Since the primary
purposc of considering children’s spontancous explanations of their own impressions was
the identification of seven additional potential conveyors of liking that might otherwise
have bcen overlooked, it would appear that the inclusion of children's own reports
regarding how they knew who liked them represented an important facet of the item gener-
ation process.

Children mentioned many different behaviors as reasons why they felt various
peers liked or disliked them. Thus, future researchers interested in the behavioral
communication of liking between children should not regard this pool of 22 potential
conveyors of liking as exhaustive. However, the final 22 items accounted for a large
majority the behaviorsfincidents mentioned by children in explaining the reasons for their
impressions regarding who liked them and who did not in their peer group. Thus, the
behaviors chosen for final item pool did appear, on the basis of Study 1 results, to play a
greater role in shaping impressions of liking between the children in this sample using the
criterion of frequency of spontaneous mention.

Several other findings in Study 1 also appear worthy of mention. First, 11 of the
13 behaviors most frequently mentioned in children's explanations of their own impres-
sions involved positive items despite the fact that questions regarding the reasons for these
impressions were ecqually weighted in terms of instances of liking and disliking.
Furthermore, on the hypothetical inference-of-liking task, positive items led to more

consistent inferences regarding classmates feelings toward them than did negative items.
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This latter result suggests that negative behaviers may not always be automatically inter-
preted by children as indicating disliking. These results could also indicate that positive
behaviors may play a more important role in rclational communication among children
than negative transactions. Such an interpretation is consistent with the literature on
conflict and friendship (Chapter 1) which indicated that conflict and negative behaviors
ar¢ not absent from children’s friendships and that the key features of friendship involve
prosocial behaviors such as the provision of material assistance, emotional support and
intimacy as well as reliable alliance, companionship and shared activities.

Interestingly, if one categorized the 22 items sclected on the basis of Study 1
interviews in terms of the characteristics associated with friendship in childhood, several
of these characteristics would appear to account for most of the behaviors identified as
potential communicators of liking and an interest in friendship. Three items (‘lending
something’, ‘sharing a snack or a toy’, 'helping with school work’) involve forms of
tangible, material assistance. Another four items (‘share something personal or private’,
‘help you when you were hurt or sad’, 'talk with you' and, ‘phone you’) appcar to be
related to the provision of cmotional support/intimacy. Four other items (‘invile you to
their house or to go somewhere with them', ‘hang around with you', ‘joke and goof around
with you', “ask you to play’) fall within shared activities and interests.

These 22 final behaviors would also appear to provide some support for Parker
and Gottman's (1989) argument that, at this age, inclusion and exclusion in the peer social
network, reliable alliance and loyalty are important concerns of children. Specifically, five
items (‘exclude’, ‘ignore’, ‘stick up for you', 'pick you for their team or as a partner’,
'stand/sit beside you’) all appear to bear some relationship to issues of exclusion-inclusion.

None of the final items appear to be directly related to the friendship characteris-
tics of proximity, similarity, trust, or reciprocity. Thus, though friends in childhood have

been found to be fairly similar on many variables, to often live in the same neighborhoods,
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lo trust cach other more and to expect similar treatment from each other. children in this
sample did not appear to use these characteristics as cues regarding other children's feel-
ings toward them, at least consciously. Rather, they appeared 1o emphasize willingness to
provide material and emotional support, to engage in shared activities as well as the
demonstration of social preference.

Gender differences in the behaviors used to infer liking and interest were also
considered in Study 1. Generally, both boys and girls were very similar in terms of the
rclative frequency with which they spontancously mentioned various behaviors as having
shaped their impressions regarding who liked them. For only four behaviors was there a
difference of more than 5 ranks in an ordering based of the relative frequency of mention
of that item for boys for girls. Specifically, these differences in ranking indicate that girls
placed greater relative emphasis on the sharing of something personal or private when
inferring liking while boys appeared to place greater (relative) emphasis an joking and
goofing around as well as the presence/absence of physical aggression. Other than these
differences, the patterns of frequency of spontaneous mention for both groups were very
similar and would appear to support 2 tentative decision to develop a single Behavioral
Communicators of Liking Scale for use with both boys and girls. This assumption that
boys and girls will attend to similar behaviors and draw similar inferences regarding class-
mates liking for them was verified in Study 2.

In treating the results of these interviews as evidence for the communicative rele-
vance of each of the 22 behaviors identified in Study 1, several limitations in the design of
this study should be kept in mind. First, children were reporting retrospectively on how
their current impressions were formed and the resultant data reflect children's conscious
understanding of their impression formation. This understanding may not correspond
completely with the actual manner in which such relational communication occurs at this

age. Second, the resultant data may be age-specific and reflect only behaviors that may be
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important for conveying liking at this age. Generalization of results 1o other ages may not
be justified and would require further study.

Another limitation in this study involves the coding system used to analyze inter-
view responses. This coding began with the 34 behavior categorics generated by the adult
panel. New coding categorics were added as responses were encountered which did not fit
any previous category. This provision for the development of new coding categorics was
viewed as essential since the purpose of these interviews was to ensure that no behaviors
potentially relevant to the communication of liking were overlooked. In order to cnsure
that all three coders approached each new coding decision with the same set of categorices,
it was necessary employ a step-like coding process in which consensual resolution of any
initial coding disagrecments were resolved before each judge independently coded the next
response in that interview protocol. The percentage of initial (independent) agreements in
the coding decisions made by any two judges ranged from .82 to .87.

This initial agreement rate suggests that coding decisions were not highly depen-
dent on coder. However, the provision for the addition of new behavior categories opens
the possibility that a slightly different set of behavior categories might have emerged if the
interview protocols had been coded in a different order. Nonetheless, since the initial .
items were used as coding categories from the onset of the coding of interview protocols,
and since high frequency (defined as behaviors mentioned by at least 20% of these chil-
dren), but previously overlooked behaviors were generally encountered in the first few
protocols, it seems unlikely that any frequently-mentioned behavior was overlooked in this

coding process especially given the inter-judge agreement rates for this coding,.
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Validation of the Communicative Function of Selected Friendly Behaviors

Twelve of the behaviors included in the final set of items in Study 1 represented either
enlarged behavior categories or completely new behaviors. As a result, children in that
study did not rate these behaviors on the hypothetical inference of liking task included in
Study 1. Thus, additional rescarch (Studics 2 and 3) was necessary 1o confirm the commu-
nicative potential of these behaviors. In Study 2 this was achieved by having another
sample of grade-5 children read a serics of hypothetical vignettes. Each of these vignettes
was based on a single behavior taken from the set of 22 behaviors identified as potential
communicators of liking in Study 1. This behavior, its opposite, plus a neutral incic'ent
provided the evidence available to children for inferring level of liking between characters
in that vignette.

Two forms of vignette structure were used in Study 2. In single-agent vignettes,
the same character directed different behaviors to each of the other three characters in
that vignette. In three-agent vignettes, the focal character was the recipient of these
behaviors from the other three characters. Choice of vignette structure was made prima-
rily on the basis of the need to create as simple a vignette as possible. Tne fact that cach
behavior of intcrcsi was presented within only one type of vignette (single- or three-agent)
led to the possibility that the assessment of communicative potency for any critical
behavior (in terms off strength of mean inference) may have been influenced by the type
of vignetie used with that behavior. In order to assess this possibility, mean inference
scores associated with each type of vignette structurc were compared. No significant
differences were found between the mean inference of liking associated with all positive
behaviors presented in single-agent formats and the mean inference of liking for all post-
tive behaviors presented in three-agent vignettes. Similarly, no significant differences were
found between the mean inference of disliking associated with all negative behaviors

embedded in single-agent vignettes and the mean inference of disliking associated with
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those negative behaviors presented in threc-agent vignettes. Considering these results, it
does not appear that vignette structure influenced the pattern of results in this study.

A more serious limitation in Study 2 is that the order of presentation for any
vignette and the behavior whose communicative potential was being appraised were
partially confounded. Although four different vignettes shared the same ordinal position,
cach behavior was embedded in only one vignette whose ordinal position in the presenta-
tion sequence did not vary. Analyses conducted for Study 2 indicate that a small but reli-
able order effect occurred accounting for 1 to 4% of the variability in inference-of-liking
scores depending on whether inferences associated with positive or ncgative behaviors
were being considered. Relative to the overall main cffect for type of behavior which
accounted for between 69 and 96% of the variability in inference scores within any
vignette, this main effect for order appeared to be fairly small. Still, given the presence of
this order effect, a more uncquivocal assessment of the communicative potency of cach
behavior would have been generated if a counter-balanced latin-square design had been
used to vary the order of presentation for any given vignette. Any future investigation of
the communicative potency of different behaviors employing hypothetical vignettes would
therefore benefit from the inclusion of this design feature.

At the same time, the results of Study 2 appear to support the selection of these
behaviors as potential conveyors of liking and interest. All of these 22 behaviors led to
mean inferences of liking that were significantly different from the neutral point on the
rating scales provided cven when a stringent per comparison alpha criterion was used.
Considering the direction of these inferences, the 16 positive behaviors selected from
Study 1 all led to strong inferences of liking while the 6 negative behaviors each led to
strong inferences of disliking. The mean inference of (dis)liking associated with each of
these 22 critical behaviors was also significantly different from the mean inference based

on the opposite behavior included in that same vignette. Importantly, both behaviors in
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any pair were embedded in the same vignetie and, thus, shared the same ordinal position
in the vignetic presentation sequence. These differences, therefore cannot be attributed to
any order effect.

Scveral other results of this study also appear to be of some importance in under-
standing the communicative function of these behaviors. First, in 18 of the 21 vignettes,
the negative behavior/incident led to greater variability in inferences of (dis)liking than did
the positive behavior in the same vignette. In 12 of these 18 instances this difference in
variability was significant ucing a standard F-test for differences in samplc variances. This
result might be interpreted as indicating that children more consistently inferred liking
from positive behaviors than they inferred disliking on the basis of negative behaviors. If
so, this result would be consistent with research cited in Chapters 1 and 4 suggesting that
conflict need not necessarily indicate the absence of friendship or the presence of high
levels of disliking. This result is also consistent with the results of Study 1. In that study,
the inferences children reported in response to positive behaviors were generally stronger
and more consistent than when this hypothetical incident involved a negative behavior.

Only onc gender difference was found in the inferences boys and girls drew in
response to the critical behaviors embedded in each of these vigneties. Furthermore, the
probability of obtaining at least one such statistically significant difference across these 22
bchaviors when no gender differences existed in the populations represented by this
sample would be .68. These results indicate (hat both boys and girls in this sample drew
similar inferences regarding levels of liking from these 22 benaviors. This provides further
support for the conclusion drawn on the basis of the results of Study 1 that it might be
valid 1o incorporate a single set of behavioral items into a Behavioral Communicators of
Liking Scale for use with both boys and girls.

Finally, a fairly high level of consistency in the relative communicative relevence

of each of these 22 behaviors was found in Studies 1 and 2 such that the behaviors that
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tended to be most frequently mentioned by children in cxplaining their own impressions in
Study 1 were also thosc which tended to result in stronger inferences of (dis)liking in a
hypothetical context (the vignette) in Study 2. The fact that children drew similar infer-
cnces regarding level of liking in vignettes basced on the same behaviors other children
used to explain their current impressions regarding who liked and who disliked them in
their peer groups suggests that these behaviors do function as relational communicators,
However, this vignette task may have had strong demand characteristics since the only
evidence available to children for use in inferring level of liking between characters were
the behaviors embedded in that vignette. Thus, while vignettes have been used in other
studies of fricndship, (e.g., Bukowski & Kramer, 1986), the results of Study 2 should be
interpreted with caution. They appear to indicate that children at this ape can use these
behaviors to infer level of liking. However, these results do not address the issue of
whether children actually use these behaviors to infer liking in their own social environ-
ments. Further support for this conclusion was still felt to be important and was sought in
Study 3 and 4.

Thus, the goal of the third study presented in this dissertation was to confirm the
relationship between the frequency of occurrence of each of these 22 behaviors and the
actual impresstons children reported regarding how much classmates liked them. Results
indicate that the scores any child received on this scale from any peer were very strongly
correlated with the impression that peer had regarding whether or not this first child liked
him/her. Since the correlation between these peer impressions of liking and scores on
another comparison peer-report measure (The Minnesota Revised Class Play) were much
lower, the corrclation between behavioral communication scores and peer impressions
would not appear to have been simply the result of shared method variance. Thus, the
association between behavioral communication scores and actual peer impressions would

appear to provide further evidence that these behaviors are in fact important conveyors of
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liking at this age.

Evaluation of the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale as a Measure of Behavicral

Communication of Liking Among Children

A sccond purpose of Study 3 was the assessment of the psychometric propertics
of the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale. This scale incorporated 22 items each
measuring frequency of occurrence for once of the behaviors identified as a potential
conveyor of liking and employed the scaling format proposed in chapter 5 for such a peer-
rcport measure. When the factor structure of the Behavioral Communicators of Liking
Scale was cvaluated, 2 highly consistent structure emerged regardless of whether the data
involved ratings made by boys or girls of their same-sex peers, or whether unaggregated,
dyad-specific raw sores or single aggregated mean scores were used for any child. In addi-
tion, type of factor rotation had littie impact on the factor structure that emerged in these
analyses. On this scale, two factors, onc containing only positive behaviors and the other
containing only ncgative items emerged. Collectively, these two factors accounted for
between 53 and 67% of the variance (depending on the analysis conducted) in scores chil-
dren reccived across the 22 items on this scale. Cross-loadings across these two factors
were gencrally low and the internal consistency, especially for the positive behavior factor,
was very high. Confidence in the validity of this structural analysis was enhanced by the
consistency of these psychometric findings regardless of the type of data considered. In
addition, confirmatory factor analyses of the Class Play revealed a factor structure that
was identical to that reported by the developers of this measure suggesting that the sample
of children used in Study 3 was likely fairly typical.

Generally, the psychometric properties of the positive behavior factor on the
Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale were superior to those of the negative factor.

Not only was the internal consistency of the positive factor higher, it also had higher



test-retest reliability, predictive and concurrent/construct validity. There are two different
possible reasons for this. The first would be that this negative factor, based as it is on
fewer items, is simply more pronc to mcasurement crror and hence less reliable.
However, it might also be the case that the negative factor provides adequate measurement
of negative social transactions but that thesc transactions are more variable over time and
less consistently related to any one type of relationship. 1f so, negative factor scores might
be expected to be less strongly related to children’s impressions regarding other peers’ feel-
ings toward them.

Some cvidence for this latter possibility was found in Study 3. For one thing, the
psychometric properties of the negative behavior factor on this scale compared favorably
to the somewhat analogous negative factors on the Class Play. In addition, scores on the
negative factor of the behavioral communication scale were more highly related to peers’
impressions than were either the positive or negative factors on the Class Play. These
results suggest that the lower correlation between ncgative behavioral communication
factor scores and peers’ impressions, compared to that involving between positive behav-
joral communication scores and this criterion, may not reflect unreliable measurement but
rather that such negative behaviors may simply play 2 less consistent role in the communi-
cation of liking and/or an interest in becoming friends. Interpreted this way, these results
would be consistent with the tentative conclusion drawn from the results of Studies 1 and 2
that it is positive or friendly social transactions rather than instances of conflict which
serve as primary cues regarding level of liking of another child. However, further devclop-
ment of the negative behavioral communication factor would scem essential if such an
interpretation is to be more rigorously tested. In its present form, it would appear that
while both the positive and negative factors on the Behavioral Communicators of Liking
Scale possessed adequate psychometric propertics for use as an outcome¢ measure in the

final study (#4), the positive factor appears to be psychometrically superior to the one
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based on negative social transactions.

Demonstration of the Relational Impact of Communicating Liking

A review of the possible functions of these friendly, prosocial behaviors
(Chapter 3) identified at least three different ways such behaviors might influence the
development of children's friendships. First, such behavior may be positively reinforcing
and thus encourage continued interaction. Second, through a norm of reciprocity, the
cmission of friendly behaviors may place an sense of ‘obligation’ on the other child to
respond in kind, thus helping to establish an escalating cycle of friendly interactions.
Finally, it was proposed that such behaviors may be important because they serve to
convey feelings regarding the other person. Although Study 3 involved no manipulation of
this communication process, the pattern of inter-corrclations between measures used in
this study appeared to provide some non-experimental support for this latter function.

First, there was a strong level of association between scores on the positive
behavioral communication factor and peer sociometric ratings as well as a moderate asso-
ciation between scores on the negative behavioral communication factor and these same
sociometric ratings. Furthermore, the majority of the relationship between children’s
behavioral communication scores and other peers’ level of liking for them could be
accounted for by the interpesonal process of interest in this dissertation; that is, that these
behaviors, in communicating liking and perhaps an interest in becoming friends serve to
stimulate a reciprocal affective response. Thus, these results appear to support a conclu-
sion that the behaviors included on the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale are
socially relevant and that an appreciabic portion of the relational impact of these behaviors
may be due to their ability to convey rclational information. The results of Study 3 also

suggest that a small but significant proportion of the relationship between any child's
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scores on the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale and peers’ level of liking for this
child were not related to the impressions these peers had regarding this child's level of
liking. This result appears to support the attribution of multiple social functions to these
behaviors.

Perhaps the primary limitation in Study 3, in terms of investigating the impact of
the communication of liking between children is that no manipulation of any variable of
interest was involved. Thus, though the data appear to be consistent with the proposed
model for the importance of communicating liking, no causal inferences can be made on
the basis of this study alonc. For this reason, the last study in this dissertation (#4)
involved an attempt to experimentally manipulate relational communication by having chil-
dren envolied in a social skills program direct behaviors belicved to be potent conveyors of
liking toward selected friendship targets. At the time of cnrollment in this training
program, these children had been experiencing generally poor peer relations, had very few
friends and were not currently engaging in high levels of these communicative behaviors.
Evaluation of training outcomes focused on changes in the relationships between treatment
children and these selccted friendship targets. Outcome measures included the frequency
with which trcatment children directed behaviors included on the Behavioral
Communicators of Liking Scale toward their peer friendship targets, these peers’ impres-
sions regarding how much that treatment child liked them as well as a measure of how
much friendship targets liked these children.

There were significant treatment-related improvements in how much friendship
targets liked the children in both treatment groups (initial and wait-listed). In addition, a
significant treatment-related change in these friendship targets’ impressions of how much
treatment children liked them was found for the first treatment group. A similar treat-
ment-related change was found for the wait-listed control group as well. This change,

however, just failed to meet the criterion for statistical significance. Finally, a significant
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treatment-related change was found for the ratings children in the first treatment group
received from their fricndship targets on the positive behavioral communication factor. A
similar treatment-related change occurred in the positive behavioral communication scores
of the sccond treatment group. Again, however, this change for the second treatment
group just failed to mect the criterion set for statistical significance. No changes cven
remotely approaching significance were found for either treatment group on any of the
above outcome measures during the periods when these children were not actively engaged
in the social skills program. There were also no treatment-related changes in negative
behavioral communication scores received from friendship targets for cither treatment
groups. This latter finding is not entirely surprising given that changing levels of negative
behaviors was not the focus of this intervention. Finally, the above pattern of results was
not qualificd by gender or by social skills trainer.

Considering this pattern of results, it would appear that having children direct
behaviors belicved to have the potential to convey liking and an interest in becoming
fricnds led to changes in both peers’ impressions regarding how much these children liked
them as well as changes in how much these peers liked the children directing these behav-
iors. Furthermore, changes in the levels of positive behavioral communicators of liking
were strongly predictive of changes in the level of liking reported by these friendship
largets.  Thus, the results of this study would appear to provide some experimental
support for the hypothesized role for the communication of liking in the development of
closer interpersonal relationships.

At the same time, only one-third of the variability in changes in peers' levels of
liking could be accounted for by changes in these peers’ impressions regarding treatment
children’s level of liking for them. This result would appear to confirm the expectation
that the communication of liking and interest is not the only factor influencing levels of

liking between children. In addition, roughly half of the relationship (in terms of shared
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variability) between changes in behavioral communication and peer sociometric ratings
could not be accounted for by changes in peers’ impressions. As noted earlier, it was
cxpected that the behaviors identified as potential convevors of liking might be important
relationship enhancers for other reasons beside their ability to convey relational informa-
tion. Thus, though the results of this study appear to support the argument that relational
communication may be important in children’s peer relationships, these results also appear
to indicate that the social functions of such friendly behaviors may be fairly complex.
Further investigation would appear important for further clarifying the different possible
roles of these friendly behaviors as well as when and how relational communication may
facilitate friendship formation in childhood.

The strength of using an intervention design such as the one employed in Study 4
would seem to be that it involves real peer relationships within their natural context.
However, such interventions are gencrally unable to completely control events outside the
intervention sessions and inside the peer group (Foster ¢t al, 1986). As a result, any
observed treatment-related changes in the quality of peer relations may be due to unin-
tended factors. For this reason, it was important to ensure that not only did treatment
children’s relationships improve but also that these relationship outcomes coincided with
treatment-related changes in the skills/behaviors of interest (Ladd, 1984). In addition,
Foster et al (1986) suggest that the evaluation the social or relational function of different
behaviors and skills may be enhanced through the use of a variety of rescarch techniques
including children’s own reports and patterns of correlations in conjunction with interven-
tion studies. Both of these paradigms were employed in this dissertation (Studies 1 and 3),
and the results of these studies were consistent with those in Study 4.

A second possible limitation in Study 4 was the reliance on peer-report measures
for all outcome data. Though the decision to use such mecasures was based on the

appraisal that peers most likely represented the best source for the desired information
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(see chapter 5), reliance on this one information source introduces the possibility of
systematic biases in reporting that could influence the observed pattern of results. The
inclusion of the Class Play as a comparison peer-report measure permitted assessment of
the degree to which intercorrelations between various outcome measures may have been
inflated by shared mecthod variance. Analyses reported in Study 3 suggest that this was
not the case and that the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale possessed both
convergent and discriminant validity. Still, it would scem useful to also study the impact
of the communication of liking using a more tightly controlled experimental setting and, if
possible, direct observation of behaviors. While such a design would lose the advantage of
natural context, it would serve to complement and hopefully confirm the findings of this
study.

Another consideration in interpreting the results of Study 4 as supporting the
importance of the communicating liking between children to friendship development is
that, as noted in Chapter 1, friendship is denoted by the presence of strong mutual liking
as well as a varicty of other characteristic (e.g., the presence of cmotional and tangible
support, shared activitics etc.). The changes stimulated by this intervention in the amount
friendship targets liked treatment children, while reasonable consistent, were generally not
so large that they indicate the development of very close friendships even if one applied
only the criterion of strong mutual preference. Realistically, it may prove very difficult to
change previously negative relationships to close friendships even within a2 much longer-
term intervention than the ten-week intervention used in Study 4. In this context, it might
prove useful to replicate this study with a group of children whose peer-related social diffi-
cultics are less extreme. These children might be directed to communicate interest and
liking toward selected peers who, while not currently close friends, are less negatively
predisposed toward this child than was generally the case in Study 4.

In fact, using a less extreme group may have the further advantage of reducing a
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possible interpretive bias that might have existed for friendship targets in this study which,
if it did exist would have worked against the successful communication of liking and
interest. As noted in Chapter 3, current relational context appears to influence the infer-
ences people are likely to draw concerning the relational significance of various behaviors.
In other words, children may be more likely to infer liking on the basis of positive behav-
iors from peers with whom they have had a prior history of recasonably positive interaction
than when such behaviors are coming from a previously highly disliked peer. In the
context of this study, many of these children selected for social skills training usually had
to sclect as friendship targets classmates with whom they currently did not get along
because they were generally highly disliked by most classmates. This would have made the
task of conveying liking and interest to these friendship targets fairly difficult. The results
of this study do indicate, however, that even when this was the case, taking the time to
communicate liking and an interest in friendship resulted in improvements in these rela-
tionships. Whether this represents a genuine first step in the friendship formation process
requires further study.

In such a future study, measurement of other aspects of the fricndship relation-
ship beside level of mutual preference/liking would be important. Though the Behavioral
Communicators of Liking Scale includes many behaviors that have been found to be asso-
ciated with friendship in childhood, it would scem important to include another measure
to assess quality of friendship especially if the friendship making strategy cmployed, as did
Study 4, encouraging children to engage in these behaviors. What this study does seem to
indicate is that the communication of liking, as measured by the Behavioral
Communication of Liking Scale and the Peers’ Impressions Scale, did influence the degree
to which friendship targets liked these children and thus led to an improvement in the
affective tone of the relationship. Considering that Gottman (1983) found that the ability

of two children to establish and maintain an affective state of amity in their interaction
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represented an important factor differentiating between children who hit it off and chil-
dren who did not, it would scem likely that the shifts in liking generated by this interven-
tion may represcent an important first step in the {riendship formation process.

Perhaps the communication of liking may be best seen in terms the sending of 2
signal analogous to a 'welcome mat’ which lets the other child know that the opportunity
for closer friendship exists if she/he wishes to take advantage of it. It might also be the
case that knowing that another person wishes to be friends may reduce the anxiety and/or
the fear of rejection, making it casier to make friendly overtures in return. Certainly, this
interpretation is consistent with the findings of Rabiner and Coie (1989) who manipulated
the impression (expectation) rejected children had regarding how much classmates liked
them and fould that, as a result, rejected children were more willing to risk prosocial over-
tures and social engagement woith their peers. Finally, the studies conducted for this
disscrtation do not address the issue of why relational communication might influence
friendship formation. Rather, this rescarch would seem to provide some support for the
argument that such communication may represent an interpersonal process deserving
further investigation because, in stimulating reciprocal responses of increased liking, this
communication may represent an important factor in friendship formation and friendship

maintenance in childhood.
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APPENDIX A

Mecan Hypothetical Inferences of Liking
By Gender (Study 1)

Item Boysl Girls® Tscore” Prob*

il lend you something you 2.26 211 12 A7
needed

2 laugh at you when you 5.57 5.66 -.36 T2
made a mistake

i3 physically hurt you 6.67 6.57 53 60

i4 share a snack or a toy with 1.0 1.83 A0 69
you

i5 told you to get lost 6.00 5.89 ) .61

6  told you a secret about 2.20 1.86 1.30 .20
themselves

i7 gave you some advice on how 2.30 1.80 2.26 .03

to solve a problem

i8  picked you for their team 1.83 1.80 .16 .87
or classroom activity group

i9  bragged about how much 5.47 549 -.07 95
better they were than you

i10  told you a secret 2bout 3.10 2.66 1.76 .08
about somecone clse

i1l  share some important news 2.07 1.77 1.26 21
with you

i12  defended you when somecne 1.33 1.46 =73 47

was giving you a hard time
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Appendix A (cont.)
ltem Boys1 Girls® Tscore® Prob?

i13  asked you for your cpinion 2.13 1.89 1.18 24
or help

ild  told you they liked your 1.87 211 -1.18 24
work

il5  came up to you and said hi 2.83 3.11 -1.11 27

i16  called you names or teased 5.90 5.97 <25 .30
you

i17  asked about how you were 2.3 203 5 46
when vou were hurt or sad

i3  wouldn't le1 you join 5.70 5.43 97 33
in a game or activity

i20  said something nice about you 1.90 1.94 -.20 .2

i20  wcren't interested in what 543 5.06 1.26 21
vou had to say

i21  paid attention to what you 1.93 1.77 78 44
were saying

i22  started talking to you 2.53 2.37 .76 45

i23  asked if you would like to 1.63 1.34 1.73 .09
go somewhere with them
after school

i24  tattled on you 5.63 5.40 92 36

i25  told vou they were glad , 1.40 1.26 93 .36
they were vour friend

i26  phoned to talk to you at 1.87 1.57 1.57 A2
home

i27  refused 1o help you or lend 5.46 5.51 -18 86

you something when you
nceded it
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Appendix A (cont.)
Item Boys! Girls~ Tscore” Prob?
i2§  cheered for you or encouraged 1.70 1.57 68 50
you
i29  ask how you were doing 2.27 2.40 -59 .39
doing
i30  rtalked to you about some- 2.50 2.46 .16 38
thing that happened in class
i31 stood or sat down beside you 243 2.17 1.08 29
i32  smiled at you and were 1.97 1.91 25 .80
cheerful
i33  explained to you some- 2.17 1.97 93 36
thing you wanted to know
i34 asked you if you'd like 1.40 1.43 -.20 85
to play with them
Note 1 mean affective inference rating all boys

2 mean affective inference all girls

3 T-value based on t-test between gender groups

4 two-tailed probabilitics for these t-tests



APPENDIX B
Study 2 Vignettes

Below arc the vignettes used in Study 2. The actual format used to present these

has been reproduced in Chapter 9 where the results of this study are discussed.

FORM 1 VIGNETTES

1) Jonathan's class was going on a picnic. The teacher put Jonathan, and Trevor in the
same group. During the picnic, Jonathan was mean to Trevor. At the same time,
Jonathan was nice to Sam who was also in his group. After the lunch was over, Jonathan
noticed that Alex was finishing up at the same time as him. (Characters in vignette read
by girls were named Rosanne, Tanya, Robin and Nichola).

2) Onc day, Natasha forgot her lunch at home. By lunchtime, she was very hungry. When
Natasha told Heidi about her problem, Heidi gave her an apple and some cookies.
However, when Natasha told Christina, Christina did not want to share any of her lunch
with her. After lunch, Julic brought around the waste-paper basket. She stopped at cach
classmate's desk, including Natasha's. (Characters in vignette read by boys were named
Fred, Brent, Thomas and Eric).

3) One afternoon, John forgot his pens and could not do his Math. He asked Bobby is he
could use onc of his pens but Bobby said "no”. John then went and asked Tim. Tim said
"surc” and lent John 2 pen. After John had finished his math, the class went outside and
played scooter ball for gym. The teacher put him on the same team as Alex. {Characters
in vignette reac by girls were named Maria, Jessica, Alice and Samantha).

4) Onc day, Kim brought the doll’s crib she had made to school to show her class. When
Christa saw it, she started to tease Kim and told her that her crib looked stupid. Hiltary
disagreed and told Kim that she thought that Kim had done a pretty good job building the
crib. While Kim and Hillary were talking, Diane walked by and looked at the crib.
(Characters in vignette read by boys were named Ryan, Chris, Eric and Paul).

5)When Michael saw several of his classmates playing catch, he went up to them and
asked if he could join them. Stephen wanted to let Michael play. However, Tim didn't
want Michael to play. As a result, Stephen and Tim started arguing about whether or not
Michael could play. Mcanwhile, Jamie practiced throwing the ball in the air and catching it
himself. (Characters in vignette read by girls were named Janice, Elizabeth, Lee Ann and
Tina).

6) After recess, Sandra ran up and stood in line at the school door. When Gillian saw
Sandra, in line, she went up and stood beside her. When Paula saw Sandra, however, she
went to the opposite end of the line. Linda didn’t stand in line at all because it was her
turn to hold the door for her classmates. (Characters in vignette read by boys were named
Patrick, David, Peter and Sam).



Appendix B

271

FORM 2 VIGNETTES

1) Jonathan's class was going on a picnic. The teacher put Jonathan, and Trevor in the
same group. During the picnic, Jonathan was mean 1o Trevor. At the same tme,
Jonathan was nice to Sam who was also in his group. After the lunch was over, Jonathan
noticed that Alex was finishing up at the same time as him. (Characters in vignette read
by girls were named Rosanne, Tanya, Robin and Nichala).

2) One day during recess, Caryn slipped and scraped her knee on the pavement. Both
Tara and Elisc saw Caryn fall. However, only Tara went over to help Caryn. Elise kept
on playing. After Caryn's knee had been bandaged by the school nurse, she returned 1o
her class. Her teacher then put her in the same work group as Melissa. (Characters in
vignette read by boys were named Jason, Todd, Chris and Andrew).

3) Just before recess, Stephen went up to Jeremy and asked him if he'd like to play with
him. Jeremy said "sure” and asked Stephen if Billy could play too. Stephen told Jeremy
that he didn't want to play with Billy. Jeremy said "alright” and got ready to go outside.
On the way out, they passed Ricky who had to stay inside because he had a cold.
{Characters in vignette read by girls were named Rhonda, Sandra, Cindy and Maria).

4) Onc evening, Katic decided that she wanted to call onc of her classmates on the phone.
She decided to call Amanda. While they were talking, Amanda asked Katic if she knew
Lori's number. Katie said "no” because she had never called Lor up. After Katie had
finished talking to Amanda, she went down to the corner varicty store. While there, she

saw Jocelyn. (Characters in vignette rcad by boys were named Derek, John, George and
Tim).

5) Richard and several other boys were playing bascball during recess. Richard did not
want to be the first to be in the outficld. He asked Keith if he would play the outficld
first. Keith said "no” and started bossing Richard around, telling him that it was his turn.
Richard then asked Ross if he would play outfield. Ross said "OK”, so Richard was able
to go up to bat. Several other boys, including Mark, watched. (Characters in vignette
read by girls were named Jennifer, Andrea, Rebecca and Jo-Anne).

6) One day Corey got into an argument with a girl in a higher grade who started calling
Corey mean names. Three of Corey's classmates, Kelly, Tracey and Paula, were ncarby.
When they saw the fight, they came over. Tracey started checring for the older girl but
Kelly told the bigger girl to pick on someone nearcr to her own size and that Corey hadn't

done anything wrong. Paula didn't say anything (Characters in vignette read by boys were
named Jamie, Billy, Mark and Kevin).

FORM 3 VIGNETTES

1) Rosanne's class was going on a picnic. The teacher put Rosannc and Tanya in the same
group. During the picnic, Rosarne was mean to Tanya. At the same time, Rosanne was
nice to Robin who was also in her group. Afier the lunch was over, Rosanne noticed that
Nichola was finishing up at the same time as her. (Characters in vignette read by boys
were named Jonathan, Trevor, Sam and Alex).
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2) One day the teacher asked Paul to pick either Matthew or Neil to help him prepare a
news program for the class. Paul picked Matthew instead of Neil. The rest of the class,
including Steve, then had to make up some news stories for Matthew and Paul 10 read on
their news program. (Characters in vignette read by girls were named Susan, Janice,
Samantha and Barbara).

3) One day, Karen wanted to invite some classmates over to her house to play after
school. Her mother said "OK®. When she got 1o school that morning, she invited Robin
and two other girls over. She did not ask Jane. While on the way home, Karen saw
another girl, Caroline, who was also from her class. (Characters in vignetic read by boys
were nanted Jamie, Billy, Albert, Trevor).

4) As the class stood ir line after recess, several of the boys started pushing. John pushed
David as hard as he could and tripped him onto the pavement. However, when Michael
got in his way, John was much more carcful to make sure that he did not hurt Michacl.
Eric did not get involved in the pushing. Instcad, he stood at the cdge of the line.
(Characters in vignette read by girls were named Jessica, Daniclle, Sally and Brenda).

5) When Sonia got a special present from her uncle, she was very excited and wanted to
tell Carole all about it. However, when Sonia got to school, Carole was with Linda.
Sonia did not want to tell Linda, so she waited until Carole was alone before telling her.
When Sonia had finished telling Carole, the teacher asked Sonia and Joan to bring the
movic projector down to the storeroom. (Characters in vignette read by boys were named
‘Tommy. Sam, Roger and George).

6) Scan, Andrew, Ryan, and Timothy were cating their lunches in the school cafeteria.
Scan and Aadrew were telling cach other jokes and laughing. Ryan thought that their
jokes were stupid and told Andrew to stop or he could get in trouble. Timothy just sat
there listening and didn't say anything. (Characters in vignette read by girls were named
Allison, Shelly, Erin and Alexis).

FORM 4 VIGNETTES

1) Rosannc's class was going on a picnic. The teacher put Rosanne and Tanya in the same
group. During the picnic, Rosanne was mean to Tanya. At the same time, Rosanne was
nice to Robin who was also in her group. After the lunch was over, Rosanne noticed that
Nichola was finishing up at the same time as her. (Characters in vignette read by boys
were named Jonathan, Trevor, Sam and Alex).

2) One day, the tcacher made Danny, Bobby, Thomas and Keith stay in for recess. Bobby
and Danny spent the whole recess talking together. Thomas didn’t say anything to Danny
cventhough his desk was in the same row. Keith's desk was too far away for him to talk
with any of the other boys. (Characters in vignette read by girls were named Janice,
Amber, Louisa and Barb). :

3) Janice was having a hard time solving the math problems that her tcacher had given her
for homework. When she asked Allison if she would help her, Allison said "no".
Fortunately, Lisc offered to help Janice so she was able to finish her work. The next day,
the teacher asked Samantha to collect the Math assignments. Samantha then collected
everyone's work including Janice's. (Characters in vignette read by boys were named
Joseph, Derek, Gary and Trevor).
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4) Jeffrey wanted to organize a ball game at recess so he decide 1o see if anvone was inter-
ested. When he went to talk 1o Alex, Alex acted as if he hadn't heard Jeffrey and walked
away. Jeffrey then went over to talk 1o Kevin who listened closely te what Jeffrey had to
say. Eventually, cnough boys were interested to form two teams. After the game was
started, Thomas came up and asked some of the bovs if he could play. (Characters in
vignette read by girls were named Brook, Sandy, Tina and Lesley).

5) When Jocelyn got to school she put her books on her desk and went back outside.
There, she saw Kassy and Melissa in different parts of the play ground. Jocelyn went over
to where Melissa was and they hung around with cach other untit the bell rang. She did
not hang around with Kassy. Instead, Kassy played with Louisa who was also in their
class. When the beil rang, Jocelyn, Melissa, Kassy and Louisa got into their line and

waited for their teacher. (Characters in vignette read by boys were named Robert, Picrre,
Frank and Troy).

6) When Mike got to school, he saw David sitting on the stairs. Mike smiled at David and
said "hi" checerfully. Later, Mike saw Carl bouncing a ball against the wall. As Mike walked
by Carl, he ncither smiled nor was cheerful. Then the bell rang. Mike went inside and

hung his coat beside Ian's. (Characters in vignette read by girls were named Donna,
Susan, Margot and Tanva).
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Mcasures Used in Study 3

Minnesota Revision of the Class-Play

Example Items

Pretend that you are a director of a play starring the students in this
classroom. The director of a play has to do many things but the most
important job is to select the right people to act in the play. So, your
job is 1o choose students who could play each part or role best. Try to
pick students who seem to fit each part in real life.

A person is A person who gets
a good leader into a lot of fights.

Robert G. Colin - Robert G. Colin
Lisa Brook . Lisa Brook
Shannon Kevin * Shannon Kevin
Terri Jocclyn - Terri Jocelyn
Ron Alison - Ron Alison
Michelle Robert N. . Michelle Robert N.
Janice Daniclle . Janice Danielle

The following are the rest of the class play items in the order administered:

3) Would rather play alonc than with others
4) Has good idcas for things to do

5) Loses their temper casily

6) Shows off a lot

7) Is someone you can trust

8) Interrupts when other children are speaking
9) Has many fricnds

10) Will wait their turn

11) Whose feelings get hurt casily

12) Everyone listens to

13) Plays fair

14} Has trouble making friends



15) Acts like a little kid

16) Has a good sense of humour

17) Can't get others to listen

18) 1Is very shy

19) Is polite

20) Makes new friends casily

21) Is too bossy

22) Is often left out

23) Helps other peopie when they need it
24) Is usually sad

25) Everyonc likes to be with

26) Can get things going

27) Teases other children too rauch

28) Is usually happy

29) Picks on other kids

30) Likes to play with others rather than alone
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Measures Used in Study 3 (cont.)

Sociometric Rating Scale
Name..ooveveeeens Grade....
classmates?
like all
to be the
with time
Robert G. 1 2
Colin 1 2
Michelle 1 2
Robert N. 1 2
Lisa 1 2
Brook 1 2
Daniclle 1 2
Janice 1 2
Shannon 1 2
Kevin 1 2
Jocelyn 1 2

How much do you like to be with cach of the following

Always Almost Most

Teacher

the
time

----------------

Half
the
time

Not

much of ever

the
time
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Hardly Never

like
to be
with
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Measures used in Study 3 {cont.)

Pcer Impressions of Likine Scale

............. Grade....

Tecacher

How much do you think each of your classmates likes

to be with

Robert G.
Colin
Michelle
Robert N.
Lisa
Brook
Daniclie
Janice
Shannon
Kevin

Jocelyn

Not

Hardly

much of cver

the
time
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Measures Used in Study 3 (cont.)
Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale Scale
Example Ttem
IN THE LAST MONTH HOW OFTEN DID EACH CLASSMATE
lend you something when you needed it.

Never Once More Never Once  More
or lha‘m or thz}n
twice  twice twice  twice

B T P P R

Timothy A. 1 2 3 Nancy Lynn 1 2 3
Patricia B. 1 2 3 Derck H. 1 2 3
Milva C. 1 2 3 Jeffrey L. 1 2 3
Robert C. 1 2 3 John-Paul L. 1 2 3
Lise D. 1 2 3 Tracey M. 1 2 3
Tessa D. 1 2 3 Corey M. 1 2 3
Robin E. 1 2 3 Gary M. 1 2 3
Jamic F. 1 2 3 Jane P. 1 2 3
Michacl G. 1 2 3 Susan R. 1 2 3

BC-Scal¢ items in order of administration:

lend you something when you needed it.

share a snack or a toy with you.

invite you over to their house or to go somewhere with them.

sharc something personal or private with you.

ignore or avoid you.



pick you for their tcam or as their partner.
hang around with you.

help you with your school work.

stick up for you or defend you.

joke or goof around witk you.

help you when you were hurt or sad.

boss or push you around.

tcasc or say mean things about you.

sit beside you or stand in Enc with you.

cxclude you or not letting you join
in a game or activity.

talk with you.

mean to you.

nice to you.

phone you.

smile at you and were cheerful.

ask you if you would like 1o play with them.

physically hurt you.
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APPENDIX D

Manual for Social Skills Training Program Emphasizing
Affective Communication Processes

Overview of Proeram

Sclected children will be trained individually, once a week for a minimum of ten one-hour
scssions,

Scssions will involve didactic or instructional coaching and as well as ongoing relationship
problem solving.

The stress in this program will be on the positive and negative affective content of the
child’s typical social interaction and the communicative consequences of this social
behavior.

While the competency under remediation will be somewhat uvuique to this study, the inter-
vention procedures to be used will be compatible with current developments in the arca of
social skills training. More specifically, this intervention program integrates the three
stages of instructional social skills trairing formalized by Ladd and Mize (1983) and imple-
mented on a more informal basis in the interventions of Oden and Asher (1977). LaGreca
and Santogrossi (1980), and Ladd (1981). These three stages are:

- enhancing skill concepts
- promoting skilled performance
- fostering skill maintenance and generalization

The groundwork for this intervention will be laid down in the first two sessions during
which the child will be given a fairly standardized presentation of the potential role of
affective communications in relationship formation, maintenance and enhancement
processes.

Using the Ladd and Mize (1983) framework, the presentation of information in this initial
or introductory phasc will be geared toward enhancing skill concepts. This will be
achicved by using the five sub-steps proposed by these authors:

- establishing the intent to learn the skill concept

- defining the skill concept in terms of its attributes

- generating exemplars (both verbally and with active role play



Appendix D
281

- promoting the rehearsal and recall of the skill concept
(both verbally and behaviorally)

- refining and generalizing the skill concept

In order 1o facilitate complete appreciation of the social implications of affective commu-
nication, instances of both successful convevance of interest and of disinterest/dislike will
be provided. As Hulse, Deese & Egeth (1975) note, the use of both positive (successful)

and ncgative (unsuccessful) instances should promote a fuller understanding of the skills
involved.

To help develop this awareness, the child will role play various communicative sequences
with the therapist - trying to cither guess the affect acted out by the therapist or to commu-
nicate the assigned affect in a predetermined (pretend) situation. (As Ladd and Mize
(1983) note, this initial phasc of skill expcrimentation, without the threat of failure or ridi-
cule from peers, is an important first step in the behavior/skill acquisition process.)

This practice will begin in the second session and be repeated, where appropriate, in later
sessions. During this session, the therapist will provide performance feedback, encourage-

ment and increasingly demanding performance standards as the child begins to be more
competent.

Once this didactic process has been completed, the coach’s role will begin to shift from
instructor to consultant/problem solver. First, the affective content of that child’s peer
interactions will be considered at a general level. In this way, the social skills training will
move from a fairly conceptual and abstract focus to a more concrete and behavioral focus
in which the discussion will centre on the actual interactional ‘patterns’ of that child and
the affective ‘message’ that his/her behavior likely conveys to his/her classmates.

By the third sessior., the focus of the intervention program will shift to the improvement of
a small number of the child’s peer relationships. The focus will be on a few relationships
for two reasons.

a) First, this will protect against over-cxtending the child by allowing
him/her to concentrate on clearly defined and circumscribed behavioral
assignments which will be given at the end of cach session and
restricted to specific relationships.

b) Second, the primary goal of this intervention is the enhancement of
the child’s ability to have positive relationships as opposed to cffecting
a general improvement in the child's peergroup status. Accordingly,
emphasis will be placed on developing those dyadic relationships that
the child most wishes to enhance. Moreover, this will be accomplished
by encouraging the child to improve the affective content of his/her
transactions with these targeted peers.
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Each week, these targeted relationships will be reviewed in order to assess the effects of
these ‘behavioral’ assignments, to assist in solving any problems that may have arisen, and
to encourage further effort. Thus, the child will be afforded the opportunity to refine and
claborate the skills learned or, lo attain operative competence (Bandura, 1982; Ladd &
Mize, 1983). This phase will also involve encouraging children to evaluate their own
performance. (Ladd and Mize (1983) argue that this is essential for skill generalization
and maintenance.)

Depending on the progress made, the number of friendship targets can be increased to
three in later sessions with the problem-soiving focus remaining on these specific relation-
ships and on the current state of these targeted relationships. The focus will remain on
cncouraging the child to communicate 2 more positive affective oricntation toward one's
peers and increasing the child’s ability to self-evaluate performance.

The focus in the last sessions will also be on skill maintenance and generalizatizn,

Taken together, these procedures should allow the child, having initially acquired these
communication skills with the support of a socially competent therapist, to gradually
master these skills unsupported in the peer cnvironment: a sequence advocated by both
Bronfenbrenner (1979) as well as Ladd and Mize (1983).

Detailed Description of Session Procedures

Introductory (lnitial) Scssion:

Although the order in which the following objectives are met can vary, it is very important
that the following be realized early in the first session.

a) The establishment of rapport between the child and the friendship skills
consultant.

b) Clarifying to the child the purpose of these sessions. Specifically, that the
goal is to help him/her become better at making and keeping friends.

c) It should also be made clear to the child that while he/she was selected for
this program because we felt that the child could benefit from these
scssions, this does not mean that they necessarily had far fewer friends than
all the other children in their class. Rather, it is our opinion that many chil-
dren as well as adults could benefit from the chance to improve their friend-
ship making skills.
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d) The role of the friendship skills consultant and the focus of the program
should also be outlined. To this end, the child should be told that in the
initial sessions, you (the consultant) will be acting mostly like a teacher:
trying to teach the child some important communication skills. The child
should also be informed that here we will be stressing the importance of
letting others know that you like them andfor that you are interested in
being their friend. In describing this focus, it should be pointed out to the
child that there are many ways that people show how they feel. For instance,
when they are helpful or kind it usually shows that they like the other
person.  However, when someone is mcan or ignores the another child,
these behaviers give the impression that this person does not like this other
child. In fact, everything one does to or with other people can tell them
something about how you feel toward them. Since people tend to like
others who they feel like them, it is pretty important to try hard to commu-
nicate positive feclings toward and interest in others. (Further elaboration
of these communication processes will come in the second session.)

¢) The child should also be told that in our sessions we will first discuss the
kinds of things that people can do to show positive interest or liking and
some of the things which communicate the opposite; that is, disliking or
disinterest: that we'll even try to act out some of these behaviors in our
sessions so that the child can become more familiar and awarc of the ways
in which we communicate our feelings.

f} The sccond phase of our program should also be described. Specifically,

the child will be choosing (from a list given to him/her in the second
session) two children with whom he/she wishes to try out these new friend-
ship making skills. The consultant’s role in this process should also be
described. Here, instead of acting primarily as a teacher, the consultant's
role will be that of a problem-solving consultant/helper. Every week the
consultant will meet with the child to review the efforts of the child and how
well the things, that he/she has tried, have worked. Then the consultant will
try to help come up with solutions to any problems that may have arisen in
the course of trying out these new friendship making skills.

g) The reasons for audiotaping these sessions should also be presented. The
child should be told that this is a demonstration rescarch project designed to
show that this kind of program can help kids become better at making
fricnds: that we've designed our program just as we've described to them
but we also have to show that we followed the program as described. Thus,
only the two consultant’s doing these sessions and their supervisor at the
university will be listening to the tapes to make sure that we are doing the
program correctly. Then we will be erasing the tapes. It must be stressed 1o
the child that just as every child’s answers to the questionnaires we gave in
class werc kept totally private, everything that the child and the consultant
discuss will also be treated with complete confidentialitv. It is up to the
child to decide what they wish to tell their classmates about what these
sessions are about. The child must also be told that if they feel uncomfor-
table and do not wished the sessions to be taped, that we will not tape them
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- though it would help us if we could.

Once these introductory topics have been covered, the focus should switch 1o exploring
how the child sces his/her status in the class and what he/she would like to get out of this
program.

- The child should be asked which same-sex peers (use the words boys or girls
as appropriate here) he/she feels they get along with well, who they get along
with somctimes and who they really have a hard time with. (The child's
answers should be written down.)

- The child should also be asked if there are any opposite-sex peers (girls or
boys) whom they have 2 particularly hard time with.

- These questions can serve both to warm the child up to disclosing about their
peer relations, as well as to communicate behaviorally that our focus in these
session will be on their social world, their relationships.

- The child should be told that while you will be acting as a teacher and
consultant in these sessions, you too have a lot to learn about their relation-
ships, about how things go between them and their classmates, if you are to be
of help to them.

- Following these specific questions, more gencral questions should be asked
concerning their feelings about the relationships with classmates, how our
program strikes them, what they would like to get out of it, if they feel they feel
that they do have difficulties with their classmates and, if so, what they fecl
may be the reasons for this.

- Throughout the first session, the main point which should be conveyed to the
child is that this program is for them and will be tailored to their needs: that
you are here for their use as a special personal consuitant.

Depending on the length of time left in the first session, actual discussion of affective
communication processes can begin now or can wait till the next session. The following is
thc maximum to be covered in this first session.

The first step involves having the child consider the affective content of the
twenty-two behaviors tapped by the Behavioral Communicators of Liking Scale.
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- These behaviors should first be introduced as the ones we used in the one
measure we did in class where we asked how many times in the last month each
child, for instance, "lent them something when you needed it”.
The child should be shown the list of these twenty-two behaviors (reproduced below) and
told that we developed these items from many interviews with children their age, that these
behaviors formed the clues these children used most frequently when trying to figure out

who liked them and how much.

lend you something when you needed it.
share a snack or a toy with you.

invitc you over to their house or to go somewhere
with them.

share something personal or private with you.
ignore or avaoid you.

pick you for their tecam or as their partner.
hang around with you.

help you with your school work.

stick up for you or defend you.

joke or goof around with you.

help you when you were hurt or sad.

boss or push you around.

tease or say mean thipgs about you.

sit beside you or stand in line with you.

exclude you or not letting you join
in a game or activity.

talk with you.
werc mean to you.

were nice to you.
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phoning you.
smile at you and were cheerful.
ask you if you would like to play with them.

physically hurt you.

The child should then guess what his or her impression would be if a hypothetical class-
mate came up to them and did cach of these twenty-two things to them.

- The most important point to be made with this cxercise is that many, if not all, of the
things that we do to others tells them something about how we feel about them.

Once these twenty-two behaviors have been reviewed, ask the child how mura they would
like someone who came

up to them and

a) was mean to them, or
b) shared some of their lunch.

The point to be brought out here is that often the most important thing about many behav-
iors is the impression that thesc actions give to others about our feclings and that if the
other person thinks that you are not interested in them and how they feel, then they are
much less likely to want to be your friend.

Time permitting, two other points can be developed in the context of this exercise.

- The child can be asked how much they would think this hypothciical
person liked them if on the first day they "smiled at you and were
cheerful”, a few days later "stood in line with you” and "lent you something
when you nceded it” and then, on the next day, "asked you to be their
partner” and "defended you when someone was giving you a hard time”.

The important thing here is to point out to the child that the communication of an interest
in being friends is a slow and gradual process (ihis point will be developed in greater depth
later in the second session).

- Next have the child quess what they would think if the following sequence
had occurred instead: on the first day they "smiled at you and were
cheerful”, a few days later "stood in line with you” and "lent you something
when you needed it” and then, on the next day instead of being nice they
"teased you and said mean things about you" and then tried to "exclude
you from an activity or group”.
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The goal with this cxercise is 10 demonstrate how bchaviors communicating positive
interest and liking can be quickly cancelled out by mcan or unfriendly acts.

At this point, in preparation for the end of the session, summarize the points

above (or those points which have covered). These are:

a) Many behaviors are important because they show or communicate
our feclings toward others.

b) Showing that you like the other person and arc interested in them
is important to the fricndship making and maintaining process.

¢) These impressions arce bailt up slowly through a serics of behav-
iors. If onc trics to show too much interest too fast it might over-
whelm or turn off the other child (This point is introduced here for
the first time in order to try to prevent the child from going over-
board and trying to be ‘too friendly, after this first session. It will be
claborated in the sccond session).

d) While it often takes a while to convince another child that you
like them, this impression can be cancelled out quickly if you are
mean to them.

Closing the First Session

Bricfly review the purpose and focus of the program as well as your role and the child’s
role. Then, describe what you will be doing in the next session. Ask if the child has any
questions. Compliment the child on his/her attention and participation (answers). Tell

the child that you arc looking forward to seeing them next week.
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Sccond Session

If there was any material which had not been covered in the first session, pick up
where you had left off and then proceed with the following exercises. In this session, the

range of behaviors which might be used to convey friendliness will be reviewed first.

- First, present the list of the 22 social interaction scale behaviors which
was used in the first session reminding the child that this is the list of
those behaviors which seemed to show strongly how children their age
felt about each other.

- Then, while noting that there are many other behaviors which might
also communicate ecither liking or disliking, ask the child to gencraic
some other examples of such behaviors. These should be responded to
in an encouraging fashion, and written down.

- Once the child has come up with five to ten examples, an additicnal
list of behaviors which children tend to infer affective orientation from
can be presented and discussed. (This list includes those bchaviors
which, while they did not meet the criteria for inclusion on the
BCOL-Scale, interview data (Study 1) suggests that these behaviors may
be important in conveying affect at this age.)

At this point, the child should have three lists of behaviours. With the help of the

consultant, the child should then divide these behaviors into the following five sets (with

the consultant recording the child’s responses).

a) Friendly bchaviors which might work well with almost anybody
including someonc with whom you have not been getting along.

b) Friendly behaviors which while perhaps too strong or friendly for
using with a former enemy, might work well with a new acquaintance
as well as with good friends.

c) Behaviors appropriate with somcone whom you know a bit and
kave already been friendly with or somcone who already is a good
friend.
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d) Friendly behaviors appropriate only with children you are already
really good friends with.

¢) Behaviors that jgencrally dea’? communicate a desire to be
friends.
This task should be introduced with a bricf statement that friendship making is a gradual
process, that if one comes on too strong, if one tries to be too friendly too fast, it can turn
the other(s) off since they need time to decide if they want to be friends also.
- During the course of this task, the child can be questioned about the

reasons why any onc behavior might work best at a certain point in the
friendship making process.

- Ensuing discussion should be geared to emphasize the point that while

it is natural for children to begin to like those children who seem to like

them, this process takes time. In addition, the issue of how to turn

around relationships which have had a negative history neceds to de

discussed. The major point here should centre on how this situation will

demand more paticnce as the other child will very likely require more

time and evidence before believing that you really want to be friends.
Once this exercise has been completed, the child should be encouraged to summarize the
main points (through the use of a question/answer approach). Then the child should

pick,for role playing, (from memory if possible) friendly behaviors for cach of the

following situations:

-with a new acquaintance
-with a 'luke warm' fricnd
-with a good friend

-with a former enemy

In these role plays, the consultant plays the role of the other child. In the role
play involving the 'former enemy’, it is important for the child to come to appreciate the

difference between a neutral (ignore) response and a more active rebuff. (This ability to
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interpret others’ responses to overtures will be further developed in later problem-solving

sessions.) Again, the an additional goal is to try to develop in the child a realistic yet opti-

mislic set of expectations.

At this point, the child can sclect two names from our short list of possible friendship
targets. These ‘targets’ will be those same-sex peers whose ratings of liking for the child
ranged from ‘4’ (like to be with half-the-time) to ‘6’ (almost never like to be with)., Peers
who have rated the child at '7' (Never like to be with) will be included on the list only if
the 4-6 criterion fails to vield a list of at least six peers to chose from. Importantly, this
list of potential friendship candidates will be presented to the child without any description

of the criteria used to select these names. In this way the confidentiality of questionnaire
responses will be respected.

Once the child has sclected the two classmates that he/she would like to try to become
friends with, the child's perceptions concerning these other children need to be explored
so that together with the child, the consultant can brainstorm concerning overtures to be
made that week toward the two peers selected,

- For the first week, thesc overtures should be limited in number to
three or fewer for cach of the two friendship targets and should be
of fairly low intensity: perhaps offering to shar¢ a snack, but not
inviting over to the child's house or phoning.

- Although not to be made available to the child, the consultant will
also have a summary of the typical interactions with the child as
reported by each of the peers on the sclection list. This informa-
tion will be used to guage the current state of the relationship and
to choose appropriate behavioral ‘tasks’, for the child.

- Once selected, these behavioral tasks are then written down on an
assignment sheet specifically designed for this purposec. On this
sheet are spaces for up to five behavioral goals for each peer as
well as a column for checking cach task off when it has been

carried out and a column for recording the response (if any) of the
pecr.

- Each week, the child is to take this sheet home with him/her both
as a reminder and as a record keeping aid. The child is expected
to carry out these contracted behaviors as best he/she can.

- At the same, it should also be stressed to the child that while we
can sometimes plan a specific friendly behavior, we should also be
open to opportunities as they naturally occur. For example, if
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somcone nceded help, offering that help could be a fairly powerful
way of communicating a friendly attitude. Also, some behaviors
can be generally applied such as "being cheerful and pleasant”
around the other person (without over-doing it).

Closing of Session 2

- Review points concerning the nced to match friendly behaviors with the current state of
the relationship as well as the need for patience.

- Describe what you and the child will be doing from here on in these sessions.

- Go over the behavioral tasks (assignment) and goals for the next week.

- Remind the child that, if possible, cach night he/she should make a short note of
anything they tried and how it seemed to work. This will help the child remember when
we talk about how things went next week.

- Ask if the child has any questions.
- Compliment the child on their participation, wish them luck and give an encouraging

statement on how you think it will go.

Secssions 3to 10

Each weck the consultant and child will meet for one hour to discuss progress in
making friends with the targeted classmates. Discussion should focus, at least initially,
around the following questions:

a) Did the child try to carry out the friendly behaviors
planned during the last session?

b) What was the result? How did the other child respond,
both immediately and over the week?
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¢) Did the child try any other fricndly behaviors with
these two classmates?

d) How did these work?

¢) Were there any problems with these relationships
which arosc during the week?

Once it has been ascertained how well the child has been able to carry through
on contracted overtures, his/her efforts should be quantified and recorded so that the
trainer and child can quickly assess how well things arc progressing. For each target the

following scores should be cntered:

a) the number of planned friendly behaviors attempted (note, a reciprocal or

positive response from the target is not necessary since the goal is 10 show
rather than elicit interest),

b) the number of planned behaviors not attempted, and,

¢) the number of unplanned friendly behaviors carried through.

When reviewing and discussing the child’s friendly bchavior, the following goals should

also be kept in mind:

a) to help the child learn both paticnce and flexibility in the friend-
ship making process,

b) to review and solidify points raised in the first two didactic
sessions.

¢) to increase the child’s awareness of the affective communication
component of all their social behavior.

d) to encourage and help the child to persevere and to solve any
problems as these emerge

¢) to foster an increase in both the quantity and the quality of the
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child’s fricndly behavior.

f) It is very important that BOTH the quality and quantity of fricndly
behaviors be attended to. Often it may prove necessary to focus
considcrable attention simply on encouraging the child to make
the assigned friendly overtures. However, it is scen as being
cqually important that the child become increasingly skilled in
his/her ability to engage in these friendly acts as well. Thus, role
play as well as reflective discussion should be used to help the
child enact and master situations which are proving difficult for
him or her.

By the scventh session, if the child has become sufficiently adept at the concepts and
behavioral skills involved, an additional child can be added to his/her list of primary
fricndship targets. The criteria for deciding whether or not the child is ready for an addi-

tional friendship target are as follows:

a) In the two weeks preceding the most recent week, the child was
able to complete at least three of the five behavioral assignments
with cach targeted peer.

b) In the last week, the child was able to carry out a mirimum of
four friendly behaviors with cach targeted peer. three of which have
to have been planned or assigned overtures.

¢) The child reports some improvement in the amount of friendli-
ncss demonstrated by these two peers toward him or her.

If these criteria arc met, a third child can be added. Again, behavioral assign-
ments should start out with 2 maximum of thrce overtures, all of which are of relatively
low intensity’ in terms of the fricndliness which the targeted peers must reciprocate. As
this relationship also improves, up to five friendly behaviors can be planned for this third
targel on a weekly basis.

Importantly, while the child works on this extra rclationship he/she continues to plan
fricndly bebaviors for cach of the first two children.
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From the seventh session onward, greater emphasis should be placed on the child's spon-
lancous generation of (extra) friendly behaviors, as well as on his/her primary role in
sclecting weekly goals siace these skills will be important if the child is to be able 10

continue being friendly after the program ends.

- One other important awareness which should be developed whenever
appropriate is that it is quite possible to have both temporal fluctuations
in any friendship as well as variations in intensity in fricndships across
classmates: that the child will always be faced with the reed to match
their friendship aspirations/aceds with those of others. In other words,

the intensity of any friendship depends not solely on what we want, but
on what others want too.

- It should also be pointed out to the child that the fact that we have a
range of friendships (in terms of their intensity or depth) does not

necessarily reflect on our worth as a person, rather it is simply a facet
of life.

- Another important point which should be made in regards to the fluc-
tuations which occur in every relationship, is the importance of rolling
with these changes and not to over-react to demonstrations of disin-
terest, or even rebuffs, as often these are cither temporary or caused by
factors other than the potential of the relationship. It is important for
the child to learn how to persevere in communicating a friendly disposi-
tion to the other, while being able to accommodate this other person's

responses and wishes in terms of whether they want this particular
friendship.

Summarizing, in sessions three through ten. the most important skills for the

child 1o learn are:
a) the ability to take initiatives in fricndship making,

b) the ability to take rebuffs in stride and to keep
these in perspective,

b) the ability, at the same time, to modulate their
overtures to the current state of the relationship
and to feedback from the other.
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‘Throughout these sessions it is very important for the consultant to remain very
supportive and cncouraging, to recognize the cfforts of the child and to acknowledge
empathetically the difficulties that they encounter. Each week, based on the progress
made, goals for the week should be made with the active involvement of the child. It is
also important that these assignments be realistic and achicvable. If the child consistently
fails to carry these assignments out, then the consultant must try to think up with the child
wecekly ‘tasks, that the child can manage. For the child to gain confidence in their ability
to make and keep friends is seen to be as important as it is to increase in his/her aware-

ncss of the importance of affective communication in the friendship process.

The Last Session

As part of the last session, it is important to have the child review the basic

concepts and skills presented, as well as the progress that he/she has made.

- It is particularly important to convey to the child that he/she can exer-
cise scme control of their friendship making, that if they would like to
make a specific friend, behaviors which consistently convey an interest
in and a liking for the other will generally enhance the relationship even
if the final state of the friendship will also depend on what kind of
fricnd, or how intense a friendship, the other person wants as well.

Finally, the progress of the child should be noted positively and the child
congratulated on his/ber cfforts. The need to continue working on these friendship skills
should be stressed as well while, at the same time, being sure to point out that,

- for all of us, friendship skills are acquired over a lifetime, that we all

can lcarn morc by working on our ability to be friendly and, through
these cfforts, discovering more what friendship means and entails.



APPENDIX E
Relative Power of Various Treatment Comparisons
For Study 4

In assessing the results of Study 4, several preliminary analyses were conducted in order to
ensurc that any treatment related effects were not qualified by cither the gender of the
child or the particular social skills trainer involved in that intervention. The following
power chart compares the size of effect (in the population) that would likely have led to
significant results being found in this sample across various treatment comparisons
including the preliminary analyses of possible gender and trainer effects. ‘The most infor-
mative values in this power chart are the ‘omega squares’ (w?-) or percentage of variance
that would have to be accounted for by a given cffect before it would likely
(power = 1 -B = .90) lead to significant results at alpha = .05. These omega square values
are dependent on five factors: the alpha criterion, the level of power (1 - B) desired, the
degrees of freedom for the effect (numerator) and the error term (numerator) for that
comparison as well as the overall sample size for that comparison.

Examining these omega square values. it is cvident that given the sample size and
design used in Study 4 one would have expected to generate significant trainer and gender
interactions with other trcatment effects even if these interactional effects had been were
roughly one-third the magnitude (in terms of percentage of variance accounted for) of the
treatment effects of primary interest in this study. Thus, the lack of significant gender and
trainer effects in these preliminary anayses would not appear to be the result of a lack of

power especially since other treatment effects were much larger and attained statistical

significance.



Power Chart for Various Treatment Comparisons
at Alpha = .05 and Power (1 - B) = .90
Comparison Effect Error term dfgen dfpum w2
one treatment Time MS;s.a 11 1 205
group over
two times
two treatment Group MSg/a 2 1 196
groups over :
1 time
two treatment Group X Time MSh.s/a 22 1 109
groups over
two times
two treatment AxBxD MSd.s/abe 32 2 063
groups (A)
by gender (B) AxCxD MSd.s/abc 32 2 063
by trainer (C)
over 3 times (D) AxBxCxD MSd s/abe 32 2 063
APPENDIX F

Explanation of Procedures Adopted to Control For
Family-wise Alpha Slippage
When cxploring various treatment effects, it was necessary to conduct several planned
comparisons in order to precisely locate various treatment cffects. It was therefore impor-
tant to control family-wise erosion of the alpha criterion. This was achieved in several

ways. First, planned comparisons in all of the following sections were limited to only
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those of primary interest. Seccond, any specific planned comparison was conducted only
if the related omnibus F-test was significant at the .05 level (a procedure advocated by
both Hayes (1983, pp. 413-444) and Keppel (1982, pp. 160-164). Finally, the family-wise
alpha criterion was adjusted on the basis of the Bonferroni incquality. Specifically, the
overall or family-wise alpha was held at .05 by multiplying this family-wise alpha by the
reciprocal of the number of comparisons made (1/J) in order to determine the alpha
criterion to be used for each comparison within that family (a procedure advocated by
Hayes, 1983, pp. 435) and Myers (1979, pp. 298-300). Furthermore, a family of compari-
sons was defined broadly as all those comparisons designed to explore a similar type of
treatment effect. This represents a more inclusive definition of what constitutes a family
of comparisons than procedures such as the Tukey test for honestly significant differcnces
(HSD) and the Newman-Keuls layered test, both of which adjust alpha only for those
comparisons made within a single set of means (Hayes, 1983: Keppel, 1882). As cmployed
in this manner, this Bonferroni correction rcpresents a fairly stringent form of alpha
control. However, by limiting the number of comparisons made, this correction is still
preferable (in terms of statistical power) than the Sheffe procedure which would correct
for all possible contrasts within a single set of means. At the same time, the use of a
broad definition of what constitutes a family of comparisons rcsulted in more stringent
control of alpha than in many procedures used to protect alpha in multiple comparisons.
Thus, all comparisons reported as being significant in subsequent analyses were also signif-
icant using either Tukey's test for honestly significant diffcrences or the Newman-Keuls
layered test. However, adopting an approach similar to that suggested by Keppel (1982,
pp.163-164), any results found to be significant using ecither the Tukey HSD or the
Newman-Keuls layered test but not with the Bonferroni adjusted alpha were interpreted

tentatively, that is, as perhaps being significant but not being conclusively demonstrated.





