
PDF hosted at the Radboud Repository of the Radboud University

Nijmegen
 

 

 

 

The following full text is a publisher's version.

 

 

For additional information about this publication click this link.

http://hdl.handle.net/2066/114020

 

 

 

Please be advised that this information was generated on 2023-05-24 and may be subject to

change.

http://hdl.handle.net/2066/114020


THE ROLE OF PARENTS IN THE DEVELOPMENT 
OF CHILD'S PEER ACCEPTANCE 

Maja Dekovic 





THE ROLE OF PARENTS IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF 

CHILD'S PEER ACCEPTANCE 

Maja Dekovic 





THE ROLE OF PARENTS IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF 

CHILD'S PEER ACCEPTANCE 



CIP-GEGEVENS KONINKLIJKE BIBUOTHEEK, DE4 HAAG 

Dekovic, Maja 

The role of parents in the development of child's peer acceptance / 
Maja Dekovic. - Nijmegen: Afdeling Reprografie KUN 
Proefschrift Nijmegen. - Met lit opgave. - Met samenvatting in 
het Nederlands. 
ISBN 90-9004469-8 
Trefw.: gezinsopvoeding / sociale ontwikkeling 



THE ROLE OF PARENTS IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF 

CHILD'S PEER ACCEPTANCE 

Een wetenschappelijke proeve op het gebied 
van de Sociale Wetenschappen 

PROEFSCHRIFT 

ter verkrijging van de graad van doctor 
aan de Katholieke Universiteit Nijmegen, 

volgens het besluit van het College van Decanen 
in het openbaar te verdedigen op 

maandag 25 november 1991, 
des namiddags te 3.30 uur 

door 

Maja Dekovic 

geboren op 26 januari 1961 
te Sibenik 



Promotor: Prof. Dr. J. R. M. Gerris 
Co-promotor: Dr. J. M. A. M. Janssens 



Acknowledgments 

I gratefully acknowledge the support of the Dutch Organization for Scientific 
Research, whose grant financed this study, and the help of teachers, children, and 
parents, whose cooperation made this study possible. 
A number of persons have directly contributed valuable advice and support to the 
writing of this dissertation. In the first place my colleagues and students from the 
Institute of Family Studies who provided me with a stimulating, intelligent, and 
friendly working environment. Discussions with them were extremely helpful. 
I especially wish to thank Jan and Jan, from whom I learned a lot, for their extensive 
feedback, constructive comments, and many useful suggestions which led to 
important improvements of the manuscript. 
For encouragement, enthusiasm, patience and support on every step of the way I 
thank my best advicer and editor - my loving husband Rob. 
Birth of my son Aldo whom I have been carrying during the writing, gave me an 
additional inspiration to finish it on time. To him is this work dedicated. 

Nijmegen, June 1991 



vi 



Contents 

Preface i 

I Introduction 

1.1. Two social worlds of the child 1 
1.2. Intersystems dependencies 2 
1.3. Family experience, child's social competence and peer acceptance 4 

II Peer acceptance 

2.1. Importance and definition 
2.1.1. Consequences of inadequate peer relations 7 
2.1.2. Stability of peer group status over time and across social 

environments 8 
2.1.3. Procedures for defining peer group status 8 

2.2. Peer acceptance and social competence 
2.2.1. Behavioral correlates of sociometrie status 10 
2.2.2. Behavior as a response to an acquired status or determinant 

of that status 12 
2.2.3. Role of social cognitive factors contributing to successful 

adaptation within a peer group 13 

2.3. Conclusions 21 

III Parents as socializing agents 

3.1. Parental behavior in interaction with the child 
3.1.1. Process of socialization and parental functions 23 
3.1.2. Dimensions and patterns of child rearing 24 
3.1.3. Pathways from socialization experience to peer acceptance 27 

3.2. Parental cognitions and its effects on parental behavior and 
child's social competence 

3.2.1. Parental reasoning complexity - A cognitive structural 
approach 31 

3.2.2. Relationship between parental cognitions and parental 
behavior 34 

3.2.3. Parental cognitions and child's outcome 35 

3.3. Conclusions 36 

vii 



IV Parental role in the development of child's peer acceptance: 
Testing a model 

4.1. Design of the study and some methodological considerations 40 
4.2. Child's role in socialization process 42 
4.3. Broader context of child-rearing 43 

V Method 

5.1. Subjects 45 
5.2. Measures 47 
5.3. Procedure 65 

VI Results 

6.1. Child's social competence 
6.1.1. Status, age and sex differences in measures of social 

competence 68 
6.1.2. Intercorrclations between measures of social competence 69 
6.1.3. Predicting sociometrie status from social competence 

measures 73 

6.2. Parental cognitions and behavior 
6.2.1. Status, sex and age differences in measures of parental 

functioning 76 
6.2.2. Relationship between parental behavior and cognitions 

and child's social competence 80 
6.2.3. Relationship between parental cognitions and parental 

behavior 83 

6.3. Testing a model 
6.3.1. Construct development 87 
6.3.2. Intercorrelations between parental and child variables 91 

6.3.3. Regression analyses 92 

VII General discussion 97 

References 111 

Summary 127 

Samenvatting 129 

CurriculumVitae 131 

viii 



Preface 

This project is intended to narrow the gap in our knowledge regarding the role 
that parents play in the development of their children's peer relations. Given the 
importance of successful peer relations for the social and personality development of 
the child, it seems necessary to examine the origins of (un)successful adaptation to 
the world of peers. Previous research has focused almost exclusively on the child's 
behavioral or cognitive characteristics which are assumed to be related to the child's 
acceptance or rejection by a peer group. In this study we attempt to make one step 
beyond that and try to examine the factors within the family system that might be 
related to the child's social status in a peer group. The model which was tested in 
this study hypothesized that parental cognitive and behavioral functioning affects the 
child's status in a peer group by affecting the child's characteristics which are 
important for successful peer interaction: the child's level of social cognitive 
development and prosocial behavior towards peers. 

Chapter I deals with connectedness between the two social worlds of the child: 
parents- and peer-systems. Two theoretical models, a "single process model" and a 
"dual process model" which have been used to account for the manner in which the 
family-system and peer-system are interrelated, are examined and the current state of 
research regarding the link between parents and peers is presented. 

In Chapter II an elaboration of the definition of peer acceptance is given and the 
importance, the stability as well as the consequences of negative peer experience are 
stressed. Further, the results of studies relating the child's characteristics (behavioral 
style and social cognitive factors) to his/her position in a peer group are discussed. 
The next issue addressed in this chapter concerns the role of social cognitive factors 
contributing to successful adaptation to a peer group and the relationship between the 
behavioral and the social cognitive domain of the child's social competence. Finally, 
in the concluding remarks, the questions raised in this chapter are translated into 
hypotheses. 

Chapter III outlines the conceptualization of parental behavior and parental 
cognitions which are assumed to play an important role in the development of 
children's social competence. The basic questions addressed in this chapter are: What 
are the main dimensions of child-rearing and what strategies do parents employ as 
they interact with their children? What are possible determinants of parental 
behavior? Do parental cognitions have important consequences for parental behavior 
in the interaction with a child? In regard to the first two questions a short review is 
given of the research dealing with child-rearing. The third and fourth question are 
placed within a cognitive structural framework. A great deal of research on families 
has focused upon parental behavior, but until recently very few studies examined the 
role that parental cognitions may play as mediators of the observed behavior. We 
assumed that parental behavior is, at least in part, influenced by the way in which 
parents conceptualize children, parenthood and the parent-child relationship and we 
made an attempt to uncover the cognitive structure of parenthood. Based on the 
theoretical and empirical considerations discussed earlier, a conceptual model relating 
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family experience, the child's social understanding and prosocial behavior to the 
child's peer acceptance is constructed. 

In Chapter IV the design of the study is presented and some methodological 
questions relevant to the socialization research are discussed. Also attention is given 
to the child's own role in the socialization process as well as the factors outside the 
family which might affect parental functioning. 

Chapter V is the method section with a description of the participating sample, 
the instruments we used to measure the theoretical constructs and the procedure used 
to collect the data. 

In Chapter VI the obtained results are reported. First, the interdomain relations 
are examined, i.e. the relations between the measures of the child's social competence 
on the one hand, and the relations between the measures of parental cognitions and 
behavior, on the other hand. In the next set of analyses we tested the hypothesized 
model using regression analysis. 

In the last chapter. Chapter VII, the present findings are recapitulated and their 
implications arc discussed. 

Finally, we wish to emphasize that in any socialization research some limits 
must be put on the broad range of variables which are known to be important for 
child-rearing. In this project, in order to analyse certain aspects in depth, some other 
aspects necessarily do not receive enough attention. For example cultural differences 
and the influences of broader social cultural context on parent-child interaction are 
not considered in any depth, except as possible confounding variables. Sex 
differences in family interaction are discussed when relevant, but though surely an 
interesting issue, they are not the focus of this research. The age that we study is 
middle childhood, for several reasons. First, most of socialization research deals with 
infants or preschool children, and still little is known about the parent-child 
relationship during the school years. Second, as our aim was to examine the link 
between parent- and peer-systems, this period of childhood, when a child spends a 
considerable amount of time in a steady peer group (school classroom) and at the 
same lime parental influence still remains great, seems to be the most appropriate. 
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Chapter I 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1. TWO SOCIAL WORLDS OF THE CHILD 

Parents and peers are long recognized as major sources of influence on the 
child's development within the social environment. There is a large body of research 
dealing with parental effects on child outcome, and on the other side, much is 
written about the role of peer interaction in the development of social competence. 
But these two lines of research have grown up relatively isolated from one another. 
One of the reasons for this is that parents- and peer-systems arc viewed as each 
other's opposite; as "two social words of the child". 

Some characteristics of the parent-child relationship differ from the basic 
characteristics of peer relations. While peer interactions are more directly reciprocal 
in a symmetrical way, the reciprocity which exists in the parent-child relationship is 
of an asymmetrical kind. In the parent-child relationship the source of power and 
authority is usually the parent. This difference in power and competence between 
parent and child as partners in an interaction forms a potential for this asymmetry, 
which is absent in the interaction with peers who are more equal partners. Piaget 
(1965) describes the parent-child relationship as a relation of "unilateral constraint", 
and the peer relation as one of "mutual respect". Because of this basic qualitative 
difference some authors have suggested that the two types of relationship play a 
distinct role in the social development of the child. This is the so called "dual 
process model" which assumes that specific social competencies evolve more or less 
independently in family interactions or in peer interactions (Hartup, 1979). 

According to the dual process model the social world of peers offers its own 
incentives of development, and peer relations are primary in certain aspects of social 
development. More specifically, peer interaction is believed to be especially 
important in liberating the child from egoccntrism. Several theorists have 
emphasized the importance of peer relationships for social development (Piaget, 
1965; Sullivan, 1953; Youniss, 1980), suggesting that peers play an important role 
in the development of social skills such as perspective taking, negotiation strategies, 
interpersonal sensitivity, social problem solving, conflict resolution, the 
understanding of social rules of compromise and reciprocity, etc. The parent-child 
relationship is assumed to be more important for the transmission of cultural 
standards, values and rules to the child. According to Piaget (1965) parents are, by 
the very nature of their relationship with a child, limited in the influence they can 
have on the child's social development. 

There is not enough evidence to support this distinction, and researchers today 
show an increasing recognition of the interdependencies among socialization agents 
in influencing social development. The difference in the "two worlds" is not 
absolute: equalitanan relations can exist between adults and children, and authority 
relations are also possible between peers. In the parent-child relationship authority 
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elements are certainly present and parent-child interactions are not often as equal and 
democratic as are peer interactions. But this does not mean of course that 
nonconstraining interaction does not exist between a parent and a child. The elements 
of reciprocity are to be found in the parent-child relationship as well. There is 
actually no reason not to believe that reciprocal relationship with parents has similar 
effect to the effect of "status equal" peers relations. 

1.2. INTERSYSTEMS DEPENDENCIES 

Another theoretical model used to account for the manner in which the family-
system and the peer-system are interrelated is the "single-process model": social 
competencies are believed to emerge in the family-system, with extensions and 
elaborations of basic orientations occurring in the peer-system. The literature on the 
interconnectedness between the two systems seems to support the single process 
model (Roopnarine, 1987). According to this model, parents- and peer-systems are 
fundamentally tied together in a developmental sense, i.e. the parent-child 
relationship prepares a child in many ways for participating in peer relations, and 
children's experiences at home are carried forward to their relationships in other 
settings. The fact that the parent-child relationship has a great impact on the child's 
development is undeniable. The first social relationships a child has, develop in the 
family, and parents are a primary source of influence at least through early and 
middle childhood years. The way in which parents interact with their children will 
have a significant influence on the social skills children acquire, which are common 
to successful social interaction not only in the family context but also in an 
extrafamiliar social setting such as peer relations. The basis of the behaviors needed 
in peer interaction is then laid in early family interaction. 

The idea that led this project was that the crucial aspect of this link between 
parents- and peer-systems is the relationship between family experience and the 
child's peer acceptance. If children are to benefit from peer interactions, they must be 
accepted by their peers as play partners. Following this line of reasoning, the aim of 
the study was therefore to identify factors within family that may contribute to the 
development of successful peer relations. 

There are dramatic differences in the experiences children have with their peers. 
Some children are easily accepted and liked by their peers, while some children 
experience problems in their relationship with peers, have more negative interactions 
with peers and are rejected by the peer group. Consequently those children do not 
profit from peer interaction as much as their more accepted peers do. We assumed 
that the family as the initial socialization context influences the ways in which peer 
relations develop, and the degree to which a child can profit from the peer 
interactions. 

The role that parents may play in the development and maintenance of their 
children's peer acceptance was generally ignored, though it seems reasonable to 
look for antecedents of a child's social status by examining child-rearing variables. 
There are some indications that parents of children who are popular in a peer group 
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and parents of children who are rejected by their peers differ in their attitudes toward 
child-rearing and their actual behavior in interaction with the child. This means that 
popular and rejected children are exposed to different patterns of behavior when 
interacting with their parents. 

MacDonald (1987) observed rejected, neglected and popular boys in interaction 
with their parents at home and found that parents of rejected children tend to be 
more directive with their children and that their interaction is more one-sided than 
those of other sociometrie groups. He also found differences on affective ratings, 
with popular children scoring higher than the other two groups. Another 
observational study (Putallaz, 1987) also showed that mothers of rejected children 
exhibit more negative and controlling behavior with their children. The mothers of 
popular children seem more apt to interact with their children in a positive and 
agreeable manner and tend to be more concerned with their children's feelings. 
Relying on mothers' reports Pettit, Dodge and Brown (1988) found that the child's 
popularity is negatively related to the mother's use of restrictive discipline style. 
Peery, Jensen and Adams (1985) compared self-reported child-rearing attitudes of 
parents of children belonging to different sociometrie groups. They found that 
parents of rejected or isolated children infrequently use praise and fail to promote 
independence of their children. These parents also reported low discipline demands, 
low preference for young children and negative reactions to common intrusiveness 
of children. On the other hand, parents of popular children tend to use structure and 
discipline and frequent praise, combined with high child-orientation and acceptance. 
Similar differences between parents of popular and parents of rejected children were 
found by comparing their self-reports on the Block's Child Rearing Practices Report 
(Dekovic, Jansscns, & Gerris, 1991). Winder and Rau (1962) found that both 
mothers and fathers of popular children provide more supportive reinforcement for 
their children and infrequently use punishment or deprivation of privileges. The use 
of induction (i.e., giving reasons and explanations for requiring a change of the 
child's behavior) was also found to differentiate between those two groups, with 
parents of popular children being more inductive (Finnic & Rüssel, 1988; Keane & 
Brown, 1987; Kelvin et al., 1977; Roopnarine & Adams, 1987). 

From studies in which more molar concepts were used to describe the parent-
child relationship, comes evidence that the general affective quality of the 
relationship is related to the child's peer competence. Armentrout (1972) found that 
popular children report significantly greater acceptance by parents than do rejected 
children. This is consistent with the findings of Elkins (1958) who found that 
children whose parents were satisfied with them have higher sociometrie scores than 
children whose parents were dissatisfied with them. Research based on the 
attachment theory showed that secure attachment is predictive of positive peer 
interactions (Cohn, 1990; Leibcrman, 1977; Waters, Wippman, & Sroufe, 1979). 
Hetherington, Cox, and Cox (1979) showed that when parent-child relationships 
improve or deteriorate, coiresponding changes in children's sociometrie status may 
occur. 
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1.3. FAMILY EXPERIENCE, CHILD'S SOCIAL COMPETENCE AND PEER ACCEPTANCE 

These studies provide enough evidence of the importance of the parent-child 
relationship for the child's relationship with peers. Very few studies, however, have 
tried to investigate the processes which link parents- and peer-systems. What 
aspects of social competence do children learn in the parent-child setting that 
transfer directly or indirectly to their relationship with peers? What aspects of the 
parent-child relationship are especially important for acquiring those competences 
and having successful peer-relations? 

In order to get an answer to this question in the following chapters we first 
discuss the factors within the child which contribute to peer acceptance. Then we 
tum to the family-system in order to examine the factors within the family-system 
which may be related to child's peer acceptance. Finally, we present a theoretical 
model which proposes a possible path of influence leading from family experience to 
peer relations. We assume that a social skill deficit may have some roots in the 
child's earlier relationship with his/her parents and that the child's social competence 
in the peer group is related to socialization factors present in the parent-child system. 
In our model we hypothesize that the parent-child interaction affects peer acceptance 
by leading to increasement in social cognitive and behavioral skills that are the basis 
for competent peer-directed behaviors. 

To illustrate the difference between the theorists who put an emphasis on the 
influence of peer interaction on the child's social development and our model, let us 
give a simple example. Sullivan (1953) argued that the intimacy and mutuality in 
the peer relationship and friendship cause the development of perspective-taking and 
prosocial behavior. Our approach, in contrast to Sullivan's, is that a child's initial 
sensitivity to others and his/her helpful behavior cause and sustain friendship. This 
initial sensitivity is hypothesized to be related to factors present in the family-
system. The ability to identify the perspective of others and to behave accordingly 
(e.g., by showing prosocial behavior) would both enhance a child's popularity with 
others and be strengthened, in tum, by that popularity. Popular children are more 
likely to participate in interaction with peers. Because they are more exposed to other 
children (and to their point of view) they might have more opportunity to consider 
perspectives other than their own. Even more important, popular children engage in 
more positive interactions than their less accepted peers, and it seems that the quality 
of peer relations is more important than overall frequency of interaction (Asher, 
Markell, & Hymel, 1981). With regard to the importance of peer relations we do not 
differ from Sullivan. The main difference lays in the accent we put on the child's 
family, and its role in the development of behavioral and social cognitive skills 
which are important for competent interaction with others. 

It must be pointed out, however, that in this study the exploration of the ways 
in which parents- and peer-systems are related is limited to the examination of 
parent-child interaction patterns and the quality of the parent-child relationship. This 
link between parents- and peer-systems is an indirect one, since the primary goal of 
the parent is not to change or influence the child's relationship with peers (Parke, 
MacDonald, Burks, Carson, Bhavnagri, Barth & Beitel, 1989). Rather, parents 
indirectly influence their child's peer relationships by influencing the development of 
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the child's social behavior. But this is not the only way in which the parents' 
influence may be manifested. Another possible perspective is that of a parent as a 
direct manager of children's peer relationships, i.e. a parent may be viewed as an 
arranger of opportunities for peer-peer interaction (organizing play groups, enrolling 
the child in activities involving other children, etc.) and/or as a facilitator of peer 
relationships by directly monitoring and supervising the child's interaction with 
peers (Parke & Bhavnagri, 1989). Although this continues to be an important focus, 
we assumed that this direct path of influence might become less important as 
children grow older. "Whereas the integration of younger children into peer 
relationships can be promoted by managing, coaching, and supervising parents, the 
reciprocal influences between family- and peer-systems in middle childhood are 
characterized by limits of successfully coaching and supervising" (Krappman, 1989; 
p.93). Indeed, the concept of parental management of their children's social lives 
seems to apply better to parents of toddlers or preschool children than to parents of 
elementary school children (Bhavnagri & Parke, 1985; Parke & Bhavnagri, 1989). 
Therefore, the approach which emphasizes an indirect link between parental and peer-
systems appears to be more promising for studies involving older children. 

The issues which are addressed here are important not only to theory-building, 
but may also have important implications for intervention programs aimed at 
helping rejected children. By studying differences in the types of social experience 
provided in the family-systems of popular and rejected children we may leam more 
about socializing conditions that may increase or decrease the likelihood of social 
maladjustment associated with early peer rejection (Parker & Asher, 1987). If family 
experience is indeed related to the child's peer acceptance then it should be kept in 
mind, when recommending the intervention strategies, that the problems rejected 
children experience in peer relations may actually have their roots in the family-
system. An intervention which is directed only to an individual child (such as social 
skill training) may be only partially successful. If the quality of the parent-child 
interactions is not changed, it is possible that the child will soon be drawn back to 
his/her old behavior repertoire. 
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Chapter II 

PEER ACCEPTANCE 

The aims of this chapter are threefold. First, we discuss the importance of the 
successful peer relations for social and personality development, as well as the 
different procedures used in the past research to define and examine the child's status 
in a peer group. Second, in this chapter, as a first step in uncovering the reasons for 
peer acceptance or rejection, we examine some behavioral and social cognitive 
characteristics of the child that have been related to the child's status in a peer group. 
Third, we describe a possible model for explaining the interrelationship between 
three domains of social competence: sociometrie status, child's social behavior, and 
child's social cognition. 

Finally, we conclude the chapter with the research question of this study 
derived from the above theoretical analysis. 

2.1. IMPORTANCE AND DEFINTTION 

2.1.1. CONSEQUENCES OF INADEQUATE PEER RELATIONS 

Because of the importance of peers in contributing to the development of 
children's social competence, it might be expected that children who are unaccepted 
by their peers, and therefore have limited opportunities for positive peer interaction, 
might become more vulnerable to later social maladjustment. The variability of peer 
acceptance seems indeed to be related to children's subsequent personal adjustment. 
Various studies have been conducted in order to examine the consequences of peer 
isolation and rejection. Cowen, Pederson, Babigian, Izzo, and Trost (1973) showed 
that unpopular children are more likely to be disproportionately represented in their 
adulthood in a community-wide psychiatric register. Several other studies have linked 
problematic peer relations with juvenile delinquency (Roff, Sells, & Golden, 1972), 
military record of severe misconduct (Roff, 1961), manic-depressive and schizofrenics 
disorders (Kohn & Clausen, 1955), and even suicide (Stengel, 1971). More recently, 
Parker and Asher (1987) wrote a comprehensive review of the literature dealing with 
problematic peer-relations as predictors of three later outcomes: dropping out of 
school, criminality, and psychopathology. They conclude that there is a general 
support for the hypothesis that children with poor peer adjustment are at risk for later 
life difficulties. This is especially true for dropping out of school and criminality. 

There seems to exist a strong wilhin-group reciprocity in social interactions 
based on status in a peer group. When comparing the social networks of children 
with different sociometrie status in a classroom setting, Putallaz and Gottman 
(1981b) found a strong tendency for popular and rejected children to associate in 
separate groups. Popular children are found to initiate and receive positive interaction 
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primarily with other children who are popular. Similar findings are obtained by Ladd 
(1983). Rejected children have friendships and tend to play mainly with other rejected 
children. Compared to popular children, rejected children also play in smaller groups. 
Putallaz and Gottman (1981a, 1981b) showed that rejected children experience more 
difficulty entering groups and that they get more negative feedback from peers. Those 
children experience and report more loneliness at school and more social 
dissatisfaction than their more accepted peers (Asher, Hymel, & Renshaw, 1984). 

These results suggest that rejected children remain excluded from the peer 
group, thus missing the opportunities to leam the acceptable social behavior through 
interaction with peers. They are drawn together by general similarities in deviant 
attitude and behavior and only other rejected children are likely to accept their social 
exchange style. The combined effect of an increasing rigidity of behavioral repertoire 
and a negative reputation among peers might lead to the wider gap between a rejected 
child and his/her peers, and as a consequence to problem behavior and maladjustment. 

2.1.2. STABILITY OF PEER GROUP STATUS OVER TIME AND ACROSS SOCIAL 
ENVIRONMENTS 

This circular loop, by which a child who is rejected by peers fails to develop 
those skills derived from peer interaction and because of this becomes increasingly 
rejected from peers, is very difficult to break. Peer rejection seems indeed to be a 
reasonably stable phenomenon, that is, children rejected by their peers in early 
school years are more likely to be rejected by peers in later years (Bukowski & 
Newcomb, 1984; Gillessen, 1991; Rogosch & Newcomb, 1989). Coie and Dodge 
(1983) pointed out that nearly half of the subjects initially rejected in fifth grade 
maintained their status from one year to the next during the five year longitudinal 
study. The stability of the rejected status seems to increase throughout the school 
years (Coie & Dodge, 1983). 

The peer status is not only relatively stable over time in the same group of 
peers, but it seems that the status remains the same as children move to higher 
grades with a somewhat different set of classmates (Rubin & Daniels-Beirness, 
1983), or even when children are placed in a completely new group of peers. Coie 
and Kupersmidt (1983) showed that rejected boys soon reacquire a rejected status 
when placed in groups of totally unfamiliar peers. 

2.1.3. PROCEDURES TOR DEFINING PEER GROUP STATUS 

Considering the stability and consequences of peer rejection, it becomes 
important first to establish a method of identifying children who have difficulties in 
relating to peers and then to develop methods for determining the reasons for such 
difficulties. 

Popularity (or peer acceptance) typically means being liked or regarded as a 
friend by a relatively large number of peers. During the past decades various methods 
have been developed in order to measure the social status or position of a child in a 
peer group (teacher ratings, observation of peer interactions, peer ratings, peer 
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nominations) and different classification systems have been employed to classify 
children into status groups (Peery, 1979; Newcomb & Bukowski, 1983; Coie, 
Dodge, & Coppotelli, 1982). 

Mostly, researchers have relied on peer sociometrie techniques as a means of 
assessing children's acceptance by peers (Connolly, 1983; Hymel, 1983). 
Sociometrie techniques may generally be defined as a set of research procedures in 
which a group of respondents is asked to identify those members of the group who 
best satisfy a particular preference criterion (Hallinan, 1981). These techniques have 
several advantages relative to other procedures. First, sociometrie measures provide 
an evaluation of children's social relation from the perspective of "insiders", the peers 
themselves, and as such might be more meaningful than an external or adult 
evaluation. For example, it seems that peer assessment is a better predictor of later 
social disconduct than teacher ratings (Younger, Schwartzman, & Ledingham; 1986). 
Second, peer sociometrie measures have been shown to provide a valid and reliable 
index of peer relations for preschool and elementary school children (Asher, Markell, 
& Hymel, 1981).Third, the sociometrie measure is very simple to administer and 
valuable information on a considerable number of children can be obtained in a short 
period of time. 

The method developed by Coie, Dodge and Coppotelli (1982) has been widely 
used as an assessment tool, and most research on behavioral and social cognitive 
characteristics of children belonging to different sociometrie groups is based on their 
classification system. For these reasons the same method was used in our study to 
identify popular and rejected children. This method consists of asking children to 
name three classmates which they like most and three which they like least. Given 
the fact that a school class usually consists of 15 to 25 children, a maximum of 
three is most commonly used by researchers. For defining the sociometrie status 
both positive and negative nominations are used. From positive nominations 
(acceptance score) and negative nominations (rejection score) another two scores are 
derived - social preference (acceptance score minus rejection score) and social impact 
score (the sum of acceptance and rejection scores). Based on these four scores, which 
are standardized within a classroom, five status groups emerge: (1) the popular group 
consists of children who receive a social preference score greater than 1, an 
acceptance score greater than 0, and a rejection score less than 0; (2) the rejected 
group consists of children who receive a social preference score less than -1, a 
rejection score greater than 0, and an acceptance score less than 0; (3) the neglected 
group consists of children who receive a social impact score less than -1, and 
acceptance and rejection scores each less than 0; (4) the controversial group consists 
of children who receive a social impact score greater than 1, and acceptance and 
rejection scores each greater than 0; and (5) the average children who received a social 
preference score that is greater than -.5 and less than .5. 

In order to avoid the potential problem of children labeling one another as 
disliked the researchers often use only positive nominations to assess the child's 
sociometrie status. But, as Coie et al. (1982) pointed out, when only positive 
nominations arc used it is impossible to distinguish different status groups. Such 
confounding occurs between popular and controversial children. Controversial 
children receive many positive nominations just as popular children do. The 
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difference between them is that controversial children, contrary to popular children, 
are also highly disliked, i.e. they receive many negative nominations. On the other 
end of the sociometrie status, without negative nomination no difference can be made 
between rejected and neglected children, which both have few positive nominations, 
but rejected children are actively disliked by their peers and neglected children are 
simple not mentioned as liked or disliked. As these four groups differ in behavioral 
style and stability of their sociometrie status (Coie & Dodge 1983; Coie, Dodge, & 
Coppotelli, 1982; Dogde, Coie, & Brakke, 1982), it is especially important to make 
distinctions between them. For example, rejected children are more likely to remain 
rejected when placed in a new group, whereas neglected children are more likely to 
change their status and to become average or even popular (Coie & Dodge, 1983; 
Coie & Kupersmidt, 1983). Similarly, while rejected children tend to show more 
aggressive and disruptive behaviors, neglected children appear to be passive and shy 
(Coie & Dodge, 1983; Coie & Dodge, 1988). 

Though the objection to the use of negative nominations, made on ethical 
grounds and repeatedly emphasized, has often prevented the researcher to use negative 
nominations, surprisingly little research is done to examine the effects of 
sociometrie testing. One of the few studies which addresses this issue is the research 
done by Bell-Dolan, Foster, and Sikora (1989). They examined the effect of positive 
and negative peer nominations on elementary school children's interactions, mood 
and loneliness at school, and found no evidence of negative effects of testing. 
Similarly, Hayvren and Hymel (1984) found that sociometrie testing did not 
adversely influence preschool children's peer interaction; it did not alter patterns of 
interaction observed before the testing. Authors of both studies suggest that when 
certain procedural guidelines are followed (such as informing subjects about 
confidentiality and presenting sociometrie questions in a matter-of-fact way) the 
nomination procedure involves no risk of negative effects on children. 

Sociometrie status is a useful if not essential index of peer relations. It 
indicates the extent to which children are accepted (liked) or rejected (disliked) by 
their peers, and as such can be interpreted as a measure of children's social 
competence, though strictly speaking it is not a measure of social competence. 
Social competence may be viewed as a general evaluative term reflecting a judgment 
that a person's performance on a particular social task is adequate (McFall, 1982). 
Sociometrie status is undoubtedly associated with a child's social competence, but a 
child can be liked or disliked for a variety of factors unrelated to social competence 
such as physical attractiveness or race (Vaughn & Langlois, 1983). Sociometrie 
measure per se does not provide information about reasons for the acceptance or 
rejection, or competences that determine children's position in a peer group. 

2.2. PEER ACCEPTANCE AND SOCIAL COMPETENCE 

2.2.1. BEHAVIORAL CORRELATES OF SOCIOMETRIC STATUS 

Previous research on children's acceptance by the group has only begun to 
discover the complexity of the factors assumed to be responsible for its development, 
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but from what is known until now (Hartup, 1983) it seems that children's success 
in peer relations is dependent on their ability to master a variety of social cognitive 
and behavioral skills. 

Behavioral differences between popular and unpopular children have been 
found repeatedly. The variables that emerge as having importance to peer status 
include aggression, prosocial behavior, isolation, withdrawal, level of interaction, 
social approach behavior. Rejected children seem to engage in behaviors that appear 
less conductive to meaningful social interaction, as for example physical aggression, 
verbal aversiveness and possessiveness. They show more off-task behavior and tend 
to have more frequent interactions with the teacher than do their more popular peers. 
Popular children, on the other hand, are viewed by their peers as cooperative, helpful, 
leaders, and actively engaged in positive peer interaction (Coie & Dodge, 1983, 
1988; Dodge, Coie, & Brakke, 1982; Ladd, 1983; Rubin & Daniels-Beimess, 1983). 

Though there is a remarkable consistency between the results of the studies 
which examined the relationship between sociometrie status and peer group behavior, 
there are also some age differences in the behavioral correlates of sociometrie status. 
Overt aggression appears to play a less significant role in peer rejection among 
adolescents than among younger age groups, whereas social withdrawal becomes 
more important for social rejection as children grow older. With regard to social 
acceptance more emphasis is placed on academic and athletic performance by older 
than by younger children (Coie, Dodge, & Coppottelli, 1982). 

Regardless of children's age, one aspect of the child's behavior has been 
consistently found as a major correlate of successful peer relationships: prosocial 
behavior (Coie, Dogde, & Kupersmidt, 1990; Mize & Ladd, 1988). Prosocial 
behavior could be defined as "behaviors that are positively responsive to others' needs 
and welfare" (Radke-Yarrow & Zahn-Wexler, 1986, p.208). A manifestation of 
prosocial behavior reflects a positive orientation towards others; a quality which is 
likely to be reciprocated in social interaction (Kohn, 1966; Charlcsworth & Hartup, 
1967). Positive initiations are highly likely to elicit positive responses (Marcus, 
1980). Also, children who frequently engage in such behaviors (helping, sharing, 
comforting, etc.) seem to be more satisfying playing partners. As these kinds of 
behavior facilitate fluent social interactions, they are viewed as more socially 
competent. It is not surprising then that those children are better accepted by their 
peers. 

In this study we concentrate on the child's prosocial behavior as a major 
behavioral variable related to peer acceptance for several reasons. First, though 
prosocial behavior is not the only behavioral factor related to peer acceptance, it is 
the one which has been found most consistently as a correlate of popularity in all 
age groups. A second reason for choosing prosocial behavior and not for example 
aggression, which is according to some authors a major correlate of peer rejection, is 
that it seems that children's selection of liked and disliked peers depends more heavily 
on perceived positive qualities than on perceived negative qualities, that is, popular 
and rejected children are more likely to differ on positive than on negative 
characteristics and behavioral quality (Bukowski & Newcomb, 1984). Two other 
studies support this finding. Hartup, Glaser, and Charlcsworth (1967) found that 
positive behaviors are better discriminators between liked and disliked peers than 
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negative behaviors are. Masters and Furman (1981) also noted that children received 
more positive behaviors from popular than from rejected children, whereas they were 
not more likely to receive negative behaviors from rejected than from popular peers. 
Based on these findings it appears that a difference in popular and rejected children's 
interaction with their peers is that rejected children's behavior is lacking in positive 
qualities, rather than that the behavior of popular children is less negative. Third, 
virtually all explanations of prosocial behavior have assumed that it is socialized 
behavior (Bar-Tal, 1976; Staub, 1978, 1979). Child-rearing studies showed that 
parents play an important role in the development of children's prosocial disposition 
and behavior (see for review, Radke-Yarrow, Zahn-Waxler, & Chapman, 1983). As 
we wanted to examine in this study the link between parental system, child's social 
behavior and peer-system, it seems reasonable to focus on a behavioral characteristic 
which is related to the child's peer acceptance, but which is at the same time also 
related to differential child-rearing. 

2.2.2. BEHAVIOR AS A RESPONSE TO AN ACQUIRED STATUS OR 
DETERMINANr OF THAT STATUS? 

It is as reasonable to assume that a lack of competent social behavioral skills 
causes a child to become rejected, as it is to assume that low status in a peer group 
would lead to incompetent behavior (Asher, 1983). Although this controversy is not 
resolved, and it is probably true that once a child has established a low status, the 
relationship between behavioral skills and sociometrie status is bidirectional, there 
are certain evidences which show that the behavioral interaction style is a cause 
rather than a consequence of sociometrie status. This evidence comes from studies in 
which the research design allows to examine whether children's interactional style 
predicts their status in a new group of previously unfamiliar peers. 

Dodge (1983) observed the development of sociometrie status in a newly 
foimed peer group over time. In order to determine the behavioral antecedents of peer 
status he analysed the behavior of the children who acquired different sociometrie 
status. Boys who become rejected engage in physical aggression, show disruptive 
behavior in the group and encounter negative peer reactions to their approach. 
Prosocial behavior and interactive, cooperative play are associated with acceptance. 
Also the approaches of popular boys to their peers lead to long interaction and 
positive outcome. Putallaz (1983) observed children's entry behavior in an unfamiliar 
group of peers (two confederates) when children were in a kindergarten. The children's 
style of entry was predictive of (heir later sociometrie status in a completely different 
group, measured four months later in the first grade. Finally, Coie and Kupersmidt 
(1983) showed that sociometrie status in an established peer group is predictive of 
status in a new group. New groups were formed on basis of sociometrie data 
collected in the children's class and consisted of children with a different sociometrie 
status. Children who were rejected in their classes also became rejected in a new 
group and popular children remained popular. The examination of the behavioral 
differences between the different groups of children showed that rejected children have 
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a more negative interactional style (physical aggression, disruptive behavior and 
verbal aggression) than other sociometrie status groups. 

These findings seem to support the notion thai stable characteristics of the 
individual child's behavior are major causes of their status. Or in other words, the 
child's behavioral style determines his/her status in a peer group, and not vice versa. 

2.2.3. THE ROLE OF SOCIAL COGNITIVE FACTORS CONTRIBUTING TO 
SUCCESSFUL ADAPTATION WITHIN A PEER GROUP 

Most of the research concerned with the competence correlates of sociometrie 
status in the peer group has focused primarily on children's social behavior but has 
not examined the processes that contribute to social competent behavior, i.e. few 
researchers have tested specific hypotheses about why these differences appear 
(Rcnshaw & Asher, 1982; Renshaw & Asher, 1983). The problematic behavioral 
strategies may result from either a lack of social cognitive competence, or an 
inability to effectively put this competence in use, or both (Selman & Demorest, 
1984). The question remains whether inadequate social behavior of rejected children 
represents difficulties with performance or with social cognitive competence. 
Currently, the most widely accepted explanation is that rejected children lack social 
cognitive skills that would allow them to behave as appropriately as popular children 
(Bemdt, 1983). 

Social cognition does not represent one uniform and consistent theoretical 
construct Very generally, social cognition can be defined as the way in which people 
think about social objects (other people and themselves), social events and social 
relations, or as processes by which people gain knowledge about their social world, 
and their reasoning processes in social matters. Under the term social cognition a 
variety of concepts could be found: role taking, perspective taking, interpersonal 
understanding, empathy, moral reasoning, interpersonal problem solving etc. 
Because in this study prosocial behavior is seen as a central behavioral variable in 
explaining the child's sociometrie status in a peer group, when discussing the 
children's social cognition, we will focus only on these aspects of children's social 
cognition which have been theoretically viewed as antecedents of prosocial behavior 
and empirically linked to prosocial behavior and peer acceptance: social cognitive 
operations (differentiation of perspectives, perspective taking, and coordination of 
perspectives) and interpersonal understanding, empathy and prosocial moral 
reasoning. It is readily apparent as to why these variables should be seen as 
important determinants of prosocial behavior. A performance of a prosocial act 
requires (1) the child's understanding of a social situation and correct identification of 
the needs of others, i.e. interpersonal understanding.and perspective taking (cognitive 
component), (2) the ability to empathize (affective component), and (3) the ability to 
reason morally and to weight the needs of others heavily in one's motivational and 
behavioral hierarchies (motivational component). Though most of the reviewed 
studies employed a correlational research design and therefore could not assess the 
direction of influence, in almost all of them these aspects of social cognitions are 
seen as prerequisite for prosocial behaviors. 
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Thus, in the following sections we attempt to look beyond overt behavior and 
consider the kinds of differences in social cognition that might underlie differences in 
behavior. The answer to the question "Why do rejected children engage in less 
prosocial behavior ?" may be that they are less capable to understand social 
situations, i.e. to take a perspective of others and to understand interpersonal 
relations, or that they are less able to empathize with others, or that they are just 
not willing to take account of the needs and interests of other children. 

Apart from this reason - social cognition as a basis of overt social behavior-, 
social cognition in relationship with sociometrie status merits investigation in its 
own right. Peer acceptance probably has multiple determinants only some of which 
are behavioral in nature. One often neglected fact is that children respond not only to 
their peer's behaviors, but also to their goals, intentions and values (Asher, 1983). 

In the following discussion, after introducing the concept, we first present the 
findings which link the concept to the prosocial behavior, and then we present 
studies which examine the association with child's sociometrie status. 

Social cognitive operations and interpersonal understanding 

The core of social cognitions, which is central not only to the establishment 
of social relations and communication, but also to moral development and 
socialization, is "social perspective taking" (Mead, 1934; Flavell, 1968; Shantz, 
1975,1983; Selman, 1980). Social perspective taking, defined as the developmental 
process by which an individual constructs and comprehends the relation of the 
perspectives of self and other(s), is the basic structural component ("how") of 
reasoning about certain social categories of experience (content -"what" of reasoning) 
(Selman, 1976b). 

Among many different measures of social perspective taking we make a 
conceptual distinction between social perspective taking operationalized as social 
cognitive operations (which focus on the cognition about psychological processes 
within individual persons, about their inner thoughts and feelings) versus social 
perspective taking as "interpersonal understanding" (which focuses on a complex 
relationship between persons ). According to the first approach the processing of 
social perspectives can be described by the separate subskills or abilities of (1) 
perspective differentiation (the awareness that another person may, and often will 
have other thoughts and feelings), (2) perspective taking (the ability to determine 
what the perspective of another person looks like) and (3) perspective coordination 
(the ability to take the third person point of view and to coordinate the perspectives) 
(Badal, Gerris, & Oppenheimer, 1979; Gerris, 1981; Oppenheimer, 1978). These 
social cognitive operations refer to the skills and styles of information processing 
that the individual employs in a social situation. In this more task-oriented approach 
social inferences are examined as they apply to another individual. 

Social cognitive growth includes not only the development of children's 
understanding about the wilhin-person processes, but also the understanding about 
social relations (Flavell, 1985). In Selman's (1980) cognitive-developmental model 
of interpersonal understanding perspective coordination is assumed to be a basic 
cognitive structure (the "how" of reasoning) underlying social conceptions in 

14 



different interpersonal domains: friendship, peer group, the parent-child relation. 
Using a "clinical method" of semi-structured interviews with children and 
adolescents (with minimal constraining of the child's responses and with extensive 
probing), Selman describes five developmental levels of social perspective taking 
which are briefly summarized here: 

Level 0: the egocentric level (the child is not able to make a distinction 
between the social perspective (thoughts, feelings) of other and self; he/she does not 
recognize that another may interpret the same social event in a different way than 
he/she does) 

Level 1: the subjective level (the child clearly differentiates the subjective 
perspective of self and other as subjects, however he/she tends to focus on one 
perspective rather than simultaneously putting himself/herself in the place of others) 

Level 2: the self-reflective level (the child views both the self and other as 
subjects and is able to reflect to the self s behavior as seen from the other's point of 
view, but cannot yet abstract from this process to the level of simultaneous 
mutuality) 

Level 3: the third-person level (the child realizes that both self and other can 
view each other mutually and simultaneously as subjects and is able to view the 
interaction from a third-person perspective) 

Level 4: The qualitative systems level (the child is able to take perspective of a 
general social system and to compare sets and levels of perspective from dyadic to 
generalized other-perspective). 

It should be noted that the above mentioned social cognitive operations are 
implicitly included in these levels (level 1-differentiation of perspectives; level 2-
perspective taking, and level 3-coordination of perspectives), but they are not directly 
measured by Selman's semi-structured interview. The conceptualization of cognitive 
structure that Selman focuses upon is somewhat different in emphasis from what is 
covered by social cognitive operations. This conceptualization focuses upon the 
broader understanding of complex relations between persons (Meichenbaum, Butler, 
& Gruson, 1981). "The concern is not with content, not with accuracy of perception 
of other or behavioral choice, but with the form in which conceptions of others 
emerge" (Selman & Byrne, 1974, p. 804) 

Developmental change in Selman's model is defined as an orderly progression 
through a series of hierarchically organized levels or stages. Each level represents a 
qualitatively different conceptual structure through which the subject comprehends 
social relations. The transition from one level to another is characterized with a 
fundamental restructuring of an underlying logic of thought. It is more than mere 
ability to take into account more elements; each level represents a qualitatively 
different way of viewing the relationship, and its underlying logic characterizes 
thought at the same level across a variety of social situations. 

Selman's model is certainly useful in understanding ontogenetic changes and 
individual differences in the children's way of thinking about their social world. 
However, it fails to consider how the content and the structure of reasoning are 
utilized in social interaction. 
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(a) link to prosocial behavior 
The hypothesis that perspective taking ability and prosocial behavior are 

related is widely endorsed by social cognitive theorists. The ability to identify the 
perspective of others and to understand the antecedents of various emotions in an 
interpersonal context would permit the child to successfully coordinate his/her 
behavior with the behaviors of others and thus to contribute to the well-being of 
others. This is intuitively appealing, and yet, the evidence for perspective taking as a 
prerequisite for prosocial behavior is mixed (Underwood & Moore, 1982). Some 
studies have found the expected relationship (Framing, Allen, & Jensen, 1985; 
Hudson, Forman, & Brion-Meisels, 1982; Rubin & Schneider, 1973; Staub, 1974), 
but others have failed to find it (Waxier, Yarrow, & Smith, 1977; McGuire & 
Weisz, 1982). This inconsistency could be due to differences in procedures for 
operationalizing perspective taking, but also to some conceptual issues. 

Especially, children's understanding of another's feelings (affective perspective 
taking) has been given a critical role for the development of positive social behavior. 
The term affective perspective taking has often been used interchangeably with the 
term empathy. In this study we make a distinction between those two concepts, and 
define affective perspective taking as the child's understanding of another's emotions, 
while empathy is viewed as an emotional response that is more or less similar to 
the other's affect and feelings of sorrow or concern for another's welfare (Eisenberg & 
Miller, 1987; Hoffman, 1984). Though no one would deny that these concepts are 
related, it seems useful to make such a conceptual distinction for several reasons. 
First, purely affective empathie reactions can be found even in the newborn 
(Hoffman, 1976; Sagi & Hoffman, 1976; Simncr, 1971), while the capability to 
correctly identify and understand another's emotion does not emerge until early 
childhood (Broke, 1971; Feshbach & Roe, 1968). Second, as Damon (1983, p.128) 
pointed out "Perspective taking is a powerful strategy for interacting and 
communicating with others, but it can be used for good or for ill. Both love and 
hostility can be affectively implemented through role-taking strategies. In this sense, 
perspective taking is a morally "neutral" ability." On the other hand, an emotional 
response that is generally similar to, or compatible with, the other person's feelings 
might have more predictive value for the occurence of prosocial behavior. 

(b) link to sociometrie status 
The relationship between interpersonal understanding and peer relationship has 

not been examined often, and few studies which have dealt with this problem yield 
inconsistent results. Selman (1976a) compared interpersonal reasoning of boys who 
had clinically identified peer-relation difficulties with the reasoning of normal 
children. Compared with their normal peers, the clinical group displayed a lower 
level of reasoning, but no differences were found in their general cognitive ability. 
Although the children with peer problems as a group scored lower than normal 
children, this was not true of all clinic children. This finding led Selman to conclude 
that mature interpersonal conceptions are necessary but not sufficient for successful 
interpersonal relations. "Children with general interpersonal behaviors perceived as 
negative by others are also likely to have low social cognitive development, but 
children with high levels of social cognitive development may or may not be 
disliked or liked by peers." (Selman, 1976a, p. 192). Pellegrini (1985) examined the 
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relationship between interpersonal understanding and several indices of social 
competence. Interpersonal understanding correlated positively with positive social 
behavior (peer nominations), and negatively with isolated behavior. No significant 
association was found between reasoning and peer judgment of disruptive behavior. 
Bichard, Alden, Walker, and McMahon (1988) compared the social cognitive level of 
friendship understanding, as outlined in Selman's theory, by socially accepted, 
rejected and neglected children. They hypothesized that rejected and neglected children 
would show a developmental lag in their understanding relative to that of their 
socially accepted classmates, but they found no support for this hypothesis. 

Studies which assessed perspective taking as "within-person" processes in 
relation to the child's peer acceptance also yielded mixed results. Some findings 
suggest that this relationship may vary with the age of the children. It was argued 
that the ability to take another's point of view may be related to popularity in the 
early school years, but not by grades four to six, when popularity may be influenced 
by other factors (McGuire & Weisz, 1982; Oppenheimer & Thijssen, 1983; Rubin, 
1972). On the other hand, the studies which examined the relationship between 
perspective taking and preschool children's behavior in interaction with peers 
(Feshbach & Feshbach, 1969; Levine & Hofman, 1975), found no relationships 
between these concepts. Similarly, Deutsch (1974) found no association between 
popularity and perspective taking in preschoolers. 

Empathy 

As we already pointed out, empathy has often been defined as the ability to 
comprehend the affective or cognitive status of another (Deutsch & Madie, 1975). 
Such definition that emphasizes cognitive aspects, seems to apply better to the 
concept of affective perspective taking than to the concept of empathy. Currently, 
empathy is defined in more affective terms, for example as "an affective state that 
stems from the apprehension of another's emotional state or condition, and that is 
congruent with it" (Eisenberg & Miller, 1987, p.91). According to this definition 
empathy includes emotional matching and the vicarious experiencing of range of the 
emotions consistent with those of others. Emotional response stemming from 
another's emotional state or condition that is not identical to the other's emotion, but 
consists of feelings of sorrow or concern for another's welfare, these authors label as 
sympathy. Because most of the literature dealing with empathy does not distinguish 
between empathy and sympathy, we will use the term empathy to refer to a 
combination of emotional matching (i.e. feeling the same emotion as another, or at 
least a similar emotion) and sympathetic responding (i.e. expressing concern for 
another's well being). Our definition is then similar to Hoffman's definition of 
empathy as "a vicarious affective response that does not necessarily match another's 
affective state but is more appropriate to the other's situation than one's own" 
(Hoffman, 1984, p.285). 

(a) link to prosocial behavior 
Many authors have suggested that empathy provides a primary motivation to 

act in a prosocial manner (Hoffman, 1975; Mussen & Eisenberg-Berg, 1977; Staub, 
1979). Indeed, empathy has been found to relate positively to prosocial behavior in 
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children (Marcus, Tellen, & Roke, 1979; Slrayer & Roberts, 1989). But there are 
indications that these relations may vary with children's age: younger children appear 
to be less able to utilize their empathie responses to mediate their behavior toward 
other persons, i.e. significant relationships are found only with children older than 
preschool years (Levine & Hoffman, 1975; Sawin & Parke, 1980). 

(b) link to sociometrie status 
Empathy is found to be related to children's popularity with peers (Marcus, 

1980). It seems that empathy stimulates the kind of behaviors important to peer 
relations, and is, therefore, also related to the child's popularity in the peer group. 

Prosocial moral reasoning 

Another major cognitive-developmental variable that has been assumed to be 
related to prosocial behavior is moral reasoning. In the following discussion we 
concentrate only on children's prosocial moral reasoning because it might be 
expected that some forms of moral reasoning are more closely related to a particular 
kind of moral behavior, i.e. prosocial behavior should be more related to reasoning 
about prosocial moral dilemmas than to reasoning about prohibition related issues. 
Furthermore, reasoning about prosocial behavior seems to constitute a significant 
realm of moral reasoning distinct from prohibition-oriented reasoning. Several 
studies (Eisenberg-Berg, 1979; Eisenberg, 1982) have indicated that this type of 
reasoning might be, especially at early age, more advanced than reasoning about 
prohibition issues. 

Most of the research on moral reasoning about prosocial conflicts (that is, 
conflicts in which the individual must choose between satisfying his or her own 
wants or needs and those of others in a context in which the role of punishment, 
authorities, laws, rules or other formal criteria is irrelevant or deemphasized) has 
been conducted by Eisenberg and her colleagues. This type of moral conflict elicits 
reasoning about positive aspects of morality - prosocial moral reasoning. 
According to Eisenberg's theory about prosocial development, children's reasoning 
about prosocial moral conflicts is ordered into developmental levels 
("orientations"). These levels reflect components of both the content (topic) and 
structure (form of reasoning, based on level of differentiation and integration, 
perspective taking and cognitive operations). Levels of prosocial moral reasoning 
are viewed as being hierarchical in structure, with each stage involving a more 
advanced cognitive structure of social concepts than the prior levels (Eisenberg, 
Lennon, & Roth, 1983). The least developmcntally mature level is a hedonistic 
(self-focused) orientation, that has been found to be dominating in the reasoning of 
only preschool and elementary school children. A following level is "need of 
others" orientation, characterized by concern for the physical, material, and 
psychological needs of others (frequently used by preschoolers and elementary 
school children). The third level is stereotyped and approval orientation. Level 4 
(self-reflective, overtly empathie, orientation) and Level 5 (internalized orientation, 
i.e. reasoning based on internalized values) predominates in the reasoning of older 
elementary school children and high school students. 
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The developmental changes in prosocial moral judgment from preschool 
into the elementary school years consist of an increase in the use of need-oriented 
reasoning and a simultaneous decrease in the use of hedonistic reasoning, or as 
other authors say, the shift from self-orientation to orientation towards others 
(Damon, 1983; Selman, 1980). Although it was possible to describe the age-
related sequences of development, Eisenberg (1982) points out that a lot of 
individual differences exist among individuals of the same age. Moreover, although 
the use of less mature levels of reasoning decreases in frequency with age, 
childhood modes of reasoning are used occasionally even by the older children and 
adults, particularly when justifying decisions not to assist a needy other. 

(a) link to prosocial behavior 
Moral reasoning is hypothesized to relate to prosocial behavior because "the 

person with more advanced moral reasoning should be especially likely to recognize 
personal moral responsibility for attending to the needs of others, and thus, to have a 
stronger motivation for altruistic action" (Underwood & Moore, 1982, p. 145.). But 
just as most other theories of children's moral reasoning (Kohlberg, 1969, Piaget, 
1965), Eisenberg's theory also has been based on children's responses to hypothetical 
moral dilemmas, with little concern about how responses in such hypothetical 
contexts are related to moral judgment and moral behavior in real social contexts. 
Two studies, however, show that there is a relationship between individual's 
prosocial moral reasoning and prosocial behavior. Eisenberg-Bcrg (1979) found that 
more mature prosocial moral reasoning was related to increased incidence of helping 
an experimenter with a dull task among high school boys. In the second study (he 
maturity of moral reasoning was found to relate to spontaneous sharing in the 
preschool class (Eisenberg-Berg & Neal, 1979). 

(b) link to sociometrie status 
The research that examined the relationship between interaction with peers 

and moral reasoning is based mostly on Piaget's theory of moral development. 
According to Piaget (1965) the most important mechanism that promotes moral 
development is the experience of social equality with peers. The data obtained in 
these studies are not consistent. In some studies a positive relationship has been 
found between moral maturity and positive social interaction, acceptance and/or 
participation in the group, but the results of other studies fail to support this 
theory (Porteus & Johnson, 1965; Ziv, Sculman, & Schleifer, 1979). On the other 
hand, researchers using Kohlberg's moral judgment interview found that higher 
stages of moral reasoning were positively related to popularity (Keasey, 1971) and 
negatively related to peer rejection (Biaggo,1979). According to Kohlberg, 
Piagetian moral judgment dimensions are not sensitive enough to variations in 
peer experience, and only general social deprivation (for example, 
institutionalisation), but not reduced peer group interaction, is reflected in Piaget's 
moral judgment. To our knowledge only one study directly investigated the 
relationship between prosocial moral reasoning and peer acceptance (Dekovic & 
Gerris, 1989). From this study comes the evidence that at least at preschool years 
differences exist in prosocial moral reasoning between popular and rejected children. 
While popular children lend to concentrate on other's needs when solving a 
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prosocial conflict, rejected children tend to focus on their own needs and wants, and 
to justify their decision to help or not by hedonistic reasons. 

The above discussed aspects of social cognition are considered to represent 
different but interrelated dimensions of social cognitions. For example, the 
development of the ability to take the point of view of the other person is seen as 
necessary not only to the development of prosocial behavior, but also to the 
acquisition of specific reasoning relating to social and ethical issues (Underwood & 
Moore, 1982). Prosocial moral reasoning is assumed to be related to social 
perspective taking because it involves taking into account the view point of others 
as one arrives at moral decisions (Mussen & Eisenberg-Berg, 1977). As the child 
becomes better able to understand others' perspective, and to recognize the 
consequences of his/her behavior for others, the child's reasoning on moral issues is 
assumed to change (Kohlberg, 1969; Eisenberg, 1982). But clearly, though the 
development of moral reasoning is based on the development of perspective taking, 
these are not identical constructs. For mature moral reasoning it is not sufficient 
only to be aware of others' perspective. One should also take that information into 
account when dealing with moral dilemmas. Therefore moral reasoning is seen as 
built on but involving more than perspective taking. In several studies a positive 
relationship was found between perspective taking and moral reasoning (Ambron & 
Irwin, 1975; Damon, 1975; Rubin & Schneider, 1973; Eisenberg-Berg & Mussen, 
1978). 

According to some cognitive developmental theorists (Krebs «fe Gillmore, 
1982), this is due to the overriding structural changes in the organization of thought. 
As children mature, the basic structure of their thought changes, and with it their 
interpretation of events in the physical, social and moral domain. The basic premise 
underlying a cognitive developmental model is that development proceeds parallel 
with, or as a consequence of, sequential changes in the structure and quality of 
underlying thought patterns (Kohlberg, 1969). The general aspects of cognitive 
structure apply to all types of thought and work as organizing principles.Or as 
Kohlberg (1969, p.1071) put it: "Moral development has a basic cognitive structural 
component". 

In the preceding discussion we presented a short review of the studies which 
examined the relationship between selected aspects of social cognition and prosocial 
behavior. Although we relied heavily on the child's social cognition in explaining 
the occurrence of prosocial behavior, this should not be construed as suggesting that 
social cognitive factors are the only determining factors in prosocial behavior. 
Clearly, there are many factors, both situational and personal, that influence its 
occurrence. 

Furthermore, we presented the findings of the studies which dealt with the 
direct relationship between these social cognitive variables and child's peer 
acceptance. These findings seem to support the notion that rejected children not only 
behave inappropriately, they also seem to lack some social cognitive skills. But as 
most studies stayed either at a behavioral or at a social cognitive level, they do not 
give the answer to the question whether the link between the child's social cognitive 
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skills and his/her popularity with peers is a direct one, or whether this association is 
due to the mediating effect of child's prosocial behavior. 

2.3 CONCLUSIONS 

As the reader might recall, we hypothesized that parental cognitive and 
behavioral functioning is related to the child's sociometrie status. In order to identify 
possible mediating links in this relationship, we first had to find out which factors, 
within the child, might be related to the child's sociometrie status. That is, in this 
chapter we started the search for reasons of child's popularity or rejection by peers by 
examining some of the behavioral and social cognitive characteristics of the child 
which have been linked to the child's sociometrie status in a peer group. 

From the above discussion two conclusions emerge. First, we have seen that 
most of the studies concerned with child's characteristics related to the sociometrie 
status, examined either child's social cognition or child's social behavior. There is a 
need for examining both aspects of the child's social competence within the same 
study. Thus, in the present study we included several measures, some of them 
dealing with the child's prosocial behavior, and some of them dealing with the child's 
social cognition (social cognitive operations, interpersonal understanding, empathy, 
and prosocial moral reasoning). On each of these measures we compared two extreme 
groups of children: children who arc accepted by their peers (popular group), and 
children who experience problems with their peers (rejected group). That is, the first 
question addressed in the present study concerns sociometrie status differences in 
several behavioral and social cognitive measures used to assess the child's social 
competence. Based on the findings of the reported studies, we expected that popular 
children would engage more in prosocial behavior when interacting with their peers. 
With regard to the child's social cognitive measures we expected that popular children 
would have higher scores on each of the four measures: social cognitive operations, 
interpersonal understanding, prosocial moral reasoning and empathy. 

The second aim was to examine the relationship between these domains of 
social competence. The several aspects of children's social cognition in this study: 
social cognitive operations, interpersonal understanding, prosocial moral reasoning, 
and empathy are considered to represent different but interrelated dimensions of social 
cognition (Gottman, Gonso, & Rasmussen, 1975; Green, Forehand, Beck, & Vosk, 
1980; Quay & Jarrett, 1984). Therefore, we expected that these social cognitive 
measures will be related to one another. Furthermore, in the previous section we 
suggested a model which proposes that social cognitive factors affect the child's 
prosocial behavior (that is, higher levels of social cognitive development are related 
to more frequent occurrence of prosocial behavior). The child's prosocial behavior, in 
tum, affects the child's status (acceptance or rejection) among peers. In other words, 
we hypothesized that although both social cognition and prosocial behavior would be 
related to the child's sociometrie status, the relationship between social cognition and 
sociometic status would be an indirect one, mediated by the child's prosocial 
behavior. 
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In this study we included children of both sex and different age (three age 
groups). This gave an opportunity to examine sex and age differences in the measure 
of child's social competence, and the possible effects of these variables on the 
interrelationships between social cognition, social behavior and sociometrie status as 
well. Because in the previous section we gave little attention to differences related to 
the child's age or sex, we shortly discuss arguments for our hypothesis below. 

Cultural expectations lead often to prediction of greater sensitivity, empathy 
and compassion from girls than from boys (Radke-Yarrow, Zahn-Wexler, & 
Chapman, 1983). But the developmental literature does not provide support for this 
frequent assumption regarding sex differences. Feshbach (1982) reviewed the 
literature concerned with empathy and concluded that no differences between boys and 
girls were found in most studies on measures of (cognitive) perspective taking, but 
studies which employ measures which focus on the affective component (empathy as 
we defined it) show that girls have a tendency to be more empathie. Similarly, 
though there is some evidence that girls display more prosocial behavior than do 
boys, the results are not consistent from study to study (Radke-Yarrow, Zahn-
Wexler, & Chapman, 1983). Because there are no clear indications of consistent sex 
differences, we do not formulate any sex-linked expectations regarding both prosocial 
behavior and social cognitive measures. 

A second issue has to do with the developmental change. All measures of 
children's social competence included in this study are developmental measures. We 
expected therefore that these variables would show developmental effects. The only 
exception to this is the empathy measure, because Findings from previous research 
indicate that there is no consistent relationship of empathy with age (Adams, 
Schvaneveldt, & Jenson, 1979; Eisenberg-Berg & Mussen, 1978; Feshbach & 
Feshbach, 1969; lannotti, 1978) 

The three age group design offers an opportunity to examine the developmental 
changes of the correlates of sociometrie status. The behavioral and social cognitive 
characteristics that are related to the sociometrie status of the child, as well as the 
strength of these associations, might change with children's age. For example, the 
significant relationships between children's behavior and sociometrie status are more 
consistently obtained with preschool children than with elementary school children 
(Asher & Hymel, 1981). It seems that other, nonbehavioral characteristics may 
become increasingly important determinants of peer status as children grow older. As 
children get older their conceptions of friendship and their descriptions of liked and 
disliked peers change from concrete and personal constructs (playing together, 
sharing of material resources) to more abstract and less personal constructs (mutual 
sharing of interests and feelings, general dispositional characteristics) (Damon, 1977; 
Peevers & Secord, 1973; Scarlett, Press, & Crockett, 1971). It is possible that these 
developmental changes in children's conceptions would be evident in correlates of 
sociometrie status at different ages, i.e. that prosocial behavior would be the best 
predictor of sociometrie status with younger, but not with older children. 
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PARENTS AS SOCIALIZING AGENTS 

Chapter II dealt with characteristics within the child which might be related to 
the child's success or failure in the relationship with peers. We discussed aspects of 
the child's social cognition and behavior which are most likely to affect the child's 
sociometrie status. Although both the child's development of social cognition and 
the patterns of social behavior are characteristics of the child, they are also, at least 
in part, dependent of the child's experience within the family. The way in which 
parents interact with their child might stimulate the child's social cognitive 
development. Similarly, in the interaction with his/her parents the child might 
acquire a certain pattern of behavior which could be carried over to extra-familiar 
relationships. In this chapter, therefore, we move beyond the child's characteristics 
manifest in a peer group and we tum to the family to examine the factors within the 
family environment which might be related to the child's social competence. 

We start with an analysis of the functions involved in parenting to identify 
the main dimensions of overt parental behavior. Following the definition of the two 
main dimensions, we present a short review of the studies which examined the 
relation between these parental behaviors and aspects of the child's social competence 
that we selected for this study. Because the parent-child relationship is a long-term 
relation which constantly changes and develops, we thought that it would be 
necessary to examine not only parental actual (present) behavior in the interaction 
with the child, but also parental cognitive functioning - the way in which a parent 
conceptualizes children, parenthood, and the parent-child relationship. These parental 
cognitions are important in two ways. First, as possible determinants of parental 
behavior, and second, in their direct relationship to the child's social competence. 
Finally, in the concluding remarks of this chapter, we formulate the research 
questions raised from the theoretical discussion about parental cognitive and 
behavioral functioning and its relationship to the child's competence. 

3.1. PARENTAL BEHAVIOR Ш INTERACTION WITH THE CHILD 

3.1.1. PROCESS OF SOCIALIZATION AND PARENTAL FUNCTIONS 

As a part of their integration in the society children have to acquire certain 
norms and values of their culture through the process of socialization. Or as 
Baumrind (1978, p. 239) put it: "Socialization is an adult-initiated process by which 
the young person through education, training, and imitation acquires his culture as 
well as the habits and values congruent with adaptation to that culture". It is in the 
context of the child's interaction with his/her family that the child most actively and 
rapidly acquires these norms, values and patterns of behavior. Parents as a primary 
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source of socialization at least through the early and middle childhood have 
consequently received a considerable amount of attention from researchers on child 
development. 

According to the definition of the process of socialization it would appear that 
one of the parental functions is transmission of values, attitudes and knowledge to 
their children. It is often assumed that this transmission is obtained by the parent's 
constant modification of children's behavior in a desired direction; parents regulate, 
control, and motivate their children's behavior. This parental function has been the 
focus of extensive research, and discipline is viewed as representing the core of 
socialization (Hoffman, 1983; Saraswathi & Sundaresan, 1980). But very often the 
parents are seen exclusively as disciplinarians, and socialization as a process in 
which a powerful adult forces rules on an unwilling child. Though this is 
undoubtedly true for many of the encounters, especially at a younger age (Hoffman, 
1983), it is only one of the many ways in which parents influence their children. 
Parental influence is not always direct and explicit, but though indirect and disguised, 
it is still present 

Parents are not only regulators of behavior, but also teachers, providers of 
knowledge and skills. They facilitate their children's interaction with physical and 
interpersonal environments. This parental role in facilitating or encouraging the 
child's autonomous interaction has not been explicitly emphasized until recently 
(Baumrind, 1982; Radke-Yarrow & Kuczynski, 1983). 

Another important function of parents is to create the nurturant and protective 
environment in which the child can learn and develop. That is, parents are seen as 
suppliers of the child's affectional needs and providers of emotional support and 
security. 

Given the variety of functions and behaviors performed by parents in every day 
life in relation to their children as well as the fact that the parent-child relationship is 
a long-lasting relation that changes over time, it is not easy to specify the 
significant components of behavior by parents that may critically affect the child's 
development. Parents have a great influence on their children's lives, but they vary 
widely in how they exert this influence. In the following section we attempt to 
examine and to characterize the range of variation in parents' child-rearing behaviors 
more carefully. 

3.1.2. DIMENSIONS AND PATTERNS OF CHILD-REARING 

A number of studies suggest that parents differ in their child-rearing practices in 
terms of two major dimensions: support and control (see Maccoby, 1980; Maccoby 
& Martin, 1983; Rollins & Thomas, 1979 for reviews). This is not surprising if 
one considers the above discussed functions involved in parenting. Support could be 
defined as parental behavior which expresses a positive affect between parent and 
child, whereas control refers to those parental behaviors which limit or direct the 
child's action. 

Parental support has been an often recumng dimension in child-rearing studies, 
although under different terms, which are however very closely related in meaning: 
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warmth (Staub, 1979), nurturance (Baumrind, 1971), acceptance (opposite: rejection) 
(Schaefer, 1959), affection (Staub, 1979), love (opposite: hostility) (Becker, 1964) 
and responsiveness (Ainsworth, 1979). 

Rollins and Thomas (1979) view parental support as a one-dimensional 
construct and define it as "..behavior manifested by a parent toward a child that 
makes the child feel comfortable in the presence of the parent and confirms in the 
child's mind that he is basically accepted and approved as a person by the parent" 
(Rollins & Thomas, 1979, p.320). Examples of such behaviors are: approving, 
praising, encouraging, helping, physical affection, and expressing terms of 
endearment. 

Some other authors make further differentiation of this dimension. Staub 
(1979) makes a distinction between parental warmth, which refers to a quality of the 
relationship between parent and child, and nurturance, which refers to parental 
behaviors. A special form or aspect of nurturance is parental responsiveness - the 
tendency to react to the child's signals, to attempt to satisfy the child's legitimate 
needs, and to react appropriately to the child's emotional needs. A similar definition 
of responsiveness has been given by Ainsworth (1979) - contingency of parental 
response on prior child's behavior, and sensitivity and adaptation to the child's 
signals, slates and needs; and by Roberts (1986) - the adult's sensitivity to the child's 
cues. Maccoby and Martin (1983) also view warmth and responsiveness as two 
related but not synonymous dimensions. Warmth (or nurturance) means that a parent 
expresses caring, support, and feeling of love and acceptance both noncontingent and 
contingent on the child's behavior, while the term responsiveness implies that the 
parent reacts contingently to the child. 

Though it is possible to theoretically distinguish different aspects of the 
support-dimension, the empirical results showed that warmth and responsiveness are 
highly related (Clarke-Stewart, 1973) and that both aspects have a similar (positive) 
effect on child behavior (Rollins & Thomas, 1979; Grusec & Lytton, 1988). 

The second dimension - parental control - is much more controversial. Studies 
yield different results (in terms of its relationship to child outcome) depending on the 
definition of control and methods of measurement In some studies negative aspects 
of control are emphasized. This kind of control which Hoffman (1970) labels "power 
assertion" includes behavior such as physical punishment, deprivation of privileges 
and material resources, verbal threats, or any other method whereby the parent seeks 
to control the child by capitalizing on his/her physical power and/or command of 
material resources. Though Hoffman uses the term power assertion to indicate a 
certain form of disciplinary techniques, that is, parental reactions on a child's 
transgression, it is obvious that such a control attempt might be either a reaction to 
noncompliance and transgression or an initiated control technique (Rollins & 
Thomas, 1979). Baldwin (1948, 1949) and Becker (1964) use the term 
"restrictiveness" and define it as strictness in enforcing rules, setting narrow limits 
on the child's behavior and frequent use of prohibitions. The difference between 
power assertion and restrictiveness appears to be in the parental punitiveness, which 
is characteristic for power assertion but not necessarily the part of restrictive 
parenting. That is, restrictiveness reflects the degree to which control is exerted over 
the child, but the manner in which control is achieved can vary considerably (Becker, 
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1964). Sometimes, however, these two terms are used interchangeably. For example, 
Kagan and Moss (1962, p. 205) define restrictiveness as "mother's attempts to force 
the child, through punishment or threat, to adhere to her standards", which is 
essentially the same definition that Hoffman (1970) uses to define power assertion. 
But even if such a differentiation is made in the same study, the results show that 
there is a high positive correlation between restrictiveness (or strictness) and parental 
use of physical punishment (Becker & Krug, 1964; Martin, 1975). 

The term "control" often has a negative connotation, but parental control can 
be also exercised more democratically, by using inductive methods rather than 
coercive ones (Hoffman, 1967; 1970). The term "induction" was introduced by 
Hoffman as a part of his model of discipline, and refers to the control attempts which 
induce within the child internalized motivation for his/her behavior based on 
reasoning provided by the parents. Induction includes many different kinds of verbal 
communications: moral exhortations, explanations of rules, principles and values, 
offering reasons for desired behavior, and pointing on the possibly hurtful 
implications the child's actions hold for others (so called "other-oriented induction"). 
The common nominator of such behaviors is the parents' intent to obtain voluntary 
compliance to their desires by avoiding direct conflict of wills with the child 
(Rollins & Thomas, 1979). Though in Hoffman's theoretical discussions as well as 
in empirical research, induction is defined as a reactive strategy, i.e., a strategy that 
parents may use to modify their children's unskilled or maladaptive behaviors once 
they have occurred (or to use Hoffman's terms "in discipline encounter"), the same 
technique can be used by parents to promote skilled or desirable behavior in their 
children (as a proactive strategy) (Mills & Rubin, 1990). 

Finally, parent control has been defined as "demandingness" (Baumrind, 1968, 
1971, 1982): parental pressure on children to perform up to their ability in social, 
intellectual, and emotional spheres, parental insistence on independence, including 
giving children the opportunity to make their own decisions, and expecting mature 
behavior and a high level of responsibility. This kind of parental control has not 
been much investigated empirically as a separate dimension, but rather as a pan of 
more comprehensive patterns of child-rearing. Demandingness emerges as a pan of 
Baldwin's (1948, 1949) concept "democracy" or in Baumrind's work as a part of 
authoritative parenting. In the definitions of both democratic and authoritative 
parents, it is assumed that these parents are demanding and inductive. That is, 
parental induction and demandingness are assumed to be correlated. The empirical 
findings seem to support this assumption (Haaf & Janssens, 1991; Janssens, Genis, 
& Janssen, 1990). 

Another approach in studies of child-rearing has been to combine several 
distinct aspects (dimensions) of parenting practices into parenting styles or patterns 
of parenting (i.e. the parental dominant mode of interaction with their children). 
Most of the research work on patterns of child-rearing has been done by Baumrind 
(1968, 1971,1973, 1978). She identified three major parenting styles: authoritative 
(democratic), authoritarian (restrictive) and permissive parenting. Rather than 
studying separate dimensions of parental behavior, she describes clusters of parental 
behaviors. Authoritative parents attempt to direct the child in a rational, issue-
oriented manner by explaining the reasons for setting up rules. They recognize the 
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child's individuality, encourage verbal give and take, and engage together with the 
child in joint decision making. These parents also tend to put more accent on 
promoting the child's positive behaviors, rather than on inhibiting undesirable 
behavior. Authoritarian parents, on the other hand, exhort the child to follow rules 
without explanation, restrict the child's autonomy and reserve decision making for 
themselves only. They value obedience, respect for authority and order, and 
discourage verbal give and take between parent and child. Permissive parents avoid 
the exercise of control, use little punishment, make few demands, allow the child lo 
regulate his/her own activities, and are tolerant and likely to behave in an accepting, 
positive way toward the child's impulses. From these descriptions it is obvious that 
Baumrind in her earlier work uses the quality of parental control as a major criterion 
to define these three patterns. She writes about "authoritarian and authoritative 
control" (Baumrind, 1968), or about "authoritarian and authoritative discipline" 
(Baumrind, 1978). If one uses the terminology of the authors who studied 
dimensions of child-rearing, then authoritative parents could be described as inductive 
and demanding; authoritarian parents as restrictive and power assertive; whereas 
permissive parents tend to be low on any kind of control. In her more recent 
conceptualization (Baumrind, 1982) the support dimension emerges also as one of 
the criteria for defining the patterns of parenting. Authoritative parents are also 
highly responsive, warm and accepting, while authoritarian parents tend to be less 
responsive and sometimes even reject their children. 

It seems that, regardless whether the researchers studied dimensions or patterns 
of child-rearing, two concepts repeatedly emerge as critical in accounting for parental 
influences in the socialization of children: the degree of parental support and parental 
control. In order to place the present research within the context of the accrued 
knowledge and theory regarding child-rearing, the dimensions of parental support and 
control will be used also in this study to account for parental behavior differences. 
While the parental support construct does not seem to need further differentiation, we 
judge that it is important to differentiate between two kinds of parental control. The 
first kind of control which we label "authoritative control", is conceptualized in 
terms of the encouragement of the development of independence, use of reasoning 
and explanations, and the promotion of desirable conduct by offering positive 
feedback to the child. A second kind of parental control is conceptualized as punitive 
control techniques, directiveness, strictness in enforcing rules and inhibition of 
undesirable behavior by negative feedback and reprimands. Though this kind of 
control might be labeled as authoritarian, we prefer to use the term "restrictive 
control", in order to avoid confusion between two similar terms - authoritative and 
authoritarian. 

3.1.3. PATHWAYS FROM SOCIALIZATION EXPERIENCE TO PEER ACCEPTANCE 

Various child-rearing factors have been isolated as contributors to the 
development of the child's social competence. Increasingly it is assumed that child-
rearing antecedents of social competence are best conceptualized as multivariate 
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predictors, rather than a single factor. Since child-rearing practices tend to occur 
together in clusters or configurations, a more successful prediction of the child's 
competence will come from an approach that measures multiple dimensions rather 
than single indices of child-rearing. 

In a large number of empirical studies assessing the relationship between parent 
behaviors and child's social competence, there is a great deal of variation with respect 
to selection and definition of the child-rearing variables, as well as to the 
measurement procedures used to assess parental behavior (interview, questionnaires, 
direct observation). Nevertheless, most of the studied socialization factors may be 
easily recognized as dimensions of child-rearing discussed in the previous chapter, or 
as an aspect of these dimensions, though the names used for the socialization 
variables differ from study to study. In the following theoretical analysis we start 
from the major dimensions of child-rearing: parental support, authoritative control 
and restrictive control, and present the findings of the studies which have examined 
the relations between these dimensions and the child's social cognition and behavior. 

While numerous studies examined the relationship between child-rearing and 
the child's prosocial development, relatively few studies have examined directly the 
social origins of the child's social cognition (Pettit, Dodge, & Brown, 1988). The 
results of those few studies suggest that the same socialization factors that act on 
social behavioral development also act on the development of social cognitive skills 
(Bryant & Crockenberg, 1980; Elias, Ubriaco, Bray, 1985; Jones, Rickel, & Smith, 
1980; Pettit, Dodge, & Brown, 1988; Putallaz, 1987). Therefore in the following 
paragraph we do not discuss these studies separately. Rather, we focus on the 
possible theoretical explanations of the found relationships. 

Parental support (including variables such as warmth, nurturance, physical 
affection, and responsiveness) has been found to correlate positively with high levels 
of prosocial behavior in children (Feshbach, 1975; Hoffman, 1975; Janssens, 
Egelmeers, Liebrand, 1988; Mussen, Rutherford, Harris, & Keasey, 1970; Zahn-
Waxler, Radke-Yarrow, & King, 1979) and with the development of the child's 
social cognition (Keller, 1976). There are a few possible mechanisms which could 
govern these relations. A warm and nurturant parent creates an environment that 
satisfies the child's own emotional needs and discourages excessive self-concern, 
thereby enabling the emotions and needs of others to become more salient In other 
words, a consequence of parental warmth might be a positive orientation toward the 
self, which is associated with a greater ability and willingness to attend to others' 
needs (Staub, 1979). The child is also more likely to develop positive feelings for 
the parent which may then be generalized to others (Hoffman, 1963). The positive 
affective relationship with a parent provides the motivation for engaging in social 
interactions and forni a basis for positive expectations in social interaction (Kerkhof, 
1969). A supportive parent also gives the child the opportunity to express his/her 
ideas freely and to have them tested (corrected or confirmed) in a social context. 
Finally, it is possible that a supportive parent functions as a model for the child. 

When authoritative control was studied in relationship with the child's 
competence as a general concept (Baumrind, 1968,1973,1978; Steinberg, Elmen, & 
Mounts, 1989), it was found that this kind of control relates positively with the 
child's competence. More often, however, only some of the aspects of parental 
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authoritative control (induction - reasoning, stimulating independence, or positive 
feedback) have been studied within the same study. The use of induction, i.e. 
reasoning with the child, giving rationale for behavior change, pointing the harmful 
consequences of the child's behavior for others, communicating social norms and 
values, has often been examined in relationship with the child's prosocial and moral 
development and it was found that this kind of behavior enhances the child's 
consideration for others (Baumrind, 1971; Hoffman, 1963, 1970, 1975; Hoffman & 
Saltzstein, 1967; Feshbach,1975; Kuczynski, 1982; Zahn-Waxlcr et al. 1979). 
Similarly, positive relationships have been found between these parental behaviors, 
which rely on the child's cognitive ability to comprehend interpersonal relationships 
and to coordinate different perpectives, and the child's social cognitive development 
(Bearison & Cassel, 1975; Hoffman, 1970; Kohlberg, 1969). Several reasons have 
been suggested as an explanation for these findings. A first explanation refers to the 
direct didactic effects of this behavior - by pointing out the social norms a parent 
directly teaches a child about "rights" and "wrongs" in social relationships. 
Moreover, when a parent explains a social situation and internal states of others, 
he/she provides the child with reasoning that can generalize to future situations 
(Moore & Eisenberg, 1984). Inductive discipline provides a child with information 
about how his/her behavior adversely affects others, therefore helping the child to 
better understanding of the interpersonal consequences of his/her behavior, and 
leading to a moral orientation characterized by independence of external sanctions 
(Hoffman, 1970). Finally, by relying on a rational and controlled approach a parent 
may create an optimal learning situation; the child is more likely to attend to what a 
parent says and to accept his/her messages, when the child is not afraid of 
punishment or angry. 

Other aspects of authoritative control: stimulating independence and giving 
positive feedback have been studied less often. From the few studies which included 
these variables comes evidence that these behaviors have a positive effect on the 
child's outcome. Stimulating the child to think and to discover solutions on his/her 
own was found to be positively related to the child's advancement in perspective 
taking skills (Peterson & Skevinglon, 1988) and social knowledge (Johnson & 
McGillicuddy-DeLisi, 1983). Similarly, encouraging reparational and/or prosocial 
acts, praising the child after the performance of such an act, and stimulating 
independent behavior (by appealing to self-responsibility and expecting independence) 
was found to relate to more frequent occurrence of prosocial behavior (Grusec, 1982; 
Schenk & Grusec, 1987; Whiting & Whiting, 1975). Practice in performing 
prosocial behaviors seems to promote prosocial tendencies (Barton, 1981; Staub, 
1979). Grusec (1982) found that children whose parents accepted their prosocial 
offers tend to show more prosocial behavior. They also tend to receive more positive 
reinforcement for such behaviors (Grusec, 1982; Rushton, 1976; Rushton & 
Teachman, 1978). Children who are directed by their parents to engage in prosocial 
behavior may experience a rewarding effect of such behavior and may leam new 
behaviors they can repeat in the future. Even if their prosocial behaviors were 
initially externally imposed, they may, over a period of time, come to view 
themselves as "helpful", and consequently may engage in more prosocial behavior in 
the future (Moore & Eisenberg, 1984). Positive effect of authoritative control on the 
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child's social cognition might also be explained by the fact that use of this kind of 
control reveals a high degree of reciprocal interaction between parent and child. In 
this kind of interaction the child is stimulated to consider the intention and 
perspective of others as well as others' perspective on the self (Piaget, 1965). 

According to the theoretical analysis that has been presented it could be 
expected that certain parental behaviors are more likely to promote elaboration of 
the child's social understanding, rather than directly affect the child's behavior. 
Parental reasoning and induction encourages the child to take the perspective of 
another and thereby induces one of the foundations for prosocial behavior. Parental 
reactions that stimulate sensitivity to the feeling of others can facilitate empathy, 
and in tum the expression of prosocial behavior as well. In other instances, parental 
behavior may have relatively direct effects on the child's social behavior: encouraging 
independence and direct requests to behave in a prosocial manner (Moore & 
Eisenberg, 1984). But one should keep in mind that these components of social 
competence are intertwined in a rather complex way, and therefore the socialization 
factors that serve to promote each of the components are expected to overlap 
considerably. 

In the preceding discussion we focused on child-rearing behaviors which may 
promote social competence. Parental use of restrictive control (power assertion, 
punitiveness, restrictive discipline style, negative feedback) on the other hand seems 
to have a negative effect on the child's competence. Contrary to the parental use of 
reasoning and rationales for behavior change, which rely on the child's cognitive 
abilities to comprehend the interpersonal and situational advantages of controlling 
his/her own behavior, power assertion relies on the child's fear of punishment. The 
mechanism for compliance with parental commands and exhortations is, by 
induction, the child's understanding of the rationale underlying the discipline, while 
by power assertion, it is the fear to be punished. Such behaviors focus the child's 
attention on the punitive response of the parent and thus lead to a moral orientation 
based on fear of external detection (Hoffman, 1970). They also may elicit intense 
hostility and anger in the child, and thus unable the child to attend to the 
consequences of his/her behavior or relevant information provided by the parents. 
Simultaneously, a parent who relics on power assertion provides the child with a 
model for expressing hostility. Restrictive parenting (frequent use of restraints and 
prohibitions, without clarifying information) seems to result in the learning of a 
generalized inhibition, thus minimizing prosocial as well as reparative efforts (Zahn-
Waxler et al., 1979). The frequent use of negative feedback ("proscriptive" child-
rearing) might help inhibit undesirable behavior in the child, but it does not seem to 
promote prosocial behavior, as the child fails to be informed about what kind of 
behavior is expected from him/her. With regard to the child's social cognition, in a 
restrictive environment where only conformity to rules is required and where little 
room is left to the child's own initiative, it is not necessary for a child to 
comprehend the other's point of view. The perspective taking skills involved are 
relatively simple. 

This short review makes clear that parental child-rearing is related to the child's 
interpersonal competence: the child's ability to understand the social situation and the 
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needs of others, the ability to empathize with others and to consider their needs when 
coming to a moral decision, and the child's tendency to act in a prosocial manner. 
These factors are in turn found to contribute to the child's peer acceptance. The 
studies cited in Chapter I showed that parents of socially accepted and parents of 
socially rejected children differ in child-rearing practices which arc identified as 
antecedents of the child's social competence: support (Armentrout, 1972; Elkins, 
1958); authoritative control (Dekovic, Janssens, & Gcrris, 1991; Finnic & Rüssel, 
1988; Peery, Jensen, Adams, 1985; Winder & Rau, 1965), and restrictive control 
(Pettit, Dodge, & Brown, 1988; Putallaz, 1987). This leads to the hypothesis that 
child's peer (un)acccptance has ils root in the parent-child relation - parents affect peer 
acceptance by affecting the child's social cognitive and behavioral skills that are basis 
for competent behaviors with peers. More specifically, we expected that parental 
support and use of authoritative control would predict higher levels of social 
cognitive development and more prosocial behavior in the interaction with peers, 
which in turn would predict sociometrie status. As a consequence the child starts off 
in a good position to leam by, benefit from, and further develop his/her social 
competence in the interaction with peers. Restrictive control on the other hand was 
expected to relate negatively to the child's social cognitive and behavioral 
functioning, and thus would also bear a negative relationship with sociometrie 
status. 

As the preceding review makes clear, parents differ in their styles of interacting 
with their children, and though all parents attempt to exercise control over the child, 
at least sometimes, there is a wide variation in how they do it. The question arises 
why they differ? One possible answer to this question is that they have different 
goals for their children, different ideas about "proper" child behavior and 
development, different conceptions about their own parental role and different beliefs 
about what the parent-child relationship is or should be. In the following paragraph 
attention is given to this cognitive aspect of parental functioning. 

3.2. PARENTAL COGNITIONS AND ITS EFFECTS ON PARENTAL BEHAVIOR AND 
CHILD'S SOCIAL COMPETENCE 

3.2.1. PARENTAL REASONING COMPLEXITY - A COGNITIVE STRUCTURAL 
APPROACH 

In recent years in socialization research there has been a growing tendency to 
recognize that the beliefs and cognitions of parents play an important role in parental 
functioning. The need for viewing parents as "thinking beings" who actively 
interpret child-rearing situations and organize their behavior accordingly, have been 
increasingly emphasized (Goodnow, 1988; Miller, 1988). 

This need for conceptualizing and studying a more general and underlying 
meaning of child-rearing practices has resulted in a body of research studying parental 
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"beliefs", "cognitions", "attributions", "ideas", "schemes", or "conceptions". The 
assumption underlying explicitly or implicitly these studies is that parents do not 
merely act on a stimulus (specific act) provided by their children in the immediate 
situation. Input from numerous previous interactions and accumulated knowledge 
about the child's characteristics is cognitively structured, and influences the parent's 
interpretation of the social situation, which in tum affects the parent's course of 
action. Also parents organize their actions according to the goals they try to achieve. 
Within these frameworks the parents are seen as thinking, organizing beings, and 
parental behavior as purposeful and structured (Ashmore & Brodzinsky, 1986; 
Goodnow, 1984, 1988; Goodnow & Collins, in press; Miller, 1988; Sigel, 1985). 

The most general division that can be drawn among studies that emphasize the 
cognitive aspects of parental functioning using different theoretical approaches 
concerns several dimensions. The first is whether the study deals with content (for 
example, the accuracy of parental timetables (Goodnow, Cashmore, Cotton, & 
Knight, 1984), or with the quality of parental cognitions, i.e. sophistication or 
complexity of parental reasoning (Newberger, 1980; Newberger & Cook, 1983; 
Sameroff &. Feil, 1985). The second dimension concerns the target towards which 
the studies are directed: children in general, or the parent's own target child. The third 
is the domain of parental cognition which is examined: most studies focus on one 
particular set of conceptions, most commonly, parental conceptions about 
development (McGillicuddy-DeLisi, 1982a; Miller, 1988; Sameroff & Feil, 1985). 
The final issue deals with the methodology used to assess parental cognitions: 
questionnaires with a restricted range of responses versus more open interviews. 

The approach used in this study is based on the cognitive-structural theory and 
consists of evaluating the level of social cognitive functioning the parent utilizes in 
the interaction with the child. It is clear that in our definition of parental cognition 
we focus on the general quality rather than on the content of parental cognitive 
functioning. We assumed that the complexity of parental reasoning about child-
rearing (the extent to which parents center on one factor versus achieving a more 
differentiated, multidimensional view) would help us belter to predict and integrate 
parental behavior in a variety of contexts than a measure of some specific parental 
ideas. At the same time we believe that differences in cognitive complexity are 
closely tied to differences in general ideas that parents hold about children. For 
example, in order to have an interactionistic view of development a parent must be 
able to consider different variables in the same context. In other words, certain levels 
of cognitive complexity may be a necessary prerequisite for adopting certain ideas. In 
this approach we focus on children in general, that is, the way in which parents 
conceptualize children and their development, and not (only) on the target child. We 
included not only assessment of parental conceptions of children (the needs of 
children, changes over time, the influences on development), but also parental 
conceptions about parenthood and their own parental role, as well as the conceptions 
about parent-child relations. Finally, rather than imposing researcher-defined 
categories to which parents must respond, we asked parents open-end questions in a 
semi-structured interview. Such an interview which is both wide in scope and open 
in response format may be more likely to reveal the parent's natural (preexisting) 
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conceptions and to elicit reasoning about issues that parents themselves regard as 
important. 

This cognitive-structural approach is most evident in Newberger's (1980) 
research articulating four qualitatively different levels of parental reasoning: 

Level 1: Egoistic (self) orientation. At this level only the experience and needs 
of the parental self are considered. A child is conceived as a projection of the parent's 
own experience and defined in terms of what a child does to the parent. Parental role 
is organized around parental needs and wants, and the parent-child relationship is seen 
as one-way sequences of actions: what each does for the other. 

Level 2: Conventional (norms) orientation. At the second level the perspective 
shifts from egoistic self-orientation to conventional norms. Although a certain 
degree of self-concern is still present, parents who reason at this level resolve issues 
and justify their child-rearing beliefs and choices by drawing upon rules, explanations 
and "conventional wisdom" offered by the tradition or authority to which they 
ascribe. A child is not seen as a unique individual, but as a member of the class of 
"children", who fits in a certain conventionally offered type. Parenthood is defined on 
basis of predetermined, socially-defined role obligations, and the parent-child 
relationship is understood as the fulfiling of role responsibilities by both sides. 

Level 3: Individualistic (child) orientation. Reasoning at the third, or 
individualistic, level expands to include the child's experience from the child's point 
of view. Each child has his/her own unique perspective and experience, and the 
parental role is organized around identifying and responding to the needs of that 
particular child. The parent-child relationship is conceptualized as a mutual 
emotional exchange, rather than an exchange of actions or the fulfilment of role 
obligations. 

Level 4: Process (systems) orientation. At this level parents understand these 
perspectives to be part of an interacting system of mutual relational influence. Both 
parent and child are seen as complex and developing psychological self-systems. The 
parent-child relationship is understood as a mutual relation of two autonomous but 
interdependent members, which is in a continual process of growth and change. 

According to Newbcrger these four levels of reasoning form a developmental 
hierarchy, progressing toward increased flexibility and greater capacity to integrate 
information from a variety of perspectives. With each successive level, parental 
reasoning expands to include a perspective not available at the preceding level, i.e. at 
each successive level more comprehensive sets of cognitive elements are available to 
a parent from which the child-rearing issues may be viewed and addressed. Each level 
of reasoning is seen as qualitatively different and represents a stable structure that is 
applied consistently across different contexts. 

A similar approach has been followed by Sameroff and Feil (1985). They 
formulated four levels in the parental conceptions of child development based on 
Piagctian analysis of parental thought. These levels are the symbiotic, the 
categorical, the compensating and the perspectivistic level. They are based on the 
parental increasing capacity to consider the development from different perspectives. 
At the categorical level, for example, parents reason in terms of single causes and 
permanent lables (e.g. "An easy baby will grow up to be a good child"). At the more 
advanced perspectivistic level, the parent can take into account multiple and 
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reciprocal influences (e.g. "Children's problems seldom have a single cause"). 
Though Sameroff and Feil also focus on the parental reasoning complexity, their 
approach is not used in this study for the following reasons. First, their levels cover 
only one domain of parental conceptions: conceptions about child development. 
Parental conceptions about development are surely important but they do not cover 
other important issues such as for example parental conceptions about his/her own 
role as a parent, or issues related to the relationship between parent and child. The 
second reason for not relying on Sameroff and Feil's conceptualization of parental 
reasoning complexity is that not all of the levels that were hypothesized on a priori 
theoretical grounds have been identified in the research (Sameroff & Feil, 1985). In 
contrast, Newberger's levels which are based not only on theoretical grounds but also 
on extensive interviews with a large number of parents, appear to be better 
documentated in the research literature (Dekovic, Gerris, & Janssens, 1991; Dekovic, 
Janssens, & Gerris, 1989; Newberger, 1980; Newberger & Cook, 1983). 

3.2.2. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PARENTAL COGNTIONS AND PARENTAL 
BEHAVIOR 

The most important question which has guided research on parental cognitions 
concerns the relationship between parental cognitions and parental behavior. Parental 
goals such as self-direction or conformity seem to relate to differential disciplinary 
practices (Kohn, 1963). Luster, Rhoades, and Haas (1989) showed that parents who 
favor particular goals also express approval of methods that are consistent with those 
goals. Mothers who value self-direction endorse the idea that few restrictions should 
be placed on the infant's exploration of the home environment. In contrast, mothers 
who value conformity tend to believe that effective parents are strict disciplinarians 
who exercise considerable control over their infant's exploratory behavior. The 
results of a study in which Newberger's measure for parental cognitions was used 
also show that parental level of reasoning is associated with parental behavior. 
Newberger and Cook (1983) found that this measure discriminates between parents 
with a history of serious dysfunction in the parent-child relationship and parents 
sharing similar social and familiar characteristics without such history. In the present 
study we examined whether there is a relationship between parental reasoning 
complexity and parental behavior in a non-clinical sample of parents. 

It seems probable that these different ways of viewing the parent-child 
relationship, reflected in the levels of reasoning, would lead to different ways of 
organizing the interpersonal relation and different behavior during interaction. Parents 
who reason on lower levels tend to consider only their own experience or to focus on 
the traditional norms. The main concern of these parents is maintaining authority; 
that is, obedience is valued for its own sake. This way of viewing the relationship 
with the child (as unilateral and based on authority) might lead to parental behaviors 
where little explanation is given, rules are strict, and the child is seldom involved in 
decision making. This kind of behavior (power assertive and restrictive control 
strategies) reflect the authoritarian role a parent assumes over the child. By contrast, 
reasoning at higher levels means that the parent is able to recognize the child as a 
separate and unique individual, to see the child as a developing being, to elaborate on 
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his/her own processes in the situation, and to place the event in a broader 
socialization context. Parents who themselves are able to consider different 
perspectives and to view the relationship with a child as a mutual exchange, might 
convey these ideas through more responsive and accepting behaviors in the 
interaction with a child, and thus have a more democratic style of child-rearing. 
These parents, then, would tend to control their child's behavior by relying on the 
child's understanding of the situation (e.g., giving reasons and explanations, offering 
perspective taking opportunities). 

In short, the increasing complexity of reasoning might enable the parent to 
place the elements of interaction into an increasingly broader context, and to adapt 
his/her behavior accordingly. Though we recognize, of course, that parental behavior 
in a specific situation has many determinants, parental conceptions being but one, 
we view those parental conceptions as a more complex and systematized base 
underlying parental behavior across different situational contexts. Therefore we 
expect that individual (behavioral) differences among parents could, at least in part, 
be explained by differences in parental cognitive ability to comprehend and coordinate 
different points of view. 

3.2.2. PARENTAL COGNITIONS AND CHILD'S OUTCOME 

In the previous section we considered the consequences of parental cognitive 
functioning for parental behavior in interaction with the child. In this section we 
turn to the consequences of parental cognitions for children. 

Research on the link between parental cognitions and child's outcome has been 
led by the assumption that parental cognitive measures would produce stronger 
associations with child's outcome than measures used in the past research to assess 
parental functioning. Earlier studies of parents as socialization agents primarily dealt 
with parental child-rearing attitudes. However, attempts to relate the parental 
attitudes to the behavioral outcome of the child have proven mostly unsuccessful. 
The relations reported often have been low in magnitude and inconsistent from study 
to study (Maccoby & Martin, 1983). One of the reasons for this might be that these 
studies focused on "the surface character of the parent's attitudes and behaviors rather 
than on a structural analysis of what might underly these attitudes and behaviors" 
(Sameroff, 1975, p. 68). Similarly, Miller (1988, p.277) noted that "..the 
measurement of parental beliefs may sometimes tell us more about the parent-child 
relationship, and be more predictive of the child's development, than is true of 
measures of parental behavior." 

Indeed, several studies showed that parental cognitions do relate to the child's 
outcome (McGillicuddy-DeLisi, 1985; Johnson & Martin, 1985). These studies do 
not, however, consider the processes that might underlie a link between parental 
cognition and child's outcome. That is, these studies consider only the correlations 
between measures of parental cognitions and measures of child's outcome, without 
considering the role of parental actual behavior in this relationship. After all, 
parental cognitions are presumably important because parental behavior is likely to 
be determined by what parents think about children, but it is the parental behavior 
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that bears a direct relationship with the child's development. "The proper subject of 
study, therefore, are the beliefs - behavior and behavior - development relations. 
Skipping from beliefs to development leaves out the crucial causal link" (Miller, 
1988, p. 277). 

In the present study we examine both relationships. First, we examine the 
relationship between parental reasoning complexity and parental behavior. Then we 
link both aspects of parental functioning to the child's social competence, and try to 
determine the relative contribution of parental cognitions in relation to other factors 
- parental actual behavior in interaction with the child. We leave open the possibility 
that parental reasoning complexity, in addition to the indirect relation mediated by 
parental behavior, would also bear a direct relation to the child's measures. The 
reason for this expectation is the fact that not all of the important parental 
conceptions arc expressed in direct interaction with the child. Some conceptions may 
be conveyed to the child only through a cummulative history of interaction with the 
parent, and some of them are not easily captured in discrete behavior. Still they may 
have a great influence on the child. Examples of important parental decisions which 
are not clearly captured in measures of parental behavior are the parents' organizing 
houscholding and structuring physical environment, choosing toys or school, 
general expectations a parent has regarding the child's behavior, etc. 

3.3. CONCLUSIONS 

To recapitulate, in this chapter we identified two major dimensions of parental 
behavior in the interaction with the child: parental warmth and parental control. 
Whereas the first dimension does not seem to need further differentiation, when 
discussing parental control wc make a distinction between authoritative and 
restrictive control. In addition to parental behavior, we also examined the role of 
parental cognitive functioning (in this study opcrationalized as reasoning 
complexity, i.e. the four qualitatively different, hicrarchially ordered levels of 
reasoning, which represent a general pattern or mode of understanding the parent-
child relationship) and its effects on parental behavior and child's competence. We 
have seen that these aspects of child-rearing do relate to the child's social cognition 
and prosocial behavior. In turn, these aspects of the child's social competence have 
been connected to the child's acceptance in a peer group. 

These findings suggest a model in which the child's social cognition and 
prosocial behavior play a mediating role in the relationship between parental child-
rearing and child's peer acceptance. In other words, parents affect their child's status 
in a peer group by affecting the child's social cognitive and behavioral skills that are 
the basis of competent behavior with peers (see Figure 1). 

Several studies showed that the child's success or failure in peer relationships is 
related to socialization factors present in the parent-child system (see Chapter I). 
Very few studies, however, examined the mediating link in this relationship. What 
aspects of social competence do children learn in the parent-child setting that transfer 
directly or indirectly to their relationship with peers? One possibility which has been 
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examined in recent research is that parent-child interaction influences child's peer 
competence by affecting the child's social cognitive (or processing) skills: social 
problem solving (Pettit, Dodge, & Brown, 1988; Putallaz, 1987) and child's 
expectations of the outcome of social strategies (Hart, Ladd, & Burleson, 1990). 
These studies showed that the child's social cognition is a possible mediating link. 
But in the context of the family the child acquires not only many of the social 
cognitive skills, but also a behavioral pattern which might be important for a 
successful adaptation to the world of peers. 

SUPPORT 
AUTHORTTATIVE CONTROL 

RESTRICTIVE CONTROL 

REASONING COMPLEXITY 

PROSOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

SOCIAL COGNmON 

SOCIOMETRIC 
STATUS 

Figure 1 
Model for Testing the Hypothesized Relationships Between Parental Functioning, 
Child's Social Competence and child's Peer Acceptance 

In our model (see Figure 1) the child's prosocial behavior is seen as a major 
behavior variable which could mediate the relationship between parental cognitive 
(reasoning complexity) and behavioral functioning (support, authoritative control 
and restrictive control) and child's sociometrie status. The child's social cognitive 
mediating variables included in the model arc those which have been identified as 
prerequisites of prosocial behavior (social cognitive operations, interpersonal 
understanding, empathy, and prosocial moral reasoning). At the same time, these 
aspects of social cognitions have been linked to child-rearing and to the child's 
sociometrie status. 

In order to test this model several research questions need to be answered. Two 
of them, related to the "child's side" of the model, have been discussed in the 
concluding remarks of Chapter II: (1) the comparison of popular and rejected children 
on these selected aspects of social cognition and prosocial behavior, and (2) the 
examination of the interrelationships between the child's sociometrie status, 
prosocial behavior and social cognition. 

The next logical question is whether parents of popular and rejected children 
differ in their child-rearing behaviors and their reasoning complexity. Based on the 
reported findings we expected that parents of popular children would be more warm 
and supportive when interacting with their child than parents of rejected children. 
With regard to parental controlling behavior we hypothesized that parents of rejected 
children would be more restrictive, whereas parents of popular children would rely on 
a more indirect manner to induce change in their child's behavior, by using 
authoritative control. Finally, parental cognitive measure (the extent to which 
parents center on one factor as opposed to achieving a more differentiated, 
multidimensional view) is also hypothesized to differentiate between these two 
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groups of parents, with parents of popular children reasoning at higher, more 
complex levels. 

Parental measures should not only differentiate between parents of popular and 
rejected children, but should also be associated with the child's social cognition and 
prosocial behavior, and to each other. That is, we examined the relationship between 
parental reasoning complexity and parental behavior, on one hand, and the child's 
social competence, on the other hand. Again, we expected that higher levels of 
reasoning, parental support, and use of authoritative control would be positively 
related, and the use of restrictive control would be negatively related to child's 
measures. Next we examined whether the complexity of parental reasoning predicts 
parental behavior in interaction with the child. 

Finally, the main aim of this study was to test the hypothesized model, i.e., to 
examine whether the child's social cognition and prosocial behavior mediate the 
relationship between reasoning complexity, parental support, authoritative control 
and restrictive control on the one hand, and the child's sociometrie status on the 
other hand. 

By collecting the data on children of both sexes and different age, and by 
including both mothers and fathers, we were also able to examine age and sex 
differences in parental measures. 

The studies which examined age related changes in the parent-child interaction 
provided evidence that parental interactional style changes with the child's age 
(Maccoby, 1984). For example, Kuczynski, Kochanska, Radke-Yarrow, and Gimius-
Brown (1987) found that especially maternal control strategies change with the age 
of the child, with the increase of authoritative strategies (use of explanations) and the 
decline of restrictive control. With regard to parental reasoning complexity it is 
possible that parents with older children, who therefore have more parental 
experience, would show more complex reasoning about child-rearing issues. 

A final issue examined here are sex differences in parental measures. The 
findings regarding sex differences in parental behavior are not consistent. In some 
studies mothers are found to be more supportive, while fathers tend to be more firm 
and controlling (Baumrind, 1982). In other studies no such differences were found 
(Brody, Pillegrini, & Sigel, 1986; Russell & Russell, 1987). Similarly, though a 
pattern of findings in the literature suggests that boys elicit more frequently 
prohibitions and harsher forms of control than do girls (Kuczynski, 1984; 
Kuczynski, Kochanska, Radke-Yarrow, & Gimius-Brown, 1987), these results are 
not always replicated (Maccoby & Martin, 1983). The studies on parental reasoning 
complexity (Newberger, 1980: Newberger & Cook, 1983) did not provide evidence 
that sex of the parent or sex of the child has any effect on complexity of parental 
reasoning. 
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Chapter IV 

PARENTAL ROLE IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF CHILD'S PEER 
ACCEPTANCE: TESTING A MODEL 

In the preceding chapters we have elaborated a number of conceptual and 
methodological issues in the research of child's peer acceptance and social 
competence (Chapter II) and in the research of socialization factors present in the 
family (Chapter III). In Chapter II we examined the factors within the child that 
appear to be related to his/her sociometrie status. In the first place it is the child's 
tendency to behave in a prosocial manner. In other words, the child's prosocial 
behavior is seen in this study as the major behavior variable to explain the child's 
sociometrie status. We also examined some social cognitive variables (interpersonal 
understanding and perspective taking ability, empathy and prosocial moral reasoning) 
which are hypothesized to relate to the child's prosocial behavior, and in turn, to 
his/her sociometrie status. 

In Chapter III wc turned to the family and examined the variations of parental 
behavior in the interaction with the child, and parental reasoning complexity as a 
possible determinant of parental behavioral functioning. Using prior theory and 
research as a guide, we attempted to integrate these two lines of research by 
presenting a model which makes a link between parental cognitive and behavioral 
functioning on the one hand, and the child's social competence (social cognition, 
prosocial behavior, and sociometrie status) on the other hand. This model is 
embedded in the interactionalistic perspective and cognitive-structural theory. To 
briefly restate the hypothesis introduced in Chapter I and elaborated in Chapter III, it 
was assumed that certain parental practices might stimulate the development of 
social cognitive and behavioral factors within the child which have been identified as 
correlates of peer acceptance. That is, parental behavior in the interaction with the 
child (support and authoritative control) would lead to an increasement of the child's 
social understanding and tendency of the child to act in a prosocial way, which would 
in turn increase the likelihood of the child to be accepted by his/her peers. In 
addition to parental behavior, reasoning complexity as a measure of parental 
cognitions, is also included. We assumed that reasoning complexity would predict 
parental behavior in interaction with the child, and that it would also be directly 
related to the child's competence. In other words, we hypothesized that children's 
level of social cognitive development and prosocial behavior predict their peer status 
and are predicted by their parents' cognitive and behavioral functioning. 

In this chapter we present the design of the study and offer arguments for some 
methodological decisions. Finally, wc discuss two issues relevant to socialization 
research which did not receive enough attention in the preceding chapters: the child's 
own role in the socialization process, and the effects of a broader family 
environment. 
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4.1. DESIGN OF THE STUDY AND SOME METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDER ATIONS 

We approached the problem through an individual-differences paradigma: first 
two groups of children were selected that differ considerably in their experience with 
peers: popular and rejected children. In order to test the hypothesized model it is 
necessary to determine first whether selected popular and rejected children indeed differ 
in their social cognitive and behavioral skills. Second, we examined whether the 
parents of socially accepted and rejected children differ in the strategies they use to 
influence their children's social behavior. Third, as the parent-child interaction 
involves a relationship which develops over time, we thought it necessary to 
consider not only parental overt behavior but also parental reasoning complexity; 
that is, parental conceptualization of the parent-child relationship, children and 
parenthood. Fourth, we examined the relationship between parental functioning and 
the child's level of social cognitive and prosocial development. We tried to untangle 
the relationship of parental reasoning complexity and parental behavior to each other 
and to the children's competence. Finally, by using hierarchial regression analyses 
we examined whether factors within the child (social cognitive and behavioral) indeed 
mediate the relationship between family factors and the child's peer acceptance. This 
type of analysis gives an opportunity to consider simultaneously a multiple set of 
variables as possible predictors and suggests the relative importance of each of the 
predictors. 

In this study we included both mothers and fathers. Surprisingly, there have 
been few attempts to study patterns of interaction between mothers and fathers and 
their school-age child. Previous research has focused mainly on the child's interaction 
with mothers. Because of the evidence indicating that mothers and fathers differ in 
their interactive styles (Gerris, Vermulst, & Siebenheller, 1990; Lamb, 1977; 
Russell & Russell, 1987) and that differential patterns of malemal and paternal 
behavior are associated with their children's social competence (MacDonald & Parke, 
1984), the same model was tested separately for each parent 

Also, most of the research was done on subjects from one age group, usually 
younger children (infants, toddlers or preschool-age). In the present research the 
children were selected from the First, third and fifth grade, covering almost the whole 
age range of the elementary school. Within each age group we tried to include an 
equal number of boys and girls. This made it possible to examine not only the 
differences related to the sociometrie status of the child, but also the developmental 
and sex differences in the child's social competence and in the parent-child 
interaction. 

In this study data were collected by using multiple methods and multiple 
agents. To obtain data about the child's behavior in a peer group we used both 
teachers and peers as sources of information. The child's level of social cognitive 
development was assessed in an interview with the child using hypothetical 
situations, standardized questions and open-end questions. Information about parental 
behavior was obtained via open-ended questions in an interview, a questionnaire (self-
report data) as well as via observations at home. Child-rearing studies mostly relied 
on parental self-reports as a major source of data about parental behavior and the 
parent-child relationship. This approach has often been criticized (Maccoby & 
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Martin, 1983) and the need for more objective measures has been repeatedly 
emphasized. Given the fact that each measure has its limitations, no single measure 
will provide a complete picture, but the various measures used in combination can 
be very informative. Parental self-reports cannot be dismissed lightly as a research 
instrument, because some information is impossible to obtain without asking 
parents. Parents have an opportunity to observe their children and the patterns of 
interaction in their families over an extended period of time in a broad range of 
situations (Maccoby & Martin, 1983). Using items which cover a variety of 
situations might help us getting information about general tendencies in parental 
behavior. On the other hand, naturalistic observations are perhaps the most face-valid 
of the behavioral assessment methods, and can provide objective estimates of the 
frequency or the duration of certain behaviors. We observed the families at their 
homes but in a standardized situation, which made comparison across subjects easier. 
Except noting the discrete categories of behavior, the observers who visited families 
made ratings of the parents on various dimensions. One advantage of ratings is that 
ratings indicate greater consistency and continuity in behavior than does precise 
assessment of actual behavior. Observers, when making ratings, arc able to take into 
account the context in which behavior occurs and to make adjustment for the effect 
of that context (Cairns & Green, 1979). 

Moving from the method of obtaining data, the next question considers the 
most useful level of behavior for analysis: molecular variables (specific behaviors) 
versus molar categories (more global traits), and the related issue of data reduction: 
empirically (through factor analysis and similar techniques -cluster analysis, multi
dimensional scaling, etc.) or deductively, on the basis of psychological constructs 
(Maccoby & Martin, 1983). In this study we tried to make use of the advantages of 
both approaches. For each method of assessment we developed several indices 
designed to capture the three major dimensions of parental behavior. That is, we 
measured parental support, authoritative control and restrictive control by using 
interview, observation, ratings and questionnaire. In order to obtain a more 
differentiated picture of the parent-child interaction in families with a popular and 
families with a rejected child we first analysed the data on the specific categories of 
parental behavior for each method of assessment. We also present the correlations 
between specific categories of parental behavior and each measure of child outcome. 
But when testing the hypothesized model, we needed to reduce the amount of data to 
a few manageable concepts. This was done by a theoretically driven "bootstrapping" 
strategy (Patterson & Bank, 1986), which consists of the development of 
multimethod scores for primary constructs included in the model, and which 
combines the deductive and the empirical method for data reduction. That is, 
indicators were associated with constructs on a priori basis, relying on conceptual 
guidelines, and then redefined empirically using item analysis, correlational and 
factor analyses. As far as possible, comparable categories were used for each method 
of assessment, but it is apparent that categories labeled in the same way were defined 
somewhat differently. This is due to the fact that the observation task and the 
hypothetical stories presented to the parent in the interview represent different 
situations for the parent. While the observation data provide information about 
parental behavior in a situation in which the child required parental help, the 
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interview data give information about strategies parents use to influence their 
children's social behavior. Reasoning, for example, in an interview story is not quite 
the same as reasoning which occurs in an observed play situation. Moreover, the 
correspondence between parental verbal reports and their actual behavior was often 
found to be problematic (Holden & Edwards, 1989). Therefore, though we expected 
that different measures of parental behavior would show correspondence across the 
method of assessment, there were also reasons to expect that this correspondence 
would not be very high. 

4.2. CHILD'S ROLE IN SOCIALIZATION PROCESS 

An important issue in the socialization research is the direction of influence in 
the parent-child relationship. A lot of socialization research was led, explicitly or 
implicitly, by the idea of a one-way causal effect of the parents on the child. Given 
the fact that parents to a great degree determine the nature of the home environment, 
it is not entirely surprising, but over the past decades this unidirectional model of 
socialization has been seriously questioned. Starting with Bell (Bell, 1968; Bell & 
Harper, 1977) it has become clear that the child has an effect on his/her parent's 
behavior and that the child is an active participant in its own socialization. But 
neither Bell nor previous studies could give evidence about the direction of effects, as 
almost all studies were correlational in nature. Almost any association of a given 
type of parent behavior with a given type of child behavior can be interpreted in 
terms of the parent influencing the child or the child influencing the parent (Martin, 
1975). This was repeatedly emphasized as a shortcoming in the reviews of child-
rearing research (Maccoby & Martin, 1983). However, the very nature of the parent-
child relationship, especially in the case of older children, makes it difficult to 
distinguish cause from effect. The balance and actual interplay of parent and child 
influences in the socialization process are the most difficult aspects of this process to 
analyse and specify empirically (Grusec & Lytton, 1988). 

Nevertheless, it has become increasingly clear that socialization is a complex 
process of interaction between the child and others in the child's social network. 
Parent and child do not operate in a vacuum, but react to each other. This interaction 
changes both the child and parent with whom the child interacts. The socialization 
process within the family then is best described by a dual-process, reciprocal 
influence model (Gerris, 1989; Sameroff, 1975). The sequential exchanges between a 
parent and a child have an implication for both the child's development and the 
parental rearing patterns that presumably contribute to the child's future 
development. 

The present study examined concurrent relations between parent-child 
interactions and measures of the child's social competence, and therefore, strictly 
speaking, does not allow to test the direction of effects. The model which we tested 
is intuitively appealing and consistent with prevailing theories of socialization. But 
although the data can be consistent with the model, the model itself can not be 
proven. The same data could support also an alternative model which assumes the 
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child's characteristics have impact on parental interactional styles In order to fully 
address this direction-of-effects issue an additional, longitudinal research is needed 

4 3. BROADER CONTEXT OF CHILD-REARING 

A recognition of the fact that the family is embedded in an extended network of 
relationships outside the family unit has led to research which provided evidence that 
social circumstances might influence parental behavior (Gems, 1989) The variables 
usually found to be related to child-reanng are: family SES, parental education and 
occupation, and family structure (Hess, 1970, Janssens & Gems, 1988) For 
example, Rothbaum (1988) found that maternal acceptance of the child correlates 
with her educational level. Zussman (1978) examined the relationship between 
demographic factors and parental discipline techniques power assertion, induction 
and love withdrawal. Use of power assertion was negatively related to the indicators 
of social status (mother's education and mother's occupation) and positively related 
to family size. Smaller family size was associated with increased use of induction 
No significant relationships were found for love withdrawal 

The processes by which these factors influence the parental behavioral 
functioning are far from clear. One possibility is that parents might derive their 
child-reanng norms from their background (Gems, Dckovic, & Janssens, 1991) For 
example, lower SES parents might be more likely to perceive social relations in 
terms of power and authority, and thus use more power assertion and restrictive 
control when interacting with their children Studies which examined the relationship 
between social class and parental values and beliefs showed that lower-class parents 
seem to give priority to values reflecting behavioral conformity, rather than 
autonomy and independence (Kohn, 1969, 1976). They are less likely to see child 
development as a result of the children's own constructive processes (McGillicuddy-
DcLisi, 1982b, 1985), and tend to reason at less advanced levels (Sameroff & Feil, 
1985). These findings suggest the possibility that parental cognitive functioning acts 
as a mediator between social class and parental behavior. On the other hand, lower 
SES and strains on financial resources could result in parental feelings of stress and 
frustration and in that way affect their functioning. 

In this study we do not attempt to offer such an explanation. Parental 
background variables are treated as control variables, rather than as explanatory 
variables, that is, we examine their effects only as potential confounders. For 
example, a problematic issue in the relationship between parental cognitions and 
parental behavior is that this association might occur as a consequence of 
independent associations of both parental cognitions and behavior with background 
variables. This possibility could be examined by determining whether the 
association still holds after controlling for these variables. The variables which are 
considered to be possible confounders are in the first place the educational level of 
parents and family SES, because these variables have been found to effect not only 
parental cognitive but also behavioral functioning (Rothbourn, 1988, Zusman, 
1978). We expected however that, though SES and educational level would relate to 
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both parental reasoning complexity and parental behavior, this relationship would 
not be substantially effected if the effect of SES and education is controlled for. 
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Chapter V 

METHOD 

5.1. SUBJECTS 

The sample consisted of 125 children (6 to 11 years of age) and their parents, 
who were selected from an original pool of 1158 children attending the first, third or 
fifth grade of 22 elementary schools in The Netherlands. The target child in the study 
was selected on the basis of sociometrie test results and was classified as either 
popular (N=62) or rejected (N=63) in the peer group using the sociometrie 
nomination method administered at school and classification criteria suggested by 
Coie, Dodge and Coppotclli (1982). There were 30 boys and 32 girls in the popular 
group and 33 boys and 30 girls in the rejected group (see Table 1). 
Table 1 
Distribution of Children According to Age, Sex, and Sociometrie Status 

Graie 

3 
5 
7 

Total 

Rejected 
Boys 

11 
9 

13 
33 

Girls 

10 
8 

12 
30 

Popul 
Boys 

9 
10 
11 
30 

lar 
Girls 

10 
11 
11 
32 

Total 

40 
38 
47 

125 

The sample included 237 parents (124 mothers and 113 fathers) (see Table 2), 
representing a wide range of socioeconomic and educational backgrounds. The 
demographic characteristics of the participating families are summarized in Table 3. 
The popular and rejected group did not differ significantly on any demographic 
variable assessed. 
Table 2 
Distribution of Parents According to Sex of Parent, and Child's Age, Sex, and 
Sociometrie Status 

Sex of Rejected Popular 
Grade Parent Boys Girls Boys Girls Total 

40 
38 
38 
34 
46 
41 

Total 61 56 59 61 237 

Mothers 
Fathers 
Mothers 
Fathers 
Mothers 
Fathers 

11 
11 
9 
7 

12 
11 
61 

10 
9 
8 
7 

12 
10 
56 

9 
9 

10 
10 
11 
10 
59 

10 
9 

11 
10 
11 
10 
61 
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Table 3 
Demographic Characteristics of the Sample 

Target child's sex (%) 
Boys 
Girls 

Age of target child (in months) 
Range 
Mean 
SD 

Ordinal position of target child (%) 
First bom 
Later born 
Youngest child 
Only child 

Number of children in family (%) 
1 
2 
3 
4 

5 or more 
Family status (%) 

Two parent 
Single parent 

Parental age 
Range 
Mean 

Educational level of parent (%) 
Basis education 
Junior vocational training 
Secondary general education 
Senior vocational training 
Vocational college 
University 

Occupational level (last payed job) (%) 
Unskilled workers 
Semi-skilled workers 
Clerical and sales workers, semi-
Small business owners 
Technicians, lesser professionals, 
Higher executives 

Temporary job (%) 
Housemaker 
Payed job 
Unemployed 

49.6 
50.4 

74-162 
107.70 
20.36 

35.2 
14.4 
46.4 

4.0 

4.0 
48.8 
36.8 

9.6 
0.8 

91.2 
8.8 

professionals 

, administrators 

Mothers 

28-51 
37.98 

4.8 
22.4 
17.6 
24.8 
28.8 

1.6 

10.3 
4.3 

37.1 
1.7 

34.5 
12.1 

69.1 
30.1 

0.8 

Fathers 

29-56 
40.50 

3.3 
20.0 

6.6 
26.7 
24.2 
19.2 

2.6 
5.1 

20.5 
6.0 

27.4 
38.5 

3.4 
93.2 

3.4 
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5.2. MEASURES 

Sociometrie status. Each child in the classroom was asked to name three 
classmates whom he or she liked most and then three whom he or she liked least. 
Older children from the third and the fifth grade were administered a questionnaire, 
while children from the first grade, who couldn't read and write very well, were 
interviewed individually. 

Crick and Ladd (1989) showed that the classification of children in all status 
groups in small (11 to 15 children) and medium sized (16 to 24) classroom becomes 
increasingly unstable as the percentage of classmates available as nominators 
decreases. Because of this reason only groups in which not more than 10% of 
classmates were unavailable (due to lack of parental permission or absence during 
testing) participated in the sociometrie assessment. 

The total amount of positive nominations (the acceptance score) and negative 
nominations (the rejection score) received by each child were calculated and were 
transformed into standardized scores. Each child was also assigned a social preference 
score (sum of a child's standardized liking score minus his or her standardized 
disliking score) which was calculated and standardized within each classroom. 

The sociometrie scores were calculated based on nominations from all peers in 
the group. Although most researchers have done the same, in some sociometrie 
studies the children's scores were computed on the basis of nominations from only 
same-sex peers, because it appears that elementary school children exhibit a strong 
bias against opposite-sex peers (Oden & Asher, 1977). For the purposes of this 
study we believe that it is important to examine the position of children in the 
classroom rather than in their pnmary membership group which typically consists of 
same-sex peers, because the rejection in such a relatively small group as a 
classroom certainly carries a significant weight even if a child is well liked by same-
sex peers. Furthermore, Asher and Hymel (1981) showed that the inclusion of 
nominations by opposite-sex peers does not alter the distribution of sociometrie 
scores, i.e. high correlations were found between scores (positive as well as negative) 
based on same-sex peers and scores based on peers of both sexes. As an additional 
precaution, we checked afterwards the possibility that the children selected in the 
study obtained nominations (positive or negative) only from same-sex peers. For 
none of the children was this the case, i.e. at least one nomination for each child 
came from an opposite-sex peer. 

The criteria for selection into the two status groups were as follows. The 
popular group consisted of children whose preference score was greater than 1.0, an 
acceptance score greater than 0, and a rejection score less than 0. The rejected group 
consisted of children who received a social preference score less than -1.0, a rejection 
score greater than 0, and an acceptance score less than 0. 

Child's prosocial behavior measures 

The child's behavior in a peer group was assessed in this study by teachers 
and by peers. Teacher ratings are often used as a reasonably valid and reliable method 
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of estimating differences in the naturally occurring prosocial behaviors of children at 
school. Teachers as a source of information are more likely than peers to report on 
specific aspects of social behavior, but they might put more emphasis on child's 
interactions with adults than with peers. Peers, on the other hand, have better access 
to relevant peer situations but they are, especially in the case of younger children, 
only capable of describing the general nature of their relationship in more global, 
relational terms, such as being helpful. These overall helpfulness nominations were 
found to be highly related to measures of peer acceptance (Ladd & Oden, 1979). As 
teacher ratings and helpful peer-nominations possibly assess different aspects of the 
child's prosocial behavior, we included both measures as indication of the child's 
behavior in interaction with peers. 

Helpful peer nominations. Immediately following the two sociometrie 
items, children were asked to nominate three classmates who are the most helpful (in 
general) to other children in the class. The total number of helpful-nominations 
received by each child was calculated and standardized. This standardized score was 
used as a measure of helpfulness according to peers.1 

Teacher ratings of prosocial behavior. Another measure of children's 
social behavior in a peer group consisted of the teachers' reports. The teachers 
completed for each child who participated in the study the Prosocial Behaviour 
Questionnaire developed by Weir and Duveen (1981). The questionnaire consists of 
20 items to be rated on a 5-point scale according to how descriptive each item was of 
a given child. The items included a number of interpersonal behaviors (helping, 
sharing, giving, cooperating, responding to distress) whose common theme is a 
concern for others (e.g. "Will try to help someone who has been hurt.", "Shows 
sympathy to someone who has made a mistake.", "Offers to help other children who 
are having difficulty with a task in the classroom.", etc.). 

1 Instead of asking children to indicate peers whom they like or dislike, in some 
studies children are provided with a series of descriptions of behaviors or characteristics 
and then asked to nominate peers according to how well their behavior matches specific 
characteristics or descriptions ("leader", "cooperative", "Fighter"). These peer-assessment 
measures are often considered as a sociometrie measure, but we believe it is necessary to 
distinguish between these two measures. As Asher and Hymel (1981) pointed out: "Failure 
to distinguish them can result in confusion in interpreting research findings concerning 
the behavioral correlates of sociometrie status" (p. 127). An examination of behavioral 
correlates of peer status means relating the sociometrie measure to some measure of 
children's behavior. When a peer-assessment measure is used and then related to another 
behavioral measure, the resulting association tells us something about the validity of 
peer-assessment rather than about behavioral correlates of sociometrie status. Therefore, 
the question "Who helps the most other children in the classroom?", that we asked 
children in this study, is considered as a peer-assessment of children's behavior 
(helpfulness or prosocial behavior), while the question "Whom do you like the most 
(least)?" is a sociometrie measure assessing the children's attraction to one another. 
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The internal consistency (Cronbach's alpha) for teacher's report was .94. Each 
child was assigned a mean score on 20 items as a measure of prosocial behavior 
according to a teacher. 

Child's social cognitive measures 

Social cognitive operations. Three social cognitive operations which are 
required at level 1, 2, and 3 described by Selman were defined: differentiation of 
perspectives (level I - the awareness or understanding that two or more persons in 
(dis)similar situations do not necessarily have similar or identical perspectives); 
perspective taking (level 2 - the ability to infer what perspective another person 
possesses or why another person possesses a perspective as given), and coordination 
of perspectives (level 3 - the ability to take a third person's position, that is the 
awareness that individuals can make inferences about the perspectives of others and 
that the inferred perspectives can be objects of their thinking). For each combination 
of a social cognitive operation and content of perspective (emotion of thought) a 
separate task was constructed. Each task consisted of two items, which are 
incorporated in two short cartoon stories (The ball and The castle). The order of 
presentation of the two stories was counterbalanced, with approximately one half of 
the children receiving each of the two orders. 

Children were presented with tasks in which they were required to take the 
perspective of a peer, beacuse it seems that children take the role of their peers more 
easily and more effectively than they do with adults (Damon, 1983). The problem 
with which we were confronted when constructing the social cognitive tasks is the 
level of difficulty which is appropriate for all age groups in our sample. Many 
perspective taking measures show a ceiling effect around age 9 or 10 years (McGuire 
& Weisz, 1982). Prior to the gathering of data these tasks were tested on 13 children 
of different age. 

Differentiation of perspectives. Two similar perspectives of two different 
persons were presented to the subject and it is tested whether the subjects attribute 
the known and observable perspective of one person to another person whose 
perspective is not known. Both tasks consisted of one illustration of a person with a 
certain perspective (emotion or thought) and the subject was asked about the 
perspective of another person presented on second illustration. 
One of the items which measure differentiation of emotional perspectives: 
(illustration 1) This woman is angry because the vase is broken. 
(illustration 2) Why is this woman angry? 
One of the items which measure differentiation of conceptual perspectives 
(thoughts): 
(illustration 1) This boy is thinking about a car. 
(illustration 2) What is this boy thinking about? 

Perspective taking. The subject was presented with a series of 5 pictures which 
represent a social situation and together form a short cartoon. As a result of the 
events depicted in the pictures the leading figure experiences a certain emotion. In a 
later stage of the story the leading figure is reminded of something that had happened 
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earlier. The events in the earlier and in the latter stages together produce the 
emotional perspective of the leading figure. The subject was asked to infer the cause 
for this particular emotional perspective. An example (The ball-story): 
1. This girl is playing with her new ball on the sidewalk. 
2. The ball rolls on the street under a car and is ruined. 
3. The girl walks sadly away. 
4. Then she meets a friend who is happily playing with her ball. The girl starts 

crying. 
5. Her friend is looking at her surprised. 
Why is the girl crying? 

In the items which measure conceptual perspective taking the subjects were 
asked to infer the conceptual perspective of a person who enters the story at the end 
and who is not acquainted with parts of the event (What is the friend thinking when 
she sees the girl crying?). The subject has to make the distinction between the 
information available to him/her and to the second person in the story, and to restrict 
himself/herself to the information which the second person has about the events in 
the story. 

Coordination of perspectives. In these tasks at least two perspectives must be 
present. The same series of pictures were used as in the perspective taking tasks. The 
subject was asked about the emotional perspective of the second person in the story, 
who has less information regarding the events occurring to the leading Figure ( Why 
is the friend siirprised?).The subject had to infer that the perspective of the friend is 
influenced by the perspective of the girl, because of the friend's not knowing what 
has happened. 

In the tasks which measure coordination of conceptual perspectives the subject 
had to infer whether the person who is introduced at the end of the story knows what 
the leading figure is thinking (Does the friend know what the girl is thinking? How 
does she know / Why doesn't she know?).The subject had to infer the conceptual 
perspective of the leading figure and to check whether the friend can make this 
inference or not, that is the subject was required to analyse the situation from the 
third person's position. 

The child's responses were tape-recorded and transcribed. 
Scoring the social cognitive tasks. The tasks were scored dichotomously on 

"pass/fail" basis, therefore the range of scores was 0 to 12 (3 operations χ 2 contents 
of perspectives χ 2 items). Intcrrater agreement between two coders was 92 %. The 
internal consistency coefficients (Cronbach's alpha) for each social cognitive 
operation-scale were: differentiation .80; perspective taking .62; and coordination 
.62. The overall alpha was .73. 

Interpersonal understanding. Selman (1980) has described levels of 
development of children's conceptions of interpersonal relationships in four domains: 
individuals, close friendships, peer groups and parent-child relations. The 
development across domains of interpersonal relations is structurally parallel; that is, 
there is a high consistency of scores derived from different domains (Selman, 1976b, 
1980). Children were interviewed individually at school according to procedures and 
guidelines outlined by Selman, Jaquette, and Bruss-Saunders (1979). The 
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interviewers did not know the child's sociometrie status. The child was asked a series 
of standard questions and follow-up probes, each related to one of four specific issues 
in the parent-child relation domain: 

1. Love and cooperation (factors which facilitate love between parents and 
children, children's need for parents, reciprocity, and cooperation): Why do children 
need parents? Is it important that the parents love their children? Why (not)? Why do 
parents love their children? 

2. Demands (what demands parents make of children and why children may or 
may not be obedient): Should children always obey their parents? Why (not)? Why 
do parents want their children to obey them? What would happen if children do not 
do what their parents tell them to do? 

3. Punishment (function and rationale for punishment): Why do parents 
sometimes punish their children? Should children be punished if they disobey? How 
does punishment work? 

4. Conflicts (factors that cause conflicts, and methods parents and children have 
for conflict resolution): Why do parents and children have fights sometimes? What 
are some things that parents and children often disagree about? How can one best 
solve arguments between parents and children? 

The child's responses were tape-recorded and transcribed. 
Scoring interpersonal understanding. Each interview was divided according to 

issue, and each issue was independently assigned a score. In Selman's model of 
children's interpersonal understanding in the domain of parent-child relationship, four 
levels are distinguished1. At the lowest level (Level 0, egocentric/pragmatic 
conceptions) children do not differentiate between their own interpretation of a social 
situation and their parent's point of view. Many aspects of the parent-child 
relationship are seen as facts of life which do not require an explanation. Level 1 
(authoritarian conceptions) is characterized by an identification with parental views 
and opinions. The main characteristic of Level 2 (emotional understanding) is the 
focus on the quality of the emotional ties between parents and children. At Level 3 
(individual personality) the quality of the parent-child relationship is considered to be 
both a reflection of and influence on the functioning of a parent and a child as a 
person. 

A child's response to each interview question or item was assigned a score: 
either a pure level (e.g., Level 2) or a mixed level score, the so called major(minor) 
level [e.g.. Level 2(1)]. The item scores for a given issue were then averaged to form 
a set of four issues scores. These were in tum averaged into the general domain score 
[see also Selman (1980, p.165) and Pellegrini (1985, p.256)]. The Pearson 
correlation between scores assigned by the two raters, who were uninformed about 

1Due to the lack of data Selman (1980) did not give a detailed description of Level 4 
thinking in the domain of the parent-child relationship, that would parallel the highest 
level differentiated in the other domains. He pointed out, however, that a major emerging 
theme on this level should be "...a conception of the parent-child relation as an ongoing 
changing system, unique in human experience, in which autonomy and interdependance 
are established, but fluctuate throughout the life cycle" (Selman, 1980, p.151). None of 
the responses obtained in this sample could be coded as the Level 4. 
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the children's age and sociometrie status, was .90. Exact agreement, defined as a 
difference of not more than .25 (one-quarter level), was 84 %. 

Prosocial moral reasoning. To assess children's prosocial moral 
reasoning, three prosocial moral dilemmas, accompanied by illustrations, were used. 
Each story contained a conflict between the needs or wants of the story protagonist 
and those of a needy other, in a context in which the role of external criteria (laws, 
rules, authorities.etc) is irrelevant or deemphasized. For example, in one story (The 
accident) the child had to decide between helping an injured child and going to a 
party: 

One day a boy named Eric was going to a friend's birthday party. On his way 
he saw a boy who had fallen down and hurt his leg. The boy asked Eric to go to his 
house and get his parents so the parents could come and take him to a doctor. But if 
Eric did run and get the child's parents, he would be late to the birthday party and 
miss the ice cream, cake and all the games. 

What should Eric do? (What do you think Eric should do: should he run and 
get the boy's parents or should he go on to the birthday party?) Why? 

The second story (The bully) was about a child playing in the sandbox who 
views another child being beaten up by a bully and has to decide if he/she would 
assist. The third story (Swimming contest) was about a young man (woman) who is 
asked to give up the opportunity to win money and an important swimming contest 
to help some crippled children.1 

The subjects were interviewed individually at school with order of stories 
presentation randomized across subjects. The interviewer read each story to the child, 
using illustrations to clarify the story content. All stories were about a hypothetical 
third person and the sex of character was matched to the sex of the child. 
Standardized probes were used with each story to facilitate discussion of the moral 
conflict For all stories the subjects were asked what the story character should do 
and why he/she should act in that manner. The type of moral judgment assessed is 
"the judgment of obligation" ("What should be done?") and not "the judgment of 
prediction" ("What would be done?"). 

*From the original set of four stories to elicit prosocial moral reasoning by children 
of this age, only three stories were used. The story (The flood) in which the child should 
decide whether poor farmers should share their food with the people from a flooded town, 
when sharing would result in their being very hungry themselves, was not used in this 
study. This was done for several reasons. First, from a previous study it seems that this 
story does not differentiate between children - almost all children decided that the poor 
farmers should not help and they justified their choices of story solution with hedonistic 
reasons (Dckovic & Gerris, 1989). A second reason is that this is the only story in which 
the protagonist is not an individual but a group of people. Another difference between 
this and the other stories is that the potential recipients of help are grownups and not a 
child (children). Finally, it seems that children perceive the cost of helping in this story 
as being much higher than in the other stories. Because this story differs from the others 
in all these aspects (protagonist, recipient, cost of helping) which might (negatively) 
influence the subject's moral judgment (Eisenberg-Berg &. Neal, 1981), it was not included 
in the present study. 
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The children's responses were tape-recorded and transcribed. 
Scoring prosocial moral reasoning. The children's prosocial moral reasoning 

was coded into levels of reasoning, each representing a moral concern expressed by 
the subject (derived from Eisenberg, Lennon, & Roth, 1983): 

Level 1: Hedonistic, self-focused orientation. The child is concerned with 
selfish consequences of his/her action rather than moral considerations. Reasons for 
assisting or not assisting another include personal gain and direct or future 
reciprocity. "Right" behavior is that which is instrumental in satisfying the child's 
own needs or wants (e.g., "He doesn't want to miss the party, because he likes 
cakes"). 

Level 2: Needs of others-orientation. The child considers the physical or 
psychological needs of others in his or her reasoning, even though the other's needs 
conflict with one's own needs. This concern is expressed in the simplest terms, 
without clear evidence of perspective taking or verbal expressions of sympathy (e.g., 
"He's sad", "Her leg hurts"). 

Level 3: Approval, interpersonal, and stereotyped orientation. In justifying a 
given course of action, the child considers other's approval and acceptance (e.g., 
"They would become friends"), or uses the stereotyped conceptions of good and bad 
persons and/or behavior (e.g., "It is nice to help"). 

Level 4: Self-reflective orientation. The child expresses sympathetic concern 
for others and/or explicitly takes the other's perspective (e.g., "He would feel sorry 
for them", "If this happens to me, I would also feel that way"). 

Level 5: Internalized orientation. Justifications for helping or not helping are 
based on internalized responsibility, duty, or need to uphold the accepted norms or 
values (e.g., "It is her duty to help needy others", "If everyone helps, society would 
be a lot better"). Positive or negative affect related to the maintainance of self-
respect for living up to one's own values also characterize this level. The child is 
oriented to feel good (bad or guilty) as a result of his/her action (e.g., "If she doesn't 
help she would feel guilty afterwards", "She'd be proud of herself). 

Children's responses were coded by two independent coders. The interrater 
agreement was 80 %. For each level the frequencies were computed (number of times 
the child used the type of reasoning belonging to a particular level across stories). 
Because we were interested in the child's maturity of reasoning, a composite measure 
representing the overall level of prosocial moral reasoning was computed. This was 
done by computing the percentage of use of each level and then weighing this 
percentage of the child's reasoning at each level1 (see Eisenberg et al., 1983; 
Eisenberg, 1985). This weighed composite score was used as a measure for the 
child's prosocial moral reasoning. 

1 The weighing was done in the following way: the percentage of the subject's 
reasoning at Level 1 was multiplied by 1, the percentage of reasoning at Level 2 by 2, etc. 
These scores were then summed and divided by 100. The resulting score could range from 1 
(if all-100% of the child's answers fall into the Level 1) till S (if all answers were coded as 
Level 5). For example, if a child used 50% needs of others orientation, 25% self-reflective 
orientation and 25% internalized orientation, he/she received a composite score of 
(50x2)+(25x4)-K25x5) / 100, which equals 3.25. 
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Empathy. The four stories in which a character (always a child) was hurt or 
upset were also used to assess empathy. These were: the two prosocial stories (The 
accident - the child has hurt his/her leg; The bully story - the child is being teased 
and pushed around by a peer) and two cartoon stories (The ball - the toy (ball) has 
been taken away from the child; The castle - the child has been hurt with a block). 
Following each story the child was shown five faces depicting the emotional 
expressions of "happy," "sad," "afraid," "angry," and "normal" and the interviewer 
asked the child to select the face that best described how he/she would feel in that 
situation (seeing the child hurt or upset). The interviewer renamed the emotional 
responses, but he/she told the children that they can also use their own words to 
describe their feelings. This was especially the case with older children who often 
spontaneously named other emotional reactions, e.g. "I would feel sorry for him". 
The children were asked to indicate on a 3-point scale (l=a little bit to 3=very much) 
the intensity of their feelings, except if they said that they would feel "normal". 

Scoring empathy. For each story the child was assigned a score for empathy 
which could range from 0=no empathy (a child is feeling happy, afraid, angry, or 
normal) to 3=the child said he/she would feel very sad. The Final score for empathy 
was computed by summing up the scores across the stories (range 0-12). Internal 
consistency (Cronbach's alpha) for empathy scores was .86. 

Parental behavior measures 

Child Rearing Practices Report (CRPR). The CRPR consists of 91 
socialization-relevant items measuring child-rearing attitudes, values, behaviors and 
goals. The items are phrased in the first person form which is appropriate for both 
mothers and fathers. Usually the CRPR is administered in a Q-sort format with a 
forced-choice, seven step distribution. The subjects are asked to group 91 cards, on 
which the items are written, into seven groups (from l=most undescriptive of me to 
7=most descriptive of me), each group containing 13 cards. Although Q-sort format 
has certain advantages(e.g., it minimizes the response set and it could be refreshing 
to use for some subjects) it also has some disadvantages. In the first place, it is 
time-consuming, and the instructions are not easily understood by some subjects. 
Rickel and Biasatti (1982) showed that the CRPR can be used as a questionnaire that 
uses a 6-point Likert-type scale, without impeding reliability or affecting the factor 
structure of the CRPR. In the questionnaire form, the CRPR is much easier to 
administer to different populations, and it takes considerably less time for subjects to 
use and for the investigator to obtain the scores. 

For these reasons, the CRPR in this study was presented in the form of a 
questionnaire using a 6-point scale, which ranges from l=not at all descriptive of me 
to 6=highly descriptive of me. The parent was asked to focus on the target child in 
the family while responding to the items. 

Parental scores on the CRPR. Block (1981) showed that, when factor analysis 
is applied to the 91 items, between 28 and 33 factors are typically found. The 
instrument resulting from this factor solution consists of too many and very 
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specific scales, with moderate to low reliabilities (Dekovic, Janssens, & Gerris, 
1991). In order to obtain a more general and more robust measure of parental 
behavior, we followed the procedure of Kochanska, Kuczynski, and Radke-Yarrow 
(1989) and Trickett and Susman (1988) which consists of forming reliable scales 
based on the factor solution of Block by grouping the factors (subscales) together. 
Relying on conceptual guidelines the subscales were selected which are supposed to 
measure a certain concept, and the obtained scales were empirically tested for their 
internal consistency. We selected for the analyses only those factors that have been 
identified in the literature as the components of more comprehensive child-rearing 
dimensions: Support, Authoritative control and Restrictive control. The following 
factors are considered as representative of Support: Emotional expressiveness, 
Negative affect toward the child (reversed) and Enjoyment of parental role (Trickett 
&Susman, 1988). The Authoritative control consisted of the factors: Rational 
guiding of the child, Encouraging the child's independence and Openness to 
experience. Finally, the Restrictive control involved factors: Authoritarian control, 
Supervision of the child, and Control through anxiety induction (Kochanska, 
Kuczynski, & Radke-Yarrow, 1989). 

The 12 items forming the Support scale indicate parental tendency to offer 
comfort and physical affection, to be warm and accepting towards the child and to 
enjoy the time spent together with the child. The Authoritative control scale 
includes 14 items indicating the emphasis on inductive methods, reasoning with the 
child, appreciation of the child's accomplishments, fostering the child's 
individuality, and encouraging autonomy. The 13 items included in the Restrictive 
control scale indicate the frequent use of physical punishment, verbal reprimands, 
prohibitions, discouragement of the child's emotional expression, emphasis on fear 
of external consequences of transgression and strict supervision of the child. For a 
listing of the items on each of these subscales see Table 4. 

The internal consistencies of the scales were computed. All three scales show 
an acceptable reliability. The Cronbach's alphas were .65 for Support, .72 for 
Authoritarian control, and .71 for Restrictive control. For each parent three scores 
were computed: a mean score of 12 items forming the Support scale, a mean score 
of 14 items forming the Authoritative control scale, and a mean score of 13 items 
forming the Restrictive control scale. 

Parental socialization strategies. Ten hypothetical stories were presented 
to each parent individually in an interview. In the stories a child was described 
behaving in the following ways: 1. hurting a brother/sister with a block; 2. teasing a 
peer (hurting another child's feelings by name-calling); 3. giving up a sport club 
soon after it started; 4. being teased (rejected) by a peer group; 5. being bored; 6. 
taking a toy away from another child; 7. not sharing (having an opportunity); 8. 
offering to help the parent; 9. refusing to help a brother/sister; and 10. refusing to 
share food with a peer. 

The ten child-behavior situations represent the following social problem areas: 
(a) aggressiveness towards a peer (stories 1,2 and 6); (b) lack of prosocial behavior 
(stories 7, 9 and 10); (c) conflictual relation with a peer group (story 4); and (d) 
avoidance of social interaction (stories 3 and 5). As Grusec (1982) pointed out, it is 
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not only important to know how parents react to problematic behavior but also what 
their reaction is on positive behaviors. Therefore, story 8 was also included in the 
study1. To ensure that the situations we constructed represent typical kinds of 
interactions parents have with their children and that the situations are age 
appropriate for all three age groups, in the pilot study an array of 15 situations was 
presented to 10 parents who were asked to judge whether the situations are age 
appropriate and relevant to parental child-rearing. The stories were also tested to see 
whether they differentiate between parents. Based on the results from the pilot study 
the final selection of 10 stories took place. 

Parents were asked to imagine the target child as the main character of the story. 
To facilitate this, the name of the child in the story was the real name of the target 
child. Following each story, parents were asked: "What, if anything, would you do 
and/or say in such a situation (if your child behaves this way)?" 

Parents were asked to verbalize actual words that they would use in the situation. 
Whenever parents spoke in vague terms, e.g. if they said they would punish the 
child, they were asked to elaborate on their answers, e.g., to explain the nature of the 
punishment. Responses were recorded on audiotape and transcribed for analysis. 

Coding of parental socialization strategies. Parents' anticipated strategies were 
coded by two coders, who were uninformed about the child's sociometrie status, into 
the following categories (the Cohen's Kappa values for each category are between the 
brackets): Nurturance (.97): comforting, acknowledging the child's feelings, accepting 
the child's offers, showing understanding for the child's behavior (e.g., "I know that 
it must be difficult for you."); Physical affection (1.00): hugging or kissing the 
child, taking the child on the parent's lap; Praising the child (.82): positive 
evaluation of the child's character (e.g., "Good girl."); Explanations (.72): 
explanations justifying compliance with reference to nonsocial consequences of the 
child's behavior (e.g., "It will fall down."); references to social or moral values or 
norms (e.g., "You must not steal," "It is not yours," "You must leam to share with 
others."); Other-oriented reasoning (.78): pointing out the consequences of the child's 
behavior for others, explanations referring to others' needs, motives, physical or 
emotional state (e.g., "You hurted him," "She is also hungry."), stimulating the 
child to take the other's perspective (e.g., "What do you think: how does he feel 
now?" "Imagine that this has happened to you."); Positive feedback (.84): praising 
the child for something he/she did, positive evaluation of child's behavior (e.g., "It 
was nice."), giving a reward for child's behavior (e.g., "You may stay up later 
tonight."); Stimulating independence (.80): stimulating the child to solve the 
problem on his own, to think about a solution or to make a decision himself (e.g., 
"What are you going to do now?" "You should find out yourself."); reminding the 
child of his own or mutually agreed decisions, pointing out the child's own 
responsibility for his/her behavior (e.g., "It was your choice," "We agreed upon 

1 From the pilot study it appeared that most parents do not intervene with the peer-
interaction when a child shows positive behavior toward a peer, i.e. the stories in which 
such behavior was described did not elicit any reactions from the parents. Because of this 
reason only one story (story 8) was included in the present study, in which the parent self 
is the recipient of prosocial offer from the child. 
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that," "It is your own doing."); Direct command (.91): directives, explicit statement 
specifying an action desired from the child, unmoderated imperatives; the parent 
offers no rules or reasons to the child (excluding actions that are meant as repairing 
acts) (e.g., "Come here immediately," "Do as you are told."); Punishment (.97): 
hitting or spanking the child, rough handling intended to cause pain, physical 
restrain, withdrawal of privileges (e.g., "You are not allowed to watch television 
today."); Threatening (.75): threats of punishment (verbal, physical or tangible) (e.g., 
"I'll talk to you later," "If you do it again, I'll hit you," "Don't listen and you won't 
get your pocket-money." "Don't you dare, otherwise..."); and Negative feedback 
(.97): reprimands, disapprovals, reproaches by a statement or a question (e.g. "You 
behave very badly," "Are you crazy?"). 

The first three categories: Nurturance, Physical affection and Praising the child, 
are considered to be indicators of parental Support. The categories: Explanations, 
Other-oriented reasoning. Positive feedback and Stimulating independence are viewed 
as indicators of Authoritative control. Finally, the categories: Direct command, 
Punishment, Threatening and Negative feedback are considered as indicators of 
Restrictive control (see Table 4). 

A given strategy was scored only once, even if it was repeated in the same 
response. Individual scores were the number of a given type of strategies expressed as 
the proportion of the total categories scored. The scores were computed across the 10 
stories. 

Observational measures. The observation session took place at the 
subjects' homes during early evenings when both parents and the target child were 
present. Mothers and fathers were observed at the same time while working together 
with the child on two puzzles: Wiggly-block and Tangram-puzzle. Both puzzles were 
quite difficult for children to complete alone, so parental help was usually required 
for successful completion. Parents were instructed to provide whatever help they felt 
their child needed, but they were asked not to touch the pieces of the puzzle, because 
the child should do this by herself or himself. These tasks were selected because it 
seems that parental (supportive) reactions to their children's distress and need of help 
were found to be related to the child's prosocial behavior (Zahn-Waxier, Radke-
Yarrow, & King, 1979) and to the child's social competence (Roberts & Strayer, 
1987). On the other hand, such tasks, as a potentially mild frustrating situation for a 
child, might increase the likelihood that parents would use some controlling 
strategies to prevent a child to go off the task. 

Each of these two tasks lasted until the child had completed the puzzle or until 
10 minutes had elapsed. If the child completed both puzzles within less than 20 
minutes, another Tangram-puzzle was presented to ensure that the observation time 
for each family was at least 20 minutes. 

Coding parental nonverbal and verbal behavior. During the observation the 
observer noted the frequency of two nonverbal categories of parental behavior: 
Nonverbal support (nonverbal approval, physical affection, laughter, smiling, brief 
utterances indicating positive mood, or positive tension release) and Nonverbal 
control (physical takeovers, brief utterances indicating negative mood, annoyance, 
disapproval, or negative tension release). 
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The tape-recordings from a previous study on mother-child interaction during 
the solving of Wiggly-block puzzle were used for an extensive observers training. 
Before the family visit, the observers' agreement for the categories of nonverbal 
behavior was above .80. 

A tape recording was made of verbal interaction and later transcribed and coded. 
The unit of analysis for coding was a parental utterance. Each parental behavior that 
was scored involved an interaction with the child. The protocols were scored by two 
independent coders, who did not know the child's sociometrie status classification. 
The coded parental verbal behavior included the following categories (the Cohen's 
Kappa values for each category are in parentheses): Positive remarks-task (.93): 
positive remarks related to the task-behavior, verbal reward (e.g., "It is good," "That 
is O.K."); Positive remarks-person (.91): positive remarks about the child's personal 
functioning (e.g., "You are doing well," "Smart boy."); Support (.91): offering help, 
support, active concern, sympathy, encouragement (e.g. "It is difficult, isn't it?" "We 
are going to make it," "Shall I hold it for you?"); Prohibitions (.85): negative 
commands, restrictions (e.g., "Don't do that," "Don't touch it."); Directives: (.78) 
explicit or implicit commands and orders, the child is not given freedom of choice 
(e.g., "Put it down," "You must take this one."); Negative remarks-task (.66): 
negative remarks related to the task-behavior (e.g., "It is not good."); Suggestions 
(.87): vague instructions in a nonimperalive manner allowing the child the freedom 
of choice, questions stimulating the child to think about a solution (e.g., "Maybe 
you should try to find comers first," "How should the block at the comer look?"); 
and Providing information (.89): explanations of how something works or should be 
done (e.g., "This is the block which comes in the middle, because it has one right 
side."). 

Analysis of the parents' verbal and nonverbal behavior indicated no significant 
difference in frequencies and type of interaction between the two puzzles. Thus the 
data from both tasks were combined in further analysis. Because individuals differed 
in their total amount of verbalization during interaction, raw frequencies were 
transformed into percentages, using the total number of utterances as the 
denominator. 

Each of the coding categories is considered to represent an indicator of one of 
the three dimensions of parental behavior. Parental Support included the categories: 
Support, Nonverbal support, and Positive remarks-person. As indicators of parental 
Authoritative control the following categories were selected: Providing information, 
Positive-remarks-task, and Suggestions. The Restrictive control consisted of the 
categories: Prohibitions, Directives, Negative remarks-task, and Nonverbal control 
(see Table 4). 

Rating scales. Following the observation session, the observer completed six 
S-points rating scales for each parent separately: Warmth (the degree to which the 
parent displays affection, positive regard, and provides emotional support); 
Responsiveness (the parent's readiness or ability to recognize, interpret and 
adequately respond to the child's signals); Power assertion (the degree to which the 
parent exercises power to obtain compliance from the child); Induction (giving 
reasons and explanations for requiring a change of child's behavior); Demandingness 
(the extent to which the parent demands from the child mature and independent 
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behavior); and Restrictiveness (the degree to which the parent imposes strict rules 
and prohibitions, and puts limits to the child's behavior). 

Each rating scale had a detailed description of two points on the scale (low-
high). For the development of the rating scales, a variety of concepts was selected 
from the socialization literature and studies on parent-child interaction. The validity 
of these rating scales seems to be satisfactory, as indicated by high correlations 
between the rating scales and the measures of the same concepts derived from 
parental reports on their own behavior (Haaf & Jansscns, 1991). 

The tape-recordings from a previous study on mother-child interaction during 
the solving of Wiggly-block puzzle were used to establish observers' agreement, 
before the family visit, above .80, for the rating scales. The recordings of the 
observation session were rated later by another rater as an additional precaution to 
check rater agreement for rating scales. Interrater reliabilities for each scale were: 
Warmth .64; Responsiveness .78; Power assertion .84; Induction .80; 
Demandingness .76; and Restrictiveness .92. 

The rating scales Warmth and Responsiveness were viewed as indicators of 
parental Support, the scales Induction and Demandingness as indicators of 
Authoritative control and the scales Power assertion and Restrictiveness as indicators 
of Restrictive control (see Table 4). 

Table 4 presents an overview of indicators of the three main dimensions of 
parental behavior outlined in the literature, which were assessed by four different 
methods: interview, observation, rating scales and questionnaire. Within each method 
of assessment, several categories are assigned as indicators of a given dimension. 
This was initially done conceptually. Following this assignment, the interitem 
correlations were examined to assess the homogeneity of the group of indicators. The 
correlations were considered to be more informative than the coefficient alpha 
because of the small number of items in the groups (Russell & Finnie, 1990) and 
because alpha varies with the number of items in the group (Green, Lissitz, & 
Mulaik, 1977). Moreover, the pattern of correlations could suggest a further 
subdivision of the group. The optimum level of homogeneity occurs when the 
group's mean interitem correlation is in the .2 to .4 range (Briggs & Cheek, 1986). 
An exception to this procedure were the parental scores obtained by the 
questionnaire. Because in this method a relatively greater number of items was 
assigned to a given construct (number of items was 12, 14, and 13 for Support, 
Authoritative control, and Restrictive control, respectively), Cronbach's alpha was 
used to check the internal consistency of the scales. 
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Table 4 
Definition of Indicators of the Support, Authoritative Control, and Restrictive 
Control Construct for Each Method of Assessment 

Construct/ Method of assessment/ Interitemcorrelalion/ 
Indicators Definitions of indicators alpha 

Support 
Interview 

NuHTURANCE Comforting, acknowledging child's feelings, accepting 
child's offers, showing understanding for child's 
behavior (e.g., "I know that it must be difficult for 
you.") 

PHYSICALAFFEcnoN Hugging or kissing the child, taking the child on 
parents' lap 

PRAISING THE affli) Positive evaluation of the child's character (e.g., "Good 
girl.") r=.21 

Observation 
SUPPORT Offering help, support, active concern, sympathy, 

encouragement (e.g. "It is difficult, isn't it?" "We 
are going to make it," "Shall I hold it for you?") 

NONVERBALЗІЛТОКГ Nonverbal approval, physical affection, laughter, 
smiling, brief utterances indicating positive mood, 
or positive tension release 

PosmVEREMARKS-PERSON Posit ive remarks about personal functioning of the 
child (e.g., "You are doing well," "Smart boy.") r=.28 

Ratings 
WARMTH The degree to which the parent displays affection, 

positive regard, and provides emotional support 
RESPONSIVENESS The parent's readiness or ability to recognize, interpret 

and adequately respond to the child's signals r=.74 
Questionnaire 

EMOTIONAL EXPRESSIVENESS 

11 I feel that a child should be given comfort and understanding when he is 
scared or upset 

18 I express my affection by hugging, kissing, and holding my child. 
3 4 I am easygoing and relaxed with my child. 
4 0 I joke and play with my child. 
4 2 My child and I have warm intimate moments together. 
5 8 When I am angry with my child, I let him know about it. 

NEGATIVE AFFECT TOWARD CHILD (reversed) 

5 I often feel angry with my child. 
3 2 I feel my child is a bit of a disappointment to me. 
6 9 There is a good deal of conflict between my child and me. 

E N T O Y M E N T OF PARENTAL ROLE 

1 9 I find some of my greatest satisfactions in my child. 
6 2 I enjoy having the house full of children. 
7 7 I fmd it interesting and educational to be with my child for long periods. a = . 6 5 

(table continues) 
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Construct/ Method of assessment/ Intcritemcorrelaiion/ 
Indicators Definitions of indicators jlpli.i 

Authoritative control 

EXPLANATIONS 

OrHER-ORŒNTED REASONING 

POSITIVE FEEDBACK 

STIMULATING INDEPENDENCT 

PROVIDING INFORMATION 

POSITIVE REMARKS TASK 

SUGGESTIONS 

INDUCTION 

DEMANDINGNESS 

Interview 
Explanations justifying compliance with reference lo 

nonsocial consequences of the child's behavior 
(e g , "Il will fall down "), references to social or 
moral values or norms (c g , "You must not steal," 
"It is not yours," "You must learn lo share with 
others ") 

Pointing out the consequences of the child's behavior 
for others, explanations referring to other's needs, 
motives, physical or emotional stale ("labeling' ) 
(c g , "You hurtcd him," "She is also hungry "), 
stimulating the child to take other's perspective 
(c g , "What do you think how docs he feel now ' ' 
"Imagine that this has happened lo you ' ) 

Praising the child for something he/she did, positive 
evaluation of child's behavior (c g , "It was nice "), 
giving a reward for child's behavior (c g , "You may 
slay up later tonighl ") 

Stimulating Ihc child to solve the problem on his own, 
to think about a solution or to make a decision 
himself (c g , "Whal arc you going to do now''" 
"You should find out yourself "), reminding the 
child of his own or mutually agreed decisions, 
pointing out ihc child's own responsibility for 
his/her behavior (c g , "It was your choice," "We 
agreed upon that," "It is your own doing ") 

Observation 
Explanations of how something works or should be 

donc (c g , "This is the block which comes in the 
middle, because it has one right side ") 

Positive remarks related to the task behavior, verbal 
reward (c g , "It is good," "That is О К ' ) 

Vague instructions in a nonimpcralivc manner, 
allowing the child freedom of choice, questions 
stimulating the child to think about a solution (c g , 
"Maybe you should try to find corners first," 'How 
should ihe block at ihc comer look9") 

Ratings 
Giving reasons and explanations for requiring a change 

of child's behavior 
The extent lo which the parent demands from ihc child 

mature and independent behavior 

r = 2 0 

19 

r= 62 

(table continues) 
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Construct/ Method of assessment/ Interitemcorrelation/ 
Indicators Definitions of indicators alpha 

Questionnaire 
RATIONAL GUIDING OF CJULD 

38 I talk it over and reason with my child when he misbehaves. 
I believe in praising a child when he is good and think it gets better results 
than punishing him when he is bad. 
I make sure my child knows that I appreciate what he tries to accomplish. 

ENOOURACHNG INDEPENDENCE 

1 I respect my child's opinion and encourage him to express it. 
6 If my child gets into trouble, I expect him to handle the problem mostly 

by himself. 
I usually take into account my child's preference when making plans for 
the family. 
I let my child make many decisions for himself. 
I give my child a good many duties and family responsibilities. 
I teach my child that he is responsible for what happens to him. 
I encourage my child to be independent of me. 

OPENNESS то EXPERIENCE 

21 I encourage my child to wonder and think about life. 
I feel that a child should have time to daydream, think, and even loaf 
sometimes. 
I encourage my child to be curious, to explore, and question things. 

I encourage my child to talk about his troubles. a= 

51 

52 

22 

26 
41 
67 
75 

24 

45 

53 .72 

Restr ict ive control 

DlRECr COMMAND 

PIMSIIMENT 

THREATENING 

NEGATIVE FEEDBACK 

Interview 
Directives, explicit statement specifying an action 

desired from the child, unmoderatcd imperatives; 
parent offers no rules or reasons to the child 
(excluding actions that are meant as repairing acts) 
(e.g., "Come here immediately," "Do as you are 
told.") 

Hitting or spanking the child, rough handling intended 
to cause pain, physical restrain, withdrawal of 
privileges (e.g., "You are not allowed to watch 
television today.") 

Threats of punishment (verbal, physical or tangible) 
(e.g., "I'll talk to you later," "If you do it again, I'll 
hit you," "Don't listen and you won't get your 
pocket-money." "Don't you dare, otherwise...") 

Reprimands, disapprovals, reproaches by statement or 
question (e.g. "You behave very badly," "Are you 
crazy?") .22 

(table continues) 
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Construct/ Method of assessment/ Interitemcorrelation/ 
Indicators Definitions of indicators alpha 

"Don't do that," 

is not 
"You 

NEGATIVE REMARKS-TASK 

NONVERBAL CONIHOL 

POWER ASSERTION 

RESTRICITVENESS 

Observation 
PROHmmONS Negative commands, restrictions (e.g., 

"Don't touch it.") 
DIRECTIVES Explicit or implicit commands, orders - child 

given freedom of choice (e.g., "Put it down, 
must take this one.") 

Negative remarks related to the task-behavior (e.g., "It 
is not good.") 

Physical takeovers, brief utterances indicating 
negative mood, annoyance, disapproval or negative 
tension release) r=.20 

Ratings 
The degree to which the parent exercises power to 

obtain compliance from the child 
The degree to which the parent imposes strict rules and 

prohibitions, and puts limits to the child's 
behavior r=.74 

Questionnaire 
AuniORTTARIAN OOOTROL 

14 I believe physical punishment to be the best way of disciplining. 
15 I believe that a child should be seen and not heard. 
27 I do not allow my child to say bad things about his teacher. 
31 I do not allow my child to get angry with me. 
4 3 I have strict, well-established rules for my child. 
5 4 I believe children should not have secrets from their parents. 
S 5 I teach my child to keep control of his feelings at all times. 
64 I believe that scolding and criticism make a child improve. 
7 0 I do not allow my child to question my decisions. 

SUPERVISION OP CHILD 

7 6 I make sure I know where my child is and what he is doing. 
91 I believe it is unwise to let children play a lot by themselves without 

supervision from grown-ups. 
C O N T R O L B Y Α Ν Χ Ε Ι Ύ I N D U C T I O N 

29 I teach my child that in one way or another, punishment will find him 
when he is bad. 

83 I control my child by warning him about the bad things that can happen to 

him. a=.71 
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Parental cognitions 

Parental reasoning complexity. Parental cognitive functioning was 
assessed for each parent individually in a semi-structured reflective interview which 
explores parental conceptualizations in eight issues relevant to the parent-child 
relationship: 

(a) Issues related to conceptions of the child 
1. Developmental influences (elements of the child, in the environment, and in 

their interaction that affect the child's behavior and development): How do children 
leam what is right and what is wrong? What do you think is the most important 
influence on the way the child turns out as an adult? Why? 

2. Subjectivity - thinking and feeling (the nature of the subjective experience of 
the child, and how it is identified): How do you think your children see you as a 
parent? Do you think that privacy is important for a child? Why? 

3. Personality (qualities or characteristics which define personality, and the 
ideal child): How would you describe your children? What kind of persons are they? 
How would you describe an ideal child? 

(b) Issues related to the parent-child relationship 
4. Communication and trust (closeness, reciprocity, and sharing): Why is 

communication important between parents and children? How would you describe a 
good relation between a parent and a child? 

5. Resolving conflicts (identifying and addressing conflicts between parent and 
child): What causes the conflicts between parents and children? What do you think is 
the best way to solve conflicts? Why is that the best way? 

(c) Issues related to the parental role 
6. Discipline and authority (the reasons and methods for socializing the child): 

On what do you rely to get your child to obey you? What are your reasons for using 
this approach? What do you think is the best method to get a child to obey his 
parents? 

7. Meeting needs (defining and addressing the child's needs): What do you feel 
children need the most from their parents? What do you mean by ? Why is that 
important? How docs a parent know what a child needs? 

8. Learning and evaluating parenting (how parenting is learned; evaluating 
parental performance): How do people leam to be parents? How does someone know 
if he is a good parent? 

To evaluate the subject's level of reasoning about these interpersonal issues a 
series of structured questions and follow-up probes were asked.Thcse queries were 
aimed at uncovering the reasoning about concepts related to those more general 
issues.The explicit focus was on children in general, not one's own child, but parents 
could base a response, of course, on the experience with his or her child. Each 
interview lasted 30 to 45 minutes, and was tape-recorded and transcribed. 

Scoring parental reasoning complexity. The interviews were cut into issue 
segments and scoring was performed on an issue-by-issue basis rather than an 
interview-by-interview basis in order to avoid bias scoring toward a central level on 
an individual interview. Each subject was given a score for each interview question 
or item: either a pure level or a mixed level score (see Interpersonal understanding). 
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The item scores for a given issue were averaged to form a set of eight issues scores. 
The separate scores for eight issues were then averaged into a total average score. 
Interrater reliability was r=.91; exact agreement, defined as a difference of not more 
than .25 (one-quarter level) was 84%. 

5.3. PROCEDURE 

First the sociometrie status assessment was done in the school classrooms, and 
the children who were identified as either popular or rejected received a letter for their 
parents describing the study and offering them fl. 40,- to participate. 

After parental consent to participate in the study was obtained, children were 
individually interviewed at school to assess their level of social cognitive 
development. The interviews lasted 30 to 45 minutes. The teachers were asked to 
complete the Prosocial Behaviour Questionnaire for each child included in the study. 

The interviews with the parents and the observation of the parent-child 
interaction took place at the subjects' homes in a single home visit, lasting 
approximately three hours. The procedure consisted of two parts. First, the 
information regarding the family background was obtained. The family information 
checklist included information about family type (single versus two-parents), 
educational level, occupation, present employment, religion and age of both 
mothers and fathers, and number, age, sex and birth-order of children in the family. 
After that the family interaction task was conducted for about 20-25 minutes. 
Following the observation session each parent was individually interviewed for about 
one hour. Each parent was also asked to complete the CRPR. The questionnaire was 
completed at home during the interview with the other parent, or was returned by 
mail later. 

The interviews with the children, the interviews with the parents and the 
observation were performed by five highly trained research assistants who were blind 
to the sociometrie status of the child (3 graduated psychologists and 2 undcrgraduated 
students of family studies). 
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Chapter VI 

RESULTS 

The results of the study are presented in three paragraphs. In the first paragraph 
the results related to the "child's side" of the model are reported. Differences between 
two groups of children, popular and rejected, are examined as well as the 
interrelationships between different measures of the child's social competence. 

In the second paragraph we turn to the "parents' side" of the model, and 
examine the differences between the two groups in measures of parental functioning: 
parental cognition and parental behavior. Furthermore, in the same paragraph the 
relationship between parental and child measures, and the relationship between 
parental cognitive and behavioral measures are presented. 

Finally, in the third paragraph we test the proposed model by performing a 
series of multiple regression analyses. 

6.1. CHILD'S SOCIAL COMPETENCE 

Data analyses 

In order to give the answer to the first research question of this study (whether 
there are differences between popular and rejected children in prosocial behavior and 
social cognitive measures), the data were analysed using a multivariate analysis of 
variance. This kind of analysis gives an opportunity to examine simultaneously, 
besides the effects of sociometrie status, also the effects of age and sex. Thus, first a 
multivariate analysis of variance was performed on six measures of the child's social 
competence (two measures of prosocial behavior and four social cognitive measures) 
with the factors: sociometrie status (popular versus rejected), age (three grade levels), 
and sex. 

The next question dealt with the interrelationships between measures of social 
competence. To answer this question we first used a correlational analysis. Because 
most of the measures are considered to be developmental measures, we computed 
partial correlations with child's age partialled out Also, intercorrelations between the 
measures are presented separately for each grade level. 

In addition to the correlational analysis, we applied a hierarchical regression 
analysis to examine the relative contribution of social cognition and prosocial 
behavior in the prediction of the child's sociometrie status, and to test the hypothesis 
that the relationship between the child's social cognition and sociometrie status is 
mediated by the child's prosocial behavior with peers. 
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6.1.1. STATUS, AGE AND SEX DIFFERENCES IN MEASURES OF SOCIAL 
COMPETENCE 

In order to examine sociometrie status, age and sex differences in the six 
measures of the child's social competence, a 2 (sociometrie status groups) χ 3 (grade 
level) χ 2 (sex of child) multivariate analysis of variance (MANOV A) was conducted. 
Wilk's criterion was used as the estimate of multivariate effects, followed by 
univariate analyses. The multivariate analysis of the six variables of the child's 
social competence yielded a significant multivariate effect for status, 
F(6,108)=24.18, p<.001; for grade level. F(12,216)=10.89, p<.001; and for sex of 
child, F(6,108)=2.44, ρκ.05. 

Significant univariate effects of the status group were found for each of the six 
measures: teacher ratings of prosocial behavior, F(l,113)=39.11, p<.001; peer 
helpful-nominations, F(l,113)=96.68, p<.001; social cognitive operations, 
F(l,113)=4.09, p<.05; interpersonal understanding, F(l,113)=8.28, p<.01; prosocial 
moral reasoning, F(l,113)=12.10, p<.01; and empathy, F(l,113)=32.24, p<.001. 
Rejected children's scores on all variables were significantly lower than those of 
popular children. 

The univariate analysis of variance yielded a significant main effect of grade for 
the variables: teacher ratings, F(2,113)=3.27, p<.05; social cognitive operations, 
F(2,113)=31.60, p<.001; interpersonal understanding F(2,113)=59.94, p<.001; and 
prosocial moral reasoning, F(2,113)=6.27, p<.01. Therefore, only for empathy and 
helpfulness according to peers no significant effects of age were found. On all other 
measures we found that older children scored higher than younger children, 
suggesting that the measures did indeed index developmental competence. The 
finding that empathy showed no developmental effect is consistent with some 
previous findings (lannotli, 1978). With regard to helpfulness according to peers, it 
should be noted that peer assessment was made within a grade level and thus for this 
measure a cross-grade-level comparison per se is not meaningful. 

Finally, a significant sex of child effect was obtained only for the variable 
helpfulness, F(l,l 13)=5.28, p<.05; girls being more often nominated as helpful than 
boys. 

Very few significant interaction effects emerged. Though no significant 
multivariate interaction of status and sex of child was found, the univariate analysis 
showed an interaction effect for the variable social cognitive operations, 
F(l,113)=4.42, p<.05. This interaction effect was attributable to the fact that 
popular boys (M=8.53) have higher scores on this variable than rejected boys 
(M=6.73), whereas there were no differences between popular (M=.7.25) and rejected 
girls (M=7.23). Though we hypothesized that sociometrie status would have different 
correlates at different ages, only a marginally significant univariate interaction effect 
of status by grade level was found for interpersonal understanding, F(2,113)=3.03, 
p<.052. No significant differences between popular and rejected children were found 
at the first and third grade level, while at the fifth grade rejected children had scores 
on interpersonal understanding that were significantly lower (M=1.31) than those of 
popular children (M=1.65). 
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6.1.2. INTERCORRELATIONS BETWEEN MEASURES OF SOCIAL COMPETENCE 

A following issue explored was the degree to which the measures of social 
competence were interrclaied. The zero-order correlations are presented in Table 5. 
Table 5 
Zero-Order and Partial Correlations Among Measures of Social Competence 

І 2 3 4 5 6 7 

PEER ACCEPTANCE 

1. Sociometrie status - .55***.54***.26**.14 .28***.40*** 

PROSOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

2. Prosocial behavior (teacher ratings).55*** - .33***.14 .24** .08 .18* 
3. Helpfulness (peer nominations) .56***.34*** - .11 .18* .20* .23** 

SOCIAL COGNTTION 

4. Interpersonal understanding 

5. Social cognitive operations 

6. Prosocial moral 

7. Empathy 

OONinOL VARIABLES 

Age 

Sex* 

SES 

reasoning 

.16* 

.10 

.27*** 

.41*** 

-.03 

.06 

.13 

.25** .09 

.32***.15 

.15 

.15* 

.18* 

.13 

.10 

.22** 

.26** 

.02 

.07 

.04 

- .32***.43***.34*** 

.58*** - .19* .23** 

.49***.30*** - .38*** 

.18* .13 .34*** -

.66***.56***.30***-.07 

.00 -.06 .09 -.11 

.24**.07 .22** .14 

Note. The zero-order correlations appear below the diagonal. The partial correlations, 
with age partialled out, appear above the diagonal. 
a Sex was coded 0=boy, l=girl. Thus a positive correlation means girls scored higher on 
the variable. 

*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. 

The table also shows the correlations between measures of social competence 
and three control variables. These correlations were computed to check the 
possibility that associations between measures of social competence are spurious due 
to the confounding effects of one or more control variables. The first variable, age of 
the child, was included because most of the measures of social competence are 
assumed to be developmental variables, and thus are expected to be associated with 
the child's age. The results of the analyses of variance indicated that this is indeed the 
case. Although analyses of variance showed that the second control variable, sex of 
the child, had a significant main effect, the results of univariate analysis and the 
correlations in Table 5 indicated that sex of child is weakly and not consistently 
related to the child's social competence measures. The third control variable, family 
SES, was included because in previous studies it was found that SES is related to 
several measures of child's social competence (Pellegrini, 1985). In our study, 
however, only two out of seven correlation coefficients between social competence 

69 



measures and family SES, reached significance (see Table 5). Thus, the control 
variables sex of child and SES are not seen as possible confounders and are not 
included in further analyses. 

On the other hand, high correlations are found between the measures of social 
competence and age of children (specially in the case of social cognitive measures). 
To examine whether this relationship of social competence measures with child's age 
produced a spurious relationship among measures of social competence, in the next 
set of analyses partial correlations are computed with age partialled out. Although 
the magnitude of correlations was changed when the effect of age was partialled out 
(see Table 5), only one coefficient (between prosocial behavior according to teachers 
and interpersonal understanding) was no longer significant. The possibility that the 
obtained correlations are artefacts of age related increases in both variables was 
therefore ruled out 

In Table S a coherent pattern of generally significant intercorrelations is 
observable, with regard to the indices of competence both within and across domains 
(peer acceptance, behavioral functioning and social cognitive functioning). 
Popularity seems to be related to prosocial behavior (both judged by teachers and by 
peers) and to the social cognitive measures, with the exception of social cognitive 
operations. The two prosocial behavior measures are significantly correlated. The 
finding that teachers and peers tend to agree on judgments of children's prosocial 
behavior is consistent with the results of previous studies (Coie &. Dodge, 1988; 
Ladd & Oden, 1979). Moreover, the social cognitive measures show a consistent 
pattern of significant positive interrelations. But relations between social cognitive 
and behavioral measures are not consistently found. Interpersonal understanding is 
not related lo prosocial behavior, and the other three measures show moderate 
association with teacher and peer assessments of children's prosocial behavior. 

To examine these relationships further, the intercorrelations between the 
measures were computed for each grade level apart (Table 6, Table 7, and Table 8). 
Table 6 
Intercorrelations Among Measures of Social Competence (First Grade, N=40) 

PiER ACCEPTANCE 

1. Sociometrie status 

PROSOOALBEItAVIOR 

2. Prosocial behavior (teacher ratings) .56 
3. Helpfulness (peer nominations) .46 .32' 

SOCIAL COGNmON 

4. Interpersonal understanding 
5. Social cognitive operations 
6. Prosocial moral reasoning 
7. Empathy 

.10 
-.03 
.44** 
.22 

.28* 

.30* 

.34* 

.03 

-.10 
.02 
.29* 

-.03 

.32* 

.25 

.15 
.13 
.20 .13 

*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. 
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Table 7 
Intercorrelations Among Measures of Social Competence (Third Grade, N=38) 

Ï 2 3 4 5 

PEER ACCEPTANCE 
1. Sociometrie status 

reOSOOAL BEHAVIOR 

2. Prosocial behavior (teacher ratings) 
3. Helpfulness (peer nominations) 

SOCIAL COGNmON 

4. Interpersonal understanding 
5. Social cognitive operations 
6. Prosocial moral reasoning 
7. Empathy 

.45' 
.63***.30* 

,13 -.08 
.14 .08 
.32* .01 
.41**.17 

.07 

.17 

.30* 

.33* 

.16 

.43** 

.16 
.22 
.12 .34' 

*p<.05. **p<.01. p<.001. 

Table 8 
Intercorrelations Among Measures of Social Competence (Fifth Grade, N=47) 

І 2 3 4 5 

PEER ACCEPTANCE 

1. Sociometrie status 

PROSOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

2. Prosocial behavior (teacher ratings) .67' 
3. Helpfulness (peer nominations) 

SOCIAL COGNmON 

4. Interpersonal understanding 
5. Social cognitive operations 
6. Prosocial moral reasoning 
7. Empathy 

.60***.44** 

.47***.35** 

.33* .36** 

.21 -.01 

.54***.30* 

.37** 

.40** .45*** 

.17 .46***.14 

.43***.51***.32* .53*** 

*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. 

The inspection of the three tables shows that the strength of the associations 
within the behavioral and cognitive domain, as well as between these domains, 
seems to increase with age. 

The two prosocial behavior measures are significantly related in all age groups, 
but the strength of the relationship increases with children's age. (first grade .32, 
third grade .30, and fifth grade .44). It seems that children at the fifth grade level are 
capable of providing more accurate assessment of their classmates. Younger, 

71 



Schwartzman, and Ledingham (1986) examined the age-related differences in how 
children view maladjustment (aggression and withdrawal). They found that at 
younger ages the perspective of children is quite undifferentiated, but becomes more 
similar to the differentiated perspective of adult (teacher) raters as age increases. The 
same appears to be true for children's conception of prosocial behavior. 

With regard to the interrelationships between social cognitive measures, very 
few significant correlations were found by younger children: only one at the first 
grade (between interpersonal understanding and social cognitive operations) and two 
at the third grade (between interpersonal understanding and prosocial moral reasoning, 
and between prosocial moral reasoning and empathy). At the fifth grade all 
correlation coefficients, with the exception of the correlation between social 
cognitive operations and prosocial moral reasoning, are highly significant. It seems, 
also within the social cognitive domain, that consistency and strength of the 
associations increase as a child grows older. 

The relationships between the social cognitive and behavioral domain, that is 
the relationships between four social cognitive measures and two prosocial behavior 
measures, also appear to change with child's age. Whereas the relationships are not 
consistently found at the first and the third grade, at the fifth grade three social 
cognitive variables: interpersonal understanding, social cognitive operations and 
empathy, show strong positive relationships with both measures of the child's 
prosocial behavior. Prosocial moral reasoning forms an exception. This is possibly 
due to the use of overall prosocial reasoning score, instead of scores for each level of 
reasoning1. 

Finally, the child's sociometrie status is significantly related to the child's 
prosocial behavior (both assessed by teachers and assessed by peers) in all age 
groups. Again, the strength of the associations seems to increase with the child's 
age. The relationship between sociometrie status and social cognitive measures 
changes as a function of the child's age, but it also seems to depend on the measure 
used to assess social cognition. The relationship between sociometrie status on one 
hand, and interpersonal understanding and social cognitive operations on the other 
hand, do not become significant until the fifth grade. Similar results are obtained for 
empathy (significant correlations at the third and the fifth grade), but prosocial moral 
reasoning shows a different pattern of associations: the strength of the relationship 
between sociometrie status and prosocial moral reasoning seems to decrease with 
age. 

1The overall prosocial reasoning score is a weighed composite score based on the 
use of reasoning at different levels (see Method). Though this score seems to be the most 
appropriate for the purpose of this study, it should be pointed out that using the overall 
score might obscure an association between reasoning at a specific level and other 
variables (prosocial behavior). When analyses were performed with scores for each level, 
it appeared that prosocial behavior showed the strongest relationship with Level 2 
reasoning (needs of other orientation) at younger ages, and with Level 4 (self-reflective 
orientation) with the oldest group. 
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6.1.3. PREDICTING SOCIOMETRIC STATUS FROM SOCIAL COMPETENCE 
MEASURES 

In addition to correlational analyses among measures of social competence to 
determine their degree of relationship, we also examined the interdomain relations, 
i.e., the links between sociometrie status, prosocial behavior, and social cognition, 
by conducting a scries of multiple regression analyses. The analyses were performed 
separately for each grade level. 

We first examined the predictability of the criterion variable - the child's 
sociometrie status - from the two sets of predictors: prosocial behavior measures and 
social cognitive measures. Then we examined the predictability of prosocial behavior 
from social cognitive measures. That is, four multiple correlational analyses were 
performed for each grade level: (1) sociometrie status as the criterion, and prosocial 
behavior measures as predictors, (2) sociometrie status as the criterion, and social 
cognitive measures as predictors, (3) prosocial behavior according to teachers as the 
criterion, and social cognitive measures as predictors, and (4) prosocial behavior 
according to peers as the criterion and social cognitive measures as predictors. After 
establishing these links (that sociometrie status is predicted by both social cognition 
and prosocial behavior, and that prosocial behavior is predicted by social cognition) 
we conducted a stepwise regression analysis that allows to test the hypothesis that 
the relationship between the child's social cognition and the child's sociometrie 
status is mediated by the child's prosocial behavior in the interaction with peers. 
This would be the case if the relationship between social cognition and sociometrie 
status, which previously was significant, is no longer so when the prosocial 
behavior measures are entered first. 

Thus, first we evaluated the predictability of the child's sociometrie status from 
the two social behavior measures. The multiple correlations for sociometrie status at 
the first, third and fifth grade level were .70, .79, and .79, respectively (all p<.001). 
The child's popularity in the classroom at all three grade levels is strongly associated 
with the child's behavior in the peer group (both judged by their teachers and by their 
peers). 

In the next set of analyses multiple correlations were computed between 
sociometrie status and social cognitive measures. At all three grade levels 
sociometrie status was significantly predicted from the four social cognitive 
measures: at the first grade, R=.50, p<.05; at the third grade, R=.49, p<.05, and at 
the fifth grade, R=.63, p<.001. These results indicate that a higher level of social 
cognitive development is predictive of the child's popularity with peers. Children 
who are able to infer and coordinate perspectives, who have more mature conceptions 
of interpersonal relations, who are more empathie and who reason at a more advanced 
level about prosocial dilemmas seem to be better accepted by their classmates. 

In subsequent analyses the predictability of each of the two prosocial behavior 
measures from the four social cognitive measures was assessed. Prosocial behavior 
according to the teacher was not predictable from the social cognitive measures at the 
third grade level (R=.22, N.S.); marginally predictable at first grade (R=.45, p<.08); 
and significantly predicted at the fifth grade, R=.50, p<.05. The second behavioral 
measure - peer helpful nominations- was predicted by the social cognitive measures 
at the fifth and third grade (R.54, p<.05; and R=.62, p<.001, respectively), but not 
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at the first grade level, R=.34, N.S. Overall, these results indicate that there is a 
modest level of prediction from the social cognitive measures to both indicators of 
child's prosocial behavior at younger ages. By our oldest children, however, both 
indicators of prosocial behavior were strongly predicted from the child's social 
cognition scores. 

The preceding results provide evidence of links among social cognition, 
prosocial behavior, and the child's sociometrie status. The child's sociometrie status 
seems to be predicted by both the child's social cognition and the child's prosocial 
behavior. Social cognition also seems to be predictive of the child's prosocial 
behavior. With regard to age differences in these relations it appears that the 
cognition-behavior-status links are not as strong during the first and third grade as 
they are at the fifth grade. 

In the next set of analyses we assessed the relative contributions of social 
cognitive and prosocial behavior measures in the prediction of the child's sociometrie 
status by conducting a series of hierarchical regression analyses. Two analyses were 
performed for each age group: one in which the social cognitive measures (social 
cognitive operations, interpersonal understanding, prosocial moral reasoning, and 
empathy) were entered first followed by the behavioral measures (prosocial behavior 
according to teacher and helpful-pecr nominations), and one in which the reverse 
order was used. By using both orders of entry, it was possible to determine: (a) the 
extent to which information provided by the behavioral measures is unique to that 
obtained from social cognitive measures, and (b) the degree to which the social 
cognitive measures account for unique variance in the criterion variable (sociometrie 
status) above and beyond that predicted by the behavioral measures. Moreover, these 
analyses also allow to test the hypothesis that the relation between social cognition 
and sociometrie status is mediated by the child's prosocial behavior. In other words, 
it was hypothesized that social cognition affects prosocial behavior, which in turn, 
affects the child's sociometrie status. 

The results of the regression analyses are presented in Table 9. The increase in 
the R2 is reported for the regression equation after a set of variables representing a 
possible predictor was entered into the equation. The increase in R^ represents the 
variation in the criterion explained by a predictor and which is unexplainable by 
previous predictors in the equation. 

At the first grade level, entry of the social cognitive measures in the first step 
accounted for a significant proportion of the variance in the criterion. Subsequent 
entry of the prosocial behavior measures significantly increased the accuracy with 
which the criterion could be predicted. Reversing the order of entry revealed that 
when behavioral measures were entered first, they accounted for the significant 
prediction, but once these behavior measures were in equation, the scores for the 
social cognition did not add significantly to the prediction equation. The findings for 
the third and fifth grade followed the same pattern obtained for the first grade. After 
adjusting for the social cognition scores, significant increments in explained variance 
were found for the prosocial behavior measures. In contrast, after the entry of the 
prosocial behavior measures, prediction was not enhanced to a significant degree by 
addition of the social cognitive scores. Thus though the social cognitive measures 
contributed significantly to regression equations predicting the child's status, little 
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predictive power beyond that already provided by the prosocial behavior was 
contributed by the social cognitive measures. It seems that the child's behavior with 
peers is more predictive of the child's sociometrie status than his/her level of social 
cognitive development. 

Table 9 
Summary of Multiple Regression Analyses Predicting Sociometrie Status From 
Social Cognition and Prosocial Behavior at Three Grade Levels 

Grade/Step and Predictors Multiple R Increase in R^ F Inca 

First grade 

1. Social Cognition 

2. Prosocial Behavior 

1. Prosocial Behavior 
2. Social Cognition 

Third grade 

1. Social Cognition 

2. Prosocial Behavior 

1. Prosocial Behavior 
2. Social Cognition 

Fifth grade 

1. Social Cognition 

2. Prosocial Behavior 

1. Prosocial Behavior 
2. Social Cognition 

Note. a Inc=increment to R .̂ 

*ρ<·05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. 

The fact that the previously significant prediction of social cognitive measures 
ceased to exist when the behavioral measures are entered first suggests that children's 
prosocial behavior serves a mediating role in the relationship between social 
cognition and peer acceptance. Prosocial behavior measures on the other hand did 
provide a significant incremental prediction, and therefore appear to have a direct 
impact on peer acceptance. This pattern of findings is consistent with the notion that 
mature social cognition serves as the foundation for the occurrence of prosocial 
behavior, and it is prosocial behavior that bears a direct relationship to the child's 
peer acceptance. 

50 

70 

60 
70 

49 

80 

79 
80 

63 

82 

,79 
82 

.25 

.24 

.35 

.14 

.24 

.41 

.62 

.02 

.40 

.27 

.63 

.04 

2.93 

8.00' 

10.15" 

2.13 

2.60' 

18.03' 

29.61' 

.44 

6.88' 

16.52' 

37.42' 

1.19 
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6.2. PARENTAL COGNITIONS AND BEHAVIOR 

Data analyses 

In this paragraph we examine the "parents' side" of the model. The first 
question is concerned with differences between parents of popular and parents of 
rejected children: whether these two groups of parents differ in their behavior with a 
child and in their reasoning about children, parenthood and the parent-child 
relationship. The data were analyzed in four 2 (sex of parent) χ 2 (sex of child) χ 3 
(age of child) χ 2 (sociometrie status) multivariate analyses of variance applied 
separately to parent's behavior variables within each method of assessment 
(interview, observation, rating scales and questionnaire). The same analysis was 
performed also for the parental reasoning complexity score. 

The relationship between parental behavior and the child's social competence 
was examined by computing correlation coefficients between each category of 
parental behavior and the child's scores on the following measures: sociometrie 
status, interpersonal understanding, social cognitive operations, prosocial moral 
reasoning, empathy, prosocial behavior according to teachers and prosocial behavior 
according to peers. These analyses were performed for mothers and for fathers 
separately. 

A next issue explored is the relationship between parental reasoning complexity 
and child's competence. Again correlation coefficients were computed between the 
parental reasoning score and each measure of child's competence separately for 
mothers and for fathers. 

Finally, in order to examine the relationship between parental reasoning 
complexity and parental behavior we present the correlations between these measures 
of parental functioning. Because previous research indicated that both parental 
cognition and parental behavior are related to demographic variables such as 
educational level of the parent and SES (Rothbaum, 1988; Sameroff & Feil, 1985; 
Zussman, 1978), we also computed correlation coefficients between parental 
variables and demographic variables to identify the demographic variables which 
could be possible confounders due to their association with both parental cognition 
and behavior. To proof that the relationship between parental cognition and behavior 
is not spurious we computed partial correlations between parental reasoning 
complexity score and parental behavior measures with demographic variables 
partialled out 

6.2.1. STATUS, SEX AND AGE DIFFERENCES IN MEASURES OF PARENTAL 
FUNCTIONING 

In order to obtain a more differentiated picture of the quality of parent-child 
interaction in families with a popular and families with a rejected child, in the first 
set of analysis the data were analysed for each coding category separately for each 
method of assessment: interview, observational measures, rating scales, and 
questionnaire (CRPR). A series of analyses of variance was performed to test the 
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differences between these two groups. Since the previous research suggested that the 
sex of parent, sex of child as well as the child's age are important factors in the 
parent-child interaction, a 2 (sex of parent) χ 2 (sex of child) χ 3 (grade level) χ 2 
(popular vs. rejected) multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used. In each 
of these analyses first the main effects of parental and child sex are discussed, 
followed by differences in parental behavior due to the child's age, and finally, the 
most important question for this study: differences between parents of rejected and 
popular children. 

Parental responses to hypothetical situations. No significant multivariate 
effects of sex of parent or sex of child were found for parental behavior variables 
obtained through interview. 

The grade level showed a significant multivariate effect F(22,406)=1.67, p<.05. 
The univariate analysis indicated a significant main effect of grade for the variable 
Negative feedback, F(2,213)=8.67, p<.001. It seems that use of reprimands declines 
with the child's age. 

There was a significant multivariate effect of the child's sociometrie status, 
F(l 1,203)= 11.09, p<.001. The only variable which did not yield a significant 
univariate effect was physical affection. Parents of popular children were more likely 
to offer explanations and to communicate social norms to their children, 
F(l,213)=27.00, p<.001. These parents reported more often than parents of rejected 
children the use of strategies that stimulate the child to empathize with others, 
F(l,213)=25.71, p<.001; and the use of strategies that encourage the child's 
independence and self-responsibility, F(l,213)=41.92, p<.001. Parents of rejected 
children seemed to be more likely to endorse restrictions and punishment: direct 
commands, F(l,213)=27.30, p<.001; punishment, F(l,213)=13.41, p<.001; and 
threats of punishment, F(l,213)=9.77,p<.01. They also reported more frequent use 
of reprimands, F(1,213)=72.53, p<.001, and less frequent use of positive feedback 
and rewards for the child's behavior, F(l,213)=8.52, p<.001. The two (out of three) 
variables which are supposed to measure parental supportive behaviors yielded 
significant differences between the two groups. Parents of popular children tend to be 
more nurturant towards their children, F(l,213)=26.32, p<.001; and tend to praise 
their child more often than parents of rejected children do F(l,213)=15.21, p<.001. 

No significant interaction effects were found. 

Observational measures. The Wilk's Lambda revealed a significant multivariate 
effect of sex of parent, F(10,204)=2.32, p<.05. A significant univariate effect was 
found for the following variables: positive remarks about personal functioning of the 
child, F(l,213) = 7.91, ρ <.01; offering support and help, F(l,213) = 6.58, ρ <.05; 
nonverbal support, F(l,213) = 6.23, ρ <.05; and prohibitions, F(l,213) = 5.45, ρ 
<.05. Post hoc comparison revealed that mothers tended to be more supportive when 
interacting with the child. Fathers, on the other hand, tended to issue more 
prohibitions. 

The multivariate analysis yielded a significant main effect of sex of child, 
F(10,204)=1.95, p<.05. The univariate test showed that there is a significant main 
effect of child's sex for three variables of parental behavior. Girls tended to receive 
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more prohibitions, F(l,213) = 7.46, ρ <.01; and more nonverbal control, F(l,213) = 
3.89, ρ <.05; whereas parents seemed to offer more suggestions to their sons, 
F(l,213) = 5.53, ρ <.05. 

No significant multivariate or univariate main effect of the child's age (defined 
as a grade level) was found. 

The sociometrie status emerged as a significant main effect for parental 
behavioral categories (multivariate F(10,204) = 24.00, ρ <.001). Univariate analysis 
showed that parents of popular children tend to be more positive and agreeable when 
interacting with their child. They give more verbal rewards, both about personal 
functioning, F(l,213) = 6.32, ρ <.05; and about task behavior, F(l,213) = 38.98, ρ 
<.001; they offer more verbal, F(l,213) = 48.58, ρ <.001, and nonverbal support, 
F(l,213) = 11.77, ρ <.001. When trying to influence their children's behavior, they 
are more likely to offer suggestions, F(l,213) = 67.74, ρ «c.OOl, and to provide 
information, F(l,213) = 4.72 ρ <.05. Parents of rejected children are more likely to 
use directive control strategies such as prohibitions, F(l,213) = 22.41, ρ <.001, 
explicit commands, F(l,213) = 92.25, ρ «c.OOl, and physical take-overs, F(l,213) = 
29.10, ρ «c.OOl. The feedback they give to their children is mostly negative, 
F(U13) = 31.39,p<.001. 

On these measures no significant interactional effects were found. 

Rating scales. The multivariate analysis of scores on the six rating scales 
revealed a significant multivariate effect of sex of parent, F(6,208) = 5.24, ρ «c.OOl. 
Univariate effects were found for three scales. Again, fathers are found to score higher 
than mothers on the variable related to controlling behavior: induction, F(l,213) = 
10.31, ρ <.001; power assertion, F(l,213) = 9.40, ρ <.01; and restrictiveness, 
F(l,213) = 12.74, ρ <.001. 

No significant effects were found for sex of the child or child's age, but grade 
emerges as a significant interactant with sex of child for the variable demandingness, 
univariate F(2,213) = 4.05, ρ <.05. Post hoc comparison showed that the parents of 
boys from the third grade in comparison with other groups received higher scores on 
the demandingness-scale. 

The multivariate effect of sociometrie status was highly significant, F(6,208) = 
38.07, ρ <.001. Parents of popular children were rated by observers as being more 
warm, F(l,213) = 138.35, ρ «c.OOl, and responsive, F(l,213) = 174.19, ρ <.001. 
They tended to rely more than parents of rejected children on inductive methods, 
F(l,213) = 68.93, ρ <.001. At the same time they put more demands on their 
children to perform independently, F(l,213) = 89.67, ρ «c.OOl. Parents of rejected 
children received higher scores on two rating scales: power assertion, F(l,213) = 
76.49, ρ «c.OOl; and restrictiveness, F(l,213) = 83.33, ρ <.001. 

The interactional effect of sex of parent by status group was found for the 
variables power assertion, F(l,213) = 8.12, ρ <.01; and restrictiveness, F(l,213) = 
8.94, ρ <.01. Post hoc comparison indicated that fathers of rejected children scored 
significantly higher on these variables than mothers of rejected children or parents 
of popular children. 
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Parental self-report (CRPR). A multivariate analysis of variance yielded a 
significant overall F ratio for grade level F(6,422)=2.49, p<.05; and for sociometrie 
status group, F(2,212)=15.10, p<.001. 

The univariate analysis indicated that parents tend to use a more indirect 
(authoritative) kind of control as a child grows older, F(2,213)=6.29, p<.01. 

Univariate F tests showed significant differences between parents of popular 
and parents of rejected children on all three scales. According to their self-report, 
parents of rejected children appeared to be more controlling in terms of setting 
narrow limits on the child's behavior, valueing obedience for its own sake and 
expecting unquestionable respect for authority. They also tend to rely more on 
physical or verbal punishment when disciplining the child (Restrictive control, 
F(l,213)=13.16, p<.001). On the other hand, parents of popular children tend to be 
more accepting, warm and supportive, F(l,213)=9.37, p<.01. They also encourage 
the child's independence and open communication between parent and child, 
preferring, in the case of conflict, to reason with the child rather than to punish 
hinder (Authoritative control, F(l,213)=9.37, p<.01). 

No other significant main or interaction effects were found for parental self-
report. 

Taken together, these findings indicale a striking consistency. Across methods 
of assessment similar differences between parents of popular and rejected children 
emerged over and over again, in both parental support and control dimensions. In 
terms of support dimension, popular children appear to grow up in families 
characterized by high acceptance, warmth, and nurturance, whereas the parent-child 
interaction in families with a rejected child seems to be characterized by a less 
positive affective quality. There was also evidence of marked differences in styles of 
parental control. Parents of popular children are more likely to endorse indirect, 
inductive kinds of control, and to emphasize the child's autonomy and independence. 
On the other hand, high directiveness and punitiveness seem to characterize the 
controlling attempts of parents of rejected children. 

The question left to be answered is whether there are differences between parents 
in cognitive functioning. Again, a 2 (sex of parent) χ 2 (sex of child) χ 3 (grade 
level) χ 2 (popular vs. rejected) analysis of variance was used. 

Reasoning complexity. The only significant effect that was found is the effect 
of sociometrie status of the child, F(l,213)=148.38, p<.001. No significant 
interaction effects were found. 

Parents of popular children tend to obtain higher scores on the measure of 
parental cognitive functioning. These parents tend to reason about children, 
parenthood, and the parent-child relationship at a more complex level, that is, they 
seem to consider more elements and are able to take different perspectives 
simultaneously. 
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6.2.2. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PARENTAL BEHAVIOR AND COGNITIONS 
AND CHILD'S SOCIAL COMPETENCE 

In the preceding section we have seen that the measures of parental behavior, 
i.e. support, authoritative control, and restrictive control, and the measure of parental 
cognitions, i.e. reasoning complexity, differentiate between parents of popular and 
parents of rejected children. In other words, differences in the child's sociometrie 
status were traced down to the differences in parental reasoning complexity and 
parental behavior in the interaction with the child. As the reader might recall, we 
hypothesized that the relationship between parental reasoning complexity and 
parental behavior, on the one hand, and the child's sociometrie status, on the other 
hand, is mediated by the child's social cognition and prosocial behavior. Before 
starting to examine this model, it was necessary to assess first whether there is a 
relationship between parental measures and the child's social cognitive and prosocial 
behavior measures. 

Table 10 and Table 11 show the correlation coefficients between maternal 
respectively paternal behavior variables and the child's variables. The parental 
behavior variables are presented separately for each method of assessment. Several 
conclusions emerge from the inspection of these results. First, almost all categories 
of parental behavior show a significant relationship with the child's sociometrie 
status. Second, both the strength and the pattern of correlations are comparable for 
both mothers and fathers. Third, whereas the relationships between parental behavior 
and the child's prosocial behavior measures are generally significant, the correlations 
with the child's social cognitive measures are much lower (especially in the case of 
social cognitive operations and interpersonal understanding). Fourth, the strength of 
the relationships seems to depend on the method of assessment of parental behavior -
scores obtained through the questionnaire produced very few significant correlations. 
Finally, all significant correlations are in the predicted direction. The categories that 
are supposed to measure parental support and authoritative control are positively 
related to the child's competence, whereas the categories measuring restrictive control 
show negative associations with the child's social competence. 

To examine whether parental cognitions reíale to the child's social competence, 
in the following analysis we computed correlations between parental reasoning 
complexity and child's variables separately for mothers and for fathers. The results of 
this analysis are presented in Table 12. 

As can be seen in Table 12, the correlations between parental reasoning 
complexity and the child's sociometrie status are highly significant for both mothers 
and fathers. It seems that parents who are able to reason about child-rearing issues at 
a more complex level are more likely to have children who are popular in a peer 
group. A higher level of parental reasoning is also positively associated with the 
child's prosocial behavior and with a higher level of the child's social cognitive 
development, with an exception of social cognitive operations that did not produce 
significant correlations neither in the subsample of mothers nor in the subsample of 
fathers. 
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Table 10 
Correlations Between Maternal Behavior and Child Variables (N=124) 

Malemal Behavior 

INTERVIEW 
Support 

Nurtunnee 
Physical aftection 

Pniaing the child 
Aushontahve control 

Eiplanations 

Other-onented reasoning 

Positive feedback 

Stimulating independence 
Restncttvt control 

Direct command 

Pumahment 

Threatening 

NegaUve feedback 
OBSERVATION 

Support 

Support 

Nonverbal support 

Positive remarks-person 
AuthonlaUve control 

Providing information 

Positive remarks task 

Suggestions 
Restrictive control 

Prohibitions 

Directives 

Negative remarks-Usk 

Nonverbal control 
RATINGS 

Support 

Warmth 

Responsiveness 
AuthonlaUve control 

Induction 

Donandingneas 
Restrictive control 

Power assertion 

Rcstnctivencss 
QUESTIONNAIRE 

Support 

Authoritative control 

Restrictive control 

STATUS 

*·* 36 
05 

2 9 " 

*** 
35 

2 5 " 

18' 

· · · 42 

*** -38 

-19* 

-20* 

*** -45 

3 6 * " 

19* 

13 

13 

2 8 " 

*·* 46 

- 3 0 " 

,*** 45 

3 5 * " 

- 3 4 * " 

. *** 56 

·*· 64 

*·* 49 

··* 55 

- 3 8 * " 

- 3 8 * " 

20* 

23* 

-23* 

IPU 

* 20 
13 

19* 

-03 

11 

10 

12 

- 14 

- 2 7 " 

-06 

- 10 

12 

11 

28** 

03 

-03 

17 

- 12 

- 11 

- 2 4 " 

-08 

17 
* 23 

14 
φ 

25 

-21* 

- 12 

15 

25** 

- 11 

SCO 

05 
01 

15 

13 

- 0 2 

00 

* 21 

03 

- 0 3 

-08 

-04 

08 

08 

19* 

15 

- 0 4 

04 

- 11 

- 12 

-02 

-13 

11 

15 

11 

11 

-09 

-15 

10 

17 

-06 

ms». 

** 29 
12 

22* 

01 

04 

15 

10 

- 16 

13 

-10 

-16 

17 

07 

44*** 

-10 

08 

*· 24 

-07 

- 12 

-23* 

-15 

»** 32 
** 26 

* 23 

*** 34 

-25* 

24* 

14 

17 

-07 

EMP 

*· 31 
12 

21* 

15 

23* 

04 

* 21 

* -22 

-03 

- 17 

*· -24 

16 

09 

23* 

-07 

17 

*·* 39 

-24** 

*· 23 

- 14 

-20* 

** 27 

**· 33 

*» 25 

*** 39 

-19* 

19* 

08 

09 

-14 

гет 

* 19 
10 

15 

* 
18 
14 

24** 

** 28 

* -19 

- 18 

- 17 

*** 31 

22* 

11 

05 

13 

22* 

·* 24 

- 14 

л** 30 

- 12 

- 2 9 " 

-** 25 
** 29 

• Φ * 

35 

* 21 

- 10 

и 

21* 

2 5 " 

- 12 

PUP 

* 19 
01 

13 

а * 
24 

19* 

10 

*** 35 

** -24 

-05 

- 14 

*** -45 

19* 

17 

04 

2 4 " 

03 

* 23 

- 17 

--.*** -33 

-19* 

-22* 

*** 38 
*** 33 

** 30 

*· 29 

- 16 

-27** 

24** 

16 

-02 

Note STATUS'Sociometnc status, IPU'interpersonal understanding, SCO=social cognitive operations, 
PMR-prosocial moral reasoning, EMP*empathy, PB T*=prosocial behavior teacher ratings, PB P=prosocial 
behavior-peer nominations 

p<.05 *p<01 *p<001 
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Table 11 
Correlations Between Paternal Behavior and Child Variables (N=113) 

Paternal Behavior 

IfíraiVIEW 
Support 

Nurturince 
Physical affection 

Praising the child 
Authoritative control 

Explanations 

Other onented reasoning 
Positive feedback 

Stimulating independence 
Restrictive control 

Duect command 
Punishment 

Threatening 

Negative feedback 
OBSERVATION 

Support 

Support 
Nonverbal support 

Positive remarks-person 
Authoritative conimi 

Providing uiformauon 
Positive remarks task 

Suggestions 
Restrictive control 

Prohibitions 

Directives 
Negative remarks-task 

Nonverbal control 
RATINGS 

Support 

Warmth 

Responsiveness 
Aulhontative control 

Induction 

Dcmandmgness 
Restrictive control 

Power assertion 
Restnctiveness 

QUESTIONNAIRE 
Support 

Authoritative control 

Restnctive control 

STATUS 

** 29 
18* 

2 1 ' 

27** 

*·* 37 
21* 

*** 39 

a * 

-29 
-28** 

-24** 

*** -48 

*** 
50 
2 9 " 

*** 30 

18 

45**· 

S i " · 

-зо·** 
Φ * * 

-61 
- 38*** 

- SS*** 

*** 64 

*** 67 

*** 48 

*** 49 

*** -59 
-60**· 

16 

15 

. 2 5 * · 

mj 

* 19 
16 

07 

14 

· · 27 
08 

* 19 

-07 

-12 

- 12 

11 

12 

21* 
ШШШ 

31 

02 

15 

14 

-18 

11 
- 16 

-20* 

*» 27 

* 23 

** 26 

15 

** -28 
-26** 

08 

23* 

- 11 

SCO 

• 19 
-05 

09 

14 

04 
-05 

13 

01 

10 

-06 

-08 

12 

26* 

· ·* 35 

19* 

04 

01 

-17 

* -19 
-02 

-16 

18 

* 19 

17 

12 

* -20 
-21* 

03 

03 

-09 

PMR 

• 20 
16 

14 

-01 

* 19 
04 

** 29 

-04 
-06 

-01 

** 25 

01 
22* 

• 23 

02 

18 

15 

-05 

·* -26 
-08 

-19** 

· · 26 

-. *** 31 

* 20 

18 

# -28 
28* 

05 

10 

-12 

EMP ГОТ 

*·· ** 30 
23* 

15 

13 

29 
11 

09 

17 

*** **· 37 
20* 

33 
10 

*** * 32 20 

*** *** -31 
-22* 

- 1 2 
• 4 

30 

12 

-31 
• 32*** 

- 2 7 " 

- 14 

**· 43 
2 5 " 15 

»** ** 31 

-05 

18 

25 

10 

24* 

37*** 25** 

-21* 
„ · -19 

-20* 

-23* 

^ * < 33 
- . . * « 35 

*< 28 
* 4 

40 

* 4 

-29 
-29* ' 

16 

21* 

-20* 

- 18 

»** -41 
- 15 

- 15 

* *** 33 

* -.*** 34 

*** 30 

* ** 28 

*** -31 
. 3 5 " * 

05 

06 

-29** 

PBP 

13 
-06 

26** 

11 

12 
06 

φ 

22 

- 15 
-07 

04 

*** -38 

^ * 
21 
17 

14 

24** 

20* 

15 

- 10 

* *** -34 
- 2 8 " 

- 13 

*** 37 
- „ * * * 
38 

„. * 
23 

* 23 

*** -33 
. 2 9 " 

10 

03 

-06 

Note STATUS^sociometnc status, IPU=interpersonal understanding, SCO-social cognitive operations, 
PMR^prosocial moral reasoning, EMP-empathy, PB T=prosocial behavior-teacher ratuigs, PB P=prosocul 
behavior-peer nominations 
*p<05 **p<.01 ***p<001 
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Table 12 
Correlations Between Parental Reasoning Complexity and Child Variables 

Reasoning complexity STATUS ÏPÜ SCO PMR ÉMP PB-T PB-P 

Mothers .64 .27 .07 .30 .31 .45 .24 
Fathers .63 .24 .07 .25 .36 .46 .24 

Note. STATUS=sociometric status; IPU=interpersonal understanding; SCO=social 
cognitive operations; PMR=prosocial moral reasoning; EMP=empathy; PB-T=prosocial 
behavior-teacher ratings; PB-P=prosociaI behavior-p)eer nominations. 
*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. 

In summary, the present findings seem to support the hypothesis that parental 
cognitions and parental behavior are related not only to the child's sociometrie status, 
but also to the child's social cognition and the child's prosocial behavior. Parents 
who are able to view the parent-child relationship at a higher level, who are 
supportive towards their children, and who tend to use more indirect rather than 
restrictive control to influence their child's behavior, are more likely to have socially 
competent children. That is, they are more likely to have children who are better able 
to understand interpersonal relationships, to empathize with others and reason 
morally, who manifest prosocial orientations in their behavior with peers, and who 
are at the same time liked and accepted by their peers. 

6.2.3. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PARENTAL COGNTIONS AND PARENTAL 
BEHAVIOR 

A final question that needs to be addressed before proceeding concerns the 
relationship between parental cognitions and behavior. We have hypothesized that 
not only parental behavior, but also parental cognitions, operationalizcd in this study 
as parental reasoning complexity, were related to the child's competence. In the 
previous section we have seen that this is indeed the case. We have also hypothesized 
that parental reasoning complexity is a possible determinant of parental behavior. 
More concrete, we predicted that a higher level of reasoning would lead to more 
supportive and authoritative behaviors in the interaction with the child. This 
hypothesis was tested by computing the correlations between parental reasoning 
complexity scores and each category of parental behavioral measures: Support, 
Authoritative control and Restrictive control, measured by different methods (Table 
13). Because the analyses of variance showed no significant effects of sex of parent 
for almost all parental variables, this correlational analysis was performed on the 
total sample of parents. The table shows a coherent pattern of generally significant 
correlations. Parental reasoning complexity is strongly (and in the predicted 
direction) related to all parental behavior variables. There are only two exceptions to 
this Finding; both concern the categories of parental behavior obtained through 
observation: Nonverbal support (which did not occur frequently) and Providing 
information (the category which occurred most frequently). 
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Table 13 
Correlations Between Parental Reasoning Complexity, Parental Behavior, and 
Demographic Variables (N=237) 

Reasoning compleuty 
Parental Behavior INTERVIEW 
Support 

Numinnce 

Physical affection 
Praising the child 

Auihoritattv* control 
Explanations 
Other-onented reasoning 
Positive feedback 
Stimulating independence 

Restrictive control 

Direct command 
Piuushmoit 
Threatonng 

Negative feedback 
Parental Behavior OBSERVATION 
Support 

Support 
Nonverbal support 
Positive remarks person 

Authoritative control 
Providing information 
Positive remarks task 
Suggestions 

Restrictive control 

Prohibitions 
Directiva 

Negative remarks-task 
Nonveibal control 

Parental Behavior RATINGS 
Support 

Warmth 
Responsiveness 

AuShontaùve control 
Induction 

Demandmgness 
Restrictive control 

Power assertion 

Restncuvcness 
Parental Behavior QUESTIONNAIRE 
Support 

AulhontaUve control 

Restrictive control 

RC 

4 4 * " 

2 3 * " 
1 7 " 

2 9 " ' 
3 2 " * 
2 5 " · 
3 5 * " 

4 1 " · 
3 2 " * 
2 3 " * 

- 3 4 " · 

3 4 * " 
12 

2 9 " · 

07 
2 6 " * 
4 2 * " 

- 2 9 " * 
-32** · 

3 7 " * 
24*** 

49*** 
5 1 * " 

45*** 
44*** 

. 3 5 * " 

- 3 3 * " 

14* 
22*** 

43*** 

m 

4 1 * " 

22** 
17* 

-03 

01 
13* 
13* 
03 

-15* 
- 0 6 
-13* 

04 

13* 
-08 

15* 

02 
08 
2 7 " · 

-08 
- 0 6 

- 1 9 · * 
-18** 

2 1 " 
2 6 * " 

34*** 

2 2 " 

-04 

-12 

- 0 3 
24*** 

.40* ·* 

SES 

3 9 " * 

19** 
09 
01 

09 
1 8 " 
10 
09 

-13* 
- 10 
-17* 
- 0 0 

07 
08 
10 

02 
14* 

1 9 " 

00 

- 0 2 
-15* 
- 1 9 " 

25*** 
3 4 * " 

29*** 
23** 

- 0 6 
-17* 

-04 
23*** 

- 3 6 * " 

AP 

01 

- 0 0 
- 0 0 
- 11 

14* 
- 11 
-13* 
- 0 2 

04 
06 
03 
17* 

- 10 
-15* 

05 

- 10 
03 
01 

14* 

03 
02 
07 

-13* 
-14* 

-01 
-08 

10 

09 

00 
07 
03 

AC 

02 

02 
06 
07 

03 
03 

- 0 2 
01 

06 
-01 

03 
13 

05 
10 
12 

-01 
04 

- 0 3 

- 0 4 

-01 
03 

- 0 3 

09 
08 

02 
07 

-13* 

-16* 

03 

22** 

- 0 9 

NC 

05 

04 

01 
09 

05 
00 

-04 
- 10 

00 
02 
05 
14* 

04 

02 
07 

02 
09 
10 

07 
04 

05 
-04 

19** 
14* 

04 

03 

-09 
14* 

- 0 4 

12 

-09 

AOC 

10 

02 
04 

02 

16* 
-06 

15* 
03 

10 
03 
06 

2 2 " 

03 
-07 

19** 

04 
08 
03 

01 

Ol 
11 
05 

07 

02 

04 

-01 

-08 

-07 

04 

12 
-04 

Note RC^reasomng complexity, ED^parent's educational level, SES=socioeconanuc status of the family, AP^age of 
parent, AC=age of child, NG-numbcr of children in the family, AOC^age of the oldest child m the family 

p<.05 p< 01 p< 001 
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Table 14 
Partial Correlations Between Parental Reasoning Complexity and Parental Behavior 
with Education and SES Partialled Out (N=237) 

Pucntal Behavior INTERVIEW 
Support 

Nurturanee 

Physical affection 

Praumg the child 
AuthonlaOvt conimi 

Explanations 

Other oriented reasoning 

Positive feedback 

Suinulating independence 
Restrictiv« control 

Punishment 

Threatening 

Negative feedback 
Parental Behavior OBSERVATION 
Support 

Support 

Nonverbal support 

Positive remaiks-peison 
Auihontauve control 

Providing information 

Positive remarks task 

Suggestions 
Restncttve control 

Prohibitions 

Directives 

Negative remarks-task 

Nonverbal control 
Parental Behavior RATINGS 
Support 

Warmth 

Responsiveness 
Auihontauve control 

Induction 

Demandmgness 
Restnctivt control 

Power assertion 

Restncuveness 
Parental Behavior QUESTIONNAIRE 

Support 

Auihontauve control 

Restrictive control 

* · · » · · p<.05 [K 01 p<001 

1 Educational level 

* · * 39 
mm 

20 

1 9 " 

*** 31 

*** 29 

21** 

* · * 37 

*mm 
- 38 

·*» -32 
** -21 
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-38 

# 4 1 * 
33 

mm 
18 

*** 26 

07 

*»* 24 
m** 

36 

·** -30 

·** -34 

·*· -34 
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The associations between parental reasoning and parental behavior, however, might 
occur as a consequence of their independent association with some other variable 
such as parental educational level or SES. In order to identify variables that are 
associated with both parental reasoning complexity and parental behavior, and thus 
can have a confounding effect on the relationship between parental reasoning and 
behavior, in the next set of analyses the correlation coefficients were computed 
between parental cognitive and behavioral measures and demographic variables: 
parents' educational level, SES, age of parent, age of child, number of children in the 
family and years of experience as a parent, defined as the age of the oldest child. 

As it can be seen in Table 13, only the parents' educational level and SES seem 
to be consistently associated with differences in parental cognitions and parental 
behavior. Parents with a higher educational level and from a higher social class tend 
to reason about child-rearing issues at more complex levels. According to their self-
reports they tend to endorse authoritative, rather than restrictive control. Similarly, 
in the observation session they appear to use more indirect, rather than restrictive 
control, and tend to be more supportive than parents with less education and from a 
lower social class. 

Partial correlation analyses that controlled for the influence of SES and 
education, separately and simultaneously, on the relationships between parental 
reasoning complexity and parental behavior reduced the correlations only marginally 
(Table 14). Thus, the results indicate that the demographic variables do not 
substantially affect the relationship between parental cognitions and parental 
behavior. The possibility that the obtained relationships reflect only the influence of 
these confounding factors is therefore ruled out. 

Because these variables did not affect the relationship between parental 
cognitions and behavior, and at the same time did not relate to the child's social 
competence, they were not included in the following analyses. 

6.3. TESTING A MODEL 

Data analyses 

The main aim of this study was to test the model which proposed that parents 
(their reasoning complexity and their behavior in interaction with the child) affect 
their child's sociometrie status in a peer group by affecting the child's social 
cognitive development and the child's prosocial behavior with peers. 

In the preceding section we presented correlations between specific categories of 
parental behavior and each measure of child's social competence. By doing so we 
were hoping to present a more differentiated picture of these relations. But to 
facilitate examination of our model we had to reduce the amount of data to a few 
concepts. That is, the first step in testing this model was to reduce the data to 
concepts included into the model: Reasoning complexity. Support, Authoritative 
control. Restrictive control (concepts related to the parental functioning), Social 
cognition, Prosocial behavior, and Sociometrie status (concepts related to the child's 
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social competence). Some of these concepts consisted of a single score on one 
measure, whereas other concepts represented factor scores. Parental Reasoning 
complexity is an example of a single score. The child's sociometrie status is a 
dichotomious variable - popular versus rejected, based on the combination of the 
positive and negative nominations the child received. The scores of the constructs 
indicating parental behavior (Support, Authoritative control, and Restrictive control) 
and the child's Social cognition and Prosocial behavior are multimethod factor 
scores. In the first section, each of these constructs and its means of measurement 
are considered. 

Next, the interrelationship between constructs is examined using correlational 
analysis. 

Finally, the model is tested using hierarchical regression analyses. 

6.3.1. CONSTRUCT DEVELOPMENT 

As indicated earlier, different parts of the model required different kinds of data. 
The most molar construct included in the model was the criterion variable 
Sociometrie status of the child. It indicated a global impression provided by the 
target child's peers about the child's adjustment in a peer group. Parental Reasoning 
complexity consisted of a single score assigned to each parent and was obtained in a 
semi-structured interview with the parent. It indicated the general mode of the 
parent's understanding of the parent-child relationship; that is, the parent's ability to 
consider different perspectives and to take into account sets of elements when 
reasoning about issues relevant to child-rearing. 

Parental behavior constructs were developed using the "bootstrapping" strategy 
(Patterson & Bank, 1986). Four methods of assessment for parental behavior were 
used: interview, observation, rating scales, and questionnaire. Within each method of 
assessment several categories were assigned as indicators of the three main 
dimensions of parental behavior outlined in the literature: Support, Authoritative 
control, and Restrictive control. The next step was to determine whether it is 
possible to compute a composite score for each dimension within each method. This 
would be the case when the categories that relate to a dimension show an acceptable 
level of homogeneity. The interitem correlations (for interview, observation, and 
rating scales) and Cronbach's alpha (for questionnaire) were used for testing this 
requirement (see method section, Table 4). The computations of the composite score 
resulted in 12 (three dimension χ four methods) scores of parental behavior for each 
parent 

To restate, three scores of parental behavior were computed for interview data: 
Support (summary score1 of variables: Nurturance, Physical affection, and Praising 
the child); Authoritative control (summary score of variables: Explanations, Other-
oriented reasoning, Positive feedback, and Stimulating independence) and Restrictive 

All variables were standardized prior to being summed. 
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control (summary score of variables: Direct command. Punishment, Threatening, and 
Negative feedback). 

Similarly, the observational data yielded three scores: Support (summary score 
of variables: Support, Nonverbal support. Positive remarks-person); Authoritative 
control (summary score of variables: Providing information, Positive remarks-task, 
and Suggestions) and Restrictive control (summary score of variables: Prohibitions, 
Directives, Negative remarks-task, and Nonverbal control). 

The measure of parental Support based on the ratings consisted of a mean score 
on two rating scales: Warmth and Responsiveness. The score for Authoritative 
control was a mean score on the rating scales: Induction and Demandingness, and the 
score for Restrictive control was obtained by computing the mean of the ratings: 
Power assertion and Restrictiveness. 

Finally, using the questionnaire data each parent was assigned three scores: a 
mean score of 12 items forming the Support scale, a mean score of 14 items 
forming the Authoritative control scale, and a mean score on 13 items forming the 
Restrictive control scale. 

Table IS summarizes the intercorrelations among the scores of three 
dimensions of parental behavior: Support, Authoritative control and Restrictive 
control, obtained by four different methods: interview, observation, ratings, and 
questionnaire.The interrelationships among indicators describe the convergent 
validity for each dimension. The associations among indicators across dimensions 
describe the discriminant validity. 

Table 15 
Convergent and Discriminant Correlations for the Support, Authoritative Control, 
and Restrictive Control Dimensions 

I 

Support 
I 
0 . 1 8 
R . 3 7 
Q . 1 2 

Support 
0 

. 3 3 

. 4 2 
Authoritative control 

I .36 
О .24 
R .37 
Q .14 

.34 
-.03 
.17 
.25 

Restrictive control 
I -.43 
О -.29 
R -.23 
Q -.19 

-.30 
-.56 
-.48 
-.11 

R 

. 1 9 

.53 

.58 

.72 

.29 

-.47 
-.69 
-.58 
-.27 

Q 

.19 

.15 

.17 

.44 

-.14 
-.21 
-.14 
-.03 

Authoritative control 
I 

. 3 3 

. 4 2 

. 1 9 

-.75 
-.46 
-.32 
-.22 

О 

. 6 2 

. 1 0 

-.31 
-.80 
-.47 
-.23 

R 

. 1 8 

-.36 
-.58 
-.36 
-.32 

Q 

-.12 
-.21 
-.17 
-.09 

Restrictive control 
I 

. 4 2 

. 3 1 

. 2 5 

O R 

. 6 7 

. 2 5 . 2 1 

Note. I=interview; 0=observation; R=rating scales; Q=questionnaire (CRPR). 
Correlations in bold=convergcnt correlations. 
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Close inspection of Table 15 reveals limited convergent and divergent validity 
of the measures, although all correlations are in the predicted direction. With regard 
to convergent validity, the mean correlations among the measures of the same 
dimension are relatively low: Support M=.27; Authoritative control M=.31, and 
Restrictive control M=.35. This is especially due to the low correlations between 
parental self-report (questionnaire) and other measures of the same construct. That is, 
parental scores on the questionnaire obviously reduced the overall convergent 
validity. This is not entirely surprising, given the fact that parental self-reported 
behavior and more objective (observational) measures of parental behavior usually 
show low corrélations (Dishion, 1990; Holden & Edwards, 1989; Patterson & Bank, 
1986). 

The discriminant validities are much less adequate. As shown in Table 15, 
there is a multitude of significant cross-dimension validity coefficients. In fact, 
almost half of the coefficients (23 out of the 48) exceeds .3. Moreover, several of the 
discriminant validity correlations are nearly twice the magnitude of the convergent 
validity correlations. 

These findings, though disappointing, appear to occur often in the empirical 
socialization research (Dishion, 1990; Dishion, Patterson, Stoolmiller, & Skinner, 
1989; Ellis, Thomas, &. Rollins, 1976; Haaf & Janssens, 1991; Patterson & Bank, 
1986; Patterson & Dishion, 1985). 

Another way to test the convergence of the data and to check whether it is 
possible to obtain one score for each dimension across methods of assessment, is to 
determine whether these composite scores of parental behavior contributed 
significantly as indicators of a construct (latent variable). To determine this, an 
exploratory factor analysis was carried out separately for each dimension. It was 
necessary to demonstrate that the composite scores from different methods all load 
on a single factor. Finally, the internal consistency of the factor score was examined 
by computing Cronbach's alpha. The results of these analyses are presented in Table 
16. 

Table 16 
Factor Loadings of Indicators of Dimensions of Parental Behavior from Different 
Assessment Methods (N=237) 

Method Support Authoritative control Restrictive control 

Interview .62 .70 .67 
Observation .68 .80 .86 
Ratings .81 .86 .81 
Questionnaire .52 .36 .51 

Explained variance (%) 44.6 49.9 52.6 
Alpha .58 .64 .69 

Table 16 displays the factor loadings of composite scores from the four 
methods of assessment on each dimension of parental behavior, along with the 
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variance accounted for by each factor. All three factor analyses resulted in a single 
factor solution. This single factor explained 44.6% of the variance for the dimension 
Support, 49.9% for Authoritative control, and 52.6% of the variance for Restrictive 
control. The factor loadings are high, except for the composite scores obtained by 
questionnaires, which loaded moderately on the factor in all three factor analyses. 

To determine internal consistency of the factors, Cronbach's alphas were 
computed. The values of the alphas for the three factors (.58, .64, and .69, 
respectively) are indicative of an acceptable degree of homogeneity. 

It appears that the factor score of each of the dimensions could be considered a 
homogeneous measure of a unidimensional construct. Thus, each parent was 
assigned a factor score, derived using the regression method, for each of the three 
constructs: a factor score for Support, Authoritative control and Restrictive control. 

A similar procedure was applied for the development of construct scores for the 
child's Social cognition and Prosocial behavior. Table 17 shows the results of 
exploratory factor analysis applied to the child's scores on four social cognitive 
variables. A single factor, that explained 51.2% of variance, emerged from this 
analysis. All variables loaded more than .40 on this factor. Also internal consistency 
was satisfactory (alpha=.67). These findings indicated that it is possible to compute a 
factor score to represent the construct child's Social cognition. 

Table 17 
Factor Loadings of Indicators of Child's Social Cognition (N=125) 

Social cognition 

Interpersonal understanding .74 
Social cognitive operations .84 
Prosocial moral reasoning .75 
Empathy .47 

Explained variance (%) 51.2 
Alpha .67 

The two measures of the child's prosocial behavior were also subjected to 
exploratory factor analysis (see Table 18). Again, both measures showed acceptable 
homogeneity, as indicated by a single factor solution and by alpha. Thus, the 
construct score for Prosocial behavior was computed by calculating the factor score 
(the short regression method). 
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Table 18 
Factor Loadings of Indicators of Child's Prosocial Behavior (N=125) 

Prosocial behavior 

Prosocial behavior (teacher ratings) .82 
Helpfulness (peer nominations) .82 

Explained variance (%) 66.6 
Alpha .57 

To summarize, the model consists of seven constructs. Two of them represent 
a simple score: Reasoning complexity and Sociometrie status. To obtain scores for 
the three parental behavior constructs and the two constructs related to the child's 
competence, five sets of factor analyses were performed, which resulted in five factor 
scores: Support, Authoritative control, Restrictive control, Social cognition, and 
Prosocial behavior. 

6.3.2. INTERCORRELATIONS BETWEEN PARENTAL AND CHILD VARIABLES 

Correlation coefficients between the four constructs related to parental 
functioning and the three constructs related to the child's social competence are 
presented in Table 19. 

Table 19 
Intercorrelations Between Parental Cognition and Behavior and Child's Social 
Competence 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Reasoning complexity 
2. Support 
3. Authoritative control 
4. Restrictive control 
5. Social cognition 
6. Prosocial behavior 
7. Sociometrie status 

.54 

.57 
-.60 
.32 
.42 
.64 

.56 

.60 
-.72 
.40 
.44 
.60 

.64 

.76 

-.71 
.33 
.55 
.70 

-.61 
-.77 
-.78 

-.35 
-.47 
-.67 

.30 

.42 

.38 
-.39 

.32 
.34 

.43 

.48 

.41 
-.50 
.32 

.61 

.63 

.68 

.66 
-.72 
.36 
.60 

Note. Results for mothers (N=124) arc below the diagonal. Results for fathers (N=113) are 
above the diagonal. All correlations are significant at .05 level. 
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As can be expected, the interrelations between the parent's constructs are all 
highly significant. Similar correlational patterns are observed for both mothers and 
fathers. Reasoning complexity is strongly positively associated with parental 
support and authoritative control, and negatively related to the use of restrictive 
control. Parental behavior dimensions are also highly interrelated. Whereas 
authoritative control and support showed a positive relationship, they both evidenced 
negative relationships with restrictive control. 

With regard to the interrelationship between the child's constructs, it seems that 
the child's social cognition is moderately related to both the child's prosocial 
behavior and sociometrie status. Prosocial behavior, on the other hand, showed a 
strong positive relationship with the child's sociometrie status. 

Finally, parental measures also correlated with the child's measures as expected: 
reasoning complexity, support, and authoritative control were positively, and 
restrictive control were inversely related to the child's competence constructs. For 
both mothers and fathers, the relationship of parental constructs with the child's 
sociometrie status is especially high. 

6.3.3. REGRESSION ANALYSES 

The preceding results show that parental cognitions and behavior are related to 
the child's social competence: social cognition, prosocial behavior and sociometrie 
status. In the next sets of analyses, we tested the hypothesized model proposing that 
the relation between parental cognitions and behavior, on the one hand, and the 
child's sociometrie status, on the other hand, is mediated by the child's social 
cognition and prosocial behavior. Thus, the relation between the child's status 
among peers and parental functioning was assessed while controlling statistically for 
variation in the child's social cognition and prosocial behavior. The test of the model 
consisted of several steps. The predictability of each domain of the child's social 
competence (sociometrie status, social cognition, and prosocial behavior) from 
parental behavior was assessed first. The following regression analyses were 
performed separately for mothers and for fathers: (1) sociometrie status as the 
criterion and the three construct scores of parental behavior as predictors, (2) social 
cognition as the criterion and parental behavior scores as predictors, and (3) prosocial 
behavior as the criterion and parental behavior scores as predictors. After establishing 
these links, the hierarchical regression analyses were applied with the child's 
sociometrie status as the criterion, in which the child's measures (social cognition 
and prosocial behavior) were entered first, followed by parental behavior scores, and 
at the third step by parental reasoning complexity scores. If these child variables 
entirely mediate the relationship between on the one hand parental cognitive and 
behavior measures, and on the other hand, the child's sociometrie status, then 
parental measures, when entered at subsequent steps in the equation, should not 
explain any extra variance in the criterion. In other words, the relationship between 
parental measures and sociometrie status, which previously was significant, should 
cease to exist when child measures are entered first 
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First, it was necessary to demonstrate that measures of parental behavior 
accounted for a significant amount of variance in the criterion measure of sociometrie 
status. Thus, multiple correlational analyses evaluated the predictability of the child's 
sociometrie status from the three parental behavior measures (Table 20). The 
multiple correlations for mothers and fathers were .75 and .74, respectively (both ρ 
<.001). That is, the child's peer acceptance is strongly associated with both maternal 
and paternal behavior towards their child. 

Table 20 
Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Sociometrie Status From Parental 
Behavior Measures 

Step/Predictors 

1. Support 

Authoritative control 

Restrictive control 

R 
R2 Change 

F 

Mothers 

.16 

.42*** 

-.26** 

.75 

.57 

52.09*** 

Fathers 

.23* 

.14 

-.43*** 

.74 

.55 

44.57*** 

*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. 

It should be noted that, despite substantial correlations between each of the 
three variables of parental behavior with sociometrie status (see Table 19), the effect 
of some of the parental behavior variables when estimated together (support for 
mothers and authoritative control for fathers) was not significant (see beta's in Table 
20). This is a function of the collinearity between measures of parental behavior, and 
it is a statistical problem endemic to multiple regression. If one variable explains 
enough variance in the criterion, the other variable which strongly correlates with the 
first variable, can hardly explain any extra variance. In this context, the examination 
of the magnitudes of beta coefficients is then meaningless. In other words, although 
it could be shown that parental behavior has an effect on the child's sociometrie 
status, the strong interrelationship between parental measures prevents us from 
identifying the effects of individual dimensions of parental behavior. 

Second, the predictability of the child's social cognition from parental behavior 
was assessed (Tabic 21). Because the correlational analysis pointed out that social 
cognitive variables are strongly related with the child's age, in this analysis age was 
entered first, as a covariate, in order to control for differences due to the child's age. 
The percentage of the explained variance in social cognition by the age of the child 
was 33% and 30% respectively. After controlling for age, the subsequent entry of the 
parental behavior measures significantly increased the accuracy of the prediction. 
That is, parental behavior accounted for a significant proportion of the variance in 
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the child's social cognition, even after the influence of cognitive growth was first 
removed. 

Table 21 
Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Child's Social Cognition From 
Parental Behavior Measures 

Step/Predictors Mothers Fathers 

1. Age 

R2 Change 

F 

2. Support 
Authoritative control 
Restrictive control 

R 

R2 Change 

F 

.58*** 

.33 

61.37*** 

.20* 

.16 
-.08 

.69 

.15 

11.29*** 

.55*** 

.30 

47.54*** 

.19 

.09 
-.18 

.70 

.19 

12.97*** 

*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. 

Next, multiple correlations between prosocial behavior and the parental 
behavior measures were computed. The child's prosocial behavior towards peers was 
significantly predicted by maternal (R=.57, ρ <.001) and by paternal (R=.52, ρ 
<.001) behavior (Table 22). 

Table 22 
Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Child's Prosocial Behavior From 
Parental Behavior Measures 

Step/Predictors Mothers Fathers 

1. Support 

Authoritative control 

Restrictive control 

R 

R 2 Change 

F 

.13 

.40*** 

-.10 

.57 

.32 

8.89*** 

.21 

-.06 

-.40*** 

.52 

.28 

13.81*** 

*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. 
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These results showed that all three domains of the child's social competence: 
peer acceptance, social cognitive development, and prosocial behavior, are predictable 
from parental behavior. 

In the next set of analyses we examined the degree to which the relation 
between parental cognitions and behavior, on the one hand, and sociometrie status, 
on the other hand, was mediated by the child's social cognition and prosocial 
behavior. To do this we performed a series of hierarchical regression analysis in 
which the child's measures (social cognition and prosocial behavior) were entered 
first, followed by the parental behavior measures. Since reasoning complexity was 
construed as a partial foundation for parental behavior, the three parental behavior 
scores were entered prior to the parental reasoning complexity score in each 
regression equation. If the child's social cognition and prosocial behavior completely 
mediated the relationship between parental measures and child's sociometrie status, 
the parental measures should not contribute significantly to sociometrie status, after 
the variations due to the child's social cognition and prosocial behavior are partialled 
out Table 23 summarizes the results of these regression analyses for mothers and for 
fathers. 

Table 23 
Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Sociometrie Status From Child's Social 
Cognitive Development and Prosocial Behavior and From Parental Behavior 
Measures and Parental Cognitions 

Step/Predictors 

1. Social Cognition 
Prosocial Behavior 
R 
R2 Change 
F 

2. Support 
Authoritative control 
Restrictive control 
R 
R2 Change 
F 

3. Reasoning complexity 
R 
R2 Change 
F 

Mothers 

.17* 

.55*** 

.63 

.40 
39.62*** 

.11 

.31*** 
-.24* 
.79 
.22 

22.72*** 

.24** 

.81 

.04 
11.38** 

Fathers 

.20* 

.54*** 

.63 

.40 
36.55*** 

.16 

.15 
-.31** 
.79 
.22 

20.38*** 

.22** 

.80 

.03 
8.05** 

*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. 
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As could be expected, given the earlier described results, the child's sociometrie 
status was significantly predicted by his/her social cognition and prosocial behavior 
scores. However, parental behavior measures provided significant incremental 
prediction of sociometrie status. If a model, that proposed that the effect of parental 
behavior on peer acceptance is completely indirect, being entirely mediated by the 
child's characteristics measured in this study, was correct, then the parental behavior 
measures would have no direct effect on sociometrie status, after the effects of social 
cognition and prosocial behavior were controlled. But for both mothers and fathers, 
when behavioral measures were entered at step 2 in the equation, they still accounted 
for a significant proportion of variance in the child's sociometrie status (increment in 
R2 for mothers and for fathers was .22, p<.001). Thus, the data were not consistent 
with this model. It appeared that parental behavior had an independent effect on 
sociometrie status that is not accounted for by the child's variables studied here. In 
other words, these results suggest that parental behavior has both an indirect and a 
direct effect on the child's sociometrie status in a peer group. 

At the third step parental reasoning complexity scores were entered. As shown 
in Table 23, parental reasoning complexity contributed significantly to the child's 
sociometrie status, even after parental behavior scores were entered into the 
regression. Residual direct paths connected parental reasoning complexity and 
sociometrie status after removing the variation attributable to the child's measures 
and parental behavior. 

Taken together, these results suggested that the hypothesized mediating 
variables (child's social cognition and prosocial behavior) are only part of the 
explanation for correlation between parental cognitions and behavior and the child's 
sociometrie status. It seems that parents influence their child's sociometrie status in 
other ways in addition to affecting the aspects of the child's social competence -
assessed here. 
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Chapter VII 

GENERAL DISCUSSION 

In this study we attempted to integrate two lines of research: one dealing with 
the child's socialization within the family (examining the relationship between 
various child-rearing variables and child outcome) and the other line of research 
coming from the sociometrie tradition (examining the relationship between various 
child characteristics and child's position in a group of peers). There is evidence for a 
link between two socialization systems - parents and peers; the parent-child 
relationship appears to be related to the child's relationship with peers (Hartup, 1979; 
Krappman, 1989; Lieshout, Aken, & Seyen, 1990; MacDonald, 1987; Putallaz, 
1987). However, the empirical literature is surprisingly devoid of studies that 
examine the mechanisms that might mediate the impact of parental practices on 
children's peer acceptance. Why is it that certain aspects of parental child-rearing are 
associated with a better position of the child in a peer group? 

The purpose of this study was to examine the possible mediating links in this 
relationship. In the presented theoretical analysis through examination of relevant 
literature we tried to identify factors which could mediate the relationship between 
parental functioning and the child's sociometrie status by focusing on child 
characteristics which have been found to be determinants of the child's status among 
peers, and which, at the same time, have been related to differential child-rearing. The 
findings from the reviewed studies forni the basis for the model tested in this study; a 
model proposing that parental cognitive and behavioral functioning affect the child's 
sociometrie status by affecting child characteristics relevant for successful peer 
relations: social cognition and prosocial behavior. In other words, the hypothesis 
examined in this study is that parental reasoning complexity, support and 
authoritative control contribute to the child's level of social cognitive development 
and prosocial behavior, which in tum facilitate peer acceptance. 

In this chapter we integrate and discuss the results that are reported in Chapter 
VI. First we concentrate on the child's side of the model and discuss the results 
related to the first two research questions: the social cognitive and behavioral 
differences between popular and rejected children, and the interrelationship between 
the three domains of the child's social competence: social cognition, prosocial 
behavior, and sociometrie status in a peer group. 

Next, we tum to the parents' side of the model and discuss the results concerned 
with the following questions: the differences between parents of popular and rejected 
children, the relationship between the cognitive and the behavioral domain of 
parental functioning, and the relationship between parental cognitions and parental 
child-rearing behavior and the child's social competence. 

Finally, the results obtained by testing the hypothesized model are recapitulated 
and discussed, with the accent on some limitations of this study and the unresolved 
issues inherent in a correlational research such as this: direction of influence and the 
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third-variable problem. The implications of the present findings conclude this 
chapter. 

Child's social competence 

In the First part of the study we examined factors "within" a child which were 
hypothesized to be related to peer acceptance. Rather than focusing exclusively on 
children's cognition or exclusively on prosocial behavior, we included both aspects 
and tried to examine the interrelationships between the three domains of social 
competence: social cognition, prosocial behavior and peer acceptance. 

We first compared two groups of children who differ heavily in their experience 
with peers: children who are liked by their classmates (popular children), and children 
who are actively disliked by their classmates (rejected children). 

Two general conclusions emerge from the comparison of popular and rejected 
children. First, the maturity in reasoning about the social world, positive orientation 
towards others and sensitivity to other's distress (both social cognitively as well as 
behaviorally) are salient characteristics of children who are popular in their peer 
group at school. With regard to the child's prosocial behavior we had two sources of 
behavioral evaluation. Regardless whether it were peers or teachers who gave 
information about child's prosocial behavior, it appears that strong differences exist 
between these two groups. That is, not only peers (to whom the behavior is 
directed), but also teachers (who are possibly more neutral observers) note these 
differences in the behavior of popular and rejected children. Popular children seem to 
be more helpful, cooperative, sympathetic and sensitive towards their peers. The 
same comparison between the two groups was made using the social cognitive 
measures. Popular children seem better able to solve social cognitive tasks: to 
differentiate between the perspectives of self and other, to infer other's thoughts and 
feelings (i.e. to take the perspective of other), and to coordinate different perspectives 
in a social context from the third person perspective. Connected with this, popular 
children also appear to understand better the nature of interpersonal relationships. 
When asked to reason about the parent-child relationship they seem to be capable of 
reasoning at higher levels, characterized by perspective taking and considering the 
multiple perspectives at the same time. Popular children's reasoning about prosocial 
moral dilemmas also differ from the reasoning of rejected children. In the dilemma 
when they have to choose between satisfying their own wants or needs and those of 
others, these two groups of children tend to base their decision on different motives: 
whereas rejected children tend to be more concerned with self-focused consideration, 
popular children tend to be more aware of the other's needs, and tend to justify their 
decisions by expressing concern for other and by emphasizing their own internalized 
responsibility. Not surprisingly, they also appear to be more empathie with a child 
in distress than rejected children. Similar differences between popular and rejected 
children have been found repeatedly (Coie & Dogde, 1988; Coie, Dogde, & 
Coppotelli, 1982; Dekovic & Gerris, 1989; Hartup, 1983; Ladd & Oden, 1979; 
Marcus, 1980; Putallaz & Gottman, 1981b). 
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The second conclusion that emerges from the comparison of these two groups, 
is that the differences between popular and rejected children seem to increase with 
age. It has been suggested that once a child is rejected by his/her peers, he/she has 
fewer opportunities to learn acceptable social behavior and to develop social 
cognitive skills, which, in tum, negatively affect his/her position in the group (Coie 
& Dodge, 1983; Putallaz & Gottman, 1981a, 1981b). If this is true, then it could be 
expected that children who are rejected for a longer period of time would show more 
deficiency. Given the fact that rejection by peers tends to be a stable phenomenon, 
rejected children from fifth grade probably have a longer history of rejection than 
children in the first grade who just enter a primary school. Following this line of 
reasoning, it is not surprising that the social cognitive and behavioral functioning of 
older rejected children lay more clearly behind their popular peers, than in the case of 
younger children. 

A next issue explored was the interrelationship between social cognition, 
prosocial behavior, and (he child's sociometrie status. 

The consistency and the strength of the relationships among the measures 
within each domain (social cognition and prosocial behavior) seem to increase with 
the child's age. With regard to the relationship between social cognition and 
prosocial behavior, prior efforts to link prosocial behavior to perspective taking, 
empathy, and other social cognitive measures have yielded mixed results (Shantz, 
1983). Measures of social cognition employed in the present study have been 
criticized for relying on verbal-expressive skills and on hypothetical rather than real-
life stimuli, though some evidence of ecological validity is available for 
interpersonal understanding (Selman, Schorin, Stone, & Phelps, 1983) and prosocial 
moral reasoning (Eisenberg-Berg & Neal, 1979). Results of the present study 
suggest that the relationship between social cognition and prosocial behavior may 
vary depending on the measure of prosocial behavior used (teachers versus peers) and 
as a function of the particular age group being considered. Whereas in the first and 
third grade only few of these correlations arc significant, in the fifth grade the picture 
changes and a coherent pattern of almost all correlations being significant emerges. 
Our finding that social cognitive measures accounted for a relatively small portion 
of the variance in the prosocial behavior of younger children (both assessed by peers 
and by teachers) is consistent with research on the relationship between children's 
social cognition and social behavior (Feshbach & Feshbach, 1969; Hoffman, 1975; 
Sawin & Parke, 1980). These studies also found age differences in the relationship 
between social cognition and social behavior. A general conclusion from these 
studies is that younger children seem less able than older children to utilize their 
social cognitive responses to mediate their behavior toward other persons. 

Though both the child's social cognition and the child's prosocial behavior were 
predictive of the child's status in a peer group, the relationship between social 
cognition and the child's sociometrie status seems to be mediated by the child's 
prosocial behavior, that is, a higher level of social cognitive development affects the 
occurrence of prosocial behavior which in tum affects the child's popularity with 
peers. These results are consistent with the notion that social behavior is a 
manifestation of underlying social cognitive competence and it is apparently social 
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behavior that bears a direct relationship to the child's status among peers. Moreover, 
it appears that the cognition-behavior-status links are not as strong at younger ages 
as they are at older ages. Our data are consistent with this model, but one should 
keep in mind that, since the data on peer acceptance and behavioral competence were 
obtained at the same time as the measures of social cognitive functioning, our study 
cannot provide definitive evidence of the actual processes that link social cognition 
and prosocial behavior to peer acceptance or lo each other. It could be argued that 
previous studies provided the evidence that social behavior is an antecedent rather 
than a consequence of the child's status in a peer group (Coie & Dodge, 1983; 
Dodge, 1983; Putallaz, 1983). Similarly, it has been generally assumed that social 
cognitive factors are determinants of prosocial behavior (though of course not the 
only one), and not vice versa (Bcmdt, 1983, Shantz, 1975,1983). 

Parental cognitive and behavioral functioning and its relationship to the child's 
social competence 

As a second step in the search for antecedents of peer popularity or rejection, 
we moved from the child's characteristics to the child-rearing environment which 
might stimulate the development of these child characteristics that are important for 
successful peer relations. Starting with the two main dimensions of child-rearing 
behaviors, parental support and control, we tried to provide a detailed description of 
differences in the parent-child interaction of popular and rejected children. 

The overall analysis of parental behavior indicated that parents of popular 
children are more likely to use indirect and persuasive verbal strategies such as 
suggestions and explanations, and to provide more support, encouragement and 
positive reinforcement. At the same time they place more demands on their children 
to act independently and stimulate their children to generate their own solutions. 
They seem to be more sensitive to the child's signals and more involved with their 
child. Parents of rejected children tend to display fewer positive emotions in response 
to their children. They are more likely to criticize their child's personal functioning, 
without providing information why something is wrong and how it should be done. 
When trying to influence the child's behavior they rely on direct commands, 
prohibitions, and physical take-overs, doing the task for their children rather than 
aiding the children to discover their own solutions. These findings suggest that the 
parent-child interaction in these families is more one-sided. By observing the 
physical play between parents and their rejected children, MacDonald (1987) came to 
the same conclusion. 

The general presence of strong differences between the parents lends further 
support to the notion that popular and rejected children experience different child-
rearing within the family. In terms of two dimensions of parental behavior, it 
appears that popular children receive more support from their parents and more 
indirect (authoritative) rather than restrictive control. Moreover, we repeatedly found 
these differences regardless of the method of assessment of parental behavior. 
Rejected children's parents seem to be less supportive and more restrictive than 
popular children's parents, not only according to the ratings of independent observers 
or the registration of their behavior in the observation session, but also according to 
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their own reports on their child-rearing behaviors, obtained through interview and 
questionnaire. 

The variability in children's ability to establish and maintain a successful 
relationship with peers was thus linked to differential socialization practices. 
Moreover, this does not count only for the younger children, as has been often 
suggested (Krappmann, 1989; Parke, MacDonald, Burks, Bhavnagri, Barth, & Beitel, 
1989). Our results show that even at the age of ten-eleven, children's social 
integration into the peer world is still related to their parents' child-rearing behaviors. 
In turn, these parental behaviors were traced to a set of fundamental parental 
conceptions about the parent-child relationship. 

Our results supported the hypothesis that the parental level of reasoning on 
child-rearing issues is related to his/her behavior in the interaction with the child. 
These findings show that parental reasoning complexity, as a cognitive dimension of 
parenting, is an important part of parental functioning. Parental cognitions in this 
study are operationalized, following the cognitive-structural approach, as four 
qualitatively different levels of reasoning, which represent a general pattern or mode 
of understanding social relations (in this case, the parent-child relationship). Our data 
provide some support for the validity of this measure. First, these levels of 
reasoning could be easily found and reliably measured in a sample of Dutch parents. 
The distribution of the parents who reason at a particular level shows that differences 
in the complexity of parental reasoning do exist, but also indicates that Level 2, 
Conventional orientation, is the most common level; that is, the majority of parents 
see the parent-child relationship in terms of externally derived definitions of role 
responsibility, "correct" behaviors and fulfilment of obligations. Only a small 
percentage of parents achieved Level 4 reasoning. However, the majority of parents 
seems also to have a potential to reason at a higher level; that is, Level 3, 
Individualistic orientation, though they do not use it constantly. Second, levels of 
reasoning show structural consistency; that is, they seem to represent a stable pattern 
that is applied consistently across different contexts. Parental reasoning tends to be 
organized primarily at one dominant level, and tends to be consistent across different 
issues related to the parent-child relationship. 

We predicted that these qualitatively different ways of viewing the relationship 
would lead to different behavior during interaction. The hypothesis that the higher 
level of reasoning would relate to more supportive and authoritative child-rearing 
behaviors was supported by our data. The level of parental reasoning was negatively 
related to the use of restrictive control, i.e. using authority to obtain compliance, 
imposing strict rules and limitations on the child's behavior, not allowing the child 
freedom of choice by highly directive behavior. Parents who reason at a less complex 
level tend to focus on their own point of view and/or on the formal status of the 
family member (parent versus child). Their behavior seems to be regulated in terms 
of role expectation defined by existing rules. Also they conceptualize the parent-child 
relation as a one-way interaction, from parent to child, rather than as a mutual 
exchange. As this dimension of parental behavior reveals this kind of parent-(or 
authority) orientation (the parent is not concerned whether the child understands the 
decision - the child has to obey), it is not surprising that they are correlated with a 
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lower level of reasoning. Thus, parents with less mature conceptions of the parent-
child relationships, who lack the ability to take the perspective of the child and who 
fail to see the parent-child relationship as a mutual exchange, tend to behave in a 
more rigid way relying on using their authority to control their child's behavior. On 
the other hand, the parental level of reasoning was positively correlated with 
supportiveness (showing verbal and physical affection, positive concern and 
involvement, encouragement and sensitivity to the child's needs) and positive, 
authoritative control (stimulating the child to think about the problem and to solve 
it on his own, expecting a great deal of independence and responsibility, helping the 
child by giving reasons and explanations). Parents who arc capable to consider the 
experience of the child from the child's point of view (level three and higher) and to 
understand the child's preferences and abilities are likely to be more accepting and 
warm in the interaction with the child. When parents are able to identify not only 
material but also emotional needs of the child, it is easier for them to correctly 
interpret and adequately respond to the child's signals. At the higher levels of parental 
reasoning, the relationship with a child is seen as a more reciprocal exchange and the 
child is viewed as an individual independent of the parent, as an equal and active 
partner in the interaction. Parental behaviors such as reasoning with the child and 
stimulating the child's autonomy, expecting independence and responsibility, seem 
to reveal this kind of orientation. 

Our results show that social circumstances (SES and educational level) affect 
parental cognitive and behavioral functioning. But when SES and education were 
taken into account, parental reasoning complexity was still related to parental 
behavior, both observed and self-reported. Parental conceptions about children, 
parenthood and the parent-child relationship thus made an independent contribution to 
parental behavior. These conceptions represent factors internal to the parent (in 
contrast to more external factors such as SES) from which the parental child-rearing 
style emerges. A higher level of reasoning is related to the use of indirect, positive 
control and warmth, acceptance and support; and negatively related to restrictiveness. 
Parents who reason at higher levels have an increasing amount of relevant data 
available from the environment. They also seem to use these data in more flexible 
and adaptive ways, and to respond to their child more sensitively. Parents who have 
fewer conceptual resources for interpreting and resolving tasks of parenting and who 
lack understanding of what goes on inside the child tend to have a more rigid, 
authoritarian behavioral style, which is known from the child-rearing literature 
(Maccoby &. Martin, 1983) to be less adaptive for the child's development. 

Both parental reasoning complexity and parental behavior in the interaction 
with the child were related not only to the child's sociometrie status, but also to the 
child's social cognition and prosocial behavior towards peers. It seems that the 
pattern of parental behavior with support, authoritative control and in the opposite 
direction, restrictive control as components, is predictive of the child's social 
cognition and the child's prosocial behavior, which in tum are predictive of the child' 
s sociometrie status. 
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With regard to the relationship between parental behavior and the child's level 
of social cognitive development, it seems that social cognition of the child is 
stimulated by warm and responsive parental behavior in the interaction with the 
child. This dimension of child-rearing is consistently found to be positively related 
to child's social competence (Rollins & Thomas, 1979; Keller, 1976). There are a 
few possible explanations for this finding. In the first place, a supportive parent 
functions as a model for a child. He/she shows understanding, acceptance, and 
responsiveness to the child's needs. In a positive relationship with a parent, a child 
also feels secure. His own needs are satisfied and he is able to tum his attention 
towards others. The positive affective relationship with a parent provides the 
motivation for engaging in social interactions and forms a basis for positive 
expectation in social interactions (Kerkhoff, 1969). A supportive parent also gives 
the child the opportunity to express his ideas freely and to have them tested (corrected 
or confirmed) in a social context. 

In some other studies the parental influence on the child's social cognition is 
viewed more explicitly in ternis of providing perspective taking opportunities. In the 
first place this implies the use of induction, i.e. reasoning with a child and giving a 
rationale for behavior change. This parental behavior which relies on the child's 
cognitive abilities to comprehend interpersonal relationships and to coordinate 
different perspectives, is usually found to be positively correlated to the child's social 
cognitive development (Kohlberg, 1969; Hoffman, 1970; Bearison & Cassel, 1975). 
Also, stimulating the child to think and to discover solutions on his/her own seems 
to be positively related to his/her competence (Peterson & Skevington, 1988; 
Johnson & McGillicuddy-DeLisi, 1983). The dimension of authoritative control in 
our study covers both aspects and a positive association between this dimension and 
child outcome is consistent with these findings. 

According to the cognitive-developmental approach (Piaget, 1965) the crucial 
variable in the child's social environment is the degree of reciprocal or equalitarian 
interaction the child has with others. Although Piaget puts a major accent on the 
peer interaction he also recognizes the importance of family interaction. The parents 
who interact with their children in a reciprocal manner (in a more democratic style) 
and whose relationship with the child is based on mutual respect facilitate the 
development of social cognition of the child. In this kind of relation the child is 
stimulated to consider the intention and perspectives of others as well as others' 
perspectives on the self. On the other hand in a restrictive environment where only 
conformity to rules are required and where little room is left for the child's own 
initiative, it is not necessary for a child to comprehend the other's point of view. The 
perspective taking skills involved are relatively simple. 

The results concerning the relationship between parental behavior and the 
child's prosocial behavior are consistent with some previous findings (Dekovic & 
Janssens, 1991; Eisenberg-Berg & Mussen, 1978; Hoffman & Saltzstein, 1967; 
Mussen, Harris, Rutherford, & Keasey, 1970; Staub, 1979). Authoritative child-
rearing and a positive affectionate relationship seem to foster the child's prosocial 
development. It appears that at least some of the child's behavioral repertoire is 
acquired in the interaction with the parents. It is, however, not clear through which 
mechanisms this occurs. It is possible that a warm and supportive parent models an 
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interactional style which a child imitates, not only in the context of the parent-child 
relationship but also in other settings (e.g. school). Parents who interact with their 
children in a more democratic style and whose relationship with the child is based on 
mutual give and take might better prepare their children for the reciprocity which 
characterizes peer relations. On the other hand restrictive parents may provoke 
negative responses of the child (Kuczynski et al., 1987) or may effectively suppress 
their children's negative behaviors (e.g. aggression) at home, but it is likely that 
these behaviors would seek outlets outside the home, particularly at school (Loeber 
& Dishion, 1984). 

The findings that there is a link, on the one hand, of child-rearing with the 
child's prosocial behavior and social cognition, and on the other hand, of the child's 
social cognition and prosocial behavior with his/her sociometrie status, suggested a 
model which proposed that the child's social cognition and prosocial behavior are the 
mediating links in the relationship between child-rearing and the child's acceptance 
by peers. The test of this model was the main aim of this study. 

We obtained only partial support for the hypothesized model. Though some 
mediation does take place, we found in both models (for fathers and for mothers) 
evidence for a direct path of influence. The results suggest that the child's prosocial 
behavior and the aspects of social cognitions included in this study, are only part of 
the explanation for the association between child-rearing and the child's sociometrie 
status; that is, child-rearing has an independent impact on sociometrie status that was 
not accounted for by these child's variables. 

Parents probably influence the child's sociometrie status in a number of ways 
in addition to the aspects of social behavior and cognitions assessed here. In addition 
to prosocial behavior a variety of other behavioral skills (e.g., social approach 
pattern, initiating and maintaining relationships, conflict resolution strategies, etc.) 
are found as correlates of the child's sociometrie status (Dodge, 1983). These 
behavioral skills might be learned within the family system too. Similarly, some of 
the social cognitive skills which appeared to be related to the child's peer acceptance 
and to the child's family experience, such as social problem solving (Pettit, Dodge, 
& Brown, 1988; Putallaz, 1987) and the child's expectations of the outcome of 
social strategies (Hart, Ladd, & Burleson, 1990), were not included in the present 
study. In future research the assessment of these social cognitive and behavioral 
variables should lead to a better understanding of the processes by which parents 
affect their children's peer relations. 

Furthermore, the relations between parental reasoning complexity and the 
child's social competence are greater than can be accounted for by the intervention of 
specific parental behaviors. The direct effect of reasoning complexity on child 
outcomes suggests that reasoning complexity may be expressed in ways that are not 
assessed in this study. This indicates that the complexity with which the parent is 
able to view children, parenthood, and the parent-child relationship is an important 
factor in studies of the parental impact on the child, in addition to the behavioral 
variables. Similar findings are obtained in McGillicuddy-DcLisi's study (1985), 
which examined the relationship between parental beliefs, parental behavior and the 
child's representational competence. She found that beliefs affect children's 
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competence in two ways, i.e., an effect that is mediated by parental behavior and an 
effect that is independent of the relationship between beliefs and behavior. "This 
finding suggests that assessment of parental constructs may provide information 
relevant to aspects of parenial influence on children's development that is not tapped 
in necessarily limited observations of parental behaviors" (McGillicuddy-DeLisi, 
1985, p.20). The parent's view of the parent-child relationship may provide more 
understanding of the history of the parent-child relationship that affects the child's 
social competence than information about parental behavior at specific points of 
time, in a specific context, and with a child who has reached a particular level of 
development. 

Developmental and sex differences 

The design of our study made it possible to examine developmental and sex 
differences in the parent-child interaction. Though it could be expected that the 
parental interactional style would change with the child's age (Maccoby, 1984), very 
few categories of parental behavior showed evidence of developmental effects in our 
study. Kuczynski et al. (1987) found that maternal control strategies change with the 
child's age, with the increase in the use of explanations and with the decrease of 
physical strategies. In all our age groups providing information and offering 
suggestions were the most frequently used categories. It is possible that this shift 
from the physical to the verbal modalities occurs earlier, during the preschool years, 
and that other kinds of changes in parental interactional style are too subtle to be 
detected with our coding system or are just not evident in the situations such as we 
observed. 

The finding that mothers tend to be more supportive and fathers more firm and 
controlling is consistent with Baumrind (1982), but not with Russell and Russell 
(1987) and Brody, Pillegrini, and Sigel (1986). This could be due to the traditional 
structure of the participating families, with the fathers being the main providers of 
family income and the mothers primarily involved in child care. This family 
structure is probably accompanied by the traditional view on masculine and feminine 
roles, mothers being the primary affectional figure and fathers the authority figure. 
This could also be a possible explanation for the differences in the parents' behavior 
when interacting with their daughters and their sons. Both parents tended to be more 
restrictive towards their daughters, and more stimulating and encouraging towards 
their sons. These parents might value achievement differently depending on the sex 
of the child, and it might be more important for them that the child succeeds in 
solving the puzzles when it is a boy than when it is a girl. 

Previous research focused almost exclusively on the mothers' behavior. Our 
data point out that fathers play an important role in the child's development of social 
competence. The associations between paternal behavior and the child's social 
competence with peers were as strong as the associations between maternal behavior 
and child measures. Studies which also involved fathers came to similar results 
(Roopnarine, 1987). This stresses the importance of including fathers in any further 
socialization research. 
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Limitations of the present study 

An important limitation of the present study concerns its sample. The present 
research focused on two extreme groups of children (popular and rejected), and it is 
important to exercise caution in generalizing the findings. All associations found in 
this study are quite high. This is partly due to use of extreme groups (with more 
variance within the child's measure). It is possible that less impressive results would 
be obtained if the whole range of different sociometrie status groups (neglected, 
controversial, and average) were included. 

A word of caution is necessary about the interpretations of the independent 
contribution of each dimension of parental behavior in predicting the child's social 
competence. We have seen that some of the beta coefficients in the regression 
analyses predicting child variables from parental behavior scores, did not reach 
significance, although each of the dimensions was significantly correlated to the 
child's measures. With regard to this finding it should be noted that the dimensions 
of parental behavior arc not independent of each other. Parental support and 
authoritative control are highly intercorrelated, and both show a strong negative 
relation with restrictive control. If two of these variables explain enough variance in 
the dependent variable, then the third variable, which is strongly correlated with 
them, can hardly explain any extra variance. Therefore it is not possible to tell with 
certainty about the independent contributions of these parental behaviors to the 
child's competence. 

The classic issue in correlational research is the problem of direction of 
influence. This study examined concurrent relations between parent-child interactions 
and measures of the child's social competence, and therefore cannot directly support 
any conclusion about causality. It can, however, show us the strength of the 
relationship and give the answer whether the data are compatible with the 
hypothesized model. The posited causal direction is from parent to child. We 
recognize the possibility that a child-to-parent model may also be applicable to these 
data. Our data also do not allow to lest the nonrecrusive path of influence. In our 
model all causal links run one way. The oversimplification of this unidirectional 
perspective is long recognized, as well as the fact that the very nature of the parent-
child relationship, especially in the case of older children, makes it very difficult to 
distinguish cause from effect. The parent-child relationship is probably best described 
by a reciprocal-influence model, in which both parent and child are active participants 
and processors of each other's "input" (Genis, 1989). Bearing this in mind, we want 
to emphasize that the causation is probably bidirectional: the way in which the 
parent conceptualizes children may influence parental behavior and facilitate the 
development of social cognition and prosocial behavior of the child, but the level of 
the child's development and his/her behavior in the interaction with the parent will 
also effect the way in which the parent sees the child and how easy (or difficult) it is 
for the parent to be sensitive and responsive. 

The model which we tested assumes that parents affect their child's peer 
acceptance by influencing his/her social cognition and prosocial behavior. An 
alternative which should be considered is that the child's characteristics have an 
impact on the parental interactional styles aM peer acceptance. Perhaps children 
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with advanced social cognitive and behavioral skills elicit different responses from 
their parents (both in terms of parental practices and in terms of parental cognitive 
functioning). However, as Putallaz (1987, p.337) pointed out "Regardless of the 
initial causal direction, at some point the mother-child interaction pattern likely 
becomes a stable sequence". This is, of course, true for fathers as well. In order to 
fully address this direction-of-effects-issue, an additional, longitudinal research is 
needed. 

Finally, in this study we emphasized the parental influence on the development 
of the child's social cognition and prosocial behavior. Little consideration is given to 
other factors that influence a child's development outside the home environment. 

Nevertheless, an important contribution of this study consists of providing the 
evidence that both the child's characteristics and the parents' child-rearing should be 
considered when examining the child's success or failure in peer relations. 

The other classic issue relevant to the interpretation of parent-child correlations 
is the third-variable problem. Perhaps the correlation arises from some other set of 
factors, with no direct effects of parental functioning on child, or child on parent. 
Though we checked the effect of some potentially confounding factors (such as SES) 
there is no guarantee that all confounding factors have been partialled out. In 
particular, the high correlation between parent's and child's social cognitive scores 
may reflect general similarity in intellectual ability between parent and child. The 
question remains whether this similarity is based on the shared social environment 
and/or hereditary factors. 

Implications of present findings 

Although the present research focused on two extreme groups of children and 
future research is required both to extend the findings of this study and to determine 
their generalizability, some implications of the present findings are worthwhile to 
consider. 

The present findings provide further justification and call for more effort to 
develop preventive and/or intervention programs for socially rejected children, 
especially if we take into consideration the evidence of a relatively high stability of 
peer status among rejected children and consequences of enduring peer rejection for 
later social adjustment 

First, though there is enough evidence that rejected children have more negative 
interactions with their peers, and consequently do not profit from peer interaction in 
the way popular or average children do, the results of this study suggest that rejected 
children have more negative interactions with their parents as well. It seems that the 
whole social network of rejected children is characterized by unagreeable and 
conflictual relationships. This makes it obvious that the rejected children are at 
double risk and that intervention efforts to help these children are necessary. One of 
the explanations offered by Asher et al. (1984) for their finding regarding the overall 
modest relationship between sociometrie status and self-reported loneliness at school 
was: "Some children identified as unpopular may have friends in other classes or 
school (e.g., neighbourhood friends), and thus are not particular lonely or discontent. 
Similarly, children's parents and siblings may serve as emotional buffers, and 
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satisfactory home relationships may help when school peer relationships are not 
going as well as they might." (p.1461). Unfortunately, the results of our study 
suggest that, at least when parents are concerned, this is not likely. Rejected children 
seem to have unsatisfactory relationships with thier parents as well as with their 
peers. 

Second, one of the aims of the studies of peer acceptance is to provide clues 
concerning those factors that should be subjected to intervention efforts in order to 
prevent the negative consequences of peer rejection. From this study it is clear that 
the child's prosocial behavior is one such factor. It is also clear that, in addition to 
behavioral variables, the social cognition of the child should also be taken into 
account. The training programs which focus narrowly and exclusively either on 
behavioral competencies or social cognitive skills may not be particularly effective 
as a general approach to improving social competence (Batistich, Solomon, Watson, 
Solomon, & Schaps, 1989; Solomon, Watson, Delucchi, Schaps, & Battistich, 
1988). The importance of these two sets of variables (behavioral and social 
cognitive) seems to change with the child's age, with the behavioral variable being 
more important at younger ages. The Finding that differences between popular and 
rejected children become more apparent at an older age, points out the importance of 
the cummulative effects of continuous, year-after-year rejection, and highlights the 
need to start with such programs as early as possible. 

Third, when recommending the intervention strategies it should be kept in 
mind that the problems rejected children experience in peer relations may actually 
have their roots in the family system. The intervention which is directed only to an 
individual child (such as social skill training) may be only partially successful. 
Social skills training usually consists of coaching rejected children by verbal 
instructions and modeling, how to pay attention and listen to others, or how to share 
materials and take turns with other children, or it may consist of setting up 
opportunities for them to interact with others. Though a child might learn some 
more adaptive behavioral patterns in such a training program, if the quality of the 
parent-child interactions is not changed, it is possible that the child would soon be 
drawn back to his/her old behavior repertoire. 

Fourth, if parents are included in such an intervention, it is important to 
consider which aspects of parental behavior should be the focus of the intervention. 
Our findings point out again that parental support seems to facilitate the child's 
development of social competence. By using molecular variables (specific parental 
behavior categories) we were able to identify aspects of concrete behavior which have 
a common nominator "support". Similarly, we have seen that different aspects of 
parental controlling behavior have different associations with the child's competence, 
that is the parental use of indirect, authoritative control, rather than the use of 
prohibitions and directives, seems to have a positive impact on the child's 
competence. 

Finally, the fact that parental reasoning complexity (the way in which the 
parent conceptualizes the child, their relationship and his/her own role) docs relate to 
parental behavior, beyond and above demographic variables, points out the 
importance of studying the cognitive structural aspects of parenting. In the context 
of recently increasing interest of investigators for the parental cognitions ("beliefs" 
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or "ideas"), this study should be viewed as an effort to provide another "point of 
view" for studying parental cognition - by assessing the level of parental reasoning 
about child-rearing issues - and to emphasize the importance of cognitive aspects of 
parental functioning. Knowledge of the level of social understanding which underlies 
behavior can be critical to ihe understanding and dealing with that behavior. Applied 
to the domain of child-rearing, the assessment of parental constructs which parents 
use to view and interpret the world may provide relevant information which is not 
tapped in the limited observations of parental behaviors and may give us better 
understanding of that behavior. Parental level of reasoning is a more global category 
of parental cognition than for example parental beliefs about cognitive development, 
or timetables for the development of certain abilities, and as such may yield a more 
powerful relationship to parental behavior than more specific parental beliefs (Sigel, 
1986). Level of reasoning tells us how a parent sees a parent-child relationship and 
which cognitive resources are available for a parent to interpret and resolve the task 
of parenting. Knowing the parental level of reasoning might not enable us to predict 
a single action of a parent, which is inherently difficult to predict without taking 
into account the context in which the act took place. But it might help account for 
variation in more global categories of parental behavior, i.e. parent's child-rearing 
style, better than some specific parental beliefs. Studying the parental general mode 
of thinking may be worthwhile for expanding our knowledge about parental 
functioning, but it can also enrich our clinical understanding and serve as a basis for 
educational (preventive) or clinical intervention for parents. The best way for 
intervention might be to help parents to achieve an understanding of the child as a 
developing individual, rather than teaching parents specific behaviors of how they 
should (or should not) act. This understanding might help parents to focus on the 
child's point of view in a particular situation and his/her motives and needs, as well 
as the parent's own interpretation and needs. The parent who is able to understand 
more fully the nature of the parent-child relationship and to comprehend and 
coordinate different points of view within a situation, should be able to cope more 
successfully with the requirements of parenthood. In planning and evaluating efforts 
to improve pure parenting skills or a disturbed parent-child relationship, the level of 
reasoning might be a useful criterion for observing whether or not a change actually 
did take place in the parent's deeper understanding of the parent-child relationship. 
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Summary 

The child's acceptance by a peer group plays an important role in social and 
personality development Peer rejection seems to be a reasonably stable phenomenon 
and predictive of later social maladjustmenL Given the importance of successful peer 
relations it seems necessary to examine the origins of (un)succcssful adaptation to 
the world of peers. Most of the research concerned with the determinants of the 
child's sociometrie status in the peer group has focused primarily on children's 
behavioral and/or social-cognitive characteristics. The role that parents may play in 
the development and maintenance of the sociometrie status was generally ignored, 
though it is becoming clear that the parents- and peers-system are interdependent and 
that the child's social competence in the peer group is related to socialization factors 
present in the parent-child system. 

In the present study we started the search for the reasons for the child's 
popularity or rejection, by focusing first on the child's behavioral and social 
cognitive characteristics. The child's prosocial behavior in interaction with peers is 
seen as a major behavior variable related to the child's sociometrie status. The 
aspects of the child's social cognition studies here are those which have been 
theoretically viewed as antecedents of prosocial behavior: social cognitive operations 
(differentiation of perspectives, perspective taking, and coordination of perspectives), 
interpersonal understanding, prosocial moral reasoning and empathy. In the 
following step we moved from the child's characteristics manifest in a peer group to 
the family to examine the aspects of parental cognitive and behavioral functioning 
which might be related to the child's social competence. Two major dimensions 
identified in the child-rearing literature, parental support and control (defined as 
authoritative and restrictive control) are used to account for parental behavior 
differences. In addition to parental behavior, we also examined the role of parental 
cognitions, defined in this study as a complexity of reasoning about children, parent-
child relationship and parenthood. The main aim of the study was to test the model 
proposing that parental cognitions and behavior affect the child's sociometrie status 
by affecting the child's social cognitive and behavioral skills that are the basis of 
competent behavior with peers. In other words, it was hypothesized that parental 
reasoning complexity, parental support, authoritative control and restrictive control 
are predictive of the child's social cognition and prosocial behavior, and these child 
characteristics, in tum, are hypothesized to be predictive of the child's sociometrie 
status. 

The data were collected in a sample of 125 children (who were selected as either 
popular or rejected in a peer group) and their parents. Information about the child's 
social cognition and behavior was obtained using interviews with children, teacher 
assessment and peer nominations. Each family was visited at home. Parental 
reasoning complexity was assessed in a semi-structured interview with each parent 
individually. Parental behavior in interaction with the child was assessed using 
observation, ratings, interview with the parent and questionnaire. 

The analyses of social cognitive and behavioral differences between popular and 
rejected children showed that popular children lend to obtain higher scores on each 
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measure of social cognitive development, and tend to be more helpful, cooperative 
and sympathetic towards their peers. These differences between popular and rejected 
children seem to increase with age. Although both the child's social cognition and 
the child's prosocial behavior were predictive of the child's sociometrie status, the 
relationship between social cognition and sociometrie status seems to be mediated by 
the child's prosocial behavior; that is, a higher level of social cognitive development 
affects the occurrence of prosocial behavior which in turn affects the child's 
popularity with peers. 

The comparison of popular and rejected children's parents showed that these two 
groups of parents differ in their cognitive and in their behavioral functioning. Parents 
of popular children tend to reason about child-rearing issues at higher, more complex 
levels. With regard to parental behavior, differences between the two groups emerged, 
regardless of the method of assessment, in both parental support and control 
dimensions. In terms of support dimension, parents of popular children tend to show 
more warmth, acceptance, and nurturance than parents of rejected children do. There 
was also evidence of marked differences in styles of parental control. Whereas parents 
of popular children were more likely to endorse indirect, inductive kinds of control, 
and emphasize the child's autonomy and independence, the controlling attempts of 
rejected children's parents seem to be characterized by high directiveness and 
punitiveness. 

The variability in children's ability to realize a successful relationship with peers 
was thus linked to differential socialization practices manifested by their parents. 
These parental behaviors were traced to a set of fundamental parental conceptions 
about children, the parent-child relationship and parenthood. Reasoning complexity 
was related to parental behavior, even after the effect of demographic variables was 
removed. Parents who reason at higher levels tended to be more supportive towards 
their child and showed preference for authoritative rather than restrictive control. 

Parental reasoning complexity and parental behavior were related not only to the 
sociometrie status of the child, but also to the child's social cognition and prosocial 
behavior. These child characteristics were hypothesized to be mediating links in the 
relationship between, on the one hand, parental cognitive and behavioral functioning, 
and on the other hand, the child's sociometrie status. Only partial support was 
obtained for this model. Though the child's social cognition and prosocial behavior 
to some degree indeed mediate this relationship, we also found evidence for a direct 
path of influence. The results suggest that the child's prosocial behavior and the 
aspects of social cognition included in this study are only part of the explanation for 
the association between child-rearing and the child's popularity or rejection by peers. 

Keeping in mind the limitations of the present study (especially the focus on 
two extreme groups, and the correlational nature of the obtained data), some tentative 
suggestions are made regarding the implications of these findings for preventive 
and/or intervention programs for socially rejected children and their parents. 
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Samenvatting 

De acceptatie van het kind door leeftijdgenoten speelt een belangrijke rol in de 
sociale- en persoonlijkheidsontwikkelmg van het kind. Het afgewezen worden door 
leeftijdgenoten is een tamelijk subiel kenmerk van het kind en heeft voorspellende 
waarde met betrekking tot de latere sociale aanpassing. Gezien het belang van de 
succesvolle relaties met leeftijdgenoten is het van wezenlijk belang om de oorzaken 
van het populair of impopulair zijn te achterhalen. In onderzoek naar delcnminanten 
van de sociometrische status van het kind wordt vooral een verklaring gezocht in 
gedrags- en/of sociaal-cognitieve kenmerken van hel kind. Aan de rol die ouders 
kunnen spelen in de ontwikkeling en hel handhaven van een bepaalde sociometrische 
status wordt veel minder aandacht besteed, hoewel het evident is dat de sociale 
competentie van het kind in de groep van leeftijdgenoten samenhangt met 
socialisatiefactoren in het gezin. 

In deze studie wordt eerst aandacht besteed aan de gedrags- en sociaal-cognitieve 
kenmerken van het kind die samen kunnen hangen met de sociometrische status van 
het kind. Het prosociale gedrag van het kind wordt gezien als de belangrijkste 
gedragsvariabele m hel voorspellen van de sociometrische stalus. De aspecten van 
sociale cognitie, geselecteerd voor dit onderzoek: sociaal-cognitieve operaties 
(difierentieren van perspectieven, perspectief nemen, en coördineren van 
perspectieven), het begrijpen van interpersoonlijke relaties, prosociaal moreel 
redeneren en empathie, worden gezien als antcccdenicn van prosociaal gedrag. In de 
volgende stap van het onderzoek wordt de focus verplaatst van de kenmerken van het 
kind, gemanifesteerd in een groep van leeftijdgenoten, naar de factoren binnen het 
gezin: ouderlijke cognities en opvoedingsgedrag. Ouderlijk opvoedingsgedrag wordt 
getypeerd met behulp van twee centrale dimensies: ondersteuning en controle 
(gedefinieerd als autontatieve en restrictieve controle). Naast hel opvoedingsgedrag 
wordt ook de rol van ouderlijke cognities onderzocht. Ouderlijke cognities worden in 
deze studie gedefinieerd als de complexiteit van redeneren over kinderen, over de 
ouder-kind relatie en over ouderschap. Het doel van de studie is het model te toeisen 
waarin wordt verondersteld dat ouderlijke cognities en opvoedingsgedrag van invloed 
zijn op de gedrags- en sociaal-cognitieve kenmerken van het kind en waarin deze 
kind-kenmerken weer invloed hebben op de sociometrische status van het kind. 

De onderzoeksgroep bestond uit 125 kinderen (die werden geselecteerd als 
populair of verworpen) en hun ouders. Informatie over de sociale cognitie en het 
prosociale gedrag van het kind werd verkregen door middel va. nterviews met het 
kind, het oordeel van de leerkracht en nominaties van klasgenoten. Bij de ouders werd 
een semi-gestructureerd interview afgenomen om hun complexiteit van redeneren te 
bepalen. Het gedrag van de ouders werd vastgesteld door middel van vier verschillende 
methoden: observatie van ouder-kind interacties tijdens hel oplossen van twee 
puzzels, rating scales, een interview met de ouders en een vragenlijst. 

De resultaten laten zien dat er verschillen zijn tussen populaire en verworpen 
kinderen voor wat betreft de sociaal-cognitive ontwikkeling en het prosociaal gedrag. 
Populaire kinderen kregen hogere scores op alle sociaal-cognitieve maten en bleken 
meer prosociaal en behulpzaam te zijn. Deze verschillen tussen populaire en 
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verworpen kinderen nemen toe met leeftijd. Hoewel sociale cognitie en prosociaal 
gedrag beide een voorspellende waarde hebben voor de sociometrische status van het 
kind, bleek de relatie tussen sociale cognitie en sociometrische status gemedieerd te 
zijn door het prosociale gedrag van het kind. Met andere woorden, het niveau van de 
sociaal-cognitieve ontwikkeling voorspelt het prosociaal gedrag, dat op zijn beurt 
weer invloed heeft op de sociometrische status van het kind. 

Er zijn duidelijke verschillen gevonden tussen de ouders van populaire kinderen 
en ouders van verworpen kinderen in ouderlijke cognities en opvoedingsgedrag. 
Ouders van populaire kinderen redeneren op een hoger, complexer niveau dan ouders 
van verworpen kinderen. Verschillen worden gevonden tussen deze twee groepen 
ouders in hun opvoedingsgedrag (zowel ondersteuning als controle) ongeacht de 
methode die gebruikt is om het gedrag vast te stellen. Ouders van populaire kinderen 
zijn meer ondersteunend en warm naar hun kinderen toe. Zij proberen hel gedrag van 
hun kind te beïnvloeden op een indirecte, autoritatieve wijze en benadrukken 
autonomie en onafhankelijkheid van het kind. Ouders van verworpen kinderen 
daarentegen zijn meer geneigd om strikte regels (e stellen, dingen te bevelen of te 
verbieden, en om hun kind te straffen. 

De wijze waarop ouders met hun kind omgaan is dus sterk gerelateerd aan de 
status van het kind in een groep van leeftijdgenoten. Verschillen in ouderlijk 
opvoedingsgedrag worden teruggevoerd tot verschillen in wijze waarop ouders 
redeneren over kinderen, over de ouder-kind relatie, en over ouderschap. Complexiteit 
van redeneren hangt met ouderlijk opvoedingsgedrag samen, zelfs nadat het effect van 
demografische variabelen is uitgepartialiseerd. Ouders die op een hoger niveau 
redeneren zijn meer ondersteunend en geven de voorkeur aan autoritatieve controle. 

Ouderlijke cognities en gedrag lijken niet alleen met de sociometrische status 
van het kind samen te hangen maar ook met de sociale cognitie en het prosociaal 
gedrag van het kind. In het te toetsen model wordt verondersteld dat deze kenmerken 
van het kind een mediërende rol vervullen in de relatie tussen opvoeding en 
sociometrische status. Uit de uitgevoerde analyses blijkt dat de relatie tussen 
ouderlijke cognities en gedrag enerzijds en de sociometrische status van het kind 
anderzijds niet volledig wordt gemedieerd door deze kenmerken van het kind. Het 
niveau van de sociaal-cognitieve ontwikkeling en het prosociale gedrag van het kind 
verklaren slechts een gedeelte van de relaties tussen opvoeding en sociometrische 
status. 

Rekening houdend met de beperkingen van dit onderzoek (vooral voor wat betreft 
de selectie van extreme groepen en het cross-sectionele karakter van de dala), worden 
enkele suggesties gedaan met betrekking tot de implicaties van deze resultaten voor 
preventie-en interventieprogramma's voor verworpen kinderen en hun ouders. 
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