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' Preadolescent friendship and peer status have an impact
on early adulthood adjustment.

Friendship and Peer Rejection as
Predictors of Adult Adjustment

Catherine L. Bagwell, Michelle E. Schmidi, Andrew F
Newcomb, William M. Bukowski

The idea that suceess in peer relations represents a eritical aspect of social
competence in childhood and adolescence has heen supported by a well-
developed rescarch base aver the past thirty years {Rubin, Bukowski, and
Parker, 1998). The majority of this rescarch has locused on childrens pop-
ularity or status in their peer group, wypically the other students in their
school classroom or grade level. However, a separate body of worl has con-
sidered the leatures, characteristics, and developmenial significance of chil-
dren’s dyadic relationships with [riends. As the chapters in this volume
emphasize, both popularity {or avoiding rejection) in the laiger peer group
and establishment of closc friendships are imporiant developmental rasks
for children and adolescents. Although many of the skills and competencies
that lead to positive adjustment in the larger peer group are also those that
forecast success in friendships, these two types ol peer relations are not
tdentical in their characteristic [eatores or in the eliects they have on chil-
dren’s sccial and emetional well-being (Bukowski and Hoza, 1989).

As our understanding of what peer relations look like, how they
develop, and what predicts success or difficulty in establishing positive peer
relationships has increased, investigators have paid greater attention to the
developmental significance of these relationships. There are now a number
ol well-designed short-term longitudinal studies establishing links between
poor peer relations in childhood—both peer rejection and the failure to
lorm close [riendships—and poor schoot adjustment and psychological
health, loneliness, and problem behavior in later childhood or early adoles-
cence (Boivin, Hymel, and Bukowski, 1995, Coie and others, 1995; Hoza,
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Motina, Bukowski, and Sippola, 1995; Parker and Asher, 1993). These stud-
ies typically span a two- 1o four-year period. In addition, several longer-term
follow-up siudies focused solely on peer rejection (as opposed to dyvadic
[riendships) suggest that children who are rejected by peers are at signifi-
canily increased risk for dropping out of school early, engaging in delin-
quent and criminal behavior, and developing mental health difficulties in
dfw adolescence and adulthood (for reviews see Parker and Asher, 1987; Parker,
Rubin, Price, and De Roster, 1995; Rubin, Bukowski, and Parker, 1998). In
contrast, there is not a well-established literature on the importance of close
friendships for Yong-term adaptive adjustment. Thus an unanswered ques-
tion is whether popularity and participation in friendships are redundant
predictors of adjustment and functioning in adulthood or whether each has
urique implications {or adult well-being, This question is the primary locus
of the eighteen-year follow-up study we present in this chapter.

The chapter is divided into two primary sections that present a theo-
retical [oundation and empirical evidence to address this question. in the
lirst scction, we discuss two aspecis of a conceptual {ramework for exam-
ining the unique developmentai significance of [riendship: {1} the norma-
tive developmental tasks and transitions from preadolescence 10 adulthood
and {2} the potential processes or mechanisms that explain why problems
in preadolescent peer relations (that is, peer rejection or having no lriends)
might be related to maladjustment in latcr adolescence and adulthood. In
the second section, we present ltndings from our longidinal study of
preadolescent peer rejection and Iriendship status as predictors of multiple
domains of adjustment in early adulihood.

Conceptual Framework for Developmental
Significance of Peer Relations

In order to build a framework for understanding the significance of peer
relations for long-term positive adjustment, it is critical first to examine the
developmental tasks and transitions that occur in eatly adulthood and that
would be considered normative. Only then can we examine how problems
in peer relations might predict difliculties in mastering and negotiating these
normal developmental tasks and transitions.

Normative Developmental Tasks and Transitions of Early Adult-
hood. Friendships and peer relations during the adolescent years serve to
bridge the gap between childhood and adulthood. As children enter ado-
lescence, they gain increasing independence from their parents and begin
the continuous process of refining their personal commitmenis and rela-
tionships. Adolescents may have four to six best friends whom they char-
acterize as trustworthy, understanding, and loyal (Berndt and Perry, 1990).
These close friendships allow the adolescent to create a better understand-
ing of the selfl, and they provide a support system to help the adolescent

“ - work through daily stresses. As youth progress throngh adolescence, they

begin to formulate their own personal goals and values and learn of the
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intricacies of romantic involvement. Adolescence should result in individ-
uation, that is, a sense of being both separate from and close to oihers
(Savin-Williams and Berndt, 1990}, The tasks of adolescence help prepare
for the transition to early adulthood, when the developmental challenges
shift to occupation- and relationship-building goals (Vaillant, 1977). Dur-
ing this relationship-building process, associations with peers and friends
undergo some change, most noticeably in the size and compeosition of social
networks. For example, young adults in their twenties usually have only
one or two best [riends (Berndt and Perry, 1990), bur they may have
increased involvernent with individuals who are potential life partners.

Several theorists have described the developmental tasks that accom-
pany the transitions from childhood to adolescence and from mmc_mm.nmﬁn
to garly adulthood. Erikson {1964} identified the challenge of establishing
intimate relationships with others as the key developmental task in his sixth
psychosocial stage, intimacy versus isolation, which takes place [rom
approximalely age twenty to age forty. Highlighting the importance ol ade-
lescence in the transition 10 adulthood, Erikson stressed that he ability to
accomplish intimacy during young adultheod is largely dependent on ear-
lier retational expericnces. This idea is consistent with Sullivan’s description
(1953} of the importance of preadolescent friendships to providing a con-
text for developing skills and competencies that are essential lor success in
future relationships. Furthermore, more recent conceptualizations ol ihe
functions of childhood and preadolescent friendships emphasize that these
earlier friendship experiences provide building blocks for the development
of romantic relationships and other interpersonal relationships in later ado-
lescence and adulthood (for example, Hartup, 1992}

In an attempt to refine and expand Erikson's theory, Levinson (1978,
1996} presented a theory ol adult psychosocial development that noﬂmmmﬁm
ol a series ol intermingling stages of transition and stability, each _mm..Ew
approximately five to seven years. During periods of stability ﬂrm. focus is on
building lile siructures {that is, the basic pattern of a person’s life at a par-
ticular time) that successfully combine inner personal goals with outer soci-
eial demands. The components of these life structures are the person’s most
signilicani relationships with others {that is, individuals, groups, u:n insti-
tutions}. Transitions are periods of structure changing, during which the
individual reviews previous life structures, terminates components that do
not work, and establishes new components that may be more suitable.

Levinson {1978, 1996) described the first stage of early adulthood (ages
seventeen to twenty-two) as a transition period, followed by a period of sta-
bility (ages twenty-two to twenty-eight) during which the adult mﬂmm a com-
fortable life structure for early adulthood. During the period extending from
age twenty-eight to age thirty, the young adult again enters a period of tran-
sition when the life structure for early adulthood crystallizes. These devel-
opmental periods in eatly adulthood correspond to our choice of assessment
times in the present longitudinal study. Specifically, our first m&.ﬁr assess-
ment occurred at approximately age twenty-three, when participants had



‘just moved out of Levinson's First early adulthood transition period. The
m.mn.onm assessment occurred at approximately age twenty-eight, when par-
ticipants were completing Levinson's stable period of early adulthood and
entering another period of transition.

There are a limited number of studies that extensively examine the
developmental tasks of early adulthood, particularly with regard to inter-
personal relationships (for example, Reid and Fine, 1992; Winefield and
Harvey, 1996). Even fewer studies examine longitudinally the kinks between
adolescence and adulthood {for example, Jessor, Donovan, and Costa, 1901
Werner and Smith, 1092}, The extant literature shows longitudinal wmmﬂnm.,
ations between (1) friends’ approval of problem behavior and measures of
problem behavior in young adulthood, such as general deviant behavior and
..u_q.,_m use (Jessor, Donovan, and Costa, 1991}, (2} conventional Emzmm_._ﬁm
in early adolescence and more positive relationships both thirteen and
Lwenty-one years later (Stein and Newcomb, 1999), and (3) higher levels of
social support in adolescence and lower levels of drug use, relaticnship
problems, emotional distress, and work, health, and family probiems in
young aduithood {(Newcomb and Bentier, 1988). 1a contrast to these ﬁ_c{m:-
mented relations between adolescence and adulthood, Giordano and oibers
{1998) found that adolescent family variables, not ievel of tntimacy with
adolescent {riends, successfully predicted a variety of aduit outcoines. These
longitudinal siudies, which report very dilferent aspects ol adolescent peer
refations and reveal some contradictory findings, illustraie the need for addi-
tional research on the connections between peer variables in preadolescence
and adjustment cutcomes in early aduithood.

Preadolescent Peer Relations and Later Maladfustment, If it is
established that preadolescent peer relations are strong predictors of adul
outcomes, the next question is what accounts lor these associations. There
are multiple theoretical perspectives for understanding the processes
through which peer relations in childhood and preadolescence might affect
current and long-tevm social and emotional adjustment. Some of these the-
ories emphasize the unique implications for later adjustment of different
types of peer relationships, namely popularity and friendship, but others fail
o make distinctions among the different dimensions of peer relations. We
briefly discuss three perspectives in the following paragraphs: (1) needs ful-
fillment and relationship provisions, (2} stress and social support, and (3)
developmental psychopathology.

One perspective suggests that children’s experiences with peers yield rela-
tionship provisions that are important, if not essential, for adaptive adjustment.
Consistent with this view is the notion that particular types of peer relations
are best suited lor meeting specific social and emotional needs that emerge at
particular points in development. Sullivan (1953} suggested that the juvenile
period {ages six to nine} is characierized by the need for acceptance and this
need can be fulfilled by participation in peer groups. In contrast, during the
transition to the preadolescent period, the need-foracceptance shifis 10 a
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need for interpersonal intimacy. At this developmental period mutual Friend-
ships, or “chumships,” emerge.

The key elements of friendship that distinguish it from other peer rela-
tions and that account for its developmental significance include reciproc-
ity, trust, loyalty, and mutual alfection. As the distinctions between
popularity and mutual friendship have become more clear, attention has
been focused on identifying relationship provisions that may be gained in
either refationship and those that may be unique to each. Although popu-
larity and friendship may both be sources ol instrumental aid, nurturance,
companionship, and enhancement of self-worth, friendship is unique in its
provision of affection, intimacy, and reliable alliance. In contrast, popular-
ity is uniquely associated with feelings of belongingness and inclusion
{Buhimester and Furman, 1988, Furman and Robbins, 19853,

Another perspective for undersianding the processes through which
problems in peer relations may lead 1o adjustment difficulties suggests that
peer rejection or failing to maintain close [riendships is a stressful life expe-
rience. The expericnce of active rejection is, in itself, stressful lor children.
I addition, this stress is compounded by the fact 1hat rejecied and [riead-
less children lack support from a strong social network and thus may be vul-
nerable o other stressors {Bukowski, Newcomb, and Hartup, 1996, Coie,
1990). According 10 this secial support perspective, peer relations provide a
number of direct and indirect benelits that potentially have a lasting impact
on adjustment. The concept of camulative risk in the stress literature sng-
gests that stressful life experiences are additively associated with negative
outcomes. In particular, coping resources are taxed as lile stressors accu-
mulate, and an individual’s ability to cope with these stressors decreases,
leading 1o negative outcomes. For example, Kupersmidi, Burchinal, and Pat-
terson {1995) found support for the cumulative risk model, suggesting that
multiple risk factors, including aspects of peer rejection and dyadic friend-
ships, are additively predictive of externalizing behavior problems.

The framework of developmental psychopathology, particularly the con-
structs of developmental pathways and of risk and protective factors, pro-
vides a third mode! for examining the mechanisms through which peer
relations influence later adjustment (Parker, Rubin, Price, and De Rosier,
1995}. The field of developmental psychopathology is concerned both with
understanding the course of individual patterns of development and with the
interchange between normal and atypical development. In addition, this
perspective focuses on the processes that moderate the expression and out-
come of tisk factors across the life span {Cicchetti and Cohen, 1995). 1t is
clear that peer rejection and problems with friendships, either not having
friends or having poor-quality friendships, are risk factors for adjustment dif-
ficulties.

One might logically conclude that having supportive friendships serves
as a valuable protective factor. Unfortunately, the empirical research does
not completely support this hypothesis. Supportive [riendships contribut®




. i0 4 (extremely}, indicaring the degree of distress associated with the par-
ticular symptom during the past week. Scale scores represented the average
score for the items doading on that scale. .

Prediction of Adult Qutcome from Preadolescent Friendship Sta-
tus and Peer Rejection. Our first set of analyses was designed to examine
whether the patterns of prediction from preadolescent friendship status and
peer rejection to adult adjustment differed a age 23 and age 28, Fach of the
domains of lile status adjustment and psychopathologicai symptoms was
regressed on gender, friendship status, and peer rejection. In addition, for
domains of life status adjustment, (ifth-grade role scores were entered on
the first step of the regression analysis 1o control for the stability ol aspects
of life status from adolescence to adulthood. in all cases gender was not
associated with any owtcome measure. Thus the analyses were rerun exclud-
ing gender 1o account lor the best-fitling models.

The correlations between measures of lile status adjusiment and psy-
chopathological SYmploins at age 23 an

d age 28 are shown in column 3 of
Table 2.1 and columi 2 of Table 2.2. These corzelations were generally mod-
erate (o high, indicating consisiency in multipie domains of adjustment
across early adulthoed. Nevertheless,

the correlations are not uniflorimly
high; and although adjustment at ages 23 and 28 were related, there was evi

dence of transition and change during this (ive-year period as well,

On the life status measures, the greatest stability was shown in the
domains of sclinol perlormance, aspiration level, activity invelvement, tron-
ble with the law, and overall adjustment. Schoal performance was likely con-
sistent across time because this measure specifically tapped the participants
highest level of educational achievement, and those who had earned their
final degree by age 23 thus showed stability from age 23 to age 28. Similarly,
it is not surprising that individuals’ aspirations and goals were consistent
across early adulthood, Many participants’ aspirations remained the same, or
their goals were at least consistent in terms of their realistic nature and speci-

Micity. The strong association over time lor the domains of activity involve-
ment and trouble with the jaw likely reflects both stability in these aspecis
of adjustment and methodelogical consistency. In particular, at both age 23
and age 28, Participants reported on involvement in extracurricular and com-

. Munity activities and trouble with authority figures at the current time and

.in the past. The potential overlap in reports of past behavior would be

expected to contribuie at least in part to the observed stability in adjustment

i these areas. However, it is also likely that participation in conventional
o vities, such as music, sports, and other leisuzre activities, and participa-

HO0D in deviant activities are both consistent across time,

L322 As shown in Table 2.2, several measures of psychopathological symp-

wvere' moderately correlated between ages 23 and 28. The greatest sta-

YEWas’ apparent for overal symptomatology (that is, the GSI).

onal sensitivity, anxiety, paranoid ideaticn, and psychoticism. The

RhErvetn oyerall severity of symptomatology in both early adulthood

Table 2.1. Prediction of Life Status Adjustment at Ages 23 and 28
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Table 2.2. Prediction of Psychopathological Symptoms at Ages 23 and 28
491

Obsessive-compulsive wndencies
Interpersonal sensitivity

Depression
Anxiety

Glahal Severity Index

Symptom Dimension
Somatization

assessments suggests that even il individuals’ specific symptoms changed
over time, the overall level of distress they experienced remained relatively
consistent.

Prediction of Life Status Adjustment. In general, predictions of life sta-
tus adjustiment from preadolescent friendship status and peer rejeciion were
similar for both adult assessments. Table 2.1 presents the findings from both
the age 23 and age 28 assessments. The combination of friendship stats
and rejection continued to be associated with overall adjustment, school
A4 [ performance, and aspiration level at age 28. In all three cases peer rejection

explained a unique portion of the variance, and preadolescents who were

rejected by peers experienced poorer adult adjusiment in these areas. As
: might be expected, an increase in the interval of time bevween preadoles-
g cence and adult follow-up was related io less powerful predictions lor over-
all adjusument and aspiration level.
Somewhat surprisingly, friendship and peer rejection were better pre-
* diciors of school perlormance at age 28 than at age 23. One potentiat expla-
nation for these findings is that whereas at age 23 a significant number ol
; patticipants weze still in schoal, by age 28 most participants had completed
4 their education. Thus age 28 scores on the school performance measure
reflect more accurately how far participanus will go in school because mast
have achieved their highest level of education. To the extent that preado-
lescent social adjustment is related 1o school performance, the prediction
will be stronger when panticipants’ education is complete.
’ Al age 28, parlicipanis’ positive interactions with others, particularly
with their [amily, peers, and friends as indexed by the measures of family
interaction and social lile, were significantly related to their preadolescent
friendship status and peer rejection. In the age 23 assessrnent these mea-
sures were marginally related to preadolescent peer indicators. It is inter-
esting that friendship and peer rejection were associated with positive family
involvement in dilferent ways over several time periods. In the age 28
assessment, participants provided a retrospective report of their relation-
ships with parents and siblings during high school, from ages 1810 23, and
over the past year. For the high school years, peer rejection was associated
with more problematic family relations. Friendship status was a marginally
significant predictor of family functioning from ages 18 to 23, and friended
preadolescents reported more positive family interactions during this tine.
However, having a close friend in preadolescence was more strongly related
10 better relations with family members during the past year.
One potential explanation for these findings is the developmental transi-

tions in provisions and leatures of family relations during adolescence and early
ations in family relationships accompanied by
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adolescence include emotional support, supervision, and monitoring {Dish-
ion, French, and Patterson, 1995; Steinberg, 1990). Peer rejection in pread-
olescence is associated with a host of problems, such as affiliations with
deviant peers, schoo! problems, and aggression (Coie and others, 1995: De
Rosier, Kupersmidt, and Patierson, 1954; Rubin, Bukowski, and Parker,
1998), that might make these aspects of parenting difficult and contentious
and might increase the expected level of perturbation in [amily interactions.
As such, peer rejection may be more related to family functioning in this age
period than are {riendship relations.

During the period from 18 to 23 years old, many of the participanis
were in college or away from home. Their more limited interactions with
parents ard [amily during this period may be responsible lor the weaker
association between earlier peer measures and {amily functioning. However,
by age 28, when wmany participants had children themselves and were per-
haps reconmecting with their family of origin, friendship status emerged as
the critical preadolescent predictor. At this time relationships with parents
and siblings are less hierarchical and more egalitarian. Parents and their
young adult children are expected to have achieved an interdependent rela-
lionship characterized by cooperative nepotiation rather than unilateral
authority {Youniss and Smollar, 1985). It is likely, then, that the character-
istics facilitating success in preadolescent iriendships (for example, wrust,
reciprocity, and mutual engagement) may be even more related 1o positive
family interactions at this developmenial period than at prior ones,

Having an active social life with peers, [riends, and romantic partners
was related (o preadolescent peer rejection and [riendship status only dur-
ing the ifme periods of high schoo! and ages 18 10 23. When participants
reported on their social life at age 28, there was no association between
preadolescent peer relations and having an active social life in the past year.
Similar to the lindings for positive family interactions, the relative imper-
tance of peer rejection and {riendship in predicting social life activity was
nol conststent across time, There was no wnique prediction of involvement
in social activities with peers and friends in high school for Iriendship sta-
tus or peer rejection, but together they explained a marginally significant
portion of the variance in social life activity. The direction of the regression
coefficients suggests that rejected preadolescents may be somewhat less
involved with peers and friends in high school. In contrast, between ages
18 and 23 it was the preadolescents without a best friend who failed to have
an active social life with peers and romantic partners. Peer rejection is 2
fairly stable phenomenon in preadolescence and adolescence {Coie and
Dodge, 1983; Rubin, Bukowski, and Parker, 1998). It is not surprising, then,
that those youth who were disliked by the larger peer group in preadoles-
cence would be those who are less likely to have an active social life in ado-
lescence. .

For a large number of our participants, the period of time between the
age 23 and age 28 assessments was characterized by major life transitions,
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‘ a8 close friend in preadolescence to report more criminal oflenses
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particularly marriage and parenthood. These iransitions are nx._umn._wa io
result in changes in leisure time activities and thus to r.m.Em a mﬁ.nm?nmam
effect on an individoal’s social life. Consistent with this notion, participants
involvement in activities, including extracurricular activities mn.n commu-
nity involvement, was associated with wnmmno_mmnw:.ﬁ peer rejection onm.., ar
age 28, Even though participants reported on activity involvement n_c._.m:m
high school and between ages 18 and 23 in both assessments, M.w_m mn.m:.:oﬂ
of information about the past year enhanced the link between being disliked
by peers and limited involvement in activities. .
Similar to the findings [or family interactions, ﬁﬂmumﬂm.nmma :...wn ship
status increased in relative importance for predicting m@ﬂ&. lile activity over
time while peer rejection seemed to decrease in its predictive power. These
findings suggest that having a close friend E.ﬁﬂmm@oﬁmmnnnﬂm has greater
long-term implications for positive adult H.n_mzo:mrﬁm. than peer rejection
has. An important function of childhood friendships is that they serve as
building blocks for fulure relationships (Hartup, Em.ﬁ 1996}, They Eoﬁn_m
a context [or learning and practicing relationship m__::m. and competencies
that form the loundation lor successful relationships with J_rmmm through-
out life. The current lindings lor family interaction and social life are con-
sistent with this function of childhood {riendships w—u._mnuﬁmm both tap specilic
lationships—with [amily members and with peers.
mmiw.ﬂmmw:aﬂ m:m_.:mm &ﬁnﬂn:_nw between the lindings from 1993 and 1998
was in the area of trouble with the law. In the age 23 mmmmmmﬁmﬂ.ﬁqmun—o_.wm.-
cent aggression was not significantly related to the degree to E.Enr partici-
pants had trouble with authority ligures or displayed antisocial behavior.
The pattern was quite different by the time of the age 28 assessment, when

¥ preadolescent aggression was a significant predictor of trouble with the law:

who had a
and other

indications of trouble with the law and authority figures %m_..._bomm who r.mn
Em. A trend of similar magnitude at age 23 was in the opposite
direction, suggesting that chumless status was associated with greater trou-
ble with authority. .

A potential mﬁﬁ_mmmnon for the changes in ﬁ_._ﬁ_w,_w patterns relates n._nmn,.ﬁ_uw
to the conceptualization of two pathways 1o delinquency and mwmmcn_‘mﬁ_
behavior {Moffitt, 1993; Patterson, Capaldi, and Bank, 1991; Patterson an
Yoerger, 1997). At the time of the first adule F——Qﬁ&? our measure o.m trou-
ble with the law tapped participants’ involvement in mnwﬂ_nﬁmsm activity ?M
marily in adolescence. Moffitt has suggested thal some delinquent an

The more important finding, however, was the trend for adults

=" aniisocial behavior is normative in adolescence, and it may in fact be that

- adolescents who do not display some minor conflict with avthority figures

* __or the law are those who are at risk for adjustment problems. By assessing

delinquent behavior at the end of adolescence {our age 23 assessment), we

perhaps captured two distinct groups—Tlile n.uﬁmwlwnﬁmﬁ:a cmmﬂmnnmwmum
dolescence-limited offenders. Life course—persisient ofienders are those




“who have a history of childhood offenses and continue 1o engage in antiso-
cial behavior throughout adolescence and adulthood, As the name suggests,
adolescence-limited offenders begin their delinquent behavior in adoles-
cence, are expected to desist by early adulthood, and are responsible for the
significant increase in criminal offenses characteristic of adolescence.
According Lo the dual-pathway theory, those individuals who still engage in
antisocial behavior at age 28 are expected 10 be part of the more chronic,
persistent group. Thus serious preadolescent aggression would be related 1o
this 1ype of behavior. However, preadolescent aggression would not be
expecied 10 predict the more normative behavior displayed in adolescence
by the adolescence-limited group.

Itis particularly interesting that friendship status predicted trouble with
& ﬁ the law and peer rejection did not. Antisocial behavior and delinquency are

COmmMon outcame measures in longitudinal studies of peer rejection, partic-
ularly because of the link between childhood peer rejection and aggression, a
Precursor 1o serious antisocial behavior. Peer rejection has been shown to be
a strong prediclor of delinquent behavior {Coie and others, 1995; Pe Roster,
Kupersmidt, and Patterson, 1994; Kupersmidt, Burchinal, and Patie rson,
1995; Kupersmidi and Coie, 1990; Rubin, Bukowski, and Parker, 1998). Peer
rejection and [riendship status are rarcly examined simultancously, and our
findings suggest that suceess in [riendship relations is related to trouble with
authority figures. In particular, chumless status was related to less involve-
ment in delinquent behavior. These findings highlight the importance of con-
sidering both the positive and negative effects of friendship and are consistent
with the short-term longimdinal study of Kupersmidt, Burchinal, and Patter-
son {1995), in which children with a reciprocated best [riendship were ar risk
{or later externalizing behavior problems in somne circumstances, particularly
if there was a high level of conflict in the friendship.

Having a best friend thus is not always a positive aspect ol social com-
petence. For example, children who are aggressive or rejected often form
{riendships with others who have similar characteristics. In addition, these
children are ofien those that are rejected by the peer group at large. Thus
they have limited opportunities for engaging with prosocial peers, and they
actively seek out one another because they reinforce one anothers delin-
quent behavior. Dishion and colleagues have described a process of deviancy
training in antisocial boys’ friendships {Chapter Four of this volume; Dish-
ton, Patlerson, and Griesler, 1994, Dishion, Spracklen, Andrews, and Pat-
terson, 1996; Poulin, Dishion, and Haas, 1999). Through this process of talk
and engagement in delinquent behavior, antisocial friends encourage and
enhance their antisocial tendencies. It may be that at least some of the indi-
viduals experiencing trouble with the law in the current study participated
in a friendship in which deviancy training was a salient process.

Prediction of Psychopathological Symptoms. As shown in Table 2.2, the
pattern of prediction of psychopathological symptoms from preadolescence
to early adulthood was.fairly.consistent at age 23 and at age 28, Preadoles-
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cent friendship status and peer rejection were at least Em—.m.imp.__., ﬂm..imnmnﬂ
predictors of the specilic dimensions of depression, mwﬂmuoi ideation, and
psychoticism in both adult assessments. It is interesting 1o note that at age
28 overall severity of symptomatology was no longer related 1o preadoles-
cent peer relalions. . . .
Perhaps the most imporiant finding is that not having a close friend in 2
preadolescence was uniquely and consistently related to greater symptoms of
depression in early adulthood. Friendships in preadolescence ﬁﬂmﬂnm.m con-
text for learning to give and receive emotional mgﬁﬁoﬂ.mnm to sell-disclose
{Hartup, 1996}. High-guality friendships promote positive m.m_q.ﬁﬂwNE. may
ward ofl leelings of loneliness, and may provide a buffer against m_”_m._.__mmm:ﬂm
eflects of stress. Thus, failing to form these close friendship relations is H.mumﬁ..m
o depressive symptoms in the short term (Boivin, Iw.Em_. mnn _.wnwoim.rr
1995; Vernberg, 1990}, and our findings suggest that this association carries
inte adulthood.
o In both adult assessments peer rejection and [riendship mﬂaﬁt..m%n_bh_.
predicled symptoms of paraneid ideation and psychoticism. mnnm.mmw%.m ta-
tus was a marginally significant predictor of these two symptom n_E._m:mESm
in the age 28 assessinent. At age 23, however, peer rejection was 2 margin-
ally significant unique predictor of ﬁmwn:cznmmﬂ. The most notable change
from age 23 1o age 28 in terms of associations with mqumun_a_mmnm._.: peer rela-
tions was thal peer rejection was a significant and unique predictor of hos-
tility at age 28 but not at age 23. . ]

Test Efficiencies for Preadolescent Adjustment Indicators. As
described in the findings already presented, the primary goal of our .n.n_..uw was
to examine mutual friendship and peer rejection prospectively, as _qum_nﬂcam
of adult adjustment. This second component of our Eﬁ#ﬁw was mi:::‘ toa
case-control design and allowed us to consider potential Emﬁmmmm:ﬂm ﬁm:”_-

ways to adulthood that begin with specific .m__ammma_mmn.mmﬁ. risk factors. In —.,z.m
analysis we examined those adults who exhibited significant _uqn_u_mﬂm in
overall lile status adjustment or who reported elevated Wmfnwoﬂmmwn_um_ﬁ_
symptomatology. We drew on Meehl and Rosen’s n_mmw_n. En..q_ﬂ {1955} on
antecedent probability and the efficiency of ﬁm.uqnwoﬁn_ﬂn signs 1o Mmm,wmm
whether different preadolescent adjusiment Fﬁ__nma_.m were tisk factors for
problematic adult outcomes at ages 23 and 28. m.ﬁ.mnmmnmmﬂ we nm_nmumﬁmnhmmh
rates for the negative outcomes of poor overall life status adjustment mn.u. e M
vated psychopathological symptoms at ages 23 and 28. We then examine
combinations of four preadolescent risk factors {chumless status, _.n._ﬂnﬁmﬁ.
aggression, and withdrawal} as tests or E&BSH. oHﬂ poor outcome. Specifi-
cally, we computed the proportion of correct predictions of positive or _..mmmﬁm
tive outcome {that is, test efficiencies} based on these ncwnr_mmﬂc:m an
incorporated sample base rate information. Whether the risk mmn_.n_nm were
effective markers of poor adult adjustment was evaluated by comparing these
test efficiencies with the accuracy of predictions we could make simply _qu
examining the base rate of poor outcome in' the mmﬁﬁ_ : o




We-were particularly interested in combinations of these preadolescent
E&..nm__«aww because the presence of muliiple indicators can be concepiual-
ized'as’cumulative risk. In addition to evaluating the two combinations of
ﬁrcﬂ__mwm.mﬁmﬁ:m with aggression and chumless status with withdrawal, we
included the three-part combinations of chumless status, peer rejection, and
aggression and chumless status, peer rejection, and withdrawal in order to
examine the risk associated with specific subgroups of peer-rejected youth.
There are at least two distinct subgroups of rejected children—those whe
are aggressive and those who are withdrawn. In addition to being associated :
with diflerent behavioral precursors to peer rejection, these subgroups dif- !
fer in their risk for certain outcomes, with the rejected-aggressive subgroup
at greatest risk lor developing serious antisocial and externalizing behavior
problems {Coie and others, 19935) and the rejected-withdrawn subgroup
more likely to show internalizing dilficulties, including depressive symp-
toms and loneliness (Boivin, Hymel, and Bukowski, 1995: Parkhurst and
Asher, 1992, It is important 1o note, however, 1that ali pacticipants who were
chumless and withdraw in preadolescence were also rejected.

Life Status Adjusument. Using the modified Status Questionnaire {Mori-
son and Masten, 1991), we identilied those individuals with signilicant
problems in overall life status adjusunent. This measure reflected the extent
to which the individual was generally well adjusted in 2 variety of areas {for
example, family, social life, menual health, and work). We defined signifi-
cant probleins as scores that were below average—that is, ratings of 1 (well
below average) or 2 (moderately below average) on a 5-point scale for over-
all adjustmeni.

Among the sixty young adults who participated at age 23, twenty indi-
viduals (33.33 percent) obtained below-average ratings of overall life status
adjustment, compared with nineteen of fifty-one individuals (37.25 percent)
at age 28. Of the twenty individuals who exhibited bulow-average ratings
on overall life status adjustment at age 23, filteen were in the age 28 follow-
up sample, and ten continued to have below-average scores. Four preado-
lescent characteristics were considered potential indicators of low overall
adjustment: absence of mutual friendship, standard scores on preadolescent
peer rejection greater than 1.0, aggression greater than 1.0, and withdrawal
greater than 1.0.

As shown in Table 2.3, our base rate for negative life status adjusiment
atage 23 was .33. Thus in order for our preadolescent risk factors to be use-
ful indicators of negative adjustment, the test efficiency must have exceeded
-6¥—the rate of correct predictions if we simply used the base rate infor-
mation and predicted positive life status adjustment for all participants.
Using chumless status as a single test of poor aduit adjustment, we did not

Jimprove prediction of life status adjustment over the base rate. However, the

- combination of chumless status and other preadolescent risk factors yielded

higlper test efficiencies and thus provided improvement over the base rate.

¥\We:obtained the highest efficiency for the combination of chumless status
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= 26)
(n=]l)
(nw3)
(=35
th=3)
(n=15)

(n

Base Rate = .79/.21*
Test Efficiency

Age 28
.63
81
77
73
A7
77

Psychopathological Symptoms

{n =30
(nell)
{n=6)
(hw?)
(na4)
(1 = 6)

Base Rate = .67/.33"
Test Efficiency

Age 23
63
62
63
59
63
63

{(nm26}
(n=11})
(n=3)
(n=35)

=5
(n=3)

Test Efficiency

.69
61
.Gl
.05
.61

Base Rate m .63/.37°
Al

Overgll Life Status Adjustment
Age 28

n=30
(nw=13)
{n=6;
(h=7)
(nwd)
(hug)

Base Rate = .67/ 33"
Test Efficiency

Age 23
82
77
72
73
77

Table 2.3, Base Rates and Test Efficiencies for Lile Status Adjustment and Psychopathology at Ages 23 and 28
.67

“Base rate for positive outcomesbase rate for negative outcome

Ball of the chumless-withdrawn individuals are also rejected.

Chumless-rejected
Chumnless-withdrawn®
Chumless-aggreasive
Chumless-rejected-aggressive
Chumless-rejected-withdrawn?

Adolescent Predictor

Chumless



Summary of Parkhurst & Asher's (1992) Peer Rejection in middle schook: Subgroup
differance in behavior, loneliness and interparsonal concems. Developmental
Psychology, 28, 231-241.

Among the purposes is to stud7y behaviorally distinct subgroups of children, the
hyper-aggressive rejected and the sacially unassertive & the low social interaction
children, in middle school,

450 7" and 8" graders were studied: peer behavioral assessment (a.g., starts
fights, someone you can trust, easy to push around) (unlimited nominations), positive
and negative sociometric nominations (measures of liked most, liked least, social
impact [+ & -]), measures of loneliness & social dissatisfaction, and interpersonal
concems.

Maijor findinag: 1. Positive interaction qualities (e.g., cooperates, trust)
consistently correlated with positive and negative nominations, but negative
nominations with starts fights, disrupts, can't take teasing. Differences among rejected,
neglected, average, controversial, & popular for cooperates, kind & trust.

In summary, both aggressive rejected and submissive rejected students were unable to
take teasing, were (judged) lacking in cooperative, and trustworthiness.

2. However, neither aggressiveness nor submissiveness was sufficient to induce
rejection, but those aggressive or submissive students who are rejected are also
deficient in positive qualities.

3. Shyness was negatively related to dislike, whereas easy to push around was
negatively related to likingl (G.H. Mead?]

4. Aggressive rejected students have difficulty with teasing. (Dodge & Frame)

5. Submissive-rejected students were found to report significanily maore concem than
average students about the possibility of being humiliated or rejection, whereas
aggressive rejectad students did not differ significantly.

“the best liked students generally evidence a cooperative and compassionate spirit” (p.
238)
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Dodge et al. (1980) Peer status and aggression in boys' groups: Developmental and
contextual analyses, Child Dev., 61, 1289-1309.

23 groups of 5-6 boys each observed for 45 min, free play. The groups were composed
of black boys, 1 popular, 1 neglected, 2 average and 2 rejected. Driven to lab by
assistant who informaily interviewed boy during trip.

Results: 1. Behaviors increasing across the 5 sessions were solitary, reactive
aggressive, Instrumental aggression, bullying, persuasive attempts and aduit
reprimands,

2. Sociometric differences In solitary effects, reactive and instrumental aggression, and
adult reprimands. Popular boys displayed lower rates of solitary, rough play and
bullying, but so did un(?)popular boys for some of these at the 3™ grade (p. 1299).

*3. At the first grade, relative to average boys, popular boys show lower rates of solitary
behavior and higher rates of rough play and bullying whereas at the 3™ grade,
unpopular boys showad more solitary behavior and simitar rates of rough play and
bullying relative to the average boys.

4. Social preference in classroom predicted preference in the play group.
[contaminated?]

5. however, aggressive behaving boys wera NOT likely to be disliked within the new
peer group, maybe because of the short duration of the play sessions.

8. peer responsaes were more closely tied to the other's behavior than the other's status.

Friendship(?) and status may be based on different behaviors at different ages.
Why?

However, the relationship between behavior and status seems to cut across sub-
cultural groups,

General findings from Dodge rs:

1. unpopular boys are more aggressive

2. mini-longitudinal studies show that the aggression precedes the unpopularity
&

unpopular boys seem to process social information in a biased way (e.g.,
Dodge & Frame)
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5
Dodge, K. A., Bates, J. E., Pettit, G. S. (20007) Mechanisms in the cycle of viglence.
Science,

What is the risk factor in child abuse? Retrospective clinical studies of those subject to
child abuse in the past show 18% physically harmed in early life. What is needed is a
prospective sfudy.

Through what intrapersonal mechanisms does abuse have its effect? Note
intrapersonal, "Aggressive children, relative to average children, have beeThey explan
found to display chronic biases & deficits in the processing of provocation stimuli.” They
explain these in terms of attachment and social learning theories.

‘The Multi-site Chitd Development Project. 309 4 year old children identified early in
kindergarten from Nashville, Knoxville & Bloomington. A socio-ecnomically & ethnically
sample. Assessments of discipling, etc. from interviews with mothers, also relationships
with spouses, etc., birth, & temperament reports. Then assessments of social
information processing (imagine being the protagonists). 6 months later, assessments
of child aggressive behavior by teachers & peers.

Results: 1. Early physical harm and sex had effect for teacher ratings and peer ratings.

Teacher-rated aggression scores of harmed children were 93% higher than those of

non-harmed children. About twice as many peers nominated harmed children as

aggressive as they did for non-harmed children.

3. Physically harmed children developed significantly different information processing
styles as non-harmed children.

4. Multiple regression showed that the 7 processing variables significantly predicted
later aggression as measured by teachers, peers and observers.

5.

Conclugions: “The findings of this study offer clear evidence that the experience of

physical abusa in early childhood is a risk marker for the development of chronic

agqressive behavior patterns.”

Questions & criticisms: Abuse promotes childhood aggression, but it is necessary for it?
If not, then what aise leads to it?

How and why does abuse affect social information processing?

Could abuse lead o behavior from others, which promotes and justifies faulty social
information processing?

Dodge, Crick et al's research on peer relations (sociometric) and aggression.
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and peer rejection in preadolescence. Although not as strong as the combi-
nation of being chumiess and being rejected by peers, the combination of
chumless states and withdrawal provided a more efficient test than chum-
less status combined with aggression.

We did not find the same magnitude of improvement in the prediction
of life status adjustment with the preadolescent indicators at age 28. Qur
base rate for negative lile status adjustment was .37. Thus test efficiencies
needed to.exceed .63 to provide improvement over the base rate. Chumless
status alone, chumless status combined with aggression, and chumless sta-
tus combined with withdrawal provided no improvement over the base rate.
A small degree ol improvement occurred when we considered the combi-
nation of chumless status and peer rejection.

Ovwerall, chumless status alone was not a uselul indicator varizble for
problematic overall life status adjustinent at either age 23 or age 28. How-
ever, when combined with peer rejection, chumless status was an efficient
marker of luture negative outcomes in this area. These findings suppori the
cumulative risk model, indicating that having difflicalty in multiple dimen-
sions ol peer relations, namely peer staius and dose fricndships, resulis in
increased risk for maladaptive adult adjustment. The finding that the two
peer indicators of chumless status and peer rejection were better indicaars
of adult adjustment difficulties than the behavioral indicators of aggression
and withdrawal gives (urther support 1o theoretical assertions that the devel-
opmeital signilicance of peer relations extends beyond the concept of pop-
ularity and includes specific dyadic relationships.

Psychopathological Symptoms. The global severity index of the Brief
Symptom Inventory provides a brief measure of overall psychopathology. In
order to identify those individuals with elevated ievels of psychopathology,
we used a cutolf score of T = 60, or 1 standard deviation above the mean.
This cutolff score provided a base rate of psychopathology of 33 percent and
21 percent at ages 23 and 28, respectively. Of the twenty participants who
had elevated psychopathological symptoms at age 23, eighteen were in the
foliow-up sample, and nine continued to have elevated scores on the GSI.

We next evaluated the efficiency of our preadolescent indicators in pre-
dicting psychopathological symptoms. As Table 2.3 indicates, none of the
preadolescent indicators provided improvement over the base rate of psy-
chopathological symptoms (.33) at age 23. However, some indicators pro-
vided improvement over the base rate (.21} at age 28. Chumless status alone
did not improve on the base tate at age 28, but chumless status in combi-
nation with rejection offered a small improvement on the rate of prediction.
The preadolescent risk factors of aggression and withdrawal did not con-
tribute to the prediction of psychopathology when combined with chum-
less status. .

Although not as strong as the findings for overall life status adjustment,
the combination of the two poor peer relations indicators again provides the
most efficient miatker for psychopathological symptoms, This finding gives
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further support to the additive effects of multiple indicators of poor peer
relations and suggests that peer rejection and friendship status are not
redundant measures of social competence. We examined the combination
of poor peer relations and a behavioral indicator to represent rwo subgroups
of rejected youth-—rejected-aggressive versus ﬂmnﬁng-i:wnﬂmﬁdlrrﬁ
there was no apparent difference in the efficiency ol these risk variables.

lilustrations of Divergent Pathways from Preadolescence to Adulthood. Sev-
eral case studies serve to illustrate patterns of adjustment over time for indi-
viduals at greatest risk for negative outcomes based on the preadolescent
indicators. We examined the profile of long-term cutcomes [or three individ-
nals whose pattern of preadolescent risk [actors included chumless status and
rejection but who differed in the presence or absence of elevated levels of
aggression and withdrawal. These three cases illustrate the construct of mul-
tifinality, which is requently discussed in the developmental psychopathol-
ogy literatere. In particular, they experienced similar problems in
preadolescent social and behavioral adjustment, but these individuals [ol-
lowed somewhat divergent developmental pathways as revealed by their psy-
chosocial adjustment in eatly adulthood. (These individuals’ names bave been
changed (o ensure their anonymity)

The participarnt with the second highest peer rejection scote, John, was
also chumless and had the highest withdrawal scoie in the sample. In the
age 23 assessment John's overall life status adjusement was well below aver-
age, and he reported the second highest level of distress from psy-
chopathological symptoms in the sample. John endorsed clinically elevated
symptoms of depression, anxiety, hostility, interpersonal sensitivily, and
multiple other domains of symptomatology. This pattern fits with expecta-
tions about preadolescent peer relations and behavioral indicators of aggres-
sion and withdrawal as powerful prediciors of negative adjustment in
adolescence and beyond. In contrast, the pattern was somewhat less appar-
ent by age 28. At that time John's overall life status adjustment was average
for the sample, and the severity ol his symptoms, although somewhat ele-
vated, did rot reach a clinically significant range.

Although we do not have enough inlormation to hypothesize causal
mechanisms responsible for John’s improvement in adjustment over the
five-year period, an examination of changes in his protocol suggests some
potentially important transitions that occurred during this period of time.
For example, he moved away from home and began a new job that he rated
as highly personally rewarding. He reporied more positive relationships with
family members and more specific and realistic goals and aspirations. In
general, the biographical information John provided and his responses on
questionnaires indicated that he had reached a more settled, iess transitional
period in his life. His general adjusiment in multiple areas could be con-
sidered average in comparison with the rest of the sample by age 28. Johu's
pathway is characterized by the presence of early risk factors, and his tra-

_jectory appears to follow a consistently negative path-across the transition




to early adulthood. However, events that occur during early adulthood seem
to be responsible for his deflection from this trajectory to a more positive
developmental pathway.

In contrast, the individual with the highest preadolescent rejection
score, Nancy, was also the most aggressive. Furthermore, she was chumless,
and she had an elevated withdrawal score. Mancy’s overall {ife status adjust-
ment was below average at age 23 and average at age 28. The severity of her
psychopathological sympioms, however, increased from a negligible level
to a signilicantly efevated range lrom age 23 to 28, particularly in the symp-
tom domains of hostility, paranoid ideation, obsessive-compulsive behav-
iors, and interpersonal sensitivity. According to Nancy’s protocol, the
primary life evenis that occurred between the ages of 23 and 28 were mar-
riage and the birth of a second and third child. She also reported feeling less
connecied to others her age at 28. In other ways Nancy's protocol was quite
stable from age 23 to age 28. She did not hold a job outside the home at all
during that time, reporied no future career goals, received no further edu-
cation or training, and maintained consistent physical health and relation-
ships with her family. )

MNancys trajectory also begins with indications of considerable risk lor
maladfustment. Unlike John, however, Nancy’s pathway as yet does not indi-
cate 4 positive trajectory into the later stages of early adulthood. According
10 Vaillant (1977), the primary developmental tasks of early adulthood are
twofold—relationship and vocation building. Nancy began the adult task of
relatianship building somewhat earlier than most participants in our sam-
ple. Levinson (1978, 1996} suggests that around age 28, young adulis begin
to reevaluate their life structures, and according to Nancy’s prowocol, she is
feeling less connected to others and does not seem to have specific and real-
istic goals for her future.

Finally, Scott was both refected and highly aggressive in preadolescence. |

His overall life status adjustment was well below average at both age 23 and
age 28. Atage 23 his general distress from psychopathological symptoms
was elevated only slightly, but by age 28 this score was in the clinically sig-
nificant range. Overall, Scott’s protocol of life status adjustment was con-
sistent in both early zdulthood assessments, and his adjustment was well

below average in nearly all domains, particularly by age 28. The most strik-.

ing difference between ages 23 and 28 in domains of life starns was that

Scotts adjustment in terms of trouble with the law and mental heaith diffi=3

culties was average at age 23 but well below average by age 28. The latte
score is consistent with the significant increase in psychopathological sym
toms he reported. Scoit’s trajectory supports empirical research indicati
that aggression, particularly when combined with peer refection, is a sig
nificant risk factor for a host of negative outconies in aduithood, especEllR
delinquency, antisocial behavior, and mental health difficulties {Coié

Dodge, 1998; Parker and Asher, 1987 Patterson, Die Baryshe, and Ramsi

1

1989). His antisocial behavior and psychopathological symptoms seem to
have increased throughout early adulthood, and he seems to be on a stable

pathway of negative adjustment.
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Conclusions

Overall, the findings from our follow-up study highlight the imporiance of-
considering muitiple dimensions of peer relations in order to understand the
developmental significance of childhood social relationships. Specifically,
friendship and peer rejection are similarly related to aspecis of maladjust-
ment in adulthood, but each has unique implications for particular dimen-
sions of adult social and emotional [unctioning. Further long-term follow-up
studies are needed to clarify the relative utility of peer relations indicators for
identifving children at risk for serious adjustment difficulties. The present
study is helplul in revealing distinctions between popularity and rminm\
friends; however, we are now aware ol even more specific measures of peer
and [riendship relations that have short-term implications for adjustment,
such as friendship quality, assoctations with deviant versus conventional
peers, and relations in the larger (riendship network (Rubin, Bukowski, and
Parker, 1998). These cther dimensions of social competence with peers
should be included as predicior variables in future longitudinal studies.

In addition to including multiple measures of friendships, future stud-
ies examining the long-term implications ol peer relations [or healthy
adjustment would benelit from the inclusion of other control variables,
including gender. For example, given the strong associations among family
relationships, parenting characteristics, adolescent adjustment, and, espe-
cially, the influence of family variables on peer relationships (Rubin,
Bukowski, and Parker, 1998}, it seems particularly important to control for
family functioning.

Two other Himitations of the current study are important to note. First,
the study includes a relatively small, homegeneous middle-class sample, and
potential variations in developmental trajectories due to cultural and social
class differences could not be considered. Similarly, the current sample rep-
 Tesents only a subsample of the original 334 preadolescents; thus the orig-
Inal variability in the preadolescent predictor variables could not be
Preserved in the subsample included in the young adult follow-up assess-

ents. Second, our follow-up assessment relied on self-report question-

aires, and our measures of adolescent family adjustment, peer relations,
d social activities are based on retrospective reporting, Clearly, in future
. Studies that are designed from the outset to follow children through the
[llansitions to adolescence and adulthood, assessments throughout the ade-
cent petiod and the inclusion of multiple sources of information would
s Xpected Lo enhance the adjustment measures gained through sell-report
Retstionnaires and retrespective reporting.
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*  Asis evident from this chapter, we know much more about the transi-

tion {rom childhood to adolescence than the transition from adolescence to
aduithood, pariicularly in terms of the important interpersonal relationships
that provide support for or hinder successful adaptation during these peri-
ods of transition. As we increase our understanding of the tasks and chal-
lenges surrounding the transition from adolescence 1o adulthood, we may
more fully understand life span trajectories and the way childhood rela-
tienships infleence subsequent adolescent and adult relationships. With an
emphasis on considering normal and atypical development simultaneously
and on understanding risk and protective factors and developmental path-
ways, developmental psychopathology provides a uselul theoretical frame-
work for continuing to address these questions.
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