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The present study sought to examine the role of friendship in the link between
early individual risk and subsequent internalizing behavior. A model indicating
friendship characteristics as mediating mechanisms between early intnséwnd
subsequent internalizing behavioral outcomes was tested using a longituatipkd et
children between the ages of 5 and 10.5 years. Two social behaviors were examined as
early (5 year) individual risk factors for subsequent internalizing probleany: e
withdrawal and aggression. Characteristics for withdrawn and socidldskehaviors
in 2% grade friends were targeted as mediators in the relation between skadgdi
subsequent internalizing problems. Finally, gender was examined as a potential
moderator for specific mediation pathwaysupport for the overall meditational model
was not obtained; however, results supported gender as a moderator for boysimmithdra
behaviors and internalizing outcomes, highlighting the importance of gendemroles i
development. Additionally, findings highlighted several future research. gohts
presented work provides a preliminary step in understanding the impact ofrekildre
friends on risk for internalizing behaviors. Ultimately, these results mey/Igjht on
unanswered questions that may help inform social intervention for children at risk for

anxiety and depression.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Internalizing behaviors, such as anxiety and depression, can manifest across the
lifespan and are often disruptive to interpersonal relationships. Developmessathes
investigating anxiety and depression in youth and adolescence typicatiinesa
patterns of broad internalizing problems, including subclinical and clinicgésaof
anxious and depressive symptoms. Although symptom presentation may change across
development, longitudinal work from toddlerhood to late adolescence indicates
underactivity, lethargy, unhappiness, sadness, social withdrawal, nervousnessssensene
fearfulness, timidity, and self-consciousness as core symptoms ohiigien disorders
during this developmental period (Sterba, Prinstein, & Cox, 2007). Researcherteestima
that roughly 10 % of the school-aged population world-wide experience intargaliz
symptoms, and that anxiety, in particular, is among the most common diagnoses
experienced by children and adolescence (Costello, Egger, & Angold, 2005jdCostel
Mustillo, Erkanli, Keeler, & Angold, 2003).

Some research has argued that, on average, broad internalizing symptoms in
school-age children are relatively stable (Kraatz Keiley, Bates, &d@l@ettit, 2000).
However, it is important to note that this pattern differs between maternal ahdrtea

report, with teachers reporting an increase in internalizing symptoms imeefiraatz



Keiley et al., 2000). Furthermore, research taking a person-oriented, as ogposed t
variable-oriented, approach shows significant variability in trajectofiegernalizing
behavior. Although some differences appear regarding the number of classes and
specific patterns of growth observed across studies, evidence for three ofadstdren
consistently emerge between toddlerhood and preadolescence: a high stald@ class
increasing class, and a low stable class (Feng, Shaw, & Silk, 2008; Stetbh2@Q &l
McLeod & Fettes, 2007). While most children display symptoms within the normative
and stable range, there are subgroups of children who show distinct patterns of elevated
internalizing symptoms across development.

Although some sadness and anxiety in youth is considered developmentally
normative (Muris, Merckelbach, Gadet, & Moulaert, 2000), excessive internalizing
behavior in childhood can be associated with a host of negative outcomes, including
impairments in peer relationships, lowered self esteem, poor academic p@derm
somatoform symptoms, behavioral problems, suicide, and substance use (Essau, Conradt,
& Petermannn, 2002; Kendall, Brady, & Verduin, 2001; Strauss, Frame, & Forehand,
1987). Furthermore, early internalizing behaviors are associated w#tegmcidence
of life stress and psychological impairment in late adolescence and adulthotedl¢Gbs
Angold, 1995; Costello et al., 2005; Keller, Lavori, Wunder, & Beardslee, 1992),
indicating a pervasive pattern of difficulty across the lifespan. Thus, thetiwipac
internalizing behavior in youth is not contained to a discrete time period during which
symptoms are measured. These behaviors often increase risk fame lgépoor

outcomes.



Given this pattern, research has examined risk and protective factors thiat mig
mitigate these negative outcomes. Childhood friendship is one area thatenzedrec
some attention (Berndt, 1999, 2004, Parker, Rubin, Erath, Wojslawowicz, & Buskirk,
2006). Work examining friendship and adjustment consistently demonstrates that
nuances within the characteristics of a friend qualify the associationdrefriendship
and adjustment (Berndt, 1999, 2004, Parker et al., 2006). Friends who show pro-social
and normative behavioral characteristics aid in adaptive social and emotional
development, while friends who show less favorable characteristics contriblue to t
development of maladaptive behaviors. However, to date, our knowledge is largely
correlational and much of what is known about friendship and maladaptive behavior is
based on work in externalizing adolescent populations (Roisman, Aguilar, & Egeland,
2004; Dishion & Piehler, 2007). No work has specifically examined how the
characteristics of a friend might impact the association betweenirdithdual risk
factors and subsequent internalizing symptoms in preadolescence.

Given this gap within the literature, the primary aim of the present progectov
examine the role of friendship in the link between early individual risk and subsequent
internalizing behavior. Within this goal, a developmental psychopathology appvaach
employed to identify patterns of equifinality and multifinality that exploow friendship
may influence internalizing behavior over time (Cicchetti, 2006). Ultimatieéygoal
was to identify moderators and mechanisms in the link between a child’s individual
behavioral risk factors and subsequent internalizing behaviors emerging in

preadolescence.



Based on the existing literature, two social behaviors were examinedyas ea
individual risk factors for subsequent internalizing problems: early social witatleand
aggression. Friendship characteristics that are empirically and thalbyetgsociated
with internalizing outcomes were specifically targeted as mediatdheirelation
between early risk and subsequent internalizing problems; these includedls frie
withdrawn and socially skilled behavior. Finally, as there is data to suggest gende
difference according to prevalence of internalizing outcomes, as welt@ssdriendship
constructs, gender was examined as a potential moderator for this meditabde&
(Aveneovoli, Knight, Kessler, & Merikangas, 2008; Carter, Joyce, Mulder, Buty,
McKenzie, 2000; Else-Quest, Hyde, Goldsmith, & Van Hulle, 2006; Rose & Rudolph,
2006)

Early Individual Risk

A developmental psychopathology perspective asserts a complicated interplay
between early risk, developmental tasks, and pathology, whereby deficitsareane
often interfere with successful completion of developmental tasks and resultsicede&a
of maladaptation across time (Cicchetti & Rogosch, 2002; Cicchetti, 2006; Mlloag
et al., 2010). Researchers have observed that early social behaviors, irehaethhg
withdrawal and aggression, are examples of salient risk factors tlatresistently
linked to subsequent interpersonal, academic, and emotional adjustment outcomes
throughout the lifespan (Bohlin, Hagekull, & Andersson, 2005; Coplan & Armer, 2007,

Coplan, Findlay, & Nelson, 2004).



Socially withdrawn children are described as showing reticent behavior sshyne
negative affect, and solitude (Rubin & Coplan 2004). Children with these behavioral
traits are considered temperamentally inhibited, wary, and reactive ebstioruli
(Kagan, 1997). Socially withdrawn children are consistently less likelppooach a
peer group across both familiar and non-familiar social environments, aentesged
with their peers, and often experience increased physiological arousal tcocet!
environments (Fox, Henderson, Rubin, Calkins, & Schmidt, 2001; Rubin & Asendorpf,
1993; Rubin & Coplan 2004; Schmidt & Tasker, 2000). Typically, these are children
who observe their peers from a distance and engage in anxious on-looking behavior and
solitude (Coplan, Rubin, Fox, Calkins, & Stewart, 1994; Henderson, Marshall, Fox, &
Rubin, 2004). Research indicates that social withdrawal is among the most robust
predictors of anxiety and depression in middle childhood and adolescence (Coplan &
Armer, 2007; Oh et al., 2008).

Research has also indicated early aggression as a potential riskdactor
subsequent internalizing problems, particularly depression (Angold & Costello, 1993;
Messer & Gross, 1994; Panak & Garber, 1992). Temperamentally, aggresslvwenchil
are often described as undercontrolled and high on negative emotionality (eegarashg
frustration; Janson & Mathiesen, 2008; Rothbart & Bates, 2006). Although traditionally
linked to externalizing outcomes, early aggression has broad implicationsitdraswt
emotional outcomes. Children with these behavioral traits show few earlyo$igns
internalizing problems in childhood; however, they often experience disruptiongrin the

parent-child, student-teacher, and peer relationships as a consequence of theingnderly
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behavioral problems. From a developmental psychopathology prospective, deficits in
one area of functioning often cascade negative effects in other areastioinitngc

(Murray Close et al., 2010). Researchers argue that this consistenteegatpersonal
feedback from the social environment creates risk for subsequent comorbididapress
and/or anxiety in childhood and adolescence (Morrow, Hubbard, Rubin, & McAuliffe,
2008; Patterson & Capaldi, 1990).

These early social behaviors are especially important when considering
developmental tasks in middle childhood and early adolescence. As children enter
elementary school, they must 1) successfully navigate a new peer environth@nt a
work to form meaningful friendships (Berndt, 1996). Children with withdrawn and
aggressive behavioral profiles tend to display significant deficits in socigdetence
and skill, and typically exist on the periphery of their larger peer group. Fopéxam
with regard to their broader peer environment, socially withdrawn childrencase m
likely to be rejected, neglected, excluded and victimized by their peer griatipe to
non-anxious children (Dodge, Coie, & Brakke, 1982; Gazelle & Ladd, 2003; Verduin &
Kendall, 2008). Similarly, early aggressive behavior is linked to problems within the
social environment, including lowered social competency ratings (particulizin
regard to cooperation) and higher rates of peer rejection (Dodge, Caie gPRtice,

1990; Dubow, 1988; Hughes, White, Sharpen, & Dunn, 2000; Malti, 2006; Stormshak &
Webster-Stratton, 1999).
Within dyadic exchanges there is also evidence for the negative impact of

withdrawn and aggressive behaviors on children’s friendships. Although socially
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withdrawn and aggressive children typically have at least one mutukiig\atedged

friend (Brendgen, Vitaro, Turgeon, & Poulin, 2002; Hektner, August, & Realmuto, 2000;
Newcomb, Bukowski, & Bagwell, 1999; Parker & Asher, 1993; Rubin, Wojslawowicz,
Rose-Krasnor, Booth-LaForce, & Burgess, 2006), their friendships are often ef poor
guality and many times, these friends also exhibit problem behaviors then(SBsuadt,
Hawkins, & Jiao, 1999; Cleveland & Wiebe, 2003; Cohen & Prinstein, 2006; Dishion,
2000; Mariano & Harton, 2005; Oh et al., 2008; Prinstein, 2007; Stevens & Prinstein,
2005).

Importantly, the social difficulties that are associated with eatlydsawn and
aggressive behaviors pose additional risk for internalizing outcomes. Longitudikal wor
by Mesman and colleagues (Mesman, Bongers, & Koot, 2001) provides compelling
evidence for broad social problems (e.g., difficulty getting along with paetiag young
for one’s age, preferences to play with younger children, clumsiness)timgdiath
homotypic and heterotypic effects of early withdrawal and aggressiontroada
subsequent internalizing outcomes. They followed a sample of children acrosmearly
middle childhood (2-10 years old) and collected parent and teacher reports of early
withdrawn/depressive, aggressive, overactive, and oppositional behaviors, as well as
parent and teacher reports of social problems and internalizing and extegnalizi
behaviors at 3 time points (roughly, preschool, kindergarten, ‘agdasle). Results
showed that social problems mediated pathways between early aggressiotyand ear
withdrawal to internalizing outcomes. Similar work (Palmen, Vermande, Del&vi

van Aken, 2011) has validated this meditational pathway and shown evidence for early
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aggression predicting social failures (e.g., low peer status ratings) whstosiently

predict internalizing outcomes (e.g., loneliness). However, despite evidenadagstioat
aggressive and withdrawn children typically have at least one friend, thus faesleaqe

vs. absence of a friend has been the predominate friendship construct examined within a
developmental cascades approach (Bukowski, Laursen, & Hoza, 2010). Therefere, mor
work is needed to examine the impact of maladaptive friend characteastajuality in

the pathways between early withdrawl and aggression, and subsequent pathology.

A smaller body of work examining the co-occurrence of aggressive and socially
withdrawn behavior in youth has documented subgroups of children who show elevations
on aggression only (aggressive children), social withdrawal only (withdrawn childre
and both aggressive and socially withdrawn behaviors (aggressive-withdragnerchil
Farmer & Bierman, 2002; Hymel, Bowker, & Woody, 1993; Oldehinkel, Hartman,
DeWinter, Veenstra, & Ormel, 2004; Ladd & Burgess, 1999; Rydell, Thorell, & Bohlin,
2009). Unfortunately, despite evidence that these behaviors co-occur, less is known with
regard to the implication for children demonstrating higher levels of both riskibeha
Some research in this area has moved towards examining differential outoomesrf
acceptance, friendship, and student-teacher relationships that can be attwilooted t
occurring aggression and withdrawal. This work indicates a moderate gtabilit
behavioral profiles across elementary school (Ladd & Burgess, 1999) and that whe
compared to withdrawn or aggressive children, aggressive-withdrawn childrarntiaee
highest risk for subsequent interpersonal and adjustment outcomes (FarmemérBier

2002; Hymel et al., 1993; Ladd & Burgess, 1999).



For example, Ladd and Burgess (1999) compared groups of aggressive,
withdrawn, aggressive-withdrawn, and control children (within normative ranges on
ratings for aggressive and withdrawn behaviors) on measures of teachgeirjgregship,
and social adjustment (loneliness and social satisfaction) outcomes at 4 ttse poi
between kindergarten an®*@rade. Results showed that children in the co-occurring
aggression-withdrawn behavior group were consistently more rejected, vextimiz
friendless and dissatisfied with their social environment as compared tontine! c
group. Furthermore, this group was also consistently more rejected, viéctjmiz
dissatisfied, and had fewer friends relative to aggressive and withdrawn chiddres a
all four assessment points. Similar patterns have been demonstrated hightlgitin
increased risk associated with co-occurring withdrawal and aggressioregard to
academic performance, peer acceptance, teen pregnancy, and preschool peer play and
social competence outcomes (measuring early co-morbid internalizingtanaadizing
behaviors; Cohen & Mendez, 2009; Farmer & Bierman, 2002; Hymel et al, 1993; Ladd &
Burgess, 1999; Ledingham, 1981; Ledingham & Schwartzman, 1984; Serbin, Peters,
McAffer, & Schwartzman, 1991). However, to date, no work has examined the impact of
early aggressive-withdrawn behavior on internalizing outcomes specificailgen the
evidence outlined above for the increased risk associated with the co-ocewfrenc
aggression and withdrawal, as well as the previously established links betwleen eac
individual risk factor and subsequent internalizing behavior, it seems likely thdvechil
high on both constructs may be at increased risk for subsequent internalizingtsehavi

Furthermore, because aggressive-withdrawn children show the poorest outdtimmes w
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social and interpersonal atmospheres (e.g., Ladd & Burgess, 1999; Farmem&rBie
2002), it follows that the severity of risk for internalizing outcomes relativedre
homogenous groups of withdrawn and aggressive behavior may also be elevated.

Although a significant amount of work has documented the impact of early
withdrawn and aggressive behavior on subsequent peer and friendship constructs, as well
as outcomes of pathological behaviors, an important next step within thisitéeisato
examine more specific domains of difficulty related to the successfuatmmof
friendships (e.g., characteristics of friends) as mediators betwdgmigiaand
subsequent maladaptive outcomes. With a more narrow focus, the field can better
understand the impact that friendships have in this interplay between earlydisk a
subsequent pathology and identify what specific failures in normative fhignds
development lead children to internalizing outcomes from these early risk tueshavi
This knowledge will best inform intervention and prevention programs.
Friendship

Developmentalists conceptualize friendship as a voluntary relationship
characterized by mutual liking between two parties (Bukowski, Newcomb, & Hartup,
1998). Researchers who refer to friendship often operationalize this constructsrote
reciprocity. Researchers estimate that between 70-85% of school-algeeihchave at
least 1 friend, with younger children (e.g., elementary school) reporting faemds, on
average, than adolescents (Berndt, 2004; Parker & Asher, 1993; Vaquera & Kao, 2008).

Methodologically, friendship is assessed in a variety of ways, including target

child nomination of friendship (unilateral friends), as well as sociometriénations for
10



reciprocated liking (mutual friends; Parker & Asher, 1993; Cairns, Leunghadan, &
Cairns, 1995). Research also varies in the number of friendships considered, ranging
from dichotomous categorization (having a friend or not) to continuous variables
indicating a range in number of friends (Berndt, 1999; Cairns et al., 1995; Furman, 1998;
Simpkins, Eccles, & Becnel, 2008). Currently, there is no consensus in the fieldnmggardi
the measurement of a friend and researchers commonly use both unilateral and mutual
friendship nominations.

The significance of children’s friendships was first emphasized by &adyists
such as Piaget, Vygotsky, and Sullivan, who believed that peer relations make important
contributions to development that are unique to the egalitarian quality of their
relationship (Parker et al., 2006). In fact, several prominent theories of deeelopm
recognize the importance of friendship for its role in social cognitive devetgpme
behavioral modeling and feedback, need fulfillment, and coping.

Social skills.Stemming largely from the work of Piaget (1932), researchers assert
that friendship functions as an opportunity for children to interact in a way that psomote
social-cognitive development. More specifically, it has been argued thatetyical,
peer-peer exchanges allow for important perspective-taking and prebleimg
opportunities that cannot otherwise be obtained within adult-child interactions. @hildre
learn to question discrepancies between their own perceptions and those of their pee
and work together to solve mutual problems. According to Hartup (1998), these
opportunities manifest through cooperative and collaborative play exchangesctitat oc

frequently between friends and may likely be influenced by the quality of @meléhip.
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Thus, a child who is friendless or who has a lower quality friendship (e.g., moretonfli
than cooperation) is at risk for missing these unique opportunities for enhancirlg socia
cognitive skills.

Several empirical studies support this theory (see Gauvain, 2001). In general, this
work shows that children who work together on a problem are capable of solving more
difficult problems than either could solve independently and that cognitive gaires mad
within this dyadic interaction can be generalized to other problem-solvmgwstances.
However, this advancement is not as strong when the problem solving-pair shares a
similar perspective or understanding of the problem. Furthermore, when children are
paired with a partner with a less sophisticated understanding of a problens tere
risk that the more advanced partner may regress in skill, especially Hrhewt
confident in their thinking, and collaborations between friends, in particular, promote
greater development as opposed to collaborations between children who are natddentifi
as friends. Specific to social-cognitive development, research has derteohttad
children make more hostile attributions for non-friend’s vs. friend’s behaviorts(Pee
Hodges, Kikas, & Salmivalli, 2007), and the prosocial vs. aggressive charadaistic
one’s friend promote prosocial vs. aggressive social problem-solving apmpache
respectively (Brendgen, Bowen, Rondaue, & Vitar, 1999), Thus, there is strong evidence
to suggest that children’s peer interactions, and friendships in particularpfuasta
context for the development of social-cognitive skill.

In addition to social cognitive development, the social learning theory pavepec

suggests that children learn important social skills by observing and expayigmei
12



consequences of social behaviors (Bandura, 1977). Friends provide an arena for
vicarious learning and behavioral modeling where children learn new behaviors by
observing the consequences experienced by their friends. Friends also prgadanimn
opportunity for social practice and interpersonal feedback, such as aceeptaise,
rejection, and criticism, which shape a child’s social interaction and behavior.
Furthermore, friendships lay a foundation for self-efficacy, as children cempa
themselves to like peers as a means of estimating their own compe{(@tangle,

Erdley, Adrian, & Fales, 2010; Bandura, 1977). Research supporting this perspective
highlights the importance of peer feedback in the development of severdliysocia
relevant behaviors, including prosocial behavior, aggression, and gender-stereotyped
behaviors (Ollendick & Schmidt, 1987; Moller, Hymel, & Rubin, 1992; Vitaro,
Brendgen, & Tremblay, 2000). Additionally, support for the influence of behavioral
modeling and feedback may also be implied from research finding patterns wbbaha
similarity between friends over time (Cleveland & Wiebe, 2003; Cohen & Pinst

2006; Dishion, 2000; Mariano & Harton, 2005; Prinstein, 2007; Stevens & Prinstein,
2005).

Support. Friendship also functions as an important source of need fulfillment in
childhood and adolescence. Sullivan (1953) argued that friendships provide a unique
opportunity for interpersonal companionship and validation. Friendships become
increasingly important across middle childhood and adolescence as thewifulfill
emerging need for a close, intimate, same-sex relationship. Sullivatedsbat

friendship is extremely important during this developmental period and has theglotenti
13



to provide compensatory correction to previous adverse experiences (e.g., poer parent
child relationships), while also influencing a child’s feeling of lonelirses$ social skills.
Much of the work on friendship quality stems from Sullivan’s theory. Although there is
support for the importance of intimacy during adolescence (Buhrmester, 1996; Hartup &
Stevens, 1997), researchers have recognized that young children’s friendships ban als
characterized by intimacy and closeness, and that even in early elgnsehtzol, the
quality of a child’s friendship is associated with loneliness (Ladd, 2005).

Finally, psychologists have also recognized that, across the lifespan, frendshi
provide an important source of social support that is critical during times etsext
stress (Ladd & Kochenderfer, 1998). For example, opportunities for self-diglosur
validation, and caring within a friendship may provide an appropriate outlet for verbal
venting and emotion regulation. Similarly, a child whose friend offers aid and fpvotec
might seek this friend as a resource for coping with an aversive peer exchidregse
exchanges allow for intimacy, trust, security, satisfaction, closenessasadrself-
esteem and self-worth, and serve as a supportive context in which a child might endure
other stressors in their environment. Several studies provide evidencerfdshigas an
important source of social support and buffer for adjustment and stress, espattially w
regard to school transitions and school adjustment (Berndt, Hawkins, & Jiao, 1999; Erath
et al., 2008; Ladd & Kochenderfer, 1998; Ladd, Kochenderfer, & Coleman, 1997;
Wentzel, Barry, & Caldwell, 2004).

Taken together, there is compelling evidence for the benefits of friendship i

normative social and emotional development. However, the advantages outlined above
14



are largely based on a normative friendship profile. It is important to conisadex
friendship with a peer with maladaptive characteristics may be less petat
beneficial for development.

Risky Friendship Characteristics

A substantial amount of work has examined the construct of homophily, or the
tendency for people to display characteristics similar to those displaybdibfriends.

Over the past several decades, research has highlighted the similaritgrb&teredship
dyads, including demographic variables such as gender, race, and socioeconomic status
More recently, this work has shifted toward examining friend’s behavioredciieaistics,
including prosocial behavior and externalizing and internalizing symptoms. Sclambl-ag
children not only tend to befriend children who are similar to themselves in teress of s
and race (Graham, Cohen, Zbikowski, & Secrist, 1998), but youth and their friends also
share similar behavioral profiles, such that friends are typically mmiasthan non-
friends in terms of prosocial behavior, social skills, shyness, aggression, aeprasd
substance abuse (Berndt et al., 1999; Cleveland & Wiebe, 2003; Cohen & Prinstein,
2006; Conway, Rancourt, Adelman, Burk, & Prinstein, 2011; Dishion, 2000; Mariano &
Harton, 2005; Oh et al., 2008; Prinstein, 2007; Stevens & Prinstein, 2005).

Consistent with research on homophily, children and adolescents with behavioral
profiles for social withdrawal tend to have friends who share these same behaaits
(Berndt et al., 1999; Berndt & Keefe, 1995; Cohen, & Prinstein, 2006; Oh et al., 2008;
Rubin et al., 2006; Simpkins et al., 2008, Stevens & Prinstein, 2005). Homophily for risk

for internalizing behavior is evident within cross-sectional and longitudind, wor
15



implying that children (as young a8 §rade) have concurrent friends who demonstrate
similar risk for internalizing behavioral profilesdthat adolescents with friends with
risk for internalizing characteristics show increases in internallz&gvior over time.
However, to date, the majority of this work is descriptive and identifies patterns of
association rather than predictive processes. Although many authors spsooldtine
“contagion” of internalizing behavior within their discussions, only a handful of paper
have specifically examined this phenomenon for internalizing traits. For the pofpose
this project, two specific friendship characteristics are identifiggzbamg a risk for
internalizing outcomes: social withdrawal and social skills.

Social withdrawal. Correlational research has demonstrated a consistent pattern
of association between friends’ levels of socially withdrawn behavior (Berndeefe,
1995; Cohen, & Prinstein, 2006; Haselager, Hartup, van Lieshout, & Riksen-Walraven,
1998; Kupersmidt, DeRosier, & Patterson, 1995; Rubin et al., 2006; Simpkins et al.,
2008, Stevens & Prinstein, 2005). Based on the theoretical work outlined above,
increased exposure and exchange with a peer who displays socially withdrawinriseha
may increase subsequent internalizing behavior within a target child. A frimthigi
characteristic profile provides feedback and modeling that reinforcesdlgavithdrawn
behavior within the target child. Additionally, the social-cognitive advantagesatly
gained through cooperative play and peer interaction may become less advantageous a
children with socially withdrawn behavioral profiles tend to engage lebstetr peers
and show poorer communication ability (Kingery, Erdley, Marhsall, Whitaker, &dRe

2010). Furthermore, children in friendships with socially withdrawn children tend to
16



rate their friendships as less satisfying and less intimate (Rudin2@@6; Fordham &
Stevenson-Hinde, 1999). Accordingly, the social support and coping skill resources that
are provided within normative friendships may also be disrupted when a friend shows
heightened levels of withdrawn behavior. This, in turn, poses further risk for subsequent
internalizing behavior in the target child (Burk & Laursen, 2005; Jenkins, Goodness, &
Buhrmester, 2002). Over time, instead of benefiting from normative processes of
friendship, children within these dyads may become more deviant from the larger pee
group with regard to social skills and internalizing behavior as their friendstipes.

To date, the available longitudinal research demonstrating the “contagion” of
socially withdrawn traits between friends focuses on late childhood and atdkesin
their examination of trajectories of social withdrawal betwe2aril &' grade, Oh and
colleagues (2008) found that the presence of a friend with socially withdrawn drahavi
characteristics was associated with higher levels of social withbiraaaarget child in
5™ grade, as well as a general increase in socially withdrawn behaviss aciddle
school. Similarly, Berndt and colleagues (1999) showed that having a friend
characterized as isolated and sensitive exacerbates one’s risk foalinieg behavior
between B and 7' grade. This research provides compelling evidence for the risk
associated with a friend with high levels of withdrawn behavior. Furthermagpétars
that children showing early levels of withdrawn behaviors may be most likely to have
friends with this risk characteristic. However, an important next step avith examine

these trends in younger elementary school children.
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Socially skilled behavior.An additional characteristic that has received
considerably less attention within the literature—but may still pose amabdisk for
internalizing behavior—is the level of social skills that characterizaeradf(Glick &

Rose, 2011). Given the unique opportunities that a friendship provides for social-
cognitive development, friendships with children who socialize and model poor social
skill (e.g., poor conversation, problem solving and conflict management skills) may
indirectly increase risk for subsequent internalizing difficulties througistaopportunity
for appropriate social skill development. Research demonstrating the medi@mge
social skill deficits in the link between early aggressive behavior and subsequent
internalizing outcomes supports this notion (Morrow et al., 2008; Patterson & Capaldi,
1990). Furthermore, cross-sectional work examining levels of social\skHhis
friendship dyads provides preliminary evidence for the positive associatioedretw
friend and target child with regard to social skill and peer status (Haselaerl®98;
Kupersmid et al., 1995).

Taken as a whole, this research suggests that a friend’s level of withdrdwn a
socially skilled behavior may have important implications on subsequent social and
emotional development, including later internalizing behavior. However, to date, work
specific to internalizing outcomes is limited to late childhood and adolesaadas
largely correlational. Given that a vast amount of social and behavioral magurity i
acquired throughout elementary school (Burgess & Rubin, 2000), these patterns may be
especially important to observe as children enter elementary school andgtbgoeigh

middle childhood. Furthermore, it is equally important to understand the longitudinal
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impact of these friendship characteristics, especially with regard treatig pre-
existing individual risk for internalizing behavior.
Early Individual Risk and Friend’s Characteristics

As outlined earlier, children who enter elementary school with withdrawn and
aggressive presentations are at risk to engage in social exchange in wlisbeegs
that often increase their likelihood of maladaptive peer experience, both within the
broad peer environment and dyadic relationships. Research shows that these Ibroad pee
related difficulties (e.g., rejection and victimization) may mediat@iseciation
between early problem behaviors and subsequent internalizing symptoms that star
peak in late elementary school (Nangle, Erdley, Newman, Mason, & Carpenter, 2003;
Kim & Cicchetti, 2004; Morrow et al., 2008; Shonk & Cicchetti, 2001); however, to date,
no one has specifically examined children’s friendships as a mediating bativeen
these early risk factors and subsequent internalizing outcomes.

Two patterns are evident in the work reviewed above that are informative to
understanding the impact of risky friend’s characteristics for childrewisg early
behavioral risk for internalizing behavior. Foremost, work on homophily asserts that
children are more likely to befriend others who are similar to themselves (Kaa8da!
Kiuru, Nurmi, Aunola, & Salmela-Aro, 2009; McPherson, Smith-Lovin, & Cook, 2001).
It follows that children who show early withdrawn behaviors are likely to befriend
children who show higher levels of withdrawn behavior. Furthermore, given the social
deficits associated with both heightened levels of aggressive or withdraawidrs

(Dodge et al., 1990; Dubow, 1988; Hughes, White, Sharpen, & Dunn, 2000; Malti, 2006;
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Stormshak & Webster-Stratton, 1999), children with these early behavioralikedigs |
will have friends who demonstrate low social skill.

To date, no work on friendship characteristics has been conducted for children
showing co-occurring aggressive and withdrawn behaviors. However, consiteating t
aggressive-withdrawn children tend to show the least favorable outcomes within thei
larger peer group (Hymel et al., 1993; Ladd & Burgess, 1999), it is likely thaiihey
have friends with the lowest social skill relative to children who are rated as only
withdrawn or only aggressive. Furthermore, as aggressive behavior is overt and
interpersonally disruptive, this dimension of co-occurring aggressive dndrawn
behaviors will likely be most noticeable and salient within a peer contextd Base
similarity of this more noticeable behavior, children showing co-occuagggessive and
withdrawn behavior will likely have friends most similar in charactessb children
showing aggressive behaviors only. Whereas children demonstrating homogeneous
withdrawn behavior will likely have friends with the highest levels of witivira
behavior when compared with children who show aggressive or aggressive-withdrawn
behavior.

The second pattern that can be gathered from research regarding homophily and
risky friendship characteristics is that children and their friends tend toneecmre
behaviorally similar over time (Kandal, 1978; Kiuru et al., 2009; McPherson et al., 2001).
Thus, children who befriend others with risky friend characteristics (e.qdTsie
withdrawal or lowered social skill) may be at increased risk for intaingloutcomes

due to this “contagion” of maladaptive behaviors. This pattern suggests a possible
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mediational effect of a friend’s risk characteristics in the link betwearly individual
risk and subsequent internalizing outcomes. More specifically, children showiyng ear
risk behaviors of social withdrawal and aggression may be at risk for inzemgali
outcomes because they befriend others with risky characteristics. Thexpedence
may encourage and reinforce socially deviant and internalizing behaviorsand al
provide less social support relative to children with friends without these risk
characteristics. In turn, these risky friend characteristics beconmaesteanism through
which early withdrawal and aggression may manifest into broader intengalizi
behaviors.
Gender

Importantly, gender differences in friendship, internalizing outcomes, and
aggressive and withdrawn behaviors must be considered. Gender differences in the
prevalence and acceptance of aggressive and withdrawn behaviors have been noted as
early as kindergarten. Boys more than girls show aggressive behaviors aridracyer
represented within the aggressive and aggressive-withdrawn subgroups (Hgmel et
1993; Ladd & Burgess, 1999; Rubin Chen, & Hymel, 1993). Furthermore, Rubin and
colleagues (1993) showed an interaction between behavioral profiles and gerller on 5
grade peer acceptance, such that boys showing heightened levels of withdrawarbe
were most rejected by their peers. These gender patterns are consiktealttwrally
imposed gender-normative expectations for passive and dominant behaviors (Allgood-
Merten, Lewinsohn, & Hops, 1990, Aube, Fichman, Saltaris, & Koestner, 2000). Likely,

boys who engage in withdrawn behaviors are more poorly perceived than dghis, as
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passive social approach is more socially accepted for girls than for btiisugh girls
who engage in aggressive behaviors may still contrast social-c@i@ttations for
gender, these behaviors are more culturally valued and thus may bedetsirby the
larger peer group. Given these gender differences, it may be that boys who show
withdrawn behaviors are at especially high risk for internalizing outcomesevér, to
date, no one has specifically examined gender as a moderator for riskifioaliatng
outcomes associated with early withdrawn behavior. Moreover, although Rubin and
colleagues examined both aggressive and withdrawn children, they did not examine
gender patterns in the association between co-occurring aggrestideawn behaviors
and peer acceptance. Thus, little is known regarding gender differencesptaace or
internalizing outcomes for children who show heightened levels of withdrawal and
aggression.

In addition to associations with early withdrawn and aggressive behavior, more
direct gender differences have also been noted with regard to risk for hztegha
behavior. By adolescence, girls, more than boys, are likely to show internalizing
symptoms, especially depressive sypmtomology (Aveneovoli et al., 2008; ZahnrWaxle
Shirtcliff, & Marceau, 2008). Prior to adolescence, research generallyrdtrates few
gender differences in internalizing behaviors; however, when differences gots
demonstrate higher levels of withdrawal, shyness, and fearfulnessyaasgareschool
and some studies (although not all) have found that boys show higher levels of depressive
symptoms than girls prior to puberty (Carter et al. 2000; Else-Quest et al.F2&ian,

Wetter, & Cheely, 2008; Kistner, 2009; Zahn-Waxler et al., 2008).
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Several explanations for gender differences in internalizing behavior hewe be
explored. Research has demonstrated gender differences in anatonmcal bra
development and structure (specifically size differences in the frontakcorte
hippocampus, and amygdala, as well as right hemispheric lateralizatiopleiteagirls at
risk for an overprocessing of emotional cues relative to boys (Giedd, 1997; McClure,
2000). Other work has highlighted hormonal changes specific to girls during ptiarty
may disrupt recovery from environmental stress and increase risk for depressi
(Hayward 2003; Zahn-Waxler et al., 2006). Furthermore, social theorists have also
argued that culturally imposed gender roles provide a series of environmental
consequences that shape girls towards dependent, relationship-driven, emotional,
helpless, passive, and self-sacrificing behaviors that increase riskeioraiiing
outcomes (Allgood-Merten et al. 1990, Aube et al. 2000). Marrying these theories,
researchers have shifted towards a diathesis-stress model, argusexthiaked
biological vulnerabilities create a diathesis of vulnerability foisginat exacerbate risk
associated with gender-role socialization for internalizing outcomesauiiGyski, Frank,
Young, & Shear, 2000; Moffitt, Caspi, & Rutter, 2005).

Taken as a whole, several individual factors, including early social behaviors of
aggression and withdrawal, as well as gender, are associated with risk Gaqusriis
internalizing behaviors. Many of these factors have social implicatiadhswehildren’s
peer environments and researchers have suggested that peer-relat@dsprabje
mediate the association between early risk and subsequent internalizing sufikome

& Cicchetti, 2004; Morrow et al., 2008; Nangle et al., 2003; Shonk & Cicchetti, 2001).
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Additionally, the above reviewed work indicates gender differences in the social
acceptance of withdrawn and aggressive behaviors between girls and boysdasaton

for subsequent peer acceptance outcomes (Rubin et al., 1993). However, currently, there
are gaps within this literature with regard to the impact of co-ocguaggressive and
withdrawn behaviors on subsequent internalizing outcomes, as well as spiecitistip

factors that may mediate this association. As such, an important next stexaisioee

these patterns within a model that considers the characteristics of clsilftiemds.

Finally, gender differences in friendship patterns may also have an important
impact on risk associated with friend’s withdrawn and social skill behavior for
internalizing problems. At a descriptive level, boys tend to interact wittgera
friendship groups, as opposed to individual dyadic exchanges, especially as they ente
middle childhood. Although boys and girls interact at the dyadic level at the same
frequency, girls show longer durations of dyadic exchanges (Rose & Rudolph, 2006).
By late childhood, girls’ friendships are often characterized by (and olblsasveaving)
more self-disclosure and support (Aikins, Bierman, & Parker, 2005; Erath, Flanagan, &
Bierman, 2008; Parker & Asher, 1993; Rose, 2002), whereas boys are characterized as
showing more competitiveness, companionship and dominance (Jenkins et al., 2002;
Maccoby, 1990). Finally, girls, more than boys, desire companionship and report goals
for relationship intimacy, friendliness, and relationship maintenance, whHaygasnore
often show goals of agency, dominance, self preservation, and control (Buhrmester,

1996; Rose & Rudolph, 2006).
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Put into the context of risky friendship characteristics, these gendeedifées in
friendship patterns may indicate that girls, more than boys, are at risksfécantagion”
of maladaptive behavioral characteristics, as they spend more time and tdnantoree
on their dyadic friendships than do boys. Increased exposure to friends’ maladaptive
characteristics likely will increase risk associated with behavimaaleling and
feedback. Similarly, as friends with withdrawn and socially skilled behawagrba less
equipped to provide social support and intimacy, this deficit may be particularly
detrimental for girls over boys. Given these patterns, it is likely thiatwith friends
showing higher levels of withdrawn and/or socially unskilled behaviors matytgher
risk for internalizing outcomes relative to boys. However, no work has spegificall
examined gender as a moderator for the association between these frigekship r
characteristics and subsequent internalizing outcomes.
Proposed Model

The available research regarding friendship and internalizing behavggssis
that a friend’s level of withdrawn and socially skilled behaviors may be an impbnia
between early individual behavior and subsequent internalizing outcomes (Bexhdt et
1999; Cleveland & Wiebe, 2003; Cohen & Prinstein, 2006; Dishion, 2000; Mariano &
Harton, 2005; Oh et al., 2008; Prinstein, 2007; Stevens & Prinstein, 2005). However, the
majority of this work focuses on late childhood and adolescence, is cross-sentional
nature, and does not take into account the co-occurrence of early withdrawal and
aggression. Given the importance of social development across elementary sdhool a

middle childhood, and the unique role of children’s friends in behavioral development,
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the primary aim of the present study was to examine the impact of friendtehiates
in the link between early patterns of behavioral risk and subsequent internalizing
outcomes across elementary school. Based on the literature reviewed above, a
mediational model was presented, with gender differences in early riakiteshand
friendship patterns as moderators for specific links within the mediatiornahypmtel.

Figure 1 depicts the overall model tested. Friendship characteristiceiar s

withdrawal and socially skilled behavior were proposed as partial mediatdhef
association between heightened levels of early withdrawal and aggression andenise
internalizing behaviors in late childhood. Furthermore, the gender of the taldevaki
proposed to moderate the link between early problem behaviors and subsequent
internalizing outcomes, as well as the link between friends’ charaaefistisocial
withdrawal and social skills and subsequent internalizing outcomes. Usingtadora
sample of children between the ages of 5 years (kindergarten) and 10.5 yearsitod ag
following hypotheses were proposed. Due to the complexity of the model, unilateral
friendship nominations were used to maximize sample size and power.

1. There will be main effects for withdrawn and aggressive social behavior in
kindergarten, such that children demonstrating highly withdrawn or highly
aggressive behaviors in kindergarten will report higher levels of subsequent
internalizing outcomes at 10.5 years.

2. There will be an interaction between socially withdrawn and aggressive
behaviors, such that children demonstrating highly withdramdraggressive

behavior in kindergarten will report the highest levels of internalizing
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3.

behaviors at 10.5 years. Children demonstrating high withdrawal and low
aggression or high aggression and low withdrawal will report higher levels of
internalizing symptoms relative to children with normative withdrawn and
aggressive behaviors in kindergarten, but not relative to children with higher
co-occurring risk behaviors.

The characteristics of a child’s friend (e.g., withdrawn and sociallyeskill
behaviors) in & grade will partially mediate the association between early
risk behaviors (in kindergarten) and subsequent internalizing behaviors (at
10.5 years), such that:

a. There will be a main effect for early withdrawn behavior on friend
characteristics, such that children demonstrating high social
withdrawal will have friends with the highest levels of withdrawn
behavior.

b. There will be an interaction between early withdrawn and aggressive
behaviors on friend characteristics, such that highly aggressive and
withdrawn children will have friends with the highest levels of
withdrawn behavior and the lowest levels of socially skilled behavior
relative to other less behaviorally aggressive and withdrawn children.

c. Friend’'s withdrawn behavior will partially mediate the association
between early withdrawn behavior and subsequent internalizing
behaviors only. This mediation will not hold for the main effect for

aggressive behaviors.
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d. Friends’ socially skilled behavior will partially mediate the asdamia
between early withdrawn, aggressive, and co-occurring aggressive-
withdrawn behavior and subsequent internalizing behaviors.

4. Gender will moderate the assocation between early behaviors and subsequent
internalizing outcomes, as well as the association between friend’s
characteristics and subsquent interanlizing outcomes.

a. The association between friend characteristics (both withdrawn and
socially skilled behavior) and subsequent internalizing behaviors will
be stronger for girls than for boys.

b. The association between withdrawal (only) and subsequent
internalizing behavior at 10.5 years will be stronger for boys than for

girls.
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CHAPTER Il

METHOD

Recruitment and Attrition

The current sample used data from three cohorts of children who are part of an
ongoing longitudinal study. The goal for recruitment was to obtain a sample o&anhildr
who were at risk for developing future externalizing behavior problems and wko wer
representative of the surrounding community in terms of race and socioeconauasic sta
(SES). All cohorts were recruited through child day care centers, the Goeaith
Department, and the local Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) program. Plotentia
participants for cohorts 1 and 2 were recruited at 2 years of age (cohort 11 99®Ddnd
cohort 2: 2000-2001) and screened using the Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL 2-3;
Achenbach, 1992) completed by the mother in order to over-sample for externalizing
behavior problems. Children were identified as being at risk for future extamgal
behaviors if they received an externaliztrgrore of 60 or aboveEfforts were made to
obtain approximately equal numbers of males and females. A total of 307 chilaeen we
selected. Cohort 3 was initially recruited when infants were 6 months ahal29g)
for their level of frustration based on laboratory observation and parent report and
followed through the toddler period (See Calkins, Dedmon, Gill, Lomax, & Johnson,
2002, for more information). Children whose mothers’ completed the CBCL at 2 years

of age were included in the current study=(140). Of the entire sampld & 447), 37%
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of the children were identified as being at risk for future externaligioglems. There
were no significant demographic differences between cohorts with reganublergé(Z,
N =447) = .63p=.73, race;(2 (2,N=447)=1.13p = .57, or 2-year SE%F(2, 444) =
.53,p =.59. Cohort 3 had a significantly lower average 2-year externatizicgre W =
50.36) compared to cohorts 1 and2% 54.49)t (445) = -4.32p < .001.

Of the 447 original screened patrticipants, 6 were dropped because they did not
participate in any 2-year data collection. Additionally, one child was droppetitire
study after receiving a diagnosis of Autism. At 4 years of age, 399 fapdligsipated.
Families lost to attrition included those who could not be located, who moved out of the
area, who declined participation, and who did not respond to phone and letter requests to
participate. There were no significant differences between famihesdwd and did not
participate in terms of gendaf, (1, N = 447) = 3.27p = .07, racey’ (1, N = 447) = .70,
p = .40, 2-year SES$,(424) = .81p = .42, or 2-year externalizirtgscore t (445) = -.36,
p=.72. At5-years of age, 365 families participated, including four that did not
participate in the 4-year assessment. Again, there were no significan¢uiciés
between families who did and did not participate in terms of gender,
v*(1,N = 447) = .76p = .38, racey’ (1, N = 447) = .17p = .68, 2-year SE$,(424) =
1.93,p = .06, and 2-year externalizitgcoret (445) =-1.73p = .09. At 7 years of age,
350 families participated, including 19 that did not participate in the 5-yeasass#s
Again, there were no significant differences between families who did and did not
participate in terms of gendaf,(1, N = 447) = 2.12p = .15, racey* (3, N = 447) = .60,

p = .90 and 2-year externalizitigcore { (445) = -1.30p = .19). Families with lower 2-
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year SES were less likely to continue participation at the 7-year emesdedy432) =
2.61,p>.01. At 10.5 years, 328 families participated. No significant differences were
noted between families who did and did not participated in terms ofyfa@N = 427)
=2.77,p= .43, 2-year SES,(413) = -.48p = .64, or 2-yeaexternalizingt-score t (425)
=-.98,p = .33. A significant difference was found for gengér(1, N = 427) = 4.12p <

.05, with more females than males participating in the 10-year visit.

Participants

The current study focused on the kindergarten 8hdrade school visits, and the
10.5-year laboratory assessments. Participants included children who complesst a
one data collection time point, and who were present to nominate a friend durifiyy the 2
grade school visit. Across time points, the largest sample size was 29%pat$ici
However, 343 participants provided data during at least one of the three time point
collections, yielding an imputed sampleMdE 343. Of this sample, ~77% and ~ 44% of
children had data from at least two and all three time points, respectively.

In kindergarten, teachers completed questionnaires on 221 children who
participated in school data collection. There were no significant differentvesdne
families who did and did not participate in terms of gengfed,, N = 446) = 1.31p =
.25, racey? (3, N = 446) = 6.80p = .08, 2-year SES,(444) = -.81p = .42, or 2-year
externalizing or internalizingscorest (444) = -.11p = .91, and (444) = -.28p = .78,
respectively. In% grade, 241children nominated a unilateral friend during thgrade
school assessment (explained further below). There were no significarardiéfe

between families who did and did not participate in terms of gegfdr,N = 446) =
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1.59,p = .47, race%2 (3,N=446) = .20p = .98, 2-year SES,(424) =-1.36p = .17, or
2-year externalizing or internalizingscorest (444) = -.023p = .98, and (444) = -.18p
= .89, respectively. Missing data from the school assessments were duets @are
principals not giving consent for the school assessment, schools being too far alday, chi
absences, or teachers not completing questionnaires. Two hundred ninety five
participants completed data from the 10.5-year laboratory visits. There were no
significant differences between families who did and did not participate i tdrrace,
v* (3,N = 446) = 4.55p = .21, 2-year SES,(424) = .30p = .77, or 2-year CBCL
externalizing or internalizingscorest (444) = -0.14p = .89 and (444) = -0.005p =
.10, respectively. However, more girls than boys completed the 10.5 yeani&isy
= 446) = 4.46p = .035. Analyses for model testing are based on available data at each
time point and missing data are accounted for using Full Information Maximum
Likelihood procedures (Allison, 2003; Schafer & Graham, 2002).
Procedures

After the original assessment, families were contacted by mail and phdne
asked to participate in a follow-up study at kindergart&hgiade, and 10.5 yearn
kindergarten and" grade, parent consent was obtained in order to collect sociometric
nominations and behavioral teacher ratings. School and classmate consertienwere t
obtained so that peer ratings could be conducted. Kindergarten teachers reportld on ea
play behaviors. In"™ grade, peers reported on behaviors of each target child’s (e.g.,
participant) nominated"2grade friends. Using a modified version of the Coie, Dodge,

and Coppotelli (1982) sociometric interviews, trained graduate research assistant
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interviewed each classmate using unlimited nominations of peers, as reudeahhg
Terry (2000). To increase and ensure understanding, each child was required tg/ correctl
use the response scale (three subsequent correct responses to sample quésteons) be
obtaining peer nominations. Research assistants also used photos of each chiltl as visua
prompts in interviews to promote the accuracy and integrity of the measure. Childre
unilateral friends were identified by target child nomination for “the tkrée you like
the most”. Sociometric nominations for behavioral characteristics of each nedina
friend were collected during the same school assessment. Of the sample eh eliidr
participated in sociometric data collection, 241 nominated at least one uniia¢ercl
(again, some children were absent during data collection and were unable to @@aminat
friend, but were able to be nominated by other children). At 10.5 years, famites we
again contacted for follow-up data collection. Those who agreed to participate wamnple
two laboratory visits where each child completed self-report questionnaoestheir
internalizing symptoms with the help of a trained research assistant.
Measures

Early withdrawn and aggressive behavior To assess each target child’s early
social behavior, teacher nominations were obtained using the Preschool Play Behavio
Scale (PPBS; Coplan & Rubin, 1998). The PPBS is a 26-item Likert scalethases
five domains of children’s early social play: reticent behavior, solitargipadehavior,
solitary-active behavior, social play, and rough play. Teachers ratedlséts play
behaviors according to frequency (1 = never to 5 = very often). Items in eacindoma

are summed, with higher values indicating more frequent play behavior in that domain.
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For the purpose of this study, the reticent behavior, solitary-passive behavior, and
solitary-active behavior domains were summed (scores ranging from 1@+6@psure
early socially withdrawn behavious & .891). Sample items from each subscale,
respectively, are: “takes the role of onlooker or spectator,” “plays by Hihesself,
examining a toy or object” and “engages in pretend play by himself/h&r3éié rough

play domain was used as a measure for early socially aggressive belwres (anging
from 2-10); Cronbach’s alpha was= .863. A sample item from the aggressive behavior
subscale is, “engages in playful/mock fighting with other children.”

Friend characteristics. To assess the social skills and withdrawn behavior of
each target child’s friend, standardized peer nominations were obtainednasing t
sociometric procedures outlined abovescores were averaged across friends for target
children with multiple friend nominations. To assess friends’ socially didiéhaviors, a
socially skilled behavioz-scores using the item “Some kids are good to have in your
class because they cooperate, help, and share. Who are the kids who cooperate, help, and
share in your class?” was obtained. Higher scores indicated highlsrdépeer-rated
socially skilled behaviors.

In addition, standardized peer nominations for the item “Some kids act really shy
around other kids. They play alone and work alone most of the time. They seem to be
afraid to be around kids. Who are the kids in your class (grade) who are shy and act
afraid to be around others?” were also obtained to represent each target efid’s fr

withdrawn behavior score. Agairscores were averaged across friends for target
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children with multiple friend nominations. Higher scores on this measure indichgr hig
levels of peer-rated withdrawn behavior.

Internalizing behavior. To measure internalizing behaviors, three self-reports of
internalizing behaviors were obtained using the Behavioral Assessmenfdécale
Children- Self Report of Personality (BASC-SRP; Reynolds & Kamphaus, 2662), t
Multidimensional Anxiety Scale for Children (MASC; March, Parker, Sutij\&a
Stallings, 1997) and the Child Depression Inventory (CDI; Kovacs, 1992) during the two
10.5-year laboratory data collection visits at the 10.5-year time point. Theseresea
were combined to create a latent variable to represent broad internahiagors.

The BASC-SRP is a widely-used, 186-item measure (for children ages 6t11) tha
assesses a wide range of problem behaviors. Children were asked to rakpéneinee
of social stress, anxiety, depression, sense of inadequacy, self-estessif-eglthnce
using true or false response and a Likert-type rating ranging from 1 (nevie(almost
always). The raw sums of these subscales were summed (with sethestd self
reliance inverted) to create a composite Emotional Symptom Index toeepbesad
internalizing behaviors. The BASC exhibits well-established internal stensly,
reliability, and validity (Reynolds & Kamphaus, 2002). Cronbach’s alpha for thenturre
sample was = .860.

The MASC is a 39-item measure of physical symptoms of anxiety, socidianxie
harm avoidance, and separation anxiety for children between the ages of 8 and 19 years.
Each item is rated on a Likert scale ranging from 0 (never true abowb 1B €dften true

about me). A total summed anxiety raw score ranging from 0 to 117 is produced, with
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higher scores reflecting greater anxiety symptoms. Researclingxguhe psychometric
properties of the MASC has demonstrated strong support for its internal congiste
reliability, and validity (Baldwin & Dadds, 2007; March & Parker, 2004). Cronbach’s
alpha for the current sample was .828.

The CDI is a 27-item global measure of depressive symptoms for children
between the ages of 7 and 17 (Kovacs, 1992). Items are presented as statements
representing degrees of specific symptoms. Children rate each itemdsynchtine
symptom statement that best describes them over the previous two weeks. A
representative item is “l have fun in many things,” “I have fun in some thigething
is fun at all.” Statements are scored according to symptom severity, thberlesence of
symptoms is scored as 0, mild symptoms are scored as 1, and definite or more severe
symptoms are scored as 2. A total sum raw score ranging from 0-54 scoduicepl,
with higher scores reflecting greater depressive symptoms. Cronbguttddar the

current sample was = .894.
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CHAPTER Ill

RESULTS

Preliminary Analyses

Descriptive analyses were conducted on the entire sample and separately by
gender for all study variables to assess assumptions of normality. T&blest 1
descriptive statistics for each variable. All scores fell within expeaeteges. Boys and
girls showed comparable means and variances on the PPBS. For structural equation
modeling (SEM) analyses, the PPBS withdrawn composite score was tramsiyrme
multiplying by a constant of .5 to improve its relative variance with the PBBi®ssion
subscale and aid in model convergence (Kline, 2005).

Z-scores for friends’ withdrawn and socially skilled behaviors indicatedatest
variances for both boys and girls relative to the sociometric population. The mean fo
withdrawn behaviors for boys’ friends was below the sociometric populationgayera
whereas the mean socially skilled behavior ratings for girls’ friégeltlabove the
sociometric population average. Therefore, relative to the larger sociopmtrilation,
the unilateral friends nominated by target children specific to this sashplved less
variation in behavior and demonstrated more normative levels of behaviors. trapica
for these sample characteristics will be discussed below.

On average, the mean raw scores on all dependent measures indicated normative

levels of internalizing symptoms, with girls showing a greater range ipteyns than
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boys. The CDI total raw score was positively skewed for both boys and girls. iAs suc
scores were transformed and the square root of the CDI raw total scoreg@vas us
subsequent analyses.

To assess for gender differences on independent and dependent measures, a series
of independent samplédests was conducted. Mean gender differences were evident
across several measures. Girls had significantly higher mean MA&Q) &ocially
skilled, and friend withdrawn ratings relative to boys. Boys were rated faesr hig
aggressive play by their teachers on the PPBS relative to girls. Additighallg were
significant differences in variability across MASC, PPBS (aggressivavioa), and
friendship characteristic ratings that mirrored the mean gender piattings. Table 4
lists t-statistics for these analyses.

Finally, Pearson correlations for all independent and dependent variables were
calculated on the entire sample and separately by gender. Tables ®ifdisttions for
each variable and table 8 providescores for significant differences between
correlations by gender. Correlations between outcome variables wergestior girls
than boys. Additionally, correlations between early problem behaviors and @utcom
measures were stronger for boys than girls. Contrary to expectationsatcamee|
between friendship characteristics and outcome variables were also stooriggy/s than
for girls. Additionally, for the entire sample, associations between indepévariables
were weak relative to correlations between the dependent measures., Overal

associations between variables were smaller than expected, egdecigiltls.
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Test for Overall Model Fit

To test the overall mediational model, a Structural Regression was employed
using Mplus 6 software. This analytic approach is capable of combining both structur
features for mediational path models, as well as measurement featuwesfiionatory
factor analyses using Maximum Likelihood Estimation (Hopwood, 2007; Kline, 2005).
This provides the opportunity for the incorporation of both manifest and latent variables,
and specific to this study, a strong method for reducing multi-measure data for
internalizing symptoms. Manifest variables including early withdrawreggdessive
behavior, the interaction term between early withdrawn and aggressiwadrshas well
as friend withdrawn and socially skilled behavior. A latent variable fomateing
symptoms was used as a dependent measure of internalizing symptoms. Hinally, a
analyses were also run separately by gender to test for potentiadmlitsrby gender.

Full Information Maximum Likelihood was used as a method for accounting for
missing data in each analysis. Model fit was assessed using multiple moukdXes
including Chi Square, the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), and the
Comparative Fit Index (CFI). A Chi Square test is a “badness of fit” inderewhigher
values (non-significance) indicate model fit. The RMSEA is an additional “sadife
fit” index, with lower scores indicating better fit. This index favors pavsious models
and adjusts according to the parameters estimated. A cut-off score of .10 aves use
indicate adequate model fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Kline, 2005). Finally, the CFl is
an indicator of fit relative to an independence model (assuming no population covariance

among the observed variables). Scores range from 0.0 -1.0, with higher scoreimgndicat
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better fit. Cut-off scores of .90 and .95 were used to evaluate adequate arehexcell
model fit, respectively (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2005). Importantly, final model
evaluation and selection were also guided by theory.

Two stages of model evaluation were conducted. At the first stage, a
Confirmatory Factor Analysis was fit to create a latent variablenfernalizing
symptoms at 10.5 years. Two necessary conditions were met: 1) the numbdy of free
estimated parameters were equal to or less than the number of observatioas (e.g.
product dependent on the number of observed indictors of the latent variable), 2) each
latent variable (including measurement error) had a scale (e.g.,ausmgloading
identification constraint). Factor loadings for each observed variableassessed in
addition to model fit. Upon reaching adequate model fit, a path analysis was conducted
using all manifest and latent variables (stage 2). Hierarchical modebhcsons were
guided using fit indexes and theory. Indirect paths were calculated for edddting
pathway.

Stage 1. A Confirmatory Factor Analysis was conducted to determine a best-
fitting latent dependent variable for internalizing behavior at 10.5 yeerg tne BASC,
MASC, and CDI (Figures 2-4). All factors loadings were freed and the featiance
and mean were fixed to 1 and O, respectively. First, this analysis was run onrthe ent
sample. Table 9 provides factor loadings for the measurement model (foagi@ bt
analyses, factor loadings were examined for overall model fit due to purposefel m
saturation). Factor loadings were strong and in the expected direction, with &z BA

Emotional Symptom Index loading most strongly. The latent factor accounte@3for ~
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%, 34 %, and 77% of the variance for the CDI, MASC, and BASC self-report scores,
respectively. Therefore, the latent variable appeared to represent aribeoaalizing
construct.

Slightly different patterns of results were found when analyses were &ephya
gender. For boys, the MASC and BASC factors loaded less strongly relatnecléoger
sample and the CDI loaded most strongly. The latent factor accounted for ~84 %, 17 %,
and 51% of the variance for the CDI, MASC, and BASC self-report scores, treg|yec
Thus, for boys, the latent factor appeared to more strongly represent depressive
symptomology.

For girls, the BASC factor loaded most strongly. The latent factor accowunted f
~60 %, 44 %, and 88% of the variance for the CDI, MASC, and BASC self-report scores,
respectively. Similar to the results from the entire sample, the lateablagippeared to
represent a broad internalizing construct.

Stage 2.To test the overall fit of the path model, a structural regression was run
with the latent variable for internalizing behavior as the dependent variable emtitiee
sample, and then separately by gender. The model was fit twice, first aiitheffects
only (reduced model), and then with the interaction term between early avithdsnd
aggression added (full model).

Reduced model. Table 10provides fit statistics®?, and indirect effect estimates
for the reduced model. Fit statistics indicated adequate modgl Q) = 340.31p <
.01; RMSEA = 0.080; CFIl = 0.95). Figure 5 provides path coefficients for the

hypothesized model. Contrary to hypotheses, early withdrawn behavior did not predict
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friends’ characteristics of withdrawn or socially skilled behaviors. heamiore, early
aggression negatively predicted both friends’ characteristics of withdaadadocially
skilled behavior, such that children who were rated by their teachers as massaggr
nominated friends who were less withdrawn and less socially skilled.

Consistent with hypotheses there were nearly significant (08 06), trends
for early withdrawn behavior, as well as a target child’s friend’s withdraghavior,
positively predicted subsequent internalizing symptoms at 10.5 years. @hiidine
higher ratings of withdrawn play behavior in kindergarten, and children who nominated
friends with higher levels of peer-rated withdrawal showed higher le¥sisbsequent
internalizing symptoms. Contrary to expectations, no evidence for a maihfeffearly
aggression on internalizing behavior or target friend’s socially skilled behavior
internalizing behaviors was found.

In general, path coefficients were smaller than expected and there was no
evidence for mediation in this model. Furtherm&eestimates for endogenous
variables indicated that the model only explained a small portion of the variareachor
construct.

To test for potential moderation by gender, the reduced model was run separately
for boys and girls. Figures 6 and 7 provide path coefficients for each analysis. F
statistics indicated adequate model fit for boys and good model fit fortgis:§> (20)
=132.070p < .01, RMSEA = 0.094, CFI = 0.90; girlg* (20) = 214.4% < .01, RMSEA

= 0.039, CFI =0.99). Again, differences in loading for the outcome variable were
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indicated for boys and girls, such that for boys, the internalizing outcome wgdede
most heavily by CDI scores.

For boys, kindergarten withdrawn play behavior a?’i’cg%de friend withdrawal
positively predicted subsequent internalizing outcomes. No other path coefficezpts
significant and no support for mediation was indicated. Contrary to expectations, for
girls, there was a negative trend for early target child withdrawn bmisaam friends’
withdrawn behaviors, such that girls with higher levels of teacher-rated kamtkerg
withdrawn play nominated unilateral friends with lower peer ratings dfdratval in 2°
grade. Consistent with expectations, there was an additional trend forigntsfr
socially skilled behavior on subsequent internalizing symptoms, such that girls who
nominated friends with higher social skills peer ratings'fryeade showed fewer
internalizing symptoms at 10.5 years. Again, no other path coefficients weifecarg
for girls and there was no evidence for mediation.

Full model. Table11 provides fit statisticsR?, and indirect effect estimates for
the full model. Contrary to hypotheses, the addition of the interaction term did not
improve model fit ¢ difference (5) = 3.5% < .61; RMSEA = 0.071; CFI = 0.95), and
path coefficients for the interaction term did not add to the model. Similar null fsxding
were apparent when analyses were separated by gender. Based on thestheesul
addition of the interaction term to the model was not supported. Figures 8-10 provide
path coefficients for the hypothesized full model run on the entire sample anatslypa

by gender.
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Post hoc Analyses
Post hoc analyses were conducted to test potential explanations for the above

pattern of results. Foremost, an examination of descriptive differences between t
sample of children with unilateral friend nominations and a subsample of children w
mutual friend nominations was conducted. Children were identified as having a mutual
friend if a nomination for “the three kids you like the most” was reciprocated.
Participants with at least one mutual nomination were coded as having a fnesakes$
where multiple nominations were reciprocated, friends’ characterisgce averaged.
Of the original sample, 176 children had a mutual friend“irgmde. Tables 12-14
provide descriptive statistics for all variables on the subsample of childitemuitial
friends.

Mean scores for children with mutual frienéds< 176) were compared to the
remaining sample of children who nominated non-reciprocated friéhd$5).
Children with mutual friendships showed significantly lower means acrossB2EIC-
ESI, and PPBS withdrawn subscake@81) = 2.80p < .01 t (250.120) = 2.071p < .05
t (219) = 3.25p< .01, respectively. A similar mean difference pattern was evident for
girls, but fewer differences between samples were found for boys (see Tadlés
Thus, as would be expected based on the literature, children with mutual friends
demonstrated fewer problem behaviors than did children without mutual friends.
Interestingly, although there were no significant differences acreassyon friendship
variables, children with mutual friends evidenced more variability in friend

characteristics (specifically girls with mutual friends).
44



For exploratory purposes, all analyses were re-run on the subsample of children with
identified mutual friends. Tables 18 and 19 provide fit statistics for thesesagaly
Overall, fit was poor for both the full and reduced models, except for girls. Model
convergence was not attained when the model was run on the subsample of boys with
mutual friends. Path coefficients for models with acceptable fit were gaifisant.

Likely, the sample size was too small to adequately test this model withechilaih
mutual friends.

Additional exploratory post-hoc analyses were run to determine if broaderumsst
for aggression and withdrawal would yield stronger results. Analyses wene using
raw scores from the aggression and withdrawal subscales on the Child Behavior
Checklist (CBCL; Achenbach, 1992), kindergarten peer reparsedres for
nominations of “shy” and “fights” and finally, the anger and shyness subsaaies$hie
Child Behavior Questionnaire, long form (CBQ; Goldsmith & Rothbart, 1991). Tables
20-22 display correlations between the CBCL, CBQ and PPBS subscales for the entir
sample and separately by gender. Correlations between the PPBS and brodusr post-
measures of aggression and withdrawal were weak relative to correlzgioreen post-
hoc measures. Across measures, there were non-significant assobietveesn early
behaviors and friend characteristics. Consistent with hypotheses, eadgaggr
positively predicted internalizing outcomes when CBCL aggression and CB@ ange
subscales were used. However, no consistent support for a main effectyfor earl
withdrawn behavior, or interaction between early aggression and withdrawal was found.

Furthermore, a chi square analysis for groups of children high and low on aggression and
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withdrawal based on standard deviation cut-offs indicated very little overlapifdren

showing high levels of aggression and withdrawal across measures.
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CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

The present study aimed to examine the role of friendship as one environmental
factor in the link between early individual risk and subsequent internalizing behavior. A
model indicating friendship characteristics as mediating mechanismedregarly
individual risk and subsequent internalizing behavioral outcomes (Figure 1) veak test
Two social behaviors were examined as early individual risk factors foecpusast
internalizing problems: early withdrawal and aggression. Friendship obr@stcs for
withdrawn and socially skilled behaviors were targeted as mediators inaherrel
between early risk and subsequent internalizing problems. Finally, genderan@sed
as a potential moderator for specific mediation pathw&yspport for the overall
mediational model was not obtained; however, some interesting patternsiggardi
gender, early individual risk, friend characteristics, and internalizing ogtcom
measurement emerged.
Individual Risk and Friendship

Contrary to expectations for homophily (hypothesis 3), there was a negative trend
for girls linking early social withdrawal with friends’ withdrawn behasioEarly
withdrawal was not associated with friends’ characteristics for withadraner was it
associated with social skill in the larger sample (girls and boys) or inlisarsple of

boys only. Furthermore, early social aggression negatively predicted ocial
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withdrawal for the entire sample only. At face value, these results indigatttern for
dis-similarity of problem behaviors between friends and contrast expectbised on
empirical work completed in older populations of children (Berndt et al., 1999; Oh et al.,
2008). It is possible that friendship formulation at this age may be less heavily
influenced by children’s behaviors, and rely more on environmental influences, mcludi
classroom assignment, or parent/teacher intervention for play partners. Work in
preschool populations, for example, indicates that teachers are a “critical fa

facilitating play and manipulating play partner opportunities (Hesi&r@arroll, 2000;
Kontos, 1999). Similar work has also indicated parents as social navigators for [day pai
(Ladd & Hart, 1998). Parents and teachers may also play a similar roledasrckihter
elementary school, especially for children at risk for poor social relatjssskior

example, recent work examining parent play interventions for children with iattent
Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder and Autism Spectrum Disorders dematestithe

continued impact of parents as navigators for social success through middle childhood
(Mikami, Lerner, Griggs, McGrath, & Calhoun, 2010; Koegel, Werner, Visngara,

Koegel, 2005).

It is also important to note that these patterns are based on nominated unilateral
friends specific to grade-level peers and do not necessarily include mutually
acknowledged friendships inside and outside of school. Although sociometric data
collection may capture a large pool of potential friends, close and meaningifdkfrips
can form outside of the peers captured in this project, for example within neighborhood

and community organizations. Furthermore, recent work has shown important difference
48



between unilateral (preferred friendships) and mutual (realized friendstgre)ships
for highly aggressive pre-adolescents (Sijtsema, Lindenberg, &Vaef6t0). Sijtsema
and colleagues (2010) examined differences in unilateral vs. mutual friends grcnogs
of boys in order determine if homophily of aggression is actively sought or samply
default selection phenomenon. Results indicated that highly aggressive boyegreferr
more supportive friends (relative to the non-aggressive group) who were both high and
low on aggression. However, their “actual” or mutually-acknowledged friendslegsre
supportive and more aggressive relative to the non-aggressive comparison gro@p. Thes
researchers concluded that shared aggression between friends was a funoti@h of s
rejection and default selection as opposed to their friendship preference. 4pbgse
findings to the present study, the unilateral nominations obtained from this sartgae ref
a child’s ideal or preferred friend, rather than the friendships they@ically
experiencing. Therefore, it may be most accurate to interpret thesegfradinndicative
of a preference for normative friendship characteristics in unilateratiyated friends.
Unfortunately, power in the subsample of children with mutual friends was not adequate
to assess this model with “realized” mutual friendships.

Consistent with expectations, early social aggression was negativeliatssoc
with friends’ socially skilled behaviors for the entire sample only. This inehicéiat
highly aggressive children had a preference for friends who were less tiksHgre,
cooperate, and help others. Importantly, this effect must be considered within thé contex
of the sample characteristics. Mean friendship ratings for sociallggki€haviors were

higher than the population mean for this sample. Thus, on average, children nominated
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as friends were more socially skilled relative to children who were not nomirgated a
friends. Thus, although this finding supports the notion of homophily for socially
unskilled behaviors (children lower on aggression nominated friends with highdlysocia
skilled behaviors), it does not necessarily contrast the Sijtesma and collez@L®s (
findings described above, as children higher on aggression in this sample nominated
children with more normative levels of social skill, as opposed to lower social skill.
Gender, Individual Risk, and Internalizing Outcomes

As expected (hypotheses 1 and 4), there was a main effect for kindergaréén soci
withdrawal on subsequent internalizing self-report that was moderated by,grrate
that boys with higher levels of early social withdrawal showed highelsletéater
internalizing behavior (weighted most heavily by depressive symptomsjoudt there
was a trend for this pattern within the entire sample, this effect was nohefadgirls.
This pattern is consistent with past work indicating a gender effect for ris&assl
with withdrawn behavior, where boys with early withdrawn behaviors were least
favorably rated by their peers (Rubin et al., 1993); however adds to this work by
extending to internalizing (rather than peer) outcomes. This finding also lendstsuppor
for the notion that passive behaviors in boys are less socially accepted and plosesby
more risk for boys than girls (Allgood-Merten et al. 1990, Aube et al. 2000).
Interestingly, gender differences in friendship nominations from the preseplesalso
support this theory. Boys nominated friends who were rated as less withdravesand |
socially skilled (e.g., cooperating, sharing, helping others) by their,petasve to girls.

Considering that unilateral friendship nominations most likely capture a clukbs i
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friend (vs. a mutually-acknowledged liking), this pattern indicates that on avergge, bo
prefer friends who are less passive, relative to girls’ friend prefesen&gain, this
gender pattern supports the overall notion that passive behavior is not as valued for boys,
and provides insight into how this norm may impact peer relationships at the dyadic
level.

Based on previous research, we expected that children with higher levels of
aggression would be exposed to more interpersonal difficulty (including risk @ssbci
with friendship) and over time, demonstrate higher levels of internalizing behaviors
(hypotheses 1 and 2; Angold & Costello, 1993; Mesman et al., 2001; Messer & Gross,
1994; Morrow et al., 2008; Panak & Garber, 1992; Patterson & Capaldi, 1990). Contrary
to expectations, there was no support for a main effect for aggression on subsequent
internalizing outcomes. Although there is precedent in the literature fardeépandent
effect of aggression on subsequent internalizing outcomes (Mesman et al., 2001), some
work in this area has only found this effect when a broader range of earlyadiziag
risk factors are included, such as oppositionality and (in later adolescence)tconduc
disordered behaviors (Rowe, Rijsdijk, Maughan, Hosang, & Eley, 2004). The
measurement for aggression in this project (e.g., the PPBS) was sjoeaggressive
play in kindergarten and weak in that it only contained two items. It is possibtee¢hat
PPBS may not have been broad enough to capture risk associated with gemesal@ayg
and instead captured aggressive play within normative limits. Consistenhisith t

hypothesis, post-hoc analyses using broader measures of aggression with the same
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sample of children indicated a positive association between early aggrassion a
subsequent internalizing outcomes.

A post-hoc analysis was also conducted to examine if our measurement of
aggression may have similarly impacted our ability to substantiate a sugpibue f
interaction between early aggression and withdrawn behaviors. It was expected that
children showing higher levels of both behaviors (e.g., co-occurring aggressl
withdrawal) would demonstrate the most severe friendship and internalizing ostcome
Our original results did not support the interaction between co-occurringsaggrand
withdrawal on either friendship characteristics or internalizing outcodesmilar
pattern of null results were found when broader measures of both aggression and
withdrawal were used. Although the scores on withdrawal and aggression subscales
spanned the appropriate range, when the data was separated by groups of chddren bas
on standard deviation cutoffs, there were very few children in the high aggression and
high withdrawal groups. Thus, it appears that co-occurring aggression ancawahdr
was not characteristic of the present sample.

Importantly, this was the first project to directly test the impact of cardog
aggression and withdrawal on subsequent internalizing behavior and friendship
characteristics. Past related work in this area has linked early withdnavaggressive
behavior to subsequent internalizing and comorbid outcomes (Coplan & Armer, 2007; Oh
et al., 2008; Coplan et al., 1994), but has not yet linked subcategories of co-occurring
early risk to subsequent clinical outcomes. Similarly, the available workiexa the

co-occurrence of withdrawn and aggressive behaviors in peer relationsiipsigport
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to the current model (Ladd & Burgess, 1999); however, the friendship variable oftintere
was the presence or absence of friends, rather than the characteristicratadmi
friends. It may be that the children with co-occurring aggression and witalddanot
have mutual friends and thus, the impact of the characteristics of their nommexted f
was not a salient mediator for subsequent risk.
Gender, Friend Characteristics, and Internalizing Outcomes

Results indicated an unexpected gender pattern with regard to friends’
characteristics of social withdrawal on subsequent internalizing oatcoBoys with 2
grade friends with higher levels of withdrawn behaviors reported higher [&vels
subsequent internalizing symptoms. Contrary to expectations (hypotheses 3 asd 4), thi
effect was not evident for girls. Furthermore, although the expected gettden pa
emerged with regard to friends’ socially skilled behaviors and internalmitgpmes,
path coefficients were weak and only indicated a trend for girls, such that friends
socially skilled behavior predicted fewer subsequent internalizing symptonesrall,
effect sizes for these paths were weaker than expected and, as statechal®wad no
support for mediation. These results are interesting given the establisited ge
differences in friendship. Previous work indicates that girls spend more timecting
with their friends and rely more on their dyadic friendships than do boys (Aikals et
2005; Buhrmester, 1996; Erath et al., 2008; Parker & Asher, 1993; Rose & Rudolph,
2006). Given this work, it was expected that friendship characteristics woddha

stronger impact or “contagion” on girls than boys.
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Foremost, results should be interpreted within the context of the sample utilized.
Overall, the mean level of withdrawn friend behaviors for boys was signliffdanter
than for girls, and lower than the sociometric population average. Therefore, in this
sample, higher levels of boys’ friends’ withdrawn behavior still fell withormative
ranges relative to the sociometric population. Thus, the above pattern liketysrafle
protective effect for lower friend withdrawn characteristics for boggerahan risk
associated with a “contagion” of higher levels of withdrawn behavior. Additoriaé
overall variance for friendship characteristics was restricteddtir boys and girls
relative to the sociometric population (likely because children’s prefesdoc
friendship indicated more normative levels of behaviors, as discussed above)l| Overal
weak and null findings with regard to girls’ friends’ withdrawal and socekliled
behavior may be attributable to this sample characteristic.

Secondly, it is possible that the impact of friends in this sample is not as strong a
would be anticipated if all friendships were reciprocated, or if nominations oofside
school, such as neighborhood peers, or non-same age peers were included. Again, the
sample size for the subsample of children with mutual friends was too small to
adequately test this model. However, post hoc examination of descriptiverdiéfere
between samples of unilateral and mutual friends by gender provides saghgiimsi
this pattern. Girls with mutual friends demonstrated less variability ip e&Hdrawn
behavior relative to the larger unilateral sample of girls indicatinghleanbst severely
withdrawn girls did not have reciprocated friendships. Following patterns noted above,

this most severely withdrawn group may have nominated more socially normative
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unilateral friends, ultimately weakening the expected mediational patledetarly
target child withdrawal to friend characteristics to subsequent intengabmtcomes.
Finally, it is possible that these patterns are simply weaker at this devekapme
age. Much of the work linking risky friendship characteristics to subsequemialiterg
outcomes has been completed on populations of children in late childhood and
adolescence (Berndt et al., 1999; Cleveland & Wiebe, 2003; Cohen & Prinstein, 2006;
Dishion, 2000; Mariano & Harton, 2005; Oh et al., 2008; Prinstein, 2007; Stevens &
Prinstein, 2005), a time when many assert the salience of friendship begiak to pe
(Buhrmester, 1996; Hartup & Stevens, 1997; Sullivan, 1953). It may be that in middle
childhood, the impact of risky friendship characteristics is only emerging.
Internalizing Measurement
Although not a primary objective of this study, the gender differences in our
internalizing outcome latent factor are interesting to note. Within theureraent
model, patterns of factor loadings for our self-reported depression, anxietyoadd br
internalizing measures differed by gender, such that for boys, the intergdéictor was
most heavily weighted by depressive symptoms, and for girls, the intergdhztor was
most representative of a broad range of internalizing symptoms (both amdety a
depression). Whereas most epidemiological research indicates fewndiéfeiia
internalizing symptoms according to gender at this age, consistent withekaks, r
when gender differences occur, boys show higher levels of depression thanagitis pr

puberty (Hankin et al., 2008; Kistner, 2009; Zahn-Waxler et al., 2008).
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This pattern was particularly interesting given the challenges cfuriag
internalizing behaviors in younger children. Importantly, it is difficultdmpare our
latent factors to the current literature, as the majority of work in scheol-egldren
uses parent or teacher report as a measurement of internalizing outcengest(&l.,
2008; Kraatz Keiley et al., 2000; Sterba et al., 2007) or measures self report of
internalizing outcomes as a manifest variable (e.g., Nangle et al., 2803&$avila,
2008). Inter-rater agreement between reporters for internalizing behraymuth is
often discrepant (De Los Reyes & Kazdin, 2005) and many argue thatdisiclahter
late childhood and adolescence, self report for internalizing sypmtomology is best
(Achenbach, McConaughy, & Howell, 1987) and that the combination of multiple
measures of any construct is a best practice (Kagan, Snidman, McManis, &vidogiw
Hardway, 2002). For these reasons, a latent factor for multiple measuresrepseatd
internalizing behavior was used in the current sample. Future work may aim ¢ateepli
this measurement model and test for a similar pattern of gender difsracross other
samples.

Limitations, Implications, and Future Directions

This study proposed an innovative and theoretically-based model testing the role
of friendship characteristics as mediators between early individualnus&ubsequent
internalizing outcomes. Although, as a whole, results were weak and did not support the
overall model, this project provides important insight for future work that m&ytsee
assess the impact of friendship on development. Foremost, the patterns of beselts a

pose interesting questions regarding the measurement of friendship in dmgseeach.
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Due to the complexity of the model proposed, there was insufficient power to run
analyses on the subsample of children identified as having a mutual friend. Téerefo
unilateral friendship nominations were used, given that all participatitdyemipresent
at data collection nominated at least one friend. However, this measuremeagg chan
significantly impacted the interpretation of our results.

Currently, there is no consensus in the field regarding the measurement of a
friend. Some investigators prefer to use unlimited friendship nominations, whereas
others vary the number of best friend nominations allowed. Similarly, there isoraria
in the classification of friendedness, ranging from a dichotomous categorigaaving a
friend or not) to continuous variables reflecting the number of friendships eséablis
Finally, some research includes only mutually-reciprocated friendshigseasothers
include all unilaterally-nominated friends (Berndt, 1999; Cairns et al., 1995; Rurma
1998; Simpkins et al., 2008). These inconsistencies are rarely acknowledged in resul
interpretation, yet they clearly impact conclusions regarding the inp&aendship
characteristics. Furthermore, very little work has directly eraththe implications of
unilateral vs. mutual friendships (e.g., Cairns et al., 1995; Sijtsema et al., 2010) on our
current understanding of friendship and development. Future work is needed in this area
to determine a best practice for friendship measurement. Likely, thergydat
assessment of both unilateral and mutually-acknowledged friendships. However, work
must be done to best understand under what conditions (e.g., developmental age,
theoretical questions, type of friendship construct) unilateral or mutual fhigndsest

used.
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Secondly, although our subsample of children with mutual friends was small, the
imputed sample (using unilateral friends) was significantly larger arnoryt, should
have addressed power issues related to sample size. However, in generalze$fect si
were smaller than expected and, thus, indicate a need to increase the sanypleedect
alternative measurements that are more relevant within a community saomgagt and
may better assess aggressive behaviors specifically. This issuensntiogefor future
work intending to test models of friendship characteristics in younger sampiesair®
of the present research was to examine the impact of friendship chatmstamnia
sample of younger children. As aforementioned, it is possible that thesagpatter
simply weaker at this developmental age. Future work may enhance outamdiecs
of these processes in younger children by examining changes in eféefdrdizendships
longitudinally. Although there is support for the importance of friendship as yagsing
early childhood (Ladd, 2005), different aspects of friendship (e.g., presence oreabsenc
guality, stability, quantity, friends’ characteristics) may haveanger impact at
different developmental stages. To date, these questions remain unanswered in the
literature. However, investigations of this type may significantly ecdnanr
understanding of friendship and children’s adjustment.

The results of this study provided consistent support for the impact of gender
norms on both internalizing outcomes, as well as friendship characteristiepoee.
Moreover, although weak, results suggested that lower levels of friends’ witidvas
protective for boys only. This was in contrast to expectations based on gender patterns

children’s dyadic interactions. Taken as a whole, these findings highlight ploetamce
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of considering gender roles, as well as the gender of the dyad, on the impadclof soci
relationships, especially friendships, on children’s development.

Finally, it is possible that a different analytic approach may be considered i
future work examining the role of friendship characteristics in the development of
pathology. Recent work examining developmental cascades has emergedjutilizi
sophisticated analytical approaches that account for reciprocatedngapis between
risk factors (e.g., see special issues for developmental cascadseanalilasten &
Cicchetti, 2010). Applying a model for friendship characteristics as a modexttor a
latent growth curve analysis (Bukowski et al., 2010) or as one factor within an
autoregressive cross-legged path model approach (Murray-Close et al., 201enN&n L
Koot, 2010) may reveal more promising results.

Conclusions

Although friends are only one of several environmental factors that magtpredi
maladaptive outcomes, research in adolescence consistently demonstiatgsithef
friends’ behaviors in the development of internalizing outcomes (Prinstein, 200&nSte
& Prinstein, 2005). This project tested the salience of a friend’s behavior in middle
childhood. Weak results indicate a need to determine if the current pattern af casult
be attributed to type two error or if it indicates that at this point in develupthe
characteristics of children’s friends are not yet salient. Befisegtiestion can be
appropriately answered, more work is necessary regarding methods fsiragse
friendship and internalizing outcomes. This project highlighted a need to taaggén |

sample with stronger measures for aggression and measurement of adstcactpecific
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to mutually-acknowledged friends. Moreover, our findings highlighted sewtdianal
research goals for future projects to pursue that include: gaining a bekestanding of
empirical implications of different measurement of friendship, examininga@awental
differences in the salience of various aspects of friendship at difiegest and
conducting a replication of the current finding with regard to gender and intergaliz
outcomes.

Despite some limitations, the presented work provides a preliminary step in
understanding the impact of children’s friends on risk for internalizing behaviors.
Results supported gender as a moderator for boys’ withdrawn behaviors and mitgynali
outcomes and highlighted the importance of gender roles in friendship development.
Importantly, more work is necessary to determine when and how friendship in childhood
may impact development. Future work such as this may greatly enhance our
understanding of friendship and its impact on risk for internalizing behavior. t#tima
these results may shed light on unanswered questions that may help inform social

intervention for children at risk for anxiety and depression.
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Table 1

Descriptives for the Entire Sample

APPENDIX A

TABLES AND FIGURES

Measure Minimum Maximum M SD  Skewnes Kurtosis
PPBS withdrawn behavior 12.00 57.00 26.731% 6.87054 407 1.329
composite
PPBS aggressive behavior scal 2.00 10.00 4.5000 2.19368 677 -.379
Mean friend withdrawn behaviol -1.14 1.31 -.0599 52801 448 -.517
z-score
Mean friend socially skilled -1.13 1.73 .3439 .61547 -.180 -.709
behaviorz-score
Total CDI- raw sum .00 47.00 5.8922 6.59502 2.372 8.240
Total MASC-raw sum 7.00 97.00 42.5197 15.2244¢ 473 468
BASC Emotional Symptom -41.00 81.00 -11.6034 21.29911 1.433 2.572

Index
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Table 2

Descriptives for Boys Only

Measure

Minimum  Maximum M SD  Skewnes Kurtosis
PPBS withdrawn behavior 12.00 44.00 26.5567 6.50271 319 476
composite
PPBS aggressive behavior sci 2.00 10.00 5.8317 2.12636 .046 -.562
Mean friend withdrawn -1.14 1.06 -.2296 46386 .645 -.117
behaviorz-score
Mean friend socially skilled -1.13 1.44 .0914 .59459 .356 -.433
behaviorz-score
Total CDI- raw sum .00 38.00 5.4679 5.87383 2.298 7.933
Total MASC-raw sum 17.00 76.00 39.6987 12.6960C .268 - 475
BASC Emotional Symptom -41.00 52.00 -12.2636 18.6067< 1.110 1.406

Index
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Table 3

Descriptives for Girls Only

Measure

Minimum  Maximum M SD  Skewnes  Kurtosis
PPBS withdrawn behavior 12.00 57.00 26.8760 7.1839¢ 452 1.801
composite
PPBS aggressive behavior 2.00 10.00 3.3884 1.5349¢ 1.374 2.218
scale
Mean friend withdrawn -1.09 1.31 .0802 .53817 244 -.680
behaviorz-score
Mean friend socially skilled -1.07 1.73 .5523 .55292 -.619 170
behaviorz-score
Total CDI- raw sum .00 47.00 6.2184 7.1008C 2.350 7.932
Total MASC-raw sum 7.00 97.00 44.6220 16.5936¢% .395 377
BASC Emotional Symptom -41.00 81.00 -11.0745 23.2767¢ 1.518 2.615

Index
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Table 4

Independent Sample t-Tests

91

Levene's Test for Equality o t-test for Equality of Means
Measure Variances (accounting for unequal variance)

F p t df p

PPBS withdrawn behavior composite .540 463 -343 219 732
PPBS aggressive behavior scale 11.072 .001 9.640 177.872 .000
Mean friend withdrawn behaviarscore 3.748 .054 -4.732 239 .000
Mean friend socially skilled behaviarscore .892 .346 -6.181  223.397 .000
Total CDI- raw sum (square root) 943 .332 -709 281 479
Total MASC-raw sum 5.275 .022 -2.782  271.798  .006
BASC Emotional Symptom Index 4.211 .041 -483  287.999 .629

Note."p<.01 p<.05 p<.1



Table 5

Correlations for the Entire Sample

92

Measure 1 2 3 4 5
1. PPBS withdrawn behavior composite 1
2. PPBS aggressive behavior scale 129 1
3. Mean friend withdrawn behaviaiscore - -.168 1
.10¢
4. Mean friend socially skilled behavinscore - -252° 203 1
012
5. Total CDI- raw sum (square root) 136" .01¢ A11€ -.124° 1
6. Total MASC-raw sum 056  -.144 095 097  .466
7. BASC Emotional Symptom Index .10S 123" .062 -.047 .699

Note."p<.01 p<.05 p<.1



Table 6

Correlations for Boys Only

Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. PPBS withdrawn behavior 1

composite
2. PPBS aggressive behavior scale  .362 1
3. Mean friend withdrawn behaviar -.04¢ .03C 1
score
4. Mean friend socially skilled -.09¢  -031  .288 1
behaviorz-score
5. Total CDI- raw sum (square root)  .227" 228 247  -081 1
6. Total MASC-raw sum 124 -132 224 188" .384 1
7. BASC Emotional Symptom Index  .303°  .298" 217 019 651" .295

Note."p<.01 p<.05 'p<.1
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Table 7

Correlations for Girls Only

Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. PPBS withdrawn behavior 1

composite
2. PPBS aggressive behavior scale -.014 1
3. Mean friend withdrawn behaviar -.166 .004 1
score
4. Mean friend socially skilled .038 -073 -.034 1
behaviorz-score
5. Total CDI- raw sum (square root) .083 -.065 028 -226 1
6. Total MASC-raw sum .030 001 -017 -.055 .514" 1
7. BASC Emotional Symptom Index -.001 053 -032 -122 .729° 623

Note."p<.01 p<.05 p<.1
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Table 8

Significant Gender Differences in Variable Correlations

Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. PPBS withdrawn behavior composite
2. PPBS aggressive behavior scale z=2.87*
3. Mean friend withdrawn behaviaiscore ns ns
4. Mean friend socially skilled behavinr ns ns z=2.87*
score
5. Total CDI- raw sum (square root) ns z=19* z=151 ns
6. Total MASC-raw sum ns ns z=1.67* z=167* z=-1.32

7. BASC Emotional Symptom Index z=2.07* zZ=
1.68*

z=1.76* ns ns Z = -3.42**

Note.One-tailed significance tests used. Posithgeores indicate a stronger correlation for boys relative to girls,

negativez-scores indicate a stronger correlation for girls relative to bopss .01 ‘p< .05 p<.1
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Table 9

Measurement Model

Measure Standardized Factor Loadings
Full Sample Boys Girls
N =343 n=161 n=182
Total CDI- raw sum (square root) 0.791* 0.916* 0.775**
Total MASC-raw sum 0.583** 0.413** 0.660**
BASC Emotional Symptom Index 0.880** 0.711* 0.937**
R
Total CDI- raw sum (square root) 0.626** 0.839** 0.600**
Total MASC-raw sum 0.340** 0.171* 0.435**
BASC Emotional Symptom Index 0.774** 0.505** 0.877*

Note."p<.01 ‘p<.05 "p<.1
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Table 10

Reduced Model

Model Fit Statistics Full Sample Boys Girls
N =343 n=161 n=182
¥* (df) v (20) = 340.313 y° (20) = 132.070 y° (20) = 214.445
p<.01 p<.01 p<.01
RMSEA RMSEA =0.080 RMSEA =0.094 RMSEA®039
CFl CFlI =0.945 CFI =0.898 CFI =0.989
R
Mean friend withdrawn behaviarscore 0.044 0.010 0.036
Mean friend socially skilled behaviarscore 0.068 0.018 0.005
Latent Outcome 0.053 0.257* 0.033
Indirect Effects on Latent Outcome (Standardized
Coefficients)
PPBS withdrawr> Friend Withdrawr> Internalizing -0.014 -0.033 0.004
Outcome
PPBS withdrawr> Friend Socially skilleed> 0.000 0.009 -0.003
Internalizing Outcome
PPBS aggressio® Friend Withdrawr> Internalizing -0.026 0.029 0.000
Outcome
PPBS aggressio® Friend Socially skillee> 0.025 0.000 0.012

Internalizing Outcome

Note."p<.01 p<.05 p<.1
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Table 11
Full Model
Model Fit Statistics Full Sample Boys Girls
N =343 n=161 n=182
¥* (df) v* (25) = 343.879 4° (25) = 141.547 * (25) = 217.460
p<.01 p<.01 p<.01
Difference iny? relative to reduced model v* (5) = 3.566 v? (5) = 9.477 v* (5) = 3.005
p=.613 p=0.092 p=.613
RMSEA RMSEA =0.071 RMSEA =0.086 RMSEA =0.019
CFlI CFl =0.946 CFI =0.898 CFI =0.996
R

Mean friend withdrawn behaviarscore 0.045 0.072 0.036

Mean friend socially skilled behaviarscore 0.077* 0.022 0.006

Latent Outcome 0.058 0.306** 0.068

Indirect Effects on Latent Outcome (Standardized
Coefficients)

PPBS withdrawr> Friend Withdrawr> Internalizing -0.025 -0.233 0.004

PPBS withdrawn>Friend Socially skilleed Internalizing  -0.016 -0.001 0.007

PPBS aggressiofFriend Withdrawr> Internalizing -0.047 -0.248 0.000

PPBS aggressiof»Friend Socially skilleed Internalizing  -0.003 -0.010 0.027

PPBS withdrawal x aggressiexFriend Withdrawr> 0.026 0.408 0.000

Internalizing
0.036 0.015 -0.021

PPBS withdrawal x aggressienFriend Socially skilleeb
Internalizing

Note."p<.01 p<.05 p<.1



Table 12

Descriptives for Children with Mutual Friends (boys and girls)

Measure

Minimum Maximum M SD  Skewnes Kurtosis
PPBS withdrawn behavior composi 12.00 44.00 25.4872 6.4812¢ .034 -.052
PPBS aggressive behavior scale 2.00 10.00 4.5649 2.2467C .633 -.455
Mean friend withdrawn behaviar -1.14 2.78 -.0273 .73890 1.092 1.095
score
Mean friend socially skilled behavio -1.85 2.32 2947 .79980 163 -.329
z-score
Total CDI- raw sum .00 28.00 4.9721 5.37311 1.694 3.398
Total MASC-raw sum 7.00 97.00 41.1808 14.52852 422 -.425
BASC Emotional Symptom Index -41.00 54.00 -14.1074 17.9809C 1.216 1.674
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Table 13

Descriptives for Boys with Mutual Friends

Measure Minimum Maximum M SD  Skewnes Kurtosis
PPBS withdrawn behavior composit 12.00 44.00 25.900€ 6.59755 324 129
PPBS aggressive behavior scale 2.00 10.00 6.0000 2.0519€ .050 -.341
Mean friend withdrawn behaviar -1.14 2.78 -.2264 .70913 1.934 4.930
score
Mean friend socially skilled behaviol -1.85 1.69 .0032 .69320 .258 -.037
z-score
Total CDI- raw sum .00 21.00 4.5758 4.9648¢ 1.494 2.051
Total MASC-raw sum 18.00 67.00 38.1301 12.7249¢ 370 -.670
BASC Emotional Symptom Index -41.00 52.00 -14.2857 17.72317 1.262 1.892
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Table 14

Descriptives for Girls with Mutual Friends

Measure

Minimum Maximum M SD  Skewnes Kurtosis
PPBS withdrawn behavior composit 12.00 40.00 25.1644 6.41616 -.217 -.244
PPBS aggressive behavior scale 2.00 10.00 3.4247 1.6743C 1.486 2.413
Mean friend withdrawn behaviar -.97 2.12 1349 .712628 .633 -.246
score
Mean friend socially skilled behavio -1.49 2.32 5321 .80547 -.062 -.291
z-score
Total CDI- raw sum .00 28.00 5.2485 5.65254 1.776 3.878
Total MASC-raw sum 7.00 97.00 43.2738 15.3691C .337 .813
BASC Emotional Symptom Index -41.00 54.00 -13.9767 18.2698¢ 1.204 1.688
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Table 15

Sample Differences for Children with Mutual Friend Only vs. Unilater@néls Only

Levene's Test for Equality o  t-test for Equality of Means (accounting for

Measure Variances unequal variance)

F p t df p
PPBS withdrawn behavior composite 201 .654 3.247 219 .001
PPBS aggressive behavior scale .812 .369 -.560 220 576
Mean friend withdrawn behaviarscore 1.863 174 -.682 238 496
Mean friend socially skilled behaviar 1.240 267 .389 238 .697
score
Total CDI- raw sum (square root) .003 .954 2.802 281 .005
Total MASC-raw sum 357 .550 1.506 272 133
BASC Emotional Symptom Index 5.725 .017 2.071 250.12C .039

Note.Sample differences for the subsample of children with mutual friends comparmjstubsamgle of chi*ldren without
mutual friends (who nominated a friend that was not reciprocated). There is no avedagpies. p<.01 p<.05
O

p<.1
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Table 16

Sample Differences for Boys with Mutual Friend Only vs. Unilateraries Only

Levene's Test for Equality of t-test for Equality of Means (accounting for

Measure Variances unequal variance)

F p t df p
PPBS withdrawn behavior composite .835 .363 1.164 98 247
PPBS aggressive behavior scale 1.310 .255 -.923 99 .358
Mean friend withdrawn behaviar .093 762 201 107 .841
score
Mean friend socially skilled behaviar 173 .678 .384 107 701
score
Total CDI- raw sum (square root) .634 428 2.132 121 .035
Total MASC-raw sum .106 .746 1.171 115 244
BASC Emotional Symptom Index .072 .789 1.244 127 216

Note.Sample differences for the subsample of boys with mutual friends comparedubshmple of boys without mutual
friends (who nominated a friend that was not reciprocated). There is no overlap iassampk .01 ‘p< .05 p<.1
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Table 17

Sample Differences for Girls with Mutual Friend Only vs. Unilaterarids Only

Levene's Test for Equality of t-test for Equality of Means (accounting for

Measure Variances unequal variance)

F p t df p
PPBS withdrawn behavior composit 1.809 181 3.319 119 .001
PPBS aggressive behavior scale 2.287 133 -.516 119 .607
Mean friend withdrawn behaviar T71 .382 -1.061 129 291
score
Mean friend socially skilled behavior 4.301 .040 .329 84.031 743
z-score
Total CDI- raw sum (square root) 712 400 1.930 158 .055
Total MASC-raw sum 1.042 .309 1.205 155 .230
BASC Emotional Symptom Index 9.150 .003 1.656 119.33¢ .100

Note.Sample differences for the subsample of girls with mutual friends cometteel ubsample of girls without mutual
friends (who nominated a friend that was not reciprocated). There is no overlapiasamp < .01 ‘p< .05 p<.1
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Table 18

Measurement Model for Mutual Friends Only

Measure Standardized Factor Loadings
Full Sample Boys Girls

N =343 n=161 n=182
Total CDI- raw sum (square root) 0.731* 0.730** 0.721*
Total MASC-raw sum 0.622** 0.460** 0.703**
BASC Emotional Symptom Index ~ 0.821* 0.796** 0.852**

R

Total CDI- raw sum (square root) ~ 0.535** 0.211 0.519**
Total MASC-raw sum 0.387** 0.533* 0.494**
BASC Emotional Symptom Index  0.674** 0.634** 0.726**

Note."p<.01 p<.05 p<.1

105



Table 19

Model Fit for the Mutual Friend Only Sample

Model Fit Statistics Full Sample Boys Girls
N =343 n=161 n=182
Full Model
2 (df) v* (25) = 35.447 L v* (25) = 109.401
p<.01 p<.01
RMSEA RMSEA =0.119 o RMSEA = 0.065
CFl CFl =0.825

Reduced Model

CF1 =0.950

2 (df) v* (20) = 161.565 v* (20) = 104.920
p<.01 p<.01
RMSEA RMSEA = 0.115 RMSEA = 0.063
CFI CFI =0.867 L CFI=0.963

Note."p<.01 p<.05 p<.1
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Table 20

Correlations between the PPBS, CBCL, and CBQ for the entire sample.

Measure 1 2 3 4 S

1. PPBS withdrawn behavior 1
composite
2. PPBS aggressive behavior scale 129 1

CBCL withdrawn behavior scale .120 -.015 1

% Fxx x*

3

4. CBCL aggressive behavior scale .220 .259 A72 1

5. CBQ shyness scale .069 166  .406° .066 1
6

F*x kd x* *%

. CBQ anger scale 209 170 279 597" .141

Note. " p<.01 p<.05 p<.L The CBCL and CBQ were obtained when participants were 5 years of age.
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Table 21

Correlations between the PPBS, CBCL, and CBQ for the boys.

Measure 1 2 3 4 5
3. PPBS withdrawn behavior 1
composite
PPBS aggressive behavior scale  .362° 1

B

CBCL withdrawn behavior scale .130 .023 1

Fxx

3

4. CBCL aggressive behavior scale  .299 285 3417 1
5. CBQ shyness scale 026 -151 .462° 042 1
6

F*x x* % kd

. CBQ anger scale 312 153 220 548 158

Note. " p<.01 p<.05 p<.L The CBCL and CBQ were obtained when participants were 5 years of age.
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Table 22

Correlations between the PPBS, CBCL, and CBQ for the girls.

Measure 1 2 3 4 5
5. PPBS withdrawn behavior 1
composite
PPBS aggressive behavior scale  -.014 1

o

3. CBCL withdrawn behavior scale 112 -.029 1

4. CBCL aggressive behavior scale  .116 254" 593" 1
5. CBQ shyness scale 103 -167 3527 093 1
6

kd X%

. CBQ anger scale 137 202 335 643" 127

Note. " p<.01 p<.05 p<.L The CBCL and CBQ were obtained when participants were 5 years of age.
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Figure 1. Proposed theoretical model.
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Total CDI- raw Total MASC- BASC
sum (square raw sum Emotional
root) Symptom Inde
0.797* 0.58%* 0.88(**

Figure 2. Factor loadings for the measurement model for the entire safrpiéateral friends. p < .01 p<.05"'p<.1

AN

Broad
Internalizing
Symptoms

g
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Total CDI- raw Total MASC- BASC
sum (square raw sum Emotional
root) Symptom Inde
0.916* 0.417** 0.717**

N g

Broad
Internalizing
Symptoms

Figure 3. Factor loadings for the measurement model for the sample of bpysp#l.01 'p < .05 'p<.1
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Total CDI- raw Total MASC-
sum (square raw sum
root)
0.775* 0.660C+*

AN

Broad
Internalizing
Symptoms

BASC
Emotional
Symptom Inde

/

0.937**

g

Figure 4. Factor loadings for the measurement model for the samplésafrdyr. " p < .01 ‘p< .05 'p<.1
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Figure 5. Path coefficients for the reduced model on the entire sample ofrahfligeds. p < .01 ‘p<.05"'p<.1

114



PPBS
Withdrawal

PPBS
Aggression

0.283*

Friend

withdrawal ™—0.340**
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skill ’
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.839 **
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MASC total
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Figure 6. Path coefficients for the reduced model on boys oply .01 'p < .05 'p<.1
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Figure 7. Path coefficients for the reduced model on girls omly .01 p < .05 'p<.1
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Figure 8. Path coefficients for the full model on the entire sample of unilterals."p < .01 p< .05 p<.1
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Figure 9. Path coefficients for the full model on boys only< .01 p<.05 ‘p<.1
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Figure 10. Path coefficients for the full model on girls only.< .01 p<.05 ‘p<.1
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