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PuraLLaz, MarTHA, and GOTTMAN, Joun M An Interactional Model of Children’s Entry
into Peer Groups CHiLp DEvELOPMENT, 1981, 52, 986-994 The dyadic interaction of pop
ular and unpopular children was compared Analyses revealed that unpopular chuldren were
(1) more cdisagreeable and (2) less likely to provide a general reason or rule for their disagree-
ment or to suggest a constructive alternative when cnticizing a peer Children of ether the
same or diffening populanty then attempted to enter these dyads It was found that unpopular
children were less likely to be accepted and more likely to be ignored by the groups they en
tered than popular chnl)cliren When attempting to enter groups, unpopular children were more
disagreeable than popular children and were more hkely to attempt to call attention to them
selves by stating their feelings and opimons, talking about themselves, and asking iformational
questions than popular children These strategies were more hkely to lead to the children being
1gnored or rejected by the groups rather than accepted Some suggestions for mtervention were

made

Many preschool and elementary school
children fail to acquire any friends, or perhaps
only a few friends at best, as measured by
socrometric  questionnaires  (Gronlund 1959,
Hymel & Asher, Note 1) Furthermore, evi-
dence has suggested that there are negative
consequences associated with having few friends
or low levels of acceptance by seers, thus,
soctometric measures may be good predictors
of psychological nisk (see Asher, Oden, & Gott-
man 1977) The results have been provocative
enough to have stimulated interest m develop-
ing effective interventions to increase the ac-
ceptance of these children by their peers

To develop such mterventions, basic de-
scriptive mformation 1s needed concerning pos-
sible behavioral differences between popular
and unpopular children However, the amount
of such mformation presently available 1s hm-
ited Generally, there 1s support for the con-
clusion that, among preschoolers, popular chil-
dren tend to have more positive interactions
with their peers than unpopular children (Har-
tup, Glazer, & Charlesworth 1967, Marshall &
McCandless 1957) However, even this con-
clusion has been lmited 1n two ways Furst,
the detection of behavioral differences between
popular and unpopular children has been more
difficult when elementary school rather than
preschool children are studied (Asher & Hymel,

in press, Gottman, Gonso, & Rasmussen 1975
Oden & Asher 1977) In addition, Benson and
Gottman (Note 2) have suggested that popular
children appear to form therr own social sub
system, as they were found to mitiate and re
ceive positive and neutral mteractions pnmarlly
within their group Also supporting Benson and
Gottman’s membership group mterpretation,
unpopular children were found to imtate sig
nificantly more neutral mteractions with other
unpopular children than they did with popular
children Thus, mncreasing a child’s populanty
may not be a simple matter of ncreasing the
frequency of a child’s positive teractions with
peers but may also require a shift 1n member
ship groups, whose natures we do not yet
understand

Therefore, the major purpose of the pres
ent study was to gamn additonal information
about the behavior of popular and unpopular
elementary school children when interacting
with a popular or unpopular group To do so
both types of children were observed attempt
mg to jomn (enter) a game bemg played by
erther two popular or two unpopular classmates
The study of entry mto groups of famihar peers
was mcluded smce most intervention programs
currently concentrate on helping unpopular or
isolated children become integrated into al

ready existing peer groups (eg, O'Connor
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1969) Yet there 1s no empirical knowledge
at present of how socially skilled children at
a particular developmental level enter groups
of therr famibar peers (Gottman 1977) In ad-
dition, the study provided for the observation
of the dyads prior to the arnval of the third
child Thus 1t was possible to investigate po-
tential behavioral differences between popular
and unpopular children 1n a dyadic mnteraction
situation as well

A further purpose of the present research
was to address some of the methodological
issues that have himited past attempts to in-
vestigate the interaction of popular and un-
popular children Typically, the observational
coding systems used m the past have not been
very detailed or descriptive, they often 1gnored
language, for example Further, only mterac-
tion rates have been used It would seem that
children’s mteractions might be more accurately
described m terms of specific sequential pat-
terns rather than by the frequency of indi-
vidual codes displayed Finally, the populanty
of only one of the children (called the target
child) m any social interaction has been con-
sidered Yet, as Benson and Gottman’s (Note
2) membership group hypothesis would sug-
gest, children may behave differently depend-
mng upon whether they are mteracting with
someone of a similar or different sociometric
status  Therefore, the present study attempted
to correct some of the hmitations of previous
studies by (1) using a more detallec{, coding
system, (2) analyzing the data sequentally,
and (3) considering the sociometric status of
all interactants m a situation Since the study
15 a major departure from earher work, 1t 1s
largely exploratory It 1s hoped that the results
of this research may suggest hypotheses for the
development of nterventions designed to m-

crease the populanty of socally unaccepted
children

Method

Subjects

A total of 60 children from three racially
ntegrated, working-class schools in the Urbana
and Champaign public school systems partici-
pated as subjects in this study Of these chil-
dren, 51 (30 boys and 21 girls) were enrolled
n second grade and the remaining nme chil-
dren (six boys and three girls) were n third
grade
Procedure

Soctometric and group formation —Chil-
dren were asked to name three classmates
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whom they “especially liked” (Oden & Asher
1977) One was added to each child’s score
every time they were named by another child
of the same sex Only same-sex choices were
considered since sex appears to mnfluence ele-
mentary school children’s choices of whom they
hke {Gronlund 1959, Singleton & Asher 1977)
Children whose scores were higher than the
median for therr classroom were called popu-
lar, the others unpopular The mean number
of nominations recetved by the popular chil-
dren varied across classroom from 2 25 to 7 00
choices, with an overall mean of 393, while
those for the unpopular children varied from
0 38 to 1 60, with an overall mean of 115

Depending upon the size of the class,
either one or two of the most popular and
least popular children of each sex were desig-
nated as entry children The remaming children
were grouped to form dyads, homogeneous by
sex and populanty Each dyad and the same-
sex child that would later attempt entry mnto
the dyad were matched so that they were from
the same classroom and so that none of the
three children were mutual choices on the so-
ciometric test

In all, 20 dyads of children were formed,
10 popular pairs (five male and five female)
and 10 unpopular pairs (seven male and three
female) With the addition of an entry child
of varying populanty to each dyad, four con-
ditions were created These conditions involved
the entry of a popular child mto erther a popu-
lar (N =3, 2 male and 1 female) or an un-
popular (N = 6, 4 male and 2 female) group,
and the entry of an unpopular child nto simi-
larlv composed popular (N =7, 3 male and
4 female) or unpopular (N = 4, 3 male and
1 female) groups

Task —Each of the 20 dyads was video-
taped individually through the one-way murror
of a standard research trailer while the children
played a word-naming game The game was
played by spinning a needle which landed on
one of three categories—first names, anmmals,
or jobs The player then had to select a letter
from a box and think of a word which began
with the chosen letter and fit the given cate-
gory If one was correctly named, a card was
then picked which informed the player of the
number of spaces the playmg piece could be
moved on the game board

After the dyad mdicated that they under-
stood the rules and began to play the game,
the experimenter left the trailer and returned

to the classroom for the entry child The rules
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of the game were then explaned to that child
prior to entering the trailer The dyad was not
mformed that a third child would attempt to
jomn them The dyad was allowed to play un-
interrupted for 10 mm prior to the return of
the experimenter with the entry child The
ex[;erlmenter remamed outside the trailer and
only mstructed the entry child to go into the
trailer where the other children would be found
already playing the word game but gave no m-
struction that the child should actually jom m
the play of the game Fifteen minutes of ad-
drtional videotaped data were then obtained
on the attempts of the third child to enter the
group After this period, the expermenter ter-
minated the session, asked the children for the
evaluations of the game, and returned them
to therr classroom A child was considered to
have gained entry once the child actually began
to play the game All children had gamed en-
try by the end of the session Although all chil-
dren were aware that they could end therr
participation 1n the study at any time, none of
them chose to do so

Coding

Verbatim transcripts were made of the
children’s speech from the videotapes The
thought umit, marked by the transiton from
one code to another, was the coding umt used
in the present research The nteraction coding
system developed by Gottman and Parkhurst
(1980) to describe children’s conversations
with therr friends was employed (a manual
describing the codes 1s available from the
second author) Four new double codes (1e,
codes that can co-occur with all other codes)
were added to describe the entry sequence,
specifically one entry code (bid for entry) and
three group response codes (accept, reject, and
1gnore) The seven codes from the Gottman
and Parkhurst system that co-occurred most
frequently with the entry double code resulted
m seven types of entry bids The remaming
codes co-occurring with the entry double code
were lumped together to form an eighth entry
bid, labeled “other” The double codes of
accept, reject, and 1gnore were coded as such
regardless of the Gottman and Parkhurst codes
they co-occurred with since how the group had
accepted, rejected, or ignored the entry child
was not of concern, but simply that this conse-
quence to an entry bid had occurred Thus,
there were 11 codes m all to describe the
entry sequence, 8 codes describing the entry
behaviors, and 3 codes describing the group
responses to these bids (see table 1) For the
analyses of the tnadic mteraction during entry,
the responses of the origmal two children mn

the dyad were taken together to represent the
group response In this manner we could still
examme bids for entry and the consequent
group responses while substantially reducing
the number of potential codes to a level per
mitting analysis

Assessment of Relubility

For sequential analyses, two reliabihty sta
tistics are needed, Cronbach’s « and Cohen’s
x Cronbach’s « m the present study represents
generahzability over independent coders, that
15, that the vanance due to subjects 1s greater
than the vanance due to coders or coder x
subject mteraction The design for the general
1izabihity study 1s a single group (subjects) re-
peated measures (independent coders) design
Cronbach’s « for these studies is the mean
square due to subjects (MS,) minus the mean
square residual term (MS,) divided by MS, +

TABLE 1

CopING SYSTEM DEVELOPED FOR
CHILDREN’S ENTRY SEQUENCE

Specific entry bid codes

Information bud 1s coded whenever the speaker tries to
enter the group bv giving simple information (e g
“She’s still ahead of you”)

Me bid 15 coded whenever the entering child makesa
statement referring to himself, his possessions
activities, plans accomphshments, attributes or
abilities (e g, “T'll take vour turn”, “Oh, T can
think of one”) This code 1s also used when the
entering child makes word plays, rhymes, or
exclamations

Demand bid 1s coded whenever the entering child
demands a response or attention from the group
(e g, “Just start all over again”)

Agreement bid 1s coded when the entering child ex
presses agreement, comphance, or pleasure with
one of the group members or with what he does
has, or wants (e g , “He’s nght that1t’s his turn’)

Feeling bid 1s coded whenever the entering child ex
presses any wants, feelings, opinions, hkes dis
likes, or needs (e g, “I want Jason to win”)

Disagreement bud 1s coded whenever the entering child
expresses noncooperation or disapproval at one of
the group members or his statements, possessions
or behavior (e g, “You can’t do that”)

Questron-for-information bid 1s coded whenever the
entering chiid requests simple information from the
group (e g, “What 1s this thing here?”’)

Other bid includes all other strategies used to attempt
entry mnto the group

Group response codes

Accept 1s coded whenever the group responds pos
tively to the entering child and s or her attempts
at entry

Reject 1s coded whenever the group responds nega
tively to the entering child and his or her attempt®
at entry

Ignore 1s coded whenever the group fails to respond
to the entening child and mnstead 1gnores his or her
bids for entry

NoTE —Bsd for eniry 18 coded whenever the entering chid
makes attempts to enter and become integrated into the group



MS, (Wiggms 1973, chap 7) Coders mde-
pendently coded two pages before and two
pages after the entry of the child for all tran-
scripts  As 1s necessary for sequential analysis,
the Cronbach a’s were extremely high with the
values for the nonentry coding system ranging
from 0782 to 1000, with a2 mean value of
0962, and from 0872 to 0989, with a mean
of 0953 for the entry coding system (a histing
of the Cronbach & values for individual codes
1s available from the second author)

Generalizability theory must also be modi-
fied (made more stringent) for sequential anal-
ysis by tymmg agreement to specific units of
transcript rather than by summing over blocks
of transcript (Johnson & Bolstad 1973) To do
this the Cohen’s x matrix between mdependent
coders (Hollenbeck 1978) 1s used This pro-
duces a repeated measure of diagonal to diag-
onal + off-diagonal frequencies A diagonal en-
try means the two coders agreed on the code
at the exact speech umt of transcripts while
an off-dragonal entry indicates they disagreed
about the code they assigned to that particu-
lar speech umt We computed one matrx
across all transcripts and one kappa statistic
across all codes For the coding system de-
veloped by Gottman and Parkhurst (1980),
the Cohen’s x was 0914, while for the added
entry codes the Cohen’s x was 0789 (for a
more detatled discussion of relabihty issues,
see Gottman & Parkhurst {1980])

Sequential Analysis

A sequential connection between two
codes, A and B, occurs when knowledge that
the antecedent, A, has occurred, reduces un-
certainty mn predicting the occurrence of the
consequent, B To accomphsh this the con-
ditional probability, p(B/A), 1s compared to
the unconditional probability, p(B) The z-
score statistic proposed by Sackett (1977) and
derived by Gottman (1979) was used for this
companison If z exceeds 20 a significant se-
quential connection will be said to have oc-
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curred When comparng sequences across
groups, if z scores differ by 20 they will be
said to be significantly different These decision
rules were recommended by Sackett (1977)
and Gottman and Parkhurst (1980), respec-
tively

Results

Dyadic Interaction

To examine whether the styles of dyadic
mteraction prior to the entry of a third child
differed as a function of the popularity compo-
sition of the dyad, the ratio of agreement to
disagreement was assessed for each dyad This
ratio provides an mdex of the overall positive-
ness to negativeness of the interaction, a higher
value being indicative of a greater degree of
positiveness (Riskin & Faunce 1970) For pop-
ular dyads the mean ratio was 2 86, while for
the unpopular dyads this ratio was 128 The
frequencies of the agreement and disagreement
codes, as used by the two types of dyads, were
compared by means of two separate 2 X 2 y?
analyses ! Popular children disagreed less than
unpopular children (3 3% vs 6 7% of total state-
ments), x?(1) = 1993, p < 001, but there
was no sigmficant difference with respect to
the amount of agreement shown A 2 Xx 2
(populanity of group X sex) log-hnear anal-
ysis (Fienberg 1978)2 was performed, using
the procedures proposed by Bock (1974), on
the frequencies of agreements and disagree-
ments to examine whether the sex of the group
had an mfluence on these results A sigmificant
mam effect was found, however, only for the
popularity of the group, reduction m x?(1) =
1777, p < 001, while the sex of the group
and the mteraction effect between these two
factors were not significant Therefore, the dif-
ference m the agreement to disagreement ratio
appears to be due to unpopular children dis-
agreeing more than popular children

Perhaps the higher incidence of disagree-
ment among unpopular dyads 15 attributable to

1 The reader should be aware that in a number of nstances 1t was necessary to treat the
conditions n the design as the umt of analysis Specifically, this was done in all instances where
treating the dyad as the umt of analysis resulted i a large number of entnes of less than five
or an unbalanced design In these cases it 1s possible that some dyads within a condition may
have contributed more to the frequency counts than other dyads However, i all possible in-
stances a log-linear analysis treating the dyad as the umt of analysis was performed In none
of these mstances did the dyad interact with the results reported m the text Thus to simplify
the presentation, the simpler analyses were reported

2 A log-hnear analysis os)]erates by generating a senes of models that add one term m a

predetermined sequence (et

er mamn effect or nteraction) to each preceding model (siumlar

to a stepdown regression procedure) Each model 1s then tested for its goodness of fit with
the data by means of a x? test The purpose 1s to find the simplest model (one with few terms )
that fits the data at some acceptable a level What we have presented in the paper 1s the degree
to which the main effect reported reduced the value of the x from the preceding model
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differences in the consequences of disagree-
ment m the two types of dyads There were
two (empurically obtamned) predictable conse-
quences of disagreement, and these nvolved
use of two subsequent statements by the same
child who disagreed (1) giving a reason for
the disagreement, and (2) the use of the gen-
eral rule Refer to table 2 and examme those
z scores that exceeded 2 0 for popular and un-
popular children As can be seen, statement of
a rule (coded as rule) was the predictable
sequence for popular dyads while giving a rea-
son for the disagreement (coded as clarifies
message) was the predictable sequence for un-

popular dyads

We examined further all mnstances coded
as erther giving a reason or rule use following
disagreement By mspection 1t appeared that
when popular children disagreed, they tended
to cite a general rule as the basis for thewr
disagreement and then provided an acceptable
alternative action for the other child An ex-
ample of the use of a rule following disagree-
ment was “No, you am’t You am’t supposed

TABLE 2

INVOCATION OF RULES OR GIVING A REASON FoOr Dis-
AGREEMENT FOLLOWING DISAGREEMENT As A Func-
TIo0N oF Dvap Tvyre (p’s Are Conditional Prob-
abilities)

SAME CHILD PRODUCES A

SUBSEQUENT
Reason for
His or Her Statement of
Disagreement a Rule
Dyap Tyre P 2 ? 2
Popular 029 133 044 2 53
Unpopular 150 849* 009 95

* Sigmificant by the decision rule, z > 20

you am’t supposed to use this first You're
supposed to pick one of these ” In contrast, un-
popular chxl(li)ren would typically explamn therr
disagreement by giving a reason very specifi
cally related to the precious act of the other
child, without provx£ng an alternative action
for that child An example of giving a reason
following disagreement was “No Can't sa
‘bank’ again [after the child had used the word
bank on a previous turn at the game] ?

Entry of a Third Chidd

A child was considered to have gamed
entry mnto the group once the child actually
began to pla(i' the game Using this defimtion
all chuldren did eventually secure entry by the
end of the observational session All entenng
children made entry bids that were accepted
rejected, and ignored by the group at some
pomt during their entry attempt An acceptance
does not necessarily mmply that the entering
child has gamed entry but merelg' that he has
been responded to positively by the group

Popular children used an average of 15 89
bids before gaining entry, while unpopular chil
dren used an average of 22 82 bids, x*(1) =
1207, p< 0013 A Mann-Whitney U test
(Siegel 1956) computed on ranks denived from
the amount of time required to gamn entry pro
duced a significant effect for the populanty
of the entering child, U(9,11) = 26, p< 05
It required both more bids and more time for
unpopular children to gamn entry mto groups*

The relationship between the populanty
of the entering child and the populanty status
of the group entered was exammed A 2 x 2
x2 analysis indicated that there was a signif
cant mteraction between these factors, x2(1) =
195, p < 001, for the number of bids dis
played A Kruskal-Walhs one-wag analysis of

variance (Siegel 1956)% computed on the time

3 In this and all x2 analyses mnvolving unequal cell sizes, the expected values used i the
test were generated from the relative frequency of subjects mn each cell
41t 15 possible, given the unequal cell sizes i this design, that apparent mam effects for

the populanty of the entry child may simply have been a result of unequal weighting of actual
main effects for the populanty of tl)u,e group being entered For this to be true, however, the
effects due to the group would have to be larger and m the opposite direction of those for the
entry child In all instances the effect for populanty of entry child was larger than the effect
for group, and n most instances the two man effects were 1in the same direction

5 A standard analysis of vanance was not an appropnate test to use with these data due
to the small sample size employed m the study, wl’ncg led to several violations of the assump
tions underlying the analysis of vanance test (e g, heterogenerty of vanance, nonnormal dis
tnbutions, and gxsproporhonate cell sizes) Therefore, a nonparametnic test was preferable The
only nonparametric test available which was analogous to analysis of vanance and allowed for
unéqual cell sizes was the Kruskal-Wallis analysis of vanance The Kruskal-Wallis results were
tested against a x2 distnbution With the sample size of the present study, the use of the x-
provides a conservative test (Siegel 1956)



requxred for entry was not sigmficant How-
ever, an examnation of the cell means for
ume revealed a pattern simlar to that de-
scibing the resulting cell means for bids re-
qurred for entry Popular children entered a
popular grou; (their membership group) using
fewer bids (X = 11 67) than any other group
of entering children The most difficult entry
configuration was when an unpopular child was
required to enter a popular group (X = 24 57)
The groups mn the remamning two entry con-
ditions were not different with respect to bids
required for entry Popular children entermg
an unpopular group required a mean of 18 bids
while unpopular children entering an unpopu-
lar group took an average of 19 75 bids

We next considered whether it was m-
deed the case, as would seem likely from the
results found thus far, that unpopular children
were rejected and ignored more and accepted
less than popular children, thereby making en-
try mto groups more difficult for them to attan
A2 X 2 x 2 (populanty of child X popularity
of group X sex) log-linear analysis was per-
formed on the number of times each child was
accepted, rejected, or i1gnored by the group
The simplest model fitting the data showed
only a sigmficant main effect for the popularity
of the entermg child, reduction m ¥2(2) =
1297, p < 01 It appears, then, that only the
+ entering child’s populanty affects the resulting
probability that the child will be erther rejected
or ignored by the group An exammation of
this mamn effect showed that popular children
entering a group were as likely as unpopular
children to be rejected (015 vs 017), more
likely to be accepted (073 vs 057), and less
likely to be 1gnored (0 11 vs 0 286)

In order to obtamn a better understandmg
of why unpopular children experienced more
difficulty than popular children when entering
3 group, we exammed whether popular and
unpopular children had similar response reper-
towres for entry Since both groups of children
displayed all eight entry strategies studied, the
evidence did not support a skills-deficit hy-
pothesis, although our coding system would not
have detected any differences in timng or sty-
listic execution of the bids Also, the probabih-
ties that describe the entry-response hierarchy
Preference for each entry behavior for popular
and unpopular children” correlated significant-
v, r =78, p < 05 The children, then, used
each entry bid with moderately sumilar prob-
abilities, regardless of populanity (see table 3)
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TABLE 3

ProsaBiLITY OF EAcH oF EicHT ENTRY BEHAVIORS
AS A FUNCTION OF THE POPULARITY
OF THE ENTERING CHILD

PROBABILITY OF
EAcH BEHAVIOR

BEHAVIOR USED AS Popular  Unpopular
Bip For ENTRY Child Child
Information 24 22
Demand 13 11
Question for mformation 15 20
Me 11 15
Feeling 06 09
Agreement 13 08
Disagreement 06 09
Other 12 05

Why, then, did the unpopular children ex-
perience more difficulty entering groups de-
spite using the same entry behaviors m roughly
the same ordered response lerarchy as pop-
ular children? Perhaps the bids most preferred
by the unpopular children were not those
which would be most effective m terms of gam-
mng them entry To test this possibility, we
computed a cost-benefit score for each entry
behavior by subtracting the conditional prob-
abihity of the bid leading to nonacceptance of
the user by the group (1e, the user bemng
either rejected or ignored) from the condi-
tional probabiity of the hid leading to ac-
ceptance (see table 4) Thus, a high positive
score would be mdicative of an entry bid which
had a high probabihity of leading to acceptance
and a low probability of leading to the group
rejecting or 1gnoring the user, while the con-
verse would be true of a ligh negative score
Next, the correlation between the uncondition-
al probabilities of each entry bid and 1ts cor-
responding cost-benefit score was computed
This correlation would allow us to ascertain
whether the entry bids which had the highest
probability of occurring corresponded to those
which had the most favorable cost-benefit score
For popular children, this correlation was 74,
p < 025, for entry mto popular groups and
51, p < 10, for entry mto unpopular groups
For unpopular children, this correlation was
— 06 for entry mto unpopular groups and — 13
for entry mto popular groups, neither correla-
tion was significant Popular children appeared
to act to maxmmize therr benefits and minimize
their costs, but this was not true of unpopular
children We are not implymg that unpopular
children were deliberately mtending to be 1g-
nored or rejected when attempting to enter
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TABLE 4

ENTRY BEHAVIORS AND THE PROBABILITY THAT THEY WLt LEAD TO
ACCEPTANCE (A), REJECTION (R), OR IGNORE (I)*

POPULAR PoruLAr UNPOPULAR UNPOPULAR

ENTERING ENTERING ENTERING ENTERING

Poryurar UNPOPULAR UNPOPULAR PoruLAR

ENTRY —
BEHAVIOR ¢ A R I p A R 1 p A R I ¢ A R 1
Information 22 63 00 00 24 58 00 12 16 67 00 17 26 23 09 55
Demand 11 50 25 25 14 67 07 07 13 30 00 20 10 22 06 28
Question for
information 11 75 00 25 17 4 11 17 22 35 18 47 19 4 09 25

Me i1 25 0 00 11 25 17 08 17 08 15 15 15 16 20 24
Feehing 09 00 00 00 05 40 00 00 10 13 00 25 08 21 07 50
Agreement 14 60 00 00 13 20 00 00 03 00 00 00 10 17 06 11
Disagreement 09 00 00 00 05 00 60 00 10 25 50 00 09 00 27 27
Other 11 25 00 00 12 31 23 23 0 14 14 14 03 33 17 17

* The conditional probabilities presented here do not necessarily add to 1 00 as other behaviors including other entry bids may have

also followed the entry bid

groups, but this was the net effect of their be-
havior Of course, these analyses do not rule
out the possibility that unpopular children were
bemng 1gnored or rejected for some reason (e g,
reputation, physical attractiveness) other than
the type of entry bid they displayed The be-
havioral differences detected here, however,
give support for the further exammation of the
chaldren’s use of entry bids

What specifically were unpopular children
doing during entry that differed from popular
children® We next examined whether there was
any difference in the frequency of usage of
any particular bids Furst, the computed agree-
ment to disagreement ratio was 2 17 for the
entermg popular children n contrast to 089
for the entering unpopular children, a finding
consistent with the previous analysis of the
dyadic preentry data Thus, even when enter-
mg, unpopular children were more disagree-
able than popular children Further, when tak-
en as a group, unpopular children also were
more hkely to ask questions for mformation,
x2(1) = 5634, p < 05, say something about
themselves, x2(1) =5 154, p < 05, disagree,
x2(1) = 48614, p < 05, and state ther feel-
mgs, x2(1) =4074, p < 05, than popular

children ¢ Thus, although the general organ:-
zation of the entry-response hierarchies was
similar for both types of children, they differed
n therr use of four particular bids

Discussion

Similar to previous research with preschool
ers, the results of the present study showed
the behavior of unpopular elementary school
children to be somewhat more negative than
that of theirr popular peers An analysis of ther
dyadic nteraction showed them to disagree
more often and to be less likely to give a gen
eral reason (rule) when enticizing a peer than
popular children Even when attempting to
enter groups of their peers, unpopular children
were still more disagreeable than popular chil
dren Not surpnsingly, then, unpopular chil
dren also experienced more difficulty entering
groups than popular children They required
both more bids and more time to gamn entny
and were accepted less and ignored more by
these groups than popular children

Contrary to the explanation that mght be
offered for this difficulty by some present re
searchers, unpopular children did not seem to

6 A log-linear analysis was performed to examme whether the populanty of the group or
the sex of the entt'rmcgl chuld qualified the effect that the populanty of the entering child had

on children’s entry-bs

nonsi

usage This analysis indicated that the populanty of the group had 2
ficant effect while sex had only a margnally significant effect on the results, reduction

m x2(7) = 12861, p < 10 However, there does appear to be a sigmficant populanty X sex of
the entering chuld interaction, reduction 1 x2(7) = 1532, p < 05, which quahfies the differ

ences presented 1n the text m the following wa:
it appears that unpopular males use question iy

From an examination of the cell proportions,
or information as an entry strategy more than

popular children do, while unpopular females use 1t less than popular children In contrast

unpopular females

ve nformation when attempting entry more than

pular children do.

while unpopular males use this entry strategy less often than popular children



possess an entry-skills deficit Both groups of
children were found to display all entry strate-
gies studied, although our coding system would
not have detected any differences m timing
or stylistic execution of the bids However, as
a group, unpopular children did use some of
these entry bids differently than popular chil-
dren Specifically, they were more apt to ask
mformational questions, speak about them-
selves, disagree, and state therr feelings and
opmions more than popular children These
four strategies appear to share at least one
commonality They all attempt to call the
group’s attention to the user That 1s, unpop-
ular children seemed to try to exert control
and divert the group’s attention to themselves,
rather than attempt to integrate themselves n-
to the ongong conversation of the group They
seemed to mtroduce new conversational topics
abruptly and direct the conversation to them-
selves by making self-statements, stating thewr
feelings and opmions, and disagreemng with the
group members more than popular children
When used by the children, these strategies
had a lgh probability of resulting n the
group’s 1gnoring or rejecting them This point
can best be illustrated by an mstance from an
actual transcript mm which an unpopular child
attempted to call the group’s attention to her-
self repeatedly by stating her feelings but was
mstead continually 1gnored by the group The
name of the entering child 1s rtalicized

Janet Okay, 1 want this one agan

Terry This 1s fun, ain't 1t?

Janet (to Vera) Do you want this one again®
Vera 1 want this one

Terry This 15 a mice room, ain’t 1t?

Janet (to Vera) You can have this one Here
Terry This 1s a nice table, an’t 1t?

Janet (to Terry) Pick your one

As can be seen, this unpopular child repeated-
lv tred to divert the group from their ongomg
activity of choosmg playmg pieces to a dis-
cussion concerning how fun the game was, how
nice the room was, and, finally, even how nice
the table was, to no avail The group members
simply continued to 1gnore her

These findings suggest an interesting par-
allel between the behavior of unpopular chil-
dren and the behavior of newcomers After
studying the process of assimilation of new-
tomers mto groups of 6- and 7-year-old chil-
dren, Phillips, Shenker, and Revitz (1951) pro-
posed that the new child’s most successful strat-
egy for imtegration was to first determine the
frame of reference” common to the group
members (e g, activities, goals) and then to
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establish himself or herself as sharmg m this
frame of reference Specifically, the child
should first attempt to join the group’s activi-
ties by imtating the actions or words of a
child i the nucleus group This would account
for the apparent success i the present study
of entry bids mnvolving agreement and ex-
changes of information with group members
and for the pronounced failure of disagreement
when employed as an entry strategy Only later
mm the assimilation process did Phalhps et al
propose that the newcomer should attempt to
mitiate, direct, or otherwise mfluence group
activities The present research found that un-
popular children frequently used entry strate-
gies which attempted to influence the ongomng
group activity by directing the group’s attention
to themselves by making self-statements, stating
therr feelings, asking informational questions
not relevant to the group’s activity, and dis-
agreemng with group members Phillips et al
further suggested that the premature use of
such strategies would lead to the child bemg
ignored by the group, a finding well supported
by this study

The present research would suggest sev-
eral means of mtervening to mcrease the pop-
ulanity of socially unaccepted children First,
any mtervention should mvolve a reduction mn
the frequent display of disagreement by un-
popular children Further, 1t would be helpful
to teach these children ways of preventing dis-
agreement from contmuing, such as giving a
general reason for disagreement (e g, a rule)
and suggestmg an alternative action for the
other child In addition, any mtervention should
attempt to reduce unpopular children’s use of
entry strategies that attempt to draw attention
to themselves Instead they should be encour-
aged to determne the group’s frame of refer-
ence by asking relevant questions and then to
establish themselves as sharmg n this frame
of reference by agreemng and exchangmg m-
formation wath the group members

It should be remembered, however, that
even popular children have difficulty entering
groups The present study found them to be
rejected or 1ignored 26% of the time This would
suggest that even 1if unpopular children were
to behave just hike popular children when at-
tempting to jomn groups, the probability of therr
bemg rejected or 1gnored by the group would
still remamn hugh It 1s thus crucial that mnter-
vention programs provide some sort of “innocu-
lation” for unpopular children agamst bemng
rejected or ignored It would further seem es-
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sential to add a component to the mtervention
program which would provide a mechanism for
mncreasing the group’s hkehihood of accepting
new members Establishing some form of m-
centive for the group members to accei)t other
children might be one way to accomphsh this
goal
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