ABSTRACT
ANDREASSI, CRISTINA. The Relationships among BeabavSocial Cognition, and Peer
Acceptance in School-ldentified Children with LeamDisabilities. (Under the direction of
Ann Schulte.)

This study examined the relationships among s@oghition, externalizing behavior,
and social acceptance in children with and witheatning disabilities. It was hypothesized that
social-cognitive accuracy and externalizing behawiould mediate differences observed in
social acceptance between children with and withearning disabilities. School-identified
children with learning disabilities (N = 55) in gies 3 through 5 were compared to their non-
identified peers (N= 631) in terms of social aceepe. Social acceptance was determined using
peer nominations of liked most and liked least,ahlwere converted into an overall social
preference score for each child. When childreeésning disability status accounted for a small
but significant portion of the variance in childi®social acceptance (1.3%), mediation tests
were conducted to determine if externalizing betwvagr social cognitive accuracy functioned as
mediators in the observed relationship. Extermadibehavior was assessed through teacher
report on the Child Behavior Checklist. Socialeibige accuracy was determined by
calculating the extent to which individual childieneports of peer groups in their classrooms
matched the social groups derived through Socigh@@ioe Mapping. The results indicated that
externalizing behavior partially mediated the relaship between learning disabilities and social
acceptance. No evidence was found that social#tegaccuracy functioned as a mediator.
Limitations, implications for improving children®ocial functioning, and future research on the
social functioning, behavior, and social cognitadrchildren with learning disabilities were

discussed in light of these findings.
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Learning Disabilities and Pe@céptance

CHAPTER ONE
Introduction

Over the past two decades, increased attentiobdesgiven to investigating both
the nature and function of children’s peer relalops. The potential importance of these
relationships has been brought to psychologistsiramness by research studies that have
consistently documented links between childhood pgection/ low acceptance and
negative outcomes such as criminality and psycihopagy in adolescence and adulthood
(e.q., Parker & Asher, 1987). These observediogiships between the quality of children’s
peer relations and global indicators of functionamg thought to arise at least partially
through peers’ influence on a number of developalgrbcesses, such as social cognition
(e.g., Brendgen, Bowen, Rondeau, & Vitaro, 1999) la@havior (Dishion, Patterson, &
Greisler, 1994; Hartup, 1996). Even aspects dfigtm’s functioning that seem to be
relatively unrelated to their social functioningch as academic achievement, appear to be
influenced by peers (e.g., Azmitia & Montgomery939Ladd, 1990).

In general, outcomes on behavioral, social-cogaitand academic performance
indices appear to be related to the nature ofld’stpeer relations in such a way that
relationships with prosocial peers are associaifdgood outcomes in these domains, and
relationships with antisocial peers are associaiditinegative outcomes (Dishion et al.,
1994; Hartup, 1996). The fact that these outcomag be related to specific aspects of one’s
peer relations and that peer rejection and low@eoee appear to have short and long-term

negative consequences (Parker & Asher, 1987; Woatfderguson, 1999) suggests that
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knowing about a child’s peer relations may be hélpf understanding his or her current, as
well as future, functioning (Hartup, 1996).

That peer relations and social status (e.g., be#®g-rejected or low-accepted versus
being average or popular) may play a role in imgrartlevelopmental outcomes has led to
numerous studies examining the determinants ofld’€lsuccess with peers. In particular,
characteristics of the peer relations of childregeneral, as well as in particular subgroups
such as aggressive children, children with emotiand behavioral disorders, and children
with learning disabilities, have been researchBae present study was particularly
concerned with the processes that might influeheesbcial functioning of children with
learning disabilities. Although definitions andteria for a learning disability may vary from
state to state, children who have been identifiethbir schools as having a learning
disability typically have intelligence within the@mmal range and difficulty acquiring
academic skills in the areas of reading, writingmathematics.

Concerns with understanding the nature of thisqdar population’s peer relations
stem from the fact that (a) children with learndigabilities are becoming increasingly
integrated into regular education classrooms, (&) $ocial rejection/ low acceptance has
been linked to current as well as future difficestin adjustment and life functioning among
children in general (e.g., Parker & Asher, 1987;08Mward & Ferguson, 1999), and (c) from
findings that children with learning disabilitiesedess well-liked by their peers (Gresham &
McMillan, 1997). Of particular relevance to thiscussion is the fact that research dating
back to the 1970s has documented that childrenleatiming disabilities not only experience

academic difficulties, but social difficulties agMy including difficulty interacting with
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peers (Kavale & Forness, 1996). For example, enearly investigation by Bryan (1976),
children with learning disabilities received fewtes of social acceptance and more votes
of social rejection from their peers than childrathout learning disabilities. A more recent
meta-analysis by Swanson and Malone (1992) supbthig early finding. Across 39
studies, Swanson and Malone (1992) found that mlevith learning disabilities were more
likely to be rejected and less likely to be accdyig peers than children without learning
disabilities.

In trying to determine the processes responsiblelddren with learning
disabilities’ lower social status, the present gtdcew upon past theory and research which
suggests that social cognition and behavior makelydactors in determining a child’s social
evaluation by peers. At the theoretical leveljaaaformation-processing models such as
that by Crick and Dodge (1994) suggest that aryataomplex interactions must take place
accurately for peer acceptance to occur. Theesiprocal and ongoing steps of their model,
which will be reviewed later in this document, mdé aspects of both children’s social-
cognitive ability and behavioral functioning, whiake believed to influence peer evaluations
of the child. Components of this model have begperted by research examining
children’s evaluations of hypothetical social sitoas (Fontaine, Burks, & Dodge, 2002). In
addition, support for each of the social informatfirocessing steps has been found by
examining the ability of particular subgroups oildten with social difficulties to carry out
each step (e.g., Crick & Dodge, 1994; Graham & dyd1994).

This research examining the relationship betweerstéps of Crick and Dodge’s

(1994) model and children’s peer acceptance imiggaery specific social-cognitive and
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behavioral factors in the peer acceptance prode@ssearch studies have also investigated
the relationship of social cognition and behaveopéer acceptance in more general terms
(e.q., Cassidy, Werner, Rourke, Zubernis, & Balarn2903; Putallaz, 1988). This research
also supports links between social-cognitive arttalg®ral functioning and the social
acceptance of children in general and of childréh {earning disabilities.

For instance, children with learning disabilitiggoaar to exhibit social-cognitive
difficulties. Studies investigating the social adgns of children with learning disabilities
have found that they often have trouble interpgetionverbal social information, such as
facial expressions, gestures, and tone of voice/edlsas difficulty interpreting verbal social
information (e.g., Sisterhern & Gerber, 1989; Wei€84). In addition to these social-
cognitive deficits, behavioral difficulties alsopgar to be common. Research substantiates
that problem behaviors that may lead to socialaliffies are more common among children
with learning disabilities than among their typlgaleveloping peers. Beginning as early as
1969, for example, Myklebust, Boshes, Olson, anlg Cas cited in McKinney & Feagans,
1983) reported teacher ratings that indicateddhadiren with learning disabilities were less
cooperative, less attentive, less organized, la@galde of coping with new situations, less
responsible, and less tactful than children witHeatning disabilities.

Given that current social-cognitive models gidhat behavior and cognition are
intimately linked to social functioning (Crick & Dige, 1994), it seems likely that the
behavioral and social-cognitive difficulties oftebhserved in children with learning
disabilities are related to their troubled soctatiss. Support for such a claim is weak,

however, because there has been little reseaddieocexplicitly linking social cognition and



Learning Disabilities and Peer Autesce 5

behavior in children with learning disabilitiestteeir social acceptance. For example,
studies on social cognition have asked childreh V@arning problems to identify the
emotions expressed by individuals in pictures ovideotape but have not also investigated
the social status of these same children accotdipgers (e.g., Holder & Kirkpatrick, 1991,
Jackson, Enright, & Murdock, 1987). Similarly, dies substantiating that students with
learning problems have difficulty with social retatships have examined their social status
or how well-liked they are in the classroom, butdnaot also indexed their social-cognitive
abilities (e.g., Ray, 1985). In addition, althouginceptual frameworks such as Crick and
Dodge’s (1994) social information-processing maigjgest that social cognition and
behavior are intimately linked in determining aldis acceptance by peers, these two
constructs, social cognition and social behaviavehnot been investigated in the same group
of children with learning disabilities, and thamk with these children’s social acceptance
has not been examined. As a result, the extehstitgal cognition, as indexed by one’s
accuracy of social perception, and that behaviomdexed by one’s externalizing behaviors,
predict the peer acceptance of children with artiout learning disabilities was investigated
in the present study in an effort to explore pdsgiathways that account for the
aforementioned relationship between learning digglstatus and social status.

The ensuing literature review discusses reseanthipimg to these three domains of
interest: social status, social behavior, and $aoi@nition, in order to provide empirical
support for their possible role in the lower pesregptance of children with learning
disabilities. In particular, past research onr#ationship of social cognition and behavior

to social acceptance among children in generétsisreviewed. Next, research comparing
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the social-cognitive and behavioral difficultiesatfildren with learning disabilities to those
of children without learning disabilities is dissesl. And lastly, research indicating that
children with learning disabilities are, in facgtras well liked as their peers without learning

disabilities is reviewed.
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CHAPTER TWO
A Review of the Literature

Past research is now reviewed to familiarize tlaelee with differences found
between children with and without learning disdig$ in terms of their social status, social
cognition, and behavior. More specifically, idemonstrated that (a) in general, one’s social
cognition and behavior can influence their soctaleptance by peers, (b) children with
learning disabilities have social-cognitive deiaithen compared to children without
learning disabilities, (c) children with learningdbilities have more behavior problems than
those without learning disabilities, and (d) cheldmwith learning disabilities are typically
less accepted or have lower social status thadrehilwithout learning disabilities.

Empirical findings pertaining to these relationghigere the basis for the hypotheses of the
current study.

Before these relationships are fully discussedigwver, the dimensions of social
cognition, social behavior, and peer acceptanceefired to facilitate the reader’s
understanding and interpretation of the researatirfgs and to provide a theoretical basis
for how the present study operationally definedéeonstructs. Furthermore, Crick and
Dodge’s (1994) social information-processing masgeeviewed in detail before research on
the relationships listed above are discussedyéwigw was done in order to place the

objectives of the current study within a comprelnengheoretical framework.
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Social Competence

Perhaps because of the considerable recent intergsildren’s social development
in the research literature, a broad array of messwlerived from diverse theoretical
perspectives, has been used to assess childrames smctioning or competence (Gresham
& MacMillan, 1997). As a result, the domains torbeasured, ways of measuring them, and
relationships among various measures and constaretgontinuing matters of debate in the
research literature on social competence (GreshataéMillan, 1997; Kavale & Forness,
1996; Merrell & Gimple, 1998; Vaughn & Haager, 1994

For the purposes of this chapter, the model ofat@ompetence proposed by Vaughn
and Haager (1994) is employed. Vaughn and Had§94) broadly conceptualized social
competence as a higher order construct that, titadligence, is difficult to measure. As a
result, they further divided social competence fiotr components that are easier to assess
and that also serve as indirect measures of sommapetence. The four components of social
competence they delineated are: (a) peer relat{bipnspcial skills, (c) behavior problems,
and (d) social cognition. Each of these componisritsiefly summarized below.

Peer relations Peer relations refer to the quality of one’attiehships with peers
(Vaughn & Haager, 1994). Given the findings memgit previously concerning positive
peer relationships and their role in further soz#ion, the presence of good peer relations
can serve as one indicator of a child’s overallaammpetence. Peer relations are typically
assessed with measures of peer acceptance. Reptaxe is the extent to which a child is
viewed by his or her age-mates as a worthy soaidhpr (Berk, 2000) and it is believed to

be a good indicator of the quality of a child’s pesations because it uses peer informants to



Learning Disabilities and Peer Autesce 9

yield overall indices of acceptance and rejecti8ociometrics is a commonly used measure
of peer acceptance that typically involves askiniglents to identify peers in their class who
they like least and peers in their class who tieymost (Bagwell et al., 1998). The
majority of research studies summarized in ParkdrAsher’s (1987) review, for example,
employed this measure of peer acceptance. Therirsidy also used sociometrics as an
indicator of a child’s acceptance by peers.

Social skills The term social skills, has been defined in maays due to the wide
range of behaviors that have been considered deasdic of being socially skilled (Kavale
& Forness, 1996). For the purposes of this reveajal skills are conceptualized according
to a definition proposed by McFall (1982). He sesjgd that social skills are the specific
behaviors a person uses to perform competentlysmtial task. In other words, social skills
are certain positive behaviors instrumental toding about a desired social goal. An
important aspect of McFall's (1982) definition is incorporation of the idea that social
skills need to be a part of a child’s behavioralertoire in order for the child to be judged
socially competent.

This notion that social skills are necessary taea@hsocial competence is supported
by research examining the existence of socialssHgificits among children with peer
relationship difficulties. For example, delinqugouths, who are more likely to be rejected
by their peers (Dishion et al., 1994), have alsendfeund to exhibit a number of observable
social skills deficits such as deficiencies in egatact, verbal acknowledgement of others’
directives to them, use of questions, and apprtghaad nods as well as deviant facial and

body cues (Wahler & Dumas, 1986).
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Behavior problems Behavior problems are the third component ingfauand
Haager’s (1994) model. Although behavior problenay appear to be the converse of
social skills, a child may lack particular socikills and display no problematic behavior,
and children with behavior problems may also hamaraber of positive social skills.
Therefore, the constructs of social skills and bedrgoroblems are separated in Vaughn and
Haager’s (1994) model.

In most models of psychopathology, behavior proklame conceptualized along two
broad dimensions, internalizing (e.g., anxiety,rdspive behaviors) and externalizing (e.qg.,
attention problems, aggression, coercion, antitbeilaavior) behavior patterns (Achenbach,
1991a; Quay & Peterson, 1987; Reynolds & Kamph&®@2, as cited in Merrell, 1999).
Both internalizing and externalizing patterns ofi@@or appear to be associated with social
difficulties. This association is evident fromeasch on the sociometric status of children
who are aggressive and/or antisocial; they are ialy to be rejected by classmates than
children without these behavioral features (Distebal., 1994). Similarly, internalizing
behaviors, such as social withdrawal, may prevkidi@n from experiencing many of the
benefits of peer interaction (Parker & Asher, 198tdkh as increased language skills and the
ability to initiate interactions with others (Sclher, 1999).

Social cognitionThe fourth and final aspect of social competandéaughn and
Hagaar’s (1994) model is social cognition. Soc@dmnitive development is the process
whereby changes in cognitive functioning allow dctto engage in increasingly complex
and potentially meaningful interactions with oth@vkerrell & Gimpel, 1998). This

definition implies that the development and enactinoé social behavior are very closely
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related to one’s social-cognitive ability. It seehkely, then, that social cognition or social
information-processing is an important mechanismvhich social behaviors and subsequent
social competence come about. The significanseic an association is that peer
relationship problems may result from faulty socagjnitions or social-cognitive deficits, in
turn, leading to further social-behavioral and ofthifficulties (e.g., Jackson et al., 1987,
Sisterhern & Gerber, 1989; Strain & Odom, 1985).

There is evidence to suggest that social cognitioag, indeed, play such a role in
peer relationship difficulties. Research on soskdlls interventions offers indirect support
for the influence of social cognition on behaviéior example, social skills training
programs, overall, have not been very effectiveeathing social skills (DuPaul & Eckert,
1994). However, more cognitively based programe pmoduced significant gains in the
sociometric status of children who were among éast liked children in their class (Ladd &
Asher, 1985). In along-term follow up study, Oderl Asher (1977, as cited in Parker &
Asher, 1987) found that teaching children socitnaction concepts (e.g., participation,
communication, cooperation, and validation-supped)to gains in acceptance that were not
only maintained, but increased at one-year follqu-lt appears that helping children
understand which social interactions are apprapnady lead to changes in behavior that can
positively affect one’s acceptance by peers ovetdhg run.

In addition to this association between improvecdlaainderstanding and greater
peer acceptance, specific cognitive processes ese found to occur differently among
children with social difficulties. For example, 8ge and Feldman (1990) found that low

accepted children were prone to interpret ambigb@isvioral cues by other children as
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hostile provocations. Regardless of whether tiobgdren’s biases are the cause of poor
peer relationships or a consequence of them, éssarch suggests that faulty social
cognition is associated with the presence of s@@hhvioral and relationship problems.

Due to the important role that social cognition egus to play in peer relationships, as
well as behavior, there has been an increased foarghe past 30 years on using social
cognition as an indicator of social competencefirAt, theories used in studies on children’s
social-cognitive abilities were largely adaptedifirthose used in studies of nonsocial
cognitive development such as perspective takig,taking, and referential
communication. Recent investigations, howevergh&xamined more specific components
of “on-line” cognition due to the mixed findings studies on the global constructs
mentioned above and the increased acceptanceiaf sdormation- processing theories
(Dodge & Feldman, 1990). This focus on more specdmponents of cognition has led to
significant changes in the empirical and theoréaggproaches used to study the social
cognitions of children. Most importantly, it hasllto the development of social information-
processing models that are concerned with providmacreased understanding of
children’s social functioning (Crick & Dodge, 1992¢pdge et al., 1986).

Summary As the discussion above reveals, there are pheilvays to conceptualize
and assess children’s social competence, rangong fleer acceptance to a focus on discrete
behavioral competencies and deficits to cognitieasures. Current information-processing
models combine these aspects into a comprehemawework that delineates how children
either achieve or fail to achieve social competerfgpecifically, Crick and Dodge (1994)

have offered what has now become a widely accequteidl-cognitive framework for



Learning Disabilities and Peer Autesce 13

understanding and organizing empirical researctajpéng to children’s social functioning.
This theoretical framework allows one to understand evaluate the interplay between
social cognition, behavior, and environment in deteing children’s social competence. It
delineates the social-cognitive and behavioral @sees that account for children’s social
behaviors and that are ultimately involved in htw €hild is perceived and reacted to by his
or her peers. The next section provides an owereiethis model.
Social Information-Processing Model

Overview Crick and Dodge (1994), in an extension of atieanodel by Dodge et
al. (1986), contended that cognition or knowingussavhen mental processes act upon a
sensory input. This notion is central to most iinfation-processing models. Unlike most
models, however, Crick and Dodge (1994) focusenl thedel on only one type of sensory
input, social information. The model explains dhéin’s processing of social information
using what is known about cognitive processingyaneral, within an information-
processing perspective. In their model, Crick Bodge (1994) posited that there are six
major steps that occur while a child is evaluagogial information. Three major
assumptions about information-processing unddrkse¢ major steps. One of these
assumptions is that information-processing can pdd&ee in a parallel or simultaneous
fashion; that is, individuals can be engaged iress\social information-processing steps at
the same time. In other words, information-protesat one step does not necessarily end
before processing at another step begins. Althdlglsteps of this model are thought to be
occurring simultaneously in individuals, processingarticular stimulus into a behavioral

response is believed to generally follow a cers&iguence of steps.
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Another important assumption of this model is itgphasis on reciprocal effects. In
addition to considering the effects of social imi@tion-processing on social adjustment, the
model hypothesizes and includes a representatibpwfsocial adjustment might influence
subsequent information-processing about onesélérst and future events or situations. A
third major assumption of the model concerns thamarin which social adjustment may
influence subsequent information-processing; marfaesentations of past events and
encounters become integrated with other memoriéxto a general mental structure or
schema that is stored in long-term memory. Thawsnt mental structures or schemas
become a part of the individual’'s general sociaiedge and guide subsequent processing
of social information. Social schemas, the notbreciprocal effects, and the idea that new
social knowledge influences future information-gesing are represented in the model
along with the model’s six major steps: encodingaxial cues, interpretation of those cues,
clarification of one’s goals, response access ostraction, response decision, and
behavioral enactment. Simultaneous processingtisapresented in the model, but once
again, is presumed to be occurring.

Research conducted prior to, as well as afterdéwvelopment of this model provides
support for the premises on which each step istb@sg., Asarnow & Callan, 1985;
Fontaine et al., 2002). Most pertinent to the @nésesearch is a recent, comprehensive
study by Tur-kapsa and Bryan (1994) that asse$gesidcial information-processing skills
described by Dodge and his colleagues (1986) arfmam@chieving students, average
achieving students, and students with learningodias. When presented with a

hypothetical social situation, the responses madevbrage achieving students suggested
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significantly better capability than those of stotdewith learning disabilities on the

encoding, representation, response search, resdenston, and enactment processes of the
social information-processing model. The majootyhe research on this model, however,
has compared aggressive and/or rejected childrdnahildren who do not have these
characteristics or the social difficulties assaaatvith them. As a result, it is this research
that is highlighted as each step of Crick and D&I(994) social information-processing
model is described.

Encoding and interpretation of cue3hese two initial steps are often discussed
together. According to the model, children enceuatsocial stimulus in their environment
and, if attention is directed toward the stimubhgy temporarily encode it. As encoding
commences, an interpretation of the meaning otties also begins. These are perhaps the
most important, as well as complex, steps of thdehto achieve. Not only are there many
different factors that can influence one’s encoding interpretations of a social stimuli, but
how a cue is interpreted will influence all subsegfusteps of the model.

One mechanism proposed to influence the encodidgra@rpretation of social cues
is the schema for relevant social knowledge thahdividual possesses (Crick & Dodge,
1994). Use of a schema in interpreting a sociahibn can be very efficient because it
allows an individual to quickly interpret whetharcgal cues are consistent or inconsistent
with aspects of the social situation. At the saime, however, relying on schemas to
interpret social cues can lead to false or biasedlasions. If an individual’'s schema is

faulty or if the wrong schema is accessed, one ovaylook relevant social cues that would
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otherwise dictate a more accurate interpretatioarmd response to, the situation (Crick &
Dodge, 1994).

The idea that biased interpretations of socialrmition can result from an over-
reliance on certain schemas, has been supportessegrch. For example, when Dodge and
Tomlin (1987) presented hypothetical situationgragsive children were more likely than
nonaggressive children to overlook relevant cueg ttad been given concerning a
provocateur’s intent. Responses about the progacatintention suggested that aggressive
children were relying on hostile schemas to mak# ihterpretations rather than the actual
information they had been given. Further supparttie notion that an over-reliance on
schemas can result in faulty interpretations cofrees a study by Graham and Hudley
(1994). These researchers primed aggressive arafjgeessive adolescents with sentences
that conveyed either intentional, unintentionalnorfault on the part of a target individual
for an occurrence. Afterwards, the adolescente \wegsented with a hypothetical vignette
describing a negative outcome that occurred to thedithat was initiated by a provocateur
with ambiguous intentions. Aggressive adolescpritged the provocateur more negatively
than nonaggressive adolescents when they had beesdpwith unintentional or neutral
events. Thus, even when there is nothing in tie@mment to stimulate ideas of negative or
hostile intent, some children, such as those whaggressive, may be more likely to rely on
preconceived notions or schema that they haverrdtha on the information they are given.

The results of these studies concerning the usel@mas to make inferences about
social information lead to a related discussionualattributions of intent and attributions of

causality. The connection between the two is dnafs schema for an event can affect the
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nature of his or her attributions. Furthermoresthattributions can influence social cue
interpretation and, in turn, determine how an irinal responds to a particular situation.
Attributions of causality are inferences individsidraw about why certain social events have
occurred whereas attributions of intent involve trae believes about a particular person’s
intent when they committed an act. Although thetsebutional styles do not necessarily co-
occur when interpreting a social situation, induats are likely to use aspects of both
attributions.

An example is useful in illustrating how aspect®oé or both of these attributions
might be used by, and might influence the behawgra child. If John knocks into Jeanine
while she is standing in line at the water fountaime could attribute his fall to any number
of external circumstances (attributions of caugglifor instance, she could attribute John’s
knocking into her to the fact that he may havepalghbon a small puddle of water near the
fountain. In this case, Jeanine would not be yikelmake an attribution as to the intent of
John’s behavior; she would likely conclude thatristfiall was an accident and she might
respond by checking to see if John has been Hotvever, Jeanine could also make an
attribution of causality in which she believes thahn knocked into her because there were
too many children waiting in line at the fountailh she then infers that John became
impatient (attribution of intent) after waiting iime with all these children and knocked into
her on purpose, Jeanine might get annoyed andiposh

Research into the social information-processindistinct groups of children, such
as those with depressive symptoms, indicates ttréadwdions of causality reliably distinguish

these individuals and may be instrumental in treeband/or maintenance of their problems.
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Those with depressive symptoms are more likelytttdoate negative events to internal,
stable, and global causes, for example (Quiggleh&aPanak, & Dodge, 1992). Similar to
the results of research concerning schemas anougittns of causality, tendencies to make
particular attributions of intent have been relfaa$sociated with certain subgroups of
children suggesting that this cognitive process bajnstrumental in determining their
behavior. Indeed, in a meta-analysis of 41 stuttiaswere conducted between 1974 and
1999, a significant association between hostilgoaiion of intent and aggressive behavior
was found; larger effect sizes were associated mihe severe, aggressive behavior
(Orborio de Castro, Veerman, Koops, Bosch, & Momnster, 2002).

Clarification of goals and response access or aatsion. Once children begin
interpreting information about a certain socialiatton, they start to clarify the goal or
outcome they desire from the situation. Crick Bradige’s (1994) model assumes that
children bring particular goal orientations or tendies to social situations that they can use
as they are, revise, or ignore and form entirely naes. Once a particular goal for a
situation has been determined, the child can begatcess possible responses to the
situation from long-term memory. Responses geadrate typically those that are in pursuit
of this situational goal but could also includep@sses to social cues for which there is no
clear goal.

Differences appear to exist in the ability of dnén with certain behavioral features
to engage in this response access or construstigigesting that this step is associated with
their behaviors. Once again, aggressive childsam, engage in behaviors that may impart

verbal or physical harm toward others, have beanddo be qualitatively different from
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nonaggressive children in their ability to engagéhis step. For example, Asarnow and
Callan (1985) evaluated this ability to generaspomses among fourth and sixth grade boys
who had either been evaluated to have a positigegiatus or a negative peer status as a
result of their aggressive interactions. Thoseshayh negative peer status not only
generated fewer solutions to hypothetical problémas had been presented to them, but also
proposed less mature and more intensely aggressivgons. Thus, both the quantity and
guality of a child’s responses, and presumablygtieds he or she decided upon prior to
accessing those responses, may be affected dyuatisisuch as aggressiveness.

Response decision and behavioral enactménthese last steps of Crick and
Dodge’s (1994) social information-processing modkeildren choose and enact a behavioral
response from among those they have generated.efdusfactors have been hypothesized
to be involved in weighing these different resp@naed selecting one. For example, it has
been posited that expectations about the actuabmé of a behavioral response as well as
of the actions and behavioral processes (i.e mihi@l acceptability of the response,
judgments of self-efficacy to carry out the resm@resssociated with enacting it are
evaluated. These evaluations, in turn, are bedi¢venfluence response selection and
subsequent behavior.

These evaluative processes and their consequergcesident in a study conducted
by Fontaine et al. (2002) that examined the resg®on§124 ninth graders to videotaped
hypothetical social interactions. Before viewihg wideotaped interactions, participants
were instructed to imagine that they were the gatést. Immediately following this

viewing, they were asked “What would you say oiifdbis happened to you?” After these
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free-responses were coded for aggressivenesgipartis viewed another videotaped
segment in which the protagonist engaged in anesggre behavior. Following this second
viewing, participants were asked to rate the agivegesponse across six different
dimensions of response evaluation including inseaital outcome, interpersonal outcome,
self-approval, efficacy and moral agency, sociakeatability, and global valuation. Factor
analyses on these responses suggested that twdypesof evaluation, response valuation
and outcome expectancy, encompassing the evalyatheesses mentioned above, were
used during the response decision stage. Thiangsaighlights the importance of all
different kinds of information in selecting a regge. Expectations about both the direct
ramifications of a response and one’s evaluatidmsare subjective variables such as self-
efficacy and moral judgment are paramount in sglgG response.

In addition to the measures mentioned above, e al. (2002) obtained
measures of the externalizing behavior of all pgréints when they were in seventh or eighth
grade, ninth grade, and tenth or eleventh gragels of externalizing behavior were then
compared with ratings of response valuation andamé expectancy for participants’
responses concerning the ambiguous provocateungBo revealed that a tendency to
evaluate one’s own aggressive behavior as moréiymmsonsistently and uniquely predicted
externalizing behaviors later on in adolescencelle€Ctively, the results of this study suggest
that many factors are involved in evaluating a oese and doing so inappropriately is
associated with inappropriate behavior.

Overall support for Crick and Dodge’s (1994) moael well as for the important role

that social cognition plays in social behaviorvwsdent from the research above, which
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examines processing differences among aggressit/a@raggresive children at each step.
The specific cognitive processing components pregdy this model have been found to be
significant predictors of children’s behavioral qoeatence (Dodge & Price, 1994) and to be
better predictors than the more global cognitivestaucts that were used in earlier work
(Crick & Dodge, 1994). Furthermore, there is emcketo suggest that measures from each
successive step in the model provide unique incnésria the prediction of social behavior
(Dodge & Price, 1994). In other words, the mora th known about processing
characteristics from this model, the better préoinst pertaining to social behavior are. In
particular, how these cognitive processes areathout has been a good predictor of
children’s perception and judgment of social situa and of how they behave toward other
children (e.g., Dodge & Price, 1994; Stromquist&8man, 1991).

This strong empirical support for Crick and Dodg@'994) model along with certain
conceptual implications that can be drawn fromeihder it an appropriate framework for the
present study. The research mentioned at the hiegiof this section concerning schemas
and attributions of causality and intent demonsgrdiow these cognitive variables are very
influential in the first steps of the model, enaagland interpretation. Furthermore,
information about the processes that occur at sabkequent step of the model indicates
how the outcomes of these steps are contingent agects of encoding and interpretation.
The implication, then, is that how accurately ongages in these initial processes of
encoding and interpretation is essential to arg\ahan appropriate social response. In other

words, the accuracy of one’s encoding and inteafiet is an important cognitive outcome
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variable. The present study, therefore, used i@nld accuracy in naming the social
networks of their classrooms as a measure of sleeial-cognitive ability.
The Relationship of Social Cognition and Behavimldfems to Peer Acceptance

As preliminary evidence for the role that both abciognitive ability and behavior
problems may play in students’ with learning ditibs’ lower peer acceptance,
relationships between these constructs among ehilidrgeneral is discussed. Initial ideas
about the relationship social cognition and behawiay have to social acceptance is evident
in Dodge, Petit, McClaskey, and Brown'’s (1986) megd “model of social exchange in
children.” This model contends that children’sqassing of social information (later
reformulated into a social information-processingdel; Crick & Dodge, 1994) determines
their behavior, which in turn, influences how tbhild’s peers judge him/her. Thus, this
early conception of social exchange in childreniciwhwas based on research findings by the
authors that a child’s performance at peer grougyemgnificantly predicted peers’
judgments of him or her, linked together socialragn, behavior, and peer acceptance.

Indeed, behavior among children has repeatedly fesrd to be predictive of peer
acceptance. For instance, Dodge (1983), in aroextolry study, grouped a sample of boys
into the sociometric categories of popular, rejecteeglected, controversial, and average.
The behaviors of these boys were then observedmalgzed to determine if there were any
behavioral predictors of peer status. Dodge’s 8)98dings supported such a relationship.
He found that boys who were rejected or negledt@xample, tended to engage in
significantly higher rates of inappropriate behawdad those who were rejected were also

significantly more likely to be aggressive. In t@ast to these behavioral characteristics
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associated with rejected and/or neglected statys, Who were popular among their
classmates tended to refrain from aggression. Bdyswere controversial, on the other
hand, tended to engage in significantly high rafdsoth prosocial and antisocial behaviors.
Thus, varying social status classifications wetateel to different behaviors. Further
support for such a relationship comes from stusiieh as that by Putallaz (1988), in which
aggression and prosocial behavior by children duaipeer entry task were predictive of
peer rejection and peer popularity, respectivayy inonths later.

Similarly, it has been found that differencesatial cognitions in children are
related to their social status and this relationsieiems to be evident as early as the preschool
years. In a study with 67 preschool children, ustading of mind was assessed via two
tasks (Cassidy, Werner, Rourke, Zubernis, & Bala®an2003). In the first task, the false
belief task, children’s theory of mind was assess®dg a puppet that placed a toy car in a
box and then left the room. While the puppet wasegfrom the room, the experimenter
placed the car in a different box and children wasked where the puppet would look for the
car when he returned to the room. If children tdekperspective of the puppet when
responding about the location of the car, theydwdpleted the task successfully. The
second understanding of mind task, the deceptslq tatroduced children to a puppet who
would leave footprints behind him while he was viradkto hide some marbles in boxes.
Children were then told about a king who givesritables to children and a robber who
steals them and then asked what they would deikihg and robber came looking for the
marbles. Children answered correctly if they appedely described how they would help

the king find the marble (e.g., darken the footpnrarkings) and attempt to deceive the
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robber (e.g., erased the footprints). In additmthese understanding of mind tasks, children
assigned sociometric ratings to each classmatédoyng a picture of him or her in a box that
had either a generic picture attached to it disptag happy child, a child with a neutral

facial expression, or a child with a frown. Undargling of mind, which involved
demonstrating a grasp of theory of mind and antgltd understand what actions need to be
taken to elicit a desired response from anothes, significantly and positively correlated

with children’s sociometric status nominations.rtkearmore, understanding of mind
accounted for changes in sociometric status abod@dayond that explained by children’s
language ability.

Among older children, the social-cognitive abiktiand social status of children with
distinct attributes, such as aggressiveness oalsethdrawal, appear different from those of
children in general. For example, research onesggyre children has repeatedly
demonstrated that these children are more likehetoejected than nonaggressive children
(Crick & Dodge, 1994). Other investigations hawarfd that these groups of children also
have significant differences in the nature of tiseicial cognitions. For instance, when
Dodge and Tomlin (1987) presented hypotheticabsibas to children, aggressive children
were more likely than nonaggressive children torlook relevant cues they had been given
concerning a hypothetical individual’s intent andrmnlikely to attribute that individual with
hostile intentions. The social status of theseeggive and nonaggressive children was not
also examined in this study. Collectively, howetke findings of these studies seem to

suggest that the social cognitions and social stattchildren are related.
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A few studies have made somewhat more direct cailomscbetween social-cognitive
ability and social status by examining both vareahh school-aged children. For example,
Harrist, Zaia, Bates, Dodge, and Pettit (1997) stigated both the social status and social
cognitions of different subtypes of socially withdm and nonwithdrawn children. The four
subtypes of socially withdrawn children includedhis study were sad/withdrawn, active-
isolates, passive-anxious, and unsociable. Infoomabout these children’s sociometric
status was collected and hypothetical vignettegweed to assess their ability to engage in
each step of Crick and Dodge’s (1994) social infation-processing model. Harrist et al.
(1997) found that the general trend was for witharaubtypes who had social information-
processing skills similar to those of nonwithdragtridren, to obtain a pattern of fewer
negative social status nominations and for witharawbtypes exhibiting more social-
cognitive difficulties to have more negative so@&tus nominations. For instance, the
passive-anxious withdrawn children only had sonfigcdity with the interpretation stage of
Crick and Dodge’s (1994) social information-prodegsnodel and 50% of these children
were given an average social status by peers.di€hiin the unsociable subtype had social-
cognitive abilities that were similar to those loé thonwithdrawn children and although rates
of neglected status were slightly elevated amorgygifoup, the most common status among
these children was average. Conversely, actidatesohad non-normative social
information-processing at the encoding, responserggéion and response enactment stages
of Crick and Dodge’s (1994) model and this growgndiad higher rates of peer rejection and
lower rates of average social status than any etitedrawn or nonwithdrawn group. Thus,

withdrawn children with more social-cognitive ddtilty tended to have less favorable
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sociometric nominations whereas those with lesmboognitive difficulty tended to have
more favorable sociometric nominations.

Further support for a relationship between dawmgnition and peer status comes
from a study by Yoon et al. (2000) that examineskéhvariables in another group of
children, children who were aggressive. Becausehdtiren were aggressive in this study,
the negative valence of their behavior was lesd\liko be responsible for social status
differences that existed among them. The reseexche, however, find that one significant
difference between aggressive children who weetegl, and any aggressive children who
were not rejected, was their social cognitions.gregsive children who were not rejected
were more likely than those who were rejected tebe that aggression brings about
positive results and they were more confident erthbility to use aggression towards a peer
in this way.

In addition, a few studies have examined the @hatiips among social cognition,
social behavior, and peer acceptance, with respeaittildren in general, and have found
support for a mediation model among these variablesr instance, when Dekovic and
Gerris (1994) did a series of analyses, social tiogrnwas found to account for a good
portion of the differences that occur in socialegggtance; when behavior was then examined
with these variables, it also accounted for (alttoto a lesser extent) for differences in
social acceptance. Thus, Dekovic and Gerris (1894)d evidence suggesting that behavior
mediates the influence of social cognition on daataeptance. The results of this study
support the contributions of both social behaviwal aocial cognition to the social acceptance

of children in general.



Learning Disabilities and Peer Autesce 27

Findings from the studies mentioned above aretef@st because similar
relationships of social cognition and behaviordoial acceptance in children with learning
disabilities, rather than aggressive children aldcén in general, are of concern in the
current study. Similar to the study by Dekovic &elris (1994), it was expected in the
present study that social cognition and behavianld/each contribute to explaining
children’s peer acceptance. Moreover, it was ebgokihat these relationships would account
for the differences in peer acceptance that appesxist between children with and without
learning disabilities via a correlational modeheTfollowing sections of the literature
review, therefore, discuss how each of these aactstof interest, social cognition, behavior
problems, and peer acceptance manifest differamntthildren with learning disabilities
compared to children without learning disabilities.

Learning Disability Status and Social Cognition

Social cognition in children with learning disabés has been investigated by a
number of researchers (e.g., Jackson, Enright, &lltk, 1987; Maheady & Maitland,
1982; Pearl & Cosden, 1982; Sisterhern & Gerbe89),%however, very few of these studies
have examined both social cognition and social@ecee to demonstrate that impairments
in social cognition are related to lowered sodiatiss. Only one such study by Stiliadis and
Wiener (1989) was found during the literature skedoc this review. Stiliadis and Wiener
(1989) examined the social-perceptual abilities smmdometric status of 30 students with and
30 students without learning disabilities. Studemith learning disabilities had more
difficulty on social-perceptual tasks and on teachéngs of social-cognitive ability than

students without learning disabilities. In additigocial cognition, as rated by teachers, was
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also significantly related to lower peer acceptaiocehildren with learning disabilities.

Thus, this study suggests a link between sociatitiog and social acceptance for children
with learning disabilities. The vast majority bktresearch literature, however, focuses only
on the social-cognitive deficits of these studestsndirect support for such a relationship
between social cognition and peer acceptance actultyen with learning disabilities. As a
result, the ensuing discussion focuses on studasrivestigated the social cognitions of
students with learning disabilities.

For the most part, studies examining the sociahitmgs of children with learning
disabilities have been concerned with determinimggtypes of social-cognitive deficits they
possess and with ensuring that the social-cogrifisks used tapped into abilities needed for
day-to-day social interaction. Although this tygfaesearch was quite common in the 1970s
and 1980s, it appears to have been less frequeat@mt years. For instance, in a recent
search of the terms “social cognition” and “leagndhsabilities” using 3 databases, 50
citations were found. Of those 50 articles, 3@ckes were published between 1982 and 1994
and many of the ones after that failed to addrggesrdearning disabilities or social
cognition (e.g. articles about praeder-willi syndeand articles focused on teaching
children with learning disabilities).

Despite the lack of current literature, researelt bas accumulated since the 1970s
has consistently supported children with learnirsglilities’ broad range of difficulties in
social-perceptual skills such as empathy, rolenakand making social inferences (Holder &
Kirpatrick, 1991). These deficits were primarilgaimented by examining whether children

with learning disabilities could draw appropriatéerences from nonverbal behavior (e.qg.,
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Sisterhern & Gerber, 1989; Wiig & Harris, 1974hvéstigations into the social-cognitive
deficits of these children also examined theirigbib interpret other types of social
information, such as verbal information, and ttadaiity to understand and enact verbal and
nonverbal behaviors through role-taking and rokeypl(e.g., Dickstein & Warren, 1980;
Weiss, 1984). The interpretation of social infotima from both verbal and nonverbal
behaviors was researched with a variety of methéas.example, videotaped segments of
interactions, static pictures, and narratives vedirased to present verbal and nonverbal
social information to children with learning dishiixs.

An additional area of investigation was the soc@gnitive abilities of these children
over time. This research focused on examining dretocial-cognitive difficulties
represent an actual deficit, or, simply take lortgeiievelop among children with learning
disabilities (e.g., Jackson et al., 1987). Lasilfew more recent studies have compared
children with and without learning disabilities social-cognitive skills that are analogous to
the steps in Crick and Dodge’s (1994) social infation-processing model. Results from
these different types of studies are reviewed baétoprovide converging evidence for the
wide ranging social-cognitive deficits of childresith learning disabilities.

Deficits in interpreting nonverbal social informati. Nonverbal behavior is inherent
in all social interactions and is often more ambiggithan verbal behavior; additional
interpretation into the nature of nonverbal behaigdherefore frequent and necessary.
These interpretations can greatly affect one’s eagions, and, in turn, how one
communicates and behaves with others (Custrini €lrian, 1989). For example, if

children’s assessments of nonverbal behavior aecurate, it could lead them to respond
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inappropriately. Research into the interpretatioingsonverbal behavior by children with
learning disabilities has, therefore, focused oetiver they can accurately evaluate common
nonverbal features such as facial expressionsygsstand vocal tones.

For example, in an early investigation by Wiig athalris (1974), a videotape of a
young female, pantomiming nonverbal expressiorengkr, embarrassment, fear,
frustration, joy, and love was shown to adolesceinitis and without learning disabilities;
those with learning disabilities made more subistitis or mislabeled these emotions more
often than those without learning disabilities.u$hadolescent students with learning
disabilities appear to have difficulty using norarbehaviors such as body gestures and
facial expressions to decipher emotions when cogv@y motion picture.

Similar results were found with respect to theigbdf children with learning
disabilities to interpret nonverbal information gpeated in static pictures. For example,
when Bruno (1981) asked children with and with@atrhing disabilities who were between
the ages of 9 and 11 to interpret pictures of $sdiaations, those with learning disabilities
were significantly more inaccurate in their intesfations of visual cues; they made a greater
number of false inferences and were more likeliptws on irrelevant details. In addition,
even when shown simple static pictures, childreth @isabilities had difficulty interpreting
the overall meaning of social situations (Salonggétitinger, 1985).

Although earlier research on the interpretationafiverbal social information by
students with and without learning disabilitiesiegtly presented only visual information,
the majority of more recent research focused owgingithe modality of the information.

This research was driven by the need to clarifyniieire of the social-cognitive difficulties
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that contribute to children with learning disalig’ problems interpreting social interactions.
In particular, whether having information from mah@an one modality (e.g., visual and
auditory information) makes it easier or hardertfar child to be accurate in their
interpretations has been of interest. The residltisis research are instrumental in
determining under what conditions children withrfeag disabilities are more likely to
interpret social information accurately as wellragdetermining the extent of their
difficulties. Trouble interpreting information fmo both modalities and from each modality
separately would imply more serious difficultiesmsocial-cognitive processing than
difficulty only with a combination of modalitiedn addition, pinpointing specific modalities
(such as visual information) that are difficult ttie child to interpret may indicate which
ones are likely contributing to difficulty integnad information from more than one modality
(e.q., visual and auditory).

Two relatively more recent investigations, one agk$on et al. (1987) and the other
by Sisterhern and Gerber (1989), used videotapguieats to present nonverbal behavior to
students with and without learning disabilitiesurthermore, these videotaped segments
showed alternating clips of pure visual, pure aarglitand a combination of visual and
auditory information. The results of these invgations substantiate and extend those of the
two aforementioned studies: adolescent studentsleatrning disabilities were found to be
less skilled in understanding nonverbal socialim@tion when it was presented visually as
well as when it was multisensory (both visual andi#ry) in nature. Whether information
from the auditory channel alone is difficult foetfe children to interpret is less clear.

Neither Jackson et al. nor Sisterhern and Gerhardehildren with learning disabilities to
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be at a significant disadvantage in their abilityrterpret nonverbal auditory cues. In
contrast, Jarvis and Justice (1992) found thabjuaind senior high school-aged students
with learning disabilities were significantly leascurate in interpreting taped recorded (and
thus auditory) stories that depicted adults in lyappxious, angry, and sad social
interactions. Because these stories were spokevever, the children were really being
presented with two aspects of information. Thernmfation was both verbal and auditory in
nature; difficulty interpreting the verbal conteritthis information could have been
interfering with their ability to interpret auditpnonverbal cues, such as affective tone.

Deficits in interpreting verbal social informatiorindeed, additional support for
difficulty interpreting verbal information has corfrem the results of studies such as those
of Pearl and Cosden (1982) and Weiss (1984). RedrlCosden (1982) showed students
with learning disabilities and those without leagndisabilities clips from soap operas and
asked them to assess the feelings displayed; ehildith learning disabilities were
consistently less accurate than their classmatesderstanding these more life-like social
interactions which included verbal expressionse figsults of this study, therefore, suggest
that in addition to children with learning disatés having difficulty discerning the meaning
of nonverbal social cues they see, they may alse trauble interpreting the meaning of
verbal information they hear.

Additional research by Weiss (1984) provides furinadence that children with
learning disabilities may have trouble interpretsogial information presented verbally as
well as indirect evidence for deficits in the sbamormation-processing of these children.

Unlike the latter studies’ presentation of nonvésklisual and verbal auditory information at
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the same time with soap opera vignettes, childiéveiss’ (1984) study either saw
videotaped interactions or heard verbal descriptafithose interactions. Children with
learning disabilities interpreted both the videat@@and verbal descriptions of scenarios as
more unfriendly than children without learning digiies, suggesting that it is difficult for
them to interpret social interactions even whermakinformation is presented separately.

In addition, when these children were later askemiithe content of the verbal
information they had been presented with, childugh learning disabilities recalled fewer
correct items than children without disabilitiedlirating difficulty with the storage and
retrieval of verbal information. This finding i®nhsurprising given that cognitive and
academic difficulties are defining features of teag disabilities. It is, nonetheless, a
significant finding because difficulty storing aretrieving verbal social information
suggests that the inaccurate interpretations d¢drem with learning disabilities may result
from information not being encoded properly, thetfstep in Crick and Dodge’s (1994)
social information-processing model. Furthermdrsocial information is not being
encoded and retrieved properly, the implicatioth& these children are evaluating social
cues without having access to relevant informadiod are likely relying on other knowledge
or information they possess. In other words, chidwith learning disabilities, like
aggressive children, may be overlooking relevaniadanformation and interpreting the
social behavior of others negatively due to an -okadrance on faulty schemas they possess
for social situations or events (Crick & Dodge, 499

Lastly, the results of the study by Weiss (1984)sgnificant because they suggest

that social-cognitive difficulties are really assded with the child’s learning disability
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rather than other behavioral features they maygssssBoth the children with and the
children without learning disabilities were alsassified as being aggressive or
nonaggressive. Difficulty interpreting nonverb&ual and verbal auditory information was
consistently more difficult for aggressive and nggr@ssive children with learning
disabilities than for children of these behaviaab-types who did not have learning
disabilities. This finding is of interest becaaggression has not only been found to
commonly co-occur with learning disabilities, batlte a characteristic of children who are
not well accepted by their peers (e.g., Konstaas&Homatidis, 1989; Parker & Asher,
1987). In addition, aggressive children are mikely than nonaggressive children to make
faulty, hostile, attributions when interpreting edenformation due to a reliance on
inappropriate schemas (Crick & Dodge, 1994). Thhes social-cognitive difficulties of
children with learning disabilities could actualig a function of other behavioral features
they may possess such as aggression. That ths IsyuWeiss (1984) found similar social-
cognitive deficits among children with learningahdities regardless of whether they were
aggressive or nonaggressive suggests that leadrgagilities uniquely contribute to the
social-cognitive processing deficits of childreroab and beyond contributions made by
aggression. As suggested above, and consistdnsagial information-processing theory,
however, it is possible that these deficits ofdtgh with learning disabilities and difficulties
of aggressive children may manifest in a similannmex (e.g., an over-reliance on inaccurate
schemas).

In addition to the above research on verbal and&dral communication, research

on children with learning disabilities’ role-takisgills also provides support for the premise
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that they evidence social-cognitive deficits. Rialking or being able to put oneself in
another person’s shoes is a complex cognitive-aeactivity that is critical to gaining
further knowledge of and compassion for others (&)d 975). It seems logical, then, that if
children have trouble interpreting the emotionsthiers due to social-cognitive deficits, that
these deficits would also lead them to have difficunderstanding and taking the viewpoint
of others; this appears to be the case. In a styddickstein and Warren (1980), children
from age five to eleven were asked to engage eetlwle-taking tasks. One task was to
determine what another child was thinking, a seashdt another was feeling, and a third
what another child was seeing from a different pective. Across all three tasks, children
with learning disabilities performed less compdietitan children without disabilities.
These findings have also extended to the role-ptpgf various real-life situations such as
making friends. For example, Stone and LaGrec84)LBad children with and without
learning disabilities take the role of making fidsrnwith a new child at school. While
engaging in this task, children with learning diéabs received a lower overall rating on a
global judgment of their social competence, indigathat their schema for how to go about
making friends with another child may not have baecurate.

Somewhat more current investigations have beenectnad with whether these
extensive difficulties represent an actual defimitrather, a deficiency that improves over
time. For example, as mentioned earlier, studiek ss that of Sisterhern and Gerber (1989)
have included several age groups of students.oAgh all of the 14, 16, and 18 year-old
students who patrticipated in this study improvethiir ability to interpret visual and multi-

sensory nonverbal social cues, across the age gradplescents with learning disabilities
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continued to show poorer social-perceptual abilBymilarly, when Jackson et al. (1987)
examined 11, 14, and 17 year-old children with arttout learning disabilities over time,
they all improved in their ability to interpret nagrbal social information, but proportional
differences in their abilities remained. Thesdlifilys suggest an actual deficit in social-
cognitive ability in children with learning disaibiés. If the differences in social-cognitive
ability of children with and without learning dighties were the result of a developmental
lag, then proportionate differences between th&segroups should have lessened with age.

Deficits within the framework of social informatipnocessing Earlier, support for
the present investigation’s use of Crick and Dod&994) model to account for the social
difficulties of children with learning disabilitiesas inferred by conceptualizing research on
these children’s specific social-cognitive defigitishin the basic tenets of the model.
Although research directly examining the model’sigfto explain the social difficulties of
children has primarily been done with aggressiwr@maggressive children, initial evidence
for the model’s usefulness in explaining the sodifiiculties of children with learning
disabilities does exist.

In particular, the results of two key investigaspone by Tur-Kaspa and Bryan
(1994) and another by Bauminger, Edelzstein, andabto(2005), directly link the manner in
which children with learning disabilities procesgisl information with the steps of Crick
and Dodge’s (1994) social information-processingleto Tur-Kaspa and Bryan (1994),
compared children with learning disabilities in thed, fourth, seventh, and eighth grades
with low achieving and high achieving students friti@ same grades on several measures.

All students were assessed on their social infaongirocessing skills as well as on teacher
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ratings of their overall social competence and sthdjustment. Social information-
processing skills were assessed with an adaptstwesf Dodge’s (1986) original social
information-processing skills measure. This measgsesses social information-processing
skills by presenting individuals with social scanar(the adapted version had five) on
videotape and then by asking a series of questitinsh tap into each step of the model. For
example, to assess how well an individual has eect@aformation about the scenario, the
first step of the model, children were presentetthwie following prompt: “Tell me
everything you remember about the story.”

The results of this study by Tur-Kaspa and Bryd@9{) are notable to the current
investigation in several ways. First, student$wiD had significantly lower performance
on the encoding, representation, response seasjmse decision, and enactment processes
of the model in comparison to average-achievindestts. Thus, this study provides direct
evidence for the usefulness of Crick and Dodge2®4) social information-processing
model in characterizing the social-cognitive duflites of these students. Second, there is
evidence from this study to suggest that studeittslearning disabilities have difficulty
with two of the most important of these social mfi@tion-processing steps, encoding and
the ability to generate competent solutions. ThkSieulties appear to be the result of actual
deficits in processing rather than an artifactost bcademic achievement; students with
learning disabilities scored significantly lower these steps than did low achieving students.
Third, children in the lower grades’ social infortea-processing skills were significantly
correlated with teachers’ ratings of social compegeand school adjustment. This finding,

at least for younger children, supports the notiat accurate completion of each step of
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Crick and Dodge’s (1994) model will result in bejogged or evaluated as socially
competent; the implication then is that poor perfance on these social information-
processing steps can account for one’s sociatdlffes. Lastly, a noteworthy result of this
study is that the social information-processindiéds outlined in Crick and Dodge’s model
(1994) were able to reliably differentiate betwdleose children with and those children
without learning disabilities (Tur-kaspa & Bryar@24). In other words, poor performance
on the steps of this model was so common thatm@nldith learning disabilities could be
identified based on this performance alone.

Bauminger et al. (2005) also compared children waittd without learning disabilities
on social-cognitive processes associated with GimekDodge’s (1994) social information-
processing model. Similar to Tur-Kaspa and BryEd94), Bauminger et al. (2005) found
that children with learning disabilities had mor#iculty than those without learning
disabilities encoding social cues and generatingraple number of solutions (although
solutions that were generated were usually compatahsimilar to those of children without
learning disabilities). With respect to the resgwdecision step of the model though,
children with learning disabilities produced fevegpropriate responses than those without
learning disabilities. Unlike Tur-kaspa and Brya894) these researchers examined
whether the response decision of a child was mwith the social goals they identified in
the clarification of goals step. In addition tamag fewer social goals, children with
learning disabilities were less likely to produoeisal goals congruent with their response

decision.
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In sum, research on children with disabilities angarticular, children with learning
disabilities, suggests that these individuals ldear deficits in their ability to interpret and
understand social information that they might bespnted with during everyday interactions.
These deficits appear to exist regardless of théatity in which the information is
presented, the age of the child, and the presdruther problematic behaviors such as
aggression. In light of this theoretical supportgocial-cognitive deficits among children
with learning problems, the present study took aene@ological approach and extended this
research by examining the implications of thesecdsffor children with learning disabilities
in inclusive classrooms and by also consideringeffects that other factors, such as these
students’ behavior, would have.

Learning Disability Status and Behavior Problems

In addition to social status differences and sewtgnitive differences between
children with and without learning disabilitiessearch dating back to the late 1960s has
substantiated that problem behaviors are more camanwng children with learning
disabilities. In 1969, for example, Myklebust, Bes, Olson, and Cole (as cited in Bryan &
Bryan, 1983) reported teacher ratings indicatirag thildren with learning disabilities were
less cooperative, less attentive, less organiesd,dapable of coping with new situations,
less responsible, and less tactful than those witlearning disabilities. Similar to these
teacher ratings, Dorval, McKinney, and FeagansZ)188ind through direct observation,
that interactions that occurred between teachat<hidren with learning disabilities were

more likely to involve the use of behavior managentechniques as a result of rule
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violations they had made than interactions betwkesge teachers and students without
learning disabilities.

The presence of behavioral difficulties among aleitdwith learning disabilities is
also supported by research using cluster analyigis. use of this technique indicates that
behavior problems coincide with learning disat@btirequently enough for specific
behavioral subtypes of this group of children tadentified. Cluster analysis studies such
as that by Speece, McKinney, and Appelbaum (198%¢ ndentified several behavioral
subtypes of learning disabilities, most of whick aeharacterized by maladaptive behaviors
such as varying amounts and patterns of attentignadlems, conduct problems, and
personal adjustment problems.

Additional research on these behavioral charatitesisf children with learning
problems suggests that the presence of inatteatidenyperactive behaviors are those that
are most associated with learning difficulties indergarten and the elementary school-age
years. In two related studies, one by Hinshaw,ridon, Carte, and Cornsweet (1987; as
cited in Hinshaw, 1992) and the other by Morriddiantzicopoulos, and Carte (1989; as
cited in Hinshaw, 1992) kindergarten children akfior learning disabilities (as assessed by
their perceptual and prereading skills) were rabeloe behaviorally deviant across all
dimensions of a teacher rating scale called thadedwroblem Behavior Checkilist.
However, in both studies, although there was aifssgnt negative correlation between the
presence of inattention and hyperactivity and @eireg achievement, this relationship either
did not also exist between conduct problems ancepdeng skills, or, if it did, when

attention problems were partialled out, negatisoeisitions between conduct problems and
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prereading no longer existed. In addition to &yamg the nature of specific behavioral
correlates of learning difficulties, these studies noteworthy because they demonstrate that
inattentive and hyperactive behaviors are relateatdemic readiness problems in children
at a young age, before being exposed to an academiculum.

A study by Frick (1991; as cited by Hinshaw, 198Bp found inattention and
hyperactivity to be more associated with learniifficdities than conduct disorder in school-
age children. Children were classified as ADHDhawct disordered, or as a control group
on the basis of parent, teacher, and child intarwdormation. Furthermore, six to 20
percent (depending on the criteria used) of the Blaid conduct disordered children
showed signs of underachievement. Further anat@#solling for the presence of both
ADHD and conduct disorder symptoms in some childhenvever, revealed that only
ADHD was uniquely associated with underachievemiet;apparent relationship between
conduct disorder and underachievement was reaéiytathe presence of attention-related
problems in many children with conduct disorder.

Other research, although not necessarily concestddifferentiating among
behavior problems that co-occur with learning dili#ds, documents strong overlap
between inattentive and hyperactive behaviors earhing disabilities in school-age
children. In terms of attention-related behavi@sgsham and Reschly (1986) found that
teachers rated children already identified withr@zy disabilities to be less competent on
behaviors such as attending, completing tasksgviatig directions, and independent

seatwork. With respect to hyperactivity, Lamberti &andoval (1980; as cited in Bruck &
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Hebert, 1982) reported that in a school samplénddien identified with hyperactivity, 43%
could be objectively classified as having a leagrdisability.

Similarly, children already identified with learmgrdisabilities have been found to
exhibit problems with hyperactivity. For examplea study by Bruck and Herbert (1982),
15% of children identified with a learning disatyilalso displayed high levels of
hyperactivity. Furthermore, hyperactivity was fduo be strongly related to interpersonal
relationship ratings, regardless of whether oranohild had a learning disability. However,
given that hyperactive behaviors have a fair amo@icbmorbidity with learning disabilities
and that hyperactivity, rather than disability siéisation was related to peer ratings in Bruck
and Herbert ‘s (1982) study, it may be that beh@biaspects of children with learning
disabilities, such as their hyperactivity, are mrspble for lower social status.

In addition to the single studies mentionedvahmeta-analytic reviews of
research in this area corroborate links betweeawehproblems and learning difficulties.
The meta-analysis, mentioned earlier, by Swansdrivéalone (1992) also included studies
that indexed children with learning disabilitieghaviors. When effect sizes were calculated
across studies examining behavioral characteristich as aggression, personality,
inadequacy-immaturity problems, and the abilitgt@y on-task, moderate to highly positive
effect sizes (e.g., ES=.49-.98) were found. Theselts suggest that children with learning
disabilities have a tendency to be more aggrestveave more negative ratings with respect
to personality problems and inadequate/immatur@vieh and to have difficulty attending,

compared to their peers without learning disake#iti
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A more recent investigation by McConaughy and Matti(1994) also examined the
relationship between learning disabilities and bargoroblems. The nature of this
relationship was examined in greater depth, howdaecomparing the behavior ratings of
parents and teachers for children who had beesifttabwith serious emotional disturbance
(SED) and learning disabilities (LD) according tate definitions of these disabilities with
children who had no disability label. The resuwitshis study, like those of the
aforementioned studies, confirmed that childremwetirning disabilities are more likely to
have behavior problems than children without dig#s; children identified with a learning
disability had more behavior problems than norneasiamples of a comparable age and
gender.

Moreover, McConaughy and Mattison (1994) extenthedrésults of past research on
the behavior problems of children with learningatbidities by also investigating the severity
of these behavior problems. They found that intaadto having a greater number of
behavior problems than children without LD, largggentages of children with LD had
behavior rating scores greater than or equal tddsbne cut off points indicative of clinical
deviance. In other words, students with LD notyappear to have a greater number of
behavior problems than students without LD butdoilgit behavior problems that are of a
greater intensity. Just how intense are theseuviaiseof children with learning disabilities?
In order to determine the relative severity of dreh with learning disabilities’ behavior
problems, their behaviors were also compared tsetlod children with a serious emotional
disturbance. Given that the presence of behavar@lor emotional problems is a defining

feature of serious emotional disturbance, childdassified as SED should exhibit a greater
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number and severity of behavior problems than oiiddentified with LD. Indeed, children
who had been identified as SED were rated sigmtlgdnigher than children with learning
disabilities on all scales of the teacher versibthe CBCL (TRF) and all but one scale of the
CBCL (Somatic Complaints). In addition, a sigrafintly greater number of children with
SED were rated to be above the borderline clirdaélpoints on all scales of the CBCL and
TRF. Thus, although children with LD appear toda greater number of and more intense
behavior problems than children without LD, theunatof these problems is not as grave as
that of children with a serious emotional disturtxE&an
Learning Disability Status and Peer Acceptance

Research dating back to the 1970s has documerdgedHitdren with learning
disabilities not only experience academic diffimdf but also have difficulty interacting with
peers (Kavale & Forness, 1996). The results abseetric status research on children who
have learning disabilities have consistently inthdathat these children are less likely to be
accepted than their peers without learning dig#ésli For example, in one early
investigation by Bryan (1976, as cited in Wong, @0@hildren with learning disabilities
received fewer votes of social acceptance and naes of social rejection from their peers
than children without learning disabilities. A dele later, when Ray (1985) compared the
social characteristics of students with and witHeatning disabilities in third through sixth
grade mainstream classrooms, those with learnseapdities were more likely to have a
rejected status and less likely to have a popt#dns among their peers.

Further corroboration for this less favorable sbsiatus comes from two earlier

meta-analytic reviews, one by Swanson and Malo882), which compiled the results of 39
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studies on children with learning disabilities, dhd other by Ochoa and Olivarez (1995),
which used the results of 17 sociometric studieshdtiren with learning disabilities. Both
meta-analyses found that children with learningbligies were less accepted and more
socially rejected than their peers without learrdigabilities. It is interesting to note,
however, that in the meta-analysis by Swanson aaldhé (1992), even though a majority
of children with learning disabilities in the stadiexamined were less accepted and/or more
socially rejected, by default, between 16 and 22%a&se children had to have been at least
as well accepted as those without disabilitiese dtithors did not, however, point these
results out, despite their significance in suggesthat although most children with learning
disabilities have a lowered social status, nobthem do. Thus, peer difficulties among
these children are common but are not a definimgattteristic or an unequivocal
consequence of learning disabilities. Peer diffies are, however a very likely aspect of
these children’s lives, as is evident by the twdaranalyses mentioned above and a more
recent one which is now discussed.

A recent meta-analysis by Nowicki (2003), whicimgled the results of studies
since 1990, similarly documents that children vietrning disabilities are often not well-
accepted and are more likely to be rejected by fre®rs than those without learning
disabilities. This particular meta-analysis isalbée, however, because it provides some
additional information not previously included ireta-analyses. Recent studies concerning
the peer acceptance of children with learning dig&ls have compared their social status to
that of different subgroups of children withoutreiag disabilities, such as low-, average-,

and high-achieving students, to determine if comspas with these different groups alter the
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relationship between peer acceptance and learmsaditities. This more recent meta-
analysis by Nowicki (2003) incorporated such reslear

Nowicki (2003) aggregated the results of 32 studi®sme of these studies compared
the social status of children with learning disitiles to those without learning disabilities in
inclusive classrooms and some compared childreim le@rning disabilities to students
characterized by low, average, and/or high aveaagdemic achievement in inclusive
settings. When studies had not created differelmeaement categories for students without
learning disabilities, these students were plandte average- to high-achieving category
for the meta-analysis. Effect sizes indicatingdifeerence between these groups on
sociometric status were then computed. Compareag m@tings of social preference for
children with learning disabilities to that of aage- to high-achieving students yielded a
large effect size, indicating that students witheatning disabilities typically received
higher social preference scores. In contrastetfeet size computed for differences in the
social preference scores of children with learmisgbilities and low-achieving children was
medium; there was, however, a range of variahititthese studies with respect to social
preference scores. This was largely due to twdiestby Vaughn and colleagues that
resulted in widely differing effect sizes (NowicRQ03). In particular, in one study by
Vaughn et al. (1992; as cited in Nowicki, 2003)gai&ve, medium effect sizes were reported
and indicated that children without learning disiéibs preferred those with a learning
disability over low-achieving children in their sroom. In contrast, in another study by
Vaughn et al. (1990) children in kindergarten pnefé low-achieving classmates over those

who had a learning disability. The medium effezeseported by Nowicki (2003),
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therefore, tentatively, indicates that low-achigvahildren have better social status in
inclusive classrooms than children with learninggadbilities, but that this difference is not as
great as when children with learning disabilities @ompared to average-to high-achieving
students.

The results of this meta-analysis therefore suggest again that children with
learning disabilities are not as well regardedh®jrtpeers as children without learning
disabilities. Furthermore, the differences in efffeize found when these children were
compared to average/ high-achieving students amehtthieving students may suggest that
peers view children with learning disabilities dad-achieving students as more similar
with respect to being socially competent. Thesdifigs are interesting because they suggest
that there may be a common feature among thesdrehithat is associated with their lower
social status. Any number of things could expkioh a difference. For example, similar
social status ratings among children with learrdiggbilities and low-achieving children
could suggest that either a common cognitive featinnong these children contributes to
both their academic and peer difficulties, or s$tagmatization due to the academic
difficulties of both children may lead to negatpeer views.

The latter notion has, in fact, been suggestedh adtarnative explanation for children
with learning disabilities’ social difficulties.t has been suggested that it is the
stigmatization of having a learning disability aiedeiving special services, more so than
social difficulties, that results in lower peertata(Bryan & Bryan, 1986). If stigmatization
were contributing to poor acceptance and rejectiman the social behavioral problems of

these children would not be very predictive of tipaer status. Instead, low social
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acceptance and rejection would be artifacts ofgpkbeled with a learning disability.
Research into the social difficulties of childrerthwlearning disabilities, however, suggests
that these children’s social problems and low atzoege/rejection are not a result of their
disability label but are features of the disabiitself. In a study examining the sociometric
status of students in kindergarten, those who Vatee identified with learning disabilities
were more likely to have had low peer acceptanibegsiand a rejected status in
kindergarten (Vaughn, Hogan, Kouzekanani, & Shafdig®0). Given that poor sociometric
ratings were present before the children were éadeled” as having a learning disability,
social difficulty does not appear to be the restiftigmatization but, rather, an associated
feature of the disability.

In conclusion, then, individual studies and metakgses of these studies concur with
respect to the relationship between learning digglstatus and peer acceptance. Children
with learning disabilities typically have sociaffdiulties, which are evident by the fact that
they are not as well received by their classmatdb@se without learning disabilities. In
particular, children with learning disabilities teto be less socially accepted and more
socially rejected than their peers without learrdigabilities. Students with learning
disabilities also appear to be less socially asmepnhd more socially rejected than low-
achieving students but the extent of this diffeeehas not always been found and the effect

does not appear to be as great as it is for higieaing students.
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CHAPTER THREE
Research Aims

Statement of the Problem

As detailed in the previous chapter, childrerhvi&arning disabilities are more
likely to have low acceptance or to be rejectedhayr peers than children without learning
disabilities (e.g., Swanson & Malone, 1992). Aligb the lower peer acceptance of children
with learning disabilities has been repeatedly doented, few, if any, studies have
examined the pathways that might explain this i@hghip. The research literature does,
however, provide some intriguing clues that thedomeer acceptance of children with
learning disabilities might be explained by thempiired social cognition and/or higher
levels of disruptive behavior. Specifically, res#ahas found that, on the average, children
with learning disabilities differ from their norntlachieving peers on both social cognition
and social behavior (e.g., McKinney & Feagans, 1$dgterhern & Gerber, 1989).
Furthermore, other researchers studying predictiopger acceptance in the general
population of children have found that social céigns and social behavior predicted
children’s sociometric status (e.g., Putallaz, 2988on et al., 2000).

Despite these observed associations, few studieslimked the social cognitions and
behavior of children with learning disabilitiestteeir peer acceptance and virtually no
studies have explored the relationship among thasables in the same group of children.
The present investigation was, therefore, uniqueanit directly examined whether
compromised functioning in two general domainsjaamgnition and behavior, may

“explain” the lower social acceptance observediideen with learning disabilities as
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compared to their peers without learning disabiti In order to investigate such a
relationship, correlations among learning disapsiatus (learning disabilities versus no
learning disabilities), social cognition (as aseddsy children’s accuracy in reporting peer
friendships), externalizing behavior, and peer ptangce were reviewed by drawing upon
extant data from a large study of children’s softiakctioning.

Investigating the links between these variableslaner peer acceptance in children
with learning disabilities is an important objeetigiven the well-documented association
that exists between peer status and children’ntiend future functioning (e.g., Parker &
Asher, 1987). Although links between children’gpstatus and current and future
functioning are correlational, developmental thetsrhave suggested that social acceptance
likely provides very important opportunities foetdevelopment of adaptive psychosocial
functioning and adjustment and, thus, that itva@able of great interest. In the present
study, the relationships of social-cognitive défi@nd levels of externalizing behavior to
lowered peer acceptance in children with learniisglalities were tested with a mediation
model using a correlational design. Thus, sintbaresearch examining the relationship
between peer status and children’s current anddutunctioning, the design of the present
study can lead to implications about the relatigpslmong these variables but not direct
causal inferences. A correlational design is @ssary first step in research examining the
processes that lead to the lowered peer acceptdrmtddren with learning disabilities,
however. Such research sets the stage for teasimbypothesized causal model more

directly. For example, interventions addressirggdbgnitive and behavioral deficits of
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children with learning disabilities could be desdrand their impact on children with
learning disabilities’ social acceptance examined.

In sum, then, the aim of the present study wastbihitial evidence demonstrating
that the social cognitions and behaviors of childrgth learning disabilities are related to
differences in peer acceptance that exist betwsesetchildren and children without learning
disabilities. More specifically, social cognitiand externalizing behavior were predicted to
account for (mediate) the relationship that redeass repeatedly demonstrated between
learning disability status and peer acceptance, @wanson & Malone, 1992). The
following hypotheses were designed to fulfill thenditions that Baron and Kenny (1986)
have outlined as necessary to demonstrate thatableamediates an already demonstrated
relationship between two variables.

Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1 Children’s disability status (LD vs. nonLD) wpkedict their peer
acceptance, such that classification as LD wilhbgatively related to children’s social
preference scores.

Support for this hypothesis comes from researchhths repeatedly demonstrated
that, within inclusive classrooms, children witladeing disabilities tend to have lower social
status than those without learning disabilitiesr iRstance, in one early investigation by
Bryan (1976, as cited in Wong, 2000), children vigarning disabilities received fewer
votes of social acceptance and more votes of smgedtion from their peers than children

without learning disabilities. A decade later, whay (1985) compared students with and
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without learning disabilities, those with learnidigabilities were more likely to have a
rejected status and less likely to have a poptddns.

Further corroboration for this less favorable sbsiatus comes from two meta-
analytic reviews, one by Swanson and Malone (198Rich compiled the results of 39
studies on children with learning disabilities, dhd other by Ochoa and Olivarez (1995),
which used the results of 17 sociometric studieshdtiren with learning disabilities. Both
meta-analyses found that children with learningbligies were less accepted and more
socially rejected than their peers without learrdigabilities. A more recent meta-analysis
by Nowicki (2003) similarly found that children \mitearning disabilities were not well-
accepted and more likely to be rejected by peens those without learning disabilities.

In addition, Nowicki (2003) also aggregated thauhssof studies to compare the
social status of children with learning disabikti® students without learning disabilities
who were characterized as having low, averagepamijh average academic achievement.
Nowicki (2003) found that peer ratings of sociatference for children with learning
disabilities compared to those for average- to {faghieving students yielded a large effect
size, indicating that average/high achieving sttslgypically received much higher social
preference scores. In contrast, the effect sizdifterences in social preference scores
between children with learning disabilities and 1aghieving children was medium.
Although two studies among those comparing studeittslearning disabilities to low-
achieving students produced discrepant resuls ntleidium effect size, tentatively, indicates
that low-achieving children have higher socialssahan children with learning disabilities,

but that this difference is not as great as wheld@m with learning disabilities are
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compared to average/ high achieving children. Timapeer acceptance of low-achieving
students is more similar to that of children witarning disabilities than to that of
average/high achieving students suggests moressitigs among these two groups with
respect to social competency. However, a compabstween these two groups, children
with learning disabilities and low-achieving chauir still produced a medium effect size in
peer acceptance, thus suggesting that the lowerpeeptance of students with learning
disabilities is more than just an artifact of tbevlacademic achievement that these students
also have.

Thus, there is much support, indicating that cleihdwith learning disabilities are
more likely to be rejected and less likely to beegted by classmates than children without
learning disabilities. Additionally, the meta-aysk by Nowicki (2003) tentatively suggests
that the presence of a learning disability is ualguelated to lower peer acceptance, above
and beyond that of just the low academic achievénen these children tend to have. As a
result, it was predicted in the current study thiaether a child had a learning disability
would be related to peer acceptance, such thatrdsence of a learning disability would be
associated with lower social preference scores.

Hypothesis 2 Children’s disability status (LD vs. nonLD) wpkedict their social-
cognitive accuracy, such that classification asviilbbe negatively related to children’s
accuracy in identifying the peer groups in theassl.

Support for this hypothesis comes from researtingldack to the 1970s that has
consistently reported that children with learningpdbilities have a broad range of difficulties

in social-perceptual skills (Holder & Kirpatrick921). Such deficits were primarily
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documented by examining whether children with leagrdisabilities could draw appropriate
inferences from both nonverbal behavior and vesbalal information (e.g., Dickstein &
Warren, 1980; Sisterhern & Gerber, 1989; Weiss4198ig & Harris, 1974). More current
research has demonstrated that children with legrdisabilities also have more difficulty
than those without learning disabilities when présé with social information and asked
guestions that tap into each step of Crick and [@tdgpcial information-processing model
(1986, 1994). Few studies have used this methgg@o it is noteworthy that two studies
(Bauminger et al., 2005; Tur-Kapsa & Bryan, 199ttdid so both found that children with
learning disabilities were less accurate in tha Btep of Crick and Dodge’s model (1986,
1994), encoding social information, than those authearning disabilities.

Thus, research since the 1970s has demonstratechtltien with learning
disabilities have social-cognitive deficits and ‘Kapsa and Bryan (1994) and Bauminger et
al. (2005) extended these findings to include difies engaging in steps, such as encoding,
from Crick and Dodge’s (1986, 1994) social inforinatprocessing model. Given these
findings, it was asserted in the present studychidren with learning disabilities would
have more difficulty encoding social informatiorgaeding the peer groups that exist in their
classroom than children without learning disalasti

Hypothesis 3 Children’s disability status (LD vs. nonLD) wgkedict their
externalizing behavior, such that classificatioh.Bswill be positively related to teacher
ratings of children’s externalizing behavior on BCL.

Support for this hypothesis comes from researcimgléack to the late 1960s that has

substantiated that problem behaviors are more camanwng children with learning
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disabilities. In 1969, for example, Myklebust, Bes, Olson, and Cole (as cited in Bryan &
Bryan, 1983) found that teachers rated childreih V@arning disabilities as less cooperative,
less attentive, and less tactful than those witheaming disabilities. Relatively more recent
studies have used more advanced statistical asaiysketect and support that having a
learning disability is related to the presenceeatidvior problems. For instance, Speece,
McKinney, and Appelbaum (1985) used cluster analgsibehavioral ratings of children
with learning disabilities and identified behavilosabtypes of learning disabilities, most of
which were characterized by maladaptive behavioh &$ attentional problems, conduct
problems, and personal adjustment problems.

Additional research, using methods such as stalstontrol of behavioral
characteristics and meta-analysis have also swgipartelationship between learning
disabilities and externalizing behavior. For imst, two related studies, one by Hinshaw,
Morrison, Carte, and Cornsweet (1987; as citedimshhw, 1992) and the other by
Morrison, Mantzicopoulos, and Carte (1989; as ditedinshaw, 1992) examined the
behaviors of kindergarten children at risk for leag disabilities (as assessed by their
perceptual and pre-reading skills). Both studiesfl a significant negative correlation
between inattention and hyperactivity and pre-negdichievement, but this relationship
either did not exist between conduct problems ard@ading skills, or, if it did, when
attention problems were patrtialled out, the refeglop was no longer upheld. These studies
suggest that learning difficulties and externaliZbehavior, such as hyperactivity, co-exist

and do so from an early age.
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Furthermore, these behavior problems that tenditt & children with learning
difficulties from a young age appear to be assedi&tatures of the disability rather than a
distinct, co-morbid disorder. McCounaghey and Matt (1994) conducted a meta-analysis
across studies examining the behavioral charattsrisf children with learning disabilities
and across studies assessing the behavioral chastcs of children with serious emotional
disturbance (SED). Although moderate (and sigaifig effect sizes were found for
externalizing behavior in children with learningalbilities, they did not reach the level of
the behavior problems that characterized childregh &SED, for whom behavior problem
effect sizes were high compared to typical childrénlight of the above research findings,
which suggest that behavior problems are an agsddi@ature of learning disabilities, it was
posited in the present study that children withinesy disabilities would exhibit greater
externalizing behavior, as assessed by CBCL teaakiags, than children without learning
disabilities.

Hypothesis 4 Across the entire study sample (LD and nonLD loime@d), children’s
social-cognitive accuracy will be related to pesreptance, such that greater accuracy in
identifying peer group members within in one’s slasll be associated with higher social
preference scores.

Support for this hypothesis comes from researchstigating the social cognitions
and peer acceptance of children in general and fesmarch on different sub-groups of
children whose social-cognitive abilities and paereptance vary. With respect to children
in general, varying social-cognitive ability (e.theory of mind) among 67 pre-school

children was found to predict their sociometridssawithin the classroom, such that social-
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cognitive ability was significantly and positivetprrelated with sociometric status
nominations they received. Furthermore, understgnaf mind accounted for changes in
sociometric status above and beyond that expléigezhildren’s language ability (Cassidy et
al., 2003).

Additional support for an association betweenaaognition and peer acceptance
among children comes from research that examiresethariables among different sub-
groups of children such as those who are sociatlydrawn or aggressive. For instance, in a
study by Harrist et al. (1997), information abdw sociometric status of four sub-groups of
socially withdrawn children was collected and hyyatical vignettes were used to assess
their ability to engage in each step of Crick aratlfe’s (1994) social information-
processing model. The general trend was for wativdrsubtypes who had social
information-processing skills similar to those ohwithdrawn children, to obtain a pattern
of fewer negative social status nominations andvitindrawn subtypes, exhibiting more
social-cognitive difficulties, to have more negatsocial status nominations. Similarly,
aggressive children tend to have more negativeaksi@tus among their classmates (Crick &
Dodge, 1994) but when their social-cognitive algifitare more accurate, their social status
tends to be better than that of aggressive childiémless proficient social-cognitive ability
(Yoon et al., 2000).

In general, then, children who have better soognitive ability tend to have more
positive social status or peer acceptance witheir ttlassrooms. Additionally, among
children with certain behavioral features, suclaggression or withdrawal, those with better

social-cognitive ability (i.e., abilities that amgore similar to those of children without such
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behaviors) tend to have better social status. rGiliese findings, it was predicted that
among all children of the present study, greateras@ognitive accuracy in naming the peer
groups of one’s classroom would be predictive eatgr social preference by classmates.

Hypothesis 5 Across the entire study sample (LD and nonLD loimd), children’s
externalizing behaviors will be related to peeregtance, such that more frequent reports of
externalizing behavior by teachers will be relat@tbwer social preference scores.

Support for this hypothesis comes from researchhhs repeatedly found that
behavior among children is predictive of their paeceptance (Crick & Dodge, 1994). For
instance, Dodge (1983), in an exploratory studguged a sample of boys into the
sociometric categories of popular, rejected, négtbacontroversial, and average. The
behaviors of these boys were then observed angizatbto determine if there were any
behavioral predictors of peer status; he foundttiatwas the case given that boys who were
rejected or neglected tended to engage in significaigher rates of inappropriate behavior
and rejected boys were also significantly morelyite be aggressive. In contrast to these
behavioral characteristics associated with rejeatetior neglected status, boys who were
popular among their classmates tended to refram frggression and controversial boys
tended to engage in significantly high rates ohkmibsocial and antisocial behavior. Thus,
varying social status classifications were, in faelated to different behaviors. Further
support for such a relationship comes from stusiieh as that by Putallaz (1988), in which
aggressive and prosocial behavior by children dusipeer entry task predicted peer

rejection and peer popularity, respectively, foumtns later.
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Given these findings, which indicate that inappiage or acting out behavior among
children tends to predict less positive socialustatominations by peers, it was asserted that
among all children who participated in the prestatly, those deemed to have greater
externalizing behavior on CBCL teacher ratings wialko tend to have less positive social
preference scores from classmates.

Hypothesis 6 The relationship of learning disability stataschildren’s peer
acceptance (as indicated by social preference s;avel be at least partially mediated by
their social cognitions and behaviors.

Support for this hypothesis comes from the resesrciewed thus far in providing
evidence for the aforementioned hypotheses andmlsoone additional investigation.
Research discussed thus far has associated tlenpeesf a learning disability with lower
peer acceptance (e.g., Ochoa & Olivarez, 1995; R285; Swanson & Malone, 1992),
social-cognitive deficits (e.g., Dickstein & Warrek®80; Sisterhern & Gerber, 1989; Tur-
Kapsa & Bryan, 1994), and externalizing behaviatpems (e.g., McConaughey &

Mattison, 1994; Speece, McKinney, & Appelbaum,198%) has also linked social-cognitive
ability (e.g., Cassidy et al., 2003; Yoon et al0@) and externalizing behavior problems
(e.g., Dodge, 1983; Putallaz, 1988) to the peeg@ance of children in general.

Additionally, at least one investigation, by Dekoaind Gerris (1994) has found support for a
mediational model among these variables for childinegeneral; social-cognitive ability
predicted one’s social status and this relationslap at least partially mediated by these

children’s behavior.



Learning Disabilities and Peer Autesce 60

The above research findings related the varialfiéise hypothesized model to one
another in children with learning disabilities amddmong children in general, but did so in
separate investigations. Although the investigabyg Dekovic and Gerris (1994), studied
these variables together and found support for thé& in a model among one group of
children, these were children in general, and cardvith learning disabilities were not also
compared to them. Thus, although there is conmgrgvidence from many different lines of
research which implicates the hypothesized motded,dannot be assumed without
specifically investigating the role that social-odtye difficulties and behavior problems
play in mediating the peer acceptance differentebitdren with and without learning
disabilities (Barron & Kenny, 1986). It is pos@bfor example, that the effects of only one
of these hypothesized mediators, such as behdwioe ar social cognition alone, very
strongly contributes to peer acceptance differebedseen children with and without
learning disabilities so that the other does ndtmdich weight to these differences. For
instance, although, Crick and Dodge’s (1994) mbdesl been supported and asserts that
cognitions lead to behaviors which, in turn, leaddcial judgments by others, it is possible
that, because behavior is most salient to the ebsdtnowledge regarding this variable may
be enough to predict the peer acceptance diffesemicehildren with and without learning

disabilities.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Method
Study Overview

The data for the present study were drawn fromegipusly conducted study, the
School Friendship Project. This project, led bg.0Ruth Pearl and Thomas Farmer, was a
longitudinal investigation of children’s social abdhavioral functioning.

The School Friendship Project involved the coltetbf sociometric and behavior
rating data from 1,212 students in 57 classroohgese classrooms were from seven
elementary schools, located in two school districtshe Chicago, lllinois, area. Although
the School Friendship Project had a longitudinahponent, only data from the second wave
of data collection were used in the present studformation from the second rather than
the first cohort of each wave was used becaus€liid Behavior Checklist (CBCL-Teacher
report form), which assessed one of the primargtants in the present study, was not
introduced into the data collection procedureshef$chool Friendship Project until the
second wave of data collection. The first cohorhpleted the second wave of data
collection in Fall of 1998. The second cohort ctetgrl the second wave of data collection
in Fall of 1999. Data from both cohorts were usethe present study.

Participants

Although 1,212 children were included in the Schieeéndship Project, not all
participants’ data were included in the presend\stu~our hundred nine students were
excluded because there was no indication of tipeicial education status in the data files.

An additional 80 students, 60 from cohort one addr@m cohort two, were excluded
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because, although they were receiving special ¢iducservices, they had a classification
other than a learning disability. Lastly, 37 chéld were excluded because they did not have
parental consent to participate. All remainindaran, 55 classified with learning

disabilities, and 631 with no special educatiorssification, were included in the present

study. Demographic information pertaining to th686 children is presented in Table 1

below.
Table 1
Demographic Characteristics
LD NLD All
Characteristic N % N % N %
Gender
Female 21 38.2 354 56.1 311 45.3
Male 34 61.8 277 43.9 375 54.7
Grade
3 0 0.0 2 .3 2 .3
4 49 89.1 624 98.9 673 98.1
5 6 10.9 5 .8 11 1.6
Ethnicity
Alrican 7 127 31 4.9 38 55
American
White 34 61.8 420 66.6 454 66.2
Hispanic 12 21.8 115 18.2 127 18.5
Asian 1 1.8 37 5.9 38 55
Other 1 1.8 26 4.1 27 3.9
Missing 0 0.0 2 3 2 3
Total 55 631 68

Note. NLD= children not identified with a learnidgsability; LD= children identified with a learrin
disability.

Measures

Social-cognitive accuracyThe measure of social-cognitive accuracy usddan

present study is derived from information gainaotigh Social Cognitive Mapping (SCM).
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SCM is a technique for investigating children’s ipeetworks within the classroom. Each
child is simply asked “Are there some kids in yolassroom who hang around together a
lot? Who are they?” The names of students andgreeps listed by each child are then
aggregated by a computer program, SCM 4.0 (Ceotddévelopmental Science, 1998),
which calculates the correlations among repor{seefr pairings by children’s classmates.
Students whose profiles are significantly correlatgth 50% of the other identified members
in a group are considered to be in that group.

In the present study, consistent with Leung’s (39glier SCM research, students’
responses were transformed into a proportion aecbresponses using d prime, a measure
derived from signal detection theory. In signaledéon theory, which is typically used in
experimental psychology to determine an individsiakbcuracy in perceiving sensations,
there are four possible outcomes of exposure emsation or signal (such as a flash of light).
Judgment outcomes include making a hit (sayingmasior sensation is present when it
was), a false alarm, (saying a signal is presemiwhwas not), a correct rejection (saying a
signal is not present when it was not) or a miagi{g a signal is not present when it was)
(McNichol, 1972). D prime is a measure that ra8dwow accurate respondents are in
detecting a signal when it is present and how atetthey are in not responding when there
is no signal. Leung (1996) applied a distributicee measure of d prime to the SCM
responses to characterize how accurate memberddeertdying members of their own peer
group. The advantage of this technique is thakigs into account response bias. It may be,
for instance, that a child correctly identifies maeer group members (hits), but also

incorrectly identifies many peers whom the reghefclass does not indicate as members of
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that group (false alarms). Even though the studenid not be accurately discriminating
groups of students in his or her class, the stislartscore would be 100%. However, he or
she would have many false alarms. If only hitsea@unted, the student would appear very
accurate. D prime corrects for this bias.

To calculate d prime, two proportions or indices ealculated which are analogous
to determining the number of “hits” and “false ata’ that are made. The first, called
OVERLAPscm (calculated by NUMboth/NUMscm) is theportion of children who an
individual child names to his or her peer group vah® also reported to be in that group by
the class. This measure indicates the degreeitthwie child is accurate in naming the
same children to his or her peer group as theofabte class (hits). A child’s over-
inclusiveness (false alarms) is not reflected is finst index. As a result, the second index,
OVERLAPself (calculated by NUMboth/NUMself) determes the degree to which a child
falsely names children who have not been identtitele in that group by the rest of the
class. These two proportions are averaged intoghesaccuracy score.

Leung (1996) only examined social-cognitive accynaith respect to a child’'s
naming of his/her own peer group. In the prestmtys however, whether children’s ability
to encode social information, in general, explaidgfitrences in the peer acceptance of
children with and without learning disabilities wafsinterest. As a result, a more
comprehensive look at children’s accuracy in perogiall peer groups within their
classroom was used in the present study; the OVEREcA and OVERLAPself proportions
were calculated for each peer group a child ideatifo exist within their classroom. In

other words, if a child named four peer groupsxistewithin their class, OVERALPscm and
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OVERLAPself proportions were calculated by compgueiach of the four peer groups to the
SCM group the child was attempting to name. TH@gERLAPscm and OVERLAPself
proportions obtained for each peer group a chiaidfied were then summed separately.
The resulting two OVERLAPscm and OVERLAPself prapmors were then averaged to
obtain a social-cognitive accuracy score for eduld¢n identifying the peer groups in
his/her classroom.

Data supporting the reliability and validity of t&&M technique, upon which the
social-cognitive accuracy measure is based, avagtrCairns, Leung, Buchanan, and Cairns
(1995) found high, stable, test-retest reliabitibefficients (e.g., .74-.84) for both peer and
peer group classifications based on two SCM aditnatisns over three weeks. The validity
of social information provided by SCM procedures haen documented through its
relationship to observational and survey data.d&tts are more likely to interact with those
who have been identified as members of their g{&apmer, Stuart, Lorch, & Fields, 1993);
there is substantial overlap between self-repdrieddships and SCM assignment of
children to peer groups (Cairns et al., 1995); thede is a strong consensus among students
in their naming of peer groups (e.g., Leung, 1996).

There is less information about the reliabilityaralidity of the accuracy measure
derived from SCM procedures. Given that the SCbtedure has good test-retest reliability
(e.g., Cairns, Leung, Buchanan, & Cairns, 1995MSCcuracy scores are likely to also be
stable. Validity for the social-cognitive accuraogasure is not well documented, but a
recent study by Andreassi (2004) does provide ssupeort for the validity of this measure.

In this study, social-cognitive accuracy prediatbddren’s social status; as one’s accuracy
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in identifying the peer groups to which one belahgereased, one’s social network
centrality also increased. These findings areistarg with Crick and Dodge’s (1994) social
information-processing model, which predicts thag’'s ability to engage in different social-
cognitive processing steps is related to one’snuglg by peers and with research that has
demonstrated links between social cognition andasetatus (e.g., Cassidy et al., 2003;
Harrist et al., 1997).

Behavior A slightly modified version of the Child BehaviGhecklist (CBCL)
Teacher’'s Report Form (TRF; Achenbach, 1991) was i3 assess children’s problem
behaviors in the present study. The TRF is desigo®btain teacher’s reports of children’s
behavioral/emotional problems, as well as acad@miformance and adaptive functioning.
Examples of items include “Acts too young for h&s/lage,” “Hums or makes other odd
noises in class,” and “Fails to finish things he/skarts.” The TRF has 118 such items that
have eight syndrome subscales, and three broadivarmposite scores.

For this project, one CBCL item was reworded as $eparate items and the
academic and adaptive functioning items were pua 8rpoint Likert scale similar to the
items of the CBCL that index behavioral and ematlassues. Neither of these changes
affected the scoring of the CBCL. However, thedrtkscale of the CBCL was modified in
the present study; in the present study, teachers told to respond to items on a scale
ranging from 0 to 2 whereas response options oa¢hel CBCL range from 1to 3. To
remain consistent with the CBCL scoring, howevdrewteacher responses were tallied in
the present study, the numbers were convertecett th 3 Likert responses of the actual

CBCL.
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Only the broadband Externalizing scale, compriddaebavior items representing
hyperactive, aggressive, and delinquent behaviasswged in the present study. Each
child’s Externalizing raw score was converted b score, based on single sex norms, to
yield a standardized Externalizing score. The CERternalizing scale has been shown to
have good test-retest reliability € .77) after two months’ time and inter-rater abllity
between teachers has been fairly gaod.§6) for the Externalizing scale (Achenbach,
1991). The validity of the Externalizing compost®ore, as evident by its concurrent
validity, for instance, is also adequate. In maitar, the Externalizing scale has been found
to be correlated highly with similar subscales o €onners’ Revised Teacher Rating Scale,
a well-established measure. The Externalizingesisahighly correlated (=.83) with the
Conduct Problem scale of the Conners’ and modgratetelated i =.63) with the
Hyperactivity scale on the Conners’ (Achenbach,1)99

Sociometrics Sociometric procedures are widely used to detexitine peer
acceptance of students. There are, however, atyar ways in which to use sociometric
procedures to derive measures of peer acceptdn¢be School Friendship Project, students
were asked to list “the 3 students in your class ylou like most,” and “the 3 students in
your class that you like least.” In the preseuntlgt social preference scores (Coie, Dodge, &
Copotelli, 1982) for each child based on the nundb@rominations each child received for
being “liked most” and “liked least” were computelirst, the number of nominations for
being liked and the number of nominations for baligliked that each child received were
summed. These nominations were then standardizedllyidual classroom, based on the

mean number of liked and mean number of dislikedinations, as well as the standard
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deviations for these means. A social preferenoees@as then obtained by subtracting the
standardized nominations a child received for belisgked from the standardized
nominations that child also received for beingdikérhese social preference scores were
then again standardized within class and were asexth indicator of each child’s overall
acceptance within the class.

Test-retest reliability estimates of sociometritngs have ranged from .42 -.84 (Coie
et al., 1982; Gresham & Stuart, 1992; Newcomb & @®ugki, 1984; Ray, 1985). Validity
data are hard to assess with these measures.inbirsant validity appears to be high,
however, among the sociometric categories. C#ird83) pointed out that “when... studies
are considered collectively, one of the most imgik@soutcomes is the level of agreement on
how children of differing sociometric status diterin terms of their social behavior” (p.
433).

Procedure

The researchers in the primary study first coesichool district officials in the
Chicago area. After two school districts agreepddicipate, schools in those districts were
contacted. When a school agreed to participa¢estiidy was explained to third grade
teachers (including those with mixed-grade classig)aand if they agreed to participate,
information about the study as well as parentakeahforms were sent home with their
students.

Once parental consent forms were returned fromassctwo researchers with the
School Friendship Project visited the classroomih#s point in time, teachers were given a

consent form to sign, stating their willingnessdepond to surveys for the study. In
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addition, they were told that they would be givesnaall monetary compensation for
participating. Teachers were told that they caddhplete these forms while students
completed questionnaires and that all forms woelgibked up at the end of the session.
The researchers then introduced themselves tddks &nd told students that they were
“doing a study about how schools can help childnea class get along with each other.” In
addition, the researchers informed students thheif parents had said it was okay for them
to participate, that they would now give them syssand a form telling them a little more
about the study in order to make sure they wardgxhtticipate. At this point in time,
children who did not have parental consent werergactivity packets to keep them
occupied during the study. For those who had pakeonsent, child surveys along with
child consent forms were distributed.

The child assent form was then reviewed with sttelemmake sure that they wanted
to participate and to inform them that they couktdntinue participating at anytime and/or
refuse to answer any items they did not want taceXchild assent forms were signed and
collected, children with survey packets were gigeneral instructions for filling out the
forms while those with activity packets were tdiey could work on the packets as they
chose. Children with survey packets were remimado talk during the survey and to raise
their hand if they had a question about anythinthensurvey. When the children were ready
to begin, they were verbally led through the indfians for each questionnaire and given
time to complete each one. After the surveys atigity packets were collected, the

children were debriefed. They were reminded ofpiiose of the study and were asked to
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keep their answers to themselves. Children wes@ alowed to ask any further questions at
this point.

This procedure was followed for each classroonoimoct one, that began
participating in the Fall of 1998, and for eachssl@om in cohort two, that began
participating in the Fall of 1999. Data were colé®l in this manner for these same cohorts

each Fall and Spring, beginning in the Spring &8.&nd ending in the Fall of 2001.
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CHAPTER FIVE
Results

This chapter describes the data analysis procedun@ results for the research
hypotheses presented in Chapter 3. The chapterdoegh an overview of the data analysis
procedures followed by the results for each hypmthe
Data Analysis Procedures

Data analysis was conducted in two stages. [esriptive statistics such as means,
standard deviations, and effect sizes were compatettain overall information about the
sample with respect to the three main variablastefest: externalizing behavior, accuracy,
and social preference. In addition, correlatiom®iag the variables being investigated in the
present study, as well as relationships betweesethariables and demographic
characteristics (e.g., the relationship betweenr@aoy and ethnicity) were determined.
Second, inferential statistics were employed tottes hypotheses outlined in Chapter 3 in
order to examine whether externalizing behavior sowal-cognitive accuracy each mediate
the relationship between learning disability clAsation and social preference. Baron and
Kenny's (1986) guidelines for determining whethetagiable functions as a mediator were
followed to test these hypothesized mediation imtahips. More specifically, Baron and
Kenny (1986) posited that: (a) changes in the irddpnt variable must significantly account
for variations in the hypothesized mediator; (bjateons in the mediator must significantly
account for changes in the dependent variable(@nalhen the first two paths are controlled
for, a previously significant relationship betwedée independent and dependent variable

should no longer exist. Baron and Kenny (1986pmamended regression analyses for
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determining the significance and strength of thgreelictive relationships and the Sobel test

to determine whether any reduction in the variaasmunted for by the independent variable
from step (a) to (c) is significant. All analysemnducted to test the hypotheses of the present
study used a criterion of .05 to reject the nujpdipesis.

Descriptive and Preliminary Analyses

Missing data Thirty-one children completed all study measubes,did not list any
peer groups on the SCM measure. Should childietofarovide peer groups, the SCM
measure does not require them to indicate whis dossible that the children may have
failed to respond because they did not know tHagstoom peer groups. In this case, the
appropriate score for these children would be a.zéidternatively, children may not have
responded because they did not want to name ctasdreendships or were tired. Because it
was not known which factor led the children to othé identification of their classroom peer
groups, social-cognitive accuracy data for all Bidecen (5 LD and 26 NLD) were left as
empty cells, and, thus, were missing data pointeerstudy analyses.

Means and standard deviatianEhe means and standard deviations of the thré@ ma
study variables, externalizing behavior, socialfgtige accuracy, and social preference,
were computed for children with and without leaghaisabilities and for all children (See
Table 2). Of note in this table is the fact the standard deviations of Externalizing
behavior for both children with and without leamigisabilities is roughly half that of the
normative sample for the CBCL measure and thetfattthe mean social preference for

nonLD students was positive while for students withit was negative.
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Table 2

Means, Standard Deviations, and Effect Sizes afiracy, Externalizing Behavior, and
Social Preference for Students with and withoubilsties.

NLD LD Total
Variable M SD M SD M SD ES
Externalizing 5575 451 5620 594 5390 475 -52
Behavior
Social-Cognitive 2 15 77 13 78 12 083
Accuracy
Social Preference .14 1.02 -.36 1.11 .10 1.03 5

Note. NLD= children not identified with a learnidgsability; LD= children identified with a learrin
disability.

Correlations Table 3 presents the correlations between stadgibles and gender
as well as the intercorrelations among study végbPreliminary analyses involving
demographic variables (both gender and ethnicigfieveonducted to determine whether
these variables were related to study variablesshodld, therefore, be controlled in testing
relationships among the variables of interest.ighificance criterion of .10 was used to
decide whether a demographic variable was suffilsi@onfounded with a study variable
that it needed to be added as a control variabd@ynregression analyses.

Gender was significantly correlated with all of treiables of interest in the present

study. Although these correlations tended to ballsfe.g.,r <.145), their significance,
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nevertheless, suggested that gender should belettkas a covariate to guard against gender
effects being mistakenly interpreted as effecthefvariables of interest.

ANOVA and Chi-square analyses were used to exathmeelationships between
ethnicity and the variables of interest in the prestudy. Three one-way ANOVAS were
run in which ethnicity was the independent variadid the study variables of externalizing
behavior, social-cognitive accuracy, or social erefce served as the dependent variables.
Ethnicity was related to externalizing behavie@, 673) = 6.88p<.01, such that having an
African American heritage was related to higheesaif externalizing behavior relative to
other ethnic groups. This finding suggested tkfatieity should also be included as a
control variable in the analyses. A Chi-squardyamatesting for differences in the

proportion of various ethnicities by the LD and Nklassifications was not significant.

Table 3

Intercorrelations Among Learning Disability Stat@ehavior, Social Preference, and
Gender.
Variable 1 2 3 4 5
1.Learning - .135** -.020 -131**  -.098*
Disability
Status

2.Externalizing -.019 -.333**  -.102**
Behavior

3.Accuracy .065 .135**

4 .Social .145**
Preference

5.Gender

Note.N= 686. Learning Disability Status was coded whegi@b children without a learning disability and 1=
children with a learning disability p.05, two tailed; *p<.01, two tailed.
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Examining Table 3 indicates that, as would be etquecorrelations among most of
the hypothesized predictors within the hypothesimediation model were significant. Only
the correlation between learning disability statnd social-cognitive accuraay(684) =-
.020,p =.606, and the correlation between the two hymteel mediators, externalizing
behavior and social-cognitive accuracy653) = -.019p =.637, were not significant.
Typically, when examining the predictive natureaehtionships, correlations among
multiple predictors should be low (low multicollimety) so that contributions to variance in
the dependent variable are likely distinct to eaatiable. According to Kenny (2006),
however, it is inevitable that there will be mudtiiinearity among variables in a mediation
model because, in such a model, both the indepérndaable and mediator must contribute
to variance in the dependent variable.

Hypotheses

The results of analyses pertaining to each hypaloéshe present study are now
provided. As mentioned above, gender was coriklatth all study variables whereas
significant differences in outcomes according tmétity only occurred for externalizing
behavior. As a result of these findings, bothafales, gender and ethnicity, were included as
covariates in all of the study analyses. Thusieallts reported below are the values
obtained when the effects of one’s gender and @tlyiwere controlled (i.e., entered first in
the regression analysis).

Hypothesis 1Hypothesis 1 stated that children’s disabiligtgs (LD vs. nonLD)
would predict their peer acceptance, such thasifleation as LD would be negatively

related to children’s social preference scoress Télationship, which must be supported to
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begin testing for mediators, was investigated usingple regression; social preference
scores were regressed on learning disability statsshypothesized, learning disability
status significantly predicted and was negativelgted to social preference scorB€80)=
-.117,p=.002. The amount of variance in social prefereaemunted for by learning
disability status was small 1.4%4R .014).

It is interesting to note, however, the effects thender and ethnicity have on this
relationship by examining what the relationshipa®zn learning disability status and social
preference would have been if these variables bateen included as covariates. In
particular, the relationship between learning diggistatus and social preference would
have been stronger without the control varial$683) = -.131p=.001. The difference in
these results was mostly due to the effects of gemnchich significantly predicted social
preferenceB(681)= .137,p<.001, such that being a female was associatedhaiting a
higher social preference score. Thus, it coulthlbeé much of the apparent differences
between the nonLD and LD group in social prefereneg be associated with the higher
proportion of boys that were in the LD group congaiio the nonLD group (see Table 1).

Hypothesis 2Hypothesis 2 predicted that children’s disabisitstus (LD vs. nonLD)
would be negatively related to social-cognitivelwaecy, such that classification as LD
would be inversely related to children’s accuratyaporting classroom peer groups. When
simple regression was used to regress accurackiloinen’s learning disability status,
disability status did not significantly predict kdrien’s social-cognitive accurach(654)= -

.020,p=.606. Thus, Hypothesis 2 was not supported.
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Hypothesis 3Hypothesis 3 posited that children’s disabilitgtas would predict their
externalizing behavior, such that classificatioh.Bswould be positively related to teacher
ratings of externalizing behavior on the CBCL. Tasults of a multiple regression analysis
supported Hypothesis 3, given that the presenededrning disability was related to more
pronounced levels of externalizing behavig{676)=.126p=.001.

Hypothesis 4Hypothesis 4 predicted that across the entidystample (LD and
nonLD combined), children’s social-cognitive acayavould be related to peer acceptance,
such that greater accuracy in reporting membeame®s peer group would be associated
with higher social preference scores. Kenny (2@@&ed that because mediator and
outcome variables can both be influenced by thectsfof the independent variable, the
independent variable should always serve as a ied@arhen examining the effects of a
mediator on the dependent variable. Examinatiadygfothesis 4, therefore, involved
running a multiple regression analysis in whichr@ag disability status (in addition to
gender and ethnicity) and social-cognitive accunaeye entered into the model to predict
the dependent variable, social preference. Suppastnot found for Hypothesis 4, given
that social-cognitive accuracy did not predict abacceptance by classmates beyond chance
levels,B(651) =.044p=.262. As is evident from these results the be#dficient was
positive indicating that, had the relationship bsgmificant, the results would have been in
the predicted direction. It is also interestinghtide that if disability status, gender, and
ethnicity had not been controlled, the relationdfepnveen social-cognitive accuracy and

social preference would have appeared signifidg@52)= .065p =.01.
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Hypothesis 5 Hypothesis 5 predicted that across the entimgsa children’s
externalizing behaviors would also be related ter peceptance, such that more frequent
reports of externalizing behavior by teachers wdnddelated to lower social preference
scores from peers. As with Hypothesis 4, in otdegstimate the effects of externalizing
behavior on social preference without influencerfrihe independent variable, multiple
regression, was used. Learning disability statusexternalizing behavior were entered
together as predictors. When learning disabiligéyus was controlled, externalizing behavior
significantly and negatively predicted children&®l acceptance by peei(676)=-.311,

p<.001. Thus, Hypothesis 5 was supported.

Table 4.

Summary of Regression Analyses Predicting ExteringliBehaviors and Social Preference
Controlling for Gender and Ethnicity

Dependent variable Step Predictors B R
Externalizing 1. Controls
Behavior Gender -.103*  .009
Ethnicity -.026 .000
2. Predictor

Education Classification .126** .014

Social Preference 1. Controls
Gender .148** .012
Ethnicity -.053 .003
2. Predictors

Education Classification -.117** .013

3. Predictors
Externalizing Behavior  -.311*** 109
Education Classification -.083** .005

Note: * p<.05,*p<.01, ** p<.001
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Hypothesis 6Hypothesis 6 predicted that the relationshipeafhing disability status
to children’s peer acceptance (as indicated byaspeeference scores), would be at least
partially mediated by their social cognitions amtkenalizing behaviors. This last step in
Baron and Kenny’s (1986) model for testing a mextieg only examined if several
preconditions, already examined in the presentysiith Hypotheses 1 through 5, are
supported. These preconditions are that the inttkgpe variable, mediator, and dependent
variable, must all be related to one another. Givat the relationship between the
independent variable, learning disability statue] ane of the hypothesized mediators,
social-cognitive accuracy, failed to reach sigmifice (Hypothesis 2) there was no need to
complete the final step of Barron and Kenny’s ()986del for this particular mediator.

However, all preconditions were met in the casthefsecond hypothesized mediator,
externalizing behavior (i.e., Hypotheses 1, 3, andere supported). Therefore, the final
step in Barron and Kenny’s (1986) model for tesangediator was implemented. This final
step involved comparing the amount of varianceorriad preference accounted for by
learning disability status when the hypothesizediater was and was not included in the
regression analysis. Without including the hypsithed mediator (externalizing behavior),
learning disability status accounted for 1.3% @f ¥lriance in social preference scores.
When externalizing behavior was included in theesgion analysis as a predictor, however,
learning disability status only accounted for .58th@ variance in social preferences scores.
Thus, including externalizing behavior reducedaheunt of variance in social preference

scores that was “explained” by learning disab#itstus by a little over 50%. However, the
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amount of variance in social preference associatddboth the independent variable and
mediator was rather small (11.4%).

In order to determine whether the original relasioip between learning disability
status and social preference is significantly reduehen the mediator is included in the
regression analysis, the Sobel test must be uBed.Sobel test standardizes the reduction in
the relationship that occurs between the indepdratehdependent variables when the
mediator is included. With the Sobel test, onaist at-statistic by dividing the product of
two unstandardized beta coefficients (one desctiteselationship between the independent
variable and mediator and the other describeseflaganship between the mediator and
dependent variable) by the square root of the maeia An interactive Sobel test created by
Preacher and Leonardelli (2006) was used in whieh/alues mentioned above were entered
and the standardizeestatistic was found. For the present study, éselts of the Sobel test
indicated that externalizing behavior was a sigatfit mediatort (679) = -3.06p=.002, in
the relationship between learning disability statnd social preference scores.

Post-hoc Analyses

After testing the hypotheses of the present stadynall number of additional
analyses were conducted to better understandritimdjs. First, to gain a better
understanding of the extent to which students leiginning disabilities are likely to be
rejected by peers, the number of students in thgildDp who were one or more standard
deviations below the classroom peer acceptance maamcompared with the number of
nonLD students who had a similar standing in thieissroom. For nonLD students, about

13% of students fell one or more standard deviatlmeiow the mean, a figure close to what
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would be expected with a normally distributed vialéa This figure was about twice as high
for students with LD (25%). Thus, although manyrenstudents with learning disabilities
presented with social acceptance difficulties thtalents without learning disabilities, a
large proportion of students with learning disaia$ still scored within normal limits. The
implications of the fact that there may be largenbars of students with learning disabilities
who are well accepted by peers will be elaborageehun the discussion chapter.

Second, the relationship between social-cognitoseigacy and social preference was
also further explored. Because differences irstheal-cognitive accuracy of children with
and without learning disabilities did not lead ttietences in their social preference scores,
it was of interest to determine whether this migénte occurred because social-cognitive
accuracy only predicted social preference amongthiidren with learning disabilities. Such
a relationship between the social-cognitive acquea social preference of students with
learning disabilities was not found howewves, -.047,p=.75.

Third, the impact of treating blank SCM protocadsmaissing data rather than as
indicating a lack of knowledge regarding the clasan peer groups was explored. As
mentioned in the preliminary analyses section, 3h® 686 students who participated in the
present study provided no listing of classroom ggeups on the SCM protocol. If these
students did not answer because they did not khewlassroom peer groups, then treating
their blank protocols as missing data could hagedied the study results by eliminating the
lowest scoring respondents. If non-responders wisproportionately represented in the LD
group, this choice for how to treat the blank peole might explain the failure to find the

predicted relationship between LD status and sa@aghitive accuracy. To assess this
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possibility, the regression analyses in which dqmieference scores were regressed on
social-cognitive accuracy and social-cognitive aacy scores were regressed on learning
disability status were rerun with zeroes enteredfiomissing social-cognitive accuracy data.
These relationships were still not found to be ificgmt. However, by assuming zeros for
the missing data, the relationship between soaghitive accuracy and social preference

approached significancB, (3, 679)= .071p= .06.
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CHAPTER SIX
Discussion

Children with learning disabilities are at higbkrifor social difficulties, particularly
poor peer relationships. Studies using sociomptocedures, for example, have repeatedly
found that children with learning disabilities am@re likely to be rejected and less likely to
be accepted by their peers than children withariag disabilities (e.g., Ochoa & Olivarez,
1995; Swanson & Malone, 1992). Given that rejechy peers places a child at risk for long
term negative consequences (Parker & Asher, 188dgrstanding the reasons for these
children’s peer difficulties is of considerableargst to researchers and practitioners.

In addition to peer acceptance difficulties, reskanto the social cognitions of
children with learning disabilities indicates thia¢y tend to have impairments in their ability
to interpret nonverbal and verbal social informattmmpared to children without learning
disabilities (Tur-Kaspa & Bryan, 1994; Weiss, 198@hildren with learning disabilities also
appear to exhibit higher rates of externalizingshetrs (Bruck & Herbert, 1982; Gresham &
Reschly, 1986). Across a number of different papahs other than children with learning
disabilities, functioning in these two domains bagn found to be related to peer acceptance
(Crick & Dodge, 1994; Dodge, 1983; Harrist et &097; Yoon et al., 2000).

It seemed reasonable, based on these convergeaycadindings, to hypothesize
that impaired social-cognitive ability and the gnese of externalizing behaviors among
children with learning disabilities might help eajpl their documented difficulties with peer
relations. Past research, however, has focusetlynaosexamining differences in variables,

such as social-cognitive ability or peer acceptarggrejection, that occur between children
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with and without learning disabilities (Meadan &Il#a2004). Very little research has been
conducted that attempts to demonstrate links amseuagral domains of social functioning
such as externalizing behavior, social-cognitivditgband social acceptance in children

with learning disabilities. The primary objectigéthe present study, therefore, was to test a
model where social-cognitive ability and externialigbehavior mediated the relationship
between LD status and peer acceptance. This naadetested in a correlational design
using data from a large scale study of children@a relationships. Results indicated that
externalizing behavior partially mediated the nelaship between LD status and peer
acceptance. The study failed to find a mediataig for social-cognitive functioning.

This chapter contains a discussion of the refudis the present study. It begins by
placing the results relative to the six researgholiyeses in the context of existing research
and discussing possible reasons why some of thetlhgpes were not supported. The
discussion of individual hypotheses is followedabgeneral discussion that focuses upon
mediation test results. The third and fourth sedtidelineate the limitations of the present
study and directions for future research. The t@ragoncludes with a brief discussion of
implications for practice.

Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1 Hypothesis 1 predicted that children with learnaggabilities would
have lower peer acceptance, as measured througt gaference scores, than children
without learning disabilities. This hypothesis vised on past research that documents that
children with learning disabilities are more liketybe rejected and less likely to be accepted

by their peers than those without learning disaegdithrough the use of various sociometric
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methodologies in both single investigations (€agesham & Reschly, 1986; Ray, 1985) as
well as meta-analyses of these studies (e.g., O&@kvarez, 1995; Swanson & Malone,
1992). The findings of the present study weres tlconsistent with and further support past
research given that children with learning dis#éibsi tended to have lower social preference
scores than their classmates without learning digeb. In fact, children with learning
disabilities had a negative mean social preferegoee whereas children without learning
disabilities had a positive mean social preferestmge. In addition, the effect size for this
difference in social preference scores was modé@Ese50) and falls within the range of
effect sizes that have been found for these childn¢h respect to social preference in other
studies. For instance, when Nowicki (2003) contpgtudies of the social preference scores
that children with learning disabilities obtainemhtpared to children who were average- to
high-average achieving students, an effect siZefvas found. When studies on the social
preference differences between children with legymiisabilities and low achieving students
were compared, a lower effect size of .34 was abthby Nowicki (2003).

Hypothesis 2 Hypothesis 2 predicted that children with leagndisabilities would
be less accurate in reporting the peer groups mitieir classroom than those without a
learning disability. Social-cognitive accuracyfided in the present study by the overlap
between children’s identification of the peer greuptheir classroom and the consensus
naming by the class (as determined by the SCM mdetbgy), was not found to predict
one’s classification as learning disabled.

Failure to find a significant relationship betwdearning disability status and social-

cognitive accuracy in reporting the peer networkfiw one’s classroom appears



Learning Disabilities and Peer Autesce 86

inconsistent with a large body of research on dued-cognitive skills of students with LD
dating back to the 1970s. However, although previavestigations have examined a range
of social-cognitive abilities, none have focusedsonial-cognitive accuracy in particular, as
the present study did. Social cognition reseasshfound that children with learning
disabilities experience more difficulties interpngtnonverbal social cues, such as facial
expressions and body gestures (e.g., Sisterherer&gs, 1989; Wiig & Harris, 1974). Two
more recent studies, one by Tur-Kaspa and Brya®4(18nd another by Bauminger et al.,
(2005), compared the social-cognitive abilitieslildren with and without learning
disabilities using vignettes of hypothetical soai@liations, and asking these children
guestions tapping into the steps delineated inkGriw Dodge’s (1994) social information-
processing model. Both investigations found tlméitleen with learning disabilities had
more difficulty with certain steps of the Crick abddge model (e.g., encoding social cues,
generating ample solutions, making appropriateaes decisions) than children without
learning disabilities and, more importantly, ditfites were noted in a step similarly tapped
into by the task of the present study (i.e., thétglbo encode social information regarding
the peer networks within one’s classroom).

There are several possible reasons for the faitufied a relationship between LD
status and social-cognitive accuracy. One possdalson is that the accuracy measure used
was not appropriate. Perhaps the social-cognitisks used in previous studies are more
valid measures of social-cognitive ability than foeial-cognitive accuracy measure used in
the present study. It may be that choosing pedlsnwone’s classroom is too easy a task,

and processing social information from social viggeor interpreting nonverbal and verbal
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social information, better index children with learg disabilities’ true social-cognitive
difficulties. Some evidence that identifying peetworks in one’s class may be too easy a
task is suggested by the fact that a ceiling etippiears to have occurred in this variable for
all children in the present study. Specificallyg imean accuracy scores for both learning and
nonlearning disabled children in the present studse high as well as very similar (e.g., 77
and 78 percent of the peer groups identified bidodm with and without learning disabilities
were also the peer groups identified by the class).

However, it might be argued that the present stisthd a more ecologically valid
approach to assessing children’s social-cognitogeigacy than methods previously used
(e.g., reading and interpreting hypothetical vigest given that children were asked to make
social interpretations within the real world segtiof their classroom. It may be, therefore,
that this measure is a more accurate representtibieir social-cognitive abilities; perhaps
social-cognitive difficulties among children witedrning disabilities present as problematic
within research investigations (e.g., Jackson,et@87; Sisterhern & Gerber, 1989) but are
not as much of a problem in real life. Either sém that the task is too easy or that social-
cognitive accuracy is not a social-cognitive abithiat is problematic within certain real
world settings, could have led to the failure talfthe predicted relationship between
disability status and social-cognitive accuracthi present study.

Both potential threats (that the social-cogniticelwmacy task used was too easy or
that social-cognitive accuracy is not a good inde&ne’s social-cognitive ability) to
Hypothesis 2 are also suggested by the resultseabrtly other previous investigation of

social-cognitive accuracy in children with and with learning disabilities (Andreassi,
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2004). The findings from this investigation wele same as those of the present study in
that no differences between the social-cognitivaieacy scores of children with and without
learning disabilities were found. Furthermoresthievious investigation used a similar but
less stringent measure of social-cognitive accyracguracy proportions were only
calculated to compare the peer group to which ehdti named him/herself with the group
to which the class named him or her. The accunaegsure of the present study would
appear to be a more comprehensive and presumalbé/valid measure than that of the
previous study, given that it was based on accupaayortions comparing all peer groups a
child names to exist within the classroom with tbesensus naming of peer groups by the
class. That a relationship between learning diggalstatus and social-cognitive accuracy
was still not found when the present study incrédse demands of this accuracy measure
could further suggest that the social-cognitiveuaacy measure is simply too easy of a task.
Alternatively, the fact that the results with resipi® social-cognitive accuracy and learning
disability status did not change when a more sérmh@ccuracy measure was used, could
further support the notion that the construct aiaecognitive accuracy is not a good index
of one’s social-cognitive abilities.

Another possible explanation for the failure of gresent study to find a relationship
between learning disability status and social ciigmis that social cognition may not be
sufficiently impaired for children with learningsdibilities when they are examined as one
group. Perhaps particular subgroups of childreh \giarning disabilities (e.g., those with a
nonverbal learning disability) are more impairedhair processing of social information

than children without learning disabilities. Madtthe previous research examining
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differences in social cognition between childrethvénd without learning disabilities has not
specified the type of learning disability (e.g.¢Kson et al., 1987; Sisterhern & Gerber, 1989)
and thus, a preponderance of children with one ¢fpearning disability may have
unknowingly been used in studies that found graéfprénces in social-cognitive
functioning. For example, if social-cognitive difdlties are only found in certain groups of
students with LD, such as those with nonverbahliegy disabilities, social-cognitive
differences would be found between a sample prigneomposed of children with nonverbal
learning disabilities and children without learnigigabilities; an LD sample consisting of
equivalent proportions of children with variousri@ag disabilities or primarily composed of
children with learning disabilities that are nos@siated with impaired social-cognitive
ability, however, could result in a failure to fiadrelationship between learning disability
status and social-cognitive accuracy (as was tke itethe present study). The idea that
there may be subgroups of children with learnirgabllities who vary in their social-
cognitive abilities, such as those with verbal onverbal learning disabilities, has been
suggested by Meadan and Halle (2004) and Tur-Kasdaryan (1994).

Furthermore, this notion that subgroups of childseth learning disabilities may
have unique associated impairments is indirecthpetted by the results of the present study
with respect to one’s peer acceptance (rathergbaial-cognitive accuracy). As mentioned
earlier, approximately 25% of students with leagniiisabilities fell one or more standard
deviations below the classroom peer acceptance.m@#mough this was a higher
proportion of students than existed among thoslkeowitlearning disabilities (13%), the

results still suggest that 75% of students withrigy disabilities fell within normal limits of
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the mean peer acceptance rating for their classrodms high proportion of students with
learning disabilities who fell within normal limitsf the mean peer acceptance rating could
indicate that there is one particular subgrouphaiticen with learning disabilities that is less
well accepted by peers compared to those with dyfpexs of learning disabilities. If one
subgroup of children with learning disabilitiedess well accepted than other children with
learning disabilities, then it could also be thas tsame group or another subgroup of
children with learning disabilities may be thoseondossess social-cognitive difficulties;
others with learning disabilities may not possessad-cognitive difficulties and this may
explain why the results of the present study didsupport differences in the social-cognitive
abilities of children with and without learning dlslities.

An additional explanation for the failure to findpport for Hypothesis 2 is that some
third variable, related to social-cognitive abiligccounted for the differences in social-
cognitive ability found in children with and withblearning disabilities in previous studies
(e.g., Jackson et al., 1987; Maheady & Maitlan@2t %earl & Cosden, 1982; Sisterhern &
Gerber, 1989), and that the LD and nonLD groupgbkénpresent study did not differ on this
variable. For example, verbal ability may be redato social cognition given that recent
research investigations have shown that childreh werbal language difficulties such as
those with autism or language disorders tend te lgggater difficulties in the social-
cognitive realm (Botting, 2007; Lewis, Abbeduto, ihy, Richmond, Giles, Bruno, &
Schroeder, 2006). Although most studies have fdahatchildren identified as learning

disabled tend to have lower verbal ability thanmalty achieving peers (Hinshaw, 1992), it



Learning Disabilities and Peer Autesce 91

is possible that the learning disabled and nomiagrdisabled samples in the present study
were more equally matched on this variable thasehio previous studies.

One indicator that some of the difference in sec@initive functioning observed
between students with and without learning disaédimay be attributed to variables other
than learning disability status comes from a stoglyfur-Kaspa and Bryan (1994). They
reported that children with learning disabilitieedhrsomewhat impaired social-cognitive
skills compared to low-achieving children withousabilities but that these skills were most
impaired when compared to average- to high-achgeemldren without learning disabilities.
Thus, the results of this single study tentativalpport the notion that varying achievement
levels, and perhaps verbal ability, in comparisamgles could impact the differences
observed between children with and without learmisgbilities in terms of social-cognitive
ability. In their discussion, Tur-Kaspa and Brya894) suggested the possibility of a
relationship between low achievement/ low IQ angdaimed social-cognitive ability but
additional research in this area would need todvelacted to provide more evidence for the
possibility that such a relationship may have iafloed the results of the present
investigation.

Hypothesis 3 Hypothesis 3 proposed that children’s learniisgloility status would
predict their behavior, such that those with arleay disability would exhibit higher rates of
externalizing behavior. This relationship was foumthe present study and is consistent
with past research indicating that externalizingaaors are more frequent among children
with learning disabilities. For instance, childweith learning disabilities have been found to

require significantly more behavior managementnepes from teachers (Dorval et al.,
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1982), and to engage in significantly more off-taskl less on-task behavior (McKinney &
Feagans, 1984). In addition, cluster analysiséasaled several behavioral sub-types in the
population of children with learning disabilitidsat are characterized by maladaptive
behaviors (e.g., Speece et al., 1985).

The strength of the relationship between LD stang externalizing behavior in the
present study is indicated by its effect SE& € -.50). It is notable that this effect size is
similar in strength to the relationship in the mrtsstudy between learning disability status
and social preferenc&$=.52), a relationship that has been given paramati@ntion over
the years due to the current and long term eftbetispeer rejection has been found to have
on psychosocial and life adjustment (e.g., Parkéws&er, 1987). The relationship found
between learning disability status and externajziehavior in the present study and
previous studies has important implications foremsthnding the functioning of these
students in a classroom setting, a topic thathllexplored further in the implications
section.

Hypothesis 4 Hypothesis 4 predicted that social-cognitivdighivould be related to
social status. In other words, greater accuradgantifying the classroom peer groups
would be associated with greater social acceptapgeers, regardless of whether or not a
child had a learning disability. This relationskps not found, and thus, Hypothesis 4 was
not supported by the present study.

Support in the literature for Hypothesis 4 was drdm@m one investigation into the
social cognitions and peer acceptance of childiegeneral, and from research on different

subgroups of children whose social-cognitive aksitand peer acceptance tended to vary.
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With respect to children in general, preschooldreih were found to have varying social-
cognitive abilities and this was found to predietit sociometric status such that social-
cognitive ability was significantly and positivetprrelated i( =.34) with sociometric
nominations received (Cassidy et al., 2003). Altfloaggressive children tend to have a
more negative social status (e.g., Dodge, 1983¢mwthese children’s social-cognitive
abilities were investigated, those who had lessir@te social-cognitive abilities were less
well liked by peers than those who had more acelsatial-cognitive abilities (Yoon et al.,
2000). Similarly, Harrist et al. (1997) collectedormation about the sociometric status of
four different subtypes of socially withdrawn chidgeh and used hypothetical vignettes to
assess their ability to engage in each step ok@rma Dodge’s (1994) social information-
processing model. Withdrawn subtypes who had kod@mation-processing skills similar
to those of nonwithdrawn children tended to obfaimer negative social status nominations
whereas withdrawn subtypes exhibiting more soadgndtive difficulties tended to have
more negative social status nominations.

In thinking about this research used to supporaseertion that social-cognitive
ability is related to social acceptance amongtalbeen, one cannot help but notice that a
good portion involved particular subgroups of cteld such as aggressive children or
children who were socially withdrawn. Perhapsnthecould be postulated that the present
study did not find social-cognitive ability amoni&hildren to predict social status because
these differences may actually only hold true fempwspecific subgroups of children or
extremes within the general population. An addaicstudy by Meadan and Halle (2004)

found that social-cognitive difficulties varied angpchildren with learning disabilities.
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Although a very small sample was used, childrem vaarning disabilities who had higher
social status had better social-cognitive abilitrean children with learning disabilities who
had lower social status. Thus, Meadan and Ha[&964) finding lends further support to
the idea that social-cognitive abilities and thegfects on social status may vary according to
certain characteristics of children or among cartgpes of children, rather than for all
children. Such an association could also expldig the relationship between social-
cognitive accuracy and social preference was faumeh characteristics such as learning
disability status and gender were not controlled vzhen controlled, the relationship no
longer held true. However, if the relationshipvilen social-cognitive accuracy and social
preference among only the children with learnirgpdilities in the present study is
examined, a significant relationship is not found,-.047,p =.75. Perhaps the
characteristics or variables that have led to aieiship between social-cognitive accuracy
and social preference in children with learningadities in Meadan and Halle’s (2004)
study were not present in the children with leagrdrsabilities who participated in the
current study.

Hypothesis 5 Hypothesis 5 suggested that externalizing behamong all children
would predict their social acceptance, as meadayesbcial preference scores. The present
study found support for this hypothesis given tiigher rates of externalizing behaviors
among all children were significantly associatethiower social preference scores. This
finding is in accordance with previous researchictvinas found that different status
categories, such as being rejected or neglectealsaaeiated with different behaviors, such

as inappropriate/ aggressive behavior and refrgifimm aggression, respectively (Dodge,
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1983). Further support for such a relationship esifinrom studies such as that by Putallaz
(1988), in which aggression and prosocial behdwochildren during a peer entry task were
predictive of peer rejection and peer populariéggpectively, four months later.

However, the amount of variance in social prefeeesamores accounted for in the
present study by externalizing behavigf € .11) was less than that found in previous
research. For example, although prosocial (ratrer externalizing) behavior was used,
when Dekovic and Gerris (1994) examined whethelasoognition and social acceptance
are mediated by prosocial behavior in first thro€igh graders, behavior was significantly
related to social acceptance and contributed 2360% & = .23 toR’= .60)of the variance
in social preference scores, depending upon greeehaps a better investigation with which
to compare the results of the present study igrfeetit, Clawson, Dodge, and Bates
(1996). These researchers looked at various ebesebf peer status (accepted or rejected),
such as family variables (e.g., life stress, samoemic status) parenting variables
(restrictive discipline, maternal interest) and r@ggive behavior. Initial analyses indicated
that all variables (family, parenting, and aggresspredicted one’s status as either accepted
or rejected. However, when multiple regressionyaes were run in which behavior was
controlled, the family and parenting variables oger predicted peer status. Thus, the
association between aggressive behavior and pesstas demonstrated to be a much
more salient one. In this study by Petit et 89@), aggressive behavior contributed 23%
(R = .23) of the variance in one’s status as eitbeepted or rejected.

Perhaps the smaller amount of variance that exteim@behavior contributed to

social preference scores in the present study dwaud resulted from the fact that a broader
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construct (externalizing behavior) was used thamtlore narrow construct of aggressive
behavior used in the Petit et al. (1996) studyother words, externalizing behaviors include
aggressive, hyperactive, and rule-breaking behavidmong these behaviors, it may be that
aggressive behavior is the primary contributordordases in social preference whereas other
externalizing behaviors, such as rule-breaking, mmgrove the esteem of peer classmates.
Such antagonistic relationships among the variatexrealizing behaviors with social
preference could have confounded the ability ofpifessent study to find a stronger
relationship between externalizing behavior andadqreference.

In sum then, the finding in the present study ghaérnalizing behavior predicts
social acceptance among all children is consistghtprevious research. However,
externalizing behavior in the present study conteld a less sizeable proportion of variance
(11%) to social preference compared to a previousstigation (23%) of acting out behavior
and social acceptance (e.g., Petit et al., 1996).

Hypothesis 6 In Hypothesis 6, it was suggested that extezxmagibehavior and
social-cognitive accuracy would mediate a relatmbetween learning disability status and
social acceptance by one’s peers. This hypothessspartially supported given that the
conditions for mediation outlined by Baron and Ketif986) were met for children’s
externalizing behaviors in the present study, berewnot supported with respect to children’s
accuracy in identifying peer groups within themsgroom. Given that supporting the
mediating roles of social-cognitive accuracy antkmalizing behavior were the major

objectives of the present study, the role of exkzmg behavior as a mediator and the
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failure to support social-cognitive accuracy aseaiator between LD status and peer
acceptance will be considered in depth in the segtion.
General Discussion

The variables of externalizing behavior and soc@jnitive accuracy were chosen as
potential mediators of peer acceptance in the ptetedy because children with learning
disabilities have been found to have lower levélgsesr acceptance and to differ from
children without learning disabilities in termstbeir externalizing behavior (e.g, McKinney
& Feagans, 1984) and social-cognitive ability (Bguminger et al., 2005; Tur-Kaspa &
Bryan, 1996). Evidence that social cognition artérnalizing behavior functioned as
mediators of peer acceptance would link three @wetlumented findings in the learning
disabilities literature.

Support for the mediating role of externalizing &ebr in the lowered peer
acceptance of children with learning disabilitiessWound in the present study. However,
the data did not support the mediating role of@ecbgnitive accuracy. These study
outcomes are now considered within a broader relseamtext.

Externalizing behavior as a mediatof he present investigation is the first to test a
support a model in which the lower peer acceptafchildren with learning disabilities
arises as a result of elevated rates of externglizehavior. Support for this relationship is
important because it implies that addressing therealizing behavior problems of a child
with a learning disability could ameliorate the @eaic and/or the social difficulties

associated with learning disabilities.
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However, given that externalizing behavior did fudty mediate the relationship
between learning disability status and peer acoepta the present investigation, this
finding must be interpreted with caution. Wherasiable does not completely mediate the
predictive relationship between two variables, #ynbe that other variables are also
influencing or mediating that relationship. In ethwvords, variables other than externalizing
behavior could be influencing or could be a mecsrarthrough which the relationship
between having a learning disability and lower pemreptance within one’s classroom
comes about.

For instance, the low achievement of students lgdiming disabilities may falsely
signal to classmates that these students are matedigyent and, consequently, peers may be
more likely to reject them. In addition, inattesgtibehaviors were not included among the
behaviors tested in the mediational model of tles@nt study. The CBCL rating scale,
which was used to collect behavioral data fromhees;, indexed separately internalizing
behaviors (such as inattention) and externalizetgalviors (such as hyperactivity). Thus, it
could be that behaviors of inattention also mediagerelationship between LD status and
peer acceptance. Theoretically, such a mediatietationship would make sense given that
Hinshaw (1992), in a review of studies, found thattentive behaviors are more strongly
associated with the presence of a learning disaltilan are hyperactive behaviors; children
who show academic weaknesses at a young age andre/etassified with a learning
disability later on, also tend to present with syomps of inattention. Symptoms of
inattention could lead to a child’s later clasgfion with a learning disability if he or she

misses out on learning a large amount of basiceanadskills or, such symptoms of
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inattentiveness could result from children withrfeag disabilities’ difficulties

understanding material that is taught. In eitlaxe; the presence of inattentive behaviors in
the academic arena and/or when interacting witinspemuld make these students seem less
desirable as friends and lower these student’&esteom peers.

Alternatively, externalizing behavior may have ohBen a partial mediator in the
relationship between learning disability status padr acceptance because other, outside
factors, could have resulted in the presence df that externalizing behaviors and the
learning difficulties of these students. As meméid above, attentional weaknesses, both in
terms of inattention and hyperactivity are oftescasated with the presence of a learning
disability. Thus, it could be that impulsivity eft associated with attentional weaknesses or
expressive language difficulties sometimes assedtiaith attentional problems leads to
difficulty inhibiting behaviors and/or engagingself-talk and, in turn, to the presence of
externalizing behaviors. Similarly, as mentionbd\ae, the presence of inattentive and/or
hyperactive symptoms early on in life, could mak&rhing difficult and could lead to the
seeming presence of a learning disability or, syrhptoms could further contribute to the
already present learning problems of students.

Social-cognitive accuracy as a mediatdhe present study failed to support the
individual relationships of social-cognitive acceyavith learning disability status and social
preference and, therefore, failed to support samghitive accuracy as a mediator in the
overall model. A few possibilities exist regarditing failure to support social-cognitive
accuracy as a mediator in the relationship betviemming disability status and peer

acceptance. For instance, this part of the modg mot have been supported because social
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cognition may not actually predict or lead to tbe/ér peer acceptance that children with
learning disabilities typically experience. Insteaome of the other potential mediators
described above, such as verbal ability, achievén@attentiveness, and/or
hyperactivity/impulsivity may serve as mediatorghis relationship. The notion that social
cognition may not really mediate the relationshapieen LD status and peer acceptance, is
also a very interesting one to consider from arntigmal standpoint. In Crick and Dodge’s
(1994) model, engaging in steps to process satfiaimation leads to a decision about how
to behave and then the enactment of the behaBehavioral enactment, in turn, leads to
judgments by peers of that child’s behavior. # thsults of the present study are accurate,
and if they are interpreted within the guideliné€ack and Dodge’s (1994) model, the
implication is that students with learning disai®s may, in some cases, know the
acceptable manner in which to think about soctabksions, but may not be able to enact or
carry out an appropriate behavioral response @ug.to hyperactivity/impulsivity).
Alternatively, it may be that the social-cogniti@ecuracy measure was not a valid
index of the social cognition construct. As mené&d previously, the task may have been too
easy. This scenario seems plausible given thet dygpeared to be a ceiling effect for the
accuracy scores of children with and without leagndisabilities. If it were simply that the
social-cognitive accuracy measure was an inappatgmdex of social cognition and social
cognition did actually mediate then an interrelasioip between social cognition and
behavior, as is suggested in the steps of Crickoube’s (1994) model, could exist. In
other words, if support had been found for botha@ognition and externalizing behavior

as mediators, a relationship whereby greater scoighitive ability is associated with fewer
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externalizing behaviors would likely exist amonggsh mediators. Such a relationship would
be loosely in line with the association betweenaamgnition and behavior suggested by
Crick and Dodge’s (1994) model. Finding that sbetgnition and externalizing behavior
both serve as mediators, would also be more cemsigtith previous research suggesting
that social-cognitive deficits exist among studemts LD compared to those without LD
(e.q., Sisterhern & Gerber, 1989).

Results of the present investigation suppast pesearch indicating the troubled
peer acceptance of students with learning disedslas well as research that documents the
behavioral difficulties of these students (e.g.n@bet al.,1982; Swanson & Malone, 1992).
In addition to support for these past findings, phesent investigation bridges together
previous research that separately investigate@ebe acceptance of children with learning
disabilities, the externalizing behaviors of chédmwith learning disabilities, and the general
association of behavior to acceptance by one’sspegontinuity among these domains of
past research is suggested by the finding fronpthsent investigation that having a learning
disability predicts one’s externalizing behaviongl ain turn, one’s acceptance by peers.
Limitations of the Study

When interpreting the results of the present sttltgre are several limitations that
should be considered. These limitations includedts to both internal and external validity.

Research desigimhe present study was correlational in desigemihat none of the
variables examined in the School Friendship Prajyece directly treated or manipulated. As
a result, a limitation of the present study wag ¢éhdirect causal linkage among the variables

of interest could not be established. Althouglyadrrelational in design, the finding of this
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study that externalizing behavior mediates theticeiahip between LD status and peer
acceptance is an important first step in suggestaugal links among these variables.

Lack of demographic informationother limitation of the present study was that
only demographic data such as age, sex, and dthniere collected in the School
Friendship Project. Thus, the effects of otheraldes on the domains of social functioning
investigated in the present study are not knowar. ifStance, information regarding
socioeconomic status, overall 1Q, verbal abilityg @academic achievement were not
provided. These variables could not be contraheithe present investigation and, therefore,
it is not known if some of these variables may hiafleenced the outcomes obtained. For
example, it could be that low achievement scoreaddition to externalizing behaviors, also
contribute a sizeable proportion of the variancemldren’s social preference scores (e.qg.,
children may be less willing to socially acceptdgints who do not achieve good grades
within the classroom). Given that low achievemerharacteristic of children with learning
disabilities, such a finding would suggest that Eehievement may also be a mediator in the
relationship between LD status and social prefexer&milarly, without controlling for
socioeconomic status, it is not known if this vakeacould also mediate the relationship
between LD status and social preference.

The social-cognitive accuracy measui@espite the theoretical and empirical
underpinnings of the social-cognitive accuracy measprevious research using this
measure is limited to two known studies. Furtheemone of the studies (Leung, 1996) did
not use the accuracy measure as an index of oo@a-€ognitive ability but as a measure of

children’s tendency to use a self-serving bias wiegorting their peers. The other study
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that employed this methodology (Andreassi, 2004&pusto find support for the hypothesis
that accuracy mediates the relationship betweenilendisability status and social network
centrality and failed to find such support.

A more comprehensive variant of social-cognitivelailacy measure was used in the
present study than the one used in the earliey diydndreassi (2004). In the present
study, accuracy in naming all classroom peer grovgssassessed instead of only assessing
the accuracy with which the child named membeth®same peer group to which the child
had named him or herself. Continued lack of supfeoraccuracy as a mediator, therefore,
suggests that the social-cognitive accuracy measiglet not be an appropriate way to
operationally define social cognition. Such araitkefurther bolstered by the fact that
separate relationships of social-cognitive abivith learning disability status (e.g., Wahler
& Dumas, 1986) and social preference (e.g., Cassidy., 2003) have previously been
found.

The nature of learning disabilitiesAs mentioned earlier, it is possible that different
subgroups of children with learning disabilitiesultbpossess varying degrees of social-
cognitive ability. These subgroups may be defingdheir social-cognitive abilities
(Meadan & Halle, 2004) or by the presence of ddifertypes of learning disabilities (e.g., by
the presence of a nonverbal versus a verbal legadigability). Difficulties in processing
information that are associated with a specificrigay disability may also be responsible for,
or result in, the social-cognitive deficits tha¢sle students have. Given that the present
study did not have information regarding the typ&earning disability children had, this

possibility could not be explored further and, thasa limitation.
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Missing dataAccuracy data were missing for 31 children who ipgrated in this
study; five were children with learning disabilgi€9% of the 55 students with learning
disabilities) and 26 were without disabilities @G®f the 631 students with learning
disabilities). Although these missing data did caminprise a majority of the data for either
the children with or without learning disabilitiesthis study, the 9% and almost 4% of
missing data for each group, respectively, mighehawered the power of the design to
detect the hypothesized relationships. In othedsknowing the peer groups whom these
children would have identified, or, alternativetlye reason why they omitted the data may
have altered the results of this study with resp@ebcial-cognitive accuracy.

Knowledge about the identification of learning diséies. The determination of
disability status in the present study was baseiafonmation from the School Friendship
Project, which used disability classifications detmed by the school. Given that data from
the school were used, and that independent vdrditaf these children’s disability status
was not conducted via assessments of their cogrativity and achievement, the results of
this study may have looked very different if it habeen conducted in another state. Criteria
for a learning disability vary widely from statestate and when the data were collected for
this study in 1998 and 1999, the state of lllineas using an ability-achievement
discrepancy model (Reschly & Hosp, 2004) wherehsrattates such as New York and
Connecticut were using a regression equation tatiigdearning disabilities. Thus, children
identified as having a learning disability in thegent study may not have been so identified
in other states and, conversely, children not ifledtwith a learning disability in the present

study may have been identified as such in othéestandependent verification would have
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enabled the investigators to use pre-determin¢eriaj thus allowing researchers or school
personnel in any state to determine the extentictwesults from the present study apply to
their population of students with learning disdl@B. Furthermore, independent verification
would make it easier for other investigators toemsthnd findings from the present research
and to replicate these findings, thus making tiselte more generalizable.

Directions for Future Research

In this section, future research that could bedaoted to promote additional
advances in understanding and remediating thelgtiffiaulties of children with learning
disabilities is discussed. Some of these areafsifore research were alluded to earlier in
this chapter, but are now discussed in more detail.

Future research could examine, in an exploratagmar, whether the population of
students with learning disabilities possesses ugrgocial-cognitive abilities and then also
investigate any correlates of these varying aeditiFor instance, gender differences or
varying ethnicity may be related to any differenttest may exist in the way children with
learning disabilities process social informatigkternatively, such research could focus on
investigating whether there are differences inaempgnitive abilities that children with
specific types of learning disabilities (e.g., \edrersus nonverbal) possess. Thus, there are
several characteristics of children with learnimgpdilities that could be explored to
determine whether and how social-cognitive abgitieight vary among these children.

Few investigations have incorporated a componewhich the social-cognitive
abilities of low achievers have been compared ¢selof children with learning disabilities

(e.g., Tur-Kaspa & Bryan, 1994). A future studwlcbdivide children without learning
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disabilities into high and low achievers and coregheir social-cognitive abilities to those
of children with learning disabilities. If diffenees are found between these groups, with
low achieving students overall having more simslacial-cognitive abilities, it would be
interesting to examine whether achievement diffeeerare related to social preference
scores and, additionally, whether social-cognitiadities mediate these differences.

An alternate measure of social-cognitive accuramylctbe used in future research.
Such research would shed further light on whether¢lationships of accuracy with learning
disability status and social preference were nohébin the present study due to the
methodology or because these relationships reallyod hold true with respect to social-
cognitive accuracy. Methodologies previously ergpbbin research with children who have
learning disabilities, such as those that presgpothetical social vignettes followed by
guestions tapping into each step of Crick and Dad@®94) social information-processing
model, could be used. Such a methodology may jpeodiiferent results for a mediation
model in which social-cognitive accuracy would lssessed by one’s ability to encode social
cues presented (step 1 of Crick and Dodge’s moddternatively, using Crick and Dodge’s
model in research might implicate other aspectoofal cognition, such as a child’s ability
to generate solutions or choose an appropriat®nsgp as mediators in the relationship
between learning disability status and social azree.

Additionally, the steps of Crick and Dodge’s (19940del could be taught to
children and they could then be asked to use thagal information-processing steps to role
play social scenarios as a way to tap into thesegsises in a more ecologically valid

manner. Such a methodology might further suppatésults of the present study in
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revealing that it is one’s behavior, as in the émant of a behavioral response, and not one’s
social-cognitive accuracy that mediates the ratatigp between learning disability status and
peer acceptance. Furthermore, future researchl eded investigate accuracy employing

both social-cognitive tasks used in previous redeas well as the measure derived from
SCM used by the present study, to see if the SClslsnre has concurrent validity.

The results of the present investigation suggedtdausal relationships may exist
among learning disability status, externalizingdebr, and peer acceptance. Such
conclusions cannot be drawn, however, given theetadronal research design of the present
investigation. Future research could, therefaveu$ on establishing evidence for causal
links among these variables. For instance, inféionaegarding the levels of externalizing
behavior and the social acceptance of children lgaining disabilities could be collected.
Two groups of children, an experimental and a @mgroup, could be matched on these
variables. The experimental group could then briaidtered behavioral interventions to
target their behavioral difficulties. Pre-and pest comparisons of the levels of these
children’s externalizing behaviors and social ataepe by peers could then be made. A
posttest decrease in externalizing behavior an@ase in social acceptance by peers among
the experimental group as well as no significamnges in these variables among the control
group would implicate a causal relationship betwexernalizing behavior and social
acceptance. Furthermore, the control group cdslultaen be administered the same
behavioral intervention so that pre-and posttestparisons could be made a second time. A
similar change in scores among this second growpittfren would further indicate a causal

relationship among externalizing behavior and $@daeptance.
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Implications for Practice

The present study suggests that one mechanisogthrehich peer status is
determined for children with learning disabilitissheir externalizing behaviors. Assuming
this relationship is causal, this finding impliewvsral strategies for ameliorating the social
difficulties of children with learning disabilitiesFirst, teachers who have students with
learning disabilities in their classrooms can ageatheir classrooms and teach in a structured
manner so as to minimize behavioral difficultieeg@ students might have (Kern & Clemens,
2007) and promote higher esteem from their peSesond, given that the effectiveness of
social skills training programs have been calléd question by researchers due to a lack of
maintenance/generalization (e.g., DuPaul & Eck&94; Meloy & Kavale, 1990; as cited in
Choi & Kim, 2003), the results of the present stgdggest that altering these children’s
negative behaviors may be a key intervention tafagetffecting changes in peer status.
Social skills training programs typically focus t@aching social-cognitive skills as well as
prosocial behaviors that can be used in interaatittig others. Instead, the results of the
present study indicate that it may be more effectivfocus on learning about any behavioral
difficulties that a child with learning disabilisemight have and to work on replacing those
behaviors with more appropriate alternatives indlassroom. These more appropriate
alternatives could be promoted and sustained thrpogitive reinforcement until the
externalizing behaviors are extinguished. Furtleeemusing such a behavioral component
would be one way in which to implement an experitakdesign to bolster the findings of
the present study given that the results of thidysare really the product of a correlational

rather than a causal research methodology. Faongeaa study could be designed in which
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children with learning disabilities who tend to éihexternalizing behaviors and have low
peer acceptance are identified. Some of thesdrehilcould be taught more positive
behaviors to replace their externalizing behaviexperimental group) whereas the rest of
the children could participate in a control grojmalyses comparing the externalizing
behaviors and peer acceptance of the experimamat@ntrol group from pre- to post-test
could reveal whether such an intervention woul@ lbseful one.

Results from the present study have implicatiens€hool psychologists in their role
of promoting the social and emotional functionifgtudents. The present investigation
indicates that a group at risk for social diffieet is children with learning disabilities.
Secondary preventive efforts can, thus, be aimédisgroup of children in identifying those
who are not well accepted by peers. Such ideatiba could be done by interviewing
teachers or gathering sociometric data from classso Once children with learning
disabilities who are not well accepted by theirrpere identified, their externalizing
behaviors could be assessed. If results fromuheict study are further supported, the
implication then is that interventions for childresth learning disabilities who have low
peer acceptance and high rates of externalizingwets could be developed by targeting
their behavior. For instance, a functional behaglan could be developed in which the
antecedents and consequences of these childreletarenined in order to identify
mechanisms for reinforcing alternative, more appete behaviors. In addition, results from
the present investigation suggest that when a chileferred for testing to determine
whether he or she possesses a learning disabidihgvioral checklists that index

externalizing behaviors such as the CBCL teaclmortdorm and the Behavior Assessment
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System for Children-Second Edition (BASC-2) as vasllsociometric measures of peer
acceptance could be used to further support theepoe of a learning disability. In addition
to further bolstering evidence of a learning dighisuch information could be used to
formulate specific IEP goals that would effectivedyget improving that child’s social and
emotional functioning.

In summary, this study was successful in suppgrimodel in which externalizing
behaviors mediate the relationship between whetlodild has a learning disability and
social acceptance by peers. Children with leardisgbilities tend to be less well accepted
by their peers and this appears to be partly theltref acting out or externalizing behaviors
in which they engage. This relationship is anregéng one that supports the findings of
many investigations that have examined these lasa®parately. Additionally, this finding
suggests that externalizing behaviors may be akegy for social skills training programs to
target in improving peers’ views of these childréfith respect to social information-
processing, many questions remain regarding theomes of the present study because
previous research implicates it in the lower sosiatus that children with learning
disabilities tend to have. Future research thes asdifferent methodology to examine
social-cognitive ability and that investigates flussible influence of additional features of
these children, such as their low achievementetype of disability they have, are needed

to clarify the findings of the present study.
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