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A growing body of literature indicates that problematic peer relations in
childhood and adolescence are predictive of both academic and behavioral
problems in school (see Kohlberg, LaCrosse, & Ricks, 1972; Kupersmidt,
Coie, & Dodge, 1990; Parker & Asher, 1987, for reviews). The findings
from this literature have been important for the development of criteria for
defining, identifying, and screening children at risk for school maladjust-
ment. Despite the fact that the relation between problematic peer relations
and school maladjustment has been replicated across samples of children
from different ethnic, geographic, and developmental groups, little is
known about the mechanisms by which problematic peer relations may af-
fect school maladjustment. The development and testing of such mecha-
nisms has been slow, in part, because the transactional relations among so-
cial, behavioral, and academic functioning over time have been difficult to
study due to methodological limitations and practical constraints. It is
likely that there is a bidirectional influence between peer relations and
school maladjustment; however, this chapter focuses only on one side of
the equation, namely, the influence of problematic peer relations on
school maladjustment. In this chapter, school maladjustment is defined in
terms of behavioral, emotional, or academic difficulties that may interfere
with adequate functioning in school.

One mechanism that has been proposed for understanding the impact
that problematic peer relations have on children's school maladjustment
suggests that poor peer relations are stressful for children due to both the
experienced negative affect and the accompanying lack of social support
that, in turn, increases children's vulnerability to other life stressors (Ar-
macost, 1989; Colton & Gore, 1991; see also Birch & Ladd, this volume).
In fact, children report that being disliked or picked on by peers is a major
stressor (Jones & Fiore, 1991) and they rate negative changes in peer ac-
ceptance as equally stressful as other life events, such as failure of a year
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school or hospitalization of a parent for a serious illness (Johnson,
ifl988)- Children with poor peer relations may be socially isolated or ostra-
cized and may, in turn, isolate themselves from peers by not attending

f!school to avoid further exposure to stress. If the social isolation of chil-
JMren is associated with teasing or peer victimization, they may also devel-
j'op heightened social anxiety and fear of public performances in school,
r-such as reading aloud.

Although problematic peer relations can have negative consequences
terms of mental health and school maladjustment, these consequences

fdo not necessarily generalize to all children. There may be children for
bom problematic peer relations do not affect adjustment. For these chil-
i, the level of need for relatedness, affiliation, or peer status may be

fijelatively low. For example, they may describe themselves as not caring
I What others think about them or not wanting or needing friends. Alterna-
Jftvely, these children may have other means of satisfying their social

s, such as a positive affiliation with a pet, parent, or sibling. Thus, we
need to know a child's desired type, quality, and quantity of peer relations

Jin order to be able to predict his or her reaction to different kinds of inter-
Ft

^personal stressors with peers.
In this chapter, we propose a model for understanding the differential

pmpact of peer relations problems on children's school maladjustment.
Specifically, we propose that individual differences in cognitions about
lie social self may account for this differential impact (see also Erdley, Ju-
onen, this volume). The aim of the present chapter is to begin to develop
framework for explaining individual differences in the impact of the

B, quality, and quantity of chidren's peer relations problems on school
Jadjustment. We will develop a theory about the ways in which .social

elf_cognitions mediate the relation between problematic peer relations
Bid school maladjustment. In addition, we will present the preliminary re-

sits of focus group discussions that are relevant to our theory.
In order to begin to examine the proposed model, we conducted focus

oup discussions with 3rd, 5th, 7th, 9th, and 11th grade students. Trained
dult interviewers conducted separate groups with boys and girls. The old-
'', groups (7th, 9th, and 11th grades) consisted only of African-American,
tier-city children, whereas the younger groups (3rd and 5th grades) con-

sisted of both Caucasian and African-American children. We conducted
groups in school or a school-based summer camp during the day. The

Merviewers were trained to use a semi-structured interview and were
ided by a standard script of questions used with each group of students,
tildren were asked to discuss five types of peer relations including so-
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cial networks, best friends, boyfriends and girlfriends, popularity, and be-
ing disliked or rejected by peers. The results of these focus group discus-
sions will be presented throughout the chapter to complement the existing
empirical literature.

The specific organization of the chapter is as follows. In the next sec-
tion, we will briefly discuss the importance of positive peer relations for
normal development, and we will provide a brief review of the literature
on the prediction of school maladjustment from different kinds of peer re-
lations problems. In the following section, we will discuss the existing
adult literature relevant to our theory. Because mediators of problematic
peer relations on school maladjustment have not been directly examined
in the child literature, we reviewed the adult literature for ideas about so-
cial cognitive mediators of interpersonal stess on maladjustment. This
review provides the foundation for the remainder of the chapter, which be-
gins with a discussion of the concept of social needs followed by sections
on a working definition of social needs and the domains of social needs.
We then review group and individual differences in social needs. Finally,
we will introduce self-discrepancy theory as a potential framework for un-
derstanding the impact of interpersonal stress, more broadly, and peer re-
lations problems, more specifically, on maladjustment. In the final sec-
tion, we will discuss various mechanisms through which cognitions about
the social self in the context of problematic peer relations may affect
school maladjustment.

The importance of peer relations for school maladjustment

The importance of establishing and maintaining healthy peer relations in
normal social development has been well-documented. Vandell and
Mueller (1980) note that in the first six months of life, children begin to
show evidence of interest in peers, such as touching, peer-directed smil-
ing, and babbling. Social interactions increase in frequency during the
preschool years (Rubin, Fein, & Vandenberg, 1983). The presence of reci-
procated friendships provides the opportunity for modeling and corrective
feedback in the social skill development of school-aged children (Hartup,
1989). Relationships with peers become increasingly important to chil-
dren, and children report that the functions these relationships serve grow
to equal or sometimes surpass relationships with other central network
members (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985).

The following comments from focus group discussions suggest the im-
portance of peer relations to children and adolescents: "I come to school
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to get the gossip." "[I like] the social life. Just to see people. That's why I
like school." When asked what they like most about school, children's
most common response was "coming to see my friends." Thus, not only
are peer relations subjectively important to children, but they also appear
to motivate them to attend school.

Most of the developmental psychopathology literature in the last
15-20 years that has examined the role of peer relations has focused upon
children's relations with same-aged peers as the primary indicator of prob-
lematic peer relations. The following section discusses five types of peer
problems that may be associated with increased risk for school maladjust-
ment and how each type of problem relates to other types of peer prob-
lems. We will also discuss, when possible, individual variation in response
to exposure to each particualr peer problem.

One way that peer problems have been operationalized is through the
use of peer nomination methods to identify "rejected children," or chil-
dren who are actively disliked by a substantial number of peers while si-
multaneously being most liked by few, if any, peers (Coie, Dodge, & Cop-
potelli, 1982). This dislike or negative affect directed towards certain
peers has been found to be correlated with negative behavior being direct-
ed toward rejected children as well. Rejected children are often the targets
of overt aggression (Coie & Kupersmidt, 1983; Dodge, Coie, & Brakke,
1982) as well as the victims of relational aggression (Crick & Grotpeter,
1994).

Rejected children have been found to be at heightened risk for a wide
range of school-related problems including absenteeism, school dropout,
low academic achievement, poor grades, and grade retention (Coie,
Lochman, Terry, & Hyman, 1992; DeRosier, Kupersmidt, & Patterson,
1994; Kupersmidt & Coie, 1990; Ollendick, Weist, Borden, & Green,
1992; Wentzel, 1991; see also Hymel et al., this volume). In tests of the ef-
fects of the chronicity and proximity of peer rejection on behavioral and
academic adjustment, even one experience of peer rejection was predic-
tivejsfjjicreases in school absenteeism, after controlling for prior levels of
absenteeism in the model (DeRosier et al., 1994). Likewise, the interac-
tion Between the chronicity of peer rejection and prior levels of aggression
was associated with heightened levels of aggression in school. The
strength of the correlation between prior aggression and later aggression
was directly related to the chronicity of peer rejection. The academic
achievement of children in early elementary school was more negatively
affected by chronic peer rejection than the achievement of children who

chronic peer rejection later in elementary school (DeRosier et
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al., 1994). In addition to the impact of peer rejection on behavioral and
academic functioning, rejection has also been associate with internalizing
problems including anxiety and depression (Asarnow, 1988; French &
Waas, 1985; Waas, 1987).

In addition to these more recent findings on peer rejection and its con-
sequences, an earlier literature on unpopularity also suggests an associa-
tion with school-related problems (see Parker & Asher, 1987, for a re-
view); however, the operational definition of unpopularity varied
substantially across these earlier studies. Despite the consistent findings
regarding negative outcomes associated with peer rejection, the specific
form of negative outcome appears to vary across individuals, leading
some to suggest that peer rejection may operate as a general stressor
rather than a specific precursor to a specific disorder (Kupersmidt &
Cole, 1990; Kupersmidt & Patterson, 1991). In addition, substantial indi-
vidual differences in the response to peer rejection have been observed.
For example, Kupersmidt and Coie (1990) reported that approximately
35% of rejected children dropped out of school.

More recently, interest in the normal development of dyadic peer rela-
tionships among children has emerged in the theoretical and empirical lit-
erature (Bukowski & Hoza, 1989; Parker & Asher, 1993). Based upon this
line of research, a second way that having a peer relations problem has
been operationalized is the absence of a best friendship using reciprocal
peer nominations. Although group acceptance and friendship are consid-
ered to be distinct constructs, some empirical evidence has emerged that
suggests that these constructs are related. For example, low status children
(e.g., rejected or neglected) are less likely than other children to have a
group of prosocial friends or a best friend and are more likely than other
children to have low or average status friends (Kupersmidt, DeRosier, &
Patterson, 1995; Kupersmidt, Griesler, & Patterson, 1994; Parker & Ash-
er, 1993). Likewise, higher status popular or controversial children are
more likely than other children to have friends and have higher status
friends. However, it is noteworthy that some low status children do have
both reciprocated friendships and best friends (Kupersmidt et al., 1995;
Kupersmidt, Griesler, & Patterson, 1994; Parker & Asher, 1993). Never-
theless, low status children report less caring, instrumental aid, intimacy,
and more conflict and betrayal in their reciprocated best friendships than
higher accepted peers (Parker & Asher, 1993).

Although it has been shown that dyadic relationships, particularly best
friendships, are important to children and adolescents (Furman &
Buhrmester, 1985), little is known about the consequences for school be-
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and performance of not having a friend. One exception is from a
cent cross-sectional study by Parker and Asher (1993), in which they re-

orted that not having a reciprocated best friend and low group accep-
made separate contributions to the prediction of loneliness. Thus,

[lis finding presents new evidence to suggest an additive relation between
•o peer problems as independent risk factors.
A third peer relations problem has been defined through ratings or ob-
vations of the quality of the best friend relationship. Although many
v-accepted children have friendships, they report less caring, instru-

mental aid, and intimacy, and more conflict and betrayal in their recipro-
Sated best friendships than do higher-accepted children. Some have sug-

ested that having a poor quality relationship with a best friend such as
characterized by frequent conflicts may have negative effets on chil-

en's development (Berndt, 1989; Rook, 1984). In particular, Berndt
£1992) reported that adolescents with more supportive friendships were

ter adjusted to school than adolescents with less supportive friendships,
i addition, Goodyer, Wright, and Altham (1989) reported that friendship

iifficulties were associated with both anxiety and depression. Finally,
sjfarker and Asher (1993) reported that various friendship qualities made

endent contributions to the prediction of loneliness, even after con-
Dlling for peer acceptance.

A fourth kind of peer relations problem concerns the lack of member-
lip in a social network. The relations among low peer status, lack of a
est friend, and lack of a social network have not been thoroughly investi-
ated, so that the prevalence of the co-occurrence of these problems is not
tiown. In addition, the short- and long-term consequences of this type of
cial isolation have not been well investigated.
A fifth kind of peer relations problem concerns the characteristics of
child's best friend or peer network members. Members of children's

er groups have been found to be similar with respect to their level of
otivation in school (Kindermann, 1993; this volume) and although there

• substantial turnover in the membership of groups, groups remain fairly
3le in their motivational composition. In other words, according to Kin-
lann (1993) children who were very motivated in school tended to af-

i with one another, and those who were less motivated also tended to
ng out together. Similarly, Tesser, Campbell, and Smith (1984) reported

Mnogeneity among affiliated peers with respect to school performance
nd Cairns, Cairns, Neckerman, Gest, and Gariepy (1988) reported that

?ressive children tend to associate with one another in antisocial net-
s. In addition, adolescents who are friends and, in particular, those
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who stay friends across time tend to become more similar to one another
in behavior, attitudes, and school motivation (Berndt, Laychak, & Park,
1990; Epstein, 1983b; Kandel, 1978a, 1978b). Adolescents also report
substantial peer group influence that affects many aspects of life including
their appearance and illicit behaviors and cognitions (O'Brien & Bierman,
1988). Social affilation with an antisocial peer group is a powerful predic-
tor of a range of school-related problems and antisocial behaviors (Dish-
ion & Loeber, 1985; Elliot, Huizinga, & Ageton, 1985; Patterson & Dish-
ion, 1985).

A recent longitudinal study examined developmental patterns of five
indices of problematic peer relations including low group acceptance, not
having a reciprocated best friend, low perceived social support from the
best friend, high conflict with the best friend, and having aggressive
friends as predictors of aggression and delinquency (Kupersmidt, Burchi-
nal, & Patterson, 1995). Multiple peer relations problems were additively
associated with the prediction of each outcome, suggesting that children
with more problems were at higher risk than children with fewer prob-
lems. In this way, these findings are consistent with those reported earlier
for the prediction of loneliness by Parker and Asher (1993), suggesting
that the evaluation of social risk factors requires the assessment of multi-
ple aspects of social functioning with peers. In addition, these findings
provide additonal evidence for substantial individual differences in the
impact of each peer relations problem on a variety of negative outcomes.

In summary, five different kinds of peer relations problems have been
identified that are expected to be associated with heightened risk for
school maladjustment, including being rejected, not having a best friend,
having a poor quality friendship, lack of membership in a social network,
and being a member of an antisocial network. Individual differences in the
negative impact of these problems on school maladjustment were reported
in thes studies. Additional research on each of these peer relations prob-
lems is needed in several areas. First, the prevalence and interrelations
among different kinds of peer relations problems need to be studied across
development. Second, the prediction of school maladjustment from both
independent peer relations problems as well as from multiple peer rela-
tions problems needs to be examined. Most importantly, additional theory
and research is needed on the mechanisms by which these processes oper-
ate.

Because mechanisms underlying the link between the various types of
children's peer relations problems and school maladjustment have not
been studied directly, we reviewed the literature on social self cognition
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factors that mediate the effects of interpersonal stress on adult adjustment.
The next section provides a brief review of this adult literature and our
conclusions about how these findings provided direction for the develop-
ment of our theory of social self cognitions as mediators of the effects of
children's peer relations problems on school maladjustment.

Social needs as a mediator of adult maladjustment

It has long been hypothesized that deficits in the formation of social rela-
tionships (Fromm-Reichmann, 1959; Sullivan, 1953) or the loss of social
relationships (Bowlby, 1980) lead to negative outcomes. These ideas have
been explored in the adult literature, with particular attention to loneliness
and depression as outcome measures. The results of these studies have
been mixed. Russell, Peplau, and Cutrona (1980) found that loneliness
correlated positively with time spent alone, whereas others found no sig-
nificant relation between number of friends reported and loneliness
(Jones, 1982; Stokes, 1985; Williams & Solano, 1983). In the past decade,
a great deal of research has been devoted to explaining individual differ-
ences in the extent to which the adequacy of adults' social relationships
predicts loneliness or depression. The research in each of these areas has
identified social needs as one of the mediating variables between actual
social relationships and these specific negative outcomes for adults.

The adult loneliness literature has suggested that two types of loneli-
ness exist and are related to different social needs (Weiss, 1973). Weiss
(1973) proposed that emotional loneliness occurs when an intimate at-
tachment is not present. He distinguished emotional loneliness from so-
cial isolation, which occurs when a network of social relationships is ab-
sent or inadequate (Weiss, 1973). Weiss' theory suggests that the presence
of specific kinds of relationships is necessary for everyone, and that lone-
liness can be predicted by simply measuring all of the relationships that
exist in a person's life. Later work has shown that the quality of relation-
Ships is more important than the quantity in making this prediction (Rook,
1987; Shaver & Buhrmester, 1983). Several researchers have theorized
that the prediction of loneliness is dependent on the degree of discrepancy
between an individual's desired and actual social relationships (Peplau &
Perlman, 1982; Rook, 1988). From this perspective, loneliness is a func-

n of the discrepancy between an individual's social needs and the indi-
Vidual's perception of his or her actual social relationships.

The adult depression literature had taken a similar approach, consider-
ing the interactions among an individual's social needs, actual social rela-
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tionships, and psychological adjustment. Beck (1983) proposed that per-
sonality traits could be used to predict which individuals would become
depressed when faced with certain kinds of life stressors. Specifically,he
hypothesized that sociotropic individuals (individuals who are dependent
on interpersonal relationships for safety, help, and gratification and highly
dependent on feedback from others) will be prone to depression when re-
jection by or separation from others is experienced, whereas autonomous
individuals (individuals who are dependent on meeting achievement-relat-
ed internal standards and goals and are less dependent on feedback form
others) will be relatively unaffected by these social stressors. In support of
this theory, several researchers have found that depression in sociotropic
adulsts is correlated with negative social events (Hammen, Ellicott, Gitlin,
& Jamison, 1989; Robins & Block, 1988; Robins, 1990). From this per-
spective, then, depression is a function of an interaction between an indi-
vidual's social needs (conceptualized as a personality trait) and negative
changes in his or her actual social resources.

In both the loneliness model and the depression model, the discrepancy
between social needs and perceived social relationships is thought to be a
cognitive mediator between social relationships and psychological adjust-
ment. Although this idea had been supported empirically for adults, it has
not yet been extended to the study of children's social relationships. The
adult psychiatric literature led us to consider the application of individual
differences in social needs as underlying the negative impact of children's
peer relations problems on school maladjustment.

The model we will propose differs from the adult models in several
ways. First, in the adult literature, the social needs construct is conceptual-
ized as a global personality variable (such as sociotropy or need for relat-
edness). In contrast, we are conceptualizing social needs as being domain-
specific. In the case of children's social needs, domain-specificity refers
to the type (e.g., group, dyadic), quality (e.g., conflict, support), and quan-
tity of peer relations. We theorize that a child's social needs within each
domain will be relatively independent of his or her social needs in other
domains. Second, the adult literature guided us only in terms of develop-
ing theories related to the specific outcomes of depression and loneliness
as a function of the discrepancy between social needs and actual social re-
sources. Although both of these affective problems are associated with
school performance and behavior, we were interested in developing a
model that would help to explain a broader range of school outcomes in-
cluding absenteeism, disruptive behavior, and aggression in school. Thus,
we reviewed the social psychological literature on the social self. Finally,
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he adult literature presents a static model of how mental health may be af-
fected by interpersonal stress exposure and stable individual differences in

acial needs. In contrast, our model is conceptualized from a developmen-
Ital perspective, with the expectation that social needs will differ not only
facross individuals, but also across developmental periods.

Given that the adult literature guided us to examine social needs as a
Itnediator of peer relations problems on school maladjustment, we began
1 the development of our theory by defining the construct, thinking about
|the domains or features of social needs, and by examining any normative

jata on social needs in children of different ages. We were also interested
gender, cultural, and individual differences in reported social needs.

I'The next section reviews these points.

^Characteristics of social needs
H

Definition of social needs
|

|JThe study of children's social needs has not been directly examined in the
I empirical literature on social development. The literature that comes clos-

to examining this construct focuses in the study of children's social
I/goals (see also Ford, Berndt & Keefe, Erdley, Wentzel, this volume). A
f'social goal" is defined within a social information-processing model as a

of social cognition that may determine the choice of strategies used
i'to solve a social problem. Social goals have been operationalized in terms
>0fthe proximal and immediate goals for specific social situations (e.g.,

', Renshaw & Asher, 1983). Although this line of research has proven fruit-
fill, the present chapter defines social needs in a broader context than the

? more behavioral or instrumental definitions used for the study of social
'.goals. Social needs are thought to reflect cognitive structures representa-
f.tive of the social self. These structures are thought to be chronically acces-
sible in memory and capable of influencing social goals and behavior in

ecific situations (Sedikides & Skowronski, 1990, 1991; see also Hig-
;ins, 1990).

In our model, a social need is defined as an individual's subjective
|6valuation of the importance of and desire for various types, qualities, and

quantities of social and interpersonal relations. For example, a person for
horn having a best friend is viewed as very important would be said to

Ifaave a high level of need for that type of relationship. Likewise, a person
[to whom being popular is relatively unimportant would be said to have a
MOW level of need for popularity. Thus, social needs may or may not be sit-
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uationally specific and may influence, but do not refer to situationally
specific goals.

Domains of social needs

We use three broad domains to organize our discussion of social needs.
First, social needs may vary with regard to the type of social need; specif-
ically, whether the type of desired peer relation is a dyadic or group affili-
ation or a particular status. In other words, some children may desire a
best friend, others may want a group with which to hang out, and still oth-
ers may want to be popular. There are at least two aspects of the type of
peer relations that also are likely to vary across individuals. First, in addi-
tion to desiring a specific type of relationship, a child may target a par-
itcular person to fulfill that need. For example, a boy may want to have a
girlfriend ( a certain type of relationship) and may want a particular girl to
be his girlfriend (a specific target). In addition, social needs may vary
with regard to specific characteristics of the target of the relationship,
such as gender. For example, a child may want to be friends with a group
of boys. Another child may desire to have a best friend who is very popu-
lar with the peer group. In these examples, the characteristics of the tar-
geted peer(s) are important components of the type of desired relation-
ship.

Second, social needs may vary with regard to the qualities of the peer
relationship or the functions provided by the relationship, such as admira-
tion, acceptance, avoidance of rejection, companionship, intimacy, aid,
safety, affection, enhancement of worth, trust, and resolution of conflict
(see Furman & Buhrmester, 1985; Weiss, 1974, for a discussion of rela-
tionship qualities). For example, one child may have a need for compan-
ionship and not a need for intimacy, whereas another child may report a
need for both qualities. In addition, the qualities or provisions of peer rela-
tionships desired by children may be experienced in varying levels. Chil-
dren may have a high need for trust, a moderate need for companionship,
and a low need for admiration.

Third, social needs may vary in terms of the quantity of relationships
that a child desires. One child may have an extremely high level of need
for a large quantity of best friends and be dissatisfied with less than five
'best friends.' Another child may also have a high need for best friend re-
lationships, but desire and be satisfied with having one best friend.

In addition to social needs varying in terms of their domains or fea-
tures, children may vary in terms of their flexibility or rigidity in meeting
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particular social needs. For example, a child may be satisfied only with a
best friend relationship with a particular person (indicating low flexibili-
ty) and may ahve difficulty having this need fulfilled by this particular
person. Rigidity in social needs may prove to be frustrating and problem-
atic for children, because it may be more difficult for them to have their
social needs met. Other children may be more flexible in having their so-
cial needs met and experience less discomfort as a result of their social re-
lationships. In addition, social needs may vary in terms of their complexi-
ty. For example, one child may need a best friend, a boyfriend, and to be
popular in order to feel fulfilled, whereas another child may feel fulfilled
simply by having a best friend.

Perceptions of social needs may also vary in terms of their develop-
mental timing and appropriateness. For example, nonnormative social
needs such as a precocious need for a physically intimate relationship with
a member of the opposite sex may present problems for children.

Finally, social needs related to peers may compete at a particular point
in time or in a particular setting with other needs such as the need for
achievement. For example, a child who wants friends more than good
grades may choose to neglect his homework rather than jeopardize a
friendship by being unavailable after school to play.

Group differences in social needs

Developmental differences in social needs. The specific social needs of
children and adolescents as a function of development are not well under-
stood due to a paucity of research on this topic. The examination of devel-
opmental trends in social needs has been limited to cross-sectional work
with specific age groups and, for the most part, has examined self-reports
of social goals or the relative importance of different kinds of relation-

; ships. Research on children's social networks suggests that children en-
J gage in different types of relationships at different ages and that relation-
(Ships with different people are reported to be relatively more important
i across development (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985). Specifically, students'
|interest, dependency, and conformity to peers increases from childhood
|through adolescence as their reliance on parents decreases (Berndt, 1979;
FCostanzo, 1970; Steinberg & Silverberg, 1986). We might speculate, then
fthat the overall decline in achievement task values reported by Wigfield
\d Eccles (1992) may reflect a developmental shift to a higher valuation
I of tasks that meet social needs.

The relative importance of having a best friend increases across child-
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hood and peaks in preadolescence (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985). For ex-
ample, most children (78%) in late elementary school have at least one
friend; however, only about one-half have a reciprocated best friend (Park-
er & Asher, 1993). In addition, the importance of intimacy within the best
friend relationship increases in middle childhood through early adoles-
cence (Berndt & Perry, 1986; Furman & Bierman, 1983). In our focus
groups, having a best friend was seen as extremely important by late ele-
mentary school-aged children: "Everybody has a best friend." "Most girls
want a best friend." When asked what kids would think about someone
who didn't want a best friend, these children responded, "If a girl didn't
want a best friend, they might pick on her," and "I've never had a kid [who
didn't want a best friend] in my grade." In contrast, adolescents saw hav-
ing a best friend as less important: "As long as [someone] has friends, it
doesn't matter." "It don't make no difference one way or the other."

In terms of the importance of broader peer group relations, belonging
to a crowd is extremely important to young teenagers and reaches its peak
at age 12 or 13 (Brown, Eicher, & Petrie, 1986). The importance attached
to crowd membership steadily declines across mid- to late adolescence
(Brown et al., 1986). Late elementary school-aged children seemed to
view the concept of "a group of freinds" as implying an organized, some-
what structured group. They spoke of informal "clubs" that children
"join," and several children indicated that groups of students had tests that
an individual must pass in order to join the group. The younger children
agreed that, although most students wanted to be part of a group, being
part of a group is not very important as long as a child has a friend. Ado-
lescents, however, reported that being part of a group of friends is most
important to them: "It's really important to fit in." They reported that chil-
dren who did not want to be part of a group would be thought of as "stuck
up" or "conceited." They talked about groups of friends in terms of "hang-
ing out" together, and about acting like the group members in order to
gain acceptance: "OK, this group likes me, I have to do everything they
do."

In one study, children reported that the importance of being popular
decreases from late childhood through late adolescence (Epstein, 1983a).
Interestingly, although children in our focus groups reported that the im-
portance of being popular decreased for themselves, they reported that
they thought being popular was always important to other students in their
grade. Children at all ages in the focus groups agreed that being popular
was important to some, but not all children (a 7th grade girl said, ". . .but
there are some people who just don't care about being popular"); however,
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definitions of popularity were very different across different ages.
Younger children said that in order to be popular, a person would have to
"make a lot of friends," "get every answer right," "be really smart," and
"always act ... like a kiss-up to the teacher." Older children had a more
complex definition of popularity, and discussed popularity in terms of so-
cial salience: "There's two kinds of popularity - one where everybody
likes you and one where everybody hates you."

Cross-sex friendships are almost nonexistent in elementary school;
however, they steadily increase across adolescence (Eder & Hallinan,
1978). Sharabany, Gershoni, and Hoffman (1981) reported that adoles-
cents' reports of intimacy in cross-sex friendships increase across ado-
lescence as well, perhaps replacing the importance of the larger peer
group or the same-sex best friend. In our focus groups, the importance
of having a boyfriend or girlfriend appeared to increase with age.
Younger children in the focus groups indicated that it would be accept-
able for a person either to want or to not want a boyfriend or girlfriend.
They talked about "actfing] yourself" and "be[ing] nice" as ways to get
boyfriends or girlfriends. Older children, in contrast, said it was "very
important" to have a boyfriend or girlfriend, and that if someone did not
want a boyfriend or girlfriend, kids would think there was "something
wrong with her."

We were able to locate only one study that examined developmental
patterns of younger children's social goals. Schmidt, Ollendick, and
Stanowicz (1988) studied 6- to 13-year-old children, and found that older
children tended to be more flexible in adapting social strategies to their
assigned goals. Although these results do not indicate differences in social
goals per se, they suggest a cognitive flexibility that may affect the devel-
opment of social needs. A number of studies have examined adolescent
populations, with the goal of understanding changing needs that charac-

s-terize adolescence (Wentzel, 1993; Ford, 1982; Sewell, Farley, Manni, &
I Hunt, 1982). Ford (1982) found no difference between ninth and twelfth

ade students' social goals, suggesting that for adolescents, social goals
I remain consistent over time. Wentzel (1993) and Sewell et al. (1982) re-
§'ported significant differences in the content of social goals within adoles-
cent populations, but these differences were identified as a function of

Igender and ethnicity rather than developmental level. In addition, the lim-
fited age range examined in their studies did not provide information for
|Comparison between the differences in the specific social goals of chil-
|dren and those of adolescents. Clearly, more developmental research is
ineeded in this area.



80 Perspectives on self

Gender differences in social needs. Gender differences have also been
identified as an important factor in examining the definition and develop-
ment of children's social needs and goals. However, as was found in the
literature on developmental differences on social needs, the influence of
gender is not well understood. Research on the affiliation patterns of chil-
dren as a function of gender suggest that upon entrance to elementary
school, boys name more friends than do girls in the same class (Tuma &
Hallinan, 1979). Eder and Hallinan (1978) found that girls tend to have
more exclusive friendships than boys, and that boys report larger social
networks than girls (Clark & Ayers, 1988; Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974); al-
though no sex differences in the size of average friendship groups were re-
ported in adolescence (Hansell, 1981). Sherman (1984) reported that girls
evidence greater intimacy and sociability with same-sex friends than do
boys. In addition, Clark and Ayers (1988) reported that friendships be-
come increasingly reciprocal for girls as age increases. Boys report less
intimacy, caring, instrumental aid, and more difficulty resolving conflicts
with their best friend than do girls (Bukowski, Gauze, Hoza, & Newcomb,
1993; Parker & Asher, 1993). Males also report that popularity is more
important to them than it is to females (Epstein, 1983a). Most of these
studies do not address differences in social needs by gender; however, the
findings suggest that girls possess stronger social needs for intimacy than
do boys, whereas boys report greater need for popularity than do girls.

In our focus group discussions, gender differences emerged in discus-
sions of boyfriend/girlfriend relationships and popularity. Older girls in-
dicated that having sex was a necessary step to keep a boyfriend: "If you
don't do it with 'em they think you're boring." "[If you don't have sex]
they drop you right then." Boys, in contrast, did not identify sex as nec-
essary to keep a girlfriend. Older children also saw popularity as differ-
ent for boys and for girls. They reported that to be popular, girls "have
sex," "play sports," and "get their hair fixed," whereas boys "go to a dif-
ferent crowd of people and change your friends . . . get with a different
girl-

Research on social goals provides additional evidence for differential
goals as a function of gender. Wentzel (1993) found that early adolescent
girls reported higher academic and social responsibility goals than males.
In contrast, Sewell et al. (1982) reported that within an all-African-Amer-
ican adolescent population, males demonstrated greater achievement mo-
tivation than females. These mixed findings may be attributed to the use
of different measures in each study, as well as to possible interactions be-
tween gender and ethnicity. Overall, these findings provide important ad-
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ditional evidence regarding the presence of multiple and possibly conflict-
ing goals in school in adolescence.

Ethnic or cultural differences in social needs. A final sociodemographic
variable examined in the context of social needs and goals is ethnicity or
culture. We were able to locate only a few studies that addressed the contri-
bution of ethnicity or culture to social needs. Wentzel (1993) reported that
early adolescent Caucasian children demonstrated higher social responsi-
bility goals than non-Caucasian children. Sewell et al. (1982) studied an
African-American sample of adolescents with regard to achievement goals,
but did not compare this group to a non-African-American population. Al-
though Wentzel's findings suggest that cultural factors affect social goals,
they do not explain the development of these cultural differences nor the
mechanisms by which ethnicity or culture influence children's and adoles-

cents' social needs.
Research on differential friendship patterns as a function of ethnicity

suggest that children tend to play or be friends with others from their same
ethnic group (Kupersmidt, DeRosier, & Patterson, 1995). In addition,
African-American youth report somewhat different qualities in their

I friendships compared to Caucasian youth. For example, African-Ameri-
I* can males and females reported greater intimacy and support from peers

than did Caucasian males, and less than Caucasian females (DuBois &
Hirsch, 1990). DuBois and Hirsch (1990) also found that African-Ameri-
can peer networks included more neighborhood relationships than did
Caucasian networks, although the size of the in-school networks did not
differ. Clark and Ayers (1988) reported that African-American students
made more nonreciprocated friendship choices compared to Caucasian
students. Again, these findings are limited in their applicability to the
characterization of social needs in different ethnic groups, but the results
offer some indication that African-American and Caucasian students may
differ in their affiliation needs with African-American youth possessing a
greater need for affiliation, support, and intimacy than Caucasian youth.

Individual differences in social needs

In order for social needs to be useful as an important mediator for explain-
ing individual differences in response to peer relationship problems, evi-
dence demonstrating individual differences in social needs would need to
be observed. Individual differences in distress about one's social experi-
ences could provide additional evidence in support of this hypothesis. We
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located several studies that provide initial support for each of these as-
sumptions. For example, Crick and Ladd (1993) reported considerable
within-social status variation in social distress (e.g., 16% of popular chil-
dren and 44% of unpopular children reported high levels of social dis-
tress). In addition, Asendorpf (1993) has described three different types of
children who may exhibit high rates of solitary behavior. He suggested
that one type of child may prefer being alone to social activity and also
prefer to play with toys or do school work (Asendorpf, 1991; Coplan, Ru-
bin, Fox, Calkins, & Stewart, 1994). In contrast, another type of child may
want to interact with his or her peers, but does not do so. Their social
withdrawal is most obvious in novel settings where they fear negative
evaluation of others (Asendorpf, 1991). A third group may consist of chil-
dren who desire social interactions with others and do not try to isolate
themselves, yet they may be isolated by peers due to their incompetent so-
cial behavior (Coie & Kupersmidt, 1983; Dodge, 1983; Rubin & Mills,
1988). Thus, taken together, these studies suggest that there are individual
differences in levels of social needs and in the importance of different
types of social interactions across individuals.

In addition, several studies have reported differences in children's so-
cial goals as a function of having different kinds of peer relations prob-
lems or behavior problems that are associated with peer relations prob-
lems. In conflict situations, unpopular or rejected children are more
focussed on instrumental rather than relational outcomes (Crick & Ladd,
1990) and rank-order positive, social goals lower (Renshaw & Asher,
1983) than do more popular children. Likewise, very aggressive youth en-
dorse goals that are hostile in nature (Slaby & Guerra, 1988) and place
high value on dominance or control of peer victims (Boldizar, Perry, &
Perry, 1989; Lochman, Wayland, & White, 1993) as compared to less ag-
gressive youth. Taken together, these findings are consistent with theoreti-
cal work that suggests that less socially competent children have problems
prioritizing goals and coordinating multiple goals as compared with so-
cially competent youth, particularly in conflict situations (Dodge, Asher,
& Park, 1989).

Social self-discrepancy theory, problematic peer relations,
and school maladjustment

We conducted a review of the social psychological literature on self-cog-
nitions to attemtpt to explain the mechanism by which the discrepancy be-
tween adults' social needs and their social resources produced loneliness
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or depression. Self-discrepancy theory, developed by Higgins and his col-
leagues (Higgins, 1987; Higgins, Bond, Klein, & Strauman, 1986; Strau-
man & Higgins, 1987), provides an excellent framework for understand-
ing social needs as a mediator of the effects of problematic peer relations
on school maladjustment. Self-discrepancy theory distinguishes between
domains of the self and standpoints on the self. Two domains of the self
were relevant to explaining the discrepancy of interest, namely, the actual
self (representation of attributes actually possessed) and the ideal self
(representation of attributes that might ideally be possessed). In addition,
the theory emphasizes two standpoints on the self: own (representations
that stem from a personal point of view) or other (representations that
stem from the point of view of a significant other.)

There is an important difference between the original conceptualiza-
tion of self-discrepancy theory, as described in the above paragraph, and

If. our adaptation of the theory for the purposes of our research. The original
proposal addressed self-discrepancies within the totality of self- represen-
tations, whereas we are concerned with self-discrepancies within the rep-

, resentations that are relevant to the social self. Specifically, we define the
, actual social self as children's actual social resources (e.g., the type, quali-
ty, and quantity of peer relations). We define the ideal social self as chil-

\s subjective accounts of their ideal social resources or their social
Iheeds (e.g., the desired type, quality, and quantity of peer relations). Con-
|',sistent with the original theory, these subjective accounts of the actual so-

f cial self can represent the standpoint of either the children themselves or
;• Significant others (e.g., peers, parents, teachers; see Hartup, 1989, and
Higgins, 1991, for discussions of the important socializing roles of peers,

{•parents, and teachers; see also Harter, this volume).
Studies with adults have found that discrepancies between the actual

Iself and the ideal self are strongly associated with dejection-related emo-
|tions such as feeling sad, disappointed, or discouraged (Higgins et al.,
|i!986; Higgins, Klein, & Strauman, 1985; Strauman & Higgins, 1987). In
|our case, then, a discrepancy between one's ideal social self (social needs)

nd one's actual social self would be expected to be associated with dejec-
aon-related affect. Although this discrepancy has not been studied directly

long children, several studies have examined children's subjective expe-
iences or reports of different types of desired peer relations. For example,
he lack of best friendships, low peer acceptance, and poor quality friend-
hips were all associated with loneliness when examined in the context of

pierarchical regression models (Parker & Asher, 1993). This theory would
[speculate, then, that loneliness could be predicted from the discrepancy
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between children's desire for better peer relations and their lack of desired
peer relations. Likewise, adolescents without reciprocated or stable
friends report that popularity is more important to them than do adoles-
cents with reciprocated or stable friends (Epstein, 1983a). In addition, in
middle school, submissive-rejected students report being lonelier than av-
erage children (Parkhurst & Asher, 1992).

The original self-discrepancy theory proposes that affective reactions,
such as dejection-related affect, may lead to motivated thoughts or behav-
iors that are likely to alleviate the impact of negative affect. Motivated
thinking or behaving include either changing cognition (e.g., changing the
content of the actual or ideal social self) and/or changing behavior (i.e.,
behaving in ways that are likely to reduce the gap of the social self-dis-
crepancy) (Aronson, 1969).

We should note here, however, that we are not arguing that the affect
associated with social self-discrepancies is the only motivator of behavior.
In addition, we suggest that the lack of discrepancy between social needs
(the ideal social self) and social resources (the actual social self) may also
be associated with an affective reaction that may also serve as a strong
motivatior of behavior in children. For example, children who want to be
well-liked and are popular may be highly motivated to attend school be-
cause it is a rewarding and satisfying environment. In fact, in one of our
focus groups, a 7th grade girl reported, "If your are popular, you are going
to want to come to school to keep up your reputation." The lack of dis-
crepancy does not guarantee positive school outcomes as suggested by an-
other 7th grade girl who responded to a question about whether being
popular and wanting to stay popular could affect a student's schoolwork
by saying, "Yes, because you're so busy concentrating on being popular,
you just don't even think about your schoolwork."

Children who experience dejection-related affect associated with and
ideal:actual social self-discrepancy may be motivated to reduce the dis-
crepancy by changing their cognitions or their behavior. One way that
children may change their cognitions is by changing their ideal social self.
For example, a child for whom peer acceptance is important (ideal social
self), but who is rejected by her peers (actual social self) may change her
ideal social self. She may, over time, develop a new ideal social self that
elevates the desire for a same-sex best friend above the desire to be ac-
cepted by her peers. If she does acquire a same-sex best friend, the dis-
crepancy that produced the negative affect will be reduced.

The other method for reducing a social self-discrepancy, behavior
change, is perhaps more relevant to the goals of the present chapter. Fig-
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4.1 depicts a hypothetical example in which the negative affect associ-
with the ideal:actual social self-discrepancy motivates behavioral

relevant to school maladjustment. In Figure 4.1, the discrepancy is
through avoidance of the situational (i.e., school) cues that acti-

Ivate this discrepancy. This pattern would be consistent with literature on
depression and school adjustment that suggests a significant correlation
between depressed affect and school absenteeism (e.g., Young, Brasic, &

f Kearney, 1993; Kisnadwala, 1990). In this example, then depressed affect
j * js associated with school absenteeism as the student attempts to avoid the
'• ,'cause of the depressed feelings.

Several examples from our focus groups illustrate the association be-
j|tween ideal:actual social self-discrepancies and dejection-related affect. A
H third grade boy said "If [a boy]'s disliked he wouldn't want to go to school
>^ 'cause the kids don't like him." Likewise, a ninth grade girl said about
f "kids who are disliked, "You'll see 'em one week, then they'll talk junk to
| somebody and seven girls'll jump 'em and they won't be back." A 7th

grade female student reported that being disliked and wanting to be liked
| could produce dejection-related emotions and affect going to school in
jj| that "it would, it might make them want to drop out, if they are disliked -

this girl in my sister's school, people didn't like her and talked about her
and she committed suicide and her mother committed suicide because
they had so much stress and stuff and her brother, he went to her school,
they were still talking about her family and stuff and he still wanted to
commit suicide." In this example, two behavioral strategies for reducing

IDEAL SOCIAL SELF:
It is very important to me
to be accepted by kids in
my classroom.

AFFECTIVE REACTION:
I am lonely and depressed
because the kids are mean
tome.

BEHAVIOR CHANGE:
I often stay home
from school.

ACTUAL SOCIAL SELF:
Many kids in my class
don't like me. They make
fun of me every day.

Figure 4.1. An example of a school-related behavior change resulting
from an ideal:actual social self discrepancy.
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an ideal:actual social self-discrepancy were implied, namely, avoiding
school and committing suicide. This example provides a clear illustration
of how the ideal:actual social self-discrepancy can impact school malad-
justment. These findings are consistent with the hypothesis suggested by
Coie (1990) that a child who wants to be liked by members of his or her
peer group, but who is rejected by them, may avoid peers to avoid further
rejection and to decrease exposure to negative behaviors directed at them
by peers.

In addition to the ideal and actual domains of the self, self-discrepancy
theory introduces another self-cognition that is relevant to broadening the
scope of our theory. This third domain is termed the ought self, and is de-
fined as a representation of attributes that ought to be possessed. In our
case, the ought domain would be defined as the norms or standards for so-
cial development (e.g., the type, quantity, and quality of peer relations that
a child of a particular age "should" possess). Higgins (1987) hypothesized
that a discrepancy between the actual self and the ought self would be as-
sociated with agitation-related problems such as feeling worried, nervous,
or tense. Several adult studies have reported a relation between the actu-
al:ought discrepancy and anxiety-related symptoms (Higgins et al., 1986;
Higgins et al., 1985; Strauman & Higgins, 1987). In the social domain, a
discrepancy between one's social standards and one's actual social ability
or resources might be expected to produce social anxiety. In this case, for
example, socially rejected children who think they should be well-liked
(as opposed to ideally wanting or needing to be well-liked by peers) would
be expected to be socially anxious if they perceived themselves to be dis-
liked by peers.

Social anxiety could function as a motivator for either a change in cog-
nitions or a change in behavior that would reduce the ideal-ought social
self-discrepancy. A child with a social standard that isn't met might be
flexible and change this standard. This change may result in a reduced dis-
crepancy which may, in turn, reduce anxiety-related affect. In the school
setting, social anxiety might lead to a refusal to speak or perform in front
of others in class and a timidness in social situations that form the fabric
of everyday life in school. Figure 4.2 shows a hypothetical example of one
way in which the ought:actual social self-discrepancy could lead to behav-
ior change with implications for school maladjustment. Figure 4.2 depicts
one component of this pathway, in that the discrepancy is reduced by a
change in the actual social self that is accomplished by a behavior change
of not participating in class.

One example from our focus group discussions illustrates the
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r SOCIAL SELF:
1 should be well-liked and

1 by my
Itfassmates.

M. SOCIAL SELF:
> kids at school don't

tee me and make fun of me.

AFFECTIVE REACTION:
I am worried when I go to
school that the kids will
call me names. I am
afraid of being embarrassec
or humiliated in class.

BEHAVIOR CHANGE:
I never answer questions
or read out loud in class.

Figure 4.2. An example of a school-related behaivor change resulting
from an oughtactual social self discrepancy.

' actual:ought social self-discrepancy was "She may not try to answer a
question that she really knows, because she's scared she'll get it wrong,

I and she don't want to be really, really disliked." Although there are no di-
rect studies on this actual:ought social self-discrepancy hypothesis for

, children, some studies suggest support for this hypothesis. For example,
IDurlak (1992) found that anxiety:related affect was related to school re-
s'fiisal and school phobia, and that children with internalizing disorders
I demonstrated heightened test and performance anxiety. Also, submissive-
|rejected middle school students report more concern about the possibility
I of being rejected or humiliated after lunch and between classes than do
| average students (Parkhurst & Asher, 1992). Rejected children reported
|),more anxiety of the form of greater concern about peer evaluations than
I did more accepted peers (La Greca, Dandes, Wick, Shaw, & Stone, 1988).

A final mechanism is based upon the work of Ogilvie (1987) who in-
I'troduced the concept of the undesired self. This notion is consistent with

Sullivan's (1953) ideas about the "good" me, the "bad" me, and the "not"
ne. Applying Sullivan's theory, the ideal self would be derived from the

good me, whereas the undesired self would have images of the bad me and
not me. Ogilvie argues that the "not me" is the most dangerous and

Disowned image of the self, because these images are derived from memo-
les of dreaded experiences, embarrassing situations, fearsome events, and
^wanted emotions. He argues that a discrepancy between the ideal self
tid the not me or the undesired self may produce a strong negative affec-

reaction and perhaps would be even more motivating than the nega-
Sve affect produced by other types of self-discrepancies.
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A child who has developed an undesired social self, based on previous
negative experiences at school, then, would have a strong motivation to re-
duce this discrepancy, either through changes in cognition or behavior.
Figure 4.3 depicts a hypothetical example in which behavior change is
motivated by negative affect associated with an undesired: ideal social
self-discrepancy, with implications for school maladjustment. In figure
4.3, the discrepancy is reduced through avoidance of the undesired social
self. This avoidance is accomplished by the behavior change of affiliating
with an antisocial peer group rather than be friendless.

This modification to self-discrepancy theory provides an expanded
motivational framework for explaining observations and theories in the
peer relations literature, such as the "shopping" metaphor introduced by
Patterson, Littman, & Bricker (1967) to describe the developmental
process involved in the initiation and maintenance of friendships among
antisocial peers. Children and adolescents highly value having a group of
friends or being part of a peer cluster (Getting & Beauvais, 1987). Howev-
er, there are some children who are disliked, have poor social skills, and
have difficulty developing friendships with peers. These individual differ-
ences provide the substrate or underlying conditions that may affect the
likelihood that an individual child will associate with others who have
problems with school, authority, and crime. Students who get into trouble
in school tend to affiliate with one another as well as to get into trouble to-
gether and have a modest negative influence upon one another (Berndt,

IDEAL SOCIAL SELF:
It is very important to me
to be friends with the
popular kids in my grade.

UNDESIRED SOCIAL SELF:
I've thed to be friends with the
popular kids, but they ignore
me. Lots of times no one will
play with me or talk to me

AFFECTIVE REACTION:
I am afraid of being alone
and having no friends.

BEHAVIOR CHANGE:
I'll hang out with anyone
who will be my friend. I'll
hang out with the kids
who get in trouble in school

Figure 4.3. An example of a school-related behavior change resulting
from an ideal:undesired social self discrepancy.
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92). In fact, a few longitudinal studies have demonstrated increases
ver time in friends' similarity on antisocial behaviors and attitudes (Ep-
ein, 1983b; Kandel 1978a). The observed homophily among low status,

achieving, and antisocial students may be explainable as a reaction to
tie fe^r of being socially isolated and lack of access in establishing rela-
jionships with more desirable partners.

Self-discrepancy theory does not provide us with a means for explain-
flg why social influence processes occur. We believe that the tenets of so-
ial learning theory as well as recent theoretical work by Berndt (1992)
oncerning mutual influence processes in friendships provide a better ex-
llanatory base for a discussion of influence processes. However, self-dis-
epancy theory provides a framework for understanding individual differ-

nces in the motivation behind the initiation of relationships with
ablematic peers, as well as individual differences in the susceptibility to

eer influences on school misbehavior, school failure, and school dropout.

Conclusions

tie model that we have proposed in this chapter represents an attempt to
egrate previous research on self-cognitions with the peer relations liter-
re, with an emphasis on school maladjustment as an outcome. We have
empted to go beyond description of the relations among different kinds

jrf peer relations problems and school maladjustment and to focus on a
ssible mechanism that may underlie the observed relation between so-

ijal and school functioning. We have proposed one broad framework with-
i which these mechanisms may be understood and tested. In this chapter,
: have argued that discrepancies among various aspects of the social self

be powerful elicitors of negative affect which, in turn, may motivate
ehavior.

In the present framework, our goal has been to focus on peer problems
ad their relation to school problems; however, self-discrepancy theory
ay also be applicable to explain the relation between social success and

chool competence. This approach is not incompatible with other research
motivation and social behavior. The social needs:social resources dis-

epancy undoubtedly operates within a network of other motivators to
luce an affective outcome.
The ideas contained in this chapter outline a clear agenda for future

^search as described below. The peer relations field has been richly de-
Bloped over the past two decades, and has begun to describe the topogra-

of social relations across different developmental periods. However,
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cognitions about social relationships across different developmental levels
are less well known. We have proposed that one type of cognition, chil-
dren's desire for various types, qualities, and quantities of peer relations
may play an important role in the association between peer and school
problems and warrants systematic investigation. We have also introduced
two additonal social self-cognitions, including the ought and undesired
selves, that have not been previously investigated in children and that also
have potential explanatory power as mechanisms that may mediate the re-
lation between peer and school problems. In addition to the study of indi-
vidual differences in social as well as other needs, developmental, ethnic,
and gender differences need to be examined. The use of a framework such
as this will allow the field to move beyond the description of social rela-
tionships and their impact on youth to the development of explanatory
models of the processes involved.
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