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Abstract
This study examined distorted self- and peer perceptions in aggressive and nonaggressive boys at preadolescent and
early adolescent age levels. Subjects completed semantic differential ratings of themselves and of their peer partners
following two brief dyadic discussion tasks with competitive inductions and a game-playing task with a cooperative
induction. Subjects also rated their expectations for self- and peer behavior prior to the two competitive interaction
tasks. Research assistants later rated videotapes of the interactions. Aggressive boys had more distorted perceptions
of dyadic behavior as they overperceived aggression in their partners and underperceived their own aggressiveness.
These distorted perceptions of aggression carried over for aggressive boys into the third interaction task with a
cooperative induction, indicating these boys’ difficulty in modulating these perceptions when the overt demand for
conflict is no longer present in the situation. Results also indicated that aggressive boys’ perceptions of their own
behavior after the first interaction task is substantially affected by their prior expectations, in comparison to
nonaggressive boys who rely more on their actual behavior to form their perceptions.

Research in the last decade has consistently chiatrically referred boys, and in simulated in-
teractions with peers (e.g., Dodge & Newmanfound distortions in the appraisal stages of ag-

gressive children’s social information pro- 1981; Dodge & Somberg, 1987; Graham,
Hudley, & Williams, 1992; Hudley & Gra-cessing. Using laboratory tasks, Dodge (1980)

and Nasby, Hayden, and De Paulo (1980) ham, 1993; Lochman & Dodge, 1994; Stein-
berg & Dodge, 1983; Wass, 1988). The hos-found aggressive children to perceive more

hostile intentions in others in ambiguous tile attributional bias has been found to be
more associated with reactive aggressionsituations than nonaggressive children. The

presence of this bias has been replicated with rather than with proactive aggression (Crick &
Dodge, 1996; Dodge, 1990; Dodge, Lochman,aggressive adolescents, with aggressive psy-
Harnish, Bates, & Pettit, 1997).

These social information processing distor-
The research was supported by grants to the first author tions and deficiencies suggest that aggressive
from the National Institute of Mental Health (MH 39989),

children would be likely to have distorted in-the National Institute of Drug Abuse (DA 08453), and
terpersonal perceptions during actual interac-the Center for Substance Abuse Prevention (URG

SP07956). We acknowledge the administrative support tions, but this hypothesis has been rarely ex-
provided by the Durham Public Schools and by the Dur- amined. In live dyadic conflict interactions,
ham Community Guidance Clinic. moderately aggressive boys have displayed
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distortions in their perceptions of their ownE. Lochman, Ph.D., Department of Psychology, Box
and their partner’s aggressive behavior, as870348, The University of Alabama, Tuscaloosa, AL

35487-0348. they underestimate their own aggressiveness
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and overestimate their peer’s aggressiveness pectations in addition to their processing of
the events themselves. These expectations de-(Lochman, 1987). These distortions in percep-

tions only occurred in their ratings of interper- rive from children’s schemas about their own
and others behavior. Recent conceptualiza-sonal aggression and not in their ratings of

dominance. However, it is not apparent tions of social information-processing models
have suggested that children’s schemas, ac-whether these perceptual distortions are evi-

dent in the adolescent age range. Also, it has quired through prior socialization, may have
powerful effects on how children appraise thenot been documented whether these distorted

perceptions are affected by prior expectations meaning of interpersonal behavior and how
they decide to respond to perceived socialor by contextual factors such as children’s

race, whether they occur in noncompetitive problems (e.g., Crick & Dodge, 1994; Loch-
man & Lenhart, 1995; Lochman, White, &interactions or whether boys’ distorted per-

ceptions influence their subsequent behavior. Wayland, 1991).
Schemas and expectations serve similarThese questions were addressed in this study.

Developmentally, it is not clear whether functional roles in social–cognitive models as
individuals’ internalized representations andboth preadolescent and adolescent aggressive

children will display distorted perceptions in working models do in attachment theory
(Lochman & Lenhart, 1995). Disorganizeddyadic interactions. Most previous studies

have been conducted with preadolescent sam- early attachment patterns have been found to
predict children’s increasingly controlling be-ples (e.g., Lochman, 1987) although develop-

mental changes have been found in specific havior (Lyons–Ruth, 1996) and their subse-
quent aggressive behavior (Greenberg, Speltz,aspects of social cognition, such as social

problem solving (Spivack, Platt, & Shure, & DeKlyen, 1993; Lyons–Ruth, 1996; Shaw
& Bell, 1993). The quality of the attachment1976). The transition between preadolescence

and early adolescence is an important period relationship between caretaker and child has
been found to be due to caregivers’ sensitiv-of time to assess social cognition differences

because children’s cognitive processing be- ity, cooperation, and provision of a secure
base for exploration. Children’s sense of self-comes more hypothetical, future-oriented, and

influenced by contextual differences during reliance and their internal working models are
derived from their relationship with their care-this time period (Neimark, 1982). In addition,

aggressive children begin to emit a wider givers (Bretherton, 1995). These “working
models” provide children with basic expecta-range of severe antisocial behavior (Loeber,

1990), and aggressive-rejected children be- tions about their interpersonal environment,
including the availability and responsivenesscome more influenced by the values and

beliefs of deviant peer groups (Coie, 1990). of others (Shaw & Bell, 1993). The internal
working models represent a set of active con-Because of these cognitive, behavioral, and

social changes, adolescents’ social–cognitive structions which are open to change, depend-
ing upon subsequent interpersonal relation-difficulties could be different than preadoles-

cents’ (Lochman & Dodge, 1994). ships (Mash & Dozois, 1996). Because of
their working expectations about their envi-The mental processes leading to biased

perceptions have not been explicated. It is un- ronment, an insecurely attached child may in-
terpret neutral and even positive behavior asclear whether the encoding and attribution dif-

ficulties and the subsequent perceptual distor- hostile (Shaw & Bell, 1993). These expecta-
tions and perceptual biases in children maytion by aggressive children are due only to

distortions in how information is attended to, thus have substantial intergenerational links.
For example, Crittendon (1993) has suggestedperceived, and interpreted during social infor-

mation processing, or whether the social cog- that neglectful parents may have a perceptual
bias against processing affective informationnition dysfunction is due, at least in part, to

preexisting expectations for peer and self-be- because of their experiences as children that
they were powerless in eliciting loving andhavior. Children’s perceptions of current

events could be influenced by their prior ex- caring responses from adults. In a similar vein
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in social–cognitive research, mothers of ag- effects of this contextual factor on boys’ be-
havior and perceptual distortions.gressive children have been found to display

the same types of hostile attributional biases In summary, the current study was de-
signed to extend research on aggressive chil-as their aggressive children (Dix & Lochman,

1990). dren’s distorted perceptions by examining
three areas of research questions or hypothe-Social cognitive models of the social infer-

ence process and of self-schemata (Canter & ses. First, it is hypothesized that aggressive
boys will have distorted perceptions of ag-Zirkel, 1990; Fiske & Taylor, 1984; Neime-

yer, 1985) can provide a conceptual frame- gressive behavior, in comparison to nonag-
gressive boys following brief interactionwork for understanding how expectations in-

fluence perceptions of selves as well as their tasks. In addition, we will examine whether
this pattern of distorted perceptions by aggres-perceptions of others. The social inference

process is regarded as conservative, because sive boys will differ between the two age lev-
els examined (preadolescent, early adoles-preexisting beliefs are accepted over new

ones, and social inferences are self-centered, cent), will differ between situations with
greater overt demand for conflict as well asbecause they draw on personal beliefs over in-

formation provided from other sources (Fiske with less overt demand for conflict, and will
be influenced by boys’ ethnic status. Second,& Taylor, 1984). Schemas covering certain

dimensions (e.g., aggressiveness) then lead to it is hypothesized that the boys’ perceptual
distortions evident during one interaction pe-filtering of incoming information about those

dimensions (Fiske & Taylor, 1984). Individu- riod would influence their behavior in a sub-
sequent interaction period. Third, it is hypoth-als seek and recall information that is consis-

tent with their concepts of the self and of oth- esized that aggressive boys’ perceptions of
self and other after an initial encounter with aers. Perceptions become more filtered, and

potentially distorted, when schemas are strong- peer partner will be more heavily influenced
by prior expectations and less influenced byly held, and are more salient when the infor-

mation to be perceived is ambiguous (Catram- social cues, in contrast to the nonaggressive
boys’ perceptions.bone & Markus, 1987; Fiske & Taylor, 1984;

Weyer et al., in press). When an individual
maintains strong schemas about traits that the
self or other possesses, then the individual be-

Methodcomes a rapid judge of the presence of these
traits. In this case, schemas can operate quick- Subjects
ly outside of conscious awareness (Erdley,
1990), in a manner similar to the automatic The sample consisted of 96 boys who filled

four cells in the research design. There werepreemptive information processing evident in
aggressive children’s social problem solving two levels of the Group variable (Nonaggres-

sive, Aggressive) and two age levels (Pre-(Lochman, Lampron, & Rabiner, 1989; Rabi-
ner, Lenhart, & Lochman, 1990). This concep- adolescent, Early Adolescent) in the cross-

sectional developmental design. Boys in thetual model suggests that aggressive children’s
expectations of interpersonal aggression de- fourth and seventh grades were identified by

school teachers as Aggressive (AGG) or asrived from their schemas of self and others
would be likely to influence their subsequent Nonaggressive (NON), and these differences

were confirmed with standardized behavioralperceptions heavily and automatically, be-
cause their schemas on this dimension would ratings. In group meetings at their schools,

Language Arts and Math teachers in thebe strong, salient, and nonpermeable.
Contextual factors such as boys’ ethnic sta- fourth and seventh grades identified 200

highly aggressive and disruptive boys in theirtus could be associated with boys’ perceptions
and expectations. This study will control this classes from a total of 2,800 boys in two co-

horts. Teachers were given class rosters andcontextual factor within dyads by using only
same-race peer partners and will examine the were asked to nominate those boys who had
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frequent problems with physically aggressive, study.1 The mean age at the time of selection
for both of the preadolescent groups was 10,verbally aggressive, and disruptive behaviors

and they identified 7% of the boys as highly and the mean age for both of the adolescent
groups was 13. The verbal intelligence of sub-aggressive according to this definition. An un-

limited nomination procedure was used. Next, jects was assessed with the school-adminis-
tered Cognitive Abilities Test (Thorndike &these teachers were asked to identify a sepa-

rate list of boys who did not have difficulty Hagen, 1982) for the NON and AGG groups.
An analysis of variance using Verbal IQ aswith aggressive behavior, matching this pool

of nonaggressive boys to the list of aggressive the dependent measure produced significant
main effects for Group, (1, 81) = 8.0, p <boys on ethnic group status and approximate

cognitive ability level. Of the 400 boys identi- .007, and for Age, F(1, 81) = 5.1, p < .03. The
mean Verbal IQ was 110 for NON-PRE, 103fied, parental consent was obtained for 248

(62%). Next, a primary teacher who had the for NON-ADOL, 101 for AGG-PRE, and 91
for AGG-ADOL. For the 11 subjects who didmost daily contact with each boy (language

arts or math), a resource teacher who had less not have an IQ score on file (2 in AGG-PRE,
3 in AGG-ADOL, 4 in NON-PRE, 2 in NON-frequent contact with each boy (science, civ-

ics, PE), and the boys’ primary parental care- ADOL), their Verbal IQ score was estimated
as the average for their research cell. Eachtakers were asked to complete the 19-item

Aggression Subscale of the Missouri Chil- cell had 10 African American boys and 14
Caucasian boys. Due to the differences indren’s Behavior Checklist (Sines, 1986;

Sines, Pauker, Sines, & Owens, 1969) for Verbal IQ across cells, Verbal IQ was used as
a covariate in data analyses. Only boys wereeach boy. Boys were retained in the AGG

group for this study if they received a raw selected for this study because (a) boys are
identified as aggressive at three times the ratescore of at least five on the MCBC Aggres-

sion scale from their primary teacher (M = for girls, thus making it difficult to select a
9.8, SD = 2.6 for fourth grade; M = 7.4, SD =
3.0 for seventh grade; the fourth graders mean

1. Out of the pool of 248 boys who were in 5 middle
score was significantly higher than the sev- schools and 15 elementary schools and who met the
enth graders). This criterion level on the MCBC selection criteria for this study, our smallest

cell was NON African American preadolescent boys.MCBC was selected because prior research
Only 10 of theses 19 boys fell within the selection cri-with similar samples from the same school
teria and could be matched with an African American,system had indicated discriminant validity for
AGG boy from their same school. Similarly, only 14

aggressive groups at a similar cutoff level Caucasian, AGG-ADOL boys (out of 24) could be
(Lochman, 1987; Lochman, Lampron, & Rab- matched with a Caucasian, NON-ADOL boy from

their school. With this limit on cell size (10 Africaniner, 1989). Similarly, boys were retained in
American, 14 Caucasian), we randomly selected boysthe NON group if they had a raw score of 2
from the appropriate lists to create matched pairs ofor less from their primary teacher (M = 0.4,
same ethnic status, same age, and same school, with

SD = 0.6 for fourth grade; M = 0.7, SD = 0.5 one member of a pair AGG, and the other member
for seventh grade). A total of 32 boys were NON. This matching procedure produced a slightly

higher rate of AGG boys (50%) in the sample (n = 96)dropped because they did not meet these
for this study, in comparison to the rate of AGG boysMCBC criteria, leaving 172 of 192 potential
(46%) in the overall pool (N − 248). However, theAGG boys and 196 of 208 potential NON
sample of selected boys (SEL; n = 96) was similar to

boys. the nonselected boys in the pool (NONSEL; n = 152)
Because we wanted the members of each in boys’ Verbal I.Q. scores (SEL = 101, NONSEL =

100), ethnic status (SEL = 42% African American,dyad to have the same ethnic status and age,
NONSEL = 42%, African American), and age (bothfor each cell to have the same ethnic group
SEL and NONSEL had mean ages of 10 for preadoles-ratio, for each dyad to be opposite status (ag-
cents, and 13 for adolescents). The selected and nonse-

gressive–nonaggressive), and for the four lected boys came from urban and suburban areas of a
cells to have the same number of subjects, 96 small southern city, and the sample was primarily low

to low average socioeconomic status.subjects (24 per cell) participated in this
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large enough sample of highly aggressive tions on subjects’ perceptions following the
type of competitive interaction examined in agirls from this population and (b) the re-

sources available for this project did not per- prior study (Lochman, 1987). The two sub-
jects in each dyad (the composition of dyadsmit a doubling of the sample size, which

would have been required to test for gender is noted below) were brought to separate
rooms by two research assistants who wereeffects.

Boys’ group status was confirmed with 2 × uninformed about the subject’s status and to
the specific purposes of the study. Each sub-2 analyses of covariance (ANCOVAs) which

were conducted with the MCBC Aggression ject was read a vignette about two boys who
accidently bumped into each other in a schoolsubscale completed by resource teachers and

primary parental caretakers as the dependent hallway. The vignette ended with the two
boys engaging in a verbally and physicallyvariables, group and age level as independent

variables, and Verbal IQ as the covariate. The aggressive interchange. The cause of the con-
flict in the vignette was ambiguous, with nei-AGG boys were found to be significantly

more aggressive than NON boys on MCBC ther vignette character being identified as an
aggressor or as a victim. The research assis-ratings by fourth and seventh grade resource

teachers, F(1, 80) = 31.6, p < .0001. When the tant then wrote down the subjects’ responses
to questions about the conflict after inquiringprimary adult caretakers’ MCBC ratings (n =

94) were examined, the AGG boys were rated about the subjects’ perceptions of what the
problem was for one of the vignette charac-as being significantly more aggressive than

the NON boys, F(1, 92) = 22.6, p < 0001. ters, who caused the problem, how the prob-
lem could have been resolved, and what the
boys were thinking and feeling during the

Procedures
story. One subject in each dyad was asked to
think about the problem from the perspectiveApproximately 6 months after their selection

into the study, subjects completed the 45-min of one vignette character, whereas the other
subject was asked to think about the problemdyadic interaction task at their school. The in-

teraction task had three interaction periods. from the other character’s perspective. The
AGG and NON subject in each dyad wereAll instructions and measures were read to

subjects to avoid potential problems with illit- randomly assigned to consider the perspective
of one or the other of these vignette charac-eracy. Subjects and families received $25 for

participation in the overall project, which in- ters. The research assistant then read the sub-
ject’s responses back to the subject and toldcluded longitudinal assessment of family con-

flict and other social cognitive processes, in him that in the upcoming discussion with his
partner, he should try to win and to get hisaddition to this interaction task.

The interaction task paradigm was based partner to go along with his opinion. Subjects
then completed ratings of their expectationson a dyadic conflict task that had been suc-

cessfully used in a prior study of boys’ inter- for their own behavior and their partner’s be-
havior during the first 4-min interaction. Thepersonal perceptions (Lochman, 1987). The

first two interaction task segments were pre- current study is designed to assess subjects’
initial Time 1 expectations prior to their expe-ceded by competitive instructions to the sub-

jects and the third by cooperative instructions. rience of interacting together on the tasks,
thus measuring generalized expectations. ThisThe first two segments were designed to pro-

voke disagreement, whereas the third segment study does not examine changes in expecta-
tions prior to the last two interaction tasks.permitted an assessment of carryover effects

of the prior conflict. A standard order was When the subjects were brought together,
they were instructed to discuss their answersused for the competitive and cooperative in-

structions, rather than counterbalancing the to the questions about the story jointly for 4
min. They were told they would probably dis-order of tasks, because the study was planned

in part to examine the influence of expecta- agree about their answers, that they should try
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to convince the partner of their opinion, and was in contrast to the overtly competitive situ-
ational goal provided by the instructions forthat the purpose of this task was mainly to

see which of them would win. The research the first two segments. It was anticipated that
subjects, especially aggressive subjects, mayassistant started the videotape equipment that

was in the room, and both research assistants have difficulty maintaining cooperative team-
work, and a difficult task was chosen for thisthen left the room. After the end of the first

interaction segment, the subjects were again third segment to maximize the possibility of
continued controlling and competitive behav-taken to separate areas by the research assis-

tants, and the subjects indicated their percep- ior by some subjects. Children may find the
maze task to be frustrating because the team’stions of themselves and their partner on a

rating form, with instruction only to rate the performance depends in part on the partner’s
performance. Thus, the three segments dif-4-min interaction.

This procedure was repeated for the second fered in the overt instructions provided for co-
operative or competitive behavior, but it wasinteraction segment. Again, subjects sepa-

rately heard a story about a problem situation, anticipated that some competitive behavior
could be present in all three time periods. Noand responded to questions from the research

assistant about a randomly selected vignette blatant physical conflicts occurred within any
of the dyads at any of the time periods. Sub-character. Subjects received the same compet-

itive induction as was used for the first seg- jects completed ratings of their own and their
partner’s behavior after the third interactionalment, and they were told that subjects typi-

cally had more disagreements on the second segment.
task. After the 4-min interaction, subjects
completed ratings of their own and their part- Composition of dyads
ner’s behavior during the second interaction. Each dyad had an AGG and a NON subject.

In contrast to the competitive induction for Prior research with this interaction task para-
the first two segments, the instructions for the digm (Lochman, 1987) had indicated that per-
third interaction segment overtly directed sub- ceptual distortion effects were only apparent
jects to work cooperatively. The instructions in different status pairs and not in same status
to each pair were, “You’re going to do some- pairs.
thing different now. This time we want you As a check on the degree of prior relation-
to work together on a game. Here is the maze ship that dyadic partners had, subjects were
game you’ll use. You try to get this ball asked how well they knew their dyadic part-
through the maze without letting it fall ner. A 4-point scale was used for this rating
through one of the holes, and get the highest ranging from not knowing the partner at all to
score you can, as a team. You need to follow seeing him everyday. As expected, χ2 analysis
this path on the board and keep the ball on indicated that the two subject groups did not
the path. You will see how well your team differ in the degree of prior relationship. Six
does in comparison to other teams.” Pairs percent of the subjects did not know their
were permitted to restart the marble at the partner prior to the interaction (NON: 4%,
start of the maze as many times as they could AGG: 8%), 34% saw their partner sometimes
during the 4-min interaction. Each member of (NON: 29%, AGG: 38%), and 60% saw their
the pair was told he should control one of the partners moderately to very often (NON:
two handles on the maze box, and they should 67%, AGG: 54%). This rating item was used
work together. One handle tilted the maze to form a Frequency of Prior Interaction vari-
sideways, the other handle tilted the maze for- able which was then used as a covariate in
ward and back. To move the ball through the analyses, to remove the effect of different de-
maze, coordinated movement of the two han- grees of prior interaction contact between
dles was required. dyads.2

The overt situational goal given to subjects
prior to the third segment was to work to- 2. This study was not designed to specifically test

whether familiarity with peer partner had an effect ongether for a common team outcome, which
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Measures defined as the amount of verbalization, not
the emotion, posturing, or effectiveness of

Before the first interaction segment (Time 1
what was said. Powerful–Helpless was a mea-

expectation ratings), and after all three inter-
sure of a child’s persuasiveness or ability to

action segments (Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3
influence their partner, and was dependent on

perception ratings), subjects rated their part-
the child’s effective influence on the outcome

ners and themselves on seven semantic differ-
of the interaction. Cruel–Kind was defined as

ential items, using a 6-point scale for each
not only indicating aggressiveness but also

item. The six points between the bipolar ad-
the intention to be mean and disrespectful.

jectives were: Very, Some, A Little, A Little,
Aggressive–Unaggressive was defined as agi-

Some, Very. The seven items were originally
tated, mean, and obnoxious verbal, and non-

selected to represent the dimensions of ac-
verbal behavior. Strong–Weak was defined as

tivity (talkative–silent), potency (powerful
presenting opinions and ideas in loud, vigor-

–helpless, strong–weak, controlling–being
ous or sustained ways. Agreeable–Not Agree-

controlled), and evaluation (cruel–kind, unag-
able was defined as verbal and nonverbal

gressive–aggressive, aggreeable–not agree-
(e.g., head nods, head shakes) cues of agree-

able) described by Osgood, Suci, and Tannen-
ment or disagreement with the partners’ ideas

baum (1957). Each item was read individually
and opinions, with high Not Agreeable scores

to the boy by the research assistant, and the
indicating frequent, intense, and hostile dis-

research assistant illustrated how the 6-point
agreements. Controlling–Being Controlled in-

scales were to be used. The boys were in-
dicate the child’s attempts (not necessarily

structed to make their ratings based on their
successful) to control the interaction through

understanding of the words anchoring each
initiation of talk and demands placed on the

end of the semantic differential items (e.g.,
partner. These semantic differential ratings

talkative . . . silent).
have been successfully used in prior research

When making their ratings later from the
using dyadic interaction task paradigms

videotapes, raters were asked to consider
(Lochman, 1987; Lochman & Allen, 1979,

boys’ verbal and nonverbal behaviors. Re-
1981). Two research assistants, who were un-

search assistants made their ratings after two
informed of the boys’ behavior status and the

viewings of the interaction, first rating one
purpose of the study, later rated each subject

subject, then the partner. Talkative–Silent was
in the videotaped interactions with the rating
form items, and their ratings were averaged.

boys’ distorted perceptions. To optimally test this A separate principal component analysis, us-
question, dyads should be composed of either dyads in

ing a Varimax rotation, was computed on thewhich partners knew each other well or dyads in which
rating form items from each rating sourcethere were strangers. However, in the present study,

boys’ relationship histories were on a continuum going (subject, peer, and research assistant).3 Be-
from not knowing each other to seeing their partners cause difference scores were derived by find-
very often. To test in a preliminary way whether de- ing the differences between rating sources’
gree of familiarity seemed to affect boys’ distorted per-

data, it was important to identify replicatedceptions, within the constraints of the current study, we
components that emerged across the threecreated a Peer Familiarity variable with two categorical

levels (little familiarity: 40% of sample; moderate fa- sources (see computation of these difference
miliarity: 60% of sample). In repeated measures
ANCOVAs, Peer Familiarity was included as a be-
tween-subject independent variable, along with Group 3. A table containing the 11 principal component analysis

results (for the subjects’ rating of Self after Time 1,Status, Age Level, and Ethnic Group. When the ag-
gression distorted perception score was used as a de- Time 2, and Time 3; the subject’s rating of Partner

after Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3; the research assis-pendent variable, there was still a Group main effect,
F(1, 79) = 9.5, p < .01, similar to the findings in the tants’ ratings of Subjects during Time 1, Time 2, and

Time 3; the subjects’ expectation for Self prior to TimeResults section, and Peer Familiarity did not have di-
rect or interaction effects on the distorted perception 1 and the subjects’ expectations for Partner prior to

Time 1) can be obtained from the first author. Thisvariable. Thus, peer familiarity does not appear to in-
fluence the distorted perceptions assessed in this inter- table indicates the components on which items primar-

ily loaded.action task.
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scores at end of section). The principal-com- rating items at the Time 1, Time 2, and Time
3 periods, respectively, were .80, .83, and .71ponent factor analyses found that 8 of the 11

analyses yielded clear and consistent results for Talkative; .64, .69, and .57 for Powerful;
.67, .66, and .66 for Cruel; .81, .85, and .76with two factors as prior research with these

semantic differential items have indicated for Aggressive; .65, .76, and .52 for Strong;
.72, .73, and .47 for Not Agreeable; and .66,(Lochman, 1987; Lochman & Allen, 1979,

1981). The principal-component analyses in- .70, and .62 for Controlling. Interrater reliabil-
ity was somewhat lower for Time 3, appar-dicate a Verbal Dominance component with

four items (the Talkative–Silent item loading ently because raters had greater difficulty us-
ing the semantic-differential items, which hadalong with Powerful–Helpless, Strong–Weak,

Controlling–Being Controlled) and an Ag- been defined for use in competitive interac-
tions (e.g., Lochman, 1987), with a moregression component with three items (Cruel–

Kind, Unaggressive–Aggressive, Agreeable– overtly cooperative task. Overall, adequate in-
terrater reliability was obtained and compo-Not Agreeable) were evident.

In the other three analyses, (Time 3 Sub- nent scores were averaged across the two
raters.ject Self-Rating, Time 3 RA rating, Time 1

Self-Expectation Rating), a weak third factor To examine the relation between the re-
search assistant ratings and subjects’ ratingsalso emerged. In all three of these analyses,

the Cruel and Disagree items loaded on the of self and of partner, Pearson correlation co-
efficients were calculated. The correlations atAggression component, and the Strong and

Control items loaded on the Dominance com- the Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3 periods, re-
spectively, were .37 (p < .001), .25 (p < .001),ponent, in a pattern consistent with the other

10 factor analyses. The remaining three items and .12 (p = .06) for the research assistant and
self-ratings of aggression; .37 (p < .001), .29loaded either on the conceptually appropriate

component or the third factor in some or all of (p < .001), and .17 (p = .005) for the research
assistant and self-ratings of dominance; .45these three analyses. None of the items loaded

primarily on a conceptually inappropriate fac- (p < .001), .33 (p < .001), and .16 (p = .01)
for the research assistant ratings and rating oftor (e.g., powerful item on Aggression com-

ponent). In general, the Aggression and Ver- partner aggression; and .23 (p < .001), .16
(p = .009), and .12 (p = .06) for the researchbal Dominance component were concluded

to be commonly constructed across rating assistant rating and rating of partner domi-
nance. These correlations indicate a moderatesources, across time periods, and across type

of rating (Expectation vs. Perception). Ag- relation between observer ratings and sub-
jects’ ratings of self and of partner. The corre-gression and Verbal Dominance component

scores were calculated by summing subjects’ lations suggest that the agreement between
subject and observer ratings was strongest atresponses to the three items which loaded

highest on the Aggression factor and the four the beginning of the task and decayed some-
what over time. The decay at Time 3 mayitems which loaded highest on the Dominance

factor. Because each factor has only three or have been partially due to greater difficulty
using the rating items on a cooperative task,four items, the stability of these scores over

time may be limited. Interrater agreement was as noted previously. In addition, some chil-
dren appear to use rigid ratings that were de-calculated for these two component scores

and for each of the seven individual items us- pendent on their initial expectations rather
than actual behavior, as will be seen in theing Pearson correlation coefficients between

the two research assistants’ ratings at each of Results section.
With the use of these component scores forthe three time periods. The correlations for

the Aggression component scores were .84 aggression and verbal dominance, three vari-
ables assessing subjects’ distorted perceptions(Time 1), .84 (Time 2), and .77 (Time 3), and

the correlations for Verbal Dominance were were derived for each component (Lochman,
1987). Peer perceptual difference was com-.81 (Time 1), .88 (Time 2), and .70 (Time 3).

The interrater correlations for the individual puted by subtracting the research assistant’s
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rating of a subject’s peer partner on a particu- the 12 constituent elements (ratings of Cruel,
Aggressive, and Not Agreeable by subject oflar factor from the subjects’ rating of the same

peer on the same factor. Self-perceptual dif- self, by subject of partner, by research assis-
tant of subject, and by research assistant ofference was computed by subtracting the

overall research assistant’s rating of the sub- partner), were .82 (Time 1), .86 (Time 2), and
.70 (Time 3). For the distorted interpersonalject from the subject’s self-rating. The more

negative the score on these variables, the perception of dominance score, the alphas for
the 16 constituent elements (subject and re-more the subjects underestimated either their

peers’ behavior or their own behavior on the search assistant ratings of Talkative, Power-
ful, Strong, and Controlling) were .83 (Timerated dimension. The third variable, distorted

interpersonal perceptions, was computed by 1), .77 (Time 2), and .76 (Time 3). Adequate
internal consistency was evident for these twosubtracting self-perceptual difference scores

from peer perceptual difference scores, and composite scores.
represented whether distortions were more ev-
ident in perception of partner or in perception
of self ([rating of partner minus research as- Results
sistant rating of partner] minus [rating of self
minus research assistant rating of self]). When Results were computed in four steps. The first

set of analyses examined whether the twothis score was positive, subjects erroneously
attributed more of the specific behavior (ag- groups of boys differed in their overt Aggres-

sion and Verbal Dominance behavior duringgression or dominance) to their partners than
to themselves, and when the score was nega- the interaction tasks according to research as-

sistant ratings, and according to subjects’ rat-tive, subjects erroneously attributed more of
the behavior to themselves. When the score ings of their own behavior and their partner’s

behavior. The second set of analyses testedwas near 0, the subject’s rating of relative dif-
ferences between himself and his peer was the hypothesis that the two groups would dif-

fer in their distorted interpersonal perceptioncongruent with the research assistant’s rating
of the relative differences between the dyadic for aggressive behavior during the interac-

tion. This hypothesis was tested by examiningpartners. Thus, if the research assistant rated
the subject as being more aggressive than the the Group effect in repeated measures

ANCOVAs. The third set of analyses was anpartner, and if the subject rated himself, in a
similar way, as being more aggressive than exploratory examination of the relation be-

tween the behavioral variables and distortedthe partner, the distorted interpersonal percep-
tion score would be near zero. In contrast, if interpersonal perception variables which dis-

criminated between the groups. This analysisa subject rated his partner as being somewhat
more aggressive than the research assistant provided indications of how boys’ perceptual

distortions at one time period might influencehad rated the partner (10 − 8), and if the sub-
ject rated himself as being less aggressive their behavior in subsequent time periods. Fi-

nally, the fourth set of analyses consisted ofthan the research assistant (5 − 9), then the ag-
gression perception distortion score ([10 − 8] two multiple regression analyses examining

the hypothesized effects of prior expectations− [5 − 9] = 6) would indicate that the subject
erroneously attributed relatively more aggres- and subjects’ actual behavior on subjects’ rat-

ings of their own aggressive behavior andsion to the partner and less to the self than he
should have. The distorted interpersonal per- their partners’ aggressive behavior during the

first interaction task. It was anticipated thatception variable served as the measure of dis-
tortion in this study. To examine the internal AGG boys’ perceptions of the aggressive be-

havior displayed by self and other would beconsistency of the distorted interpersonal per-
ception scores, Chronbach alphas were com- heavily influenced by their schematic expec-

tations, and relatively less influenced by theirputed with the constituent elements of scores,
at each time period. For the distorted interper- actual dyadic behavior, in comparison to

NON boys.sonal perception of aggression, the alphas for
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Table 1. Independent observers’ ratings of subject’s behavior during the interaction task

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

AA C AA C AA C

Aggression ratings
Nonaggressive group

Preadolescent 8.4 (1.3) 8.2 (1.6) 8.6 (1.0) 8.5 (2.1) 8.3 (0.8) 8.4 (1.2)
Adolescent 9.1 (1.6) 8.8 (1.1) 9.6 (2.1) 8.5 (1.2) 8.0 (1.1) 8.4 (1.1)

Aggressive group
Preadolescent 9.0 (2.4) 8.8 (2.2) 9.9 (3.1) 9.0 (1.7) 9.3 (1.3) 9.2 (1.6)
Adolescent 9.5 (1.6) 8.4 (1.7) 9.7 (1.7) 8.9 (1.4) 8.4 (1.1) 8.9 (0.9)

Dominance ratings
Nonaggressive

Group preadolescent 13.8 (1.9) 13.9 (1.8) 13.7 (1.8) 14.9 (2.6) 12.5 (2.7) 14.4 (3.3)
Adolescent 14.1 (3.3) 13.2 (2.2) 14.9 (3.2) 14.4 (1.8) 13.1 (3.1) 12.9 (2.4)

Aggressive group
Preadolescent 14.1 (3.2) 15.2 (2.5) 15.1 (2.8) 15.8 (2.2) 15.1 (2.8) 15.5 (3.4)
Adolescent 14.8 (3.4) 13.6 (3.4) 14.7 (2.8) 14.7 (3.0) 13.6 (2.2) 15.3 (1.8)

Note: AA, African American; C, Caucasian. The numbers in parentheses are standard deviations.

Independent observers’ ratings and For the Verbal Dominance ANCOVA,
there was a significant main effect for Group,subjects’ ratings
F(1, 85) = 6.0, p < .02. When the cell means
are examined (see Table 1), the AGG boysTo determine whether subjects’ aggressive

and verbal dominance behaviors varied by displayed higher levels of verbally dominant
behavior than did NON boys.group across the interactions tasks, two re-

peated measures ANCOVAs were conducted Table 2 provides mean scores for subjects
ratings of self and of partner on the two de-on the Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3 Aggres-

sion and Dominance ratings. Group Status, pendent measures. These analyses were not
the central purpose for this study but provideAge Level, and Ethnic Group were between-

subject independent variables and Verbal IQ descriptive information about subjects’ rat-
ings, independent of the research assistantand Frequency of Prior Intervention were the

covariates. The within-subject independent ratings. There were no significant main ef-
fects and no interaction effects involving thevariable was Time (1, 2, or 3).

There were no significant main effects in Group variable in the two repeated measure
ANCOVAs using subjects ratings of self Ag-the ANCOVA for Aggression scores, and no

interaction effects involving the Group vari- gression and ratings of partner Aggression.
An Ethnic Group × Time interaction F(2,able. This finding is consistent with prior re-

search with this interaction task paradigm 170) = 3.4, p < .04, in the analysis of self-rat-
ings of Aggression indicated that African(Lochman, 1987). Thus, any subsequent dif-

ferences in subjects’ ratings in the current American subjects decreased in their self-rat-
ings of aggression more over time than didstudy were due to perceptual differences

rather than to actual behavioral differences. Caucasian subjects, consistent with the pattern
in research assistant ratings. An Age Level ×There was a significant interaction effect for

Ethnic Group × Time, F(2, 170) = 3.8, p < Race interaction effect, F(1, 85) = 5.5, p <
.03, indicated that adolescent African Ameri-.03, for Aggression scores. Inspection of the

means in Table 1 indicates that African Amer- can subjects rated their partner as being more
aggressive than did Caucasian subjects andican boys decreased their aggression in the

third interaction task from earlier levels while younger African American subjects. There
were no main effects for Group in the twothe Caucasian boys maintained the same level

of aggression over the last two time periods. ANCOVAs on subjects ratings of self and of
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Table 2. Subjects’ ratings of own behavior at the end of each interaction

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

AA C AA C AA C

Aggression ratings
Nonaggressive group

Preadolescent 7.0 (3.8) 6.4 (2.5) 7.0 (4.7) 7.2 (3.6) 4.4 (2.1) 5.9 (2.0)
Adolescent 7.7 (3.7) 7.3 (2.7) 8.0 (5.2) 7.4 (3.4) 5.4 (2.1) 6.3 (3.8)

Aggressive group
Preadolescent 6.5 (2.8) 7.5 (3.1) 6.7 (2.7) 7.1 (4.0) 5.3 (2.9) 6.0 (3.4)
Adolescent 8.0 (4.1) 6.1 (2.5) 10.1 (4.8) 6.1 (3.0) 5.0 (2.3) 5.6 (3.4)

Dominance ratings
Nonaggressive

Group preadolescent 19.1 (3.1) 17.3 (3.2) 19.3 (3.2) 19.6 (3.2) 17.2 (5.2) 17.6 (3.7)
Adolescent 19.9 (3.1) 18.1 (2.9) 21.9 (2.1) 20.1 (2.4) 19.0 (2.6) 19.1 (3.3)

Aggressive group
Preadolescent 19.4 (5.3) 17.0 (5.0) 21.2 (2.4) 18.8 (2.6) 19.1 (3.7) 18.6 (3.7)
Adolescent 19.8 (4.9) 17.6 (4.2) 21.7 (2.5) 19.1 (3.0) 19.0 (4.0) 18.9 (2.6)

Aggression ratings
Nonaggressive group

Preadolescent 6.2 (3.5) 6.6 (2.8) 6.9 (4.7) 7.3 (4.2) 4.4 (1.6) 6.6 (3.4)
Adolescent 7.2 (4.5) 6.9 (3.1) 7.6 (4.6) 6.8 (2.7) 5.8 (2.3) 5.9 (2.8)

Aggressive group
Preadolescent 7.3 (2.6) 7.3 (2.5) 6.2 (2.6) 6.8 (3.6) 5.5 (2.7) 6.1 (2.8)
Adolescent 9.1 (4.2) 5.9 (2.9) 10.8 (5.3) 5.8 (2.5) 5.9 (3.3) 4.9 (2.3)

Dominance ratings
Nonaggressive

Group preadolescent 19.6 (4.4) 16.7 (5.1) 20.5 (3.0) 18.6 (4.4) 18.4 (5.7) 15.9 (4.9)
Adolescent 19.6 (3.6) 17.4 (3.6) 19.7 (4.2) 18.4 (4.0) 19.8 (3.3) 18.9 (3.2)

Aggressive group
Preadolescent 18.1 (4.8) 18.3 (3.7) 18.5 (4.8) 18.5 (3.7) 18.9 (4.3) 19.6 (2.8)
Adolescent 17.3 (4.9) 16.4 (3.3) 20.6 (3.3) 17.4 (4.3) 18.4 (4.3) 17.6 (3.8)

Note: AA, African American; C, Caucasian. The numbers in parentheses are standard deviations.

partner Verbal Dominance. A main effect for nance, did not generally perceive the Group
differences in dominance (except for Time 3Ethnic Group, F(1, 85) = 4.5, p < .04, and a

Time × Ethnic Group interaction effect, F(1, preadolescent ratings of partner dominance)
which the research assistants rated in their sub-85) = 3.6, p < .03, indicated that African

Americans rated their partners as more domi- sequent codings of the videotaped interactions.
nant than did Caucasians in the initial interac-
tions, but that both ethnic groups perceived

Perceptual differences
similar levels of dominance by the third inter-
action task. A main effect for Time, F(2, 170) Table 3 provides the means and standard de-

viations for the distorted interpersonal percep-= 3.6, p < .04, and a Time × Group × Age
Level interaction effect, F(2, 170) = 3.7, p < tion scores for aggression and dominance

after each of the three interaction periods..03, indicated that by the third time period
preadolescent AGG subjects rated their part- Two repeated measures ANCOVAs were cal-

culated on these data to determine whetherners as being more dominant than did NON
subjects, but this pattern was reversed for ado- there were any significant shifts in the groups’

distorted perceptions across tasks. Group Sta-lescent subjects. Overall, the subjects ratings
of aggression did not vary by Group, similar tus, Age Level, and Ethnic Group were be-

tween-subject independent variables, Verbalto research assistant ratings, but the subjects,
through their ratings of self and partner domi- IQ and Frequency of Prior Interaction were

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579498001710 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579498001710


J. E. Lochman and K. A. Dodge506

Table 3. Distorted interpersonal perception ratings

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

AA C AA C AA C

Aggression ratings
Nonaggressive

Preadolescent −1.7 (3.1) −0.6 (1.8) −1.4 (2.9) −0.7 (1.7) −1.5 (1.9) −0.1 (2.1)
Adolescent −0.6 (2.5) 0.1 (2.1) −0.3 (2.8) −1.0 (2.0) 0.1 (1.2) −0.9 (4.2)

Aggressive
Preadolescent 1.3 (4.4) 0.6 (2.4) 0.9 (2.7) 0.5 (2.0) 1.2 (2.1) 1.2 (2.4)
Adolescent 1.6 (2.2) −0.7 (2.5) 0.6 (2.3) 0.1 (1.8) 1.0 (2.7) −0.3 (2.6)

Dominance ratings
Nonaggressive

Preadolescent 0.2 (2.9) −1.9 (5.6) −0.3 (2.5) −1.9 (6.0) −1.8 (4.4) −2.4 (8.2)
Adolescent −1.4 (4.9) −1.1 (3.9) −1.9 (4.7) −2.1 (4.8) 0.6 (4.1) −2.5 (4.7)

Aggressive
Preadolescent −1.0 (7.5) 2.8 (4.0) −1.4 (3.3) 0.7 (5.2) 2.6 (3.1) 1.2 (5.4)
Adolescent −1.9 (4.6) −0.9 (5.4) −1.5 (4.7) −1.3 (5.2) −0.5 (5.8) 0.5 (2.9)

Note: AA, African American; C, Caucasian. The numbers in parentheses are standard deviations.

covariates, and Time Period (1, 2, 3) was a tions as well as distorted relative judgements.
There were no significant interactions be-within-subject independent variable. Depen-

dent variables were the aggression and domi- tween the Group variable and the other inde-
pendent variables of Time, Ethnicity, and Peernance distorted interpersonal perception scores.

The ANCOVA for the aggression score Familiarity. Because the Group main effect
was not moderated by a Group × Time inter-yielded an overall main effect of Group F(1,

85) = 14.59, p < .001. Over all three time peri- action, the results indicate that the differences
between the aggressive and nonaggressiveods, the Aggressive boys (M = .7) had more

externalized distorted perceptions for aggres- boys continued and were maintained in the
third interaction period which had less overtsion than did nonaggressive boys (M = −.7).

The valence of the mean scores indicates that demand for conflict. The ANCOVA for the
dominance score produced no overall signifi-the AGG boys tended to overperceive the ag-

gressiveness of their peer partners relative to cant effects, consistent with prior findings us-
ing this interaction task paradigm (Lochman,themselves, whereas the NON boys tended to

overperceive their own aggressiveness rela- 1987).
tive to their peer partners. When subject’s
mean ratings of self and of partner are exam-

Analyses of relations between variables that
ined in Table 2, it is apparent that aggressive

discriminate groups
boys’ mean raw ratings of partners’ aggres-
siveness generally exceed their raw ratings of The prior analyses indicate that AGG boys

have higher levels of dominance behavior,their own behavior (e.g., 6.5 self-rating vs. 7.3
partner-rating for AA AGG-PRE), but not in and distorted perceptions of their peer part-

ners’ aggressive behavior relative to their ownall cases (e.g., 7.5 self-rating vs. 7.3 partner-
rating for C. AGG-PRE). Thus, some aggres- aggressive behavior, in comparison to NON

boys. In an effort to examine the relation be-sive boys may be more accurately described
as being nondiscriminant judges of both their tween these two variables across the three

time periods of the study (e.g., Time 1 aggres-own and their partner’s behavior, not perceiv-
ing the differences in dyadic behavior rated sion distorted interpersonal perceptions of ag-

gression score correlated with dominance be-by the independent observers, rather than hav-
ing distorted relative judgements of self and havior at Times 1, 2, and 3, etc.), Pearson

correlations were computed. Because aggres-partner. Thus, our use of “distorted percep-
tions” here refers to nondiscriminant percep- sive behavior on this task did not differentiate
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groups, correlations were not conducted be- Both regression analyses were significant,
both expectation and behavior serving as sig-tween aggressive behavior and distorted inter-

personal perception scores. Three of the nine nificant predictors in each analysis (see Table
4). A significant hypothesized observer ×correlations were statistically significant. Dis-

torted perception of aggression at the first in- Group interaction term was found in the Time
1 regression analysis for self-ratings. The ob-teraction period was associated with higher

levels of dominance behavior during the first, server rating × Group interaction effect signif-
icantly added to the prediction of Time 1 Rat-r(96) = .21, p < .05, and second, r(96) = .23,

p < .03, interaction periods. Distorted percep- ing of Self-Aggression, t(1, 90) = 2.34, p <
.03. Figure 1 illustrates the linear relation be-tion of aggression during the second interac-

tion period was associated with higher lever tween the variables involved in the interac-
tions (Jaccard, Turrisi & Wan, 1990). Figureof dominance during the third time period,

r(96) = .22, p < .03. Thus, distorted percep- 1 indicates three points (−1 SD, M, and +1
SD) for the observer rating of aggression us-tions of aggression were notably associated

with immediately subsequent dominance be- ing the linear regression equations plotted for
each of the two subject groups. As the observ-havior.
ers’ ratings of aggression increased, the NON
boys’ self-ratings of their own aggression in-

Prediction of perceptions of aggression from
creased more markedly than did the AGG

expectations and behavior
boys’ self-ratings, which were relatively less
affected by the actual observed level of ag-Finally, at the last phase of analyses, two mul-

tiple regression analyses were computed to gressive behavior. In the prediction of Time
1 Self-Rated Aggression using a hierarchicaltest the hypothesis that AGG subjects’ percep-

tion ratings of their own aggressive behavior regression analysis, the main effects predic-
tors accounted for 35% of the variance, andand of their partners’ aggressive behavior

after the first interaction period would be less the observer rating × Group interaction ac-
counted for an additional 3% of the variance.influenced by actual levels of aggression (as

indexed by observer’s reports), and relatively To examine the relative effects of observed
behavior after taking into account boys’ ex-more influenced by the AGG subjects’ initial

expectation ratings, than would be the case for pectations for their own aggression, two addi-
tional hierarchical regression analyses wereNON subjects. These regression analyses

were conducted only with ratings of aggres- conducted within each of the subject groups,
using Time 1 Rating of Self-Aggression as thesive behavior (rather than dominance behav-

ior) because prior research (Lochman, 1987) criterion variable, Time 1 Expectations of
Self-Aggression as the first step predictorand this study had found distorted perceptions

of only for aggressive behavior, not for domi- variable, and Time 1 Observer Rating of Ag-
gression as the second step predictor variable.nance behavior. Thus, Time 1 expectations

and observers’ ratings were used to predict As expected, within the AGG Group, the
expectation rating (partial R 2 = .31) was asubjects’ perceptions immediately after Time

1. In addition to the expectation ratings and stronger predictor than observed behavior
(partial R 2 = .07). However, as anticipated, thethe observer ratings, predictor variables in-

cluded the Group status variable (Aggressive, opposite pattern was evident in the NON
Group, as the expectation rating (partial R2 =Nonaggressive), and the interaction effects for

expectation ratings × Group and observer rat- .15) was a less robust predictor than the ob-
served behavior (partial R 2 = .29).ings × Groups. Simultaneous entry of all five

predictor variables was used in the regression
analyses. The effects of primary importance
here were the interaction effects, because they Discussion
indicate that the expectation or observer rat-
ings operate in different ways in the two As hypothesized, aggressive boys were found

to display distorted perceptions of distortedgroups to predict subjects’ perceptions of self
or of partners. aggressive behavior in dyadic conflict situa-

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579498001710 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579498001710


J. E. Lochman and K. A. Dodge508

Table 4. Main and interaction effects in multiple regression
prediction of ratings of aggression of partner and self

Self-Rating Rating of Partner

Parameter Standard Parameter Standard
Estimate Error Estimate Error

Time 1
Group −2.45 1.40 1.13 1.67
Expectation rating .41** .09 .42** .11
Observer rating .43* .18 .73* .32
Expectation × group −.07 .07 −.01 .08
Observer × group .36* .15 −.16 .19

Model adjusted R 2 .38 .31

*p < .05. **p < .01.

tions. Aggressive boys attributed more ag- torted perceptions of aggression (Lochman,
1987).gression to their partner and less to them-

selves in comparison to the independent The AGG boys’ distortions were present
even when the overt demand from task in-observers’ ratings of these dyadic interactions.

These results replicate previous findings that structions changed from competitive to coop-
erative. The AGG boys displayed significantthese distortions do operate in AGG boys’ ac-

tual interpersonal interactions and extend distorted perceptions during the two 4-min
competitive interaction periods, and then theprior findings by indicating that the distor-

tions continue to be apparent over time within distortions did not abate during the third inter-
action period. Once activated, perceptual dis-a social exchange and are apparent at both of

the age levels examined in this study. Consis- tortions appear to be self-sustaining for AGG
boys. The AGG boys are unable to adjusttent with prior findings (Lochman, 1987),

NON boys’ perceptions were also distorted, their perceptual processing to meet the coop-
erative instructional demands of the third in-but in the opposite direction.

Nonaggressive boys overemphasized how teraction period. The AGG boys continued to
overperceive partners’ aggressiveness in theaggressive they themselves were in compari-

son to the independent observers’ ratings. Be- third interaction period, suggesting that they
may have remained competitive despite thecause the AGG boys readily overestimated

their partners’ aggressiveness relative to their cooperative instructions. Future research can
examine whether the perceptions of childrenown, the AGG boys were likely to perceive

themselves as less responsible for the conflict, would have a different pattern if the more co-
operative task preceded the competitive taskand to believe they would be justified in

taking stronger action. As we have found pre- for some subjects, whether NON children
would display more accurate perceptions ifviously (Lochman, 1987), this pattern of per-

ceptual distortions occurs only with interper- they were interacting with other NON chil-
dren, rather than AGG children on coopera-sonal aggression and not with interpersonal

dominance, suggesting that schemas about re- tive tasks, and whether a more benign form of
a cooperative task might produce more accu-sponsibility for interpersonal aggression are

especially compelling and strong for AGG rate perceptions by NON children.
It is also notable that these distorted per-boys. This pattern of findings supports the

specific linkage between boys’ distorted per- ceptions of partner’s aggression and self-ag-
gression do not differ across the preadolescentceptions of aggressive behavior and their his-

tory of actual aggressive behavior at school to early adolescent age levels assessed in this
cross-sectional design. Hence, it may be thatand at home, and further supports the validity

of the hypothesis that AGG boys display dis- the distorted perceptual processing of aggres-
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Figure 1. The linear relation between the variables involved in the interaction.

sive youth becomes set in place prior to mid- Aggressive boys’ distorted perceptions of
the dyad’s relative aggression during the threedle childhood and continues into adolescence

(e.g., Lochman & Dodge, 1994). The ten- interaction periods was accompanied by their
heightened dominance behaviors throughoutdency to distort perceptions may arise out of

interactions with family members and peers in the three interaction periods. Aggressive and
nonaggressive boys did not differ in their ac-the early years of elementary school or in the

preschool period. In addition, AGG boys, re- tual aggressive behavior during the brief in-
teraction task periods. Lochman (1987) hadgardless of whether they are African Ameri-

can or Caucasian, have similar propensities to hypothesized little difference in aggressive
behavior for AGG and NON children duringmisperceive the aggressiveness of self and

other, indicating that ethnic status does not in- this interaction task paradigm because prior
research had indicated that behaviorally disor-fluence the longer-term activation of these

perceptual distortions. dered and nondisordered children displayed
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their behavioral differences only after more ceptions of the self are made. The findings
indicate that AGG boys do not base their per-extended contact in research settings (Coie &

Kupersmidt, 1983) and because of the poten- ceptions of their own aggressive behavior on
the behavior itself. Thus, AGG boys’ schemastial reactivity of the videotaping procedure. It

appears, however, that group differences in and internalized representational models ap-
pear to be relatively closed, and not open todominance behavior appear more readily in

contrived interaction task paradigms and that new information about their own behavior. In
contrast, NON boys were found to displayboys’ dominance behavior may be less sub-

ject to the reactivity effects of videotaping. more appropriate information processing, as
they base their perceptions of their own ag-Accumulating distorted perceptions of how

aggressive the partner was relative to oneself gression more on the actual level of aggres-
sive behavior displayed. The NON boys aremay have further led the AGG boys to feel

justified in being more dominating as the in- more flexible in that they give up their expec-
tations in favor of current actual experience.teraction developed. Thus, these AGG boys’

erroneous perceptions of their partners’ rela- Aggressive boys’ expectations may override
their objective perception of their own behav-tive aggression may contribute to evolving

dominance behaviors by the AGG boys. The ior, indicating an excessive cognitive rigidity
between expectations and perceptions. Itresults indicate a linkage between perceptions

of aggression and dominance behavior. Domi- should be noted, however, that this hypothe-
sized pattern was only partially supported be-nance behavior covaries with distorted inter-

personal perceptions of aggression during the cause the groups differed significantly only in
their use of actual behavior to form percep-first interaction period, and boys’ distortions

in perceptions for aggression predicts boys’ tions of self, and the groups did not differ at
all in their use of expectations or of actualsubsequent dominance behavior in the next

interactional period. This temporal linkage be- behavior in forming perceptions of their part-
ner. The biasing effect of expectations ontween distorted perceptions and dominance

behavior was repeated for both Time 1 distor- AGG boys’ perceptions appear to be most ev-
ident in boys’ self-perceptions rather thantions and Time 2 behavior and for Time 2 dis-

tortions and Time 3 behavior. Further re- their partner perceptions, and are evident indi-
rectly in the AGG boys’ relative lack ofsearch can further explore the possible causal

linkage between these cognitive and behav- awareness of actual behavior in their forma-
tion of self-perceptions.ioral variables.

The boys’ dominance behaviors may be In addition to this caveat about the narrow
support for the effect of expectations on per-partially motivated by desires to control and

get back at peers perceived to be more aggres- ceptions for AGG boys, several other limita-
tions of the current findings are evident. Fu-sive than they were. This pattern would be

consistent with previous findings that AGG ture research can use interaction tasks which
are more benignly cooperative than the arous-boys place higher value on social goals for

dominance and revenge than do NON boys ing maze game used here, can examine how
interpersonal perceptions relate to adjustment(Lochman, Meyer, Rabiner, & White, 1991;

Lochman, Wayland, & White, 1993). Individ- in girls, and can use peer partners who are
completely unknown versus well known to as-uals’ goals may thus influence, and be influ-

enced by, their interpretation of events (Erd- sess the effects of degree of familiarity with
peers. Future research can also examineley et al., 1991). If AGG children’s initial

efforts to exert dominance over others fail, changes in situationally based expectations
over time, and can extend examinations ofthey may begin to escalate their use of in-

creasingly aggressive (and from their point of children’s accuracy of perceptions of their
own and partner’s behavior after brief interac-view, justified aggressive) behavior to control

and dominate others. tion periods by examining the effects of ex-
pectations on children’s moment to moment,These findings also contribute to our un-

derstanding of the process through which per- on-line processing of social events which in
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turn could then affect children’s perceptions cognitive-behavioral treatment (e.g., Loch-
man, 1992; Lochman & Wells, 1996) shouldof interpersonal behavior. Despite these limi-

tations, the current results indicate the impor- include modification of AGG boys’ preexist-
ing expectations and distorted perceptions fortance of including preexisting expectations

into social cognition models and indicate that their own and peers’ aggressive behavior.

References

Bretherton, I. (1995). Attachment theory and develop- Erdley, C. A., Dumas–Hines, F., Lomis, C. C., Cain, K.
M., Olsheksky, L. M., & Dweck, C. S. (1991). Chil-mental psychopathology. In D. Cicchetti & S. L. Toth

(Eds.), Rochester Symposium on Developmental Psy- dren’s implicit theories and social goals as mediators
of responses to social failure. Manuscript submittedchopathology: Emotion, cognition, and representa-

tion. Rochester, NY: University of Rochester Press. for publication, University of Illinois.
Fiske, S. T., & Taylor, S. W. (1984). Social cognition.Canter, N., & Zirkel S. (1990). Personality, cognition,

and purposive behavior. In L. Pervin (Ed.), Handbook Reading, MA: Addison–Wesley.
Graham, S., Hudley, C., & Williams, E. (1992). Attribu-of Personality: Theory and research (pp. 135–164).

New York: Guilford tional and emotional determinants of aggression
among African-American and Latino young adoles-Catrambrone, R., & Markus, H. (1987). The role of self-

schemas in going beyond the information given. So- cents. Developmental Psychology, 28, 731–740.
Greenberg, M. T., Seltz, M. L., & DeKlyen, M. (1993).cial Cognition, 5, 349–368.

Coie, J. D. (1990). Toward a theory of peer rejection. In The role of attachment in the early development of
disruptive behavior problems. Development and Psy-S. R. Asher & J. D. Coie (Eds.), Peer rejection in

childhood (pp. 363–401). Cambridge, England: Cam- chopathology, 5, 191–213.
Hudley, C., & Graham, S. (1993). An attributional inter-bridge University Press.

Coie, J. D., & Kupersmidt, J. B. (1983). A behavioral vention to reduce peer-directed aggression among Af-
rican-American boys. Child Development, 64, 124–analysis of emerging social status in boys’ groups.

Child Development, 54, 1400–1416. 138.
Jaccard, J., Turrisi, R., & Wan, C. (1990). InteractionCrick, N. R., & Dodge, K. A. (1994). A review and re-

formulation of social information-processing mecha- effects in multiple regression. Newbury Park, CA:
Sage.nisms in children’s social adjustment. Psychological

Bulletin, 115, 74–101. Lochman, J. E. (1987). Self and peer perceptions and at-
tributional biases of aggressive and nonaggressiveCrick, N. R., & Dodge, K. A. (1996). Social information-

processing mechanisms in reactive and proactive ag- boys in dyadic interactions. Journal of Consulting
and Clinical Psychology, 55, 404–410.gression. Child development, 67, 993–1002.

Critterden, P. M. (1993). An information-processing per- Lochman, J. E. (1992). Cognitive-behavioral interven-
tions with aggressive boys: Three-year follow-up andspective on the behavior of neglectful parents. Crimi-

nal Justice and Behavior, 20, 27–48. preventive effects Journal of Consulting and Clinical
Psychology, 60, 426–432.Dix, T. H., & Lochman, J. E. (1990). Social cognition

and negative reactions to children: A comparison of Lochman, J. E., & Allen, G. (1979). Elicited effects of
approval and disapproval: An examination of parame-mothers of aggressive and nonaggressive boys. Jour-

nal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 9, 418–438. ters having implications for counseling couples in
conflict. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychol-Dodge, K. A. (1990). The structure and function of reac-

tive and proactive aggression. In D. Pepler & K. H. ogy, 47, 634–636.
Lochman, J. E., & Allen, G. (1981). Nonverbal communi-Rubin (Eds.), The development and treatment of

childhood aggression (pp. 201–218). Hillsdale, NJ: cation of couples in conflict. Journal of Research in
Personality, 15, 253–269.Erlbaum.

Dodge, K. A. (1980). Social cognition and children’s ag- Lochman, J. E., & Dodge, K. A. (1994). Social-cognitive
process of severely violent, moderately aggressivegressive behavior. Child Development, 51, 162–170.

Dodge, K. A., Lochman, J. E., Harnish, J. D., Bates, J. and nonaggressive boys. Journal of Consulting and
Clinical Psychology, 62, 366–374.E., & Pettit, G. S. (1997). Reactive and proactive ag-

gression in school children and psychiatrically-im- Lochman, J. E., Lampron, L. B., & Rabiner, D. L. (1989).
Format and salience effects in the social problem-paired chronically assaultive youth. Journal of Abnor-

mal Psychology, 106, 37–51. solving of aggressive and nonaggressive boys. Jour-
nal of Clinical Child Psychology, 18, 230–236.Dodge, K. A., & Newman, J. P. (1981). Biased decision-

making processes in aggressive boys. Journal of Ab- Lochman, J. E., & Lenhart, L. A. (1995). Cognitive be-
havioral therapy of aggressive children: Effects ofnormal Psychology, 90, 375–379.

Dodge, K. A., & Somberg, D. R. (1987). Hostile attribu- schemas. In H. P. J. G. van Bilsen, P. C. Kendall, &
J. H. Slavenbury (Eds.), Behavioral approaches fortional biases among aggressive boys are exacerbated

under conditions of threat to self. Child Development, children and adolescents: Challenges for the next
century (pp. 145–166). New York: Plenum.58, 213–224.

Erdley, C. A. (1990). An analysis of children’s attribu- Lochman, J. E., Meyer, B. L., Rabiner, D. L., & White,
K. J. (1991). Parameters influencing social problem-tions and goals in social situations; Implications for

children’s friendship outcomes. Unpublished manu- solving of aggressive children. In R. E. Prinz (Ed.),
Advances in behavioral assessment of children andscript, University of Illinois.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579498001710 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579498001710


J. E. Lochman and K. A. Dodge512

families (Vol. 5, pp. 31–63). London: Jessica Kings- practice. In P. C. Kendall (Ed.), Advances in cogni-
tive-behavioral research and therapy (Vol. 4, pp.ley Pub.

Lochman, J. E., Wayland, K. K., & White, K. K. (1993). 275–339). Orlando: Academic Press.
Osgood, C. E., Suci, G. J., & Tannenbaum, P. A. (1957).Social goals: Relationship to adolescent adjustment

and to social problem solving. Journal of Abnormal The measurement of meaning. Urbana, IL: University
of Illinois Press.Child Psychology, 21, 315–151.

Lochman, J. E., & Wells, K. C. (1996). A social–cogni- Rabiner, D., Lenhart, L., & Lochman, J. E. (1990). Auto-
matic versus reflective social problem-solving in pop-tive intervention with aggressive children: Prevention

effects and contextual implementation issues. In R. ular, average, and rejected children. Developmental
Psychology, 26, 1010–1016.Dev. Peters & R. J. McMahon (Eds.), Preventing

childhood disorders, substance abuse, and delin- Shaw, D. S., & Bell, R. Q. (1993). Developmental theo-
ries of parental contributions to antisocial behavior.quency (pp. 111–143). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Lochman, J. E., White, K. J., & Wayland, K. K. (1991). Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 21, 493–518.
Sines, J. O. (1986). Teachers’ norms and teacher–parentCognitive–behavioral assessment and treatment with

aggressive children. In P. C. Kendall (Ed.), Child and agreement on the Missouri Children’s Behavior
Checklist. Unpublished manuscript, University ofadolescent therapy; Cognitive behavioral procedures

(pp. 25–65). New York: Guilford. Iowa.
Sines, J. O., Pauker, J. D., Sines, L. K., & Owen, D. R.Loeber, R. (1990). Development and risk factors of juve-

nile antisocial behavior and delinquency. Clinical (1969). Identification of clinically relevant dimen-
sions of children’s behavior. Journal of ConsultingPsychology Review, 10, 1–41.

Lyons–Ruth, K. (1996). Attachment relationships among and Clinical Psychology, 33, 728–734.
Spivack, G., Platt, J. J., & Shure, M. B. (1976). The prob-children with aggressive behavior problems: The role

of disorganized early attachment patterns. Journal of lem-solving approach to adjustment: A guide to re-
search and intervention. San Francisco: Jossey–Bass.Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 64, 64–73.

Mash, E. J., & Dozois, D. J. A. (1996). Child psychopath- Steinberg, M. D., & Dodge, K. A. (1983). Attributional
bias in aggressive adolescent boys and girls. Journalology: A developmental-systems perspective. In E. J.

Mash & R. A. Barkley (Eds.), Child psychopathology of Social and Clinical Psychology, 1, 312–321.
Thorndike, R. L., & Hagen, E. (1982). Cognitive Abilities(pp. 3–60). New York: Guilford.

Nasby, W., Hayden, B., & DePaulo, B. M. (1980). Attri- Test, Form 3, technical manual. Chicago: Riverside.
Waas, G. A. (1988). Social attributional biases of peer-butional bias among aggressive boys to interpret un-

ambiguous social stimuli as displays of hostility. rejected and aggressive children. Child Development,
59, 969–992.Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 84, 459–468.

Neimark, E. D. (1982). Adolescent thought: Transitions Weyer, R. S., Jr., Lambert, J. A., Budesheim, T. L., &
Greenfeld, D. H. (in press). Theory and research onto formal operations. In B. B. Wolman & G. Stricker

(Eds.), Handbook of developmental psychology (pp. person impression formation: A look to the future. In
L. Martin & A. Tesser (Eds.), The construction of so-486–502). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice–Hall.

Neimeyer, R. A. (1985). Personal constructs in clinical cial judgement. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579498001710 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579498001710

