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Feis Fgol SUSE, 34d A XoRESZe|
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Influence of Empathy, Aggression, Self-Esteem on
Social Preference and Social Impact in

Preschoolers
e ¥ W 4 g @
Myung Ja Oh Yoo Lim Shin

Fol= 7H3E Holu fotus7|de] dtstHA Ao
TSI A Y BAE AESH He AlZlolt BEHHAE &
Aot dEFA FH2 ABE AW (sociometry) 22 o] ¥
Me EYEHEYH @2 33 AP ¥z B3 AP Y=
AAsHY olE 7|22 ARS]E A9 k(social prefernce)?t A+3
A 932 (social impact)E =454 HHCillessen, 2009). At
34 A3E= 34 AN 7 A s W He2 A
AtEln] fol7t EHSERE ASEHL A77F 9 AEE 9y
2H(Cillessen, 2009). ¥FHo| ARlA J3Fe2 I B F
A AgE it A4E Astdd. 38 9 B3 A A6l
o] AP =7t oA fopt EHSoA TS 1|
A= ALE uistH, o= SFoA A7 F9 fotEsol 4
A =0 H= ABE 7FAA(social visibility)? E7-g 59
Ssth(Cillessen, 2009).

T BAANA ARH AIEE otF9 HdA f54 B¢
ofyzt AgAtsld g3t dAT #Ao] = F8 HQlo
2 AH ASEE JAsfF= F5 A Hig APJA+Eo
APojgt. A3y Asert 2 A7|AH(popular group)
ol 52 3a5 YT AAIAFY £F0] w1 AuFHo|L F5F
o]t}(Nelson, Burner, Coyne, Hart, & Robinson, 2016). &
5] TR B9 AA AHE oldfsta BRI ZAE A4l
AAY 7= 58928 AAIE P5& sHA He 5718912
2 Zg5HA =ol(White, 2014), B S Avet 4348 &
22 & 4 AUtHGleason, Jensen-Campbell, & Ickes, 2009).
olo] we} ALAEE AR Ak £3Z =°017] f8iA o
9] F72F ¥3Z EHAT= Ao] F8s5ithal HoItH(Mostow,
Izard, Fine, & Trentacosta, 2002). ©]<} tt24 Z752o] 29

—_
_
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HH ERRIY A s FASSHA dfdsty F3F
Ak HHgoHA =Y ol FEAE +

A8RI0E AEoHA HEE EHEHEH ARE of7|A
1 4 Ath(Mostow et al., 2002).
T A2ALoAE RI¥sHA 259

e o] oA ZsxEPTE AFF 4
o F= U= F8 8Rlo|H, I o 4T
< B4R xHst: P WA Ao
(Carreras et al., 2014). d& Eo°], 34d%58o] &
H ofs2 HZZZoln ERIZ F& HARF 2%
2 ARESEo] AFS]E ASE7t E9koy o]et 2 A
Hsgol 2¥" ols2 FF4FQ WHoE 453
@0}01 A3E A3wrt 3A Yehgdth(Carreras et

, 2014).

’\}9—114 FFY0] 2 otz EHERE FF A9
I 2 AP El:r W= gdot Z]‘:}(Controversial
group)2 2 EFHADNAN FFHS P47 st
i]*}ﬁ’“m“} 0}‘43} 388L ?}71] Holz 553 9§

E4< HolH 535 BAY ALY &0l EH=
7é,°] 9ltH(Nelson et al., 2016). At3l& %3k
=2 ol A2 AR A (rejected group)et Hl
sto] o 22 £F9 A Jo‘z‘w]’%]é HolAqk EHH
o UlolA 2E 9 ddZ 5t 2 JFHLE Qlsto
FA4 gt BEZ FYsHA °}£E}(Nelson et al,
2016).

Hawley(2003)= EFH AN HALZHA Ak
ZAAQ AZS A AFLStE ofEL oHA Az
A (bistrageic controllers)® A3}t o] ofsE2
QIgFolal AMF]H 7|go| Hold B oy EFHE
HE W= A gy &7t Aoty w2 29 ¥
A& HAKHawley, 2003). Rodkin, Farmer,
Pearl¥} Van Acker(2000)= EHEA Q7] &= &
o2 A2 & PFEAHS Hol: sAdeE
otttk 3 HAd2 AFAQ QoM ER FHAEA
I FeAT T2 3FERA FeELS Kol HHo]
o, & o2 Jd2 344 $£0] =2 5580 H
ojutyl ujgHolHA AZ PFFZ Hol AR|F JIF
glo] 2 EA4S HAHRodkin et al., 2000).

ofe2 EHAHT UlolA A4 ARH A flet FF

Ao
o=

el

m\“

gl I

_llmo
r o

Rl O

>

99 AEe] g SUF EX 95ES 1A 4 9
on ot AotEzud WHE WAl 4 4 9
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o EHSNA mAEHAY 29HE A2 Fobr] Aot

&34 Hxé;‘%] /o] °‘Tﬂr gio] o]
A9l Q7E+= AotEF FAAQ B0l YE:
thE193s], Edwards, 2004). %] EF Ao A A3
= 11947} E2 o5 AAZE AAF 9 ASHoR

Sottta A Zsta A4l 58S FHFHCE HUL9)
Ufl E o)A WsHA F5Z T WA TﬂrEU]
2 oAd &gt ol RS0 o] obsZ Tk

ko] fiAto] E 4 Qltk(Hawley & Little, 1999).
A 9ol 2 olES0l FA4T 2L US

S4e B8t EAPTA A4 JFEe s
& goId Fuze Fuolt of ol5Ee PFues
Q]

= A AAUF7] ofFoHill & Merrell,
2004). ol EHADTY AAE Yl £ HE
Mdo2 A3lH (social reputation)¥ FFH=
Htgsh= AZE A7 E(perceived popularity)?i}b
Mol 2/H=EA ofd widt A7t APHo At
313 Aok EHSC] ASsAY Foksle AxE
Hrggiet. wieol A 74E Vee sEA s Hi
FE3% =S Auidtt. A4E V=T H2 oks2
83 A7 (social visibility) HOJA|gF EHE]
A HEA] ASER = PO, (Lease, Musgrove, &
Axelrod, 2002). AZ4E A7=E 7IE22 VA,
PTG 9 vr|dge s FEsE dah w2 g
2 oksol AZdE <ot ALz FEEHUG
(Parkhurst & Hopmeyer, 1998). & AZd QA7 |=
L AR 9 A3 Z2EA9 L7}t Eof AHYR 9§

i

FHo] 2 ¥HF otz HAYshe FARRE EeE
& 4 JKCillessen & Mayeux, 2004). F4AHS df
Aoa 3 AILE By ZAAQ HAW9 50%= EH
=9

A ARHAG Uz F 8= E HEIZ
A FAA 9T ol EFSo] SofstA = FAN g
F94  FFEo] J= AVIFRE  HIFE A H(Estell,
Cairns, Farmer, & Cairns, 2002). ¥HHo] A}3l& A
Sret AZE 7= 7HY ARBAE =4 gokeE
2 AR & /fgez & 4 Ji=gd, FEIL o
29, 2005).

o}e] AYAT=S TANEEH, EHAAE WPt
= F /iEQl AElE A3EE 3 obso] Wigt EEE
9] 37 Htgste Jidold FRsE 4 4
dol k. whHo] ARRlAH FFEL EHHGNA

=2

ok



Stal oo I

izEet AsH JdPEe 2
MAE A PARA Sttt oA ATEA
che st 2.

S}

2004). EZHBA] digt A
QoA FA-% ots=
AR B A Ao Adto] JloH EFHEEHRH AR
T+ HAdk(rejected group)l.& AT 18U
of AZte 7|29 A4 Ayt HAuEHA FAH
Al Ao QJowA 1
il

9, A, EAEE TGS, AH $HE FA AR
st 244< }ﬂ‘c‘ﬂ*— A% BHT #HAPol A 2 vAE
& 3442 B AT AR Bl U= | weh AE ATEA
AL ofdw] Eaf A oA £, 74, S
A(centrality) ¥ &2 71—r°ﬂ*1 dole A2l 9% dAFEA 1
48 WY 54U 4 UrkCillessen & Mayeux,  fobo] 35, AokEE % FALL AHH As
1WATEL AN HIEY ® 9 Ay gy AuATL QAR
AB)A F1%o] REsha
= T ATEA 2
fotel 35, Aotesn ¥ TAY0] A4S A
= 9 ASE G At JgEe ol

A4
, A3
1. Q794
A71=9 Ao YA 6329 #
A9 @ 54 9ot 3079 AT dA
TEHE & ‘1‘0]-
'EL‘:LQ_ EH J’

A7
o 7A@l 943 @Al A
1 A7 Holo] FA% folugr1B)

gl
ST GARANA F 31059 Az
A7t wEiglon 30759 AEAZ H4Hdt. 4%

o

okso] waE YolA
273150] wHT gov o wamAd qat 1
S22 9.
L @4 244
Geret we

5
=
o

GO ABA JFEol & OFEE Ytk

o " AZe AT
oF57] W H4u7lo] ekt
2449 7, 93 #A
=40l gopldl Uehte, folSE EeA
okl Y ol T3t
g3 AN 4 At
g Asla A °*‘3‘i
2 A=7t
2Ao] X3 ATTHL Wob 1518(49.2%) olobe
280%(50.8%)0.2 & 3079o]t}.

2 g g

A9 54

oA 7] e o

EHEC o A A9E HHAS
A%, 2008). HEo] [ol7|E

3% 9 g3l A13% P ate] #EAJo] veRdtH

(394,
2010).
a2y oM A¥E EHBA g A
S3tu ofgH J2de direz A3
L o}7 Hzs3} /dx-’lo]t:]-
Zolx

T=
2. FAEF
D ARH AsE 9 ARRE JFE
FFHE EAs] Hdl
H(sociometry)= At
gk B4 719 4§l wA
F1

A]—g,]?(—] A u] A]-qu
Coie®t Dodge(1988)9] AtE&7H
A AHX
ForE9 Al 3

-
éwmoghz

(Nelson et al.,
ARATE] T
o digt ?‘i:rL-—

= 25
| ohat

H R
frob71f
& AFRA AdeEd
Hol %OPE A AHE B
t T =
9

E|°] 3
g 4
stesiEol o
%}Oﬂn} A7 RolES
S o %o]——s

49 A7 Adstn A8
& s
22 Fotas7]de] dshsh= APl
FAo Tt Hule AJ7to] @otzlen ofd u
Adgo] vXE= EHBAY S840 HS
AA B¥ste ot
Z 933 74 3
Itk 3] gol  Zol k& Ao A
E ;g— A—]Eﬂo].Ei 5}%:}' %(Qo]- ooz 00}7]- 71-0]
Lt o] Auigly foldk: fols 3% ML
T o
ASd HAsE

qote] At
B2HT ek Hepd £
o BN AFHE AYH ASE 2GR 2L
87 9] S Pl 42 AR fob) wd
St 2 SFER foldl 47 BUSH goms

o
i
HAE olfokes B2 & 4 Y& Ao
19] EHIAL o]F ‘El—_?‘?—-_‘oﬂ*iE HF Qg =
AL 1HINE o EHBAV BFHoz AzFEHE
ARl frorlo] Ateld Ase U ARSH JFI : SHEE
gAo] At 292 FHsE AFA AFE Bdlod B fot EHREEH w2 FHAY Wkt AT Hl
A gt 27 Hgo] JHE A& = Y& Aot TE ERE4Q 52 wdsiad.
T fotE tdoz EfFA oA (social preference)= 3ZAY 285 XY 2
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Crick¥} Grotpeter(1995)2] AT

oM AHgE WAt Bug AFAE ARSI o 4
A= AAE A4 72 #orE FH =lts

Hiot=th 5533 AR FF40; A4 a3
ojFZ ¥od, FolFdo] FojstA] Rt =R
grett}) GRS ZAS 11839 Likert 43 FHko|
ot HL9 Cronbach's «& EW AAFH FHFHL
87, TAH FAHL 94=E UEyiT

ol i

3) Aote3d

fote] ApotEF 7S Harter®t Pike(1984)9] ‘The
Pictorial scale of perceived Competence and
social Acceptance for Young Children’'& £°}4
AAFAeoLsmd Atzlo] ¥Rt +A3t ol A
ofEFH HZE AMEsto] fof 7Rl HAHE ”’\] Sk91
ot o] T4& QAR 58 65, AAE 58 6—r~§l’
E #A 6EFH ojHUe #A 6EFS EJ’
248307 FAH Likert 48 ZHxo|t} X}O}-—vﬂ—
24517 9ok AFA 9 BZRATF 2435 AAoA
fotb 199 2 10~15% &3 7iE |HCSE AAE)
t}. Cronbach’'s ¢& HW, QX ZF 582 64, AAF
82 .65, ETAE .70, oWy A= 6622

P

[} Y

veb},

4)

of

459

fote 34582 Auyeung 5(2009)°] 7R of
5% EQ-C(Children’s version of the Empathy
Quotient)E 137, A&9, UYAOH20157F HgH+
Re @A 4EAE 23590 FQ-C: 3 9%
dog 4% 2359 44 Likert FkZolt}. Z} 519
292 FAA T2 e Aol &AY otxstd
2ol uhg o) 112, ABY Wl A7E
ATl ojFgo] qith) 683, 9XF & (@ TV
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4 194 & 2A39 22 ool the ofnisiA
%=th. 6&%°ltt. Cronbach's o B9, XN &
2 85 AR3A ¥rgL 78 QA ZF o7 7302
Urebsd.

3. @744 4 AREY

g AL 9 of=st A-uat Ao FEE o
THZRYEC] Folus7|#HE WEFGE 7 7|Foj|A
g 59 FZolA fotet HE HHFSER A EF
Bt AohEE AAE Ao 4 ot A
of ¢ 308~408 AE AQE9ch EF sF9 ©9
TA 99 A" FTAAI ZASE HAEAE 4
sttt & o] #3% A&+ SPSS 21.0 Z2IH
S 0]g35lo] Pearson® AHTFAEA T Foi3|HEA
< AT

1. 3419 712 BAA

WY iz, AU, B¢ € BEHA= B
19] AAEo] Qick. & 19] ootd, ASFE AXtE A
34 A3%w9 M= .00, SD = 4952 Ueow At
34 GFEL M = 6.00, SD = 3.328 vEgth 3
AL BAA ZTAYM = 2.26, SD = 31)9 F#0|
AAZ FARWM = 1.94, SD = 588t =4 Yehd

o} ZotEFd AXH M = 3.57, SD = .43)
94 gaol 7MY =4 vehgen, 1 3o AA 3

(M 3.27, §D = .52), ojW{y & (M = 3.27,

= 51), EIP5LWM = 3.16, SD = .64)2=0|91t}.
% 582 AXFH FHM = 2.98, SD = .37)9] HF
o] 7 A uEhgon, 1 t3o& ARF ¥Hs(M
= 2.90, SD = .46), AXZF 37 (M = 2.76, SD =
.34)&013itt.

2. folo] ABA ASE 9 ANF gt I44,
Rokezz 4 3U5Y 29 JuwA

$oke] o] e =gulel o7t vEntR o



HHl9l 7|z SAXI (N = 307)
IR Z|ak ESEnST =9 M SD
el M 12.00 -20.00 0.00 .00 4.95
A2 A At 20.00 0.00 5.00 5.99 3.32
SEXE 4.07 -1.22 0.00 0.00 1.00
SN 4.97 -0.88 -0.29 0.00 1.00
LA S84 4.00 1.00 2.00 1.94 0.58
274y
HAX 44 4.00 1.00 2.00 1.99 0.61
XA 5 4.00 1.33 3.67 3.57 0.42
AAE S 4.00 1.50 3.33 3.27 0.52
MOESH
et A 4.00 1.33 3.17 3.16 0.64
OfHL A 4.00 1.67 3.33 3.27 0.51
YMH 3L 3.91 1.09 2.82 2.76 0.34
SUs™ IR S 3.83 1.33 2.83 2.90 0.46
I sY 4.00 1.67 3.00 2.98 0.37
fomz A fole thom ARl UAHY 237 ¥ Tasd 7o VWAL ® 29 B 39
o SANQAEY ABBAE EAT A, AA A AA =] et # 20 o5t FHAFHEE A4 F
SEo ASA G Tro] RAQ ABIAY vE 3E8CE = -.19, p 001), -rzq Aol yEgT
4 = -35, p { .00 Bo] Aotz 5 % ERWAG = 14, p
SAAYH =S}t FAAGR TS A FAH, Aok (.05, BHA 3F (¢ = 31 p €.001), AF31A ¥t
g2
FENYIES B2, ROESZ U TS 20| HTEH (N = 307)
74N =Tt O7k=2q
éxo'“:ﬂﬂ 07—|J<k3 X|‘O|‘_;57D OjEIO%
1 2 3 5 6 7 8 9
HlE -.19 -.08 05 14 .03 31 27 .23
o < .05, “p ¢ .01
(1=MRE B2, 2=2% 224, 3=0K% 53, 4=NHN 53, 5=, 6=0{01L B, 7=8AME T, 8=A&H w3,
9=2IX|% 3Z)
3.
SN LS} 5AY, MOIESZ & A4S 719 A (N = 307)
2xuiol S44 orEsd sdsd
1 2 3 5 6 7 8 9
I=PSONT ** = x = .
Hl 40 22 .04 .08 03 .04 -37 -.48 -.39
HI
p .01
(1=MAMAN 3AY, 2=8AX 3244, 3=0XH 53, 4=tIMX 5, b=HH@A, 6=0{0{L 2|, 7=FMX 3&, 8=Alz|H B3,

o
9=0IX/%{ 32)
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S(r = .27, p € .001), VA FHr = .23, p
00D B4 Aol et

E 39 ostd, RAAGUEE AAE FEA(r =
40, p €.001) 2 A FA4(r = .22, p € .001)
I A7 Aol yepygtt, ubEo] zotEFels A
A7 9o, ANA I (r = -.37, p € .001),
A3 ukg(r = -48, p < .001), AAH ZTH(r =
-.39, p {.001)3} #& o] yehygrt

E 39 9otd, ASA Ak AAY 3FAHr =
-.37, p €.001), #AA FAAH(r = -.19, p € .01}
g 24 Aol Yehgth g 33589 ohgl
29 & AXNF Fr = 41, p < .001), AH3A ¥rS
(r = .46, p €.001), /NAA FZH(r = .39, p € .001)
I} A7 o] Yepyion, 1}0}127‘° fougt 4
o] Ut} ol: ARRY HA3nrt =
AR gAoA AR AES o] H:} F = 3
80| 24t 3449 FEE WS

LSS N =

Ol

E 40 ooty A9d I AAA FAH0 =
.27, p € .001), #AA FAHC = .16, p € .0DH

2:11
¢
o8 B4 Aol uehgth Ed AF o
T2
o

L ogE Age 9FN 2R 8L 0T 4
L U459 $70l %I A4 $F0] kou 4
S o

dl

T o
4 593 ThBAC] gF AotEFdel ¥ 54
ugth = A8l4 gFeo] &2 ot AAH 3
A 3442 Agdtel Ed Fuel 24T @
29 e S40] U4 & 4 it

=

Mo rtd mlo % %O

3. ot 344, AotEFH, TRSHO A9 F AsE
2 A3)F FFH wAE 49

ool AT AokeFE L FASYol fobo
AsA Asee] AL Agee dobrsl 915 B
ARG AT Ao & 4o AN et 34

B4 718 7149 ©F o2 g dstr] 3 Durbin-
WatsonAl=et  VIFAsS RARE A3, Durbin-
WatsonAl$E 1.77~1.8028 3} 7+ A7)1Akao] gl
gon VIFA4E 1.41~3.10822 108t @A5HA
ot th33A49 EAE St fote g
Zo|7} YehtA] ¢kgfong AH fois tAatew 3
AEA o] AAEH

o
AotzEte] kY 99 F AAY 58I frotel XA 92 #AH 3H4, Aoksd € F
AR ATAA 7 Ydebgtt GHHo ALRE J3FE A58ol fote ASlA A3To uxe AgEs ¢
AXH 38 = -.15 p < .01), A¥H ¥3(r = olE 7] {5 FTHIHEAS AARE 2F= # 69 Al
-.29, p € .001), /XA F&(r = -.24, p € .001)z} AEo] 9tk T 6o o5hd EQE E=YHES = A
B2 Aol yetydth &, AH8E g3FHo] &2 fot gEo] 7 w2 WAL TATHW = .46, p (
T4
ABIE HSES BN, NOESY U U5 7o 4 (N = 307)
M T} N
é@ﬁ?_l S AOIES 27t=e
1 2 3 5 6 7 8 9
Arilﬂ Ms -37" -19" -.00 -.03 .05 -.02 41" 46" 39
o < .01, “p { .001
(1 =MAHY S4Y, 2=8AN 344, 3=0UXN 58, 4=4HN 5=, b=LHA, 6=0{HL A, 7=8ME 3L, 8=At5H HE
9=0Ix|x Z7)
5
A A et SA4Y, NoESY 3 3&dsE 7o HEEA (N = 307)
xipiol 334 MoRESY 3854
1 2 3 5 6 7 8 9
Atsld Hakd 27 16" 07 12 13 07 -15" -29 -24
0 (.05, "p (.01
(1=MAY 324, 2=2AX 3244, 3=0XH 53, 4=MHH 53, b=L2H, 6=0{0{L 2, 7=HMY IZ, 8=Ats|y gtE,
9=0Ix|% 22
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.001)0]oH,
25.71, p < .001).

AgEe 26.10%% YEHTHF =

E 6.
27N TOIESZ 2 22S0| AEE MEE
Dixl= 3 (N = 307)
] g t F R
A S4Y -09  -1.11
AN BA8 03 47
2571 26.10
XOESH 01 34
s 46 6.98™
p < .001
fole] A, BA2 B4, Aoked 9 39
oo] goto] A8 gl AL AYAL ol

yl Aal ST ARAES A I E 79 A4
Foj k. ® 79 95, F4H

Aggo] 9l &L WL #AH 33
.001)°19 2, hFo g AoleFH4 = .13, p € .05)
o] fougt dggo] yepfor AA ndo F Hdy
YL 14.1%FHF = 11.98, p < .001).

7.
TZAMTE KOFESZ U ZZS20| ALEA Hakio)
O0jxj= ¥g (N = 307)
k! i t F R
MHE ZAM .02 25
AN 3738 27 3587
. 11.98 14
XOIESZ 13 247
S¢sd -06 -1.16
0 (.05, "'p { .001
2 A7 7 54 fotE dAdeR fote 3sE,

Aotesd, AN ANA HEE 2 A0E JPY
B JUBAS Lohuy, oldF WASo] ARF 4T
= 3 A4 el 9T g3ee . o
FeAd e %4 .

2, fotel A}ﬁm HEES Basd, Aokezn

ok
)
Sl
of 1o
oz
r
5}
X,

ozO MN Hif w2
rlo o
kN

d P59 0] EUHES3], 42, 2015). EI
342 Big 5 HZo]ZoA H3}A(agreeableness)S
AgslF= F9 Q9lojti(Mooradian, Davis, &
Matzler, 2011). wehx F74%5eo] WgdE Hol= ¢
et gl #AE 38T & Jon ol Qsto]
SoA AeHe Axt 22 & Ao

JFEL 3

4»

IEDEIALER: 59, Aot 257 U
3449 HRuAS 24T 4, A4 9T %

I-J

=75 AAA 2 BAF FEAAHY #E0 =4 v
o mEhA foke SEolA ARE A9E & ]°P7]
st F 7HA &+ —4 TAAE HIHSHA ’\}-&“
Ao EHE Atol9 FF

Foog AgE & 213%
oZtt. CillessenZ} Mayeux(2004)= At3A I
o] ¥ ¥Hol Ju2 FALS SolA ARA AYE
oA YSALAE LT glow, ok FAHol e
ARst gAYl Qs BEA A2 e G2
kil Bolh

B A5A gPEe AAY Su3 wqEAY 4
KEFYH B BBWAN et A AT
22 ol UMY ST wARAN Ao &
T A4S & 4 ot AolEE7gw e 2
542 A3jd Jgo] J ool nol: B4
PRl Qe FHAY B ohjs wAY
NN AFH L5 ZA dHE & UthPuckett,
Aikins, & Cillessen, 2008).
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4, ARA Aszo] figh IAEAZAE HY,
SHeHo] A¥Eo] 7MY w2 HQILE YL
Wang, Wang, Deng¥} Chen(2019)9] Ao 2J5}4,
T2 ANIAES SFAE Bet o 3EHE 7
AA7|e 9FE A £ 9o ol "WJiE AHEF
ASEo] S vX= F 7IA A=27F YEst &
5] fot7lol EH AT NA T2 AAIFY
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Abstract

Objective: The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of empathy, aggression, and self-esteem on social
preference and social impact in preschoolers.

Methods: The participants were 307 five year olds who were recruited from day care centers and preschools located
in Seoul and Gyeonggi province. Social preference and social impact was measured with peer nominations. Empathy
and aggression were measured by teacher ratings. Moreover, self-esteem was asessed using self-reports. The data was
analysed using Pearson correlation and hierarchial regression.

Results: Findings indicate that social preference is associated with empathy, however, social impact was associated
with physical as well as relational aggression.

Conclusion/Implications: The findings suggest that the practice of physical and relational aggression may be related

with peer status as early as preschool.
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