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ABSTRACT 

In trying to increase children's behavioral adjustment through the 

implementation of social problem-solving intervention programs, various 

researchers have found that the process of brainstorming alternatives to social 

problems has led to an increase in the generation of inappropriate options with 

no significant decrease in behavioral difficulties. As yet, no research appears 

specifically to address alternative approaches to the traditional brainstorming 

process with socially unskilled children. 

The purpose of the present study was to compare the relative efficacy of 

two social problem-solving programs, one which included traditional 

freewheeling brainstorming and one which incorporated the processes of 

generating and ciassifying general strategies into the brainstorming procedure. 

Subjects were 45 intermediate-aged (grades 4-6), passive and aggressive 

students selected by their classroom teachers as lacking in social skills. These 

subjects were assigned to either one of two sixteen-lesson intervention 

programs or to a no treatment control. Pre- and postprogram measures 

assessed changes in knowledge of problem-solving steps, generation of 

alternative strategies, attitudes toward passive, assertive, and aggressive 

behavior, perceptions of self-efficacy, assertive behavior, and global 

adjustment. 

Children receiving intervention demonstrated superior knowledge of 

problem-solving steps and generated significantly more passsive and 

aggressive strategies to social problems when compared to the no treatment 

controls. There were no ~iatisiicaiiy reiiabie differences between ihe two 

In?ewentlon groups on either of these two measures. Although iioi tested 

iii 



siaiisiicstily, a visual inspection of the data pointed ts possible pastprogram 

differences in the proportions of aggressive and passive strategias generated 

by passive and aggressive subjects in the two intervetltion groups. The passive 

and aggressive subjects receiving the problem-solving program with traditional 

freewheeling brainstorming continued, at posttesting, to generate strategies in 

relatively the same proportions as at pretest. The passive children receiving 

the problem-solving program with the alternative brainstorming procedure 

appeared to irrcrease their proportions of aggressive strategies. Te a somewhat 

lesser degree, the aggressive children in this group appeared to increase their 

proportions of passive strategies. No statistically reliable pre- to pasttest group 

differences were found on any of the other measures. 

Strengths and weaknesses of the study are discussed and implications tor 

future research and practice are presented. 
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CHAPTER i 

introduction 

in recent years there has been a dramatic increase in research and clinical 

attention focused on the development of social skills in children (Matson & 

Oliendick, 1988). Reasons for this increased interest in the area of children's 

social competence is related to a number of different factors, perhaps two of the 

most important being the relationship found to exist between poor social skills 

and peer relationship problems in childhood and between poor social 

functioning in childhood and adjustment problems later in life (Michelson, 

Sugai, Wood, & Kazdin, 1983). 

Rinn and Markie (197'9) point out that, for the most part, children are not 

referred to mental health professionals because of concern over the negative 

long-term effects of poor social skills, but rather are referred for problems being 

experienced in the here-and-now, which may be the precursors of more serious 

problems to come. In terms of short-term consequences within the school 

setting, lack of social skills in children has been found to be related to academic 

and peer relationship difficulties. Cartledge and Milburn (1 986) feel that 

reciprocal relationships exist between social behavior and academic success, 

and between social skills and peer relationships. Those children displaying 

good interpersonal skills tend to elicit more positive teacher contact which, in 

turn, leads to increased academic success. More positive peer interactions 

lead to increased opportunities for social contact, which further reinforces skill 

development. Poor social skills have been found to relate to a variety of mental 

health and adjustment difficulties in childhood. Delinquent adolescents have 

been found to have situation-specific social skills deficits (Freedman, Rosenthal, 



Donahoe, Schiundt, & Mcfali, 3978). Helsei and Matson (I 984) found a 

significant negative relationship between appropriate social skills and 

childhood depression, and suggest that those treating childhood depression 

consider the enhanc~ment of social skills as a treatment option. 

Those children with poor social skills also appear to be at risk for later 

adjustment difficulties. A 15-year follow-up study involving parent and teacher 

ratings of the behavior of a large-scale sample of sckosl children found 

behavioral deviation to be related to future criminality (Mitchell & Rosa, 1981). 

Robins' (1 9661, in her classic 30-year follow-up investigation of over 500 people 

who had been referred to a clinic for deviant behavior as children, found a 

strong relationship between adult psychiatric illness and the number and type of 

symptoms evident as children. In an 11- to 13-year follow-up study, children 

who had been identified by mental health workers in the first 3 years of school 

as being vulnerable were found to appear in disproportionately high numbers 

on a community psychiatric register (Cowen, Pederson, Babigian, Izzo, & Trost, 

1973). The measure most predictive of later inclusion on the register was found 

to be the sociometric peer measures completed by the grade three ciassrnates 

(Cowen et al., 1973). 

Janes, Hesselbrock, Myers, and Penniman (1 979) conducted a follow-up 

study of the adjustment of young adults who had been previously seen at a 

child guidance clinic 12 to 15 years earlier. They were interested in 

determining whether teacher-rated chiidhood school Sehavbr problems :-ere 

related trs adjustment difficulties in young adu!?hood. Rew!fs gf the study 

indicate that the item most significantly related to adjustment difficulties in 

adulthood was ''fails to get along with other children." This variable was found 



to relate to poorer functioning in a number of different areas including - 

educational level, employment record, psychiatric hospitalizations, involvsment 

with the law, and military service record. 

Jones (1 974) conducted a 4-year foilow-up study of children first seen at a 

clinic for emotional and behavior problems during middle adolescencs. We 

found that the outcomes f ~ r  children rated as socially isolated at intake were 

poor, with none attaining the highest level of adaptive functioning. Jones 

emphasized the predictive usefulness of social competence factors. Measures 

of adjustment in first to fourth graders, including indices of peer sociability and 

adaptive assertiveness, have been found to correlate in the expected directions 

with composite risk and resource factors (Cowen, Lotyczewski, & Weissberg, 

1984). 

Gronlund and Anderson (1 957), in their study of socially accepted, socially 

rejected, and socially neglected, seventh and eighth graders, shed some light 

on the personality factors related to social acceptability. They found that 

socially accepted girls were characterized as being good-looking, tidy, friendly, 

likeable, enthusiastic, cheerful, and, in general, having positive personality 

traits. The socially accepted boys were found to have similar traits with some 

exceptions, the most important of which was "being active in games," a trait 

important to boys but not to girls. The socially neglected boys and girls were not 

considered negatively or positively by their peers, and, rather than being 

disliked, were overlooked. The socially rejected students were rated negatively 

by peers. Unlike the socially neglected peers, these students attracted 

attention, but for "not being good-looking," being "unlikeable," "untidy," 

"restless," and "talkative." These researchers point out the importance of 



grooming and social skills at this grade level to help students improve their 

social acceptance. 

Percell, Berwick, and Beigel (1 974) found that socially skilled, assertive 

jndividuals were more self-accepting than those less assertive, and that females 

wba were assertive were less anxious than less assertive females. These 

researchers also found that, through assertion training, self-acceptance could 

be increased and anxiety decreased (Percell et al., 1974). 

Recognition of the importance of social competence to the present 

functioning of the child and the later adjustment of the adult has led to research 

focusing on the development of effective strategies to prevent social adjustment 

difficulties and to remediate existing social problems. Underlying these 

programs is the assumption that social skills are a necessary part of social 

competence and that training can bring about skill acquisition (Gilbert, 1986). 

The contents of social skills programs vary depending on the theoretical 

orientation of the researchers and the definition of social skills being used. The 

problem with the definition of social skills is perhaps best stated by Curran 

(1979) who said "everyone seems to know what good and poor social skills are 

but no one can define them adequately" (p. 321). Some researchers view 

social skills very narrowly, leading to specification of clearly-defined behaviors, 

while others view social skills in a broad and general way, leading to more 

global objectives. Cartledge and Milburn (1986) define social skills as: "socially 

accepiabie learned behaviors that enabie the person to interact with others in 

a n  +h way3 LI& dkii positive iespoiises a i d  assist iii woiding i-iegafive 

responses from them" (p. 7). 



Rlnn and Markle (1979) define sock! skills as: 

a repertoire of verbal and nonverbal behaviors by which children affect the 
responses of other individuals (e-g., peers, parents, siblings, and teachers] 
in the interpersonal context. This repertoire acts as a mechanism through 
which children influence their environment by obtaining, removing, or 
avrriding desirable and undesirable outcomes in the social sphers. 
Further, the extent to which they are successful in obtaining desirabla 
outcomes and avoiding or escaping undesirable ones without inflicting 
pain on others is the extent to which they are considered "socially skilled." 
(p. 108). 

Michelson and Mannarino (1 986) summarized what they described as 

'core truths' evident when reviewing social skills definitions. These are: 

1. Social skills are primarily acquired through learning (e.g., observation, 
modeling, rehearsal, and feedback). 
2. Social skills comprise specific and discrdte verbal and nonverbal 
behaviors. 
3. Social skills entail both effective and appropriate initiations and 
responses. 
4. Social skills maximize social reinforcement (e.g., positive responses 
from one's social environment). 
5. Social skills are interactive by nature and entail both effective and 
appropriate responses (e.g., reciprocity and timing of specific behaviors). 
6. Social skill performance is influenced by the characteristics of the 
participa~ts and environments in which it occurs (i.e., situational 
specificity). That is, factors such as age, sex, and prestige status of the 
recipient affects one's social performance. 
7. Deficits and excesses in social performance can be specified and 
targeted for intervention. 
In addition to these definitional components of social skills, the 
diectionality of the social deficits need to be considered. This includes 
both social withdrawal and social aggression. (Michelson 8( Mannarino, 
1986, pp. 375-376) 

As yet, na one definition has been genbrally accepted, which has become 

an issue in and of itself (Michelson, Sugai, et at., 1983). Curran (1979) points 

out that the lack of consensus on the definition of social skills is a very 

complicated prcabiem, yet it is the most basic issue in the field, affecting subject 

selection, measure selection, program content, and data analysis. 



Despite definitional problems In the field, various component processes 

have been postulated as being important factors in social competency. Trower 

(1 979) describes the basic component processes as perception, cognition, and 

performance, whereas Cartledge and Milburn (1 986) describe social skills as 

including affective, cognitive, and overt behavioral components. The latter 

suggest that each of these components are comprised of a number of skills or 

processes which determine the level of social functioning. This chapter wl!! now 

use Cartledge and Milburn's model to review some of the skills or processes 

within each domain in terms of the deficits or excesses exhibited by socially 

nmladjusted children. 

Cognitive Processes 

inters>erssnal Coanitive Problem Solving (ICPSl 

Ion Qneratisq 

Spivack and Shure (1 974) hypothesized that socially maladjusted children 

are deficient in their ability to generate alternatives to interpersonal problem 

situations. Research in this area has obtained equivocal results. Deluty (1 981), 

in a study of the alternative-thinking ability of fifth- to seventh-grade aggressive, 

assertive, and submissive children found that, although the three groups did not 

differ in the total number of alternative solutions suggested, aggressive children 

provided significantly more aggressive alternatives and had a higher 

percentage of total responses that were aggressive, as compared to the 

assertive or submissive subjects. Submissive children were found to generate 

a significantly higher proportion of submissive alternatives, as compared to their 



aggressive -counterparts. Children of afl three response styles produced more 

assertive than submissive response alternatives. 

In contrast to Deluty (1981), Richard and Dodge (1982) found, in their 

study of the problem-solving skills of cooperatively popular, aggressive, and 

isolated boys at two different age levels (Grades 2-3 and 443, that the popular 

boys generated significantly more solutions than did the aggressive and 

isolated boys, and that the aggressive and isoiated boys did not differ in the 

number of solutions they generated. Whereas Deiuty (1 981) included only 

conflict situations for which the children were required to generate alternative 

courses of action, Richard and Dodge included both conflict situations and 

friendship-initiation situations. Subjects were found to produce more 

alternatives to the friendship-initiation situations than to the conflict situations. 

Asarnow and Callan (1 985) investigated the social cognitive skills of 

positive and negative status fourth- and sixth-grade boys. The negative status 

boys were rated by peers as significantly more aggressive, although within this 

group was a subgroup who were rated below the mean for their classroom on 

this variable. Like Richard and Dodge (1 982), Asarnow and Callan found that 

the positive status boys produced significantly more alternative solutions than 

did the negative status boys. These researchers' findings also parallel those of 

Deluty (1981) in that the solutions generated by the positive status boys were 

found to be significantly more assertive, whereas the solutions generated by the 

negative status boys were found to be significantly more aggressive. The 

younger boys were found to suggest aggressive solutions that were more 

intense than those suggested by the older boys. The positive status boys' 

respmses, as compared to those of the negative status boys, showed 



significantly more planning that was adaptive and prosocial, and less planning 

that reflected aggressive or maladaptive intent. 

en-and S m  of wens 
In their study, Richard and Dodge (1982) analyzed the sequencing of the 

solutions given by popular, aggressive, and isolated boys, and found that all 

subject groups tended to offer the most effective solution initially, but only the 

popular boys continued to do so, with aggressive and isolated boys offering 

subsequent solutions that were either aggressive or ineffectual. Richard and 

Dodge were also interested in determining whether the three groups differed in 

their ability to choose the best solution when given alternatives, and whether 

there were differences between groups with regard to the particular solutions 

the subjects said they were likely to try. Similar to the findings of Platt, Siegel, 

and Spivack (1975) with adult subjects, Richard and Dodge did not find group 

differences in the ability to choose the effective solution. As well, no group 

differences were found in selecting the effective solution as the on6 they would 

try. Richard and Dodge suggest that aggressive or isolated boys may 

experience behavioral difficulty when the initial solution they try is not effective. 

ons of Soclal Solutions 

In order to understand more fully why some children implement 

appropriate alternatives and others do not, there is not only a need to evaluate 

the number, type, and sequencing of alternative solutions provided by socially 

maladjustad afid adjusted zhitdren, but also to deterridfie if there are differewes 

Ir! how thew chi!dren eva!uate various courses of adicrx. Delu!y (1983) studied 

the cognitive evaluations of aggressive, assertive, and submissive fourth- to 

sixth-grade children by having subjects rate each response alternative 



(assertive, aggressive, and submissive) to confliet situations on seven semantic 

differential scales. These scales consisted of four "evaluative" dimensions 

(good-bad, wise-foolish, successful-unsuccessful, kind-cruel) and thres 

"potency" dimensions (strong-weak, brave-cowardly, masculine-feminine). 

Aggressive children were found to rate aggressive responses more highly than 

assertive or submissive children on six of the seven dimensions. As well, they 

rated the assertwe responses as significantly less "strong" and "brave" 

compared to the, other two groups of children. When compared to the 

aggressive and submissive children, the assertive children assessed the 

assertive alternatives as significantly more "wise," "kind," and "good." in 

response to questions about which alternative "should be" exhibited, which 

would make "you feel best," and which would make "other(s) feel best," the 

aggressive children chose the aggressive alternative to all three questions 

significantly more often than did the assertive and submissive children. On the 

other hand, the submissive children chose the "should do" submissive response 

more often than did the aggressive children. 

In Asarnow and Callan's (1 985) study, when the negative and positive 

status boys were asked to rate solutions presented to them in terms of how 

much they would like to play with someone who responded in that particular 

way, the negative status boys gave higher ratings to the aggressive alternatives 

and lower ratings to the positive alternatives than did the positive status boys. 

P elatioashi~ of ICPS Comr>oner& 

Deluty (1985) attempted to determine the relationship of a number of 

critical components of interpersonal cognitive problem solving to the 

aggressiveness, assertiveness, and submissiveness of fourth- to sixth-grade 



chiidren. He assessed the children's alternative-thinking ability, their judgments 

of the response alternatives of passivity, assertion, and aggression, and their 

consequential thinking. As well, he asked the children to evaluate which 

alternative they "should do," which would "make them feel best," and which 

would "make the other person feel the best." His findings indicate that the best 

predictors of levels of assertiveness, aggressiveness, and submissiveness were 

combinations of the cognitive mediators under investigation. In particular, the 

five best predictors of aggressiveness in boys were: high you feel best- 

aggressive scores, high total number of aggressive alternatives generated, high 

should do-aggressive scores, low total number of assertive alternatives 

generated, and favorable evaluative judgments of aggression on the potency 

dimension (strong-weak, brave-cowardly). 

The predictor variables for aggressive girls and assertive and submissive 

boys and girls showed a pattern reflecting positive ratings of response 

alternatives consistent with their behavioral classification and negative ratings 

of other alternatives. The five best predictor variables of submissiveness in 

boys were: low you feel best-aggressive scores, low total number of aggressive 

alternatives generated, high should do-submissive scores, favorable evaluative 

judgments of submission on the potency dimension, and low others feel best- 

assertive scores. 

Deluty suggests that social skills training for aggressive boys should focus 

on increasing the number of assertive alternatives generated, and on changing 

positive evaluations of aggressive solutions, particularly their evaluation of 

aggressive solutions as making them feel best. He proposes that social skills 

programs for submissive children should address these children's negative 



evaluation of assertion as not making others feel good, and should focus on 

changing their positive views about how strong and brave it is to be submissive. 

E m a m  . . 

Forman (1 980b) was interested in determining if aggressive and 

nonaggressive children's self-verbalizations differed when presented with 

aggression-provoking sceneries. To assess this, s k  presented subjects with 

descriptions of interpersonal conflict situations and asked them what the 

protagonist was thinking, and what they thought of the protagonist. The 

responses to the question ~f what the protagonist was thinking were coded as 

irrational or rational, based on Ellis' (1 962) identification of major irrational 

beliefs. The responses to the question of what the subject was thinking of the 

child in each scene was coded as negative or positive. It was found that the 

aggressive children produced significantly more irrational statements, judged 

the children in the scenes in a more negative manner, and made significantly 

more statements involving aggression in predictions of what the protagonist 

would do. Further to this, both the aggressive and nonaggressive children 

considered the consequences of the action taken by the protagonist, but there 

was evidence that the aggressive children did not feel that the negative 

consequences would be punishing. 

Asarnow and Callan (1 985) also tried to determine if there were 

differences between the negative and positive status boys in the types of seii- 

statements that they made in response to inierpersonai situations. The resuits 

are difficult to interpret in that, on the prosocial behavior situation, the negative 

status boys endorsed more negative self-statements, while on the physical 



aggression and friendship situations they endorsed fewer negative self- 

statements as compared to the positive status boys. 

Nasby, Hayden, and DePaulo (1 980) suggested that aggressive children 

may have "a marked attributionaf bias to infer hostility whenever they confront 

interpersonal situations--a bias that not only encompasses their appraisals of 

aversive (negative) interpersonal situations but that also distorts their appraisals 

of nonaversive (positive) interpersonal situationsii (p. 460). Dodge (1 980) found 

that when aggressive grade 2, 4, and 6 boys were given clear messages about 

a peer's intentions (hostile or benign) in a negative outcome situation, their 

reactions were not significantly different from those of nonaggressive boys. If, on 

the other hand, the intentions of the peer in a negative outcome situation were 

ambiguous, the aggressive boys were more likely to retaliate aggressively as if 

the peer had hostile intentions. 

To determine the attributions, rather than just the behavior in negative 

outcome ambiguous situations, Dodge (1 980) conducted a study in which these 

same children were read stories where the action sf the peer led to a negative 

outcome for the subject, but the intention of the peer was ambiguous. The status 

of the peer was either aggressive or nonaggressive. All subjects attributed 

more hostile intent to the aggressive peer and, in doing so, rnore often 

suggested aggressive retaliation, indicating that reputation is an important 

1- rdmr 1L in terms of other chiiaren's attributions oi  behavior. As compared to the 

nonaggressive boys, the aggressive boys were rnore iikeiy to attribute hostile 

intent to the peer's behavior. 



Nasby, Hayden, and DePacio (1980) tried t r  detemine whether 

aggressive and unaggressive 10- to 16-year-oid boys in residential treatmet7t 

for emotional disturbance differed in their attributions of hostile action to a 

variety of interpersonal situations depicted in photographs. They found that 

content analyses of the labels given to the pictures by the aggressive boys 

indicated that the aggressive boys tended to more frequen!ly label the situations 

as depicting negative-dominant affect than did the unaggressive boys. These 

researchers question whether aggressive boys may be misinterpreting social 

cues by attributing hostility to situations where none exists. 

In a study of aggressive f i td  mnaggressive boys in three grade groups 

(K-1, 2-3, and 4-5), Dodge and Frame (1982) tried to determine if attributional 

bias would exist in situations where the negative outcome of the ambiguous 

behavior of a peer was directed at another peer. These researchers found that, 

as in Dodge's (1 980) study, when the outcome of the story was directed at the 

subject himself, the aggressive subjects had a bias tcjiiiiard attributing hostile 

intent to the peer, but, when the outcome of the story was directed at another 

peer, there were no differences between aggressive and nonaggressive 

subjects in attrib~tion of hostility. The researchers suggest that this finding 

indicates that the aggressive boys are "paranoid," in that they have biased 

attributions only when they are being provoked. 

Dodge and Frame (1982) conducted a second study in which they tried to 

determine if the biased attributions of aggressive boys were the result of 

selective recall of hostile cues. When shown videotaped interviews of boys 

making mostly benevolent, mostly hostile, or mostly neutral statements, the 

aggressive boys did not differ from the nonaggressive subjects in their recall of 



hostile cues. Both groups were found to recall more hostile than benevolent 

statements. Aggrgssive boys were found to differ significantly from the 

nonaggressive boys in the number of intrusions into memory. That is, the 

aggressive boys recalled significantly more statements that were not made. 

The ~ldr;r;t aggressive boys were similar in this regard to the youngest 

nonaggressive boys. When given a number of statements, half having occurred 

in the intemiew and half having not occurred, the aggressive boys were more 

likely to make "false positive errors," responding thst the statement had 

occurred whe,i it had not, but were no more likely to produce "false negative 

errors." Based on the assumption that hostile attributions are "highly available" 

to children, Dodge and Frame postulate that the intrusions into recall and the 

false positives generated in the recognition task indicate that aggressive boys 

"fail to inhibit highly available responses" (p. 634). They feel that this may not 

be an unreasonable assumption given that their study showed that hostile cues 

are remembered more easily than benevolent cues by all children. 

Dodge and Newman (1 981) studied the relationship between response 

rate and attributional bias in aggessive and nonaggressive boys from three 

different grade groupings (K-1, 2-3, and 4-5). The subjects were to listen to a 

number of scenarios and decide, based on available clues, whether the child in 

question had actually committed the hostile or benevolent ad. The subjects 

could iislen to ail avaiiabie information or could guess at any time before they 

had r~ceived ail the ciues. it was found that ine aggressive boys cnose to iisten 

to significantly fewer clues than the nonaggressive boys; in fact, the oldest 

aggressive boys listened to as few as the youngest nonaggressive boys. The 

aggressive quick responders in the middle and oldest age groups were found to 



differ from the aggressive slow responders and the nonaggressive boys in 

erroneously attributing hostile behavior to the child in the story, despite clues to 

the contrary. The aggressive slow responders' decisions were not significantly 

different than those of the nonaggressive boys. 

Control Deficiencv 

Dodge and Frame (I 982) iink their findings of an inhibition deficit to those 

of Camp (1977) who found that, on impersonal cognitive tasks, first and second 

grade aggressive boys showed a pattern of responding characterized by fast 

reaction times and a failure of covert self-verbalization to inhibit responding. 

Camp suggests that this control deficiency affects the child's behavior by 

making it diffic~ilt for the child to inhibit first responses on cognitive tasks. She 

postulates that this linguistic weakness may be related to the child's difficulty 

inhibiting aggressive responses in social situations. Camp's research led to the 

development of the Think Aloud program which is aimed at increasing self- 

verbalization in aggressive children. 

Affective Processes 

Soc~af Perceptmn 

!ilwau! 
Feshbach and Feshbach (1 969) studied the relationship between empathy 

and aggression by asking - boys and girls of two different age groups (4-5 year- 

slds and 6-7 year-slds) to respond to narrated slide picturs sequences 

depicting children in either happy, sad, angry, or fear-provoking situations. The 

narration included no affective labels, and the subjects were asked how they felt 

after each sequence. Affective labels which matched the situation were scored 



as empathic. These researchers found that, for the younger boys, high empathy 

scores were associated with higher aggression scores, whereas for the older 

boys, low empathy scores were associated with higher aggression scores. 

Feshbach and Feshbach suggest that the positive correlation between the 

younger boys' high empathy and aggression scores relates to another factor, 

that of wra'luratisna! fevei. No significant differences were found in aggression 

scores between ;ow or high empathy, younger or older girls. Feshbach and 

Feshbach postulzte that empathy may serve to inhibit aggressive responses or 

serve to terminate aggressive encounters before the recipient of the aggression 

is seriously hurt. They indicate that, if more was known about how empathy 

develops, socialization practices could be utilized that encourage empathic 

responses in an effort to inhibit aggression. 

Eough (1948), in his theory of psychopathy, describes the psychopath as 

being pathologically deficient in role-playing abilities. Gough (1 948) relates 

role-taking abilities to self-control in that: 

Learned prohibitions (and all social interdictions must be learned) may be 
observed by "telling one's self" not to behave in a certain way. Or speech 
may be editorially "reviewed" as it is emitted, and the inadmissible deleted. 
Role-playing, or putting one's self in another's position, enables a person 
to predict the other's behavior. Finally, role-playing ability makes one 
sensitive in advance to reactions of others; such prescience may then 
deter or modify the unexpressed action. (p. 363) 

Tne psychopath cannot predict the consequences of his behavior because 

he cannot evaluate his behavior from another's point of view (Eough, i 948). 

Gough suggests that, due to role-playing deficiencies, psychopaths are socially 

maladjusted, and therapy should include training in role-playing. 



Chandler (1 973) found that, as compared to normal controls, emotionally 

disturbed and delinquent boys between the ages of 8 and 13 years of age 

showed a marked deficiency in their ability to take the role of others. He points 

out that not all of the disturbed or delinquent children evidenced difficulties in 

this regard. Based on this finding, Chandler (1973) concludes that the concept 

of egocentrism cannot simply be equated with the more general concept sf 

pathology. 

Chandler, Greenspan, and Barenboim (1 974) conducted a preintewentian 

assessment of 125 institutionalized emotionally disturbed 8- to 15-y~ar old 

children to determine their social role-taking ability and referential 

communication skills. These researchers found that the emotionally disturbed 

children showed markedly more egocentric thought as evidenced by an inability 

to distinguish private priveleged information from information available to 

partially informed others, In terms of referential communication, the disturbed 

children were found to be significantly deficient in their ability to anticipate the 

listener's informational needs and to provide the listener with the information 

necessary to complete the task. 

Platt, Spivack, Altman, Altman, and Peizer ( I  974) studied differences 

between adolescent psychiatric patients and normal controls on a number of 

interpersonal problem-solving skills, Included in the skills assessment was a 

measure of role-taking, which required the subjects to describe a story depictod 

on cards, from the perspective of each of the characters. Patients were found 'to 

differ significantly from the normal controls on this measure. Platt et al. (1974) 

note that, for adult problem-solving, both role-taking and means-end thinking 

have been found, in factor analyses, to load on the same factor. They suggest 



that an intervention program for behaviorally disturbed adolescents should 

emphasize the generation of alternatives, the development of meam-end 

thinking, and role-taking. 

In a study of the role-taking abilities sf delinquent and nondetinquent boys 

13- to 17-years old, Rotenberg (1 974) distinguished between cognitive role- 

taking, v~hich he defines as the ability to predict another person's behavior in 

everyday situations without relating to the person's feelings, and affective role- 

taking, which he describes as the "behavioral disposition to relieve the distress 

of others" (p. 180). The cognitive role-taking task required the subjects to guess 

how their partners would respond to certain situations, with points being scored 

on the basis of similarity between the subject's responses and the partner's 

responses, Affective role-taking was measured by the amount of noxious 

stimulation the subject chose to give a peer in response to errors in learning. 

The peer was a colifederate who made a predetermined number sf mistakes 

and acted as if he had received the noxious stimulation when, in actuality, no 

noxious stirndation had been given. Rotenberg (1974) found that the 

delinquent children had significantly higher scores on the affective role-taking 

measure, reflecting less affective role-taking disposition, but no significant 

differences were found on the cognitive role-taking measure. Little and Kendail 

( I  979) suggest that Rotenberg's (1 974) distinction between affective and 

cognitive role-taking may be useful, particularly with regard to delinquent 

behavior. 



Behavioral Skills 

in recent years, an increasing amount of research has been directed at 

determining the behavioral correlates of negative peer status (Asher, 1983). 

Asher (1983), in a review article, emphasizes three aspects of social 

competence, which he fabels as "relevance," "responsiveness," and "process 

view." Socially competent children, when joining a group, seem to be able to 

adjust their behavior to the prevailing mode of interaction, respond positively 

when approached by peers, and seem to understand the importance of a more 

gradual approach when trying to enter peer groups or establish friendships 

(Asher, 1983). Unpopular children, on the other hand, tend to be rnors direct, 

reflecting less of a process-view of social interactions (Asher, 1983). 

Pate of Agaressioa 

Asarnow (1983), in her study of fourth- and sixth-grade children with peer 

adjustment problems, found that negative status boys showed more playful 

aggressive behavior such as rough and tumble play, when compared to 

positive status boys. Similarly, in a study of the behavioral antecedents of social 

status in 7 and 8 year old boys, Dodge (1983) found that bays who became 

unpopular and rejected by their peer group displayed significantly higher 

frequencies of inappropriate play, physical aggression, exclusions of peers, and 

hostile verbalizations such as insults and threats. When compared to "average" 

children who were neither most liked nor least liked, the socially rejected 

children engaged in significantly less social conversation. The popular 

children, on the other hand, were very similar to the average children, with both 

groups displaying a high proportion of cooperative play and social 

conversation, and a low proportion of physical and verbal aggression. The 



children who were neglected by their peer group were similar to the rejected 

children in that, as compared to the average children, they displayed more 

inappropriate play. Interestingly, the difference between the neglected children 

and the rejected children was in the rate of aggression, with the neglected 

children not shswing the high rates displayed by the rejected children. 

Coie, Dodge, and Coppotelli (1982) were interested in determining peer 

perceptions of the behaviors associated with social preference at a number of 

different age levels ( grades 3, 5, and 8). Regardless of age level, children 

associated indirect aggression with low social preference. 

Coie and Kupersmidt (1983) formed play groups of fourth grade children 

and observed these children weekly for six weeks. Each group was comprised 

of a rejected, a neglected, a popular, and an average status child. The familiar 

groups were comprised of children from the same classroom and the unfamiliar 

groups were comprised of children who did not know each other prior to the 

study. They found that the rejected children displayed the most aversive verbal 

and physical behavior, while the neglected children displayed the least. 

Comparison between groups on the physically aversive factor showed popular 

children and neglected children to be nonaggressive, while average and 

rejected children were found to be physically aggressive. Although the rejected 

and average children were equally as aggressive, the children in the unfamiliar 

and familiar groups blamed the rejected children for starting fights. 

Social Approaches 

As well as stressing the importance sf aggression in the determination of 

peer social status, Dodge (1 983) emphasizes the significance of social 

approach and termination patterns. He found that the popular children in his 



study made social approaches less often, but were approached mom often by 

peers. These children were able to maintain the interaction longer, the 

interactions were more often coded as positive, and they less frequently ended 

the interaction. In contrast to this, the children who were to become rejected o i  

neglected started out initiating interaction with peers more frequently than those 

children who went on to become popular. The interactions were sh~ia, as they 

often met with rebuff, and, over time, they began to initiate less. Dodge 

postulates that social isolation was not a cause of these children's low status. 

Rather, social isolation came as a result of the nature of their interactions and 

their social status. 

Summary 

Research inio differences between socially adjusted and maladjusted 

children suggests that socially maladjusted children are deficient in a number of 

different skills. They have been found to generate fewer alternatives to 

interpersonal conflict situations (Asarnaw & Callan, 1985; Richard & Dodge, 

1982). Aggressive children have been found to produce proportionately more 

aggressive solutions than their better-adjusted counterparts, and submissive 

children have been found to generate proportionately more submissive 

responses compared to aggressive children (Deluty, 1981). The sequencing of 

solutions indicates that appropriate solutions are often suggested first, but if 

further soiutions are required, these are often inappropr~ate or ineffectual 

(Richard ijl. Dodge, 1 XZj. 

Aggressive children evaluate aggressive solutions more positively, and 

submissive children rate assertive alternatives more negatively, than do socialiy 



skilled assertive children (Deiuty, 1983). Deiutji (1 383) found that, as campared 

to assertive children, aggressive children perceive aggressive acts as more 

wise, good, successful, kind, strong, and brave. At the same time, they rate 

assertive acts as less strong and brave. Submissive children rate assertive 

alternatives significantly more negatively on three evaluative dimensions, 

perceiving the assertive behavior as unwise, unkind, and bad. When a number 

of critical components of interpersonal cognitive problem-solving were 

compared to determine the best predictors of aggression in boys, aggression 

was found to relate most strongly to the positive feelings evoked when 

aggressing, to the large number of aggressive alternatives and the small 

number of assertive alternatives in their response repertoires, and to their 

positive evaluations of aggression as strong and brave and the course of action 

that should be followed (Deluty, 1985). The best predictors of submissiveness 

in boys included tow aggression makes you feel best scares, low numbers of 

aggressive alternatives in their responses repertoires, high should do 

submissive scores, high ratings of submission on the potency dimension, and 

low ratings of assertion as making others feel best (Deluty, 1985). 

Aggressive children have been found to produce more irrational 

statements when confronted with a conflict situation (Forman, 1980b), and to 

more often attribute hostile intent in negative outcome, ambiguous situations 

(Dodge, 1980) or in situations in which no hostility exists (Nasby, Hayden, & 

DePauio, 1980j. No cjiiierences in attributions of hostiiity were found to exist 

. . .L 
W I ~  aiii3ih~ peer received the negative outcome (Dodge & Frame, 1982). 

Aggressive children also have been found to have faulty recollections of 

situations with intrusions into recall (Dodge & Frame, 1982). Finally, they have 



been found to be more likely to attribute hostile intent if they responded quickly 

without availing themselves of all the possible information (Dodge & Mewman, 

1981). 

In terms sf social perceptions, high aggression scores have beef! related 

to low empathy scoras (Feshbach & Feshbach, 1969). Emotionally disturbed 

children hawe been found to be deficient in social role-taking ability (Little & 

Kendall, 1979) and referential communication skills (Chandler, Greenspan, & 

Barenboim, 1973). Chandler et al. (1974) stress that emotional disorders are 

not always associated with developmental delays in the acquisition of role- 

taking and referential communication skills, and that training in these skills 

provides no simple answer to a complex problem. 

Children with negative sociometric status have been found to demonstrate 

higher frequencies of physically aggressive behavior (Asarnow, 1983; Dodge, 

1983) and verbally aggressive behavior (Dodge, 1983). Differences have been 

found in social approach patterns, with rejected and neglected children more 

often approaching peers initially, but with the frequency of these initiations 

diminishing over time (Dodge, 1983). Socially rejected children have been 

found to engage in less social conversation (Asarnow, 1983; Dodge, 1983) and 

more inappropriate play (Dodge, 1 983). 



CHAPTER Il 

Intervention Programs 

Curran (1979) describes social skills training programs as differing on a 

number of parameters, so much so that, for research purposes, sociai skills 

training programs can not be considered a homogeneous intervention. 

Programs differ in the length of treatment, varying from 4 sessions to over 30 

sessions, and in the types of techniques employed. Programs generally include 

some, but not all, of a variety of techniques such as instructions with rationale, 

modeling, prompting, guided rehearsal in a role play format, feedback, 

reinforcement, practice in the treatment setting, homework, and in vivo practice. 

Programs vary in format, some providing for individual work, and others 

providing a group-based format. Differences also exist in the number and 

training of the people expected to implement the program. Finally, programs 

differ in content, with some emphasizing discrete behaviors, while others 

emphasize perceptual factors or cognitive processes. 

Urbain and Kendafl (1 9801, in their review of social-cognitive problern- 

solving interventions, suggest that problem-solving programs can be classified 

as tn response generality. At one extreme, are programs which emphasize the 

teaching of discrete skills. At the other, are programs which focus on training 

cognitive strategies. Durlak (1 983) categorizes social problem-solving 

inieweniions inio cognitive, aeveiopmentai, and task-specific programs based 

oii the theoretical cirieriiatitions underiying the studies. iinder this ciassiiicaiion 

system, cognitive programs are those which are based primarily on the work of 

Spivack and Shure (1 974). Developmental programs are those which consider 

social perception, including role-taking and social sensitivity, to be of primary 



importance. Finally, task-specific prsgrams emphasize the acquisition of 

discrete behaviors such as assertiveness, decision-making, and communication 

skills. Durlak's (1 933) inclusion of task-specific programs under the broad 

heading of social problem solving is in direct contrast to other researchers 

(Micheison, Mannarino, Marchione, Stern, Figueroa, & Beck, 1983) who 

consider behavioral programs and social problem-solving programs to be two 

distinctly different training models. 

For the purposes of this review, the categories of interpersonal cognitive 

problem-solving, developmental, and behavioral will be used to differentiate the 

three different types of social skills intervention programs. Programs involving 

training in verbally mediated self-control will be included under the heading of 

cognitive social problem-solving prsgrams. The theoretical orientation of each 

approach will be reviewed, followed by a description of representative primary 

prevention programs and rernediai programs for sociaiiy maladjusted/ 

behaviorally impaired children. 

Jnterpersonal Coanitive Problem-Solvina Progr;aras 

Theorem1 O r i e m  

Jahoda (1958) was among the first to relate the process gf problem solving 

to positive mental health. Prior to this, most of the work on problem solving had 

focused on impersonal, rather than interpersonal, problem-solving tasks. 

D'Zurilla and Goldfried (1 971) reviewed problem-solving theory and research 

and proposed a model of interpersonal problem solving which delineates 

various stages in the problem-solving process. They defined problem solving 

as a process which results in the generation of a variety of "potentially effective" 

solutions to problem situations and which increases the likelihood of choosing 



the most effective alternative from those generated. A solution to a problem is 

that response pattern which changes the situation so that it is no longer a 

problem for the individual. At the same time, the solution should maximize 

positive, and minimize negative, short- and long-term consequences so as to 

create as few additional personal and social problems as possible. DIZuriila 

and Golddried (1 971) distinguish between "problem solving" and "emiting an 

effective response." Problem solving is a process aimed at producing a 

potentially effective solution, whereas actual performance of that solution may 

be affected by other factors such as anxiety, performance deficits, and 

motivation. 

The two basic assumptions emphasized by D'Zurilla and Goldfried (1 971) 

are : 

(a) that ineffectiveness in coping with problematic situations, along with its 
personal and social consequences, is often a necessary and sufficient 
condiiion for an emotional or behavior disorder requiririg psychoiogical 
treatment; and 
(b) that general effectiveness may be most efficiently facilitated by training 
individuals in general procedures or skills which would allow them to deal 
independently with the critical problematic situations that confront them in 
day-to-day living. (p. 109) 

The authors suggest that problem-solving training results in more 

generalized effects than the changes brought about by discrete response 

training such as assertiveness or relaxation training. DIZurilla and Goldfried 

(1 971) describe problem solving as a form of self-control training which utilizes 

the behaviors the individual has under control to manage those which are not 

so well controlled. 

According to D'ZuriHa and Goldfried (1 971), the problem-solving process 

can be divided into five stages, although they believe that the process rarely 



proceeds in a stage-sequential manner. Rather, the operations interact so that 

developments in later stages may lead to a reformulation of earlier operations. 

During the first stage, that of general orientation, an attitude conducive to 

effective problem solving is set. This attitude reflects the acceptance of problem 

situations as a normal occurrence in life, the existence of feelings of self-efficacy 

regarding the ability to handle most problem situations, the recognition of 

specific problem situations as they arise, and the maintenance of an "inhibitory 

set" preventing impulsive responding or passive avoidance. They stress the 

importance of stopping to think so as to allow time to select the most appropriate 

course of action. 

D'Zurilla and Goldfried's (1971) second stage is that of problem definition 

and formulation. According to these authors, the problem must be defined in 

specific terms, with all facts being considered and no details being overlooked. 

The problem solver must decide on what is relevant and what is not, gather 

further Information if needed, delineate sources of conflict, and determine the 

primary goal. The groundwork is now laid for the problem solver to begin the 

third task, which is the generation of alternative solutions. D'Zurilia and 

Goldfried (1 971) credit Osborn (1 963) for developing the "brainstorming" 

process, used originally in groups ts facilitate the generation of ideas, and used 

in the problem-solving process to facilitate the generation of alternatives to 

specific problem situations. They outline the four rules of this process: 

(a) Criticism is ruled out. Adverse judgment of ideas must be withheld 
mti! !&er. (h\ \-I "Free-whee!ir!gl' is weic~med. The wilder ?he idea, ?h@ 
better; it is easier to tame down than to think up. jc) Quantity is wanted. 
The greater the number of ideas, the greater the likelihood of useful ideas. 
(d) Combination and improvement are sought. In addition to contributing 
ideas of their own, participants should suggest how ideas of others can be 



turned into better ideas, or how two or more ideas can be joined into still 
another idea. 
(D'Zurilla and Goldfried, 1971 , p. 1 14) 

D"Zuritla and Goldfried (1 971) state that the two underlying principles of 

this process are "deferment of judgment" and "quantity breeds quality." The first 

assumption is that, if evaluation of the alternatives is delayed, there is a greater 

likelihood that the individual will produce a larger number of effective solutions. 

The second assumption is !hat the greater the number of alternatives the 

individual generates, the greater the likelihood that the most effective solution 

wilt be produced. The procedures involved in the brainstorming process are 

aimed at facilitating the production of the widest possible variety of alternative 

solutions to problem situations. 

Relevant to the present research is D'Zurilla and Goldfried's (1971) 

discussion of the levef of specificity of alternative responses. They suggest that 

response alternatives must be clearly and concretely, rather than vaguely or 

generally, stated. One option is to have each alternative described in terms of 

the specific behaviors involved, rather than in terms of general strategies. The 

authors suggest that a disadvantage of this approach is that it is very time- 

consuming. Another approach would be to begin brainstorming by producing 

general strategies, decide on the most effective strategy, and then go back and 

brainstorm the possible specific alternative courses of action consistent with the 

chosen strategy. The advantage of this approach, according to D'Zurilla and 

Goldfried (1971), is that, with an overview of general strategies, the problem 

solver is less likely to become mired in the same type or types of specific 

solutions. This becomes a particular problem if the solutions generally chosen 

are inappropriate alternatives. As mentioned, socially maladjusted aggressive 



children often generate a disproportionate number of aggressive solutions to 

social problems, reflecting an over-dependency on aggressive strategies to the 

exclusion of other more appropriate strategies. Submissive children, on the 

other hand, tend to produce proportionately more submissive responses than 

do aggressive children. Both groups tend to give the most effective solution 

initially, but go on to produce m3re solutions in keeping with their response 

style. 

The fourth of D'Zurilla and Goldfried's (1 971) problem-solving stages is 

that of decision making. Because the problem solver has produced a number of 

alternatives to the problem situation during the generation of alternatives stage, 

the task is now to choose the most appropriate possible solution. They refer to 

the use of utility theory which involves an appraisal of the likelihood that a given 

alternative will have a given result together with an evaluation of the various 

expected consequences. A problem solver's own values help determine the 

utility of a certain decision. Similarly, an evaluation of the consequences 

involves the problem solver's subjective estimate of the payoff matrix, which 

includes personal and social, short-term and long-term, consequences. The 

last step of this stage is selecting the alternative which is considered to be the 

best of those generated. Each alternative must be compared to all the other 

alternatives, taking into account the expected consequences of that course of 

action, as well as the probability that the expected outcomes will actually occur. 

When general strategies are evaluated prior to the generation of specific 

alternative means for implementation of the chosen strategy, the criterion is the 

probability for effective resolution of the main problem or problems. Once the 



general strategy has been chosen, specific behaviors are evaluated in terms sf 

their effectiveness in strategy implementation. 

The last stage in D'Zurifla and Goldfried's (1971) problem-solving process 

is that of verification. Verification occurs after the chosen alternative has been 

implemented, and involves obtaining feedback on the actual consequences of 

the decision to verify whether it was the optimal choice. If the decision had the 

desired outcome, then the problem-solving process is complete. If not, then the 

problem solver resumes the process by redefining the problem, generating 

other alternatives, and/or selecting a different course of action. D'Zurilia and 

Goldfried (1 971) feel that, given the complexity of social problems, an individual 

cannot always expect to choose the best solution to a problem. They do feel, 

though, that use of the foregoing problem-solving process is likely to result in 

increased effectiveness in dealing with real-life problems. 

Spivack, Platt, and Shure (1 976) have been major contributors to theory 

and research on the development of social problem-solving skills in children. 

Rather than describing the stages in the process of problem solving, Spivack, 

Platt, and Shure (1976) proposed a theory of interpersonal cognitive problem 

solving which postulates the existence of a number of ICPS skills which 

mediate social adjustment. Improvement in these processes is expected to 

enhance current behavioral functioning and to prevent adjustment problems in 

the future. These authors suggest that the relative importance of each of the 

skills may change depending upon age. The first skill they delineate can best 

be equated with those skills D'Zurilla and Goldfried (1971) describe as 

occurring during the stage of general orientation. The skill involves an 

appreciation of the potential for problems occurring when individuals interact, 



an ability to sense when an interpersonai problem exists, and a willingness to 

examine one's own behavior in such situations. 

The second ICPS skill that Spivack, Platt, and Shure (1976) outline is the 

ability to generate alternatives to social problems. They note the similarity 

between this skill and that of brainstorming, which involves the unrestricted 

production of an assortment of potential sofutions, and the withholding of 

evaluation or criticism. Of significance to the present research is Spivack, Platt, 

and Shure's (1976) statement regarding the expression of thk skill. They state, 

"The individual manifests this skill when he draws from a repertoire of ideas that 

are not merely variations on a single theme but rather different categories of 

solutions to a given problem" (Spivack, Platt, & Shure, 1976, p. 5). Whereas 

Spivack, Platt, and Shure (1 976) describe the underlying skill, D'Zurilla and 

Goldfried (1971) suggest a modification of the brainstorming process itself to 

include the generation of strategies so that problem solvers da not get stuck 

generating "variations on a single theme." 

Spivack, Piatt, and Shure (1976) describe their third lCPS skill as means- 

ends thinking, which includes an ability to pian out the steps necessary for 

solution implementation, an awareness of possible obstacles, and an ability to 

develop alternate strategies should obstacles occur. This skill also involves an 

awareness of how time-consuming and complicated the resolution of social 

problems may be, and an ability to perceive others' reactions ta the chosen 

solutian. 

Spivack, Plat?, and Shure's (1976) four?h ski!! is ?ha? of consequentia! 

thinking. An important aspect of this skill is whether or not the problem solver 

spontaneously considers the personal and sociai outcomes af the various 



courses of action, i f  consequences are considered before action is taken, then 

the skifl is reflected in the ability to generate possible consequences to each 

alternative course of action. 

The last skill postulated by Spivack, Platt, and Shure (1 976) is an 

understanding of motivation, both personal and social. This is an ability to see 

how one's feelings and actions connect to others' past behavior, and: in turn, 

affect one's own and others' future feelings and actions. 

Spivack, Platt, and Shure i1976) believe that these skills are not merely 

reflective of general intelligence, nor are they personality traits, rather, they 

develop through social experience. Of primary importance to the development 

of these skills in the child is the degree to which childrearers implement these 

skills in resolving family problems, particularly those problems which involve the 

child. 

Prevention Programs 

Spivack and Shure (1974) developed a preschool training program which 

they felt would improve the behavioral adjustment of young children by 

increasing their awareness of interpersonal problems, alternative solutions to 

these problems, and possible consequences of various courses of action. The 

program consists of 46 formal lessons presented daily In a group format over 

the course of nine to ten weeks. A training script is provided, and, initially, 

lessons last only five minutes. Within the first three to four weeks, lessons are 
TI- - extended to twenty minutes. I ne program is comprised oi  two main 

components, prerequisite skills aiid problem-solviiig skills. The prerequisite 

skilis taught are those linguistic and cognitive concepts which are felt to provide 

the foundation for the development of problem-solving skills. The program 



devotes 31 lessons to establishing the prerequisite skI!ls, and the remaining 15 

lessons to direct instruction on the problem-solving process. 

The problem-solving section is divided into three parts: alternative 

sofutions, consequential thinking, and solutions and consequences pairing. In 

terms of generation of alternative solutions, the children are encouraged to 

suggest as many different alternatives to the given problem as possible. 

Spiarack and Shure (1974) differentiate between enumerations, which are said 

to be variations of one solution, and solutions, which are actually different ways 

of handling the situation. In order to prevent the children from only presenting 

variations of one strategy, the teacher is instructed to classify the @numerations 

under a common heading and ask the children to think of different ideas. 

Prompts are used to help elicit verbal means of resolving problems. It should 

be noted that these instructions represent a major departure from the two main 

principles of the generation of alternatives as postulated by D'Zurilla and 

Goldfried (1971), that is, quantity breeds quality and the initial deferment ef 

judgment. In the consequential thinking section of the prcjgram, enumerations 

of consequences are handled similarly in that enumerations are classified and 

different consequences are elicited. 

The program ends with a number of lessons which focus on the pairing of 

solutions and consequences. There is no reference made to specific criteria 

with which to judge the various consequences, although the concept of fairness 

is taught as a prerequisite skill. According to DSZurilta and Goldfried's (1 971) 

problem-solving theory, the utility of a decision is based on the problem solver's 

own values. Spivack and Shure's (1974) program does not attempt to address 

the issue of values directly, rather it is left to the children to explain to each other 



why certain sotutiofis with certain coiiseqiieiices are "good ideas" aiid others 

are not. 

In order to investigate the efficacy of their program, Spivack and Shure 

conducted two preliminary studies and a larger, longer-term evaluative study. 

The first study found an improvement in the trained subjects' problem-solving 

ability with a significant number of these children showing improved behavioral 

adjustment scores. The second study found that the treatment group made 

significant gains in conceptualizing alternative solutions and in cause-and- 

effect thinking. In both the first and second studies, the children who improved 

most in problem-solving ability showed the most improvement behaviorally. In 

the third study, the treatment groups showed an improved ability to generate 

alternative solutions, with impulsive and inhibited children showing more 

improvement than adjusted children. Children receiving the training decreased 

significantly in their choice of aggressive behaviors as solutions to problems, 

the greatest improvement being shown by the impulsive children. As weli as 

improving their alternative-thinking ability, the children receiving the program 

improved significantly in consequential-thinking and cause-and-effect thinking. 

The program was found to produce behavioral improvement in both impulsive 

and inhibited children, and this improvement was most strongly related to 

improvements in alternative thinking. Behavioral adjustment gains were 

maintained at the time of a six month follow-up. Spivack and Shure (1 974) feel 

that the research data support their theory that behavioral adjustment is 

mediated by - .  problem-solving ability. 

Vaughn and Ridiey (1983) studied the effects of an ICPS program 

consisting of 50 sessions, on the behavior of preschool-aged children in an 



open classroom setting. The program was comprised of 146 lessons, with a 

number of lessons being taught ezch session. The core components sf the 

program consisted of language concepts, social perception, goal identification, 

empathy, alternative thinking, consequential thinking, procedural thinking, and 

integration of skills. Each subject was observed in the classroom prior to, and 

after, training, and behavior was coded as positive or negative, verbal or 

nonverbal, and as directed at an adult or a peer. Treatment resulted in 

increased frequency of positive verbal and nonverbal peer interactions, 

although there were no significant decreases in negative verbal or nonverbal 

peer or adult interactions. No pre- and post-training problem-solving measures 

were administered, so it is impossible to determine if increased adjustment was 

directly attributable to increased problem-solving ability. 

Pedro-Carroll and Cowen (1  985) developed an intervention program to 

help fourth-, fifth-, and sixth-grade children of divorce cope with, and adjust to, 

parental divorce. The program consisted of 10 sessions and included an 

affective component, a cognitive skill-building component, and an anger 

management component. The affective component focused on the expression 

of feelings, particularly those related to divorce. The cognitive component 

included instruction in problem-solving, and divorce-related situations were role 

played. The children were taught to distinguish between problems they could 

solve and those over which !hey had no control. During the !essp3nr, ~n ang~lr 

management, the chi!dren discussed appropriate ways to deal with anger. The 

group receiving the program improved significantly more than the controls on 8 

of the 10 teacher ratings of classroom adjustment and competence behaviors. 

They were also rated as significantly more adjusted on a parent evaluation form 



developed for the study. As the researchers note, further research is needed to 

ascertain the relationship of the various program components to increased 

adjustment. 

Poitras-Martin and Stone (I 977) trained grade-six children in problem- 

sotving skills using either videotaped modelling and practice sessions, or film 

and discussion sessions. The videotape group was found to generate 

significantly more alternative solutions to problem situations, while all groups 

(including the control group) had significantly higher problem definition scores 

and significantly lower goal seiection scores at follow-up than at the time of 

posttesting. No adjustment measures were administered, making it impossible 

to determine if increased alternative-thinking ability led to increased adjustment. 

Like Poitras-Martin and Stone ( I  977), McClure, Chinsky, and Larcen 

(I 978) were interested in assessing the relative effectiveness of different 

problem-solving training techniques. McClwre et al. (1 978) evaluated the use of 

video modeling tapes, tapes plus discussion, and tapes plus role play as 

compared Po no treatment, in terms of problem-solving performance, dyad 

interaction, friendship club interaction, and locus of control. The discussion 

group was found to generate more solutions than the video group, while the 

role-play group's alternatives were significantly more effective than tile control 

group's. Effectiveness was evaluated by raters who assessed the degree to 

which p~sitive ccnsstquexces :.:em maximized and negative consequences 

wew minimized. Dyad intera?!on did not ref!ed Irnprwed prab!ern-sa!ving 

skills. Group differences were found in the friendship club interaction. This 

analogue measure assessed group problem solving in two ways. First, the 

groups were required to generate as many answers to the given problems as 



possible, Second, the groups were confronted with problems in the setting 

itself, such as too few chairs and too few role cards. On "ris measure, the role- 

play group proved to be superior in number of alternatives generated, and in 

planning solution implementation. Contro! subjects in the fourth grade wgrg 

found to be significantly more external than any of the fourth-grade 

experimental groups on a measure of locus of control. The experimenters 

caution that the improvements in problem solving in hypothetical situations do 

not necessarily mean increased adjustment in real-life problem situations. 

Olexa and Forman (1 984) were interested in determining whether operant 

procedures used in conjunction with problem-solving training would enhance 

the acquisition of skills. They implemented either eight sessions of problsm- 

solving training, problem-solving plus response cost procedures, response cost 

alone, or no treatment with economically disadvantaged urban fourth- and fifth- 

gr;ide children. Tho children receiving the prob!em-solving and the combined 

treatment improved significantly more than the response cost group or the 

controls on alternative thinking ability. The problem-solving group's 

consequential thinking scores were better than the response cost and contrd 

groups' scores, and the combined treatment group's consequential thinking 

scores were better than the response cost group's scores. Teacher ratings of 

student behavior indicated that the groups receiving treatment had not changed 

over time, and behavioral observations showed no improvement in behavior an 

a number of factors. In fact, the problem-solving group initially rated as highsr 

on the aggressionlmanipulation/resistance factor, was significantly higher than 

the other groups on this factor at the time of posttesting. Olexa and Forman 

suggest that the problem-solving process may have fed to an increass in 



aggressive alternatives because the children either lacked other more socially 

appropriate responses or did not consider the consequences of aggression as 

punishing. Of significance is the fact that the combined treatment group who 

received response cost consequences for inappropriate classroom behavior did 

not incraase on the aggression factor. These researchers suggest that future 

programs emphasize and reinforce generation of nonaggressive solutions to 

interpersonal problems. 

Weissberg, Gesten, Rapkin, et al. (1 981) were interested in determining 

whether an ICPS program, based on the 17-lesson training package by Gesten, 

Flores de Apodaca, Rains, Weissberg, and Cowen (1979) and extendad to 52 

lessons, taught to inner-city, low-SES black grade three children and suburban, 

white middle-SES grade three children, would enhance the trained subjects' 

social problem-solving skills as well as their behavioral adjustment. Based on 

Spivaick and Shure's (! 974) findings, these researchers hypothesized that 

adjustment gains would be related to increased problem-solving ability. They 

found that children receiving the program generated significantly more 

alternatives to problem situations, and, paralleling the finding of McClure et al. 

(1 978), that trained children produced more effective solutions than untrained 

controls. Trained children also showed improved performance on the means- 

end problem-solving test. On two postprogram-only measures, the problem 

identificationlconsequencas test and the behavioral problem-solving test, 

trained children's scores exceeded those of the controls. 

Similar to the finding by Elardo and Caldweli (1 979), Weissberg, Gesten, 

Rapkin, st al.'s (1981) program did not enhance social-role-taking ability. As 

well, no improvement was found on measures of trait anxiety, self-esteem, or 



sociometfic status. In terms of adjustment measures, the trained suburban 

children improved more than controls on all but two sf the nine teacher-rated 

variables. Adjustment gains, though, were not found to be related to ICPS skill 

acquisition. Urban children, on the other hand, did not fair as well. Their scores 

were found to decrease on five of these variables, indicating that the program 

may have affected these children adversely. The experimenters point out that 

the brainstorming prcfcess led to the suburban children producing creative 

alternatives, while the urban children generated aggressive alternatives, which, 

in turn, had repercussions in terms of discipline in the classroom. These 

observations prompted revisions in the clrrriculurn to include methods to restrict 

aggressive solutions and encourage more appropriate alternatives. 

In this revised program, Weissberg, Gesten, Liebenstein, Doherty Schmid, 

and Hutton (1980) tried to retain both mi  in principles of the generation af 

alternatives. The children were taught, as an explicitly stated problem-solving 

step, to think of as many solutions as possible, and program instructors were 

encouraged to defer judgment of the alternatives presented. At the same time, 

these authors suggested that, if three variations of the same alternative were 

given, then these solution variants should be categorized and different solutions 

should be elicited. if program instructors found that children were producing a 

disproportionately large number of aggressive solutions, it was suggested that 

they accept only one such solution and thereafter limit 'the production of 

aggressive alternatives. Weissberg et a h  (4980) suggestions are, in this way, 

similar to Spivack and Shure's (1974) . Both programs suggest limiting, by 

classifying and redirecting, the repetitions of variations of one strategy. 



In the revised curriculum, Weissberg et at. (1980) encouraged the 

development of consequential thinking by having the children reflect on three 

questions. They were asked what would happen if a certain solution was tried, 

whether this was a consequence they would like to have happen, and whether 

the solution was good. The program introduced three additional criteria with 

which bs evaluate given solutions, that Is, whether anyone would be unhappy, 

whether the goal would be reached, and whethor there was a better option 

available. As aggression may be effective in terms of short-term consequences, 

the long-term consequences of aggressive solutions were stressed. Other than 

discussion of the negative long-term consequences of aggression, the program 

did not focus on changing aggressive children's overly-positive evaluations of 

aggression. In keeping with Spivack, Platt, and Shure's (1 976) view regarding 

the underlying problem-solving skills which mediate adjustment, Weissberg et 

al. (I 980) encouraged the development of not only alternative-thinking ability 

and consequential thinking, but means-end thinking as well. Children were 

required to sequence the specific steps necessary to carry out their plan. 

in a follow-up study, Weissberg, Gesien, Carnrike, et al. (1 981) 

investigated the effects of this revised cur;iculum (Weissberg, Gesten, 

Liebenstein, Doherty Schmid, & Hutton, 1980) on the social problem-solving 

ability and behavioral adjustment of second- to fourth-grade urban and 

suburban children. The program was found to positively affect aiternative- 

thinking abiiity and solution effectiveness on a problem-solving test, and 

isi~rnber of soiuiims and variants offered on a simuiated behavioral problem- 

solving test. Program children improved on five out of ten teacher-rated 

behavioral adjustment variables, but no group differences were found on peer 



sociornetric ratings. Whereas other researchers were either unable to produce 

increases in behavioral adjustment through lCPS training, or training was not 

beneficial to a large portion of the sample ( sf. Weissberg, Gesten, Rapkin, et al., 

1981), these reseaichers were successful in affecting behavioral change. This 

change, though, was again found to be unrelated to increases in social 

problem-solving skills. Given Spivack and Shure's (1 974) findings of a 

relationship between interpersonal problem-solving skills and behavioral 

adjustment, and subsequent failures to find similar results, the exact nature of 

the critical factors in this relationship remains in question. 

Remedial Proaram~ 

In a study by Giebink, Stover, and Fahl (1 968), six emotionally disturbed 

10- to 12-year-old boys in residential treatment were taught appropriate 

alternative sclutions to frustrating situations occurring at the treatment centre by 

the use of a board game format. Due to the small sample site, inferential 

siatisiics were not employed, but the results did indicate that the boys were able 

to verbalize an increased number of appropriate alternatives, which also 

reflected a decrease in the number of inappropriate alternatives. Behavioral 

observations of the boys in the frustrating situations showed an increase in 

adaptive responses, although change was not as great as might be expected 

from the increase in verbalized responses. The experimenters point out that 

knowledge of a response does not guarantee that it will be performed. 

In a study of the effects of teacher instructions on the behavior of 

aggrsssive preschoolers, Zahavi and Asher (1 978) prepared a script 

emphasizing three main concepts: the short-term consequences of aggression 

(hurts others), the long-term consequences of aggression (engenders 



resentment), and alternatives to aggression (sharing, taking turns, and playing 

together). Eight aggressive preschoolers were instructed individually on the 

three concepts by the day care teacher who attempted to get the child to 

formulate the ideas. Pre- and post-treatment behavioral observations indicaied 

that the trained children became significantly less aggressive and significantly 

more prosocial. These results were maintained at a 2-week follow-up 

assessment. 

Yu, Harris, Sslovitz, and Franklin (1986) studied the effects of Weissberg et 

al.'s (1 980) Rochester Social Problem Soiving Program on the problem-solving 

ability and behaviorai adjustment of 7- to 12-year-old outpatients in a 

psychiatric clinic. Like Vdeissberg et al. (1 980), they also attempted to 

determine if gains in problem solving were related to behavioral adjustment 

gains. Two interesting features sf this study are the inclusion of a parent group 

component and the use of a control group which received a range of 

therapeutic interventions. As compared to the controls, the children receiving 

social problem-solving training generated more solutions and were seen by 

parents as evidencing less externalizing psychopathology such as aggression 

or delinquency. No relationship was found between change-scores on the 

social problem-solving measure and the behavioral measure. 

Goodwin and Mahoney (1975) conducted an exploratory study in which 

they investigated the effects of videotaped modeling of, and coaching and 

practice in, copir!g self-statements on the behavior of three hyperactive 

impulsive 6- to I 1  -year-old boys placed in a situation of being verbally 

assaulted. Due to methodological limitations such as the lack of a control 

group, the results were not analyzed statistically. The subjects were found to 



improve, though, in ability to cope with the taunting after they had rehearsed 

coping self-statements, an improvement that was not noted after they had only 

observed a videotaped model. Subjects were also found to be less disruptive 

in the classrsom following training. 

Kendail and Finch (1 976) utifizad a combination of verbat self-instructions 

and response cost procedures to reduce a 9-year-old impulsive boy's 

inappropriate switching to new activities, rules, or topics of conversation without 

completing what had been started. This led them to conduct a follow-up group 

comparison study (Kendall & Finch, 1978) employing a clinical sample of 

emotionally disturbed children who had been assessed as being impulsive. 

The treatment group received training in verbal self-instructions that related to 

impersonal cogcitive tasks and response cost procedures contingent on errors 

on these tasks. When compared to an attention control group of impulsive 

chiiaren, the treatment group significantly increased their latency and 

decreased their error rate on the cognitive tasks, and, at follow-up, were rated 

by teachers as being less impulsive. Locus of conflict ratings by teachers and 

unit personnel, and self-report measures of impulsivity did not change from pre- 

to posttesting. The researchers suggest that, had the verbal self-instructions 

related to interpersonal situations, generalization to other settings would more 

likely have been facilitated. 

Camp, Rlom, Hebert, and van Doorninck (1977) used a socia! and 

cognitive skills training program in an effort to enhance se!!-control in 

aggressive boys 6 to 8 years of age. Development of the "Think Aloud" program 

was based on the notion that verbal mediation ability is a key factor in both 

cognitive and social problem-solving. As noted, Camp ( I  977) found that first- 



and second-grade aggressive boys tend not to use verbal mediation when 

situationally appropriate, and, if used at all, this activity fails to show control over 

behavior. Camp et al. (1 977) state that poor school achievement and 

aggressive behavior may be a result of impulsivity and poor response inhibition. 

Camp et al.'s (1 977) program integrated the approach of Meichenbaum and 

Goodman (1 971) in teaching the use of self-instructional statements in the 

completion of impersonal problem-solving tasks, with Spivack and Shure's 

(1974) approach of teaching the use of verbalization of alternative solutions and 

consequences in social problem-solving situations. 

At posttest, children who had received training differed from aggressive 

controls on some of the measures of impersonal problem solving, including the 

WISC-R mazes, Kagan's Matching Familiar Figures Test reaction time, and 

impulsivity scores. In terms of interpersonal problem-solving, the aggressive 

experknental group was found to produce significantly more solutions to 

problems than the aggressive controls or normal controls. The aggressive 

experimental group gave a significantly greater proportion of aggressive 

solutions to total number of solutions than either of the other groups. Positive 

gains in the number of solutions offered, therefore, appeared to be offset by the 

generation of proportionately more aggressive solutions. No pssttest 

differences between the aggressive experimental subjects and the aggressive 

cmtro!s were fcmd cn teacher ratings of zggression, :vith both grgups showing 

impravemen? over pretest. Group differemxs were found on the teacher-rated 

low need achievement scale. The aggressive experimental group improved 

significantly more than the aggressive controls, which reflects an improvement 



in motivation and attitude in terms of carrying out difficult academic tasks and 

doing well in school. 

Camp et al. (1977) suggest that the program could be considered to have 

negatively affected the children in the experimental group in that they ended up 

producing proportionately more aggressive solutions than either of the control 

groups. These researchers state that when aggressive solutions were 

suggested, these, as well as nonaggressive solutions, were considered with 

regard to the possible consequences without being immediately labelled "bad." 

They suggested that improvements to the program should include an added 

emphasis on the possible negative consequences of the aggressive 

alternatives generated. 

Camp and Bash (1 981) designed a revised problem-solving program 

which attempted to limit :he variations of aggressive solutions by improving an 

the eva!uations of both scrlut-ions and consequences. This program Introduces 

multiple response tasks by first instructing the children on the differences 

between repetitive and nonrepetitive responses. Repetitive responses are 

defined as identical responses which have been reworded, or responses which 

differ in only minor ways, Nonrepetitive responses are defined as those which 

represent totally different concepts. Program instructions suggest that attempts 

be made to elicit nonrepetitive responses. Social cue cards are introduced to 

encourage generalization. These cards represent 14 different categories of 

alternatives, including "act," "don't," "earn," "favor," "give," "hurt," "ignore," 

"please," "share," "tell," "trzde," "trick," "!urns," and "wait." For each nonrepetitive 

suggestion, the children are given the appropriate card. If a new solution 

category is suggested, then a blank card is given. 



As with Spivack and Shure's (1974) program, Camp and Bash (1 981) also 

deviate from the principles of deferment of judgment and quantity breeds quality 

in an effrst-! to limit the possibfe perseveration on a single theme. In giving the 

children social cue cards depicting general strategies, these researchers are 

helping the children to be able to categorize solutions. This is in keeping with 

D'Zurilfa and Goldfried's (1 971) suggestion 'that general strategies be 

considered. Camp and Bash (1981), however, do not take the next step of 

having the children articulate the strategies prior to deciding on more specific 

means. 

In terms of the evaluation of given alternatives, Camp and Bash (1981) feel 

that it is important to be explicit in teaching the criteria with which to evaluate 

options. They state that this is particularly important with aggressive children 

who may evaluate aggressive or destructive solutions positively on the basis of 

dfectiveness a!one. The four criteria introduced are: safety, fairness, the 

feelings evoked in self and others, and the effectiveness in solving the problem 

without producing further problems. They do not specifically address the issue 

of the positive evaluations aggressive children have of aggressive solutions. 

The revised Think Aloud program was compared to a self-esteem building 

program and the results indicate that aggressive boys having received the 

Think Aloud program thought of significantly more solutions on an interpersonal 

problem-solving test than did aggressive boys having received the self-esteem 

building program. Unfortunately, as with the previous version of the program, 

the aggressive boys who received tRe Think Aloud produced a significantly 

higher percentage of aggressive alternatives as compared to those who 

received the self-esteem building program. 



Forman (1 988a) compared the efficacy of cognitive restructuring, response 

cost procedures, and a placebo control condition in reducing the aggressive 

behavior of 8- to 11- year-old aggressive children. As well as discussing 

thoughts which precede angry feelings and thinking of possible alternativa 

thoughts, children in the cognitive restructuring program were asked to 

objectively describe anger-provoking situations, to consider the negative 

consequences of aggression and the positive consequences of more 

appropriate action, to take the perspective of the other person in the situation, ta 

"own" their behavior and mactions, and to reinforce themselves verbally for 

socially acceptable banavior. The children receiving the response-cost 

procedures had time deducted from an activity time by the teacher for each 

occurrence of an aggressive act, while the placebo controls received sessions 

of reading tutoring. Both training programs were found to reduce aggressiva 

behavior in comparison with the control program. The response-cost procedur~ 

was found to effect more change than the cognitive restructuring procedure on 

the number of incidents of aggression as rated by the clafsroorn teachers. 

Forman (1980a) suggests that the teachers of the children 0%: the response-cost 

group were more actively involved, in that they monitored aggression over the 

course of the study. Such monitoring may have led to biased ratings an the 

measures they completed. 

Evaluation of Cognitive P r o a r m  

In Durlak's (1 983) review of social problem-solving studies, he conctudes 

that there is clear evidence that social skills training can enhance children's 

problem-solving skills. An assortment of problem-solving treatment approaches 

have been found to change children's social problem-solving abilities 



(Peliegrini & Urbain, 1985). Children of varying ages and degrees of social 

adjustment within a wide IQ range have been found to have improved problem- 

solving skills following training with programs that differ in length, in format 

(group vs individual), in the training of the program instructor (teacher vs 

researcher), and in the actual content of the program materials. 

Durfak (1 983) questions whether improved problem-solving ability impacts 

behavioral adjustment. Some studies which found improvement on problem- 

sofving measures failed to include adjustment measures (Poitras-Martin & 

Stone, 1977), whereas others which found post-program improvements on 

behavioral measures failed to administer problem-solving tests (Pedro-Carroll & 

Cowen, 1985; Vaughn & Ridley, 1983; Zahavi & Asker, 1978). Other studies did 

not obtain improvements on various measures of adjustment (Camp et al., 

1977; Kendalf & Finch, 1978; McClure, Chinsky, & Larcen, 1998; Olexa & 

Forman, 1984). Still other studies which obtained improved adjustment scores 

found these gains to be unrelated to increased problem-solving ability 

(Weissberg, Gesten, Carnrike, et al., 1981 ; Weissberg, Gesten, Rapkin, et al., 

1981 ; Yu, Harris, Solovitz, & Franklin, 1986). 

Pellegrini and Urbain (1985), on the other hand, state that they are 

encouraged by the evidence linking the behavioral gains of socially 

maladjusted children to cognitive problem-solving skill acquistition. Despite 

their optimism about ICPS training, Pellegrini and Urbain (1985) feel that the 

utility of such programs has yet to be proven. 



Durlak (1 983) identifies developmental programs as those which cansider 

role taking skills or social perception to be of primary importance in terms of 

interpersonal adjustment. The assumption is that, to relate appropriately, the 

individual must be able to interpret the behavior of others, which requires social 

sensitivity and the ability to take another's perspective in order to understand 

the emotions and intentions involved in the other person's actions. The work of 

Flavell (1 963, 1968) on the development of role-taking has stimulated research 

in this field. Flavell (1 968) credits Mead, Piaget, and Vygotsky with providing 

the theoretical foundation for his research on the acquisition of role-taking skills 

in childhood. Flavell (1 968) postulates that egocentric communication 

precedes nonegocentric communication developmentally. Further, he claims 

that the degree to which the speaker recodes the initial private coding of the 

message to take into acclaunt the listener's perspective will determine whether 

the communication is ineffective and egocentric or effective and nonr;gocentric. 

The child is qypothesized to become progressively less egocentric through 

social interaction, particulary conflict situations with peers, which require the 

child to reevaluate his or her perceptions of situations based on the 

presentation of the perceptions of others (Flavell, 1963). Chandler (1 973) 

suggests that delays in the attainment of social perspective-taking skills are 

associated with the developmnt of socially deviant behavi~r. Developmental 

programs, therefore, are aimed at teaching m!e-taking ski!!s ir! a!! r;!!or? to 

enhance social adjustment. 



Eiardo and Caldwell (1979) Implemented, and studied the effects of, 

Project Aware, a social skills program for children in middle childho~d (9- and 

10-year-olds) which endeavors to promote perspective-taking and social 

problem-solving. Pre-acd post-measures consisted of a role-taking test, a story 

alternatives test, and the Devsreux Elementary Sch~o l  Behavior Rating Scale. 

Experimental subjects were f o ~ n d  to improve on a number of facf~rs of the 

Devereux including external re lance, disrespect-defiance, impatience, and 

creative-initiative, and to generate more alternatives to one of the story 

situations presented. No differences were found on the role-taking test. 

lannotti (1 978) investigated the differential effects of role-taking training 

and role-switching training on the social behavior of kindergarten and third- 

grade boys as measured by tests of empathy, altruism, and aggression. In the 

role-taking procedure, each child assumed a role in a skit and explored the 

possible thoughts and feelings of the character they assumed. In the aole- 

switching procedure, the same skits were used, but the children changed roles 

so that, in every session, all children assumed at least five roles. The same 

questions were asked as after the role-taking group, with the addition of 

questions relating to the switching of roles. Both training procedures were 

found to increase role-taking ability, but to have no effect on empathy or 

aggression scores. Significant effects were found on the altruism scores of the 

N t n t  , ,~nge: l childrefi receiving either type of training. The prediction ;ha: role taking 

wou!d increase empathy which, in tttrn, would reduce aggressisn was not 

substantiated in this study. 



Bemedial Programs 

As a pre-program measure, Chandler (1 973) assessed the peispective- 

taking skills of 45 delinquent and 45 nondelinquent 11 - to 13-year-old boys and 

found the delinquent boys to be significantly more egocentric, as demonstrated 

by a lack of awareness of the limits of other people's knowledge about certain 

situations as compared PO their own. Of the delinquent subjects, one third were 

involved in developing skits about children their own age with the requirements 

that each group member have a role, that these roles be changed so that each 

person had a turn in every rote, and that video recordings of the skits be 

replayed for the group. One third were involved in making films without the role- 

taking component, and one third received no treatment. The children who 

received the perspective-taking training were found to be significantly less 

egocentric than the placebe and control groups on the role-taking test and, at 

the time of the 18-month follow-up, to have become involved in significantly 

fewer delinquent activities tharr the combined placebo and control groups* 

Chandler, Greenspan, and Barenboim ( 7  $374) compared role-taking 

training and referential communication draining on the role-taking ability and the 

referential communication skills of institutionalized emotionally disturbed 8- to 

15-year-old children who were deficient in both role-taking and referential 

c~mmunication skills. Children receiving either type of training improved in 

their role-taking ability, whereas only those children receiving referential 

communication training showed significant improvement in their r~farential 

communication skills. These researchers suggest that a hierarchical 

relationship may exist between referential communication and role taking, with 

role taking being one aspect of referential communication. Subjacts receiving 



training of tiither type were found to show slightly more behavioral improvement 

as compared to no treatment controls at the time of a 12-month follow-up, 

although this result only approached, but did not reach, statistical significance. 

Inconsistent findings make it difficult to draw meaningful conclusions about 

the efficacy of programs designed to enhance role-taking skills. Some 

programs were found not to effect changes in role-taking (Etardo & Caldwelt, 

1979), white others weie found to increase role-taking ability, but not to improve 

adjustment measures (lannslti, 4976). Stilt other programs were found to 

improve both role-taking skills and adjustment (Chandler, 19731, Durlak (1 983) 

suggests that further research should be directed at determining the relative 

effectiveness of social problem-solving programs as compared to 

develaprnental programs in terms of improving interpersonal adjustment. 

Behaviwal P r o w  

eoretical O n e m  

Behavioral programs differ from cognitive and developmental programs in 

that, rather than assuming that there are general skills or abilities that mediate 

adjustment, they emphasize discrete, situationally-specific skills necessary for 

problem resolution. Behavioral programs typically aim to teach skills which 

have been found to differentiate socially competent from socially incompetent 

individuals. Social learning theory underlies the teaching techniques and 

procedures generally employed by such programs. One technique, that of 

social modeling, has been found to have significant effects on the development 

and modification of behavior (Cartledge & Milburn, 1986). Bandura (1 973) has 

found that modeling of appropriate responses to aggression-provoking 



situations will reduce aggressive behavior, while modeling of assertive 

responses wit! increase assertive behavior. Other techniques inciuds providing 

a task overview and instructions, behavioral rehearsal, therapist feedback, 

coaching, response reinforcement, self-evaluation, self-regulated 

reinforcement, self-instructions, and in vivo response practice (Linehan, 1979). 

Alberti (1 977) states that assertive behavior therapy, having its roots in 

behavior therapy, has an "underdeveloped theoretical base" (p. 23). First used 

in the treatment of anxiety, assertiveness training has incorporated aspects of 

humanistic-existential theory, Gestalt theory, and social learning theory (Alberti, 

1977). Linehan and Egan (1979) describe three general models upon which 

assertiveness training programs are based, and suggest a possibls fourth 

model. The first model postulates a skill deficit in the area of assertion. The 

second model postulates that the response is in the repertoire but is inhibited in 

certain situations due to either conditioned anxiety or faulty beliefs. The third 

model assumes that the skills are in the person's repertoire, but the person can 

not discriminate when and how to employ the skills, so these skills are 

eventually extinguished. The fourth model, which is presented by these 

authors, is the rational choice model which assumes that the person makes a 

rational choice not to assert in certain situations (Linehan & Egan, 1979). 

N Prevention Programs 

Michelson and Wood (1 980) developed an assertiveness training program 

and administered one of two versions of the program, an 8 contact hour ~ 8 i s i ~ i i  

o i  a 16 contact how version, to fourth grade ehildrer; xithin regular classroom 

settings. Their intent was to treat aggressive and passive children in vivo by 

presenting the program not only t~ the unassertive children, but to their more 



socially skilled classmates as well. They found that both training groups 

improved significantly more than the control groups on self-report measures of 

assertiveness, with no differences between the 8 contact hour or 16 contact 

hour groups. Treatment effects were maintained at the time of follow-up, and at 

that time marginal differences were found between the two treatment groups. 

La Greca and Santsgrossi (1 980) useG behavioral treatment methods, 

including modeling, coaching, and role-playing with videotaped feedback, to 

teach eight skill areas (e. g., greetings, verbal complimenting) to third, fourth, 

and fifth grade children who had received low peer acceptance ratings. As 

compared to the attention-placebo group and the waiting-list control group, both 

of which were comprised of low status children, the trained grwp evidenced 

superior knowledge of social skills, demonstrated more appropriate skills in a 

role-play situation, and initiated more social contact at various times during the 

school day. The trained group, though, were not found to change in sociometric 

rating as a result of the program. The researchers point to the stability of this 

measure over time, or the possible insensitivity of the procedures employed, to 

account for this negative finding. 

fiemedial Program3 

Ollendick and Hersen (1 979) attempted to determine the differential 

effectiveness of social skills training, discussion-based treatment, and no 

treatment with a group nf incarcerated juvenile de!lnquents, ! 3 to 16 years of 

age. The social skills training included instruction in, and modeling of, 

appropriate social behavior, as well as rehearsal, feedback, social 

reinforcement, and suggestions for between-session practice. The discussion 

group discussed social problems without utilization of the behavioral 



techniques employed in the social skills training group. The control group did 

not attend sessions. Self-report measures indicated a significant post-program 

reduction in state anxiety and shift toward internal locus of control for the social 

skills group as compared to the two other groups. Role-play measures 

indicated a decrease in aggressive content and an increase in assertivs content 

for the social skills group. Also, the adolescents receiving the social skills 

training earned significantly more psints on their token economy system, and 

evidenced less disruptive behavior, althcugh not to the paint of statistical 

significance. 

Spence and Marzillier (I 981) used a social skills program to train 

institutionalized deiinquent 10- to 16-year-old boys who had been found to be 

deficient in social skills. This program emphasized a variety of skills ranging 

from very basic interactional skills to more complex interpersonal skills. When 

compared to an attention placebo group and a control group, experimental 

subjects were found to improve on certain basic social skills and to maintain this 

improvement at the 3-month follow-up. In terms of the generalization of skills, 

disappointing results were obtained. A staff questionnaire, a social workers' 

questionnaire, and observer ratings of video tapes failed to show significant 

treatment effects. The follow-up data on self-reported offences and police 

convictions, although not statistically significant, showed that the social skills 

group had fewer convictions, despite the fact that they reported committing mors 

offenses. The researchers discuss the importance of motivation factors in terms 

of the utilization of the newly-acquired skills in real-life situations. 

Bornstein, Bellack, and Hersen (1 980) examined the efficacy of social 

skills training incorporating the techniques of modeling, role play, feedback, 



instructions, and rehearsal in the treatment of four severely aggressive 8- to 12- 

year old children who were inpatients in a psychiatric unit. These researchers 

hypothesized that aggressive children become aggressive out of frustration and 

to gain attention because they lack the social skills to be assertive and to 

develop and maintain positive relationships. A number of behaviors were 

targeted for intervention including eye contact, hostile tone, and requests for 

behavior change. Subjects showed improvement on all targeted behaviors as 

welt as in overall assertiveness. Generalization data and follow-up results 

proved to be inconsistent in terms of both behavim and subjects, leading the 

researchers to emphasize the need for an individualized assessment and 

treatment plan. Of relevance to the present study is Bornstein et al.'s (1980) 

comment on the importance of aggressive subjects' beliefs about the need for, 

and the effectiveness of, aggressive behavior in determining whether assertive 

alternatives are tried. 

Michelson, Mannarino, Marchione, Stern, Figueroa, and Beck (1 983) 

compared the relative effectiveness of behavioral social skills training and 

interpersonal cognitive problem-solving training with clinically-diagnosed 

maladjusted 8- to 12-year-old boys. The behaviore! pograrn employed in the 

study focused on teaching children to discriminate assertive behavior from 

passive and aggressive behavior in certain conflict and non-conflict social 

ittlations, smh as reques!ing befiaviora! change, requesting favors, and giving 

compliments. As we!!, nonverbal communication was addressed. .4 variety nf 

behavioral techniques were used including discussion, modeling, role-play, 

role reversal, feedback, social reinforcement, and homework. The interpersonal 

cognitive problem-solving tiaining focused on the idantification of interpersonal 



problems, the generation of afternative solutions, and the anticipation of 

consequences. The whole process was then reviewed with special emphasis 

on consequential and means-end thinking. The problem-solving process was 

used in vivo when conflict arose between group members. The control group 

received treatment sessions aimed at increasing the expression of feelings. 

At the time of the post-program assessment, rlo significant group 

differences were found on any of the self-report, teacher- report, parent report, or 

behavioral observation measures. Within-group analyses revealed that the 

behavioral training and the problem-solving training both ~ehieved significant 

effects on the two parent report measures. Group differences were found when 

the measures were readministered 12 months later, with the behavioral training 

group showing superiority on one subtest of the School Behavior Checklist, and 

both social skills training groups showing equal superiority on two others. At this 

time, within-group analyses showed that the problem-sslving group declined on 

three subtests of the School Behavior Checklist, while the behavioral group did 

not show any declines, but, in fact, showed improvement on a number of 

measures. Michelson, Mannarino, et al. (1983) suggest that one possible 

reason the behavioral observations did not show significant effects is that "given 

a population of marked socially-maladjusted children these modalities may nat 

be of sufficient potency, by themselves, to effect significant changes in actual 

behavior" (p. 554). These researchers go on to recommend that training be 

conducted within the schools to enhance effectiveness and generalization. 

Evaluation of Behavioral Proaram~ 

Michelson, Mannarino, et al. (1983) state that "behavioral programs have 

been systematically investigated over the past decade and demonstrate potent 



treatment effects across a wide variety of clinical and non-clinical 

populations ... Overall, the behavioral programs consistently obtain significant 

treatment effects" (pp. 545-546). 

In their review of behavi~ral social skills training programs, Stern and 

Fodor (1989) conclude that, in general, these programs are somewhat 

successful in imparting basic sociai skills, but that evidence of generalization is 

limited. These authors describe this type of social skills training as having 

made a "modest beginning" (p. 8). 

Summary 

Intervention programs aimed at preventing social maladjustment or 

remediating existing social problems have been classified as cognitive, 

developmental (Durlak, 1983), or behavioral (Michelson, Mannarino, et al., 

1983) in orientation. Interpersonal cognitive problem-solving programs have 

been shown to enhance problem-solving skills (Pellegrini & Urbain, 1985), but 

the link to behavioral adjustment is stilt in question (Durlak, 1983). 

Developmental programs have been shown Zo increase role-taking ability and 

impact on behavioral adjustment (Chandler, 1 973), but the relative 

effectiveness of this approach as compared to cognitive problem-solving has 

yet to be determined (Durlak, 1983). 

Behavioral programs have been shown to be effective in imparting specific 

social skills to both clinical and nonclinical populations (Michelson, Mannarino, 

et a/., 1983). Children who have received assertiveness training have 

increased their scores on self-report measures of assertiveness (Michelson & 

Wood, 1980), but those who have received specific skill training have not 



necessarily increased in sockmetric status (La Greca & Santograssi, 1980). 

Remedial programs used wiiii juvenile delinquents have been shown to reduce 

aggressive content in role-plays (Qllendick & Hersen, 1979), but inconsisteot or 

disappointing results have been obtained on adjustment measures (Bornstein, 

Bellack & Hersen, 1980; Spence & Marzillier, 198 1 ). 

Finally, in a study which compared the effects of a behavioral social skills 

training program, a cognitive probiem-solving program, and a control program 

aimed at encouraging the expression of feelings, on the adjustment of 

maladjusted boys, no between-group differences were found at pnsttesting. At 

a one year follow-up, only one subtest showed a significant difference, in favor 

of the behavioral group (Michelson, Mannarino, et al., 1983). Michels~n, 

Mmnarino, et al. (1983) suggest that the behavioral measures may not have 

shown change because the treatments used, by themselves, may not have had 

sufficient potency. 

Future Research 

According to Pellegrini and Urbain (1985), future research should address 

some important issues which have yet to be explored, one of which is the rslcs 

brainstorming plays in lCPS training. Pellegrini and Urbain (1985) state that: 

. . .while most children may not brainstorm spontaneously in most social 
situations, the failure to do so may generally be of little significancs for the 
well-adjusted child whose naturai recourse is to a reiatively mature and 
effective problem solving strategy. The same failure in an aggressive child 
may lead to peer conflict or goal frustration due to the type of problem 
solution typically relied upon. If so, the aggressive child may require initial 
training in brainstorming primarily to establish more mature scripts. (p. 37) 

The differences between socially unskilled children and their more 

socially skilled counterparts have been well-documented in the literature. 



Aggressive and isolated children typically generate fewer solutions (Richard & 

Dodge, 1982), as do negative peer status boys (Asarnow & Callan, 19135). 

Aggressive children produce a disproportionately large number of aggressive 

solutions (Deiuty, 1981), while submissive children evaluate submissive 

alternatives more positively (Beluty, 1985) and assertive responses more 

negatively (Deluty, 1983). Both groups of socially unskilled children seem to be 

stuck in a rut, unable to get out. Osborn (1 963) states that this type of rigid 

thinking, described as "functional fixation," "mechanization," "set," or "problem- 

solving rigidity," is characterized by reliance on solutions used in the past. He 

suggests that the use of brainstorming encourages the generation of new ideas 

by "de-conditioning" the habit of limiting alternatives based on past experience. 

Social problem-solving intervention programs which have included 

brainstorming techniques in order to enhance the adjwtment of socially 

unskilled children have been found, in some instances, to have the ~pposite 

effect. Barnett and Zucker (1990) stress that there are problems with the 

assumption that the theory and techniques, or modified versions of these 

techniques, which were originally devcioped for adults, are applicable to 

children. Olexa and Forman (1 984) suggest that the urban disadvantaged 

children in their study either lacked appropriate alternatives when brainstorming 

or did not evaluate the consequences of aggressive action as punishing. Like 

Pellegrini and Urbain (1 985), Olexa and Forman (1 984) recommend greater 

emphasis on the production of nonaggressive alternatives. Similarly, 

Weissberg, Gesten, Rapkin, et al. (1981) found that the brainstorming process 

employed in their program resu!tsd in the urban children creating aggressive 

alternatives. Camp et al.'s (1 977) findings with aggressive subjects parallel 



those of Weissberg, Gesten, Rapkin, et a!. (1 98 1 ) and of Olexa and Forman 

(1984), in that the children who received the program produced a significantly 

higher proportion of aggressive alternatives to interpersonal problsrn situations. 

They suggest that a possible way to deal with aggressive alternatives is to 

stress the negative outcomes of such action. 

In order to limit the generation of the same type of solution, programs have 

deviated from the brainstorming principles of quantity breads quality and 

deferment of judgment. Solution variants have been categorized under a 

common heading and different responses have been elicited (Spivack & Shure, 

19741, or the generation of aggressive s~lutlons has beer? restricted (Weissberg 

et a!., 1980). Camp and Bash (1 981) endeavor to actually teach a number of 

solution categories by presenting social cue cards to the children when 

solutions are suggested. Researchers have suggested that social skills training 

programs should focus on increasing the number of assertive alternatives these 

children generate (Deluty, 1985; Olexa & Forman, 1984). 

A second approach to limiting the generation of inappropriate options is to 

emphasize the negative consequences of that type of behavior. Camp et ai* 

(1977) suggest that their program's nonjudgmental acceptance af aggressive 

solutions and discussion of possible consequences was not a powerful enough 

approach to affect the social appropriateness of the aggressive children's 

suggestions. DgZurilla and Goldfried (1971) stress that there arc; value 

judgments involved in deciding on the utility of an action and in the assessment 

of consequences. Deluty (1983) has shown that aggressive children regard 

aggressive behavior more positively, and submissive children evaluate 

assertlcrf nore negatively, on a number sf different dimensions. Deluty (1983) 



suggests that training programs for aggressive and submissive children should 

endeavor to change their overly-positive evaluations of their own response style 

and their overly-negative evaluations of assertion. Thus far, social probiem- 

salving programs for children have addressed this issue by disct~ssing the 

negative long-term consequences of implementing inappropriate or ineffective 

solutions, without addressing the underlying values. A social problem-solving 

program which endeavored to change children" evaluations in order to reduce 

the number of aggressive or ineffective solutions tried, would need to teach 

such children to distinguish between passivity, assertion, and aggression, 

would need to address the overly-positive evaluations these children have sf 

aggression and passivity, and would need to accentuate assertive strategies. 

Another issue of concern in developing a training program for socially 

unskilled children, is the degree to which lessons are interrupted by disruptive 

and unacceptable behavior. Camp et al. (1977), for instance, found that the 

goals of their program weie adversely affected by the off-task and inappropriate 

behavior of the socially maladjusted children. They suggest attacking these 

problem behaviors directly through the use of a response-cost procedure, which 

has been found to be effective in reducing problem aggressive behavior in the 

classroom (Forman, 1980a). Also, when response-cost procedures have been 

paired with problem-solving, aggression has not been found to increase (Olexa 

2% Forman, 1984). In order to benefit from the lessons presented, the socially 

maladjusted children must maintain an acceptable level of attention and control. 

The use of a response-cost procedure has been shown to be beneficial in this 

regard. 



As yet, no social skills intervention program has combined those elements 

of a behavioral assertiv~ training program which classify and evaluate behavior 

within a more general problem-solving process, in order to increase the 

behavioral adjustment of socially maladjusted children. Kendall and WE lcox 

(1 980) tested the hypothesis that a cognitive-behavioral approach which 

incorporated a conceptual labelingitraining pracedure would be rnors likely to 

promote behavioral adjustment, and generalization of these effects, as 

compared to a "concrete" version of the same program. Although the treatment 

programs being compared were shod in duration (six sessioris each), some 

support was provided for the increased effectiveness of the conceptual labeling 

procedure. With regard to labeling, Trawer (1 979) states, "individuals employ 

conceptual labels to classify and categorize others. The function of this labeling 

process is to reduce complex information (which would otherwise be 

overwhelming) to simpler concepts which have predictive value" (p. 5). 

Assertiveness training provides labels for the classification of responses as 

aggressive, assertive, or passive. This training procedure also ensures that 

assertive strategies are practiced, and that the positive consequences sf 

assertion, and the negative consequences of aggression and passivity, are 

stressed. To date, no program has incorporated the classification of general 

strategies as aggressive, passive, or assertive into the problem-solving process 

in general, and, in particular, into the generation of alternative strategies stage 

proposed by D'Zurilla and Goldfried (1 971 ). 



Research Questions 

Briefly stated, the research conducted in this thesis attempts to test, with 

sociatiy unskilled children, the efficacy of D'Zurilla and Goldfried's (1 971) 

alternative brainstorming procedure involving the generation of general 

strategies before the generatior! sf specific alternative behaviors. The 

generation of general strategies stage includes the classification of general 

strategies as aggressive, passive, and assertive, and emphasizes the negative 

consequences of aggression and passivity, and the positive consequences ~f 

assertion. For the purposes of the present study, aggressive strategies are 

defined as those which disregard the feelings, rights, or needs of the other 

person, and include such strategies as fighting, yelling, threatening, insulting, 

and tricking. Assertive strategies are defined as those which respect the needs, 

feelings, and rights of others in an effort to achieve a mu.iually satisfying 

solutiori. These include sharing, trading, asking, stating one's feelings, and 

taking turns. Passive strategjes are defined as those which allow one's 

feelings, needs, rights, or opinions to go unexpressed or to be disregarded. 

Such strategies as ignoring, not stating one's opinion, and giving in needlessly, 

are inclgded. The reasons for using the combinsd procedure with socially 

unskilled, passive and aggressive, children are twofold. First, for children who 

have generally used one response style to solve interpersonal problems, this 

procedure would teach the children three general categories of solutions, and, 

within these categories, to consider a variety of alternative strategies. Second, 

this procedure provides an opportunity, during the process of the evaluation of 

general strategies, to discuss the effectiveness of passive, aggressive, and 

assertive strategies. 



The present study csmpares the effects of a social problem-solving 

program containing an assertiveness training component, a problem-solving 

program, and a no treatment control on the attitudes and behavior of 

intermediate-aged passive and aggressive mainstream children. The I 6  lesson 

combined program begins with lessons on problem recognition, fsilswed by 

lessons which define assertiveness, aggressiveness, and passivity, and 

introduces the general strategies involved in being assertive, aggressive, and 

passive. The negative short-term and long-term, personal and social 

consequences of aggression and passivity, and the positive consequences of 

assertion, are emphasized. The generation of alternatives stage begins with 

the generation of general strategies which are then classified as assertive, 

aggressive, or passive. In the decision-making stage, links are stressed 

between behavior and consequences, and criteria for the evaluation of 

strategies are introduced. This leads to appropriate strategies being decided 

upon in given problem situations. Further brainstorming then takes place to 

generate specific alternatives for strategy implementation. These are evaluated 

and the best solution is chosen. 

The problem-solving program is based on Weissberg ef aI.3 (1 98b) 

program and is comprised of 16 lessons involving problem recognition, 

brainstorming of alternative courses of action, consideration of consequences, 

and selection of the solution to be implemented. The no treatment control group 

received the pre- and post-program measures, but no intervention. 

in both treatment groups, response-cosi procedures were instigated 

whereby inappropriate or aggressive classroom behavior was consequenced in 



an effort to keep aisruption at a minimum and to demonstrate, in an immediate 

sense, the negative consequences of such choices. 

The research questions acjdressed in the present study are as follows: 

5 .  Would intermediate-aged socially unskilled children be able to retain the 

content of either a problem-salving program or a problem-solving plus 

assertiveness training program equally well, as evidenced by an ability to name 

the problem-solving steps, and would those receiving instruction be superior to 

the no-treatment controls in this ability? 

2. When presented with a description of problematic social situations, would 

socially unskilted children receiving either a social problem-solving program 

which focuses on the generation and classification of strategies as assertive, 

aggressive, and passive (PS/AT) or a problem-solving training program (PS) 

generate significantly more strategies than socially unskilled children not 

receiving training? Would the children receiving the PS/AT program generate 

significantly more strategies than the children receiving the PS program? 

3. Would inclusion in social skills training programs bring about significant 

changes in socially unskilled children's attitudes about passivity, assertion, and 

aggression, as compared to the attitudes of socially unskilled children not 

receiving training? Would the children receiving the P S / N  program evidence 

significantly more attitude change than those receiving the PS program? 

4. Would those included in the social skills programs show significant 

iiiereases in ~eif-ef i i~acy, as compared to the no treatment controis? Wouid the 

PSI'PI? program be more effective than the PS prclgiarri ifi improvirig i h ~  

children's sense of self-efficacy? 



5. Woufd the two treatment p:og:arns be more effective tha:: r,o treatnsnt in 

increasing the sociat appropriateness of intermediate-aged socially unskilled 

children as measured on self-repopt and teacher-report scales? Would the 

children in the PSIAT program improve more than the children participating in 

the PS program? 

6. Would the children receiving treatment evidence significant improvement in 

behavioral adjustment as compared with similar children receiving no 

treatment, as measured by teachers on a global scale of adjustment? Would 

the children receiving the PSIAT program show significantly more improvern~znt 

in adjustment than those receiving the PS program? 

Hypotheses 

The present study was designed with a priori planned comparisons. The 

first planned comparison examines treatrnent versus no treatmeni on all 

dependent variables. The second comparison examines the ef'iecls of receiving 

the PSIAT program versus the PS program. The main hypotheses for this 

research are: 

pothesis 1. 

The subjects receiving treatment will show significant pre- to posttest 

improvement at the -05 level, as compared to no treatment controls, on the 

following measures: 

a) Problem-Solving Steps interview to assess recall of problem-solving steps. 

b) Knowledge of Interpersonal Problem-Solving Strategies to determine the 

number and type of strategies generated to interpersonal problem situations, 



c) Children's Action Tendency Scale: Eva!uatlve Judgments to ascertain 

attitudes toward passive, assertive, and aggressive responses to social 

problems. 

d) Children" Self-Efficacy for Peer Interaction Scale to evaluate perceptions of 

self-efficacy. 

s) Children's Assertive Behavior Scale to assess assertive and nonassertive 

socia! behavior in children, as indicated on self-report sand teacher-report 

versions of this measure. 

f) Revised Behavior Problem Checklist to determine changes in behavioral 

adjustment. 

The subjects receiving the PS/AT program will show significantly more 

improvement, at the .05 level of significance, than the subjects receiving the PS 

program on all dependent measures with the exception of the Problem-Solving 

Steps Interview. It is hypothesized that stibjects learning, additionally, to 

classify behavior into passive, assertive, and aggressive categories, and to 

evaluate these behavioral responses, will be able to generate significantly 

greater numbers of alternative strategies, will have more favorable attitudes 

toward assertion, and less favorable attitudes toward aggression and passsivity, 

will have enhanced perceptions of self-efficacy in difficult interpersonal 

sjtuations, will have an increased ability to be assertive in problematic social 

situations, and will show an overall increase in behavioral adjustment. 

There will be no significant difference between the PS/AT group and the 

PS group on recall of problem-solving steps on the Problem-Solving Steps 



Interview. It is hypothesized that, since both sets of prsbtem-solving steps are 

expected to be appropriate in content for intermediate-aged children, and both 

are reviewed repeatedly throughout the course sf the programs, both sets of 

problem-solving steps will be retained equally well. 



CHAPTER flf 

Method 

P a r t i c i - w  

Participants in this study were 45 Grade 4, 5, and 6 students enrolled in 

regular classrooms in a North Vancouver School District public school located 

in a lower- to middle-class urban area. Participants were of both sexes, ranged 

In age frsm 11 3 months to 158 months, and were enrolled in one of four 

different classrooms within the same school. The school was chosen on the 

basis of a previous assessment which had ranked it as one of the neediest 

schools in the District in terms of services to children. The school houses zn 

ESL program, an intermediate behavior-disorder program, and provides some 

special services to a large Native population. The school administration 

expressed interest in, and support for, the study. 

The teachers of the four intermediate classrooms in the school were 

contaded arid all expressed a willingness to have students frsm their 

classrooms become involved in the study. They were asked to nominate those 

students whom they felt were socially unskilled, that is, extremely passive or 

extremely aggressive, and who could benefit from social skills training. This 

process yietded a list of 53 students. These students were then grouped into 

three mixed-grade groups on the basis of approximately equal representation of 

grade and sex. Some adjustments to the groupings were required due to 

classroom scheduling conflicts. Groups were randomly assigned ta intervention 

or control conditions. informed parental consent letters (see Appendix A) were 

sent home. Of those letters sent home, 49 permission stips were returned, and 

these! children were included in the study. 



Of this original sample of 49 children, 2 children did not complete the 

program and 1 child was not attending the school at the time of posttesting. Of 

the two children who did not complete the program, one was withdrawn by 

parental request due to concerns over the child missing the regular classroom 

program, and one was admitted into the behavioral adjustment ctassroorrr 

within the same school. One child began attending partway through the 

program, and since she had been seiected eariier for inclusion in the study but 

parental permission had not been obtained at that time, it was agreed to let her 

participate in the program with parental permission. Since she did not attend 

the initial sessions, her data were not included for anaiysis. One child's data 

from the PS/AT group were randomly selected for exclusion in order to produce 

groups with equal sample sizes. The remaining 45 cases are described in 

Table 1 with respect to age, grade, and gender for each condition. 

The principal investigator taught both of the intervention programs with the 

assistance of an aide who monitored the behavior of the participants and 

assisted in the application of the behavior management techniques. Classroom 

teachers were not present during any o-f the lessons. Teachers were informed 

that both treatment groups woufd be receiving variations of problem-solving 

training, but were not given specifics regarding the differences between the 

programs. 

m s u r a  

All participants completed a content measure, three transfer of learning 

measures, and one generalization measure. The classroom teachers 

completed two informant-report generalization measures. A11 measures were 



Condition Group Grade Age Mean Gender 

Size 4 5 6 Range Age M F 

PSlAT Group 4 7 4 113-147 129.47 10 5 

Aggressive 7 

Passive 8 

Total 3 5 

months months 

PS Group 5 6 4 113-147 129.8 10 5 

Aggressive 8 months months 

Passive 7 

T otai 15 

Control 

Aggressive 7 months months 

Passive 8 

Total 15 

Total 45 14 18 13 113-158 131.11 38 15 

Sample months months 

administered prior to, and following, the implementation of the social skills 

training programs. 

The Problem-Soiving Steps Interview, an adapted version of Gesten, de 

Apgdaca, Rains, Weissberg, and Cowen's (1 979) Problem-Solving Interview, 

was included to determine if participants could retain the content of the training 



programs. The three transfer of !earning measures assessed changes in skills, 

attitudes, and feelings sf self-efficacy as a result of receiving social skills 

training. The Knowledge of Interpersonal Problem-Solving Strategies 

Assessment (Asarnow & Callan, 1985) was used to measure changes in the 

ability t~ generate alternative strategies to difficult interpersonal situations. Tho 

Children's Action Tendency Scale--Evaluative Judgments (Deluty, 1983, 5 385) 

was employed in order Po assess changes in attitudes toward passive, 

assertive, and aggressive responses. The Children's Self-Efficacy for Peer 

Interaction Scale (Wheeler & Ladd, 1982) was included to evaluate changes in 

feelings of self-efficacy. 

To deiermine the degree to which assertive behavior generalized to social 

situations outside the training context, the participants completed the Children's 

Assertive Behavior Scale (Michelson 8( Wood, 1982) and the teachers 

completed the teacher's version of the same measure. The teachers also 

completed the Revised Behavior Problem Checklist (Qiiay & Peterson, 1984), a 

global measure of adjustment, to ascertain whether the intervention programs 

impacted on general behavioral adjustment. 

Content Measure; 

1. Problem-Solvina Steps Interview (PSSI) 

This adapted version of Gesten, de Apodaca, Rains, Weissberg, and 

Cowen's (1 979) Problem-Solving Interview (PSI) assesses the ability to nams 

the problem-solving steps taught in social problem-solving training. The PSI 

asks children to discuss how they solve problems. The PSSI asks children to 

name the problem-solving steps. As in the PSI, problem-salving steps 

mentioned are given four points each. A prompt for more information is then 



given and any steps outlined are given three points each. A final prompt is 

given and any problem-solving steps mentioned are scored two points each. 

Weissberg, Gesten, Rapkin, et al. (1981) found that children trained with a 

social problem-sofiring program were able to give significantly more problern- 

solving steps on the problem-solving interview. 

2. Knowledge of lnterpersonal Problem-Solving Strategies Assessment (KISA) 

(Asamow & Callan, 1985) 

This assessmerat was developed by Asarnow and Cailan (1985) from a 

pilot study In which children were asked to describe the kinds of problems they 

have getting along with peers, to list alternative responses to the problem 

situations, and to describe their thoughts and feelings in these situations. This 

pilot study revealed that aggressive acts were considered to be most 

problematic and the majority of these situations involved physical or verbal 

aggression. Anot her major pro blern involved being asked to participate in peer 

activities. An interview was developed from this study which includes four 

situations, three involving aggression and one involving friendship initiation. 

After being presented with each situation, the child is asked to describe what 

the boy could do to solve the problem. Responses are scored as separate 

solutions only if they are different in significant ways f r ~ m  other solutions. 

Responses are also coded as to solution strategy using the categories of 

physical aggression, tattle, ignore, assertion, positive, mature, and intense 

aggression. Although the psych~metric properties of this assessment have not 

been published, it is seen as valuable as a pre- and post-program measure to 

determine changes in the number and type of alternative solutions generated to 



interpersonal problem situations. Asarnsw and Calian (1 985) found significant 

differences between positive status boys and negative status boys in terms af 

the number and type of solutions generated on the KISA. 

3. w r e n ' s  Action Tendency Scale--Fvata (CATS-- Eval.) 

(Deluty, 1983, 1985) 

The Children's Action Tendency Scale--Evaluative Judgments is a 

modified version of the CATS (Deluty, 1979). The CATS (Deluty, 1979) is a 

self-report measure which presents 13 social conflict situations and, after each 

situation, three pairs of a!ternative responses. The paired camparisan format 

represents all the pairings of assertive, aggressive, and submissive solutions. 

The CATS yields separate indices of aggression, assertion, and submission. 

The modified CATS measure assesses children's "evaluative judgments" of 

aggressive, assertiv~, and submissive behaviors. The CATS--Eval. presents 

CATS conflict situations and the three alternative solutions (aggressive, 

assertive, submissive) to each situation. After each alternative solution, six 

semantic differential scales are presented, and the children are instructed to 

evaluate the solution cn the six seven-point scales. These scales represent 

"evaluative" judgments (good-bad, wise-foolish, kind-cruel), judgments of 

"potency" (stroi~g-weak, brave-cowardly), and an index of consequential 

thinking (successful-unsucessful). After completing the semantic differential 

scales, the children are asked to choose the alternative solution that would 

make them feel best, the alternative that would make the other person feel the 

best, and the alternative they should do. Deluty (I 983) found that, in his study 

of fourth- to sixth-graders, the children designated as aggressive, assertive, and 

submissive rated the three response styles significantly differently. Ha went on 



to recommend treatment plans on the basis of these results. Although there has 

besn little research on the psychometric properties sf this measure, it is 

expected to provide valuable information regarding changes in children's 

evaluations of assertive, aggressive, and submissive response styles after 

social skills training. 

4. Children's Self-Efficacv for Peer Interstion Scale (CSPI) (Wheeler & Lzdd, 

1982) 

This 22-item self-report questionnaire measures children's perceptions of 

their abilities to use verbal persuasive skills in peer Interaction situations. Each 

CSPI item describes a social situation (e.g., Some kids want to play a game). 

This is followed by an incomplete sentence asking the child to evaluate how 

difficult it is for him or her to use verbal persuasive skills (e.g., Asking them if you 

can play is for you). The child is to circle the chosen response from four 

options: HARD!, hard, easy, EASY!. The questionnaire is comprised of 12 
,-? 

conflict situations and 10 nonconflict situations. Test-retest reliability sf the CSPI 

was .86 over' a two-week period. The CSPl was found to be positively 

correlated to the Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale, and to be 

negatively correlated to the anxiety subscale of this measure. The CSPl was 

also positively correlated to peer ratings, sociometric measures, and teacher 

ratings of self-efficacy. 

Genei*aiiz&ian Measures; 

5. ChiMren's Assertive Behavior Scale (CABS) (Michels~n & Wood, 1982) 

This is a forced-choice, 27-item self-report measure designed to assess 

assertiveness and nonassertiveness in children. Item categories cover a 

number of skill areas such as giving and receiving compliments and complaints, 



and initiating, maintaining, and terminating conversations. For each item, the 

child is presented with five possible responses from which the child is asked to 

seled the one that most accurately describes what he or she would likely do in 

a situation involving another child. The five choices given are very passive, 

passive, assertive, aggressive, or very aggressive responses to the situation. 

The CABS scale generates three scores, an overall score, a passive score, and 

an aggressive score. The CABS total score is a measure of general 

unassertiveness, with higher scores indicating greater unassertiveness. The 

total score was found to be moderately correlated to behavioral observations. 

Teachers' ratings on the teacher's versio~ of the CABS (TRCABS) were found 

to produce variable, yet significant, correlations with the self-report CABS. Test- 

retest reliability over a four-week period was found to be r=.87. The CABS was 

found to discriminate those who had received social skills training from those 

who had not. 

6. Revised Behavior Problem C h e c k u  (RBPC) (Quay & Peterson, 1983) 

The RBPC is an 89-item informant report which yields four major scales: 

Conduct Disorder, Socialized Aggression, Attention Problems-Immaturity, and 

Anxiety-Withdrawal, and two minor scales: Psychotic Behavior and Motor 

Tension-Excess. The RBPC represents a major revision of the Behavior 

Problem Checklist, changing the broader Conduct Problem syndrome lo  

Conduct Disorder, Socialized Aggression, Attention Problems-Immaturity, and 

Motor Excess (Edetbrock, 1988). The RBPC has been found to havs high 

Interna! consistency (mean=.83). Test-retest reliability over a two-month period 

for the six scales ranged from .49 to .83. In terms of concurrent validity, a 

clinical group of 6- to 12-year-olds was found to score significantly higher than 



normal children on all six scaies. To establish construct validity, the relationship 

between RBPC subscale scores and other measures was examined. RBPC 

was found to correlate significantly with behavioral observations. For example, 

peer rated aggression was found to correlate highly with Conduct Disorder, and 

to a lesser degree, but still significantly, with Attention Problems-Immaturity and 

Psychotic Behavior. Cooperation was found to be negatively correlated Po 

Conduct Disorder and Attention Prabfems-Immaturity. In terms of peer 

nominations, likeability was found to be negatively correlated with both Conduct 

Disordw and Attention Problems-f mmaturity. 

In summary, students in the study completed five measures and their 

teachers completed two informant-report measures. 

Procedure 

Once consent letters were returned, timetabling of the groups was 

arranged with the teachers involved, and space sought within the school. Two 

weeks prior to the start of the group interventions, pre-treatment data were 

collected. The teachers completed the CABS (Michelson & Wood, 1982) and 

the RBPC (Quay & Peterson, 1983). The self-report measures were 

administered in the same order to all students. The Children's Assertive 

Behavior Scale (CABS) (Michelson & Wood, 1982) was administered on a 

group basis to all the students. The children were told that the investigator was 

interested in finding out how chiidren a d  in certain situations, and they were to 

answer as honestly as p~ssible. They were assured that the booklet was not a 

test, and that there ?nier~ T?O right or wrong answers. The ?SS! 2nd the KlSA 

(Asarnow & Callan, 1985) were administered individualiy during the second 

session* The CATS-Eval. (Deluty, 1985) was administered on a small group 



basis, allowing the investigator to monitor whether the chiidsen were completing 

the form as instructed. Finally, the CSPl (Wheeler (% Ladd, 1952) was 

administered or: a large group basis. For children who had difficulty with 

English as a second language, the ESL teacher was available Po assist with the 

groupadministered measures. 

$re-treatment data were collected in fate April, 1991, and social skills 

training for the Intervention groups took place over a six-week period between 

early May and midJune. Post-program measures were administered during 

the last two weeks of schooI in the same order and in the same manner as the 

pre-program measures. Children in the Control group completed the pre- 

program and post-program measures concurrently with 'the children receiving 

social skills training, but did not receive any direct intervention other than the 

classroom management techniques being practiced by the regular classroom 

teachers. 

The two social skills intervention groups each received 16 iessons, with 

two 45-minute lessons and one 35-minute lesson per week. The social 

problem-solving program presented was a condensed version of a longer 

program, The Rochester Social Problem Solv inamS) P r a  by Weissberg, 

Gesten, Liebenstein, Doherty Schmid, and Hutton (1 980). The problem-salving 

assertiveness training program combined elements of the Rochester problem- 

solving program with Michelson, Sugai, Wood, and Kazdin's (1 983) 

assertiveness training program contained in the book entitled 

Assessment and Trainina with Childrerl. Unlike the Rochester program, the 

combined program presented problem-solving steps not included in the original 

program, that is, generation and selection of general strategies prior to 



generation and selection of specific alternative behaviors. Although ihe 

combined program was similar to an assertiveness training program in its 

emphasis on the classification of behavior as assertive, aggressive, or passive, 

the combined program integrated this process into a more general strategy of 

problem solving. 

The Rochester Social Problem Solving (SPS) Program (Weissberg et 

a1.,1980) is a widely-used social problem-solving curriculum. This program 

consists of thirty-four 20- to 25-minute lessorls which can be taught in a group 

format, plus six optional lessons. The ixtivities in the originai program were 

developed for children from second to fourth grade (i. e., '7 to 10 years of age), 

but the authors state that the curriculum can be adapted for older and younger 

children, This program consists of five major units: recognizing feelings in 

ourselves and others, problem sensing and identification, generation of 

alternative solutions, consideration of consequences, and integration of 

problem-solving behavior. The Rochester program utilizes a wide variety of 

teaching techniques including discussion, role play, competitive games, flash 

cards, and cartoon workbooks. For each lesson, objectives, materials, 

presentation and procedure, special notes and enrichment ideas are outlined 

and a sample script of the lesson is included. 

The first unit of the social problem-solving program implemented in the 

present study consists of three lessons which lay the foundation for the 

problem-solving strategy, The objective of the first lesson is to increase the 

children's vocabulary of affective labels and to relate feelings Po various 

interpersonal situations. Concepts emphasized are: everyone has feelings, 

situations evoke different feelings in people, some feelings are good and some 



are not so good, and learning about feelings is krqmrtant. The second lessor: is 

directed at the recognition of feelings in others. Children are taught that 

people's feelings can be inferred by looking at their expressions, actions, and 

statements, and that more information can be obtained by asking the person 

how he or she feels. In this lesson the children are required to associate 

various interpersonal situations to the affective labels they feel are mast 

appropriate, to rote-play the body postures, gestures, and facial expressions 

associated with various feelings, and to practice inquiring about other peopls's 

feelings. The last lesson ~f this unit provides a review of the key concepts. 

The second unit foctfses on sensing when a problem exists and on 

beginning ?he formal problem-solving steps. In the first of these lessons, the 

definition of an interpersonal problem is introduced. The children describs 

problem situations as well as the feelings associated with these problems. In 

the next lesson, the first three problem-solving steps are presented. These 

steps involve defining the probiem in specific terms, deciding on a goal, and 

stopping to think before acting. In the last lesson of this unit, the children role 

play various problem and positive interpersonal situations, and those observing 

the role play are asked to decide if a problem exists and speculate about how 

the protagonist and others feel in the situation. They are to define the problem, 

decide on a goal, and reiterate the necessity of stopping to think before acting. 

Unit three presents lessons on the generation of alternative solutions lo 

interpersonal conflict situatiom, which is the fourth problem-solving step. In the 

first of these lessons, the definition of "solution" is presented and step four is 

introduced. Children are divided into small groups and are asked to generate 

solutions to interpersonal problem situations without evaluating the 



sffeaiveness of the given solutions. These solutions are then reviewed with the 

large group. In the following lesson, the children generate and role play 

solutions to problem situations. They also pafiicipate in a cooperative game 

which invoives answering questions on feelings, problem identification, and the 

problem-solving steps outlined thus far. 

The objective of the fourth unit is to teach the children to anticipate and 

evaluate the short-term and long-term consequences of the solutions generated 

in response to interpersonal conflict situations. Criteria with which to evaluate 

given solutions are introduced. The fiist lesson of this unit inOroduces the 

concept of consequential thinking and presents the next problem-solving step, 

"think ahead to what might happen next." The second lesson provides practice 

in pairing solutions with realistic consequences. In the third lesson, children 

are placed in small groups, asked to problem solve a number of solutions to 

difficult interpersonal situations, and then must decide on the most likely 

consequence of each solution. Each small group then role-plays for the large 

group three different solutions and the consequences of each solution. The last 

problem-solving step, that of choosing and implementing the best solution, is 

presented in the finai lesson of this unit. Children are asked to evaluate various 

solutions to interpersonal problems and to select the one to be tried. 

The last unit of the program involves the integration of the problem-solving 

steps. The first lesson provides a review of the six steps and requires the 

children ta develop skits depicting the resolution of a problem using these 

steps. In the next lesson, the children role play these skits in front of the large 

group and the large group offers feedback as to whether the presenters 

included ali the problem-solving steps. The following lesson emphasizes the 



need to be persistant when problems m d  obstacles are encountt;r~d, The 

children are presented with situations in which the solution chosen 

work and are encouraged to select another solution. In the fast iesson of the 

program, there is further elaboration on the reasons why the chosen sslution 

might fail, and all the problem-solving steps are reviewed. 

The combined program was based on the Rochester program as well as 

the modules presented in 

(Michelsm, Sugai, Wood, & Kazdin,1983). Michelson, Scrgai, Wood, and 

Kazdin's (1983) program is comprised of sixteen 45- to 60-minute lessons 

covering a wide variety of socially validated topic areas. These include: 

introduction to social skills, compliments, complaints, refusals, requc;s"tng 

favors, asking why, requesting behavior change, standing up for your rights, 

conversations, empathy, nonverbal social skills, status difference interactions, 

sex difference interactions, decision-making, group interactions, and conflict 

resolution. The program was developed as a group intervention far children 

within the 8- to 12-year old range, although the authors recommend that the 

group be as homogeneous as possible in terms of age. in the initial lesson, 

children are instructed on the differences between assertive, passive, and 

aggressive behavior, Thereafter, in the social situations depicted irt sach 

module, the three different response styles are presented, and the children are 

asked to differentiate between them. The appropriateness of behaving 

assertively is emphasized, and the assertive alternative is then practiced. 

The assertiveness training program (Michelson, Sugai, -Wood, & Kazdin, 

1983) also utilizes a wide variety of teaching techniques. Included are a 

rationale for the trainer, a sample lecture, a rationale for skill acquisition, 



modeling of the skill between trainers and between a trainer and children, 

behavioral rehearsal (including rota play and role reversal), feedback, 

reinforcement, small group discussion, class discussion, and homework 

assignments. 

The 1 fi-lesson cambined problem-solving, assertiveness training program 

utilized in the present study contains elements sf the two programs previrsusly 

described. This program is divided into four major units. The first unit 

introduces problem solving. The second unit explains the concept sf general 

strategies ir! problem solving and discusses the general strategies considered 

to be aggressive, pzssive, and assertive. The third unit focuses on the short- 

term and long-term, personal and social, consequences of the three response 

styles. In the fourth unit, the last problem-salving steps are introduced. These 

include: selec-::an of the most appropriate strategy, generation of specific 

behaviors for strategy implementation, and selection of specific means to be 

tried. 

In order to ensure accurate presentation of the course content, all lessons 

had explicitly-stated objectives and procedures, and a detailed script of the 

material to be presented. A brief outline of the 16 lessons is presented. 

Lesson 1. Introdtiction to Problems 

This lesson provides a definition of an interpersonal problem and has the 

children practice deciding whether such a problem exists in given situations. 

Lesson 2. Initial Problem-Solving Sters 

In this lesson, the first three problem-solving steps are introduced: 

(i) define the pr~b lem in specific terms 

(ii) decide on your goal 



(iii) stop to think before you act 

Lesson 3. Introduction to General Strategies 

The cmcept of general strategies is explained. The problem-solving step, 

"think of as many strategies as you can," is introduced. Passive, assertive, and 

aggressive strategies are discussed. The behavior of those using passive, 

assertive, and aggressive strategies is described. 
w e  * 

Lesson 4. Aggressive Strategies 

Aggression is defined and the children suggest strategies which could be 

classified as aggressive. Each of the aggressive strategies suggested by the 

children are printed on index cards and attached to the aggression (monster) 

poster. 

Lesson 5. Passive Strategies 

The concept of general strategies is reviewed. Passivity is defined and the 

children suggest strategies which could be classified as passive. These 

strategies are printed on index cards and placed on the passivity (mowe) 

poster. The nonverbal communication of someone using a passive strategy is 

role played. The children practice differentiating passive from aggressive 

strategies. 

Lesson 6. Assertive Strategies 

Aggressive and passive strategies are reviewed. The definition of 

asseiiion is given and assertive strategies are discussed. The ci-iiidren name 

assertive siraiegies and these strategies are printed on index caras and placed 

on the assertion (me) poster. The nonverbal communication of someone using 

an assertive strategy is role played. The differences between assertion and 

aggression are emphasized. 



Lesson 7. Differentiating Strategies 

The children practice role playing assertive strategies using appropriate 

nonverbal communication. They practice classifying general strategies and 

observing nonverbal communication. 

Lesson 8. Generation and Classification of Alternative Strategies 

In this lesson, practice is provided in the generation and immediate 

classification of general strategies to solve given interpersonal problem 

situations. 

Lesson 9. Consequences of Aggression 

This lesson introduces the next problem-solving step "think ahead to the 

possible consequences." The negative short-term and long-term 

consequences of aggression are stressed. The children discuss the 

motivations people have for being aggressive. This lesson addresses the 

overly-positive views aggressive children have of aggression. 

Lesson 10. Consequences of Passivity 

The negative personal and social consequences of passive behavior are 

emphasized in this lesson. The children present ideas on why people are 

passive. The relationship between passivity and anger is introduced. 

Lesson 11. Consequences of Assertion 

The positive outcomes of being appropriately assertive are presented. The 

possible difficulties people have in being assertive are discussed. 

Lesson i 2. Criteria for the Evaluation of Strategies 

A number of criteria f ~ i  the evaluation of general strategies are introduced 

in this lesson including: safety, fairness, feelings evoked, and effectiveness in 

resolving the problem without crea.ting further problems. 



Lesson 13. Practice in Evaiuating Strategies 

In this lesson, the children are given an opportunity to brainstorm a number 

of different strategies to solve an interpersonal problem and evaluate the 

strategies using the four criteria presented. The children are divided into small 

groups and given a problem situation. They generate a number of alternative 

strategiss and then evaluate these. 

Lesson 14. Role Play of the Generation and Evaluation of Strategies 

The chirdren role play in front of the large group the interpersonal problem 

they were given last lesson, thinking aloud, as they implement the steps. The 

large group gives feedback to the role play groups on their implementation of 

the problem-solving process. 

Lesson 15. Brainstorming Specific Alternative Behaviors 

In this lesson, the problem-solving step, "pick the best strategy and make 

plans," is introduced. The children brainstorm to generate as many specific 

ways to implement the strategy as possible, including deciding when, where, 

and how to put the strategy into effect. 

Lesson 16. Evaluation ~f Specific Alternative Behaviors 

The last problem-solving step, "try out your plans," is introduced in this 

lesson. This involves the evaluation of specific alternatives on the basis of their 

effectiveness in implementing the strategy, taking into account the obstacles 

that may present themselves. 

In order to increase motivation and maintain control, behavioral contracts 

were maintained with both the problem-solving group and the combined 

program group. A response-cost procedure was instigated whereby any 

occurrence of an inappropriate classroom behavior "cost" the child one of a 



given number of points. Bonus points could be earned for correctly answering 

"challenge" questions regarding the problem-solving process. Individual prizes 

were awarded when a set number of points had been earned, and a group 

reward was given when the group as a whole had accumtltated a given number 

of points. 



CHAPTER tV 

Results 

In this chapter, the reliability ~f the scale and subscale scores, both pre- 

and posttest, is reviewed. Descriptive statistics including means and standard 

deviations for all groups on all dependent measures are then summarized. The 

results of the repeated measures ANOVAs and the MANOVAS are examined 

next. Following this, the research questions are reviewed and addressed. 

Finally, a table ~f trends in the results is presented. 

bternal Consistencv Reliabilitv Analvsis 

Scale and subscaie scores were subjected to internal consistency 

reliability analysis (Cronbach's alpha) and the results are presented in Table 2. 

The CATS--Eval. Passive, Assertive, and Aggressive Scales all proved to have 

acceptable internal consistency levels, ranging from .90 to -96. The alphas of 

the CATS--Eva!. Should Do, You Feel Best, and Others Feel Best scales were 

consistently lower than those for the CATS--Eval. semantic differential scales. 

The two scales with the lowest internal consistency, the Should Do Passive and 

the You Feel Best Passive scales, with alphas of -30 and .56 respectively at the 

time of pretest, and .58 and .55 at the time of posttest, indicate great variability in 

the children's assessment of whether they should be passive, and whether it 

made them feel best to be passive in difficult interpersonal situatio~s. Thus, the 

results of the CATS--Eval. Should Do, You Feel Best, and Others Feel Best 

scales will be included in the descriptive statistics section, but will not be 

included in the inferential analyses. 

The CSPI, the two versions of the CABS, and the RBPC ail had alphas 

within acceptable ranges. Most of these scale and subscale scores increased 



Table 2 

Internal Consistency sf Scale and Subscale Scores 

Measure Pretest Pasttest 

CATS--Eval. Passive f otal 0.8953 0.9384 

CATS--Eval. Assertive Total 0.9267 0,9581 

CATS--EVA. Aggressive Total 0.9364 0.9544 

CATS--Eval. Should Do Passive 0.2976 0.581 3 

CATS--Eva\. Should Do Assertive 0.5775 0.7589 

CATS-Eval. Should Do Aggressive 0.8629 0.8708 

CATS--Eval. You Feel Best Passive 0.5571 0.551 6 

CATS--Eval. You Feel Best Assertive 0.691 0 0.7970 

CATS--Eval. You Feel Best Aggressive 0.8265 0.8761 

CATS--Ems. Others Feel Best Passive 0.7390 8.81 93 

CATS--Eval. Others Feel Best Assertive 0.6294 0.7631 

CATS--Eval. Others Feel Best Aggressive 0.7357 0.861 5 

CSPl 0.9007 8.9153 

CABS: Self-Report 0.8758 0.8854 

CABS: Teacher-Report 0.8952 0.9215 

RBPC Conduct Disorder 0.9591 8.9685 

RBPC Socialized Aggression 0.9395 0.9208 

RBPC Attention Problems-Immaturity 0.91 49 0,8834 

RBPC Anxiety-Withdrawal 0.8585 0.8706 

RBPC Psychotic Behavior 0.6932 0.9036 

RBPC Motor Excess 0.81 18 0.8632 



slightly from pre- to pesttesting. The PSSl and the KISA were not included for 

reliability analysis due to their free response format. 

Descriptive Resulk 

Upon completion of the group-administered self-report measures, test 

booklets were checked for incomplete items, and students were asked to 

complete any items which had been missed. This procedure resulted in very 

little missing data. Random missing values from the self-report and teacher- 

report measures were dealt with by inserting the group mean for the missing 

value. Tabachnick and Fidelf (1 989) suggest that replacing missing values with 

group means for that variable represents a compromise between being too 

liberal by taking an educated guess and too conservaiive by substituting overall 

means. The means and standard deviations o l  the pre- and post-treatment 

dependent measures for the three groups are presented in Appendix B. The 

pre- and post-treatment means and standard deviations of the measures for 

passive and aggressive subjects in each group are summarized in Appendix C. 

Examination of Appendix B shows that on the content measure, the 

Problem-Solving Steps Interview, the means and standard deviations of both 

the ?SAT and the PS groups increased substantially over time as compared to 

the Control group, indicating retention of the content of the programs presented 

to the treatment groups. Figure 1 depicts this change graphically. 

On the first of the transfer measures, the KISA, categories for coding 

responses were combined so thzl cumu!a?Ive passive, assertive, and 

aggressive strategy scores resulted, "Ignore" and "tattle" categories were 

combined to produce the passive strategy score. "Directive assertive" and 

"gros~cial assertive" categories, including "mature prosocial," were combined to 



Figure 1 : 
Mean Scores on the Problem-Solving Steps 

Interview 

Pretest Posttest 



yield the assertive strategy score, and "aggressive" and "intense aggressive" 

categories were combined to generate the aggressive strategy score. 

Estimates of interrater agreement were established for the classification of 

responses on the KISA into passive (tartle and ignore), assertive (directive and 

prosocial), and aggressive (verbal and physical) categories. Borg and Gall 

(1 979) suggest that interrater agreement be established by calculating the 

percentage agreement between observers. Table 3 presents the percentage 

agreement between two raters classifying the responses into the three 

categories. lnterrater agreement was found to range from 92.86% to 100%. 

Examination of the results of the KISA on the Means and Standard 

Deviations Table (Appendix B) suggests a consistent pattern with respect to the 

mean number of passive, assertive, and aggressive strategies suggested by the 

two treatment groups on the KISA. The PS/AT and the PS groups showed 

increases in the mean number of strategies suggested, with slight increases in 

the standard deviations, while the Control group's mean and standard deviation 

decreased from pre- to posttesting. The increases in the mean number of 

Table 3 

Estimates of lnterrater Agreement on the Responses to the KISA 

Response Range Mean Percentage 

Aareement 

Passive 92.86%--100% 96.49% 

Assertive 96.05%--98.6 1 '10 97.14% 

Aggressi d e  97.73%--100% 99.24% 



strategies suggested by the PS/AT and the PS groups sef!ected increases in the 

mean number of passive, assertive, and aggressive strategies proposed by 

these two groups. The Control group, on the other hand, suggested fewet 

passive, assertive, and aggressive alternatives on the posttest than they had on 

the pretest. The mean numbers of passive, assertive, and aggressive strategies 

suggested by the two treatment groups and the Control group are illustrated 

graphically in Figures 2, 3, and 4. 

The relative proportions of responses in each category given by the three 

groups on the KISA at pre- and posttest are summarized in Table 4. The PSIAT 

group decreased their percentage of assertive strategies from pre- to 

posttesting and increased their aggressive strategies, while the proportion of 

passive strategies changed only minimally. The PS group's proportion of 

passive strategies remained virtually unchanged, while there were slight 

changes in the proportion of assertive and aggressive strategies. The Control 

group increased their percentage of assertive strategies and decreased their 

percentage of aggressive strategies, while the percentage of passive strategies 

changed only marginally. 

Changes in the mean number of passive, assertive, and aggressive 

strategies - generated on the KISA by passive and aggressive students, are 

presented In Appendix C. The passive students in both intervention groups 

showed pre- to posttest increases in the mean number of passive, assertive, 

aiid aggressive sir~iegies produced, with the passive ?SAT group i?iem"urs 

more than doubling the mean number of aggressive strategies generated. The 

passive controls showed decreases in the mean number of passive and 

aggressive strategies suggested, and a slight increase in the mean number of 



Figure 2: 
KISA--Mean Number of Passive Strategies 

-n- P S/AT - PS 

-*- Control 

Pretest Posttest 



Figure 3: 
KISA--Mean Number of Assertive Strategies 

Pretest Posiiest 



Figure 4: 
KISA--Mean Number of Aggressive 

Strategies 

1 
I , 4 

Pretest Posttest 



Table 4 

Proportions of Passive, Assertive, and Aggressive Strategies Generated on the 
KISA 

Passive Assertive Aggressive Grand 
Strategies Strategies Strategies Total 

PSiAV Group: 
Pretest 
Aggressive Students 19 33 19 
Passive Students 40 53 12 

Totaf 59 90 3 1 
% of Grand Total 32.78% 50.0% 17.22% 

Posttest 
Aggressive Students 38 42 30 
Passive Students 52 70 33 

Total 90.00 1 12.0 63.0 265 
% of Grand Total 33.96% 

IPS Group: 
Pretest 
Aggressive Students 31 
Passive Students 21 

Total 52.0 
% of Grand Total 30.59% 

Posttest 
Aggressive Students 36 
Passive Students 35 

Total 71 .0 
% of Grand Total 30.60% 43.97% 25.43% 

Csntroi Group: 
Pretest 
Aggressive Students 
Passive Students 

Total 
% of Grand Total 

Posttest 
Aggressive Students 
Passive Students 

Total 
% of Grand Total 



assertive strategies generated. The aggressive studmts in both the PSIAT 

group and the PS group showed increases in the mean number of passive, 

assertive, and aggressive strategies produced, with the aggressive PS/AT 

students more than doubling the mean number of passive strategies suggested. 

The aggressive controls showed decreases in the mean number sf passive, 

assertive, and aggressive strategies suggested. 

The results of further investigation to ascertain the changes in proportions 

of passive, assertive, and aggressive responses by passive and aggressive 

students are presented in Table 5. An examination of this table reveals that the 

passive and aggressive students who had received the PS program continued, 

at posttest, to generate passive, assertive, and aggressive strategies in 

reiatively the same proportions as at pretest. The aggressive students in the 

PS/AT group produced similar proportions of aggressive strategies at posttest 

as they had at pretest, but they increased their proportions of passive strategies. 

The proportions of passive strategies generated by the passive students in the 

PSlAT group decreased slightly from pre- to posttesting, while the proportions of 

aggressive strategies produced by these students almost doubled from the 

preprogram adminstration to the postpr~gram adminstration of the KISA. 

To determine if students were becoming more varied in the types of 

strategies they were suggesting, response categories were examined. Since 

there were three response categories, passive, assertive and aggressive, the 

maximum number of response categories into which the strategies couid be 

ciassiiied was three. A response category was included if the ~iuefeni 

generated one or more strategies which fell into that category. The number of 

passive and aggressive students from each group who achieved the various 



Table 5 

Psoportions of Passive, Assertive, and Aggressive Strategies Generated by 
ggressive and Passive Students on the KISA 

%- 

Passive Assertive Aggressive 
Strategies Strategies Strategies 

PS/AT Group: 
Pretest 
Aggressive Students 26.76% 46.48% 26.76% 
Passive Students 36.70% 52.29% 11.01% 

Posttest 
Aggressive Students 34.55% 38.18% 27.27% 
Passive Students 33.55% 45.16% 21.29% 

PS Group: 
Pretest 
Aggressive Students 28.44% 38.53% 33.03% 
Passive Students 34.43% 49. I 8% 16.39% 

Posttest 
Aggressive Students 27.48% 40.46% 32.06% 
Passivz Sudents 34.65% 48.51 % 16.83% 

Control Group: 
Pretest 
Aggressive Students 24.75% 44.55% 30.69% 
Passive Strldents 39.44Y0 45.07% 15.49% 

Posttest 
Aggressive Students 30.26% 42.1 1% 27.63% 
Passive Students 34.18% 54.43% 11.39% 



ratings of response categories at pre- and posttest is shown in Tabie 6. As can 

be seen from the table, the most marked change came about in the passive 

students from the PS/AT group. Whereas only three passive students had 

suggested strategies from all three categ~ries at pretest, at posttest all passive 

students from this group generated strategies from all three categories. Further 

investigation revealed that these students had not included strategies from the 

aggressive category at pretest, but had done so at posttest. Similarly, the 

passive children in the PS group who increased their response categories at 

posttest did so by adding aggressive strategies where none had been 

generated previously. 

Table 6 

Number of Students Achieving Levels of Response Categories on the KlSA 

Pretest Response Posttest Response 

Categories Categories 

PSlAT Group: 

Aggressive students (7) 6 I 6 1 

Passive students (8) 3 5 8 0 

PS Group: 

Aggressive students (8) 8 0 7 1 

Passive students (71 4 3 6 1 

Control Group: 

Aggressive students (7) 5 2 

Passive students (8) 5 3 6 2 



On the second transfer of learning measure, the CATS--Evaluative 

Judgments, both the PS/AT and the PS groups had mean ratings of passivity 

which refiected a more negative evaluation of that type of response after 

treatment as compared to the Control group which changed marginally in their 

evaluation of passive responses. Mean ratings of passivity are shown in Figure 

5. Changes in mean ratings of assertion and aggression on the CATS--Eval. 

formed a different pattern. Both the PSIAT and the Control group gave assertive 

responses a more positivs rating at the time of posttest, whjle the PS group 

rated assertion slightly more negatively. The PSIAT group and the Control 

group also gave aggression a more negative rating at the time sf posttest, while 

the PS gave aggression a slightly more positive rating. Changes in mean 

ratings of assertion are depicted in Figure 6 and changes in mean ratings of 

aggression are depicted in Figure 7. 

Although there was variability between groups, the passive subjects 

generally rated passivity more positively and aggression more negatively than 

did the aggressive subjects. These CATS--Eval. results are presented in 

Appendix C. 

The total number of CATS--Eval. passive, assedive, and aggressive 

responses chosen as the alternative you should do (SD), would make you feei 

best (YF), or would make the other person feel best (OF) are presented in Table 

7. All three groups selected fewer Should Do-Passive and You Feet Best- 

Passive responses on the posttest. ijniike the Controi group, though, ihe PSiAT 

and the FS groups both sjeiecied more passive responses as making the other 

person feel best on the postprogram administration of this measure. All three 

groups selected fewer Should C)o-Aggressive alternatives, but more You Feel 



Figure 5: 
CATS: Evaluative Judgments--Mean Rating 

of Passivity 

-8- P S/AT - PS 

-*- Control 
I 

Pretest Posttest 
*Lower scores indicate more positive rating sf passivity 



Figure 6: 
CATS: E7daluative Judgments--Mean Rating 

of Assertion 

Pretest Posttest 
*Lower scores indicate more positive rating of assertion 



Figure 7: 
CATS: Evaluative Judgments--Mean Rating 

of Aggression 

-0- P S/AT 

-Ps 

-*- Control 

Pretest Posttest 
*Lower scores--more positive rating of aggression 



Table 7 

Number of Response Alternatives Selected on the CATS--Evaluative 

Judgments 

Passive Assertive Aggressive 

SD YF OF SD YF OF SD YF OF Total 

P S A T  

Pre 34 34 75 98 88 65 18 28 10 450 

Post 25 23 87 108 95 51 17 32 12 450 

PS 

Pre 29 38 77 89 83 65 32 29 8 450 

Post 25 22 85 95 82 46 30 46 19 450 

Control 

Pre 30 32 73 100 85 60 20 33 17 450 

Post 22 25 72 115 86 72 13 39 6 450 

Best-Aggressive alternatives at posttesting, with the PS group showing the 

largest increase on this scale. The PSfAT and the PS groups both selected 

more Other Person Feel Best-Aggression, again with the PS group showing the 

largest increase. The Control group chose fewer of these alternatives at the 

time of the second administration. In terms sf the assertive alternatives, the 

PS/AT, PS, and the Control group showed pre- to postprogram increases in the 

number of Should Do-Assertive responses selected. Whereas the PS and the 

Control group changed minimally on the You Feel Good-Assertive scaie, the 

PS/AT group showed an increase in the number of assertive responses chosen 



as making them feel good. On the Other Person Feel Best-Assertion scale, the 

Controf group selected more of these alternatives, and the PSIAT and the PS 

groups chose fewer of these alternatives, with the PS group showing the largest 

pre- to postprogram decrease. 

On the CSPI, the PSfAT and the PS mean scores increased from pre- to 

postesting, with the PS group showing the greatest increase. The Control 

group's mean score increased slightly at the time of the second testing. 

Differences in self-efficacy scores between passive and aggressive subjects are 

shown in Appendix C. The scores of the passive and aggressive subjects 

receiving intervention increased from pre- to posttesting. Whereas the 

aggressive controls' scores increased from the first administration of the CSPI to 

the second, the passive contro!~' scores decreased slightly. 

In terms of the generalization measures, the pre- and posttest means of the 

Self-Report CABS and the Teacher-Report CABS form two different patterns. 

On the Self-Report CABS, only the PSlAT group was found to improve, while 

the other two groups' scores reflected a negative change. On the ieacher- 

Report CABS, the PS group improved the most, while the Control group had the 

most favourable mean pssttest score. The CABS mean scores are presented in 

Figure 8 and Figure 9. 

Pretreatment and post-treatment differences between passive and 

aggressive subjects on the Self-Report and the Teacher-Report CABS are 

summarized in Appendix C. On the Self-Report CABS, there were substantial 

pretest differences in the mean scores of the passive and aggressive subjects 

regardless of group. When compared to the aggressive subjects, the passive 

subjects scored themselves as considerably more appropriately assertive. At 



Figure 8:  
Mean Scores on the Self-Report CABS 

-.- PS/AT - PS 

-+- Control 

& 
I 

I i 
Pretest Posttest 



Figure 9: 
Mean Scores on the Teacher-Report CABS 

Control 

I 
Pretest Pssttest 



the time of posttest, only the passive subjects attending the PSIAT group 

showed improvement. 

On the teacher-report version of the CABS, the mean scores attained by 

the pcssive and aggressive subjects reflect the teachers' evaluation of these 

students as being substantially less socially skilled when compared to the seif- 

evaluation scores. The aggressive subjects in both intervention groups showed 

pre- to posttest improvement, as did the passive subjects in the PS and Control 

groups. The passive subjects in the PSIAT group, and the aggressive controls, 

achieved slightly worse scores at posttest. 

The final measure, the RBPC, is comprised sf six scales. The PSIAT group 

showed more pre- to posttest mean improvement than either of the other two 

groups on five sf the six scales, including Conduct Disorder, Socialized 

Aggression, Attention Problems-Immaturity, Anxiety-Withdrawal, and Motor 

Excess, The Control group showed the most improvement on the Psychotic 

Behavior scale while the PS group's score increased on this scale from pre- to 

posttesting. 

An examination of Appendix C reveals substantial pretreatment differences 

between the passive and aggressive subjscts on three of the REPC scales. The 

aggressive subjects had markerly higher scores on the Canduet Disorder, 

Socialized Aggression, and Attention Problems/fmmaturity scales. The 

aggressive subjects also had slightly higher mean pretreatment scores on the 

Psychotic Behavior and Motor Excess scales. On the Anxiely,Withdrawai scale, 

there was considerable between-group variability in the mean scores of the 

passive and aggressive subjects. The overall pretreatment means for the 

passive and aggressive subjects, though, were very similar. 



Treatment Fffects 

Repeated measures ANOVAs were conducted to determine the 

significance of resufts on those measures which yielded single total scores. For 

other measures which yielded multiple scale scores (i.e., the CATS--Eval., the 

KISA, and the RBPC), correlation coefficients were first computed. Since the 

scale scores of each of these measures were found to be correlated, the scores 

on each of the CATS--Eva]., KISA, and RBPC measures were subjected to 

multivariate analyses of variance. For the ANOVAs and MANOVAS conducted, 

the test for group by time interaction effects was considered to be of primary 

importance, in that the focus of the study was to determine if there were 

significant differences between the three groups in their pattern of responses 

over time. The research was designed to permit a priori planned comparisons 

to determine the source of any significant group by time interactions. In 

accordance with the explicitly-stated hypotheses, if the interaction effects 

p r ~ v e d  to be significant, the ANOVAs and MANOVAs were followed by two 

planned comparisons. The first of these compared intervention to control, and 

the second compared the two interventions. In MANOVA set-ups, these 

planned comparisons were examined first at the multivariate and then at 

univariate levels. Small sample sizes prevented inferential statistical 

examination of the possible differences in the reactions of passive and 

aggressive students to each of the treatments. 

A repeated measures 3x2 analysis of variance (group by time) applied to 

the PSSl data, shown in Table 8, indicates a significant main effect for group, a 

significant main effect for time, and a significant group by time interaction. 

Since the group by time interaction was found to be significant, a priori planned 



comparisons were conducted. These analyses are presented in Table 9 and 

show a significant between subjects effect when the PS/AT and FS groups are 

compared with the Control group and a significant interaction effect of the 

PS/AT and PS groups compared to the Control group over time. Both of the 

treatment groups improved significantly over time as compared to the Control 

group. There was no significant interaction effed when the PS/AT group was 

cmpared to the PS group over time. 

A 3x2 mukiivariate analysis of variance (group by time) of the KiSA 

Strategies scores showed no statistically significant main effect for group, but a 

significant main effect for time, and a significant group by time interaction effect. 

These analyses are summarized in Table 10. 

Since the group by time interaction effect proved to be significant, the data 

were subjected to the a priori r~lultivariate planned comparisons, which are 

presented in Table 11. As can be seen from Table 1 1, the planned 

comparisons to determine if there was a main effect for group were not 

significant. The group by time interaction effect when the two treatment groups' 

scores were compared to the Control group was found to be significant, while 

there was no group by time interaction effect when the PS/AT group was 

compared to the PS group. To determine the source of the significance of the 

group by time interaction, the KlSA Passive, Assertive, and Aggressive 

Strategies scores were each subjected to a univariate 3x2 analysis of variance 

(group by time). The results of the analysis of variance of the KISA Passive 

Strategies Scores are summarized in Table 12. These analyses suggest a 

statistically reliable effect for time and significant group by time interaction when 

the treatment groups were compared to the Control group, but no main effect for 



Table 8 

Analysis of Variance of like PSSl Scores 

Source S S  d f MS F P 

Between Subjects 
Group 1 184.62 2 592.3 1 13.48 .OOO 
Error 1845.33 42 43.94 

Within Subjects 
Time 2538.71 I 2538.71 71.76 .OOO 
Group by Time 1085.42 2 542.71 15.34 .OOO 
Error 1485.87 42 35.38 

Table 9 

Planned Comparisons for the PSSl 

Source 

Between Subjects 
PSiAT, PS vs Control 1165.36 1 1165.36 26.52 .OOO 
PS/AT vs PS 19.27 1 19.27 .44 .511 
Error 1845.33 42 43.94 

Within-Subjects Effect 

PSIAT, PS vs Control by Time 1085.36 1 1085.36 30.68 .OOO 
PS/AT vs PS by Time .07 1 .07 .OO ,966 
Error 1465.87 42 35.38 



Table 10 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance of KISA Strategies Scores 

Source of Wi I ks' Hypot h. Error Multivariate Sig. of F 

Variance Lambda d f d f F 

Group .€36000 6.00 80.00 1.04438 .40 

Ti me .74957 3.00 40.00 4.45463 .O1 

Group by Time .73913 6.00 80.00 2.17549 .05 

Table 1 1  

Multivariate Planned Comparisons for the KISA Strategies Scores 

Source of Wilks' Hypoth. Error Multivariate Sig. 

Variance Lambda d f d f F of F 

Group 

PS/AT, PS vs Control .go864 3.0 40.00 I .34057 275 

PSIAT vs PS .9e4i 2 3.0 40.00 .78913 .507 

Group by Time 

PS/AT, PS vs Control .78245 3.0 40.0 3.70724 .019 

PS/AT vs PS ,93962 3.0 40.00 .85684 .471 



Table 12 

Planned Comparisons for the KlSA Passive Strategies Scores 

Source SS df MS F P 

Between Subjects 
Group: 

PSIAT, PS vs Control 24.20 1 24.20 3.72 .061 

PSIAT vs PS 1 1.27 1 11.27 1.73 .I96 

Error 273.53 42 6.51 

Within Subjects 
Time 24.54 1 24.54 9.45 -004 

Group by Time: 
PSIAT, PS vs Control 17.42 I 17.42 6.70 .013 

PSIATvs PS 2.40 1 2.40 .92 .342 

Error 109.1 3 42 2.60 

group and no interaction effect when the PSIAT group was compared to the PS 

group. 

The KlSA assertive strategies scores were also subjected to a 3x2 analysis 

of variance and these results are presented in Table 13. These analyses show 

a statisticaliy significant effect for time, but no main effect for group and no 

significant group by time interaction for either comparison, that is, the treatment 

groups compared to the Control group or the PSIAT group compared to the PS 

group. 



Table 13 

Planned Comparisons for the KlSA Assertive Strategies Scores 

Source S S  df MS F P 

Between Subjects 
Gr~up:  

PSIAT, PS vs Control 28.80 1 28.80 1.68 202 

PSIAT vs PS 13.07 1 13.07 .76 .387 

Error 71 8.53 42 17.11 

Within Subjects 
Time 27.78 1 27.78 4.75 .035 

Group by Time: 
PSIAT, PS vs Control 17.42 1 17.42 2.98 .092 

PSlAT vs PS 1.07 1 1.07 .I 8 ,672 

Error 245-73 42 5.85 

The 3x2 analysis of variance (group by time) of the KiSA aggressive 

strategies scores, summarized in Table 14, showed no main effect for group, but 

a significant main effect for time and a significant group by time interaction when 

the treatment groups were compared to the Control group. No significant group 

by time interaction was found when the treatment groups were compared. 

The CATS-Eval. semantic differential ratings were subjected tc a 3x2 

MANOVA (group by time). These analyses show a significant main effect for 

time, but no statistically significant effect for time and no significant group by 

time interaction. These analyses are presented in Table 15. 



Table 6 4 

Planned Comparisons for the KlSA Aggressive Strategies Scores 

Source SS df MS F P 

Between Subjects 
Group: 

PS/AT, PS vs Control 16.81 1 16.81 1-16 .288 

PSIAT vs PS 2.02 1 2.02 .1 4 .711 

Error 608.67 42 14.49 

Within Subjects 
Time 12.10 1 12.18 3.46 .070 

Group by Tine: 
PS/AT, PS vs Control 26.45 1 26.45 7.56 .009 

PSIAT vs PS 6.02 1 6.02 1.72 .I97 

Error 146.93 42 3.50 

Table 15 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance of CATS--Evaluative Judgments 
-- - 

Source of Wilks' Hypoth. Error Multivariate Sig. of F 

Variance Lambda d f d f F 

Group .93588 6.00 80.00 .44920 .844 

Time .79137 3.00 40.00 3.51519 .024 

Group by Time .80515 6.00 80.00 1.52608 180 



The CSPI scores were subjected to a 3x2 analysis of variance (group by 

time). These analyses show no significant main effect for time, no significant 

main effect for grsup, and no significant group by time interadion. The results of 

the analysis are presented in Table 16. 

With respect to the generalization measures, the scores from the Self- 

Report CABS and the Teacher-Report CABS were each subjected to a 3x2 

analysis of variance (group by time), and the RBPC scores were subjected to a 

multivariate analysis of variance. On the Self-Report CABS, no significant main 

effect for group or time was found, and no significant group by time interaction 

was found. These results are presented in Table 17. On the Teacher-Report 

CABS, a significant main effect for time was found, but no main effect for group 

and no group by time interaction. These analyses are summarized on Table 18. 

Table 16 

Analysis of Variance of the CSPI Scores 

Source S S  d f MS F P 
- - - 

Between Subjects 

Group 363.09 2 181.54 .84 ,439 
Error 9090.1 42 21 6.43 

Within Subjects 

Ti me 165.38 1 165.38 3,08 -087 

Group by Time 154.96 2 77.48 1.44 ,248 
Error 2256.67 42 53.73 



Tab!@ 17 

Analysis Of Variance of the Self-Report CABS Scores 

Source 

Between Subjects 
Group 80.60 2 40.30 .1 9 ,830 

Error 9071 "80 42 21 6.00 

Within Subjects 
Time 6.94 I 6.94 .4Q 532  

Group by Time 36.69 2 18.34 1.05 .359 

Error 734.87 42 17.50 

Table 18 

Analysis Of Variance sf the Teacher-Report 2Ai3S Scores 

Source S S  d f MS F P 

Between Subjects 
Group 227.62 2 11 3.81 .52 .599 

Error 9200.53 42 21 9.06 

Within Subjects 
Time 336.40 1 336.40 8.36 ,006 

Group by Time 152.87 2 76.43 1.90 1 6 2  

Error i 689.73 42 40.23 



The multivariate analysis of variance sf the RBPG scores, reported in Table 

19, shows no significant main effect for group, but shows a significant main 

effect for time. No significant group by time interaction was found. 

Table 19 a 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance of WBPC Scores 

Source of Wilks' tiypoth. Error Multivariate Sig. of 

Variance Lambda d f d f F F 

Group .65657 12.00 74.00 I .4437874 ,166 

Time 57288 6.00 37.00 4.6 1 265 .001 

Group by Time .65275 12.00 74.000 1.46603 1 5 7  

Research Qdestions Revisited 

In this section the research questions posed at the end of Chapter 2 are 

reviewed in light of the results obtained. The criterion level set f ~ r  the rejection 

of the null hypothesis for each question was an alpha level of -05. 

The first question asked whether intermediate-aged socially unskilled 

children would be able to retain the content of either a problem-solving program 

or a proh!ern-salving pius assertiveness trai rring program equa!ly welt, as 

evidenced by an ability to recall the specific problem-solving steps taught. Also, 

it was questioned whether this ability would be superior to that ~f those not 

receiving instruction. Both treatment groups were found to be significantly 



better than the Control group on naming problem-solving steps, with no 

significant difference between treatment groups. 

The next three questions involved transfer of learning. The first of these 

addressed the issue of the generation of alternative strategies to solve difficult 

interpersonal problems. Specifically, the question asked whether, when 

presented with a description of a problematic social situation, socially unskilled 

children receiving either a problem-solving program or a problem-solving 

assertiveness training program would generate significantly more strategies 

than socially unskilled children not receiving training. In addition to this, it was 

asked whether the children receiving the PSIAT program would produce 

significantly more strategies than those receiving the PS program. The results 

of the research indicate that the treatment groups generated significantly more 

strategies than the Control group, but there was no significant difference 

between the treatment groups in terms of the number of strategies produced. 

Further analysis revealed that the treatment groups generated a significantly 

greater number of passive and aggressive strategies than the Control group. 

The treatment groups were not found to generate a significantly greater number 

of assertive strategies than the Control group, although the results approached 

significance (F (1,42) = 2.98, p=0.092). 

The second transfer of learning question involved changes in attitudes 

brought about by problem-solving training. The question asked whether the 

treatment prqrams would be effective in changing intermediate-aged, socially 

unskilled children's views of passivity, assertion, and aggression. Additionally, 

it was queried whether the PSIAT program would prove to be more effective in 

changing attitudes than the PS program. No significant differences were found 



between the treatment groups and the Control group on the CATS--Evaluative 

Judgments semantic differential, and no significant differences were found 

between the two treatment groups on the same measure. 

The last transfer of learning question asked whether the treatment 

programs would be more effective than no treatment in increasing feelings of 

self-efficacy in passive and aggressive Intermediate-aged child I ren as 

measured on a self-report scale, and, as wetf, whether the combined PS/AT 

program would be more effective than the PS program in improving the 

children's sense of self-efficacy. The results of the CSPl indicate no significant 

group differences over time. 

The last two questions involved the generalization of the behavior to 

situations outside of the training context. The first of these asked whether the 

two treatment programs would be more effective than no treatment in increasing 

the social appropriateness of intermediate-aged sociaiiy unskilied children as 

measured on self-report and teacher-report scales, and whether the children 

participating in the PSlAT program would improve more than the children 

participating in the PS program in terms of social appropriateness. The results 

of an analysis of variance of the Self-Report Cabs scores showed no significant 

group differences over time. Similarly, the results of an analysis of variance of 

the Teacher-Report CABS scores also showed no significant group differences 

over time, 

The last question addressed the issue of generalization outside the realm 

of social appropriateness to the area of general behavioral adjustment. The 

question focused on whether the childien receiving treatmerit would evidence 

significant improvement in behavioral adjustment as compared with similar 



children receiving no treatment, as measured by teachxs on a global scale of 

adjustment. Further to this, the question was asked whether the children 

receiving the PS/AT program would show significantly more improvement in 

adjustment than those receiving the PS program. A multivariate analysis of 

variance of the RBPC scores revealed no significant group by time interaction. 

Trends Within the Generalization Data 

Since there were no statistical differences between any of the groups on 

the generalization data, a table was compiled to see if  any trends in the data 

csuld be discerned. As can be seen from Table 26, the children receiving the 

problem-solving assertiveness training program showed superior pre- to 

posttest improvement on six out of the eight scales, with the children receiving 

the problem-solving program superior on one, and the children in the control 

group being superior on one. In terms of showing the least amount of 

improvement or regression, the PS group showed the least imprevement can 

three scales, the Control group showed the least improvement on three scales, 

and the PS group and the Control group tied for least improvement on one 

scale. The PS/AT group showed least improvement on only one of the eight 

scales. 



Table 20 

Table Of Trends: 

Superior Pre- to Posttest Improvement on Generalization Measures 

Measure Superior Least 

Improvement Improvement 

Self-Report CABS P S/AT PS* 

Teacher-Report CABS PS PS iA i  

RBPC Conduct Disorder P SAT Control* 

RBPC Socialized Aggression P SlAT Control* 

RBPC Attention Problems-Immaturity PSlAT Control 

RBPC Anxiety-Withdrawal P SAT PS 

RBPC Psychotic Behavior Control PS 

RBPC Motor Excess P SIAT PS 8( Control 

* Regression--scores worse at posttest 



CHAPTER V 

Discussion 

This chapter discusses the results of the study in light of the research 

reviewed in earlier chapters. Student evaluations of the programs are 

summarized. Strengths and weaknesses of the research are then presented. 

Finally, possible implications of the finflings are discussed. 

Review of the Findins 

As expected from prior research (Weissberg, Gesten, Rapkin, et at., 1981), 

the children who had received training were able to demonstrate retention of 

the problem-solving steps at the time of posttest and were superior in this 

regard compared to children who had not received training. 

In terms of the generation of alternative strategies to difficult interpersonal 

situations, the results of the KlSA are interesting. At the time of pretest, both the 

aggressive students and passive students in ail three groups generated more 

assertive strategies than passive or aggressive strategies. With the exception of 

the aggressive children in the PS/AT group who produced equal numbers of 

aggressive and passive responses at pretest, the aggressive children produced 

more aggressive responses than passive and the passive children produced 

more passive responses than aggressive at pretest. Stated simply, all groups 

produced more assertive responses at pretest, with the passive and aggressive 

students in mast groups producing more passive ar aggressive responses 

consistslst with their response style. For the most parti the aggressive students 

generated only slightly more aggressive than passive responses, but the 

passive children generated far fewer aggressive responses than either of the 

other two types at pretest. Without having a control group of socialiy skilled 



children, one can not comment on the relative proportions of aggressive 

responses made by tka aggressive children as compared to normal controls, 

but in comparixr! with the passive children, the aggressive children at pretest 

produced a greater number of aggressive responses. In terms of aggressive 

children generating fewer solutions than sseialiy skilled controls (Asarnow & 

Callan, 1985; Richard & Dodge, 19823, again this study can not address this 

issue, although as campared to passive children, the aggressive children prior 

to training produced a slightly greater number of strategies overall. 

As far as not producing strategies from all three response categories, this 

was not found to be the case with aggressive students at pretest. It was the 

passive students who were more restricted in their range of responses, 

generally caused by the exclusion of aggressive strategies from their repertoire 

prior to social skills training. 

In looking at the effects of social skills training on the generation of 

alternative strategies on the KISA, the results are somewhat perplexing. Both 

treatment groups showed significant increases in the number of passive and 

aggressive strategies produced from pretest to posttest as compared to the no 

treatment Control, while the increases in the assertive strategies only 

approached significance. At posttest, all three groups continued to produce 

more assertive strategies than passive or aggressive strategies. The increase 

in passive strategies in the PSHT group is accounted for by the proportionately 

iarger number of passive strategies given by the aggressive chiidren. The 

increase in aggressive strategies is accounted for by the proportionately larger 

number of aggressive strategies given by the passive children. In the PS group, 

the proportions of passive, assertive, and aggressive strategies given by the 



passive and aggressive children remained virtually unchanged from pre- to 

posttesting. What seems to have happened is that, although there were no 

significant differences between the two treatment groups on the number of 

strategies generated, the children in the PS group produced more strategies in 

the same proportions as prior to training, while the children in the PSIAT group 

increased their proportion of those strategies they had been least familiar with 

prior to training. 

It could be speculated that increases in the generation of assertive 

strategies would be most difficult to achieve for two reasons. Firstly, all groups 

were already offering more assertive strategies prior to training than either of 

the other two types of strategies. Secondly, there may be an upper limit to the 

number of appropriate, assertive solutions to the interpersonal problems 

presented to the children. The finding that the PSIAT children were producing 

proportionately more responses from the categories opposite to their own 

response style is consistent with the objective of that program, that is, to have 

children generate strategies of ail three types prior to selection of the strategy 

deemed most appropriate. The PS program, on the other hand, accepted 

freewheeling brainstorming which meant that those strategies most familiar to 

the children were the ones most likely to be mentioned. The questions 

unanswered by this research are whether there is any long-term benefit to 

having children increase the number of strategies generated, and whether it is 

benaficial to have them produce proportionately more strategies of the type 

least consistent with their response style. The question remains, are they more 

likely, in the long run, to select the most appropriate strategy if they have 



considered a larger number of different options from each of the three 

categories. 

In terms of the children's evaluations of the three ways of behaving on the 

CATS--Evaluative Judgments, there were na significant pre- to postprogram 

differences between groups In the children's ratings of passive, assertive, and 

aggressive responses. At pre- and posttest, all three groups rated assertion 

most positively, and aggression most negatively. Deiuty (1 983), in his research, 

suggested that social skills programs try to address the issue of children's 

overly positive views of aggression directly. The PS/AT program endeavored to 

do so by discussing the possible motivation behind aggressive, assertive, and 

passive behavior, and by emphasizing the positive consequences of assertion, 

and the negative consequences of passivity and aggression. The PS program 

evaluated each solution individually using set criteria, with no emphasis, in a 

general sense, on the negative outcomes of aggression. 

A number of comments should be made at this point regarding the PS/AT 

program. It seemed that when questions were raised regarding why individuals 

are aggressive and why they are passive, this was a particularly sensitive issue 

for some group members. Behavior problems increased, and this impeded 

those who wanted to contribute from participating. If the group had been 

smaller, it would have been easier to facilitate the discussion. Also, judging 

4 r n  I ~ V ~  the golip's reactions, iiioie &sons st-ioilfd have beet? devoted "l these 

Issues than rAms possible kvlthin a sixteen-lasson program. One could 

speculate that a longer program with fewer participants may have been more 

effective in bringing about attitude change. It is also possible that evaluations cf 



behavior are very deep-rooted, being influenced by home and cultural values, 

and therefore difficult to change in a group context. 

In response to the CATS--Evaluative Judgments questions regarding what 

you should do, what would make others feel best, and what would make you 

feel best, all three groups chose the assertive option more frequently, at pre- 

arid posttest, as the one you should do and the one which would make you feel 

best. This finding is consistent with that of Defuty (1 983). At pretest, all groups 

chose the passive response more often as the one which would make others 

feel best. Again, this is consistent with Delufy's (1983) finding. The two 

treatment groups showed pre- to posttest increases in the number of passive 

responses chosen as making the other person feel best. All three groups 

showed pre- to posttest decreases in the numbers of passive responses chosen 

as those you should do and those which would make you feel best. Unlike the 

Control group, both treatment groups showed decreases in the numbers of 

assertive responses chosen as making the other person feel best, and 

increases in the number of aggressive responses chosen as making the other 

person feel best. A11 three groups at posttesf more frequently selected 

aggressive responses izs making them feel better. The PSIAT group showed 

increases in the number of assertive responses chosen as making them feel 

best, while the PS group showed decreases in this category. 

On the CSPI, no significant pre- to posttest group differences were found. 

All groups at pretest exceeded the expected mean score for the measure and 

all groups showed some pre- to posttest increases. This finding was interesting 

in that all the children in the study were deemed by their classroom teacher as 

socially unskilled, yet they rated themselves as socially more capable than the 



standardization sample of children. In administering this measure of self- 

efficacy, it seemed that the children were giving themselves an unrealistically 

high rating on the ease with which they handfed social situations, Susan Wai3er 

(1 982) suggests that a program goal "should be to foster a realistic sense of 

competence rather than enhancement per se" (p. 96). Since the socially 

unskilled chifdren had higher than expected self-report ratings of self-efficacy, 

increases in self-efficacy would not necessarily be considered positive. 

Programs for socially unskilled children should, perhaps, endeavor to have the 

children understand their areas of difficulty so that they accept responsibility for 

initiating the process of change, and then take credit when the change pays off. 

It is interesting to note that the pretest mean Self-Report CABS scores of 

the PSIAT group, the PS group, and the Control group all exceeded one 

standard deviation above the mean of the standardization sample. This 

suggests that the teachers were able to select, with a great degree of accuracy, 

children who, by their own self-report, are passive and aggressive. As well, the 

pretest mean scores of the three groups on the Teacher-Report CABS all 

exceeded the mean of the standardization sample by more than two standard 

deviations, and, in the case of the PS group, by more than three standard 

deviations. Thus, there seems to be a great deal of concurrence between 

teacher nominations and the two CABS measures. 

h A -:- IJU ayiiiiiwni pre- 10 posttest group differefices were foilfid on any of the 

gene:a!izat;tiofi measu;es. i ur lml; ' /n run= n b w  uthm auCral en i - I  n p~uune;ii-~~i~ififJ -C\l pCXJfa;iiS which 

have been found to enhance social competency or behavioral adjustment, the 

two programs offered may have been too short in duration to effect 

measureable change in these areas. Alternatively, the changes in cognition 



may have been a precursor to increased behavioral adjustment. Perhaps the 

measures at posttest were administered before such behavioral change had 

taken place. The table of trends which indicates that the PS/AT group showed 

superior improvement, although not to the point of reaching statistical 

significance, on six of the eight generalization scales, suggests that further 

research is warranted to determine if changes to the program could bring about 

improvement on these outcome measures. 

Student Response to the Proarams 

One of the most rewarding aspects of the research was seeing the group 

members participate enthusiastically during sessions, and observing the 

ensuing development of group cohesion. Students in both groups responded 

very favourably to the behavioral contracting instigated to provide incentive and 

maintain control. They seemed to enjoy earning points for correctly answering 

challenge questions and, with the exception of some very disruptive students, 

tried very hard to maintain their points on the response-cost section of their 

contracts. The students were not only concerned about their own point totals, 

but were also concerned about how their group was doing as a whole. Some 

competitiveness developed when each group learned that the other group was 

involved in a group contract as well. This competitiveness was discouraged 

and the groups were encouraged to achieve their own personal best. As it 

turned out, both groups earned and lost points at similar rates so that the group 

rewards were earned at the same time. 

During the last session of both programs, group members were asked to 

complete a program evaluation questionnaire anonymously, stating what they 

liked about the program they had been involved in, what they disliked, what 



could have been done to make the program better, how much they liked the 

groups, and whether they thought the program would be valuable for students 

the following year. All the students in the PS/AT group and all of the students in 

the PS group except one, felt that the program should be carried on next year. 

On a four point rating scale asking how much the student enjoyed the group, 

with four being the maximum, the PSiAT group's average rating was 3.47 and 

the PS group's average rating was 3.6. in response to the question asking what 

the student liked most a b ~ u t  the social skills program, the most common 

response from students in both groups was that they liked the reinforcement 

they could earn on their contracts. Many mentioned that they liked the point 

system, the role playing, and the challenge questions. Others mentioned that 

they enjoyed learning the problem-solving steps. 

In terms of what was least liked about the social skills program and what 

could be done to improve it, one comment repmtedly made involved the 

inadequacy of the physical setting. Members of both groups requested space 

more appropriate to the needs of their group. The only space available within 

the school was in a kindergarten classroom not being used in the afternoon. 

The room was crowded and contained only small chairs and three low tables. 

The students were in close proximity to one another and were uncomfortable, a 

difficult situation at the best of times, but an extremely difficult situation with a 

papulatian of ssck!ly unskilled children, many of whom were volatile and 

explosive. There was little space to role play, and very little privacy to discuss 

and set up small group role plays. In addition to the comments about the 

physical location, a number of students from both groups mentioned that they 

did not like losing points off their contract. Others wanted the program to 



continue longer, to offer more points or larger incentives, or to be taught to the 

whole school. Students from bath groups mentioned their displeasure with 

students who were misbehaving and were not listening to the instructors. It was 

suggested by a number of students that the programs run with "more good 

people" and that it should include only those "not having problems." 

Perhaps the most inspiring feedback came as unsolicited comments from 

group members when the groups were close to termination. Students from both 

groups asked if their group could be extended, despite the fact that the school 

year was drawing to a close. They also asked whether the program instructors 

would be back the next year to continue the programs. One particularly passive 

boy took the opportunity to discuss privately what he had gained from the PS/AT 

program, saying that he had recently made same successful attempts at being 

assertive and that he was feeling good about himself. The feedback from the 

teachers confirmed that certain of the students were successfully problem 

solving difficult situations, and, for their efforts, were now being viewed as 

leaders within their classrooms. 

Strenaths and Weaknesses of the Study 

Like all research, the present study has its various strengths, but also its 

limitations. One obvious limitation is the lack of parental evaluation measures. 

As the study was originally conceptualized, parent feedback was seen as 

important in order to evaluate the degree of generalization of the skills outside 

the school environment. In discussing the study with school personnel, they 

strongly suggested that the parental evaluation component be eliminated 

because they feared that if it was not, the study might be put in jeopardy. Based 

on their experience thr~ughout the school year, they felt that a fair number of the 



parents would likely not grant permission for their child to participate in the 

program if there were any requirements made of them. Some of the parents did 

not have English as their first language and the services of a number of 

interpreters would have been required. As it w ~ u f d  have been very costly to 

employ outside people to assist in data collection, either to interpret the tests, to 

discuss with parents individually the nature and extent of their invofvernent, or to 

follow up on forms that had not been returned, this component of the program 

was regretfully dropped. 

Another limitation of the research was the failure to use formai 

observations to evaluate social behaviors. Again, this decision was based on 

resource concerns. It would have proven very costly to train observers to rate 

the children's social skiffs and to employ the observers over the period of time 

necessary to target and rate each child during a period of free play, both before 

the start of the program and again after its completion. 

Since no parental evaluation was completed, and no formal observation 

techniques were used, reliance was upon self-report and teacher-report 

measures. Both of these evaluation techniques are subject to rater bias. The 

teachers of the students who participated in the study commented on how 

excessively long the measures were and stated that they did not feel that they 

had adequate information to answer many of the questions included in these 

measures. If they had not received direct information from the supervision aides 

regarding the appropriateness of the children's behavior on the playground, the 

teachers had to judge the social skills of their students solely from their 

observations within the classroom. This, they said, gave them more information 



about their students' classroom social hehavie: than about specific social skills 

deficits. 

The children involved in the study complained, as well, about the number 

and length of the various assessment instruments. In particular, the students 

found the CATS--Evaluative Judgments measure to be long and tedious, and 

many found the semantic differential format difficult to complete due to their 

unfamiliarity with this type of instrument. Some whose first Oanguage was not 

English did not understand the abstract concepts presented in the semantic 

differentia! and needed to have various words defined. As the children tired, 

they seemed to be giving more random responses and needed to be prompted 

to read each question before answering. It is possible that the difficulty the 

children had with this measure affected its validity. 

Ancther limitation of this study is the fairly small size of the sample. A 

larger sample size would have required conducting treatment groups in a 

second comparable school within the District. This would have meant the 

involvement of other personnel, as the principal investigator had negotiated a 

scheduie with the host school which involved conducting two groups per 

afternoon for three afternoons a week. Since in most schools mornings are 

usually devoted to academic subjects, a second instructor would have been 

required to nrn the afternoon programs concurrently in another school. Limited 

resources prohibited hiring and training a second instructor. 

VWiout the option of preseniing the programs in another iocation, and 

being aci tdy w a r e  that small sample size is a widespread pr~biei?ii when 

doing research on the relative effectiveness of different therapeutic techniques 

with children (O'Leary & Turkewitz, 19781, the decision was made to conduct 



the two treatment groups with up to 20 participants in each group. In actuatity, 

the two treatment groups ran, when at their maximum, with 17 and 18 

participants per group. Because of the types of problems evidenced by at least 

half of the groups members, including extreme aggression and impulsivity, the 

size and composition of the groups became the most serious problem 

encountered, It quickly became evident that some of the children referred to the 

programs were not candidates for treatment within a group setting. These were 

belligerent, disruptive, openly hostile children who tried to interfere with the 

group process. Two children, one from each treatment group, were screened 

for, or accepted, into the district social adjustment class within the same school 

year. Many more evidenced the need for intensive therapeutic intervention but, 

due to the shortage of spaces within the specialized school programs, were 

unable to get the attention they needed. Management of the groups became of 

primary importance if any learning was to take place. The individual and group 

contracts were instrumental in maintaining control. The use of time out and trips 

to the office to problem solve with the principal were also helpful techniques to 

use with children whose behavior was unacceptable and who did not respond 

td redirection. Overall, control was maintained, but it must be considered a 

weakness of the research that so many dysfunctional children were grouped 

together at any one time. 

The cross-grade groupings that were employed could be considered a 

strength of this research, with some inherent problems. The participants in the 

groups got to know and share experiences with other intermediateaged 

children not in their class with whom they would likely have some cantact during 

recess and lunch hour. The participants considered the groups to be special 



because they were not offered to everyone. Certain group members even 

suggested that their friends try to "get in" the group and interested students 

approached the group leaders about what they had to do to become a 

participant. Since three grades and four classes were represented in the 

groups, there was a greater likelihood that more students would be involved in 

incidental learning of the problem solving process than if the programs were 

offered to two intact classroom groups of the same grade. One problem with the 

cross-grade grouping was the scheduling difficulties that were created. This 

was resolved with flexibility and patience on the part of the teachers. A second 

potential problem was the possibility that the younger children would model the 

inappropriate behavior of the older children. This did not appear to happen, but 

does highlight the importance of maintaining a positive atmosphere in the group 

through consistent management of inappropriate behavior. 

Another strength of the program was the inclusion of a mix of passive and 

aggressive soeially unskilled children in the same group. Some of the passive 

children became models in the group, taking a leadership role in the role plays, 

and volunteering to answer challenge questions, which would not have been as 

likely to happen if their socially skilled assertive counterparts had been 

included. The passive children also benefitted from the contagious enthusiasm 

of the aggressive children, many of whom enjoyed the limelight of the role plays 

by improvising scenes and trying to be humorous. 

The aggressive children celiainly benefitted f r m  the inclusion of the 

passive children, since a homogeneous nrnll of aggressive children would 

likely have proven to be countertherapeutic. The passive children modelled a 

less impulsive, more thoughtful approach to situations. Also, the aggressive 



ehiidren were less likely to feel that they had been singied out as needing to 

attend a group for "bad kids" if, as they looked around, they saw quiet, reserved 

children in the group as well. One possible problem which the instructors were 

very aware of, and watchful for, was the possible victimization sf the passive 

children by the aggressive children. This did not turn out to be a problem, and, 

if any esnffict between group members arose, it was much more likely to be 

between two aggressive children than between a passive and an aggressive 

child. 

Jmplications for Future Research and Practice 

Given the results of this and other studies of social problem solving 

training, one must view the efficacy of this type of treatment strategy with 

guarded optimism. The promise held by social problem-solving programs was 

the expectation that, by focusing on cognitive processes that are hypothesized 

to mediate adjustment rather than on situationally-specific discrete skills, 

generalization is assured (Pellegrini & Urbain, 1985; Urbain & Kendali, 1980). 

Existing programs have endeavored to teach children how to think, not what to 

think. Clearly, research has shown that children's problem-solving abilities can 

be enhanced through training. The relationship between problem-solving 

ability and behavioral adjustment, however, remains in question (Durlak, 1983). 

Unlike Spivack and Shure's (1974) consistent finding sf a relationship between 

social problem-solving and behavioral adjustment, other researchers have not 

been as successful, either finding that increased problem-solving ability did not 

impact on behavioral adjustment (Camp et al., 1977; Kendall &. Finch, 1978; 

McClure, Chinsky, & Larcen, 1978; Olexa P Forman, 1984), i., ir interpersonal 

functioning was found to improve, that this improvement was unrelated to gains 



in problem solving (Weissberg, Gesten, Carnrike, et al., 1981 ; Weissberg, 

Gesten, Rapkin, et al., 1981 ; Yu, Harris, Solovitm, & Franklin, 1986). Some 

investigators have failed to include either problem-solving tests or adjustment 

measures (Pedro-Carroll & Cowen, 1985; Poitras-Martin & Stone, 1977; 

Vaughn & Ridley, 1983; Zahavi & Asher, 1978). 

Methodological problems in the field are pervasive. It is not surprising that 

divergent findings are prevalent, with various researchers drawing from different 

populations, using different intervention programs, and applying different 

measures. Many programs employ a variety of other treatment approaches 

along with social problem solving. Research is needed t~ determine the "active 

therapeutic ingredients" In such programs (Durlak, 1985; Pellegrini & Urbain, 

1985; Urbain & Kendalt, 1980). Despite a number of researchers having found 

postprogram improvements in behavioral adjustment to be unrelated to 

increased problem-solving ability, few studies have used attention-placebo 

groups to control for adult attention and group inclusion (Durlak, 1983; Urbain & 

Kenball, 1980). Where attention-control groups can not be used, research 

should focus on comparing social problem solving with alternative treatments, 

or should employ a component contrast design (Pellegrini & Urbain, 1985; 

Urbain & Kendall, 1980). When comparing treatments, or components thereof, 

therapy manipulation checks should be made to ensure that the interventions 

being delivered are, In fact, distinct (Pellegrini & Urbain, 1985; LJrbaIrr & 

Kendal!, 1 980). 

Assessing the relationship between social skills and behavioral 

adjustment poses still another problem. Due to the cost and time invoived, 

studies generally do not include an independent evaluation of social 



competence based on observational methods, If teachers are relied upon to 

implement, or assist in implementing, social skills programs, and are program 

evaluators as well, rater bias invariably comes into question. There is 

insufficient follow-up (Pellegrini & Urbain, 1985), which is particularly 

troublesome if the intervention strategies produce long-term gains with little, if 

any, measureable short-term changes. The ability of the assessment 

instruments to detect change poses yet another problem for researchers in this 

field. Lacking a consensus of opinion regarding which measures are properly 

validated and adequately sensitive to change, researchers are encouraged to 

use multitrait-multimethod approaches (Gresham, 1986) to assess a diversity of 

cognitive, behavioral, and social outcomes. 

Additional methodological problems result from the assumption that all 

children require, or would profit from, social problem-solving training (Durlak, 

1983). Little is known about what goes through children's minds when faced 

with social problems (Urbain & Kendatl, 1980) or, in particular, whether socially 

competent children regularly engage in problem-solving when faced with 

difficult interpersonal situations. As well, there are no assessment instruments 

comprehensive enough to pinpoint the deficits In specific behavioral skills or 

cognitive processes which underlie the particular social difficulties a child may 

be experiencing (Urbain & Kendall, 1980). The development of such an 

instrument WOGM facifitate the selection of :he therzpeutic: interimtion or 

interventions rrrost likely to be beneficial tc the child. 

In terms of program content, Durlak (1 983) points out that "dialoguing" is 

considered, in Spivack and Shure's program, to be an essential component for 

generalization to occur. Dialoguing is teacher-directed, in vivo application of 



the problem-solving process throughout the school day whenever social 

problems arise. Many social problem-solving programs do not include this 

component, or, i f  this component is included, standardization has not been 

ensured. Perhaps those who have designed programs based on the work of 

Spivack and Shure, and who have not included this technique, have left out the 

essential ingredient that led to success in the original program. Pellegrini and 

Urbain (1 985) emphasize that while sociaf problem-solving training is "sensible 

and appealing as a social skills training approach, outcome data indicate that 

its successful application is a matter of considerable complexity" (p. 38). 

Although not considered to be a cure-all, social problem-solving training 

continues to hold promise as a treatment modality with the potential of 

remediating existing social skills difficulties and enhancing overall emotional 

and behavioral adjustment. If we more clearly understood which components of 

this intervention are effective and which are not, we would be in a much better 

position to modify programs to increase their impact. The present study 

compared two different brainstorming approaches in their effects on the number 

and diversity of potential solutions generated, on attitudes towards alternative 

ways of behaving, on feelings of self-efficacy, and on social behavior and global 

adjustment. Rather than dismissing both programs as having no effect on 

attitudes, feelings of self-efficacy, or social behavior, future research could be 

directed towards improving on the inadequacies of the present research so that 

more meanir~gful conclusions can be drawn. The following suggestions are 

offered for those investigating this area further: 

1. Sixteen sessions appears to be too brief an intervention to bring about 

enhancement in social skills. It was this researcher's observation that the 



participants in both groups were just beginning to integrate the concepts that 

had been presented at the time that the groups were ending. Increasing the 

number of sessions would allow for repeated role play practice to help 

consolidate the skills. Once the skills were consolidated within the group 

context, one would expect that it would take time before they generalized to 

other settings. 

2. To promote generalization, teachers could be given in-service training 

on the social problem-solving process being taught in the groups, or, if 

resources allow, could assist in conducting 'the groups. The teachers would 

then be in a position to promote the in vivo utilization of the problem-solving 

process when students were experiencing social problems. 

3. To further promote generalization, homework assignments which 

encouraged the children to practice specific social skills in various social 

situations outside of school would have been z desirab!e addition tc! the 

programs offered. if parents were encouraged to become involved in facilitating 

the completion of their child's homework assignment, the benefit would be 

twofold. First, the parents would become aware of the social curaiculum being 

taught, which would allow them to be more supportive of their child's attempts to 

implement the skills. Second, the children would be more likely to feel that the 

social curriculum had relevance outside the school if parents were involved 

with, and openly supportive of, the program. 

4. A potentially valuable addition to the program would be the 

implementation of a parent education group offered concurrently with f he 

children's social skills group. Parents could receive a rationale for social 

problem-solving training, could learn the steps involved in the problem-solving 



process, and could discuss how to develop and use problem-solving skills 

within the context of the family. Parents could then encourage the use of the 

social problem-solving process when their children were faced with difficult 

interpersonal problems. 

5. The adequacy and timing of the measures used seems to be of critical 

importance. If there are too many measures, if the measures are too long and of 

the same type, intermediate-aged children soon tire of the assessment phase, 

making it difficult to get their cooperation. If teachers are rushed and under 

stress (which they invariably are at the end of the school year), completion of 

the assessment instruments becomes excessively onerous, particularly if 

teachers have more than one measure to complete. Program length affects the 

timing of the measures. Longer programs allow teachers more time between 

administrations. They would be less likely to feel that they had just completed 

one set of forms before they were asked to do another, if programs were offered, 

for instance, for the full school year rather than for a few months. 

6. Inclusion of parent ratings of social skills would have been an 

improvement in the design. Parents offer a perspective on their child's attitudes 

and behavior that can not be gleaned from teachers who generally see the child 

in only one setting. Also, parent ratings would assist in determining the 

generalization of focal skills beyond the group context. 

7. Follow-up data a number of months after the completion of the program 

would have been very beneficial. It may be that changes in behavior occur very 

slowly following Introduction to new concepts, requiring evaluation of situations 

as to the appropriateness of the application of the new skills, followed by trial- 

and-error learning with feedback and reinforcement from the environment, 



before skills are csnsistently and effectively applied. Changes in behavior 

would promote further changes in attitudes. In the case of the present study, 

measures were completed immediately after the completion of the program, 

allowing no time for skills to be integrated into everyday behavior. 

8. This type of group is not appropriate for children who are so seriously 

disturbed that they are physically assaultive of other children in the classroom 

setting. If teaciler referrals are used, as is often the case with counselling 

programs within schools, teachers should be made aware of this selection 

criterion. If classroom observations can be arranged in advance, the referred 

student's ability to work within small groups can be observed and discussed 

with the teacher. 

9. Group size and composition are factors which can not be 

overemphasized. There are inherent problems with having too many 

aggressive or too many passive children within the same group. Groups should 

be small enough that control is easily maintained, so that no one is able to 

constantly derail the group from its objectives. Also, in discussing the group 

with the referring teachers, it is important to ascertain whether it would be 

counterproductive to group certain children together. Composition of the group 

in terms of age, grade, gender, response style (passive! or aggressive), 

appropriateness for a group, and ability to work with other referred students 

should be considered during the screening process. Those who do not fit 

should be given an opportunity to participate in another group, be wait-listed, or 

be referred for other services. 



Finally, and perhaps most importantly, further researcn shouid focus on the 

rote brainstorming plays in children's social problem solving. Due to the 

problems encountered when brainstorming with socially unskilled children, 

many existing children's social problem-solving programs deviate, each in their 

own ways, from the process of freewheeling brainstorming generally 

encouraged when problem solving with adults. The present study compared 

freewheeling brainstorming to brainstorming which incorporated the process of 

the generation and evaluation of general strategies. Although no statistically 

detectable differences were found between the two approaches, trends in the 

data offer some limited support for the efficacy of the combined approach. 

Further research is needed to systematically investigate the apparent increase 

in the proportions of aggressive strategies generated by the passive children 

and passive strategies generated by the aggressive children receiving the 

combined program. The ramifications of this outcome for overall behavioral 

adjustment warrant further inquiry. 



APPENDIX A 

Letter of Consent 

April 4 2/91 

The Ministry of Education in this province states that the human and social deveIopment of 
children is a shared responsibility of the school, the family, and the community. At the school we 
are responsible for organizing programs that meet the needs of our students in %he social 
development area. I would to describe to you a new program that has been developed to 
enhance the social skills of our students. 

Mrs. Kathy Sheppard, a heaith professional who has worked with certain students in our school 
during the past year, has developed a program for training children in social skills. She will be 
offering this program to groups of intermediate children for 45 minute sessions twice weekly for a 
period of eight weeks. Your child, , has been selected for this program. 

As Mrs. Sheppard has developed this program as part of her Master's thesis at Simon Fraser 
University we require written consent from parents before a child can participate. Part of the 
program will be the testing of the student prior to attending the program and immediately afterward 
to determine gains in social skills. 

Mrs. Sheppard is interested in finding out if her program helps children make marked progress in 
the use of appropriate social skills. We are also interested in this. 

I feel this program will prove to be valuable t:, the participating students and I hope you will agree 
and return the permission slip as sooc as possible. 

Sincerely, 

Principal 

As parent/gua:dian of , I give consent for participation in the soeiai skiiis 
training program being conducted by Mrs. Sheppard. 

Date S i r e  



APPENDIX €3 

eans and Standard W a i o n s  on Denendent Measures 

Variable Condition Pre-Treatment Post-Treatment 

Mean Standard Mean Standard 

Deviation Deviatioq 
Content Measure; 

Problem-Solving 
Steps Interview 

f ransfer Me~sures; 

KISA Total 
Strategies 

KlSA Total 
Passive 
Strategies 

KlSA Total 
Assertive 
Strategies 

KISA Total 
Aggressive 
Strategies 

PS/AT 
PS 

Control 

PSIAT 
PS 

Control 

P SIAi 
PS 

Control 

PS/AT 
PE; 

Control 

P SIAT 
PS 

Control 



APPENDIX B (Continued) 

eans and Standard Devlatlons on the ne  . . 
B e n d e n t u r e s  

Variable Condition Pre-Treatment Post-Treatment 

Mean Standard Mean Standard 

Deviation Devjatjan 

CATS--Eval. 
Aggressive Total* 

CATS--Eval. 
Assertive Total* 

CATS--Eval. 
Passive Total* 

CATS--Eval. : 
You Feel Best to be 
Passive 

CATS-Eval. : 
You Feel Best to be 
Asse;tive 

PSIAT 
PS 

Control 

PSlAT 
PS 

Control 

PSIAT 
PS 

Control 

PSIAT 
PS 

Control 

PSIAT 
PS 

Coiitrci 

'Lower scores indicate more positive rating 



APPENDIX B (Continued) 

eans and Standard Dev,iifSions on the De~endent Measures 

Variable Condition Pre-Treatment Post-Treatment 

Mean Standard Mean Standard 

Deviation neviat io~ 
CATS--Eva]. : 
You Feel Best to be 
Aggressive 

CATS- Eval. : 
Others Feel Best-- 
Passive 

CATS-- Eval. : 
Others Feel Best-- 
Assertive 

CATS--Eva!. : 
Others Feel Best-- 
Aggressive 

CATS-Eval. : 
Should Do--Passive 

CATS--Eval. : 
Should Do--Assertive 

PS/AT 
PS 

Control 

PSIAT 
PS 

Control 

PS/AT 
PS 

Control 

PS/AT 
PS 

Control 

PS/AT 
PS 

Control 

P S/AT 
PS 

Coniroi 



APPENDIX B (Continued) 

eans and Standard Deviations on the Deoendent Measures 

Variable Condition Pre-Treatment Post-Treatment 

Mean Standard Mean Standard 

Deviation Deviatioq 
CATS--Eval. : PSIAT 1.20 2.27 1 .13 2.17 

Should DQ-- PS 2.1 3 2.88 2,QO 3.00 

Aggressive Control 1.33 1.92 .87 1.25 

Generalization 
e w r e s ;  

Self-Report 
CABS 

Teacher-Repo~ 
CABS 

PSIAT 67.07 6.73 68.67 8.1 0 

PS 69.60 12.44 75.93 10.01 

Control 70.60 14.75 70.80 15.06 

PSIAT 21.47 1 1.72 20.27 11.82 

PS 22.07 11.26 23.87 12.31 

Control 20.53 8.25 21.60 8.78 

PS/AT 30.60 12.88 30.t3 I 279 
PS 36.80 7.85 30.00 1 1.89 

Control 31.93 9.83 27.60 12.21 



APPENDIX B (Continued) 

Means and Standard Deviations on the Dependent Measures 

Variable Condition Pre-Treatment Post-Treatment 

Mear. Standard Mean Standard 

RBPC--Conduct 
Disorder 

RBPC--Socialized 
Aggression 

RBPG-Attention 
Problems/ 
Immaturity 

RBPC--Anxiety/ 
Withdrawal 

RBPC--Psychotic 
Behavior 

RBPZ--Motor 
Excess 

PS/AT 
PS 

Control 

PS/AT 
PS 

Control 

P S/AT 
PS 

Control 

PS/AT 
FS 

Control 

PS/AT 
PS 

Control 

FSAT 
PS 

Control 



APPENDIX C 

Means and Standard Deviations on the Dependent Measures for P @ E  

Bgaressive Subjects 

Variable Condition Pre-Treatment Post-Treatment 

Mean Standard Mean Standard 

Deviation neviatioq 

Content Measure; 

Problem- Passive: 

Solving All groups 

Steps Interview P S A T  
PS 

Control 
Aggressive: 

All groups 

P S/AT 

PS 

Control 

Transfer M e a s u r s  

KlSA Total Passive: 
Strategies All groups 

P S/AT 
PS 

Csriiroi 

Aggressive: 
All groups 

P S/AT 

PS  

Control 



APPENDIX C (Continued) 

Means and Standard Deviations on the De~endent Measrrres for Passive and 

esslve Subjects 

Variable Condition Pre-Treatment Post-Treatment 

KlSA Total Passive: 
Passive All groups 
Strategies P S/AT 

PS 
Control 

Aggressive: 
All groups 

P SAT 
PS 

Control 

KISA Total Passive: 
Assertive All groups 
Strategies PS/AT 

PS 
Control 

Aggressive: 
All groups 

PSlAT 
PS 

Control 

Mean Standard Mean Standard 

Deviation Deviatioa 



APPENDIX C (Continued) 

eans and Standard Deviations on the Dependent Measures for Passive and 

esslve Subre& 

Variable c ~ n d i t i s n  Pre-Treatment Post-Treatment 

Mean Standard Mean Standard 

Deviation Deviation 
KlSA Total Passive: 
Aggressive All groups 
Strategies P SiAT 

PS 
Control 

Aggressive: 
All groups 
P S/AT 

PS 
Control 

CATS--Eval. Passive: 
Aggressive All groups 
Total* P SlAT 

PS 
Control 

Aggressive: 
All groups 

P s/m 
PS 

Control 

*Lower scores indicate more positive rating 



APPENDIX 6 (Continued) 

essive Subjects 

Variable Condition Pre-Treatment Post-Treatment 

Mean Standard Mean Standard 

Deviation - D e v i m  
CATS--Eval. Passive: 
Assertive* All groups 149.739 45.676 129.130 50.501 

Total PSIAT 138.375 31.346 105.250 35.423 

PS 150.857 68.468 142.857 51.376 

Control 160.1 25 35.835 141 .OOO 59.1 37 

Aggressive: 
All groups 159.500 48.41 1 147.045 66.390 

P SlAT 172.429 44.966 165.286 69.892 

PS 154 .%00 54,471 160.125 5f -679 

Control 155.71 4 49.21 3 1 13.857 53.499 

CATS--Eval. Passive: 
Passive All groups 240.957 40.227 270.304 53.229 

Total* P SlAT 223.625 35.753 270.1 25 70.893 

PS 231 .I 43 50.700 255.1 43 40.01 4 

Control 266.875 19.924 283.750 45.496 

Aggressive: 
All gioiips nnfi 263.455 3 271.864 67.61 0 

P S/AT 247.429 34.1 51 243.857 64.357 

PS 275.750 57.834 309.500 57.039 

Control 265.429 66.367 , 256.857 70.676 

*Lower scores indicate more positive rating 



APPENDIX C (Continued) 

Aggressive S u m  

Variable Condition Pre-Treatment Post-Treatment 

Mean Standard Mean Standard 

Deviation Deviation 

CATS--Eval. : Passive: 
You Feel Best All groups 2.391 1.588 1.91 3 1.649 

to be Passive P S/AT 1.875 1.553 1.375 1.768 

PI; 2.71 4 1.496 2.000 1.155 

Control 2.625 1.768 2.375 1.323 

Aggressive: 
All groups 2.227 2.022 1.182 1.368 

P S/AT 2.71 4 2.928 1 .71 4 1.976 

PS 2.375 1.768 1 .OOO 1.069 

Control 1.571 1.1 34 .857 .900 

CATS--€vat.: Passive: 
You Feel Best All groups 
to be Assertive P S/AT 

PS 
Control 

Aggressive: 
AIi groups 

? S!AT 
PS 

Control 



APPENDIX C (Continued) 

eans and SBndard Deviations on the De~endent Measures for Passive an$ 

Variable Condition Pre-Treatment Post-Treatment 

Mean Standard Mean Standard 

Deviation Deviation 
CATS--Eval. : Passive: 
You Feel Best to All groups 1.348 2. I 87 1.435 2.171 

be Aggressive P SlAT 1.125 1.808 1 .SO0 2.000 

PS ,857 1.864 .714 1.496 

Control 2.000 2.828 2.000 2.828 

Aggressive: 
All groups 2.682 2.476 3.81 8 3.172 

PS/AT 2.71 4 2.360 2.857 3.024 

PS 2.875 2.949 5.125 3.643 

Control 2.429 2.370 3.286 2.628 

CATS--Eval. : Passive: 
Others Feel All groups 
Best--Passive P S/AT 

PS 
Control 

Aggressive: 
All groups 

PS/AT 
PS 

Control 



APPENDIX C (Continued) 

Variable Condition Pre-Treatment Post-Treatment 

Mean Standard Mean Standard 

Deviation Deviation 
GATS--Eval. : Passive: 
Others Feel All groups 4.652 2.485 4.783 2.696 

Best--Assertive P Sf AT 4.250 1.982 3.875 2.800 

PS 5.000 2.082 3.857 2.673 

Control 4.750 3.1 96 6.500 1.927 

Aggressive: 
At1 groups 3.773 1.950 2.682 1.644 

Pa •˜/AT 4.429 1.1 34 2.857 1 5 7 4  

PS 3.750 2.765 2.375 1.506 

Control 3.1 43 1.464 2.857 2.035 

CATS--Eval. : Passive: 
Others Feel All groups 
Best--Aggressive P S/AT 

PS 
Control 

Aggress'ive: 
All groups 

P •˜/AT 
PS 

Control 



APPENDIX C (Continued) 

Means and Standard Deviations on me De~endent Measures for Passive and 
r ' h  

m r e s s r v e  Su he@& 

Variable Condition ?re-Treatment Post-Treatment 

Mean Standard Mean Standard 

Deviation Deviation 
CATS--Eva/: Passive: 
Should Do-- A11 groups 2.890 1.044 1.565 1 273  

Passive P SlAT 1.875 1.246 1 .OOO 1.195 

PS 2.1 43 .690 2.286 1.113 

Control 2.088 1.1 95 1.500 1.309 
Aggressive: 

All groups 2.1 36 1.670 1.636 1 .a66 

P S/AT 2.71 4 1.380 2.429 2.699 

PS 1.750 1.982 1.1 25 1.246 

Control 2.000 1.633 1.429 1.397 

CATS--Eval. : Passive: 
Shouid Do-- All groups 
Assertive PSIAT 

PS 
Control 

Aggressive : 
All groups 

P SAT 
PS 

Control 



APPENDIX C (Continued) 

Jvleans and Standard Deviations on the Dependent Measures for Passive and 

essive Subje- 

Variable Condition Pre-Treatment P~st-Treatment 

Mean Standard Mean Standard 

Deviation Deviation 
CATS-- Eval. : Passive: 
Should Do-- All groups 
Aggressive P SAT  

PS 
Control 

Aggressive: 
All groups 

P S/AT 
PS 

Control 

Passive: 
All groups 

P S/AT 
PS 

Control 
Aggressive: 

All groups 
PS/AT 

PS 
Control 



APPENDIX C (Contiriued) 

ures for Passive and 

&aresswe Su b lec t~  

Variable Condition Pre-Treatment Post-Treatment 

Mean 

Self-Faeporlt Passive: 
CABS All groups 

P SAT 
PS 

Control 
Aggressive: 

All groups 
P SIAT 

PS 
Control 

Teacher- 

Report 
CABS 

Passive: 
All groups 

P SIAT 
PS 

Control 
Aggressive: 

Ail groups 
P SIAT 

PS 
Control 

Standard Mean Standard 

Deviation Deviation 



APPENDIX C (Cmiiniied) 

and Standard Deviations on the Dependent Measures for Passive and 

Variable Condition Pre-Treatment Post-Treatment 

Mean Standard Mean Standard 

Deviation Dev&ion 
RBPC-- Passive: 
Conduct All groups 2.91 3 4.651 1.739 3.374 

Disorder P S/AT 3.875 6.728 1.000 2.825 

PS 2.429 3.994 1.571 2.440 

Control 2.375 2.722 2.625 4.596 
Aggressive: 

All groups 18.227 12.208 14.455 1 1.603 

P Sf AT 20.286 12.433 12.286 10.323 

PS 20.250 12.021 16.625 12.592 

Control 13.857 12.877 14.143 12.954 

REPC-- Passive: 
Socialized All groups .957 2.962 .913 2.644 

Aggression P S A T  .375 1.061 .375 1.061 

PS  1 4 3  3 7 8  .000 .000 

Control 2.250 4.833 2.250 4.200 
Aggressive: 

All groups 7.455 7.872 6.727 7.1 13 

P S!AT 5.71 4 8.056 4.000 6.831 
PS 9.250 9.498 8.125 8.271 

Control 7.1 43 6.230 7.857 6.149 



APPENDIX C (Continued) 

Means and Standard Deviations on the Dependent Measures for Passive and 

Agareswe Sublee& 

Variable Condition Pre-Treatment Post-Treatment 

Mean Standard Mean Standard 

Deviation Deviation 
RBPC-- Passive: 
Attention All groups 3.555 4.571 2.130 3.946 
Problems/ P S A T  3.000 4.567 1.1 25 2.031 

Immaturity PS 4.286 6.626 2.857 6.694 

Control 3.500 2.507 2.500 2.138 

Aggressive: 
All groups 10.727 8.746 7.1 36 5.882 

PS/AT 11.857 10.156 6.571 5.884 

PS 9.750 7.025 6.750 6.341 
Control 10.71 4 10.21 0 8.1 43 6.149 

RBPC-- Passive: 
Anxiety/ All groups 
Withdrawal PS/AT 

PS 

Control 

Aggressive: 
All groups 

P SAT 
PS 

Controt 



APPENDIX C (Continuer?) 

essive Subjem 

Variable Condition Pre-Treatment Post-Treatment 

Mean Standard Mean Standard 

Deviation Deviation 
RBPC-- Passive: 
Psychotic Ail groups 530 -458 .043 .209 

Behavior PS/AT ,000 ,000 .000 .000 

PS .ooo ,000 ,000 .000 

Control .375 .744 1 25 .354 

Aggressive: 
All groups 1.31 8 1.961 1.636 2.770 

P S/AT -71 4 1.496 .714 1.254 

PS 1.750 2.71 2 2.625 3.998 

Control 1.429 1.397 1.429 2.070 

RBPC-Motor Passive: 
Excess All groups 

P SIAT 
PS 

Control 
Aggressive: 

All groups 
P S A T  

PS 
Control 
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