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Preventive4goc1al Problem Solvzng with Children‘ Evaluation and-

Prediction g_ Outcome g : o 'if' R _.‘u<ff§\\

A Child'fabilfty to form relationships and resolve,

ﬁ,.
!

conflicts wi@h”peers’has been recognized as an important

correlate df turrent and future adjustment Primary preventive*

&

'interventionsgde51gned to enhance soc1al competence have beenr
J‘X
i

promising bﬁg have been hampered by methodological problems and

inconsistent f%ndings. . 'J/’ o ‘ o §,

. The current research represents an attempt to remedy %ome of
these d1ff1cult1es. 211 Grades thré% and four students within
the regular school system were ass1gned to e1ther a

non- treatment control or a treatment condition con51st1ng of

forty two sessions of training in social problem solv1ng
Outcomégvaffggles con51sted ofrobservational'measures completed

by teachers, parental ratings,andse:f-reported'probleﬁfsolvingf
skills, anxiety, socialsself?efficacy and assertiveness. It -
shouldfbe noted that the'latter two‘measures have not been
‘included in prior evaluations of social problem solVing despite
~empirical indications of their relevance. In‘ofder to facilitate
interpretation of findings; pre-treat ent scores‘on_the -
twenty-one variables ;ere subjected to a principle components
facton analysis. This resultgd in.a seven factor solution with

~

variables tending to cluster as a function of the sourcde &t. ‘
:]the underlying

assessment (e.g., teacher versus parent) an

~ [ -
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ariable construct (egggLfaffective,statellersussobserved—’—~——*—'—lf

behav1our ) Factor cﬁange scores were used in subsequent

. ,.‘ o
Py

analyses of 1ntervention effectiveness. E S » ,
. R i

| ' | D e : *

:‘ Children rece1v1ng soc1aI problem solv1ng*dimonstrated
51gn1f1cant 1mprovement in comparlson with controls on the
followi factors.,Aggre551on, Soc1al Anxiety, Observed Home
Adg/stment and Social Confidence, Group differences were not’ ‘»’?’ﬂcp

/evident for factors reflecting teacher ratings of}competence or

,acting out, a finding tentatiuely,attributed to variability

,;between classrooms. ‘Lastly, regression,equations were calculated =

separately for control and treatment conditions in order to’

determine those pre- treatment factors which best predicted

outcome. statistical comparison of the resulting'regres51on‘
equations failed to reveal significant differences between the

treatment versus control conditions and between the pooled .

‘conditions versus the entire sample irrespective of,eXperimental
condition., Determination of those factors which best predicted

outcomepwere therefore calculat®i for the entire sample.

P

Collectively, tnese iindings were interpretedias supporting
. and extending claims as to the utility of social problem solving
as a primary preventive strategy. It was suggested that future;x
research empbasize multidimensional assessment, comparisons-

between and within treatments and clarificatior of the

indiyidual subject characteristics which best determine

intervention outcome.

| | >\
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The Importance gg-children‘s Social Competence ° ‘.ééeg

,,relat .ONS’ w1th thelr\peers and to effectlvely cope w1th

—
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, The last decad has sgen a- geometrlc 1ncrease 1n research _

focusing on chlldren s\abllltles to form mutually ‘satisfactory

-1nterpersonal d1ff1cult1es %Mlchelson, Sugai, Wood and Kazdln, .

A &g‘
1

T983). This interest--is in contrast w1th_the,v1rtual neglect ofg
socialerelationships in childhood which'characterized the pv\ f:
clinical and experlmental literature for the preceding
twenty-five years: Hops—and Greenwood (1981) haVe attributed‘

this 1nattent10n to the prlmacy«of psychoanalyt1c and iagetian\ .

"theorlzlng which stressed the cr1t1cal role of adult o 'ld ‘ eé

rather than of Chlld ch1ld relatlons for adequate development

There are several reasons for the current interest 1n

ch11dren s 1nterpersonal 1nteract10ns. F1rst, a Chlld‘S lack of

acceptance by peers is a s1gn1f1cant problem 1n 1tse1f Asher

:' cent\gf school aged chlldren have no friends w1th1n the1r

and Réﬁshaw (1981) have estlmated ‘that between‘f1ve and ten per

)

- -

classroom. Sociometric status or. pgpularlty is related to

children's: concurrent emotlonal‘%?d cogn1t1ve developqpnt as
well as the1r capac1ty to cope with stressful life events

3JCowen, Lotyczewski & We1ssberg, 1984). Examlnatlons of

children's social networks have revealed that popular children,

Kl

SN
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haue higher self esteem

“t\, ,-'
a..l‘,,;l;‘ = . .

relative tQ their less popular agemates}

»ﬁg >,

ceA

o -(Bercell Berwick and Beigel 1974) ‘achieve - better grades

(Co@,#l 912), and are rated by the:tf peefs arpossesmgﬁnore—ﬂ—

.Rasmussen, 1975)- As Combs and Slaby (1977)th”E pointed out, S

part of the Chlld, and ultimat

posﬁtive personal chaaacteristics (Gronlund and Anderson, 1957)

n’f

" and having 'expertise' in sgmeéarea-of functioning'(Strarn &

N -

\

Conversely, unpopular children‘frequently’have‘an adverse°','Tjﬁ@
relationship w1th thelr soc1al env1ronment thereby rfeceiVving - P=¥ﬂ
less p051t1ve and more negative attention from both peer§ and 5),

teachers (Cartledge and Milburn,‘1978 Gottman, Gonso And-

the exhlblthn of soc1ally 1nappropr1agg behav1our may set a . .

J

y resulting in generalized-

unpopularity. The socially anxious and:withdrawn childtis‘

i I S ) T
frequently unablf to initiate interactions with peers, and may
be unresponsive tg the approach behaviours:of others, thus

extinguishing futuré<interactive‘efforts and resulting,in
1solatlog and neglect. Such experiences serve to consolidate low
&
status ‘and deprive the child of the opportunity to learn,
¥

practice and receive reinforcement for socially competent

4

behav1our. In addltion there~1s evidence that peer status may

‘_rbecome 1ncrea51ngly entfenched as children g;ow older. Asarnow

,;,al Ean

s LI g

(1983) pergprmed a sequential analy51s oﬁ children s, Q

behav1ours at grades four and Six. Children at both grade levels

£y N N -«
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%ve—or—inappropriate overtures by their‘

.unpopular peers with rejection. In the younger%bhlldren a
ubsequent approprlate approach behav1our typlcally met’ w1th
- -
acceptance " This was not true.for older unpopular‘chlldren \r

whom even subsequent posﬁtlve efforts falled Such exper1en es

\

may set the stage for further personal and lnterpersonal o )

»~

d1ff1cult1es. &

- , 7 | 3 Ll >> - ,' ;fflfff‘;‘“ﬁ~é’4

' 1}/ A second reason for the current 1nterest 1n soc1al

/
dompetence.ls recognltlon that a wide rang of psychologlcal and

’fphy51cal dlsorders 1s closely llnked with : c1al maladjustmnnt

_and alienation. The%siblally al1enated child or adolescent may
,become involued in r1nge groups engaged in dellnquent
activities 1nclud1ng drug and alcohol abuse, petty theft and
vandalism (Freedman, Rosenthal Donahoe, Schlundt & McFall,
1978). Socxal 1ncompetence is also assoc1ated with.

psychopathology Rinn and Markle. 1979) noted that - elghty seven

per cent of the children adm1tted to a comprehen51ve mental : JJ
- Mor

health center were exhibiting soc1al behav1oural problems
"specifically, fnterpersonal_dlff1cult1es are associated with
such diagnosticzcategories as depresSion (Helsel & Matson,

1984), suicide (Stengel, 1971), attention deficit ‘disorder

" (McGee, Will&ams & Silva, ﬂ985), abuse/and family distress,

{wolfe & Mosk, 1983), and avoidant disorders of childhood (DSM
111, 1980). Children with neurological,,phﬁsical and sensory
‘deficits often experience peeg;rejection. This has been

documented with populations such -as the mentally getarded

{

<o
e



(GottllebTmSemmelA&AVeldmanT—49484——hear%ﬁg—rmparred—(sﬁnfﬁr—44444444

'Schloss & ‘Schloss, 1984)’ learn1ng d1sabled (La Greca & Mes1bov,

1979) and multiple phys1cally hand1capped (Croft 1984).

Clearly, soc1al 1ncompetence is not causal orvperhapsdeven—
primary, in the multitude of ‘disorders experienced by children.
Rather,fit is suggested that interpersonal effectiveness

represents a common issue for a substantial portion of children

" <

in need of special assistance. o

Perhaps the most compelling justification for the\study of

children's 1nterpersonal competence is its relat1onsh1p with

!71ncreas1ngly se}1ous problems in later years. Kagan and Moss -
7‘(1962) concl ded’ that "passive withdrawal from-stressful . - *
situations, dependency on‘the‘family, ease of anger arousal
involvement in 1ntell§ctual mastery, soc1al 1nteract1on anx1ety;t
sex-role identification, and pattern of sexual behavior in ' .
adulthood were each related to reasonably analogous behav1o§
d1sp051t1ons during the éarly school years" (p. 266). These
: observat1ons have been supported,by*subsequent prospectiée and
retrospect1ve ep1dem1olog1cal research which has concluded that
poor peer relat1ons are pred1ct1ve of subsequent del1nquency
(Mitchell & Rosa, 1981; Roff, Sells aGolden, 1972), dropping
out .of school (Ullmann, 1957), and'general level of personal and
social gdgustment (Jones, 1974;'Kellam & Brown,‘1982)l Janes;, .
Hesselbrock, Myers and éenniman (1979) found that,xamﬁhgst a
‘variety of childhood'behaviours, one teacher:raied item, "fallsrrﬁ

to get along with other children",,was most closely related to a |
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---wide spectrum of ‘adjustment difficulties twelve years later. The

woqk'of Cowen and his colleagues merits particularrmentjpn;
These.authorsA(Cowen,;Pederson,'Babiglan, Izzo & Trost,,1973)
found that peer_status in the'thinﬁ grade predicted the degree |
of maladaptat1on, socio- legal problems and psychopathology -
eleven to thlrteen years later.~The pred1ct1ve power of this
var;able surpassed that of measures of absénteelsm, grades, IQ
aﬁdfteachersT‘andfnurses‘]ratings of adjustment. The precedingf
findlngs'have'proVidedfthe impéfus for deScriptive»research‘of
children's peer relationshlps'and:the development of 7
intervention'proéramS'deSigned to enhance social functioningkr

- ) - . o ; ®
, .

‘The Rationale for Social,Skills Intervention

LA child's acceptance by his or her peers is a ﬁunction of

LY

both 1nd1v1dual and 51tuatlonal determlnants. These 1nclude

demographlc background, phys1cal 51ze and attract1veness, sex,

academic and athletlc ab111t1es and culturaI and subcultural,
norms and expectatlons\(Hops; 1983; Rathjen, 1980l Manyfof"
‘these are comparat1vely fixed as they are a functlon of larger
,;soc1al issues or the individual's constltutlonal-endowment.
Another 1mportant determlnant of soc1al status, whlch~overlaps
with the abovevfactors, is based on observatlons of d1fference

between popular and unpopular children on a number of r

interactive social-cognitive and behavioural variables. Research

has demonstrated, for example, that low status children spend

more time in agonistic or unoccupied activities (Ladd, 1983},




¢

}:ggye‘mefénega§¥$§¥reiﬂ£ereemeﬁtatopeersfﬂartruﬁ,‘éiazera

Charleswdrth; 1967), 1mplement les adequate goals to social

problems (Renshaw & Asher, 1983) and engage in more solitary or
disruptive act1v1t1es and 1ess constructlve group play (Rubln &
Daniels- Belrness,f1983) These f1nd1ngs have been summarlzed 1n
" several recent rev1ews (e. 3: Poster & Rlchey, 1979 Ladd, 19@4;

Van’ Hasselt Hersen, Whltehlll & Bellack, 1979).

These behavioural and cognitive variables have been placed

within'the broad category‘of"soéial skifla‘. Rinn and Markle

~ -
- (1979) have deflned social skllls as the.

'repert01re of verbal and nonverbal behav1ours by whlch
children affedt 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
ehvironment by obtaining,. . remov1ng,.or av01d1ng .

sirable and undesirable outcomes in the’social sphere. -
urther, the extent to which they are successful in
obta1n1ng desirable outcomes and avoiding or escaping .
undesirable ones wit hout inflicting pain on ot hers

.(1ta11cs in text) is the extent to which they are

soc1ally skilled’ (p 108) .,

a

Aithough debate continues with reaéect to a more.functional
’and precise definition (Conger aVKeane, 1981; Michelson Suga1
etxal§;\19é3), the hypothe51s that social skllls are a necessary
component\f social competence, and amenable‘tb change, has’

served as t e foundation for attempts at intervention.
vl . . : \\\, . _ }
‘ Such-eff rts are based\gn\a Sklll deficit model, that is,
the bellef that children are identified as soc1ally incompetent

because they lack the requisite skills r effective peer

~ interactions. This hypothesis is in contrast t he alternative

o

v
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- suggestfon—that~the—observFd'dtfferenCES4between‘hrgq‘anc low —
,status chlldren are: a consequence, rather than a cause, of
/

'@_soc1ometr1c status. In other words, thlS latter model proposes

/

that unpopular chlldrenﬁbecome entrapped in the role of a
marglnal group member, for c1rcumstant1al reasons rather than an

kactual lack of soc1al ab111t1es, and thus behave in a manner

-
‘beflttlng the1r status. This labelllng model is hot supported,

however by the ‘fact that 1:terventlons which have prov1ded an.
explicit opportUnlty for unpopular children to 1nteract with
their mo?%’populan)peers havé%failed to produce lasting changes.
in soclalbstatusJ(efg._Lilly,‘1974). This model is also t’ |
countered by resgarch demonstratinglthat unpopular_children
ekhiblt impoVer{shed knowledge of appropriate social hehavioUrs
in hypothe}ical, asiwell as naturalistic, situations (Asher &
Renshay,/ﬁ981), Putallazp(1983), for example,‘found that the
quality of childrenls strategies for gaining entrance to a peer
play situation and the accuracy of the1r perceptlons of groupbl

behaviour were predictive of the1r soc1ometr1c status w1th a new

group of children four months later.

~

Collectively, current data therefore'supports the contention.
g 3 _ \ ‘

-

‘that.observed behavioural differences'between popular and
unpopular children are a‘function of deficient skill
acquisition. Situational determinants are nonetheless important,
both in the onset of social difficulties and the effectiveness

of ameliorative efforts: As discussedlabove, the social context

may further exacerbate interpersonal difficulties by limiting

-




~opportuntttesffor—1ﬂmrﬂxﬁnﬂnxmrTﬁvreTnfbrcemeht’bf‘ﬁeﬁ‘skill"“““‘*

Nor does a def1c1t model necessar1ly exclude moderat1ng

4 ;d——w

emot1onal or cogn1t1ve character1st1cs, such}@s anxiety, which

may 1nh1b1t or 1nterfere w1th effectlve skill" 1mplementat10n.v1t

£

should be also be noted that chlldren who exh1b1t behav1oural
excess:z/such as aggress1on are seen as fitting w1th1n a def1c1t‘

hypothegis in that such behav1ours*are presumed to be a

'reflect1on of a lack of knowledge of more approp;late prosoc1al
- skills. | - |
Ladd (1984) has outlined three:propositions»which are

central‘tokinterventions based on the"skill deficit mddel:
»chlldren/who experlence problemat1c peer relatlons do so because
they lack ba81c soclal sklbls _social skills can be acquired
from programs designed to’ teach such skills; and the skills that

" children acqu1red through tra1n1ng generalize to the social

environment andVareX1nstrumental in resolv1ng existing peer

‘difficulties. These assumptlons will be examlned with respect to
existind treatment approachs designed to”ehhahce‘social skills.\ B
There are two currently predominant models of;social skills
traininé-'behavioural‘skrll trainlng and-interpersonal'cognitivek
problem solving. These share a sk1ll deficit approach but differ

;1n the1r emphasis on the nature of the skills that medlate
adjustment and acceptance. The assumpt1ons and emp1r1cal

~ findings of these two models will now be outlined.

s
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ghehav1oural Sk111 Tralnlng s Y
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‘Thé behavﬁfé’l épproach tO- intervention 1S typiifieabyf théimlmﬁ*

—work of Mlchelson Sugaiet'a‘li (1983)' These authors define -
social SklllS as including observable verbal and nonverbal

behaviours which serve to interactively maximize re%%{orcement
within the social environment. Requisite skills are believed to

it

be discretely identifiable and relatively specific to particula;
eituations. Social learning principies are assuﬁed to be
responsigie for their initial acquisition and §Ubseduent
mod1f1catlon. The Justlflcatlon for 1ntervent1on is based on
observatlons of .the extent to wh1ch unpopular ch11dren fail to

- "demonstrate, or exhibit lower rates of, particular social
behaviours relative to more competent peers‘in analogue or
naturalistic situations. Reardon, Hersen, Belleck end Foley
(f979), for example, foundzthat socially‘competeht;children'
surpassed incohpetent children on the following behaviourai

.~ variables: verbal response latency, duration of speech,

initiation requests, propriate affect andbspontaneous positive

1 [y

reinforcement of peers. - - .

..

Interveptlon programs therefore attempt to teach ohlldren
i

specific sets of behav1ours to be applied in glven 51tuatlons.

Treatment has been conducted both individually and in groups;

°

chlldren have dlffered in age and in type and severlty of social

dysfunctlon. Training has 1nvolved combinations of strategles

such as didacti?:fﬁgtruction, coaching, behavioural rehearsal,



;contLngencyAmanagement—and—leve—et—%%%med—mede%%fng———————

Determ1nat10n of program effect1veness has typlcally depended on

pre-tversus post-treatment assessment of change in the tra1ned
skills. Many studies have also included sociometric or -

‘observational measures 6f peer status and acceptance.

T i c , .
“¢'In general, behavioural interventions havé yielded mixed

' resultsr%; though some interventions have produced -change inl

both the targetted skills and global sociometric ,and behavioural
measurds- (e.g. Bierman % Furman, - 1984; Lafhﬁ 1981),- such
consis ent‘ou \_; are relatiVely scarce. A more typlcal

find' ¥'s that treat d children demonstrate 1mprovement in the

!

tr ned behav1ours without ev1dence that this behaviour
generallzes to the'natural peer env1ronment (e. g BerPer, Gross
& Drabman, 1982:; L Greca & Santogrossi, 1980?. In some cases
(e.g. Oden &}Asher, 1977) the reverse trend has’been observed:
tteated children'have;gained'in sociometric’ status in ihe
Jabsence of,evidence»cf behavionral.skill change. The latter
‘findings challenge the underlying assumptidns‘bfvsuch programs
and suggest that factors other than specific behavioural skill
deflc ts may mediate-social acceptance. Scme studles which have
been iuccessful in increasing both peer status and_rates of
prosocial behaviohrs.have.also nroduced an equivalent increase
in negative interactions (e.g. Gresham & Nagle, 1960). Overall,
reviews of the literature permit guarded optimism»as to the
- utility-of behavioural sccial skills training with different

‘populations of socially disadvantaged children, at least with

A N - '
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‘respect to the- seiected~areasf%Asher4ﬁ4Renshaw**TQ&TT‘Congerrtf“"“

'Keane, ]981° La Greca & Me51bq§, 1979; Van Hasselt et. al.,

1979).

Despite some success behavioural social skill interventions

———— ~~/ i ) .
may be criticized on-both conceptual and methodological grounds.

In the majority of studies children were selected for treatment

Lo

>

on the basis of sociometric status rather than demonstrated
social nehavioural deficits. Reiiance on sociometric status .
makes selection of relevant skills to be trained a function of
clinical intuition or prier research findings rather than
empirical determination of the: speC1f1c needs of part1c1pants
(Conger & Keane, 1981). In addition, 1t is quite po 51ble that

subjects are not in fact deficient in the domalns targete& for

¢
.
‘ B

1ntervent10n (Van Hasselt et al., 1979). Lastly, the fallure 5%
validate selected skills in terms of tnelr relevance to peer
aceeptance raises the distinct possiblity that researchers may .
be training'chi}dren in areas which are ineidentalitb s6cial
success while ignoring more important skilis'(LaQQ;'1984); It is.
| worth noting thaf in one ef the most successful‘interventions to
-date (Ladd, 1981) gart1c1pants ‘were chosen on the ba51s of both

peer status andggeﬁav1oural observatlon with the results of the

latter prov1d1ng the focus for tra1n1ng

Areas selected for training often represent downward
extrapolations of adult 'social behaviour which may- have minimal -
bearing on children's interpersonal relations (French & Tyne,

-

1982). Indeed, little attention nas been given to developmental
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ﬂ&rfferences'rn‘rnteractionairstyies\auring childhood and

“adolesd\ﬁce. As . Conger and Keane (1981) have‘901nted og&L*ski ls
J

that may lead to soc1al success foi\preschoolers may be

- -

-

irrelevant, or even disruptive, to peer acceptance in older
children or vica versa. This possibility was exemﬁliﬁied by the
research of Gard, Turone, Devlin and Berry (1983) who found.that

the‘rate of social interaction discrimi:ated between older
normal and behaviourally disturbed boys but did not do so for
younger children.48€milarly, the emphasis on observable skilis
characteristic o;;%ehavioural training“programsvhas‘meantlthat
covert ognltivezgr affective factors, such as anxiety,
potentlally relevant to social functioning have typically been
‘1gnored or treated as incidental products of behavioural

deficits (Urbain & Kendall, 1980). Although the extent to vﬂich
theSeivariables are causes o;,consequences of peer alienation
remains unclear, they may nonetheleSS/seriousiy disrupt

subsequent skill development and are worthy of more explicit

attention (Wheeler & Ladd, 1982).

Behavioural interventions'have typically involved trainino
in a limited set of responses to be'apclied in specific
situations with the assumptionithat-tnese will generalize to new .
skills and contexts. As noted.above, evidence of such |
generalization is‘sparce(and there is the additional risk that}
positive,change in the specific skill in guestion may ﬁavefa
negative impact on other behaviours. In a case reporthirby and

Toler (1970) traiied a preschooler to increase the rate of
- : e

N
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ST poSitive,reinforcement given to peers. Although the child did
i ¢ - e : .

‘exhibit a substantial iﬁprovement‘in interaction rate, this was
eccompanied by‘significsntlytmore aggressive”behavrour.SUch;'
findings mayjreflect the fact that msny behaviourai‘ -

,interventions are based on an overly'simplistic‘and" .

situhtionslly?specific.notion of social'skf11s~(Strsinn§ Kerr,
1981). More recent ﬁodgls in both the children's (Ladd &VMize,‘
;” : 19837\end adult's (McFali, 1882; Trower, 1982) social skiils
Az 1iterature»ﬁaye emphasized the dynamic,fcontektual nstgre'of
social competence and the extent to.nhich successful fungtioning~
reguires an integration of behévioural, cognitive and affective
components. | | o .
Interpersonal Problem Solving Training _ S B e
- o . _J,’\\’

)

The major alternativetto the behavioural approach to thé /

~enhancement of chiloren's social competence is the interpersonaif'
\ - cognitive problem solving (ICPS) model. ;roponents of this model
point out that meny interpersonal encounters are inherently
ambiguous in terms of the;requirements‘for successful
performance. Rather than eliciting specific beheviours such
s1tuatlons therefore requ1re the part1c1pants to engagn 1n a
process of cognltlve problem solv1ng in order to achleve
soc1ally accepcable personal goals (Krasnor & Rubin, 1981), Tnis'
,/"””’—_‘process is seen as 1nclud1ng'such,skllls'as the ability to

recognize a potentislly‘problematic sitﬁation, select the best

‘solution from self-generated alternatives, impiement an
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Veppgopfiatejstrategy and monitor the effectiveness of the

‘ =
+ N

outcome. - - ‘ . o f

Hﬁstorically;3the‘importance.of active probiem solving for
personal and 1nterpersonal adjustment has been’ stressed by )
theorists and reseapehers such as Ch1ttendon (1942), Dewey
(1933) and Sull1vanl(1953) Jahoda (1958) proposed that |
psychological health is related to effective social
decision-making and pointed‘out the,extedt,to which,social
perceptionspmay be distofted.by strong emotional needs'or
experiences. More recent exponents of problem solving~£nc1ddex
DaZurilla andeoldfried‘(1é71)”who arqgued that coghitive
problem-solving interacts with the behaviourai and affective

-

requirements of the particular sitpation._These authors alsor
noted that ICPS competence may be most relevant for those. - .
difficult social 51tuatlons for wh1ch no solutzon is 1mmed1ately
available, thus differentiating social problems from those
interpersonal situations_which el%cit relatively automatic
behaviours that do,hot'require copscious cogniti?e processing.
Implicit in this d%stinction is the notion that ICPS performance
“tg a function of both the characteristics of the situation and,

the existing cognitive and behavioural repertoire of the

participant. - o,

The primary impetus to the current interest in ICPS was s
provided by the systematic research conducted by the Hahnemann
Social Problem Solving Research Team (Shure. & Spivack, 1978,

1979, 1980; Shure, Spivack & Jaeger, 1971; §pivack & Shure,

14
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1974; - Spivack, Platt & Shure, 1976), Theselauthors deyeloped4,4444.44

spec1f1c open- ended procedures, referred to as

rrhypothetical reflective measure by Rubin and Krasnor (1983)

I

for asse551ng children s soc1al problem solv1ng abilithes in
#

response to a variety of problematic 51tuations. In a series of

&

correlational and. expegimental\stndies, summarized in Spivack et
al. (1976) childrén rated by their teachers aSrdusplaying |
Vvarying degrees of soc1al and behavioural maladjustment were
compared with their better ad]usted peers and found to be A .
deficient in“ICPS abilities. In particular, the authors_have
,kidentified the following'competencies as being critical:ﬂ
1.. Alternative thinking, i.e., the ability to generate multiplei
alternative solutionsrto problematic interpersonal |
situations; , . - i
2. Conseqguential thinking; i.e., the’ability to foresee the
potential immediate and lonoiterm outcome of a'particular
solution and to utilize this information ingdecision-making;
3. Means-end thinking, i.e., the ab®lity to plan a specific
behavioural’course of action in order to obtain a desired
-~ ‘ goal, including realistic appraisal of theigemporal and

contextual demands of the situation, accurate

self-evaluation and adaptive modifications when obstacles |

arise.

These skills have been studied in children as young as four
‘ ) 7 , ) v
. years of age and are seen as following a developmental course

with cognitively more advanced skills, such as means-end

3

15.



"”;hgngigglreﬁerging only in the‘middle latehcv period of. .~

childhood. ICPS abilities are 1ndependent of traditlonal_

measures of Lntelllgence° however some dlfferences ‘in

alternatlve thinking have beenprserved between lower and mlddle -
class children. Shure and Splvacku(1979) 1nterpret their . ca,

collecciQe findings afyscppcrting their'central’tenet that
spec1f1c ICPS skills functlon as significant medlators of

4

"healthy soc1al adjustment and conclude’ that° "People over,a,l:
'broad age range, from diverse socLoeconomlc\groups; cf both«' 
sexes, ahdeacross a broad spanxof.adjustmeht levels,.who exhibit
healthy, adaptlve behaviors have cons1stently demonstrated

~

markedly superlor ICPS ab111ty compared to those who manlfest

some degree of behayicral maladjustment” (p. 202).

Subseguent research has been supportive of the’original
Hahnemann fihdiqgs but has led to some revision of our
understanding of the natufe'and role of ICPS in child;en's
'social functioning. Rubin a@d Daniels—Beirness (1983), for
'example,~§ound,a‘concurreht felationship between peer status -and
social problem‘so;ving amcngst preschoolers with the latter -
predictive of popularlty in Grade.1. A subsequent analy51s of
.the1r follow upféata (Rubln & Krasnor, 1983) . 1nd1cated that this

1
pred1ct1ve relationship extended-lnto the second grade.

Similarly, in a sample of W1thdrawn preschool chlldren/

guantitative and qualltatlve indices of ICPS competence were

concurrently and'prospectlvely negatively correlated &1th

observations of isolate play 'and positively with social play
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: teacﬁer's ratings of prescholer's;maladjustment“Wfth:the*'”

(Rubin, Danielszeirness & Bream,’1984).jRu5in and Clark (1983)

foundra'relatgonship between social‘problem,solving,skills and

=g

strength of the correlationfdifféring~as a functionfof the type

of behaviour problemslobserved. In a study with older children,

Asarriow and Callan (1985) foundrthat in comparison with popular_;
i

peers, unpopular latency- aged boys generated fewer solutions to

!
hypothetlcal problems' chose solutions which were less prosoc1al

and moF aggre551ve- evaluated the consequences of antlsoclal
\

solutions more pos1t1vely and pigsoclal solutlons more

"negat14ely, and exh1b1ted more Maladaptlve plannlng skills.

R1ch rd and Dodge 61982) found§that compared with h1gher status

peeys, both aggressive and isolated elementary school- aged
7 g v - ) .

\»Ebdldren'were‘deficient in generating jalternative solutions with

/

equivalence bgtween the two samples of low status children

despite differences in selection and behavioural criteria. All
groups .were equally adept, however, at evaluating thé)potential
effectiveness of given solutions. Nor were there anygdifferences‘ -

in the initial solutions generated; however, when -further

alternatives were requested, popular,children continued to

“ provide effective solutions while the choices of low status

children were increasingly aggressive and ineffective. In a
subsequent study (kichard & Dodge, 1983), ICPS cOmpetence was
found to be predictive of the frequency and quallty of | |
childrenfs social persuasive behaviour. .

[
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Not alljresearch has'clearl§ eonfirmed the relationship

between ICPS and adjustment (e g. Krasnor & Rub1n 1978'
We‘ssberg, Gesten, Carnrlke et al., 1981) Investlgators of the
Wayne State Un1ver51ty Group have repllcated the - Hahnemann-ﬂ

research (Rlckel & Burglo,‘1982, Sharp,‘1981). These authors

faileditO«find tﬁe predictedArelationship.between objective

P~

ratingsAof adjustment and ICPS abilities, a finding which Ehey

attributed to.design flaws in the originai research such as tne,'

absence of blind observations. Forman (1980) found that

aggressive and.non-aggressive children did not, differ in

conseguential thinking. The aggressive children, howeverl

. provided more antisocial solutions, exhibited more irrational

thoughts and evaluated children portrayed in theasituations‘in a
more negative fashion. Similarly, Deluty (1981c). found no

differences'inrthe quantity of alternatives generated by samples

2

~of assertive, aggressive and submissive.children. There were,

7

‘however, differences in the quality of solutions with the latter

groups offering fewer assertive and. more aggressive and

]

 submissive options. ICPS research has also been criticized on

methodological and conceptual grounds. Butier and Meichenbaum
(1981) have pointed out that the hyoothetical—teflective
measures developed by- the Hahnemann group suffer from a number
of potential problems including sen51t1v1ty to 1nstructlonal

set, limited selection of situations and insufficient:

i

,linformation with respect toapsychometrlc properties. These

authors also note that many examinations of the relatlonship

.

between ICPS and objective functioning have relied on Y

18
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correlatlons w1th a 51ngle measure of adjustment, such as.

-

teacher s ratlngs, whlch in 1tself,may be psychometrlcally ueak

- Similar criticisms were ralsed by Krasnor ‘and Rubin (1981) who

“

p01nt out that ICPS measures have questlaﬂable ecologlcal
va11d1ty, there is, at bsst a moderate relatlonshlpshlp between‘
chlldren 5 self reported problem solv1ng and observatlons of
their actual behav1ouralvstrategles ;h,lnterpersonal encounters;

In a subsequent review, Rubin and Krasnor (1983) did suggest,

however, that the hypothetical dilemnas used in ICPS evaluationa‘

" tend to "pull" for cognitive processing while naturalistic,

familiar situations typically do not demand activekreflective:”?
thought, thué.some discrepancy between ICPSVmeasures‘and
observed behaviour may be expected. Lastly, these authors note

that normative data with respect to developmental and.

typological differences in social problem solving is scarce,

thereby limiting the identification and remediation of children

with interpersonal difficulties. Givehdthese concerna it is
worth mentioning that - Elias, Larcen, Zlotlow and'Chinsky (1978)
have developed a hypothetlcal reflective 1nstrument the Social
Poblem Solving Situation Analysis Measure (SPSAM), whlch
prov1des_a-more sophisticated andvpgychometrlcally sound
assessment of ICPé and should be considered in future

—

intervention and developmental research.

It is worth considering ICPS with respect to other . .

‘ developmental research, particularl§wparallel studies of

childrensf interpersonal functioning. Piaget (1926) considered
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young chlldren to be nelther w1111ng nér able to take into

S S

account the perspect}ve.ofdthelr peers. ThlS egocentrlsm waned

in eatf&'chiidhood allowing‘the‘child to*Qain)e”ﬁéﬁeulrwwt 7jﬂﬁxi
sociocentric view of the world through reciprocal negotietion
and compromise. The Piagetian model has spurred investigat;oh of

the development of. specific social-cognitive variables including

A

perspective-taking, ‘empathy and social inferential reasoning.

The relationshiprbetweep such abilities and ICPS skills,
deever, remains largely unknown (Shantz} 1983). Researeﬁ has.
revealed the presence of soc1al cogn1t1ve varlables which |
augment the fundamental ICPS skllls identified by ‘the Hahnemann~,

group. Rather.than providing children with a social goal and

~examining resolution strategies, as is characteristic of most

social problem solving studies, Renshaw and Asher (1983) esked
cﬁildfen to formulate their own goals. They feund‘that eider and
higher status children produced friendlier, more prosoeial goals
as well as more sophisticated strategies. Peery (1979) found
that popuiar preschoolers‘were more adept at identifying peer's
affective state than unpopular children. Lastly, Goetz and Dweck

(1980) found that children who attributed rejection to internal,

_personal ihcompetehce rather than external, situational factors

exhibited the least effective subsequent resolution stretegies
It is worth not1ng that the children included in this study d1d
not . dlffer in problem solving SklllS prlor to. rejectlon thus
suggestlng that ditferences were ‘not simply a result of %nitiél‘

social competence.

20



Besp%te—somerxneonsastentmiend}ngs——theepreeed%ng—researeh————————
is generally supportive of the 1mportance of ICPS competence as :
a relevant mediator of soc1al functlonlng durlng chlldhood The
‘.nature of socral problem.solv1ng appears to be mnch»more complex

than that presented by thejHahnemann'research. It seems unlikely'
that ' ICPS skilis emerge in the 'all or none" fashion as ‘
’orlglnally 1mpl1ed It»ES‘also probable that specific‘skillsrmay
prove partlcularly critical at certa1n ages or in certa1n
51tuatlons (Pellegini & Urbain, 1985). Alternatlve;y,’subgroups'
of socialiy maladjusted children may exhibit differential
\patterns of social-cognitive deficits (Rubin & Clark, 1983)
Rather than 51mple quantltatlve 1nterpretatlon of ch11dren S o
: hypothetlcal—reflectlve performance it is important to examine - |
‘gualitative dﬁfferences in responses (Deluty, 1981c) and the
_sophlstlcatlon of their strategies when initial solutlons meet
with failure (Goetz & Dweck, 1950; Richard &vDodge, 1982). Even
if I1CPS skills are considered‘central to social competence,'they
must nevertheless be 1ntegrated w1th behavioural and affectlve‘
factors 1n order to result in 1nterpersona1 success (Ladd,
1984). At present, the_prlmacy of social/cognitive versus

social/behavioural development remains speculative (Rubin &

Krasnor; 1983). .

A

-

Finally, there is a need to integrate ICPS within the larger
cognitize context including. the devel'opment of ‘such cognitive
processes and structures as inferential reasoning, inductive and

deductive logic, attributional style, perspective-taking and

21
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pe,rsonél, values (Rathjen, 1980).

Social Problem Solving,Interventions- : -

The enhancement of ICPS abilities has been the primary goal of a
variety 6f social problem solving (SPS) programs. This approach

=

to improving children's interpersonal competence'is intuiti?ely
compelling for a number of reasons. As Durlak (1983) has stated:

Good problem solvers, it would seem, -are flexible and
adaptable in different social circumstances, able to
deal effectively with stress, and able to_develop T
suitable methods to attain personal goals and satisfy
their needs. Moreover, repeated success in ,
problem-solving would be expected to heighten
, self-confidence, motivation, and perseverance, thus
\? - facilitating future task performance (p. 31).

s

Rather than teaching children specific -verbal and non—yeréii

behaviours to be applied in specific situations SPS training<
emphasiaes the acqu151tlon of general concepts appllcable to a
variety of situations. A major hypothe51s of such programs is
that the enhancement of cogn1t1ve processes belleved to medlate
competence across 51tuatlons will naturally lead to
generalization beyond the%trarnlng context, thus overcoming one.

of the main limitations of,skillrspecifzc%approachesaiggpain &

Kendall, 1980). Problem solving also allows for thercomplex,
interactive nature of social relationéﬁips by encoﬁraging
generation of alternative strategies and aelf—evaluation when
faced with‘unanticipated obstacles or conflicts (Goetz & Dweck/

1980).

22



person and the situacion in which performance is neqnirea;
Mischel (1984) recently suggested that individuals aie\ﬁost
likeiy to exhibit‘situationelly consistent maladaptive behavicur :
in those circumstances which exceed his cr‘her cognitive and ‘}
self-regulatory competence; In contrast,‘situations,falling
wifhin an individuals capacity are less likely to produce
'typical' inapprop;iate behaniour. This contencion was
empirically supported with samples of children characterized as
aggressive, withdrawn end prosociali In non—stressfnl'situatiOns'
there was little correspondence between these global categories
\.and actual behaviour;ibut_when faced with a demanding task

children in both aberrant-categdries displayed the anticipated

negative social behaviour.

Social problem solving is unique in the extent to which it
gives the child responsibility and creditvfcr the selecticn of
personally desired goals and strategies, thus avoidinglthe
imposition of adult values and perspectives which may be of
little relevance¥to the barticular situations which a chiid may
~ “encounter (Combs & Slaby, 1977). The importance of the |
perSpectiQe of%Ehe"individual is stressed by Fiedler and Beach,
(1978) who havefa?gued that sociai cb;petence is a function of a

person's expectations of the consequences of a certain behav1our

in a particular situation rather y%an a global trait or

23
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‘ behavioutalﬁdeiitit+;Altheughfthé~%€Ps—mede%—&s in need of
, , > , .

[ —

normative refinement, it is conceptually consistent with
developmental theorizing in terms of progressive changes in a
_child's cognitive, emotional and behavioural maturation (Durlak, s

superordinate role in“emotional aM¥wbehavioural functicning

" (Meichenbaum & Asarnow,‘fﬁﬁéii;f;:Pelleégi*xuaﬂd Urbain (1985)

have pointed out, the emphasis on t j_-ildreﬁ“"ﬁmwgo

3G

“think, rather than what to think, is more iikelyftéff%
'long—term adjustmenc. Social problem solviné therefore appears
to be a promising model for the promotion of social competence.
It isfﬁécegsary to examine the intérvention literature to

determine the extent to which this promise has been realized.

Although prior treatment studies had included a ptobiem I
solving component (e.g. Chittenden, 1942), the p}oneering ‘
intervention research was conducted by the Hahnemann team. In
the firsf of these studies Spivack and Shure (1974) deQeloped a
social problem solving program containing the following |
components: introductionvto basic ICPé concepts; affective
recognition in oneself and others; and p;actice in solving real
and hypothetical problems. Instructional technigues included
scripted didactic lessons, games and dialogues. Traininb was:
conducted by the teachers of low income; inner-city preschoolers

including subsamples of children previbusly'identifiedfas

aggressive and withdrawn. In comparison with a matched sample of

}
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uﬂtrea%ed—eontrolsﬁuehiidren—reee&v&ng—train%ng—exhibi%ed———————————

51gn1f1cant 1mprovement in ICPS skiils and teacher ratings of

~adjustment. Those children who demonstrated the greatest change

N\

in problem solving skills were rated as improving the most
behaViourally, thus supporting ‘the ba51c contention that ICPS
skills mediate 1nterpersonal adjustment Furthermore,var

significantxproportion of treated childreh ihitially identified

as socially jpmept were subsequently labelled adjusted. Gains

were maintained one year later based on ratings by teachers

*

.blind to original gvour,.membership.

sampla.vTrained children exhibited 51gnif1cantly greater ;gf;g;;r
1mprovement in ICPS skills and a reduction in socially . )
maladaptive behaviur based oniblind teecher's ratings. Amongst
children who did improve,.there gas a relationShip.betheni
adjustmenr and alternative phinking but not;Coﬁsequential
tPinking. Trained mothers also improved in their parental

problem solving skills; however this didnoggeneralize to their

interpersonal cognitiv%‘understanding of adult situations. There

wae a correspondence bétween chenge in parental child-rearing
skills and their children's ICPS abilities, primarily with
respect .to the generation of solutions. In a series of studies
differing somewhat in intervention approaohes-and spbject

characteristics the Hahnemann group has repeatedly found, in
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7f<eempa;isonsmoi;t£ainedé§i%héuhtfaiﬁe&—SﬂbieétsTVthatf—treated*4*;‘*

children have dehéﬁstrateq improvement in both 1CPS skills énd 

adjustmenf; theré‘i§ a significant positive correlation between N
cognitive énd'béhavioural_éaihé; and change ‘is maintained for at
léast onéZYeafh(Shure and’Spivack, 1979, 1980; Spivack et al.,
1976). I |

=5

These findings prqéidéd the impetus for further rese;rdh;,-
iAlthouéh subsééuenf iﬁtérventidné have adopted the basic ICPS
focus of the Hahnemannigfoup,-they have differed Sometht in
instructional techﬁiqués, inélusion of additional sbc{al skills
trainihg and,opportunitf for applied behavioural practice of |
problem solving. Camp}‘Blém, Heberf and van Doorninck (1977) .
used self-instrhctional and éocial p}oblem solving trainiﬂg with
aggress&verprimary sdhoéi bo¥s. Compéfisons wePe made with
—..untrained aggressive and hbn-aggfé%sive'cdntrols.'AlthOUgh*\\
iéacﬁéréff§“ d-both aggressive groﬁps as exhibiting less
negative beh&?idﬁf a£ §§§tE? uL= _uonly trained children
improved in‘brOSOCial behé?jéhrlwfhéﬁfé§‘ m ;éf analysis Of‘é'-
battery of measures of impulse control, academiéméé'ijvemenfvand _
ICPS were less consistent. Téeated*ﬁhildren exhibited an 6§éf57‘
pattern at ﬁosétesting which differed from aggressi?erchildren
and resembled normal children. They'also'ga{ned in alternative )

- thinking relative to both control groups.;However, this wé$ 
accompanied by an increase in aggressive solﬂtions, léading the‘ 

authors to recommend that interventions with this particular

population be highly structufed and'pfovide an explicit

>

w
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i measdres'relevant to.the proposed research and.s

solving curriculum,adapted from‘that of Sinack'et al}'(i97§)
with |a sample of Junior h1gh school students 1dentified as

having adJustment problems. In comparison WIth no treatment

controls,,trained students demonstrated significant improv ent

\

- on five of seven problem solv1ng measures as well .as. 1mproved ~

self-esteem and a more internal locus of control There were

\
\

‘1 dications of an 1nteraction between outcome and age w1th

RN
Ed

¢

y unger students exhibiting less change.

qlthough not a direct;study of social competence, Kendall

and Wilcoxfs (1980) intervention program with~impulsive children

deserves mention given the sophistication of the(design, use of

ilarity of

training strategies to SPS training An attention placebo
condition was compared with gwo types of treatment both of which
included self-instructi 1 training,and contingency management.
One variant focussed on concrete strategies for dealing with

S 1f1c tasks reguiring cognitive and behav1oural self- control
while -the other emphasized conceptual strategies_applicable to a
wider varietyofsituations. Both treatment conditions surpassed
controls at post-treatment: based on blind teacher ratings of

self-control and hyperactivity with some indications of more

followed up one year later (Kendal: 1981).:Although group

ot—skill—praetiée%—?ellado—%+984+—used—a¥problemr——;f——*




'

dtfferencesfwere!nofionger*apparent conceptualiy trained

children demonstrated better recall and application of skills

and these subjects continued to exhibit behaV1our w1th1n the
range expected.for-nonreferred students. In summary, while

outcome patterns have varied, social problem SOIVing

A
~ e

-

: interventions have proven effective with different populatidns

“of children and adolescents experiencing such adjustment

'lproblems as delinquency (0llendick & Hersen, 1979) ‘emotional

4

disturbance (Elias) 1079) and academic and behav1oural

difficultles (Schneider 1974).

L

 Not all SPS programs have been as cleariy successful. Urbain
(1980) compared social problem solving'plus-selt—instructional
training, social perspective taking gﬁus self-instructional

training and behavioural contingency managemept with

| lmpu151ve -aggressive primary school children. Although all

treatments 1ncreased ICPS skills at post- testlng and follow up,
there was no difference between groups and no change in
teacher's ratings of adjustment. There was, hewever, a
significant positive relationship between cognitive and

behavioural change. Similarly Berler, Gross-and Drabman (1982)

successfully improved learning disabled children's social

"problem solving skills. This did not, however, generalize to in

FN i ‘
vivo behaviour or greater peer acceptance. Sharp (1981)

- A

attempted a replication of the Hahnemann intervention program

N

including methodological improvements such as appropriate .

controls, blind behavioural ratings and extended follow-up.

T
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Inner city preschool children identified as 'adjusted'.or

"aberrant' were assigned to one of three conditions: social

problem solving training based on Spivack and Shure's (1974) .

manual; nodified social problem solving excluding discussion of

_prerequisite concepts; or an attention con}fol condition

consisting of academic and cognitive enrichment. 'Aberrant'
- : \ .

-~

““

‘children who received the.full_problem-solving'interventLOn

‘demonstrated greater change in their alternative thinking

abilities than similar children in the control group or

'adjusted' children in any condition. No differences were found, -

¢

however, in consequential thinking ornbehavioural'anustmen;.

Rickel ,- Eshélman and Loigman (1983) reevéluated these children

six months later and found no group differences in either

cognitive or behavioural variables. The authors tentatively
attributed this failure to design flaws and the lack of
opportunity for in vivo experience and reinforcement of skills

inherent in the Hahnemann program. Despite these negative

_¥indings, reviews of the literature have been encouraging in

terms of the utility of social problem solving in improvin§~the
cognitive and behavioural skills of children exhibiting signs of
maladjustment (Combs & Slaby, 1977; Pellegrihi & Urbain, 1985;

Urbain & Kendall, 1980). =

1)



Soc1al Problem Solv1ng as a Prlmary Preventlve Strategy .
. J‘

The preceding research has largely been conducted with ’
children with identified‘behavioural»or.emotional adjustment
problems. These include programsbfor children-with specifio’ “
sooial difficulties‘(evg Camp et al.} 1977) as well as for
‘1nd1v1duals exhibiting patterns of maladjustment 1nclud1ng
1nterpersonal confllcts (e. g. Hersen & OllendlckA 1979). A
alternatlve to these remedial 1nterventlon strategies\is_the
implementation of training uith children not;gét ;khibitrng
7tindices of pathology. The'importance OEESuch'a'brimary
‘prevention approach was explicated by ¢aplan (1564L who
differentiated’between those secondary anditertiary
1nterventlons de51gned qﬁ reduce the severity and/or duratlon of
exlstlng dlsordrrs and those a1med at avoiding the onset of

possible maladjustment in currently well-functlonlng

1nd1v1duals. This latter prlmary strategy is conceptuall§ and
practlcally compelling. As Kirschenbaum and Ordman (1982) have
pointed out,° despite the proliferation of professional and
paraprofessional'mental health services there is still a
shortage,of resources relative to the prevalence of identified
indivldual and social problems. These authors also note that the

services that do exist are used 1nfrequently and ineffectively.

by those segments of society, typlcal y w1th1n thb lower

socioeconomic strata, in greate ed of a551stance._As prlmary

programs are ‘typicafly condu

®
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~of risk ’tﬁey represent a cost- and resource eff1c1ent mode of

dellvery G1ven that 1nd1v1duals exh1b1t1ng relative adaptatlon .

: may be better abIe to learn and 1ntegrate new cop1ng strategles
within their dally functlonlng primary services are potentlally
more efficacious than palliative treatment of individuals in

wimmediate crisis (Stone, Hinds & Schmidt, 1975).

1

Primary programs‘also avoid the risk of labelling a
particular individual as a 'problem child" whgch may
inadvertently exacerbate stigmatization and self-fulfilling
eXpectations in the eyes of peers,kparents and teachers.'Lastly,'
and with specific reference to social skills interventions,

,_'because primary‘programs are provided to all children within a
given setting they are not confronted with some of the
difficulties involved in the selection of thoseiparticular ;
children in need of secondary or tertiary treatment. French and -
Tyne (1982) have pointed out that identification of the
7estimated,five toriifteen per cent of chilaren who experience
signif{cant peer problems can vary radically depending on the
nature of assessment methodolagy, thug\lmplylng that some
cﬁlldren in need of social a551stance are not served whlle less -
;Tseverely‘dlsadvantaged children are 1ncluded

Primary prevention has been embraced by both policy—makers‘
and researchers as a pcwerful alternative to traditional service -

delivery. This attraction is evocatively described by Emory

.Cowen (1977):
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~ Primary preventlon is a glltterlng, dlffuse, thoroughly
-~ - abstract term. Its aura is so exa]
on the same plane as the Nobel prize. It holds the
- mysterious, exciting promise of "breakthrough". It -
* offers a sharp contrast to all that mental heéalth has
~done,-a shadowy but nevertheless grand, alternative., It
is terribly "major” - in the lingo of childhood games I
'have known, somethlng to be approached with massive
'great steps’ (p.1 ) . :

Lest‘quen appear toorcreduloua it should be pointed.out‘he
concludes that werhaqe, at best, approached attainment of this
idealized grail'with 'baby Steps' Snbsequent authorsdhave
ralsed similar concerns. Lorlon (1983) emphasizes that primary
prevent1on efforts are premature in the absence. of exp11c1t
knowledge as to the nature of a disorder and 1ts env1ronmental
familial QBd 1nd1v1dual etiology. Gesten, Flores.de Apodaca,
Ra1n5,»Welssberg and Cowen (1979)‘stress.that\primary programs
should aim to enhance healthy adaptatibn‘natheruthan exclusively
focussing on the preyentien of symtbmatology; }hese authors also
point out the problems_inherent in an operational' —
rconceptualizatiop of positive mental health and recommend that
primary programS'emphasize specific} rather than global,

~

competencies associated with effective functioning.

Tt

Gesten et. a ugs

(1979) suggest that social problem solving

represents sugh a competency. Given the previously discussed

. . . /" . '
assumption as to the mediating role of ICPS}in interpersonal
functioning and the strategic, rather than/specific, focus of
training, social problem solving proficiency would seem to be an

~ R . \

ideal goal for primary programs. This is in contrast. with

interventions with a situational and skill-specific focus which

W

[y

32



y,

. may have little utility for the general population. In.addition

to its relevance for social adaptation SPS competence is

logically related to such key iﬁdividual'mentél heaithrvériableér

" as self-esteem, autonomy, perseverance and empathy (Dutlakﬂ
' 1983). - |
N

~_

\The;m;jority of primary SPS progréms have been implemented,
within the school. ThiS'is an optimal sg@ting for s;;eral
feasons.<Although'sociélization initially occurs és a function

.of the family enviroﬂment, subsequent developmenfiof
interpersonal combetence;is increasingly dependent on school
éxberience as the child developsvgreater emotional, coghitive
and social maturity and*independence.‘wﬁile the primary goal of
the school is c1e5rly academic éducation, it is also serving a.
4major socializing function. This is usuafly implicit rather.thén
explicitf indeed, Carﬁledge and Milburn (f978).hévé_described
instructioh in SOQial behaviours, vaiues and attitudeé as the
school's "hidden curriCulym?. School is also the séttipg where
adjustment problems may first become evident. In their
development%l epidemioiogical research Kellam, Rubin and
Stévensoh (1982) found teache;'s’ratings of classroom behayiour
to be predictive of adjustment ten years later. These authors
point out that the cl%ssrodm is nct just a conven%ent setting
‘for £he observation of children but a crucial social field where
a ‘teacher's determination of a child's success or failure at |

prescribed tasks have concrete consequences for his or her

future. Unfortunately, those individuals with the best
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opportunitytto influence;the;deyelopnentgofesocialgskillsgare

I )
often poorly equ1pped to do 50 and may 1@advertently shape and ~,

T T P
maintain those very behav1ours they find undealrable (Cartledge

& Mllburn, 1978; Spivack & Swift, 1973), Thus,ﬂglven that af>
community-based program is dependent on the participation and
interest of exieting personnel implementation_of an SPS program
w1th1n _the school may helghten teacher's awareness of the
1mportance of students’ social functlon1ng and prov1de some
concrete strategies for classroom and 1ndlv1dnal management.
’Many authors have empha51zed the need to train social skills in
the environment where such behav1ours are most relevant in order
to max1mlze generallzatlon and malntenance (Combs & Slaby,\1977;
Hops & Finch, 1982; Michelson, Mannarino et al., 1983). Teaching
éoch skills as part of the regular classroom curriculum-ensures
that chlldren will share a common problem so. v1ng language and
will have zn vivo opportunltles for pra tice and relnforcement
of effort. The 1nformed.approval, and possible 1nvolvement, of
teachers and'parents encourages their receptivity to newly
éeveloped, yet fragile, social skills in their children (Van
Hasselt et al..1979)._1t is also more likely that less skilled
children will have naturai opportunities to learn from the

examples set by their more adept peers in the school environment

(Rose, 1983).

There have been a number of empirical studies of socfala
problem solving as a primary prevention strategy\with
non-clinical samples in an educational setting. 7%utz and

¥
i
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EéldhuSen (1976) compared SPS.training, and training plus

reinforcement with a no-treatment control condition. Contrary to

- -

expectations children in the training-only condition surpassed -
both controls and training-plus-reward groups on a
hypdthéticallreflective 1CPS meashre!g:d transfer test of

problem sclving ability. This study is\limited by the exclusibn

of behavioural observations, sociometric status and teacher or

3>

home adjustment ratings. These measures were also absent in, SN

Stone, Hinds and Schmidt's (1975) intervention study whichvusedf(

A3

'videotaped modelling and games to téach SPS to elegpntary‘school

~children. In comparison with no-treatment controls, .trained

children did gain in ICPS skills. Closer examination of the
results Sg\this study, however, revealed an interaction between

experimental condition and grade with younger children

" exhibiting less improvement. More robust findings were obtained

by Feis and Simons (1985) in their repdrt of three yearly social

7 probleq solving programs delivered to rural,- low-income .. .. .  _ "~ '.

~

»

preschoolers. The.training was based on Spivack and Shure's S

(1974) curriculum and comparisons were made between treated andﬂ
untreated subjects.'Tgained children démonstrated\significant
improvement in the'quantity and quality of élterna£ive solutidns
over all three years. A teachér—rating scalé introduced in the’
last year revealed that trained childfen exhibitéd a ieductioﬁ‘

in two of three categdriés ofvnegatiye‘behaviour, Chiidrén -
exhibiting aggressive behaviour were the bniy subgroup who did
not improve with training. Treated subjects received
significantly fewer réfefrals to an ancilliary me#ﬁal health’,

A |
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;pnsultgnyagggﬁIQEShggig§,ggre correlatéd with behavioural

~ ‘changer T . e

Many prima:y SPS interventions have beenvevaluatéd'ahd
. revised oyeruéeverél studies..Typical,of these is the reseér;£
conducted at éhe-Univéfsity of Connecticut. In the first‘of,
‘these studies (Allen,‘Chinsk§, Larcen, Lochman & Selinger,» 7
1976),chi;d aﬁd fourth gradé éhildren.werg\involved‘with an SPS
prégram using a combination of the Hahnemann éurriyuium-and
D'Zurilla ahd Goldfried's (1971) schgmatic problem solving
model. In comparison with untrained children, subjects receiving
the program improved not only on a hjppthefical;reflective
meéSurekof ICPS but also on a structﬁred, 'real-life"méasure;of
problem solving. Trained chiidren also exhibited é shift towards
internal locus of control buf did not change in édciqmgtric"
staﬁus, self-esteem or biind'teacher's ratinés; In a subsgquent

examination of variants in the intensity and modality of

‘training, McClure, Chinsky”and*Larcen‘44978)fcompared'tel?Vi???,;;, i/
SPS modelling,vmodeliing plus discussion and/ﬁsﬁelling plus ‘

~ behavioural rehearsal with no treatment. Outcome variables
included an open-ended problem solving measure; a structurea '/;

group interaction and adUltfchild interaction and selfjreported"

~
.

locus of cqntrol. In general, treatment subjects surpassed
controls on the problem solving measﬁre;héroup interactié
measure and locus of control, Alﬁhough tentative, therevwas some
evidence for the superidrity of the‘modeiliﬁg plus rehearsai

condition over other modalities. Another iterative program is



Projec£~AWkRE~€E&ardo~&%eaiaweii7*1979#‘which‘egéﬁasi2és:bonh
social problem solving‘and’perspective téking_usingmagy;;igtxﬁggﬁjr7

"instructional .and pafticipat training strategies implemented

by the classroom teacher. Outcome evaluation indicated that
'treated subjecﬁﬁ/éﬁ?;;ssed untreated controls:in,social
réle—téking,/léps,ékills and teacher's adjustmen; ratings.
'Furthermore,\those children who were initially mos% poorly
adjﬁstgd exh{bited the‘greatest change. Subsequent
inveétigations of this‘program'reyealed an interaction between
cﬂg;ge anq:subject and trainer characferistiqs.\Thomson-Rountfee
and Woodruff (1982) found bothisex and racigl differences iﬂ
treatment’outébmes. Thomson-Rountree an {sun-Baskett (1981)
found that those teachers who demohstratéd fhe‘bést‘
implementation'skills also reported the greateét improvement in

their students following training.

—

The work of tne RochesterVSocial ProblemiSolving_Group will
be discussed in some detail in view of the quality of the
'evaluation and intervention designs and their relevance to the v
current study. Coﬁéistent with the research previously
described, the Rochester group's training programs have
incorporated key aspects of Spivack and Shhreﬁs,(1874) and
‘D'Zurilla and Goldried's (1971) treatment modéls. In addition,
based on developmental'research on.the importance of |
perépective-taking~skills, an emphasis was placed on feaching

~participants to identify emotions in themselves and others as a

prerequisite to formal problem>solving. Lastly, givén Spivack et

t
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‘al.'s (1976) contention that some children's impulsivity limits

]

their ability to translate ICPS skills into behaviour, a
self-control strategy;to‘help child:eﬁ reflect before actihg:was
introduced. The resulting hybfid brogram is described by Gesten
et al (1979) and includes the following sequential steps:
identification éf:'upset‘ feelings, problem identification, goal
selection, impulse delay, generation of alternatives[
conSideration.of consequences, implementation aﬁa perseverance -
in the face of obstacle§. The prégram is presented in a series

of highiy structured,léssons'to be used as part of the regqular
classroom éufriculum‘for'Grade 2 to Grade 4 children. Treatment
is conducted by-classroom teachers with training and supérvision
by program consui?ﬁﬁgg. Instructional techniques includé )
didactic presentation, problem-solving games, modelling and
role-playing using a .variety of modalities for presentation;

Core concépts are augmented by the‘use-of.boostér sessions;and
supplementa;z‘lessons’as well as various strategiés to encourage
maintenance ‘and in vivo applicatioﬁ of skills. Outcome

evaluation has typically been based on a comparison between s
treated and untreated children in ICPS skill acquisition and
teacher\adjustmgnt ratings, wiﬁh some attention to intellectual
and personality variables. Weissberg and Gesten (1982) have
discussed st}ategic considerations in the impleméntation,and w

assessment of the program in an applied setting.

The first experimental trial of the program (Gesten et al.,

1879; Gesten et al., 1982) included three conditions: a; ' -

* '
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seventeen-lesson training program emphasizing modelling,

roie;bieyiﬁéwehaﬂdiscussion;mgn ébbrevieted program using.
videoteped;hbdeiling; and a no-treatment~control;Eerticipaets
were two hundied suburban qhildfen:in ene~of nine Ciasées.r
Acquisiton 6f ICPSVékiIIS'was individu lly»assessed via a
hypothetical-reflective E@asure, perforjiance on a simulated'~
'problem sitpatien and a problem4solving’interbiew. Adjustment
Vmeasuree,included teacher-retings of competencies and adjustment
problems, sociometrie status and self-reports of locus of -
cdhtrel and self—e$teem,‘Analysis of ICPS change scores revealed
that children who had received the full treatment package |
surpa;sed both the abbreviated praining and control‘conditibns
on the geﬁeretion of alternatives and consequences,kawagene&s*éf
problem sol?ing prinCipies and;frequency end spontaneiff of |
obﬁerved analogue selutions. Teache; ratings, howeve;; favoured

/\\/‘\x

the control condition over one or both treatment groups on five

*

of ten adjustment variables. There were no condition differences

3

'in self-esteem or locus of control, but the abbreviated

treatment group deteriorated in sociometric status relative to

both other conditions. There were some indications of a
relationship between ICPS and adjustment improvement fof the
full-package subjects, however this was oniy/ﬁrUe for seéond
grade subjects./Significent correlations between)outcomes were

not found for the control or abbreviated treatment condition. A.

matched\igbset of the original sample was reevaluated one year
following the completion of training. Relative to controls,

children receiving the full treatment package exhibited a'e
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. greater pre- to follow-up 1mprovement in consequentlal thlnklng |

‘Differences in alternatlve thinking and behav1oural problem

solving were no longer evident. Adjustment ratlngs by teaohers 'I

- blind to orlglnal group membershlp 1nd1cated that full treatment

and/or abbreviated treatment ch11dren 1mproved more than
controls on seven of ten var1ables. These f1nd1ngs were*
"partlally supported by. soc1ometr1c f1nd1ngs, partlcularly in
terms of greater pop arltyrfor.thefabbrevlated tralnlng group}
rThe authorsrtentatiuely‘attributed,the‘discrepanoy‘between
post-treatmeht and follow-up adjustment f1nd1ngs to the

subjects’ need for repeated practlce in SPS application before

.
cognitive skills are translated 1nfo/;?sfble behav1oural change.
e =9« : Y ‘ o

A
A}

Welssberg, Gesten, Rapkln et al.; (19871) revised the -
N

Rochester program byflncrea51ng/the freguency of,training'and
number of lessons, fncluding a parent’training component and
adding two additional SPS steps to encourage social role- tak1ng
and means-end thinking. The .program wgﬂ/dellvered to low
socioeconomic status urban children add middle socioeconomic
status suburban th1rd-grade chlldrenj’with subjects assigned to
either the intervention or no-treatment contrdd conditions.
Outcome variables included hYpothetioal-reglectiueAand simulated
beha;ioural‘measures of ICPS, teachers' ratings, sociometric
status‘and self-reported adjustment, Treated children improved
more than'controls in problem identification skills,<frequency
and quality of alternative# and consequential thinking with some

suggestion of gains in means-end thinking and behavioural
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problem-solving. There was no difference between conditions in

social perspective-taking. Examination'of adjustment variables

revealed 1mprovement for the suburban, but not the urban,
tra1ned subjects who 1mproved on seven of n1ne teacher rated
outcome varlables. Urban children actually deterlorated on f1ve
of nine teacher—ratlngs relatlve to controls. No differences
between‘conditions\nere‘fOund invsociometric status,:subjective
selffesteem or anxiety nor weré there significant relationships
between SPS skill acquisition and adjustment change. The
discrepency between socioeconomic‘subsamples was seen as a
functlon of d1fferences between subjects and teachers in the two
settings. Unllke the1r suburban counterparts, urban teachers
expressed dlscomfort with the number of aggresslve solutlons

generated by thelr students; such solutions were seen. as
'dlsruptlve to. classroom dlSClpllne. One teacher 1n the treatment
condition was reluctant to part1c1pate in the program &and her |
class exhibited the least change in ICPS and adjustment.
Dvaluatlon was further hampered by staff turnover and poor
‘attendance at parental meetings, Although these c1rcumstances
hinder clear interpretatlon of SPS effectiveness, they do

indicate the importance of situational and individual trainer

factors in SPS implementation and evaluation.

”

The Rochester group's most recent effort (Weissberg, Gesten,
Carnrike et al., 1981) included a stronger emphasis on classroom
management strategies in response to the above concerns.

Although the number of lessons was reduced, the content and

/////// ' .
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format was very similar to the preceding program. Subjects were

again low- 1ncome/urban and mlddle 1ncome/suburban chlldren
‘assigned to either treatment or. contrbixcondltlons. Outcome
.variables agaln 1ncluded both ICPS and adjustment measures. With
respect to Sklll acqulsltlon trained children 1mproved more
than controls on co?nltlvefand behavioural SPS performance and

prdblém-sqlvfng confidepée. BOZ£ urban and suburban trained
" children exhibitédiimbro?ed aajustment on five of ten teacher
adjustment ratings, however interpretation-of these findings was
tempered by the lack of pre-treatment équivalence bétween
cbnditions on several variables. There was no change in
sbciometric status nor were there any bve:all indications of a

'relationship between skill acquisition and adjustment.

Weissberé andvGésten,(1982) have interpreted the results of
these three consecutive studies as providing progressive, but
not unqualified, support for the utility of their intervention
package. In particular, they recommend program‘replicaﬁioﬁ and
clarification of the treatment ¢ompongnts necéssary for the
enhancement of competence in different sociodemogréphic groups.

The Rochester research is commendable in many respects. The
researchers have successively revised the intervgntibn -
curriculum as a result of pfeceding findingsyand hébe placed an
increasinélemphasis on strategies, such as behavioural rehearsal
and SPS dialoguing, which will eﬁcourége generalization and

maintenance of gains. Outcome measures have similarly been

modified over repeated trials and have provided multifaceted

¥ ]



iW;,gssessment of both coghitivefand behavioural IéPS_ékills, The

researchers have been sensitive to the needs and characteristics

of épplied settings, and training haslbeén conducted by teachers
resultiﬁg'in a geﬁe:ally.positive‘reception by educational

personnel. and: students. =~ ' R

This research is_ndt withdﬁt methédo1ogical_and interpretiveb
difficulties. Alfhoﬁgh a compréhensive‘array of strafégies have
been utilized to ascertain the extent to which subjects have
‘acquired ICPS skilis these have fréquently been constrained by

: (’ traiqing~to—§ask problems. In other words éhilaren #fe K
instr:\téd in methodg of solvingvthe:Same'type o@»problem~
situat?th-on which they are assessedi thereby/i}miting evidence
that skill acquiéitionipqs generalized to ngVél encounters n
(Pellegrini & Ufbain, f985)3AThe use: of pgééhe;s as the priniple

'\?{ SPS trainers, while advantageous in‘te;ﬁé\of increased | .

Y raTikeJihood of acceptance and applicqﬁion, raises the possiblity

\\\EHEE observed change will be a function of the individual
teacher's competence and’investmént in the prégram.vSuch
fizdings have been noted in both the RocheSter.research
(W %ssberg, Gesten, Rapkin et al., 1981) and'pther SPS’progfamsv
o

fhgmson-Rountree & Musun-Baskett, 1981). Gesten and Weissberg

.ﬂ ‘/}19 2) have noted that reliable and valid tests of the efficacy
N of problem soIving programs will depend on interventions taught -

AN .
N

directly by experienced SPS trainers. The use of teachers as

‘trainers may also'result in positive or negative bias in their:
, ok L A

completion of outcome rating scales (Pellegrini & Urbain, 1985).

»
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In all three Rochester studles the authors reDorted;thatfhestedllllll

class effects, in other words var1ab111ty between classes - w1th1n
* : N _

condltrons,‘surpassed overall condltlon effects on several

' primarily teacher-rated, dependent variables (Gesten et al.,
'1982; Weissberg, Gesten, Carnrike et al., 1981; Weissberg,
‘Gestenj Rapkin et al.,.198f)' While it is p0551ble that thls
reflects actual d1fferences in adjustment between classes, 1t ie
'equally conceivable that such variance'is a function of . o
differential teacher. rating criteria and outcome expectations.
The statlst1cal grocedures utilized by the Rochester group also.
~cast some doubt on the val1d1ty of conclusions they reached

*Although the authors correctly acknowledged that classes
receivinéktreatment are‘nested within condition effects, data.
analyses were apbarently(conducted as'if»this variable was
equally represented across conditions, thus resnlting in
inaccurate. significance levels due tc‘inflated degreeS'of
freedomAandlfnappropriate error terms (Myers, 1972). An’
additional source of difficulty is the decision to focus on
significance lerels per comparison to the exclusion df

' experimentwise error rates. This raises the risk of Type I
errors‘which increases with the number of comparisons performed
on the basls of a single ekperiment. While the relative emphasis
on false positive versus false negative results remains

_controversial (Davis & Gaito, 1984), this issue 'in data analysis
merits more explicit consideration; particularly if the decisiqn

to disseminate SPS programs in applied settings rests upon

-empirical findings. It should be noted that these methodological

=
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concerns are not unigue to the Rochester research, but are

chafacteristﬁc oﬁ most primary SPS programs.

programs.

— . - - e

In summary,‘primary SPS programs have been successful in

terms of demonstratlng that tralned chlldren do in fact acqu1re

7'IC§S skllls. Ev1dlnce that thls,‘1n turn, translates into

\

1mproved adjustment-on the basis of subjective, sociometric or
/ - .

. 7 . . ) - . ] . - ) . :
teacher's ratings has been less consistent. Major reviews of the

~area have accordingly'been mixed. Although some authors have

condiuded that SPS training is a useful approach for enhancing
social competence and have encoyraged further research (e.g.
Combs & Slaby, 1977; Little & Kendall, 1979; Pellegrini &

Urbaln, 1985; Urbain & Kendéll, 1980), others have been less

iémpportive._Ladd and Mize (19839 have acknowledged that SPS

techniques are successful in terms of increasing social skills

- knowledge but conclude that they are inadequate in their lack of

focus on improving generalized skillful pe;formance.
Ki%schenbaum‘asd Ordmén (1983) have noted that the inconsistent
evidence with respect to the correspdpdence between SPS and *
adjustment gains as a function of tfaining counters the céntrsl

tenet of such interventions, that ICPS skills are‘pivdtal to

-social'ébmpeteﬁce. Durlak (1983) has raised similar concerns'and

as argued that the current data suggests that problem solving
skllls are s1tuat10nally specific rather than generallzable

across an array of encounters as is assumed by ex1st1ng SPS



The primary SPS research also suffers,from a numbervof

§

noteworthy methodological problems. Few studies have included an
adequate attention- placebo comparlson condltlon in o§5;£'to N
demonstrat% that observed change 1sla functlon Qf actlve
treatment components rather than non-specific factors'aueh as
therapist attention, demandrcharacteristicsAer Hawthorheraﬁd
reverSe—Hawthorne eftects (Urbain & Kendall; 1980). Those
exceptiona have obtained mixed results,(e.g; Michelson;
Mannarino et al., {983- Sharp, 1981). Similarly, there has been
a notable lack of follow- up evaluatlons of treated ‘subjects. Y
Although some studies have: reported long term maintenance, or
even enhancement, of gains (e.g. Gesten et %l., 1982;ARotheram,’
1980; Spivabk'& Shure, 1974), ether studies have foUné"that
group differences were no longer abparent at followeup (e.qg. "
McClure et al. 1978, Miehelson, Mannarino et'al., 1983). SPS

t

outcome evaluations‘gave also suffered from the use of
inadequate or inconsistent dependent variables. Some_Studieér
have relied exclusively'on measures of ICPS change and excluded
aésessment‘of behaviouralradjustment (e.q. Houtz & Feldhﬁsen;
1976-.Stone, Hinds &chhmidt 1975). Such ‘studies provide,‘.
partlcularly weak 1nd1ces of treatment effectlveness\glven the
‘previously c1ted pré%lem of 'training to task' and the
inconsistent psychometrlc properties and lack of overlap between
many existihg:ICPS‘measures (Butler & Meichenbaum, 1981).
Although most studies havé includedrmeasures of adjustmentthes\i -
have often depended on a single perspective, such as a teacher,

F

who was frequently aware of assignment to the experimental
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1nstruments w1th unpublished psychometric properties (e g.

Spivack & Shure, 1974). » A .(/

These difficulties tend to be cnaracteristic of school- based

‘ pr1mary SPS. research which‘ ;Eicaidyfrequires a large sample :

size, exten51ve assessment and considerable cooperatlon and

~effort on the part of educational staff. Furthermore, such

LS

research is, by_definition, conducted within an applied setting
withfits own unique orcanizational demands, expectations and
assumptions Wthh may unexpectedly 1mp1nge on any research
effort. Nonetheless, carefully designed evaluatlons are
essbntial before any program can be reasonably con51dered to be
successful and dissemlnated to the general population. Durlak
(1983) has pointed out that no SPS program to date has. truly met
the ultimate requirement of primary prevention in»terms of
demonstrating the reduction of future maladjustment in treated
subjects. Lorion (1983) has similarly called for caution pending

oW

further research and points out that any primary program which

.

* 1s designed to enhance interpersonal competencies must also be

considered as potentialiy'powerful enough to result in negative
outcomes. Given‘the am;iguous results obtainedrby current SPS
studies, particularly with respect to observed adjustment, there
is a need for,more careful evaluation and replication of
existing programs. Once it -€an be adequately demonstrated that

such interventions produce consistent 1mprovement in

1nterpersonal functioning following training it will be -
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‘apprepriateAandfﬂeeessary~te—exam%nefthefr—fond-temM4hn

- ascertain the act1ve treatment components. _The current ‘research

'.,represents an attempt to address some of the issues 1nvolved in

the former objective.~

~

Specific Issues to be Addressed by the Current Research
Multimet hod eval uation fj' treatment outcome

P

One possible sourcerfor’the inconsistency of primary'SPS
findings to date 1s the lack of clarlty with respect sto the
faht1c1pated outcome of treatment. Although most programs share
“an exp11c1t or 1mp11c1t intent of enhanc1ng soc1al competence,
there is, as dlscussed prev1ously, 11ttle consensus as to the |
nature and measurement of this constrnct: In the absence of a
shared operationalrdefinitionl‘many program evaluations have
relied on rather globai outcome variables and may therefore have
failed to detect specific and relevantvchange~(Ladd, 1984).

Given ‘that soc1al competence is multifaceted and that exlstlng
-assessment technlques often tap different aspects of this

concept (Rathjen, 1980), reyiewers have repeatedly recommended
theAuse of a multimethod.procedure to evaluate program -
effectiveness (Durlak, .1983; Hops & Greenwood, 1981;‘Pellegrini

& Urbain, 1985; Urbain~& Kendall, 13980). Such a strategy would
‘ideally include measures of both positive and negative facets of -
social competence {Gesten, 1876) which tapped interpersonallyr

relevant cognitive, behavioural and emotional components (Ladd &

Mize, 1983) from the perspective of different observers (Hops,
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- [mprovedistéTistiral’anﬁ(ysi; to reduce the risk of Type I and

LY

‘Type Il errors

In. v1ew of the complex1ty and amblgu1ty of the precedlng
requrements it is not surprlslng that they have not been truly
fulfllled by any study to date. The majorlty of recent research
has, however, ‘used multlple outcome measures of presumably
relevant dimensions, rrequently on the ba51s of varylng
perspectlves. Whlle this is commendable, 1t does present‘

,problems in the nceptual 1nterpretatlon of,‘and statistical

confidence ip7 resulting conclusions. The inclusion of multiple

dependent va bles requires multiple statistical comparisons.
This, in turn, increases the risk of false positive results
'(Type 1 error5° M{ers, 1972) While the conscientious researcher
may guard agalnst thlS by adopt1ng an approprlate famlly wise
error rate, thlS increases the p0551b111ty that the null %

hypothe51s may be falsely conflrmed (Type II errors) and that

real treatment effects will be mlssed

Determination of underl ying factor structure as the basis for

—

out come evaluation

An additional difficulty lies in the interpretation of those-

9 /

.outcome studies which result in significant change on some, but
not all dependent varlables. This is partlcularly problematic
‘for the social skills tralnlng research .in view of the absence
of a comprehengége model which would allow prediction/dt those
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| centrai*variabiES‘that‘would be ‘expected to change as a functlon
of 1ntervent10n. Th1s is further compounded by the .lack of data .
w1th respect to the relatlonshlp between spec1f1c outcome
measures and the relatlvely poor overlap between different
perspectives on'1nterpersonal functloning”CMatson,ﬁ

Esveldt Dawson & Kazdln, 1983).7Qreshamk(1?81) reachedesimilar
conclu51ons on the ba51s o?\a\iactor analysis of sociometric and
behav1oural'measures of 'social competence;_he»observed that |
social skills assessment technology has lagged behind the
‘development of 1nterventlon technlques.eln the absence of any
demonstrably opt1ma1 measure, mu1t1 -method evaluatlon of program
effectiveness remalns~necessary. In orderhto improve the |
imterpretahilitygof such studies, Gresham and Foster and~Ritchey
(1979) have suggested the use of multivariate procedures such as

factor analysis to determine the relevant dimensions underlying

diverse variables. This strategy has not yet been used in SPS

outcome resea:ch.

Use of self-evaluated measures of affective and cognitive

dimensions relevant to the enhancement of interpersonal

competence

A related issue has to do with the conceptually limited
range of‘outcome variables used for evaluation‘of SPS programs.
For the mostdpart studies have included two categories of
- dependent variables: measures of ICPS skills, based:-on 7
hypothetical~reflective or analogue performance, and relatively

global measures of social behaviour from the perspective of
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peefé, teachers or:irainedwobse;ve;sT—Relatively 13

-/ |
/o

-

ot

+1a
[ ) —4

~attentNon has been paid to mediating variables which may lie

'betqeen'theﬁpresuméf\siiinning point of SPS skill acquiéition

and’end poiht'of interpérsonal adjustment and popularity. Ladd

and Mize (1983) have pointed out that a variety of individual

‘motivational, inferential and personality characteristics may

disrupt the'gequentiai prOgreéSion from de?elopment of relevaht
ConCepﬁual skills to observéd‘generalizatién and maintenance in
the child's‘natural en?ironment. Investigation of such internal
variables reqhires the use of §elf-report,or struéiured
interview technigues as they are, at Best, indirectly evident

via observational meaSures‘(Karoly, 1977).

Several cognitive and affective dimensions have-been

identified as important to social functioning. A‘child
e%otional state; and specificaily his or hér level of anxiety,
may po£entially inhibit skillful performance~de§pite adequaté,
knowledge of appropriate strategieé (Ladd, 1984; Rotheram, 1980;
van HaSsel£ et al, 1979). Although there ?s some evidence that

this may be most true for isolated as opposed to rejected

children: (Rubin et-al., 1984), there is a need for further

empirical ihvestigation of the specific role of anxiety and its

relationship to "other measures ofrintefpersonal'adjustment.

*

A 'second factor which may be important to social competence
is a child's confidence in his or her abilities to resolve
interpersonal difficulties and subsequent attributions for

success or failure (Asher, 1983; Durlak, 1983). This has
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réeei¥edve$pi¥iealrattgntien—in—tefms%ef~3ﬁch—éognitive.
variables as pefceivéd self-compefénqe (Harter, {98?), locus of -~
control (Thomsgn—gbunﬁfeé & Woodruff, 1982) and learned

helblessness (Ggetg & Dweck, 1§80). Perhaps the best. summary
tefmfi§296cial self-efficacy,(Wheéler’& Ladd;>1982). Theffatter'
authors have develbped a measurehof fhislvafiable and‘fdund it

to be postively éorr;lated withVSelf—concept, sociometric
Status,'teacher's\ratings and, of particular note givén the

above comments, negatively correlé;ed‘with anxiety (Whéglér &

Ladd, 1982). These authors recommend that social self—effiéacy -

be included in subsequent social skills training programs.

H

Lastly, it is worth considering childrén's knoWledge of .
zssertive versus aggressive and submissive responses (ﬁeluty,
1981a, 1983; Rotheram, 1980).~Self-repofted.assértiveness has =~ .
béen an integral aspect of schal skills training with adults | ’/
but has only recently reéeived attention with respect to
child:ent>While children's self?report‘measures have been
‘cfiticized because of their susceptabilitf togdemand'
characteristics (Michelson, Sugai et al., 1983), recent _
instrgments have been shown have adeqguate psthometric.
properties including'correSpond & with sociometric status,
rélevanE’Bersonality characteristics and teacher's ratings of ‘
adjustment (Deluty, 19797 Matson, Rotatori & Helsel, 1983;
Michelson & Wood, 1982). Furthermore, these measures permit

determination of children's interpersonal response style and'’

ability to discriminate between specific socially desirable and

w - ~
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unde51rable behav1ours\and may therefore be sensitive to o

1ntervent1on impact in a manner not perm1tted by other

Y

assessment modalities.’

i

The above varlables have been 1ncluded in some SPS
-evaluations. Ollendick and Hersen (1979) found that soc1al

skills‘and problem solving training decreasedhanxiety and -

increased internal locus of control amongst delinquents. Tellado

(1984) also found greater 1nterna11ty and 1ncreased ‘self- esteem
following secondary SPS tra1n1ng Amongst prlmary preventlon
programs,w1th younger children, positive treatment effects have
been found for locus of control (McClure et al., 1978;; |

Thomson-Rountree & Woodruff, 1982) but not self—esteem or

anxiety (Weissberg, Gesten, Rapkin et al., 1981). Rotheram

(1980) reported that a social skills training package inciuding,

problem solving decreased passivity on a self-report measure of

assertiveness. Michelson Mannarino et~al.‘(1983) 'however;

~found such effects for a behav1oural SklllS program but not for .

SPS traxnlng Self- efflcacy has not been 1ncluded in pr1mary SPS

programs to date. Blerman.and Furman (1984), however\‘have
included this variable in a study of a secondary behavioural
skill training w1th and without a- peer 1nvolvement component.

. Interestingly, 1ncreased self-efflcacy was only found for those

conditions which included peer inyolvement lead1ng the authors

to suggest that change o£ this dimension may only occur in those

programs where all children are involved rather thap: just those

with identified social difficulties, ThlS would appear



supportive of primary prevention approaché§3

AlthoUgh-the above.research‘is limited'andﬁdjﬁﬁicuLt”LQi e
compare there does seem to be‘SuffiEient empirical and |
conceﬁtual”support for ﬁpe inclusisn of these cdgnitive and
emotionél_variables in primary SPS evaiuations: This would
‘include examination of their.;elationshfp with éach other‘andv M =
wit™: £raditional outcome measures as weil'és determination of

possible change following intervention.

Individual differences as predictors of treatment response

., As a final point, the existing SPS literature tells us very.
little about the nature of those children who do, and do not,
- respond to ihtervention.rAsher (1983), has estimated that between

fifty and sixty per ceht of childrenvbenefit from social Skills |

traiqing. Although thisris an aqgéptable success rate it clearly 
' ieaves a significant number of children unaffected. This lack‘of'
preaictivekdata has been identified as é’majOr pfoblem.ﬁith o
children'sVSOCiél‘skills,interventions’(Ladd &’Mizé, 1983;7
Conger &'Reane, 1981) as well as with tfaining‘in,othér forms\§f
cognitiQe»and behavioural Self;managément (C§pelénd & Hammelg'
1981; Kardly, 1977). As Rubin and Krasnor (1953) pqint out;'both
éescriptive and inter&ention investigations of children‘s social
competence have focussed on nomothetic data to thetexciusion bf"
idiographic information. This is anjiaportant issue- as itvis'
unlikely that all children idenfif}eé as experiencing |

P
interpersonal difficulties necessarTT?rhave‘ICPS deficits or
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I will benefit from SPS tralning Pellegrini and Urbain_ (1985)

have noted that the ICPS process may vary 1n children differing
in‘demographic characteristics, developmentalrlevel or severity
of social naladjustment..Alternatively, these authors note, the
process’may be.relativelyvconstant but have different |
‘ implications for,different’types.of’children,'Thus a'sociaily
i‘adjusted child may not experience serious difficulties:despite
limited alternative-thinkingnskilis;in view-of his or her,
relianéeoon generally.adaptive;strategies.’The aggressive chilg,
?however, is likeiy to experience rejection given an inability toA
'generate.secondarykalternatives'wnenjtheir initially

-

inappropriate behaviour»results‘in conflict or rebuff.

There have been some indications asuto the type of socialﬁ
skills intervention most appropriate for éifferent groups of”
children. Rose hasrsuggested that SPS training may be most o
appropriate for impulsive and aggressivevohildren (Rose,r1983).
This is supported by Krasnor and Rubin's (1983)‘observations

‘that rejectea ohiidren tend to exhibit agonistic and impulsive

benaviour and a less flexible, adaptive problem solving'Style,

.while socially withdrawn chi drén are characterized by more

submissive behaviour'and lack of.confidence rather than

deficient ICPS skills. In general; social skills programs have

been most frequently been conducted for, and had'the,most
successlwith, neglected as opposed to rejected children (French
& Tyne, 1982). Unfortunately, the rejecﬁed or'aggressive child

- is at ‘greater risk of subsequent psychopathology and social
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maladjustment than the withdrawn or isolated child

5

(Schwartz-Gould, Wunsch—Hitzig & Dohrenwend 1980), thus
renderlng the preventlve ut111ty of such programs questlonabie:bW7u77
Iﬂﬁshould be noted-that clalms as to the approprlate match
between'treatment and'subjects remagn speculative in the absence

, \\\ezafmpiricalinvestigation of the efficacy of intervent}on

> approaches with'different groups of children. B

Detefmination of differential treatment outcome is furthej‘} . E
t,hampered by varlatlon in the criteria used to 1dent1fy those !//.
chlldren experlenglng social d1ff1cult1es resulting in the
probable'heterogenelty/of subjects both between and WIthln 7
studies (Conger & Keane, 1981). In many cases, subjects are
selected on the basis of a 51ngle measure and described 1n o
categorical terms which convey little information as to*the
spec1f1c‘nature and severlty of 1nd1v1dual adjustment oroblems
(Hobbs, Moduin, Tyroler & Lahey, 1980). Coie,- Dodge and
.o Coppotelli (1982) revealed the’ over51mp11c1ty of a chotomous
distinction‘oetween popularlty and unpopularltx/in their
identification of five sociometric groups ochnidren differing
in both behaviour.and peer status. Similartfé éresham {(1981), on
the basis of a factor analysis on sociomegtic ratings and |
behavioural observations, concludec that these measures tap
1ndependent dimensions of social competence. Even such ‘an
apparently stralghtforward behav1oural distinction as
aggressiveness versus shynesa may5be miaieading. In their

epidémiological examination of the predictive utility of



W

teacherigg\eilngsﬁellamandecnnL1982l£oundfthat theseggg,gggef

d1men51on£ were not necessar1ly 1ndependent in the1r predlctlon

of suﬁsequent malajustment and 1dent1f1ed a partlcular subgneup
wh1ch they labelled shy aggre551ve, that included attrlbutes

characterlstlc,gj both.

—

Although pr}mary SPS programs are not confronted with these
subject selection problems, they willfnonetheless be serving a
population which is heterogeneous in both degree and type ef
adjustment. Thilneed to determine iﬁaividual characteristics
which are predictive of outccme is4there£bre important in order
to modify tréining‘ﬁechniQues and‘content so}the§ are'maximally»
efficient and effective. Ultimately, this will allow the
identificatioﬁ of those subgroupcaof children unlikel§\to
,respond toeprimary SPS pregramS'and requiring more’specific,
intensive interventions. This.is not . p0551ble on the ba51s of.
EXIStIPg prlmary outcome resea:ch As Pellegr1n1 .and Urbain
(1985) have pointed out, an 6verall p051tive treatment effect
may represent improvement iq?geﬁerelly competent childrenlwhile
leaving their less socially édept_peers’unaf%ected, Fhﬁs
‘exacerbating the gap between them.yAltereativeiy} it is
concelvable that soc1ally competent children will exh1b1t llttle
gain while less popular ch1ldren catch up in . their cognitive and .
behav1ogral social skllls. Although little data is avellable,
there is some support for the‘former.pOSSibility. Kirschenbaum

(1979) reported on an early intervention program in whiéh

children were assigned to treatments of varying intensity as a /
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functioncofcthecseyerityvofamaladgustmentT—While—the—prog%am—was———f—f
globally effectlve, children exhibiting the greatest dysfunction

benefited least despite more comprehenSive proViSion of service.

There has not been any research on predictors of primary SPS

-—outcome, however there .are some illustrative examples using

-
N

.conceptually relatedvinterventions.and populations of children.
In an analogue examination.of self-instructional training,
Copeland and Hammel'(198{).found that, in general, partial
correlations between suhject characteristics and change were e
significant for the-control but not the experimental group Thei
authors 1nterpreted this as 1nd1cating that treatment ser;ed to -
xwash out the effects of individual variation. Lochman and
Lampron,(1983) calculated re§§2ssion equations for aggressive
males receiving'either no treatment or combinations of problem - ®
solving and goal setting treatment., Without intervention, the "~
SUhjeCts.who exhibited the most spontaneous improvement had'the
’highest initial self-esteem and alternative,thinking‘skills.\ g
Amongst intervention subjects, *ﬁmme with the highest )
pre- treatment disruptive behaviour and rate of somatic
complaints and lowest problem solv1ng abilities, self—esteem_and'
,_soc1al acceptance demonstrated the most change. Hartman (i979)
ﬂcompared the efficacy of an eclectic treatment package including .
4istress managzment and assertiveness training with'adolescents
divided into four grouhs along dichotomous dimensions of
‘psychological vulnerability_and situational stress. In general, P

the greatest improvement was demonstrated by subjects classified

¥ . P
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‘as the most vuInerabﬁe on the baéis~of low self—esteem,

,unassertiveness and high anxiety. These_studies differ in
research desigﬁ and_arehof ihd{reethrEIeQaﬁceitorbrimari SPS
researeh but do?provide SbmeAihdicatiQn of the desiga and Value
gf efferts to determine.thoSe"factors which are linked to
‘optimal therapeuttc OUteome. Given the myriaé\of‘cognitive, E
behavioura%; éemographic andvpersoqaiity variables.thatrmay be
related te SPS effectivene;s,rthe most reasonable initial
°strategyewould seem to-be examination ef tHe'predictive

‘relationship between participants' pre-treatment scores on

outcome variables and change.
Summary - v o - s

The‘current research was designed in order to address the~
above issues withﬁrespect.to the range and relationshipOOf |
treatment'outcomevvaribles, the appreprjatenessfof'statistical
procedures and the determination of~indi§idua{ differerices in
interveation outcome. Briefly stated, the4present study involved
the delivery of a primary SPS pregramkbasedvon the Rochester
.curricu;nm (Weissberg, Gesten, Liebenster%, Schmid & Hutton,
1980). The practicality and effectivenesa of the prograﬁ was
examined’ 1n a comparison between tralned‘elementary school- aged
children and’untralned eontrols. In addltlon ‘to thlS attempt to
.replicate previous findings (e.q. WeJSSberg, uesten, Carnrike et
al., 198f) an effort was made to rectiéy prior methedological

l
d1ff1cult1es by 1nclud1ng conceptually relevant .nmeasures wh1ch

have not been examlned in’ prev1ous outtome research and, through



___more f1nely-tunedfstatist1cal oroceduresAetoeenhancegthe

interpretability of findlngs. Lastly, the pred1ct1ve

Vrelatlonshlp between pre- treatment levels and outcome Qas
1ndependently calculated and compared for control and
~exper1menfal subjects. The following hypotheses were
1nvestigated

” ' ..
Hypothesis I

School children in a community setting receiving social
problem solving training will,demonstrate greater improvement in
, socialicompetence than chjldren ndt receiving such training?'

This prediction will be tested USing multiple measures of
emotional, behavioural and social-cognitive functioning asSessedf
from the perspective of the subjects, their parents and theirf
“teachers. These will include variables used- in previous SPS
evaluations, as well as Qariables such as social self-efficacy
and self—reported assertiyeness which have not been previously

investigated as measures of charge.
. ~ .’ R < .
Determination of outcome‘nill be expanded to include an
examination of underlying factors, as opposed to nominal

variables. COnfidence in findrngs will be further increased by

the use of more finefgrained statistical analyses.
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—--—- - -Hypothesis Il —

Independent determinatiohs,of the predictive relationships
‘for treated and untreated children will reveal a significantly .

v different pattern of change between the two conditions.

Subsequent examination of the predictive equatiohs for the
_treated subjects will zllow a preliminary descriﬁtion‘of the
characteristics of those children who exhibited the greatest

change as a result of social problem solving intervention.



- . CHAPTER II

METHOD

Subjects e

“Participants in the current Tesearch were 211»5%adgf3vadd,4r
Vstudehts of bbthvsexes enfolied in regular classesfin’thé pubiic
school system: Subjects ranged in age fromveightyfsix,toroner
hu dred,énd thirty-four months énd attended one of twd classes
‘in£$@uxwgiffer;nt schools., This particular_age group was,“  '
selected because its social hierarchy is still relatively

flexible (Asarnow, 1983). Furthermore, these children typically
possess the social and cognitike capacities ngcessary for social

~ problem-solving skill training (Spivack et al., 1976). Y

The schools were located in East Vancouver, a lower- and.

middle-class urban area containing a wide variety of ethnic
. { < -

groups and family structures. The four schools participating in

the research were chosen on the basis of expressed

A}

administrative interest and consisteﬁcy in terms of stﬁdent
characteristicé, population stability and class structure. The
two classes included within éa;h school were selected on the
basis of teacber interest and,wil}inghess to participate in
either the Intervention or Control condition.,Boﬁh conditions

were included within each school based on the'reasohing that

/
/

this would not only provide more meaningful statistical
4

comparisons but also encourage administrative support and



,Wwe,”f,minc;ease;Cdope:ationhﬂithgdetagcollection14ln£oxmedfpa;ental

. [

consent for participation in the project was received for all

shbjects.’A prototype, consent form is preeented ?n_Appendix A,

Measures

4

" There were two-primary criteria for selection of dependent

‘variables in the present research.

e
- “

L4

. First, measures were sought which could provide
representative coVerage.of the dimensions empirically and
theoretically important in the progressioh from skill
acquisition to interpérsbnalkaajustment. These included
variables representative of three overlapping families of
constructs: subjecfive awareness of social broblem solving.
strategigﬁ"and presocial optfons, ?nterpersonally relevant 7/
affective and cognitive dimensions, and direct observations of . /

positive and negative adjustment in natural settings. /

‘ {jﬁ\ ' i 7

Second, psychometrically sound measures were selected whi%y{

could be applied to a large sample in a school setting. Reley

considerations included minimai disruption of classroom ro
jitem content with a reading and conceptual level appropri te‘to

" the age of the children and assessment procedures which jwould

Thus all outcome variables relied on either group administration
= .
or evaluation of individual subjects by teachers orfbarents. The - .~ =

resulting measures included the following: / L ¥

63 . - §



/
/ .
/

Yz
Van
/

1. Problem/Solv1hg Ab111t1es Scale (PSAS) (We1ssberg, Gesten,

Carnrlke et al, 1981)
/Th1s is a forced- ch01ce, twelve item self-report measure*
/’

deslgned to assess awareness of adaptlve 1nterpersonal

'

///problem solving strategles. Chlldren are requ1red to select a
response to a typical social sxtuatlon, e.g., "When I'm in

trouble there is usually ONLY ONE WAY/MORE THAN ONE WAY to make

[y

things okay." A child is credited for selecting the option that - S
reflects better social problem-solving, resulting in'armaximum
possible score of twelve. Although there is little published

information with respect to it's psjchcmetric.properties,-thiS'

measure was seen as valuable as it was developed in conjunction
w1th the intervention curr1cu}/$ used in the current research

Furthermore, children tralned 1n social problem solving’ 1mproved

on-this varlable as well as on structured interview and

simulated behavioural .measures of 1nterpersonal cogn1t1ve

gy T

problem—solv1ng (Welssberg, Gesten Carnrike et al 1981) while -

-

scores for untreated subjects remalned essent1ally unchanged

thus providing indirect support for the rellabzllty and va11d1ty

~
s

of thls measure

2,/Children's Action Tendency Scale (CATS) (Deluty, 1979)

/ . : - |
-// This is a self-report, forced-choice measure of ‘specific

responses to thirteen,interpersonal situations (e.g.bejng

falsely accused, ridiculed by peers, entering a new situatibn,
etc.). derived from situational analysis with a normal sample,of‘
children. Subjects are required to se;ect either an aggressive,

>
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assertive-or submissfve response from three pairs of options for °

each s1tuatlon Each Chlld therefore recelves a separate,

-covarylng score on each of the follow1ng d1men51ons- Aggre551on

(CAG) Assertlon (CAS) and’ Subm1551veness (CSU) The author

reported adequate split-half rellablllty (CAG.“r‘# .77, CAS: r =

‘,63, CSU: r = .72) and stability over four months (CAG: r = .48,

CAS: r = .60, CSU: r = .57) for each of the scales. Acceptable

';oncurrent validity was established in a comparison of CATS

scores with both teacher and peer ratings. CATS aggressive and

assertive scores successfully-@isginguished between public

+

school subjects and a clinically aggressive sample, thus
demonstrating clinical utility and discriminant validity.

-

Subsequent researchngeluty, 1982), found'significant

‘correlations between scale scores and independent behavioural

observations in a naturalistic setting. Lastly, and of

particular importance to the SPS intervention usek“in the .

+ current research, CATS scores have been found to.be correlated

with the quality of alternative solutions generated when_faced

with hypothetical social situations (Deiuty) 1981¢)

e
3. Self EfflcaAy Scale for Social Skills in Chlldren (CSEF)

L

(Ollendick, 1982)
$ '
This is a self-report measure of confidence and competence

in a variety of social 51tuatlons. Children are requ1red to rate
the1r degree of certainty that they would be able to respond
appropriately to nine difficult 1nterpersonal 51tuatlons on a

scale ranaing from 1 (Not sure at all) to 5 (Really sure), .
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e.g."How sure are ng;that you could get children your age to be

your friend?”. Although this is an experimental measure and

additional psyChometrié properties are still being determineﬂ,

the author reports a test/retest reliability of ,74Kapd'interna1 o
codsistencyvof‘.Sél(T. H. Ollendick, personal communication,

. December 28, 1983),

4. Trait Anxiety Measure for Children:(CAf)‘Spiiésfrger, 1973)

This is a twenty-item self-report measuré 3£ anxiéty.
Children are required to indicate whether a variety of

» affective, somatic and cognitive indices of chronic arousal .

occur "hardly-ever", "sometimes" or "often". Alpha reliabilities

.

6f .78 and .81 have been repdrted for males and females
lggspectiggly. Adequate»conCUrrent vqlidity was established bya

the author in comparison with existing measures of‘anxiéty. This:

"'Qeasure has received extensive research and clinical‘use, B

including examination of prdblem—solvihgainterventions (e.qg.

Weissberg, Gesten, Rapkin et al, 1§81). . .

5. Self-Control Rating Scale (SCRS) (Kendall & Wilcox, 1979)

This is a thirty-three item fating scale completed by the
teacher for éach child in his or her classpég;? Réfefs are ‘
required to indicated the presence of ;3?€ous disruptive,
impuisive or inattentive behaviogrsrpn a seven-point severity
scale. Adequate concurrent vélidity was established by the
authors on the basis of comparisons with behavioural

observations and performance on a test of cognitive impulsivity.

An internal consistency of .98 and test-retest reliability of

,.
o
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-

84 were reported 1nd1cat1ng adequate homogenelty and stablllty.

The;r factor,analys1s yielded one major factor, labeled

»cognitiue-behavioural self—control.:This'measure successfully

discriminated between a normal sample of children and those

referred for self-control training thereby demonstrating

_,_r‘-“’ . A ¢

. clinical predictive utitity. Lastly, this measure proved

 sensitive to‘cHangejin a subseQUent intérvention study with .
‘impulsive,chlldren (Kendall & Wilcox, 1980)r'1t is worth noting .
tnat'tbe cognitive problem-solvingrprogram included in this
Jlattervstudy is conceptually and‘procedurally similar to the

- intervention package used in the current research.

6. Chlld Behav1our Ratr;g Scale (CBRS) (Welssberg, Gesten,

Carnrike et al, 1981) ‘-

’

This is a twenty-eight item ratingvscale of interpersonal

and behavioural adjustment completed by\the teacher for each

~.child in his or her classroom. The‘authors developed this
batter¥~from two existing psychometrically sound'teacher—rating
measures: the Classroom Adjustmert Rating Scale (Lorion, Cowen &
Caldwell, 1975) which focuses on social and behavioural

’maladjustmentﬂ;and the Health Resources lnventory (Gesten,
1976), a measure of social and behavioural competence. Specific
itemS'were Selected on the basis of their perceiued relevance to
social problem solving and tﬁe strength of loadings‘as a result
of factor analyses of each measure. The resultlng battery has

three sect1ons' {a) problem behav1ours rated on- five- po1nt

scales of increasing severity; (b) competence behaviours rated -
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.

- on five-point scales of increasihg adjuStment; and (c) global

seven point ratings of likeabilit9 and school adjustment.

- — - P —

jMultiple fécﬁéf analyses of this méaSure'(SPS Core’Gfoup,
198Q) yieldedconsistent\facto; structﬁres which were used.to
derive sﬁbscéle scores in the current research. The competence
- and'maladjustmént sections of»the\CBRSfeachlxiéld a summéry, -
scofe'and threé factofs'Scores.‘Thévmaladjﬁstment section
produces the following variables: Total Broblems (TP), . . *
_Actigg-Out (TACT), Shy-Anﬁious (TSHY)<;nd Learning Problems
(TL);'The,dompetencé.sectionfprOdugés the following vafiableér
Total Competence (TC), Frustration Tolerance (TF), .
Gutsy-Assertive (TG) and Peer Sociébility (VTS).s Including the
Vtwo élobal ratings of likeability (?LK) and adﬁustment (TaD),
the €BRS therefore results in‘teh overlapping variables for each
child.

b

7. Parent Behavior Rating Scale (PR) (Cowen; Huser, Beach &

Rappaport, 1970)

Thié is a subsecticn of the Parent Attituaes Test (Cowen et
at,.1970) and consists of‘a fwenty-three items reflective of
general adjustment'in childhood. Each child's parents are
réquired to indiéafe the presence and,severity on a four’point
scale of common behaéioural probiems./internal consistency of
.83 and test-retest reliabilitiés‘;angingqffém}xszipo .72 over
six months werez feborted by the'aﬁthors, Adequate cOncurrent
validity was established*in cémpa:iSon.with peer and teacher S

ratings and the measure successfully discriminated between
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adjusted'énd maladjusted;chiidrén; Factor analysis yielded a

single factor interpreted.as disruption of household routine.

_Ih summary,.Sevenxdiffefent'measures?were used, yielding
eighteen dependent variables. Instruments aré.prpgented in

Appendix B.

Procedure

N
e}

once schools and classes had'beeh\éelected, teachers were
instfucféd'in‘the completion of ratingkébéléé. An emphasis was
placed on the‘importance oﬁ accu;éie,reportingvand it was
~ stressed thétrresplté woﬁld be‘gqnfidential‘and in no sense
reflect on teacher compqteﬁcé. Parentai consént forms and the
Parent'Rating Scale were sent‘home'éccompanied by a description-
of the)project. In those cases where there some question of
English feading ability4é ﬁoticé was inéluded in the parent';
native 1anguégevreqUesting that_fhey seek assiStancé with
translation. Ail forms were numerically codéd in order to ensure.
cbnfidentiality. The prinéiplerinvestigator administered thea 
~self-report measures on a group basis. Children were told that
their_fesponsés would be used to Heip find out how .children got

along with each other and were encouraged to be as honest as

possible, as there were no?right or wrong answers. Collection of
pre-treatmeﬁt data took place in early 1984 with post—tréatment

evaluation océurriﬁgffohrteen weeks later, following completion

of .training with the Intervention subjects.



3

,um;mmg;Clai%eS/ﬂlth1n4eachﬁschoolgwergfass;gned to either the

*

Intervention or antrol condition on the basis of curriculum

schedules and the need to match across conditions on the
:vqriabies G;ade, age, and séx ratio. Children in fheContrOl
condition underwent pre:- and post4tfeatmént assessment |
concurrent with the assessment of the children in the
Intervention condition; these subiects did not reéeive any
-direct intervention. R;Ehggé téacheré of these claéses ;ontinuéd
with traditiohal classroom management sfrafegies including o

, referral to auxiliary school support personnel when needed.

} Children in the InterventionAcondition received 'training in
| _ ‘

§

interpersohai-cognitive problem solving as outlined in the

’ | - Social Problem Solving Manual of Weissberg, Liberstein, Schmid &
3uttonv(1980), This parficular treatment packagé was selected
becsuse of its applicability to latenéy-age students in terms of
conéeptual skills, the reading level of materiéls'and
participénts' concentration spahs. In addition, the manual has
been modifigd.by the authors on the basis of prior pragmatic
CQinderations ana‘empirical trials and is explicit enough to

allow replication of treatment. £

This program eonsisted of forty-two struétured'lessons-
ranginé from tw;nty'to thirty minutes in length. The curriculum
is divided/igto five major uﬁi;s: "feelings in GUrselves and
others"” }élleésons), fproblem-éensing and identification” (6

- ‘lessonsii "generation of alternative solutions" (7 lessons),

"considefayicn of consequences" (8 lessons) and "integration of
-

—
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~_'prob%em~so%vingbehavrours“%+5'}essons};Atthephea

~ ‘instruectional games, didactic'presentation, modelling;

program is the teachlng of elght sequent1a1 problem—solv'ng

steps: (af "Look for signs of upset feelings"; (b) "Say'exactly'4
what the problem is"; (c) "Decide on your goal"; (d)/"Stop and

think before you act"; (e) "Think of as many solutyons-as you

" can"; (f) "Think ahead to what might happen next"} (g) "When you

have good solution, try it"; and (h) "If your fir t solution o
doesn't work, try again". There is an emphasis on the — /

\'J -
behavioural appllcatlon of these skills in hypothetical and real
situations. Tralnlng technlques include group-discussion;

self—monitoring, coaching and behayioral rehearsal and feedback.
In an effort to maximize Qeneralization and maintenance‘of skill
acquisition, chiloren are additionally instructed to use |
problem-solvino techniques during the non-instructional perijods.
Similarly, teachers are encouraged to use curriculum;based

technigues in their daily classroom management

e.g."problem-solving dialoguing”.

Training occurred three times a week for fourteen
consecutlve weeks.All lessons were taught by the pr1nc1pal
investigator. Teachers were present throughout the 1ntervention
periodsrand assisted with aspects of some lessons, under tne
guidance of the author elgf'small gréup discussion and.role

playlng The three children denled parental consent to

‘ part1c1pate in the treatment program were sent to‘another

classroom to engage in alternative activities during

e
i

(u
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-

1nstructlonal perlods. Follow1ng completion of the 1nterventlon

program and all datascollectlon, teachers in tne'lnterventlbn

condition were asked to complete ‘a questionnaire w1th respect to -

3

program presentation and’ content, and‘thelrrlnterest in its .

continuation as part of the regular school curridulum-(Appendik
c). A . - ' .\\\JW

Statistical AnaLysisC

L

N

Analyis of all data vas based on‘a»hierarc4;tal’d ign, with
the factors be1ng the two experlmental condltlons, the e1'ht
classrooms. nested w1th1n the condltlons, and subjects within
classrooms within oonditions.‘x pre-treatment analysis of
variance was performed in order to ascertain the equiéalenoy”

conditions prior to intervention. The determination of'ther/i

s

relatlonshlp between varlables was based on a Pr1nc1ple ¢

7Components factor analysis. The resultlng‘ortpogonal factor
structure was used %n subsequent analyses. Evaluatlon of -

treatment impact ydé/based on analyses of variance on factor |
change scores. Multiple regression(equatiogs were calcqlated for
each condition which were then combared withreach other and with
the‘pooled sample in”order toyexamine differences in_predictjve
accuracy;‘Lastly,'stepwise mUlti;le regression was performed in

order to determine those pre-treatment factors which beést

predicted change. L . %V

- _a
| . o e e =
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T e ,‘TRESU%TS ]
. . — _ (, R ‘ ,A, I . - _ — . — _ 77(
e R
Description of the Sample .

4 ’,

Ninegeen‘children inrthe ori,inal sample of 211 children

weré?excfnded from statistidal naly51s due to flfty per cent or

greater data loss. The; rema1n1n 192 casés are descrIbed in

N1

U]

ITable 1 w1th respect to age,’sex and sample size for each

- experlmental ccndltlon. Descr' tive pre*treatme@%mand" f: .

~

post- treatment statlstlcs for Each of the twenty dependent

varlables -are presented for e ch condltlon in Appendlx D.

In order to determlne the/51m11ar1ty of chlldren wltﬁln the

elght classes and two experlmental condltlons an analy51s of

.

varlance»was performed on each pre-treatment varlable.,Results,

of these analyses are'summarﬁzed in’ Table 2.

“From this itﬂwas apparent"that there'was significant”

+

. varlablllty between classes, partlcularly when teachers were - {v
/

T '*‘requrfed»towrage subjects (Chlld Behaviour Ratlng Scale and the _’”‘

T f
o Self- Control Rating 5cale) In addition, .in terms of differences

between condltlons, control subjects were sfénlflcantly higher -
than treatment subjects on two Chlld Behaviour Rating Scale
“variables: Total Competed%e (F(1,6)=8.83%, p= 025) and thei

- Gutsy- Assertlveness factfr scdre(F(l 6)-15 36 p=.008): There'

¥ were no group differences in age.or sex._ ' '7 o ' o
R . i ' . N . . - oA T
) - I v N . -

’ ' - !
. !
i

> v < ‘.\ - !
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Table 1 - g . .
Description of Subjects in Each Condition
Condiéion--Size Mean‘Gfadé Mean Age Sex
Treatment 99 3.5 109;8 months 48 males
. _ ... 5) female
Control - 93 ~ » 3.5  109.6 months 46 males
R o S JQ e : . 47 females
192 | '
4
O -
' L] 2
i E
)
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 ’Tab1e 2

- Two-way Analysis of Variance of Pre- treatmeﬁt Data across.

Conditions and Classga

‘Sum of

af.-

¥

75

Variable' ; Source Mean F
: Squares Square 3
Age Condition 1.5 1 1.5  0.0009 .98, S\
| Cl/Cond  10182,2 6 1697.0 41.8 <. 0004
Ss/C1/Cond  7426.6 183 40.5
Sex Condition 0.005 1  0.005 0.034 .86
"C1/Cond 0.8 6 0,13 0.52 .79
Ss/C1/Cond 47.1 184 0.26 y
Parent =« : Condition 24,54 1 24.54 1,07 .34
Rating ~ C1/Cond 138.06 6. 23.01 0.21 .97
Scale 'Ss/C1/Cond 18892.40 175  107.96 \;
Self- Comdition  1021.25 1 1021.25 0.72 .43
. Control . Cl/Cond ~  85041.75 6 14173.62 10.01 <.0004
‘Rating Ss/C1/Cond 260486.99 184 1415.69
.Aggression Condition 3.47 1 3.47 0.09 .7
(CATS) C1/Cond 245.17 6 . .40.86 1.55 - .16
« Ss/C1/Cond  4863.17 184  26.43 "
Assertion . Condition Q.65 1 - 0.65 0.05 .84
(CATS) C1/Cond ; 82.25 6 13.71  1.75 .11
Ss/Cl1/Cond  1439.97 184 7.83 ‘
Submission, Condition 0.21 1 0.21 0.32 .59
(CATS) C1/Cond 160.06 6  26.67 1.90 .08
: Ss/C1/Cond  2584.85 184 14.05
Problem— Condition 3.23 17 3,23 0.27 .62
Solving C1/Cond 72.19 6 12.03 - 4.13  .0006
Ability Ss/C1/Cond 533.33 183  ,2.91 B
Self- Condition 65.62 1 65.62 1.15 .32 -~
Efficacy Cl/Cond 343.84 6. °57.31 1.86 .09 —
' Ss/Cl1/Cond  5657.03 184  30.74 : ,
Subjective Condition 217.09 1 217.09 3.88 .096 -
‘Anxiety Cl/Cond - 335.68 6 .55.95 1.54 ..17
Ss/C1/Cond  6681.20 - 184  36.31 , .
Acting Condition 0.31 1 0.31 0.01 .94
Out C1/Cond . 345,03 6 550 3.45  .003
(CBRS) Ss/C1/Cond  3411.89 184 16967
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,:'Tabie 2 (Continued)

CATS:

' CBRS

£

Child Behaviour Rating Scale

Children's Action Tendency Scale

 Variable Source Sum of df  Mean F P
: : Squares » Square
Shy Condition. 5%50‘ 1 2.80 0,14 .72
Anxious C1l/Cond M6:70 6 19,45 2,70 .015
(CBRS) - S8s/C1/Cond 1323.39 184 7.19 ‘ ‘

' LearningJ Condition 9.69 1 9,69 0.95 .37
Problems NC1/Cond 61.53 6 10.25 2.87. .01
(CBRS) Ss/Cl/Cond 656.30 184 3.57 =
Total Condition 26.47 1 26.47 0.11 .75
Problems -C1/Cond 1425,43 6 237.57 4.36 .0004
(CBRS) Ss/C1/Cond 10027.77 184 54,50
Frust. Condition 352,79 1 352.79 4.26 ..085
Tolerance Cl/Cond 496.61 6 82.77 3.31 .004
(CBRS) Ss/Cl1/Cond 4605.53 184 25.03
Gutsy Condition  116.76 1 116.76 15.36  .008
Assertive - Cl1/Cond = 45.60 6 .60 1.34 -,24
(CBRS) Ss/Cl1/Cond 1043,23 184, 5.67 ’
Soc. Condition 83.13 1 83.13 5.79 053
(CBRS) Cl1/Cond 4 -  86.14 6 14.36 2.86 .01l

: S Ss/C1/Cond 924,00 184 5.02
Total Condition ‘_2276.13 1 2276.13 8.81 .025
Competence Cl/Cond 1550.81 6 258.47 2.53 .02
(CBRS) ‘Sg/Cl/Cond' 18776.73 184 " 102.05
Likable - Condition 6.34 1 6.34 0.69 - .44
(GBRS) - Cl/Cond 55,04 6. 9.17 8.28 <.0004

. Ss/C1/Cond 203.87 184 1.11 - .
Adjust. Condition A2.74 1 12,74 - 1.27 .30
(CBRSZ Cl1/Cond " 60.03 6 10.00 4.26 .0005.

Ss/Cl/Cond 432,20 184 2.35 g
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The Factorial Structure Underlying the Variables

s Examination of the relationships between variables were

Component analyses carripd out on

&

based on a series of Principal
~ - - - L

pre-treatment scores.vyiSSing data in theSe analyses were
- - replaced with estimates based on a stepwise regression procedure
using up to two correlated variables (BMDP Manual, 1983).

Furtﬁermore, as the initial analyses had reVealed’consideréble

<«

variability between the classes (confounding the determination {

:

| of the'relationéhip'between tbe variables?, class differences

wererremoved.,This Qas,dohe by transform{ng ra§ data for each

: . ' \

/ variable into deviation scores about the class means. Six

L ! E . . ‘

§> Principal Component analyées,were pe;forﬁed, with the maximal
number of factors succgssivqu incréased from four to nine. ,

\ﬁ ' ! ) - J\“ )

An. optimal solution yielding seven orthogonal factors was

chosen after visual inspection of resulting factor structures.

This solution accounted for’%eventy-nine per cent of the total
Vvériénce and all eigenvalues exceeded .9. Rotated factor

loadings and eigenvalues of this solution are présented in Table

3. Unrotated factor loadings are presenﬁed in Appendix E.

-

Factor 1, which I have ‘labelled Judged Acting-Qut, appeared:

- to reflect teachers' evaan;ipns of visible behaviour problems.
It shows sﬁﬁstantiél positive loadings for‘teachers' ratings of
‘poof self-control (TSC),_learning’prdblems (TL),Jdisruptive
behaviour (&ACT) and tqtal problems (TP).‘Negative loadings were

obtained foy ratings of frustration'tolerance (Tﬁ),,likability
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Table 3

Principle Components Analysis:

Loadings for Twenty Variables

‘Sorted Rotdted_Fqctof

Solvinmg

Variable Factor

1 2 3 4 5 6
Acting . .906 0 0 0 0 0
Out ‘
Total .866 -.346 - 0 0 0 0
Problems -~ v
Self .866 0 0 0 0 0
Control <
Frustration -.825 342 0 0 0 0
Tolerance : '
Adjustment -,809 .283 0 0 0 .0
Total ~.693  .635 0 0 0 0
Competence

- *
Learning .664  -.430 0 0" 0 0
Problems
Likability -.616 433 0 0 0 . 0
Gutsy -0 .870 0 - 0 0 0
Assertive
Shy 0 -.866 0/ 0 0 0
Anxious RS .
Sociability -.545 ~ .684 0 0 0 0
. 3 i'.‘.}‘, . . ' ' '
Subjective 0. 0 .970 0 0 0
Aggression ’ - )
Subjective 0 o , -.815 .0, 0 0
Submission ' J s
Subjgc?ive .. 0 0 - 622\ 0 0 0
Assertion
Subjective 0 0 0 854 0 0
Anxiety ' K '
S 7 '

Problem 0~ 0 0 -.658 .317 0




$ablé—37LconLinu344——r————~ : —

!élieklsg~ - - Factor -~ ) b
1 2. 3 & S5 6 7

" - - /‘ ) = ) V N . M
. i, e ; ] (
Self 0 0. 0 ¢~ .904 (PETEERW, SPVEIVITINS:
Efficacy B . ‘ r ) o T
Age 0 0 0 0 0. .952 0
Parent/ o 0 0 o 0 0 . .896
Rating ' ) ' ‘ | 7
Sex . 0 0  -.373  .289 -.444 O  -.348 -
Eigenvalue 5.41 3.13  2.33  1.31 1.26 1.13 1.13 f

The above factor loading matrix has been rearranged S0
that columns appear in decreasing order of variance
explained. Loadlngs less than .25 have been replaced by
zero. :

Factor 1: Observed Acting-Out

Factor 2: Observed Social Coppetence

Factor 3: Aggression

a

Fdactor 4: Social Anxiety

Factor-5: Social Confidence

Factor- 6: Age

Factor 7: Home Adjustment Difficulties

p o . R




(TLK), peer sociasility (TS), overall competence (TC) and

adjustment difficyltiés" (TAD).

1" 7
{!' Ve Lt N - LT s s

" Factor 2,_labélléajggdged'Social Competence, also primarily
N . X \\u /"‘ . » .
reflected teacher's observations. The.largest loading was the

Gutsy~Assertive variable'(TG), with additional mad : positive
iquings by erstration tolefance (TF), pogitive adf&ﬁtmen
(TAD), likability (TLK),'sociability (TS) and total competencé
(TC).Sﬁy—Anxious'behaviour (TSHY) had the highest negative
loading followed by totél problems (TP) and learning
“‘difficulties'(TL). This factor would thereforenseem to meaéurév_
observatiQns of a child's capécity to function édapéively in

interpersonal situations.

Factor 3, labelled Aggression, was'predoégnantly loaded on
self-reported aggressive (CAG) versus assertive (CAS) and
submissive (CSU) responses on £he Chiidren's Action Tendency
Scale. It ;ﬁerefzre reflects the child's tehdency to respond
with antisocial rather than prosocial or passive responses té
hypothetical social situa;ions. It is also interesting to note |

that there was a secondary moderaté loading by sex, with boys

‘mo:e likely to respond aggressively than girls.’

Factor 4, Social Anxiety, was positively loaded on
self-rated anxiety (CAI), with a moderate, negative relatfonship
to problem-solving ability (CPS). This suggests that: arousal

. o

level is inversely related to perceived ability to independently

resolve social problems. Sex also loaded on this factor, with

\
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glrls scorlng hlgher.
o .

Factor 5, Soc1aﬁ Confidence, was predomlnantly loaded on_

self-reported soc1al self- eff1cacy (CSEF), with a secondary

p051t1ve relatlonshlp to self- reported problem-solv1ng awareness

h(CPS). Thus it would seem. that thls factor 1s a reflectloR‘UT

“both the child's self:assurance and adaptive flex1brllty 1n'the:

face of d1ff1cult 1nterpersonal situations. As with the factor
of Aqgre551on there was a p051t1vebloadlng'by'sex’W1thkmales

being higher. ~ L o

Factor 6, Age, was loaded almost exclusively on by

Thronological ages

Factor 7, Home Adustment Di{ficﬁ{:;es was primarily loaded
- . N

on by the Parent Behaviour Rating Scale (PR). This factor
appears to reflect parental perceptlons of dlsrupt1ve behav1our
at home. Once aga1n sex had a modest loadlgg on thlS factor,

&

with boys exh1b1t1ng more disruptive behav1our.

The Effects of Treatment

NS

The examination of differences between experimental

conditions as a function of intervention was based on change

scores derived in the following manner. Difference scores were
calculated for each dependent variable by subtracting

pre-treatment from posi-treatment:scores. These difference

scores were then standardized by dividing by the pre-treatment




S
~standard deviation of each'VariableT Lastly, these variable

5 . . o e

“difference scores were transformed to factor change scores by

mult1ply1ng them by'factor score coeff1c1ents derlved from the

x

above seven factor rotated solutlon. These factor change 'scores o,

~

were used in all subseqguent analyses. The decision to focus on
factor change scores rather than variable difference scores was

based on the conceptual clarity of the factors.

M1ss1ng post treatment data was not . statlstlcally replaced

vrather1'subjects w1th missing data were excluded‘trom the
" relevant analysis. As a result, these analyses were based on a
smaller sample than were prlorQFnalzggs. In addltlon ‘Factor 6,
Age, was excluded from subsequent examination due to its
manlfest 1nsen51t1v1ty to the impact of treatment. It should be
recalled that the experlmental groups did not differ in age.
Descr1pt1ve statlstlcs for each factor change score, by
A _experimental condition, are presented in Table 4. Note that
E/ssrooms are nested w1th1n treatment condltlon. The

ci?respondlng analyses of variance are presented in Table 5

j : S
There were significant differences in change between

'z classrooms on three factors: Factor 1, Judged Acting OQut,
/ (F(6,154)=9.63, pé.OOéS);lEactor Z,jJudged”Social Competence, -
(F(6,154)=8.76, p<.0025); and Factor S, Social Confidence,
(6,154)= 3.26, p=:0048). The first two‘factors primarily
relied on teachers' observations of positive;and negatiye’social. \\

‘" behaviour, while the last factor depended on children's ¢ :

self-report.




Thbleké

1

Descriptive Statistics for Factor Change Scorés _1 Classroom‘

and Intervention Condition

Standard

Source» Group Mean -
: : : : Deviation

T3 Factor 1 Treatment -.30 .69
R ~ ‘Class 1 -.16 .68
e - " Class 2 b2 .48

- ' Class 3 -.54 .65

, ) Class 4 -.55 .57

- Control -.22 .59

Class 5 -.21 © .49

R Class 6 -.25 47
Class 7 -.58 .40 -

Class 8 .30 .64

Factor 2 Treatment .29 .83

“Class 1 .32 .83

Class 2 .23 .69

’ ‘ Class 3 .23 .55
e Class 4 .33 .71
Control .33 73 -
~ Class 5. .37 .68
- . ' ' Class 6 .32 .82

' Class 7 .29 ',56
Class 8 .33 .68

- Factor 3 Treatment -.41 .82

Class 1 -.42 .74

Class 2 - 44 .71

Class 3 -.39 .85

’ Control -.34’ .86

Class 6 -.34 .10

Class 7 -.32 .91

Class 8 -.36 .64

§

»
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- ‘Table 4 (Cbntinued)‘;

Source Group Mean Standard
- ; , 5 Deviation ﬁ
Factor 4 Treatment .23 .12 ‘ \
Class 1 24 | .é?
Class 2 25 .89
' Class 3 26 .13
Class 4 .19 .14
Control’ .35 .92
| Class 5 .37 .58
A Class 6 .32 .58
i Class 7 . .37 .10
[ Class 8 .32 ' .10 -
Faftqr 5 Treatment .90 | .97
— ‘Class 1 .88 .12
- Class 2 .89 . .95
- Class 3 .89 .89
Class 4 © .94 v .79
Control | .82 .92
Class 5 .83 .11
Class 6 .88 .89
Class 7 .78 .83
‘Class 8 .81 .62
Factor 7 Treatment .32 .96
. Class 1 .33 .12
Class 2 .32 .58
Class- 3 34 .96
Control .35 .84
Class 5 .34 . .82
~ Class 6 35 .90
- Class 7 .34 .88 .
Class 8 .35 .81 y
. ‘ Difference scores are based on standardized deviations
“x\ about the pre-treatment class mean and are calculated by

subtracting pre-treatment from post-treatment scores.

84



Table 5

- ANOVA Summary of Factor Change Scores

131.8 154  0.85°

Variable Source = ~ Sum of —df Mean + F P
) . ~ Squares - Square o
Condition .24 1 0.24 0.08 .79
Factor 1 C1/Cond 18.49 6 3.08 9.63 <.0025
Ss/C1/Cond - 48.92 154 ,0.32 ° ,
Condition 6.02 "1 +.6.02  1.43 .28
Factor 2 C1/Cond 25.22 . 6 4.20  8.76 <.0025
Ss/C1/Cond-  73.77 154  0.48 - | T
Condition  19.55. 1 19.55 24.14  .0027
Factor 3 Cl/Cond 4.85 6 .0.81 1,17 .33
Ss/Cl/Cond  106.69 154  0.69 C
Condition 53.23 1 53.23 24.70  .0025
Factor 4 C1/Comd  12.93 ° - 6 2.15 .1.84 .10
~ Ss/C1/Cond  180.51 154  1.17
Condition 28.79 1 28.79  1.63 .017
Factor 5 C1/Cond 16.24 6 2.71  3.26 .0048
' Ss/C1/Cond  128.15 154 0.83
~ Condition¢  2.16 1 2.16 11.29  .015
Factor 7 C1/Cond 1.i5 . 6 0.19  0.22 .97
- Ss/C1/Cond




In terms of change as a resultgofgexper%mental—eeﬂd%tioﬁ————~a——

there vere 51gn1f1cant per comparlson dlfferences between. « .

g treated and untreated children on four of the six underlylng

factors. Children rece1v1nguthe intervention program exceeded

control subjects in the reduction of Factor'3:fﬁggression,'i

(F(1 6) = 24.20, p;.002?),'Factor 4: Social‘Ankiety, (F(J,G) =

24.70, p=.0025), and Factor 7: Home Adjustment Difficulties,

_é (F(1.6) = 11.29, p=.015). The treatment‘group'exhibited—an

'* increase on Factor 5: Social Confidence, (F(1,6) = 10.63,

p=.017). Comparisons between conditions were not significant for

Factor 1:Judged Actigg Out, (F(1,6) = .08, p = .79) and Factor —

2: Judged Social Competence,_(F(1 6) 1.43, p = .28). This
likely reflects the exten51ve varlablllty between classes on

these factors.

o

In order to correct for the probability of an 1nflated Type o
I error rate due to multlple comparisons, a multlstage
Bonferroni procedure was performed (Larzelere & Mulaik, 1977)

The fam11yw1se probablllty level was set at .05 necessitating a

¥

significance level of .0083 for individuali comparisons. Only the

condition differences on Factor 3 and Factor 4 met this

LY

criterion. It should be noted, however, that had a familywise
error rate of .06, rather than .05, been used both Factor 5 and

Factor 7 would have reached significance. The differences

kS

between conditions on these factors must therefore' be considered

as suggestive. : : - « s
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In order to determ1ne whether factor change could be

pred1cted on’ the basis of pre treatment status, multlple

“regre551on procedures were performed for each factor change
, 3
"score 'using class membershlp and pre- treatment factor scores as .

4
Elaa

predictors.

1

-~

The f1rst step was to determ1nevwhether there were ;% "
;s1gn1f1cant dlfferences in pred1ct1ve accuracy‘between tge two
cond1t1ons.}Mult1ple Regression analyses of factor changp scores = -
were therefOrevcomputed separately tor~ea¢h‘treatment condition. |
Resdeal mean/squares'of each conditionrwere then compared to
determ1ne the extent to whlch regress1on equatlons d1ffered from
one another. The results o these compar1sons are presented~1n
‘Table 6 It is apparent thatvnone of the comparisons reached an_'f
acceptable'level of s1gnlf1cance, thereby.1nd1cat1ng that

neither condition allowed a more ‘accurate determination of the

degree of change in a particular factor. . - - -
The‘nextistep was to determine whether regression equations
,d,m -

caIculated for each experlmental condltlon were substantlally

d1fferent from the regress16h equatlons calculated for the
2 ) —
entire sample, irrespective of condition. Residual mean :squares

for each'condition were therefOrevpooled and compared with the
overall medn sguare residual-for the entire sample. These

yanalyses were aga1n performed for each factor change score.

Results of these analyses are summarized in Table 7. The only

&
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Table 6

x Variablegl

@

Between Condition Comparison of Mu1t1p1e Regre551on

Equations for Change on each Factor‘~

AN

‘Mean Square

N

Source : S df : p,x
\ o .Residual . :
. N : ‘
Factor 1 ~ Control - 0.209 61 o
o Treatment 0.315 79 1.51" .094
. _ ! : A
Factor 2 Control 0.441 i~ 61 1.57 .06
‘ ‘Treatment 27,281 . 79 .
Factor 3 Control 0.675 61 1.56 .06
' i Treatment 0.434: 79
Factor 4  .Control 0.721 61 |
' “ Treatment 0.873 79 1.21- .44
Factor 5 - Control 0.525 61 . 1.03 .88
- Treatment 0.508 79
Factor 7 Control : 0.743 | 61
~ Treatment 0.762 79 1.03 .92
R
¥
88
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Table 7 | . e RIS
o : <& X . LU

o -

Comparison of Multiple Regressions Pooled Across Conditiosis

"with the Overall Multiple Regress1on Ignoriqggf-perimental

Condition P , - R

Source - Residuel . df = Residual - F(7,140) p
- ‘ " Mean Square - Sum. of Squares : .
Treatheﬁt L, 315 79 24,88
Factor ' Control o 209 61 12,72 :
1 Overall ~  .280. wﬁ ‘147 41.10 1.86 NS
Error ‘269@%& 140 :
G T - &
’ - Treatment ~.-.281; 79 22.23
Factor Control - ]441 61 26.92 ]
2 Overalk, .. .390 147 57.25 3.30 .01
' Error ”f? .351 140 , o
. Treatment% ﬁ 434 79 34,26
“Factor Control % ,675 61 41.16 o
-3 " Overall '1.564 147 82.94 1.99. NS
" Error .539 . 140 ' ’ .
L Treatment 873 - 79 69.00 .
Factor Control o W721 61 - 44,00 . , :
4  “Overall .847 147  124.55 2.05 NS
“>Error .807 140 '
. Treatment .+508 79 C40.12 ' -
Factor Control .525 61 32.02 '
-5 - Overall = .511 = 147 75.07 ‘ 0.82 NS
Error .515 140 : R
' Treatment .762 %9 ‘-60.18
Factor Control .743 61 45,32
7. - Overall .781 - 147 - 114.83 1.77 NS
Error - = .754 140 o '
[<SSOverall - (SSTreatment *+ SSControl)>/ : \B\

<Ufo-(afredic)>)/

<(SSTreatment + SSControl)/

(dfy 4+ dfc)>

-



,significant;difieiencefuas;ingEactors2+4Observedfsocial

Accordingly, mult1ple regression equat1ons were-calculated for

S5 ’ . -

Competence*%ﬁéz7140) = 3. 30 p=. 01) In no other-case was therer

a s1gn1f1cant kmprovement 1n ‘the accuracy of pred1ct1on when

‘each cond1t1on was consﬁdered apart from the overall sample.

R N
LT E

Given these f1nd1ngs it was apparent that there was no !}
substant1ve advantage to select1ng the pred1ctors of factor
change for each exper1mental condltlon and that predlctors .
should be based‘on the 3§§1re sample regardless of condition. ~ -
each factor change score u51ng 1n1t1al factor scores as
pred1ctors. Class membersh1p was-not 1ncluded in these analyses

as the large var1ab1l1ty between classes tends to obfuscate

pred1ct1on and would be of little conceptual interest or
- /

71nterpret1ve value, Determ1nat10n ‘of the subsets of predlctor

Avar1ables was based on the squared multiple correlatlon w1th

each factor change score. Selection ofvopt1mal_predrctors was
‘ . ) N 7 . , n ’ - oL .
based on the frequency of occurrence of a particular variable as -

subsets of increas$ng size were generated. Thus the 'best'

b

subset of pred1ctors rnoluded those factor scores which recurred

most often 1nﬁ}he suﬁ%eg& The optlmal predictor subsets "$d

4
Vselected for change ‘on each factor are presented in Table 8

It is evident that, in every case, change in a particular

factor is predominantly a function of lower initial scores on

that factor, with the other factors mainly serving to enhance .
the prediction. Change on Factor 1: Judged Acting-Out, was

determined by higher parentalrratings of adjustment

90



Table 8

"Best' Subset of Predictors of Change for each Factor for

the Entire Sample

Dependent” R&équared Adjusted Variables Coefficient

Variable R-Squared
Factor 1 - 0.145 0.135 Factor
Factor
Factor 2 0.220 - 0,205  ‘Factor
- : éﬁmn ‘ - Factor
Tow Factor
Factor 3 0.210 0.?00 . Factor
' ) Factor
Factor 4 . 0.296 0.279. ~ TFactor
: : ' Factor
‘Factor
. o Factor
Factor 5 0.408 . \0.401 " Factor
S . - . Factor
Factor 7° 0.107 05096 Factor
. S i Fg;tor
fﬁ%
. l/i; ) B
S s | { S )
! »
~ 9

—

~ LN

L
oW

BN RV, B

I

-0.180

0.104
' *

L ~0.248 -

0.142

-0.123

PEYE

- -0.368

0.111

0.123 %

-04157

'-0;095

~0%075 -
-0.562

N .
8 s

-,

—

0.
0.263
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d1ff1cult1es. Change on Factor 2 Judged Soc1al Competence was

ﬁalso pred1cted by hlgher 1n1t1al soc1al confldence and fewer;

adjustment d1ff1cult1es accordlng to parents ngher socxaLw, S
. > _ :

confldence also determlned changes on Factor 3"Aggre551dn.

vc

D1fferences on Factor 4' Soc1a1 Anx1ety were predlcted by

u\a@ e

1n1t1ally hlgher observed act1ng out and lower soslal confldence

~ . -

and parental ratings of maladjustment. Change on Factor’ 5°

/ Soc1al Confldence was 51m11ar1y a functlon of lower 1n1t1al

5061a1 anx1ety Lastly, changes on Factor 7- Home Adlustmqg_

D1ff1cu1t1es were predlcted by hlgher 1n1ttal dctlng ot

according to teachers. . O P
: K3 ’ ‘ i E

92
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‘results of thelfactof analysis of ére-tfeatment var?ables merit.
. . C - v .
.examination of the relationship between variables used in the
variability between factors arising due to several
function of the personal perspective forming the basis of a
éhildren would evaluate aspects of social .functioning

joreseen,,Third, little overlap‘was expected between mea%ures‘of

- characteristics such as age and sex were anticipated to have

. o CHAPTER 1V

R :,'7,, v : . 7; o . ) N ‘
| \ o . . '- . -

Overview of Fattor,Analyt;é Findings"‘ -

v

,
af
el

. *‘
Prior to a consideration of intervention outcome,:the

*

- - Y
o

discussion . Prebious-research has emphasized the heterogeneity **
. . . N . . .
of children's social functioning (Foster & Ritchey, 1979;
Gresham, 1981; Hops, 1983). It ‘was thefefore*anticipatéd that
N [N \ R

present study would result in a multifactorial solution‘withlﬂ;

S

considerations. First, factors were expected to differ as a
pafticular variable; in other words parents, teachers and’

differently..Second, in view of the use of variables tapping
both positive and negative social adjustment, some '

differentiation between these two global dimensions was

observed behaviour and sélf-app:aised cognitive and emotional
atfributés, although a stEOQg interrelationship was expected for

variables within these two domains. Foﬁrth, subject

differential contributions to each of the factors. Lastly,

although particular subgroups of .individuals ﬁere not

! 93
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identified, it was hoped that the reSulting factor structure

would be cons1stent w1th ex1st1ng typolog1es of 1nterpersonalﬁ

adjustment such as w1thdrawn versus aggres51ve ch1ldren.

§ ©

¥ P ) . c
. .

Consistent- with expectations tHe resulting rotated factor

)

\ S , N ) .
solution did indicate that factors differed as a function of:

the evaluator,'the measurement of social adjustment versus

maladjustment and cogn1t1ve emotional versus behav1oural

" =

////,// d1mens1ons. Thus factors such as J%dged Act1ng Qut and Qbserved

.ﬁqﬂ,w

é

Soc1al Competence depended on teache:$;vobservatlons of pos1t1ve

&

and negatlve social behav1our- Aggression, Soc1al Anx1ety and
Social Confidence collectlvely reflected subjectlve appralsal of
prosocial knowledge and af ect1ve status with some

differentiation between eXpectations of adapt1ve versus

maladaptlve performan'e, and Home Adjustment D1ff1cult1es were
indicative of parental perceptions of negative behaviour. The
failure to derive a simpler factor\ggiucture is' not surprising

as the variables themselves differed not only in terms of the

basic .constructs measured, but also in the specific situations
and settings evaluated.

[}

The current multifactorial findings are also consistent with
dpr1or research In an examination of social competence in

preschoolers, Hops and F1nch (1982) found that peer, parent and

,;’EEacher judgments were independent, with the<hlghest correlation

with observed positive behaviour obtained for teacher ratings.
Slm1larly, Matson, Esveldt Dawson and Kazd1n_(1983) found

relationships between multlple measures completed*by the same

a

94
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data source, ‘but a lack of correspondence between teacher and

' peer ratlngs of“popularlty and social skills as well‘as ' -

behav1oural obsernatlons of role play performance, Lastlyrf -

@

Gresham (1981) found little overlap between peer behav1oural
'—ratlngs, peer frlendshlp nominatlons and blind observations

despite relative stablllty w1th1n measures over threefseparate»
A A 4 :
assessment periods. , ‘ S

il ! ’ )

It is nonetheless possible that the current lack of factor,,w

~ t

convergence may. be due to design flaws such as 1nadequacy of the
%; measures or d1fferent1a1 perspectlve blases. Although some of
-g”gi the measures used in this research require further%valldatlonal .
" investigation, (such-as Ehe‘Children's Self-Efficacy Scale); the
majority have‘heen shown to.pdSsess adeqhate psychometric
properties (e.g. Deluty, 1979; Kendall'a Wllcox, 1979;

Ed - -

Spielberger, 1973), thus suggesting that factor variance was not

A

due to psychometric weaknesses of the evaluation instruments, A
second possible explanation for the present independence of
f;6 factorxsouféesgisuthat children, teachers and parents were

dlfferentlally blaﬁed by 51tuat10nal dé‘aﬁhs unlque to each

4

settlng and populatlon. Teacher ratlngs fér example, may have

+

been subject to 1nappropr1ate gg stereotyplcal selectlon

.\

'crlterla or may have been distorted for fear that these

- observations might be seen as potentially critical of their

RGP

classroom management skills (Michelson, Sugai et al., 1983). It

‘i7" , should noted that such differential ratings need not be

- indicative of distortion, but may well be valid wighim the



context of a partlcular classroom. “In other words, a certaln;,

Abehav1our, Wthh would be/éon51dered to be 1nappropr1ate by a

- /

teacher who has relatlvely strlcf'classroom expectatlons, mlght”
s *

, leglt1mately be seen as acceptable by another teacher w1th less

strlngent classroom behav1oural requ1rements. It is also

'p0551ble that the: ohlldren s self- report measures may have been

,

'dlstorted by the desire to present in an unreallstlcally

4

positive‘light,uin-view oi'research which has demonstrated that

children's subjective repdrt and behaVioural role—play

W

,;performance changes as a function of instructional set (Kazdln,

Esveldt Dawson & Matson, 1983) Although these poss1b111t1es
cannot be completely ruled out\ they seem 1mprobable glven‘
discussion of the need for hpnesty and ob3ect1v1ty prlor to

selectlon of schools ande{asses, theryoluntary nature of

Pt

involvement by all participants, the standardized administration

of measures and the assurances of confidentiality Qith.respect
to individual repocts. In addition, varlable means and variance
are w1th1n the range found in prev1ous research (e‘g Deluty,

1979’.Kendall & Wllcox, 1979i>Welssberg,/Gesten, Rapkrn et al,

,1981), suggestlng that there was no distortiOn'idiosyncratic to

this exploration, ' ’ ' : v TR
. ” “ ' - .
- . f,

A more serious criticism of the current research is that
Some potentially important measures of children's social
functioninngere not considered, thereby resulting jn_t
concebtually li@ited or skened factors. More specifically,’the [

present study did not include individual measures of sociometric

96
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-status, hypothetlcal reflective ICPS reason1ng or blind

\ ¢

~observat10ns,of spec1f1c behaviours. These Var1ables were e

Iy

‘excluded for essentlally pragmat1c and ethlcal reasons. - :

- Individual evaluatlon of ICPS skills and bl1nd behavioural T

‘ ‘ratings,by an impartial observer were viewed by schdol personnel

related to their ICPS ab111t1esuin.terms of the quantity—andl

‘as impractical and overly.disruptive to‘classroom functioning,

'partlcularly w1th such a large sample of schoolchlldren.

Prlncipals and teachers also expres d concerns about the P
1ntru51veness of, p0551ble-sca goatlng and parental
%

complalnts,xwhlch mlght arise from peer ratings of popularlty
Although this reluctance ma;’not have been justified, the
cooperatlon o'f educatlonal personnel and parents was deemed to
be of utmost importance for the completion of the planned |

intervention and evaluation. Therefore, the measures which were .
=~ - -

.inbluded relied on self*report»or ratings by individuals with

existing familiarity with the children. These instruments not
:,Q‘w - -

only provide relevant infermation in their own right but are o

additionally sensitive, albeit indirectly, to those facets of ;;m
interpersonalncompetence which are traditipnally evaluated via
more. dlrect methods. Deluty (1981c), for example, found that

chlldren s subseale scores on the CATS were significantly

quaiitiz9§rsolutions generated in response to hypothetical’

broblems. Similarly, Wheeler and Ladd (1982) found that social

self-efficacy was correlated with peer ratings of social

influence ,and popularity%’
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) Lastly, although obser;gtlonal socioﬁetric and ‘ : f,,ﬂ\

hypothetlcal -reflective measur§§ may well prov1de 1mportant

1nformat1on about eh&ldren Santerpersonal funct1onfng;‘they’are

d1fferent “rather than 1nherently better, 1nstruments:and are

5, ot By ol
*f;;f*%“ R

‘subject to the1r own unlque llmltat;onﬁ_lggludlng 1nsens1t1v1ty

o to change, poor ecologlcal va11d1ty}and inadequate or unknown

e

psychometric properties. These“péints and related issues with.

e

respect to the assessment. of chlldren s social competence are

d1scussed in recent reviews (Butler & Melchenbaum, 1981- Foster.

& R1tchey, 1979 Michelson, S%Faaﬁet al., 1983). The absence of
.add1tﬁ&nal measures must nonetheless be acknowledged as a
3 B}
shorf?pmlng of the current research and should be included, when

feas1ble, in future factor analyt1c invéstigations. N

[
*

- 1 . In the absehce'of 6bvious demonstrated alternatives, the
most lTikely explanation foruthé’multigactcrial-solution derivedf
in the current research is that thehfactors do reflect separate
dimensions of interpersonal fdnctibnfng.AFurthermore, the
contenticn that children may exhibit marked individual
differences in particular aspects ofrinterpersonal functloning
despite similar sociometric status is.well‘docnmentedvin the
l;terature (Asher & Renshaw 1981; Ladd, 1984;“RUbin & Krasnor,
1983). French and Tyne (1982)(_for’éxample,,suggest that.
neglected children are characterized\by the absence of endearing
N o

attr1butes whlch would promote peer affllfatlon, ‘while’ rejected

ch1ldren qgt only lack such qual1t1es but also engage in a TR

number(E?ﬁEVETsté\\sehav1ours leadlng to negatlve rather than
98 | |
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" neutral perception by their peers,

Al
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2

T . T T
The complex1ty of the derived factoexstruat

efllmlts the

'extent to wh1ch chlldren mlght be 1dent1f1ed in terms of’ the1r

.membership in partlcular subcategafles, such as sg%lal w1thdra&L

B
inr{

or aggre551on s—which. would &ilow greater spec1f1cat10n of their

1nterpersonal competence. Such dimensions are somewhat mOre_

evident when factors are considered individqally['rather”than
toflectively. For .example,‘a factor such as Aggression would

seem, to allow d1fferent1at10n between aggre551ve and.

non—aggres51ve chlldren, Slmllarly, high Social Anxlety likely
reflects shyness while high SocialJConfidence is more

characteristic of assertive Children. Although it is tempting t

i' -

]
]

s,

<l

o

. suggest that a 'typiéal' hlld w1th1n a hypothetlcal categoryé%&v

socially adjusted or maladjusted chlldren would exhibit a ’ -;%

read11y identifiable pattern type across factors, thys“?GZid

&

probably be- an over51mp11{1catlon.g1ven the 1ndependence of

"faetors h1ch was found, eveh w1th1n the perspectlve of a

it /

partlcular rater. Wh11e sa@E‘authors have cla1med that -

., k"‘b\

individual assessment,;nstruments successfully dlscr1m1nate

between dlfferent types of soc1al adJustment (Deluty, 1979-

groupings may be 1nappropr1ate, particularly if a multi- method’

g

M1chelsgn & Wood, 1982), the present findings suggest that such

approach is used. This categorlcal complexity-is 1llustrated by

chlldren on the basts df cluster analy51s of soc1ometr1c and

s

behaviouyral measures.t@hlldren sharing common measurement -

. ™ . *

o

- Coie j% aL%ﬁﬁ (1982) 1dent1f1cat10n of five dlfferent\groups of

"
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¢haracteristics did not necessarily conform to expected overall

-

{

patterns of social functioning. One group in particular, which

Y S ~ R . -}&‘E . . 5 _ N R . o . V- e
~" the-—authors labeled as 'contrOVer51éﬁ', were similar to socially. -

1

_ rejected children in terms of peer’identifiedfayersiVe

Behaviour,tbut paradbxicallj“resembledﬁpopula:;childreg:in tegms  B

¢

~of their perception by their peers as group lead%gff:similarlyréz

it is ﬁpfth recalling Kellam and Brown's (1982) i entification . -

Sf a sample of subjects who éxhibited‘ﬁbth_shy and aggreésiver*
behaviour. Such- children de not‘readilygéit within existing

deSCriptive ﬁypologies which typically di%ferentiate between

“

these two dimensions,

Examination of the individual pattern of factor scores

“obtained by a particular child may allow for more accurate
descripf/ﬂy

ion of the type of interpersonal difficulties which he

K

or she is experiencing. An individual may, for example, have ~

‘ : 3 ‘
-adequate knoz}bdge of prosocial alternatives (low Aggression),
- but lack the social problem sf}ving awarenésé'and'self-efficacy

t b2
-

(low Social Confingce) to iﬁblement them effectively thereby
>fesuitiqg in peer néglect (f;ﬁ Judgedd56¢ial‘Cdmpetqnce)-‘
Alterné£ive1y, a child might behave in‘arway considered by his
parenté to be quite appropfiate (low‘HomeAAdjusgPent _1 .

Difficulties) but lack awareness of normativély acceptable

1

options (high Aggression), resulfing in a perception of
disruptive, antisécialngbaviour by others (high Judged
Acting-Out). Such an explanation is, of éourse; specuiative - .

pending Teplication of the current factor structure and‘further'
5

- -
' d .
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?con51deratlon of the structure and 1nterpretab111ty of the

factors themselves. v R . , S

-

Description of the Factors and Their-Significance o B

, , - X - ' ’

The first factor[ Judged Acting—Out appears to be a

relatlvely stralghtforward reflection of teacher's. perceptlons

of dlsruptlve classroom behavieu:*rUnllke the factor analy51s of
the CBRS performed by t SPS CorexGroup (1980), from whlch
subscale scores were derived in the current research, there was

-

no dlfferentlatlon between learnlng problems, acting out and

: shy-anxious behaviour. Rather, the former two variables were

1lapsed in this ractor while the latter was not~representedr
Whil itygs hardly‘surprising that children who were high on
this factor were also seen as less likable by their teacher,
this does ralse the p0551b111ty that- teachers may be unw1tt1ngly
re1nforc1ng a child's unpopularlty -amongst peers. The hlgh
positive loadlnngf teachers»fatln%g;of self-control 1s
consistent with the-suggested interpretation of*this’factOr as
well as providing convergent evidence for the validity for thii\‘

r

measure. - : o S

.

Judged Soc1al Competence is best con51dered to reflect‘

A}

teachers perceptlons of prosocial behaviours glven ‘the prom1nent

loadings of the Gutsy-Assertive, Sociability and Overall
C ence variables derived from the CBRS. This factor
fregresents>the obverse of the preceding factor in terms of the

- -
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negative loadings of many variables which‘loadedfpositively on

Observed Actlng Out. The high negative loading of the
. Shy~ Anxzous varlable suggests that this factor*reflects

finterpersonal adapatation rather than 51mply the absence of\

dlsruptive behav1oyr.

The - above two factors are ‘consistent with those derived in
‘previous analyses of classroom observational measures. Khan and
Hoge (1983) used observational measures to determine the
validity of two -independent factorial dimensions of a.
ﬁteacher—judgement'measure‘of social competence. Although these
authors found evidence of both convergent® and discriminant
validity of these factors this was compromised by significant
sex differences which failed tovsupport the uniform utility of
the measure. Matson, Rotatori et al. (19835-found two factors,
7labeled Imappropriate Assertiveness/Impulsivity and Appropriate
Social Skills,‘in their factor analysis of a teacher'erating
scale of children's assertiveness._An analy51s of a behav1oural
. rating scale by Rickel'and Burgio- (1982) resulted in three
Jefactors: Sharing-Cooperative, Aggressive and Self—Orlented
Solitary. Although prior research has suggested that boys

2.
exhibit more disruptive behav1our than glrls (Kendall & Wilcox,

~ 1979) while girls are seen as more soc1ally competent

o homson-Rowntree & Woodruff, ‘1982) this was not ohserved‘in
the present findings. The cur. ent results also prov1de only
moderate support for Gesten's (1976) claim that a Chlld s’score

®

. on the competence subscales of the CBRS could be used to predict

i )
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ﬁis or her degree of;melé@jpstment; Altheeghlfhere is a
'neasonably consistent hegative helationshipubetweeﬁ the two in
sthe cdrrentvfactor structuse; a‘chilalwho does not}ekhibitr;
behavicural maledjustment will net necessarily be seen as L
socially competent, b}iﬁafily due to the high negativeAl ading

.of the shy-anxious variable on:khe latter factor. This 1s in

keeping with prior discussion of the distinction betweén Ehose
children who display agonistic behaviour and those who fail to
‘demonstrate confident prosocial skills (Coie et all, 1982; Rubin

& Krasnor, 1983).

The third factor, Aggression, refleets a child's recognition
and se;eCtion of aggressive ve;sus hon—aggressi?e responses on -
the CATS. The tendency for assertiveness and sﬁbmission scores |
to}coalesee in contrast to the aggression score is _consistent
with Deluty's (1979)'cerrelational findings in his report on-the
development of this heasure. It may be argued that the |
Aggression factor, which is based;dn'self-reported/:espohses to
hypothetiéal sf;uations,viSfa questioneble index of actual.
social beheviogr‘and may be bafticularly sysceptible }o‘the
social desirability influences. This is countered, however, by

14

the author's-repor; that CATS subscale scores'were’significantlf
correlated with corresponding peef.énd seacheércatings of
behaviour ¢(Deluty, 1979) anabblihd behavioural ratings in a
natural seﬁting (Deluty, 1982).-The tendency for Bo?s to be

higher on the Aggression factor derived in the current research

is also consistent with Deluty's (1979) finding of a sex
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dlfference on the CATS Th1s polnt merits further comment. In -

@

'1nvest1gatlons ofrthe/personallty and behavioural correlates of v

the CATS, Deluty (1981b) found that assertiveness scores were
associated with popularity, self-esteem and behavioural

adjustnent for boys but -not for girls, These observations led

2

the authon to suggest that sex role stereotyplng w1th1n a glrl s
P

soc1al milicu may reeult im, the perceptlon by both self and

b S

others of assert1ve behaviour as inappropriate and unfem1n1nek

i

(Deluty, 198fa). Deluty goes on to point out that intervention

programs must consider remediation of the social environment as

El

well as the individual. Far el

- ks

The inverse relationship betweennanxiety and problem-solving

:awareness in the fourth factor,/Social Anxiety, appears to
provide support for the role of anxiety as an :;Borf’ht\<friable
in children's ability to solve 1nterpersonal difficulties\ The ,

emergence of this factor as 1ndependent from Social Con//dbnce

is unexpected part1cularly diven Wheeler and ﬂédd s (ﬂ982

finding that soc1al self-efficacy was negatlveAy rreiated with

anxiety. This may be due to the measures use . The anxiety
meaSure included in the current research taps 'trait' arousal;
1t 15 therefore possible that this factor/refleCts a general

sense of personal uncertalnty beyond specific soc1al 51tuat1onﬁ

This contention mlght be explored by including more //
1nterpersonally—spec1f1c measures such as\thezsocial discontent

subscale of the Perceived Self- Competence Scale (Harter, 1982)-

in future research. Although anxiety has been recognlzed as a

4
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potentlally 1mportant inhibitory factor in effectlve soc1al

functlonlng, partlcularly for w1thdrawn and 1solated chlldren’,
(Ladd,, 1984;. Rubin & Krasnor, 1983) its relatlonshlp to soc1al";'
problem solving has not prevaously been explored. The current
frndlngs suggest that children with high levels of emotional and
somatic tension ére also restricted in their ability to engage

in flexible, independgnt cQﬁ?%éeration'of interpersonalrresponse'
alternatives. This possibility has been raised bf Deluty (1981a)
who suggests‘thgt irrational, self-éefeating cogﬁitive setsimay
elicit anxiety wh{ch in turn, inhibits socially effective
“behaviour. In -light of thlS author s previously cited comments
with respect to differential sex role expectations as to ' -
'appropr1ate,soc1al behav1our, ;he current finding that girls
>tended-to be higher on thé Sociél Anxiety factor ié noteworthy
and suggests that fear of*;riticism may interfere with their

autonomous interpersonal coping.

'

~ The fifth factor, Social Confidence, is a function of social

self-efficacy with a secondary positive contribution by social

probleh-solving}awareness. Although the relationship between

these two variables has not been previously examined, this f’_\
» . v .
: ) ¢ . .
relationship seems logical; children with greater confidence in - \
their interpersconal éffectivenessﬁshoqu.also be able to use a \\

greater range of social strategies to;résolve difficulties. This
assertion is SUpported by Goetz and Dweck's (1980) f1nd1ngvthan
chlldren who attrlbuted soc1al rejection to personal

incompetence displayed more ineffective and disruptediproblem
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solv1ng strategles than those chlldren who attrlbuted re]ectlon o

e <

to 51tuat?onal factors. The current 1nd1catlons of sex i

differences on this factor 1n favour of males are. 1ncon51stenﬁ§
{gx . t\.’

with Wheeler and Ladd's (1982) findings of essentlal equ1Valence

ﬁbetween boys and girls in soc1al self- efflcacy These_studles

are difficult to compare because of dlfferences in the measures

and populatlons examlned Nonetheless, the current f1nd1ngs %
support the precedlng comments w1th respect to sex-typed l

&
soc1allzatlon pract1ces wh1ch may dlscouragel ssertive behaviour

-

in girls.

The emergence of Age as an iudependent factor without
significant loadiugs on other«factors suggests that this
variable did not contribute to factor differences. Although this
is in keepiugwuithﬂsome prior research which did not find age
differences-iu social competence within this age group (e.q.
Richarg & Dodge, 1982), it is inconsistent with others (e.g.
Gottman et al., 1975). It should be noted that the latter

research focused on grade comparisons while chronological age in

"months was considered in the present stud}» Given the limited

A\

age range currentiy covered and the overlap of age across grades.

‘it seems unlikely that there would be significant age

differences in the variables currently used.

Ly
s e

The last factor, Home Adjustment Difficulties, primarily .

X : . . . . %
seems to reflect parental perceptions of disruptive behawviour "at -

home. Given the current finding that boys tended to be higher on
this factor, it is worth pointing out that Cowen et al (1970)

2
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teachers were also supportive of the proje@t

A a“"“

found that, although parental perceptlons were 51gn1f1cant1y

correlated'WTth'thUSe ‘of “teachers ror girls, this was not the

~case for boys. These authors 1nterpreted these findings as
suggestlng that behav1ours of boys which may be. tolerated at

home may be con51dered unacceptable at school. These comments

once agaln support Deluty s (1981a, 1981b) prior speculatlons as

to dlfferentlal behavioural expectatlons for boys and glrls,

»_partlcularly ;nfthe home environment. .

. e
5

Treatmeht Outcome

. y
An‘e‘cdotal»Re‘ports 7 : N
_ ‘ / ‘ o T
’The.peroeptioneroi the prograh'by participahts.in -the
intervention condition merit oShsideration before examinfng ‘
quantitat;ve findings. The children in 'all four classes appeared

to enjoy the program. They pa:ticularly lookedfforWard'to, and

seemed to benefit from, task requipementS'such as behavioural
. . | .

. . | -
rehearsal and instructional games. On a \number of occasions

students spontaneously recounted instanJ

es of successful problem
' \ \
solving at home and school. These not on%y served to reinforce

the utility of training but also pfovided\real life exemplars
for ciaseroom discossion and role-playing\ Despite some concerns
aboot the time necessary for completion of\evaluation,materials,
. , commenting
favourably on their students' acquisition ot ski%ls and‘
concepts. Teachers also reported that they found class
management etrategies such as SPS dialoguing?hseful in both

-
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soc1al and academic s1tuatlons. These obseraations,uere' , o

bolstered by the results of post treatment questlonnalres. On an
1ncremental scale of one to seven teac&brs rated the program an”
-average of 6.4 in terms of»1ts relevaﬁge to the1r stggents and
6.2 in terms of the’ organlzatlon and clarlty of content. Perhaps,
" most 1mportantly, they indicated an average of 4 6 on a five
point scale their interest in having such a program_establlshed’
as part of the regular school curriculum. There was a generally
shared consensus that;both impulsive andrwithdrawn children:

benefited from intervention; the former learning greater

v

self—controi and appropriate self-expression while the latter

gained in confidence and acceptance by their peers. On the basis

B

‘ of these impressions and.following post-treatment data
collect1on, teachers 'in the control condition were .invited.to
°observe a sample SPS lesson covering many of the intervention

strategies in condensed form. The Vancouver School Board also S e

. | A T
authorized the preparation ¢f an instructional videotape using

)na

program participants for future staff 1nserv1ce and class use,

tgus 1nd1cat1ng admlnlstratlve recept1v1ty
* ?‘v . . -
Quantitative Findings ,

Although these observations are encouraging‘and important,

" 7 ” i ‘- . ! . + ’
demonstration of 1nterve§§10n effectiveness obviously depends on

statistical findlngs. To summarizelZthe results of outcome

evaluation:uchifdren receiving Social\Problem Solving training

exhibited signific ntly lower;Aggression and Social Anxiety than

control subjects wiﬂ@ suggestive evidence of improved Social -

\ |
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Confidence and decreased Home Adjustment Difficulties for

'treateaﬁéhildréﬁlméonaition"differences were not found for

Observed Acting Out and Judged Soc1al Competence+ Classrooms ..

showed 51gn1f1cantly different patterns of change on the Clatter

two factors as well as on Social Confidence. It w1ll be recalled

AN
that these statistical analyses involved the transformation of

e

é? VStandardized variable difference scores 1nto factor change

scores, on the basis of the  preceding factor structure. Analyses

%

Ll

qf variance were then performed on each of the six relevant

factors w1th appropriate corrections for the nesting of classes
o within experimental condit%fn. The positive and negative results
\'for each individual factqp%will be discussed prior to comparing

‘overall findings with those of related primary SPS research.
\ The failure to detect group differences on the two factors

;;Engrjly reflecting teacher's observations of classroom

ybehaviour;\ébserved Acting Out and Judged Social Competence, has

several possible explanations. The most ohvious poSSibility is
that social problem-solving skills were either irrelevant, or
.notrapplied, to gdassroéh behaviour, This possibilityvcannot be
~discounted and is in keeping with the reshlts of some prior
E\\;\/research (Allen et al., 1976; Sharp, 7981; Urbain, 1980). This
’ explanation is inconsistent, however, with other studies

(Rotheram, 1980; Weissberg, Gesten,‘Carnrikehet al., 1981;
Winer, Hilpert, Gesten, Cowen & Schubin, 1982) as well as

. ‘ " * 3 -
current indications that the program had a positive impact

those factors which were deperdent on the children's subjective

)
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ratings. It is also in contrast to anecdotal comments from both
: S :

teachers and Etﬁdentgwas to the program's practical. utility.

- ] - . . ’\\ 7
Furthermore, although differences‘hetween conditions must be: - .
con51dered tentative, the change on the Observed Home Adjustment =

[N
factor would suggest that tra1ned chlldren were able to

1mglement skills in a situation removed from the classroom

setting, on the basis of ratlngs by parents who were relatluely

naive as to program content.

'A,ﬁeégnfiexplanation for the current findings is that the

_ téaoher adjustment,measures were insensitive to change; at least
withrrespect to social behaviour. As noted above teacher ratings '
in general have been criticized because of,psychometric. |
inadequacy and possible idioayncratic distortion (Foster &
Ritchey, 1979; Spivack & Swift,'1§73; Van Hasselt et "al., 1979).
Nonetheless, -a number of authors have reported that teachen
.rating scales may be used to accurately.identify relevant
behaviours and disc;iminate between adjustment and maladjustmentﬂ
(Hops &~Finch 1982; Janes & Hesselbrock, 1978 Kellam et al.,
H982). The measures used in the current“research have adequate
published psychometrlc propertles (Gesten, 1976; Lorionmet al.,
1978) and have proven sen51t1ve.to ohange as a result_of |
.- intervention (Gesten et al, 1982; Pedro-Carrollv& Cowen, 1985;

Weissberg, Gesten, Carnrike et al., 1981, Weissberg, Gesten,

: Rapkin et al, 1981).

The third and most probable explanation for the failure to
find an overall treatment impact‘on_teacher's ratings has to do
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with tﬁgﬁhighif¥gﬁgnifiCant nested classroom effect. The large
magnitude,of.thig\variability and the resulting error term
severely limited the possibility:of détéctihg differences

between treatment‘gpnditiohs.'bespite their failure to

,'Statistically incorporate nested class variance, it is worth

’notiﬁg that such heterogeneity was also characteristic of the

Rocheste; research (e.g. Weissberg, Gesten, Carnrike et al,

1981), It should be noted that 'class' in the context of these

analyseSvrepresenfs the behavioural ratings Qf a particular

&

-

teacher on his or her studehts, thus confounding'rater with
subjeéts. Although it is conceivable that there were significant
differences in behaviour betﬁeen students in each class this

seems improbable given pretreatment equivalence in socioecoénomic

"backgreund, sex distribution, pareﬁtal adjustment ratings, and

self-reports of assertivenéss, aggression, submissiveness,

sglf-efficacy and anxiety. It would therefore seem that class

variance mainly reflects differences in teachers' perceptions of
\:, . : A . .

their students over time.

Although the nesting 6f ciass within cbndition‘makes it
impossible to directly compare teachers, it is possible thét a
particular teacher's rating of changé‘may have been influenced
by factdrs such as increased sensitizaéion towards behaviour
problems, resistance to thé program or a fixed\bpinion with
respect to certain students. Similar cpnéefns were raised‘by

Bolstad and Johnson (1977) in their examination of the external

validity of ‘teacher's rating scales. These authors found a

. A
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51gn1f1cant overall p051t1ve correlatlon between‘such measures

" and observed behav1ours by bllnd raters thus supportlng the

“

convergent validity of teachers ratlngs. There was, however,—argf_”

N

R

tendency for some teachers to make judgments about partlcular i

students "1th lﬁﬁtle regard for their actual behav1our, relying @‘

instead. on 1rrelevanttcharacterlstlcs such as appearance and
oy

SES, or 1d1osyncrat1c 1nformat1on such as the occurrence of

highly sallent but infrequent’ behaviour. These observatlons do

not ‘negate the present lack of demonstrated treatment

effectiveness nor do they rule out the ut111ty of teacher's .

observations. Rather, they sugge'st that school-based
intervention programs need to be sensitive to the particular

characteristics and expectations of individual teachers as these

L, —

-

may influence outcome. e

Exp/:;nator‘y Significance of the Findings

v
~

The greatest treatment effects in the current research were:

’primarily fOundvon the factors reflecting interpersonal

confidence and prosoc1al skill awareness. These findings provide
support for the value of SPS training, as well as bolstering the
hypothe51zed relevance of such variables and. the1r amenabilty to

intervention. Although there has been little prior primary SPS

- evaluation research using these particular measures, it is worth

- considering current findingsgwith respect to those social skills -

programs which have included related measures. It should be
noted that interpretation of discrepant outcomes is rendered

difficult because of differences in subhject characteristics,
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treatment strategies and dependent Variablesv“ o /

The 1mprovement on the Aggresslon factor, whlch Was

2 N
R O

pr1mar11y based on* selg-report indicates that treated squects‘Jfggéf

‘wgh\ e
T b

developed a greater awareness of prosoc;al response aLternatlves

1

to hypothetical situations, partlcularly in terms,of a reduction
in the endorsement of\ahtagonisticroptions.‘Spbjective"
aSsertiveness‘meaSUres have been used .in somegpreviously cited
intervention,eva}uations. Rotheram,(for example, (1980) reported
a decrease in self-reported passivity, with a corresponding
reduction‘on'a behavioural measure of submissiveness, for

a

>sub3ects rece1v1ng a comprehen51ye social skills package with a
major SPS component This 1s in contrast, however, with
Mlchelson, ‘Mannarino et al.'s (1983) failure to find change on

this variable for children receiving SPS training.- .

The shperiority of trained subjects over controls on the

Social Anxiety’ factor 1nd1cates a reduction in self- reported

arousal and an 1ncrease 1n problem solving awareness. This is

consistent with Weissberg,.Gesten, Carnrike et al's (1981)

findings with respect to the Problemisof§ihg Abilities?Scale but
,"\ 5. -

inconsistent with their eanller work wh1ch failed to produce

%
changes in trait anx1etxa6We herg; Gesten, Rapkln et al,

1,5
1981). This dlscrepancy is difficult to explalm given

similarltles between‘the Rochest?r program and the current
research, however it may lie‘inlpreviously discussed}differences

is¥ statistical procedures. (These will be-discussed: in greater e

detail later). However, the current findings are in keeplng w1th

i




-of dlvorce who were involved in a pr1mary preventlon program

Ollendick and Hersen's (1979) _report of decreasedganx;etygln a

7

sample of dellnquents follow1ng social SklllS tra1n1ng which

included a major problemaso}yqng component. Pedro Carroll and
Coyen'(1985) also found decrease in tra1t anx1ety-for chlldren:\.

with several séssions devoted to SPS o \ 2

The improvement of treated subjects on the Social Confidence~

factor suggests that such children saw themselves as more likely
to be able to successfully implement independent problem
resolution strategies. This is a particularly noteworthy<finding'

f

as the present research is the first reported 1nterventlon

program u51ng a soc1al self-efficacy ‘scale as an outcome

measure. Some studies have included meaSuresesucﬁ/as self worth

»
-

perceived competence or locus of . control;§however. . Such
varlables would appear loglcally related to the Soc1al
Confldence factor, as one yould expect'chlldren who_are‘high on
his dimensiongto feel good about themselves.and their personai
ablllty to determlne the putcgme of SOC1ally problematlc
51tuatlons (Whe ler & Laga 1982) There are reports of SPS:

tra1n1ng resul ing 1n improved self esteem (Rotheram 1980;

Tellado, 1984)| and a shift towards internality (Allen et al, ¢

1976; McClure &t al., 597&; Ollendick & Hersen, 1979), These'are

_contradicted, however, by reports of a failure to find change on

related variables (Gesten et al., 1982; Pedro-Carroll & Cowen,
1985; Weissberg, Gesten, Rapkin et ai, 1981) or a return to

baseline at follow-up despite initial group differences (Spence



¢ Spence, 1980).* ¢

& 3

Lastly, the observed‘trendmtowards improvemeﬁ‘von the Home

AajuStment Difficulties factor is consistent with the two -
published SPS evaluations including parental measuyres of
adjustment‘(Michelson; Mannarino et al 199‘ Pedro Carroll &\ | )
COWen, 1985)‘ The former authors found that both behavioural

. soc1a1 SklllS and SPS tra1n1ng produced within= group reductlons
in problematlc home behav1our, unlike an attention-placebo
controlhcl:on‘ditionT Although the%behaviourai group exhibited

further improvement at follow-up, no between-group differences

e

were found.

Comparison-of the Findings with other SPS Research

-

The present results would appear to be consistent with the
conclu51ons reached in prior reviews of SPS programs as a
pr1mary preventlon strategy (Combs .& Slaby, 1977; Pellegrini &
Urbain, 1985, Urbaln & Kendall, 1980). In general; such
interventions have led to improved skill acquisition, jith mixed
evidence of associated behaviourai change (e.gq. Allen et al,
1976; Winer et al., 1982). Perhaps the most relevant comparison.
is with the work of the Rochester Social. Problem Solving Group,
the developers of the current intervention program and some of
the measures used. These researchersjhave typically found

gvidence of skill acguisition, but inconsistent,findings with

respect to teacher-rated adjustment on .the CBRS. It will be -

-

"recalled, for example, that both Gesten et al. (1979) and

v
-
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-Weissbergq Gesten, Rapkin et al (1981) found some evidence of'

¢

decreased teacher- rated adJustment for treated subjects at

post-testing,»yhereas, in subsequent reports, Weissberg, Gesten'

Carnrike et al. (1981). 9bserved the opp051te findings follow1ng
trectment, and Gesten_et al. (1982) noted improved adjustment at
follou—up‘e;aluatioh by teachers blind to eriginal group
memhership.'The current findings are essehtially’consistent with
these findingsiin terms'of\meaSures of skill acquisition, but at
odds with results on teacher- rated variables ‘in that, although
~there was no evidence of deterioration of trained versus
untrained children, nor was there any 1nd1cation of dffferentlal

—

rimprovement. : | . .

09'

Although the p0551bility that the discrepancy between

- preserit and prior outcomes is a frnction of 1diosyncratic
differences in samples or program implementation cannot be
definitlvelj ruled out, this seems unlikely gLyentthe”careful'

k] 0- . * »
adherence to the SPS program manual and the apparent similarity

in settings, population characteristics and research design. A,
more probahle explanation for the somehat disparate conclusions
reached in the current'research and the Rochester studies lies

in the statistical procedures on which conclusions were based.

Firstlyy it will be recalled that the Rochester research may be
faulted for inappropriate statistical treatment of the nesting
of classes within experimental conditions['thus résulting in

inaccurate significance levels. The current outcome analyses

were pérformed with appropriate error terms which accounted for

&
.
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nesting. Secondly, these authors failed to ailow4fpr”the

possibility of the increased risk of Type I errors when

‘performing multiple analysesﬂ In constrast, the cutrgntfréseafcn'rff

repofted both comparison-wise and faﬁily-wise sign{ficanbe

levels.uLastly; the Rochester group has typically found"

improvement on some, but not all, observational measures thereby

limiting conclusions of program-efficacyliThis is particularlyA
problematic when variables are given equivalent interpretive
weight deSpite their significant_intereorrelation andvderivation'
fron e'common outceme battery. Gesten et al. (19825 for
example, failed to find any group differences at follow-up on-

the Total Problems subscale of the Classroom Adjustment Rating

Scale, which would s€em to be one of the most important‘indices

L4

of behavioural change. Although'similaz:criticisms can be raised

with respect to the current research given the inclusion of

. multiple outcome measures, this concern is mitigated by the

examination of change on 1ndependent factor scores whlch allow

for the relationship between variables.
Met hodol ogical Issues’

The'eurrent research is subject to several methodological
criticisms which potentielly restrict any conclusions as to
intervention efficacy. The first of these erises as a result of -~
51gn1f1cant pre- treatment d1fferences between cond1t10ns on two
variables from the C%%S Total Competence anq |
Gutsy-Assertiveness. This raises the p0551b111ty that the

findings of dlfferentlal change between treatment and control
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groups were due to unegual assignment of children to = .

X -

‘experimental conditions rather than to the intervention. On

_closer examination this seems improbable. Firstlg} the S
h,pre—treaﬁment“differences‘are no longer significant when
:famifyéwise corrections for multiple pcmparisonsvare applied.
Secondly, determination of,outcome-ﬁaa“based on statistical
analyses of change, rather than on pre—treacgent-scores, thus
controlllng for pre- treatment d1fferences{/£astly, both Tdtal
‘ Competence and Gutsy- Assertlveness varlable scores loaded on the

Judged Soc1al Competence factor wh1ch did not exhibit

'51gnificant change as a fqnctlon of'experlmental condition.
Thus, any differences between conditions prior to intervention

" do not actually pose a serious'methodological'difficulty.

A more serious potential‘difficulty lies in the'failure te
more fully control for the role of nonspecific factors which may
| have differentially biased results. There are two major sources
of such error in the current research design: the lack of an
attentzon-placebo condition and'thqaexclu51on of ratings by
indiziduals blind tobgroup membership. In the absence cf such
controls it is possible that observed_differences between
_conaitions were solgly a result ef nonspecific influences (e.g.
'therapist acrention, demand characteristics, expectancy for .
change or special group membership). rather than acrive treaﬁment
components. As previously discnsaed, inadequate consideration of
nonspecifics has been one of'the major cricicisﬁs raised'in

~ . .
.reviews of social problem-solving programs (Durlak, 1983, 1985;

\



Kirschenbaum & Ordman, T982T:”Suchjfaiiin§s have been attriboted
to the political, practical and ethical complekityrinvo;vedwin

balancing methodological rigour with the'ecological realities in

-

studies based in natural,settingst(Cowen,'1975).

;::;ite recognition ofltne‘importance of these‘issues,
neither an attention—placebo control nor blind evaluation
procedure were incﬁuded in the present research. This decision“
was based on two considerationsr First, in v1ew of "the mixed
results and 1nterpret1ve d1ff1cult1es in earller studies, tne
_prlmary goal of the current research was a repllcatlon of prior
evaluation strategies, OSing improved statistical analyses'and
including previously unexamined, but concep{ually 1mportant
outcome variables. Secondf there *was concern that attempts to
introduce an attention-placebo condltlon and external observersA
would compromlse acceptance of the program and evaluatlon w1th1n
the school setting. Administrators and teachers were very
reluctant to allow}control children to miss approximately'twenty
one hours of régular instructional time to participate in a
theoretically non-efficacious activity. Nor were they accepting
of the presence of blind taters, who were viewed as potentially
intrusive and dlsruptlve to classroom functlonlng As a result
the current design involves a comparison between treatment and
what might best be described as an existing alternatlvev
condition, in other words, the naturally occurrlng classroom .

management technigques used by individual teachers in the jbsence

of systematic intervention programs. As discussed above, an
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eﬁfoft;nga;ﬁgde,tg ggggu:égg teacher objectivity and reduce
possible honspeﬁific bias in the dependent-variables by adhering
"to standardized instructions for both pre- and post-treatment
measures, and through using voluntary par£1c1pagion and

assurance of confidentiality for teachers and students in bo;h‘

conditions., )

&

The extent to which these strategies were successful ini
restricting systematic bias is best addressed by examining the
data. It will be fecalled that there was some. variabilty between

.classes for both pre-treatment and change scores within Both
conditions, particularly for variables dependent on teacher
ratings. This suggests that'any nqnspecific factors which may

’haVe been operating wére not unique ;o oneAexperimental

condition and therefore lessrlike y to have differentially

influenced outcome. In addition, suggestive evidence of

intervention éffectiyeness on the Home-Adjustment Difficulties
factor argues against powerful Aonspecific influences, in fhat
parents had little_personal»invéstmentNin outcome, were the

least susceptible to instructional se£ o;‘experimgnter demand

and were relatively unaware of the actual program content and

goals, yet reported significant change. Lastly, the few problem

H*U%olv;ng evaluations which have included an attention-placebo

— e
<

~control have found some evidence of positive intervention
effects above and beyond non-specific influerces (Kendall &
wiléof, 1980; Michelson, Mannarino et al, 1983 Sharp, 1981).

_ Altﬂbugh these studies differed somewhat fromrghe present
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research in design and intervention strategies, they do provide

some support forrthe cnrrent Contengion that differential

outcome may be attributed to ;etlve treatment components.,“éf
Desplte the suggestion that nonspec1flc factors played a minimal
role in determining outcome, the lack of more direct controls
must be acknowledged as oonstraining the\validity of current

conclusions and remains an important issue, for subseguent

research.

Determination of the maintenance of change as a result of
the current intervention'is limitednhy the lack of a follow-up
evalnation. This is again typical”ofkthe SPS literature, due to
difficultiee initracking and regeinino access to’subjects in
changinglcommunity‘settinés‘such as scnools; This is nonetheless
a guestion of,some‘interest, as it has been suggested that the
cognitive focus of SPS programs may result in a delay between
concept acquisition[and/the successful behevioural integretlon4
of new SklllS (Urbaln & Kendall, 1980). This contentlon has
rece1ved some support on the basis of follow up evaluatlons of
var1ous problem solv1ng<programs (Kendall, 1981( Rotheram, 1980;
Spivack & Shure, 1974; Urbain,. 1980). Of part1cular relevance
(given the751m11ar1ty of the instructional curriculum to the
“current 1nten¥en€ on) rvaesten et al's (1982) finding that
children rated ‘one year af%??}interyention by teaohers blind to
originel group membership, either lmproved_or held their‘own
when compared with untreated controls who typically returned to

baseline despite initial improvement. These findings are
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countered, however, by-other follow-up studies,which failed to

find coﬁsistent maintenance of gains as a result of infervenfion
(Allen et al, 1876; Michélson, Mannarino et al, 1983; Rickel et.
él., 1983; Spencé & Spence,'1980).iTHé priméry foéus‘of the
current research was the examination of the ﬁost—treatment
impact of SPS training. Although this gbal'met with reasonable
success, the dufability of.change and the longer-term preventive
value df}this intervention program'remains unknoﬁn in the ‘
absence of folibﬁ—up.
, N | \ | .

'Prediction of Changje - . <

No distinct differences in ;egression lihés yére found,
either between treatment and control conditiqns or between the
pooled'éonditionsvve;sus the overall sample. This élearly
restricts fhefpoééibility of identifyin those factors which are -
prédictivebofécutcome. Thus one of the most basic guestions in
any primary prevention program remains unansweredg the extent to
which intervention is successful in bringing those children

considered to be at pa?ticular risk for subsequént maladaptation

»*

up to the level of their adjusted counterparts. Although,
collectively, traineé SUbjects did demonstrate improvement in
some importaﬁt areas relative to controls, it is not'péééible on
thé basis of the subsequently defiVed predictive relationships
to show.that thdse treated childrén with the poorest social |
{:nctioning, on the basis of bre-t eatment measures, made

differential gains relative to their initially more competeﬁi\\

+
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peers.‘These f1nd1ngs are,at,oddsgxlthesplyackeeteal+/sgilglﬁlee———.—f
'Qoft -cited reports of a positive correlatlen between changes 1n'k
soc1al—cogn1t1ve abilities and behav1oral adjustmentiras well aeiyf/vi
thelr observatlon of equ1valent effettlveness w1th both soc1a11y
maladjusted and adjusted chlldren. Desplte dlfferences dn
statistical methodology, the present flndlngs are con51stent7
with subsequent'fallures to repllcate these original claims
- (Gesten et al., 1982; Kirschenbaum, 1979; Rickel et al., 19é3:f
Weissbe;g, Geeten,:Rapkin et al., 1981). Aithough'there ave |
been no'prjor,attempts to predict the outcome of primary SPS
,programe} the current results are also not supportive of the
differential predictive patterns su@gested by related.‘
interventione with selectedieutgroups of children and
adolescents (Copeland & Hammei, f981; Hartman, 1979; Lochman &
Lampron, 1983). These studies must be guestioned, however, given -
the failure to examine the extent to which'predictive
refationships differed between conditions or increased
pteéietive accuracy in compaqison with the overall sample
irrespective of experimental condition. In other words, the
f{nd}ng that different Qariables.predict_outcome for treated and
untreated subjects is of little utilﬁty unless it can be shown
that change over time could not be determined as precisely in
the absence of treatment. - B

Anotherrimportant difference between tne current research

and those studies which have reported discriminant prediction of

outcome lies in the distinction between primary and secondary
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intefvénfions.’The subjects in Lochman and Lampron's (1983)

pfogram;rgorré;émpié,f;é;é bois identified.as most aggreSSivé by
their téaéhers. Subjects therefore belonged to a!reasohébiy' I
homogeneous sahple in tsgms'of sex and specific interperéonal.
difficulties. In:confrast,:the current‘re$ear¢h ﬁés'conaucted S
with existing clasées of average childrén of bofh sexes,

resﬁlting in a much:more heterbgeneoué sample and thereby
limitiqgf;he;iikelihood;of‘speCifically identifying differential
prédictive relationships; Although such individual’variahce<is

to be expected in the classroom, this does hinder empirical

- demonstration of the contention that specific{primary ,*\f.

intervention strategies may be most efficacipds for particular

‘subgroups of children (e.g. French & Tyne, 1982; Rose, 1983).

The presént data do not permit the clear determination of those .
variables which would allow matching of treatment with subject

characteristics, either on the basis of pretreatment -
" t

‘relationships between variables or predictive differences

, N o
betweeh conditions.

a

It isnworth noting, however, that treated subjects did
improve.more,than their control‘qounterpagls on both the- |
Aggfessién and Sdcial Anxiety factors, which ré?%ect éhe;two o
extremesbof interpersohélAmaladjustment. This(prOQides’some (f/
support for the'utility of SPS training as a treatment stratedgy
for a vériety>of children. Rather than suggesting that certain
types of children gained as a reshlt of treatment, th2 current

findings would seem to indicate that change was idiographic and

»
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likely varied as a functlon of 1nd1v1dual and 51tuational

factors. These likely 1nclude snth variables ag the degree ;o

which a particular child is able to- cognitively ;;tegtate~andﬁfwv——ﬁ—*
behav1ourally apply requ151te skills and the- receptiveness to |

new social strategies by relevant peers and adults w1th1n’the

natual env1ronment. ThlS 1nterpretation 1s clearly at odds with

the claim of researchers such as Copeland and Hammel (1981) that

cognitive-bghavioural training served to wash out the effects of

" individual variation.

Despite the lack of differenCes between conditions ini
regression equations, the predictors of ontcome for the entire
sample - merit some discu551on. In every regression analysis the
best predictor of change was a lower initial score on the factor

'in guestion. While this may be interpreted as indicating that

children naturally improve over time, a more probable - ~

Texplanation is statistical regression to -the mean. Although the
c.ntribution to predictive accuracy of additional factors ‘was
clearly secondary, the extent to which some 1n1t1ally disparate
measures tended to converge over time is worth noting. For
example, lower pre-treatment Observed Home Adjustment’ and higher
Social Confidence were included in the ‘best subset of predictors
of change in Observed Soc1al Competence. It is admittedly

conceivable that this apparent convergence may simply reflect a

s
I3

halo effect across measures; in other words,;teacher's»reports
to parents'of repeated behaviour problems at school may have

influenced parental ratings. Although this cannot be ruled out,
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an alternative explanation is that diffefent aspects of social

-~ functioning became increasingly synchronous over time;- thus

- .children who lacked conffaence in their own interpersonal.skills

~

‘and were experiencingrproblems at home would pfesumébly be more

T el

likely to appear increasingly less/socially compétent‘in the
eyes of their teachers over the course of the school year. This

must remain purely speculative in the absence of further

investigation. 4
. ,ﬁ'
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'CHAPTER V : I '

CONCLUSIONS P

\

. - - . . . NN . \
as follows: , , ; v -\\

The major. findings of the current research may be” summarized

1. Examination of the relationship between variables

reflecting childrens. thoughts, feelings andrsocial Séhéviour(,

&

resulted in a multifactorial solution identifying factors which
varied as a function of the perspective ,of the rater, the

dimension measured and theédegree'of adjustmeht. of paregpular 7
interest was the factorial inclusion of self-reported” =~ \

A

evaluations of cognitive and emotional variables which have not
been previously examined in an SPS outcome study. The current
factor stqucturé is consisyent,with prﬁpr research but must

nonetheless be considered tentative pending cross-validation.
\ . .

L] . s

2. Children receiving primary SPS training demohstfatedd
significant improvement on change factors reflecfin§ reduced

social anxiety and increased awareness of prosocial skills in
> -

comparison with untreated controls. There were additional
indications of increased social confidence and reduced

disruptive behaviour at home. No differences between treatment

conditions were-evident in teacher's observations of either
positive or negative classroom behaviqgi, a finding téntatively4

attributed to significant rater variance. These conclusioﬁg'were

’

strengthened by the use of stringent statistical procedures.

. & : t N )
These results generally sumport and expand prior research using

&

.
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. this intervention program, but raise issues about the possible

role' of nonspecific and situational determinants of outcome,

particularly wi;hf’JZpect to measures of behavioural adjugfﬁéhflf
R , 7 o

Nx .
3. The intervemtion and evaluation were carried out within a
; ) _ : :
school setting with a positive response from students, teachers.
. i .

’ .. N . .
and administratorsg. Although popularity 1s no assurance of
’ ~ - ’

effectiveness, acceﬁtapde of a program is highly'relevént for

any classroom-based research, As Finch and Hops (1983) have
poi%ted out, no matterEhow powerful an intervention may bg, if

v

it is rejected by applied personnel it can be g@hsidered to be ° .

of little value. . *

4. Although soﬁe predictivelrelationships were derived fof
the entire sémple, it was not possible to differentially predict
outcome between conditions. Thus any statement as to
characteristics of those children most likély to respond

positively to. SPS training is based on anecdotal impressions and

-—

- )
change on “individual factors.

‘

The présenf findings are encouragidg.with'respect to the
éfficécy of primary SPS prégrams for the enhancement of social
functioning in children, however confidenze_in these conclusioné
is limited by the'presence of methodOIQQical shortcomings and
interpretive inconsistencies. On tﬂe bésig of these concerns

1

- several recommendations are offered for consideration in future

1

research. It is suggested'that both descriptive and intervention

studies use a multimethod evaluation in order to include
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‘ dyfferent facets of 1nterpersonal competence from varylhg

multiple assessment measures will likely make unegquivocal

sources. Whlle ‘the need for compfehen51ve coverage of relevant

\

variables is obviously important for any,research, 1tfappears to

Be of particular impo:tance“{n this area, in view of the lack of . S

consensus as to the nature of social competence in children.
Both current. and prior findings suggest that any adequate such
definition must>include both covert and overt dimensions, which

may differ when considered from the perspectives of significant

.others or of the children themselves. Furthermore, determination

of competence is likely to be influenced by non-skill based
characteristics such as age, sex and demographic background. As
yet, no single inclusive measure of this construct exists nor,

given its complexity, does it seem probable that one will

emerge..Rather, it is more realistic to expect that subsequent

research will allow the development. of a mcre‘desc:iptive and

specific composite of variables. The recommended inclpsion of

ihterpretation of results difficult. In addition to the.factor
analyses used here, statistical procedures such as path analysis

may prove useful to test hypthetical causal relationships -

between disparate variables. ~ o

5

.The contention that emotional and self-evaluative variables

s

represent important dimensions which should be -included in

multimethod evaluations of children's interper?onal competencies

also supported by the current findings. Although it is unclear.

whether these are causes or consequences of behavioural or ICPS
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deficits, there is increasing evidence that the discrepancy

between an'individual's knowledge of appropriate social
strateéies.ahd his or her actual performance is-a function offr
such factors as the selection éfyapprOpriate goaisé(Renshaw &
Asher, %983); inhib%pqry anxiety (Ladd, 1984), interpersonél
confidence (Wheeler &rLédd, i982).ahd aétributipnal‘style (Goetz
© & Dweck, 1980)..Thié Qis exemplified in the adﬁlt %ociél skills
litérature‘by Schwartz and Gottman (1976) whd‘found Ehét
unasserti&e'individuals<We;e:typicaliy adept,at idenpifying
effective assertive options but werevunable to act accordingly
dﬁe to the presehce_of anxiepy;.expecfatiqns of failure and
cognitive~ambivalencé. In an examination of related variables in
.qhildren Déluty (1983) found that maieé and aggressive sUbjeqts
rated antagonistic options as more acceptable and socially
potent-thanzaidrfemale and both assertive and,submiSsive
subjecfs. Similarly. Forman (1980) found that a comparison of
theAcognitions of aggressivenéﬁd‘ndn?aggressive children in
resbonse to‘hypothetical interpefsbnal situations revealed Spat
the former exhibited more i:rationél thoughts, aggressiVe 15»/
self-statements and’negative’evqluations of peefs. Colléctively,
these findings indicate that covert cognitive and eﬁotional

> ¢

phenomena represent important mediating factors in children's

interpérsonal functioning. In addition to -their iﬁclhsion'as
screening and treatment outcome measures, the suggestion that
such\dimensidns may differentiate between subgroups of socially:
dysfunctional children (Ladd, f§84; Rubin & Krasnor, 1983) 

merits further investigation.

& ne

b
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At present multimethod evaluation is hindered by the

relative paucity of normative data with respect %o cdgnitive,

~emotional and behavioural aspects of children’s social
‘o ‘ . £

competence. This makes it difficult to ascertain whether-a

child's particular pattern of fuamctioning is in faét deviant in

comparison with his or her peers and therefore represents a

+*

deficit to be targeted for intervention. It may in fact be

necessary to develop different sets of norms for'populatidns of

children differing in aemographic'and individual
charactefistics. Thé first, and~most‘obVious, variable onrwhich
~differences in interpersonal ‘competence are likely to be .
observed is age. It is realisticvto expéct that social
'.behaviounélwhich'afe,considefed to be inappropriate within one
age groupbwil; proVe to be adaptive in another (Conger & Keane,
1981;‘Hops & Gréenwood, 1981). Baker and Bukgtko (1982) have
derived preliminary'data with respeCt to the Qalue that children
of different'ages placeiqﬁ4particular social skillg. Similarly,

Keane and Conger (1981) have provided an extensive review of

developmental differences in children's communication skills. It

3

. ——
-
~//"/<

is suggested that these data be incorporated.in the planning and - —

evaluation of social skills programs. | .

Secondly, although they may well be a result of differential
socialization practices, there is considérable evidence of sex
differences in social behaviour (Cowen et al., 1970; Deluty,

1981b; Kendall & Wilcox, 1979)¢ thus indicating that a child's

interpersonal functioning should be compared to that of children

4

o
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‘ofﬂthe same»sex.rThirdly, pophhdgsggigfﬁve‘(e.g. Shure &
.spivackf 1978) aﬁd»intér&én;&énlrigearéh‘(e.g. Weissberg,
'Gesten, Rapkin et él}, 198f) has suggested thatkratihgs of
sdciai competéhce ﬁay vary for childrenrof/different cﬁltural
and socioeconomic Sackgrounds. Although this may imply actual
‘differences in skillfulneés,’it is equally brobaﬁie that the
'standé{ds and expectations for appropriate,behaviour vary across
sociocqitural groups. A related issue has to do with the
geheralizability of'ény'determination 8f éombetence across
social settings. Foster.and Ritchéy (1979) have pointed out that
'éhildren's‘behaviour is likely to vary between hphe and's;hool
or in interactions with peers versus adults, a contention
supporteé by’the)current findings with respect»to the lack of
correspondence between home and classroom ratings of adjustment.
It is also‘pgssible that social strategiés which are
inapprogria;e within Eh;:largéf Social sphéf¢ may be considefed
adaptive within a child's particular imterbersonal‘group.~This

M

was illustrated by Schneider and Byrne's (1984) unéxpected

finding that children exhibiting aggressive behaviour vere rated
as more likable'by tﬁeir peers -amongst a sample of impulsive and
‘conduct-disérdered Boys, a phenomenon which the authors labeledv.
as 'identification with«the,aggressor'. Although it is -
unrealistic to expect the development of different nor for all
possible social contexts; these observations do'indicggg that;d
the e&aluation of competence must be sensitive to the unique

demands of a child's pafticular.social'miiieu. Lastly, there is

'a need for clarification of the types of situations 'which may
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‘e11c1t 1nadequate sbc1al functioning. As dlscussed prev1ously,

Mlschel (1984) hASVp01nted out that maladaptlve behav1our is
‘most likely to occur when env1ronmenta1 demands exceed the -~ - ——-
individua}'S'éxisting coping~§t?§£egies. ﬁodge;‘McClaSRey and
Feldman (1985)’have recently adé;essed this issue in their
report 6n the dévelobment of a taxonomy of situations which

prove the most difficult for socially rejected children.

*In additibn to remedying some: of ﬁhe pfeviously discussed | .

methodological'yeaknesses, future intervention research Qﬁuld

benefit from more detailed description of relevant design
chafacter@stics and results; Since the initial Hahnemann
reports, SPS tra1n1ng has been successfully applied in a variety
of settings with populatlons dlfferlng in demographlc ;
gﬁ@racterlstlcs and degree of social difficulty. Treatment
programs have also varied in thé duration, sequence and type of
1nstruct10nal technlques used. Although this dlver51ty has been
interpreted as attestlng ‘to the comprehensive ut111ty of the SPS
approach (Pellegrlnl and‘Urbaln,'1985), it has madewit very
difficult to.compare or replicate reseérch. The current study
was possible because of the Rochester group's careful and |
detailed description of their experimental design,xbrogram~
curriculum and findings. In .many other studies, howéver, aﬁthorg
have pfovided insufficient information with respect to the |
characteristics of their sample, the nature 6f the intervention
Vand expected outcome thus limiting any overal; statemeﬁt as to

L4

the most effective treatment strategies and the type of
L
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participant mOS?,lik?%y;}9”P¢9§§iEf Poitras-Martin and Stone
(1977), for ek&mpie; reported that children trained in
problem-solving exhibited superioritf o&e;‘controls in the
generation of alternative solutions. It is entirely unﬁleér,‘
'Ahowevér, whether the focus of thié‘partiéuiar intervention was
on social, pefsonai or academic situations, thereby rendering

this study inaccessible to comparison with other programs.

" There i's also a‘neea for détermfnation of the relative
efficacy of SPS programs in comparison with alternative
approaches to the enhancement of social competence. This .is nbt
currently possible due‘fo the paucity Qf empirical treatment
comparisons. One exception is the intervention study conducted
by MiChelsoﬁ; Mannarino et al. (1983) with a ;2hple'of boys
referred to a psychiatricroutpét}gnt clinic. ese authors
.compared S with both behavioural skill training and an
attention-zEacebo discussion gfoup} on a comprehehéive battéry
including sociometric, self-report, parent and teacher ratings,
academic berformance‘and’observafional measures. Both treatment
groupsrexhibited‘greatér within-grdﬁp change from pfe~ to
post-treatment than the control con@ition. Follbw—qp assesément
revealed some-superiority for the béhavioural group..Although.
the authors interpreted these findings as indicative of'the
greater effectiveness of behavioural skill training this
conc;usionvmust be questioned in view of the jeﬁe;al lack of

differences between ‘groups and the failure to demonstrate

within-group change on the majority of outcome, variables
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}ncluding,imost nogab}y,'blinqrpghgyioural obsérvations. It is -
also worth notihg that the SPS intervention was heavilj bésea on
Spivack and Shure's 1974 curriculum which,‘in cpntrastbwithﬁrrr .
subsequent programs, may be criticized for the lack of

structured opportunity fog the'behavioural integration of
cbgﬁitiverskills (Rickel et all,.1983). Lastly, this research
~was carried out with a psychiatric pdpulation, and resulté may
therefore be inébpliﬁable to a non-cliniééf sample,bThiﬁlstudy

is nonetheless to be coﬁmended in view of its design
sophistication and serves as a model for furthef treatment

comparisons.

-,

In addition to the‘lack of :eseafch into alternétive social
skills approécheé} there have also been felatively few
comparisons within the SPS model in ordér.to,ascertain the
optimal type, duration and sedﬁenée of training. It should be
reemphasized that ~SPS training is not so much a speéific
.intervention procedure as a general theoretical model which may
include a number of different instructional technigues. Althoﬁgh/
there haverbeen some. experimental contrastsrof differént |
intensities and coﬁbinations of training strategies (Gesten et
al., 1982; Ollendick & Hersen, 1979; Sharp, 1981), these studies
have been infrequent and have varied too much in design and
sample characﬁeristics to allowrany determination of the active
treatment ingredients. There is also a need for comparisons#of
the various conceptual ingredients within the ICPS model.
Pellegrini and Urbain (1985) have pointed out that the

‘l -

%
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enhancement of alternatibegthinking has been emphasized in most

s e e

interventions despite the fact that much of interpersonal
behaviéur is relatively auﬁomatic and may not necessarily
involve reflebtivercognitive prqcessing. These authors have <
suggested that it may.therefore be important for intervenfion .

programs to plaqé a greater stress on impulse control and

problem recognition skills, particularly for those children

- ¥

whose over-learned, but inappropriate, behaviour is likely to-
lead to difficulties. This latter comment points to the need for

determination of the particular set of techniqueé best-suited to

the needs of particular children. In addition to the previously

discussed poésibility that certain types of children may SE‘\

generally more responsive to SPS programs, it is also possib_

-

that some children will require more intensive or ized

forms of SPS training in order.to acquire.requisite skills. This
'contéhtion may partially explain‘Berler, Gross and Drabman's
(1982) finding that learning disabled children who received
social skill;'traiﬁing failed to exhibit behqvioﬁral
generalization and impro;ed peer status. This.remains
specu;apive,ihowever, and will only be answered by controlled

comparisons of different combinations of intervention strategies

+

with different groups of children.

SPS interventions do appear theoretically attractive as a
primary prevention strafegy in view of their emphasis on covert
pfocesses, such as a child's thoughts and feelings, which are

; ) S

presumed to mediate social competence for a variety of
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individuals across a ?;:ad array of situations. This promise'

remains unfulfilled however, due to both lack of longitudinal

. Y - .

research and methodological weaknesses in the existing studies.
Despite some short-term successes, there have not been: any L
empirically sound examinations of SPS programs which havevb
followed treated subjects for a sufficient'period of time to
_demonstrate a significant reduction in subsequent maladjustment
and/or increase in adaptation (Durlak, 1983, 1985). In the .
absence of such data the question "prevention of what?" remains
unanswered. Although Pellegrini and Urbain (1985) have argued
that a lag is to be expected in the translation of social |
problem-solving changes into improved peer status and adaptive.
behaviour, the possibility of long-term deleterious impact‘
cannot -be ruled out. This point was articulated by.Lorion (1983)
in a critical review of the status of primary‘prevention
research,

To assume (as opposed to demonstrate) that preventlve

strategies will have only p051t1ve or, at worse, neutral

consequences represents a naive and irresponsible

,pos1t10n. It is inconceivable that an intervention whlch -

is designed to avoid or limit the impact “of a '

pathologlcal process or to generate heretofore absent

inter- or intrapersonal competencies could not be
recognized as also able to cause negative outcomes (p. 254).

Lorion went on to difderentiate between prevention -and
preventive research, the former referring to programs which
demonstrablyﬂreduce both the incidence and prevalence of a
target diserder while the latter refers to the generative
accumulation and analysis of Information necessary for the <

subsequent delivery of prevention programs. Chassin, Presson .and

e
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~ Sherman (1985) have made a similar diéting1iQngbgtnaéngthgseég/gg;,f

primary programs which are based on a a clear empirical N
understanding of the etiology of the target behaviour and these

which broceed in the absence of such knowledge. Although the

‘latter have some advantages, the most obvious being the

immediate delivery of service to those in need, they also run
the risk of being harmful and forestalling the development ofb'
more effective progrigs. In‘thg absence of consensus on a causal
model with respect to social'competence,it is clear that SPS
must currently be considefed as preventive. While some reviewers
have been pegsimistic ébout the potential for SPS as a'primary
prevention‘stfategy (Duriak,il983, 1985;'Kirscheﬁbaum & Ordmani 
1983), this séems premature pending greater gquality and quantity

of research. .,

It is also worth commenting on some of the situational
factors that may have an impact on the outcome of a social
competency‘program in an applied setting, particularly the
school:vOn fhe positive side, such interventions are likely to
create a classroom environment which is naturally conducive to,
and supportive of, individual change and the formation of new
relationships (Rose, 1983).‘Teachers' invo®ement in, ‘or
implgmentation Qf, éhe program may encourage theif awareness of
negatively»biased and inflexible perceptions of pérticuiar
students, improve their sensitivity to those étudéﬁié who may
not present as behaviour problems but are nonetheless

experiencing personal distress, and provide some specific class
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Vmanagement and counsellng skllls. In addltlon, positive change

in individual students can 1mprove the rec1procal teacher*chlld-
relatlonshlp, glven ev1dence that teachers prefer children who
exh1b1t erosoc1al behav1our whlle selectlvely 1gnor:ng or
respond1ng negatlvely to those seen as incompetent (Cartledge &
Milburn, 1978, Strain & Kerr ©1981).. These 1mpre551qns_are
supported by the post—treatment>questionnaires_completed by
teachers inVolved in ‘the carrent SPS program. Duflek (1985) hes
feeommended more systematic inyeetigatidh as well as fhe
inclusion of feachers and, parents as specific targets of-

intervention in order to encourage receptivity to children's

change in their natural environments.

"

Alternatively, persdhnel and situational factgrs intrinsic
to an applied setting can seriously‘disrupt or compromise the
implemeptetion, evaluation and conﬁinuation of a ﬁfogﬁa&.
Community settings sueh‘as schools are dynamic, complex
environments which do not readily adhere to the demands‘of
systematic experimentation. Tﬁis is not necessarilyeindicative
_ oﬁ;uninformea resistance to external scrutiny, but reflects
justifiable practical realities and ethical reelities with
respect to the seftihg's principal mandate and the weéll-being of
the children. Teaehefe'may therefore be reluctant to complete
time-consuming and pofentfally stigmatizing assessment measures,\
principais may be unwilling to allow the expenditure of

instructional time for for involvement in a theoretically inert

attention-placebo condition, and students and teachers may
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transfer‘schools,before'q,llection,of post-treatment let alone .

'follow ~up evaluation. The current findings w1th respect to
teacher variance in adjustment measures are 1llustrat1ve—of'the
1mpact of such unexpected varlables.ﬂThere are also a- number of
other examples in the literature. It will be'recalled that |
Welssberg,‘Gesten, Rapkln et al. (1981) attributed deterloratlon (}
on teacher s ratings for a subgroup of chlldren to the former's |
discomfort w1th certaln aspects of the 1ntervent10n. Slmllarly,d
" Thomsun-Rountree and Musun-Baskett (1981) found a p051t1ve’
correlatlon between teacher' s;program)lmplementatlon skills and
student.change. Although this finding may simply be interpreted
as reflecting rating bias, this seems unlikely given that this
relationehip was only evident for intermediate grades and that
teacherejwere unaware of their own skill ratings._éolitical or
vCircumstantial events may also result in the discontinuation of

- a program despite;initial acceptance,ddareful evaluation and
_positive outcome. Tellado's (1984) experience is a case in point
and led to a discussion in the literature of some»bf the ﬁolicy'
,and‘utilization issues involved in promoting the longevity of a
projectfiFleiSCher, }984; McCorcle, 1984: Patton, 1984).‘Ethical
and economic eonsiderations also dictate'that‘an applied prdgram
intrude as little as possible into the lives of particibants'
while at the same time be1ng powerful enough to produce
meaningful change in a reasonabile length of time, a delicate
balanc1ng act. Bien and Bry (1980) compared various intensities

of preventive intervention within a schoél setting and found

that only .the most intense program had a greater effect thadn no
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treatment. ‘ — B LT

A number of authors have d1scussed some of the natural

hazards which may be faced by any 1nvest1gator attempting to

,1mplement effective and methodologically sound research 1nfthe

"community cauldron" (Cowen, Lorion & Dorr, 1974 Cowen 1978;

Elias, Chinsky, Larcen & Allen 1981; Weissberg & Gesten, 1982)57‘

e

Many of these'are likely to be unanticipated and may only emerge

-as the program,nears completion and the data are examined. In -an

oy

effort to minimize their occurrence it is worth stressing the

uimportance of preliminary collaborative consultation with all

personnel likely to.be involved with the pro;ect #n order to -
ensure common and realistic goals, clarify ownership of the

program and reduce p0551ble interference w1th-evaluatlon.

As.a closing comment, it appears worthwhile to come full

circle and suggest that many of the preceding methodological

shortcomings and empirical inconsistencies may be attributed to

v o
the lack of a unified theoretical framework from which to

conceptualize the nature and origins of social competence in

children. In the absence of an accepted model it is diffigult-

‘to. make definitive statements as to normal social adaptatlon and °

even more difficult to operationally 1dent1fy and intervene w1th

'those chlldren experiencing interpersonal difficulties. As a

' pOint of departure there is a need for terminological

clarification. There is general‘consensus on the distinction
between social skills and social competence: the former being
necessary, but not sufficient, for the latter which is also

. R

b
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~ determined by demographic, SituationaLdaﬁd;indi,~Aualgianiablesfg;g;;

(Hops, 1983). Uﬁfortunately; attempts to ggrive a more precise

definiﬁion'haQé'tended'to be either overly discfete; thﬁs"
ignoring the individual; contipuoUs and cqﬁtextual nature of
so;ial functioning o£ too broad,rthereby,running the figf of
enifmpassﬁng all aspect$§ of interpersonal'involvemeﬁt without
imparting any meaningful ihformation with respeét to a ; |
particular child's adjustment and needs (ﬁicheléon; Sugai et
al., 1983). It is'yorthrnoting that -similar conceptual
difficulties continue to be adéreSsed in the adult social 'skills "’
literature (ﬁiealer & Beach, 1978;‘McFall, 1982; Trower, 1982).

In response to such concerns these authors have developed an

information-processing model in which an individual's social

competencé is dependent upon the active decoding of
interpersonal;dues and demands, recognition of internal states
and desired4goals,_execution,of behavioural résponses within his"
or her existing repertoire and adaptive monitoring of the
outcome. This model gives functionally equivaleht ﬁeight tqy
cognitive, affectivé and behavioural dimehsions without claiming
primécy for one particular modality. Idéa}lY'such an approach |
would allow for more precise aséessment'of individual deficits
and resulting intgrvention for;individdéls exhibiting V .:

topographically similar social performance -problems.

Although le;;\clearly exﬁifcated, a similar approach'has

recently been taken towards children's interpersonal functioning

(Ladd;4y983: Meidhenbaum_& Asarnow, 1979; Rathjen, 1980; Rubin &
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Krasnor, 1983). Although not denyinq‘thé importance of specific

~motoric skills, these authors have suggested that the emphasis

on overt social behaviour has obscuredrthe importégg'rolé’of

cognitive processes includingrsituational inﬁerencesf‘ ' B
attributional style, outcome expectancies and‘personal vaiues.
Perhapé the moét'comprehensive‘aftempt to proQide a framehork»'.
which integrates bpth theoigtical and épplied.ésbects of
children's social competence is that 6f Ladd and Mize (1983).

These authors argue that the failure to exhibit ihterperéanally

adaptive behaviour is a function of lack of exposure to, or

t

faiiure-to f%rm‘cogniti?e reprg§entétions of, hormal sbcial
learning experiences. Three particular types'of deficits may
result:_inadequate knowiedge of appropriate social'goalﬁ,
strategies or contextﬁal;cues;‘the absence of actual‘behavioural
abilities; or a lack of effective self-monitoring and h
readjﬁsfment of effort. These, in turn, suggest that the

objectives of comprehensive intervention should include the ' /f

enhancement of skill concepts, the pfomotionsof Skillful‘

.

performance and the fostering of skill maintenance and

A}

generalization when confronted with obstacles or novel
‘situations. Current SPS interventions are critiqued by Ladd and
Mize for, at best (e.g. Weissberg, Gesten, Rapkin‘et al., 1981),
‘ﬁulfiliing only the,first of these treatment objeciives. This
may Qell be justified given pre&iously noted comments with . ”1

respect to the lack of opportunity for applied practice and‘the

equivocal evidence of behavioural change observed in SPS

programs (Rickel et al., 1983). Nonetheless this model does seem

)

X . : —
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to be concordant with the'underlying ICPS assumptions in terms

of the emphasis on the identification of p?oblemétic;éituations;

selection of alternative plans‘of action and evaluation of

. -potential consequences.

In conclusion,“the_developﬁént of a unified péradigm:whiéﬂ
: ;illbadequately explain éhe'evolution of soéial.competence in
children will require the integration of such theoretical
speculation with empirical finéings. Alfhough%the ICPS épproadh
continug§ to be promising, this likely represéﬁts only one
aspecﬁ of a;§omp;ehenéévé'mqsif which must ;lso’incorpor;te
behavioural and situational components &ithin’a developmental
frahework; bespite'the laék of conceptual aéfeement, ] -
disgontinuation of ihterVentiOn‘reseafch‘seems inadvisable given

the immediate anq long-term implications of interpefsonal

inadequacy and the pdtential léss of important findings from
'syqtémat}c program'evaluatidns. Rather, it is likely that

progress in this area Qill only de§élop when'ﬁheoretical‘models

and applied research are cqmbined.

b4
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APPENDIX A

Sample Parental Consent Form

Date
3

Dear Parenté,

Our school has been selected by the Vancouver School
Board for the schoo] year 1984 to participate in a
project which proved to be exceptionally successful in
four of Vancouver's elementary schools lest—year, The
project was well received by parents, studentis, o
principals and administrators.

Over a fourteer week period, some students.will

receive problen solving instruction where they will

be taught how to deal with common social eituations.
Classes will be held three times per week as part of the
regular currjculum., ' '

The students in*{ Teacher's name) class will be asked to
complete a questionnaire. The parents and classroom
teachers will be given separate questionnaires to fill
out to deterrine how children behave at home and school,
At the end of the instructional period we will evaluate
the programme. * The results of the evaluation will help
our school to plan better programmes for your child.

Flease cpmplete the,encloséd form: sign the permission
5lip below and return them to the -school with your child.

. Please return all the pages together. -

Flease do not put your name or yoﬁrrchild's name on
the guestionnaires-to ensure confidentiality.

If you have any questions about this -project please feel
free to fhone the principal at the school. X

Truly yours,

(Name of Princigpal)

Please return. by

T request that my child participate
in the project, I understand that I have the right to
withdraw my child from thie project at any time if so
desirec, ’ '

Sigrature of Farert or Guardian:

Late:

145



"APPENDIX B

EVALUATION TNSTRUF‘(E'N'I‘S”ﬁSED 7", THE CURRENT RESEARCH

4

v



Problem Solving Abilities Scale

‘Name

WHAT 1'M LIKE

N ' Grade

Teacher /f School N

4

Directions: Circle the words in capitals for €ach sentence below to make it

10.
11.

12,

true for you. There are no right or wrong answers. Example:

1 (LIKE) (DON'T LIKE) baseball. F

N

It's ~(HARD) (NOT HARD) to know what other people are Ieeliﬁif

.

1 (CAN) (CAN'T) get my own way if 1 keep on trying.

If I'm in trouble with someone 1 (ALWAYS) (SOMETIMES) do the. very
first thing I think of to make things better. -

If I'm upset 1 dsually  (KNOW). (DON'T KNOW)  why.

If another kid in my class doesn't like me I (CAN DO SOMETING) -
(CAR'T DO ANYTHING)  about it.

.

When I'm in trouble there is usually  (ONLY ONE WAY)  (MORE THAN ONE WAY)
to make things okay.

If a kid oy age decided to fight me there (IS) (ISN'T) & lot 1
could do to stop them. ‘ :

If another kid Sothers me in class 1 (DON'T GO) {G0) to the teacher,

I1f gomething 1s hard for me to do 1 (sTor) (DON'T STOP) doing {t.
If another kid teases me I (DON't KNOW) (KNOW)  what to do about f{t.
It's (EASY) (NOT EASY) for me to make friends.

1 (GET) (DON'T GET) into fights with other kids.
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Children's

Action Tendency Scale : D o

School

LY

Name

Teacher

f - -
[//,h\\\\\ v& Grade '

" Directions:

L~

-

Listed below are some things that could happen to you. Read each’

one carefully. Look at the pairs of sentences below it. 1In the

first pair of sentences pick the one that is closest to what you

. would do and circle the letter beside it (a or b). Now read the

next pair of sentences and circle the letter beside the one you
would do (this may be the same or different than before). Do the
same with the last two sentences. Remember to answer every ques-
tlon and pick the one sentence from each pair that is closest to
what you would do, not what you think you should do.

.

1. You're playing a game with your friends. Yongry:§0ur5vefy best but you

. - : [
keep making mi;tékes. Your friends start teasing. you and calling you

names.

(a)
(b)

(a)

(b)

(a)
(b)

What would you do?

Quitlthe game and eome home. OR
Punch the kid who's teasing me the most.

%

Tell them to stop because they wouldn't like it if I did it to
them. OR . :

Quit the game and come home.

Punch the kid who's teasing me the most. OR

v

Tell them to stop because they wouldn't like it 1f I did 1t to
them.
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2. You and a.ffiénd are playing in your house. Your friend hake8—97b4gr

mess, but your parents blame you and punish you. What would you do?

(a) Clean up the mess. OR

(b) Ask my friend to help me cleau up the mess.

(é) Refuse to talk to or listen to my parents the next day. O

-~

(b) Clean up the mess.

~ [

.

(a) Ask my friend to help me clean up the mess. OR
(b) Refuse to talk to or listen to my parents the next day.
. - ,
- 3. One morning before class, a friend comes over to you and asks if they
can cépy your homework. They tell you that if you don't give lhem your

answers, they'll teN everyone that you're realiy mean. What would you do?

(a) Give them the answers. OR

(b) Tell them to do their own work.

(a) Tell them that 1'11 tell everyone they're a cheater. OR

(b) Give them the answers. L

%

1

(a) Tell them to do their own Qork. OR .

(b) Tell them that 1'11 tell everyone they're a cheater.
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4.  You're standing in line‘foé a drink of water. .A kid'yéur age and size
walks over ,and just sHoves%you out of ‘line. What would you do?
(a) Push the kid back out of line. OR

(b) Tell them,,"You've%no right to do that."”

(a) I'd go to the end of the line. OR

(b) Push the kid back out of line.

e

(a) Tell them, "You've no right to do that." OR .

(b) . 1I'd go to the end of the line.

5. You lend to a friend your favorite book. A few days later it is returned
but.sd&e of the pages are torn and the cover is dirty and bent out of

shape. What would you do?

(a) Ask my friend, "How did it happen?” OR

(b) Ignore it.

(a) Call the kid names. OR

(b) Ask my friend, "How did it happen?"

4

(a) Ignore it. OR ) o : [ 7

; (b) Call the kid names.
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6;:‘ You're coming out of school. A kid who is smaller and younger than you

are throws a snowball right at ycur head. :What would you do?

(a) Beat the kid up. OR

(b) -Ignore it.

(a) Tell the kid that throwing at someone's head is very déngerous:
OR ' ‘ ‘ ‘

(b) Beat the kid up.

(a) Ignore it. OR
(b) Tell the kid that throwing at someone's head is very aangéfous.

)

7. You see some kids playing a game, You walk over and ask if you can join.
They “tell you that you can't play with them because you're not good

Kl

enough. What would you do?

(a) Walk away, feeling hurt. OR

(b) 1Interfere with their game so that they won't be able to play.

(a) Ask them to give me a chance. OR

(b) Walk away, feeling hurt.

-

(a) Interfere with their game so that théy won't be able to play.
OR : ' ]

(b) "Ask them to give me a chance.
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You're watching a really terrific show on television . In the middle

of the show, your parents tell you that it's time for bed and turn off

‘the television. What would youj:;?

(a) Scream at them, "I don't want to!" OR

(b) Promise to go to bed early tomorrow night if they let me stay
up late tonight. :

(a) Start crying. OR
(b) Scream at them, "I don't want to!g

1

(a) Promise to go to bed early tomorrow nlght if they let me stay
up late tonlght OR :

(b) Start crying.

You're having lunch in the cafeteria. Your friend has a big bag of
delicious chololates for dessert. You ask if you can have just one, but

your friend says, "No." What would you'do?

(a) Offer to trade something of mine for the chocolate. OR

(b) Call the kid mean and selfish.

) N

(a) Forget about it anﬁ continue eating my lunch. OR

(b) Offer to trade something of mine for the chocolate

(a) Call the kid mean and selfish. OR

(b) Forget about it and continue eating my lunch.
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10. A kigjiﬁ,XQU!,Claﬁﬁﬁb£§g§JLhgxﬁ;hgylregmnnhgsmarterrthan*youT;—HowevefT—f

¥

What would you do?

4

- > R . \

“v(a) nTell'the kid to shut up. OR

(b)~ Suégest that we ask each other questions to find out who is

smarter.

(a) Ignore the kid and just walk away. OR -
. (b) Tell the kid to shut up.

~ [%

- (a) Suggest that we ask each other questions to find out who is
smarter. ¥OR : A - : ‘

L)

(b)? Ignore the kid and.just walk away. . ) -~

11. You and another kid are playing a game. - The winner of the game will .
- .

win a nice prize. qu_try/really hard, but lose by just one point. -

What would you do?

(a) Tell the kid that they cheated. OR

(b) Practice, so I'11 win the next time.

(a) Go home and cry. OR

(b) Tell the kid that they cheated. - o . o

(a) Practice, so I'1l win the next time. OR

(b) Go home and cry.
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" 12. One 6f your parents'does something which really bugs you They know‘
that it bugs you, but they just 1gnore how you feel and keep doing it-any———

way. What would you. do‘7

(a) Try to ignore it SpR

(b) Tell them that they're bugging me.

(a) Get back at them by doing something that bugs them. OR

(b) Try to ignore it.

(a) Tell them that they're bugging me. OR

1]

(b) Get back at them by doing something that,bugs them.

13. You'tre playing with a friend in your house and you're making a lot of

noise. Your parents get really angry and start yelllng at you- for maklﬁg

-~ 0

so much noise. - What would you do?

(a) Tell them, "I'm sorry, but I can't play the game without mak- o
ing noise." OR " E : s

\

(b) 1Ignore their yelling and continue to make noise.

Ly : Q-

(a) Find‘something else to do. OR

(b) Tell them, "I'm sorry, but I can't play the game without making
) noise." : : .

(a) Ignore their yelling and continue to make noise. ok

(b)  Find something else to do.
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’

Self E'ffii:écy Scale for Children.

.

.

“ Name

Teacher e 7 School.

Grade

ra

i
‘

Directions: Listed below are a number of things that could happen.to you.

SN

1.

3,

ol

_ you on a class project when you want them to?4 -
) - L] ”
) 1 . 2 ’ 3 4 ° 5 C o
Not sure at all Probably not Maybe Probably Really ¥fte ?

Please show how sure you are of being able to do what 1 aaked of
you, if you tried your best, by circling the number above your
answer. There are no right or wrong answers.

JHow Bure are you that you could start to talk with aomeone your age whom

you have just met?

Not 'sure at all Probably not Ha§be Probably = Really aure:

1 ' ? 4 L 5

Someone your age; wants you to do something that you do not want to do.
How sure are you that you could tell them you do not want to do it?

¢

1 R 3 4 . 5
Not sure at all Probably not Maybe Probably Really sure
Someone your ‘age -does a gbod job at something. How sure are you thaf you
could tell them they did a good job?
A 2 .3 4 5
Not sure at all Probab¥y not Maybe Probably Really sure

Someone your age does something yoﬁ don't/iiké. How sure are you that you
could tell them you don't like it and ask them to change what they are

doing? - N

' 1 2 3 4 5
Not sure at all Probably not HiaybeE Probably Really sure

Someone your age gives you a compliment. _How sure are you that you could
accept the complfment and say "thanks'?

1, 2 3. 4 - 5
Not sure at all Probably not Mayb Probably . - Really sure

Someone your age is playing with something and you would like to play
with it also. How sure are -you that you could ask them to play with {t?

1 - 2 3 4 . -5
Not sure at all Probably not ~-Maybe Probably ,Really sure

How sure are you that you could get other children your age to play with
you when you want them -to? : -

1 2 .3 4 5 -
Not sure at all Probably not Maybe Probably Really sure :

How sure are you that you could get other children yopf,age to work with

How sure are you that you could ggt other éhiIdren your age to be your ;
friend? . ~ - ) v £

1 2 - 3 4 5 )
Not sure at all Probably not Maybe = Probably  Really sure
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«.Tra1t Anxlety Measure

for Children

HOW 1 FEEL QUESTIONNAIRE

"Teacher

Directions:

Grade

School

'

Below are sentences which boys and girls use to tell how they feel.

Read each one carefully and decide 1f it is hardly-ever, sometimes or often true

for you.
right or wrong answers.
fits how you feel most of the time

I watch television . K

'

1. 1 wormy sbout making mistakes
1 feel like crying
1 feel unhappy

1 have trouble making up my mind

1 worry too much

N v oA w N

] get upset at home
lamshy . U,

1 feel troubled

‘o o

]0. Unimportant thou;hts run through my

mind and bother mé
11 | won'y nbout school .
12. | hlve trouble deciding what to do

13. 1 nolu:c my heart beats fast

"14. 1 am secretly afraid

15.- 1 irotry about my-parents .

T 16. My hands get sweaty .

1’7. 1 worry about things that may happen .
18. It is hard for me to fall asleep at mght ’
|49. I get a funny feeling in my stomach .
20. - | ‘\rrgﬁ'y about what others think oi me

- K

Then put-a mark. in the box that describes you the best,
Remember, read each sentence and pick the word that best.
Example:

Itis difﬁculul for me to face my pmble\;ps .

There are no

[ ] hardly-ever [ ] sometimes [ ] often

«

0 'hardly-cver O sometimes
O Hhardlyever (O sometimes
O  hardly-ever O sometimes
o’ “hardly-ever O so_n]etimﬁ
O  hardly-ever O sometimes
D' ha:ﬂly—ever O sometimes
o hardly-ever (O sometimes
0O hardly-ever O sometimes
O hardlyever O sometimes-
o han?ly-evcr O sometimes
O hardlyever O  sometimes
] ha{‘dly-cver D> sometimes
m} hardly-éver D  sometimes
O  hardly€ver O semc-tjmﬁ
O  hardly-ever O someﬁmes
O hardlyever DO sometimes
D hardlyever O sometimes
O  hardly-ever D sometim’es
O  hardly-ever O sometir;nes
O hardly-ever O sometimes
"
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often
often
often
often
often
often
often
often

often

often
often

often

“often

often
often
often

often

often

often

often
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Self—Controlk Rating»’Scale

e

Child's Name

Rater

F

'Divi;ion

$chool

Please rate this child according to the descriptions below by circling the
appropriate number. The underlined 4 in the center of each row represents where
the average child would fall on this 1tem. Please do not hesitate to use the

" entire range of possible ratings. :

1. When the child promises to do soﬁething, 1“ 2 3 4
- can you count on him or her to do 1t? ' ¢ always never
2. Does the child butt into games or activi- 1 2773 4 5 6 -.7
ties even when he or ‘she hasn't been in- never often
vited? N
. ” 3. - Can the child deliberately calm down when 1 2 3 45 6 7
he or she is excited or -all wound up? yes ne
&, 1s the quality of the child's work all 12 .3 4 5 6 1
about the same or does it vary a lot? same varies
[
5. Does the child work for long-range goals? 1 .2 3 4 5 6 7
. . : yes _ no
6. When the child asks a question, does he ] 2 3 4 5 6 7
or she wait for an answer, or jump to waits Jumps
something else (e.g., a new question)
before waiting for an answer?
’ 7. Does the child interrupt inappropriately 2 3 4 5 6 7
in conversations with peers, or wait his waits interrupts
~or hér turn to speak? -
8. Does the child stick to what he or she is 1 2 34 5 -6 7
doing until he or she is finished with 1t? yes ° no
-9. Does the child follow the instructions of 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
responsible adults? ! ~always never
) -10. Does the child have to have everything R 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
right away? ) no yés
- 11. When the child has to wait in line, does 1 2 34 5 6 7
he or she do so patiently? . yes ) no
12. Does the child sit still? 1 2 34 5 6 7
yes no
13. Can the child follow suggestions of 12 3 é 5 6 7
others in group projects, or does he or able to follow imposes
she insist on imposing his or her own ' . -
ideas?
14. Does the child have to be reminded ] 2 ) 4 5 6 7
several times to do something before he or’ never always
she does 1t? L
15. When reprimanded, does the child answer 1o 2 3 4 5 6 7
back inappropriately? . never alwave
16. 1s the child accident prone? I 3 4 5 & 7
L n¢ Coves
17 Does the child neglect or forget rTepular 1 Z K 4 K (2 7
chores or tasks? never alwavr

-z
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18.

19.

20.

21,

23,

24,

28.

29.

30.

31.

Are there days when the child seems in-
capable of settling down to work?

Would the child more likely grab a smaller
toy today or wait for a larger toy to-
morrow, if given.the choice?

Does the child.grab for the belongings of
others? - R

Does the child bother others when they're
trying to do things?

ﬁoes the child break basic ryles?

.

X
Does the child watch where he or she is
going? .

. * !
In answering questions, does the child
give one thoughtful answer, or blurt our
several answers all at once? : )

“1s-the child easily dfstractéd,from his
or her work or chores? <

Would you describe this child more as
careful or careless?

"Does the child play well with peers

(follows rules, waits turn, cooperates)?

Does the child jump or switch from activi-
ty to activity rather than sticking to one
thing at a time?

1f a task is at first too difficult for.

the child, will he or she get frustrated

and quit, or first seek help with the
problem? . .

Does the child disrdp games?

Does the child think before he or she

' acts?

If the child paid more attention to his
or her work, de vyou think he or she would -
deo much better than at present?

Does the child do too many things at once,

or does he or she concentrate on one thing
at a time?
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1 2 3 4
never

wait

12 3 4
never
1 2.3 4
no

1 2 3 4
never

1 2 3 4
always

12 3 4
one. answer .
1 2. 3 4
no o

1 2 3 4
careful

1 2 3 4
yes

1 2 3 4

sticks to one
4

1 2 3 4

seek help

1 2 3 4
never

1 2 3 4
always

1 2.3 4
noc

1 2 3 4
ohe thing

5 6 7

of ten

5 6 7

grab

5 6 7

often

5 6 7

yes

5 6 7

always

5 6 7
never -

5 6 7

several

5 6 7

yes

5 6 7

careless

5 6 7

no

5 6. 7

switches

5 6 7

quit

5 6 7

often

5 6 7

never

5 6 7

ves

5 6 “ 7

too many
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Child Behavior RatinQVScale

-

@

.~ CHILD BEHAVIOUR RATING SCALE . A I

Child's Hame : Schoo! P
" Teacher's Name - : , . Div,

“Section T:. Listed below are specitic behaviour and adaptation prob1ems which some
childrer. experience. P]ease rate eech item by circling the appropriate number.

Key: 1 2 . 3 -4 5
not a - very mild ~  moderate " serious -~ very serious
problem problem . problem problem ~ problem

. 1. Disruptive in class : S 1.2 3 4 5
2. Talks out of turn, disturbs. others while they are -
working . 1 2 3 4 5
3. Overly aggressive to peers (fights, is ovérbearing,r T
belligerent) o Te 2- 3 4. 5
4. lmpu1sive, is unable to delay 1 2 3 4 5
5. Shy, timid . - - 1 2 3 4 5
6. Unable to express feelings - , 1 2 3 4 5
7. Worried, frightened, tense ' 1 2 3 4 s
— b ® €
8. lacks self-confidence 1 2 3 4 - 5
9. Reacts poorly to diszppointment ' 1 2 3 4 5
10. bepends too much on teacher to solve problems ‘ I 2 3 [ 5
11. Has difficulty learning - . : ' 1 2 3 4 5

SECTION II: Because we are interested in identifying children's strenaths or corpe-
tencies we heve developed a list, of items identifyine children's positive resources.
Plezse rate each item by c1rc11ng the appropriate nurbcr -

Key: 1 2 ,,ar’ 4 5

not at a little  moderztely well very
all : well ' well
1. Feels good about himsc)? or nerzeif . -1 2 3 4 5
2. Shares things with others R | 2 3 4 5
3. Lar accept tnings net gring nis/her Wi, 1 ? 3 4 5
&, DefenlHls nis'her views urco- crou. pressuee ° i ¢ 2 4 5 )
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5. Resolves peer problems 66 his/her own . 1
6. Copes well with failure _ 1
7. s able to ques%ion rules that seem‘uhf&if,«
. or unclear to him/her - . . 1
8. Anger, whep disp]ayedr is Justified ) ' 1
9. Expresses ideas wi]]i;gly ‘ 1
10. Well liked by classmates ' 1
11. Makes friends easily | 1
12. Thinks before acting - | 1
13. Accepts legitimate imposed 11m1tsA ' ‘ 1
14, Expresses needs and feelings appropriately ‘ f
15. Functions well in unstructured situations 7 ' 1
- - o

N N NN NN DY NN

N

w
o»
(1, ]

W OWw oW W oW oW oW W W
[ Y T - T S S
(3, [3,] [3,] (3, o (3, [3,] wn L3,

SECTION IIT: From your experience with this child, p]ease circle the number where

he/she would like on the following d1men51ons

A, .
Child seems difficult
to like . .
- o2 3 4 5 -6

Child seems easy -

to like
7

Child Ms signyficant

schooltadjustment
problems

1 2 3 4 ' 5 . 6

Chfld has no
school adjustment
problems

7

160 -

e



4

Parent Behaviog Rating‘séale

- A1) _children, at one time or another, run into some difficulties andproblems—as—
part of the process df growing up, These are not always “the same for different .
times. Wegdre concerned primarily with your child's behavior as you have seen it
during thefpast month. : :

.Listed below are a series of difficulties .that young children often show. Mahn}’rjx'
of these may not apply at a1l to your child’s behavior. On the other hand, many
of them may be quite descriptive of his or her behavior during the past month.

For each problem which does apply to your child, please indicate the degree to

which it applies by placing a check (v/ )} in the appropriate box to the right of
the YES section. If it does not apply, check only the NO box. .

!

For example:

Behavior

& o &
Enjoys TV {cowboys, cartoons, comedy, news, - YES _ v _ _
travel, other) . !
: N
Does it apply? if YES to what extent? \
Behavior: _
1.  Eating trouble (eats too much, eats YES _ b _ _
too little, has fads, eats only certain .
foods, other) : N
| 2y
2. - Trouble sleeping (won't go, to bed, YES - —. = -
awakens often, fights sleep, has _ .
nightmares, otherg NO
3. Stomach trouble (diarrhea, constipation  YES _ _ -
irregularity, vomiting, nervous stomach, o
other) N0
4, Is bothered by headaches, frequent YES _ . — _
colds, allergies, asthma, rashes, _ T
other) S N
5. Is timid, bashful, or retiring ' ) YES - - - -
with children N - - -
- N
6. Is timid, bashful, or retiring Yes _—  _ -
with grownups ) _ - - -
— } X NO —
7. Bullies, argues, or fights ©YES — - _ _
© children . - - - -
N
8. 1S "fresh”, talks back, argues YES _ _ _ _
- with adults : _ - - - !
N
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9.  Bites mafls, sucks thumd, YES — _ S
chews blanket — o
- NO
10. Is overactive or restless YES — — — —_
- N
11.  Daydreams " YES - - =z
N »
12, Has temper tantrums YES —. — —
N '
13.  Crying YES —  — — —_
' N
14, Tears up or breaks thing _YES _ — _ _
‘ ' N
15.  Wets bed YES — _ _
: N
16. Depends on others for help YES _ _ _ _
' a N
17.  Gets upset by criticism YES —_ - _ —
NO-
18.  Is fearful of other children or YES : _ _ _
adults —
NO -
19.  Stays by him/herself YES - — _ _
o T
20.  Seeks attention YES _ — _ —
' NO ‘
seal
21. Criticizes others - YES : — _
NO T '
22. Reacts boor'ly to failures "YES — : -
' N '
2). Disrupts household routines YES — — — :};
N ’



APPENDIX C

Teacher Evaluation Questionnaire

ﬁecoud of Evaluation

In oader £o evaluate the e“ecuvenua of the social problem-solving pn.ogec.t
we are now completing, 1 would very much appaeuue your comments, suggestions
and recommendations ‘for future programs. ~ 1 will be mecting with Health Depant-
ment personnel in the mear future, and would Like to pnuenx your sewnga to
them. Please use as much additional space as you need.

Program Content (Organization, Relevance, Conceptual level).‘ Please circle.

i - ¢ 3 R | 5 é 7
veyy ' ' ‘ T very well
poor neutral organized

Comments: - s

+

Progran Presentation {Clanity, Enthusiasm, Classroom Management}., Please cinele.

1 2 3 ‘4 s 6 7
very _ very well :
poor newtral presented

Comments: -~ . ’ ] N

How interested would you be 4in having such a program established as part of the
regular curniculum? (with the po.s.sxbd,u:y 04 modifications in acca/cdance with
your recommendations)

15 ) ? .3 4 5
not at all - - Little s0me strong definite
interested interest ’ interest intenest _ ..bnxuau: _
Commentd: ] : . ) .
3
3
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‘ Would you pu‘uc t0:

- (al ‘Aun the pn.aglmm yowd‘

_ (b) aun the program with some assistante from achool
. _on health department pWamld

{e) see the program completely implemented by School Board or
Health Department personnel? . ]

Comments: . °

Positive Comments.....lgeneral observations on e“emuenua 0§ prognram,
vo..oparnticular examples of children who have apparently bencéu’zea
ceasectffect on Learning envinonment, on class managemert) . ;

Negative Comments..... .. ldisauption to elassnoom routine, Emcmbauon o4

misbehaviouns, administrative digficulties)

What type of child do you think benefifted the most from the PASS progrom?
(For exampfe: the aggresscve, impulsive child on Zhe shy, withdrawn child].

- T

Additional Comments oa ObAMva«ti.ar;A:

-
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APPENDIX D.

Descriptive Pre- and Post-Treatment Statisticis”frbrri;;;h Variable

Post-Treatment

165

Variable Condition Pre-Treatment

Mean Standard ‘Mean " Standard

Deviation Deviation
Parent Treatment 36.6 8.7 35.4 8.8
Rating ~Control 37.4 11.7 38.7 13.8
Self Treatment 104.7 = - 44.7 92.4 42.6
Control Control 109.3 40.4 99.3 47.3
Subjective Treatment 6.8 4,9 5.2 3.9
Aggression Control 7.1 5.4 8.9 6.0
Subjective Treatment 20.0 2.4 22,4 2.6
Assertion Control 19.9 3.2 18.9 3.8
Subjective Treatment . 12.1 4,1 11.4 3.1
Submission Control 12.1 3.4 11.1 4.1
Problem Treatment 7.2 1.9 9.0 1.7
Solving Control 6.9 1.7 6.6 2.0
Setf - Treatment  30.1 4.5 33.6 5.3
Efficacy Control 31.3 6.2 30.5 5.4
Subjective Treatment - 36.6 6.2 . 34,6 6.5
Anxiety Control | 38.8 "~ 5.9 36.7 6.8

Acting Treatment 7.7 . 4.3 6.7 3.4 ,
Out Control 7.8 4,2 7.7 4.0
Shy Treatmént‘ 6.0 2.7 5.3 2.0
"Anxious Control 5.8 2.7 5.7 2.8
Learning Treatment 4.2 2.2 3.4 1.5
Problems Control 3.7 1.7 3.6 1.8
Total Treatment 20.8 7.8 18.0 6.1
Problems Control 20.1 7.7 19.7 8.1
Frustration Treatment 20.4 5.0 23.8 5.6
Tolerance Control 23.1 5.4 24,5 5.5
Gutsy « Treatment 9,2 2.6 10.9 2.5
" Assertive - Control 10.7 2.2 11.3 2.8



wufﬂ7Wlﬁzﬁénﬁfy—ggfebﬁfinuéd)

Yariable ejCondition Pre-Treatment g 77qut:1reatment
" Mean  Standard Mean  Standard
Deviation -Deviation_ .
Sociability - Treatment 9.0 2.3 10.0 2.7 .

* Control " 10.3 2.3 10.7 2.6
Total . Treatment - 47.1 10.2\ 54.1 11.6
Competence Control 54,0_ 10.5 56.3 11.7
Likability .Treatment 5.6 1.2 5.7 1.3

. Control 6.0 1.1 6,0 1.2
Adjustment Treatment 5.0 1.7 5.3 1.6
Control 5.5 1.5 - 5.4 1.3
/
/
///
//
/
’/
"
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3

A

Unrotated>FactorvLoadings for Seven Factor Solution.

ggrPrinciple

Components Analysis

T .
Variable ’ Factor

\ : 7 . :

- 1 Y‘ 2 3 4, 5 6 7

; » . i — , A
Age  .0l4 172 -.057  -.037  .727 .019  ,591
Sex| 148 .528  -.163  -,047 -.118 -.131  .152

" Parent . -.200 -.161 .150 .007  .163 794 -.290
Rating , ’ ‘ ' -
Self -.776 195 . 1397 -,097 -.006 -.063 .021
Control ‘

, Subjective -.397 -.812 -.360 -.096 .008 -.064 .114
Aggression : : — -
Subjective . .323  .503 . .259 \).328 .230 .251 -.051
Assertion
Subjective  .295  .719  .286 -.129  -.209 ~.098 -.124
Submission » , : ,

" Self ©.067 -.155 .250 .429 .487  -.407 -.385
Efficacy- ’ ‘ ‘
Subjective -.103 ° .045 .102 © -.561 .385  -.272 -.469
Anxiety ,

|
Acting -.650 -.089 634 - -.152 -.074  -.048 .077
Out ' - : ‘
Shy -.557  .381  -.484 .257 .134 .018 -.124
Anxious )
Learning  -.790 .148  .016 -.009  ,206 -  .037  .124
Problems . ' - - )
Total ~.892  .146 .238 .013 .073 . -.021  .044
Problems C ‘ '
Frustration .899 .028 -.154  ,028 - .101 .048 ,079
Tolerance - ‘
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E-3 -

) Variable Factor I \mﬁﬁu;ﬁﬂ?
L 1 2 3 & 5 6 7
Gutsy 623 -.234  .554 -.220  .048" . .028 .122
Assertive - = ' ' ]
Sociability ..835 -.162 .228  -.107 .058  -,087  .054

" Total, . .936 -.108 - .126 -.074. .065 _.009  .063
Competénce - : ‘ '
Likability .70 .70  .039 - ,031  .151  .027 --.091
3Adjusxment$ .830  .070 -.197 047  —.045 {051 -.089
%Z Variance 7.194 2,155 1.718 1,424 1.214 1.040 0.956

| e . | ha
s, (_ «
<
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