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Prediction @ 0utco6e -,_ .? . 
h >  * . - h 

5 
I 

A child' abilPty to form relationships and resoJve B 
conflicts with peers has been recognized as an important 

6' 

correlate and future adjustment. ,~rlmary preventive - I- 
- 1 ..% . 

P 
interventi~n+ides:~ned to enhance social cbmpetence have been 

. &" t-1' 
promising k$$ \have been hampered by methodological problems and 

i 

'f 
-? . The currend research represents an attempt to remedy-k6me:pf 

, . 
., $L 

these difficulties. 21 1 Grades thrd'and four students within 

the regular schbal sy;tem were assigned to either a 
- - 

non-treatment control or a treatment csndition consisting of 
d "a - 

of training in social problem solving. 

consisted of observat.iona1 measures' completed 
'a 

\ by teachers, parental ratings, and self -reported probly-solving . 

skills, anxiety, social+self-efficacy and assertiveness. It 

should be no&e*d that the latter two measures have not been . . 

i'nc luded in prior evaluations of social problem solving despite 

empirical indications of their relevance. to facilitate 

interpretation of findings, pre-treat nt scores on the 9 
k' twenty-one variables were subjected to a components 

J* 

factoi, analysis. This 3n.a seven,-factor solution with 

variable& tending to cluster as ax functio,n yf the'sourde -6. 

d d 
assessment (e.g., teachqr versus parent) an the underlying 



- variable construct (e.g., affectivestetevcrrllsnbssured 
P 

behaviour . ~aitor ,change scores were used in subsequent - > 
-- 

analyses of intervention effectiveness. 
. . 

, 
Children receiving social 

I 

problem solving-"$imonst rated 
h 

significant improvement in comparison with controls on the 
4 - . ./. . . '. 

factors: Aggression, Social Anxiety, Observed H-ome 
ollo*-- t 

~ddstment a& Social Confidence: Group differences were not ' - - -7. 
/ 

/' - - 
/'kvident for factors reflecting teacher' ratings of .competence or *- 

z' *a- 

"/ / ,acting out, a finding tkntatiYely attributed to variability 
1 
i 4 

1' - )between classrooms. Lastly, regre~sion~equations were calculated 

/ separately-for control and treatment conditions in order to , 

determine those pre-treatment factors which best predicted 
- 
outcomb. statcstical comparison of the resulting -regression 

b 
- . . 

. equations failed to rkveal 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 

outcome were theref ore calculat for the entire sampler. 
, 

\ 

' A . '  
Collectively, these findings were interpreted'as supporting 

- 
a n d  extending claims as to thb utility of social problem soJving , 

' 

as a primary preventive strategy. It was suggeste~ that future 

research emphasi'ze multidimensional assessment, comparisons. 
- 

between and within treatments and.clarif icatiorr of the , 

- , 
indiyidual subject characteristics which best determine 

' >  

intervention outcome. 
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The Importance of Children's S~cial Competenqe " - 
4 
! \  , 
\ !.  # 

G i \ r 

, The last decadk fibs i$en a geometric increase in research -- - 
- ' f  

focusing on children\ abSilities to Form mituaily' satisfectory ' . 

relations with theirkehN and to e•’fec,tively cope with / 

\ 1 -\ 
interpersonal difficultiesn (.~ichelson, Sugai, Wood and Kazdin, . - 

- 
1983 1 .  This interest--is in contrast with the, virtual neglect of 

,f 
sociahrelationships in childhood which characterized the 

s 

clinical and experimental literature for the preceding 
" I' . f' 

twenty-five years; Hops and Greenwood (1981 )  have attributed 
1 

this inattention to the primacy>of psychoanalytic and 
/ 

. \ 

' theorizing which stressed the critical role of adult-c 
4 

- ?  - 
rather than of child-child relationsw.for adequate development. 

There are several reasons for the current interest in 

childr=nv s' interpersonal interactions. First, a child's lack of. 
'Y 

- accgptance by peers is a significant problem in .itself. Asher 
'r- * ,- 

gnd ~ & ~ h a w  ( 1981 ) hive estimated .that between 2ive and ten per 

- cent of school-aged children have no friends within their- L 
< 

classroom. Sociometric status or pgaularity is related to 
C> *ir 

children's concurrent emotional d cognitive developpnt as 

well a s  their capacity to' cope h life events 
- 

zL!Cowen, Lotyczewski & ~eissber~, 1984) .  Examinat ions of 
'9 

children's social networks have revealed ,that popular children, . 



I .  

Conversely, unpopular children frequent-xy have an hdvers= , -  

s t  relationship*with their , A social environ$ent, thereby $eceiSing -- 

.Y 
less positive and more negative attention from both peer8'and 

L L 

teachers (Cartledge and ~ilburn,' 1978; Gottman, Gonso And 
\ 

- 
I# 

- Rasmussen, 19751.. As Combs and Slaby ( 1977 )pJ+S%eepGnted out, - - 

/ 

the exhibitibn of socially inappropria\e behaviour may set a 
,-J t 

a vi,cious cycie into motion. The childfwho is aggressive is ,likely . -1 
li, 

to be rebuffed by peers, leading &liatory behaviouron the ' 

\ 

part qf the child, and ultimatd re;ulting in 
' 

unpopularity. The socially anxious and withdrawn child is 
b 

freqwntly unable to initiate interactions with peers, and may 
" +\ P -. 

l be unrespons-ite tq the appcpach behaviowrs of others, thus 
' '-i: -k- =% a. 

extinguishing ;utur& interactire efforts and *resulting in 

isolatio~ and negiect. Such experienies serve to consolidate 'low 
* 4 

stdtukand deprive "the child of the opportunity to learn, 
"& 

practice anb receive reinforcement for sociallqy compe~ent 
* - HA- 

Y >  " behaviour. In addition, there 'is evidence that' peer status may 
-2 

T-,- 
A become iiiicreasingly entfknched'as chi>dren grow older. Asarnow 

( 1983) perfgrmed a sequential analysis- o$ children's social - /-- 

I .  

I -- 

behaviour's a&' grades four a'nd s i x .  Children at both grade levels 
I 

< 



4. % ufipopular peers with rejection. In the younger children a 

subsequent appropriate ~pproach behaviour. typically met -with. 
' 

acceptance .' This wa; not true for -older unpopularr children &:' 
whom even subsequent pos5tive efforts failed. Such experien es - -  d 
may set the stage for further personal - -- and "interpersonal \ 

--a \ . 
difficulties. & 

, k' ,A second rmson for the current intere-sqbin social 
I 

/ 

c(or&etenc0. is recognition that a wide r%ng/of psychological and 
\ 
\ 

physics-1 disorders is closely linked-with *cia1 maladjustment 
"-- - 

. and alienation. The so ial-ly alienated child or adolescent may 

become involved in ginge groups engaged in ,delinquent 
I 

activities including drug and alcohol abuse, petty theft and 

vandalism (Freedman., Rosenthal, Donahoe, Schlundt & McFall, 

1978). Social incomp&tence is also associated with 
- 

psychopathology. Rinn and Markle (1979) noted that eighty-seven 

per cent gf the children admitted to a comprehensive mental - .  
health center were exhibiting social.behavioura1 problems. Mor 

7 

specifically, interpersonal difficulties are associated with 
C 

such diagnostic categories as depression (~elsel & Matson, 

1 9 8 4 ) ~  suicide (Stengel, 1971 ) , -attention deficit 'disorder 

(McGee, ~ill'iams & Silva, 1985), abus d and family distress, 
L~olfe & Mosk, 19831, and avoidant disor'ders of childhood (DSM -. 
1 1 1  , 1980). Children with neurolo~ical, ph$sical and sensory . 

deficits often experience peer -rejection. This has been 
1 a 



( ~ e t ~ L e B ~ ~ S e m s l a l 4  ~ U m a a ,  L9781, he-ring iargbtivd (SIlli~h, 
". 

'Schloss & Schloss, 1984), learning disabled (La Greca & Mesibov, 
t l  

- - -  --- 

1979) and multiple physically handicapped (Croft, 1984). 

Clearly, social incompetence is not causal, or perhaps even 

primary, in the multitude a•’.'disorders experienhd by children. 

Rather, it is suggested that interpersonal effectiveness 

represents a common issue for a substantial portion of children 
i 4 

in need of special assistance. - - 

. & 

Perhaps the most compelling justification for the \study of 

childrenf s interpersonal competence ' is 'its relationship with 

$2 -Increasing1 ious problems in later years. Kagan and Moss 
-, 

3' e C 
(1962) conc 'that "passive withdrawal from stressful 

- < 

sitbations, ndency o,n, the' family, ease bf anger arousal, J 

involvement in intel%%ctua,l mastery, social intqraction anxiety*, . 

sex-role identification, and pattern of sexual behavior in 

adulthood were each related to r.easonably analogous behaviord - 
6 

dispositions during the harly school yearsn (p. 266). These .. 
. observations have been suljported'by subsequent prospective and 

\ 

retrospective epidemiological research which has concluded that 

poor peer relations are predictive of subsequent delinquency 

(Mitchell & Rosa, 1981; Roff, SeMs &"Golden, 19721, dropping 

out.of school (Ullmann, 11957)~ and general level of personal and 
, . 

social ddjustment (Jones, 1974; Kellam & Brown, 1982). Janes, . 

Hesselbrock, Myers and Penniman (1979) found that, t *  ad ongst a 
rr 

variety of childhood behaviours, one teacher~rated item, "fails 

to get along with other childrenn, was closely related to a 
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I 
status children are a consequence, rather than a caude, of 

1 
- --- - -- 

I sociome'tric status, In ~';her words, this litter model proposes -- 
! - - 

that unpopular children become entrapped in the role of a 
I 

marginal group-member, for circumstantial reasons rather than an 

.- actual lack of social abilities, and thus behave in a manner f .  
befitting their status. This labelli.ng model is not supported, 

I 

\ 

\ ' 
howeveri by the'*fact that interventiohs which hive provided an . 

explicit' opportunity for unpopular children to interact with 
I , 

their mo& popula~ peers have?failed to produce lasting changes 

in soci<status .(e.g. Lilly, 1971). This model is also 

countered by resparch demonstrating that unpopular children 
I 

exhibit impove ished knowledge of appropriate social behaviours - 
/' 

# 
in hypothet2ca1, as well as naturalistic, situations (Asher & 

,f' 

  ens haw ,/I 98 1 ) . Putallaz ( 19831, for example, found that the 

quality of children's strategies for gaining entrance to a peer 

play situation and the acc'uracy of their percepti.ons of group 
' 

behaviour were predictive of their sociometric status with a new 

group of children four months later. 

, 
&llectively, current ,data therefore supports the contention. ' - 

L t 

that' observed behavioural dii f erences between popular and . 
unpopular children are a function of deficient skill 

acquisition. Situational determinants are nonet-heless important, 

both in the onset of social difficulties and the effectiveness 

of ameliorative efforts;-As discussed above, the social context 

may further exacerbate interpersonal difficulties by limiting 4 



opport&tis$ f OL \ .- 
relnfrcemerrtaf new skills, 
, 

Nor does a deficit model necessarily exclude moderating 
- - - -  -- 

(-i--- . f 
emotional or cognitive characteristics, suchbs anxiety, which - 

* 

may inhibit or interfere with effective skill implementation. It a 

c 

should be also be noted that children who exhibit behavioural 
5: 

excesses such as aggression are seen as fitting within a deficit 

,i hypoth is in that such behaviours are presumed to be a 
1 -  

reflection of a lack of knowledge of more appropriate prosocial 

skills. 

2 ' 
Ladd ( 1 9 8 4 )  has outlined three propositions which are 

central to intekventions based on the skill deficit model: 
'J 

children who experience problematic peer relations do so because 

they lack basic social skiBls; yocia1 skills can be acquired 
$ .---- 

from programs designed to'teach such skills; and the skills that 

children acqui.red through training generalize to the social 
/ 

environment and are iristrumental in resolving existing peer 

difficulties. These assumptions will be examined with respect to 

existing treatment approachs designed to enhance gocia1 skills. 
\ 

There are two currently predominant models of) social skills 

training: behavioural skill training and interpersonal cognitive 
* 

prob'lem solving. These &are a skill deficit approach but differ 
'I 

in their emphasis on the nature of the skills that mediate 

adjustment and acceptance. The assumptions and empirical 
> 

- findings of these two models will now be outliLed. 



ehavioural skill Training % .. *C 

- - - - -- - 4- 
-- 

- - 
ThC behavkmural approach to intervention is typified by the 

-'work of Michelson, Sugai et al. (1983). These authors define * 
d 

- social skills as including observable verbal and nonverbal 

behaviours which serve to interactively maximize re1 Iorcement B 
C 

- - 
within the social environment. Requisite skills are believed to 

J P 

be discretely identifiable and relatively specific to particular 

situations. Social learning principles are assubed to be 
..L 

responsiPle for their initial acquisition and subsequent 
tz 

modification. The justification for intervention is based on , . 
b 

observations of ,the extent to which unpopular children-fail to 
- 

\ demonstrate, or exhibit lower rates of,, particular social 

- behaviours relative to rhore competent peers in analogue or 

naturalistic situations. Reardon, Hersen, Bellack and Foley 

- ( lt979), for example, found that socially compefent children 

surpassed incompetent children on the following behavioural 

. variables: verbal latency, duration of speech, 

\ initiation af fect and spontaneous positive 
8 

reinforcement of peers. 

Intervegtion programs therefore attempt to teach children 
, c &  

specific sets of behaviours to be applied in given -situations. 

Treatment has bee6 conducted both individually and in groups; 
D *- - + 

children have differed in age and in type and severity of social . 
, . 

r 
dysfunction. Training has involved combinations of strategies 

such as aidacti truction, coaching, behavioural rehearsal, 



~ ~ n t k q e ~ @ - y r n a n a g & e - R t a ~ L k  or f iSmedelling. 
, . 1 

\ 
~eterrnination of program effectiveness has typically depended on 

r ,I -- -- ----- 

pre- versus post-treatment assessment 'of 'change in the trained 

skills. Many studies have also included sociometric or - 

observational measures 6f peer status and acceptance. 
- 

.i 
- r In general, behavioural interventions have yielded mixed - 

some intervdntions have produced-change in 
I 

skills and global sociometric.~and behavioural 

1984: L ~ P  1981).9 such 

ly scarce-. A more typical 

demonsgrate improvement in the 

nce that this behaviour ..-- 

gener 

& Dra 

alizes to environment (e.g. Berl'er, Gross 

bman, 1 9 8 0 ) .  In some cases 

(e.g. Oden & Asher, 1977)  the reverse trend has been observed: 
@ 

treated children .have ,gained' in sociometrict status in the 

I 
qbsence ~f~evidence-of behavioural skill change. The 1atte.r 

. \ 

findings challenge the underlying assumptions-of such programs 

and suggest that factors other than specific behavioucal skill 
I .  L 

ts may mediate-social acceptance. Some studies which have 
-- 

uccessful id increasing both peer status and,rates of 

prosocial behaviours have.also produced an equivalent increase 

in negative interac~tions (e.9. Gresham & Na.glC, 1980) .  Overall, 

reviews of the literature permit guarded optimism as to the 

,utility,of behavioural social skills~training with different 

populations of socially d'i~advantaged children, at least with 



Keane, 1981 : La Greca & ~ e s i & y ,  1979: Van ~asselt et- al. ,.+ 

I Despite some success behavioural social skill interventions 
--/ 
may be criticized on-both conceptual and methodological grounds. 

A 
~n the majority 06 studies children were selected for treatment 

C on the basis of sociometric status rather than demonstrated 
* t 

social behavioural deficits. Reliance on sociometric status . 

makes selection of relevant skills to be trained a function of 

clinical intuition or prior research findings rather than 

empirical determination of the specific needse of par - 

(Conger & .'~eane, 1981 1. In addition, it is quite possible that 

subjebts are not in fact deficient in the domains targete8'for 
- - 

,.,-s , 
@% 

intervent-= (van Hasselt et al., 1979 ) .  Lastly-, the •’&lure to 

validate selected skills in terms of their relevance to peer 

acceptance raises~the distinct possiblity that researchers may . 

be training children ii areas which are incidental to social 

success while ignoring more important skills (Ladd, 19843.  It is 

worth noting that in one of the most successful interventions to 

date   add, 1981 garticipants were* chosen on the basis of both *' f -4 - m.. - Z't Q -' 

peer status an&Q&avioural observation with the results of the 
li 

B 
latter providing the focus for training. 

' Areas selected for training often represent downward 

e;trapolations of adult 'social behaviour which may- have minimal 

bearing on children's interpersonal relations (French & Tyne, . 

1982 ) .  Indeed, little attention has been given to developmental 



'v 
- 

adolesce ce. As Conger and Keane ( 198.1 ?.-have pointed Q*, skills 
- - 

-- -- 
J 

that may lead to social success f ~ ~ r ~ s c h o o l e r s  may be 
'*_ _ * 

-irrelevant, or even disrgptr'ive, to peer acceptance in older 

children or vica versa. This possibility was exemplified by the 

research of Gard, Turone, Devlin and Berry ( 1 9 8 3 )  who found*that 
a 

the rate of social interaction discriminated between older 

I normal and behaviourally disturbed boys but did not do so for % 

1 

2 
younger children.- Similarly, the emphasis on observable ski& 

?? 
characteristic of43ehavioural training programs has meant that 

TL 
* covert 4tive br affective factors, such as anxiety, 

- 

potentially relevant to social iunctidning have'typically been 

ignored or treated as incidental products of behavioural 
" -  - --. - - 

deficits (Urbain & Kendall, 1980) .  Although the extent to which 

these variables are causes or consequences of peer alienation 

remains unclear, they may nonetheless seriously disrupt 
.I 

subsequent skill development and are worthy of more explicit 

attention (Wheeler & Ladd, 1 9 8 2 ) .  

6 

/ ' .  
Behavioural interventions have typically involved training 

/ in a limited set of responses to be applied in specific 
- 

situations with the assumption that these will generalize to new 

- skills and contexts. A s  noted above, evidence of such 

generalization is sparce and there is the additional risk that 

positive change in the specific skill in question may have-a 

negative impact on other behaviours. In a case report Kirby and 

Toler ( 1 9 7 0 )  ed a preschooler to increase the rate of 
f-' L 



positive reinforcement given to peers. Although the child did 
e --- - 

- 

exhibit a substantial improvement in int&action rate, this was 

accompanied by sig~ti f icmtly more aggressive b e h a v ~ a u r ~  -Such - 

findings may reflect the fact that many behavioural 

interventions are based on an overly simplistic and - 
b 

*. 

situationally-specif ic notiom of social sknls (Strain & Kerr, 
4 

1981 ) . More fecent moddls in both the children's (Ladd & Mize, 

1 9 8 3 b ~ n d  adult's (McFall, 1982; Trouer, 1982)  social ski'lls 
+ 

literature -have emphasized the dynamic, contextual nature of ' 

social competence and the extent to which successful funstioning 

requires an integration of behavioural, cognitive and affective 
* 

components. 

Interpersonal 

The major 

Problem Solvinq Traininq _ .  -- 
/ --', \ 

1 
/ alternative' to the behavioural approach to the 1 

enhancement of children's social competence is the interpersonal 
8 

cognitive'problem solving (ICPS) model. Proponents of this model 

point out that many interpersonal en~ounters are inherently 

ambiguous in terms of the requiremsnts for s:iccessful 

performance. Rather than eliciting specific behaviours such 

situations therefore requir8e the participants to engage in a . 
* 

4. r process of cognitive problem solving in order to achieve 

socially acceptable personal goals (Krasnor & Rubin, 1 9 8 1 ) .  r hi; - 

/--Process is seen as including such skills as the ability to 

recognize a potentially problematic situation, select the best . 
solution from self -generated alternatives, implement an 



appropriate strategy and monitor the effectiveness of the 
- -- - --- 

outcome. 

Historically, the importance of active problem solving f ok 
- 

personal and interpersonal adjustment has been'stressed by 
6 

r * 
theorists and reseaders such as ChitteAdon ( l942), Dewey 

( 1933) and Sullivan ( 1953). Jahoda, ( 1958) proposed that 

psychological health is related to effective social 

decision-making and pointed out the extekt, to which social 

perceptions may be distorted by strong emotional needs'or 

exper ienceas. More recent exponents of problem solving i'nclude 

~ ' ~ u r i l l a  and Goldfried (1971) who argued that cognitive 

problem-sol'ving interacts with the behavioural and affegtive 

requirements of the particular situation. These authors also 
- l./* 

noted that ICPS competence may be most relevant for those 
-- 

difficult social situations for which no solution is immediateQ ,- 
-- 

available, thus differentiating social problems from those 

interpersonal situations which elicit relatively automatic 

behaviours that do not require conscious cognitive processing. 

~mplicit in this distinction is the notion that ICPS performance 
0 

%q a function of both the characteristics of the situation a'nd 
t 

the existing cognitive and behavioural repertoire of the 

participant. n 

The primary impetus to the current interest in ICPS was A,, 

provided by the systematic research conducted by the Hahnemann 
II 

Social Problem Solving Research Team (Shure- & Spivack, 1978, - 

1979, 1980; Shure, Spivack & Jaeger, 1971; Spivack &'Shure, 
, . 



1974; Spivack, ~latt & Shure. 19161.Th~horshorsdevela~-  
- 
A* 

specific open-ended-procedures, referred to asi 

Qypothetical-reflective" by Rubin and Krasnor (1983), 

for assessing children's s0~ia1'~roblem solving abilites in 
@ 

response to a variety gf problematic situations. In a series of . - - ,  I .  , - 0. 

edrrelatiGna1 and- expp~imental,studies, r l  * summarized in Spivack et 
+ 

al. (1976)~ children rated by their teachers as pisplaying 

varying degrees oi social and behavioural maladjustment were 

compared with their better adj'usted peers and found -to be 

deficient inS'ICPS abilities. In particular, the authors have 

identif ie.d the fbllowing 'competencies as being critical: 

1 . .  Alternative thinking, i.e., the a-bility to generate multiple 

alternative solutions to problematic iiiterpersonal 

situations; 

Consequential thinking, i.e., the ability to foresee the 

potential immediate and long-term outcome of a particular . 

solution and to utilize this inaformation in decision-making; 
* 

Means-end thinking, i.e., the ab5lity to plan a specific 

behavioural course of action in order to obtain a desired , 

goal, including realistic appraisal of the temporal and 
-4 

i 
contextual demaqds of the situation, accurate 

self-evaluation and adaptive modificatio'ns when obstacles 

arise. 

~hese skills have been studied in children as young as four 
1 

years of age and are seen as following a developmental.cour"se 
- 

with cognitively more adva,nced skills, such as means-end 

J 

4 

, 
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- 

(Rubin, Daniels-rBe.irness C Bream, 1984). Rubin and Clark (1983) 
pp - + -- - 

found a relationship between social problem solving skills and 
-* 

teacher's ratings o.f preschokr ' s maladj-ustmerrt wkthI e- - 

+ strength of the correlaticn~diff6ring as a f;nctio.n of the type 

of behaviour problems observed. In a study with older children, 

Asarnow and Callan (1985) founb that, in comparison with ,popular 

peers, unpopular latenc~:a*~ed boys generated fewer solutions to 
1 

hypothetical* pr blems; -chose solutions which were less prosocial ? I 
and moy& aggres6ive; e;aluated the consequences of antisqcial 

\ I 

sqlut ibns more dysitively and pr3social solutions more 

i , ! ,w$. L 

negati, ely; and exhibited more $&adaptive pi&n'ing skills. 
; ,,J4 

and Dodge b1982) foun hat, compared with higher "stat& 

pee{s, both aggressive and isolated elementaqy school-aged 
i \ 

- -- children werq deficient ib generating {alternative solutions with 
l' . . 

equivalence between the two semples of low status children 
*' 

despite differences in selection and behavioural criteria. All 

groups,were equally adept, however, at evaluating thejpotential 

effectiveness of given solutions. Nor were there any- differences 

in the initial solutions generated; hawever, when-further . 

alternatives were requested, popular children continued to 

* provide effective solutions while the cho'ices of low status 

children were increasingly aggressive and ineffective. In a 

subsequent study (Richard & Dodge, 1983). ICPS cdmktence was 
- * 

found to be predictive of the frequency and of 

children's social persuasive behaviour. 
- -- -- 

I 



~ o t  alpresearch has clearly confirmed the relationship 

between ICPS and adjustment (e.g. Krasnor & ~ ~ b i n ,  1978; 
0 .  

w ssberg, Gesten, Carnrike et al., 1981 ) . Investigators-of the 4 
Wayne State University Grobp have replicated the~Hahnemam-- 

research (~ickbl & Burgio, 1982; Sharp, 1981 1. These authors 

failed 'to find the predicted relationship between objective 
I 

ratings of adjustment and ICPS abilities, a finding which they 

attributeud tob design flaws in the original research such is the 
' 

absence of blind obseryations. Forman ( 1980) found that 

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

consequential thinking. The aggressive children, however, -- 
provided more antisocial solutions, exhibited more irrational 

thoughts and evaleated children portrayed in the situations in a - 

more negative fashion. Similarly, Deluty (1981~). found no 

differences jn the quantity of alternatives generated by samples 
& -  , 

of assertive, aggresFive and submissive~children. There were, 
8- 

- however, differences in the quality of solutions with the latter 
t 

groups offering fewer assertive and more aggressive and 
a?' 

submiss*ive options. ICP4 research has also been criticized on 

methodological and cenceptual grounds. Butler and ~eichenbaum 

( 1981 ) have pointed out that the hypothetical-reflective 

measures developed by-the Hahnemann gsoup suffer from a number ' 
3 

" of potential problems including sensitivity to Ginstructional ~ 

set, limited selection of situations and insufficient-' 
1 

-information.with respect to psychometric properties. These 
- 

authors also note that many examinations of the relationship 

between ICPS and objective functioning have relied on P1 



, 

teacher's ratings, which #in itself may be psychomet&ally weak. 
- .- - 

Similar criticisms were raised by Krasnor and Rubin (1981) who 

point out that ICPS measures have questiwable ecological 

validity; there is, 
at bV t, a moderate relatianshipship between 

children's self reported .problem solving and observations of 

their actual behavioural strategies in interpersonal encounters. 

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

however, that the hypotkiet ical dilemnas used* in ICPS evaluations . . 
tend to "pull" for cognitive -processing while naturalistic, P 

familiar situations typically do not demand active reflective-" 

thought, thus some discrepancy between ICPS measures 'and 

observed behaviour may be expected. Lastly, these authors note 

that normative data with respect Co developmental and 

typolwgical differences in social problem solving is scarce-, 

thereby 13mitlng the identification and remediation of children 

with interpersonal difficulties. Given these concerns it is 
, 

worth mentioning that~Elias, Larcen, Zlotlow and Chinsky (1978) 

have developed a hypothetical-ref lect i-ve instrument, the social 

Poblem Solving Situation Analysis ~easure (SPSAM), which 

provides a- more sophisticated an-d psychometrically sound 

assessmknt of ICPS and should be considered in future - 
intervention and developmental research. 

It is wor-th considering ICPS with respect to other . i 

developmental research, particularly parallel studies of 
C 

childrens' interpersonal functioning. Piaget (1926) considered 



young chi,ldren to be neither willing nor able to take into - - - -  - -  - - 

accountsthe perspective oftheir peers. This egocentrism waned 

in earfi childhood allowing the child to gain a mor-e" 

sociocentric view of the world through reciprocal negotiation 
L 

\ a  and compromise. The Piagetian model has spurred, investigation of 

the devel'opment &specific social-cognitive variables including 
L ' \_, 

perspective-taking, empathy and social inferential reasoning.& ' - 

The relationship between quch abilities and ICPS skills, 

however, remains largely unknown ishan2z, 1983 ) . ~esearch has 
- 

revealed the presence of social-cognitive variables which 

augment the fundamental ICPS skills identified ,by the Hahnemann 

group. Rather than providing children with a social goal and 

examining reisolution strategies, as-is,characteristic of most . 

social problem solving studies, Renshaw and Asher (1983) psked 

childien to formulate their own goals. They found that older and 

higher status children produced friendlier, more prosocial goals 

as well as more sophisticated strategies. Peery ( 1 9 7 9 )  found 

that popular preschoolers were more adept at identifying peer's 

affective state than unpopular children. Lastly, Goetz and Dweck 

( 1 9 8 0 )  found that children who attributed re~ection to internal, 
w 

,personal incompetence rather than external, situational factors 

exhibited the least effective subsequent resolution strategies. 

It is worth noting that the children included in this study did 
- -- 

not differ in problem solving ykiils prior to rejection, thus 

suggesting that.ditferences were not simply a result of initial 
I 

social compet,ence. 
s- 



is generally supportive of the impor~ance of ICPS co'fipetence as 

a relevant mediator of social functioning during childhood: The 
- .  

I nature of soci,al problem solving appears to be much more complex 

s- - 
than that presented by the Hahnemann research. It seems unlikely 

, 
that ICPS skills emerge in the 'all or none1 fashion as 

originally implied. It is also probable that specific skills may 
-? - 

prom particularly critical at certain ages or in certain 

situations (~ellegini & Urbain, 1985). Alternatively, subgroups 
% 

of socially maladjusted children may exkibit differential 

patterns of social-cognitive deficits (~ubin & Clark, 1983). 

Rather than simple quantitative .interpretation of children's 

, hypothetical-reflective performance it is important to examine 

qualitative djf feren'ces in responses (Deluty. 1-981c and the 

sophistication of their strategies when initial solutions meet 

with failure (Goetz & Dweck, 1980; Richard & Dodge, 1982). Even 

if. ICPS skills are considered central to social competence, they 

must nevertheless be integrated wiph behavioural and affektive 

factors in order to resul; in interpersonal success  add, 

1984). At present, the primacy of social/cognitive versus 

social/behavioural development remains speculative (Rubin & 

Krasnor, 1983). 

Finally, there is a need to integrate ICPS within the larger 

cognitive context including the devel'oprnent of such cognitive * 

processes and structures as inferential reasoning, inductive and 

deductive logic, attributional style, perspective-taking and 



1 .  

Social Problem Solvinq Intervent-ions - 

The enhancement of ICPS abilities has been the primary goal of a 

variety of social problem solving (SPS) programs. This approach - 
to improving children's interpersonal competence is intuitively 

compelling for a number of reasons. As Durlak (1983) has stated: 
d 

Good problem-solvers, it would seem,-are flexible and 
adaptable in dif.ferent social circumstances, able to 
deal effectively with stress, and able to-develop I 

- suitable methods to attain personal goals and satisfy 
their needs. Moreover, repeated success,in 
problem-solving would be expected to heighten 
self-qonfidence, motivation, and perseverance, thus 

\I facilitating future task performance ( p .  31 1. 
I 

' 4  
Rather than teaching children specific verbal and ?on-ver 

behaviours to be applied in specific situations SPS training 
4 

emphasizes the acquisition of general concepts applicable to a 

variety of situations. A major hypothesis'of such programs is 

that the enhancement of cognitive processes believkd to mediate 
i 

competence a ross situations will naturally lead to - 

generalization beyond the-training context, thus overcoming one 

of the main limitations of skill-specific appr'oackes-IUrbain & 
- 

Kendaxl, 1980). Problem solving also allows for the complex, 

interactive nature of social relationships bp en\ebGragjng . 

generation of alternative strategies and self-evaluation when 

faced with unanticipated obstacles or conflicts (Goetz & Dweck, I 



possessing a particul-ar 
?+ 
focusses on the relationship between the 

per$son and the situation in which performance is r<equired. 

Mischel ( 1 9 8 4 )  recently suggested that individuals are ,most - ,  ' 

likely to exhibit situationally consistent maladaptive behaviour, 

in those circumstances which exceed his or her cognitive and 

self-regulatory competence. contrast, situations falling 

within an individuals capac are less likely to produce' 

'typical' inappropriate benaviour. This contention was I 

b empirically suppoqted with samples of children characterized as 
1 

aggressive, withdrawn and prosocial. In non-stressful situations 

there was little correspondence between these global categories 

and actual behaviour, but when faced with a demanding task 

children in both aberrant categories displayed the anticipated 

negative social behaviour. 

Social problem solving is unique in the extent to wh4ch it 

gives the child responsibility and credit for the selection of 
+ 

personally desired goals and strategies, thus avoiding the 

imposition of adult values and perspectives which may be of 
b f 

little relevance to the particular situations which a child may 

-encounter (Combs & Slaby, 1 9 7 7 ) .  The importance of the 

perspective of the isdividual is stressed by Fiedler and Beach 
d' 

( 1 9 7 8 )  who have mgued that social cbpetence is a function of a 

person's expectations of the consequences of a certain behaviour 

in a particular situation rather j~ h an a global trait or 



nqrmative refinement, it is conceptually consistent with \. i ,---- 
< - ? 

developmental theorizing in terms of progressive changes in a 
L .  

superordi-nate r 

(~eichenbaum & Asarnow, Urbain ( 1985) 

. > 

to be a promising model for the promotion of social competence. 

It is necessary to examine the intervention literature to 

determine the extent to which thi.s promise has been realized. 

i 

Although prior treatment studies had included a problem < 

solving component (e.g. Chittenden, 1 9 4 2 ) ,  the pioneering , 

intervention research was conducted by the ~ahnemann team. In 

the first of these studies Spivack and Shure ( 1 9 7 4 ) '  developed a * 

social problem solving program containing the following 

components: introduction to basic ICPS concepts; affective 

recognition in oneself and others; and practice in solving real 

and hypothetical problems. Instructiqnal techniques included 

scripted didactic lessons, games and dialogues.  raini in^ was 
conducted by the teachers of low income, inner-city preschoolers 

including subsamples of children previously identified as 

aggressive and withdrawn. In comparison w.ith,a matched -sample of 

I 



w. - tsea~cxz&x&s , rh i ld re f t  W ~ . ~ ; ~ ~ L & P ~ &  h I b I t cd 
. . 

significant improvement in ICPS ski7Ts and teacher ratings of 
. % 

adjustment. Those children who demonstraed the greatest change 

\ in problem solving skills were rated as improving the most 

behayiourally, thus supporting the basic contention that ICPS 

skills mediate interpersonal adjustment. Furthermore, a 

signifi'cant? proportion of treated children initially identified 
! 

as socially 'inept were subsequently labelled adjusted. Gains 
I 

, 
&" 

were maintrained ope year later based on ratings by teachers 
L 

1 

. blind to original zi-dup,membership. 

---- ___I - - - -- 
- -  = P -- &Qy--- U o b l e m  solving has also been applied within the 

- 
-------z- - ----- 

family., Shure and 6'prvack- 

? 

3 

their children problem sol 
"-- 

sampl&.--Trained children e - - - 

improvement in ICPS skills and a reduction in socially 

maladaptive behaviur based on blind teacher's ratings. Amongst 
t 

children who did improve, there w ~ s  a relationship between 

adjustment and alternative thinking but not cor!tsequential 

thinking. ~ r a i n ~ d  mothers also improved in their parental 
\ 

problem solving skills; however this did no generalize to their 

interpersonal cognitive/ understanding of ad T L it situations. There 
was a correspondence bJtween change in parental child-rearing + 

- 
skills and their children's ICPS abilities, primarily with 

respecttto the generation of solutions. In a series of studies 

differing somewhat in intervention approaches and subject 

characteristics the Hahnemdnn group has repeatedly found, in 



children have demonstrated improvement in both ICPS skills and 
- - - - - 

adjustment: there- is a significant positive correlation between 

cognitive and behavioural gains; and change ;is maintained for at 

least one year (Shure and Spivack, 1979, 1980; Spivack et al., 

, I 
Y 3 

3 

These findings provided the impetus for further research. 
d . -  

\%- 

Although subsequent intervent ions have adopted the basi'c. ICPS 

. focus of the Hahnemann gr-oup, they have differed somewhat in ' 

instructional techniques, inclusion of additionaJ social skills 

training and.opportunity for applied behavioural practice of 

'problem solving. Camp,. Blom, Hebert and van Doorninck (1977) 

used self-instructional and social problem solving training with 
--=. 

aggressive primary school boys. Comparisons we*e made with 
i 

01s. Although 3 
biting less 

negative beha'viour at po ed children 

~f analysis of a 

battery of measures of impulse control, acad 
( 

ICPS were less consistent. Treated children exhibited a 

pattern at posttesting which differed from aggressive children 
i 

and resembled normal children. They also gained in alternat.ive 

thinking relative to both control groups. However, this was 

accompanied by an increase in aggressive solutions, leading the 

'authors to recommend that interventions with this particular 

population be highly structured and provide an explicit 
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children demonstrated better recall ;nd applicapion of, skills 
- - *  

and these subjects continued to exhibii behaviour within the 

range expected for nonreferred students. In summary, while 

outcome patterns have varied, social' problem solving 
t .  

interventiond have proven effective with different populatibns 

Of children - and adolescents experiencing such adjustment 

problems as delinquency (~llendick & Hersen , 19791, emotional 

disturbance (~lias, 1979) and academic and behavioural . 

difficulties (Schneider, .1974). 

U 
Not all SPS programs have been as clearly successful, Urbain 

(1980) compared social problem solving plus self--instructional 

t training, social perspective taking glus self-instructional 

training and behavioural contingency managemept with 

\ 
impulsive~agg=essive primary school children. Although all 

treatments increased ICPS skills at post-testing and follow-up, 

there was no difference between groups and no change in 

teacher's ratings of adjustment. ~ ~ b r e  was, however, a 

signif icint 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 i n  
,' 

v i v o  behaviour or greater peer acceptance. Sharp (1981) 
n- 

attempted a replication of the Hahnemann intervention program 
\ 

including methodological improvements such as appropriate 

controls, blind behavioural ratings and extended foll.ow:up. -, 



\ 

Inner city preschool children identified as 'adjusted' or 
L - - -- -- -- 

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

problem solving training based on Spivack and Shure's (1  974) 

manual; rhodified social problem solving excluding discussion of 

prerequisite concepts; or an attention con rol condition ? 
con;isting of academic and cognjtive enricment. ' ~ b e ~ r a n t  ' '  -.-- 
children who received the full problem-solving interventibn 

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 or behavioural adjustmen-t. 

Rickel ,- Eshelman and Loigman ( 19831 reevaluated these children 

six months later and fdnd no group differences in either 

cognitive or behavioural variables. The authors tentatively 

attributed this failure to design flaws and the lack of ' 

opportunity for i n  . v i v o  experience and reinforcement of skills 

inherent in the Hahnemann program. Despite these negative 

/ 

-findings, reviews of the literature have been encouraging in 

terms of the utility of social problem solving in improving.the 

cognitive and behavioural skills of children exhibiting signs of 

maladjustment (Combs & Slaby, 1977; Pellegrini & Urbain, 1985; 

~rbain & Kendall, 1980). , 



Social Problem Solving as a Primary Pre 
- - - - - -- - - - -  

The preceaing research has largely been conducted with ' 

children with identified behavioural or emotional adjustment 

problems. These include programs for children- with specific 

social difficulties (e.g. Camp et al., 1977)  as well as for 

individuals exhibiting patterns of maladjustment including 

interpersonal conflicts (e.g. Hersen & ~llendick~, 1 9 7 9 ) .  An 
, 

alternative to these remedial intervention strategies.is the 

implementation of training with children n o t ~ t  exhibiting 
P 

indices of pathology. The ' importance of ' such a 'primary 

preventrion approach was explicated by Caplan ( 1964 1- who 
i 

different'iated between those secondary and tertiary 

interventions designed '$ reduce the severity and/or duration of 
existing disordrs and those aimed at avoiding the onset of 

possible maladjustment in currently well-functioning:? I 

I 

individyals. This latter p?imary strategy is conceptually and 

practically compelling. As ~irschenbaum and Ordman ( 1982)  have 

pointed out,, despite the proliferation of pro•’essional and 

paraprofessional mental health services there is still a 

sho,rtage af resources relative to the prevalence of identified 
I 

individual and social problems. These authors. also note that the 

services that do exist are used infrequently and ineffectively, 

by those segments of society, typical y within ~h lower 
socioeconomic strata, in g r e a t M d  of assistance. - As primary 

programs are typicdly ed with large samples and can be * . I 

implemented within a setting characterized by indices 



-- - - 

-of risk, '%ey represent a cost- and resource-efficient mode of ---- -.- 

delivery. Given that individuals exhibiting relative adaptation , 
i 

- A- 

map he better able to learn and integrate new coping strategies 
1 

within their daily functionini~, primary service's are potentially 

more ef f ioacious 'than palliative treatmen-t of individuals in , - 
L ---. - 

immediate crisis (Stone, Hinds 6 Schmidt, 1975) .  
> '  

1 

Primary programs also avqid the risk of labelling a 
I i 

particular individual as a 'problem child' which may 

inadvertently exacerbate stigmatization and self-fulfilling 

expectations in the eyes of peers, parents 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 those particular . 

children in need of secondary or tertiary treatment. French and, 

Tyne ( 1 9 8 2 )  have pointed out that identification of the 

estimated five tosfifteen per cent of children who experience 

<. significant peer problems can vary radically depending on the 
I 

natpre of assessment methodology, thug implying that some 
r* 

o6ildren in need of social assistance a;; not served while less . 
I b 

severely,'disadvantaged children are included'. 
I 

Primary preventioq has been embraced by both policy-makers > 

1 =  and researchers as a powerful alternative to traditional service 
' delivery. This attraction is evocatively described by Emory 

k Cowen ( 1977) : 



Primary preven;ion is a glittering, diffke, thoroughly. 
- W EX-& ke* *i+*=&ted that i i 

on the same plane as the Nobel prize. It holds the 
mysterious, exciting promise of "breakthrough". It - 

-- - 
+ offers a sharp contrast t o  all that mental-XGltliTi& 

, done; a shadowy but nevertheless grand, alternative. It 
is terribly "major" - in the lingo of childhood games I 
have known, s~methcing~ to be approached with massive 
'great steps'. (p.1) 

- 
Lest' Coven appear too credulous i t  should be pointed out he 

concludes that we ha*, at best, approached attainment of this ' 

idealized grail with 'baby steps'. Subsequent authors have 

ra,ised similar concerns. Lorion (1983) emphasizes that primary 

prevention efforts are premature in the absence of explicit 

knowledge as to the nature of a disorder and it; environmental; 
L*. 

familial and individual etiology. Gesten, Flores.de Apodaca, 
I 

- 
Rains, Weissberg and Cowen (1979) stress tha't primary programs 

should aim to enhance healthy adaptation cather than exclusively 
- 

focussing on the preyention of symtomatology. These authors also 

point out the problems inherent in an operational .- 

con~eptualiz'atio~ of positive mental health and recommend that 

primary programs emphasize specific, rather than global, 
.-. 

competencies 'associated with effective functioning. 

Gesten et. a (1979) suggest that social probiem solving 

represents sugh a competency. Given the previously discussed 
,.' -, 

assumpti~n as to the mediating role of ICPS in interpersonal I 
functioning and the strategic, rather than specific, focus of ,' 
training, social problem solving proficiency would seem to be an 

\ \ 

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

interventions with a situational and skill-specific focus which 



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

to its relevance for social adaptation SPS competence is 
-. . ' - 

logically related to such key individual mental health variables 
. . 

as self-esteem, autonomy, perseverance and empathy (Burlak,& 
- - 

, 1 9 8 3 ) .  - 
\ --. 

'.-\ 
Pk-ptajority of primary SPS programs have been implemented, 

d 
within the school. This is an optimal setting for several 

reasons. Although socialization initially occurs as a function ' 

.-of the family environment, subsequent development of 
>- > 

interpersonal competence is increasingly dependent on school 

experience as the child develops .greater emotional, cognitive 

and social maturity and independence. While the primary goal of 

the school is clearly academic education, it is also serving a 

major socializing function. This is usually implicit rather than , 

explicit; indeed, Cartledge and Milburn ( 1 9 7 8 )  &have.described 

instruction in social behaviours, values and attitudes as the 

school's "hidden curriculum" scchol is also the setting where 
I 

adjustment problems may first become evident. In their 

developmental epidemiological research Kellam, Rubin and 

stevenson ( 1 9 8 2 )  found teacherlsratings of classroom bebaviour 

to be predictive of adjustment ten years later. These authors 
6 

point out that, the classroom is nct just a con~en~ent setting 

for the observation of children but a crucial social field where 

a 'teacher's- determination of a child's success or failure at 

prescribe6 tasks have concrete consequences for his or her 

future. Unfortunately, th~se individuals with the best 



- 
opportd-ty-Lo influenccthedmLopme n t b f .: o = k l E L L U l r e  

< , f- 
often poorly equipped to-do so and may i$advertently shape and 

- - - - - - [-> --- 
maintain those very behaviours they find undesirable (Cartlecfge 

& Milburn, 1978; Spivack & Swift, 1973). Thus, given that a - 

community-based program is dependent on the participation and 

interest of existing personnel, implementat ion -of an SPS program 

withindthe school may heighten teacher's awareness of the 

important-e of students' social functioning and provide some 
,- 

concrete stra-tegies for classroom and individual management. 

Many authors have emphasized the need to train social skills in ' 

the environment where such behaviours are most relevant in order 

to maximize generalization and maintenance (Combs & Slaby, 1977; ' 

Hops & Finch, 1982; Michelson, Mannarino et al., 1983). Teaching 
I 
such skills as part of the regular classroom curriculum ensures 
h 

i 

that children will shire a common problem soLving language and 
\ 

- 
will have i n  vivo opportunities for practice and reinforcement 

of effort. The informed -approval, and possible involvement, of 

teachers and garents encourages their receptivity to newly 

developed, yet fragile, social skills in thDeir children (Van 

Hasselt et a1..1979). It is also more likely that less skilled 
. - 

children will have natural opportunities to learn from the . 

examples set by their more adept peers in the school environment 
I _ 

(Rose, 1983 1'. 

, There have been a number of empirical studies of social . 

problem solving as a primary prevention strategy)with 

non-clinical samples in an educational setting. outz and i i 

k..~ a f 

i 8 



~eldhusen~~97'compared SPS. txainicg-,sd training plwn- 
. . 

-- 

h 

sp 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 

hypotheticalLreflective ICPS measure nd transfer test of 
. , 

, problem solving ability. This study i g limited by the exclusion 
- 

of behavioural obsbrvations, sociometric status and teacher or 

home adjustment ratings. These measures were also absent in. b 

Stone, Hinds and Schmidt's ( 1 9 7 5 )  intervention study which used 
\ 

videotaped modelling and games to teach SPS to elementary school 
4 

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

children did gain in ICPS skills. Closer examination of the - 

results -is study, however, revealed an interaction between ' 
/ experimental condition and grade wits younger children 

exhibiting less improvement. More robust flndings were obtained 

by Feis.and Simons (198-5) in their report of three yearly sodial 

,- problem solving programs -dekivered to rural,-low-income - --- - - 

preschoolers. The, training was' based on Spivack and Shure' s 
d- 

- 

( 1 9 7 4 )  curriculum and comparisons were made between treated and 
2 V 

untreated subjects. Trained children demonstrated significant 

improvement in the quantity and quality of alternative solutions 

, over all three years. A teacher-rating scale introduced kn the 

last year revealed that trained children exhibited a reduction 
* 

in two of three categories of negative behaviour. Children 

exhibiting aggressive behaviour were the only subgroup who hid 
I 

not improve with training. Treated subjects received 

significantly fewer referrals to an ancilliary megtal health 

P / 



consultant and ICPS qains were correlated withbehaxiourel- 
- - 

- 

'change. 

Many primary SPS intervent ions have been evaluated and 
- 

revised over several studies. Typical of these is the research 
i 

conducted at the University of Connecticut. In the first of 

these studies (Allen, Chinsky, Larcen, Lochman & Selinger, * 
19761, third and fourth grade children were involved with an SPS 

* 

program using a combination of the Hahnemann curri ulum and 7 
D'Zurilla and Goldfried's (1971) schematic problem solving 

model. In comparison with untrained children, subjects receiving 

th,e program improved not only on a hfpothetical-ref lective 

measure of ICPS but also on a structured, 'reai-life' measure of 

problem solving. Trained children also exhibited a shift towards 

internal locus of control but did not change in sociometric 

status, self-esteem or blind teacher's ratings. In a subsequent 

examination of variants in the intensity and modality o•’ 

training; McClure; Ocinsky and Larcen (-1 978) compared televised 1 
- 

SPS modelling, modelling plus discussion an&6%elling plus 
, 

behavioural rehearsal with no3treatment. Outcome variables . 

included an open-ended problem solving measure, a structured 
1 

group interaction and adult-child interaction and self-reported . 
locus of control. In general, treatment subjects surpassed 

, 

r" 
controls on the problem solving measbre,' group interaction 

measure and locus of control. Although tentative, there was some 

evidence for the superiority of the modelling plus rehearsal 

condition over other modalities. Another iterative program is 



social problem solving and perspective taking using a varietyof - 
-- - 

I instructional .and participat m i n i n g  strategies implemented 

by the classroom teachdutcome bvaluation indicated that 

treated subjects rpassed untreated controls in social sd 
role-taking, ~ E P S  skills and teacher's adjustment ratings. 
Furthermore, \those children who were initially mos; poorly 

t 
i 

adjustpd exhibited the greatest change. Subsequent 

investigations of this program revealed an interaction between 

chGgc and subject and trainer characteristfcs. ' Thomson-Rountree 

and Woodruff (1982) found boths' sex and 1 differences in 

treatment O-utcomes. Thomson-Rountree an (1981') 

found that those teachers who demonstrated the best' 

- implementation'skills also reported the greatest improvement in 

their students following training. 

/--- 

The work of tne Rochester Social Problem Solving Group will 

be discussed in some detail in view of the quality of the 

evaluation and intervention designs and their relevance to the ' 
1 

current study. Consistent with thq research previously 

described, the Rochester group's training programs have 

incorporated key aspects of Spivack and Shure's (lI974) and 

D'Zurilla and Goldried1.s (1971) treatment models. In addition, 

based on developmental research on the importance of 
4? - 

perspective-taking.skills, an emphasis was placed on teaching 

participants to identify emotions in themselves a.nd others. as a 

prerequisite to. formal problem solving. Lastly, given Spivack et 
t 
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J 
seventeen-lesson training program emphasizing modelling, 

- - - - - - - - - 

r ~ l e - ~ l a ~ i n g  and discussion; an abbreviated program using 

videotaped .&ell ing; and a no-treatment coatrd. Participknts - . . 
were two hundred suburban children in one of nine classes. 

Acquisiton of ICPS skills was via a 

hypothetical-ref lective . ~ 

problem sit-uation arid a problem-solving inte,rbiew. Adjustment 

measures .included teachef-ratings of competencies'and adjustment 
\ 

problems, sociometric status and self-reports of locus of 

control and self-esteem. Analysis of ICPS change scores revealed 
. , 

that children who had received the full treatment package 
k I 

surpassed both the abbreviated training and control conditions = J 

on the generation of alternatives and consequences, awareRsss df 
/ 

problem sol ing principles and frequency and spontaneity of I 
ob~erved analogue solutions. Teacher ratings, however, favoured 

-----v- 
the control condition over one or both treatment groups on five 

of ten adjustment variables. There were no condition differences 
L 

in self-esteem 3 r  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 for the 

f ull-package subjects, however this was only 'true for second 

grade subjects. Significant correlations between outcomes were 

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

-- ----- - 

I )  
---- - 

- - ------ 
matche-bset of the original sample was geevaluated one year 

following the completion o-f training. ~elative to controls, 
.. . 

children receiving the full treatment package exhibited a 



# greater pre- to follow-up improvement in consequential thinking. - 
- - - - - - - -- - - -- - 

Differences in alternative thinking and behavioural problem 
- - 

solving were no longer evident. Adjustment ratings by teachers I 
blind to original group membership indicated that full treatment 

and/or abbreviated treatment children improved more than 

controls on seven of ten variables. These findings were 
". 

partially supported by sociometric findings, particularly in 

4 - 4  

terms of g;eater pop arity for the abbreviated training group. 

  he authors tentatively attributed the'discrepancy between 
post-treatmeht and follow-up adjustment findings to the 

subjects' need for repeated practice in SPS application before 
rn 

cognitive skills are translated in le behavioural change. 
? 

Weissberg, Gesten, Rapkin et revised the -. 
\ 

Rochester program by increasing of training and 

number of lessons, including a parent'training component and 
\ 

adding two additional SPS steps t o  encohrage social role-taking 
t 

and means-end thinking. The-program wgdelivereh to low 
i '4 ! - 

socioeconomic status urban children add middle socioeconomic 

status suburban third-grade ch-ildrenl with subjects assigned to 

either the intervention or no-treatment cbntrbl conditions. 

Outcome variables included hypothet ica l - r -eklec t ive  and simulated 
' 

behavioural'measures of TCPS, teachers' ratings, sociometric 

status and self-reported adjustment. Treated children improved 

more than controls in problem identification skills, frequency 

and quality of alternativecand consequential thinking with some 

suggestion of gains 'in means-end thinking and behavioura.1 



social perspective-taking. Examination of adjustment vafiables 

revealed improvement for the suburban, but not the urban, 

trained subjects who improved on seven of nine teacher-rated 

outcome variables. Urban children actually deteriorated on five 

of n'ine teacher-ratings relative to controls. No dif ferenceg 

between conditions-were found in sociometric status, subjective 
C - 

self-esteem or anxiet.y nor were there significant relationshipi 

. between SPS skill acquisition and adjustment change. The 

discrepency between socioeconomic subsamples was seen as a 

function of differences between subjects and teachers in the two 

settings. Unlike their suburban counterparts, urban teachers 

expressed discomfort with the number of aggressive solutions 

generated6 by their students; such solutions were' seen. as 

disruptive to, classroom discipline. One teacher in the treatment 

condition was reluctant to partiqipate in the program and her . 
class exhibited the least change in ICPS and adjustment. 

Bvaluation was further hampered by staff turnover and poor 

attendance at parental meetings. Although these circumstances 

hinder clear interpretation of SPS effectiveness, they do 

indicate the importance of situational and individual trainer 

factors in SPS implementation and evaluation. 

The ~ochester group's most recent ef •’ort (Weissberg, Gesten, 

Carnrike et al., 1981)  included a stronger emphasis on classroom 
d 

management strategies in response to the above concerns. 

~lthouih the number of lessons was reduced, the content and 



format was very similar to the preceding program. Subjects were 
-- - - 

again low-income/urban and middle-income/suburban children 
- 

assigned to either treatment or contrb'l-conditidns. Outcome 

variables again included both ICPS and adjustment measures. With 

respect to skill acquisition; trained children improved more - - 

than controls on cognitive and behavioural SPS performance and . - 
'7- - problem-solving confidence. Both urban and suburban trained 

/ 
I 

children exhibited improved adsustment on fiye of ten teacher 

adjustment ratings, however interpretation of these findings was 
. * 

tempered by the lack of pre-treatment equivalence between 

conditions on several variables. There was no change in 

sociometric ,status nor were there any overall indications of a 

relationship between skill acquisition and adjustment. 

Weissberg and Gesten (1982) have interpreted the results of 

these three consecutive studies as providing progressive, but 

not unqualified, support for the utility of their intervention - 
pac-kage. In particular, they, recommend program replication and 

'1 clarification of the treatment components necessary for the 

enhancement of competence in different sociodemographic groups. 

t ' a '  
The ~ochesker research is commendable in many respects. The 

researchers have successively revised the intervention 
4 curriculum as a result of preceding findings and have placed an 

I 

increasing emphasis on strateqes, such as behavioural rehearsal 
,'- ' 

and SPS dialoguing, which wxll encourage generalization and 

maintenance of gains. Outcome measures have similarly been 

modified over repeated trials and have provided multifaceted 
I 



assessment -- of - both - - - - cocitive - -- and behavioural ICPS Skills. The 

researchers have been sensitive to the needs and characteristics 

of applied settings, and training has been conducted by teachers 
I -  

resulting in a generally positive reception by educational 

personnel, and students. 
j 

This research is not without methodological and interpretive 

difficulties. ~ l t h o u ~ h  a comprehensive array of strategies have . 

been utilized to ascertain the extent to which subjects have 

'acquired ICPS skills these have frequently been constrained by 

< traiqinp-to-task problems. In other words children ate , j  . 
\ " 

instrujted in methods of solving the. same type of. problem 

si tuat io& on which they are assessed; thereby,)limi t ing evidence 
/ 

* that skill acquisition has generalized to no,del encounters 

- (Pellegrini & Urbain, 1985).  The use.of teachers as the priniple ---,. 
- - -  S,PS trainers, while advantageous in tegrnb of increased . 

,---. '~kelihood of acceptanoe and applica,tion, raises the possiblity 
k observed change will be a function of the individual - 

teacher's competence and investment in the program. Such 

findings have been noted in both the Rochester research 
- t 

Gesten, Rapkin et al;, 1981 ) and other SPS programs 

& Musun-Baskett, 1981 ) .  Gesten and Weissberg 

that reliable and valid tests of the efficacy 

of p\oblem solviig programs will depend on interventions taught 
'. 

directly by experienced SPS trainers. The use of teachers as 

trainers may alsoTresult in positive or negative bias in their 
d b I 

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

> 



S 
In all three -- Rochester - studies the authors report,ed that %estcd 

x 

class effects, in other words variability between classes.within 
+ -- --- \ + -- - - -'-- 

conditions, surpassed overall condition effpcts on several, 

primarily teacher-rated, dependent variables (Gesten et al., 

'1982; Weissberg, Gesten, Carnrike et al., 1981; Weissberg, 

Gesten, Rapkin et al., 1981). While it is possible that this 

reflects actual differences in adfustment between classes, it is 

equally conceivable that such variance'is a' function of . - 

differential teacher rating criteria and outcome expectations. 

The statistical groc&dures utilized by the Rochester group also. 

cast some doubt on the validity of conclusions they reached. - 

'~lthough the authors correctly acknowledged that classes . 
? 

receiving\treatment are nested within condition effects, data 
\ analyses were apparently conducted as if this variable was 

equally represented across conditions, thus resulting in 

inaccurate-significance levels due to inflated degrees of 

freedom and inappropriate error terms (~yers, 1972). An' 

additional source of difficulty is the decision to focus on 
- 

significance levels per comparison to the exclusion of 

experimentwise error rates. This raises the risk of Type I * 

errors which increases with the number of comparisons performed 
d 

on the basis of a single experiment. Whgle the relative emphasis 

in false positive versus false negative results remains 

controversial (Davis & Gaito, 1984)~ this i,ssue.in data analysis 

merits more explicit consideration, particularly if the decision 
- -- 

to disseminate SPS programs in applied settings rests upon 

empirical findings. It should be noted that these methodological 
x 

.c 
4 - -  
z - 



concerns are not unique to the Rochester research, but are 
- - - - - - . L-- - 

characteristic of, most primary SPS programs. 
- -- + - 

-. In summary, primary SPS prograps have been successful in 
! 

I terms of demonstrating that trained chil'dren do in fact acquire 
.--'C , 7 

f 
I&, skills. - Evidence that this, in turn, translates into 

\ 
.= 

impro&d adjustment on the basis of subjective, sociometric or 
/ 

# 

teac6er1s ratings has been less consistent. Major reviews of the 

% .  

area have accordingly been mixed. Although some authors have 

conc'luded that SPS training is a useful approach for enhancing 

social competence and have encobraged further research (e.9. 

Combs & Slaby, 1977; ~ittle & Kendall, 1979; Pellegrini & * 

I~rbain, 1985; Urbain & Kendall, 1980), others have been less 
, . 

supportive. Ladd and Mize (19833 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 performance. 

~i'rschenbaum and Ordman ( 1'983) have noted that the inconsistent 

evidence w,ith respect to the correspondence between SPS and 
, P 

adjustment gains as a function of training counters the central 

tenet of such interventions, that I.CPS skills are'pivotal to 

social competence. Durlak (1983.) has raised similar concerns and 

has-argued that the current data suggests that problem solving 

skills are situationally specific rather thin generalizable 
* 

across an array of encounters as is assume,d by existing SPS 

programs. -- . 



The primary - - - - - - - SPS - - - research also suffers.from a number of 
. < 

noteworthy methodological problems. Few studies have included an 
- -- - - 

adequate attention-placebo comparison condition in order to 

demonstrate that observed change is a function of active 

treatment conponents rather than nos-specific factors such as 

therapist attention, demand characteristics or Hawthorne and 

rever-se-Hawthorne effects (Urbain & Kendali, 1980). Those 

exceptions have obtained mixed results (e.g; Mic!elson, 

~annarino et al,, 1983; Sharp, 1981~). Similarly, there has been 

a notable lack of follow-up evaluations of treated subjects. 

Although soqe studies have reported long-term maintenance, or 

even enhancement, of gains (e.g. Gesten et al., 1982;-Rotheram, 
R 

I 

1980; Spivack & Shure, 1974), other studies have found that 

group diffemrences were no longer abparent at, follow-up (e.9.- 

McClure et al. 197'8, Michelson, Mannarino et al., 1983). SPS 
* .  

outcome evaluat5ons.have also suffered from the use of 
'7 

inadequate or inconsistent dependent variables. Some studies 

have relied exclusively on measures of ICPS change and excluded 

assessment of behavioural adjustment (e.g. Houtz & Feldhusen, 

1976; Stone, Hinds & Schmidt, 1975). Such studies provide- 

particularly weak indices of treatment effectiveness given the 

previo;sly cited pr&lem of 'training to task' and the 

inconsistdent psychometric properties and lack of overlap between 
-- 

many existing<ICPS 'measures (Butler & Meichenbaum, 1981 ) . 
Although most studies 'have included measures o$ adjustment thes "i- have often aepended on a single perspective, such as s teacher, 

I 

who was frequently aware of assignment t,o the experimental 



-- 
. . + K k W A & & w z l l ,  1+79)-0-r h a v - l i e *  mditior, ( c  - 

instruments with unpublished psych etric properties (e.9. 

/ Spivack & Shure, 1974). 

These difficulties tend to be c4aracteristic of school-based 

primary SPS research which;tf.'eY, require? a large sample 
b - -- - 

size, extensive assessment and considerable cooperat ion and 

effort on the pa;t of educational staff. Furthermore, such 
r. 

research is, by definition, conducted within an applied setting 

with 'its own unique organizational demands, expectations and 
-7 

assumptions which may unexpectedly impinge on any research 

effort. Nonetheless, carefuily designed evaluations are 

,esskntial before any program can be reasonably considered to be 

successful and disseminated to the general population. Durlak 

(1983) has pointed out that no SPS program to date has truly met 

the ultimate requirement of prevention in terms of 

demonstrating the reduction of future maladjustment in treated 

subjects.   or ion ( 1983) has similarly 'called for caution pending 
** 

further research and points out that any primary program which- 
L 

is designed to enhance interpersonal competencies must also be 
C 

considered as potentially powerful enough to result in negative 

outcomes. Given the ad;i;iguous results obtained by current SPS 

studies, particularly with respect to observed adjustment, there 

- is a need for more careful evaluation and replication of 

existing programs. -an be adequately demonstrated that 
Once it -6\ 

such interventions produce consistent improvement in 

interpdrsonal functioning following training it will be 
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c e n t r a + v a r i a * + ~ t ~ a t ~ o ~ W b e  expected to change as a fuhction 
A of intervention. This is further compounded by the-lack nf data - + -  

with respect to the relationship between specific outcome 

measures and the relatively poor overlap between different 

perspectives on interpersonal functioning Chtson, 

Esveldt-Dawson & Kazdin, 1983). Gresham ( 1 W 1 )  reache&-si-milar 
Z 

conclusions on the basis analysis of sociometric ind 

behavioural' measures of social competence; he observe@ that 

social skixls assessment technology has lagged behind the 

development of iritervention techniques.In the absence of any 

demonstxably optimal measure, multi-method'evaluation of progkam , 

effectiveness remains necessary. In order to improve the 

interpretability of 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 rese~~ch. 

U s e  o f  s e l f - e v a l  u a t  e d  m e a s u r e s  o f  a f f e c t  i  v e  a n d  c o g n i  t i  v e  
P 

d i m e n s i o n s  r e 1  e v a n t  t o  t h e  e n h a n c e m e n t  o f  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  

c o m p e t  e n c e  

A related issue has to do with the conceptually limited 

range of outcome variables used for evaluation of SPS piograms. 

For the most part studies have included two categories of 

dependent variables: measures of ICPS skills, based.on 

hypothetical-reflective or analogue performance, and relatively - 

global measures of social . behaviaur from the perspective of 



* 

-- r s  or trained ~ b s e r x e r s J e l ~ t i v c l y ~ ~  

paid to mediating variables which may lie 

point of SPS skill acquisition 

adjustment and popularity. Ladd 

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

motivational, inferential and personality characteristics may 

disrupt the sequential progression from development of relevant 

conceptual skills to observed4generalization and maintenance in 

the child's natural environment. Investigation of such internal 

variables requires the use of self-report or structured 

interview techniques as they are, at best, indirectly evident 

via observational measures l(Karoly, 1977). 
1 

Several cognitive and affective dimensions hav been I 

I \ identified as impbrtant to social functioning. A child 

emotional state, and specifically his or her level of anxiety, 

may potentially inhibit skillful performance despite adequate 

knowledge of appropriate strategies  add, 1984; Rotheram, 1980; 

Van Hasselt et all 1979). Although there is some evidence that 

this may be most true for isolated as opposed to rejected 

children* (Rubin et.al., 19841, there is a need fo'r further 

empirical investigation of the specific role of anxiety and its 

relationship to'other measures of interpersonal 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 (~sher, 1983; Durlak, 1983). This has 



variables as perceived self-competence (~arter, 1982), locus of 
- - - --- 

control (~homson-~ountree & Woodruff , 1982 and learned 

helplessness (Goetz & Dweck, 1980). Perhaps the best summary 

teem i; social self-ef f icacy (Wheeler & Ladd, 1982). The ia.tter . 

authors have developed a measure of this variable and found it 

to be postively correlated with self-concept, socio~etric 

status, teacher's ratings and, of particular note given the 

above comments, negatively correlated with anxiety (wheeler & 

Ladd, 1982). These authors recommend that social self-efficacy /' 

be included in subsequent social skills training programs. 

Lastly, it is worth considering children's knowledge of 
v 

t 

kssertive versus aggressive and submissive responses (Deluty, 
* 

1981a, 1983; Rotheram, 1980). Self-reported assertiveness has / 

been an integral aspect of s&i.al skills training with adults i 

but has only recently received attention with respect to 

childqen. While children' s self -report ,measures have been 

criticized because of their susceptability toAdemand 

characteristics (~ichelson, Sugai et al., 1983), recent ,' 

instruments have been shown have adequate psychometric 

properties including ' c ~ r r e s ~ o n d ~ e ~ w i t h  soci6metric status, 
r 
k 

relevant personality characteristics and teacher's ratings of 

adjustment (Deluty, 1979'; Matson, Rotatori & Helsel, 1983; 
"I 
I 

Michelson & Wood, 1982). Furthermore, these measures permit 

determination of children's interpersonal response style and * 

ability to discriminate between specific socially desirable and 



undesirable behaviours and may -therefore be sensitive to , 
- - - - -  - -L-- - - -- - - - - 

intervention ,impact in a manner not permitted by other 
4 

assessment modalities.' 
-- 

The a6ove variables have been included in some SPS 

evaluations. Ollendick and Hersen ( 1979) found that social 
- 

skills and problem solving training decreased anxiety and - 

increased internal locus of control amongst delinquents. Tellado 

(1984) also found greater internality and increased self-esteem 

following secondary SPS training. Amongst primary prevention 

programs with 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 (~eissberg, Gesten, Rapkin et al., 1981). Rotheram 

( 1980) regorted that a social skills ;raining package including . 

problem solving decreased passivity on a self-report measure of 
r 

assertiveness. Michelson, Marrnarino et al. (1983)~ however', 

found such effects for a behavioural skills program but not for . % 

SPS training. Self-efficacy has not been included in primary SPS 

programs to date. Bierman and Furman (1984), however have a 
included this variable in a study of a secondary behavioural 

skill training with and without a peer involvement component. 

Interestingly, increased self-efficacy was only found for those 

conditions which included peer involvement, leading the authors 
f 

to suggest that change oi this dimension may only occur in those 

programs where all children are involved, rather thafiajust those 

with identified social difficulties. This would appear 
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will - - - - - benefit - - - - - from - - SPS training. Pellegrini and Urbain ( 1 9 8 5 )  

have noted that the ICPS process may vary in children differing 
- 

in demographic characteristics, developmental level or severity 
4 

of social maladjustment. ~lternativel~, these authors note, the 

process may be relatively constant but have different 

implications for different types of children. Thus a socially 

adjusted child may not experience serious difficulties despite 

limited alternative-thinking skills in view-of his or her 
- 

reliance on generally adaptive-strategies. The aggressive child, 
34 

however, is likely to experience rejection given an inability' to 

generate secondary alternatives when 'their initially - 
inappropriate behaviour results in conflict or rebuff. . 

There have been some indications as to the type of social 

skills intervention most appropriate for different groups of/ 

children. Rose has suggested that SPS training may be most 

appropriate for impulsive and aggressive chi'ldren (Rose, 1983). 

This is supported by Krasnor and Rubin's (1983) observations 

that rejected children tend to exhibit agonistic and impulsive 

behaviour and a less flexible, adaptive problem solving style, 

.while socially withdrawn chi by more . 

submissive behaviour and 

deficient ICPS skills. In 
- 

been most frequently keen conducted for, and had the most 
t 

s u c c w w i t h ,  neglected as opposed to rejected children (French 
7- 

& Tyne, 1982 3 .  Unfortunately, the rejected or -aggressive child 

is at greater risk of subsequent psycho~athology and social 



maladjus'tment than the withdrawn or isolated child 

6 .  
- (Schwartz-Gould, Wunsch-Hitzig & Dohrenwend, 1 9 8 0 ) ,  thus 

- - - -- 

rendering the preventive utility of such programs questionable. 

ItLSlf9ould be noted that claims as to the appropriate match 

between treatment and subjects remain speculative in the absence 
\ 
k m p i r i c a l  investigation of the iff icacy of intervent,,jon 

ii. approaches with7different groups of children. - k, 
r 

. Determination of differential treatment outcome is furth~r 
+ 

1 

, hampered by variation in the criteria used to identify those 

chilaren experi-ing social difficulties resulting in the 
. * 

probable heteroge&ity of subjects both between and within 7 . 

studies (Conger & Keane,' 1981). In many cases, subjects~are;' 

selected on the basis of a single measure and described in C .  

/ 

categorical terms whi;h convey little information a; to, the 
9 

specific na'ture and severity of individual adjustment, problems 
T 

(Hobbs, Mocjuin , Tyroler & Lahey, 1980). Coie,. ~od~e.nd 
'i 

, Coppotelli (19'82) revealed the oversimplicity of a-dichotomous 
I 

distinction between popularity and unpopularity,/in their 

identification of five sociomeErir groups 6f cbidren differing 
1 ,  

in both behaviour and peer stqtus. Similarly, Gresham (1981)~ on 

the basis of a factor analysis on sociometric ratings and 
D 

behavioural observations, concluded thqk these measures tap 

independent dimensions of social competence. Even such an 

apparently straightforward behavioural distinction as 
/ 

aggressiveness versus shyness may be misleading. In their 

epid&miological examination of the predictive utility of - 



\\ 
-- tea= h k a b n a  s K e U m  . n d & i l s s z i ~ r $ - t h e s e -  

dimensionb were not necessarily independent in their prediction 
,--'- - - -- - 

s- 
- 

of supsequent malajustment and identified a particular s u ~ o u p  
#' 

which they labelled shy-aggressive, that included attributes 

charac'ter'istic. o_f both. 

~lthough pr;m8ry SPS programs are not confronted with these 

subject selection problems, they will nonetheless be serving a 
J 

population which is heterogeneous in both degree and type of 

adjustment. The need to determine individual characteristics 
8 

which are predictive of outcome is therefore important in order 

to modify trainingStechniques and content sosthey are maximally 

efficient and effective. ult.imately; this Gill allow the 
5 

identification of those subgroupslof children unlikely to 

respond to primary SPS programs and requiring mote specific, 

intensive interventions. This is not-possible on the basis of 

existing primary outcome res a~ch. As PelJegrini .and UrbaZn 

( 1 9 8 5 )  have pointed out, an overall positive treatment effect . 

may represent improvement in generally competent children while 
- 

leaving their less socially adept peers'unaffected, thus 

exacerbatqing the gap between them. '~lternativel~, it is 
, . 

conceivable that socially competent children will exhibit little 

gain while- less popular children catch up in theircognitive and 
- .  

behavioural social skills. Although little data is available, 

there is Some support for the' former possibility. Kirschenbaum 

(1979) reported on an early intervention program in whikh , 
/ 

children were,assigned to treatments of varying intensity as a 1 
L 

/ 

' i 

57 
i 



_f_-uncLi-hOf_t he-s_eu_e r i t yt 0 f m a l a  
:. a j u s t m n t W h i l e ~ h ~ r ~  z 

* 

globally effective, chil'dren exhibiting the greatest dysfunction 
- -  - -- 

. benefited least despite more comprehensive provision of service. 

i 

There has not been any research on predictors of primary SPS 

-outcome, however there .are some illustrative examples usimg 
*'T 

conceptually related interventions and populations of children. 
\ 

In an anglogue examination. of self-instructional training, 
- - 

Copeland and Hammel (198,) found that, in general, partial 

correlations between subject characteristics and change were , 

significant for the control but not the experimental group. The 
Y 

2 - - 

authors interpreted this as indicating that treatment served to 

aw.ash out the effects of individual variation. Lochman and 
\ 

Lampron '(1983) calculated re equations for aggressive 

males receiving either no breatment or combinations of problem p. 

a 
solving and goal setting treatment:. Without intervention, t h e -  - 

subjects who exhibited the most spontaneous improvement had the 

highest' initial self-esteem ana alternative thinking skills.' 

Amongst, intervention subjects, a o s e  with the highest 

pre-treatment bi,.jxuptive behaviour and rate of somatic 
,' 

complaints aiid\lowest problem solving abilities, self-eqteem and 
/' 

social acceptance demonstrated the most change. Hartman ( 1979) 

compared the efficacy of an eclectic treatment package including 
b' 

stress management and assertiveness training with adolescents 

divided into four groups along dichotomous dimensions of 
- -  - 

psychological vulnerability and situational stress. In general, ! 

the greatest improvement was demonstrated by subjects classified 
t 



ds the most vulnerable on the Qsis of low self-esteem, 
- 

unassertiveness and high anxiety. These studies differ in 
- -  

research design and are ,of indirect r=levance to primary SPS 

research but do provide some indication of the design and value 

of efforts to determine. those factors w ~ i c h  are linked t-o 
- 

optimal therapeutic outcome. Given the myriad of cognitive, 

behavioural, demographic and personality variables that may be - 
related to SPS effectiveness, the most reasonable initialr 

strategy would seem to be examination of the predictive' 

relationship between participants' pre-treatment scores bn 

outcome variables and change. - 

Sumrnar y 7 
4 

 he current research was designed in order to address the 

above issues with respect to the range and relationship of 

treatment~outcome varibles, the appropriateness of statistical 

procedures and the determination of individual differences in 

intervention outcome. Briefly stated, the present study i-nvolved 

the delivery of a primary SPS program based on the Rochester , 
r 

curric~1.m (Weissberg, Gesten, ~iebenstein, Schmid & Hutton, 

1980) .  The practicality and effectiveness of the<program was - 

I 

examined in a comparison between trained1 elementary sckiool-aged 
f 

children and untrained controls. In addi,tion.to this attempt to 
I 

replicate previous findings (e.g. ~ e i s s d e r ~ ,  Sesten, Carnrike et 
I 

al., 1981 1 ,  an effort was made to rectiiy prior methodological 
1 7  

I 
difficulties by including conceptually,relevant.me~-sures which . 
have not been examined inrprevious out~ome research and, through 
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Independent determinations.of the predictive relationships 

'for treated and untreated children will reveal a significantly . 

- different pattern of change between the two conditions. 
Subsequent examination of the predictive equations for the 

treated subjects will allow a preliminary descri6tion of the 

characteristics of those children who exhibited the greatest 

change as a result of social problem solving intervention.' 
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assertive or submissi've response from three pairs of options for ' 
-- -- 

each situation. Each- child therefore receives a separate, 
- -- ppp2 

covarying score on each of the following dimensions: Aggression 

(CAG), Assertion . - (CAS) and Submissiveness (CSU~. The author 
u 

reported adequate split-half reliability (CAG:-r = .77, CAS: r = 

.63, CSU: r = .72) and stability over four monfhs (CAG: r = . 48 ,  
1 

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

concurrent validity was established in a comparison of CATS 

scor-es with both teacher and peer'r ings. CATS aggressive and 
< 

assertive scores successful'lypdis 'nguished between public . 
%+ 

school subjects and a clinically aggressive sample, thus 

demonstrating clinical utility and discriminant validity. 
L 

Subsequent research ( ~ e l u t ~ - ,  1982)~ found significant 

correlations bet2een scale Scores and independent behavioural 

obqervations in a naturalistic setting. Lastly, and of 

parficular importance to the SPS intervention US&-in the 

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

with the quality of alternative solutions generated when faced 

with hypothetical social, situations ( ~ e l u t ~ ,  1981~). 

Scale for Social- Skills in Children (CSEF) - - 
1 

This is a self-report measure of confidence and competence 

- - in a variety of social situations. Children are required to rate 

their degree of certainty that they would be able to respond 

appropriately to nine difficult interpersonal situations on a 

scale ranging from 1 (Not suie at all) to 5 (Really sure), . 



d * -- - 

I - 

erg-,"How --- sure areqou -- - - that you could get children ?our age to be 

your friend?". Although this is an experimental measure and . 
- - -- - -  -- 

additional psychometric properties are still being determinead, 
- - 

the author reports a test/retest reliability of .74 and internal . \ 

con.sistency of ,. 85 (T. H.' Ollendick, personal communication, 
December 28, 1983). 

4. Trait ~nxiety Measure for Children (CAI)* Spi 1973): - 
+ 

 his 'is a twenty-item self-report measure of anxiety. , 
R 

Children are required to, indicate whether a variety of 

) affective, somatic and cognitive indices of chronic 'arousal + 

I 

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

of .78 and .81 have been reported for males and females 

respectiv_ely. - Adequate concurrent validity was established by 

the author in comparison with existing measures of anxiety. This 
7 - 

measure has received extensive research and clinical use, * 
including examinat ion of pr~blem-solvi'ng* intervent ions (e.9. 

Weissberg, Gesten, Rapkin et al, 1981). - .  

1 

5. Self-control Ratinq Scale (SCRS)~  endal all 6 Wilcox, 1979) 

This is a thirty-three item rating scale completed by the 
r -  

teacher for each child in his or her classy6om) Raters are I 

#' 1 
-L.-< 

required to indicated the presence of various disruptive, 

impulsive or inattentive behaviours on a seven-point severity 

scale. Adequate concurrent validity 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 
. 

- . 



*- 
- - - 

. 84  were teported indi~atin~~adequate homogeneity and stability. 
- - 

Their factor analysis yielded one major factsr, labeled 
- -  -- -- 

cogni t ive-behavioural self -control. This measure successfully 
, 

discriminated between a normal sample of chiidren and those 

referred tor self-control training thereby demonstrating 
C_ \ 

L ' 

clinical predictive uti+ityv. Lastly, this measure proved 
- 

1 
sensjtive totchange in a subsequent intervention study with 

/ 

imbulsive children (Kendali & Wilcox, 1980). .It is riorth noting 

e cognitive problem-solving program iricluded in this 
d 

latterLstudy is conceptually and procedurally similar to the 

intervention package used in the current research. 

6. Child-Behaviour Ratinq Scale (CBRS) (Weissberg,'Gesten, 

Carnrike et al, 1981) + #  

This is a 'twenty-eight item rating scale of interpersonal 

and behavioural adjustment completed by the teacher for each 

child in his or her classroom. The authors developed this 

battery from two existing psychometrically sound teacher-rating 
-- 

measures: the Classroom ~djustment Rating Scale (Lorion, Cowen & - 

Ca.ldwel1, 19751, which focuses on social and behavibural 
A 

maladjustment,'and the Health Resources Inventory (Gesten, 

1976)~ a measure-of social and behavioural competence. Specific 

items were selected on the basis o w e i r  perceived relevance to 
e 

social problem solving and the strength of loadings as a result 
3 

of factor analyses of each measure. The resulting battery has 

three sections: (a) problem behaviourb ratedon. five-point 
I 

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



on f ive-point, scales - - of - - increasing - -. adjustment; and (c) global 

seven point ratings of likeability and school adjustment. 

Multiple factor analyses of this measure (SPS Core Group, 
I 

d 

1980) yielded consistent fact0.r structures which were used to 

derive subscale scores in the current research. The competence 
I 

and maladjustment secti6ns of the CBRS each yi'eld a summary 

score and three factors scores. The maladjhstment section 

prpduces the following variables: ~otal Problems (TP), + 

Acting-Out (TACT), Shy-Anxious (TSHY) and Learning ~robl-s 

(TL). The competence section produces the following variables: 

Total Competence (TC), Frustration Tolerance (TI?), 

Gutsy-Assertive (TG) and Peer Sociability (TS). Including the 
@ 

two global ratings of likeability (TLK) and adjustment (TAD), . 
the €BRS therkfore results in ten overlapping variables for each 

9 

child. 
? 

7. Parent Behavior Rating Scale (PR) (Cowe'n, Huser, Beach & 

Rappaport, 

This is a subsecticn of the Farent Attitudes Test (Cowen et 
2 .  

at, 1970)  and consists o f  a twenty-three items reflective of 

general adjustment in childhood. Each child's parents are 

required to indicate the presence and.severity on a four point 

scale of common behavioural problems. Internal consistency of 

.83 and test-retest reliabilities ranging from--.57 to .72 over 

six months werc reported by the authors. Adequate concurrent 
- 
validity 'was established in comparison with peer and teacher -. 

> - 
ratings and the measure successful~ly discriminated between 



adjusted and maladjusted children. Factor analysis yie1ded.a 
-- -- 

\ 
- 

single factor interpreted-%as disruption of household routine. 
I - 

4 1 

In summary, seven-different measures~were used, yielding 

eighteen dependent variables. Instruments are prppented in 

Appendix B. 

procedure 

Once schools and classes had been selected, teachers were 

) instructedin thecompletionof ratingscalek. Anemphasiswas 
- placed on the importance of accurdte reporting and it was 

stressed that results would be confidential and in no sense 
1 

reflect on teacher competence. Parental consent forms and the 

Parent Rating Scale were sent'home accompanied by a description 

of the project. In those cases where there some question of 

~nglish ieading ability a notice was included in the parent's 

native language requesting that they seek assistance with 

translation. All forms were numerically coded in order to ensure+ 

confidentiality. The principle investigator administered the 

self-report measures on a groap basis. Chil&ren were told that 

their"responses would be used to help find out how .children got ' 

along with each other and were encoureged to be as honest as A 

. 
' 

possible, as there were no right or wrong ansuers. Collection of 

pre-treatment data took place in early 1984 with post-treatment 
B 

evaluation occurring fourteen weeks later, following compl.etion 

of-training with the-Intervention subjects. 



~ntervention or Control condition on the basis of curriculum 

schedules and the need to match across conditions on the 

variables Grade, age, and sex ratio. Children in the Control 

condition'underwent pre- and post-treatment assessment 

concurrent with the assessment of the children in the t 

~ntervention condition: these subjects did not receive any 

direct intervention. R teachers of these classes continuid 

with traditional classroom management strategies incl'uding , 

referral to auxiliary school support personnel when needed. 

\ 

Childr,en in the Intervention condition receivedTtraining in 

interpersonal-cognitive problem solving as outlined in the 
i) 

Social Problem solving' Manual of Weissberg, Liberstein, Schmid & 

Hutton ( 1 9 8 0 ) .  This particular treatment package was selected 

beta-se of its applicability to latency-age students in terms of 

conceptual skills, the reading level of materials and 

participants' concentration spans. In addition, the manual has 

been m0dified.b~ the authors on the basis of prior pragmatic 

c nsiderations aod empirical trials and is explicit enough to 

i \ allow replication of treatment. @ 

This program consisted of forty-two structured lessons- 

ranging from twenty'to thirty minutes in length. The curriculum 

is divided into five major units: "feelings in ourselves and 

othersn (6 les\sons), "problem-sensing and identif icationn (6 
ff 

lessonsh, "generation of a-lternative solutions" ( 7  lessons), 
\, 

"considerh,tion of consequencesn (8 lessons) and "integration of 
\ 



program is the teaching of eight sequential 

steps: (ah,".Look for signs of upset 

what th* problem i s n  (c) "Decide on 

think before you act"; (e) "Think of as many solutr/ons.as you 

can"; (f) "Think ahead to what might happen next" (g) "When you i 
have good solution, try itn; and (h) "If f irft solution , 

doesn't york, try again". There is an emphasis on)tk-- 
t/ 

behavioufal applicatPon of these skills in hypo'thetical and real 

situations. Training techniques include group.discussion; *---- .insttuetm,onal games, didactic presentation, modelling, i 

self-monitoring, coaching and behavioral rehearsal and feedback. 
7 

\ 

In an effort to maximize generalization and maintenance of skill 

acquisition, children are additionally instructed to use 

problem-solviig techniques during the non-instruct ional periods. 

Similarly, teachers are encouraged to use curriculum-based 

techniques in their daily classroom managemekt 

Training occurred three times a week for fourteen 
i 

consecutive weeks.Al1 lessons were taught by the principal 
. - 

investigator. Teachers were present throughout ,the intervention 

periods and assisted with aspects of some lessons, under the 

guidance of the author e.g.' small grbup discussion and.role 
I 

p1,aying. The three children denied parental consent to 

participate in the treatment program were sent toenother 

classroom t.0 engage in alternative activities during 





\ 

Description -- of the Sample , 

Nineteen children in the oribinal sample of 2<11 children 
-% I - 

were' excluded from statistic"a1 due to fifty per cent or 
1 

\ * greater data loss. The, described in 
I .  

5, Table 1 with respect to for each 

experimental condition. Deuy#tive pre-treatme.h and 
. 
- C 

post-treatment statistics for bach of the twenty dependent 
1 

variables are presehted for e condition in Appendix D. 
' -  

' I  - 
-In order to determine the1 sLimilaritx of children wi tgih ,-the. 

1 
, eight classes and two exper4q1ental conditions an .analysis of 

a I 
I .  

I 

variance was performed on eadh pre-treatment variable. Results - 

of these analyses are summarjzed in' Table 2. 
. - I 

I 

'From thi5 it 'was apparent that there was significant * 

variability between classes, particularly when teacders were 
I 

- - -- --~-equire&ta-z.&e subjects (Child Behaviour Rating Scale and the , 

3 ---.- 
'1 

Self-control Rating Scal-e.)~. In addition, in terms of differences 
\ i7 

d -  ' between conditions, contr+ subjects were s gnif icantly higher - 
I I 

than treatment subjects ,op two Child ~ehaviour Rating Scale 
' ?  

'variables.: Total conpet.e&e ? ( F (  1 ;6)=8.83, ~=.025) and the 
! 

~utsy-~ssertivenegs fact r scdre(F(1,6)=15.36, p=.008). There . ' > P I * were no group differencb in age.,or sex. 
\ 1 

- 

I 





Table 2 -- - 

/ 
\ - 

Two-we1 Analysis of Varian~e~of Pre-treatmdt Data across 
Conditi-ohs & _Classes - - - - - -  

Variable' Source Sum of df Mean F P 
Squares Square 

\ l 
\ 

\ 

Age Condition 1.5  1 1.5 0.0009 -98, ?\ 
Cl/Cond 10182.2 6 1697.0 41.8 <.0004 
Ss/Cl/Cond 7426.6 183 $0.5 r 

* 

Sex Condition 0..005 1 0.005 0.034 .86 . 
Cl/Cond 0.8 6 0.13 0.52 .79 
Ss/Cl/Cond 47.1 184 0.26 , 

Parent % 

Rating 
Scale 

Self- 
Corrtrol 
gating 

Aggression 
(CATS) 

Assertion , 

(CATS) 

Submissionu 
(CATS) 

Problem- 
Solving . 
Abilit-y 

Self- 
Ef f b.cacy 

Subjective 
A-nxiety 

Acting 
Out 
(CBRS) 

Condition 24.54 1 24.54 1.07 .34 
Cl/Cond 138.06 6 23-.Ol 0.21 .97 ' 
Ss/Cl/Cond 18892.40 1 7 5  107.96 

- \ 
Corfdition 1021.25 1 1021.25 0.72 .43 
Cl/Cond ' 85041.75 6 14173.62 10.01 <.0004 
Ss/Cl/Cond 260486.99 184 1415.69 

Condition 
Cl/Cond 
Ss/Cl/Cond 

Condition 
Cl/Cond 
Ss/Cl/C?ond 

Condition 
Cl/Cond 
Ss/Cl/Cond 

Condition 
Cl/Cond 
Ss/Cl/Cond 

Condition 
Cl/Cond 
Ss/Cl/Cond 

Condition 
Cl/Cond 
Ss/Cl/Cond 

Condition 
Cl/Cond 
Ss/Cl/Cond 



I Table 2 (Continued) - 
- 

- -  

Variable Source A Sum of df Mean F P 
Squares Square 

Shy coldit ion 2 y o s  1 2.80 0.14 .72 
Anxious , Cl/Cond 146.70 6 19.45 2 .70 .01S . 
(CBRS) - SsjCl/Cond 1323 .39  184  7.19 , 

Learning Condition 9.69 1 9.69 - 0 . 9 5  .37 
Problems Cl/Cond 61 .53  6 10.25 2.87 .01 
(CBRS) S s / ~ l / ~ o n d  656 .30  1 8 4  3.57 

t 4 - Total Condition 26.47 1 26.47 0 .11  .75 
Problems Cl/Cond 1425.43 6 237.57 4.36 .0004 
(CBRS) Ss/Cl/Cond 1 0 0 2 7 - 7 7  1 8 4  54.50 

Frust. Condition 352.79 1 352.79 4.26 . . 0 8 5  
Tolerance C1 /Cond 496.61 6 82.77 3.31 .004  
(CBRS) Ss/Cl/Cond 4605.53 1 8 4  25.03 

Gutsy Condition 116.76 1 116.76 15.36 - 0 0 8  . 

Asser t-ive Cl/Cond 45.60 6 7.60 1.34 - 2 4  
" ' (CBRS) Ss/Cl/Cond 1043.23 184* 5.67 

1 

SOC. Condition 83 .13  i 83 .13  ' 5.79 - 0 5 3  , 
(CBRS) Cl/Cond i, . 86.14 6 14.36 2 .86 . 0 1 1  

Ss/Cl/Cond 924 .00  1 8 4  5.02 

Total Condition 2276 .13  1 2 2 7 6 . 1 3  8 . 8 1  .025  
Competence Cl/Cond 1 5 5 0 . 8 1  6 258.47 2 .53 . 0 2  

I (CBRS) Ss/Cl/Cond 1 8 1 7 6 . 7 3  1 8 4  ' 102.05 . 

Likable Cqndition . 6 . 3 4  1 6.34 0 . 6 9  .44 
(CIBRS) * cl'/~ond 55,04 6 9.17 8 .28 < .0004 

- Ss/Cl/Cond 203.87 1 8 4  1.11 
\ 

0 

' Adjust. Condition *,01 2 . 7 4  1 1 2 . 7 4  1.27 .30  
(CBRS) + Cl/Cond 60 .03  6 10 .00  4 .26  , . 0 0 0 5  

Ss/Cl/Cond 432.20 1 8 4  2 .35 

CATS: Childrem's A,ction Tendency Scale 

CBRS: Child Behaviour Rating-Scale 



The ~actorial Structure Underlyinq the Variables 
. 

- -  
- 

- 
- e- - 

- - -r 
Examination of the relationships between variables were 

-b 

based on a series of Principal Component analyses carri d out on 
1 i P 

pre-treatment scores. Missing data in these analyses were 
- n 

replaced wikh estimates based qn a stepwise regression procedure 
* 

using up to two correlated variables (BMDP Manual, 1983). 

~urthermore, as the initial analyses had revealed considerable 

vari.ability between the classes (confounding the determination 

of the relationship-between the variables), class differences 

were removed. This was done by transforming raw' data for each 
- fi 

variable into deviation scores about the class mean,s. Six 

Principal Component analyses were performed, with the maximal 
% 

number of factors successively increased from four to nine. 

An- optimal solution yielding seven orthogonal fac.t>ors was 
\ 

chosen after visual inspection of resulting factor structures. 

 his solution accouhtid for keventy-nine per cent of thd total 

variance and all eigenvalues exceeded .9. Rotated factor 

loadings and eigenvalues of this solution are presented in Table 

3. Unrotated factor loadings are presented in ~ppendix E. 
. ' r 

Factor 1,- which I have labelled Judged Acting-Out, appeared 

to reflect teachers' evaluations of visible behaviour problems. 

I t  shows substantial positive loadings for teachers' ratings of 

poo'r self -cbntrol (.TSC), learning problems (TL) , disruptive 

behavi-our (TACT) and tqtal problems (TP). Negative loadings were 

/ obtained fog ratings of frustration tolerance (TF), likability 
i 



Table 3 
-+ , 

. # 

Principle Components Analysis: Sorted- Rotated Factor % 

Loadings for Twenty Variables 
- - -  -- - + -- - - 

Variable, Factor 

Acting , .906 0 0 0 0  0  . 0 
Out 

Total .866 - . 346  0 0 0 0 0 
Problems 

Self .8 6-6 0  0 0  0 0  0 
Control 

+ - - 
, - 

Frustration - . 825  .342 0 0 
Tolerance 

Adjustment - .809  ,283 0 0 

4m Total - .693  - 6 3 5  0  0 
Competence 

JB - 
4* 

' L e a ~ n i n g  .664 - . 4 3 0  0 0 - 
Problems 

Likability - .616  .433 0  0 

Gutsy 0 .870 0 0 0 0 0 
Assef-tive 

Shy . 0 -. 866  0 0 0 0 0  ' 

Anxious 8 

0 

Sociability - .545 ,684 0 0 0 0 0  ' 
\.  

a 'I 
Subjective 0 0 .970 0 0 0 0  
Aggression 

, 
'H 

subjective 0 . 0 -.815 s o 1  0 0 D 
Submission Y 

4 4 
! 

F-. 

S u b j ~ c t i v e  . . 0 0 -*653. 0 0 0 0 
Assertion 

Subjectivd 0 ,O ' 0 .854 0 0 0 
Anxiety , c 

// 
i 

p r o b l e m  Q' 0 0 - . 6 5 8  . 3 1 7  0 0 
S o l v i n g  



, z&Lti3Ghti&-- 
\ 

Variab le  F a c t o r  1 
- - pp -- -- 

- 

1 2 -3 4 5 6 b 

Age 0 0 0 0 0 . .952 O J  
1 - 

\ 

par en^/ 0 0 0 0 0 0 .896 
R a t i n g  

S e x  , v~ 0 0 - . 3 7 3  .289 - . 4 4 4  0 -. 3 4 8  

The a b o v e  f a c t o r  l o a d i n g  m a t r i x  h a s  been  r e a r r a n g e d  s o  
t h a t  c o l u m n s  a p p e a r  i n  d e c r e a s i n g  o r d e r  o f  v a r i a n c e  
e x p l a i n e d .  L o a d i n g s  l o s L s  t h a n '  . 2 5  h a v e  b e e n  r e p l a c e d  b y  
z e r o .  

. - 

F a c t o r  1 :  O b s e r v e d , A c t i n g - O u t  . 

F a c t o r  2 :  Observed  S o c i a l  Competence 
(i 

a F a c t o r  3 :  A g g r e s s i o n  

F a c t o r  4 :  S o c i a l  A n x i e t y  

F a c t o r  -5: s o c i a l  ~ d n f i d e n c e  

F a c t o r -  6 :  Age 

F a c t o r  7 :  Home Adjustment  D i f f i c u l t i e s  



(TLK), peer socia~ility (TS), overall competence (TC) and - ;- 
adjustment dif ficyl?$e?)(TA~). 

' Factor 2, labe\~l~'d_~&ed Social Competence, also pr-imarily , 

i-f- 
reflected teachek's observations. The+largest ,loading was the 

~utsy-Assertive variableS(TG), with additional m 

loadings by frustration tole-ce (TF), positive 

(TAD), likability (TLK), sociability '(Ts) and total competence . 

(Tc).Shy-Anxious behaviour (TSHY) had the highest negative 

loading followed by total problems (TP) and learning 

.difficulties (TL). This factor would therefore seem to measure 

observations of a child' s capacity to function adapt!ively in 

interpersonal ' situations. 

Factor labelled Aqqression, was predo inantly rZ loaded 

self-reported aggressive (CAG) versus assertive (CAS) and 

submjssive (cSU) responses on the Children's ~ction Tendency 
.'- * 

Scale. It therefore reflects the child's tendency to respond 
, 

with antisocial rather than prosocial or passive responses to . - 
hypothetical social situations. It is also interesting to note 

that there was a secondary moderate loading by sex, with 'boys 

more likely to respon,d aggdessively than girls. ' 

Factor 4, Social Anxiety, was positively loaded on 

self -rated anxiety (.CAI), with a moderate, negative relationship 
f A 

to problem-solving ability (CPS). This suggests thap arousal 
;. 

level is inversely related to perceived ability to indqendentlg 

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



b 

girls scoring higher. 
-- - - -- - 

b , 

Factor 5, ~ocia'l~Confidence, -- - was -- predominantly A -- loaded A - - - - - on - - 

self-reported social self-efficacy (csEF), with a secondary 
4 

'positive relationship to self -reported problem-soliing awareness - 
L 

( C P S ) .  Thus it would seem that this factor ks a reilectioh 
L 

both the child's self~assurance and adaptive fleiibility in the 
4 

face of difficult interpersonal situations. As with the factor 
,' 

of Aqgressim, there was a positive loading by sex with males + 

being higher. 

, - 

I 
Factor 6, 

I 

Thronological 
4 

Factor 7, 

~ g e ,  was loaded almost exclusiyely on by - 

age. 

Home Adustment - was primarily loaded 

on by the Parent B~haviour Rating Scale (PR). This factor 

appears to reflect parental perceptions of disruptive behaviour 
* 

at home. Once again, sex had a modest loadin3 on this factor, 

with boys exhibiting more disruptive behaviour. 

The Effects of Treatment - - 

+ 
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 posg-treatment scores. These difference. 
4 

scores were then standardized by dividing by the pre-treatment 
-. 



* 

\ 

standard deviation of each variable; Lastly, these variable 
- 

D 

difference scores were transformed to factor change scores by 
- - --- - -- 

multiplying them by? actor score =oeff icients derived from the 

above seven factor rotated solution. These factor change scores 
'-- 

were used in all subsequent analyses. The decision to focus on 
- -  . 

factor change scores rather than variable difference scores was 
.-- 

based gn the conceptual clarity of the factors. 

Missing post-treatment da.ta was not statistically replaced, 
" -- 

rather, subjects with missing data were excluded from the 

relevant analysis. As a result, these analyses were based on a 

smaller sample than were priorqna s. In addition, Factor 6, 

Age, was excluded from subsequent examination due to its 

manifest insensitivity to the impact of treatment. It 'should be 

recalled that the experimental groups did not differ in age. 

Descriptive statistics for each factor change score, by 

experimental condition, are presented in Table 4. Note that 
f' 

cta$srooms are nested within treatment condition. The 

cqresponding analyses of variance are present'ed in Table 5. 

1 There were significant differences in change. between 

c assrooms on three factors: Factor 1 ,  Judged Acting Out, f 
I (6,154)=9.63, p<.0025); Facfor 2,.~udged-social Competence,. 

(p(6,154)=8.76, p<.0025): and Factor 5, Social Confidence, 

6 ,  I 3.26, p='.0048). The f irht two factors primarily 

relied on teachers' obseivations of p'sitive and negatiy' social . \ 
-4 

'behaviour, while the last factor depended on ch'ildren's o , 

self-report. 



Table  4 I 

D e s c r i p t i v e  S t a t i s t i c s  for  actor Change ~ c d ; e s  Classroom 
and I n t e r v e n t i o n  Condi t ion  - 
- - - - - - - -- - 

' Source Group Mean Standard x 

D e v i a t i o n  ' - 
Factor  1 Treatment -, 30 . 6 9  

' C l a s s  1 

<- C l a s s  2 
C l a s s  3  
C l a s s  4 

Control  

' .- C l a s s  5 
. C l a s s  6  

C l a s s  7  
- C l a s s  8  

Factor  2 Treatment 

C l a s s  1 
C l a s s  2 
C l a s s  3  
C l a s s  4  

Contro l  

C l a s s  5 .  
C l a s s  6  
C l a s s  7 a 

C l a s s  8 
, 

Factor  3  Treatment 

C l a s s  1 
C l a s s  2 
C l a s s  3  
C l a s s  4 

Control  -. 3 4  . 8 6  

C l a s s  5 - 0 3 6  r . 7 8  
C l a s s  6  - . 3 4  .10 
C l a s s  7 -. 32 . 9 1  
C l a s s  8 -. 3 6  .64 



Table 4 (Continued)' 
--- 

Source Group Mean Stahdard I, 

* - Deviation - - - - - -- - 

Factor 4 Treatment 

Class 1 
Class 2 
Class 3 
Class 4 

Control 

Class 5 
Class 6 
Class 7 
Class 8 

Fa c't or 5 

- 
Treatment .90 

'Class 1 .88 
Class 2 .89 
Class 3 - 8 9  
,Class 4 . 94 

1 

Control .82 

Class 5 .83 
Class 6 .88 
Class 7 .78 
Class 8 .81 

Factor 7 Treatment . 3 2  

. Class 1 .33 
Class 2 .32 
Class- 3 .34 
Class.4 .31 

Control .35 - 84  

Class 5 .34 .82 
Class 6 . ... 35 .90 
Class 7 .34 .88 c 

Class 8 
I 

.35 .81 i 
I 

DTfference scores are based on standard.ized deviations 
\ about the pre-treatment class mean and are calculated by 

subtracting pre-treatment from post-treatment scores. 



' I Table 5 

ANOVA Summary of Factor- Change Scores - 
-- Suln of  - -c * e a  - u 

VariaBle so;rce * n a P 
P Square's + Square 

Condition 
Factor 1 Cl/Cond 

s~-/c~/co;~ 

Condition 
Factor 2 Cl/Cond 

Ss/Cl/Cond 

\ Condition 
Factor 3 ~ i / ~ o n d  

Ss/CI'/Cond 

Condition 
Factor 4 Cl/€ond 

Ss/Cl/C'ond 

Condition 
, Factor 5 ClICond 

Ss/Cl/Cond 

Condition* 
Factor 7 Cl/Cond 

Ss/Cl/Cond 



khere were significant per comparison differences between r 
-- - -- -- - - 

treated and untreated children' on four .of the six underlying 

factors. Children receiv'ing-the intervention program exceeded 

control subjects in the reduction.of Factor 3: ~gqression, 

(F(1,6) = 24.20, p=.0027-1, Factbr 4: Social Anxiety, (F(1,6) = 

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

(F(1.6) = 11.29, p=.015). The treatment group exhibited an . . 
* incre8se on Factor 5:'Social Corifidence, (~(1,,6) = 10.63, 

, 

p=.Ol7). Comparison% between conditions were not significant for 
' 

Factor 1:Judged Out (F(1,6) = .08-, p = .79) and Fastor 
f 

--- 

2: Judged Social Competence, (F(I,~)~,= 1.43; p = .28). This 
r 

likely reflects the extensive variability between classes on 

these factors. 

In order to correct for the probability of an inflated Type , I 
I 

I error rate due to multiple comparisons, a multistag'e 

~onferroni procedure was performed (Larzelere & Mulaik, 1977)~. - ' 

The familywise probability level was set at .05, necessitating a 
I 

significance leyel of .0083 for individuaL comparisons. Only the 

condition differences on Factor 3 and Factorw4 met this 
Ir 

criterion. It should be noted, however, that had a familywise' 

error rate of .06, rather than .05, been used b ~ t h  Factor 5 and 
\ 

Factor 7 would have reached significance. The differences 
3 

between conditions o n  these factor$ must therefore' be 

as suggestive., 
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Table 6 

Between Condi t ion  Conpat ison of M u l t i p l e  R e g t e s s i d n  
Eq,uations for Change on each F a c t o r  - 

'\ 
' \\ 

* - -\ 

V a r i a b l e ,  Source Mean Squarb ' d f  F 
. - ,  

P . Res idua l  
i 

Control  
Treatment 

Factor  

Factor  

Control  
Treatment 

Factor  

Factor  

Factor  

Factor  

.Control  
Treatment 

~ o n t ; o l .  , 

Treatment 

Control  
Treatment 



- - 

comparison of ~ultiplb Regressions Pooled ~ c r b s s  Conditiaris 
with the overall Multiple ~ e ~ r e s s i o ~ r ~ p e r i m e n t a l  
CondiZZn - - - ? - -  - -- 

Source . ResLdual . df - Residual ~ ( r . 1 4 0 )  p 
@ Mean Square . ' Sum of Squares 

.- -2 
- e 

Treatment ,315 79 24.88 
Factor Control .2'09- 6 1 12.72 

1 Overall 41.10 1.86- N S 
Error , 

+ 
r' -4- 

Treatment ,281, 79 22.23 
Fqctor Control ,441' 4 61 26.92 

2 Overal>% , .  .390 147 57.25 3.30 .O1 
Error ' .351 140 

- z J 
# Treatmenq:*& .434 79 34 .,26 

Factor Control " .675 6 1 41.16 
3 - Overall . 5 6 4  14 7 82.94 1.99 NS 

Error .539 140 

Treatment '.873 79 69.00 
Factor control .721 6 1 44 .DO 
4 Oaveral 1 .847 14 7 124.55 2.05 

* - 
-.Error .807 140 

Treatment ,. 508 
Factor Control .525 
5 Overall . .511 

Error .51+ 

Treatment .762 
Factor Control .743 

7 Overall .781 
Error . .754 



~ompetence*%F(7,'140) = 3.30, p=.01). In no other case was there 
- "-a - L- 

- a significant @provement in tlie accuracy of prediction when 
5 r r 

, .: 
each condition, was consldei=d apart from the overall' samplg. - - 

Gpen these findings it was apparent that there was no , 
' -. , ,  

substantive advantage to selecting the predtctors of factor 

cha6ge for each experimental 'condition and that predictors 
* I  - 
';$ A 

should be based on the entire sample regardless of condition. 
" 4. 

47 
Accordingly, muf tiple regression e'qt$tions were- calculated for 

t 
w 

each factor change score using initial factor scores as- 

predictors. Glass membership was not included in these analysese 

as the large variability between classes tends to obfuscate . 
b 

prediction and would be of little conceptual interest or 
1 * 

interpretive value. ~eter~ihation 'of the subsets of predictor 

variables was based on the squared multiple correlation with 

each factor change score. Selection of optimal predictors was 
, . 4 

based on the frsquency of occurrence of a particular variable as 

subsets of increa+ng size were generated. Thus the 'best' 
i 

b w 
subset of predictors rfihuded those factor scores which recuried 

L 4% 
most often in $he .The optimal predictor subsets +$ 

W - 6 &-:+,- 
s *  ' 

L -- selected for changeqy'on each factor are pre'sented in Table 8. 

It is evident that, in every case, Change in a particular 
. - 

factor is predominantly a function of lowpr initial scores on 
a 

that factor, with the ocher factors mainly serving to enhance. 
, I  

(-3 
the predict ion. Change on Factor 1 : Judged ~cdinq-out , was 

.. 
determined by higher parental ratings of adjustment 

- 



'Best' S u b s e t  of P r e d i c t o r s  of Change - f o r  
t h e  E n t i r e  Sample - - 

Wpendent '  ~ l ~ ~ u a r e d  Adjusted  v a r i a b l e s  
V a r i a b l e  ' R-Squared 

e a c h  F a c t o r  far 

C o e f f i c i e n t  
-- & 

, F a c t o r  1  . 0 . 1 4 5  0 . 1 3 5  Fac tor  1 - 0 . 1 8 0  
F a t t o r  7 0.104 

F a c t o r  2  0 . 2 2 0  ' 0 . 2 0 5  - -  actor 2 . - 0 . 2 4 8  
q. m F a c t o r  5 0 . 1 4 2  s' 

F a c t o r  7 '  - 0 . 1 2 3  
I 

X 

r 

F a c t o r  3 0 . 2 1 0  0  ."200 F a c t o r  3 - - 0 . 3 6 8  
F a c t o r  5 0 , 1 1 1  

F a c t o r  4  0 . 2 9 6  

- 

F a c t o r  5 0 . 4 0 8  

- F a c t o r  7 ,  0 . 1 0 7  

F a c t o r  1 
F a c t o r  4  
F a c t o r  5 
F a c t o r  7 

F a c t o r  4  
F a c t o r  5 

F a c t o r  1 
F a c t o r  7 

: < > *  

.P 
J 



- * 

difficulties; Change on   actor 2: Judged Social Competence wap 
* 

- -- 

also predicted by higEeFpinsial social conf idgnce and f eire'r 

-- adjustment difficulties according to parents. tlicjher social:-- 
* k  ,- - A. > * ' T  

conf idgnce also determ$ned changek on Factor 3?f ~gqressi.bn. 
z . * T  

C '., - 
Differences orl Factor '4: ~ocidl Anxiety were predi;ted by - 

. % ,&" - 
initially higher observed 32tlng-out and. Idwer %ocial confidence 

- - - -  
and parental ratings .of maladjustment. Change on ~actor * 5: 

Social Confidence was similarly a function,of lower initial " 
-w+ 

'!,-c bi.t 

sokial anxiety. 'Lastly, changes on Factor 7: Home Adjustmmt 
, . *-+ , , - '  - 

~ifficulties were pkbicted by higher initial Z i t i r ~ ~ ~ ~ t  

according to teache?~. 





, - 
?\ 

Z + 

identified, -- -- - - it was - -- -- hoped that - -- the resultinq factor structure 

would be consistent with existing typologies of interpersonal- 
- - -- 

adjustment, such as withdrawn versus aggressive children. 
I 

' 
consistent- with expectati~ns tH'e resulting rotated factor 

- 
b 

4 

. solution did indicate that factors dif ferea as ̂a function of: - 
the evaluator, the measurement of social adjustment versus 

. a  - 

I maladjustment, and cogni t ive-emot ional versus behavioural 
I .=, d *  .. 
/sihimensions. Thus factors such .as JGdqed ctinq-Out and  served 
* 

social Competence depended on teache bservations of positive - 
i 

and negative social behaviour; Aggression, Bocial ~ n x i e t ~  and 
i 

* - 

-'2 Social Confidence collectively reflected subjective appraisal of 
1 

prosocial knowledge and af ective status with some P 
- differentiation between exgctat ions of adaptive versus 

ive performance, and ~ o m e *  Adjustment Difficulties were 
, , 

indicative of par&tal percept ions of negative behaviour . The 
failure to derive a simpler factor is! not surprising 

as the variables themselves in terms of the 
* 

basic .constructs measured, but also in the speciftc situations 

and settings evaluated. 
, 

The current multifactorial findings are also consistent with 
i 

+pri&r research. In an examination of social competence in 
-7- b ,  

pr.eschoolers, Hops and Finch ( 1  982F), found that. peer, parent and 
_ J 

--feacher judgments were independent, with the highest correlation 

pith observed .positive behaviour obtained for teacher ratings. 
i * 

B., Similarly, Matson, Esveldt-Dawson and Hazdiq ( 1 9 8 3 )  found 
kz 

, . 
relationships between multiple measures complete6'8y the same 

F' 
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- -p-pp .. 

behaviour, which vpuld be,&<nsidered to be inappropriateby a 
/ -K* a, 
< + , -- /' c - 

- - -- teacher who' has relatively stricz classroom e x p ~ t ~ t i ~ , ~ m i g @ t  
I i 

> d .&$ * 
legitimately be seen as acceptable by another tea~her~with less 

si stringent classroom behavioural requirements. It is also 

possible that che'ohildren's selffreport measures may have been 
r* 

digtorted by the desire to present in an unrealistically 
0 

- positive- light, in view of 'research which has demonstrated that 

$ A '  

-. * 
chilbreni's subjective repdrt and behavioural role-play 

+ ,  L 

- perforxhance changes as a function of instructional set (Kazdin, 
, 

Esveldt-Dawson &'Matson, 1983). Although these possibilities 
<- 

\ 

cannot 6e completely ruled out\ they seem improbable- given 
; 
/' discussion of the need foi hyesty and objectivity" prior to : .  

select ion of schools a'ndp/lasses, the voluntary nature of 
-.- .- 

involvement& all participants, the standardized administration 

of measures and the assurances of confidentiality with respect 

to individual reports. In addition, variable means and vaiiance 

are within the range found in previous research (e,g. Deluty, 

1979; Kendall & Wilcox, 1979, - ~eissber~,.-~esten, Rapkin et al, 

1981)'~ suggesting that there was no distortion idiosyncratic to 

this exploration, 

/ # 

A more serious criticism of the current research 'is that 

some potpentially important measures of .children's social 

functioning were not considered, thereby resulting in 
t ' . 

conceptually limited at skewed factors. MQre specifically, -the - - i  
,?. ' ---- 

present study did not include individual measures of sociometric 
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, ~astly, although obserk%onal, sociometric ana 
a 

-- --  - - - - 

hypothetical-reflective measur may well provide important 
* t 

information about eMldrent s~%nterpersml f wcnrhg, they are-- ' .  
- different, rather than inherently better, instruments and a're 6: " 

&'* 

subject to 'their own unique limi- including insensitivity 
"' 

. to change, poor ecological validitsand inadequate or unknown 
+ A a-** 

2 4 6 .  psychometric properties. These pointh and related issues with 
4- 

L i respect to the assessment.of children's social competence are .. 6 'Y* 4 '  

discussed in recent reviews (Butler & Meichenbaum, i981; Foster . 
* \ L .  

& ~ r t c h e ~ ,  1979; Michelson, &eg al., 1983). The absence of 
xr 

nal measures must nonetheless be acknowledged as a . 
, - .r 

ming of the current research and should be included, when 
- 

i 
i feasible, in future factor analytic investigations. L 

In the absence of obvious demonstrated alternatives, the 
i 
i most likely explanation for the-multifactorial solution derived 

in the current research is that the factors do reflect separate 

dimensions of interpersonal functioning. Furthermore, the 
m- 

contention that children may exhibit marked individual 

differences in particular aspects of interpersonal functioning 

despite similar sociometric status is well documented in the . 

literature (Asher & Renshaw, 1981; Cadd, 1984; Rubin & ~rasnor, 
_ _- - 

1983). French and Tyne (1982). f ~ x a m p l e ,  suggest that. 

neglected children are characterized by the absence of endearing 
3 

attributes which would promote peer affili$tion, while' re.jected 

children ot only lack such qualities but also engage in a - 

nwhber +"Pehaviours of av leading to nega;ive rather than 
t 
\ 



P 

neutral perception by their peers. -- - - 
5- ,i 8 & . * A. I * ' c g ' b  - 

The complexit'y of the derived facto~. structure~limifs the 
,2% 

q,etent to wdich children might be identified in terms of their " 
-2. 

.membership in particular subca 
7 

ies, such as,s ial wit-hdrqwJr 
"y, dL< "' or aggressioni-hich, would &low greater specihcaf ion' of their - 

1 '  

interpersonal'competence. Such dimensions are somewhat more 
- 

evident when factors are cohsidered individqally,' rather'than 
Q 

c,orlectively. For example ,' a factor such as ~ ~ ~ r e s s i o n  would 
" 
s'eem. to allow di f ierent iat ion between aggressive and - ..- -- 4' 

- 
non-aggressive children. Similarly, high Social Anxiety likely 

reflects shyness while high Social Confidence is more 
4 

characteristic of assertive children. Although it is tempting to 

suggest that a 'typzical' child within a hypothetical 
* *  

socially adjusted or maladjusted children would exhibit a 9 
:ai$: 

i 

readily iderrtif iable pattern type across factors, th&ld 
t 

probably bey an oversimplific,ation.given the independence of 

ch 'was found, .ever! within the perspeclive of a 
, 

' t  
rater. While sops authof's have claimed that 

r - %?% 

1.2 
\ 

individual assessmentinstrutp~~afis successfully discriminate 
\ 

between different types of';soci'ql adjustment (Deluty, 1979; 
2 - 1  -- a 
'$ . 

Michelyn & Wood, l982), the'present findings suggest that such - 
,' 

grou&ngs may be inappropriate, particularly if a multi-method;- 
'- 

4 

approach is used. This categorical complewi-ty- is iilustrated by -I 

( 1982) identification of five biffemrent4roups of 
5 

' c I children ,on the basks of cluster analysis of sociometric and 
k 

behavioural measures:'-&hildren sharing common measurement 
- 

/ 

*. - +L. . 2 

-/ 

99 



Characteristics did not necessarily conform to expected overall 
- -- - pp - < - 

< 

patterns of soeial funct ion,ing. One group in particular, which 

the--@thors labeled as 'contrc%ersidl ,'were'similar to socially 
- 

1 

rejected children in ter& of peer-identified aversive - - 

behaviour,. but paradoxically'resembled popular children in terms . ,, 
of their pe,rception by their peers as group, - 

0 

it is wor,th recalling Kellam and Brown's &. 

bf a sample of subjects who exhibited W h  .shy and aggressive-. 

behaviour . Such children do not readily8 it within existing 
descriptive typologies which typically dikferent iate between - 

these two dimensions. 

Examination o f  the individual pattern of factor scores 

obtained b a particular child may allow for mare accurate R 
descrikon cf the type of interpersonal difficulties which he 

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

4 
adequate know1 dge of prosocial alternatives (low Aggression), 2 i% 

but lack the social problem solving awaPenCss and self-efficacy 
1 6 

(low Social Confidence) to implement them effectively thereby 
.# 

resulting in peer n-eglect (low Judged 'social c6inpetence). 

~lternatively, a child'might behave in'a way considered by his 

parents to be quite appropriate (low ~ o m e  Adjustment 

Difficulties) but lack bwareness of normatively acceptable 

options (high Aggressi resulting in a perception of 
S 

disruptive, antisocial by other.; (high Judged 

~ c t  ing-out 1. Such an explanat ion is, of course; specuiative 

pending-replication of the current factor structure and .further 
$ 



consideration of the structure and interpretability of the 
- - - - - -  

factors themselves. , 

Description -- of the Factors - and Their Significance 

The first factor, ~udged Actinq-Out, appears to be a 

relatively straightforward reflection of teacherls.perception's 

of disruptive classroom behavi-&like the factor analysi's of 
c . I . 

the CBRS performed by t SPS CoreTGroup (198.0)~ from w'hich P f '  
v. subscale scores were derived in the current research, there was 

no differentiafion between learning ,problems, acting out and 

6 shy-anxious behaviour. Rather, the f~rmer two variables were 
/ 

llapsed in this factor while the latter was not- represented. 

is hardly surprising that children who were high on 

this .?betor were also seen as less likable by their teacher, 

this does raise the possibility that teachers may be unwittingly 
= .  

reinforcing a child's unpopularity ~mongst peers. The high 
- d 

positive loading of teachers tatings, of self -control is 
/ 

consistent with the suggested interpretation of -this factor as 

a measure. 

well as providing convergent evidence for the validity for thQ \ 
,, . \ 

, I ?  f :* . '\ 
I 

Judged Social Competence is best considered to reflect f 
! 

, .& teachers perceptions of prosocial behaviours given the prominent 
I 
i 

I 

loadings of the ~utsy-~ssertive, Sociability and Overall 

C ce variables derived from the CBRS. This factor 
. -s. / 

F r e s e n t s  the obverse 6f the preceding factor in terms of the 
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difference on the CATS: This point merits further 
U 

investigations of the per~~nality and behavioural 

the CATS, Deluty (1981b! found that assertiveness 

+< 
C 

comment. In - 

correlates of C 

scoreCwere 
- 

associated with popularity, self-esteem and behavioural 

_ -  adjustment for boys but not for girls. These observations lea 
5 

the authoc to suggest that sex-?Xe stereotyping within a girl's 
F .  

sociaJ milizu ma2 result i ~ ,  the perception' by both self and ' 
, ' - 

others of assertive behaviour as inappropriate and 'unfeminine'. 

. (Deluty, 198fa). Deluty goes on to point out that intervention 
1 

programs must consider gemediation of the social environment as 
d 

well as the individual. 

The inverse relatibnship between anxiety and problem-solving -- . 

L awarren ss in the fourth factor,'~ocial Anxiety,, appears to 
d 

provide support for the role-of anxiety as an impo ITr iable 
in children's ability to solve interpersonal difficulties, The 

! 

emergence of thi; factor as independent from Social Confi knce 2 
is unexpected, particularly given Wheeler and 3dd's (t982) 

1 '  

f icding that soc'ial self-ef ficacy was n e g a t i v d y k t e d  ui th 

anxiety. This may be due to the measures The anxiety 
I 

s j measure included in the current research t$ps 'trait' arousal; 

it i-s therefore possible that this reflects a general 

sense of personal uncertainty beyond social situation . 7- 
This content ion might be explored b& i$cluding more 

,interpersonally-specific measures such b ~ i a l  as discontent 

subscale of the Perceived self -competence Scale (Harter , 1982). 

in future research. Although anxiety has been recognized as a 



4 ~ "I 

I 
., 

potentially important inhibitory factor in effective social 
- - - - - - - -- 

functioning, particularly for withdrawnitand isolated children 
- -- 

(Ladd,, 1984; ~ ~ b i n  & Krasnor, 1983) its relationship to social 

problem solving has not previously been explored.   he current 
findings suggest that children with high levels of emotional and 

somatic tension are also restricted in their ability to engage 

in flexible, independent co$bSeration of interpersonal response 
L/-- 

alternatives. This possibility has been raised by Deluty (1981a) 

who suggests that irrational, self-defeating cognitive sets- may 

elicit anxiety wh<ch, in turn, inhibits socially effective 

behaviour. In -light of this author's previously cited comments 

with respect to differential sex-role expectations as to 
Y 

'appropriate social behaviour, the current finding that girls 

tended to be higher on the Social Anxiety factor is noteworthy 
9 

and suggests that fear of .criticism may inter'fere with their 

autonomous interpersonal coping. 

The fifth •’actor, Social conridence, function of social 

self-efficacy with a secondary positive contr'ibution by social 

problem-solving awareness. Although the relationship between 
9 

these two variables has not been previously examined, this 7 
-7 ' 

C 

yelationship 'seems logical; children with greater con•’ idence in \ 
their interpersonal e•’fectiveness;^shou&d also be able to use a 

greater range of social strategies to ,r&solve difficulties. This 

assertion is_ supported by Goetq and Dweck's ( 1980) findings that. 

children who attributed social rejection to personal . - 

incompetence displayed more ineffective and disrupted 'problem 



solving strategies than those children who attributed reject ion , 

- -- - - - 7 --- - 

eh , 
to situational factors. The current indications of sex - 

differences on this factor in favour of males areainconsisten 
@ c' .y 

with wheeler and Ladd' s ( 1982) findings of essential equivalence 

between boys and girls in socia-1 self-efficacy. These;;tudieq 

are difficult to compare because of differences jn the measures 
-- 

and populations examined. Nonetheless, the current findings 
e 

. < - ,  

support the preceding comments with respect to sex-typed 
++.,*p 

socialization practices which may' disc~ura~d~ssert ive behaviour 

d in girls. 

* 

-The emergence of as an independent factor without 
- 

significant loadings on other -factors suggests that this 
+-, I 

var-iable did not contribute to factor differences. Although this 

is in keeping wi& some prior research which did not find age 

differences in social competehce within this age group (e.g. 
* , 

Richard 6 Dodge, 1982). if 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 
I 

months was considered in the present stud$,. Given the limited 
'L 

age range currently covered and the over-lap of age across grades. 

it seems unlikely that there would be significant age 

differences in the variables currently used. b f 

The last factor, - Home Adjustment Difficulties, primarily a 

B 
seems to reflect parentaL perceptions of disruptive behaviour at- 

home. Given the current finding that boys tended to be higher on 

this factor, i k  is worth pointing out that Cowen et a1 i1970) 
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--- 

sgcial aid academic situations. These ~bsexYat,~nswere - - 

bolstered by the results of post-treatment questionnaires.'O~ 331.'' 
- - 

incremental scale of one to seven teac rs rated the program an 

average of 6.4 in terms of its relevaaFe to their st&nts and 
-r 

6.2 in terms of the organization and clarity of content. Perhaps 

most importantly, they indicated an average of 4.6 on a five 

point scale their interest in having such a program ,established 

as part of the regular school curriculum. There was a generally 

z r  
s -  

Q u a n t  i t a t  i v'e Fi n d i  n g s  

shared consensus thgt both impulsive and withdrawn children 
C 

benefited from intervention; the former learning greater 

self-control and appropriate self-ex.pression while the latter 

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

of these impressions and.following post-treatment data 

collection, teachersnin the control condition were invited,bo 

bobserve a sample SPS lesson covering many of the intervention 
4 

* I ,  

strategies in condensed form. The Vancouver School Board also %?s 

'@ 
authorized the preparation of an instructional videotape using 

Id 

participants for future staff inservice and class use, 
t 

2 tkus indicating administrative receptivity. 
~ - 

8%- . 
* tPI 

Although these observations are encouraging, and important, 

demonstrat ion of interve ion effectiveness obviously depends4 on 

statistical findings. To results of outcome 
\ .- 

evaluation: chilhren Solving training 

exhibited lover Aggression and Social Anxiety than 

control subjects wi&h suggestive evidence of improved Social 
\ 
\ 
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s 

ratings. It is also in contrast to anecdotal comments from both 
\ 

teachers aXSstudents a s t o  the program's practical. utility. 
1 

Furthermore, although differences between condidions must- --- 

considered tentative, the change on the Observed-How Adjustment A - 
- G '  
factor would suggest that trained children were able to 

irrl~~bment skills in a situation removed from the classroom 
* 

setting, on the -basi_s of ratings by parents who were relatively 

naive as'to program contenQ. 

h2 

~.'hcond explanation for the current findings is that the 
- 

tgacher adjustment measures were insensitive to change, at least 
- 

with respect to social behaviour. As noted above teacher ratings 

in general have been criticized because of .psychometric 

inadequacy and possible idiosyncratic distortion (Foster & 
a 

Ritchey, 1979; Spivack & Swift, 1973; Van Hasselt et'al., 1979) .  
i 

Nonetheless, a number of authors have reported that teacher. 

rating scales may be used to accurately identify relevant 
__-- 

behaviours and discriminate between adjustment and maladjustment 

(Hops & Finch, 1982; Janes & Hesselbrock, 1978; kellam et al., 

1982) .  The measures used in the current research have adequate 

published psychometric pr-operties (Gesten, 1976; Lorion et al., 

19%) and have proven sensitive to change as a result-of 

- intervention (Gesten et al, 1982; ~edro-darroll & 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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\ - . * ,- , , -. 
significant overall positive cor'relation between such measures r. 

-- - -- - --- 

C +  

and observed behaviours by blind rater5 thus s;pportincj the: 
- -- 

convergent validity bf teachers ratings.-There was, however, a- - %- - I 

tendency for some teachers to make judgments about particular - 
* a n  

R students with li le regard for tl-ieir actual behaviour, relying ' 

instead on- irielevari~.rharacteri~~ics sijch as appearance and 
* **> - 

SES, or idiosyncratic information such as the occurrence of 
- 

highly salient but infrequent' behaviour. These observations do - 

not negate the present lack of demonstrated treatment - 
4 

effectiveness nor do they rule out the utility of teacher's a 

? 

observations. Rather, they suggest that school-based 

intervention programs need to be sensitive to the particular ' 
, 1 

characteristics and expectations of individual teachers as Ghese 
-. ---C 

may influence outcome. _ _- - 

E x p l  i n a t  o r  y S i  g n i  f i  c n n c e  o f  t h e  F i  n d i  n g s  
- 

The greatest treatment effects in the current research were 

primarily found on the factors refle~~ting interpersonal 

con•’ idence and prosocial skill awareness. These findings provide 

support for the value of SPS training, as well as bolstering the 
m - - 

hypothesized relevance of such variables and. their amenabilty to 

intervention. Although there has been little pri~r~primary SPS 

evaluatio~ research using these particular measures, it is worth 
- 

considering current findings with respect to those social skills 
/ 

programs which have included related measuresh. It should be 

noted that interpretation of discrepant outcomes is rendered - - 
difficult,+ause of differences in subject characteristics, 

, -  . . - -- 5 



w "1. 

treatment strategies and dependent variables.* 
- 

The improvement on the Aggression facto~, which 6 s  P 

"? 
e7- -- 

primarily based on, sel$rreport, indicates thkat treated 5idF~ects 
>'"". ' ., 

dewroped a greatq awareness of prosoci$i 'reS'donse aLternat ives . k' 
1 -C- 

to hypothetical situations, particularly in terms of a reduction - 
i, 

I 

i in the endorsement of antagonistic options. Subjective 

a-s'sertiveness measures have been used .in some 'previously cited 

intervention-evaluations. Rotheram,, for example, (1980 )  reported 

a decrease in self-reported passivity, with a corres~nding 

reduction .on a behavioural measure of submissiveness, for . 
I 

subjects receiving a c~mprehensi~ social skills package with a 
? 

major .SPS component'. This is in contrast, however, with 

~ichelson,"~annarino et al.'s 2 ,  ( 1983) failure to find change on 

this variable for children receiving SPS training. . 

The superiority of trained subjects over controls on the - 
Social Anxiety' factor indicates a reduction in self-reported 

arousal and an increase in.problem s~lving awareness. This is 

consistent with Weissberg, Gesten, Carnrike et al's ( 1 9 8 1 )  

findings with respect to the problem' ~ o ~ v i ' n ~  Abilities -Scale but 
1 I 

4 

inconsistent with their eatliCr hrk! which failed tg' produce 
i ,  , *g gt +, * 1 c 

chanrges in trait anxiety,,? fve es-9, Gesten, Rapkin et all 

'1 981 ) . This 'discrepancy is b5fi=~1t to explaih given 
1 

similarities between the Rochester program and the current 

research, however it may lie 'in'previously discussed differences - 
i@ statistical procedures. (~hese will be'discussed*in greater 

detail later). However, the current findings are in keeping with 



-- Ollendick and ~e&n's (1979) r e p o r t ~ o L t & ~ a _ s e d _ a n x i x i e t t ~  a 
% 

-5 sample of delinquents following social skills train.ing which 
- - - -  

included a major problem-solying component. Pedro-Carroll and 
- 

/" t i Coyen (1985) also found a decrease in trait=anxiety.for *children 1. 

of divorce who were involved in a primary prevention program - 
. % 4- 

1 . .  

with several s6ssions devoted to SPS; 

The improvement of treated subjects on the Social Confidence- - 

factor t.hat such children saw themselves .-as more likely 
h 

implement independent problem 

resolution strategies. This is a particularly noteworthy finding 
! 

as the present research is the first reported intervention 

program using,a social self-effi'cacy scale as an outcome 

measure. Some studies have included m e a s u r e s d a s  self-worth, 

%+ 
P * 

perceived competence or locus of control? however. Su& . 
f 

variables would appear logicall-y related to the Social 
, 1 

, 
\ 

L Confidence fa-ctor, as one would expect children who are high on 
- 

6 this dimensio~cto feel good about themselves and their personal 
1"- - - 

5 * \ - 
d i  ability to determine the pu-mq of socially problematic a I ---* 

-. 
situation's  he ler & La&{- 1985) .,, ,There are reports of SPS. 

- ?  
I 

/ 

training resul ing in improved self-esteem ($theram, 1980: - . , J 
,, . Tellado, 1984)[ and a shift towards internality (kllen et al, t 

\ 
1976; McClure 6t al., 1978; 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, 
j 

1985; Weissberg, Gesten, Rapkin et al, 1981) or a return to . 

baseline at folLow-up despite initial group differences (Spence 



- 

& Spence, 1980). ' 

Lastly, the observed trend 'towards improveme% ,on the Home - 
Adjustment Difficulties factor is consistent with the two 

published SPS evaluakions including parental measures of 
, L 

adjustment (Michelson, Mannarino et al, 19k3; Pedro-Carroll & - 4 

/ 

.+- ~d.ken, 1985). The former authors found that both behavioural 

, social skills and SPS t~aining produced within~group feduct ions 

in problematic home behaviour , unl'ike an attent ion-placebo t 

7 

control condition. Although the -behavioural group exhibited . 
C 

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

*L 

were foCnd. 

- C o m p a r i s o n .  o f  t h e  F i n d i n g s  w i t h  o t h e r  SPS R e s e a r c h  

The present results would appear to be consistent with the ~ 

conclusions reached in prior reviews of SPS programs as a + 

primary prevention strategy (comb; .& Slaby, ,1977: Pellegrini & 

Urbain, 1985, Urbain & Kendall, 1980). In general, such 
- @ 

interventions have led to improved skill acquisition, with mixed 

evidence of associated behavioural change (e.g. Allen et al, - 
1976; Winer et al., 1982). Perhaps the most relevant comparison - 

i; with the work of the Rochester Social- Problem Sol.ving Group, 

the developers of <he current interventio~rogram and some of 

the measures used. These researchers have typically found 

evidence of skill acqui~sition, but inconsistent findings with 

respect to teacher-rated aa'justment on the CBRS. It  will be 

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



- - 

Weissberg, Gesten, Rapkin et al. ( 1 9 8 1 )  found some evidence of - -  - - - - -- - - - - 

1 - 
'^ 

decreased teacher-rated adjustment for treated subjects at ' 

4; - - 

post-testing, whereas, in subsequent reports. Weissberg, Gesten. 

Carnrike et al. ( 1981 ) pbserved the opposite findings following 

treatment, and Gesten.et al. ( 1 9 8 2 )  noted improved adjustment at + 
. n 

follow-up evaluation by teachers blind to original group 

membership.  h he current findings are essentially 'consistent with 
,these findings in terms of 'measures of skill acquisition, but at 

odds with results on teacher-rated &riables in that, although 

there was no evidence of deterioration of trained versus ' 

untrained children, nor was there any indication of di'f ferential 
-C 

' 

improvement. 

I Although the possibility that the'discrepancy between 

present and prior outcomes is a fyction of idiosyncratic 
I 

differences in samples or program implementation canno<-be 

definitively ruled out, this seems unlikely giyen the careful 
B 

adherence to the SPS program manual a& the apparent similarity 
- - 

in settings, population characteristics and research design. A, 

more probable explanatipn for the somehat disparate conclusions 

reached in the current-research and the ~ochester studi6s lies 
-, 

in the statistical procedures on which conclusions Were based. 

Firstly% it will be recalded that the Rochester research may be 

faulted for inappropriate statistical treatment of the nesting 

of classes within experimental conditions,' thus rbsulting in 

~naccurate significance levels. The current outcome hnaly8es 

were peFformed with appropriate error terms which accounted for 
, 4  . . 

4 
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groups were due to unequal assignment of children to 
1 

- -- -- 

experimental condi-tions rather than to7the intervention. On 

closer examination this seems Improbable. Firstly, the 
P 

pre-treatment-differences are no longer significant when 

family-wise corrections for multiple comparisons are applied. 

Secondly, determination of outcome was based on statistical 

analyses of change, rather than on scores, thus 

controiling for pre-treatment dif both ~ & a l  

Competence. and ~Gtsy-~ssertiveness variable scores loaded on the 

Judged Social Competence factor which did not exhibit 

significant change as a function of experimental 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 to 

more fully control forthe 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 
4 

attention-placebo condition and the, exclusion of ratings by 

individuals blind to group membership. In the absence of such 
f 

controls it is possible that observed differences between 

conditions were sol<ly a re-sult of nonspecific in•’ luences (e.g. 
I .  

.therapist attention, demand characteristics, expectancy for * 

change or special group membership). rather than active treatment 
- 

components. As previously discussed, inadequate consideration of 

nonspecifics has been one of'the major criticisms raised in 
1 - 

.reviews of social problem-solving programs (Durlak, 1983,  1985; 





possible nonspecific bias in the dependent variables by adhering 

\ 'to standardiled instructions for both pre- and post-treatment 
$. 

measures, and through using voluntary participation and 

. assurance 6f confidentiality for teachers and students in bofh' . - 
conditions. 

I 
- 

The extent to which these strategies were successful in 

restricting systematic bias is best addressed by examining the 

data. It will be recalled 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 nwspecific factors which may 
# 

have been operating were not unique to one experimental 

condition and theref ore less li ke)y to have differentially 

influenced outcome. In addition, bhq suggestive evidence of 

intervention effectiyeness on the Home Adjustment ~ifficulties - 
factor argues against powerful nonspecific influences, in that 

parents had little personal investment in outcome, were the 

least susceptible to instructional set or experimenter demand 
I 

and were relatively unaware ~f the actual program content and 

. goals, yet reported significant change. Lastly, the few problem 
5 "  

%olving evaluations which have included an attent ion-placebo 
m 

control have found some evidedce of positive intervention 

4 
e~ L effecGs above and beyond non-specific influences (~endafl & 

ad' , wilco?, 1980; Michelson, Mannarir,s et al, 1983?, Sharp, 1981 ) .  

~ l t h b u ~ h  these' studies differed somewhat from $.,he present 
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countered, however, by -other iollov-up studies, which fai'led to 
- - - - 

find consjstent maintensi~ce of gains as a result of intervention 

(Allen et al, 1976; Michelson, Mannarino et al, 1983; Rickel et- 

al., 1983; Spence & Spence, 1980).   he primary focus .of the 

cirrent research was the examination. of the post-treatment 

impact of SPS training. Although this goal met with reasonable 

success, the durability of change and the longer-term preventive 

value of this intervention program remains unknown in the 

absence of follow-up. B 

Prediction of -1e- d 
A .  

No distinct differences in regression lines were found, 

either between treatment and control conditions or between the 
. - b 

pooled conditions versus the overall sample. This clearly 

restricts t'he;poSsibility of identifying those factors which are - 
4 

ofputcome. Thus one of the most basic questions in 

any primary prevention program remains unanswered: the extent to 

which intervention is successful in bringing those children 

considered* to be at pa'rt icular risk for subsequent maladaptat ion 

up to the level of their adjusted counterparts. Although, 

collectively, trained subjects did demonstrate Qmprovement in 

some important areas relative to controls, it is not possible on 

the basis of the subsequently derived predictive relationships 

to show.that those treated children with the poorest social 

unctioning, on the basis of pre-t measyres, made 

erential gains relative to their initially more compete 
4 



peers. These findings are at odds with Spivads et al. 's' (19- 

of t-cited reports of a positive correlation betweeq changes in 
- - - -- 

social-cognitive abilities and behavioral adjustment, as well as - 
their observation of equivalent effectiveness with both socialby 

maladjusted and adjusted children. ~espite differences .in 

statistical methodology, the present findings are consistent - 

with subsequent failures to replicate these original claims 

(~esten et al., 1982; Kirschenbaum, 1979; ~ickel et al., 1983; 

Weissberg, Gesten, Rapkin et al., 1.981.) .' Although there iave 
been no prior attempts to predict the outcome of primary SPS 

programs, the current results are also not supportive of the 

differential predictive patterns subgested by related 

interventions with selected subgroups of children and 

adolescents (Copeland & Hamel, 1'981; Hartmgn, 1979; Lochman t 

Larnpron, 1 9 8 3 ) .  These studies must be questioned, however, given 

the failure to examine the extent to which predictive 

relationships differed between conditions or increased ' 
>. 

predictive accuracy in compaqison with the overall'sample 

irrespective of experimental condition. In other words, the 

. finding that different variables predict outcome for treated and 
' 

untreated subjects is of little utility unless it can be shown 

that change over time could not be'determined as precisely in 
-beQ 

the absence of treatment. 

Another important difference between the current rdsearc-h 

and those studies which have reported discriminant prediction of 

outcome lies in the distinction between primary and secondary 



interv~ntions. The subjects in Lochman and Lampron's (1983)  
-- - - - -  - p L  - - -  

program, for example, were boys identified-as most aggressive by 

their teachers. Stlbjects therefore belonged to a- reasonab2y - --- 

homogeneous sample in t p s  of sex and specific interpersonal 

difficulties. In contrast, the current research ;as conducted A . 
with existing classes of average children of both sexes, 

res;lting in a much ,more heterogeneous sample and thereby 

l i m i t i n ~ k e l i h o o d , o 2  specifically i'dentifying differential 

predictive relationshipc. Although such individual variance is 

to be expected in the clsssroom, this does hinder empirical , 
i 

demonstration of the contention that specifi~(~rimar~ % 

d 't 
iritervention strategies may be most efficaci s for particular 

'subgroups of children (e.g. French & Tyne, 1982; Rose, 1983) .  

The present data do not permit the clear determination of those, 

variables which would allow matching pf treatment with subject 

characteristics, either on the basis of pretreatment - 
\ t 

relationships between variables or predictive differences 
\ 

betweeh conditions. 
- 

It is worth noting, however, that treated subjects did 
.% 

improve more than their control counterparts on both the' ' 

. 
Aggression and Social Anxiety factors, which reTect the. two 

extremes of interpersonal maladjustment. This provides some 

support far the utility of SPS training as a treatment strategy 

fbr a variety of children. Rather than suggesting that certain 

types of children gained as a result of treatment, th? current 

findings would seem to indicate that change was idiographic and 



" I .:-*- 
likely varied as a function of individual ancl situational.. . ?"- . i a  

-- - 

factors. These kikely inolude SUch variables& <he degree'po 
-+. 
t 2". 

--- 
& ,-- 

which a particular child is able to-cogniti'vely wtw&*s&- - 
% . , ..- ,., %: behaviourally apply requisite skills and the -receptiveness. to 

'I > - 

new social strategies by relevant peers and adults within+the_--. 

natual environment. This interpretation is clearly at odds with -- 
the claim of - researchers - such as copeland and ~ammel' ( 1981 ) 'that 

cognitive-b havioural training served tp wash out the effects of 2 
- individual variation. 

Despite the lack of differences between conditions in 

regression equations, the predictors od outcome for the entire 
0 

sample merit some discussion. In every regression analysis the 

best predictor ofxhange was a lower initial score on the factor 

in question. While this may be interpreted as indicating that 

children .naturally improve over time, a hore probable - - 

-explanation is statistical regression to-tbe mean. Although the 

c ntributim to predictive accuracy of additional factors was a 
clearly secondary, the extent to which some initially disparaie 

measures tended to converge over time is worth noting. For 

example, lower - pre-treatment Observed Home Adjustment and higher- 

Social .Confidence were in'cluded in the best subset of predictors 

of change in Observed Social Competence. It is admittedly 

conceivable that this apparent convergence may simply reflect a 
I 

halo effect across measures; in other words, teacher's reports .. 
t~ parents of repeated behaviour problems at school qay have - 
influenced parental ratings. Although this cannot be ruled out, 



+ 
* 

an alternative explanation is that different aspects of social 

f urn€ irnlng became lncreaslngly synchronous over time;- thus 
- -. \ 

>children who lacked confidence in their own intergersanaLeskills lpp 

and were experiencing problems at home would presumably be more 
. = , -  

4 

likely to appear increasingly less socially competent in the 
/ 

eyes of' their teachers over the course of the school year. This 

must remain purely speculative in the absence of further 
- - - 

investigation. 
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this intervention program, ,but raise issues about the possible - - 
- - - - - 

role' of nonspecific and situatidnal determinants of outcome, 
4 2 - --- 

particularly wi th--~e&~ect to measures of behavioural adjustment. 

3. The intervb.&ion .,. and evaluation were carried out within a 

school setting wgth a positive response from students, teachers. 
\ 
\ 

and administrators. Although popularity is no assurance of 
*'-., / 

effectiveness, accepbpce of a program is highly relevant for 
! .  

any classroom-based research. As Finch and Hops (1983) have 

poi"ted - out, no matter: how powerful an intervention may be,' if 

it is rejected by ap ied personriel it can be ?onsidered to be ' 
4 

of little value. I. 

4. Although some predictive4relationships were derived for 

the entire sample, it was not possible to differentially predict 

outcome between conditions. Thus any statement as to 

characteristics of those children most likely to respond 

positively V S P S  training'is based on anecdotal impressions and 
i . . - 

change on Yndividual factors. 

The pr-esent findings are encouraging with respect to the . 

efficacy of primary SPS programs for the enhancement of social 

functioning in children, however conf'idence in these conclusions 

is iimited by the presence of methodological shortcomings and 

interpretive inconsistencies. On the bas4.s of these concerns 
I 

several recommendations are offered for consideration in futuk 
1 

research. It is suggested that both descriptive and intervention 

studies use a multimethod'evaluation in order to include 
I 

' 



dyfferent facets of interpersonal competence from varyibg 
- -  - - -- - 

sources. while the need for comp~ehens!ve coverage of relevait 
i 

variables is obviously important for any research, it appears to - 
* 

5e of particular importance in this area, ian view of the lack'of 

consensus as to the nature 'of social competence in children. 

' r  Both current and prior findings suggest that any adequate such 
4 

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 more descriptive and 

specific composite of variables. The recommended inclusion of 
" 

$multiple assessment measures will likely make unequivocal 

interpretation of results difficult. In addition to the.fa6tor 

analyses used here, statistical procedures such as path analysis 

may prove useful to test hypthetical causal relationships 
1 

between disparate variables. d 

. . 
The confention that emotional and self-evaluative Gariables 

I 

represent important dimensions which should be-included in 

multimethod evaluations of children's interper$onal competencies 

also supported by the current findings. Although i t  is unclear 

whether these are causes or coQsequences of behavioural or ICPS 



deficits, there is increasing evidence that the discrepancy 

between an individual's knowledge' of approprl3te social 

strategies and his or her actual performance is a function of 
Z 

such factors as the selection of appropriate goals (Renshaw & . 

Asher, H83), inhibitory anxiety (Ladd, 1984)~ interpersonal 

con•’ idencp (Wheeler & Ladd, 1982) and attributional' style (Goetz 

- & Dweck, 1980). This was exemplified in the adult social skills 
0 -. 

literature by Schwartz and Gottman (1976) who found that 

unassertive individuals were ,typically adep-t at identifying 
rE. 

effective assertive options but were unable to act accordingly 

due to the presence of anxiety, expectatiop~~ of failure and 

cognitive ambivalence. In an examination of related variables in 

children Deluty (1983) found that males and aggressive subjects 

rated antagonistic options as more acceptable and socially- 

- potent than -aid female and both assertive and submissive 
subjects. Similarly., *Forman (1980) found that a comparison Q • ’  

the cognitions of aggres~ive~and non-aggressive children in 

response to hypothetical interpersonal situations revealed tlat 

the former exhibited more irrational thoughts, aggressive % a  

/ 

self-statements and negative evaluations of peers. Collectively, 

these findings indicate that covert cogniti've and emotional - 6 

phenomena represent important mediating factors in children's 

interpersonal functioning. In addition to their inclusion as 

screening and treatment outcome measures, the suggestion that 

such dimensidns may differentiate between subgroups of socially 
d 

dysfunctional children  add, 1984; Rubin & Krasnor, 1983) 

merits further invest'igation. 
."- 



At present multimethod evaluation is hindered by the f 
\ 
! 

relative paucity of normative data with respect :to cognitive, 
, '! 

emotional and behavioural aspects of children's social 
4 

competence. This makes it difficuh to ascertain whkther a 
- "  

/ 

child's particular pattern of fuclctioning is in fa6t deviant in 

comparison with his or her peers and therefore represents a - 
3 

deficit to be targeted for intervention. ft may in fact be 
d 

t 

necessary to develop different sets 'of norms for populations of 

children differing in demographic and individual 
- 

cha-racteristics. The first, and most obvious, variable on which 

differences in interpersonal'competence are likely to be 

observed is age. It is realistic to expect that social 

behavioucs which a-re.considered to be inappropriate within one 

age group will prove to be adaptive in anotper (Conger & Keane, 

1981 ; Hops &  ree en wood, 1981 1. Baker and Bukatko (1982) have 

derived preliminary data with respect to the value that children 
.. 

of different ages place on particular social skills. Similarly, 

Keane and Conger - (1981) have provided an extensive review of 

developmental differences in children's communication skills. It  

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 considerable evidence of sex 

differences in social behaviour (Covbn et al., 1970; Deluty, 

1981b; Kendall & Wilcox, 1979)'; thus indicating that a child's - 
interpersonal functioning should'be compared to that of children 



'of the same sex. Thirdly, both descrip&ve -- -- - (e.g. Shure & 

Spivack, 1978) and interv6ntion r 

Gesten, Rapkin et al., 1981 ) has suggested that ratings of 

social competence may vary for children of different cultural 

and socioeconomic backgrounds. Althour~h this may- imply actual 
. I 

differences in skillfulness, it is equally $robable that the 

stan&yds and expectations for appropriate behaviour vary across 

sociocu,$tural groups. A related issue has to do with the 
P- 

generalizability of anyldetermination of competence across 

srcial settings. Foster.and ~ i t c h e ~  ( 1 9 7 9 )  have,pointed out that 

children's behaviour is likely to vary between home and school 

or in interactions with peers versus adults, a contention 
I 

supported by the current findings with respect to the lack of 
, 

correspondence between home and classroom ratings of adjustment. 

It  is also p~ssible that social strategies which are 
i L  

inappropriate within the -larger social spheie may be considered 

adaptive within a child's particular inkerpersonal 'group.h This 
- 

was illustrated by Schneider and Byrne's ( 1 9 8 4 )  unexpected 

finding that children exhibiting aggressive behaviour were rated 

as more likable by their peers amongst a sample of impulsive and 

conduct-disordered boys, a phenomenon which the authors labeled 

as 'identification with the aggressor'. Although it is - 

unrealistic to expect the development .of different 

possible social contexts, these observaiions 

the evaluation of competence must be sensitive to the unique 

- demanas of a chi1d"s particular. social milieu. Lastly, there is 

, h need for clarification of the types of situatiofis %which may 





participant most likelyr to benefit. Poitras-Martin and Stone . 
- - - - - - 

( 1 9 7 3 ) ~  for exSmple, reported that children trained in 

problem-solving exhibited superiority over controls in the 

generation-of alternatkve solutions. It is entirely unclear, 

however, whether the focus of this particular intervention was 

on sociai, personal or academic si~uations, thereby rendering 

this study inaccessible to comparison with -other programs. 

- There is also a need for determimation of the relative 

efficacy of SPS programs in comparison with alternative 

approaches to the enhancement of social competence. This is not 

currently possible duedo the paucity of empirical treatment 

comparisons. One exception is the intervention study conducted 

2 by Michelson, Mannarino et al. ( 1 9 8 3 )  with a s ple'of boys 

referred to a psychiatric outpatient clinic. ese authors - 

compared S with both behavioural skill training and an T attention- lacebo discussion group, on a comprehensive battery 

including sociometric, self-report, parent and teacher ratings, 
-9t 

academic performance and observational measures. Both treatment 

groups exhibited greater within-groyp change from pre- to 
d 

post-treatment than the control condition. Follow-up assessment 
b 

revealed some-superiority for the behavioural group. Although 

- the authors interpreted these findings as indicative of the 

greater effec~iveness of behavioural skill training this 

conclusion must be questioned in view of the general 1ack.of 

differences between 'groups and the failure to demonstrate 

within-group change on the majority of outcome~variables 



including, most nocably, blind behavioural observations, It is 
- - - - - - - 

also worth noting that the SPS intervention was heavily based on 
* 

- Spivack and Shure's 1974 curriculum which, in contrast with 

, subsequent programs, may be criticized for the lack of 

structured opportunity for the behavioural integration of 

cognitive skills (Rickel et al., 1983). Lastly, this research 

was carried out with a psychiatric population, and results may 

theref ore be inapplicable to a non-clinical sample. This study - 
is nonetheless to be commended in view of its design 

sophistication and serves as a model for further treatment 

comparisons. d l  

h 

. In addition to the lack of r,esearch into alternative social 

skills approaches, there have also been relatively f w 7 
comphrisons within the SPS model in order. to ascertain the 

optimal type, duration and sequence of training. It should be 

reemphasited that %PS t>raining is not so much a specific 

intervention procedure as a general theoretical model which may 

include a number of different instructional techniques. Although 
there have been some experimental contrasts of different . 
intensities and combinatio.ns of training strategies (Gesten et , 

al., 1982; Ollendick & Hersen, 1979; Sharp, 1 9 8 1 ) ~  these studies 

have been infrequent and have varied too much in design and 

sample characteristics to allow any 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 



-t 

I-? 

9' 

enhancement of alternati,ve thinking has been emphasized in most 

interventions despit the fact that much of interpersonal 
- & 

behaviour is relat i;ely automatic and may not necessarily 

involve reflect i ~e cognitive processing. These authors have 
Cb 

suggested that it may,therefore be important for intervention 
4 

programs to plac,e a greater stress on impulse control and 

problem recogn-ition skills, particularly for those children . J 6 - 
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 techniques best-suited to 

the needs of particular children. 1n adeition to the previously 
I u + 

- 

discussed possibility that certain types of children may b a  

generally more responsive to SPS programs, it 
% 

that some children will require more intensive or 

forms of SPS training in order-to acquire. requisite skills. This 

'contention may partially explain' Berler, Gross and Drabmanl.s . > 

( 1 9 8 2 )  finding that learning disabled children who received 

social skills training failed to exhibit beha8vioural 
, 

gei~eralization and improved peer sta,tus. This remains 

speculative, however, 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 

primiry prevention s-ttategy in view of their emphasis on covert 

processes, such as a. child's thoughts and feelings, which are 
# 

presumed to mediate social compet ce for a variety of * 

f 
t 

136 



'+ 

individuals across a proad array of situations. This promise. 
- 

L G  remains unfulfilled ho ver, due to both lack of longitudinal 
a 

research and methodological weaknesses in ,the existing s t a b ,  

~espi'te some short-term successes, there have not been any 
- 

empirically sound examinations of SPS programs which have 

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 

\ absen,ce of such data the question "prevention of what?" remains 

unanswered.,.Although ~ellegrini 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  ori ion (19831 

in a critical review of the status of primary prevention 

research, 

To assume (as opposed to demonstrate) that preventive 
strategies will have only positive or, at worse, neutral 
consequences represents a naive and irresponsible 
position. It is inconceivable that an intervention which 
is designed to avoid or limit the impact of a 
pathological 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 erentiate between preventionT-and 

_preventive research, referring to programs which 

demonstrably reduce both t-4-e incidence and prevalence of a 

target disorder while the latter refers to the generative 

accumulation and analysis of information necessary for the . 
subsequent delivery of prevention programs. Chassin, Presson and 



 herm ma-n (1985) have made _a similar distinctjso bet-=en those 

primary programs which are based on a a clear empirical 

understanding of the etiology of the target behaviour and thcse - 
which proceed 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 of 

more effective programs. In the absence of consensus on a causal 
-< 

model with r3spect to social competence.it is clear that SPS 

must currently be considered as preventive. While some reviewers 

have been pesSimistic about the potential for SPS as a primary 

prevention strategy (~uriak, 1983, 1985: Kirschenbaum & Ordmm, 

1983)~ this seems pr'emature pending greater quality 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: On the 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, 1.983). Teachers' invol%ement in, 'or 

implementation of, the program may encourage their awareness of 

negatively biased and inflexible perceptions of particular 

students, improve their sensitivity to those studegts who may 

not present as behaviour problems but are nonetheless 

experiencing personal distress, and provide some specific class 



+ 

1 

management and counseling ---  - skills. I,n addition, positive change 
- 

in individual students can improve the reciprocal teacher-child 

relationship, given evidence that teachers prefer children vho 
B 

exhibit prosocial behaviour while' selectively dignoring or 

responding negatively to those seen as incompetent (Cartledge & /' 
Milburn, 197'8; Strain & Kerr, 1981 ) .. These impressions are /' < 

supported by the post-treatment questionnaires completed by 

teachers involved in the current SPS program. Durlak ( 1 9 8 5 )  has 

r'ecommended more systematic in~estigqti~n as well as the 
w 

inclusion of teachers and-parents as specific targets of- 

intervention in order to encourage receptivity to childre.nls * . 

change in their natural environments. 

Alternatively, personnel and situational factors intrinsic 

to an applied setting can seriously disrupt or compromise the 

implementation, evaluation and continuation of a program. 

Community settings such as schools are dynamic, complex . 

environments which do not readily adhere to the demands of 

systematic experimentation. This is not necessarily indicative 

ofl udinformed resistance to external scrutiny, but reflects 

justifiable practical realities and ethical realities with 
\ 

respect to the setting's principal mandate and the well-being of 

the children. Teachers may therefore be reluctant to complete 3' 

time-consuming and potentially stigmatizing assessment measures, 

principals 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 
. - 



---- 

transfer 'schools before . w collection of post-treatment, let, alone 
d 

- A -- 

follow-up evaluation. The current findings with respect to 

7 teacher oari-ance in adjustment measureq are illttstr~ive 06 t-he - - -  

impact of such unexpected variables.-Ther,e are also a.number of 

other examples in liteqature. It wili be recglled that 

Weissberg, Gesten, Rapkin-et al.. (1981) attributed deterioration 

on teacher's ratings for a subgr~up of children to the former's 

discomfort with ce~tain aspects of the intervention. Similarly, 

Thomsun-Rountree and Musun-Ba$kett1(1981) found a positive 
I 

corre.lat?ion between teacherq s lprogram( implementation skills and 

st~dent~change.' Although this finding may slmply be interpreted . .  

as reflecting rating bias, this seems unlikely given that this 

relationship was only evident for intermediate grades and that 
I 

teacher's'were unaware of their own skill ratings. Political or . 
circl;lmstantial events may also result in the discontinuation of 

d I 

a program despite initial acceptance, careful evaluation and 

positive outcome. Tellado's (1984) experience is a case in point 

and led to a discussion in* the literature of some,of the policy 

and utilization issues involved in promoting the longevity of a 

project (Fleischer, 1984; McCorcle, 1984; Patton, 1984). Ethical 

and economic considerations also dictate that an applied program 

intrude as little as possible into the lives of participants 

while at the same time being powerful enough to produce 
-,C 

meaningful change in a reasonable length of time, a delicate 

8 
balancing act. Bien and Bry (1930) compared various intensities 

$ 

of preventive intervention within a scho61 setting and found.- 

that only the most intense program had a greater effect than no 



treatment. 

A number of authors have discussed some of the natural 
- - - - - - - - 

hazards which may be faced by any investigator attempting to 

imp!lement effective a*d methodologically sound research in the 

"community cauldron" (Cowen, Lorion & Dorr, 1974; Cowen, 1978;* 

Elias, Chinsky, Larken & Allen.,.1981; Weissberg & Gesten, 1 9 8 2 ) .  . 
/ 

Many of these are likely to be unanticipated and may only emerge 

as the program nears completion and the data are examined. In an 
Z 

effort to minimize their occurrence it is worth stressing the 

importance of preliminary collaborative consultation with a.11 

personnel likely to be involved with the project $n order to 

ensure,common and realistic goals, clarify ownership of the 

pyogram. and reduce possible interference with evaluation. 

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 
- $ 4  

the lack of a unified theoretical framework from which to 

conceptualize the nature and origins of socia1,competence in 

children. In the absence of an accepted model, it is diffi~ult 

to make definitive statements as to normal social adaptation and a 

even more difficult to operationally identify and intervene with 

those children experiencing interpersonal di-fficulties. 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 



. i 
determi-ned by demosrapbic, situational and indi_*al var iahles . 

(HOPS, 1983). Unfortunately; attempts to derive a more precise 
4 L 
U - - 

definition have tended to be either overly discrete, thus 

ignoring the individual, continuous and c~ntextual nature of 
( - 

social functioning or too broad, thereby running the ri$k of 

encompassing all aspects of interpersonal involvement without 
\ 

imparting any meaningful information with respect to d 

particular chi.ldls adjustment and needs (~ichelson, Sugai kt 
* 

al., 19831'. It is-worth noting that similar conceptual 

difficulties continue to be addressed in th,e adult social skills 

literature (Yirdler & 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 
-- - 

competence is dependent upon the active decoding of 

interpersonal cues and demands, recognition of internal statesr 

and desired goals, executron of behavioural responses within his 

or her existing repertoire and adaptive monitoring of the 

outcome. This model gives functionally equivalent weight to 
4 

cognitive, affective and behavioural dimensions without claiming 

primacy jor one particular modality. ~deally'such an approach 

would allow for more precise assessment of indixidual deficits 
. , 

and resulting intervention for<individ;als exhibiting 

topographically simiiar social -problems. 

Although lessclearly exp%cated, a similar approach'has a 

recently been taken towards,chiJdrenls interpersonal functioning 
I 0  

(Ladd, 1983; Meichenbaum& Asarnow, 1979; Rathjen, 1980; Rubin & 



Krasnor, 1983).,Although not denyinc) the importance of specific 
- --- - 

motoric skills, these authors have suggested that the emphasis 
- - -  -- 

on overt socia) behaviour has obscured the important role of 
0 / 

cognitive processes including situational inPerences, 

attributional style, outcome expectancies and personal values. 

Perhaps the most comprehensive attempt to provide a framework 

.which integrates both theoretical and gPplied aspects of 
r /  

children's social competence is that of Ladd and Mize (1983); 

These authors argue that the failure to exhibit interpersonally 

adaptive behaviour is a function of lack of exposure to, or 
t 

failure to form cognitive representations of, normal social 
-- 

learning experiences. Three particular types'of deficits may 

result: inadequate knokledge of appropriate social goals, 

strategies or contextual cues; the absence of actual behavioural 

abilities; or a lack of effective self-monitoring and 
3 

/1 
readjustment of effort. These, in turn, suggest that the 

objectives of comprehensive'intervention should include the 

enhancement of skill concepts, the promotion+ of skillful, 

performance and the fostering of skill maintenance and 

generalization when confronted with obstacles o,r novel i 

situations. Current SPS interventions ,are criticized by   add and 

Mize for, at best (e.9. Weissberg, Gesten, Rapkin et al., 1 9 8 1 ) ~  

fulfilling only the first of these treatment objectives. This 

may well be justified given previously noted comments with s 

respect to the lack df opportunity for applied practice and the 

equivocal evidence of behavioural change observed in SPS - . 
programs (Rickel et al., 1983). Nonetheless this model does se'em 

4 



to be concordant with the underlying ICPS assumptions in terms 
- - - - - - - 

of the emphasis on the identification of problematic situations, 
- - - - - - - 

selection of alternative plans of action and evaluation of 

-pdtential consequences. _. 0 

In conclusion, .the development of a unified paradigm which 

will adequately explain the evolution of social.compefence in 

children will require the integration of 'such theoretical 
Y 

speculation with empirical f iniings. ~ l < h o u ~ h  the ICPS approach 

continu~s to be promising, this likely represents only one 

aspect of a ~omprehensive m del which must also incorporete e 
behavioucal and situational components within a developmental 

) 

framework. Despite the lack of conceptual agreement, - 

discontinuation of intervention research'seems inadvisable given 

the iinmediate and long-term impljcations of interpersonal . 

inadequacy and the potential loss of important findings from 

* .  systematic program evaluations. Rather, it is likely that 

progress in this area will only develop when theoretical models 
' . 

and applied research are combined. 
- 

., 



Sample Parental  Conse~t Fokm - 

D a t e  

Dear  P a r e n t s ,  

Our  s c h o o l  h a s  been  s e l e c t e d  by t h e  V a n c o u v e r  S c h o o l  
b o a r d  f o r  t h e  s c h o o  y e a r  193q t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  a 
p r o j e c t  w h i c h  p r o v e  i t o  b e  e x c e p t i o n a l l y  c u c c e s ~ f u l  i n  
f o u r  o f  V a n c o u v e r t 6  e l e m e n t a r y  s c h o o l s  1-year. Thc  
p r o j e c t  was w e l l  r e c e i v e d  by p a r e n t s ,  s t u d e n t + ,  
p r i n c i p a l s  a n d  a d u i n i s t r a t o r s .  

O v e r  a f o u r t e e r .  week p e r i o d ,  some s t u d e n t s  w l l l  
r e c e i v e  p r o b l e u .  s o l v i n g  i n ~ t r u c t l o n  w h e r e  t h e y  w l l l  
be  t a u g h t  how t o  d e a l  w i t h  common s o c l a l   situation^. 
C l a s s e s  w 1 1 1  b e  h e l d  t h r e e  t m e s  p e r  week as p a r t  u f  t h e  
r e g u l a r  c u r r i c u l u ~ .  

-c 1 

The  s t u d e n t s  i n i (  T e a c h e r ' s  n m e )  c l a s s  will b e  a s k e d  t o  
c o m p l e t e  a q u e s t i o n n a i r e .  T h e  p a r e n t s  a n d  c l a s s r o o m  
t e a c h e r s  w i l l  be  g i v e n  s e p a r a t e  q u e s t i m n a i r e s  t o  f l l l  
o u t  t o  c e t e r a n e  how c h l l d r e n  b e h a v e  a t  h0u.e a n d  s c l ~ o o l .  
A t  t h e  e n d  o f  .tihe i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p e r i o d  we w i l l  e v a l u a t e  
t h e  programrre. :The r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  w i l l  h e l p  
o u r  s c h o o l  t_o N a n  b e t t e r  p rogrammes  f o r  y o u r  c h i l d .  

- 

F l e p e  w m p l e t e  t h e  e n c l o s e d  f o r m ,  s i g n  t h e  p e r n l s s l o n  
s l i p  be low a n d  r e t u r n  theu.  t o  t h e  s c h o o l  w i t h  y o u r  c h l l d .  
P l e a s e  r e t u r n  a l l  t h e  p a g e s  t o g e t h e r .  

F l e a s e  do  n o t  p u t  y o u r  name o r  y o u r  c h i l d ' s  name on  
t h e  q u e e t i o n n a i r e s  t o  e n s u r e  c o n f i d e r ~ t i a l l t y .  

I f  you  ila've ariy q u e s t i o n s  a b o u t  t h i s  p r o j e c t  p l e a s t .  f e t l  
f r e e  t p  *.one t h e  p r i n c i p a l  a t  t h e  s c h o o l .  

T r u l y  y6Ur6 ,  

(Kane  o f  P r i n c i p a l )  

1 - 

P l e a s e  r e t u r n .  by 

r e q u e s t  t h a t  ray c h i l d  p a r t i c i p a t e  
i n  t h e  p r o j e c t .  I u n d e r s t a n d  t h a t  I h e v e  t h e  r i g f i t  t o  
w i t h d r a w  my c h i l d   fro^ t h i s  p r o j e c t  a t  a n y  t i m e  i f  60 
d e s i r e d .  



APPENDIX B 

EVALUATIOR INSTRUMENTS USED 'I THE CURRENT RESEARCH 



Problem Solvinq Abilities - Scale 

WHAT I 'U LIKE 

Name Grade 

Teacher C' School 

M r e c t i o n a :  C i r c l e  t h e  words i n  c a p i t a l s  f o r  t a c h  aentence  below t o  u k c  i t  
t r u e  f o r  you. There a r e  no r i g h t  o r  wrong anavers .  Example: 

I (LIKE) (DON'T LIKE) b a s e b a l l .  aii 
4 

I t ' e  (HARD) (NOT HARD) t o  know what o t h e r  people  n r e  f e e l i d  

I (CAN) (CAN'T) g e t  my own way i f  1 keep on t ry ing- .  

I f  I ' m  i n  t r o u g l e  w i t h  someone 1 (ALWAYS) (SOHETIIIES) do t h e .  very  
f i r s t  t h i n g  I t h i n k  of  t o  make t h i n g s  b e t t e r .  

I f  I ' m  upse t  1 d s u a l l y  (KNOW) (DON'T KNOW) why. 

I f  a n o t h e r  k i d  i n  my c l l a s  doesn ' t  l i k e  me I  (CAN DO SOHETING) 
(CAN'T DO ANYTHING) about  i t .  

t o  make t h i n g s  okay. 
When I ' m  i d  t r o u b l e  t h e r e  i s  usua l ly  (OHLY ONE WAY) (MORE. THAN ONE blk) 

I f  a  k i d  my age decided t b  f i g h t  me t h e r e  (15)  (ISN'T) 
could do t o  s t o p  them. 

a  l o t  I 

I f  ano the r  k i d  b o t h e r s  me i n  c l a s s  I (DON'T GO) (GO) t o  t h e  t eache r .  

I f  e m e t h i n g  is  hard  f o r  me t o  do I (STOP) (DON'T STOP ) doing i t .  

10. I f  a n o t h e r  k id  t q a s e s  me I (DON't KNOW) (MOW) what t o  do about I t .  

11. Itr8s ( W Y )  (NOT EASY) f o r  me t o  make f r i e n d s .  

1 2 .  I (GET) (DOK'T GET) i n t o  f i g h t s  wi th  o t h e r  kids. 



C h i l d r e n ' s  Act ion T e n d e n c y .  scale 

School 

Teacher' 

Name 

Grade a 

Direc t ions :  L i s t e d  below a r e  some t h i n g s  t h a t  could happen t o  you. Read e a c h '  
one c a r e f u l l y .  Look a t  t h e  p a i r s  of sen tences  below it. I n  t h e  
f i r s t  p a i r  of sen tences  p i c k  t h e  one t h a t  i s  c l o s e s t  t o  what you 

.would do and c i r c l e  t h e  l e t t e r  bes ide  i t  (a  o r  b) .  Now read  t h e  
ne'kt p a i r  of sen tences  and c i r c l e  t h e  le t ter  bes ide  t h e  one you 
would do ( t h i s  may be t h e  same o r  d i f f e r e n t  than b e f o r e ) .  Do t h e  
same w i t h t h e  l a s t ,  two sen tences .  Remember t o  answer every  ques- 
t i o n  and p ick  t h e  one sentence  from each p a i r  t h a t  i s  c l o s e s t  t o  
what you would do, no t  what you t h i n k  you should  -do. 

You're p lay ing  a  game w i t h  your 4rYends. Yoy   try 

! 

keep making mis takes .  Your f r i e n d s  s t a r t  t e a s i n g <  

names. What would you do? 

(a)  Quit  t h e  game and come home. OR 

your ve ry  b e s t  bu t  you 

you and c a l l i n g  you 

( b )  Punch t h e  k i d  who's t e a s i n g  me t h e  most. 

( a )  T e l l  them t o  s t o p  because they wouldn' t  l i k e  i t  i f  I d i d  i t  t o  
them. OR 

(b) Quit  t h e  game and come home. 

(a)  Punch t h e  k i d  who's t e a s i n g  m e  ? the  most. OR 
B 

(b) T e l l  them t o  s t o p  because they wouldn't  l i k e  i t  i f  I d i d  i t  t o  
them. 



You and a 

mess, but  

, f r i e n d  a r e  p lay ing  i n  your house. Your f r i e n d  bakes a b i g  
- -- 

your p a r e n t s  blame you and punish you. What would you do? 

Clean up t h e  mess. OR , ' 
/ 

Ask my f r i e n d  t o  h e l p  m e  clear; up t h e  mess. 

Refuse t o  t a l k  t o  o r  l i s t e n  t o  my p a r e n t s  t h e  next  day. 
A 

Clean up t h e  mess. 4 
Ask my f r i e n d  t o  h e l p  me c lean-up t h e  mes's. OR 

Refuse t o  t a l k  t o  o r  l i s t e n  t o  my p a r e n t s  t h e  next  day. 

One morning bef,yre c l a s s ,  a f r i e n d  comes over t o  you and a s k s  i f  they 
I 

can copy your They t e l l  you t h a t  i f  you d o n ' t  g i v e  +hem your 

you d o ?  answers, t h e y ' l l  t e  'I4 everyone t h a t  you ' r e  r e a l l y  mean. What would 

t h e  answersd OR ( a )  Give them 

(b)  T e l l  them t o  do t h e ' i r  own work. 

t h a t  I ' l l  t e l l  everyone t w ' r e  a c h e a t e r .  OR 
d l  ~ . 

(a)  T e l l  them 

t h e  answers. (b)  Give them 

L 

t o  do t h e i r  own work. OR (a) T e l l  them 

(b)  T e l l  them t h a t  ~ ' l l ' t e l l  everyone t h e y ' r e  a c h e a t e r .  



you're s t and ing  i n  l i n e .  f o r  a  d r i n k  of water .  . A  k id  ydur age  and 

walks over ,  and just sh'oves :you ou t  of  . l i n e .  What would do? 

(a)  Push t h e  k i d  back 'out  ,of  l i n e .  OR 
\ - 

(b) T e l l  them, "You've\no r i g h t  t o  do t h a t . "  
> .  

.. : 

(a) 1'-d go t o  t h e  end o i  t h e  l i n e .  OR 

(b) Push t h e  k id  back o u t  of l i n k .  

(a) T e l l  them; "You've no r i g h t  t o  do tha,t.l1 OR 

(b) I ' d  go t o  t h e  end of t h e  l i n e .  
D 

s i z e  

You lend t o  a  f r i e n d  your f a v o r i t e  book. A few days l a t e r  i t  i s  re tu rned  
I 

but s d me of t h e  pages a r e  t o r n  and the  cover i s  d i r t y  and bent  out  of 

shape.  What would you do? 

(a )  Ask my f r i e n d ,  "How d id  i t  happen?" OR 

(b) Ignore i t .  

i 

( a )  C a l l  t h e  k i d  names. OR 

(b)  Ask my f r i e n d ,  "How d i d  i t  happen?" 

( a )  Ignore i t .  OR 

( b )  C a l l  t h e  k id  names. , 



6. You're coming o u t  of school .  A k i d  who is smal le r  and younger the11 you 

a r e  throws a snowball r i g h t  a t  ycbr head. *What would you do? 

(a )  Beat t h e  k i d  up. OR 

(b) -Tgnore it.: 

(a )  T e l l  t h e  k i d  t h a t  throwing a t  someone's head i s  very dangerous. 
OR 4 

(b) Beat t h e  k id  up. 

(a)  Ignore  i t .  OR 

(b ) .  T e l l  t h e  k i d  t h a t  throwing a t  someone's head i s  very  dangerou6. 

7. You s e e  some k i d s  p lay ing  a game. You walk over and a s k  i f  you can j o i n .  

~ h e y t e i l  you t h a t  you c a n ' t  p l ay  wi th  them because you ' r e  not  good 

enough. What would you do? 

Walk aday, f e e l i n g  h u r t .  OR - 
I n t e r f e r e  w i t h  t h e i r  game s o  t h a t  they won't  be a b l e  t o  p lay .  

Ask them t o  g i v e  me a chance. OR . . 
Walk away: f e e l i n g  h u r t .  

I n t e r f e r e  w i t h  t h e i r  game s o  t h a t  they won't be a b l e  t o  play.  
OR . , 

Ask them t o  g i v e  m e  a ch.ance. 



- 
-0 

you're watching a r e a l l y  t e r r i f i c  show on t e l e v i s i o n .  In  t h e  middle 
- - - 

of the  show, your p a r e n t s  t e l l  you t h a t  i t ' s  t ime f o r  bed and t u r n  o f f  
- - 

t h e  t e l e v l s i o n .  What would YOU$? 

+ 5 

(a)  Scream a t  them, "I don ' t  want t o ! "  OR 

(b)  Promise t o  go t o  bed e a r l y  tomorrow n i g h t  i f  they l e t  me s t a y  
up l a t e  t o n i g h t .  

(b) C a l l  t h e  k i d  mean and s e l f i s h .  

P 
0 

(a)  Forget  about i t  and cont inue  e a t i n g  my lunch.  OR 

(a)  S t a r t  c ry ing.  OR . 

(b) Scream a t  thein, "I don ' t  want to!" 

(a)  promike t o  go t o  bed e a r l y  tomorrow n i g h t  i f  they  l e t  me s t a y  
up l a t e  ton igh t .  OR 

(b) S t a r t '  c ry ing.  

You're having lunch i n  t h e  c a f e t e r i a .  Your f r i e n d  has  a  b i g  bag -of 

- 

d e l i c i o u s  c h o l o l a t e s  f o r  d e s s e r t .  You ask  i f  you can have j u s t  one, bu t  

your f r i e n d  s a y s ,  'Wo. I' What would you do? 

(a )  Of fe r  t o  t r a d e  something of  mine f o r  t h e  chocola te .  OR 

(b) Of fe r  t o  t r a d e  somethihg of mine f o r  t h e  choco la te  

(a)  C a l l  t h e  k id  mean and s e l f i s h .  .OR 

(b) Forget  about i t  and cont inue  e a t i n g  my lunch, 



-8-1. #owgver, 

t h a t  really you ' r e  srnarlter. 
- 

10. A k i d  i n  your  c las s  b r a m  that ~ h e y ' r e  m u c h  

you know f o r  s u r e  t h a t  t h e  k id  i s  wrong and 

What would you do? 

T e l l  t h e  k i d  t o  s h u t  up.. OR 

suLgest  t h a t  we a s k  each  o t h e r  q u e s t i o n s  t o  f i n d  o u t  who is 
smar t e r .  

I gnore  t h e  k i d  and j u s t  walk away. OR 

T e l l  t h e  k i d  , t o  s h u t  up. 

Suggest  t h a t  we a s k  each  o t h e r  q u e s t i o n s  t o  f i n d  o u t  who is  
s m a r t e r .  ?OR - 
Ignore  t h e  Kid a n d . j u s t  walk away. ' -" 

11. You and a n ~ t h e r  k i d  a r e  p l a y i n g  a  game. The winner  of t h e  game w i l l  
@ 

win a  n i c e  p r i z e .  Y u t r y  r e a l l y  h a r d ,  but  l o s e  by j u s t  one p o i n t . \  
t 

What would you do? 

- ( a ) '  T e l l  t h e  t h a t  t hey  chea t ed .  OR 

(b)  P r a c t i c e ,  s o  I ' l l  win t h e  n e x t  t ime.  

J 

( a )  Go home and c r y .  OR 

(b)  T e l l  t h e  k i d  t h a t  t hey  chea t ed .  
. .- 

i 

(a) P r a c t i c e ,  s o  I ' l l  win t h e  nex t  t ime.  

(b)  Go home and c r y .  



f 

- - --- -- - -- 

12. One of your p a r e n t s  does something which r e a l l y  bugs you. They know 

t h a t  i t  bugs yo*, bu t  they j u s t  ignore  how you feel and- keep do-ing it-y- 

way. What would you do? 

Q -. - 

(a) Try t o  igndre  it% 

(b) T e l l  them t h a t  t h e y ' r e  bugging me. 

, 

t h a t  bugs thema OR ( a )  Get back a t  them b q  doing something 

(b) Try t o  ignore  i t .  

(a)  T e l l  them t h a t  t h e y ' r e  bugging m e .  
b 

(b) Get back a t  them by doing something t h a t  bugs them. 

1 
< i 

You're p laying wick a  f r i e n d  i n  your house and ~ o ? r e  making a  l o t  of 
7 

\ 

no i se .  Your p a r e n t s  g e t  r e a l l y  angry and s t a r t  y e l l i n g  a t  you f o r  makirig. . 

- --. 
s o  much no i se .  What would you do? ._ 

- 

(a)  T e l l  them, " I ' m  s o r r y ,  b u t  I c a n ' t  p l a y  t h e  game wi thout  mak- , 

i n g  no i se . "  OR 

(b) Ignore  t h e i r  y e l l i n g  and cont inue  t o  ~ h k e  no i se .  

& 6 - 

t a )  Find something e l s e  t o  do. OR 

(b) T e l l  t h h ,  " I ' m  s o r r y ,  bu t  I c a n ' t  p l ay  t h e  game wi thout  making - 
n o i s e .  '' 

( a )  Ignore t h e i r  y e l l i n g  and cont inue  t o  make n o i s e .  0k 
, 

(b) . F i n d  something e l s e  t o  do. 
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 direction^: L i s t e d  below a r e  a number of t h i n ~ s  t h a t  could  happen t o  you. - 
P l e a s e  ohow h w  s u r e  you a r e  o f  be ing a b l e  t o  do what i r  aaked of 
you, i f  you t j i e d  your  b e s t ,  by c i r c l i n g  t h e  number a b w e  your 
answer. There a r e  no r i g h t  o r  vrong q n w e r s .  

How s u r e  a r e  you t h a t  you could  s t a r t  t o  t a l k  w i th  someone your age  v h m  
you have j u s t  met? 

1 2 k s !: 4 ,' 5 
N o t r s u r e  a t  a l l  Probably  not -F+&e Probably  Rea l ly  s u r e  

Someone your a g d v a n t s  you t o  do somech4ng t h a t  you do not  van t  t o  do. 
Hov s u r e  a r e  you t h a t  you could t e l l  them you do no t  van t  t o  do i t ?  

1 2 3 .  4 5 
Not s u r e  a t  a11 Probably  no t  Maybe ~ r b b a b l ~  Rea l ly  s u r e  

/ 

Someone your 'age.does a gbod job  a t  something. How s u r e  e r e  you t h s t  you 
could  t e l l  them they  d i d  a good job?  . 

I '  2 3 4 5 
Not s u r e  a t  a l l  P robaHy  no t  Haybe Probably Rea l ly  s m e  

someone your  age  does  something you donst'%ke. How s u r e  a r e  you t h a t  you 
could  t e l l  them you d o n ' t  l i k e  i t  and a s k  them t o  change what t hey  a r e  
do ing?  

1 2 3 4 5 
Not s u r e  a t  a l l  Probably  n o t  M y b e  ' Probably  Rea l ly  s u r e  

Someone your age  g i v e s  you a compliment. How s u r e  a r e  you t h a t  you could 
accep t  t h e  complfment and s a y  "thanks"? ' 

1 I 2 3 4 . -  5 
Not s u r e  a t  a l l  Probably  no t  Maybe Probably  Rea l ly  s u r e  

Someone your  age  i s  p l a y i n g  v i t h  something and you would l i k e  t o  p lay  
w i t h  i t  a l s o .  How s u r e  a r e  you t h a t  you could a s k  them t o  p l a y  v i t h  i t ? '  

a k 
3 4 - 5 

no t  Maybe Probably  , R e a l l y  s u r e  

g e t  o t h e r  c h i l d r e n  your age  t o  ,p lay  wi th  

1 2 
Not s u r e  a t  a l l  Probably 

How s u r e  a r e  you t h a t  you could 
you when you want them t o ?  

1 : 2 
Not s u r e  a t  a l l  Probably  

v 3 4 5 
n o t  Haybe Probably  Rea l ly  s u r e  . 

g e t  o t h e r  ch' i ldren your age  t o  work v i t h  
van t  them to?% - 

- '  . 
Hov s u r e  a r e  you t h a t  you could 
you on a c l a s s  p r o j e c t  when you 

1 2 
Hot s u r e  a t  a l l  Probably 

3 4 5 
no t  b y b e  Probably  Rea l ly  -re 

6 o t h e r  ihi1dr.n your age  t o  be  your How Sure  a r e  YOU t h a t  you could  
f r i e n d ?  ) .- 

not Haybe 

, S' 

4 5 
Probably , , Rea l ly  s u r e  * 1 2 

Not s u r e  a t  a l l  Probably 



Children "-,~rai t Anxiety Measure - for 

H* I FEEL QUESTlONNAIRE 

Name - Grade 

T a a c b r  School 

- 
- Direc t ions :  Belov a r e  sentences + ich  boys and g i r l s  uee t o  t e l l  h w  thy f e e l .  

h a d  eac5  one care_ful ly  and dec ide  i f  i t  i s  ha rd ly -eve r ,  sometimes o r  t r u e  - f o r  you. Then put  a mark i n  t h e  box t h a t  d e s c r i b e s  you t h e  b e s t .  There a r e  no 
r i g h t  o r  vrmg answers. Remember, r e a d  each sen tence  and p ick  t h e  word t h a t  b e s t  
f i t 8  how y:u f e e l  most of t h e  t ime. Example: 

[ 1 hardly-ever  [ ] sometimes [ ] o f t e n  1 watch t e l ev f s ' i on  . . . . . . . 
4 

0 hardlycver 

0 hardly-ever 

0 hardlytver 

0 hardlycver 

0 hardlytver 

0 sometimes 

0 wmetimes 

0 sometimes 

0 sometima 

e 

0 often 

0 often 

0 often 

0 often 

1 worry about making mistakes, . . . . 

I feel M e  crying . . . . . . . . . . 

l feel y h a p p y  . . . . . . . . . . . 

I have trouble making up my mind . . . 

It b difficult for me to face my problems . 

I worry t w  much . . . . . . . . . . 

l upset at home . . . . . . . . . 

l un shy . .l . . . . . . . . . . . . 

I feel troubled . . . . . . . . . . . 

Unimportiht thoughts nm thrortgh my 
mind and bother m i  . . : . . . . . : 

I worry about school . . . . . . . . . . 

I have trouble dccid~ng what to d o  . . . 

I notice my heart beats fast . . . . . . 

0 wmetimes 

0 sometimes 

0 sometimes 

0 sometima 

0 sometimes 

0 often 

0 often 

0 often 
li 

0 often 

0 often 

0 haraly-ever 

0 hardlycver 

0 hardlycver 

0 hardly-ver 

0' hardlycver 

0 hardlycver 

0 often 

0 often 0 sometimes 

0 hardlycver 

0 hardlycver 

0 hardly-hr 

0 hardlycver 

0 hardlycver 

hardly~ver  

0 hardlytver 

0 hardly-ver 

O wmetimes 

0 wmetimes 

0 sometima 

0 often 

0 often 

0 often 

0 often 

0 often 

0 often 

0 often 

0 often_ 

0 often 

I m recretly afraid , . .+ : . . . , . 

I worry about myparents . . . . . . . 0 sometimes 

0 sometimes 

0 wmdimes 

0 wmetim,cs 

13 sometimes 

My hands get sweaty . . . . . . . . . 

I worry about things that may happen . . 
, ' 

~t i; hard for me to  fa11 r r ~ e t p  at m b t  ' . 

I get a funny feeling in my stomach . . 

1 worry about what others think of me . 0 hardlycver 

. , 



a 

Self-control Rating Scale  .- 

Rater Sex: ' H F School 

Please rate this child according to thc desrriptlons below by circlin~ tht. 
appropriate number. The underlined 4 in the center of each row represents vhcre 
the average child would fall on this item. Please do not hesitate to use the - 
entire range of possible ratings. 

.-s 

1. When the child promises to do somethin&. 
d can you count on him or her to do it? ' 

/ 

Does the child butt into games or activi- 
ties even when he or she hasn't been in- 
vited? 

Can the child deliberately calm doLn when 
he or she is excited or -all wound up? 

Is the quality of the child's work all 
about the same or does it vary a lot? 

Does the child work'for long-range goals? 

When the child asks a question, does he 
or she wait for an ansver, or jump to 
something else (e.g., a new question) 
before waiting for an answer? 

Does the child interrupt Inappropriately 
in conve,rsations with peers, or wait his 
or h&r turn to speak? 

Does the child stick to what he or she is 
doing until he or she is finished with it? 

Does the child follow the instrugtions of 
responsible adults? 

Does the child have to have everything 
right away? 

When the child has to wait in line, does 
he or she do so patiently? . 
Does the child sit still? 

Can the child follow suggestions of 
nrhprs in group projects, or" does he or 
she insist on imposing his or her own 
ideas? 

Does the child have to be rec;lnded 
several times to do somethink before hr or 
she .does it? 

h%en reprimanded, does the child qnswr 
back inappropriat ely? 

Is the child accident prone? 

Does the chi12 neglect or f;jrpe! repulal 
chores or task? 

1 2  
+ alwayb 

1 2  
never 

1 2  
y e s  

1 2  
sam 

I 

1 2  
Yes 
' 4 
1 2  
waits 

1 2  
vaits 

- 

1 2  
yes ' 

1 2  
always 

1 2  
no 

1 2  
Yes 

1 2  
Yes 

1 2  

5 6 7  
never 

5 6 7  
of ten 

5 6 7  
interrupts 

imposes 

5 6 7  
alwavr 



1 2  
never  

1 2  
wai t  

1 2  
never  

1 2  
no 

1 2  
never 

1 2  
a l v a y s  

f 2  

Are t h e r e  days when the  c h i l d  seems - i n -  
capable  .of s e t t l i n g .  down t o  work? 

5 5 6 7  
of t e n  

Would the  c h i l d  more l i k e l y  g rab  a  s m n l l r r  
toy r o d s  o r  wa i t  f o r  a l a r g e r  toy t a -  
morrow. i f  g i v e n . t h c  cho ice?  

4 5 6 7  - .  
prah 

Does t h e  c h i l d . g r a b  f o r  tfie be longings  of 
o t h e r s ?  

4 5 6 7  - 
o f t e n  

4 5 6 7  - 
Yes 

4 5 6 7  
alwavs 

4 5 6 7  - 
never 

4 5 6 7  - 
s e v e r a l  

4 5 6 7  - 
yes  

4 5 6 7  - 
c a r e l e s s  

4 5 6 7  - 
no 

Does t h e  c h i l d  bother  o t h e r s  when t h e y ' r e  
t r y i n g  t o  do t h i n g s ?  

Does t h r  c h i l d  bre-ak b a s i c  r q l e s ?  

t 

Does t h e  c h i l d  watch where he o r  she  i s  
going?  

In  answering q u e s t i o n s ,  does t h e  c h i l d  
g ive  one thoughrful  ansue r ,  o r  b l u r t  our 
s e v e r a l  ansve r s  a l l  a t  once?  I 

one ansver 

3 s - t h e  c h m  e a s i l y  d i s t r a c t e d  from h i s  
o r  her work o r  cho res?  

Would you d e s c r i b e  t h i s  c h i l d  morr a s  
c a r e f u l  o r  c a r e l e s s ?  

1 2 3  
c a r e f u l  

Does t h e  c h i l d  p l a y  we l l  v i t h  p e e r s  
( f o l l o v s  r u l e s ,  v a i t s  t u r n . ' c o o p e r a t e s ) ?  

Does t h e  c h i l d  jump or s v i t c h  fron: a c t i v i -  
t y  t o  a c t i v i t y  r a t h e r  than s t i c k i n g  t o  one 
th ing a t  a t ime? 

4 5 6 7  
s t i c k s  t o  one  s v i t c h e s  

If a  t a s k  i s  a t  f i r s t  t o o  d i f f i c u l t  for.  
t h e  c h i l d ,  w i l l  he  o r  s h e  ge t  f r u s t r a t e d  , 

and q u i t ,  o r  f i r s t  seek he lp  v i t h  t he  
problem? 

3 2 3  
seek.  h e l p  

4 5 6 7  - 
q u i t  

Does t h e  c h i l d  disrtfp games? 1 2 3  
never 

4 5 6 7  - 
of t e n  

4 5 6 7 '  - 
never  

4 5 6 7  - 
yes  

- -  
Does t h e  c h i l d  t h i n k  be fo re  he  o r  she  
a r t s ?  

1 2  3 
a l v a y s  

If  t h e  c h i l d  pa id  more a t t e n t i o n  t o  h i s  
o r  her  work, dc  you th ink  h e  o r  she  vould 
do much b e t t e r  than a t  p r e s e n t ?  

Does t h e  c h i l d  do too  many t h i n g s  a t  once ,  
o r  does he  o r  she  concen t r a t e  on one th ing  
a t  a  t ime? 

4 5  6 ' 7  - 
t o o  many 



Chi ld  Behavior 
4 

e 

C H I L D  BEHAVIOUR R A T I N G  SCALE 
- 

Child 's  Name School - 
Teac3er's Name Mv.  

Section !: . Listed below a r e  s p e c i f i c  behaviour and adapta t ion  problems which  so^^ 
c h ~  ldrer. experience. Please r a t e  i  tern by c i  r j l i n g  t h e  appropr ia te  number. 

1  Key: 2  3  . 4  5 '  

not a very mild moderate s e f i o u s  very ser ious 
problem problem problem problem problerr; 

1. Disruptivk i n  c l a s s  
- .  

2. Talks out  of t u r n ,  d i s t u r b s ~ o t h e r s  while they a r e  
working 1 2 3 4 5  

. . 3. Overly agaressive t o  peers  ( f i g L t s ,  i s  overbearing,  
b e l l i g e r e n t )  %.. 2. 

- - 3 4 5  

4. Impulsive, i s  unable t o  delay . 
\ .  

5. Shy, timid . .  

6. Unable t o  express f e e l i n g s  1 2 3 4 5  
- 

7. Worried, f r igh tened ,  tense 1 2 3 4 5  
- 1 

8. Lacks self-confidence 1 2 3 4 5  

9. Reacts poorly t o  dis2ppcintaent  1 2 3 4 5  

10. bepends too much on teacher  t o  solve problems l 2 3 4 5  

11. Has d i f f i c u l t y  l ea rn ing  1 2 3 4 5  

SECT1O:J 11: Because we a r e  i n t e r e s t e d  in idt-nt i fyino c h j l d r e n ' s  s t r e n a t h s  o r  corpe- 
t enc ies  wc have developed a l i s t ,  of i t c c s  identif.*nc r h i l d r e l ' s  p o s i t i v e  resources.  
Please r a t e  a item by c . i rcl in9 the a p p r o 7 r i a t ~  nurber .  

Key : 1 2  4 5 
not a t  a 1 , i t t l e  moderately we1 1 ve r j  

a1 1 we1 1 we1 1 



R ~ S O ~ V ~ S  peer'problems hi s/her own ,. 
Copes well with fa f lure  

I 
Is able t o  question rules that  seem unfair - 
or unclear to him/her 

Anger, when displayed, Is just i f ied 

ExpFesses ideas willingly 

Well liked by classmates 

Cbkes friends easlly 

12. Thinks before acting 1 2 3 4 5  

13. Accepts leg1 timate imposed limi t s  1 2 3 4 5  

14. Epresses needs and feelings appropriately 1 . 2  3  4 5  
. . 

15. Functions well In unstructured situations 1 2 3 4 5  

4' . 
SECTION 111: From your experience with this  child, please circle  the number where 
he/she would like on the following dimensions. 

Child seems d i f f icu l t  
? to  like 

Child seems -easy -- 
t o  l ike 

B. 
Child has no 

school adjustment 
problems , problems 



Parent Behavior Rating Scale 
Q. 

A U . t a n r - h t & + e % & * * * f i  
growtng up. These a r e  not always-the same fo r  d i f f r r e n t  

primarily with your ch i ld ' s  behavior a s  you have seen i t  

.Listed below are' a s e r i e s  of d < f f i c u l t i e s  .that young children of ten  show. Vany 
of these may not apply a t  a l l  t o  your c h i l d ' s  behavior. On the o ther  hand. many 
of them may be qui te  descr ip t ive  of h4s o r  her behavior during the  pas t  month. 

For each problem which does apply t o  your ch i ld ,  please indicate  the  degree t o  
which I t  applies by placing a check ( J )  in the appropriate box t o  the r ight  of 
the YES section.  I f  i t  does apply, check only the NO box. 

For example: 

Behavior 

Enjoys TV '(cowboys, cirtoons, comedy, news. 
t r ave l ,  other) * 

Does i t  apply? i f  YES t o  what extent? , 

- 
YES - - - - 

1. Eatlng trouble ( ea t s  too much, e a t s  - - - 
too l i t t l e ,  has fads,  e a t s  only cert_ain - 
foods,, o ther)  NO - 

- - - - - 
2. Trouble sleeping (won't go, t o  bed, YES -. - - - 

awakens of ten ,  f i  h t s  s leep,  has - 
nightmares , other! NO - 

- - - - 
3. Stomach trouble (d iar rhea ,  constipation YES - - - 

i r r egu la r i ty ,  vomiting, nervous stomach, - 
other)  NO - 

- - - - 
4. Is bothered by headaches, frequent YES - - - - 

colds, a l l e r g i e s ,  asthma, rashes, 
o ther)  NO - 

- 
YES - - - - 5. Is  timid, bashful, o r  r e t i r i n g  . 

. with children - - - - 
NO - . .- - 

j- - - - 
YES - 6. IS tL?id, bashful, o r  r e t i r i n g  - - - w i t h  grownups - 

/ NO - . 
- 

7. Bullies,  argues, o r  f igh t s  YES - - - - 
childrert - - - - 

NO - - - - - - 8. 1s "fresh*,  ta lks  back, argbes 
with adults 

YES . - - - - - 
NO _;_ - - -- 



10. 1s overactlve or restless 

16. ~epends' on others for YE - - - - - . -  

- 
17. Gets upset by Y t S  - - - - - - - 

NO - 
- 

18. Is fearful of other children or YES - - - - 
adults - - 7 -  - 

NO 

19. Stays by him/herself 
- - - - 

YES - -  - - - - 
-% 

' @ -  

YES 1 - 23. Disrupts household routines - -- i- - f 

NO -3- 
1 



Teacher Evaluation Questionnaire 

Rewhd 06  Evaluation 

Zn 01tdlll $0 evaluate t h e  e6$ectivenebs 0 6  t h e  bocial  w b h - 6 o t v i n g  p w j e c t ,  
w olte ncw contpteting, 1 woutd v m j  much apwec ia t c  y o u  comncntd, buggebtiotu 
and kecomnendatiotu 604 6 W e  p~gllamb. I wiL( be me&g u i l h  HeaWl D e w -  
nent peh~onnel  i n  t h e  neM b d ~ t l ~ e ,  and would Like lo pavlcdent youh ( e d n g b  t o  
them. P L m e  u e  06 much &ddLtionat space ob you need. 

I .  P h o g m  Content fohganizatian, ReCevance, Concepiuat t ~ v c ! ) .  P h z ~ c ~  h d e .  

I 2 

pooa 



. . . i g e n d  obsehvetianb on e66ectivenedb 0 6  p h o g w ,  . . . . paticLLLah e m p l e d  0 6  W h e n  who have appahentQ benc6itted, . . . . ebbed on Lemming enwhomat, on cecz6b management) . 



APPENDIX D, . , 

- -  

Descriptive -- Pre- and Post-Trhatment Statistics for each Variable -- 
Variable Condition Pre-Treatment Post-Treatment . -. 

. - 
Mean Standard Mean Standard 

Deviation Deviation 
/ 

Parent , 

Rating 
Treatment 
,Control 

Self 
Control 

Treatment 
Control 

Subjective 
Aggression 

Subjective 
Assertion 

Treatment 
Control 

Treatment. 
Control 

Subjective 
Submission 

~reatment 12.1 '  . 4 .1  
Control 1 2 . 1  3 .4  

Treatment 7 . 2  1 .9  
control 6 . 9  1.7 

Problem 
Solving 

Seff 
Ef f icatly 

~reatment' 3 0 . 1  4 . 5  
Control 3 1 . 3  6 . 2  

Subjective Treatment 3 6 . 6  6 . 2  , 3 4 . 6  6 . 5  
Anxiety Control , 3 8 . 8  " '  5 . 9  36 .7  6 8 

f 

Acting Treatment 7 . 7  ., 4 .3  6 .7  3 : 4  
Out - Control 7 . 8  4 .2  7 . 7- 4 . 0  

Shy Treatment . 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 C m t r o l  3 .7  1 .7  3.6 - 1.8 

Total Treatment 20.8  7 . 8  1 8 . 0  6 . 1  
Problems Control 20.1  7  . 7 1 9 . 7  8 .1  

Frustration Treatment 2 0 . 4  5.0 23.8 5.6 
2 4 . 5  5 .5  Tolerance Control 2 3 . 1  5.4 

Gutsy Treatment 9.2  2 .6  1.0.9 , 2 . 5  
Assertive- Control 10.7 2 .2  1 1 . 3  2 .8  

> 



- a  

V a r i a b l e  - 'Condi t ion  Pre-Treatment p o s t - ~ r e a t m e n t  - - A 

P 

Mean Standard Mean Standard 
D e v i a t i o n  D e v i a t i o n _  

S o c i a b i l i t y  . Treatment <9.0 2 . 3  
Control  10.3 213 

.Total  Treatment 47.1 10.2 '/c 
Competence Control  54.0 10.5 

~ i k a b i l i t ~  .Treatment 5.6 1.2 
, Control  6.0 , 1 .1  

Adjustment Treatment 5 . 0  1.7 5.3 1 .6  
Control  5.5 1.5 . 5.4 1.3 



Unrotated Factor Loadings -- for Seven Factor Solution of Principle 
A 

- - 

Components Analysis 

1 * 

V a r i a b l e  
I 

F a c t o r  

\ 

S e x  . I 4 8  ,528  - . I 6 3  -.Oh7 - . I 1 8  - .131 -152  

P a r e n t  - .200 - . I 6 1  .150 .007 . I 6 3  -794 - .290 
R a t i n g  

S e l f  -. 776 .195 , :397 -.097 -;006 - .063 .021 
C o n t r o l  

a 
Y 

S u b j e c t i v e  ,-.397 -.412 - .360 -.096 .008 -.064 .1.14 
A g g r e s s i o n  - 

S u b j e c t i v e  . 3 2 3  .503 .259 1 . 3 2 8  .230 .251 - .051 
A s s e r t i o n  

S u b j e c t i w e  .295 .719 .286 - . I 29  
S u b m i s s i o n  

S e l f  -067  -. 155 .250 .429 
E f f i c a c y  . 

S u b j e c t i v e  - . l o 3  ' .045 . l o 2  -.561 
A n x i e t y  

I 
A c t i n g  - .650 - .089 .634 - . I52  
Out 

Shy -. 557 .381 -.484 .257 
A n x i o u s  

L e a r n i n g  -.790 ,148 .016 - .009 .206 . , 037  .124 
P r o b l e m s  . , 

T o t a l  -. 892 . I 4 6  . 2  38 .013 .073 - .021 .044 
P r o b l e m s  

F r u s t r a t i o n  .899 .028 - . I54  .028 . l o 1  .048 .079 
T o l e r a n c e  1, 



Gutsy -623 -..234 ~ 5 4  - . 2 2 9  .048- .028' . I22  
Assert Pve 

Sociability .835 - . I 6 2  .228 - . l o 7  -058 -.087 .054 

Tot~il, -936 - . l o 8  - . I 2 6  - .074.  .065 . .OD9 .063 
Competence  

Likability . Ik0  '-.-170 .039 ,031 . I51  .027 *- .091  . 

,A,d j u s t m e n t  .830 .070 -. 197 
6. .047 -.04-5 .'051 -.089 
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