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ABSTRACT

i

‘Problem-Solving Ability’in Clinical Samples

of nggteésive end.Nonaggressive Boys .t "".)
. "David W. Cox
v} Lt

 April 18, 1986

;Ke princ1pa1 objective of this etudy was to exam1ne

o

the ypotheq;s.th t maladaptnvely aggresujve elementary—“

. . &
schooltage}bOys would show spec1ﬁ1e deftcits in CanLLJVE
~ : N g .
’ . ) : .o C 2 .
problem §01V1ng abllity. o f; - _? .‘:. 'f' o o
A pil t study using the : Purdue Elementary Prob]em— 
N

~So1v1ng Inve tory (PFPSI) was f1,et conducted ‘with.123
"\ : ) N ~ _‘.

brade 2 to Grade 6 children in two schoo] which differed

in the pxobdble bOLjOQLOnOmIL sftatus (SFS) of thQLT pupqu

Scorés also tended to be greater in the hlgher SES school,
although the effect of SFS was 1nc0n81stent and acoee.
fdr a‘sma]] proportion-of~the variance jn sccreS'

Ehe PEPST was then admlglstered to lZ cllnlca]Jy

identified aggressive boys - a second cllnlcal samp]e.of

. 12 boys whose behavfor problems were judged not to be DR ' j'-ﬂ

3

»aggressive,in natute, and 12 controls from the claserOms~

iofvtheuclinitel'SUbjects“v Subjects-were alsp-given a belf-

C s

ieport'behaviorgl'rating‘neasure;'.Teacher.ratings vere "

obtained using a etandafddeedvbehavibr chee&list."A beef—jd

vnomination.sociometric procedure was: 'carried out.in the” .. . R
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o

CGL .

2 7 o .‘ .‘b .v . . ‘ l".. . o 7 i . . ) ‘_..‘. .. .. . = N . S .. . . 11.1

clnssrooh35(Grades 3‘t0'6) of.all'sobjects.-- ; _
' . Lt . . &

No sjgnlflgant differences 1n PFPQI scbres.were“foupd~
‘. .o 3

T4

-among the subjeot groups. lhus Lhe resn]to did not sUppbrt .nﬂ,
bhé h&pobhesi of problem so]ving deftcit ib aggle sive

bdyo. The canic L aggressive boys obtained signjficantly
;bighex aggress ivenes scores than the contro]s on the se]f—

-ieport'heasure, This rppllcateq findings from orher qtud1eq.'

* .
t

which have dgmonstrated a preference for~aggressitﬁrpxohlem\‘_
i ' - . . ’ r—’ ) -~
*asolutions in aggress:ve boys Feacher rated aég res siveness

!

1

‘was also hlgher for ﬂggressive boys relative 0 contro]s

|

,  On]y the aggxess10n scores on the socjomet; C meabure.

diqcrjminared between the cldnlcal aggre§%1ve and chnﬁcal

-

-

npﬁaggressive groups. ‘The pattern of reshlts from thjs .

research did not ohange~appréciab1y when subjects were

regrouped accordlng to peer- and teacher rated aggreqsiveness .
N - . S .

The 1mp11catlonq of the fjndjngs for furrher research

¢

and clinical interventions~are»disoussed. p
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TINTRODUCTION - -y

2 I ' . o .

A‘P:oblem—Solviﬁg-ViéQ'of’Humnn»Adjustﬁgnt

6t t

-: .  . Humaﬁ adjébtment prob]ems may be conceptuali7ed in

" terms ofvmental'disprdgrs .emotional instabi]ﬁty, behav]ors
learﬁéH or not learned, or in relation to statistical or ;
social norms. Regafdless of which of these views is takehl
‘individuéi malédjuspﬁeﬁﬁ_could.glso be §één as the repeatgd'
faiquefto‘a&hié;e effe;tibe solutioﬁé to ;rdﬁiemg;

espeéially thoge encountered in 1nterpcr ona] or social - -

8ituations.
~Jahoda (1953, 1958) was among the fggstnro'redefiné
) o ) mental health’ in“terms of -problem “olving. A'”healthy

1ndiviaualnwas defined as chaxacteli%tyca1{y‘appyo;ch1ng B
problémé in orderly"stégcs;’wiLh an appraprlate fceltng ‘
: itone (posiLive and change ornented) “as directly as p0331ble,
 and in 1 manner Wthh magjmizes the prohabllity of succesq...
D' Zurilla and Goldfried (1971) and Goldfrled and Go]dfrjed

‘- ‘ (1975) have.proposed that much»othhe .abnormal"_behaV1or

‘encountered by cliniciansnmighf be -seen as ineffective b

"behavior, together with-its situational and.emotional
.conéequeﬁcesz -Spivack and-Shure~§197A), whose work is
;dis;ussed'bélow; have alsoiaddpted,a problém-solviﬁé,

Lbodéeptuélii@tion of mental health, which was ‘well .summarized,

“by Shure (1981): - .




L AR e
. . . S . . * ‘ - . -t . 2
An #individual who plans his.or her actlons, Ca@.weigh
the pros and cons, and .consider the effects of
intcrper;aonal act.s upon othexrs is less ‘likely Lo» fail
and. make impulsive mistakes, and thereby, suffers leqb
frustration. If problem after .problem should Temaln
'unsolyed, and interpersonal needs”remain consistenf]y
unsatisfied, maladaptive behavior and other social -
ﬂdifficultiegacould subsequently ensue-_(p. 159)

1f oue views human ad1uqtment in problem- so]ving torms,

i~

-the nature‘and deve LopmenL o[ ploblemrbolving ablliry 1n

'interest.Q-Thé_inflﬁences upon'problém—sblvihg ébility.

_cﬂildhédd is of major,theoretical, clinlcal, and research-

e

of cognitive and emotional development; and of éxperienge

- - . £y

and léarning, are of great importancg} Of particulat

" relevance to the resdarch reported ‘'here is the need to .

<

specify the reldbidnship bétween problemisolvfng ability

" and emotional and behaviorat maladjustment in children

K

P N . "

A Aggression and Cognition

~

rd B . . .
As individuals are faced with problematic situations,

o

alternative-courses, of action must be generated, evaluated,

~and chosen for implementation. . Aggression is'one'such_-

alterhafive soLution thch may‘be-éonéidered or attempted.-

However, the aggre331ve behavtor of some, individua]s can

>

" be repeatedly maladaptlve either bncauqe 1t iq 1neffect1ve

in solvipg problems, or because of the counterreaction°;,

it élicics. A hlgh level of - aggress%ve behavior has been

shown to be an. important anrecedent of active Tejection

°6y-peérs'(Dddge; 1953). Children whose hggressive behaviorl

y A S




».dom1na¢eq their behavioral repertoires ‘are frequently
_lencquntered:by clinicians.{Patterson; Beid, Jonee, 5 Conge1

'1975) and highly-aggreésivc-children have émong.the poqreet'-

-f.(; _b T prognoqes in terms of 1ater behavioral adjuetment (Conger’

.,‘

R 'T.'r& Keanb 1981 Iefkowitz, Eron Walder & Huesmann l977)n
It is wjth such problem ﬁggression rhat Lh]s theSLs i.s
f’-,;. A .:concerned,'

) _ _'A number of explanations‘haqe heeén proposed to account
for aggreésive behavjor -At&the most fundamenta] level,

T ] ) : ' .
*aggression may be rega1ded as an impulse wirh wh:ch al] oo

¢ S Lindiv1dualq must gradually 1earn to contend (Hartup, 1976
' williams & Stjth 1974) As FthbﬂCh (1970) p01nred out

The control of aggreosive behavior pose ‘a fundamental
e L developmenta] p;oblem for the child, who must’ learn
L ﬂﬁ L o to-inhibit his rage,vto_diecrimlnaLe between those. :
G IR ',situatlons in ‘which .it is appropriate’ or inappropriate"rf
Tew - . to behave aggressively, and . to modulate his aggre331ve
:’ - ‘"rebponse to match the deglee of. frustratlon or
'provocatlon to whnch he may be subjected (p 159)

W However, developmental changes in the abmllty to manage

o : :
~aggression are not we]l documented in the 11terature (Parke

;&‘Slaby, 1983) The . bulk of research eVJdence concerns
< ”Ihédcharacceristlcs of aggre881on jn preschoo1 rh11dren, R
for example' the proportlons of - verbal and phy51cal aggre sion

f;j_“73pbe'frequency and duratlon of aggresswye outbursts,Jand

{rhejst1mu11 and events e11c1t1ng aggresston at various

n'f-" P . . T e

'ages. ‘The greater frequency of 1nstrumenta1 (object orlented)

.re1ative to hostile (perenn—orlented) aggreseion 1n
vpreschoolers,.when compared to school age chlldren, haé

'x“also been reported (Feshbach ]970 Hartup, 1974, Shaffer,:




in tbis age perlod

ﬁiéﬁcontrolled and neutrallzed and the=role ofﬁadéptive

fdomlnated by the frustration aggression hypotheses of

4
1979). - ’ - L L A

Gene;ally, tpgugm, thEre-appeafs to/geildttle

_Lniormationiabout the deveiobmgné of agéressivénbehavjor :

 or itéiregﬁlatian iﬁ midd]é childhpod/(Féghchﬁ, f§70;
ﬁartdp, 1§7A;IShaffér,-l§79; WiLLiais&vatth, 19%4):

JA-dgcliné in the”ftéqugncf’df aggressiﬁé behavi&rzafouhd.

the ages of 6 to 9..has been repdrtea (Ha}tup; 1974). .There

s o . SR "‘ .
is some evidence of ‘a” further .decline 1n‘aggres sive behavior

‘between 10 and L4 (Kagan'& Moss, 1962, cited in w1111ams

& Stlth l974) suggésﬁing another.bhsis fof considering

hlgh 1eve1 of,aggreésion to- be aﬁ'importqut glinical problem

Athough there has been a léck'bf recent atteﬁtion

'ro deve]opmcntal processes re]ated to aggfeésidn,_Freud's
'”work in the 19205 “and 19303 emphasizcd th 1ﬁﬂividﬁﬁT“Sr

vdevelopment of controls and out]et% for aggressive impulsgsf

Suboequent psychodynamlc formulatnons of aggrequon thLQ

ftending po accept Freud S notlon oF .a basic aggre351ve .

dpiye, a{&o fegggnized that.aggrQs§ion was_§~response to
. [ o . . ‘.‘ o .. E S, R . ’ ’
external éventS1.~Post—Freudian Ltheories also paid greater
A 1 , T

‘attention to the mechan]%ms by which aggressive énéféy;.

X

.

egp‘fﬁndfions (Feshbach 1970).

.‘Other early psychologjcal theories of aggressﬂon were

¢

=Dollarq,.Millerl ‘and Othets.(Dollard,_Doop, Mt"er Mow:q;,




&.Séars, 1939). fnese writers disputed the psféhpdynamic
.notion of‘an_agé;essive:instinct, and Jinstead viéwed

aggreéssion as ‘the result of.affrustrating—experience-

. ) . &
Zinstigating'an.aggressive drive.’ The theory-proposed a R
number of factoxs governing the strength of Jnstlgatnon‘
i to‘aggression, such as the degree of Lnterfercnce WJLh.?
' ‘ a frustrated response and the number.of responses which
' are frustrated 'Similar.explanation. were hjpothesiéed . :

-

-

for the jnhjbition displacement, and reduction of aggression
ﬁ(Bandura, 1973; Feshbach, 1970)-: While elaborations .of

the frustration-aggression hypothesis took into account

_the'role of exneriencefand.learning‘(Miller»h:Doilardz
'1941),‘thehhajor focus‘was still unon notivational tather:f
than‘experiential factots: -Ffom_the‘large body of research

‘genefated'by‘the frustratjon;nggression hypothesiq 'Peehbach

(1970) -and Bandura (1973) concluded that this theory has

. .
- not accounted adequately for rhe maintenance acqqunt1on

€,

and modtficatlon of aggres ive behavdor They also COntended

Sy

"that the fluetrat1on—aggreSSJon hypothesj has-paid inadequate ”

attention to the fact that aggress1ve responses_ are dependent
‘“'-‘:" 4 T 1argely upon developmenta] ]evel and . learnlng hJstory

Cei Finally, the theory has not accounted for the many sjtuatjons

'when frustration and aggre331on ‘do not co~occur (Parke

7.
s

& -Slaby,_:19.83; Shaffer- '1,979),..

= R . T \ .
Efforts by 1earntng theorlsts to explaln the productlon
of aggressive behaviqr have generally emphasized either
S . . - 2 - .
T oa reinforcement or soclal learning»perspectlve,(Feshbach,‘ o

et
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1970). Pattersomn and . his colleagues (Patdterson, Littman,

Yot

& Bricker, 1967; Patterson et al., 1975) exemplified the

. . R o R ) L ._p .
reinforcement approach. They regarded aggression as opevant

" ‘heéhavior wvhich demands, and is shaped by;_responses from .

. 1 ) N N A ) . .

the environment.- Aggressive;behaviorq they suggcsted
can_be very eucceasful in eli jtang reinforctng responses
.euch as compllance.or submission. Some environments, such

as families which encourage aggresaion, ecnhance this effect.

In most cases,; aggres elve behavlor'ln children 'is.of
relatibely low frequency and ihtensity. -In childfen who

are prcblematicallv aggressjve howevef such h%hav1df
"has heen strengthened first by a high deg1ee oq relnfoxcemcnt

»
x

(in ipselfaand relative to other behav1ors)'and second

by a condition;ng.ptocess through -which certain mqtiuationaff
. . . T ) . t . . . . .

stéte§~(e;g:) frustration, anger) both elicit and dte;"
ltermihated by hggressive behéviqr.
ot Social 1earniﬁg theory (SLT) not.only considers the

‘role of reinforcement and motifvational states in the

5

product1on of aggre381ve behav:or but also-pfopdees

Lt

specifically social mechaniemq by dh1ch éggreqeinn is

\ .
&

qtrengthened and maJntalned through relnforcement SLT -
‘ 51m11ar1y accounts for?the 1nhibjtion and moderationlof'
"ﬂaggre831ve behavior in the.presenée of'“internal” states .

wh] h accordnng to 1nstnnct or drive- theorles wohld'elicit-

‘-aggressmon (Bandura 1973)}

B

The role of modell1ng has also received censiderable

3

emphas:s from SLT theorists and’ researchers A number v'\f o

i
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iLovaas, 19&1) have demqﬁstyated-that children.expoéed_io

'producing aggression,”a‘conéideration‘Qf cognitive processes ..

emust also be given speci*ic signal and emotional meaning':

of~studies,(BanduréL Ros's, & Ross, 1961, 1963a, 1963b;

T

the ‘aggressive behavior of others (live or on’ film) were

‘more likely to behéve‘aggpessiyely as: a rpshlt,‘even~whon ooy

@

this mbdelled aggf@ééioh was not directly reinforced.

Although a détaLled ekamidapion'offthese theories

_of aggrg§sion is beyond the scope of thJ thesi@, one

\ ’

important ¢common feathre is emphasjzcd This i$_ﬁherlimifed_'

attention.most have given to the role of cognitive variables

'1n‘thewmed1ation of aggressive behavior (Feshbach, 1974).

‘As Teshbach (lQ?@).pointed-out'in réiationbto the

frustrdtion aggresqjon hypothesms, humans make a varijety

-Of responses to frustratlon ‘and wheth ar aggressdon is

. \ .
one of. these responses depend argely upon the cognltlve '

"operations by which they 1nte1preL the behav1or of a

_frustrqplng agent .- glmilarly, both Rula (1974) and'Fraczek :

I

(19797‘aféued_that aggre331on, ﬁhe'subjectvof various
definitiohs;and explanations by early theorists, is a highly

compIEX phénomenon.. To-explain the many. interactiomns_ between

pe—e

Jndiv1dual characLer1 ti C and situational factors in

.

is essent1al

Fraczek (1979) qummarlzed regearch whlch supported

.his argument that’ even’ °1mp1e cues must not only be

.

‘tegistered before an aggre351ve response is e]xcxted but

AR
) : .ﬁ

by an individual Ip several pxperimengs (Berkowitz,

'




. [
*and effect of . social norms 1 1mportant in understanding

1974), the“mnnipulation'of bisuai and other situationél
. L . ki . s ) . s .

chanacteristiés.prpduced'varlation ih the levels of

~ . [ ' . ¢ .
punishment administered by one subject -to another. ' Many

I N I

of the.features which were varied were too complex to have .

been responded’to as.simple . cues, and it was, concluded -

that their effect upon aggressive behavior was mediated'

'through tognitive activityl. Berkowitz (1977),éited stndles

spec1fy1ng such cogn1tivé mediators as judgments about

the proprlety of hosti]e Jmpu1ees the meaning assigneﬁ

‘to gues)_how realistyc objects and events qnpear, and which//

.

aspects of éléitﬁation'are being attended.-to. .In other (;‘”

stndies, the'direction‘and'form’of-angry‘or aggreésive

‘renrtlonq vere shown to he determingd by t'he 1nterpretation

of nondjfferenttated arousal, -or by the content of feadbnck

regétding,the effectS’of'petformance on experimental tasks:

The'appréisal of feedback from yic¢tims of aggression hasl‘

g

“also been shown to mediate furt er aggressive behav1or

Dependlng on the %pe&ﬂf]cs of rhe aggressor's evaluation

e

of thjs feedback nggre°sion c%n be 1nhibjted or 1ntensified _

(Frac7ek 1979)"

'Simjlarly, Feshoacn'(l97/) has argued that the ex1stence

the re]atlonshlp between cogAition and aggression Sociai

norms and the expectations bf parents and others permit

some'aggre851on, but at’ th same time require that it be

épnfopniétely'exotessed /Ihis presents children with a

i . . 2 Lo




. . = \ ’ )
,ﬁweﬁﬁﬁa ' ‘diffjcult set of discriminatjons to make wjth regard to// -

I3 Uy
Y SR . + CoThy

both qrimulj and porentia] a@éressive responses, in ap

effort to attain orlapproximate,society's "aggressive ideal"”

[

 Many of the proceases involved he.coutended, are'brimarily
“COgnrtive ‘1nc1ud1ng judgments 'in%grenoeaL and attrfbutioué,
:and.are closely related to the’ child's level of moral_
oeveiooment. o ‘ ,_;J- ‘ ) - '; el -  L

An example of a-coénithe prooess whi.ch is:iuportant

in the mediation of aggress;yé’behav1or is- e potentlal
T . :

aggressor s evaluatjon of the 1ntent10ns under ing ;2
.frustrating or Jnjurious behavior.on the part of an thez;if/; "
(Ri11, 1979; Rule, 1974). . L - . é ,.,/{”"i
. . ' . L. . . -. l : o T -/f/-
. It was proposed by Piaget (1965?“that in middle . \f{jirfx
childhood‘.children attain a staée of'morai.oeveIopmeht- 5
'_1n which they are able to Judge the behavaor of others -\
g ': ’ .‘according to their 1ntentions .By‘contrast younger chr]drgn-
-make such judgments large]y on”'the ba31s of the. con;equences; )
. of the behavjor, or other fixed chterla.such as- adult\ ’ -»f\g
i . : ,\\_./r

authority ot the requirement of rigid equa]nty of treatment

N

.

k;:{le there 19 experimenta] and crosq cultural ev1dence
this develOpmental progreosion the 1ge at wthh<SUCh‘
transitions occur has proven diffrcult to spec1fy (Htll

'j“1979, Rule & - Duker l973, Rule, Needale,-& MqAra, 1974;

Shantz & Voydanoff 1973). It has Been suggested that

"

“the 1nconsistent results obtained in @eve]opmental studies. o o

f.may.have'resulted ﬁrom methodologiCal diﬁferences in.subjectr,‘
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testing and.breiﬁing; the'specific acts thekchild was‘aeked
s to_judge, or}variations in sbcial‘sttuttdfee.and.infldedqes
tHétherinétoﬁ &lPefke, 1975“\H111, 1979; Shantt, 1975).
"Research by Dodge and his co]leagues examined rmore
- eper1f ally the role of the nLLributjonlof 1hteﬁtipds
“in mediating-aggressive behavior ‘as well ae pbssibie‘
dl[fertnces in this area between aggreqq1ve and nonaggressive
boys, Dodge (1980) found that both aggreosive and
honeggressive.boye from Grades.ZT-a;-and 6 were mote likelj . ‘:_"
to teEpond wdtﬁ defensive agyression.in ;n'exterimental;
conditlon where the inrent of an.aggressive ﬁeer\dn a video
eldulatlon wag hostlle ;ae opposed to henign . Aggressiﬁe.‘-
l }3 ' ‘.d 1nﬁ_nonaégre851ve boys d;ffeted only in another condition
|5 . .

.when the intent ~ofthe other chlld‘was ambi?uous. Tn th1 , o o
case, the aggTCSSLVP boys responded sjgn1f1c ntly more ; o
agéfe331vely{ as-if the 1ntent of the other child had ~been
clearly hostile, Dodgetcpntlgded tbat Lnappropr1ately'

,agngSeiVe children.do'not léck Ehe‘abilitv to‘ntilize
cues.relatlng to’ the intentlons of others‘ but»tedd to

'.dlstort such cueo-;n’amblguous‘sttﬁatlons. | |

In a sdbsequeﬁt stud§.&Dodged& Néwman}'l?gi);
aggreestve and nonaggreeq1ve boys elayed a detective game'J’

g;: . -,1nvo]v1ng the accumulatlon of evidence to determihe whether

ipersods in a story had acted wi th og w1thout hOStile 1ntent ; BN
Aggre351ve boys from Grades 3 ro 5 agaln‘demdpstrated”a"

bias tqward the‘attributiqn of hosti}e intent. A .similar -




I ' attriﬁutional bias'was found to be positively associated
'ﬂ'w1th the degree of caretaker rated aggressiveness among

emotlona]ly disturbed boys in LesjdentJal treatment‘(Nasby;

»1”Hayden, & DePauLo 1980)
. ) i~_“ : Dodge -and Newman sugge:ted.that their ftnd1ng was

f | o ' Telated to the tendency which the aggressive boye in thie.v'
i‘ﬁtudy had displayed to respond dimpulsively,  with incomplete
: ) ] attentjon to- avallaﬁle:rele;ent soclal cues. . ‘ .
A third series-of studieEj(Dodge_&~Frame,_l982)(further
;' o lv-speclfied the'natnre‘of the'attrihotiohél hiases which

had been demon trated in aggresglve boys . ;In the first

study, it was found that-the tendency of“aégressine bo&s-

to over- attribute hostlle intent 1Dplled on]y when acL1ono L
iwere directed ‘toward themselves. ln.the second, the
\ Iselectlve bia toward retall_of hostlle cues wasg demonetrated

in both aggressrve and nonaggresslvensub1ects. However,#

I 'fhe aggressive boys made elgnnflcantly .more erroneous
intrnsionsﬂlnto their free recall 'andﬂmore ”falee poSubf“e

€frors on a r9cognition task. Fhelr performance in this
regard was similar to that of yonnger snbjerts 'suggesting'

>

na poss1ble developmenta] lag.

B At R TR LR

- "  - i’ : It JWAS concluded that aggreesrve boys demonstrate

, :

highly speciflc cognitive def1c1ts, rather than a genoralnzed

‘defloiency or:developmental delay. The def1tits they

suggested" may relate primarily to a deve]opmental ‘lag’

e e AR L et N

Ln the abillty to 1nh1bit hlghly avallab]e first responqeei
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- ~on cognitive casks.'_Thio pos sible differeﬂce between

s

*Dodge & Fféme, 1982).

. some dimensions of thelr'cognlgiye abil;tles and processcs.'

children will differ trom other chljdren (from both cljn1Cﬁ1

aggrequve and nonaggtLb tve ‘boys wlll be discussed furthel

in a later sectioh of this thesis.

It was also suggestcd that these oognitive defictts

,w ~

cin aggressive'boys may be part of a cyclical.proces by

which their agglession is maintained and intengified

The ?ve*attrlbutjon of hostn]jty to peers ., might ]ead to
more frequent_retaliatiqn toward these peers, who in turn
view and‘retaliate.tbwérd the child as cﬁérapteristically
aggrégsivé. As é.resulp, the dggressive chilQ'slbiased.
attributions aéquife'some £a§1S in xéélity.(DodgegilQBD;

L

Thus it can be cqnciuded that aggreséiye behavior:

“in children must be understood 1ar%ely in terms df_cognitive

mediators, and not viewed simply as a direct reaction to
frustration or as a response to Teinforcement.contingencies

or environmental cues. If this were the -case, 1t would

7be exbected that chjldren who evhibxr repeated problematic,

interpersonally aggres sivc béhavior wil] differ.from those

who do not characrerlstically e!hlblt 5ugh behavtor . along

- " ’

The.fé%éhrcq feparted in this<the3is examines such a
. . N

proposition}-namely,"thaL clwn1ca11y 1denrjfied aggrequve

ﬁand'nonclinical populations)'With respectrto che orderly ; e

cognJL1v9 problem qolv1ng operarlons by whlch .a range of

Cae . Ths

.effective'oolutlono mlght be found to problem ﬁituattons

K3 : ~ o
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REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Definitions

S
NN .

-

N T . o
é}ﬂcgﬂdﬁﬁgfwit the literature review, several

R Béforé
térms cenérai tQ:tﬁg'discussion wiil'be-définea. First, .
~a .number of definitions ;eléting to'p;dbléh sglﬁing.héve
been giveﬁ.by D'Zu%illéAané.qudfried‘kl97l); and are o ;
.-suigablé for usé in this tﬁégisl o
‘ &. Problem is,defined as: 'a specific situation or
:set;of relatéd situafion§ to-wﬁich;é peféon must
;éspond in order t§~fun¢tion iﬂ'his environment "
(p. 107). 

2. Problematic situation is one in which K "no effective

reéponse'alternative“is[immediétely avadilable
to the iﬁdividualhconfrohtedzwith the situation"

(p. 108).

" 3. - Problem sélving,ié defined as "a behavioral process,

- -

whetherzpﬁert_br cogﬂitivecin~nafﬁre,!dhiéh {,A
_(a). mékes-aﬁailablé_a yariégy'of poténtiéliy
efféééive‘respgnse.glpe?natiﬁeé‘for deqlingIWitﬁ
‘thé pfbblgmatigsgituatién and (b) ,inéfégses
tﬁe.prpbéﬁility of éé%etping thegmoétieffective
'resp0nsevftéﬁ ﬁhesefalternétiveé"‘(b. 10951.

4. Solution is Qefined as "a résponse or pattern

v
0y

Co of responses which alters the situation so that

A

B




R T

it is ﬁo longer préblematic<tb the Iindividual
and at the same time maximizes other positive

consequences and minimizes other negatlive onesg"

N

(pp. 108-109). RN

To these defini{ipﬁs is added the”definition of

aggressive-behqviors‘used by Hartup (1974).

5. Aggressive behaviors are defined as "intentional

Y] e

physical and verbal responses that'are'directed
toward -an object or.another pqrsbn and thaﬁ have
the capacity to damage or lnjure' (p. 339).

!

The Nature of -Problem Solving

' _ _while the ¢on¢i$eness of the preceding definitions

"is necessary to facilitate thefdiscdssion‘which'follows;

it is nevertheless important to recognize'lhat problem

solving is a complex phenomenon which has been considered
.Lﬁh terms of vgrioUS'thcoriés; models, and taxonomies (Asher
et d4l., 19713 Davis, 1973). The selective overview -which

follows is intehdéd.to indicate where‘in;phis complex field
thé focusvof”this thesis 1ies,vand to emphasizé‘éspects

6fjbgogieﬁ:SOIViﬁg;wh@éh'are central to«subseguept disquésioh.
Claééicai theorgtiéal vieds_pf pfoble@ solb1ng'have'

teéded ﬁgward.either a leqrning ;heory-brva Gest@lf/ | BN

cégnitibé 'approach. | [; o | .

Leérning-theqry formulapfoﬁs,assumé'that problem




;at'the expense of CQmpletehess. ¥

-completely random has been’ explained in terms

~ignored. Davis also viewed the learning_ghebry.based

15

solving is laréelj a trial-and-error process. An individual

confronted with a problematic situation will®engage in
oyért:éxplorétory behavior, and correct .problem-solving

behavior will be reinforced'by its success. The fact that

“evén trial-and-error problem-solving réspbns@s are rarely

v

of Hullian

'habipThierarChy mechanisms. That is, a problem situation

will elicit a hierarthital kami]y of.respénseé} with‘the.

strength and probability of each responsé détermined by’

the individual's rginfo;cemgnt history. In fact, a prdblem
‘can be redefined in these terms as "a stimulus situation
" for which the strongest, first-emitted résponse is incorrect"”

A(Davis,«lQ?BJ p. .48). The hierarchy of splﬁtioﬁ reéppnﬁes,

undérgoes continual modificatidﬁ'through the learning

experienceg;which accompany subsequenﬁ.problem~soiving

experience’ (Asher et al., 1971; Davis, 1973).
\ . . N " . ’ . )
According to Davis (1973), the principal contribution ..
of learning theorjeé haé_been tﬁe clarifiéatién and

IS

objectification of the complex fiefdfﬁf problem soiving;

- Howevér, he sﬁggested, this simblic&tyﬁhaé.been gagnéd

| _
r example, a great deal

hY

of "conscious and deliberate mental bdhayior has bheen

~-,

problem4601ving literéﬂure as limited'in-its ébiliﬁy to

suggest.hOW'problem4solving épility might be ehhaﬁced.

In contrast to the detérﬂfﬁistic approach inhefent N



o

o .

in leérning theories of problem solving, Gestalt and modern

o

cognitive.theorists have emphasized the role of productive

v and creative thinking in the individual, who mot only
] . - . Co - SR
. responds to, but also redefines and réstructures,.a problem

.situation.
Building upon Kohler's ga}ly‘wofk'with M"insight" din:
Chimpanzees, mid—qentury_Gestalt'apd'tbgnitive~psythologists

considered the limiting effécts of habit and mental set
-upon prpblem'solving, and the fapilicagi&e'role of hints,

~directions, and instructional cues. Other more cantemporary

views of problem solving emphasized the importance of such
L . , K ,a.-;‘:

cognitive processes as concept learning and categorigzing .

The solution.of unfamiliar problems, for example, can become

.much more simple and,diregt_if the problem’ can be identifded

3

with'a class of problems for which the solutien strategy -
"is already known (Davis,ﬂ1973).
Of course, it is not sufficient to describe ﬁnd_explain

cogh}tive problem solving as.a sgécfé phenomernon. One
T o ‘ &
must alsg consider its development over time and the,

-ainfluence'df'prev;ous ahd_subéequeht'experience. “All aspects
of.cognitiveAdevelbpmeht,invoive the buiding of increasingly

complex cognitive structures on the.basis of previous

experience. ' The emerging structures can‘subsUme and solve

. spme problems. which are encountered,” or.be modified to .
‘accommodate new information ‘or. other ,more complex problems

oF

- (Asher et al., 1971). o L o
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“While-leernjng and_cognifive_theories'have freqnently
ST . _ . e . N T S
R, ’ --been dichotomized (Davjs 1373; KEndler 1964), it dis more’

B common rhar contemporary tre1tments of problem °olvingb

L w
®

will vary 1n thelr re]ative emphasis on the Lwo approaches,

“and 1ncorporate'both to some expent;.,fwo'examples of - the

-

A

manner in'which 1earnjng qnd cognitive'views.of problem’
ao]vjng have been integrated,qre of 1nterest here

'“T .-.".--. ;irAnGagnéf(lQGA) viewed any form of probleﬁﬁsolving as
'r~é tvbe offleerning; since . it jnvolves a measurab]e change

'1; performence over‘lee . Hi's hierarohica1 mode]'presented“
'”problem soi:ing. ae‘the hlgheot fi&ﬁ of learnlng, preceoed.',i"\ :b
it G \ . .

,hby behavioral and cognitlve processes of ReSser comp1eXJLy

1re8ponse_learning, response chalning, verb l'aSsoc1ation,

.and concept and prrncrple learnlng The development of A

\
\ v

'uf'-"jrhe ab1]1ry to qolve a problem depends upon the pr1or
n{acansition'of[simplerrcognitlve-proee581ng. Also of central
'@1. '[imborpénceﬁtéccordihghto Gngné. fs'the:bhenomenon of ;;g‘f

. 1 y

‘fhransfer'. Wh1le soluflon spec1flc ]earnlng may occur durlng‘l.7§"'”
the ﬁroblem solv1ng process (Asher et al ]971) prob]em

'solving by nature 1nvolves the generalrzabllity of solutlonsl WA

“from one problem 51tuat10n to another

“Problem solving 1s an’ 1nferred change 1n human*w‘l e
:.iCapability that results 1i7n -the acqu131t10n of. a" ",-.]7 :
ﬁgeneralizable rule which is’novel to:the 1ndividual LT
~which cannot have been’ establlshed by direct recall, R
=jand which can - manifest itself in app1ACablllty ‘to’ f S "Kj;
;the bolution of a class of : problemq (Cagne '1966 TR

SRR e T e

"J*'-Dav_is ('1.97?')-'a.1s<,>.'prcéﬁos:e.,ci an integration df'ﬁeh.é'vfiblf'a'l
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ﬁnd'éognitiﬁé procgssing'whicﬁ postulated a_uniqhe~role

for eaéh‘in:solving prpblems.-‘ﬂe_suggesped phﬂt overt,

(behavioral or trial—and—étror) problem.éolving«ié likel&'

« _ . . R e
to be elicited in.a problem situation where the individual

"has at least midimal knowledge bf.thé‘putcomes of altermative

N C .
. courses of action. If the individual does not possess . 4

'such knowledge, alternatives'hili be tested cbvertly befbre

se;ectioh"ahd implementatioﬁ. Generally, cognjtjve proces ing -

wi?l be breferred: ”fﬁe_problem sqlver will think if he
éan,_héfwiil mhnipﬁl%te'if hefﬁﬁst”i(Davfgj'L§73,4p. 43).

| in adéitibn to,theoretic%l_emphaseé,‘Qne must also‘
_conéidgr tﬁegtype;_of'modelé ﬁy which p%bbleﬁ soyving haéf
-béen-dgééribgd and éxblainéd. -Tﬁese pérépéqtives.on proﬁlemj
_SO1Qi;g'pfogé$se§'éhd.éﬁilitigs ﬁéve‘béehyc1assified in |
a Tevigw'by-véldhuséh and Qufhrie €1979)- -
o \inf&fﬁation—brgéeééAné hgdéi; éésﬁmé=that'thé‘ihdigidﬁél

engaged in problem sojying‘opgrates-Qn~infarmatioh by

executing an orderly‘get'bf cognitive processes. These

models_are sometimeS‘aésociated wibh‘ or derived froh'

i

computgr 1mulation% of human 1ntelllgence and decjsjon

. ‘4\ N

makihg, Other 1nformat10n processjng models spec1fyjng'ﬁ_

 the operatlons \nvolved in cogn]tlve prob]em so]ving wil]

be dl%CUSSGd in ]ater sections of thzs thesi "

Mode]s which stress abilltie may in some'ways'reéemble

1nformat10n proce851ng models but emphasize'the mental o

i'_abllities which are preSumed or demonstrared ro underlie

U.

'




prob]em solving. Guilford'“ (]967j strocture;of-intellect

4

g
modeb»*ewp21haps the bth }nown abilities model of problem 'ﬁ

oo

qolving e : o .

~
N

Feldhﬂsen and his colleagues (Feldhusen, Houtz, &

- _JfPRingenbach, 1972) have develaoped a.prohlem—SOIVing inventory

which qombinés information-processing and abilities models

.By'Tmeasuring-epecific'problem—solving abilities which
w R . : . . ’ :

‘have been derived on the basis of a sequential view of

“the problem—solving procesé. lThisvtest, the Purdue Elementary -

Problem-Solving Inventory (PEPSI), 'is the principal measure:

‘in the present research and will be discussed in detail

later..

' OModels of cfeaoive bfoblem solving, ,as-weiltesf" A
coﬁpﬁte?‘éod 1ogical~matheﬁaticai'appr0aches to p{oblem.e
solving, appeaf ffequeotly iﬁ'thefliterature,'but ére_beyond

~the scope of this dlscussion - - ‘
One final conQideratlon 13 H*ghly rolevant to problem
soloing.aod=1ts treetment in this thesis; .Th1sbje the
‘_type of problem or task towwrd whlch .the - 1nd1v1dua1

broblem solv1ng efforts are dlrected As Feldhusen and
. 4 N i v .
Guthr1e (]979) ponnted out, prob]em solbing “not on]y con31sts

3

T eof a complex varjety of be avnora] and cognitive processes
ebut the speciflc set of procesees emp]oyed may also vary

e ) according towthe type of problemxthe‘lndividual faces.“

v

. ‘ : Much of the early problem solving re%earch 1nv01ved Lasks.
o . e : s -
e - with a remote or questtonable connection to day Lo—day

‘-.ﬁ‘.f . ™

&.<



behavior . llllfdefinedzp.oblems

prob]emé‘or to:hpman édjustment; for example, puzzles,-

‘manipulation of objects, or ahagrams (Gagné, .1964) .

. \ N . PR . . . N .
Similarly, most experimental studies have been based upon

discrete pfoblems which were well defined for the -subject.

Tt has been- suggested however; that the level of definition

of a problem is an imp01rant dererminanL of problem-solving

(

yuch &s the jntgrpérsohal'

difficulties which are the Jf this thesis) place

H

far’ different and greaLer dcm%n upon the indivﬁdual
espec#ﬁlly with 1egard to such f;ndamental problem— olvjng
processes as underotwnd1ng Lhe nature- of the problem and
plgnning a splut}on (Asher‘et al., 97] Gagné. 964, 1966
GlaséF.Hol&oak,_& Sanﬁa{ 1979)', j’\m\\ |

To summarize, pfoﬁlem solvihg'may'be viewed from both

-cognitive and 1earn1ng-theory perspectives. The rTelative
'htility'pf these two approaches may depend'to a large degreée

.upon- the type of ploblem be\ng conqwdered It can bhe argued

thatjcognitive'views of problem solving have greater

applicability to Lp]atlvoly 1]1 defined problems which.

Lhe Lnd1vidua1 must flrst 1dent1fj and relate to. previously

(encountered prob]em sjtuatlons and the capabilities he.

1

"or she possesses,E-The 1ntegfation of both learning and

cognitive views may provide'é'set_oflorgaaning congcepts
. ” . B . 4

with whiéh to considﬁf both the ébquisition and modjflc rjon.

of problem- solving abillty rhxough experlence and the'

mental operat1ons wh1ch musL be relled upon in the case




 of}cpm§Iex»pr§1eﬁs such as peér diffiéultiesi If,tés
Isoﬁe-modelé.aésuﬁe, prgbleﬁ.solving1prpcéeds'as an'orderly,_ 
p;édicfable series of operat;ons,-thé undéfstéhding_of
éroblem sdivipécén be fﬁrthér.enhénced.

Aéaiﬁst thié baqurbdnd; the réﬁ?indgf of this litgratﬁre.‘
r;view will considef drqbléﬁ'solving fifsﬁ’iﬁ test,oé'
'gome of its‘gpmponent SRiils,:and 1atgr.gs'a geguential
process. Similarities and differeﬁcgs betweén social ahd.
n;nséciél pgéblem solving yili be,diécusgéd, aé gill
:déveloﬁmenﬁél and-@eaéhremenp i§§ue§. "Theory ahd:re§earchA'
péftaining;to éhe reiatipnship betweeﬁ prgblem s@lv?gg

and behavioral adjustment'will“also_be-re&iewéd: .-L.;

Componént Problem-Solving Abilipies:-Verbal'Mediapion

.

‘Vgrbal mediation, the:gdidihg of béhavior.bihovertly
» ‘ f " orzcovértly ?;aiKing.co qdesglf,"'ﬁaslseéﬁ regéfded by <
“é ﬁuhbgr.of wri;ers{qs,cenfral éo human learﬁiﬁg -and pfoﬁlem
solﬁiﬁg; Jensén (i966), for giamplé}>pfesented verbal
'meﬁia}ibn a§ a_crﬁcjal 3spéctlof that_pp}ﬁion:of hqman.'
; _i%téiligeqcé yhich‘éan be mpdifiédipyiénQiyonﬁéntal féggopé.

Jensen also distinguishéd,mediated from nonmediated learning.

t

Nonmediated 1earning§ he sgggésted, occurs largely on the
_pg}ceptual"levelsas,a direct response to sensorj_inpgt.
;The capacity fdr-mediéted-lehrpiﬂg, on the other hand;

o ':'.is'more effective for comple§'(e.é.,"50cia1) prdblem solving:
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. Ie is a few steps removed from the sensory input.

"(It) frees the learner -from having his res ponses bound
‘Lo, specific stimuli and it makes for a degree of
gen alization and transfer of experiendé far beyond
tth{imiLS of primary stimulus generalizdtion '
(p. 101) .

.Similarly,'Kendler and Kendler (1962) presented evidence

that the selecpipﬁ and combination of previoue'learning_
ipto compiex problem—selving behevipr ieidependenh.vbenf
vefbél me@iﬁtion procesées; . ‘ .

In an eé;lv énd[f%equentiy citéd etudv,'Meicﬁenbapm

and Goqdman'(197l) focused_on verbal‘mediation as a

component:ef_probiem;solving~abiiity; and desigﬁed a program -

to train children in cognitive self-instruction. Ihey
; S ’ . : I =

sugéestedeéhat the sokution of 'any problem can‘be

' .conceptualized as consisLlng of thee etages the

o)
.,

compxeheneion of the problem ang the mediators it requireq

the ' production of relevant verbal medlaLor and the use

Qf'such mediators to controlabehgvior. As difficulties

in task Perforhance 5r'self—cdntrol'cou1d theoretically

arise in any of of these stages, ﬁhe'prngam'brovided

’training‘in”allvtﬁree;'”The progrém aise followed a

progresston from Lhe initial: reliance of subjects on externaL

\’verbalxcontrol, to the use of overt and finally coverr

l

-verhél'self?controli ThJs sequence had original]y been

o»

p051ted by Iuria (1959) -and other Soviet psychologdsts

\

as ‘a predictable onLogenetic progre331on : While qeveral

1dies by Meichenbaum (1975) called into question the

<

reiatlonship of these stages to chronological age, it was'
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, ; J ' suggested,that the'same chuence ma& still charécterige“

T | . the use of verbal control in learnjng new tfsks ‘Meichenoaum._
alqo concluded on the basis of his research tha .

.-A'.problematically.impulsive childfen‘hay be less likely to
control thejr behavior through self verbalizatlon and

s

‘that what private speeoh ‘does occur is predominantly immature,

*, self-stimulatory,-and of little_use'ln facilitéting
* o purposive behavior. o
— _ . ) | Meichenbaum and' Goodman trained 15 second-grade

children, who Had been placed in a special class as a-result

of behavior problems, to¢ usé self-instruétions to control

. o n' : ' nonverbél behenior‘and.rednce.impnlsivlty in a variety
; N L of tnsksl ;These'rangeo from/simpletsensorimotor.tnsks
?;i - Qto nore conplek tasks taken fron‘standero psychonetric"
fh T instrnnents. The tasks were selected to repr scnt the
i. L . f-three potential deticit aregsementloned ahove, ond tralning.
; Afh - 'lprocedures followedV'the same-sequencei' lraining'produced

-significantly greater,improvement for the experimental

group, compared to attentjona] and assessment control groups
. . W

.OH some WISC subtests and prorated IQ scoress and Matching
amlliar Figures Test (MTFT) latency (but not . error) scores
‘bn the Porteus Maze " Test both‘the-experrmentel andhattentlon

. ;'..' ‘control groupS'improved relaﬁine'toenssessmentecontrolsj“.
Hoﬁever time- sampling observation of. 1ndiv1duals classroon'

behavior ‘and teacher ratings at 4 week follow gp produced

'no‘significant;dlfferences among the groups.
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TheﬁMéichenbaﬁm and qudman stﬁdy Qas importaﬁt_as
an eafly-dempﬁétratioﬁ that an aspect bf;préblem;éoi;ing.
abilityﬁgowld be enﬁanped, not énly by trginingji& the
péffbrmance of nore effgctiyé‘pr@blem~solving:behaviorsm
but'alsd by maqi?uléﬁinglthg‘présumed cogniti&e mediato%s
zofbthese>béhavidrs. _Théir w&rg-a}so;sfimulgted a ﬁumber
bf fﬁrther lnvgséigatiohs,‘1q§1udjng';uch.of-the research
summarized in ?hié.gectioni Fﬁrchér,-the'sfpdj pointed
t@ the impértanceiqf ﬁhe work 5f éoviet psychologists

' . .. SR : ¥ 4
-Conceyning the centiral rol§ of overt and, more important
to.this di§cussion;h§ovefp4verbalizétion‘ iﬁ mediating
‘behaviQFf(Meichenﬁa#m;;19?5).

'ZWfThe.Meichenbguh gpd:@bodmén study alsa had é number
of Signifitént iimitaéions wﬁicﬁ WGre.addreséed 1% iaﬁér
résearch. " P%obxe@ taéks wére-ekcluéiveiy ?mbérsoqalliﬁ
. naturé, .and phe pgléﬁaﬂce of the findings to intetpersongl
problgﬁ‘éolviﬁé was anlégr. Geﬂeralizaﬁility of phé;study
‘fo %eai~life'prpblém éol&ing wa#ﬁalso‘limited'by thé
_simiiaki;y.bet&een traiﬁinéltaéks aﬁd depgAaent ﬁeésUresi
.Expefiﬁéntal results had no imp%c£ onlqla§sr03m.be5a;iof,.g
althéugh.thié‘is not sﬁrpris%ﬁg gohsidefing tﬂat.ﬁﬁg trbiﬁing .
"_6niy,éx£ended 6vér_aftﬁb—weéﬁfﬁeriéd..- | |
rWalters,(l§7é) ﬁeviewgq se&erél 5£h¢ryétudie33which
'Latpemgfed-yo mddify‘behajidrbthrough training'in‘éélfr?
jinétrpppi§6i' f%aihip% procedures includéd Jé;ious

'cquinQLibnslof live and video modelling, direct
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o " “instructions, reinfercemeht.and’operanﬁ techniques, and
A . . ) R . ’ T o . : - O
e . exercises iry the selection-and rehearsal.of self—statements.

. Results d1qp1ayed a COH%lStCHL pattcrn of 31gn1flc ant ’
.. /m,’-' i .

P

\cogniLjve changeu; but ]jttle/or no genexra 1Lzation o the
behavior of subjects.. The Te%ults of the only study whlch
demenscrated behaviorai.change wereebased-on_brief training

. with a.eerv smaii séhple.e[ pfues,choolers,y aeq,did'noc assese
f 'the-ewtent of cognLLLve changes res ult]ng fyom traihfng} |
Further verbal mediation research by.Camp end her
co]lcguee re]ated problem qolv1né more directly tof

interper&gnal behavioral adJusLmehL and specifically to

'problematic aggression.

Camp, Z1met van Dhornihck cand Dah]em (1977) flrst
]nvestigated the verbal abllltlcs of young (klndergarten
to second~grade),aggressive‘bdys to examine the possibility‘

‘thap their problem havipr cduLd be'explained by the 1qwef

fverbal‘apeitudes'often observed among older delinquent
' ' ' B . . ‘ N . . : . . \
ASUTES .

hoys. Aggressives wefe compaced to narmals .on m

fof intelligence psy hollngulstic and conceptua ‘ability{

ahd~schqoi achievemeqt.f Although a few (and gqnerally

. . \__// .
slight) differences were found, the resul: ere not

‘consgistent with the presence of a'generalized”verbal
deficiency émong aggressive boys.
An a]ternate explanatton was proposed for the results

_which had been obtained It was speculated that aggr9331ves.

may be deficient in the developmenL of Lhe verbal medLaLJon .
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ékillé~requ1red:to solve pioblems: Al&hough-the resolution,
) c ) e
_of nonverbal and 1nterper°onﬂ1 problems requires the us e

.of rélatively Complex cognltive skills, 1k was.suggestﬁd
that aggressive childrerd tend to rely on more .immature

. processing.

s

ngp (1977) expanded on this hypothésized'conneption
Between prob]ém solving .and aggressive behavior, citing
.Whlte 8 (l96)) tempora] stacking”'ﬁodel of Learning.

White - had proposcd Lhat the deve]opment of internalized

-

language permits the4inh1bition of asgociative'progeSSing,
wh1ch 13 governed chlefly by the associatjnn of sti mu]uq

and responoe at the berceptual. ather than the cognitive

Y

1evel. The use of associative prOcessLng carries with'
it a high probability. that the first available response

to a problem situation will be employed. The transition =

to_more cognitive processing, saild to occur between the

ages of 5 and" 7, permits ‘the use of internalized 1inguist1c'

controls and310wers‘the 5ﬁeed of respbndihg.i_Camo sugge téd

thar ekce551ve aggresslon in chlldren may be. ac?%hnted

» o
.

for'by a pro1onged rellance on a"sociative processing.‘
This would’ result in_a_tendency to choose the first _.available
S T P S ', L B
.'response,.otten an aggressive.one, ,ln peer confllct

.o

situétidns. Ihe more cognitlve processing characteri tic
- o J .

oT ﬁor@a] nonaggressives, on'. the oLher hand 'wou1d make ,

1 B

_more llke]y Lhe hoxce of potentially adaptive alternative

. v
w

re%ponses from farther down the hierarchy %f avai1ability
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which White had postulated.

Camp (1977) tested thjs hypotheojs wwth a. sample of

f.boys slmLJar to that used in the Camp, Zimet et al.

f(l977) study. Several of Lhe cognjt]ve measures from th

.

ﬂstudy were retatned and measures of private,speech and

response speed and 1nhib3tjon 1dded Discriminant funet@on

~analysis revealed that the added measures were_more'powerfhl-'

. : . v

in Separeting aﬂgroup~of highly aggressive boys from normals.
DiffereneesAbetweeh the groups ongthese Measqres were
consistent>with.the ﬁejiance of agéressiﬁe boys on’
assoeiatite_processing. 'Resuits vere agéihlsiﬁLlat to

those of the,previous study when  the privateispeech and

~

response speed and inhibition. measures were removed from

theranalysis.

Tt was concluded from these results that aggres31ve
& .

boysgdemonstrate-a productton rather-than a mediation
v ) )

deficiency; that is, they possess adequate meddatlonal

-skills but “fail to use them in complex prob1em smtuations
'(Jensen'-l966 had also made'afsimilaf distinction ih

Stres51ﬁg the. importance of both the aval1abl11ty of

mediatlonal sk1lls ‘and the threshold of arousal of verbal
?mediation_prOCesses.) Camp suggested that the developmen&

.of vetbal self qontro] 1n aggre331ve boys may be at ‘the

next—to—final tage, where nvert self Cogmands are effectlve

Y

but - the effectlveness of covert .verbal self- commands is-

_not yet established.
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Based on'thesé'findinés; the Thihk Algua Cla;sfoom
Progrém was dgvised (ﬁésh & Camp, 1986; Camb, Biom, Héberf;
&‘vanvDoprninck,;19%7). _Modelling in phc use_ofﬂverbal‘

mediation by adults, together, with'a variety »f other

materials and procedures, were used to promote and develop

the uée-of self-guiding Speedh in problem solving. As

well, it 1s important to ndte-thét'this'prqgrdm extended -
problem-solving training beyond the emphasls on a single

component skill by traininé subjects in a systematic appraach

to problem solving whibh‘stresséd'prqblem idéntificalioh,

_generation and evaluation of alternative solutions (based

'measures of ﬁbgniti%e fﬁnétioning,

on the research discussed «in the hext .section), and self- °

‘evaluation during and after‘probiem?sblv[ng.

Aggressive.G to 8 year old boys were.trained in daily
. ) ) . v ’ ] . .
30 minute sessions. Normal' and aggressive control .groups-
recéived no training. Results weré similar to those of

other verbal mediation rescarch described above. The

training prqducei the‘exbected sighificant differenqes

-

.between experimental -and .control sUbjects on several E%/’
ures

and on posttest mea

‘problem-solving skills. However, no

of interpersonaér
differences were found on teacher ratings of aggressive

behavior.in the classroom. -Furthermore, while the trained.
. - - L . T .

aggreSsive‘childfen offered more potghtial\solutidﬁs to
hypothetical interpersonal problem situatidns-as a, result,
of*training, the solutions wére more,aggfessive in'mature

-



“e, -

than.those offeréd by either fheaaggressive OT normal

Ve
)

controls. ’

et

Tn summary, research in verbal mediation demonstratied
that self-instruction skills could be improved through

:training;iﬁhd'that the acquisitioﬁ'of these skillglcduld

- . .beipalidated by measures from thch the operaéion of verbal
mediation processgs'ﬁay‘be inferfed. HoweVer,'thete wés
- e Liptie.eviaence that such improQément§ Qerg in‘phé$éb1ves
sufficieﬁt to éroduce'gains in beﬁavioral adjustmeﬂu. .
‘:A hypothesized relationéhiﬁ between verbai mediation
and béhaQiora1 adjustment wag‘also outlined in this'éecfign.

Cémp (1977) suggesied‘fhab whiietagngSSive childrgn.do

N

noﬁiﬁeem to be defiéient in their verbhal mediation abilities,

they may fail to use the cognitiQe médiéting skills they

\\
N

possess in situations wheéere such skills might facilitate’

] PR . . )
morg/édaptive behavior.. Tnétead, they rely on more immature
’ . . M N . .

pfocessing;which predisposes them to choose the first

»

évailable'résponse, often taking the -form of aggressive

‘béﬁavior; ‘Possible céusai.mecﬁanisms i{nclude.a developmental

lag, experiential and learning influences, or other factors

such as short-ot long-term modification in the dndividual's -.
. i . . = .. . o N N . - -

' s . . s

‘ response tempo (Dehney, 1973; White, 1965).

Verbai Mediation may'thus be regafdéd as an abiiity

which is fundamental to a range ofvproblem—so]ving 1-

processes, especially the cbvert”cognitive operations ‘upon

which the individual must ‘rely to deal .with . .complex




. . . " .
interpersonal problem situations which require definitdon,
interpretation, and planning before a soihtiqn can be carried

L5 e . :

ouc. One such’ set of cognitive prpblem—sélving processes’

is discussed in the section which follows.

k4

CompOQéht_Problem~Solving Abilities:.Interpersonal'

Céghitive‘Proﬁlem—Solving (ICPS)Y Abilitias

Another influential bpdy of prob}em—uolving neéearch
e o . was(the.wbrk of- Spivack and Shure.bhq.fheirf&ollehgues.
:Their éxtensiVe theoretical'and»}éseaéch activity focused '
on a group of - hypothe31zed abllltles which the; Lermed
_Inyerpersonal Cognltjve Ploblcm Solv1ng (ICPS) skil]
tﬁgif felationshlp to behav%oral_and'social adjustment ,
and the design and. evaluation of FemedfaluprogAams: .

Five ICPS'skillé'ggde-beed identified and ;nvestigated

(Spivack, Platt, & Shure, 1976). " The first< prob]em .

v .sensitivity, is.an awarencss of Lhe variety of problcms

" which can occur in human_interaqtion, apd_a»willingnpss
0 . \ T

to atteﬁd.to and evaluate such‘prohlems in an interpersonal

" situation. TThé second, altetnativeasolutibn thinking, .

1

involves the ?eneration of a.range of poteﬁfial probiem
,solut;ons wh11e.temporarily suspendlng 1udgman as to fheir .
'R,» o Lo qudlLty or 1ppropriaLeﬂE A third skjlls meaﬂs~e%ds | ) '. .
. hlnklng is the abillty to artiru]até qrep by step meénq

to solve a problem. -IL is regarded as, an eopeci lly co p ex

and deménding prdblem—solving ability,.which_includes
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v

* “imsight’, foreﬁhought;'and'the.ability tO'defer:grétifiEation

3

and'inhlblr inbn]sivé responding. I\ fbﬁrtblePS_Skill;

'consequential thinking,fis_the tendency.to_generétejand

. consider the alfernative consequences of one's-actions .,

i Lermelof}tneir'effegtJon'oneéelf-and otherel- The 'fifth,

B

causal thinking, is the understanding and apprec1aL10n
o o VR s L
of‘social'and personal motivation; It 1ncludes the'

recognitnon that’mhe way one feels and acts ‘can be'both

\'a cauoe and an effecL of ‘the behav1or and emotlons of’ others;

Larly Jnvestlgatlons of IFPS skjll ‘were summarized

1by Spjvack and Shure (]974) Stud:es of impuléive,

‘emotionally dJsturbed adolescent boys had revealed - \$ﬁ_\

o

'defipiengies in COHCGpTUﬂll!an the re]ar1onsh1p between

<

'mehns and ends, Lhe antlcipatlon of consequenceo andlln

.‘planning and forLsight 1n problem 51LuatLone ‘ Similar'~‘

7rdefic1ts had also been found 1n adult psychlatric patlents

The bulk of ICPS research has been concerned w1rh;”

Y

-.children of preschoo] age. ,l A serles of studles (Splvack

;& Shure 'l974 Splvack et_all "976), Jt wa §- found that

M

'Vmiddle socioeconomlc status (SES) chjldren outnerformed

lower %ES chjldren on the Preschool Interpersonal Problem—'[

iSolving (PIPS) test The PIPS was a measurc of alternatlve—-‘ff

t, s

'so]ution thlnklng,whlch requrred chlldren to of?er li
-alternate solntions to verbally preqented peer foy and
,*zlparent authoriry problem situatf ns. “In bothlgoc1oeconomicﬁl

lgroups, children rated as poorly ‘a Justed by thelr teachers”f
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gavé:féwér simﬁ]er and ’ lCoS relévant and mofé'?gérg$sivé
-solurions than we]l adjnsted children.' fﬁe dlfféfghcgé.?
ohtained were Jndependent of 1Q and.tes£ Vérbosity.j'ig
ﬁas concluded that a]ternarlve solutxon thinking 1s .
slgn1f1r5nt med11r01 of beh1v101a1 adJu tment inp th1 _ége
~gr0up ..ﬁgasures of other ]CPS skllls quggested a.setpndafy'
médiating réie'forﬁconsequential {hinkjng,,pnd that_déﬁsgl'
thinking ané problem éensi;ivity.wete of reiativély_litbie
1mﬁortancc'as med]ator" | K ‘
U SpJvack and Shure (1974) deﬁiséd éﬁ'extéﬁsive;trafhjng_
‘prégram for p?egchpolers based én tﬁeif findinﬁsJ it %eéan
witﬁ thé;teacﬁiﬁg-of:présﬁmed'préfequiéiheiskills.in
’ iangﬁ;gé,llisténing; béyiﬁg'dttenﬁion,‘and emo£ionaif,
f:éw;feneséi.-rhe 1ast third'of thé-progfém.brbﬁiaea traininé
ﬁJn'alternatlve solution cbﬁséqgéntial, andlcéuéél Lhink1ng,
Iraihin“. proéuced s;gn1f1rant impf@ﬁeménté iﬁ ICP :Skll]
espec1élly in the casé‘of chlldren 1ﬁi§1§ii&lragéa_as'; .
‘Tbehav1ora]1y ma]adjusted " The propdrtiop:of cﬁi}dqenrréted
 by theLr Leacher aq adju%ted inc%eased in-thé ﬁfained
 é1oup compared to conLrolu.. Tmpro;eﬁents were 3]00 fodnd
“in the rralned gfoup oﬁ Legcher féiiﬁgs of severa] dlmens1ons_
o ) ) )
of adjustmént.‘ Theqe galns Were poojtlve1y related to
,Ehe degree of meaoured cognltive change, and remained at
6 month follow up IL was conc]udedcrhat the program had'

'produced ga1n“ Jn behav1oral adjuotment which were directly

iattrlbutablc to problem solv1ng tralning




_Solying Ieﬁtﬁ(MEPS) whlch had been adapted from earller

. A:' . '”.
Relativelyfllrr]e reqeaxch attention was given by

these lescarchers to ICPS ski]ls 1n mlddle chlldhood

:Thé results:of research Jeviewed by Sp]vack et al s (1976

v

pp. 58-64) and Butler (1979, :pp. .12-~;3) ‘suggested.that -

“

the' relationship observed in early childhood:bﬁt@eeh

"alternative-solution thinking and behavior coniindes into

middle ch 1dhbod, but tﬁat-consequenﬁial thinking may not

emerge as a ‘imporpant factor inAmediatingibehavior until

.adolescence. Evidende_toncerning causal thinking was

Jdnconclusive, but- suggesteéd that it serves some.mediating

function.- - . L
. h . ] . ) .

.Other;research has indicated that middle childhodd

-~

'imporLanL mediator of behavioralladjustment. In a study

by Shure and - Spivack (197?) was hypothQSized that,

qompared_to normal_children,-maladjusted children would

b
/

‘generate Or possess a narrower repertoire of means-ends

thinking to use in-sqlviﬂg-ﬁfOblgms, and would.tendité

be pfeOccupied with end goals rather than how:torachieye

'tﬁeﬁl.t

Qubjects for th}s study were 74 norma] children_and;

- 34 disturbed spec1a1 schoo] puplls aged lO to 12 yeafs“
and from two socioeconomlc levels (mlddle and ]ower)

-nrhey were adminjstered Lhe Chlldren s Meﬁns Lnds Problem—

ot

-

“'résearchxwitﬁ adults and:adolescenESg The HEPS‘presqnted

.

-

is a period whed_meansFéndé fhinking emerges.as'an especiadly

33
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‘time taken to feach.ﬂ goal .

34

six-stories simulating real-life problems,; which contaipned

enly a beginning and an end.

be' involved in reaching a goal.

Chi

ldren were asked .to "(il)

.in the middle™ to indicate the steps' they thought would

" They were scoréed on the.

number of indications they gave of means, cbstacles, and

It was found that mnormals produced-more means ,

Obstéc]es, and time notations than di fnlb@d ¢chi ]drén_

This effect remained when scores were adjusted for IQ.

Normals also produced a w1de1 range of posstbl]LLies more

forésight, and more sophisticated'use'Of interpersonal

helping stratégiés. Distqr

impulsive, poorly LhoughL d

bed:sq

ut Sol

bjects produced more’

utions which were.more

]Jkely to be aggre851ve or othcrw180 soc1alJy disapproved.

Pilot research reported in the same artlcle_found)ﬁﬁat

Superior.means—end3wski]ls

‘.JG re a

1s0 Telahed[to high'ceéche:
: X . . .

atings of classroom and‘béer group functioﬁing.

Another study by Larce

ciﬁea ih_ﬁpiﬁack'cgial., 19

n, Spi

76) al

vack, and Shure (1972,

éo,démonstrated’deficienf

A_':

méans—dnds thinking in«institutionéliked« neg]ected

preﬂdolescénts Thése defi

cits \%

eve stlong]y related te

v

teacher 1ared socjal aggre351veness emotlonality3 and

inability-po,delay.

. The tesultswof‘the research_reporﬁéd-fn this sectibn'

" appear on-first examination

to bé

an impressive'démonstratign

of the ro1e of ICPS skllls in medwating behav10r1]

L

.adjustment:' However, Lhere axe a number -of jndicatione

i




2’

for ceution'iﬁ.ietérpretieg theée findings . ﬁith respect
55 ehe trainjng study with preschoo]erq dcéciibed.above;‘
a] ters (1979) pointed to the. d]fflLUlty of cxplatn]ng
Lhe nonqignificant but considerab]e gains in rated ‘adjustment
within the ;anrol_grgyp. The effects.of teacher expecpancy'
-were also impessible toxaésess, as the sa%e teachers who
'conducied tg%.tfaining perfprmed'the ratings. fIIishould'
be noted, hoﬁedér,_that Shure, i982, rebertedlreplicatioes
bf:ehe.qriginal resuLes‘wi;h inerendent teecher'retings.)
.Ihjeny case, eqoh fatingé ma& be an impfecise.basis fof_
:inferepces concerning ;verell beﬁavior31 agjuéement, ABu{leQ
N " (197§) fdfther obsetved that it is difficelt to,determjne
‘wﬁat factors were responsibieqfox experimeefal ?fféétsa
Tin ﬁultifacéeedabfoiramejwﬁich ineleﬁeé'treiping in both
preblem.sqiﬁing'aﬁd general cognitiﬁe ébilities: '
It_is:aleo‘dffficulp to ﬁ%au:fifm qonclusion§-fepﬁA
._the‘Shere qed Spyvack‘(l972).étudy of elementaey»schoelﬁ
.;age.ehi}dren.l'The diffe;ences-obtaiqed.in Lhe.uumber of
meahs genereted'were.smali;‘and'theiritheoeepiCal{andﬁ
clinicai-siggificance.rélative Lo 1evél of.najustméﬁt cannot
be taken for gra nted (espec1ally since the’ samplcs were"
.prjginally selected on the b331s of con81derable dlfferences
n in this regard). Richard and Dodge (1982) a]%o p01nted
dup'thét Spi&ack and:bhure-d;d_not‘subst antiate the 1mpl:c1t
’ fe‘_ eesuhption_thie-if enough‘alternatiee.eolutions are,generated'

‘py‘a'child,.che most effeckive splutibn will somehow emérge-.e

.t . . '
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“in his or her behavior.

A number of issoeé have been'raised oohcg;ning the
moésp;eheﬂt‘prooetties of pho Soifack and'shufe_pests;
iDespite the claims of~Sp1vack et all (1976) éhaé verbal

@§;1uency does not aftect MEPS scores, Botler (i979)land

Allen, Cblnsky, Larcen, Lochman, _and Se]1nger (1976) have

obtained Tesults to the contrary. But]er (1979) a]qo .

P
v

demonstrafed'only low to moderate_1nterha1'c0nsistencv
in the MEPS. Scores from different stories and subscales
varied. in.the extent to which they pfodictcd external

criteria of adjustment (etgnh peer and_teéchor raﬁrngs).

Furthermore, the- -MEPS demonstrated a highjverbal intclligehce

. . . . , . y
component which had inflated some of the:glready low

correlations: Butler found with overt behavioral measures

of adjustment: Butléf and Meichenbaum (lQél)lélso'proposed"

that the dlspallty in 1nstructjonal sets makL rho
-LnLerpreration of flndingq d;ffdcu]r acroos different«'
ICPS measures and ageigroupsl‘ As_well, the open—middlg
fo;ﬁax.of the MEPS might.belhiéhly'sonoitivz pohthe
'individual's preexisting.expectétions ooout~tﬂe:probabié=“
outvome ot-problcm °1tuatlons :

F nally, both BuLler (]979) and Wa]ters (1979) pointed

'to a number nf orher methodologica1 problems in the ICPS

K

research. Slnce many of the studjes comparing maladju Led )

subjétt§'to normals diffe:entiated their samples on-the(

basis-of broad“aiaghostic*or treatment categories rather

o



,also'poorly controlled.

fndnsocial problem solving,. that thls sectlon'
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than overt behavior, obtalned differences could be explained-

by a varjety of factOrs besides problem solving ablllty

< |

Potentially confounding variables such as age,and sex were

Studges'which have attempted to replicate the findings

of the ICPS research will be reported later im this thesis.

Social.and Nonsocial ‘Problem Solving

The problem-solving abilities discussed to- this point'

'have‘varled along an'important.dimension;_namely, the extent

'vto which they apply”’ spec1f1cally to Social s*tuatlons

Verbal mediatlon processes are relevant to 1mpersonal as

vell as social~problem solving, although it_appears.tnat_

'-social situatjons may place specia] dem ands upon Lhe_,

-Jndividual s. verbal medlation ablllties On the other

hand, ICPS skills have'been presented almost excluslvely

in the context of sSocial problem‘sitnations.".lt'is with

"

this diStinction, and the relationship Eetweep

concermned.

A broad distlnctlon may be drawn between two aspectsf

'of sociak‘cognition (Shantz 1983) ' The flTSt to which'

,rhe rerm soc1al cognition often refers in the Jiterature

o
4 st ‘ !

is” concerned .with how chlldren conceptua]ize and understand '

their.social world. Flavell (1974) for example viewed

»

'socja] cogn1t1on largely in terms of the 1nferences

Knj

3‘



o~

_.jnqer pgycﬁological experiences' (p. 258) .

individuals make about others, whether with Tespétt to

thelr psycho]oglca] iﬂsidés (p. 70) or inrerporsona]

i

relations.~ 1m11arly, Shaﬁtz (1973) suggested thaL‘

-

the

area of soc1al cognitlon refers to the chilad’ intuittvt

or logical representation of others; that 1s, how he

characterizes and makes inferqncesAaboutvtheir covert,

A second and more complex dipension of "social cognition,

- N . \ 0 »
social problem solving, refers to ‘the manner in: which
. - . / -
problems afe solved,in.an‘interpérgdna1 context. For example

- “"‘-ﬁw—?_._/

. - ) p . .
But]er (]979) para ph Lving Spivack and his colléagues

-rcgaldcd bOLLd] ploblem S\TthgM@s a qet of tnterre]ated

N .
cognltlve skills that dgtermlne how a b@rson thinks about
and works through a .problematic interpersohal situatiqn”

{p. 77). R
boczal cognltjon hwq been trcatcd by. somc theoristo_
and researchers as derlved from the development of physic 1

cognition, and capahle of deecrlntlon and explanation by

‘many of the same.concepts(“ This point of -view has been

identifled largely with the Piagetian tradition (Harcup, -

ﬁBrady, & Newcomb, 1983)ﬂ Piagétian théor& aséuhes”thét

the'géme'procésses and st%udtures underlie all thought;

3

independent of contesnt (Walters, 1979). Of kéy importange

is the concept of egocentfism, which has been used to

_.account -for cdgnitivé development and pnocesses in both

social and.phyéical:areaé. Briefly, thE egoc ntrism of

1
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_young children_prevenrs them from differentiating‘self
fr;m~nqnself and the phy51cal from the soc11l vorld. .
Ag ééoééntrism Qecllnes markedly at the begwnnin of’ middlc
Rchildhood,-éhildren-begiq"to.recqgnize that others-ﬁay.
CLhink or percgive the woylA'diffgrentiy, and tg acquire
.fécility.ip_inferrihg the thoughts and pgrsbectiQes oﬁ.
OLhéré. Expefjenégs with beers ére considefgd.to play
a maior role ih these develépments (Sﬁantz, 198é;‘wéltef§,
1979), . .
. 3Otﬁerftreatments of ﬁrobiem éolving have éléo suggested
khat some nohsocid] cognifivg'proces;es are of importance
'in undefséanding socidl.behaﬁiby and human édj?stméng;
Thé vérbal'médiétion research'by MéihhenbAEm‘éﬁd'GQQdman;
and Camp'and hef assbciates« Aiscusséd:earlief, dealt Qith
the relatlonshlp between nonsocial cognitive pfdéésses
and hyppxact1v1ty ( see also Doug]a ) 1972;'Dougias,‘Parfy,
‘ﬁarton & Garson‘ 1976 McKiﬁney, 1953) ér éggfession:
Ab WL]1 he quCUSSGd further be]ow WalLols (1979) aJso
found signlflcant relatjonshlps be;ween 1ggré531on and
performance o% non ocwél cégnllee tas ka, espgcially,phgéé
;el%téd-foj}mpulsé.cqntrol_.- . '

. Hoﬁgﬁér,‘tﬁere-ﬁgé béeﬁna:trgnd in_}he :é¢§n§

- literatute to.question -the assumptiqn.of'homogeneity between

éocial and nonsocial éoghition. =As was noted. above, wuch

of the early problcm solv1ng research Jnvolved laboratory

problems that clearly have ]1tt1e relevance to SOCJal or



qbenuevefyday behavior; despffe Elaims‘(;.ngWLeveﬁédn"

‘é.Ne€££ngér' 1971) Lhat the proce ses involved are. similar
Evenfin areas where the differénces between.sotial

énd h;ﬁ§qciai-céénitioq arg 1e§s QbyioGS; it has-bégn ) &

argued'thAt unique aspectsfof.bdth'sociai.cognitioﬁ itdgelf

and.the soclal 'situatlons in which it opgrgtés call-into

. ®

qﬁestion, 6r:ap léast qualif&{_thq‘assumptién that«qoéiai.
Qnd nonsqciai cégﬁiéioﬁ are iéomgrpﬁic.‘nnahy shé“‘éfgumentsj
emphasizg.tﬁg unigﬁe aspects”of'social'situakions,and" \
stimuli’ Sociéllsitpations, for. exampléllare more cémpiex
and affeétively iﬁtense,‘aﬁe'léés predictéble_éné_stable,

and invél&e ﬁutually détermjhed interéctive bghaviof
.{Shantz, l?Bé)) ‘TheréAis'evidegcg'Fhét,_a§ a.r;sultl sociql‘
problem solving requires a-distinéply mgre agtiverfofm

of cognitive‘proéessing Kﬁaﬁon 1681). -it has;alsb béenj
suggested by a number of wrlters (Butler & Mejchenbdum),-
‘1981;,61;ck’ 1978'\harnup et al., 1983; Shantz, 1983) tﬁaé> 
the'pfiﬁar;iy logical ;ognitive procegses' mﬁloyed jn-
Qnonsociai:sitﬁabyéﬁé:cén'bé gélied'upon to a 1esser degree-
in é6cié]'§{§uati6ns, and must be- Supplementcd by thé grearer_;
;uée of ihtditiVe ;t%ategies Probabilistlc scgnarios or
”gtripts” baséd bn pa L‘e¥perience may be used- to reduce
‘comélekity to_é managgable level soﬁet1mes to the point
bf Qvéryidiné Cﬁrfently 5vai1aﬁie»informaplén as a

determindgc.of so¢ial~cogﬁit1ve proCessing and social

behavior (Glick, 1978; Hartup et al., 1983).



‘. s ) . . . . .
gavailable té6 the individuwal (Hartup et.al.;.1983;

A]_, ’
.‘Anoibér'importént imblicétion-oﬁlthé différenceé
betwégn‘ésdiaf and nonsocialugtimulhs situwations is phe:
cérresponding di[ference.in the importancé of contextual
factors:. For éxamplé, SbFial situations may differ‘from
hon%peiél situaﬁibhs'in the type of respohsé ?eqﬁired (¢.g.,

1ﬁdgMents_abQUt individuals or relationships) or i

type and amount of information which is provided (or

<

Shaﬁtzl .
1975) .

Thérlimitea amouqt pf}émpirical‘data on,thg relaLionshipf
between.cognitive'pefformance in gocial‘and nonsdcial |
démhiné,isuanother réason why the ho&ogen@ityioﬁ sbéi?l‘

. . . . . . . / .
and nonsocial cognition cannot be taken for granted. In.

fact;7a§ Walrers (1979y pointed 6ut; this - lack of infermation

. . -, . . ) ' o - \
is to some degree the result of such an equivalence being'

i

ass@med.‘ Walters (1979) and Shantz- (1983) éummarized pagt

researchQthch on the whole has de onstrated significant

but low correlations Betweén\fii? resof social and nonsocial

cognitive‘abiTities. ‘As well,_reseaféh has_not.appeéred

. . . . ) . . ’ . B - ) .
to support the assertion that social-cognitfive abhilities -

" 4n-'children represeht;ndtﬁing>more than the effect of.general

intelligence. -Résdlts of inﬁestigatfons-of tﬁe felationshib

" between so¢1al~COgnitiye.and_1mp@fsdnal Piageﬁian'(e;g.;

. ! . ' Y * - - . ' ’ !
.conservation) tasks have ‘also béen inconsistent. Walters'

.-

' own research iﬁtolfhe-relationship;begweeh social and'

nonsocial problem sqlvingﬂ(repoIted below).produced a"
o . _ - o o

. .
o . . . N -
M) oo ot N .
. ~ . . s ’.'V'.l : N - v M " ’
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.paftcyn of iﬁteréof{elé£ibns‘wﬁiéh.suggested that Ehe_sgpial.
éﬁd nonsqgcial taéks';grg méésuring differenf aspeétsio(-'
thé-prpb[em-solving précegs (Waiteréj 1979 .

Since. social :and nonsocial cognition can, at least’

in so%e‘instanceé, be rqgarded as>d1§tjnct phenoméné,'ig s
.would Be useful at this pqin;_to?quﬁline‘brjefly.the
\.p;oéésseSgdohsidé;ed;to be ébeéificaily social-cognitive

in nature.

Almosé all of the socialzcognitive skiils'nnd ébiljtles:
~which the?recéiQeq atﬁéntibn in the 1{te§ature have been
'cqncé;nedjwith goc?al iﬁférencé, _Shantz (1975, 1983)
Qrgénized sécial inference'inEO’fiye‘;oﬁtent areas . .
in[eteﬁces'abodtVWBat the other §ée§ (visial perspective
takihg); exten?ively studied b&nPiaéep, are’regarded as
' haﬁingatﬁe ieast félevahgéito_sgc}al behaviér. QUdgmehts
" of what the othér-féels'(afféctivé perspe&tive téking)
have been pre;enteh.as both cognitive and affective
bfoéeéségl Chiidre%'gvihfereﬁcgs abqut‘ﬁhe théuéhts Qf;
oéﬁers (Coéhitiye perspéétivé téking) haye beeﬁ stu@ied
‘1argelj in Eerms'of coﬁﬁunicﬁtIQQ‘ﬁeﬁévior, gamd playiqé,

and story analysis. Inferences about the intentions of
: . * . . a - e

‘othefSTwere'dichSSed_earlier in this-thesis.,‘Finally;

,judgméntsgabout what another ‘is like (person perception)
have been investigated-largely by social péychqlogists}

'Thé thild's increasing use in:ﬁiddle childhood of-covert,

.”p§YCh016giéal” descriptions of others is of interest with



| N {‘.

L - .
respéct to,th? relat#onship'betnegn soclal cdgnition and 
behavior - -

Other cognitivejab¥1ftieé and procesées wnibh'h;ve
Eeen considered ag aspects of socla i rognitlon include
'communicntion skills;and procesgés: éttri%utions of social
canséiipyq,moral feasonihg;i and gociail§ oriented
cognitionﬁ'about‘the séifl sqcial relations, intenpersonéw
'tfnnsactioné, soéial nnd moral regulation, and'éoc;epa]ﬁ
instifntinné (Démoﬁ, 1981; Shnntz; 1985).

Butiler (1979) vjewed spec1ch soc1al cogn:tnvc
abilities, such as those'just discussed, as being concerned
mainly with che-ipfornaﬁ;on'pronessed in'Socjai_Sipuations.
Intérnensonal_prablem snlving,'on the other nénd,atéferé_

-to:the_stxli stic’ qualitles of cogn1t1on3 wh]éh occnr inKa
social situationg3 such as the Lendency to Dlnn rather
thnn.to respond Pmpu131ve1y, or the‘consideration_of
alternative\solwtions and conséquences .Simiiarly, Shantz
/(1983) presented social prpblem solving npt'ih’terms of -

'.;hiid;en"s:&onéeptiong_ofﬁsocial redligy, but rather as
‘the’knowiedge and reaéoning they use Qb §olve gonial"
problems . With very fen exceﬁtions,‘féview§ of‘sbecifically
bocial problem solv1ng have concentrated n;on the Snivdck'
and Shure reeearch whi<ch has domxnated(th f{eid.

It might appear from the precedtng.revlewhthat é number

‘of compelllng arguments have been made for treathg uoclal

. and nonsocial cognition'as separate-phenomena. However,




Y

~

which mitiga}e‘suth a‘conclusion. First, it'shoﬁld be

considered that the appareﬁt"weight‘df thege arghments

to some degree simply reflects the increased attention-

x

5

~which social cognition has rEceﬁvedzjn the pasﬁ iO yéars.
' RE : o . ‘
The substance of ;E; arguments 1s still- largely logical

aqd_theoretical,'rather than empirigal . 'Comparisons between

the.two types of’ cdghition have Lended_to.dichotémize,
with cognitive processes based upoh obviously impersonal

Jaboratory and-logicai‘tasks on one hand, and cognitions

whith_are exclusively ‘social in content on the other.
(<'/f//;hefe s;>ms'Lo have been little explicit’ acknowledgement

that everyday problems.contain both social and monsocial

elements.

- Conclusions about the relaﬂionship'between social
and nonsocial cognition have also beéh made difficule-

" by the limiﬁeﬂ;body of knowledge'wﬁich existsi Social-
','. . o ) . . . .
cognitive theory and research have so far. tended to
concehtrate upon rather narrowly defihed content raveas;
& ) | . : -

- . LT = \ T
for example, perspective taking. There has been

coﬁpar@tively.lit;le atéeﬁkiop'to.sécial problem solving,

S ‘ . e . ‘ . = . .
i - and .most ‘of the: research which has been done .has been derived

from the work pf_Spivack and Shure“and their'collquuesl

'The-relaﬁiohsﬁip.Bepween-édqial'cogﬁition and soéiaij' .
. behavior also cdnpinhq81CO be ‘poorly understood. Inlthé

4

spegific'area of'aggression and its relation to social ’
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cognitiéniimuch of the research has concehtrated on the
areas of emparhy (e g Feshbach & Feshbach .1969) and
attribution of intent fhe relatively ypung fjeld of soc1a1;

cogn[tion and its infiuence on behavior has produced little

1n the way of unifying theories ‘to gu}de further research

E / " ‘ . s

,

(Shantz(’1983) o I ._: ”e:'

Dhus ‘as Qhantz (1983) has suggested the extent to

which soc1al and nonsocaal cognition are d]st1nct

Y . . .
phenomeni is still very much an open issue. 'While-the

3\
nnique feg(ures of soctal situation and thought must be

'urecognized, ig would seem premature to conclude that only
SOCial cognition is'relevant to social behavior and_

adjustmegt Socnal and nonsoclal cogn:tion may both he

involved and perhaps functionally re]ated 1n mediatihg

,social behayior. L ;faii 5.-."f;:-i,,‘f

"Finaily,'thefnosition*noted;earlier‘in;this;éeCtion,

that commOnLpsychological-processes underliehsome,asnects
ofﬁboth socia] and nonsoc1a1 cognition may stil] have

'some-meritﬂ ,AftEr;all as F]aVell (1977) pOinted out w*th

Pt

respect to. cognitive deveIOpment
The head that thinks about the soc1al worid s the :
se}fsame head _that thlnks about the . nonsoc1al wor]d Lo
It would therefore be’ astonishing if -none oﬁ the . 7.
.developmentai trends dn nonsocial thinklpg 2 ”i'.
rwould be -seen in the area of social thinking

» ' [ B . . - :




~Shantz}fl9759. Ihe geneTal cognitive shift in empha°is-

' foperations and abiliLies nndergoe _a number of changes

[;6 )

o

© Problem-Solving Abflity in Middle Childhood  «

Middle chinhood ﬁhe'focus of this thésis, has-been

.”regarded by many writers as a period of eopecially rapid

RN

"growth in cognitive abllities.re]ated to pxob]em olving. e

‘Somefof'this'development can, as noteﬁ earlier, be

. b

nnderstood as'the contjnu ng refinement of the egocenttic

X

% ) .
thought ot the preschoolcr ~ Children in early middle

' childhood have been descr1bed~as demonstrating the-canacitx
S ro- v1ew s1mp]@ soc1al episodes from the position of each

actor, and to maintain some: consistency of vieprints

(Y

'ffom-external and'superficial"as,gcts-of,soCial relations'

£
B

to more abstract qua]ities has wlso been noced (Berndt

ff l98l; Hartupret al 1983) Lhe brief review which follows
T‘,further.illQStcates the”developmental changes_related'to

'cognitive problem solv1ng ability which characteriLe middﬁe

K

childhood

_.,‘

The nature of perspectlve taking (role taking)

during middle childhood although the evjdence regarding-

'such changes ]S clearer in some are_ than others. Vjsual

Voo

. perspective taking appears to become more'accurate reliable,

and complex (Shantz, 1975 wéiﬁers'_1979) . There are

5, ) \DH

'indicatidns as. well of rapid development in cognitive

-, ’ ‘
\

‘pefspecfive taking (Elardo =1977 Elavell,LBotkih;,Fryg
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Vright, & Jarvis, 1968). Walters (1979) also found a

e - significant linear trend in differences between the cognitive
.perspectiveétaking performance of.boys in Grades 2 to 6.
) . An important "aspect of cogniltive perspective takﬁng-'

Qnich'deyelops in middle.childhood is,the”capacity foru
recursive tpough}j_that ie} the recognition by the child

that he or she cannot- only infer the thoughts of others,.

but that his or'herdthinking ‘can ﬁtself be the object of
- - inferences 5& another. It is possible that the

“psychblogical ‘revolution" (Shantz, 1983, p. 541) of
recognizing.thié and ocher_aspects of mutual,rcoofd;natedf

pespective taking may account for the incteaaing-complexity
‘and general-imbortance of peer .interaction in'this age
group .

4@ ) ] With respect to affectlve Derapectlve taklng, .
' Walters (19/9) concluded from the literature she reviewed
' S

‘that Snbstant{al development ocCcurs durtng dedle childhood.
However her own reséarch falled to demonotrﬂtc age efﬁccts

on a measure of affectlve perspectlve taklng ‘In his review

oo

of the atfectjve perspectlve taking 11te1ature -Hi11 (1979) -
'p01nted to methodologlcal difficnlties‘whlch-in nis,viev
prevented 1e11able conc]usions from belng drawn about the

‘development of this abjllty in. middle chlldhood

As noted earller, children 5 abilltles to 1ﬁ}er the

3
~

’inﬂent of another have also been regarded as undergoyng

a developmental shift in middle Childhood. Accbrding to
¢ K L . - . s \ Y . / . 3

VR
-
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. ) , - ) )
the child's descriptions and characterizations of otheTrs.

“al., 1983; Hill,] 1979; Shantz, 1983) .

- R %3'
Shantz (1975), the general fihding_has'been that'children

below the age of 8 or 9 tend to emphasize the qcriousnessi-

. of outcome in-attribliting responsibility, while o]der

children consider intentions ' to a greater degree, Recall,

however, --that there isfsome.disagreemént'in'thexlitératUre .

-about: LhJS conc]u sion.

Tt also appears that significant changes-occur in

In.middle childhood (especially, as a number of studies :

have shown,around'tne age of 7 or ‘8), the child's.

~descriptions of ‘others become more inferential and less

dependent upon obeervable,.COncrete information. The RN

number of "psychological" descriptionb increases, as does

the trait vocabulary used in making Snch'deSCr1ptionsi

B

‘OLhere are deocr1bed ae more dlfferentiated trom;their

environments and in a less stereotyped manner (Hartuﬁwet

In addition to developmental changes in social-

cognitive processes, the nature of 1nformatton whjch ds

used and atti ied to S}\fﬁﬁ’fh]]d alqo changeo durjng midd]e
chi]dhood Hartup'et.alz'(1983)"demonstrated that'frrst—

grade chl]dren p]aynng a. board game based-their'social,

_,-(:

‘behavior (coopErative or comgetigive) solely on the béhavior_l

R

of a“eonfederate gametpargner. Fifth;graders;'however,

-1ntegrated the partner 8 behav101 both with'incentive

informat1on (for cooperative or competitive behavinr) and

. .. - , . . . . - .
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a normative framework favoring Coopenétion;_ First-graders

used incentive'infoiﬁation.onlyAwhen explicitly cued to
‘do so in a second experiment. -’

Thefé:is'conslderablyl1essfinformétion on thé

Hevelbpmgnt'qf~cognitive prob}em-solﬁing ability, as‘opboéed

: ’ . ' ’ s \ )
to discrete cognitive skills. In fact, most research has

appeared- since 1979, when Walteré pointed to an almdst

’

-.complete ldck.of knoyiedge in the area. Her igsearch with

T

“children employ. Spivack et al. (1976) and Shuré "(1981)

.pqys in Grades 2 to € revealed‘liAea;lgrendsvfor aéé in -
altgrnative—éblution; a]ternativé~conse¢hence, amd heans»‘
énds:ﬁrobiém;Sleing thinkihé; using.measuye;.adaﬁtedrfrom.
:ébivack gnd Shure's ;esearch: Tn addilidni the saﬁg study
ﬁae?anééfatéa that}perfo;maﬁcé imbro&edniinearly with ége
gnlseyeral measuré% réia?ed to‘nonéociai‘problém §ol§i}g:
‘ref}ectivehe8§,”ndhsééia]'méésures of, consequential, causal,

1

~and means-ends phipkiqg, ahd anagram and 20~quéstioqs

"games (Walters, 1979). Hains -and Ryan (1983) also

'demonsprated1differenées'between 10-11 and 1415 year old
boys on meésures'ofﬁstfategic social thinking and moral
reasoning .- R - B L

Other studies have revéaled_de%elbpméntal‘thangés‘

in the types of problemdsblving skills and sgrategies”

"concluded that' middle childhodd‘ié a per;dd when:the

iﬁportance - of sych ICPS Skills as alxerhatiﬁg~solution
thinking .gives way ﬂé more complex skills such ‘as meahs-



ends, comsequential- and cads 1 thjnk1ng Kfasnor'(]OS&)

demenstrated developmental .changes in, the slye and djmeteity

of the problem~sqlving repertoire.f Preferted {chosen) :

strétegies also showed some developmental changes, with

verbal]y aggre351ve problem- so]ving stra tegies more likely
‘to be choqen by flfth graders than by flrst grader As
_well, social_problem~solu1ng_strategies became more indirect

and DSyChOlOBI a11y sophisticated with age. ' However, this

-pattern vatled somewhat with'%tory'content (object—,

~

ftiendshipe, or peet;oriented), apbareﬂtly reflecting such:
-faetors ag. d1fferences in re}evancy among age‘gronpe;
Such'elfinding serves as an illustration of the difficnlty

in making between-age comparisons 'in' this -and other

. . ) - . .o S
developmental research. S

i

Prob]em—Solv1ng Ablllty and BehavloraJ Adju tment

Barely a decade ago, Snantz (1975) concluded that
"the relation betyeen‘sotial coénition'and interpersdnal

behavior. may be one of the .largest unexplored areas in .

developmentai,psychglog&”,(p.HBOB). + Since that time, a R .E
number.of researchere_have addfeSsed.themselves'to this

~. ’

,issme' which is also central to the present study. A

tonnectmon between problem so1ving ablltty and behavioral _

> - . ...ﬂ'.
‘adjustmeﬂt'has often ‘been assumed eqpecially in the design‘f
of preventive and treatment programs (Walters 1979).

.
.. R v v
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'waevéf, the review of the‘research literatnrevnhich,folloneﬁ
'will attempt to ehow thet-mény qnestions about the nature .
..and extent of such a relatlonship remain unresolved
| As Walters (1979) pointed. out, most.stUQies attemoting '

to relate Uehavioral adjustment to performance on imperéonal"

.

laboratory tasks: have produced_negative orﬂinconclnsiVe

- h . N “' . . . 3
findings. However, -a number of earlier research studies

indicated that cognitive impulse control on nonsocial-

”

pfohlemfeolving tasks mey;hdve relevence to behavioral
.qdeStnent._ Glennick (l916) nemonstreéed‘a negatjye
relationship_oetween inpulsivity and peer popnlaritybratinge
Lin fourth—grédersf 'ﬁonglas 1972) fonnd thet hfperactive.‘

children, in comparison to normals, tended to reac ith

; N

‘their first available responses in a variety of -problem .

situations. The work of Camp and her associates, discussed

1

earlier, also poinfed to the role of impulsivity in

o

maladaptlvelj aégressive.behévior.
‘Other studieS'have attempted to specify which‘aspects

of the problem solving process may be affected by

uimpulsivity.- McKlnney (1973) fonnd Lhat whlle reflectlve
«children showed . evidence of a conceptually based strategy
.gand the testing of alrernative hypotheses on.a match to—‘

hsample task 1mpulsives were elgniflcantly nore random

? '

and less efficient ~ He, related hi% flndings to Camp s

'(19?7) suggestion that such children may be defic1ent 1n

:the,spontaneous'productlh,ofvthe.cognitlve problem—solvlng'

A

e,
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operations which meoiete'adéptive beﬁevlorl -
Denoey'(197§)'de@onetrated thét:reflecllvo‘eoildren
madeé greater ose of Constreiot%seeglhg-Cogoltlye . |
| o 'strategiee'gknown to reflebe:cognitiﬁe;maturity) tﬂAh o/
impulsives on a 20~ooespions taékt Ins;rocélons to feepond /
mg%e.slowi& or'ouickly ehanged lapeﬁcies‘ln Boeh‘groubs;
but.only‘the ldstruetions to resbohd;oore impol ively had
an elfect upon the. proportaon of . consClaint seeking
strategies. .The regolts were_related to WhjLe’sn(lOGS)
temporal—stacking mooel, diseosseo earlief. Tt wes suggested
s i th;t while children qao be indueed eo resopndélmpolsieely;e
thefaoility Lo.inHibit flrst avalleble‘feeponsee is mqre
complex and aepenoeot.upon:a-wider r.am;e.?c\);‘f_cog_ni_.t'ive-T
-'abilitles..-.: .

‘Other studles which c¢laimed to demonstrate a
relationship“between pfoblem solying‘and behaVioral'f

qdjuctmenL employed soc1a]—cogn1tlve tasks and measures .

Tor example, Chandler (1973) repoyted rolo qulng deflc]ts

in delihquent 11 tho: 14 year o]ds relative to nqndellpquent

‘controls.' Role-~ taklng tralnlng appeared to be‘ouccessful

i . - *

in lowernng the egocenLrlsm scores of the delinquents and

i
[

N I

reducnng thelr rate of known delinquence on 18- month i ':
;efollow—up. However, the results s of this study are dlfflcult
_Lolinterpree-fof‘é‘nomber of’reasons, 1ncludlng sampljng
loroolehs, the’ possiblllty of treatmenL effects unrelated

to role taklng, the uncertaln reliabjllty of offense records,‘ﬁ

Ve

Tl; T and the questlonable rea] world signjficance of the small
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»sitUatidnél”ihformation were rated by their teachers as

, . 53
differences obtainmed’
Simi;drly, Gottman, Goﬁso, and Rasmussen (19755‘found

positive Interaction and popularity in nérmal thiid—grade'

children L&VBQ unrelated to social-cognitive skiiis,

gspecially'perspecgive takihg.; Burka and Gleqwick (1978)

also found that cognitive perspeétive-taking ability was

_positively 'related .to peer and'teaéher‘ratings of socidl

'-adjusnmént.

. . o . o .
While studies, such as these are illustrative of those
which haVQ suggested a relationship between role taking

and behavioral adiuéqmeht, it has béen'pointed out in a

[N

review by Hartup et al. (1983) that results are far from

R . . - . . N
conclusive, and just as many studies have failed to

o on

-~ -

démonétraté-such a relationship .-
Adjustment{relatea differences in the type of

z

-

'-informat;on htbénqeﬁ_to~and_processed'incsocial problem:

“:situaﬁions-have also been suggested. Cutrona and\FeShbach

’ .o

61975)‘presented.children from Cradés'B,ﬁa;,and 5.wifh

stories of individuals -in p;obiematic situations. Both

‘situational information -and dispositional facts.

:.(pSychologiéaL Cbaracﬁeristics)_béncerning'the iudividuéls' .

T

were presénted. Subjects were asked to predict the

characters' behavior in solving the‘probleﬁs, and ‘to, expia;h“

their p;édictions. Children whé had ugsed primarily

_engégingnin'signiﬁicéntly.moge aggressive behavior than

\



‘those who had relied on dtspositiona]~information. It

. ' N . L . «’ i '
was suggested that children 'who are relatively insepsitive
to the peisoﬁalities of 'persons with whom they interact

may be Moieﬂlikely‘to éffend and less_iikéiy to_hélp others.
Selman (1976)(also~fopnd‘deficits onlkhrep mQASMrcsv 
of sociay'reaéoning in é cliﬁigal q@@ple.of.7bto 12 yéar
'oid children with peer problems; ws”cqmpared to'a‘mé{Ehed
sample of sociaLLj'ﬁompgteht children.

The literature reviewed so.far in this seéction, dating
. - R ¢ ’ .
to approximately 1979, is representative of ‘what had been
acéompli§hed up to that point in time. . There was still
. N - 0y
20

~relatively little evidence gn which t

e

bése:firm éonciusions
_3.conqefniﬁé-the‘rglatiéqshib Bet@eén probiem—so]yiﬁg Qbility
';nd'beﬂaQioral édjpstﬁept; “Cértdin cdénitivé'skills, such
as_péle takiqg;uhaa beéniemphgsizedl anq_éo&paratlveiy‘
’ licele Qas known abéﬁt-otheré andAtheir'relationéhib to
.édjusﬁment or,thg'brosleﬁ—sél§ihg pr&cess.* Qith regard
to mpfelcompléx coghiti&e.problem-solﬁipg:gkilis,.almost:
i R - all ‘the e§idenpe édppéfting hybotheéiﬁdd 6bnneqtion$ betwéén
,'sﬁ;h.précesses-éﬂd_béha?iérél;adjﬁétﬁéht wagithefdrddﬁtt
of the rééearch, diécusééd'equiéf, by'Spivack‘and:Shuré

and ﬁheig'cdlleagneé.-{_” "fi : ' o L e
A reviéﬁ of sﬁbseduent‘iﬁveétigatigns of pfoﬁleﬁj
N . . . N .
sdlv}ng:énd,adjuStmeﬁb;in qhildren begins wlthitwo impofﬁaﬁt ;.
= §tudies.B?'wéIter§ anaiButlef;.\ﬁ 54: | .

Walpérg (1979) examined the hypothesis that aggressive
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. A

vclemcntaly sohool -age boys are deticieot in various aqpects
of social and nonsocial prob]em solving pbllity.
(bévelopméotal changes in problem—solving aollif§‘wero
also invgstlgatod, as disEﬂsSed_in the.previous.sectiof.)
Subjects oero 52 aggresslve‘and 52 nonaégressloe bo&s from-
Grades 2 tolé_" Heon age st aobroximately.lO‘years: _Toe
selection oI1Lerion for the‘aggless{ve group was. a T ocoré
cof at least 7d on the, Aggression subsca]e of the School
_Bchavior Checklis t (SBCL; see Mefhod section below) The
“matched nonaggree%lve group was Composed of boys f%om»Lho
same clas§rooms as the gggtessivg‘sﬂbjectéi-jSelection
.crlteria~for~thlé grodptworc T §boresfof 60>or less on
Aggression'onﬁ"éevefal other SBCL4éuosoa1es consldored
to.bc indicétive.ofibehaviog_problems. Solection c;iteria
v B f.'foilboth groups;were-oélidatgd througofoimplejpoer_rhtihgs
',of aggressjlpnegé,‘andnwhethe;'ﬁﬁelSUbjeot.Qos liked or
- .'dlsllked ,. : R ‘
. / T : . R :
L ) IV Subjects vere assessed using the fo]low1ng measures:
. ; .
(l) a sc]f report ecale of 1mpulse control (2) the
;‘i. ;' : ‘;feébody.Picture Vooabulh?y Tos; {PPVT), (3) socla] problem—
.oolving‘meosures‘of meénowonds; a]ternat1ve—oolution, and
oonsequential thlnking (based on, meaoureb developed by
.Spivack and‘Shure) (4) cognloive.and affectlve perspeor1ve~
Jtaking—tasks, (J) nothCLal problem qolv1og measures (
.. .

including reflectlon impulsiv1ty and HOHSOCLal means-ends,

causal “and consequenplal'thinklng,-(6)-nonspcial problem—
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gdlving ga@gs'(anagiamslang 26 ﬁuéstions); anq (}).Teasures.
of preference for }afious types o{ behavioral sélhtigﬁ. .
Whiig the results of .the study indiéatéq‘tﬁap problem—‘-
solying dbility inciedsps witﬁ age,}thgre‘wés-h;ﬁonsjstent‘
lack of éi%férence'bbuwegn the éggressi%é'énd honaggreséive.
groﬁps op the-soéiai problem—soiv}ﬂg'measureo; ‘ g

Nonaggressives performed significantly better than’the

s (a match-

aggréésives on Ehree gf phe_ﬁonéocjal”ﬁeééﬂre
ta~sample‘task, ﬁaze téét,:agd anaérams);'stsiblg-tef]ecting
a differqncé ;n-ihpqlse control. Piscrimi%ant 5n51ység
ihdica£eq tHat‘while neither the sqciai horvthe ﬁons%cJ&l

problem—solving-mgasdfes discriminated effectively between’

: ) .J -' LI
the groups, the discrxminant function containing the

s nonsocial measures was the more powerful of the two.

A L v
kS

}n°. ‘ While thg h&pothggized prqbingéolving deficits in

‘aggresSive.égys were/nat supported, there were several

interesting'qugiitafive d;fferbnce: in problem solving

betweén the two groups. - The aggressSive boys expressed
a clear preferenéé for aggressive solutioﬁs:to Hypothetiéal

peer conflicts.ﬂ,Aggressi&es*élsO'offefed an aggressive
solution as a first response sighificantly more oftén than

I E ‘ . nonaggressives.'rHowéyﬁr,'differenceé between the groups
disappeared when .subjécts were asked.to choosé.the<bestf

3 - R

_sblution, R o LT :

Walters pohcluded that aggressive boys had th”

exhibited

evidence of'deficits in eithgt general or soqial.

s . » . . . W,
N . . . L . R . N - 3 . . 3
e . . . B

! T = . . @ . t . |
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problem soiving, or in their Lnooledge of.socially
'hccép;aple behavior.’ Réﬁher,'tho pattern.ofoosults : .
‘oo;geoteg thaﬁ aggressive.bOyS:ﬁéy have-difﬁicoltylin making

.use of L;e pfpblom-solviné skillo they bosooss,‘possibly
d@e to problems wigh'impulée control-ohioh prodispoée'qhem
Vto coooso‘tﬁé_most reaoily évéilablezgosponse} Thg féader
.; oo “ will recall'similér’sogéestions by Denney'(l973),'booglas_
lh(l972);'ahd Camp (i97i) oo the basis of their findings.
Apofher 1919 éﬂudy by.Bu£lef o;amioed'thé reldtionships‘
émong ihterpersohaI cognitive problem-solﬁiﬂg, peef—iand
péacher—ratedaindicco ofvadjustment, and naturally occurring
%Hterpotsonal behavior. = The study also invé$tiéated'the =
relationship of theoélﬁariaoleé to peer'group'acgeptancé
ano.repotation;‘ond‘ lu Led the ps ychomctrlc properCLoo
‘of Lho'Spivagk anq Shuyé.MEPS instrumont.:‘
.“"' .Butlér‘f?fst'adminisoercd_two_SQCiometric;meésureé-
to 69'méle and femalo G%ade 5 pupils. -Theée measureo
stesscd-positjve o1 negatnve peer rcputdeon and pLLr
-\ ﬂ.i' :.“" ;iaymate chonce and popular %\ Data were also collected
Tfor each Chlld on QES verbal Lntelljgence (WISC Vocabulary
‘subtes;)nhthe'Childreo s MEPS, and Ceacher.ratings of T
academic aod?géﬁeraléfunctioniogl:J . .
In the ﬁekt:phase o%fthe Séddy; 46 coildfoo oore
asqtgned to four group%lfepresenting all comblnations of
high and 1ow scores on the MERS and peer repuéatlon oeasures

El

The behavior’ of these childreh was obServed.using a timo—_

. .
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samplin& procedure which yie]dedrmgasures of task
~orientation and reinforcement (positive, negative. or

neutral) given and received in interaction with teachers

.

and’ peers. . )
It.was found gh@t the MEPS'ﬂailed to prediét behavioral
. . N '

differen;esAOﬂ dlmost all of these measures. While cb}ldren

Qitﬁ high MEPS scores disp@nsed‘morﬁ pbsitive rejnfothmEﬂp

h ] ' . K]

Lo téachers; the-fréquency of.thﬂs behavior wys'véry iow

ana of questionable stagi;ticél réliabili£§. giﬁe ﬁEPS_

also failgd to-correlate,éignificéntly wﬁth.peef jebgtatién

and popu}arity méasurés, or Qitﬁ.teachef rarings. - .
Butler acknéwledged that rgpli&ation\studjés were

needed to yalidacé hér findingsg espééiall& in vieh of

the possible influéncé; 0f th¢'ciassroom situatibnﬂ Ehe~

use‘of:én esgenpiéily noimal'sample, and insenéitivitiés'

Nﬁr ofhgrAmeasurement ﬁfobléms in the‘MEES aﬁd‘the gociomeﬁriﬁ

précgddrén. Neve;thelgsél Shé argued that the cons{steﬁéy

gf ﬁer“findings‘acréés {3.categories:of oﬁgervablejbehaVlér

and the convergence éf‘herltesultslwith;opﬁér recéntﬁwork

(e.g.,'Alleﬁ et al.,‘1976;;giscussed‘ﬁelow)-snpported fﬁe'

;onglu%ion thét pﬁoblemfédlving ﬁbiliﬁy,?ét'least as

.ﬁeasuped byAthe~MEEéF may not pear the importght med{ating N

'rolé'in_bghavio£al adjustmeﬁgQwhithhha§ibeeﬁ ciaimed.py

Spivack et al. (1976). o o '
‘Gilléséie; Duflakdfand'éhefman (1982) reached a sim%Léf -

"conclusion from their study of.kindergarten nupilé} in




L
which they found no evidence 0 'eignifioagﬁ relationships '~

A

bet: een ICPS skjlls (alternativ _solution_andiconeequentiai

thinking) and (eacher Tate( adjuetment »

a A number of other recent Qtudieo have aloo 1nvestigated

s . . N

',the re]ationeh‘p between cognltrvc problem Solv1ng and

behaVJOra] adjustment : Rlchard and Dodge (1982) compared

aggresive and nonaggressrve boys ‘not only ln terms of the

~‘numbev‘ of alternatlve solutions they generated but‘alsb-

‘lZ) accord1ng to two grade levels (2 to -3 and 4 to 5) andf

:and popu]ar) ‘1he soc1a1 adJustment groups were s ﬁgted:

'isubmiseive,'and one whlch was nonhostx]e ;an

'ﬁlthe best sqlution nd the one he would be most llkely £o’

-Shure s findings may haVe reeulted from a re11ance on'

fgaggreeeivejsolution, one whlch was ineffective and

7,with regard t'o the effectlveness of these solutrons

Subjects were 68 boys dijded dnto six groups (n_= 10 or

v

‘Lhree ]evels of soc1a1 adjustment (aggressive 1solated;

3

&

?on the ba 18 of both peer qociometrlc and teacher adJustment

. /I
‘.‘

ratinge?f (They suggeoted th t the fai]ure of several recent
. , ST - . .

)

etudiee; includlng But]er s, to repllcate Splvack and

IR

t

teacher ratings for subJect selectlon )

‘~t. -‘ R - L : AR . 3

Richard and Dodge first admlnletered a story completlon. '?S;:
S oo
procedure simllar to the MEPS : Subjecte were ! then pneqented’

‘L—r»&N

'wlth two serles Of three randomly ordered pos\ibre‘oolutlons'

7.

- 5 . L R
to fhe eame\storwes Fach serles contalned one clearly:,x:ﬁ; S
. LU RN . ‘o NG A .

a8 ; 4 ) o " ¥

‘r

n.From each serie\\ the qubject was asked t ichoose both ,Q/?l

AR . : R M_ - »

1.
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. The”resulté'Teplicated'Spivagk‘and Shure's finding ’ 7.

P . ‘. .

A " :
that Jell adjusted ehlldren produced more 1lternatiVe_

qolutlon%tq hypothetlcal plob]ems than thOsL wltﬁ adjustment ST *f_

7 -'-.

rdifficultiés.j Boys'in the three groups dld not difier -

.in the abllity to correctly eva]uate ‘the so]utions : - L

' . \
. presented to Lhem "It_was al o fQund Lhat subjects from

all groups 1nitially pfoduded solutions ConSidered o
effective However the,subseduent'solutions‘produced:

by agglessnve and 1solated boys Contained a hlghET
v SR - fproport;on\of aggre331ve and 1neffect1ve so]ut1onu.-.1t

Cowas sugges ted that Lhewr qoclal prob]em so1ving adequacy

ay be 11m1ted to- thelr init1 1 so]utlon Ad&ptlve

adiffdculties.maynresult for these ehildren.whenitnevin;tidl

o osoJutjon does not wcp)r,k..,_ and the alt_ern'at;fve behaviorq whti,_.c_h-.
eye'edlled for;dléo'tenddto befineffectiyet;dsucn;d k

:_gw'zd..suége§tioniie at'sdme'vetidneeiwith“thét:odeanb {19775:

v a

;énd othéienthat.aégfessiuedenildren‘afeﬁﬁrediepoéed.te:f_R:
1£nqpeejthe'fifet often ma] daptive ‘volutnon in a problem r
Seeo eituatibnﬂiQNeuertheless, bothi Ludles have Lhe jmportant |
h SO sim*lar1ty of embhaSJ 1ng the nature Qf solut10ns chOSen .ﬁ' ‘;f o :
by aégtee81ve tefs as wel] ae the pro%lem so]v1ngA .tj_ dA'd' “L*;n

'~‘processes 1ead1ng up to them = Another 1nreresring f1nd§ng 1gﬁe,ﬂ

= .._‘
= s

F U by Rnchhrd 1nd Dodge was a lack of dlfference between R
R S ‘ : : T R
ET R i aggress1ve and 1solated boys on - a]l measures,~suggesting . ~:> L

that a common def1cjt m]ght undet]ie rwo quite different
Co TT- o . o,
;ﬂlh,;iVﬂ deviant patternS““*““““‘T"




- Scale- (CATS; see Method section Below), o .

:A'study by Deluty (1981b) also peinted‘to the .

'1mportance of the type of prob1em so]urlon chosen by

'children with adjustment problems : Deluty selected three

groups of 30 Grade 5 to‘7 children (15'boys'and 15 girls)

hY

.designaped as;highly}aééertivc,-highiy aggfesrive; and

L

~highly submissivejon‘the basis of extreme"scbres on peéf—

report meastires. ~ The thrée groups were Cohpared in terms

of the number and type‘of alternative solutiohs generated

in response‘to~items ef“the'Children“s Aeﬁion'Iendehcy

o

. . \ a ) . . L ) M R .
While the.subjee:s'in the‘three groups were equivalen

in terms of the'number of alternatives they generateﬁ,
‘ ’ f " - %

the types of alternatlves they offeﬂ@d dlffcred

¢

'31gnif1cant1y. Although all chjldren produced more

asqertive than hther res ponse , aggressive ahd submissive.
. e . -

--boys chbse‘fewer assertive aﬁd-mofe‘aggressive'solutiohs

Y

. did not differ from each other on these measures It was

o dAn Conceivrng.of a varlety of reSﬂonse alternatlves to

]

[

R Le e

‘of as ertive solgtipn was, con81de1ed to reflect their

|

. gfea%er adapciﬁehess based bn another study (Deluty,.'

’ -
{ (

.'With self esteem popu]arity, and peer rated behav1oral

adjustmeht.

61

t

"than asserfive*bOVS; Fhe aggle sive'and submfséive?groups-
'concluded that assertlve chlldren showed the mosL flex1b111ty

V§_hypothet1ca1 confllct 51tuat10ns Ehelr higher proportlonm

;19813) which dem?nstrated an assoc1ation of assertlveness—
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In another qtudy, Defnry 41983) found thht'high1y

I3

a?gressxvc chi]dren (se]ecteé/oﬁ‘the joinr baqtﬁ of Lhe
’CATS and a-pger»repﬁrﬁ.meaguFe) rated aggressiye behaviors;
“in h&bophéticalfpeep-conflicﬁ s}tQatfoﬁg,sigﬁificgn{ly
mofe'pqsitivgly, ahd-asSQrtive beﬁ%?idrs ﬁopé negatiyely,
.ghan‘did highly aéééftiyg_and higﬁlyIsubﬁissiveichtldren.
They were aléo moré'likgly to regard aggré&sjve behavior ]
as é‘coursq of actioﬁ'thé§ shﬁﬁid‘éxhibit,iand4oné which
was.more likely to yield.favarable_resulfs for themselves
'ané even the Iecipien;s&Ef their aggressioh... ' , %y
MEKim,LWeiséﬁefg,'Cowen)_Gesfen,'and RapkLn;(iQB?)"'
?nﬁe;tigate@ problem—solving ébility4an§ adjusﬁment‘in

a comparative study df‘suﬁdtban and.u;ban;third—grade‘
¢thildren.  Positive relafionships‘bepween altéfn#theL
.soldtion thihking and. adjuétmenﬁ-{pfimarily ohfteacﬁer«

rated measures) were found only for the lower intome,‘blackf

.urban éhildrén when .scores were adJu red for IQ. "It‘was

"suggesttd that Lhe 1e]ﬁt30nsh1p bctwccn problem~°01vjng .o

>

ablllty and behav1ora1 adjustment may- dlffo agroso‘

socgpdemograph1c groups. and that such a difference'migﬁf”

,;acéount for both the u&&ess of Sp]vack and Shure s (]974)

‘1nrefventions w1th black urban prosrhool ch11d1en and rhe'
replicatiqn ﬁailn%esqreported by;investigatot§-using,chér

.ﬁsampleq.: : ;:1.; ; | o

o Hains and Ryan (108’) lnvesLiga:ed qocia] proﬁlem

éolv1ng 1n_de11nquent and nondellnqueht boys at the ages.




< of '10 to 11 and 14 to 15.‘ Tney employed measures of V
strategic social thinking (corresponding close]y to . the -
Ip! Zurilla and Goldfrled 197L,wmodel discussed- in the next

=

T section), social.metacognitionkiawareness of one's own

-~y

P ) problem-s olving “and se1f -control strategLes), pfosodial

~reasoning, and. moral reasoning. No differences were found.

-~ . ‘pfh most measures betWeen‘delinquents'and nondelinquents, s \
L ' : ‘ - ) ", R :
(although there was some -indication that_delinquents may

N

be less exhaustive in considering various djmen ions of

g
0

«

. social problem solving. - As nbted'in'the-previous_section,

¢

a number of age differences were found in ter@s'of the -
' o . pattern of findlngs thle research ismsimilar to, the Wa]tere
(1979) study. That is, ma]adaptnve chlldren dld not

exhibit a .deficit din problem—boleng abJLLty, bht'there;
y it - t

v ' - ’ {
ce were ind:cations that they differed from normals a]ong
. .o . . @
djmensions related ro the actual use of tx1st1ng problem—

so]ving skills

!

<A'ﬁecent study by Asarnow and Callan (l985) examined"

kY

the soc1a1*cogn1tive processes of adjusted ahd djusted

boys._ Two groupsl/f ﬁQ.fourth— and s1xth—grade_bq§s'weie
mselected on qhe basjs ot extreme scores 1n theit cIasstooms
. . . .
' . on peer noningtton measures of pos1t1ve and negat:ve status
Subsequent anLlyses u31ng two otherlsociometrwc measures--

‘revealed that the negatively evaluated boys were also rated

-as signtfltantly ‘more’ aggress1ve and disllked than o

positively evaluated boys Each:subject'was presented_;

N




“6A
W1th four hypothetical peer problem situattons and asked

to. describe ‘how. the. child in the story might solve the

problem He was then presented with six potential probleo;a-.«
.'éolylng reepohees_ahd asked eo‘rate how.mUCh heiwohld:like

A

Lo play with Lhe hypothetical peer. using eaoh eoluflon.i
I was found that~negatnvely evaluated boys generated
significantlynfewer alternative solutions. ‘Thelr fesponses

-alqo @hnrAIned more solutlons r1ted as inteouely aggreo ive
_whllejp081t1vely evalmated boys - proiuced soluLlons Fated'

.ig mofe assertive aod ﬁatdre._:Oa measures:of"the aegree

‘and tYpe.of.planning\ioleheip o?obleﬁJSolviﬁé.appfoaches,
'négafifely eualaated boysgshowed leeélevidence of~aoaptlve,
piosocial‘olahnlng;.and‘morshplahaing wﬁlch'supporteo -
,aggressiGe“Ot malaaaptiﬁe behavio}l ﬁoth’groupsfraggqr
'positiyé:aﬁo‘aSSerplve ?espoasee aslthe:host désitaole

'and aégreseiﬁelresponses;the‘least.::Howevef nega tively "f'f
evaluated boys rated aggfe331ve responses-more posjtjvely S ~f
aad positiee responses_more.negatively.zj‘These;findings
guggested that boys in both.groups possessed equlvalcnt ' oo
knowledge of what is soc1al]y desirable, or acceptable

buL LhaL behav101al preferences ex1sted wh1ch wer,e

geon31stent wwth the results of other~research reviewedi':
in ehle thesiS».(Qamp,.Blomj et al;; 1977, DeluLy, ]98]b
1983; Richard &lDodge ‘1982"Shufe &_Spivack, 1972, Spivack 5"”o
et al. l976 Spivack & Shure, 19743 W _alters 1979)

Asarnow and Callan propoi;d a possible explanation '~/‘:'




.
LA

65.

for. the_contrast between their results,.which repyicated .

«

‘the findings ofeSpivack:and-Shure&with reepect towthe

.geheration of alternative solutions,‘and those of Butler

(1979),.which had failed to, do so. It was suggeQLed that_

A\
thisg difference may LndicaLe that def1c1ts 1n this soc1al~

4

cognitiVe ability appear only in the case of the relatively

extreme differences in social adjuqtment which characterized

Pl

their sample,‘but.not 8ntler s. However, this explanat/pn/

- .geems lgss_confincing when it is.noted that, desprte/{his

- - = N M N . . : a /
important difference-between the two studies, th%jmean

numbers'of-alternative’solutions'for the two groups in

the Asarnow and Callan study differed by less "than one‘

_unit Such a difference cou]d be just as plausibly

S C : -2

: erlained by other differences betﬁeen the stud:es, or"

prohlems wlth‘the reliability oﬁ'the measures‘as

demonstrated.by Butler (1979). ey .

Another sourte of eVidence concerning the relationohip

between problem solving abiliLy and behaVioral adjustment
'lis the large number of preventive and remedial programq :

' which have attempted to improve adjustment by enhancing

some aspect of problem solving ability To the extent

to

that changes in problem solving ability as a result of

training are accompanied by improvements in, adjustment

*the argument can be made thaL Lhe hypotheais of a connection

\

. between problem olving ability and adjustment 1s supported

fSuch training studies w1ll not be conSidered in. detail
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the Lralnlng situa bjon
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here, as comprehenoave rev1cwo exist elgewhere. It is

.
A

of lnterest to note, however, that these reviews (A]DEIt

:

<+ & Roeen[e]d 1981; Urbain & Kendall, 1980 Wéltets,'1979:

v
. N .

'Weissbérgv Geéten,\Rapkin,et al., 1981) are consiOtent

in the ob$erv§tidn that 'while. such prbgrams havc‘usually

"

been able to demonstrate improvements. in traiﬁed-brﬁblem—

solving skills; the evidence is weak for the genqralizatiogf

>pf these gains to Obsegvable:begavioral improvements outside

. *

. . 1Y
The xesults of ‘a number of other’ tlﬁlning studles

whlch are more Comprehens1ve and. bloadly based Lhdn those

‘e

“.referred to above; will be reviewed in the ' following

section. ’

To summarize’, reseatch -has suggested'thét impulse

control is an aspect of soc1a1 and nonsocial problem solving

 which may beqr an 1mportant r@latlon hwp to behawiora]

adjustment .’ The‘connecclon between'role‘taking and’

~adjustment has.receiVed‘considerﬁble'attentiqn,fbht'Eindlngs

havg,béehfinconsis&ehtrm~1here.is alsd-sbme evidence thﬁt

gy

maladéptive children differ froﬁ others in “the 1nformwtion_

which is attended to and _the manner in which it iswprogessed
) o - . [ . . . v- . ' y .

in problem situations. . ¢ R oD

 With fegafdftq social pfobleﬁiuolVing'skills“ahd”” :
~ ) C .

behavioral adjustment the evidence is by no means

conclﬁsiVe' A large ‘body of 11terature asserting that .

e
L L. ,f‘

problem—sqlving skiils are imporgﬁnt"mﬁ@iators of behavioral




T

- . . .

adjustmeht has been dc§elpped by Spivack.and'Shuré and
their colleagues. While_sevérél'replidatiQDS‘pf their

findings have been reported in recent years r@plmcatlon

failures have been fepor;éd.as well. Results bf'traihing

1

 8tud1es have'in gene%al failed to ﬁroVide>evidenc¢ for

.

"a link between problém solving and adjustment .’

Whether or not differences in problem-solving ability
were found between adjusted and méiadjustgd children,
an ' .additional findihg haé’appeared'with some consistency.’

Aggreésive or other maladjusted.children have been shown

in several studies to differ from qthers in théir

p;efereﬁces fof specific:types oprroblemésblving béhavioii-

“or solutions. - . .

The. Process, of Pfoblem‘86lving

<

To this . po:nt problem'éolving has been disbussed

primarily in- terms of 1ts component skllls and abllltmes,

from quch bas ic capac1ties as verbal medlatlon t'o IC P

N -

sk1]1° and ‘other - aspects of prob]em so1v1ng Qperatlons

IL Ls Jmportant to recoghi?e however, that prob1em so]v1ng

ay also be nndersrood as a complex form of 1nformat10n

~

'proce581ng in whlch 1nd1v1dual skllls and abilitles are

comblned and applled in .an order]y fashlon to. problem
situations. This doee nor 1mp1y that a flrm dlStlnCthn

can always be_drawn betwe&n.T;omponenﬁfSkill” aqd.ﬁprbcess?

¢

e



0

-7in middle Childhood).rather than'the manneffin'whjch'e

. the problem-solving process as - a series of stages or- sets

"the model was not unpon the production of discrete thavipral

o

conceptea11zations of preblem qolving Séivack et al.
(1976) For example 'acknowledged the.iﬁpertancelof a’f
process v1ew of - nroblem 0olving Howeversltheir'wofk gnd
thelm¥wﬁres_they~devised clearly'empﬁaeized the bivotal
rble of certain'combonentlskills’(e.g.ﬁ meées—ends-thinking

3

range ofwskiils is integrated 1n Solving problems.

—

If problcm qotvwng can ‘be undetstood ae nn'ordeyly
process as mell as in terms of.individUQL;skiLls, it wohld
be'tseful‘to considet,a’model of_prebiem éolv;ng which
integqates the ekille ianl&ed intenfunctiOﬁal géoebs of;

stages. P e - ) - . :

D'Zuril;a.anereldfrieﬁ (1971) proposed a-model of'
of cognitive ahd behavioral’operatrbns. ,The,ehphasis in,

respOnses; ‘SUCh'aS assertive behavior or'self—control,
which mlght be lncluded in problem solutjon ‘.RatheT! the

model waq ronrerned with the etrategy by whlch the

individual combines elements of previohs learning to arrive o
. dt.solutibné to the‘réngelof“problematic sltuations which

‘he or she;encouhters. A]though it must be kept in mind - A

that there has bcen llttle emp1r1ca1 validation of the'
corres pondence between thls model and dCLUH] human problem
solv1ng (Wa]terb, 19179) 1t js presented here as a: ﬂSeful

N

organizing model whiqh; as D urilla and Goldfried pointed




£

n?

out, reflects a—stfﬁhg COn“PnSUS in the problem so]v1ng

SR genefatihg élxefnétive solucions, but doing‘sd

= ' A L 49

[ [

Iiteratupe_(seq Dayis,‘1973; pp. 15Ll7;jGagne, 1966; Glaéé
et, aItL 1979, p. 393; Cuilfbrd, 1967). The cbmponenté
of the D'Zurilla and Coldfrjed model are:

1 Genéral orientation (set) includes the expeCLarlon

that problems are a Common part ‘of ]1{9 WhICh
N 1 . . . .

the'individual is . apable of - solv1ng (compctency
fsét); the ablllLy to rocognize problematic . .

Situations and a proterence for con31d€r1ng
LY - « -
arlou& alternatlve s%]utlono by inhlblting rhe
N - - -—c."u o . : . = : >
tendency to qnacrlon ‘or jmpﬁlsjve respondin&
e “'““"ﬂ”"_‘«“ - T .
(diveérgent set). .’ v
= o

: .. . . -

“2.. Problem definition anﬁ'formulation,cqnsistsrof

w

*«‘ v defining the problem-«in operaﬁional ornsolvablé - '
o " terms and formulating a ciassﬁfication of relevant

.and irrelevant elements

*37 . Generation of_alte;néfives involve%fnot only
‘.‘3 Prd . . .. N . .

in .a manner whlch max1mizes Lhe probabi]ity that

" . B

% ‘the ‘most effect1ve respoqse will be 1ncluded

.4.'_Dgcision'makingvyefgrs to ;he proéea§~by which
P LR . . . o T‘

.- ¢ " the alternétives gehefaﬁéd‘are evaluatéd'and reduced,

an& the course of actlon determlned An important

subsklll s the éstimatién of the consequence§

N . i C . . .y

of a given course of action: . = . ,

e I - . . s .

5. ”Vepffigation-;s the=asses8ment of.ﬁﬁe outcome
' . SR—
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v

"of the course of ac¢tion which has been chosen.
fThis~£eedback procéésrprolides thévoppgrtunity
for sclf-correctionand a learning process-throughl

‘whiehfproblém—éolving'ébility can changé over

time .’

- Returniﬁg to the problem—qolving_view of Human.

'adjusmenL btateﬂ in Lhe Lntrbduction to £his thesis, the

use of a process modcl of prob&em solving has an 1mportanL

_impiicatioh’for clinicé] assessment and remediation.w'Aﬁ
indimidmal's adapﬁiveAJifficulfigs can be cdncgptualized
not only in Lerms of spec1f1c or g@nerallzed deficits in'
problcm 3b1v1ng, but algo w1thﬁrespect mo his—or mer
ef#ect{veness at variéu3'pbints in tﬁe problem-solving
ﬁroceéé."For some,’ ayfficultiES might arise in the general
.Ofientation ﬁhhég of prbblemisblving?(éngl, setL‘seif— 
‘statements),. inlqthe;s_the genetatiqh of alﬁgtmgmives'or
anticipaﬁion of-cdnseQUémceszhamd:&m others Eﬁe”. ?

'1mp]ementa110n and eva]uatlon of prohlem solutions or the

o

abllnty to modlfy prob]em 901v1ng as .a result of'experignte.
. PN . . : .

D 7ur11]a “and - Go]dfrled (1971) proboséd a behavioral

agproach to remedla] }roblem solving based on their'model.
. A - oo §
Fhe cllent would be traln@d by var1ouo tgéhniques.to‘a

minimum criterion of performance.on each of tht steps-
outlinéd above. Fhe stages would be maotered inm suCCQSJ!on
untll they formed a response‘chain -in which each stage

g ‘\

. was a condltioned reanforcer for the preceding stage and




a -cue for the ngxﬁ," The resolution of the problem would.

serve_as.a;péfgfofcer for the entire éhaihA-vHeppner (1978)

and Goldfried ~and Go]dfrjed (19/5) have also considered

problem—solving processes in counse]ing, in Telatlon to

4

the D Zurilla and Goldﬁrled model.

A number of broader based problem—éolving.trainiﬁg‘\

. . ) , N
studies, which reflect uhe conceptyalization of problem ~

N

-solving as a sequential process, will now be-reViewéd, N

Such studioo havc tralned subjects over a range of problem-

o]ving skills, and some)have also stressed the intégratioq

and app]icwtion of these skllle ‘outside the tra1n1ng'

situatioﬂ. This empha31s d1°tingu10he° these studies from

some qf,the relatively gxténsive training studies reviewed

earlie? (e.g:, Spivafk ﬁ Sﬁd:é, 1974), which haV@ derived

thelir comprehensiveness.from the addition of prerequiisite

or related abilities ' to programs based essentially wpon

“,dttajnlng in specnfjc component prob]em~oolv1ng Sklllu.

An elab01aLe prcvcnt:ve program by Allen et al C1976)
trained 151 children in six claqsroomq (mean age: ~9_years)

using a Lurrjculum based on both tHe D'Zdrilla and,Goldfried

model and the LrainLng and absessment approach of Spjvack

-and Shure ' bubjec&s were taughr dlvergent Lh1nk1ng,

probiem identifiCation,'generation-of alternativé~301htions,

consequential thlhktng, and elaboratlon of solutions with

the 1mportant addition of tra1n1ng in the 1ntegrat1on of

‘.prdblemfsolving skills. Thg program_was carried odt by'

“
! o

Som
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o o VLo .  ' ' .=, .»_: . -

E"éxperimehter;trained teacherg pﬁrough.&ﬁdeo modéilingf

smali;grpup eﬁperieﬁ;esvfor shéping’and reihforcement'of‘

problém~50101né.skii1§, fo}léwfgb exercises, and in-class

assessménﬁ:‘- ] .

A numbef of iﬁproyemén@é;yere bbsgrvéd as a result

of t%éln%ng. SUbjects 1ﬁéreased'the number of alte;natlbes~
%nd elabératidﬁs (sfebs);génerapéd,énd the‘ngmbe} of v, \
problems idénfified,oﬁ:ﬂ Spi&ack Qnd‘Shﬂre'style problema
solving méqguref_ }h a‘sprucfuigd real-1ife problem
si&uation, traingd childrén gave more phan,twp sélubioni
r:_‘ ’ '_U‘signifjcantly ag%e-éften than cﬁntrdls. As yeli; tfainéd
chiid:én.dpmqnstfated higher expecf&nciés of the;o@tcomé'
of‘peeF interacpions and" a s&ifp tpwagd interna]it& Bnin

1

a locus’ . of control measure, although rhe latter change

- ‘ had:giéappeéredlat q-mqnth<folléw—up (McClure, CHipsky,i
& Larcen, 19¥8). 'There @ere,Ahéwever,uno.differences‘on ' _‘%\\.

"

- standardized teacher ratings of adjustment, and ‘measdres -

+ 'of self-esteemn and'generél_leveJS'éﬁ aspiration.

,Methodologidal'issués such as.pﬁe poégihké suppfession

Qf‘some,effecﬁs.by the uye of a pormal’samplé (Ufbain'&

Kendall, -1980) -and the possible imprecision of teacher -
relative to peer ratings (Richérd &'Dodge; 1982) make 1t .
' . : S, t .

difficult to feachlconclusions from theéglfindings. PHowever[

‘.

Allen et al. suggested that the gradient of effect of

‘prdblémﬁsolving'ﬁraihing may be quite specifiby with pooh
. e . - . - ' ' : '
transfer to ‘general adjustment.




ﬂfeii" A study hy McClure eL al' (1978) aléo besed.its, T

Ttraining program on the D Zur111a and Goldfrxed model N %

RPN g ._"J"Subjects weré‘185 third and fohrth grade chlldren Pe/§pam

SEPENE -
'»'outcome-wao-aesessed through (1) a modifjcatwon of the

“MFPS, with 1Lem content bcsed on pnoblem SLtuaLlons suppliedI

et

v by ch11dren and teache;s (2) dyad 1nteract10ns in whlch

. fﬁlchi]dren discussedmhypothetlcal probl ms with a confederate
'vposing as a new child s mother and (3)‘an experlmental"m;‘
ana]og of prob]emat1c peer 51tuatlons called the fFriendship
e o ‘ . < L - . ) . . o \!&%
weEe Club R e

.'f;'-:f ,,-.:‘Tg» Ir was found thut trejﬁing produced\sighifitantl
A S Ce ' .

1ncreases An the number and effectjveness of alternatlve

fg{ T L;'ﬁ‘,eolutions whlch ‘were nndependent of the effect oﬂ-verbal

produttiv1ty However as has been noted thh reopect

S T:ﬁo studles reviewed earlier the’obtained,differeﬂces,werehf

~w4jemal] and may ‘be of questionab1e real—]]fe q1gn3f1cance L

epf prob]em sen51ng or perslstency‘L f‘“f" 'r:endshlp Club
; ) N YL »'y;r L ..A\.

‘:procedure, what treatmpnt effects were':ound (in generatnon'

.' ‘ . | \ N T :ﬂ} ! N N ; . L
10f alternatives and elaboration of oo]utlons) appeared "‘ﬂ'n‘E;L

# s

N o only in 1nteractlons w1th the type of hypotheLlea] situathhjg]&‘l“

o

eprecented f Agaln it was conc]uded that the ablltty to

i

"isolve hvpothetical problems ooe° not necessarlly transfer 7155“__15
"to real life situarions 'Howewer.'at-was'e klng thar

bldespixe their largely negatlve re°ults, the authors p01nted

i

;fto their finding that the number of alternative solutlons',V*'S




~

e
N

L

iand qklll 1nregrarlon, usmng class d] cussion,;rele playing,
.

\ratingsgqnd meqsures,oﬁ ‘e]f e tf?m and 1ocus of control)

N e L "'_ 5 PR P - o o s R
ST A AR T Do . oL
PR . L N #* r‘ B -
‘ ' . N (.. o RASETIES . : RR
= ¥ . . i . " . ' A
- . . . o N . 14
T . o ) ;. : B o
generated was strong1y pfedictive of the effectiveness . NN
% . : RS

of chooen eoluLions - and 4uggeqted th1t tirls .mas‘aH_

\

*iﬂﬁicﬁt;9“ of the potential Qalue of problem solving. .
ﬁréi?ing'i“'i“tf?éﬁi“é‘Sbc{aivéompetence.- This'wiilinéness_' =
th'maiﬁééiﬁ-éxbéi{é? in SOClal problem Solting trainiog f: B
'was evidently shared by eachers and wneergraduate assietant | ;
nvo{;gh in the srudy ”True.to.Lhe problem soloong h_”“ fﬁ -t

. . N -

orientation" (pl 153) they dQCJded Lo conL1nue qnd extend

.

the program*through the Iollow1ng school ycar i . . .
. ce e R o
S Several comprehensnve tralning studjeo conducted hy

e . >

[

‘a reseﬂﬁch group lats the Unxverq1ty of Rochester also o

- R - -
- . ‘.

examjned the vh]ue of problem—oolvnng ttalnjng in"“" A L -':

preventwve plograms Gestcn Flbresgde Apodhca} Rduns {;:

. - . L]
- ~ ., . N . ‘., -
- . P oo - .=

wejSSberg, and Cowen (1979) tra1ned second~ ahd'third¥

gradé. sub]ects An, p?ob1cm identiflcatjon feeling_'”g ;‘ SR

,/ R L
A

Ve

“recognitiOn,.alternatlve so}utfbn And consequent1al thinking,

' : . . s

0

s

’

and vxdeo model]lng - Children'who recelved the g;f‘ :oaft‘f_gf ffi

comprehenslve pfogram amproved re?a 1ve to contrﬁlu and ;ﬁ3 )
-t i . o R

thOSe Yecelving an aﬁrldged (v1deot1pc on]y) program on‘~if'_“vf§'

. /' . '.\‘-I‘
measurco'of alternathe solutlon dnd consequentwal thinkin

/ . ‘a.' . .
-y . - Yoy

/
and the number of so]uttonq“attempted 1n a contrived real—

.‘-n .,

11fe problem 81tuat10n-- Tralned subjects did not improve‘“

% . - . © el ;- Y

- on, meaouros of behav1oral adjustmegt (Leacher an& peer

o . . oo \- '.(A.ﬁ 4

w'w

N R o




T“SndTinfrequencly with adjustment gains QWeissbetgi,Gestén;
?‘. . ‘ _f‘,Rapkjn et‘al:, 1981)f‘ There was, however‘ some‘evidence‘
HE ”?LL' of jmprovements on peer and Ceacher ratings in trained -

(PR . - .

{::' _us' _f: childlen at }2 month follow up (Gesten et al 1982).

———— °

B SR ,1.'\It was suggestcd that adju rment changes may have followed

R > ;.-a s]owef course than. problem solv;ng gains or-phat earlier
lfd.‘ b'. w= blases in feacher rarlngs had masked rhe 1nitlal,£ffecy

) o . L | on - adjusLme@t oo L 4

' Weissbg\g, Gesten Rapkln, et al. (lQQl)Aexpanded. ‘e

N .._ ":.; Lhe Gesten etw (19/9) program by doublEng 1ts duratlon

“§ ' . "?\
greatly increas1ng the number of ﬂessons andfincorporating

’ M \ - ~

papeﬂt rraining to promote child1en use of'learned e

L . .
Che C prohlem solving skll . SubJecto_were thlrd grade puplls

- “a
e

SRR d}*wb-\ frOm both uburban and inner— clty schools,. The program

- - . - 'S N - R ‘

. ,fxy‘ produced substant1a1 changes in the number of’ alternative
. . ”;\' . ot .

5 -

‘solutwons generated and\tbe effectlveness of solutlonO"

Ju Ly Vo .

Tn add1tion \trained subject 'attempted more-éolutions

ol ' \with greater pér81stence Lhan*controls on the,contrlved

R N

;y- 0\ . : -
proUlem 31tuatlon How%:er\ thefe was agaln no lmprgvementﬁf

. ,z
IR : a8

on behav1oral adjustment mea iYes Wﬁale SOme»teacher

x

adjustment ratings improved for suburban pupils and actually

" . .
- , \ .

) decQLned for inner thy subjects, th*s flndlng was dlfflCUlt'
ST g v by

T P! }‘:._,. . R -\_. 'l A .. ! . -

,to 1nterpret due to., methodologlcal problems No slgnlflcant

' ‘-,. ) & o -

relationships ‘wére found between changes 1n problem solving
' ,‘) ' . A oy .

3
A

and behgvioraldadjustment scores “ff.\;‘ - '1"-.',.["f L
: . G S

. . i “ ,

Gesten,‘Carnrlke, et al (1981) empboyed

Weissberg,




. e ' )
L | | ‘ v
’ v . FE T I i '{ ‘_ . -76 o
: '{-- ~ 'dajsimi15f me%hodology in ;nothéf study with éedehdhl'ﬁhird—;
: : S . . : ) ' 3 '
. o ‘and fourth-graders. They also added teaeherwled‘bostbrogram
. .’.( . ‘- . N N ) - . . - . . *

follow-up through weekly re@iews_and social pfeblem—eglving
. Al Al 2 . - ;‘

”dialoguing”-around day to~day problem situﬂtions
- o "; - Trained7supjects improved s} nlfjcantly more than controls
,on°severél prqblém—eblving‘measuxes_and on a contrived ' §:>_ .

.problem situation. They also showed greater imprdvements

: ¢
N

on teacher ratings'of shy—ahxiour beha vibrs, totél.problema,.'

- 11keablllty, And g]obal echool dd)ustment Urpan pupilé o

gained more thanlsubuqban puplls‘on.a number of teacher -
ratings. While ‘this study wés_hore successfulfthan others

.in'producidg adjdhtment'gajns”in rrained thi]h' it too- -
L Tailed to tlnd COHSL?LCDC]Y °1gn1{1caﬁt ré]ation%h[ps
T begween 1mprovements Jn plOb]Om—uOlVLnb ekjlls and‘kft

adjustment .  The, huﬁhors conclhded 'bn the basis of this;

‘study and thQse pteéediﬁg it,.thqt whlle soc:al prob]em“
:oolv1ng appeared to be-a. useful and trainablé skill with:‘

;qome ovidence of generalizab:l1ty out31de the tratnwng
3 ! - ’ .
‘oltuatiOﬂ the role of such °k]llb in actually med1at1ng

ol -adJUStment rema1n d ﬁuesLlondble ) Qimllar fnndings and
S . conclu31onq w1th respect to k:ndergarten children were . IRV

alOP reported by‘ﬁlner Hilperb,-GeStenyﬁC0wen and Schubin‘; ‘;_-”}

‘

: N e P1§610n€ (i581) dev1sed a very broad]y based soéja1 S
n EAPIEE R e .
; e “1 '°kl11S tralnlng program whnch combined COgnitlve‘proBlem— -
A :? igglvihg tra@ﬁ?ngnwith affECtiYe:a“d.1ifecskill€;t;aipiqg;w .{Iﬁ,t
. P L - o A T _— , RERRE
s i‘.\:r




&

: applicntion and potenrla] benefits~-of,the ekills in_

SRR . . -
Cassel s Teﬁt fqrwSocial Insight :the‘Mooney Problem -\

\Subjects were 1017 loWer %ES children from Grades 5 to
\

'8‘1n'nine'sehools, with 85% of the subjects drawn from

v .
S,

Grades‘7'and:8.'-They Were.diyidea 1nto a large number

of_groups ranging in size.from 8 to 33 on tne basis qf

1

'claeefoom Lraining method (not of re]evqnce here), and

'

the assessment measure used. . ﬂhe training curficulnm

'proceeded in a sequence correspondlng to the P uril]a
and Goldfbied model discuésed above. Materials were_adapted

from vaiious eources, 1ncluding Allcn et al (1976) In

addition to skill trainlng, the program emphasmzed the

everyday life,;

Piseione found; finst\:that problem;solvi¥é_skills
targeted in the program could be*rcproduced by subjects”
fas evidenced by posttrajning improvements on a modlfled"
end aobreviated-ver ion of the Purdue Elemenrary Problem~‘

‘Soiving-in?entofyutZSecond, trained subJects demonstr Led

significant inpfoVenents'relative to cpntrole dn 1CPS, ‘,;

'meaennes‘includinggalterhative~éblution _Conseqnential

"cauSal,'énd”means¥eﬁds.tninking. The qual1ty of problem—._

“Improvements we?e a]so found .on 1ndices of personal

\ oY - -
respon;ibility, internal locus of control and an action
"doing orientation..’Finally,wtrainees demonstrate& i*

.

improvements ‘on three measures of social adjuqtment

>

N

AR

solving response - on these mEasures also 1mproved L. 7;




o
.. 43

Check Llst{~and the;lntelleqtual-Achlebement RespOnsloilityx

Scale, which appedrs to‘measure a;godstfuct iélated to locus
s . : o y

of control. -

B

While Piscione claimed that the conslstently po 1tive
-outcome w1gﬁ such a Jarge sample supported the util1ty
.of the problem—eolving approach for primary prevention

:programé; he also acknowledged that a.number of

methodologjcal JLmJtations quallfied this conclusion -

N

These 1ncluded 1mprecise matching among the many treﬂtmcnt

and control groups, fallure to_control for pb slble
éohfoundiné variableslke;g. motiVation,;attentten,'and
inadvertent modigicatlon of enVJronmental contingenciee)
follow up at on]y 3 weeks, and - the lack of 1ndependent

measures ot cognitive processes and overt behavtoro.

>.

,Furthermore, the measures of soc;al.adjustment-were'so_'

S . '_ * . " - . - " . L
_indirect:that»their validity and fhe concldsionb ba ed
upon them are'even nore questionable.-

e

The Plsc10ne study also demonstrated a djfficulty."”

_'&\v : . . \
'coﬁmou‘to al] the broad based studies reviewed in this‘ . ;
R L " . . = L %"'\\ 1‘ ‘{,,. . .
sectjon While they have an\advantage over . component—jw_‘jgc

?sklll training studies in terms of ecological validity,

-

,thezr comprehen51veness also makes 1t dlfficult or impossible

R - ..
& S

llo sort out whlch aspect of trainlng is responsible for. 
:any effects which do result (Butler & Méichenbaum l981;

Urbaln & Kendall 1980) Q.: ;l.;ZEFZl, : ...‘ ‘“¥::.:L

. “ -

In‘summary,:models of the problem solvjng process—

e . K «




Y

79

';fsuoh as the D' 7urilla ard Goldfried\model outlined i this

. correspondence to  the complexlty of everyday problem

-

W

w1ner et al (1982)

vsection allow conqideratiOn to" be given to ‘the problem~

'13 wi]l be suggeeted in the next section

implications.

~

trainihg progrims based on a proccss Vicw of problem‘solvnng

\

&L

.

,solving process as a who]e,'or to groupings of skills within

itﬂ‘ Such a view has potentially important clinical and

measurement

By virtue of their cbmprehensiveness and‘leser

might bhe expeCted to have a greater impact .on both problem—

solving 1bility and adjustment thHan programs which rrain

S,

children in djscrete problem so]v1ng skills However-

with both ' types of programs and is well

Findings from a number of problem so]vjng inteiventions

to date are consistent with reSpect
« " aequisition, but not to aﬁjustment

from the preschool to the, middle ch

with diverse sociodemographac backg

Ya conslstent patterp ‘k flnding has emerged {rom reaearch

summarized by-

to skill—~
‘Children ranging

ildhood periods '

rounds do 1ndeed

*

solving,'

acguire sich skills ‘through training based.on 'a: varicty

cof¥different curricula Moreovery
gains generalize effectively to beh
removed in ‘time,, place and person
csetting R The strongest ev1denc
intervention~adjustment gain (and#j
cognitive ‘gain) is. with ‘preschool,,
maladjusted innervc1ty disadvantag
E Initia]ly well-adjusted children,_w
room to improve ~and older subur
show much weaker, if any, postprogr
(p. 2Q7)
Vo g - "'.’ "w'PW
Another recent review concurred wit

and did not consider it to be explainabl

.these "cognitive"
avicral Situations
from the training
e for post— ,

ts: mediation by

ed, children .
hod have- little
ban youngsters
am adjustlve gains

_“.\ . S : " 1‘

i

h - this assessment

é by methodological

“

e

‘1n1tially o éux o




Tt b

_lthe intuLtive appe1] of (soc1al problem solving) skills

80 -
probléms.  As a'feeult,,it was cohcluded that ”déSpjte'

1

making Lheir acquisition the core: element for prevention

programs dlrecped ar thtldren in primary grades or older

is a'gnmble.that is not p ying off” (Kirschenbaum & Ordman,

1984, p. 391).

¥

Measurement of Problem=Solving Ability =~

~

If it can be concluded from’ thc precedlng di éugsibn

that problem %olv1ng is a composite skill, the quesrjon ' v

Y

arises as_to-hqu thls‘ability can be measured It appears

K

from the-literature.which has been revtewed thar three

3 Yoo e -~ B o

distinct\approaches havé been takén to“the measuiement,

-
TS

of proh]em 301v1ng ab1lnty in ch1ldren

v

K

- *The_research by Meichenbaum and Goodman bouglée“f:f:
andNCamp1and,her-assbciateS» di cugqed above employed

4

¢

standard?zed'te ts of cogu1tjve function ~Thj strategv
provided" eful prelimlnary informatlon and stimulared
R ‘ F
;oa great deal of further reqeareh . However since the'

|

relationéhip of the abilit1e measured to problem solvlng

By

CA second approach 1nvolved the. construction of tests-

", £, ‘ . s o e

ro asSess problem solviug ski]ls in hypothet1cal prob]em—

N %

,solving‘gltuqtions:' Thls "hypothetiéal ref'ective meppogl

M . . oo T

wa; poorly understood hxs approach meésured problem

solvlng‘ 1nd1lecrly at best o 'U-..,f’ '”] .._ R




(Kraénor & Rubin, 1981) was uSed'in the PIPS and HE Q”,
measures descfibed-earlier [heie ins trumenrs had the

J_advanrage of being re]ared ‘more direct1y Lo pxoblem solving,
and based ‘upon a rheoretlcal view of the naLure of prob]em
'solving‘ and 1ts components:; Whi]e A]]en et al. (1976)
fproddcedvsome evidehce of interxater reliability of MEPS
'ééores ahd velidity by ihe'methed ef kneWn groups, |

significant questlons about the osychometric propeltles

of this measure have also been ralsed (Butler 1979;

‘ Meighenbaum_&IButlQEgﬁLQBI).

BN . . . . . .
B " 1

Measures such as the PIPS 'and MEPS tests also . o
emphasize certain aspects of ' problem solving .in relation
T N A ’ N . e -t : - N h

'~ to, or to the exclusion of, others. .This restricts their

reseérch utility, unless one is willihg to‘ﬁisk cbnceptua]

; [

and methodologlcal compllcations by add1hg oY . constructwng

‘

other reste to broad@n the range of problqm solvlng ekllls

ST measured

o
N &

Y - . R . o

¢ T A Lerd apprdach to the measurement of plob]em qolving

N ability has allowed for measuremenr over a range;of

'theoretical pompoﬁent problem—solving ékills, bhile-also,

providihg for tHe eparaLe meaSuremenL ofécomponent sk:lls

\ LY i o

The Purdue Flementary Problem- %olv1ng Inventory ewempllfles'

'i' ' ‘ this approach and will be discussed 1n deta1] in) the next‘

e B ) R .
“ ’ € : ' T e,

secpionl . N ) -, - , . L . e
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3

_The‘Purﬁue:ElementarY‘ProblemFSolying Invenfony

.

The.Purdue Elementéry PfoblemJSblving Inuentory'(P?PSIY“

was. orlginally deeigned to assess prob]em—soLving abjlity

"+

in- soc1a1ly disadvanlaged rh11dren of varying eLhn1c

backgloundq in the firot rhrough sixth grwdes (Ashem et
. {

cal., 1972; Feldhnsen et aln; 19723. It was baeed on a

~

'conceptnaliAatJon of problem solvnng as a mn]tifaceted

.

proccae coneist}ng of 12 component subsk1]1° ’ Thqse

'-subskills are summarized in Table 1, and related to.the .
D'Zurilla and Goldfried modei discussed-ecarlier.’ As ﬁhere;.

was some variation in wording and numbering between the

two publications citediabove, both versions have been:
included in the table. - . o .
"ltems were deveioped‘td'aeseés‘each of the 12-épecific‘

'abilitjes To enhance subject motivation and interest
'they reflected reai Life situations and ayoided schoo]—

~related contenti To mlnimize cnltural and socioeconomic

bias, dtems avoided: veliance on more elaborate congeptual,

verbal,'and memory skills, dnd.a‘slide»tape presentation_'w
fOrmac‘wes'ueed;f Developmental'differences 1n'pf0blem—

©
T

,solving.abilioy were accommodatEQ’by‘retéining items»which"

)

. became easier as-grade level increased. . -7 . 3

. . . ) .
- An inlLid] 1tem poolmwas reducéd'from.ISO tof&9 in

three tTlal administrations Ihe findl form was adminjstered

to ]O73 school children A principal factor analysis of
v



-Téﬁlb 1

Subskil]s Measured by the Purdue Elementary Problem Solving

Invencory (PFPSI)

Asmer,et al., 1972

-

Feldhusen et al.,

1972

D'Zurilla and

-Goldfried,

1971

Sensing that a_
. problem ‘exists

t 2. Iqentifying~the
" problem
specifically’

3. Askihg

- questions
about the
.problem

4. .Guessing causes

5. Clarifying the
) goal .

Judgingvif"more
Anformation is
needed to solve
the problem

. é“

7. Identif¥ing -

"of the problem
:situation

' 7&.~Redefining new
L .- uses of:

relevant aspects

. familiar obJects

2.

C'p .

Sensing'thar.a.'
problem exists-

Defining the
problem - '

Askihg questions

Guessing causes

Clarifying the
goal

- Judging if more
‘information is

needed

Noticing relevcnt

detaile

UQLng familiar
objects in .
unfamiliar

ways!

N

General
orlentation

Problem

definition
and '
formulation

Problem .
definition

and

“ formulation

7

Problem

~definition

and

formulation

Ploblcm
définition:

and

formulation

Problem .
definition

and .
formulation

mProblem

defindtjon
and "\
formulation

. Generation,

of -~ ¥
alternatives,
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- Table 1 (continued)
3 .

' Asher, ét al., 1972 Feldhusen et al., 1972

™~

D'Zurilla and
Goldfried, 1971

0.

11

" Seeing

implicatigns of

.some action

Sensin&,whap
shouia follow
problen :

'solution

Selécting:the 10.
‘one possible,

solution among
several
alternatives

7

Selecting the 110

9. ‘Seeing implicationé
“

12, Verifyjng«qolution§;

;_ L 1

.Solving_si zle—

solution prioblems

Sol&ing:mulﬁiple—.

%ﬁ%éPeq%eion
: making-~

-
-

4. Decision.

.*making Lo
5. Verification

4. Decilsion
making

4. Decision

12.

- &
best ‘or -most solution- problems making :
unusual solutien ' Lo
among several . . _
alternatives . -

' A ]
L .
S .
ta %
1
. .
13
M t
. . ' .



the Tesults yielded problemwsolying~faqtots;accounting'for

+ variance, and the signifidant eorreiations obL ined wjth

be .79 (Feldhusen et al 1972, Houtz Rlngenbath &

'Feldhusen, 1973).

. grdd91s (apparent1y a bubsample from the two stud1e9

'intetprétable These‘fdctofo correoponded closely to 6

S forx the valjdity of the PEPST The six factor° andathe .

- . Factor TI: ‘-’N,oticing releva’nt or cr'ltical details

B

.%,. g
3 v ‘

N

21%'*<eecon'd grade) and 12%‘.(fourth@radé) of the common:,

'variance in a battery which included the PFPQI and other

measures of 1og1cal-think1ng, concept- 601m1tion basic‘

skills,gyerbal Iq, énd perceptual.abjlity. .Thlﬁ shared

':bther cognitive méasures feghrded és comparable toiit, WGKG
vpresented as evidence of chterion related val1dity for the

-PEPSI I waiffurther‘concluded that while the_PEPSI

cdrtelated highly with other cognitive measures, the.reshlté
. . . 3 " o Lty

‘indicated ‘that it measured several skills not assessed by

cogn;tive and school ‘achievement measures. RellabilltV

(Kude% Richardson formula ?O) of the PEPSI was, 1'ound to

-

-Speedie;iﬂoutz Riﬁgenbaéh, and'Feldhu sen, (197?) factorﬂ

s - . > -
.

-’analyzéd‘éeoseq on. Lhe PEPSI from a sample of 364 'econd—'

discussed above) Seven»chrors emerged QTV of which were

.; - .

of the 12 subskt1]s Lhe PEPSI was - orlgtna]]y hypothe31zed

\ RN
to- measure . 1h1s result wao Dresented as further evxdenre "

S
corresponding PEPSI subsca]eq (numbered afLPr Asher eL"' !

.ai 1972) were — -:W_ o ..;‘ o . L e :'i ’
|
‘ Factor I Selecti n of the best possible so]ur1on
o .Subsktl 12) e .

.
te

r : . 3

"m(Subskill 7)

ot s . . . . -
. Y ) . . . R | . [ Ca “

&, St . . L TN .
']-. c. . L UL Ak .



1nto beverat subtasks (subLqus) to weflccr hypothetica] :

- for the, present re%earch Its 25 item% appear to Teflect

dn the PEPSI (from Subsklllu 8 through 12) were given the

.

cand concréte (i.e;, perceptual or. associative) processjng‘«.

,thnn do the Presolu&jon items ' e L o ’f  R

‘ , , 86
Factor IIL: Sensing that a problem exists (Subskill
N ‘1) - . '
Eactox IV: Defin)ng the problem bpeciflcally ] '
: (Subskil] .?) o X .
. Factor V: - Foreseelnp consequenceq or implicativhs\\_____

(Snbskil1 9)

FaétquVT:' 'Redefining common objects in unusual
IOlES ( Jubskill 8) C R

_The 17 subskjlls ‘of the PEPST have also been Eombined

i

functional gloupjngs w1th1n the prob]em~°olving process.
(Asher etial,, 1972).' Oﬁe §uch groupjng, the Presolution.

subtask, cbnsi%ts of two'smaller ubta° Senéing and

Identlfylng (Subsk11l% l-and ?) and L]ariflcaLjon IT

s

(Subbk11] 3 throuph 7).

. /,

Thc Presolution sqbtas% is of particu] ar jnLcrest

the pxoblem»Oolving opelaL1onsxﬂ§ch precede the choice

and jmplementaLjon of a prob]om solutlon, that 1% thoqe

nhich mainly invblve .what Camp (1977) would Lerm cognjLive
! K < [2% .

er than éssociathe procoésingn Th@ rematning 2? items .

subtask desnguatJon~of Solving Prob]ems IlI hg Aqher et..‘ _
al. (1972), and for the sake of cIarity,arQ/{ermed : ;' N
. PR o . o , T .
Postsolution Jdtems in this thesis. Fwamlnﬂtion of the .

. . 5 i )

'Postsolution Jrems r"ug.g,gecsts th1L Lhey requjre more djrec;

v

Lo

l 3

. ,
RIS GRS
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.~2In another study, an dttempt wag'made_tq\ihvgsLigaLe

the relationship betveen the BEPS[”dnd cognitive

"

‘functioning by .varying the degree of concret%neés‘of‘tcsp
stimuli (Feldhusen & Houtw, 1975; Hout z &vFéldhusen,'L9JS).

.Based on avidence that the cognitive style of disadvantaged

t .

children is more concreterand relational than that oF
nondisadvantaged éhildren,uit_was_hypoth%stzed‘thqt test

A . . “~ . .
“"material in more concrete forms would increase the scores

t

of disadvantaged relative to advantaged children.
Item formats varying from more abstract than the.

.standa{d test (verbgl desériptjon'only) tq~less'abstract

\

(full—colqr, threefdimepsionai models) were preéentfd to

advantiaged and disadvantaged second and fourth graders.

A séé&hd exﬁeriment'édééa-a race'fécyor; In both éaseé‘

I : ; ) : : .
-tbé'stﬁﬁﬂara test form:(sijde and tape) produced the highest
pgrfﬁrmaﬁéé.' Ip was concluded thag ;he chCrctenéss drf
'abgégactneés'of:theﬂtéSt format wé% noc, éé'imﬁoriénp a

determinant of performancé as the content of the items

themselves.

Houtz and Feldhusen (1976, 1977) pYovideﬁ‘fSﬁrth

‘graders 'with‘traﬁningfin the ﬁroblem~solving‘skills -

measured .by Ehe PEPSf under traihiné—plué%réward'(with

3

S free time 'as the reward.) and‘trajning—onTy conditions.

There-was also a-pre- and posttest control condition.
Items used for Lraining.were_similar-to PEPST itehs;)bﬂtw
with an open-ended response format. It was found that
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,Meichenbéum (1981) 3uggesteaf

the traininngnly groun‘outpemformed the training-plus—.

reward ‘group, possibly because the . reward was dhlayed 01

)

pcrceived ao not contingent upon per[ormance As well

scores on a task 1nv01ving the geuefation of alternatnve

solutions,were increased by training to a mpch.greaper
degree than scores on the PBPSI 1tse}f <It'Jas spgfulated

rhat this difference was- due ro the PEPSL requmrwng skllls,

‘1n the evaluation as yell as the generatlon of answers

(possibly a SLgnificant'contrast.becwqen the PEPSI and

‘the MEPS).

In addition td its_comprehenéivgness;'thé PEESI has

a number of ‘advantages which éuggest.its poténtial £qf

problem4301ving.reseafhh: ]t offers an alte rnative.

=méa urement Strwtegy to, the essenr1111y projectwve wpproach

.

of Lhe Spivack and Shure measures,.which have bheen relied
N . : . ) S L o0 N

"upon by most recent investigators. _As Buﬁlgr;and

T
L

"Capabilities" teSCS such as the PEP ST+ th{h afc

carefully. developed to assess maximal performancg
wlith respect to spec1f3c areas qf problem solvang

the particu]ar abilities or deficits in th

. 'cogn1t1on may provide ‘quite prec1se inf01?dLLOH ‘about

cognitive
-repertoire of good and, poor problem solverk. : I
(p. 204) . : /

5 e, . : ¥

lStmllarlyy élthQuéh the PEP§I has been régarded,as-f

B ~ \ N . -

. . . . . . : - : ; :ﬁ. - :
-a measure of social problem solving by some writers (Allen

et al., 19763 Piscione, 1981), the everyday content of -

its ltems, actually reflects a varlety of soc1a1 and

nonsodial-problem s;tuatlons. Ihere has been very 11ttle

3

AN



e

. .
- . . v

\

'__research activjty in this middlc ground between the

4

'ewc]quve]y oocial focus of - some prob]em solving measure

4(e.g., the MEPS) and the-impersonal cohtenxﬂof others

(e.g., the MEFTT). .It has_also_beeh pointed out.thgt,the_

" PEPSI has ‘bheen more adequately evaluéted than many problem=

solvzng measures in terms of. its Dsychomctric propcrtieo

(Allen et al,, 1976 Butler & Meighenb um,:JQB}). . '
- N

Tt would apbeav that the:principél shortcomings of

the PEPSI are the lack of published5nbrhatiﬁe-data, the

fairly high ”gasinesstlével‘ € its items (Feldhusen et

,al.,‘1972),'and.£t5'unkndwn relatioﬂship'tp behavioral

adjustment (Kendall, Pellegrini, & Urbain, 1981). These

° . RN

questions-,will be addressed in the present reseérch.'
A ) _ ; ; o ‘ .

<

Summary of Literature: Review and Research Problem .- -

. . . ¢ . .
V1ew1ng prob]emattc ﬂggre951on and oether human

adjustment problems in prob]em solvang terms has considerab]e B

intultlve appeal, and has,recelved much recent‘abtention

- - A - ' B \
in the research literature and in preventive and preatment

programs.- As.was pointedlout eérly in this dquUG 1on

it is 1mpo%tant to rcmemhe}-thar'anyvconsidsratibh of
.prob]em solving w1ll be strongly 1nf]uenced by the way
!qublem solv1ngﬁhas been defined and the descriptiye and
.e#pianstor;-modeis wh1ch.have beeh employed «.Itfhds been

vSuggeSted and'is assumed for the purposes of the present

SRR TIPS SISy



research, that @-cognitive view of problem dolming has

B Lhe gfeatest 1pp]jcabjlity to social ploblém situ ‘tions.

In addition, Lhis thesis emphasize° an 1nformat10n proce%elng
i . ' ' . \ vzt N
N . - view of problem solv}ng,_which postulates‘an-orderly series\
of'cognitive problemfsoly;ng operations.
. AN . . A . . e .

There 1s ample evidence that aggreséive oehavior»in
children is 1arge]y 5 <ognit1ve1y mediared phenomenon
The.individual must initinlly make'sense of é,comolem

'ﬁinterpérsonal pjoblem sionation to'deteimine.whether an
aégressiﬁe'coumse of action Should be considered or cnfried

) ) out ) The'evaluation_ofjintehtibhs'underlying the‘behémior
jof.others-has-been established as an especially important~'
cognitive process im this regard. . S i O

Understahding a.problem situation, however, is'only

- a firstfstep in deallng with it. ~ The individual must

3
continue to’ engage 1n some - form of order1y cogn1t1vp
activity'which is instrumental-in‘arriving aC\gp gffective
solution Verba 1 med1atjon has been presented as a skill

which 1s fundamental ‘“to. such problem qolv1ng proce ses.

Camp and her assoc1ates bujlt upon the work of Meichenbaum

;and Goodman in impersonal problem eolv1ng, énd gelatedJ

N N
-~

U C Verbal'.medlation to interpersona1 problem solvin§ and .

.aggres siveness Thelr research ]ed them to suggest that
. l» - . . . a .
aggressive chi1dren rely on, immature. assoc1at1ve progzes1ng

-
st

which predisposes them’ to employ the first avai]ﬁble'

N

responqe (often an aggressive one) in an Jnterpersonal
n‘._ . P Lo
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= -
oL,
-

problé& situ3€ion raphe; than pstng more verbally mediated .
'J,Taf1ective éhd gaaptiﬁé‘cogn;t{vé processjng R S
‘ The work of oinack and Shu;e and. their cpiléagﬁes
Lg%ogeeded from the 1evel ofsfhﬁdaﬁehbél.eégnitivé ﬁﬁiliﬁiég

1n prob[em qolV]ng ro consider more comp]ex funcLional

o units. of probleém- o1v1ng act1v1ty They concluded that
'\’: : . ) ] . ) . . - ‘ N .
) . the generatiop:of @lpggnative,solupions and the means to

by

acﬁieve_them in social‘pronem,situationé are_espeéially .y

,iﬁﬁérténtnmédiators ofrbeﬁévioral‘adjust%eﬁt‘in‘middle

, ' 'childﬁood. fTh;s reééagch:has"geén the major iﬁfluenéé

. ubon'recént.research cghcgrﬁiﬁgfthé relétionéhip‘ﬁetweeé_'
prqbiem §d;ving andabehéxiogal adjus&ﬁént> [Héweve¥;;é:.

f//': | » number“gf'methqdo}pgiqa1 §pdlpsychohétticflimi;a:inﬂé.yévei.iq: 5,‘1V”

geen‘hoﬁed in-tﬁéir'studies,_and aptémbts to‘reéliéate ;"' N v ;

:YhEII fmndlngs have net - with limited,§uccess.-.1t has bééh_
i ugge ted that the. origlnal Splvack aﬂd ‘Shure finding%'
may be a%fllcable prlmarlly to dlbadvantaged ‘grban,
~m1norlLy chl]drén of preschool age;"‘

E . ,.:' The 31m11ar1tles and,deferences betweén gocial and - -

nonsoc1al prob1em solving remain controversia] Liﬁtle'
"research attentlon has been given to 'everyday 'prbblemglj o "ﬁﬁf‘
solving which may Contain,both soCial ahd nensocial elementqi

OLher research into the relation h1p=between prob]em

:solvwng and behav1ora] ad]ustment has produced ev1dence
A

that the ablllty to - 1nh1b1t 1mpu1$1ve respond1ng in problem

°

e sltuapions is a significant_mediatof of_adiuscmeng_and,

&y
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© e Iliké‘ﬁérbalvﬁediatioﬁ may Be fu;damenta1 ‘to more CompLex_f ;
probiem olving skjlls e ‘ ‘ : -
'i | | ~>."i‘. Ftom the research revidwed ié Chlétgheéis,\ﬂﬁican R

be concluded that-pheNmeortance“of qﬁahtiﬁative problem-
solving deficits as faéto:s in Behaﬁiofﬁl maladjustment,

and spcc1fically problematnc aggtes sion,

_conclusively establ:shed However, many of ﬁhesé‘studies-'
- ?f'(Asarnow,& Call@h,'1985;kCutﬁona;& Feshbachw 1079 Dé;uty.‘
1981b, 1983; Héi'ns & Ryan, 1983; Rlchard & Dodge 19823

Walters, 1979) have suggested that other more qu lltati?¢'

I
A,

aspects.of'problem solylng ay algo be re1evant to the

relationship between.problem °o]ving and behaVLoral

1 .
Q .t

n4ﬂrf~¥»mﬁadjustmentv~w4hese —include- dtf{erences*wn the“nﬂturé“ﬁﬁ?“

jnformation which ﬁs attended to-and'processed in socdal’

A ca

situations, the preference for specific types of problem
sclutions, or. the éffectiveness.of'the,sdlutionswwhiph
-are[chosén; Y

'_Whgn»the‘studies.reyiéwed in this théSié are.exam}ned

*

Jin'terms of ﬁppréach and methodolzgy, number of e _ v
Tcoﬁclusiohé'cén béjdr?wn.' w1th rhe ewceptlon of StUdeS

<

concerhed Qith Véfbal‘méd1ation'and 1mpulse control most, C \m.f

N

invesrlgations nf the re1at10nship betweqn problem solv1ng

.

‘and adjustment have been concerned w1th a 11m1ted range

~fof social—cognitive prob]em—so]ving'brocesses , Studles

of spectfic SOCJal cogn1t1ve abilltles have emphasized=A

)soc1a] inference espec;ally pgrspectivq-;aklng. tMore

ne




g

'exc]nsiVely updn the constructs and measures of Spivack

T in terms of the pdpulatibﬁs which have beenfstﬂdiedi'_ L e

.adjusément'in thié.ége.grdup. The,résults of a number

by whlch srudles COmparing adjusted and maladjusted

studies,:maladjugted (or specifically aggressiye) children

A o : CO

importahtly,'it;is again pointed out that_researeh~inro.‘x

more complex problem-solving skills has been basged almbst""“‘

and Shure and .their co]leaguev ' As a‘result, little ‘is

- - . - . 4

. K . .
known about problem so]ving and.iEs\relaQion Eo"behavior

s o . .
fromany otherﬂtheoretical orfpsychometrtc peropective

,Finally; studie° of prdblem so]v1ng ability have gene1a]1y_

inveerlgated spechic component skills and.few (esbecially

. among.correlational studies) have attempted to,lncorpurate

a view of problem solving as a series . .of interrelated
skills.

-The‘reseérch literature has also been ﬂudte‘reégricted

. £ T Y

Despite_evideHEe;.reviewed ear]ier, fhat ﬁiﬁdle'childhood . .

“is an ihportant perfod with respect to .the development.

of problemQSOIVihg'skills, relati%ely'little is known about.

the-relationpship between problem-solving ability ‘and’

of problem—so]vwng tralning studle which have begn

tonducted wjth elementﬁry schoo] childreh in recentiyeras

/ .

. »v-b,i

have been Jnconclusjve or nonsupportive of such a
relationship;'
Furthermore questions'ban be raised abdut-the means .. -

«

‘ch11dren have deflned -and selected their samples - In.many




'*ratings which, it bas been 9uggeeted are'less

Whether children w1th behavioral prob]eme were seiected

‘There have been feéw investigat1oqs comparing the-probl

© measures employed.

have been differentiated from oLheks on the basis of tea cher

.

u

"dlscrjminating than, peer ratings (Richard & Dodge, 1982) .

_—

Ey either or both methdds,,it could not be determlned how
stmilar these children were to those who would requlre

or\receive'cliniqal treatment for these problems. As. well

afmosk all studies havc lnvolved the comparl%on of

v

‘aggrﬁesjve or. g]obdlly dysfunctiona] chlldren to normalx.

solvihg-dbil@ti of children from various diagnostic or
. ‘ . s . REGRER .

‘

?behavioralwgfquéings. Thus it is not known whether thef

1mportehee of_pioblem—solving ability"iﬁrmediatihg.ﬂf

Y .5 . .
S . R . v

» ’ £ - O
adjustment va}iee according. to the adjustment p;oblem being

Jonsidered. Co S (’Q‘
The presentlstudy Lnyéstigated further ‘the relationship'
between- problem=solving ébilit§ ahd:behadiefei,adjustment

1n‘e1ementary-echoolfage_boys,,@ithispecifig atténtion}

T’te cligiﬁal}y sighifiqéﬁ?laggyeseiveness; It'differEd.

from most of Che'previous‘reseaith invtwo-piincipal fespecﬁe:

‘subject éheracteristiEs‘and,selection‘proqedures, dnd the

1In-this‘etudy, aggressive boys were compared not only

ec:notmeieboye; but also to nrhers w1th behavioral problems-'

2

.of a‘nonaggfessive nature. ‘This approach permltted the o

' 1mportance of problem qolving ability to be 1nvesL1gated




‘if' . - » N - ) B B ” T 0 f " 95,
with fespect"to both, problematic aggresgiﬁeneSS'nnd‘

“behavioral adjustment in general. AS'%@i]q to_eoshge that

'_"-r Lt ' . \

the-subjects &ich“b haviorai ppoblems\represonted clfdice1
populations Lhese z%bjects were theined;b? refefrai'from“
the profese1on ls)who.hed seen gﬂeﬁ in-relntion to their
problem behav1or. Tedcher— apd .peer-ra r{ng‘pehaviora]

measures; whxch had been us ed ‘as rrLter1a for subjecL

- N

selection in much Of the- previous research wvere employed '
;p rhe present study to cros valldate Lhe sampling
procedure whiCh'wae-usedi
The advadtagee_of.the Purdue\Eiemeptafy7Problcm—Soiving
' Edveotory;ﬁdiscuseed:eeflier'in_Fhisithesis?,épplﬁed aei
‘deld to its-uee’as.thelmeaeufe'of phe problem—eoiping
‘abiiity‘in the preeent reseofChzl I¢ oéfered ap,elternotive.
;.v meaouremenc approach to the often-used: Spivack and Shupe
measures, a need whlch ha peen'poigted oup,by other:writers

(Weis Qberg, Gesten__et al. 1981).' Tt provided for

-

comprehensjve measurement across a range of rheoretical

‘problem—éolving abilities, whiie retaihing the capabi]ity

.

e © to assess performance on a grouplng of separate subsktl]s. '5'

Finally, item content reflected everyday problems whichj
”eombtned soc1a1 add noneOCJal taskgi‘and which have’ not o h
been widely studled | .

A number of sub31d1ary quest1ons were also addressed

-ihgthe’preﬁent-reSearch. As indlcated earljer dapa from

this research were’ used to eva]uate the sens itjvity oE




P - - o . oL . k s 06 -
. ) - .
¢ " Y ) ) .

tﬁq P?PSI.tOHdifférences ih'béhavioral‘adjhétmehc, and

torexpldfé_auéstiéﬁs Jri%fhg ffoﬁ thé léck:of‘pubiisﬁed
normative data and the‘poséibly 10W'difﬁiéglty le;eﬁléﬁ
_tge"téstfiteﬁsa"Tﬁé.ﬁgrférmance.and ptjl;ty‘of.khe.pééf_
and_ teqcheréraging heésures used Qe;e éléo assessed.

In'additidq; a self-report méééurg ofmhabitﬂal Béhav@dral

N
LVARN

style (éggressive, submissive, and assertive) was included

in the tests administered. This.measure permitted an

attempt to réplicate previous findings phat.aggressﬁve'
&hiidﬁén differed from others in their preference for

“specific types Qf'behévioral solutions in problem - o

" - situations.
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WYPOTMESES < . I e
The fipét pwa hypotngses,tested in this Etudy'f&laﬁe

“po.tﬁe'genérai re;eatch queséion;'that Jq, &he-rélatipnsﬂ1p

between prbblem;solviﬁé ability and aggresstvenéss B

Agggesséve;bbys‘were-compated in Eérms of their Total PPPSI o

séores to normal cdn;rols, and to a clinically-identified

‘bur nonaggrQQQLve group of boys whose behavior problemq
vere’ hvpothesized ‘not to be as closely 1inked tQ problem—‘

solv;ng ab;lity. It was hypothe91zed rhat A
i: Measﬁfeﬁ problem—solving ability will be,ie§s~in
béysfwi;h aggfessive:beﬁavio( problems ghan ih
+ . n ﬂ.ﬁéys Qith héAaggressivb Behavior probiéms;
'2;_Measured problem- so]v1ng abiliry wil] be greater _ .
‘ln hoys with no behav1ora1 or’ emotjonal prob]ems.4

‘than in boys with either aggressive ‘or nonaggressive

behavior problems?’ N
Tt should be remembered that hypotheses such- as ‘these, '

whicﬁ'predicp global differences amopgbéliﬁical‘and-ﬁ

nonclinical groﬁst can-be.limitéd in theif utilitx{due

[

" to problems in interpretation. :Evgn‘iﬁ the. data support

such hypotheseé, one cannot:be‘certain whether this is
; ; o ST

the result of a‘pheoretically significant differendé'betwegn

groups, or'simply’a'manifestétion of the tr&ism'that persons

M Ay

disblaying ane problem tend to have others ao well ‘For

phié reason, rhe present study tested two further‘

s
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hypothésésﬁwhich~weré more specific in‘terms of both thpir

IS

in test scores.

‘Tt was quggeoted by Camp (]977) LhaL aggress;ve

v

thi]dren re]y on assoc iative proce931ngQ thch is

_theoretical basis and the locus of the predicted differences

F

characreliypd by relatively llttle use of complex cognltlve

case, aggressive-boys-éhould_perform les ss well on

Presolution  ¥tems of the PEPSI whlch as proposéd

:

prevtouq seCtion, can be assumed to reflect the

mediation and makes the selection of the first-available

response (such as aggreséion) probable. If thlS 1s the

the

in.the-

A

o

predominantly "internal' mediational operations:preparatory

4

"to the choice jand impkementation of a‘solﬂtiohu/

’ Y

it wés hypotheéized that:

Thereforé,

* 3, Measured ab1]1ty to perform Pre%o]utlon problemm"

-~

B

golving operatlohs will be less in boys with

-

‘aggressive behayior problems than in boys

\

nonaggressiveTbehavior problems. -

with |

4. Measured ability-to'perform Presolutionéproblemr :

. . /("' .
~solving bperations‘%ril be greater in boys with

D v,

»

no behavioral or emotlonal prob]ems than in boys

wirh piLher aggress:ve oT nonﬂggre831ve beha vnorf

problems.

It Ls also p0851b1e that aspectq of cognitive problem

L

solving which follow the choice and implementalnon of a

«

solution rely to a-greatet degreo upon more concpéte,

- aF .
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readily observable cues and feedback from the pesulfsxof

problem-solving “behavior (that' is,-on more associative ..

prchssing){, By the same logic which underlies Hypotheses’

3 and 4, 4t might be expected that aggressive ‘children
would be able to perfofum these operations adequately.
For this. reason, no differences were predicted among’

clinital aggressive, .clintcal nonaggressive, and control

boys in the ability to ﬁetform the more associative problem-

Yy 5

solving operations which are assumed to be measured by

the Péétso]utﬁbn;subtésk of the PEPST. . | L .

:Evgﬁ 1f;aggreé§ive children were found to differ from
othefé"ig ngnitive problem-solving abiiity, lmportant

questiqns:would remain concerning the implications of the
findings in terms of actual social functioning.” As

nentioned earlfer, for example, aggressive,K and nonaggressive
boys, may by ﬁay not differ in the choice of preferred - e

%

vinterpersonalfbehayiots in peer problem situations.

Although no formal predictions were proposed, exploratory<'

. H . . . . N ’ T - |
comparisons with respect to.such behavioral tendencies

H

‘'were made in the present research. -

N
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As indicated in the preceding discubgion,

AN

PILOT "STUDY

v

=

INTRODUCTION

Ry

the PEPST. = .-
- was «chosen ag the principal measure -for this ‘research
-primarily on the bhasis of its comprehensiveness, the

i everyday content (sq§£§14and nonsocial) of the test items,

and empirical evidence of reasonable psychometric.
N . N . e rd

P

-bropérties“ Howévef; during fhe early planning phasWes

of the -study, a number of gueétions rémained unanswered

concerning the PEPSI. No mnorms or standardization data .

had'been‘made availablé, ahd there had beenilitt1e~recent

research using the PEPSI. .Furthermore, examination ‘of .

the ‘test items raised concerns about the appropriateness

of theiT difficuitylleﬁel for -subjects who wéfe’ekpectéd

Lto differ in grade jéveisanq.socioegoﬁomic status (SES).

lA’piloﬁ'study'was conducged ﬁoﬁheLp‘resobv

RN

R

and ;o’évalﬁate the.popehtial?usefulngss of .the PEPSI for

thq‘prdncipal réSea}chL

C1

i

ol

\

/

.
Cats

Cwemwop e

o

ubjects:

o

Kl

5lpitiél subjects wene 126 pubingffpm twb eLementéiy"

o

e these Jquestions,

A




schools in Halifax. These schools are referred to here
. . . ) ;

as "Suburhar -Elementary" and-"Downtown Elementarym Lo

pyesefve confidentiality. In each_school,-oné class fronm

B

“Grades. 2, 4, and 6-was tesféd as a group with the'PRTSIZ
Of ‘the 126 children tested, the sc01es of thr@e'(all.f%om

the Grade 2 .class at Downtown Elementaty) were eliminated:
befo;e the data were analyzed due to obvious mksunderslandiﬂg

iof.the téét instructibn$ or‘thé omiséion & more than fhree.
Ctest itgm§. .Tbié fesdlged'in a"final g_nf ])3“;:E:érém%¢
.Thextwo'schools>uéed 1ﬁ-thisAstud&.weye Cho;en begausé
it wa?iéxpcctéd Qhagftheifgétddeﬁt bobulatjéng_woulq‘
'd;ffef‘sﬁbshanti%lly in tefmg of'socioecohoMic ]é&e}.

Downtown Elementary School is lecated in an area containing.

a pfiﬁarily_low;ihCBme Eopulatioﬁ;-whiié'Suﬁﬁrban Elementary
is iocated in a {éiatively;ngwj midd1é~inéomc'residchtia}

" area of'Halifax.'fAltﬁqugﬁ it'isnreqognized tﬁat.there

would be -a gﬁmberqu'éxceptiqns’ih ﬁothﬂschooig £é'tﬁis?
.aéﬁroxiﬁate‘classifiééﬁion; it is aééumed'tb bé addqwate‘

‘Lor the present purpo e of examlnlng the relations hip

.hecwe@n PFPQT sgores and S

Néiéystematlc efforL was made go‘re¢6fdﬂdt cdntro)
demographlc varlables such as rac1al or ééhnlc orig1n in’
 the c}aéses-tesfed: 'Howevﬁr vlt‘wnb nhted fromUCasuaif
obséfvatjon that black/students werc ‘a 53 abie minﬂrity:

athoWntown plementary. There were alSo‘?'number of

children from Goutheaqr A91an hackgrbnnds}‘»ﬁlphough»thé

"
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Suburban Element@ty were predominantly

:students éqgted'ét
'FCaugasian _there were éome childfen‘of Asian and Oriental
éxtractjén. | f.ﬂ . ; ._., :. - ~; : If
The bhhfactgristics of ‘the cﬁ1]dren iﬁ the final
classroom in fabléJZu

are summarized

'

samplg from each
- Procedure
wfitpén:parentalucohsent'was obra1n9d<f6r the b&pi]s
tesfed.. bloué adm1n1 Lrataons of the PLP?l‘weie.coqducted
in each cIa;Sroom_;n December, 1982. Prior to the test
thc‘chlldreh weré given a% explahatlon'of rhé pror@durPA
(sec Appendlx C) Tﬁe importance of ddt-shﬁwing phdir.
'answers, 1ook1ng at those o[ other ;hlldtcn .noT céllidg
| Ch1ldrcn were encbur&ged_ro
1t§hé wé}e

ANSWEYS - was cmpha51zed

or thp'ﬁeacher fqr:heip.

out.
ask.thé inV€stigatOr
replayed on the tape as requested by students,'or if all -

not appear to have heard Qr_nndérstood them adcquate]y
' ' lhe only

~did
The entire procedure’took Iess than one hour

cxcepc:on waq$bhe Crade ? class at Downtown Elementary,
Members of this class appeared

which required 80rm1nutes
moré reet]ess Lhaa others

the ins truc{ions.- However,'rhe Eact thwt -they were tested
én the last Frlday afternoon‘ beforg Chrigtmag, with . the
fegular classroom Learher absent shbuldHaiSO be-taken
1nto account when 1nterpret1ng the scores ffoé thls.

and had some dlfflculLy fo]]ow1ng
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Table 2 : - P,

‘School, ‘Grade Level, Age, and Sex of Subjeqts-;LPilot Study. -

Sex S Agcb o~

-~ o -

School - o EOYS - Girls.,_ M

e
v}

\

" Suburban Elementary

Crade 2 13 .- 7 ‘ 91 3.6

Grade 4% ° 213 14 117 5.7

—
~
—
(W)
~

Grade 6 _ 13 7
wantown.ﬁléméntarx

'Gfade.Z, L 5 T '7"  92 6.1

“Grade 4 g ._1_~16v. | _5187, 5 g

L

- Grade 6§ 11 1.0 140 4Lh

‘l\'-' ) . R . b . . . L . . ' .
Number’ of subjects. In months., Fractions of months
disregarded. S
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o SRS

. . . . ("
I o 5'.1(?4
classroom. Generally. the students ih .all grades 'at
?wantown Elementary required more explanations and
rcpetiiiohs of test-items and préceduresvthaﬁ'ﬁhoée at
N . : N - . - ‘
Suburban Elementary.
" RESULTS

Total Scores

T R ; o .
The PEPSI Total scores of the pupils in each of the

six classes tested are sﬁmmarized.in Table 3. .The group

~‘testing situation inevitably rvesults in some'éopying”anq

calling out of respﬁnées; as well as the,possibility of

inadvertent cueing of pupiLS'by testers or classmates as

&

“ Lo correct answers. - For these reasons, the scores as

R

péportedjmay be somewhat inflated relative to those which .

e
"o Sy .

. . N, . - .
would have been obtained by.indideua}-administration.

. ‘

An ‘unweighted means analysis of variance. was cafried

out on the'daka. A significaﬁtveffecb was found for grades,

+

CF €2,117) = 22.45, p ?'.001; indicating that‘pefforhance'*

.

oﬂ-the.test'increaééﬂwwith'grade level.. '‘The grades yatiabie'

accounted Lor'ZG.S%bof the.yariance,"A=significant'scho§is
effect was also found, F (1, 117) = 5.09, -p < .05: This

Tréfleﬁts higher: scores amodg):hékSuburbah Eiément&ry pupils

4/ .

than among -those at Downtown Elementary: To ‘the extent

.that fheZdiffe:éncefbetﬁeen the'sgﬁbols is dhe'of'SES,

‘

~ this result supports thefccncldsion that SES also affects

]
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Table 3
Scopg§konjthé’PurdUe Elemehtaty'Prbblem:Solving
Inventory (PEPSTI) - Pilot Study.
_Grade
‘Sehool 4 6
L .
a
Total Scores
lS@bufbdn E - 3705, 396 o
Elementary SD 2. ?F 2.3 \k\ :
o . o . : S
N Range 33-472 34-44 ' Wj\\ '
: . : ’ "~ ' \"'\_k
“Downtown M 33.4 + 38.9 -~ :
Elementary SD CLa.3 2.5
. Range 24-472 33-43
~ Presolution{Scores B ;
. : | ' :
Suburban M f 18.3 20.2
El@méﬁfary SD [ 1.9 1.6
. ‘ ¢ . O .
. Rang_IJ 14-22  *17-74
'Downﬁoﬁn. M /‘ 16.6 - 19.1 -
-Elementary SD f 2.5 1.9
Raiige 11-23 15222 .
f. s :
/
a . W b ,
Maximum score = 47. “Maximum
'i!
/
./
//.
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’ ioé
fEPSI Qco%eS. prevef, :this effect &éslmuch §mallér,
.acqountiAg for only 2.5% of ;hé y;rignce. .
Afaifwigclgombarisoﬁs:bficla&ss?oém means bgtﬁeehl
schools at‘each grade 1evdi revéaledls?gnificant differences
atxthg:Grédg 2 {'5:&117) - 3.29, p< 1) ] and .Grade 4

t t (il7j = h:QBa‘B,< .Ol.] léveis; bu't hot_betwéeﬁ phe'
:Gfad; 6 classés;'g_(Ll7)‘f'ﬂ77}_n$:3 Howevér, this pattern‘
'bf'différéncesnwas not accoﬁpaniea by h_éigﬂifiéént-Sghoéls

x Grades interaction, F (2, 117) =-.73, ns.

Presolution Scoras

PEPST Presolution scdrcs,éﬁhich would be of interest
for the principal study,fare élsBpsummariied'in‘Tablg 3.

UnWeighted means analysis of variance again revealed- a

' significént‘effect for grades) E»(Z, 117) =‘73.75,

p < .001. " The grades_variable accounted for 53.5% of the .

vafiancé.t.A significanﬁ échool§ effécqﬁwas alsé.found,

E‘(i, 117)';'14.18,‘3 < .001, reflecting highe% scoreé

amonékfﬂe-Suburban ElEmenparj:prilg;. Thé:scﬂoolé.vafiable'

acgodﬁteA”fé£'§;7%.Qf ?ﬁe‘variagcen. Thé Scheols x Grades

iﬁteractioﬁ waé ﬂaﬁsighi?icéntélﬁ (2,.117) =.:él, ns.'\
‘»Péifhiée.coﬁgariébnsfof claésrodm‘ﬁqan§-petyeén 5@%6018'

at ‘each grade 1e0ei revehled a significant difference

‘between classes at’ the Grade 4 level, t (L17) = 2.76,"

o . B - . \
. p <UL 0L Differences were not significant between the

‘Grade.2 classes, t (L17) = 2.18, ns, nor between the Grade

"6 classes, t (117) ='1.69, nso>'% 0 . B



ablllty for the prtnc1pa1 researéh aescribed be)dw . 1t 

‘_of'Scofes wﬁth gr1de Jevel also poinred to 1t% potentjal .

T : : o S SR 0§ 2

v

w

These findings Qith respecﬁ Ed{the PEPéI-Total»scenes
are very 81m11at to those of the ortginal PFPbT reseqrch
Asher et al. (197?) found th1t grade level .accounted for-
a substantlal plOport1on of the variance in PEPSI sco;ee

Cow

between‘Q% ande37%. The advantagednehﬂ_variable accounted

‘for a much sma]Ler proport 1nn between 0.7% and 5%. A

similar pattern of_results'was also obtained in thi

research when Presolution scores wereg analyzed. Lomparioonq
. y . ’ : .

‘of classroom means between schools at ecach grade level

suggest that the small effect of SES on PFP%[ scores hay

lessen or dlsappear at hlgher grade levels In fact, it

“is possible'that even che differencee obtained at the Grade-

2. level. were exaggerated by the perIems_encppnteﬁéd,in'

testing the Grade 2 class at.DOwntown‘Elementary.
It'was,cépcluded on-the basis of this pilot sfudye
that the PEPSI-was,an”appropriate measure of problem-solving

.‘ 0
et

.cou]d be adm1n10tered to most Crade 2 to Grade 6 pupjls

wjthip‘one hour. - It appeared.to‘be neither tog diffigult "
vf§f mo§q Grade. 2 pupils, .nor too easy for most rade 6/] i
. .pupils. ItSareasonable culture—fairnéss‘ (Asher et al

1972, p. 70) ACYOSS bocloeconomic levels and ‘'the increase

2

utilify,for'problem—solviqg research,



County and Bedford District “School Boards, and of the'
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‘PRINCTIPAL STUDY
METHOD
o«

Subjects

‘Group 1 - 'Clinical Aggressive

Pbtentféi éubjects for this_group.éf 12 Boys_wgre

rcforred .by profess ional sStaff of che‘Speéial Education

-and“Seyv1ces Deparﬁments of the Halifax City and the Halifax -

%

Halifax 1nd Sackville Blanches of the At]antlc Chald
butdance Centre (ACGC) . In all qases, the referrlng staff
membertqbtqined the verﬁal consent of the cﬁildfs pérepts':
Sefofg ﬁékin the fefeffai.“_Criteria'fof referral ofht

potontial %ubjecL° were

1. Lhey were boing seen currenLLy by the refe1}1ng
‘staff member 1n‘connectlpn with repgated
_diffipulty‘wiph peérs, whicﬁrtdok tﬁe forh‘ofgl
Léégressive'béhavior}. Réferrai'SOQrces wére.yiveﬁ
1Hartup 8 (1974) defnnltlon of aggfe381ve behavnors

'which was c1ted earller 1n thls thesls Tt was
' also mentioned_that chis.study was»concefnqd chiefiy

W1th'ihterpersohél aggre331on
. ";"u, '

2% They would have paqSPd their 8th blrthdayb but-

(not reached chelr 13th blrthdays at the ttme of

S
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data collection.

3. They were attending regular Grade 3 to 6 classes

"in Halifax Cigry or Halifax Cqunty'schOle.S

e

Z.;Caqcasién.v o o  Fw*
Seve}al categor@gs of boyé wéré not coﬁéidered fbf
inglusion in.thiS'subjeCt_grohp (of aﬁy'df'the olhefs)
béc;use 6f-thé{éxpectétion that‘it.ﬁogldfbe‘diﬂfiéuit to’
considef aggfessive?behavior séparately from other prob}em
behaviors.6’ Excluded Qn this basis.were:
| 5a. Boys wﬁése identified probhlems included bsychbsis,

or neuvological or physical disability, or whose

problems weyé judged'gy the referral source . to
be relatéd primérily Lo 1earn1ng_dif£§¢uities;

5b. Boys wﬁose ﬁroblems Qere_judged by the referrai--'
soﬂrce'po Bg priﬁarily or equally émotibnal as

-

well as behavioral in nature (e.g., anxiely

AN
reédtions,_deﬁ;eééion, Ed3ustment‘r¢aétions to'
5. _1‘ | _. retént‘chéngeé-or streééeé).
i L 5&; BO?S wﬁo weré.being:séen fgf eneufesis or

néncopresis: These boys weré gkcluéed Eegaube
 of.s¢ba£ate ieferral.aﬁd_ﬂféafmeht;précedhrésu.
whicﬁ éX?éted for th?m>at_ACGC.“ | .
The following brief deé;ripfion_of two béys in"the

~clinical aggressive group are included as,illustraﬁive“

eiémples: " Names have been changed and- identifying

informationhmodified_to preserve confidentialityf



s

(Group ZwaClinical Nonaggressive

" 110
_§£Q££ was described by the rcfgrral'source*as
.disruPtiQe and argumeﬁtative. Whiié hié classroom.
Béhavior.ﬁad iﬁprovéd éémewhat, he w5§ frequently
_expiosihéoand physidally_aggressive-oﬁ'thé school
gréunds. He would u;ually blame others for prqb;ems,w\
and refuse to accept any resbqﬁsibility himself.
Scoét’s parehts_reported problems gincé;ﬁarlyrscho5l
age,_énd.fe1t that:past’attempts_ht‘béhéviqr thefapy:
ﬁad pfoducéd-no lasting effect . - .
EELE;LE 1deﬁtifiéd problems at'schoél'includéd
susbensio§s forbfighting; undérachievemgnc, and
disreggfd_for rules. iHis payents comp}ainéa-of

noncompliance .at home as well.

A second sample of 12 boys was obtained-by the same

“method from the Special Edptatibp_and Services ,Department

of the.Haiifax~County and Bedford District School Board,

And from AOCC;, Thege boys weréiselected according to thé
folldwiﬂé cfigefia;:- |
' 1.1. They_wgré beingbseén cﬁrrehti& by ﬁhe referring
staff member in cdnnectibﬁ.with béhaviopai
diffituftieé at .-home aﬁd/or:schéol;.but presented
no consistent~pger‘diffipulﬁies 5f an aggressive
naﬁure.'; |
' 2~5. Samé as for Cfoup.L:
While the éﬁéractériétics gf this éroug‘cduld nof

a
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be determined in advance; it was

/

s

anticipated that these

¢hildren would tybically'demdnsgrate problems of moderate

severity in some areas {(e.g., mi
SR

. disruptiveness), but function ad

could be taken as an indication -

were not cdpable.of avolding tep

assumption was the basis of the hypothesis propcsed carlier

that the problem-solving ability
greéter thqn thgp‘of problematic
((o£ wﬁom, it haé_bqen'hybophesi
solving ability is a géhtfa% fea

of control children presenting '

inelusion of this group was also
- Y
S . T
~clinical status by‘permltt@‘g an
. .:_\ .

he saddressed; that is, whether a

is of particular importance with
in ¢hildren, or is a feature.of
general .

As expected, the bhoys in th

nonaggressive_saﬁple'héd exhibited a.variety of'behayioral-

1

problemé,,includiﬁg"noncompliaﬁceﬁ;schobl-dnderaqhievement

unaccompanied by learning proble
and specific parent-child diffic
: ;o »

the ‘clinical nonaggressive group

and ideﬁtifyingainfofmation_omit

schief, stecaling,

-

equately in others.. This

that thcy wvere effective

problem solvers in some 'areas of their lives, but in others’

eated diffi;ulty. This -

"of this group woula be
ally aggressive children
zed,”deficient problem-

! : o
ture), but less than that

LA

past

o evident ﬁrpblems, the.
intended to. control for.
Ambortan§~ﬁueétion to
prgbleﬁ—sqlvi%g defiéit
'reggrd to'aggfegéiﬁéness
ciinicé] pépnlations i@

e fihal clinical

ms, pdor"self—co@trol,

ulties. Two boys_froﬁ~

, -again with names changed

ted or modified, are

111

[ —

.........



.alternates -were se¢lected using a class list from which

. subjects.

212

ﬁéscrihéd briefly as 111ustrat1on°.

!Tg-x wss dcscribed on referral as stubborn and often

refusing to apply hims elf to hlS work ln school.

»Hjs parents confirmed a hi story of problems with °
%ehaviog and ”attitude"‘fp; severgl years;
’Jeffréx,‘although cheerful and fgikndly,'was.
repéateqiy in £rougle fbr iying.’-Heiwaé oftentvéryf
éxcit?ble.v-Mén found-hié behavior casier to méhégg
than did women. His parents éiso'reported beha;ior

problems.

Grouﬁ 3 - Control . ) L . ~wiwmnw~%%;.i'

et

"A Sample of 12 conffol'subjeéts_was alsa selected.

Boys in this.group.werefdrawn from the home room class

of every second subject in each of the clinical groups.

In each case, a potential control subject and one ‘or more

-

. the teacher had eliminated boys he or she considered to

v

‘havé évident behavioral emdtional or lealning prob]

Only boys, who had partlcipated in the soc10metr1c=testing

(see Procedure be]ow) could be selected as potengia] coptrol
‘fyn_additiod;lcéntfbl_sﬂbjgctgxmét!the foliowigg‘
1. Théy‘h;ﬁ'no priof or cur%ent contaéﬁ.with the séhqol‘
_Spectal Seerces Department ACGC, Chiidrép's
»Hospital Psych1at1y, P§ychology1‘or Neufqlogy

Departments,‘or'any simi]ar.service;.as indicated

+
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'by the referral soﬁrcc or parents.. In,add{tﬁon,
there were no other indications of persistent

“problems as vreferred to in tﬁe«cg%terla for Groups

‘l,aéd'Z(abovem

2°5. Same ‘as for Groups 1 and 2.

- B

¢

In each case, the first potential control subject
who met - the abovg critefia, and for wvhom pareﬁtal-conéent
: i

. . " " « { .
had bgen received, underweht the samg data colleckion
. _ N ST RS
procedure as boys from Groups 1 afa 2. w7
oc ) : -
\ /"\/e‘ N

st e e

The use of a matched.control group draun from the

classrooms of boys in Groups 1 -and.2 was intended not only

. o . :

for the - main reéeafch.qupoée of comparing clinical samples

'to‘"narmals?, but aiso“tq gerVe'#s‘an approximétéfﬁoerol
;for SES, communicty ok T%gidgnce; andlcthey dcmographic_‘
variables. -.." ”/ ' i ‘ o

;Béys were referreé épécifically f@r inéluéion ?n one
df'the:tﬁo clinica1 groups{~ana considgr?d only_tor tht
. . o i

' PO N o
group. Referrals were screened in relation to the above

“

1;riteria.uéing thé informétion supplied by the referral

.;éourcé'on'the,ﬁeferral and Information Form (see Abpgndtx
M), éndlby the:parené on ;he,Parent'Questionﬁaire-(sgé\‘ /}

»
. .

Appendix S). Referral®scurces or.parents were contacted
X .. By i | ‘“.' . 7 .-

if further clarification was required.

Qﬁcc parentél'cqnsént.fOrmé and the Parent
Questionnaire had been sent and rethfﬁgd by mail,-each
suﬁjeét ﬁas t§s§ed wiphﬂﬂis classmates and,indi?idually }
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(sée'Proéedute)< He would remain~in.the sample only 1f

. . oo EE e o ’

T ) " . the.standard scoreghe.obtained on the Peabody PIC[UIP
'f'Vocébulary.Test~hevi ed (PPVI R) was at 1east 83 This

cut- of[ ponnr waq chosen on the basis of Mlller‘s (1972)

%tatementath t all Lypcs of dov1anL behav1or were likely : B

‘_:‘ S

Lo increése'a%.IQ scores on mast tests (1nclud1ng, it is | .

.

e . auuumed Lhe orlglnal Vers Lon of the PPVT) fel] belovaO.‘
A .
"fTﬁi ]LVLl is equlvalent to a standard score of 83 on .the

S PPYT-R (Dunn & Dunn, 1981); “Por the ‘%ﬁ%esent study), this
‘wab rounded o, 8) one-étﬂnddrd devierihh'he1ow tﬁe“mean;
?mllar prchxce was - adopted by Camp (1977) 1nd Camp,
71met eL Tal. (1977) gcnssed eafller:' .
1he_data co]lectide prqeedgre das coﬁrdnued~until-
ffhefdesired sa mple ;ize;of‘12'Was.reaEhed for.each’érounj
,: A breakdown by referrel source of the.3dﬁ§ubjec£s ’
id.the flnal sample,‘and the 19 boys who were’referred. i:- ‘1'

fbut noL anluded Jn the. flndl bample appeérs in Appendlx

fffd.;A,' Appendax B g:veo’a further breakdown of QUhJCCLs:

‘exqjuded accordlnp'to-the roup f01 whwch they hwd been-

"4.

_gohsidered and the rea on for exclu&ﬁ%n
- The. composrtlon of Lhe Lhree fxnal %ampleg by grade‘
’1 vel and age is summarlzed in Table 4 Note that theiT'

dlstribut1on of ptade levels was approx)m1tely equal among'; fV::'a;j

"

-gthe groups, except Lhat there were no Grade 6 pupl] 1h;51$"

:the_clnical nonaggressﬁve group Most subjects were at :

.the expecred age for thewr grade 1evels wirb the,exgeptign

D . N . s




—
f—
Lo

[N - A . S, . .. O

‘Table 4

Subject Group Composition by Age- and Grade:-level

a
._Aget

-~

Grade

Group® * . . - M 8D T S

‘Clinical - 13204 18.3 433 2

]
. o Aggressive
&
Clinical - -, 127.5 12.9 R
4-Nonaggressivé
. " Control ©o- . 123.0 .15.7 A A T
- . —_ e e S . _ ) C o "
o 7 In months. " Ages of individual subjects rounded to nearest
: : b g : ‘
whole month.. “Frequencies. n o= 1l2.
1)
£
- 0 N .- . : ¥ '
o ' . . e
| N :
¢ ..
. B | , .
\. ‘ .’ n
:'.'S!- .. N
[ 1
P
S _ R
; B oy .
. N E ‘ . .
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of three clinical - aggressive subjects (one (rom each of
Grades 4, 5, and 6) and four clinical nonaggressive

subjects {three fromJGrade 4 and one from Grade 5),.who

N

v

were approxjmately one year older. Ihé three ‘groups did

nop'differ~signif1cantly in mean age, F (2, 33) = 1.07,

ns.

v

+

Fquipment and Materials

— v

1. Purdue Elementary Problem-Solving Inventory (PEPSI) °

The PEPST (Feldhusen et al., 1972), discussed in

detail earlier in %hié thesis,'sérved as'thé prihéipal
measure fé:.this.rESeérch. ,It;ﬁas adﬁiniéferé&“to'sdbjects
~qsing-thé taﬁéa ihsfrhctionsAéupplied-with phé géét)'énd
with additibhal orientation_ahd-ips@fuctioélby_tﬂe
ip&@étigétb; (sée‘Appendix,G): Thg.test items, ‘originally
'shbpiied_in-filmstrip forml'wérg_rémopnted aé Half~ﬁramé
35‘mm‘slideé to.hermit'p:eséntation‘of'ghe"siides and taped
fnstguctioﬁs us%ng‘é Siﬁgéf;Carééatg %éér p:bjectiOﬁ
gpphréths, Ibe:Caramate.egabléd.sﬁbjécts.to(be te;ted..-

X S o ‘ Co .
Qitpoug'requiying a pfojeﬁtion:ggreen and dqfkeneqlfqomﬁ“
faﬁd by a ndﬁel ﬁgans thch?ﬁighp-ﬁelp @aintéin $ub5éct

interest. L ‘W' L . . BV o

2.  PeaB6dy Picture Voéabulafy Test>Revised (PPVT4R1
~ The PPVT-R (Dunn & Dunn, 1981) is a widely ised measure

“of receptive vocabulary. The revised version has
demonstrated median split-half and test-retest reliability

BNy



 Chil¥dren (WISC) (Dimn & Punn, SR981).

‘index -of verbal intelligence

i N
Sy ~ ! e —_ . 0
, , : : ‘ S 1 .
oo _ L ' . o . . . L L1 T7
&cdefficients of approximately .80 (Dunn & Dunﬁ,'19815.' v

Validity research,‘mogtiy wiLh'tﬁe-orjéinal PPV&V has
dghopstratea moderate ﬁorrelationé Qith other measures -
o['vérbal:intelligence. For example; mgd{aé coyrelbt}oﬁs
of éppfoximately..GS have been reéorted wikh;Vcrbal'and;ﬁ

pe ¢

e g .
Full}Scale scores of the Wechsler Intelligence Stale T\T

1
woe

The PPVT-R was. used \in this |study as an ﬁpproxima(e

".r'[;

3. Children's Action Tendencly Scale (CATS)

In this self—rebort méasure-(be]uty} 1979), children
- - - - . R N > .

are presented with hypothetical problém_aituatidns and

asked. to ‘indicate which of two alternative behavibﬁaf

responses ‘(three, pairs pér situation) Lﬁgy'woujd‘bhoose_

(sée Appendix-D)..'The CATS vields scores on Aggressiveness,

" Assertiveness, and Submissiveness.

-~ - r

Thé'initial research_with the CATS (Dé]uty,~]979)=

produced splipwhalf_reliability coefficients of .77, .03,

"and .72 for the Aggressiveness, Assertivéness;'nnd

Submissiveness scales, respectively: Test-retest

. Teliabilities fotr boys on the Same three subtests were: .

=

significant, but quite lLow; ‘44, .50, and .52.

Invéstigations of the validity of the CATS revealed .

significant correlations of the self-report ratings on

the three scales with ratihgs_by peers and téachers. . Of

interest  for {he'preséht research was the. finding that

iy
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-ﬁhé'cprrelétioﬁs Qere'the highest in'thg-caﬁa of the

Aggressiveness-scale.l CATS Aggreggivéness”sgorcg were
‘also found'té he significantly higher in a.§émp1e of-
c]inicall§,identified‘agg}essjVe bdys in .a speciajlschooﬂ,
Qhén'compared with_a éample of boys from a ﬁphclinical
quﬁlation: . .

.Alﬁﬁbugﬁ the Idw_obtéined'reliabilitieé'are
jndicat1dns tor ééution.in iﬁterpreﬁing Qﬁé }esulfs from
this tcs& in the présent'résearqh} t he CATS was consiﬂered
- to be adequaté for the' purpose of_@xbioratory cdmpériéqné

of preferred behavior choices in'conflict situations.

4 Pubil Evaiuation Inyeﬁfory (PEI).
 ThisTpeerjnomination so;iqﬁepric_ﬁdaéure”(Pékarik,
-;Ering, yiebert{.Weintféub; & Néalé,_19765.c05tains§34_
béhéﬁiépai descrié;ions~gnd?onc demons;réhion itém (seé

Appehﬂix‘E) arranged in-fows in the answer booklet. - The ~

'names of péﬁrq apﬁear.ovér fhe cé]uﬁﬁs.v @hi}drén are asked:
to ipdicaﬁe wﬁich clasémates are bc#tﬁdgscribed-by the' “
content'bf‘eaéﬁ-ifem.i $he measuue yie}dg Aggression,
W§th§}awax; and'LikgabiIiﬁj sﬁbscbrEs:fpr each childﬁ'

The’original research with the PEI (Pekarik et al.;

1976) was based on the stores of 181 male_and 171 female -

children who had 'been rated by approximately 4000 peers
cand peachérs. The PET was found to démohstratc high
- internal cOnsiét&nqy (f.> .70 din most'casés),‘and interrater
. . . N - Vet = . . . '

“

o agreement .between males and fémales {(most Ts = .60).
..(‘ N Sy e ) ) : ’ . . . K ) . . . [

&




Significantly for ‘present purposes, the Aggressidn'gcorés

S

demonot¥arcd hlghel 1nLerna1 consstency {most over .90)

and male femalc 1nter1ater agreement (. 75 .92)
. N :
coeff1c1ents-than d1d the other subscales._ Median test-

.80: Qoncurrent yglidity, as measured by phé.qdr[e]atioqs
of PEI scores yithfﬁeacher~ and ég}f—rafiAgs, was
acceptablef' A

‘M;re recent evidence for the satisfagtor& rejiabgliLy

“of the PEI has been presentcd by Grossi and-Niﬁho]sdh .

(1983). -The PEI has also. been showh~to ucce;sful]y

e,

- differentiate the children of schi%ophrenics and deproésiveb'

ftém childrén]inla control é%oﬁb (WQintraub, Prinz, & Neale,
1978); énd ko-idenbi[y dggroaﬁlve and withdrdwn.ch11Qren
_potent1a1ly vulnerﬂble to. ps;chopaLhology!(Iedingh ﬁﬂh.
.]981) Qo Leary and Johnson'(1979) regarded the PIL as
hav1ng beethbL, rhorbugh]y assessed for. its psyChomdﬁ{fc
adequacy than most other soc1omet:1c &e?suresc ~
The'PEi.was ﬁéea ig the'present research prjntLpally
to eva]uate the extent to whlch the subject selection
'procedq;e.prodﬁced Samples which-gould-bé'distinguished
f;bﬁipne another on the Basis.offégefﬂyated aggreséiveﬁeSS.;
'Expioratofy'cémparisbns‘wéﬁld élsp He'madé Qi;h:reépect
£0 Wipharawa] and Ilkeabil1ty scores _ N S |

5.+ School’ Behavior Checklist (SBCL).

The SBCL (Miller, 1972, 1977) requires the teacher



- 8D = 10).

similar to the.PElﬁ that ié;-to'crosS—validate.ﬁhe,V

6. Indicesfof Sgci§economic Status (SES)

-Blished and McRobérts-11976) for ﬁale\&age earﬁers‘aﬁd

S120°

.to answer True or False to 96 behavioral ‘descriptions of

.the child in the .school setting. TForm A2, for ages -7-13,

yieIds six" subscale scores.plus a Total Jisability score. .

'The-subscales wereidgrivéd'by fackor_anal&sis in a study-.

which cross-validated a?d_modified The Pittsburgh- Adjustment

Survey Scales. (Miller, 1972). The_SBCL'subscales, with
éample items, aré liéted‘in Appendix‘F:" Subscale scorées

N -

.are reported "inthe form of standardized T scores (M = 50,

a ]
t
4

Miller (1977)Areporﬂed spfit—half:anq test-retest
reiiabilify_coefficienhs of&l7Q pd‘ﬂ90. ~’Ihe-_pnly,;e;{e;eption
was the Hostile Isolation subscale, which produced a

coefficient oflapproximaﬁely .40. Two studies have ‘also

.reported evidence of satisfactory criterion-related

validity. (Miller, 1977).

In this fgsearch,-fhe SBCT. was used for a purpose

- selection procedure for the thrgé.subject groups, as well

as to.permit additional ;omparisqhs among subject groups.

ta

o

Qudntitative'spéioeconomic'indiceé wére devised by -

‘by Blishen‘aqd'Caffoll (1979) for females. The indices

were ‘derived from Canadian census:.data .and based on_a

.

A

-~ regression formula incoyporating!education,:occupatibn,,

énd‘prestige variébies.' Because SES has been found to

2
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be related'@o both problem-solving ability (Asher et al.,

. N . - .

lQ;Z; Gotthaﬁ\gﬁ 51.,'1975;-M§kim et al., lQB?;_Sﬁuret "
19825 Spivack,éfﬁél., 197%) and aggfeésjon kteghbach;
-1970;.Sem1ef eg al.; 1967j{ifhese 1ndices»we?;'used to
‘gégimaﬁe‘and comparte thé,?ES of Slbjéé1$.in.thé present

research.

7. Additional Equipment-and Materials
Subject referral and infp;métion'forms,'explanatory

memoranda, cousent forms, questionnaires,.and materials --
for test admiﬁisprgtion~aﬁd~storing are referred to at
> . DA Sa . *
various points in this thesis and Fontained in the

Appendixes. . - E » .

=
—
o
4]
[¢]

|

dure

L

Overview of Research Procedure

" For-each clinical Sﬁbjecf, daﬁa.collection pfocéeded -
in two phases. In the'first.phase,.the peerenominaxibn
néociométfic'procedﬁre was.admiﬁistgfed in th sﬁbject'si"
Hbme‘réoﬁ Claésrooml Whﬁﬁ/appliéaplé,'éelé;ﬁibn af
ﬁoﬁéntfai Contrgi sdbje;té was.élsO'parriedIQuf. iniphesﬁ

gsecond phase ‘of data collection, the investigator returped

3 . B
A . s

to the school and conducted ihdividual test;ng'of clinical
“and control Sdbjefts.

"Classroom Administration of Sqtiometric Procedure

“The Pupil Evalﬁation InVentory'(PEID was administered

L3

X 2 ) N ) ."‘
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to‘the home rpom classes of clinical subjects beginning
[}]

15 quémber,_l583ﬂ The Pﬁi wag nof administered duﬁing
Sepfembér and Ocpéber_ofvthe:thle<yeér,'aé it was assumed
thag‘ﬁeef rélation;hips ahdiperdeptions wouid not be
'suffigiently stabie té pefhit reliable measurement .

Béfore tﬂe invéstigator visifeq ‘the gchoql for the.
soéiomefric testing, a claséflist was obtginedL \Pérental
consent forﬁs were Efeéared!for each child in the ciass
and sent - to the échool; togéthéy Witﬁ'a-ngCfiptidn of

t@g research procedufe for the Principal and teacher (see

Appendix®L). It was requested that-cgnsent.forms bec sent

\ B

’.hqme!and fetqrped to school with eacﬁ pupil. .

Tﬁe names of all boys iﬁ the'clgss weie:arranged in
random ordérf 'Ope‘name_was theg.ente£ed at the top of.
eacﬁ‘column:anjthe blaﬁk'PﬁI_answer'bookiet usiﬁg-a sLencil_ 
aﬁd‘épirit'ddplicatpr.-’fhe order of'dqmeé wés adjﬁétgd
‘aé'required to ensﬁrg‘fhat the name of'the”clinipal subject
.'did not appear first or last, and tb\prevept‘similaf-fifst
lor last names.ﬁrom appeéring‘édjacentlto éaqh other .
 ATge PET wés:aﬁministeféd]by the invesfigato% in the
Elaés;oqm of.éaqﬁ hoy'80¥éctgd fdr’qhetstqdy; ?; a:himeff
:yheh all childreh-wbése.parénts had éiveﬁ'tﬁeir §onsént
were évgilaﬁle. Effprt§2wéré made.to conduct,ghe procedure

as soon as possible. after feferral, and as early in the

‘day as.pqssiblé to minimize the effects ofrfatigue and

‘rest’lessness. Testing .was carrtied out only if the referred.
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éﬁiid.was.bresegt and‘care was akcn not to single hiﬁ
éut in any way.“In almost all LdSCS, thé teaéher wasg
preucnt durlng Lhe proceduré |

Ic.was explained (o the cbiidren tﬁat thg 
invest{ggtér Qanted.their help Eé:”f}nd out hhpt kjnds
pf things béys do at”d{fferentfaggs_and in dif€erQ%t grades"
Pekarik et al.,'1976; p- 16). .They were Instructed in
the use qf the»qpsﬁer bodkletsl and tﬁe §aﬁple.item was
dbne albud:mith the'parﬁicipatioh ofAvolunfeeys-frbmqfhe
class {see Apbendikrlf. Chi]dren c@mpiéted each sdbsequent
item after it. was read aloud by the investigatgr who'
emphasi?ed tﬁe_importance of not éhowing, copying,_ or
Zc%lliné out tﬁeiy agswefs,' The conf1dentia11ty Qf their
,énbwers and th;.vélqntaiy'nature of their patticipation.
was.éléo emphasized. Dio ?rgvent coﬁfusioﬁ aﬁd érr0r§;f
childre'n were ‘suppliied with.ZsO.B. mm by 9.5 mm 'pi'ec-'és of
greén b1istol board ilth whlch they could cover queotiono
gthey had not yet.rrached | _
On the. same day, 1n.classrooms from wﬁ?éh ‘a maﬂchqd{
5contr01 subgectlwas Lo Be-sélected the_téacher‘wés asked
10 deSJgnate any boys on the class 'Iisf whoﬁ he 6r shei

cons 1dered to demonstrate 81gnjfjcant behavjora] émégionél

r—learning'problems. These’boys would'not be - .

-

'considered as p0931ble control subjects Two.potentiaf

control subjeqts were later se]ected at random from the

remaining boys. , Consent erms,-Pargnt,Questionnaires,

y
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v

L ' : dnd déscriptions of the-stndy were sent to the parents
of tthe boys

Indjvidual Festing

Tndivjdual tpsting of cllnjcal and 'when¥éppliqable,

cgnérol subjects was carried out- on a second visit to

the school. The time, jnterval betwoen SOCleetTLC and

indivjdual tesring was | to 2 wqeks in most cases.forl ;
. _ clinicnl subjects not mafched with contrn}s,.and'pro 4

weeks when controls were selected and testedz_ The order

. o

N

nf teé;ing,between clinicai_subjects and their mdtcneq f‘ )
. tdntrols w1thin eatn group was counterba]anced-; Tests.
were administered in the to1]0w1ng orde1:.'PPVT—R{-?EPSi,
-and QATS. Adninistration'usually.tqok'bétweénnéQ'and_9O
ninutes.' Althéugh'subjgcts wefe‘pffé%ed rest periods dﬁring
@thé teéting, mosé.chqée né-continue: . |
Furﬁher.yiéitS'tn thé school were sdmétimesircquiréd‘
1f clinical and gontrol.subjeﬁts could nogﬁbe_testéd on -
N ‘thé same dny, or if i? beéame‘necessary Eo_tesf more than.
ong control éubject. tinu;ddipibn,ntwo'visits were néédéd:
) _‘to'cnnnlete éeétinéjonnonefclininai égg;ensihe éubjecf
o fdue to rappont and behavior problemq.'-In tné qaéelpf tyoa
c]inica1€nonaggre 51ve subjécts, testlng was terhinated
by unanticipated events at school and the teste whjch
;_. 3 . had not been completed-were réadministefed on_a‘second - "
- date. . Fofm»ﬁ nf,thé @PV?—R.nan employed with ail‘éubjecﬁs,
.unles§‘§neialtern5te Form L was required for glseﬁond

Ty . . , -,

2
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.

administration. _Thisvoccurred in four cases: the clinlcal’’

aggressive subject mentioned above, one of the two-clinical
nonaggressive shbjects'whose testing sedsions had been

interrupted, dnd‘two'ofher ;iinicay nonaggressive_éubjgcts
whose étgres were consiéered invdiid due to ihadedﬁate‘
atﬁéﬁtioh.to the.test in'oge:case and Lhé.admissioﬁ.oﬂ
frequent éueséing-ﬂn.ghé othér.
At the t;me of. the individual tgsting,’téachgr; were
.éiven SBCL matéfi&is fof éach chi%d tes&gd; together with
an ‘explanatory iétter and a stamped ehyelopg.in which to

return the completed checklists. In most caéés, compleﬁéd_

forms were received within 2-3 weeks. On.teacher took

.

approximately 2 months to return SBCL forms on one clinical

.nanaggressive and one cénfrol_subject.
SociéeéonOmié indiees'ﬁgfe préinéd on CHQAbaSiS gf

océupational:infdrmatiog supplied by theupa%ents ér

_guardians in thé:Parént'Questioqnaife.’ if-a parent or

1

gﬂardiah waéltémporarily unémployed,.his or héf hsual
occﬁpétiqn wé$-us§d in detérmiﬂing thefsocipeconémid indei;
1f both pafents.of a subject wére'émplpyedJ the higher
'<jof the twojindiées‘wéé usgd-asjéﬁ; soéibeconomic.indéx

‘with respect to .that subject.
. —— *

.
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RESULTS .

, Overview of the Results Section

4

s

The findlnps of this study will be pfesented firstk
by.comparjng data for the" three subject groupsﬁ These-
oomparisons yill provide furcher ﬁnformétiop on”sutject
characteriétics (PPVT»R scorés andASES), eﬁaluetion of
the research hypotheoeo with respect. to pfoblem qo]v]hg

ablllty,land the results of the teacher—ratlngw self—report,

and sociometric measures. - Additional evaluation and

modification of the sociometric instrument will also be

reported. Secondly, the intercorrelations among éil test’

scores and subject‘characteristits-will beﬂpresented.

Finally, data will be reported which examine the. effect

upon the research results - of -alternative approaches to

subject classification.

The hypothe31zed diffexences among the three groups

;with regard to PEPQI scores were tested by means of -

one-factor analysis of CovarianCe.; ProblemLSOlving ability'

.can/ be expected to 1ncrease with age and grade level, as.

:the leot otudy reported ear11er and other evmdence (Ashe1

et al., 1972, Walters 1979) have ' shown Slmllarly,
signiticant correlar1ons between problem solving ablllty‘
L Y

and varlous measures of ‘intelligence have ‘been demonstrated

with respect to both the PEPSI (Abher et al 1972) and

-~ Bl t e

Vo
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w

other problem-solving tests (Butler, 1979). While it was

not possible to gontro1>for the -effect .of these variables

.through matching or othexr sampling techhfques;mtﬁe use

off analysis of covarianceé with age and PPVT~R scores .as

- covariates would permit these sources of variance ‘to be

1

removed from problem-solving scores. 4

The analyses of covariance were carried out by
performing a regression analysis .of PEPST scores, with

group membership, age, and PPVT-R scores as predictors,

“using the MINITAB-statistical_compﬁﬁihg system (Ryan;f

Joiner, & Ryan, 1976). The output of the MINITAB 1egle ssion

prograw. includes ainalysis of variance information from

‘whiech an analysis of covariaﬁce:can'be derivedu Fhe resu]ts

'of these anquses were verifled usnng the..MANOVA subprogxam~

of the SPSSr sLaLLsan l package (SPSS Inc , 1983).

Comparlisons of subject groups with respect to .all

other daté, as well as addition@l ana lyoes of PEPSI scores,

'were-made by one-factor analysis of variance‘ Where

approprlate, paifwise, contraéts'between @roub\means were

made us 1ng the rukey method (Glass & Stanley, 1970).

oy
Pearson s pxoducr -moment corre]at10n Coefficient {(r) was

2w

[ A

‘The,sampling procedure employgd in this‘reéearch', .
preoents one pOSSlble analyt1ca1 prob]em with reqpecr to

the analysis of variance and covarjance Duq to the fact

lthaé in-éadﬁ cljnikal éroup,_only half ﬁhe subjécts‘were

.
\
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_'maﬁcﬁédfwith contfdlé from»tweir élésérpoﬁs,'dhtéfﬁor )
o cljnica] and conLrol samplés wvere stg;iépicéliy'ﬂ
1ndppendent in somenpgses,,bqt_qouxd.be";gnsidé£€d.as' :
depeqdenc 1nfptﬁofs: iihé_inciusion of-depeﬁdénth ~
] | 1 tcbrrél&ted) dété in;é staEiétical tést which aééumes -
R 1ndependent (uncorrélated) sampleq can blas the.estlmatlon
.}jof the standard error{of q;ffergnces_Eetwqén—group mg%ﬁ?
{(Glass & .s;anle;,‘iwo,ﬁp_ﬂ' '_300_)“ ’Th‘e‘e-).{'tent' to whi‘ch thi.s
)  §ésuE'app1@es er£hg_§£eseﬁt.resegréh_will be addfessed
i' flqter inlphis éecpionufr L_- - ) S T e
| ‘ '?Supjecp‘Ghéjatferié;icé'. . -
SECHE N o ) " o N S T
- _PPVL R |
Stﬁndard res on the PPVT- R are fepo%ted in ?aﬁléf‘
:Ef x 5.; Whl]e qcores wc}g 1owest fQT the c]1n?£a] aygreégiﬁe
f f’i -_‘fé;oup‘and highest for “the. conrro] gronp, thlo dlfference
“‘17 ,14 F-;' waé not sjgnlfzcant, F (2; 33) = 1. 18 bTh1s flndlng
‘ IE'SHégests‘the.approxlﬁaLe oqulvwlence of the groups 1n_terms
; %;of verbal 1nte111gencc, as meagured by thé PPV? R Lo
e S ‘ fndlceg of'“bb are alqo 1eported inllable 5 v;!A .
e . EleFerences in SFS among the groups ‘were .not found ré befzf':
T signﬁﬁcanc, :1«;_:,( 33) 227 ‘ns. ExaminatJ;n of the -
" -?f: ,’;SF Jndex tables (Bllshe_ & Carro]1 “1978 Blishen &
‘ _ﬂ¢querQs, 1976) reveals th t‘the pprox1mately lO unlt S b
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Table 5 . o S L
"Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised (PPVT-R) Scores
‘and Socioeconomic ‘Status: (SES) - A ST
i .
. ’ PPYT-RY osug®
. \ >_ N '.‘ ) . o -‘ - N - : R K
: o c . ) . ; . . . ) - V,
Group . : M. sp - ..M sh -
¥ L . = . 7T ST e
Al . . - - , “ -T_:;
S+ Climical . 100.3-  11.8 c . 408, 11.3 -
: Aggregsive '
. Clinical . ,10401 1007 - 4909 1104
Nonaggressive - :
. * }Y
‘Contral L 10705 202 50.2 . . 14.2
) . \~ « - :
Porms T and M..-/"lndex of SES based onh Canadian Census -
. . CV . . ER ] L . ) -' . . B .' ’ .
. Data. n.= 12, . A My .
S T . o ) ‘ e ’ .
‘ - : e S
' AR 3 *
. b
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range ‘of mean 1n§ices bepweéu the clinical aggressives’
-and the other. two groups represents such relatively @mall

distinctions’ as . thpse between mail’ carriers, recepiionists,

A

and air trdnsport workers on the.ldwer end of Lhe range
o , e N N e
and firc'fightérs, secretaried, and printers on the uppér.

ST : Purdue Elementdry Prohlém—Solving Inventbry _:

‘Tableé 6 shows means and standard-devia&ions of PEPSI

" Total, Presgolution, and Postsolution scores. All analyses

ﬂof covariance, éuMmar;égdiin Table 7, produced ‘
ponéignifi6apt resglts,’witﬁ F ratios less than l; .It
wasfais§ foundéthat‘éorreld?ibﬁszgetween PEPSI\scbreé:ana‘
tﬁe é0vafiate measures”wéfé nonsignificang and m}nimal[.
As‘% feénlk, thQ'analxses»of,vériance; alséi;ummariged
1n'Tagle 7, pioducedAre;u1té‘Véry similar to fhé aﬂélysiQ
of-covariéncé." | *
:EkaMina;iOh of éhe”PEPSi sééfes and‘%ﬁeir‘distfiﬁutio&:
.ﬁo:-all 36;5@bje;ts iQQiqated aﬂ”app%éximétely normal .- .
}distfiéuiiéﬂ fﬁf'thg'Présothioﬁgséores;-with a‘;aﬁge
'icomparébie to_th5t whibhjdaé-obtained;in the pilot stuajp':
-'fﬁis.guégeét;'tﬁat.the(§BSe§ﬁé:of §ignifi¢§n§ differé}cgs |

dmong the groups, _was not the resﬁlt of obvious measurement

i

insensitivities.” The ‘distribution of the Postsolution -
\_spQres,WﬁBwevef,'Was,harkediy skewed, with 28 of 36 scores

.

‘etween 19 and 21 (of a possible 25). It ’'is likely that-




. (PEPSI) - Principal Study "

"SDh

Table 6

Scorés on the Purdue Elemént@yy Pfgblem—Solvin&ﬁlnvenLori

Moo : 36:6 S 36.40 . . 37.4

Range S 30-40 R T RS B 33-471 .
Presolution:

oM

Range .-

. ' )
Postsolutlons

N g 19.0 19.2 19.3
SD 2.0 1.5 1.Q

15-21 o 16-21

Note. CA = Clinichl AggrEssdye; CNA-=Clinicayl L
'-_Nphaggressivé; CO = Control.
. a ' 2y o e\ _ d: o
cone= 12, 'bmaxlmum = 47. CHaxi.' 25, dMaximUm.=.22.
- .



Table 7

Summary’of the Analysis of Variance and Covariance.of the

EgggggAﬁlgggggggimﬁgﬁblem—Solving-inventory‘(PEPSIj Sgdres

_Analysdis

Score i%ﬁ ‘ B - ,Cova;iqggg‘ - “Variance -
S {
Total - e - L4S
Presolutiép ‘._1 : _. 64 .f' 76
P&stsolhtidp . o ..lQE . .08

Note. All entries aré F ratios. One-factor analyses were ... -
: N . " i . . ! - . . . N .. ‘
performed, with three levels: Clinical Aggressive,
Clinical Nonaggressive., and Control. - Degrees of freedom:

- " \\ » : .o .
2 -and 31-(&ov§riance); 2 and 33 (variance).
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the items comprising the Postsolution score were tvo easy

¢

to provide an adequate degree of discrimination among

ability levélg.IVWith respect to the'Totél §c6t¢é; the

b

range vas again'gimifar.to'the.pilog gtudy rgéujtgp The
distribut}on of Total -scores was:mildly negatively'skeﬁed,-
.ﬁrobably reflectiﬁg;tﬁe-effécg'o[ ghe.high Postéolution 
séores: | ' '

Tﬁe statistical issﬁé éf tﬂe combination of
-uncofrélatéd-énd potentially'édrrél;ted data, mentioned
earlier, is gléarly.unimportant with réébect to thesé

:febults. It is intuiti&é]y;obvioﬁé-thai; evéh if a-
consérvative bias hadjresﬁ]ted f:bm.thQAQiblaLion of the )
A'independenée assumpticﬁ;,it would’bé inadequaté to explain

.suchsmall F ratios. In_fact, an analysis of variance

of thalgPEPSI.scbres'for the six unmatéhéd_sdbjeéts from

‘eachcliniéal group and 5ix randomly drawn'controls resulted -
N - ] . . - . P

- in an Erratio:of_simiiat ﬁgguifudé, E;(z, 15) = .36}.n31~:
‘“-io §qmmariz§,.thésé;fesuits have failed ﬁo'§Qbﬁort
ény offthé-reéeéréh‘hypotﬁbses‘todcerning diﬁferences‘in
' prgblémwéolving'abiltty amqng'boyg wkd Qary-gh ﬁheir leve]
Qf‘aggressiveness. Wifﬁ_ché-exqut%bn §f,Postsplution;f'
';sgéres, thé-fesul;é'obtéiﬁédjdq:ngfiaapeaf”gq'bé_ ’_1; o

attributable to‘inhéfent‘insensitiuities-of the PEPSIT.

v



School Behavior'Cheqklist

Teacher ratings for chi]dren in the three grdups,‘
expressed as qtandardized';.scores, appear in Table 8 and

Figure.l. The.subscale &cores:can be regarded as measuring
aspects of bsychopaqhology,.yith the exception of .the

Extraversion subsEale, in which - -the items load-high.on
social des erbl]lty Miller (1977) suggested that T scores

of 65 or more on the Eemaining bscales-aré signs of

posslb]e maladjustmeht

The rcsu]ts of the analysis of'variance:of the SBCL.

ecOres are summarl zed in Table 9. Controls received
signifitanply,lquet'ratings than both c}inicaf’aggressives

and clinical nonaggressives on the’wa Need ‘Achievement,
. o

‘Aggreesioh and fotal Dlsab117Ly subscales. .Academid

Di abll‘tv and HostJle Isolatlon scores for.the controlo

s

o were.SJgnlflcantly 1ower’than thoée of the tllnical -
aggressives. Control subjecﬁé also scored lower than‘bbth
cljnical groups on the Anwioty subucale. although this

:dlfference_was not °tat1sL1rally SLganlcant Dttraver sion
subseotes.were’neafly~equa1 for.ali three groupe K
LE o ‘

While the cllnncal aggre sive group scored hjgher

i

. chan the cllntcal nonagg%e s1ve group on most SBCL

'subscales differences between ‘the two c11n1ca1 groups

N 1

‘wére not taLLstically signiflcant

In summary, both c]1n1ca1wgfoupq were Yated by thelr
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Table 8

Scores on the School Behavior Checklist (SBCL)

- N 1
Group®

Subscale‘scoré f; - i . cA CNpy o CO

Low Negd Achievement (iNAi
w N ) 626 - 61.5 51.7°
sp o o C 8.6 8.4 1005

Aggression (ACG)

M T S o 1 76s3“ 68.6 49.% -
sp B . | . 12.2 16.1 103

Agxiggy‘(Aﬁkj - | ‘

M ‘{' - '.- L ‘>.'>  56.3 .Sﬁ.o " Sl.B:f
‘h§ﬁ" o ' ;.:' | . : X B ~j9ﬂ1 9.7 ‘ 9.7
Academic Disability'(ADj | .
.§E". S 'ir. L S e '1311 6.4
Hoéﬁilé_fsolgt;én‘(ﬂr) - - |
¥ o .f ‘ . T :f' 56.5.  .52.0  47.2
SD! Lo L -"'if‘ 7.8 ke 66"

“Extfaveysion"(EXT)

1=

51.3 . 50.4  .52.5

)
™
)
O
o

sp .- o , . 14.7

FY ;



o : : . 136

-

Table 8 (continued)

. ' L. . < ‘ l . , - “ G I'O u p‘a

Subscalg score S oo - CA CNA co
Total Disability. (TD) -

Mo . 70.8  766.6 49.9
SD e ‘ " 10,00 - 9.6 8.1
Noté. All:scores are standardizédnziscoréé. CA = Clinical
AggreéSjve; CNA = 'Clinical Nonaggressive; CA ='Contr61.
o= 120

. -
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- {_30 F S R O Clinical Aggréss‘;i‘Ve .
' ul Clinical Nonaggressnve “
A Control

. 50 b— >_& \;\: ‘

- L | S 4 [ R B

LNA.  AGG - ANX . . AD  HI EXT . -

Subscales -

Figure 1' Mean T Scor es of Target (;roups on the -
School Behavwr Checkllst o :



Tabhle 9

Summaqy'of'the Analyéis of Variantepof'the SchdolzBehavior

Checklist (SBCL) Subscores

=1

Subscore F p " . Contrasts -

CLNAC - 501070 .05 [CA>CO, p<.05;:. CNA>CO, p< .05
AGG- - 13.46  .001 CA>CO, .p<.01; - CHA>CO, p<.03
ANX -1.79 ns

g AD © . 5.16° .05 .7 CA>CO, p<.05

\ HT 627 01 cACo, p<.01
EXT 09 ns - |
ip T 169 ool - CA$CO,-é;fQ1; CNA>CO, p<.0l
. Néﬁiv One~féct0r_analysesvwitﬁ thfeé lgyels:: Cﬂigical
Aggreésive (CA), Clinical Nonagg}eésivg.(CNA), anH-Contfoi
(CO). ,LNA % Low Néed Achievement; AGG ='Aggfé§§ion;
.JANX‘;UAnxietyRUAD = Acéaeﬁic;Disdbility; HI ;‘Hos£ile‘
Isolation; EXT = Extraveygidn; 1 = Téﬁal}Disagilit§.
»}  . i %Pegrées of-fkeedéh:'i2 andf33g :féffwisencbnﬁrasts ampng'
4mgroﬁbeéad§.weregby'the Tukey-ﬁethod. o |
!
. . :
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teachér§ as maladjhstea.in terms-éf Aggreséiéﬁ and Total
Disabjlity scdrés. ﬁhe gliﬁical éégreséiye‘gpoup was‘r;ted_
" as more_aégrcssi?e’than~thé clinical:nodéggressﬁVQS)
although this ﬁiffereﬁcé was not_significént. ,%oth groﬂps
.@iséléyeq éhcoﬁbinétion‘o[.high Agg;ésgipn‘and'low Anxlety
Qécores, a‘pgpte:n-thch.HiLler (1977)'§ﬁggésted was
indicati&e of problematié aggressiveness. Elevations of"
él@ﬁical group sfores felatiVe_to_those of coptrois'appeafed‘
bnﬁogher'subscales; bﬁt were still wighin ﬁormalvlim;ﬁsl
Some cafe should bg»taﬂen‘in‘inLefErgtihg_theée SBCIL
.scorés: Teachers, whjle_nof,inﬁormea of tﬁé specific focus
'of the fesgarch;Awgre’usually awvare of thé profess;onaLﬂ 
attention.clinicgl éubjects_had:received'foy be%aQLbral
qubléms, and.wer% involvgd in the\séleétioq of?cqngrﬁl
hsubjectsl'-Tﬂis may have ﬁrpduqed a negative ”halo_éffect”
whiéh cbﬁtrjbutég to the obtainéd ﬁactern.éf marked
differenges bEtweeé cl;nicél and coﬁtrol sdbje;ts;:buti

¢ .

little discrimination‘between the two clinical groups.

Children's Action Tendency .Scale .-
Scotes on the CATS represent. the number of times.
2a_resppnse contributing to *the Aggressiveness, !

Submjssi&éness, of-Assertiygness score was chosen across

the~30 items of -the test. .Scores on eqch‘of the threé

subscales can range from 0 to 20. Because of- the



was nonsignificanﬁ,jﬁ'(Z,“33)1= 2.77, ns,; ‘it was~notéd
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paifed~compaﬁison‘format, the scofes are not independent

Co. \ . .oy . - . ~ )
-of one another. High scores on two dimensions will result

iw a4 low score on the third.

The CAT§ SCOTes fqr”the~three_gioups_are reporéed

Jin - Table 10 and Figure 2. Analysis of'variapce,revea]ed'

sién;ficant group effects for the Aggressiveness scores,

F (2, 33) = 6.86, p < .01, with the mean score.for the

clinical aggressive group'significant%y greater»thaﬁ,the

& .

control group mean (p < .01). While the clinical

aggressives al&o scored highetr on Aggressivenéss than the

clinical donaggressives, this difference was noti

. significant . A Signiﬁicaﬁt group effect was alsg found

with respect-td the Assergivéﬁess Ecorés,-gt(zb,33)'= 6.54;
o ’ - .
P < .01.. " On pﬁis sttbscale, the mean control. group score

was greater than bofh;the'clinidal aggressive (p < .01)

and cliniial'nonéggréssiVe (p < .05) group means. While

the analysis of variancé for the Submissiveness -gscores -

that the mean Submissiveness score for the clinical
aggressive group Gﬁ?‘sﬁ}%what lower than the mean scores

@

for the pther.two‘groupé,“which wére'apprOXiﬁately‘equél.

To summarize, these results have shown that a group

of boys who were clinically identifipa'as aggréssive also

‘expressed a significantly greater preference Tor aggressive

'behavldr in a hypothetical problem sipuation,,ghenjcomparéd

to boys not exhibiting .significant problem behavior.

)
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NN - .
Takhle 10 . . - ¥

Scores on’ihe.Ghildre;'s~Action Tendency Scale (CAfS)

LI

’ | Croupé )
Subécofe - T l CA ' ‘CNA‘.~. co
Aggressi&enéssl
weoo C T s 5.6 2.6
_é_lg fZ 3.5 1.9
Ass‘e‘i"_tiveness'~ ‘
M - B 14.5 1513{»- 17.7
sD | 2.7 2.1 1.9+ .
Submissivgfess o
M 7.3 5:2 9.8
s 3.5 2.8 1.5
gggg, .CA ;‘ciinid31 Aggregsive;“cﬁi ='Cliﬁitai:.f 
:Nonaggrégg;ve;.go = Control. » .
:
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O Clinical Aggreséi#e o
0 Clinical Nonaggressive
pay Control
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. .
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ﬂ
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" ”\ Flgurev.?\ Mean Scores of Target Groups on,
o the Chndren s Actlon TendenCY SC&le
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'anverSelyﬁ ﬁhe céntrols chose an assertlve couisse of actrion
significantly more often”than both.clinfcal-groups. As
was the-case with the SBCL, mean scores did noéldfffer
v ‘significantly between the clinical aggressive and clinical

nonaggressive groups _.on any'of'the_CATS subscales.' '

A
v

Pupil'EValuation‘anentory

Overv1ew

.

The PLT qc@1eq répg%ted_hére are bhased.on peer-
_nomlnatlon data £rom 528 children in .24 classrooms.” Of -
the 569 qhildxen'from these c]asgrqomé.for_wﬂom‘parental

consent forms wvere originally sent-home, approximately
‘ . . ‘ o

'5% of the form° weré,not'returnéd. Parental consbnt was

\

denled For anothérhﬁ%.' An dddlL!Oﬂd] 51 chxldren in ﬁwo

o claésrdoms wefe~also adm1n1stered the PET, but Lhell e

.‘

:respon es vere: not scored dve to the subsequent délet1on'
of.the.pptehtial‘cliﬂical;Subjéct in’ each class from the
fjnﬁl samplé.

A]though PFT scores were. computed only for boyb fhey..
b : '

- CL
were basedlon ratwngs by both boys and glll% in each-class.

‘-fThe senaratlon of boys and girls ratings was considered .’
. ‘ R \

 _3mpract1cal For rhe present research As well subh a.
s “strategy would have compromlsed the reljablljty of the_

HSCQng due to th.smgllgr number of . Tatjngs upon which
ﬁhéyuﬁoﬁld be basqu‘fSinceisome_Qtudigs have found

Vo
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AN

élgniiicant.differences-betweeh'children's-ratings of

gsame-~sex and cross—-Sex peers on. °1mp]e soélometrlc raL1ng

"méasuree'(Ashen & Hymei,¢l@él €1ngleton & ‘Ashex, 1977),

it\is;pOSQibié that the gbmbiﬂhtiopépf boys' and[girls”
éqpres-QQA¢a a. source of error variatiép to thé data in
this édse.sfﬁbftunaﬁely, such“potentiaifprobleﬁé wefg

mode;atéd £o gpﬁé degrée in the préseng reqe%réﬁ byltﬁe
fact‘tha{ fﬁe propbrtioh of'bo§é ;h the 24'c1é5§€§'averégéd'

Bt

approximately %0% (M = 53.3%; SD = 9.6). The mean .

proportien of boys was also similar in the classrooms of

.clinical éggrebsive'(ﬁ =_54%>_énd clinical nOnaggfessibe

(M = 52.5%) subjecfs Furthermore, other studies us ing

“the’ PLI or 51 mwlar measures have demonstrated considerable

~agreement bgtwcen male and female raters (Eron, Walderx, o

_measure . roJatJve]y complex peer perteptibns.~

LefKowitz, & Monroe, 19715 Landaw, Milich,.& Whitten,
1984; Pekarik et al., 1976). It:iS}pOSsiblé‘that the

differences between same- and crogq "S@X ratxngs are l@ss"

in the case OfVSociometric medsuyes such as the'PEI,'which

;
!

The complered PFI booklcts from gach c]agq were scdred:

us{hg the procedure outlﬁned 1n Appendi\ J 'To'prevent'

_blases resulging from~the absence of:individhal boys fraom

‘the classroom (Efon et’al., 1971; Kane & Lawler, 1978),

:sboresmwere-compuﬁed oniy_for boys who had pérticégated o
"1n_ghe?PEI;7 S I . L 3: o

To permlt the comparnson of. P I scoreq for members

PR
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.correction has mot been widely adopteéd in sociomelric

af

S 1as .

of different claséroomé, scores on the Aggresslon,

Withdrawal, and Likcability subscales were convérted to

e

scores based on the mean .and standard deviation within

a

each class. This procedure has been used-in other research

witﬁ_the PEIL (Ledingham,'198l;iLCdinghhm; Youngery,
SchQéftzMaﬁ,_& Beréefoh; 1982; Lgfévre, West, &'Ledingham;

*1982). Willinghaﬁ (1Q59) pointed out that-this method
does not correct for the lowerifcliabriity of 2z scores \.ﬁ_
: . : . v

based on smaller groups, and proposed ‘a mathemalical

correction.for-this bias; CHogwever, - the. Willingham

N 1

»

research. - In addition, the z score method seems preferakble

v %

o . : R . - i . o . A
to .the compmon practice of expressing scores as proportions,

Qf"thé mdxymuﬁ scores attrainable (see Kane & Lawler, 1978;
Pekarik et al., 1976; Weintraub et.al., .1978). The latter

ébbroach_presenfs.difficulties in comparing jndiVidua]

_scores from classrooms varying in. size and the overall

nominating frequency of their members.

t

~Comparison of Subject Croups '

Aggreésion, Withdrawal, and Likeabiljty Z.scores for’

the threé'subjecﬁ;grgups,appeér in Table 11 and Figure

3. Analyéis of variance for the’Aggreésion-scores;reveéled

N

e

“highly significant effect: for group membership,

T (2,,33} = 24.39; p < .00L. ,Mean‘Agércésion”sCOres for

the clinical agg;:;;;b¥s weré_significanﬂly gyeafer_than

for bbth.the;clinical nonaggressives (p < .05) and controls

\ (B §=:O1)‘ 1The s@orﬁs:df.the.cliniqél_nonagg;essiyesfweré,

»
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~Table 11

Scores on the.Pupil‘EValuation Tnventqrxi(PEII

a
Group

J |
' . . ~“, . |
Subscale’ . o "CA . CNA © €O

>

Aggression

.95 0.91  -0.57

B
~

sD _f ' B . 0.49 1Z25  076
'w1tﬁdrawa1 -

'g: | : _ ' "_1.oow 1.03 0.01,
Csp 075 107 o.m
Likeability: L :

.08 ¢ -0.63 .0.32

=
|
—_

=R
<

sD

L46 . 0194 0.90

,‘Aggressipn~MOGifigd

.54 .30 0.71°

‘Jg.wél
(@

g

) S T 4 ) e - .
Note. Mean zZ 'scores. Iﬁdivﬁdpal.g scores were based on
the. classroom of each subject.~'CA_= Clinical Aggfeésivei
"CNA = Clinical Nondggressiye; CO.= Control.
o S o R
o= 1200 TN
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(O Clinical Aggressiﬁe

r O\ : ~ :[J Clinical Nonaggressive

. ' £ Control

,.l- . . . .l_ ',-. . . .-l l

"Aggre.ssion . -Withdrawal . Likeability

;'S'ubscgiles -

‘Fi'gure' 3. Mean Z Scores, of TargeL Groups on

. the Pupll Evaluatnon lnventory

T
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a]so %ignificant]y greater than those of the control
(p < :01). The analysis of variance of the Withdrawalk
-scores was éiéd sighificenf, F (2,;33) =5.12, p < :05.
‘Meen'Witharaeélvscores fof Both'tﬁe-eiinical aggfeesive and
Jclinieal ndﬂhégressive groupS'were greater“thdn_thelcontrol
mean (p ¢ .05?, but dia'not differ sigeificantly{ffom'eaeh,
.other, ~fipally, é_signifipant group memeerseip‘effect_ |
‘was found for the.Likeaeility scpkes;.ﬁ_(Z; 33% = 9.67,
P < - 001.. The mean Likeab11ity éqbre.for the contfels
.wae.sigeificanely greeter than the mean ‘scores for both
'phe'clinieal aggressives (p < .Ol)‘and clieical nen;ggressives~
(R < 1059, whiie the two'elin{taljGfeeps;agai; d;d'nétl
. I - . S0 .

differ.sigﬁfficantly from each'otheri

Lt . 3

'Aggre351on Modified - Seore-
I{ is’ apparenL from an examjnatlon of the 20 Aggtessuon
items'of'the PET thaﬁ they,reflect 2 much.broader definition

of - 1ggre sive wbeﬁavior Lhan Lhe dean1LLon by Hartup (1975)_

s,

whach was adopted for Lhe preoent res€arch. _In v1ew pf

'}thlgh_an exploratory procedure was deyiéed.to construct
a modifiedvAggression substale with item content

correspondnng mor e close]y to ths deflnltlon

¢

Th*ee professional staff members of the Atlantxc Chlld*‘

Gﬁidance\Centre were asked'to ewamlne the-ZO 1Lems of Lhe

PEL Aggression subscale .and to de81gnate those whlch they - .ne”

’ . v .

considered to be conSIStent w1th the Hartup defln1t1on"

: (see Appendlx N) 'Items marked by two or more raLers were
: i . g 1.

LY . B

’ retained, resu]ting 1n an Aggre831on Modlfned scale.

. -



-gQirtually‘eliminaqed. "1t would appear that thé'sip le

-were the almost complete cortesy

S
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containing eight items (see Appendix ). PEI answer

. : 4 : .
Analysis of variance of the mean Aggression-Modified

z éqores for the three subject groups (seé Table 1})'// .

. produced a result which was very similar to the analysis

w

of the origfal -Aggression“scores, F (2, 33) = 23.00, p

N

<-.001. Results of pairwise contrasts 'among means wert

.identicalt _ - .

Relationéhips Among PEI Subscale Scores (N = 281)

7TherintEHCOYrel‘tiOnSnOf PEI'subscale scores: based

.

ST

~on all 281 boys foii%hoylﬁgpresfwereicomputed, are reported
. - : ™ N .. ?-‘." o -
“in Table.12. All correlations)were éigﬁificant beyond

“the .01.level. ©Note that the hjghest correlations obtained

d

onden%Q bctgpen.the

kN
R NG N

Aggression and-AggfessionFModifyed scof??wﬁand the maderate.
hegative,relationshig betweenh Aggression and Likeability

scores. °. - Lo

'!thn the correlations between pairs of PEI subscale -
5cores were_adested (by.caicdlaﬁing-bartial porfelatibns)«

." . . . - ) ‘< - _I s ’ - ' “ ':.\ e .
to remove the effect of ‘the remaining subscale STOYE, theé~

!

P
»

‘relationship between Aggression and'Withdrawa1~scor43 wag

correlation. between these two scores was an artifact of

the'associétion of both vériableé.with ijeabiljty §coresf

Symmary - -,

B

As was the case with the teacher- and self-rating

‘booklets were rYescored to obtain Aggressionfnodified‘scpres.



.

. Table 12
. _J- . - .~ . . .
Intercorrelations of Subscale Scores -on the Pupil

Evaluation Inventory (PEI)-

Subscale U | . . 2. - 3

1. Aggression -
2. Withdrawal . -~ .33%(.02) C -
¥. Likeability  -.67*(-.62)* L 4B*(~.37)% -

' . : ,». - X . R % - .
"4, "Aggression— . .98* . . L29% ~.64%

Modified

Note.-. E = 28l. Pecarson's r. Parftial cqrre%ﬂtgoné (of
C T . [ o

two subscale scores with the third held conskant) are in
parentheses. - - ' ' . g ,
"*' E IR . . .l‘

p < 201;

v
\
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measures, significant difference#s in peer ratings on The

withdrawalvand'Likeability subscales were found between

\

clinical and control suhjects; but not between the two

\

clinical grbupsf_-The'Aggression subscale, however, waa

the only measure. in this study vhichAwas able to,

-

.differentiate ‘clinical aggressives from clinical

.

nonaggressives, The construction of an Aggression-Modified

subscale to réflect a more precisé deflinition of aggressive

‘behavior did .not alter these findings. This .can 'be

éxplaiged.by the élmdst:ﬁerfecL:corfg}agion bg%wéen
Aggréésion and AggréSSionfMOQified mporés,.a noL-sufﬁfising
result since tﬂe.fEI sﬁbécaieé weféjorigghaliy cénsthqtcd .
by fackoruénélyfié'teqﬁnidues th&h.maﬁihized the
correlatioﬁé‘among itémSzj A sécond interésting réspit
from.thg corgelationélhanaiysis of ali ava;lablg ?él scores
was fﬁé‘fairly-strong invérse relationéhih beﬁweén-Aggresaion

and Likeability scores.-

-ReTatidnship Among Measures . .

'tIntercorfelatioﬁs.of all test score and subject
characteristic data for the 36. subjects appear . in Table

13. B . : SR o - ) | 1._

\

velat-ions with the PEPST

v

'PEPSI Total»sgotés corfelated highly with;Pfésolﬁtion

aﬁd’Pbstsolution scores, as would bg expected on the basis



of their overlapping item conteunt . S
'Coyrelatioﬁs.of PﬁéSI scores diﬁhuéPVT~R %core; éES,
.gndAége vere all nonsignific L: One.cou1d Qpeculite Lhat
the first two find1ﬁ§§ Tef]ert the quccess of efforts by
the PEPST' s.constructors to minimize the sen€1tivtLy of
_tﬂé tegt‘to'veybél 1n£elllgenEe'and SES. (Asher et al.} : hN
.l§72): _Thejfailure of PEPST sgores to égrrelaté
'gignificéntiy wlthiage;”howévep,'is-inconsiétent wiéh'botﬁ
-the debig# and'inigial ﬁérfbrmange'of the test (Asher et
al.; 1972) énd'the piloé data reported eﬁrlﬁer-id.fﬁés
M/ -"thesis.: | |
- 'PEBST scor;s alép.fa;lgd>to correla&e.sighificaptly
with most scores on the péer; teaéhgi, and se;f4repoft
'Behavibral ﬁehsﬁres.}iA marginélly s&gnificant r was;gbtainad
‘between.EFPSI Iot11 .and PET W1thdrawal scores ‘Siﬁilagly;
iﬁ' . - ' Total énd Presolution ‘gcore’s correlﬂted sagniflc nLly wlth
. 8 - .
.only the Academic Djsability'scpreq of the SBCL, and
Pres solution: scores arglnally w1th Iotal DjsablLity scores.
fhere Qere no igniflcant correlations between scores on
~:the PEPST and the self—report CATS measure.
It is difficult' however,'to df1ﬁ firm'conclusiods
“from the low corre]aLions between PFPSI scoresland other
.“vaxiablgs, Such findings may alqo Ue‘explained by phe

‘restricted range and skewga'distributions‘of PEPSI scoXes,

‘especia]ly the Total ahd Postsolution scores.

+

S
;
)
i
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" Intercorrelations of Test Score and Subject (haracteristic Data
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'éorrelatiohs of Subiect Characteristics with Other Tes£

Scoree'

-

¢ Fhere were also relarively few signlficant COllOldLlOnS
ubetween scores op tests other than the’ PTP%I an@sthe subject
charectefistics of age, PPVT—R.Scores, and SES, The only .
téét eeoreé correleting significantly with age wete'two. -
CAiS.subscores, Aggreesiveness (éositively).and'
Q&bmieéiyeneee (negatively). This tind&né‘hill Qe discussed
later. | A . |
| PEI Withdrawai and SBCL Academwc DlsabiLwty scores ©

correlated negatively with SFS JA stronger p051t1ve

“reiatiphship was found between- SES and PPVT-R scores.

° -

Significant-negative correlations were also.found between

PPVT-R dcores and the_Low Need Achievemeﬁt and'Academic

'Disability scbres of the SBCL.

T

‘PEI.SCSfeSQ'

Correlations of Subscalee Within® Behav10ral Ratlng Measurés

As might be expected a number of sign1f3cant

\colrelﬁtions were fnunﬂ dm&Fg subscale scores within the

PEI, SBCL and-CATS. lntercbrrelations among the PEI

‘qubscale scores Lndicated a. strongly ncgative re]atlonshwp

between Aggresston and Likeab111ty scores, and a similar

-

but more moderate relationshjp between W1thdrawal and -

Likeability. Aggressjon and Wlthdrawal were - also posttlvely

4reléted.“ Ihis pattern of’corre]ations'paralleled the

'éorrelatibnal analysis, reported above, of all available

)

“yvy
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In the case of the SBCL, significant positiwé

correlations were found among"almost~all subscale scores.

¢
-

The'intercorrélatiodo obtﬂined were similar té thoie
reported by.MiIIel (1977) 0f coprse, these-cofrei&tioﬁé
ccan be explained to some extent by common itembtontent
 E£amiﬁatiQp of correlationo émong CA}S subscale scores,f
':reveajé'a'strong negative re%aLlou§hip.ofAAggféséivqneﬁs
with-bo;h Submiési&gnegs and Assertiveness‘scoreé,fﬁhi}e
Asécftiyeness and Submissiveness did not cofrelate |

51gn111canr1y Déluty (1979) bUtdined-a Qery'similar

‘pattern' in th correlational analys;s of CAlS scores.

Qggiglations Between Beh%vioral Rat;gg Measures -
A nunber of interesting results‘eﬁerge_frqm the
cofreiatidn§‘among»the thréé'behavioral~raping mgasurés; >
o Teaéhar,(SBCL)fand peér.(PEI) ratings‘Qf aggyessivenesé
S : i - : . o B . -
' ' éemonstrp;e.strong agrgehent, providing'SOmé evidence for
theé éonstruég Validity of ea&h. A Similéf but?lbhsidergbiy
weaker relar1onqh1p was tound between these Lwo meas u}es
énthggression.scorgs bn the self-report CATS7 Thisfﬁay
'iﬁdicate.the'oéeféti@nof-é sgcial aésirability.setiin
résbonaingltoftﬁe_CATS le dlng aggregsivé boy to:
’.underreport an ﬁncllnatlon toward such hehavior : Thfs

possibility will 'be considered fulther 1n the Discu sion

L ' section: ! : &'
o . /\'\:\,

A close relarlonuhip was also demonerrared among ocher

'Vsubscale scores on Lhe PEI and SBCI - The relationship




ST ﬂ}‘gasrstrongest in the case
AT A VA A .
. S PEI Aggression and Withd

f the pqé}tive'cerrelation of -

wai‘etoree with SBCL?Total

\

Disability, 1nd ‘the, negative re]atlenshlp between PET S

t . T . - -~

. ] Iikeabijjty and Iotal Dlsability lhese findiags shggest
;;f‘ t“.:: "~that peeivratlngs 1ng the PrT are sen51t1ve ro_ditferehces
o o ewinToﬁerali levei:of adiuotment ; | ‘ . |
\Rélatidhehips among SBFL and CATS subscale scere;,;"
wtpe }\<.-: whije etatjstlcally 51gn1f1cant were fewer and of lessel'i
N magnjtude than those between some PFI and SBCL subecores

However 'the fihdings;of a significant—and @onsistent‘"

‘vnegarlve re}atlbnsh1p between Asoertlveneqs scores on‘the "

.

CATS and severa] SBCT subscale scores suggestnve of

[N

maladjustment (and w1th PEI AggreSSJOn qcores) is consis teqt

, thh Deluty s (198]a) fJndlng that Assert1venese d%%ges - o , ;a
i . ;,-were positlvely.aSsoc;ated wlth Gther 1nd1ces of o st
T e hqéaptiVEhese; e oo
Coa e T ST L. ‘
;w ..",'ﬂJhEva1uatipﬁ of the Classification of Subjects ’
"‘A im@ortant consideration in 1nterpret1ng the data ﬂ'f‘“.f'ﬁ

\ Q“/; g from this research concern -the manner in whlch boys vere Qﬁf-';b‘hjf
= S assigned to the three oub)ect groups Recall that‘each - Lot
N . 4

f??ﬂ»if'l;.,? potential subjeet was referred specifica]1y for 1nclus1on

AN

in either the cLinlcal aggre swve of-cllqwcal nonaggre381vefj}a‘zﬁ

0-

grOUp at the discretlon of | the referral source Subjects

”*f-accepted for rhe study Were placed only in the group fort”

* \-v—.ql—‘-v-'
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which theéy had been re’fe.rred. It had o‘uginal]v been .

+ .
~ =S

planned td;employ-SBCL and PFl scoree as crtterion measures

.to verify the éxpéctgd différences in”prbblematic-

.

gr@ venoss among the three subject groups and td

5confinm that contro] chlldren feld w1th1n normaﬁ limits, i

N

_ - '\\" o oo
.to be 1mpr ct1c1] to'screen subjects in thi§\mannet, due .
¥ . i . "
. . -~ R - . - - . \.'_ 5 . -
tovdifficglties_in attaining the desired 'sample size within " '

Vo

‘fon‘adjustment~rélated~measures; However, it was found

IR

: o S . . _ o 7 ‘
the time available. As a result, it'Was:neceQSary to asslgn
C S S . T N | .
subjects to the three'groups only on .the basis of referral
. _Q. o

1nfo1mat10n and LhL selectlon crlteria 11 ted Jthhe
Proccdur&i sectionf We-now'consider data relevght;to a

. : . . : A S
post-hoc eyaluétiop of this methad of;sgbjectfselection”

dnd classification.

P “Firét -the cOmparisons of”subject’ngHDS‘alre@dyl—

._‘reported sugpest that the - sampllng str'&tegy wa's out’tes.sfu],

S obtalnlng a contro] gxoup whose meah scores .on. . L

BN
\

'adeStment—réléted measures (PE" SBCL, and LAIS)

consmstently demonstrated a smgnificantly hlgher 1eve1

AT

iFof adjustment than that of the clinlcal groups‘ . As wel?
l_the c]:nlcal aggre551ves obtained the mo%t ma]adjusted
‘ R 'gﬁcorés on mést t 'tresthééweyer the deferences betwéenwl
;{;f ':tt. l;,tﬁe“c]inical aégréqs1vés and ;iinﬁtaluquaggress;;gs wgrg
gegerally non51gnificant ‘fééﬁitiﬁg ih:atiessltténtdbttwél.
degree "of dlscrjmnnat1on;’Bét@ééﬁftte”tl?ﬁiéai:gqubgi '._ Li .ﬂ f¢;
B, }A sepqnd'épprgach.to'thG-év%}ﬁétidﬁ”gf:thé{gébjgtt BRI
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i N . N

.

election brocedure waq undertaken to examine the. Lnfluence
v .

of different meLhods of defnnlng and clas 1fy1ng qubjecLs
‘ .upon the résults of this reseanch. Subjects scores were-
) tWJCQ reclassified into three new gronpe (aleo de51gnated

"Qlinlcal aggressive .cllnigal nonaggre331ve 'and contro]) .

. Vo

first'oﬁ_the basis of their PPT Agglc&slon scores and second T
~by their.SBCL Aggression scores, FOr ecach measure, the
12 highegt AggreSSLon scores were plwced in the new plinicel SR

'aggressive group,_Lhe nemr 12 in-the clinical nonaggressive
group, and the lowest 12 in the control greup. The data

AN s . c ' o . M o . .
were then reanalyzed for each reclassificatioh in the -same

’jx'manner as for the or1gina1 c]a3°1f3catlon

'_The results of thj proCedure are summarized in

~

‘Appendlwee T and . In aymost allgcaﬁes,itheyeewas-‘
virtualIy no effect ue@ﬂ the o%iﬁinal'reshlteh :The ohly R
exceprione occurred w1th respect Lo the CATS scores,'ahd ‘
appear to be of hneor ]mpnrtanee_é- Although thegse ‘ "

o
explofatory reclasuiflcatlons are approwlmate and still

v

involve considerahl over]ap among subject groups, the . o ;',_ =T
‘e . 3 N C . . ~t

-*_analyseq 'suggest that the requ]te nF thTS researcb are
. not easjl4 attr1butable to the orlylnﬂl method of subject

'classifjcqtlon IR ‘ '-h S ' . o .':: "

..F1nally,some nd]catlon of the re11ab1]1ty of the 1 o Ty

ud

original subject classiflcation may be galned by examlnang
'"Tthe extent to which 1t was changed by the rec13831fjcation
"_On this basis; it would appear that the cla331f1cat10n

"‘of Control subjects wa's reasonably stable Three of the'

N . . ) . . . o .




coﬁtrol subjects;wefe classified into tﬁe clinical

a

"nenaggréssiVé'group’on the basis of the PET, and two by
the SBCL; anféveragerf 21%. Of the clinical aggreq ive
subjects, three were7reciassified into the clinical

nonaggfeq ch group by the PEI and,fiVe‘by the‘lBCL; an

averagc of 33% of the or1g3na1 grbdp. $%is'sugéesté'somé"
degree‘of overlap betweqn the th”cliﬁicél gfoupé. !waeyer,°a ' L
- the fact that the'aggreésives were never reclas ified asj |
cont;gis b?.ényitritério% éonfirmé ﬁheif clear status ;st.

mémbé&s of a clinicé%;population. 011nical nonéggr S;]Vé
éubjéct§'were reclassified'Jnto the Clinical aggressive

group lhree t:mes by the - PLT and . four times by the SBLI

‘jan avcrage of 33 of” thg otlglnal Sdmple.~ 1hey w%re S o
‘rec]a331fled into the coritrol grOﬁﬁ three timés.p§:thg'

. PEI.and twice By the SBCi,.an.averégerf 21% of ;he‘origihﬁl'
group. AThié¥sugg§§ts that the~glinical'nanﬁggreésivg%}

were more‘liggiy éofbe coésidgréh éé éaqt of agclfnitafv

tﬁén a_ponclinital;popul%gioﬁi LIt also ﬁ%évides‘some" :-;~,¢=“ _ﬂ

-

. confirmation .of the expectation that this group would . .“w
bOSSGSSxa 1evélidf'adjusament'betweenﬂthaﬂ of the clinical

,aﬁgre331ves and the cOntrols

&
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DISCUSSION

Problem-Solwving Findings

The princioal objective;of this research was to egtend
pfovious'invéstigations of tho'rolqtfonéhip oétoeén
coghitive<proolem.solying.and Behavior;i‘adjustmént.probloms

”‘indchiidteng with spegific_atténtion to excéssivé:ond

maladéptive_aggressioﬁl. Tt was dct“ded to . employ the PRPS]

as the main measure, f1rst because 1t offorod an alternat1ve

'measﬁrement approach to the Intenpersonal Cogﬁ@tive Problem4

N

Solvtng measures relled upon by most other'rpsearchers

-Second, the PEPST had’ ‘been de31gned to a“soss a w1der range

'_of.tﬁeorqticaL problemrsolving'skill§ thanfmost othet
-:f.. _-_i measutés; usihé h&pothotical~o;éfjday,prob]eﬁ situations
-which were botﬁ Soojaiﬁénd_nonﬁooiqi‘in oontent.&
iniotQQr to'oetermino ﬁhotﬁot ony obtained deficits

4

in prob}em~solvihg,ability were:épétifitally related td-‘f

?aggressivenes§f or swmply to. behav1ora1 prob]em° in gcnefal,

'the problem qolv1ng abjI1ty of a cllnlcally Jdentlfled

_sample of aggressave boys Wae compared not only to that

s s

of normal controls (the strategy emp]oyed 1n most of the

s

prevjous re%earch), but aloo to that of a second cllnjcal
\ L}
- sample of boys w1th behavﬁora} problems of a Less aggre831ve
v .l : \\ K
oo nature. It was hypothe51zed that ‘the C]]nlca] aggressmve

a

boys would obtaln lower Total ?LPSI scores than c11n1cal

.



nonaggressives; whose scores would in turn be lower than

those 'of the cgntfols. The same patternnéfxdiffefepdes
was predicted with respect to scogéé.on the Presolution

subtest of the PEPST. The Presolution §core was assumed
. L ' .

to be an index .of abilities in cognitive "(as oppoéed—to“

aséociative)lprocessing which, it héd been épggestéd;,wés
B R e . ) - . kS
) more spegifiqally related to'pfob}qyatic aggression. . . ~.
- ) o ; R .o .
" The results of this research failed to suppdrt“ah&_
of.tﬁesé hypotheses. On the basgs o£ PEPSI scores (Total),

PrGSOIUtiqﬁ and Postsolution), the aggressive boys d@d':

—

not demonstraté 5fdeiigittin'their pfoblém—solﬁing~ébiliéj
rﬁlative*té coﬁtrolé. FurFﬁermofé, no_di%ferepces were . -
found be%ween th'qggressive boys and khqse whpse.be;avior
%robleﬁs‘wéré choﬁght'ﬁo'be of_a.rélétiveLi ﬁéﬁégg;éss{vg

pature. Despite the differences between the PEPSI and
other problem-solving measures in terms of comprehensivengss.

anﬁiitem,coﬁtgnt, these findings'afé.cbn§istent with the
negativé results_ébtaihgd in séyera1 otﬂen‘gtudies, réyiewed:f.
4vae};df‘the relaéioﬁshib getween prqbleﬁ solvingfgnd
beﬁﬁviéfél'adjﬁsﬁmeﬁ£.  N E ' : - a
"~ : . .'-; -mﬁOne possiﬁle cqhgldsiéﬁ,f;om thesevfindings is that
,  broblemapic.éggtes§ion and otﬁer b§havi6ral‘éfoblems aréf‘
!uniikely to.pe:éxplainabie by'cognitibélbfbbiem—éolying
i,déficité,léf‘leaét-éé.ﬁeaSufédrih.thiSjréseapch and,o;heﬂ
;Fudigs‘with siﬁilaf\finéiﬁgs. Tﬁe present rgsﬁlgs could.
lgléé ptoVide_éﬁheAbésis_for ;;hcluéiﬁg ﬁhat'prdbleh—soiying'_f

- . o . . . . L . Lo )

“ oy . R . ) ) . - . . . . . s .
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D <0162
: rdining, sudh ‘as that which has been described in this
thesia, cannot be relied upon as a very promising approach
. -+ " for. the remediation oriprevention'Of aggression or other
I ﬂpehaﬁidrél.difficukbies.
. .

Howevet, the conclusions which can be.drawn from this -

-

.o " .study may be-limited to sqme dégree by Ehé-measurement
.. " strategy which waé-used“ With specific.reference to the
PEPSI, it is poésible.that this,measuré; which was designed

ﬁfimarily Iof~educational-rather‘than clinical.applications,

"“is ‘not sensitive to differenceés in .adjustment. This is
v an especially likely possibility in view of the considerable.

difference between the clinical and control groups in

teacher- and peer-related indices of adj&stmenp. Further

, . ) .
. .. . 3

. researqh.wduld be'ﬁeede@ to‘exami?e_thie question. -As
well, the present findings suggested significant E .
Qa_‘v_ .psychometric_pfobiems'wiqh fe;peep to the Postsolﬁtioﬂ
1teme§ botH in themsel?es‘and as a.compoﬁent O%Iﬁhe Tgtell
PhPSI score. rhe e‘iteﬁe apéeared to “be- too easv to -
idisc11m1naLe among different levels of abjllty |

'*lFurr,'hermore,= while the;present research repfesented

én'apfeﬁﬁt to ektepd Fhe:fatherliimited'ténge of
»meaeufepehp,stgapegiés'empioyeﬁ iﬁ}%revipusereéeéreh,'the
'aSSeesment of;prdblem4eoiviné abiiity'réméinea primérily:l
‘QUdntita£1ve rather than qualltatlve Quanritatlve meﬁsures

such as the PFPSI do noL assess aspects of an - 1nd1vtdua]'

. characteristtc approach to problems (e. g ,-a&reﬁlectivel . Lo ;#w?@

.-
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<

Jor impulsive concethal Leﬂpo; Kendall et ﬁl., lSBl},_siyle

of inform ation procebsing (Meichenbaum Burler & Gruson,

3

198]), or flex;leJty and pel%iQCPnCE 1n solvlng problems

5(But1er & Melchenbﬁum ~1881). " Such traLts may be .of equal

or- greater dmportance in medfaﬁing adjustment . Similarly;

quantitative meagsures do not yield information concerning -

‘ S \ o . :
the type or effecitiveness of th® problem solutions
. R . f‘,\ - . . . ) .

characteristically chosen (Bdtlef & ﬁéichenbaum, 1981 ;

Krasnor & Rubin, 1981) which, it’ will be reca]led; has

also been shown to be significantiy related to adju tmenL

AT second 1mportant charaerrlstlc of the PERSI, and

o
"

_mdny other problem so]v1ng measures is rhe ”hypotheticai-

TOflPCthP format of their test items" While measures

employing this format are useful in cxblorfng’children{s

abilities to reflect on problem situations which are .

presented to them, such skills répresent only a'small_

¥

- aspect of cognitivé'problem solvihg,.eépecially in Complgx

T

éocial_situations.(Coonéy & Selman, 1978). Spontaneous>

Yo, . ~

: pfoblem-solvihg.thinking,'for examble, is not a%seseed

(Kendall et al., lQéi)i; Furtherhone,_such asséssment

methods .pull(for,thihkingféocial beHauiof"=(Kfésqor &

*_Rgbin,_198y, p. 461), and not the less 10gica] ahd"more

LR
¢

autométic "scripted" problém solyingfwhi;h,,as discussed

B ]

earlier,'may often predomihétg‘in sopialvproblem_situations._

In view of the,measurémeut iséugs just discudsed,’

¥ B

:the'poégibilityvhuok.oe considered that further ‘extension



7 .., _],611

N ana }efinement of nethods for assessing problcm solving
~ab11lLy might reveal relationships between as pects bf
_problem solving and adjusnment yhlch could not be deceqted I
by the assessment deques used .in pronious,researon or' |
1n‘tné present stnﬂyﬁ
"bne‘possiblo exsension of problemwsolv;ng asse smcnt
yé fe}atenito Lhe important oissinotion-oetween an |
individualis measuréd level of oroblem—soiving skilys,
ano ths abiliFy or;inciinationn(i.e:, set).po‘aépnafly :
proﬂnce problem-solning thinking {naa problem sitnationi
(Cooney & Sélman; 1978i-Batler & Meichenbaum, 1981; Shure,
©1982; lealn & Kenda]] 1980 WalLers & Peters, undateg):
Snch a diorlnctwon corresponds to Camp s (1977) disoussion,
‘Tlted earljer"of productlon 1nd medlat?on defnc:enc1os
sFlayeli (19745 made a similar distinction.an'his

Tae

develgpmental moédel of social inference between having
S . . LA . .

a ?easOning abi}iby:(the 'exystence'.cOmponent)‘and.the‘
utqndenoy ﬁo:nse pnis abiiiﬁ§ (the ”negd' componsnt){ There
'is evidencé that'fnéuabilipy'to actnally ns§~éxisting
.prob]em—solving skllls ‘is moro Variablé;‘an& in'somo

instances s arqn1led 1ater, than the skills themselves

(Cooney & Selman l978). :

[

It might also be useful to approach the as sessment

Kl

of problem solvjng abil1ty in terms of a higher level of

cognitlve functioning, namely, the meraco§n1t1ve processes'

ANy

“by which the lndLvidual monitor° and dlrects hls or her-
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own tﬁqught ﬁrqéésées, inciuding pppblea ;olving (Butler
&:Meicheﬁbaum, 1981). .In fact, it has been suggested.that
socialfcbmpgtenc% can beiconceptuélﬁzed ds “a,préglem—
solviné process inlﬁhich tﬁe;pf&b}pm to .be solved is the

T
UF

sele;tion offtpe‘most apprdﬁriate iﬁfo:matioﬁ—proceséing;_
spyle‘forithe Fask meéhdshl(ﬂeiéheﬁbaum_eﬂ al.,'i9§i,

p. 49); Examples of Qapiables relevant.to metacognitlon
incluyde expectanties,fself~pet&eptipns and self«st;tembnts,

and-the manner in which the individual characteristically’

fdeflneq the probloms he or she encounfers‘(But]er'&

'Helcheqbaum, 1981; Kendall et al. , 1981; Meichenbaum et

al., 1981; 0'Leary & Johnson, 1979).

It "has also been suggested that the complexjpies‘of

Lpfoblem soliidg tan-be-better understood by clinicians

. ) . . LA '
and researchers through measures which are more

* 3

¢

comprehen31vo than those which_ﬁave been discussed to thig
point (O Leary & JOthon, 1979‘ Urwan & Kend JL;'lQBO'

walters'& Peters, undated) But]er and M01chenbaum (1981)

a

suggested: examlnjng problem solv1ng snmu]taneously from

a range of assessment-perspectives: projective measurps‘

such as the MEPS, capéﬁiliﬁieé tesﬁs‘like,the PEPSI{ and -

\ .

obqervational meésures .to-gain a comprehensnve picrure

-of both the “individual’ prob]em solving abll}ty and the -

manner in which'it is put to,ﬁse. “As$ has‘been noted

repeatedly in thlS 't

moved very 11ttle 1n the‘

q,‘prdblem—sqlVing research has’

irection of .this ‘degree -of
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‘camprehensiveness. Nevertheless, two measurement approacheq

crapi

.

which have been proposed sugge st eome potent1a1 in thls

regard.

+

The %oc1a1 Plob]em—Solving Assesoment Me sure (SPSAM;
Elias,‘Lareen, Zlotlow, & Ch1nsky, cited in Butle; &

Meichehbaum, 1981 and Klasnor & Rubjn 1981) is similar-

. - . s R
to cother measures in: that it requile children to respond® .

to hypothetieal problem situétlohs. Howeber, theﬂteSUM

- .

. . [ LN " . -
“items are also designed to assess and interleﬂaté a_uariety
L _ T : ' N
.of aspetts“of %rbbﬁﬁmneblv;ng~oognigaon;;including positivé
8 : N

and negatjve ewpectanc1es ~performance under * strosg and ‘
’L‘:.

.the’@gfluence of uarLous types of-omtcoMe. .The\SPSAMvalso

¢ Ut G )

. TS oL o - _ g
examines ‘these variables in relation to different types o
oﬂfproblem-situatibns.'

1

Kraénor'and Rubin (1981) have propoeed an ambitiouS»‘

observational method of prob]em—solv1ng as sessment which

s
s

. % ‘ ;
gxamines problem solvtng competence‘in the-Chle,s‘realf

»Life environment. .Undet this approach, actual prohlem-

D ' . ) : ‘ .
i} *s0lving behavior'would be assessed through sequential

<

. analysis, wlth partlcular attention to feature of the

.task environment strategy eelection and 1mplementatton L

7.
the effects of problem solv1ng behav1or on’ the env:tonment

~and subsequent adjustments in problem solving strategy

Krasnor and Rubin qugge ted that once sequenceq of problem—

i
i

solvingsskills have been Ldentif1ed through such an analyews,

.relationships Qf these sequences to uhderlying cognitive

B . v s,
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. processes -might be inferred.
;- S .~ Sociometric Findin&g ’ ’
l\
A

N A

Sdciometric procedures have been shown to.have many-

. Pl N . o .
-advantages as mweasures of aggression and other social

~

behaviors.or characteristics in children. - They represeént
an efficient means o6f obtaining data which are based on

the observations of a large number &f children, in more

situations and over a longer period of time than could
be sdmpled by any researcher. As a result, they are
thentiaLly highly informative, ieliablé, and unbiased

(Asher. & Hymel, 1981; Ledingham-et al., 1982). Socloﬁéﬁric
dara have in general been shown to remain stable ovéfltime

(AsheT & Hymel, 1981; Kendall et al., l98i;'ﬁqk§rik ét

al ., 1976)} Concuirenf_qnd predicfive'validit& bf‘;
sop;ometfié iﬁétruménté have'been‘gbn;incingly'.
demgnstratdd igﬁfeidtion tg other"indices“offbéhaQiQ;all
. : . & ) S . .
V.adjustmencf(Kendéilfeé_aln,-1981;.t$naau et al., -1984;
@ediﬁghah:eé_5lf,'198??¢ngarik-ét al;, 1976), espeéiaLLy
when extremes of aéjhstménf ége béidg cqnsldéfed.(kang
& Lawler,.iQVéB. Sobiqmeé?ic megsurgé have.aISQ been:fouﬁd

- 3

not, tor be overly susceptible to examiner, scorer, Or

prosccial biases,. or to-variatiohs in 6laserom composition

‘(Eron.et al., 19715 Pekarik et aI.,91976;'Rubin et al.,

1982).  Yhere have;beeh_somQ indfcations'aé well of the

v

v . . 5 o



:vélid\(Hops &'Greqnwopd,'1983);Jahd_consequently of greater
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poténtial"dtility of éocfometrics as diagnostiﬁ,and.outcbmé 
méaguteé in'treatment pfograms'(ﬂops & Greenwood, 1983;

Y . ’
Lefevre et al., 1982).

It would abpear'that the. PEI of further advantages '
beyond those'aésoﬁiaped with péei:q etrics-in genefﬁl.

7.

_Most sociometric instruments have‘required very simple

judgm an or ratjngs by respondenL ; for example, whether .

%

.1ndividua]s are liked or disliked, ot desired as friends.

or workmaﬁes;'.It has frequently been pointed out tﬁat

N

such Sociometric.Variables, while, reli ble and valld havet
1imited.descriﬁtive_and analytic potential (Gordon, 1966;

qus"&-Gréenwobd, 1983; Kane & Lawlcf; 1978; Kendall et

al., 1981; Pekarik ep,al.; 1976). Such simple dimensions

-can'élso mask important conceptual distihcfjoné. For

example it has been suggested'thatwthe contrastﬂbetween

acceptance and rejeccion 1s fa1 moxe Complicated than rhe

.and that constructs such as 11keab111ty and frrendshlp

\, .
or unpopularity and rejectlon have been confounded (Asher

:& Hymel 1981; Landau'et alr;_1984). As a result .jt'ié.w

i

diFFqult to compare research results 'across studica ﬂéing"
'different sociometric measures (Kendall eL al 1981);
.The Aggressiog, Withdrawal, and Likeébility subscales of

fthe PET, on.the,othef handl’ﬁrovidg estimaﬁes of behavioral

-

_btpo]ar re]ationshlp implied by simpLe sociometric m@ﬂbUfLS,

and social attributes which_éré more compléx anﬂ ecologiﬁally:



) . . - . .
“related to.the sex of "the rater and taﬁee.ﬁave been ,

< in modern schools (Hops & Creenwond 1983).

i \

¢linical and research intevrést. - Furthermore, these scales

afe,ablé'tp tap low—frequéncy butlpsychologicaliy
sighificaht behaviors (suchfas aggless[on) whtch are often
not accessible thfough simp]er peer oclometlic moagures,

or by the direct observation of adult inve§tigators (Ash_er-~

- & Hymel, 1081).'

a = M
-The disadvantages of  peer sociometrics are relatively
Few, and many of "these can he mpderated or remediated.
Various biases-.can-affect sociometric scores, such as
* = - .

T

"halo effécts”,in which‘Ehildrén[uncritiealiy assigp

1

'judgménté Lo pccrs simply on the basis of whom they like

or did 1Jke (Asher & Hymel 1981; Eron et aluj 1971; Kane

& Lawler,'1978);__Friendshiﬁ'biases have .also been }epoftedl
- - . e : . . - .
but their effect and importance are controversial (Kane

’ ' ! hat v . . .
& Lawler, 1978). As noted in’'the Re5ults section, biases
iepbrted in'some‘éases bitt noé in others.’ B1a es res ulting

from miésing'data dnd p0031bje dlfchulties in compaxlng

)

'éociomgtric scores_across diffetentfsized.grohps, wére

*

also dLscussedwe rlier. Another.poténpial problem is the

¢

: dim1nish1ng 1mportance of the clao sroom as'alsocial~group

B

Ethical.cohCérns*might also be ralsed -about-the
possible consequences of "asking childreh-to'make judgméﬁts,

espec¢ially negatives ones, “about rheir peers (o' Ieary &

Johnsdn,'1979). The only emplrica7 inwesttgat1on of th18=
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e e qué&mion-Was~reported-bYVHayvrén-and,Hyhé] (1984) - They:n :-fg"n‘_v

found'that preachool Chi]dl?n s‘part1cqpaL10n in pper»
‘;nomination or raLing Scale sbciometric;tasks hqd no negative

' co -effect upon.subsequent'interactions with preferred or . . .

.nonpreferréd'peeré, NHile'tHgyftéutioned-that the‘sitnation

Ce T ot could béjdifferént withrelementdry—orhool age. populatlons

’

"Asher (]983) pOLnted out that neratnve soc1ometr Xe Judgm ts o

‘*;Lmade about nonpreferred chL1dren in th1s age gro"D are

2

el e probabky minor in comparnson to th81r day Lo»day treatment '

75H' by peers He rccommendod that any - potentlaL dlfflcultles

=

.Lfdff'_I}" gbe dea]t w1Lh by such precautlons as empha3121ng thef

. . 'confldentlallty of each Chl]d s responsos and-av01d1ng,:
. ' '_sbciometric.testing juét Eefor dﬂqm1ssal nf Lhn . . oo A
.payticipgpté for receuo or lnnch; _These‘practiceé.Werg

v

(.»*?i" C 7addpféd'in the!present‘resagrch: [ P . A .

e '“ISociometric;mEaSureF;'howéver share one 31gn1f1cant

A ;pracrlcal shortcomlng Procedures for ddministr@tipn{and_\i

ron]ng aré Uft&h CompllLaLed tlmc consumlng, andiexbenéiye;f"
Fhls js cspcc1ally true ot relarlvely somolex»peérfr L R

“assessment medsures such as the PFI In thlgfstudy,'the
: P N R B

-;PFI accounred for by far the 1argest bhare of.tlme and

§x€¥penue durlng dat1 collectlon In addltlon to ﬁhe.;d”\'f-'_“:'ff‘f.

_4,'
- I f

fliogistlcs of obtainlng parental consent and of arrangwng

A

‘_3nd carry1ng out classroom adm1n1s£ratjon;nf the PEI 1;hg:‘g
-“fduplication and assembly of ?nower booklets for each '{

.

clpssgqom;tgquifed.2;t9'§3hou;sdfd§ tﬁg_invespigatOrﬂf
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.fWJrh sec1@tarial ass1°Lance Scoting “of the comp]etcd

sAnswer booklérs was evan more time conouming, reguirdng

" o

from 3.to_6'hours for‘one 3qbfer,'depending,on the éjze .

‘
«

'6f.ﬁhe}tlass.*'As 2, result ‘the\pteséht vers 1on of the

EEI might he 1mpract1ca1 for many research (qnd moat

.
o

'qlinicéll ppllcations OWQ suggestlpn fOr reducing-pﬁLs

»

‘rproblem'Wiyl‘be.madeflgter'in‘this séétion.

In the present:TCSearch‘ the Agg essign subscaig of
'the PEI was thc only beh1v1ora1 ratlng ﬁéasure which

-

success fu]ly dlscrimjnated the- clluLca] éggresgiye aﬁd‘
‘cl1ﬁlcal n%nééérgsglvé‘gfcups from each,ékhe?‘égbweii.as °
from3;8ntr§ls.:'Tﬁiénfinding quggtg;é thar the{%EIwiszan
eéﬁet{ ily senq%{lve meééure bY cllkaally 51gh1f1cant

- . . o I - , N

1nterperson11 aggresslon Wh1le rhe Ulthdrawal ahd*‘

.-leeabLljty scOres did nbL dlotjngu1sh between the two

' « - - .

o

_cllnlcal groups they revea1ed diffefences between cllnjcally

e v ‘i Sl . % .

.e\\ .
_Jdentlfied SUbJCCtS and tho 5_selected as.COﬂtrolqu,-Ip N

W .
v

would thus appear thaL bhe W1thdraw115and Li keablljty oca]e

e

also mpasure peel p@ycpptjons whlch are related to -
"-adjustment B Lo ,j'_ o "f . .1‘-_, oy
. . . ",‘u’ ..;1;4 . . . _.\ . P B
The con tructlon of an elght 1tcm Aggresswon«ﬁod1f1ed
: Yoo ‘/

sCa]e to reflecf a more speplflc deflnjtlon oE aggressjon

'ﬁ-produced flndlng°.wh1ch wero'vlrrually“1dent1cal to those
. T Lo .

from thn orﬁgLnal Aggfépsion scale e Purthermore, the almOSt

 perfect correlatlon bgéween Ehe twb versions of the

.4‘




L72 -
. ’ 1
echoo] ch11drvn in rcgular‘tlassrooms) suggeets that the
Aggreqoton Modified scale might be subs tituted for fhe
original Aggression scale w1th 11ttle or no 1hformaL10n
LossT, -

che preservatlon o[ an adequate degree of reljablllry,
andra considerable reductron in the problemat1ca11y

. R , :

time consumlng admlnislramnon and corlng procedures for

R the PEI Tf this were done; d

consaderation might also be

given to the add]tJOD of ‘a. few more. p081t1vely toned Ltems
4
.(either as"fiilers

or as additions to

the LJkoab1]1ty
sca]e) ‘to ba]ance the current preponderance ot
. .

1tems

con(erned NLmh negatlve behavrors
f1 o . might_eqhance.the< palatability
. N -~ L ) : .‘\’ . . :
1eachers,'ﬁnd pnrn

f‘c
i o

abont’lhie

Such a mddificat1oﬁ

Cwho
, - Who

of the PET to pup]ls, o
fre

(s
\A\‘E

nlly expressed reservat1on%
aspect of the PEI durlng the present research
rne

correlation
.'\ " E. a

Among.scores on the PEI SUbscaies'
are: of some intereot Jhc substantlal negatlve
.‘\ - N

corlelarﬁon beLween Ag ressaon and Likeablljry %ug ests
\ . _ ,%‘that

wh1le hoderate degreeo.of 1ggreqsron mlght be

acceptable and\even adaptive 1n elcmentary school age boys
- '(Deluty, l981a)

h1gh1y dggtebslve boys are 11kely to be

e

regarded unfavor@bly by thelr peers ﬂ§Wa1ters\(l979) also
reported
AY

hlgh correlat1on( 70) between peer rarlngs ofl
Co N :
agggesswveness and f%ject1on

B

The flnding that the

- -
l .
[

seores ﬁg'i 281) ‘was

Aggressjon and w1thdrawal
. R

31gnlf1canr corre]atlon between
“comp]etely attrlburable t

1lmost»

L he assooiAﬁ;onrof_both scores

e
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score ranges;and_the’predoﬁinantly clinical nature of the ’

sample. The correspondence BetWeen these‘two sets of:

173
with-Likenb1lity is also df'ynterest i evaluating the

PEII_"This strong influence of the Likeability foctor may

'Lgdrcate “that the PEI is subject to some of the same hn]o

D

effects which can bias scores on-other peer- and teacher- e

Yy

‘rating measures. It might be advisable to assess the' extent .

of. such_én effectfin'futnre research_wfth thelPEI; énd"“«

to cons;der odjusting Aggression and thhdrnwai-scores

éor the effect of Likeabilitj. - | |
Therpattetnrof intercorrelations between subscalcs _

was quite comnsistent, whetner_computed for "all 281.scores
. . : Vo ) A

obtained.or for the 36 subjfects in the final samplo R In

the latter case, however; the correlat1on3'were of a- - T

somewhat smaller magnitude, probably-a>result of restricted - (/
. . N v N ) ‘.\ * : N . R . _-.."\ \ .

1

.

corre]atnons can be regwrded as further evidence for the

reljabll1ty of the PTI

~

Whlle the 1ntercorrelatlons of the snbscales in rthe
X |

orlglnal PFI research (Pekartk et al,. ]976) were

r

snperf1c1ally slm:lar in'direction and re]ative méghitude

/

to the,present flndlngs “the subscores corre]ated on]y o

lmlnlmally w1th one another It is d1ff1cult to account

¢
"
33 #

; ’ 3
for th1 -ﬁlscrepancy, except to note that the Pekarik et

‘al; data @ere based on pupjls from Grades ] through 9 in

predom:nantly mlddle class areas T s S

P

.Thé-relationships:among;scores:onythesPEI and ‘the D

T R
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teachor aring dnd self-ralipg measures will be discussed

below.
. “ b '

Teacher'Ratings Sy

- As reported in the . Results Settion scores on:all

but two of the- adeStment re]ated bBLL subsca]ee (Anxicty

I
’

and,Extraversipn) revealed significant differences betwecn
c1inical and control subjeetst "The mean scoreés for both
: cliniéalfgroups'on'theﬂﬁggression~and Total DiSability' :

subseeles wvere above theﬂ1evel_whieh-Miller‘(1977) suggested

.

. - . . A R . N N * .. L
was: inddlcative of possible maladjustment; As was the case

.with the PEI,"theee f)nd]ngs vn]ndate to somé - dogree the ,
. : R . : .
-method by which r1lnlca1 and nonc]1n1cal eubjecte were

Iy

selected and-differentiated in this Studyu' . '
.j__ In Lontrast to the PET, however, SBCL scdres did. not
dlscrimipate between the Lwo t11n1ca1 groups ~ While

'clinical“aggreSSive subjects reCeived-somewhétmere
maladjusted" mean ratlngs than Clin1c 1 nonag re851vee

\

,on mqst'SBCL subscales these dlfferenceSeWere not “, .._3

'étatistically siénificantﬂ- Moredver,~the.high Aggressibn
¥ N -,

and low Anxiety scores of not only the c11n3ca] aggressaves,_

K

but also tﬁe clinlcal nonaggrese¢ves,'were suggestive of
J . .

problematlc aggr9831on The' possqblllty of a negatlve

f"halo effect (buggested earller) and the relatlve .

insensitivity of the SBCL for other than global ratings



. . ) ". 3 PR .;\’ ‘ . -'
(Kendall et al-., 1981) must be taken into raccount in"

iihteiprecing chese'findings. Nevertheieee;.ﬁhese-results
N falsd‘call'inté dUescion'che success.of cﬁe sémpling
procedure in obtalning two c]lnlcal sampleq Jof boys who
d1ffered in their lcvel of . ploblematic aggreosion Ihis“

issue "will be,rons:dered further be]ow

Self-Ratings - S e

The utilitycoffselffrepdrt measures such as gheﬁaATS
er L .- depends lérgely upbn"the purpose’ for Qpich'the& are

intended. 'It. has been pointed out that such measures should
not be relied upon as measures of behavioral traits. such
. . v N - ) * ¢ - . C . . .

as éggreséion as-pheif Scores can. be influenced by what

Lhe chl[d vnews as thelr self 1ncr1m1nar1ng nature (Fron*

§ e . .
e

et alA 197]), and _the rela ted tendency to revpond qof‘

-

e - ) . din terms of oneself but invterms'of~whap is socially

St s .desirable (Ledihgham.pt al., 1982). It the present&research;
h R ' S o S N o
,statements .intended fo minimize or counteract 'such effects

. Sy S L o . : N S
"were included in the instructions to subjects (see Appendix

& - . N . o

N AR

.

co e e .Neverthéleés, a child’'s self—reporte“or,

self descrlptzons can in themselves be of interest to the‘
=clihician or‘researcher.‘ It has been‘shggested that because,
the 1nd1v1dual has access to the largest range of . his or

R 2?_ her own behavjo:s,_ elf ratlngs mav accurately convey Lhe

PN
<
v
N
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.'f..' .,. . ;' . ! i . " ) L ' \ . B . ., i N
 iH . '--«consistency of behavfir across: eituarlons (Ledlngham et
L o al. 1982) Furthermore selfrratings can be‘good B . .,
tndeatjons of childre\ s.eharacteriétic self—statementsd_
\ | ;
C ‘ f
and of mieperception oﬂ discrcpancies between the way
. . TN
,they see themselves and how they .are.- eeen by othoro (Bower,,

- . s

19815 Cart]edge & Ml]burn ;980; o' Leary,& Johmson, 1979).
e . Coe s . . ’ .. . : - ‘ -,
R - - " In the present study; the self-report CATS was seen as ). :

‘é‘means'to tap the preferences of subjects in the three”
groups for specifjc type of‘SOlutions in problem sitnationS"
v ) .
_In this research clancaL aggressxve subJecLo

¢

received hlgher CAP° Aggressiveness scores than controls
i“- } . ,.i. Thr \fpllcqteo a flndlng reported by Welters (l979) who ' j/

| ”Msed avself- rtpOrt nm‘kure sim11ar to the CAFS to- compdre "é
iaggreeSLVG and noneggresq1ve elementary school 1ge boys. . %

lhis fjndlng also Jendo further'support to the conc}usion‘

- LY
s from severa] OLer etudles repOrted earlier, that‘)

B 1rreupect1ve of quantitarxve d1fferences jn perfoxégnce B ,y__

on problem solVing meas Lres,‘the preference for behav1ora1

. ~
IR

solutiohs of an aggresslve nature may be an 1mportanr

“n

. fdistingui hlng feature of hlghly aggressrve boys

)
H

. Furthermore,'as Walters suggested .such”a behavnoral"

preference may be eepectally important w1th respect to

-the first behav1ora] oolution choqen by aggges31ve boys- §H{~Z¢'»'

jin problem situatlons “A” e oo ‘ ﬁ?ﬂ;}I;ﬁih-'fQ«

W

R

It 1s interesting %0 tonsider the signlficant ’ZI:;”-ji R

cor

i

kcorrelations of age w1th LATS Aggreesrveneee scores

v Lt " s v : B o .
et N . B . krs . . N B B . .
o . . - * - \ p N o .l‘ . A

. B I « . v N by . .




177 ot
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(positive) and Submissiveness scores (negative), in relation

to the possible opefation of afprosocial response bias.
It ie-improbable that these correlaﬁions'represent ' o
: develoomental changes 1n.behavior,sespecially‘in the case

R of‘agthSSEOn which is generaiiy regarded as decréasﬁné

o N with age (HarLup,~1974). bne‘mightfinstead speculate that

xneseefindings,reflect age—relatea changes in-children{s .

(at least boys') willingness to report their own ag ressive
. boys’ )i ‘ ‘ ' agg

‘ amnd submissive response tendencies. Under this -
interpretation} there.may be an increased-willingness in-
- E 7 . N - - .
' o . e . . o

.oldér“boys to report themselves a$ aggressive, as well.

5

. . Cy . k3 . o R .
’ . as'a reluctance to attribute submissive_behavior to

Athemselvesf~ It might also- be sugge ted .that such age~

v related changes may be more pronounced 1n the case of

A a -'chlldren w1th‘benaVlor*p;oblems, who_compiisedltwo thirds

of-the 36 subjécts upon,wﬁom the correlations vere basédlf‘

A relaLed pOSS]bl]!ty, espec1a11y 1n 1Jght of the 1mpulse
- ) . I "
o : ;contro1 prob]ems So often noted 1n aggreo ive bqu and

-‘others Wlth behavjoral problems, iS'xhat- uch chi]dren

_a1e 1e§s suqceptmble than others to -the 1cquisition of

s

a plosocia] rat1ng set ' With regard to the absence of j/

‘}'r.\ ’n'-a-s1gn1f;cant correlatlon betwpen age and CATS Aqqert1ve&&sq:

1] - B L ¢ -

scbres,'it;iq p0551b1e that there is a uniform biao coward/

] —

J,m:‘éeif~;épdfﬁed.assertideneSS ﬁegardleés of'ége, perhap% '&\*W/Jf o

P

. ‘.
N . o +

aléb'a'fesulﬁ of 1ts per eived socxal des jrabi]iry Vo
¢ R : N RS :

e ’ v s

Research 1nto the exjsten s and extent of response biages _
-‘ . S . , T . v ” » ) Y i -
e e Telared to social de31rability in’ the CAT° is needed to

.
S, ' . et A P boad
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\:

'x, The present resuits‘aléo,corrobbfate several findings

fully evéiuate'theSe'béssibilipies.;

. re ofted'éy Deluty; the origjnnlorLof the CATS‘ First,

‘Lgraupq ol élinigalwsubjects, ‘support Deluty's (l98la)

the obtained patLeln ‘of corre]ations among CATS subscale
. »
. scores, mosr notab]y the erong»nLgatlve re]atLonshlp of

AggreSSivenes wvith both AssertiveneSS'and SubmlSSlveness

A
'

LcorES;‘was éiml]ar 1n the present study ‘and the. or1g1nal

®

CATS research’ (Deluty, 1979) Secondy Lhe greater:

v

Asseitiveness scores of the controls, relative to both -

Conclusion that Asseftiveness scores afe associatéd with’

Es 0 K . .
* ]

:behavioralvadjusﬁmentif The significant Correlations

.

feporﬁed eér]ler’ of CATS ASSGTCLVEHCSS w1th PETL Aggress*on
;nd several SBCL écorés also supp01t this conclus ion.
Fiually,=the lack qf adjusgment—relatéd‘diffqienges.betweén
‘grdﬁps; atd of bérrgiafiéﬁs wifh»ogher ;ndiées”of

adjuspmeht, on the-Submis eiveness subscale was also

consistent wittheluty's_(lQBlaD ;esﬁlts. As suggested
ﬁbove: this findiﬁg migﬁﬁ“also‘bé‘rélated.to;thé'operation

.of a tesponse bias b sed on the percetved soc1a1

undesirah1lity of the Submissmvencss 1tems

]

As wés the'case.with.the SBCL, CAlS scoreb dwd not

differentiate berween the cllnlcal %gngqs1ve and c11n1c31

v et : N
N .

_-nonaggreséive groups Again »the 1wp?1cat10ns ofjthgs

'finding wlll be discussed below . L?ffﬁfi R

oy .

' ) ‘r'_ o ’ . RS

f S, W v - N ..




”Compérieon"of BehavioraivRating Measures® =

F - - - - N

Taken together, the data from the three-béhéviorai
‘rating measuresprovide a number of indicapions'oflpheir

-
.

sim}laritiesl d;gfenepces,'and relative‘merfts:
Furehepmofe¥ thetpresenthresulgs.are-ié#afka@ly eonslstenk-
wiqh‘those'bé'preﬁiéue'reéeqrch. ‘ |
As-ngtedeeariier ‘ehé eubstantlal‘agreemeﬁt betweenn
;A L peer”(fEII ;nd teacher (SBCL) ratingshofiaégreesioh eani
‘be7regardeh as eV1dence fop the Conqtruct Vﬂl%dlty of each
JSuee peer—teaeher'agreeﬁenc boLh 1n terms of,eggression. .
" .and along va11e\s oLher djmenSJOns (e g., pébuﬁa}iey,
'TEJECtlon) has- been‘reported by a number Qf'researﬁhers,'
(Eron et al., 1§7f§-Clenwick!le76;;LaGreca, 1381; Leﬁdau
et.al., 1984; Ollenlick, 1981} Pekarik et-al., 1976 Roff,
Sells, &xGoiden, lé?Q). While impressive,_heweVQr,:tﬁi;”
agleement has not becn total, dﬁd‘it £3nndt¥be COnCluded;

.that,phe two eoerées bfidata ere~interehangeagrqﬁ :Kﬁndall
eefe;; (l98;)-suggesced en the baeis of.paet'\qciemteeic
.reseefcﬁ.FLhdln s Lhat ap%eement ﬁeteeen éeer aﬁﬂ_teaéhef?
'5ssessmeﬁts in ininiﬁual ¢43és is affected cenqidefebly.
by the teacher‘svbiasee%'.ln gehefel,-fee,coegfeence\betﬁeen

peer and teacher ratlngs is greatest w1th res pect to

'Chlldren aL the extremes An nating scores. Slmilaflyq

‘

Ledingham et al. (1982) demonvtrated that the agreement

_between peer and teacher ratlngs 1s a funcrion of t%e type
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5

of béhaVior‘rdfed, and is gréaygst Qith-bebdviorsiéuoh ’
“as aggressﬁgnj thch aré public}ylpbservable and. have high
percépgual impagt (see aisq Bower, 1981):' thle the&
"suggésted'5n this basis that thé,@yge‘of Eehaﬁioral fatiﬁg
‘measure used (péer vs. teacher) ma&'Bé a relggivély
unimportant‘iSsue whénjassegsing actiﬁg¥oﬁt;5eﬂayioys,
'tﬂis-wqg éleariy not .the Cage‘iﬁ.the present ré§earch.
Oniy the péerfnominatiﬂn mea;ure‘wés succéésful in making
_tﬁé problematiqgily_fiue distinction Betweén two clinical '

“samples: of boys presumed to display different types of

e

behavioral broblbms. A'similaf finding was reported By N
' ! : g a

Ledingham-eF alﬁf(iQBZ); Peér"rapings_og the‘PEi; bu;l-'
-notliéaéhér faﬁingé-or sélf;ratings, were agléitp
disc%imﬁgat;-betwéennﬁééyessiﬁe ang aggréséiveiwithdrawp
children frcm_cradés-i,hag and 7. | |
Aé ndted‘in.the.Resuité égctiqn, the high cérre}htions_
beéwcen.suﬁscalé!écores on thé‘EﬁI and SBCL Total ﬁisabiiit§
‘scoréé suggéét thatféhé PEIﬂis.sensibiye Ep‘di%fé;endﬁsﬁi.
u':iﬁ genéral_behaviorai-adjésgmenti.l |
| Thus théfpresenn.fiﬁdingévsﬁggeéﬁ?ségéfél agvantéggs
ﬁ_:idf.peérugatihgé 6vér t;échgg-r%pings!as dis;rimiﬁafors |
:Rff - o fof béﬁa¢iofql adjustment’. Othér-féseg?tﬁé}éihaVé.%eéchedq
_theﬁéame coﬁc%usion.. iéndau‘et‘qi: (l9éh)'fgqnd that_é._;
gq%cher~r§hking‘protedhre Qas'less'comprehgﬂsivé:than ai‘

- .peer measure in explainitg social behavior variance’ in
R ' L asL behavior w : l

'kihdefgarten'boyé. .They*sdggestedrghaﬁ,'whiie teacheia>

‘
N h
” ;.4’”
4 Lo e .
. B
. - = .
- . R .
. .. ' ' .
t . . "
' A Y .
R L B (1 A B
aoMy R S
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ratings might offer advantages from ecopomical and ethical - N

points~of view, 1mpoftant~info:mation may he Llost 1f péer

perceptions are not évaluated. Similar conclusions with

. 7 _fespect to .elementary schodl children wereffehcbed by

)

| -

“0llendick (1953)u and.KQlf 61972).

The present study alsd'found-a_grgéter degree of

Ak

)correSboﬁdéhqe between Aggr ssion scores on the PEI and

Fa

i
5

“Baower

the SBCL, than between 'eithefr of these measures and the

(1981), Cowen, Pedefson, Babigdian, Izzo* and “Trost (19%5)r'

¢ . LR,

k]

N . Aggressiveness score -on .the self-report CATS. A number

of ather studies have ‘also found that various types of

self-ratings.did not  correlate as well as tgachgr_ratings.' b T

19827 Pekarik et al., 1976), and-attributed this

o~

-findings su5ert.Ehg view that the ppincipal value of

RIS . R s

- - e . ¢ i .0‘
.the observations of others.:

’ . ' ' .

“Limitations of the Present Research:

The principal limitation of the present research

concerns the intention to tbmpare éggreésive\boys not

to coptrols, but also to boys with behayior:problems.bf'

4 - _' R )

[ Y

with ‘peet ratings_(Ean et gl.,1971; Ledingham E%»alﬂ

self-repdrt ingtruments lies.not in their ‘equivalence,
;tgacﬁer— or peer-rating measures, but in their_poténtiat

for Contrasting thc‘selfnperceptions of indiyiduals'with.

fiﬁdjﬁg

B . to,a prosocial Tating bias in self-report measures. .Such

to'

+

“only



of the two groups.. Furthefmbre,-bothutﬁe ciinica] ' _ ;

Acharacterjstic of prob]ematical]y agg1e881ve chlldren

5b0yq in th1s group could not - be regarded as comparab1e

¢ e T

€

o5 v :
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'V~~ﬂ*npnaggresékve fhature. .Unfortunhtely,ﬂthe degree of

oveflap'in several characteristﬂcs of thb clinical
aggressive and clinical nonagyresojve groupq 1nterfered

with chis:objecrive. Although it had ‘been expected'that

“‘the- cljnjca] aggressive group woulé be. demdnstrably nore

‘aggressive and less well adjusLed than the clJnlcai

ndnaggressiVe'grqup, comparisans -of teacher and peer ratings

revealed ‘no grfatistically éignificant differences along

these‘dimeneioﬁsi Examination of the illustrative .
: o . o . i

dcsdriptions of subjects.fiom the two clinical groups (see

.

Method section) also 6uggests‘that~sihildrifies existed

_inlebme of the behavioral probleme exhibited by'members o

.,aggreSSinSaana the clinical nonaggressives obtalned a

3 N - .
N i

'combiﬁation of teaeher ~ra ting scores con51dered Lo be

&

Phu ir 1s»acknow1edged that Lhe group designatton.

' .o B

of clinical-nonaggre eive may be somewhaL m;s]ead:ng

Asg could probably be'expected in most sampleq of bOYb wLLh-

behavioral (as oppoced to: emotlonal or ’Jnterna1171ng

- .
v - * ’

problems), there was’ ev1dence of cons1derab]e aggressiveness

ot

Pt

An the clinical 'nonaggre851ve group : Simllarly,’the

in the degree or qu ality of their nonaggreseiveneq t@ P "
the controls whose scoreu on all measures of ngreSSLOH

were much Jower and generally within normal limits
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The findinp of common featurés berwcen the two cllnicnl

‘groups is explalnable 1arge1y by the samp]ing ploc‘dnre
'which.wns pmployedt -As mentioned earliep, it had jntvially

been nlaﬁned to select subjects,for the two clinical groups

I

e

on the joint basis of. ¢ lintcaj referlal and étores on the

PEI and SBbL.._HeﬁeVer, it-was soon apﬁnfent Lhdt th1

~- e

dpprodch, while desirable, was not practical. Specifjca11y,
- . L - X ' ) X
the wnexpectedly slow rate and liwmited number dftﬁubject
. . + . . - . . . '
referrals, especially for the élinicnl-honaggressives,

made the use of such stfinpent selection c1iter4a me09 1b]e L

While objective criteria for subject selection were used T
) ‘ . : . ' . T
‘as much as poésiblé‘(See.Mephbd section, and Appendixes

- ’ . A \ ) (3 )
.M and S), the somewhat subjective judgments of referring
clinicians, and +to a lesser degree parents, weére of
neceSsity a maiot'determinane of subject selection and

e

c]aq 1chat10n - This probably‘contributed to the lack

of distinction-betﬁeen the two clinical bubjecu gronps
_ﬁs‘étrayér”(IQBA) suggested, for eka mple referral judgmontu-

of aggression Can.be bq$ed éstmuch on_the.inténsity nd

e . .
chalacLer of aggre951ve behavlor\a on its Ereqnencyu_ »

CIf Lh1° occurred in the‘present study, somelboysvwﬁo,Wéiﬁ

only occas1onally,'buf dramarically;_aggreésive>may have

\N B .
'fbeen 1nclnded in- the cllnjcslly aggressive group .. along -
.WLth more chronical1y ag grés&ive children. ~Sim11ar1y,‘=

the qlgnificant aggressiveness of oLher children may havelf

£ s

.fbeen less neadily pbservablE or masked by other ploblems
' . . v T - R T

L e . ) ' o

o S ‘ ; Do i . x}
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. bl " . :
. nonaggressive subjects. -

'explofatory reclaésifjcatipnfof'subjecps.by PET and SBCL.

scores ‘suggested that the cl

LI~
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'

resulting in rheir referral and Classification as clinical

b, ) .
% A .. -

A
Id

.\3\ Although-theidesired degree of discrimination hetiefn “i_~
o e o , A e ; » . :
the clinical.groups 'was not apparent in thp.prescﬂt”samp]e,
there are indtcations that ;hé basis for adtic{ﬁatiﬁé these

-

~differencés‘was fundamentally sound. The higherx meéd scoreg -

"IQ; the:clinical agéreséives on several indices of

v

aggress on and maladjustment wére'remarkably conslstent’,

although not statistically significant. As well, the

£

inical aggressives were more

"clearly members of a problematically aggressive ﬁ&Qulatipn

than were the clinical nonaggressives. With regard to

. , \ ) .
the control subjects, there was stronger evidence from

. N . . -~ . - '
-all measures and from the exploratory réclassification

that these subjécts were representative of children without
1 . - ' ' . .

evident behavioral problems.

Thus the résearch strategy of 6btaining'gwo distinct
. - . N v . A

groups of behaviorally maiddjusted children fo? comparison

to controls and to each .other, while not completely’
successful in theApfesént.réséarch,"appearS'to héve some

value. Further efforts -at this typélof'fesearch.may be

‘more effeqtiﬁe if ad@itional measures.are taken to minlmize

overlap between the two clinipal‘gfoups, More stringent; .

multiple selection criteria are the'mqst=obv1§us-p;gcaugioﬁh

although such an'apprddchﬂteduifes'the avallability ‘of




185
a larée ﬁbof of'p;tegtial su#jegts." As was found iﬁ
copducp{ﬁg this research, the reliance on bugy prbfegsionais,
Both to keeﬁ in mind'thé ﬁnveﬁtigaﬁorfs réqﬁest=fdr subjects
apdALo actually consider and fefér sﬁbjegts from their. ‘
dqéeloads, presenté'ﬂr051eﬁé in this régard. ,On.the other
“hahd, the éihpléf and méré commonli adgpted altefnative'

of tsampling from normal school populations with soclometrics

ér behavioral checklists preséhts anoth dilemma, s}ﬂcé

it 1imi;svthe generalizations wlich can, bé made to cyiniéal
' ‘ lan; i985;$BQtlér, 1979;
ylscioné,'1981). ' ‘ L f‘ '

populations (see Asarnow & Ca

Some other meﬁhodological'issues'may be noted with
"respect to the present sLudy'and others similar- to it.

‘First, while correlational stﬁdies'shch as this may be

" useful in examining the association between ‘problem-solving
ability and behavioral adjustmént‘brob[ems, a different

research approach (e.g., experimental ot tréinjng studies)
.1ls'necessary - to determinefwhether.a céusal relationship -

~

exists. . .
Furthermore, it must be pointed dut that the "known

N

grbupé” approa;h_of this research and many of the other
correlational studies reviewed in this thesis presents .

interpretation problems. As Butler and Meichenbaum (1981)

~observed: . . . N R ‘ .
The "known groups' strategy makes the assumption that’
the critical factor on which the groups\dyffer~—and

"which accounts for differences-in'the. social problem-

@
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solving dependent variable--is the variable of
“theoretical interest, namely social adjustment.
However, problems of ihtferpretation are ‘presented-

by the:. fact that pajchopathological and normal
popylations <clearly differ on a-great maanvariables »

other than social adjustment . . . that pr also influence-
performance on measures of social prop}em*sp}ving
- cognition. (p. 212) L oo Lo .

e
v

drawn from 1aTge: fairly homcgeﬁeous populatiphs, but

@

‘They suggesteﬁ that chédcomparathé-studx of subject groups

differing in the level of adjuétment or psychopathology,

_might reduce some of thése\diffiéulties. Howevery they

s

also pointed out that even this approach offers,1ittle

in terms of understanding the individual differences {such

)

sas subtle differences in test responding) which may account

for some children's deficits in problem-solving.performance.

>

Conclusions

The research reported in this thesis did not provide
. ) . ‘ .'~. .‘ N
evidence to support the hypothesized relationships between

3 ' . . |
problem—so]ving‘abi}ity and clinically identified

aggreséiveness or otheyr behavior problems. These findings

are consistent with the results of much of the recent

research which was reviewed earlier. Efforts to repliqahe_

.'studieswindicativelof such a"relatidnéhip_havé not met

.with congistent success, and the results of even the most

comprehehsive training programs haQe‘been'dis;ppointing:

.
Y

VWhiIepthe-searcﬁ for_cognitivefbroblem~sélvﬁng

g

mediatorq of §ggres$ion has had limited success,!it.does -




187

“.not follow that the Importance of such fadtors can be ruled

. \ _ . ,
out- in the production and regulation of aggressijiigghhvidr.

7 N .

Despite the.increased research activity in the area'durihg.

the past séveral years, there has been‘re]étiyely ligtle s
. _ ) Ce : ) e -
.progress 1n terms of the variety and elaboration of the

resaarch appreoaches which have been taken. While: there

is an increasing recognition'that_social behavior, including

aggréssion, is thgﬁpggdugtfof a-complex intgrplay among
cognitive prot?éses and structures, the environment, and
overtubeha§ior (Meichenbaum et al., lQBl))much of the

L o : LU .
research to date has. reliled upon relatively simple models
y . o . .

‘and medsures of problem-solving abil}ty: While the use-

:of the PEPSI in.tﬁis study Gas_an effort to make some

.

'imprOQQmenthin Lhis-reéaid;-ig now seéms ﬁecessdfy tolwgvg
..1évéﬁ«far£her beyond éimple ;roélemfséfving measuées if
more 1s't0 be learhea:aBQUfithe rqie of @ognitivg prob%em'
sdlving in mediatiqgﬂbehaviorfaﬁd'adjustment. 1Somé'

T iy - ' :
promising developments with respect 'to more comprehensive

v

.,brobiem—solviﬁé measures';ere'reported in the'pneﬁibué

..;sggtion.';in-addition{lip woula_&ppéar phqt.effofgé.ahOQla
also Beum&delto cons;rqét méssurés“théh are more réﬁaisfic
apq ecolqgicaliy vafié than those wHi¢ﬁ‘fely on the cﬁildfs

response tohypothetical problem situations’.

“A number df‘positive findiﬂgq fegardiﬁg other aspects.
AN R - ' - . . . ‘ N

of problem solving have been reported with sufficient
frequency to suggest'potential fbr furtherf research. .

<

-]
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First, the abildty to delay impulsive respbnding long enough.

S

n

to engdge in adaptive problem solving has béen shown to
H . ’ L t__ R
be an important .factor in adjustment (e.g., Douglas, 19727

'Waltera, 1979). Fufther research~ingo‘phe de&ermfddﬁts
0 ) -' . ) .‘ - L' 'b .
and facilitators of Impulse conprﬁ& in social probiem.

’ v

situations would be useful. It has beed sdggestea that

the develdpmgnt of:a speci?iéally goclal-cognitilve meésuref
of impulse control wou Ld gfeatly benefit such research
(wﬂltérs & Peters,; undéted)._

~Second, it has béen suggested that the ability or

[

'inclinaﬁion.éo‘actually use one's existing problem-solving
K N . .

+

skiifélin social-ptobiea situathns (i,e.,vtherresence
or absénee of 'pféductian' deficitfs) may pe'aé‘ihportanp
a cogsideration as ;he existence "or codpréhension of "the
skilié thgmselves. While thiéiposs{biliéy has been
cohyincingiy proposed'ahd ha’s rgceived_some‘embi?jca]
suppbrt (COOngy & §elmaﬁ,'l978;.Flavel&; 1974; waltéfq,
1979, furthér résearch is needed to explore and validate -
’this'ppdpositién. |
Thiid,itherefié évidence'tﬁq{ a signif}pang

’Qistinguishigg feature'of-p:oblemh;ically aggressive "boys

v

ié_their fundamental preference.for=more,aggressivé

P

behavioral .solutions in peer pfoblem éituations.- The self- .-

S

L

report -findings of the'pfesent study provide furthgr;support
for,this,possibflity.' Such a difference in thavioraI‘

preference ‘may be -especially 4mportant .in view of .the
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Y g o B ‘ i

_limjted research findings with respect to cbgnitiﬁ@ pfoblemv:

so]ving and behavior In Lhe abqence of idenrifled aspectS‘
of proh1em solving ability which med%ate aggreSine
behavior! it might be useful to consider thesg behaviora};.,
preferences as a.''final common pathway" whiﬁh_is.o}‘ﬁajor

prdctical importance in-ﬂnderétanding and remediatiﬁg

.Maladaptive qggressiqh. An imporgént4area of enquiry in

this regard concerns the nature of attitudinal differences

v

which may exist between aggressives and others toward

specific types of behavior (Asafnow & qulén, 1985; . Deluty,

. 158"‘3—) :—-- - !' ‘ oo . .. < N . > *

: . s . P " . .
Further research would also be useful in the areas < _

of/metacogn{tive variables and their relation to aggréésion

L ¢ '>; f o L
and social competencé, ‘and the distinctionm between automatic

('scripted'). and deliberate réfiective ﬁroblem éolving

.in‘éocial situations. An 1mportant qunst:oh with reqpecr

to the latter area would be the CJrcumstances whtch lead-

the {nd[vidua] to p]ace what is-usually autqmatic social .

behavior under thg consc10us centrol of his or héf cognitive'

FYENC -

problem-solving.efforts (Meichenbaum ét al., 1981) .

It should also Be rgcogﬁized'that‘aégfession can be

“emotionélly as well ag cognitively médiated (Fraczek, . -
1979). Mhile such-affective processes are beyond the scope-

.of this thesis, they are an important consideratien in

undérsGHnding and modifying aggressiye beha&ior.

-

One of the‘secondary‘purpdses of tth study was' to

b,
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/ L - - . - . R R
0 ..« N

contribute to further evalpation-of-the PEPSY -as a méasufe’

of problémisolvihg;ability. Thé pildt study conducced

with the.PEPST repiicéted the findipgs—offits constructors

(Asher et al., 1972) with fespéﬁt tovité‘senéitithy to

‘increases in grade level and its reasonable freedom f{rom

socioeconomic bias. Qn the other hand, the'principa] stud&

.suggested possible .problems related ito the low difficulty

level‘of the Postsdiution (Solving %roglems TIT) iyemé.
'Considen&tion might be gﬁven to thé;modificaLién Qr'omjsqun
of.thisupb;tion of the fEPSI. The ffndihgs of th%s study-
_EIQBMEﬁéEEEE”EHEffEhévPEféI?hé§ be a measure wﬁose.use
is mﬁ%é approbfigte for éducaLionai rather than clintcal
apbljcétjons._ |
Severdl other.findings from this féséarch_éyé of

interest in ter&s of the'ésségsment aéd heaéufement bﬂ

» Evaluation Tnventory was found to be a more sensitive

aggfession.ahd other prbblem béhayiofs"' The Pupii

<

measure offaggréssion'than‘the other béhav{bralwxgting

oy

measures which were employed. The PEI Aggression subscale
i ‘ \ . on e

-

alone was able ) distinguish th clinical samples of bbyé

assumed to differ in-their,]eve] of aggressigp;"Thb PET

'alSo carriés the important adVantége of a‘capahility'to

estimate mQre-sbécifié and psyéhblogically significant

behavioral charécteristics,(Aggression,lwithdréwaj, and

Likedbility) than most other spciometric measures. However,

t . o

efforts to elicit such fine judgments from elementary school

a



;:/ , o : . : ' 9.

children are not without their own difficulties. Secondary
} . ! noaL €8 .

‘analysis of the carrelations amqné PEIfsubscaﬂe:scorés

!

S

quggeqred that the PEI i hot immuﬁe to '"halo effects"
resu]ting from the Lnflu@hce of the. perceived 11keah11ity
Qf 1ndividual peers,' Fhe possmbllitonf’such a blao in ]
PFI SCOT@b bhOUld be gqons 1dered wﬁen‘using this measure.
\‘

consideratjon mnght be éevcn to reductng the tlme requlred

Final]y, while the PET a pTominng Tes arch instrument:,
for administration ‘and 7Lorung, A reductlon in the number
of Aggress Jon items, as’was done ih this Iesearch through
the de1ivation of the Aggress:on Mod)fled scale, is one
possjbllity in this regard.

-

;A high level of agreement was found in this research.

shetween the ratings of teachers and peers. It is

sugges ted - however, that teacher-rating scales such as

.the SBCL.are best.,used as géneral screening measures, with

" careful attentdion to the possible‘influence of teacher

biases in each case. ) - Lo : '

Self- renort meas ures appcar to be useful primarily

a

was indicators of self—perceptions and behaviorallpreferences,

.and for comparisons of self- perceptions w1th tﬁe-judgmcnts

of pchers{ As noted ear]ier the present fJndlngs .using
the self ~report CATS are spe(ial]y Jnterest1ng,'as they
provjde furrher ev1dence of dlffercnces 1n baSLC bghav101a]
A

preferencg between aggreséive'andjnonaggressive boys .

However, the nature and extent of prosocial response biases’
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o
in self-report measures requires further investigation.

It is apparént from the fdfegolng"diécussidn that

the clinical potential o6f a problem-solving view of

aggression remains largely tnsubstantiated. A ¢lear

re]atﬁonship between problem-Solving ability and.aggression

has .not been established, and preventive and treatment

programs based on a problem-solving model have produced

1

disappéinting results:' However, we are still ‘left with

the question of how best to deal with children who are

brought to the attention of clinicians because of their

- aggressive behavior. Somé tentative.suggestions can be

made on the basis of the préseﬁt findings and the results

of other research reported hereg.

.

From the standpoint ‘of cognitive processes, there .

is some justificaﬁibn for suggesting, as did‘w€1ters and’

Peters- (undated), that an emphasis on the assessment and

treatment of 'comprehension" deficits (i.e., in measured
levels of specific pgoblem~solviﬁg abilities) may be
: : 1 ) T : ! o

soméwhat misdirected, unless clearly indicated in individual

 chses.  As sugéested earlier;, tHerelaﬁﬁeﬁjé-tb be cleaver

evidente for the imporiqnce of impulse control, and possibly

‘the prediéposition to'implemeng ékisting-problémféolving

skills, in the Teégulation of aggressive behavior.. If this
is’ the case, it would be useful for treatment efforts to.

emphasize the ihbroﬁement of the aggressive child’sA e

“abilitieg in dimpulse control (see, fdr_examble, Melchenbaum,

a1

X
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1977 and Douglas,-1972) and his or her "{nitial orientation’

to actively ahd'cbnsciously engage'in cogniﬁiyg problem
" solving (Cooney &sselméh,.1978).

'Of‘moré'direcp'poﬁbnéial relevance to clinical

interventions with aggressive children is the frequent

findiﬁg ‘that aggressive boys can be distingﬁished lafgely
on the basis df.their preference for aggressive behavioral

solutions in problem ' situations.. It might be helpful,

©

'.as'DeIuty (1983) suégested, for treatment efforts to focus

on .the overly positive attitudes which aggressive children

L~

may hold toward aégréséiVe response alternatives,fand on__
. S R - .
‘the cognitive-behavioral modification of these response

£endengy?§-' This suggbstioi'rqises an interesting Qarallei
_wlth‘the.tfeatmeﬁt of alcoholism, where much of the emphasis
is on critical behav%éral and pégni&ive "choice~points",
>such as the decision to take a first.drink'when unaet
Tsffess. .Sﬁeh togn;tive4béhafdorél ther%éeutic'éppfoéches
és‘the "Turtle" program'(86hneider-& Robin, 1975; ;ited
.in Ca}élédgg & Milbprn;.1980).or_spreés—innod@latioﬁ
trqiniﬁg (ﬁeiqhenbaum, 12%75 miéht also be ugeful in helping'
the‘child:estaﬁlish_behayibréljpreﬁisposi&ion& oéhér thaﬂ
Qggfegéion,,.it,aight_also He.brodﬁctibé.to ehploy'moye_
céﬁventional.béhavior therapy to imp%évé soc£a1>skillé
t0llendick .& Cerny, 1981);]to élicitl@nd.reinforcé prqségial

responses or lessen aggressive bhehaviotr through negative

e :‘ ~ , réinfOIQement, and to ensure that effectiﬁe Tesponses

.
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continue to be generated 1f an initdal attémpt to solve .

a:problem is unsuc¥essful (Parke & Slaby, 1983;'Patyﬁrson
et al., 1967; Richard & Dodge, 1982). . °~  ° :

" To conclude, the results of this study and much of

Lhé recéngzreéearch have given faLher'llttle indication .
of the rQ}e of probiem—solving abiitty, at‘leésL as 1g
ha% been defined adeMGasured: aéna mediator of aggressive
beﬁavipr. Ip appears tﬁat if furt%er problemﬂoélving
reseaféh in ghis.érea\ is to be. more informative, it mnﬁt
move fargher in ﬁhe direct%oh of- more cdmprehensjvg models
T and measuyes_of p%obiem—solving abili;y which more
ﬂccuratély represent the manner in which prohjems-are soj&ed
in real4iife, eSpecjélly'soéiall.éituationsf

Untii'moré is knowﬁ aﬁout.pheArole of problem-solving
.ability in -the productien and %egulation.of‘agéressive
beh;vior, there is little reason to;expect‘problem—soiuiné
training to be an.gépeCiéliy ef%ective Ereventiﬁe or

Ereatment médality.,'On t%e bésislof the tonclusionsuwhigh
+have been propbsed in tﬁi$ thesis, it méy 5@ thag
interventions’ which ta?gét évert béhavior, or cdgnptiveh;
procééées'ﬁﬁich 5ppear to be relatively cldéeiy relatga
to.ovgrpﬂbehavior fe.g:j iﬁpulsé conifpl, at;&t@dés ﬁowa%d
‘éb?cific typés of,behaQiof), may héve more.pogentjél for
Vdeéling‘with khe’jrbblem'of»malaAapEively_aégregsi&é

behavior in ghiidrén.
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FOOTNOTES

1 ; s Lo : ’
‘Sex differences in aggression, with aggressive
"behavior much more prevalent in males. than in females,

have -also been well dqéumehted (Fqshﬁéch, 1970, Hartup,

>

1974; Kirschenbaum &.Ordman, 19845 Lefkowitz et al., 1977;
Parke & Slaby,bl983;_Richard & Dodge, 19823 Semler, Iron,

Myerson, & Williams, 1967):

£

2Similar_findings had also been Tepofﬁed by Rubini

Dantels-Beirnegs, and Hayvren (1982). Among kindergarten:
. ' y : ) Y o S T ..
children (but \<<preschoolers), sociometric rejection
. 3 . € P . . . ‘. X . .. ¢ «
correlated negatively with the number of relevarnt strategies

5

‘given, énd'poéitivély.with the proportion of aggressive

problem solutlions given, on a modifiéd yersién,of the PIPS.

;A critical significan%e_leyel of .02 was adopted

for each cbmparisoh. This was detgrmined by dividing the

desired level of .05 for all fhreelcompapisoﬁs‘by the.

number of comparisons (P. W. D. Dodd, personal ¢ommunication,

?

November, 1983).

C o

4If thé.pairwise.gémpafisénvof To%ai and Preéoidflon
scbres are_made by‘performing:sgparate t tegts'bétweeﬁ.
schools agneaéh grgde level, @itb a Criticai §iénifi§ancer
level of_.OS,for eachicpmparison,”ﬁhg :ésqlts afg the's%mg
as'for the prdcedureroutlinea in fﬁgtnote 3, excéb; that

,'the difféfence.between the.Grade 72 Presolution means becomes

¢

}—\ . . . . -
g N . .
s
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-~ significant.  That is, phe,results\frbm these pairwise

-

.-comparisons.are then the same for both.Prasdlution. and

. n N : z
Total scores. ) . o /)/

.5 T

It ‘'was decided to embloy Grade 3 as the~Iowep limit

> for grade level rather than Grade 2 ds anticipated at the

time of the pilot study, to Hurther Timit developmental .

\\'variaﬁion and the associated difficulties in interpfeting

thé research data.

.ot

The exclusion ‘categories were determined partly

-

.- through, an informal review of all refefréls-and initial

- ¢

'wisité'to the-HaIifax Branch bf'ACGG during 1982.

7 . ' . T o .
- & partial exception was ohe boy who had been sclected
and tegsted as a control subject before it was learned that
S s T ' - . T . . »
“he/had been excused from theé class during the adminlstration

of the PEL. As it was nol practical .to select

. o
another
~

control subject from the same classroom, this subject's

scores were retained. Hi'¢ own, PEI booklet,, however, was
: . .

»
3

not scofed. Thére_i§ evidence that sociometric ratings

o

6f absent children tend to be lower than thb_ratings of

# -

'thoée who are present (Eron et al., 1971). "However, this
bay was present fogr at.least part bf-@hg RET administrat;on.

:AS’Wéll, the frequency with whicp-heiwas nominated'by his

classmates -across all items. did not -differ significéntly

from the clasdroom mean (z = -0.27, p = .39, suggestifng-
' . ) : - ) - . . . .
“that hisvabéénce.did'hot appreciably affect his "vigibllicy",
B : . L
2

e

THOR
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8Tﬁe reclaséification of-Subjects_byjPEI Aggressjoﬁ

scores resulted in a marginally nonsignificant B ratio
in theuénalyhis:df CATS ‘Aggressiveness and Assertiveness
scdres. The dame ‘analysis ‘Had been significant under the

‘original classification., The originally nonsignificant

. T . _ :
‘F from the analysis of, CATS Submissiveness scores became
significant vhen subjects wérenréqlassified by SBCI. ",

A

remained-nonsignificant.
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APPENDIX A

. Table A-1

Referral Sources of Potential Subjects
< .

i

Einal Sample . Extludedb

L cA owa co®c cA CNA CO® Toral
Referral defgg-_
County Sghools‘ 74 s 432 YA
ity Sehools . - 2"- 2 . - N 8
acge 3 b et 3 1 2 S
| b L
Tocaj L 12 12 12 9§ & o6 - . 55

Note. CA = Clinical Aggressive; CNA = Clinical

.. . ) i
.Nonaggressive; CO = Control.

a’ . L L
According, te referral source of corresponding clinical
subject, "Referred as progpective subjects but-not dincluded
in the final sample. ‘ ’
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APPENDIX -1

Reésons for Exclusion from Final Sample of Boys Referred

as Potential Subjects :
) A
« ’ﬂ‘.
N LA ,
CA cna - co
Reasons fqr FExclusion
) . , L. _
Problems judged primarily 1 2 - -
emotional -
Insufficient information ? - -
Not on current caseload 1 - -
Moved 1 -
. ' : . ‘
Over 13 years 1 - -
Problems judged primarily 1’ - - - ’
learning related .
PPVT-R Score < #5° 1 ] 2 ]
Not present for PEI - - 1
Further subjécts nop‘needed.' 1. -] T
"Partental consent “denied - - ]
"Past mental heaIth'%ontact - ~ 1
Physicalldisébflity - - 1
Note. All'entTies-are'frequéhcies of occurrence, according ¢

o the group for which potential subjects-@ere'considered,
“Does not inglude potential coptrol subjects. selected as

alternates but not required.
testing. ’

e
-

A . . . -

"Excluded after individual
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APPENDIX

* Purdue ElemenLary.Prleem—SélQing Inventory -

'Sample Ttems

»

Presolution Items

Ttem

cla
. thr
TOO

books are in a pile on the floor near the laughing boys.

Whi
you

14 (Subtask 37 Askfhg“questions about the problem)

Two boys -are. siLting on a bench in a corner of their

C-

ssroom,; A third boy is standing near the bench. ~ All
ee boys-.-are laughing. A .fourth boy is leaving the.
m. He is crying. The teacher looks angry. Four

ch quest:on would be the best one for you to ask if
wvanted to find out what the pxyblem.ls?

Were the 3 boys mean. to the small bby?

AL
B. Are the books interesting?
" C

Ttem
. pro

“is
Lo
" The
"is
“ad
in
at
thi
mos

Can they get a drink?
25 (Subtask 7: Identifying relevaﬁt aspects of the
blem situation) o : ) :
Two boy§:énd a barking dog are in a room. One -boy
carrying "a stack of books from one side of the room
put inlo a bookcase on the other side of the Joom.

re are threo shelves in the, bookcase, but no bne shelf
hlgh enough for all the books ‘Thé -bookcase is_ almost

high as the ceiling. There 1s a box on the fldor
the middle of the room. ' The second boy is.reading

a table in a corner close by. What.should the boyg(“
nk about before he gets to the bookcase? Pick the

t important from these three.

A. How many books are_ on the °HelVes7
B. Who put the bookcase’ where it is?
C. Where will he set the bOOkb ‘when he gets to the

bhelt)\ _ . T ' : o Q

N

amo

pile
wi's
way

Postsolution Items. = - Y

Ttém'34 (Subtask lZ}'SeLECtiﬂg:the‘most unusual solution

ng several possible solutions)

The chain on one 'sidé of a swing is.:broken into two

ces.  PFour children 'are looking at the damage. They

h to swing. What is the most unusual or different
for them to do this? : R :

1

.

7
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Al Tﬁey can. fix the . old swing by tying the two .pieces

of the chain together with a string, _ ’

B. They can fix the old swing by replacing the broken

chain with* a new one. '

- C. lhey can make a new swing by tying one chain to
a tjre . .

~

Item 44 (Subtask 9:'Seejng implications“of some action)

There is a c¢cabinet with three'shelveé.v There are
boxes and other things on, the bhelves More boxes are
to be put in the cabinet. There 1s’ very little .space
on either. the top oOr bottom . shelf. - Several heavy paint
cans are on the middle shelf. This shelf is sagging.
What might happen when more boxes are put into the middle
shelf of the cabinet? )

. A. ‘The. cabinet might fall over.

B. The shelf might brea iundbt the load.
C: The bhoxes might not é r.

Mote. "Verbal descriptions of items from Piscidne‘(lqél,
pp. 204-210). In thcypfescnt research, items were presented
using a slide- tape format. -The Purdue Elementary Problem-

Solving, .Inventory is available from the Gifted Educatiben
Resou1cc InOtltute Purdue Un;ver51;y, Waest Lafavette,
IN ﬁ7907 * - . .

\

"APPENDTX G, (continued)
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- APPENDIX D
Childien"s Attlon Tendency Sca]e -
. Test Items and Record Fdrm

1. You're playing a game with your friends. _You try your -
very best but you keep making mistakes. Your friends
start teasing you and calling you hames. ~‘What would
you do? L L : - :

.(Ag) a. Punch the kid whb's teasing me the most. or
(Su)y b. QuiL the game and come home. S
(As) ‘a. 'Iell them to stop because they wouldn" L like it
if T did it to them. or . ’
h. Punch the kid who's teasing me the most.
a. Quit- the game and.come home or .
b. Tell them to. stop because they womldn t like it .
it I did it to themnm. -

2. You!and a friend are playing in your;house. Your friend
makes a big mess, but your parents blame you and punish
2you. What would you do? ’

(As)"a. Ask my friend to help me clean up -the - ‘mess:. or
(Ag) b. Refuse to talk to or listen to my parents the nexL
day.
(Su), a. Llean up the mess. or . A
b. “Ask my friend to help me clean.up the mess.
a. Refuse to talk to or listen to my parents the next
. . day: O_l:_ . .. P . BN
~+.b.  Clean up -the mess. o
Aé,.You're"standing in line for a -drink of water. A kid
~your age and size walks over .and just shoves you out
of ]ine- What would you do? ' L

(Ag) a. PUoh the kid back out of llne "or~
(As)  b. Fell them, "You' ve no rlght to do that."
(Su) a. I d go to the end of the 11ne ey g

' b. Push the 'kid back’ ouf of llne

a. Tell them, "You've no right to do that." or
b. ‘I'd go to the end of the line.

théstion 3 has been omitped.from“the 30-item version
(Deluty, 1979). ' :
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APPENDIX D (continued)

You lend a friend your favorite book. A.few days later

5.
it is ‘returned, but some of the pages are torn and the
cover s dirty and bent out of shape. What. would you -do?.

'7 \ . v ’
(As) “a.. Ask my friend, "How did it happen?”
(Ag) b. Call the kid names.. -
(Su) a.. Ignorec it. or - . S
b. Ask my friend, "How did it happen?”
a, Cal]'the'kid names. oY
" b. ~Tgnore it. o .

6. Yéu’re coming out of school. ~A kid. who is smaller and
yolunger than you are throws a snopwball right at your
head. What would you do? ’ : :

(Ag) a. DBeat the kid up. or
(Su) b. .Jgnore it. )
(As) ‘a. Tell the kid that throwing at sgmeone‘sihcad is
‘very dangerous. oOF '
‘b. Beat the kid up. \\
a. \Iénofc it. or_ | T . .
b. Tell the kid that throwing at someone's head ids %
very dangerous.

7. You see some kfds'playihg a game. . You walk over and
ask if. you can join.  They tell you that you can't p]ay'
with them because you're not good enough. What would
yeu do? - ' : o '

'_-(Ag) "a. Ask them to give .me a chancly. or
- (Su) b. " Walk away, feeling hurt. '
(Ag) -a. “Tnterfere with their game so that they won't be

able to play. or

~b. .Ask them to give me a chance.
a. Walk away., feeling hurt. or . - -
. b. Interfere with their game so that they won't be.

able. to play.-
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- APPENDIXKD (continued)
8. You're watching a rpall} terrific show_bn television.
In the middle of the show, your parents tell you that
it's time for bed and turn off the T.V. What would

you do?
{ . \ _
(Ag) a. Scream at them, "I don't want to!" or
(Su) b. Start crying. )
(As) a. Promise to go to bed early tomorrow night if they'
" let me’ stay up -late tonlght or .
5. Scream at them, "I don't want to!"
) l{] N “ N .
-a. Start. crying. ox
b.". Prom1se to go. T bed early tomorlow night. if they
let me sLay up late ton1ghz .
9. You're having lunch,at the cafereria. Your friend has
a bilg bag of,delicious chocolates for dessert. You
ask if you can have just one, but your friend says;
"No." What would you do? R : ’
(As) a. Offer to trade something Qf mine [or the chocolate.
- -(LI—" - ’ . N
(Ag) Db. .Call.thh kid mean and selfish.
{(Su) a. Forxget about it and continue eétjng ﬁy Junch. _or
b.. Offer to trade something of ‘mine for the chocdlate.
‘a.. "Call the kid mean and selfish. of
. b. Forget’about it'ahd continue eating-myfiunch.

10. A kid in your clasq brags tha't they re much ‘smarter

than you. However, you know for sure that the kid is.
wrong  and that really you're-smarter. What would you
do? - . : . ‘ - ‘

(Ag) a.- Tell the kid.to shut up. or
(As) _b.“ %uggest that we ask each other questlons to find
’ --out who is smarter. o - L

'(Su) a. ‘Ignore the kid'and just walk'away. or
" b.~ Tell the‘kid to shut up. '

a.-‘Suggest that we abk each other questlons to f1nd
i out who is smarter ‘or
b.. Ignore the kid ‘and Just.walk away,
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" APPENDIX D (continucd)

I]b;lYou-and anqthef kid are playing a game;. The winner
of the game will win a really nice prize. You try very
hard, but lose by just one point. What would you do?

(Ag) a. Tell the Kid that they cheated. or

{(As) b. Practice, so T'11 win the next time.
" (Su) .a. Go.home and cry. or .
b. Tell the kid that they cheated.”
2. "Practice, so I'1l win the next time. or
b.. Go home and cry. -

aneé}johs 12 and-13 have been omitted f;om the 30-item
version (Deluty, 1979). :

//_,, B

@

o7
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, APPENDIX E

.'Pupil Evaluation Inventory - Test Items

. Mark the names of those boys who:
1. arc taller than most (filler item for illustration)
, 2.'hé1p others (Like) - S
*1°.3. can't.slt still (Agg) B
4. try to get other people into broub]c (Agb, Agg-Mod)
5. are too shy to make friends (With)
. 6. whose feelings are too easily hurt (Wlth)“\ ;
’ "7. act stuck-up and think fhey are betbier. than evérybody
~ else (Agg)’ ' . R . ' ’
8. play the clown and get’ others to laugh (Agg)
9. start a fight over nothing (Agg; Agg-Mod)
TO,*never seem to be having a good time (With)
11. are upset when ca]]ed upon to-answer quesrlons in.
‘ class (With) -
12. tell other .children what to do (Agg) .
" . 13. are usually chosen 'last to join in group activities
g! R , . (With)
) : 14. are liked by everyone (lee)
15. always mess around and get into. trouble (Ayg)
16. make fun of people (Agg; Agg Mod)
17. .have very few friends (With)
18, do strange things (Agg)
19. are your best friends (I1ke)
20. bother people when they are Lrylng Lo work (Agg,
e Age-Mod) .
21. get mad when Lhey don't get their own way. (Agp)
22. don't pay attentlon to the teacher {Aga)
‘ 23. are rude to the teacher (Agg; Agg-Mod)
}{ : ' "24. are unhappy or sad (With)
"+ 25 are-especially nice (Like) “
26. act likeé. a baby {Agg) 3 .
27. are nean .and cruel to other Children (Agg, Agg-Mod)
28. often don't want to play (W1th) - -
29. give dirty looks (Agg; Agg-Mod)
30. want to show off in"front of the class (Agg)
31, say they can beat ‘everybody up (Agg, Agg-Mad)
32. aren't noticed .much (With)
33. exaggerate and make up stories (Agg)
34, complain, nothing.makes thenm hafipy (Agg )
35. always seem to understand rhlngs (Like)

Note.  Abbreviations in parentheses following each item
refer to the subscale score to which the item applies.
Agg = Aggression; With = Withdrawal; Like = Likeability;
Agg-Mod = Aggression-Modified. . - C
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APPENDIX F -

School Behavior Checklist - S“bsCalﬁﬁ;éﬂghﬁﬁmElﬁ;l£EE§
Subscale n® ‘Sample Ttems
Low Neéd‘Achiévgment 28 40 . Séhool_pérfOKmaﬁqe is
. (LNA) T . far below capabilities
52. "Drags feet'" when
requested to do something
Aggression. (AGG) 36 5. Starts fighting over
.- L ’ _ nothing
672. 1s stubborn
Afxiety. (ANX) 18 '24.°1s atraid of making
, mistakes
75. Prefers to be alone
) and play alone
" Academic Disability 8 Y. Reading ébility at least
(AD) . o " one grade below age
exXpectation .
43. Seems dull; slow to.
: catch on .
- Hostile Isolation 7 32. Does not forget things
(H1) ‘ . which anger her/him
' 7). Never sticks up for
selfl when picked on by
.other children
’Extravefsion CEXT) 12 35. Likes an-audience all-
: . <o ~ the time- . o
80. Seems ds happy as magst

- children

a : ) . L '
“Number of items in subscale.

~
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APPENDTX 6.

Instructions to Subjects - Purdue Elementary

'Problem—Sélbidg Inventory . ' .

. We're going to -do something a little different now,
and I think.you'll find it fun. This isn't something you
have to do. i : ‘

I'm going to show you some pictures on this screen. .
Things will be happening in thé pictures, and the man on
the tape will ask questions about them. ’ ’

The questions aren't about schoo]work,‘but about

éveryday things. Some/questlon0 are for youngeér children
and will seem very easy; others are for older kids and

are kind bf'hayd. Nobody gets every guestion right.
‘ : ’ ) - . i ’ ' ' ~
For every question, there will be some boxes .in” the
answer book. {(Experimenter points out boxes to child.)
After you've'listencd:to the whole question, I want you
to mar§ gd X in the box ybu think .has the right answver
in ir. 70 - : .
I1'11 start the fape now." Watch the screen and'l;gtén
carefully to the man on the tape.  He'll tell you what ~

to do. \

1f you don't undelstand what to do or- Lhané ynn’r@
on the wrong page, tell me and I'1ll help ydu.

Any questions?

AFor group administration (pilot sLudy) "One of the boxes
has the r]ght answer in it, and that's the one you mark
S withoan X, )

bFor group adm]nlstratlon (pL]ot SLudy), the following
«Wwas inserted ' .
It's really important te do ydbur own work. That means,

not showing your answers or looking at other children's.
\ I'f you know the answer, don't say it out loud. Just

mark 1t -in your‘book.

For group administration (pllot study) ' "Raise your hand
“and we 11 help you." S . . .
dFor group. admlnistration (pilot study) “Remémbef to

do your own work, and don't -call out ‘the. answers.
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'APPENDIX H,

‘Tnétﬁuptions to Subjects —-Children‘s.Actjog'_

~ ]

Tendency Scale” : .

~, 5

) We're going to read some very short storigs togetherw,
and T want you to imagine  that you are in the stories. =
I'1) ask you some guestions to find out what you would

do if the things in the stories vere. happening to you.
It's very important to tell me what you really would.do,
not what you thiuk you should do. - Nobody else hut me will
know what you answeéred. T ) Lo ' '

Note. If the child does not choose one of the paired
respenses: ) . , : IR
- Repeat fttem as needed. . )
- Say "Go ahead and checose what you would do." ‘
~ Say "Remember these are all make-belijeve stories,
and nobody but.me will Know your answer. Please
/r.‘chdose what you would do." : .

o

“~
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Instructions to Subjects -~ Pupil_Evalﬁapidn'ln&gntory

&y

e We re gojng to, do somethlng a 11!Lle dlfferent today.
B = I would Iike gyou 'to help me find out what kinds of. things’
.o ;. ,boys do at different ages and in different grades. To-

" do .that, I am going.to -ask the whole ¢lass .to, play a game
_Qthg‘these special "books. ‘This isn't something you havew
‘to do. ’ o ) . _ .
’ . . ’ ° . ) ' . "’
(Experimenter’ handg out answer bookléts,'aqd asks
the children to place their names on their booklets.)

5 " - VWatch while I .show you .how these books work. ~See,

' “the name of cvery boy i# the class s at the top of ‘the
page. Along the side here are some'sentences tHét_willﬂ
fit 'some boys but won 't fit. others. .I'1l1l read them out
loud one by one while you follow a]on in your books.
After I've read each sentence, I want vyou to Yook ‘arouhd
the .class at all of the boys and puL a big X under the:

sname of every boy who fits what we've just read_ Ic' s
really impottant to do your own.work’. That means not "

calling your answers out loud, or showing them to other
ch1ldren, or copylng them ' : : -

Let's do the flrst one tqéether You can use the
o . "piece of green cardboard. to cover up the. questlons you
e ~ haven't donc yet so you don t. geL mlxed up .

(Experimenter dcmon%Llates use of booklet with Ttem
1 and'respond° to any questlons or dlffjcultles ) :

Now you're ready to do some yourself CIf you have'
i any quegtlon . raise your hand and we will help_you. ‘When
we 've fJnished I"1l.take the books with me. Nobody but
: . me will know what YOUT answeérs were. Plgaqe Temember to -
S " . do your own work and don't call»your answers out'loud.

R (Experlmenter admlnlsters test procedure. When -
AT “procedure is" completed, ‘have children turn thelr answel
‘ booklets, over before they are collectcd )

Ihank you for d01ng th]s w1th me. I.will be uepingvf
_ . one or two of ‘you on your own_ on another day to try some.

- other thiﬁgs Coe : . R

@
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Pupil~Eva1uétioniInyentory - S¢oring Procédure
. g - rad . N - T

wvforfAnéwér Booklets

-

each.classrToom: ' i

List all boys* from the class.who were nol present or .did
not- participate in the PET. FEnter the, name of each
remaining boy ln a sepalate column on oach page of the

'For,each answer booklet:

;bcoang Torm

Mark-out the. columns under the names of the. boys:
listed in 1. above. Scores will not be computed
for. these bovys. : .

Mark out the ‘column under the name of Lhe hoy whose

" booklet is being scored (s olfwratlngs are not counted).

For each subscale, record the number of nominations

(Xs) Teceived by each boy on-the' items which apply to
that subscale. -(The Scoring Form separatcs items by’
subscale.) Enter these as- tallLes under. each boy's

name--on thé Scoring Form. Thic‘can be done by tape-
recording *the conterits of ‘each row and entering the -
tallies for all booklets when the recording 1s played
back (one scorer), or-reading -row contents. to.a second.

.'scorer who enters the tallies on the Scoring Foim,

After- all answer booklets have been enteredn.

a.

For each subscale; total the number. of {allies in .
“each column. and enter the total in Lhe row, marked
“"Total Received' on the Scorwng Porm ' :

_.lo computc'thc qubec le sc01e Ior each boy, divide the
- Total Receivéd. by the product of (the number of raters

~ 1) and (the number of itéems -on. ‘the subscale). This

-yields the proportion of .possible” nominations
.receﬁved ‘ewcludlng self- rarlngo.'  ' -

" Convert sub ca]e scores to' z scores, based on thé
~clas qqoom mean and standard dev1aL10n

*Tf scores are being:computed for boys only. **The Scoring
"Form was arrangeéd -as an item -by~peer matrix similar to

‘the PEI answer booklet ltems were grouped on separate
pages by subscale. .’ Spaces and prompts for scoring
ca‘cu]atlons were Jncorporated
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APPPND[\ K

Memorandum to Subject Re(erra] %ou1ce°'

TO ; “Professional Staff’ Special - 501¥1ces DepaltmenL

a11fax Dletrlct School BOa1d

A

FROM: David Cox .
RF, : - Subjects for  Children's .Problem Solving Study (1983-
11984 Qchool Ycar) . . - :
DATE: September 13, 1983
I am'erLIng (e} request your assistance in locating
subjects for a study of cognitive problem solving abxlnty
in elementary school children. Specifically, 1 am
interested in .two groups of boyg. The first would be

‘comprised of those who are referred and seen, because. of.

repeated. prob]emat1c aggressive behavior. The second grnup
vould include hoys. seen for bchavioral problems of a

nonaggressave nature :

This Qtudy is. being conducted d(rlng the 1983 school
yeay' as.my Mastlers Lcsea1ch in the Applled quchology '
program at Saint Mary's Umiversity/. Its purpose ds to
test .the proposition that prob]emamlca]ly AQLETCSS ive -
children differ from children with ‘no behavior problems,

‘as wqll -as from those with nonaggressive behavior problems,

in the type and effectivenéss of the cognitive prablem

solving skills and strategies they employ .

The assistdnce 1 am requestihg from .you would involve
the identification and referral of boys meeting the criteria

‘fér inclusion in the tudy'(qbe‘below) and the procurement

of preliminary verbal:- consent from parents, pringipals,

and teachers for their participation. You would also be

asked to provide some bhasic information concerning the

child ¥n a brief questidonnaire. I would assume all further
responsibility for. dbtaining written consents, and arranging
and carrying out the testing. Of course, any contjﬁuing“

"support and advice you arec able to offer in ca rryLn& out
the research would be most apprec1ated.

Once the nécessary wrlttcn consents have been obLaand

‘a peer nomination sociometrlc measure WOuld be administered

to  the. entire classroom of the referred child, who would

not be: singled out in any way. This procedure involves

asking“that each child cohsider‘SOme descriptions of
behavior, and choose confidentially which of hj /her male
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APPENDIX K (coannued)_

classmates each description fits Lhe most closely. The
referred child would then be tested using three measuies:
the. Peabody Picturé Vocabulary Test - .Revised, the Purdue’
.Elementary PBroblem Solving Tnventory, and the Children's
Action Tendency Scale. For half the children referred,

two other boys in the class who do not demonstrate
persistent behavioral, emotional, learning or peer problems
would be selected .and tested as part of the "control" group.

of the study. The teacher- wopld be asked'Lo~comp]ete a
standardlzcd behavior check list on all boys tested
JndeJdually Thovgh TefPlldl of subjects - can begin in

September, 1983, no testing will take place before November.
I am interested in boys who meet Lhe [oliowing-criter1a:
(See Method sectioh of this thesjs Tof critert a)

These criteria are reproduced on a sepaxﬁte shent
aLtached Lo retain as a quick reféerence.
.1l hope to receive referrals for subjects as early
in’ the school yéar as possible, until g amp]e of 12 boy

has been tested for each of the: three groups.

. . .
T thank you in advance for your -assistance with-{his
project .’ K o ' . .

v

Sincerely yours,

e

i

David Cox, M,S.w.

Note. Wording varied according to referring organization
(See notes a and b below) to reflect slight differences
in referral and research procedures.

Yor Halifax County and Bedford Distri&p Schod} Board
bor Halifax and Sackville Branches, Atlanlic Child
Guidance Centre : - : -

n



229

APPENDIX I.

Memorandum to Principal ‘and Teacher

Qu_ _. CHILDREN'S PROBLEH-SOLVING.STUDY
TG APriocipa]’and feathéf‘ - |
FROM: Daoid Cox |
RE: -Reoearch.frocedur.

As a member, of the Spec1a1 Services Department or
mysel[ has already mentioned to you, a pupil in your school
has been selected to participate in a research study
concerning the problem solving ability of elementary school
"boys. I am writing to outline the nature  of this-study
- and to request your assistance in carrying it out. . The
study*ils part of my Masters ‘Thesis research in Psychology
at Saint Mary"s University. '

Before beglnning the study, I would need a list of
all children in the classroom of the selected child,
including birthdaces. -This may already have been obtained
- from you. : ’ |

The,researoh procedure would first involwve the
administration-of a peer-rating -socciometric measure (o0
the entire classroom of the child. chosen for the study,
taking care not to single him out in. any way. Parental :
consent forms for participation .in this procedure would . o
be sent home with each child. When these have been returned
to the School, a mutually agreeablée date and time. will
be arranged to administer the procedure. My .preference
would be the first or earliest bossible pexriod in the
morning. 1 would centact, the  School or parent on the
morning of the testing to ver1fy that the selected child
is present. Administration would,probably takg oné”houf
-or less, and the teacher's presence and assistance would .
-be appreciated. "The procedure involves asking that- each
child consider some descriptions of behavior, and to choosc
confidentially which of his/her ma le classmates each ’
description fits the most closely

) In some 1nstances on the basws of - the sociomeftric
procedure and in consultation with the classroom teacher,
T .will next select two hoys from the class who are close’
in age to.the selected child, and who do not abpeaf~to
have learning, behavioral, or emotional praoblems. I will
obtain parental consent bylmail'and/oy telephone caontact
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APPENDIX L (cont inued)

for the fugther participation of these children. One or
“both of-thése children, as well as the originally selected
“child, will be seen individually at school -and administered
three ‘tests: - a vocabulary test, a problem solving inventory
which follows a slide-tape format, and a test in which ’
‘the child indicates his most. likely response in a pecr
problem situation. "JTotal testing timé for each child would
be approximately 60 minutés. The teacher will be asked.

to complete.a standardizéd behavior check lis{ on the .
children. tested individually-~ - . .. =

I have summarized for easier reference the aspects

of this research for which I am reguesting your assistance:

1. Providing a class list, including birthdates, for
the classroom of the selected child." ~ : .

2. Sending parental consent forms homec with the child
for the classroom sociometric measure, and adviging
me when all consent forms have been returned to
the School. - N

3. Making available a time for the classroom .
gociometric procedure and, if{ possible, the presence
of the teacher during its administratioh.

. "4, The teacher.'s assistance in choosing boys f{rom
' the class to match the selected child, .and in
completing behavioral check lists on-all children
tested individually. U .-

_vS. Providing a time and space for ﬁndividnal testing
/ on- one later date.

This study-is being carefully planned to minimize
‘disruption of School routine. When the study is completed,
I will provide a summary of the.results, which it is .
anticipated will have educational implications 6f interest

ta you. . . : . . _ .
. Your questions and comments-are encouraged. I can
be gontacted at 422-1611. " Thank you in advance for your

helj.. ..
. Sincerely yours,

: B . David Cox, M.S.W.'



Have you spoken to the parent about .this child's -- .|Ye§ -

. Ha\}e you spoken

. . o o T [pon 't
+ 2. Other B Problens .8 . i - . lII III >
er Behavioral .Problems (e.g., distup p No Know
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APPENDIX M

Referral and Information Form

Ly

CHILDREN'S PROBLEM SOLVING. $TUDY
Referral and ]'_nfqr'm'at'ion' Form
CONFIDENTIAL

Your Name: .
Office Location:

. N
Phome:
GENERAJL, INFORMATION .
Child's Name: L : School:”
Parent or Guardian: ' : _ Location of -
Address: . ‘ Scpaol:
: Grade:

’ . _ Regular’ Class |No|
Date of Birth: . . - .. (If Special Class, cancel

L . - referral) -
Race: CaucasianD Other D T o o

o«

(If other, can_cel reférral) .

participation?

Has the pd ndicated willingness for t{"bée o '._’Noy llfnsure
child to pangicipate? (If Yes, a consent B .
form will be)sent to the parent)

the school principal- a_Bout . INo

this child's participation? .

principal willing to permit . lNo Unsur%

CHILD'S PROBLEM

1. Agg‘re's_sio‘n - Repeated, ,Pr.o'blemelttic,' S Ye No
" Interpersonal ’ ‘ s :

S~

tiveness, noncompliance, stealing)

San,
Sy
kel

« Specify:

s

av



3. ‘ Probl'em of an Emotional more than a . zinw;t
' Behavioral Mature (e.g. fears, anxiety, R OV |
depression, etc.) . ’
SpCC|fy ' - .
' : , Pon 't
4. Slgnlflcant Learning Ploblems Yeq -} N
Know .
opClev . .
< ; Don't
*5. Behavicral Problems Primarily Related to ‘Ye% . 1
L . N .. |Know
- TLearning Problems ; E
Specify: - s . .
T
6. limited Intellectual Amluy ved port L
. Know
. T,
7. Neuro]ogma] or physncal Impairment: Yes K]n t
Specify: B _ ’ —
. N 4N Don't |-
8. Severe -Enotional Distu1bﬂnce Yes No ¥ .
. now
Specify: .
R N !
9. Parents or School out of Control of Child's an. t
N : Know
Behavior in Many ox Most Areas’ . T —
Specifly: ) i .
Don't
10. Child referred because of Fnuresis . e 0
. N Know
(BedWettJng) )
S - s — : Don't
11.° Child referrui becausé of Encopresis Ky
AN . . now |
(Soiling) i - /
INTERVENTION
Has thé child had contact with: )
© Atlantic Child Guidance Centre Don "¢
) . ’ . ; ! : » .&9&'_
EWKIHOQbital_ — . :
- Psychiatry !HE {};J Don’t|
‘— sychiatty L Know
o =] [pon't
' - Psychology Yed . Kaow
—:N i ] ' . oo 'III! Don’t
. euro.ogy Know
' ‘[Don't
‘Other ‘Mental Health or, Couneel]nng Servace Ye N Know

Spec1fy
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APPENDIX M (continued)

Comments éhd Additiéna1;1nformation

~
L

B

Please feel free to contact me (office: 422-1611) if you have any
questions or comments. Thank you for your help. :

~

David Cox, M.S.W.*

fa—
~ "

o SN Lo Lo
PLEASE RETURN COMPLETED FORM AS SOON AS POSSIBLE

E

aAn affirmative responsg to this iteéem was originally
intended to bBe an indication for exclusion-of the potential
' subject from the final sample. However, this item was
.removed from consideration shortly afrer beginning the
study because it could not ‘be. adequately ¢larified ot
.defined. - o ' ' e

'bIzaak:WaIton Kiilam Hospital For Children, Halifax, N.S.
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APPENDIX N

"instygggionﬁ to Raters - Pupil Bvaluation .

.

' ' Inventory - Aggression-Modified Scale

\
- . N

June;, ;1984

"Dear Stall Mémber:

I am writing to request:)your assistance in making
some modificationg to the Pupil Evaluation Inventory-(PET),
a peer-nomination sociometric measure T -have been using
in my M.Sc. research this year < ' ’

For dach item on the -PEI, childrén are asked to .
‘consider a behavioral description’and indicate those baoys
in their class whom the description fits. The measure
yields-h number of subscale scores for each baoy in the
‘class. ) ‘ ’ S

The items- listed below form the Aggression subscale.
‘Howver, using all of these items results in an Aggression
score which reflects a fairly broad definition of aggression.
‘T wish to devise a modified Aggression score containing.
only those items which correspond to the following
definftion of aggressive behaviors: ‘
Aggressive behaviors are defined as intentional .
physical and verbal responses that are directed
toward an object or anothdr person and that have
the capacity to damagerT=injure.

}Please conslder Lhe followlng items and place a. check
mark beside the numbers of those which you consider to
be consistent with the above deflnlhlon.

3. can't sit still

N t%y Lo get other ﬁeople into troUble

7. act’ stuck- up and think they are better than
Hevpryono else» . . - s

8. ‘play the'clown @ﬁd g%t others to-laugh N

9. start a fight over nothing -
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\ Co o | ‘APPENDIX N (continued) -
12 ﬁe@ll, othervchildré,r@ what to do | '
" 15. always mess around and get jnto,brouﬂleA
16. make fug of_pcople; “
]é_ do sffdnge Lhrngs_-
20. Dbother pecople wheﬂ théy'@re trying to Jofk
21, get mad when they dén't get,théir way
22 QOn't pay ﬁttention'to‘the fea&her‘ .
23. arée rude to‘phe.teacﬁer |
26 act like a baby.
27. are mean apa cruél to othéf childreﬁ
29 give dirty looks |
36._ yénL'ﬁO'shqw off in front_o[“ﬁhe-class
31. say ﬁ%eyicén heat éyerybo@yfﬁﬁ
‘i' 33: exaggér%te and make up.épo%iéé
‘3ﬁ; éo&plain;.nothng"ﬁakes them.happj
TI hope‘iou Qilljgive.this task &our earliest ppﬁsibie

consideration. = Thank you in advance fdr your help.,

Sincerely,

David Cox
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APPENDIX O

Parent Consent Form - Pilot Study ' o
. ‘ o

B

Dear Parent or Guardian:

~In the near future, I shall be conducting a shovrt study
in ygur child's classroom. The purpoge of the study 1Is
“to discover how children understand and solve problenms
they are likely to.encounter in real life. o '

.

Childfen will be asked to answver qUesEjons about

cartoon drawings of everyday problem situations. The
cartoons are not upsetting, and no personal or family
information.is obtained. Your child’'s answers will naet

be- released to-anyone, and will be used only to obtain
class averages. :

1 am conducting this stﬁdy under the direction of
the Psychology Department,of Saint Mary's Unilversity.
The School Board and Principal have approved the study.

I hope you will consent to your child's taking part
-in this study. You have the right to refuse consent or
request further information, If you have any questjons,
.please feel free .to contact me at my office (422-1611).

Please have your child return this form to his/her
“teacher as soon as possible. Thank you for considering
this request. o : . :

Sincerely vours,

‘Name of Child:

T DO give permission_fofbmy child's participation:

‘T DO NGT‘givéibermission.fof my child's participation:

Signaturguofuparent or guardian:

‘
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| ARPENDIX P

Parent’ Consent Form - Pupil Evaluation Inventory -

°

CHILDREN'S PROBLEM SOLVING STUDY

Parent Consent Form

(RN

Dear Parent or Guardian:

In the near future, I shall be conducting a short
study -in your child's c1d531oom The purpose of this study
1s to discover how children observe .each other's behavior.
It is part of a study. of child's problem solving which
I am conducting in the Psychology Department of Salnt Maly s
University. The School Board and Principal have als
approved this study. .

If your child participates in thé study, he/she will.
be asked to consider some descriptions of ch1ldren
behaviors and to confidentially choose which of his
clsssmates Lhey fit theé most closely.

T hope you_will consent to your.child's taking pdrt
in.this study with his/her classmates. Your child will,
be unable to particﬂpalé if-you do not give your consent.
If you -have any questions, please feel free to contact
me (422-1611). I.will provide a summary of .the results
of the study when it is completed; B

Please have your child return the lower part of this
frorm to his/her teacher as soon as possible. Thank you
for considering this request. o

Sifncerely yours,

]

b Pavid COY M.S.
(Detach and Return to School with your Chlld)

_.._._._._.._.__.._.__..__...4__-.._«»_.__.______..‘ﬂ...._._.,..._.__.‘._--_._.»._._,.._..A._.m_.__..,~_..:____

~Name of Child: . ) ) e o »F
I DO give permission for my child's participation:

1 QQINOT give permission for my child's participation:

Signa;ure"of parent or guardian:




a
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Pareiit Cdnsent Form - L11n3ca1 Ag&_gsslve and

Llinlcal Nonaggre sive Subjects.

CHTLDREN'S PROBEEﬁM§pLVING STUDY -
Parent Consent:Form
Détar Parent. or-Guardian:

«

Recently, . (Name) . of I (Referral Source)

contacted you concerning your child's participation in
a brief. research study at school. | T.am writing to ask

for .your writfen permission for yeur child to 1ake part.

- The purposé-of _the study.is -tg learn how some children
" solve ;fa}ff?fe—prOGI‘ms.* I am conducting the study in-
-the Psychology Depargﬁ

The School Board and Principal have also approved the study.

ent of Saint Mary's University.

I{ your child participates, he will first be .asked
(along with-the rest of ‘the cla §5) to concidcr some _
descriptions of child's Behaviors and to -confidentially
choose which ¢of his classmates they fit-"the most closely.
Your child will not be singled out in-any way. T will
contact you.or .the school on the day of the study to make
sure he is present. Your child's teacher-will be asked
to conplete’a confidential check list of his, behavior.

TName) Cwill be given a qucotionnajle
concerning hls/her work with your child.. Jf will not ask
questions about confidential family matters. ) )

I will then see your child and one or more of his’

schoolmates one, at a time; and give up to three tests.

Ehe first is a short v§cabu1ary test. In the secgnd he 7
nswers ‘questions about cartoon slides of cveryday
31tuat10ns In“the third, your child.chooses -how he yould-
Teact in social problem situations. The testing takes

approximately, 90 minutes. All information will be kept
completely -confidential . . ‘ .

I hope you will consent to your child's taking
part in this study. He'will be unable to participate if
you do not give your consent,. If you have any questions
please feel free to contact me (C422-1611). T will provide

-'a summary of the Tesult of the study when it ig completed.

P
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'Please return the lower” part of - this form.in the
enclosed ‘envelope .as soon au,poss*ble. "If you are giving
your consent, please romp]ete ‘the attached questionnaire
and return- it at the same time Thank you for'considering

,-Lhis Tequest . R ' M .

Sincerely.,

ST ... David Cox, M.OS WL .
- . . 3 . »
Please note: Your child will soon be bringing anether

~consent form home for the part of the.researth which is -
done with his whole class. The only reason for sending
a second form home with him is’ so that he is treated the
same_ as the otherlchllchu in his class, who will he
P bringing home the same form. Though you have already. glven
s - all the consent necessary by signing the attached form,
o T would suggestlslgnlnguthe second form and returning it
to.school so he is not .singled ogt_in éqy way . )

(Detachvang_ReLurn in the’ Stamrnd Envelope Prov1ded)

Name of Chi]d}' o o A " L/

I DD g}ve permiqs1on fbr my"child’s participation:

"\‘I DO NOI nge permlssxon for my ch1]d’° pafticipatidn:ﬂ_v

“Slgnature ET parent cr. guardian:




 th3s requeqt_

'Na&e Qf ch%ld“‘~ '

;T DO NOl glve perijSJOU for my chj]d s partwcipatjon

:-Slgnature of paxent or guardian

2230

APPENDIX "R

".Parent Gonsent Form - Control Subjects

CHILDREN'S PROBLEM SOLVING STUDY

Parent Consent Form : "
s ' . , o
Dear PdTGnL or (uardian: T . A . .

As you will recafl you recently allowed your c¢hild’
to patLicipate with his classmates in a short'ptudy - I
am mow inviting a feg\boys from the clas “including your
child, to part1c1pat6\in the final part of the. study .
Its purpose is to learn more about how chi]dren solve real
11fe problems ) . . : ~

Your child was selected hecaus e he is cLose in age. -
to another - chlld already involved. If he participates,
his teacher will be askéed to complete a confidential check

" list of his bchavuor T.will then see him individually
-and gave up. to three tests The first 1s a short vocabulary

test. In the .second, he answc's questions about cartdon -
s1idés of everyday. SJtuatléns.r-In the .third, your child
chooses how he would react in social problem situations.
The testing takes approxlmately 90 minutes. All ‘information

.will be kept rompletely contidential.

. I hope you, w1ll ‘congent to your child's tak1ng part
in. this study. He will be unable to participate if you’

- do not ‘give your consent. If you have any "questions, please |

feel free -to contact Mé‘(422~1611).° I will provide a ‘summary
of Ehe results Of the Study‘when it'is cowpleted. .

Please return the lowver - pd]trof this . form in the’ _
enc]oSed envelopeﬂas sQon- as p0531b]e 1f you are giving
your consent, please romp]ete the atrached questionhaire
and return 1t at’ the same time. Ihank you for eonoidcﬁing

S1ncere1y yours,
e o _/. -
: A ' Dav1d Cox, M.S.W. :
(Defach and Return in the Stamped Envelopé Provdded)

———— e ‘_M____.__......__..‘.,.‘________,__._._....___._....__.____.__\._.u...._.—_..._..___..

I DO glve perml saon for my ch1]d S partxcipatjon
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CHILDREN'S PROBLEM SOLVING STUDY

Parent Questionnaire

_ CONFIDENTTIAL _
Name of Child: - - . lome . Telephone:
Date of Birth:
Addfess: L L ,
"Father's. Occupation: = ’ . (If temporarily
. : .- ) .unemployed, give
Mother's Occupation: ) .. usual occu'pa“tion)._ ‘!

Ma's your child. ever obtained help for a behavior, emotional,
or learning problem from: T

- ) . LN c‘-} - .
E % - The’ cl1oo}JSy:3,tem (e.g. School - - Yes '
Y : "Psychologli Social Worker, Guidance
: Counsellol,xResource Teacher, etc.)? 3
S - A Children'é'Hospjté] or other e Yés lN01

Medical Service (e.g. Neurologist,
Psychiatrist, Psychologist, Pediatrician,
Social Worker, etc.)? -

e _ =~ The Atlantic Chi]_"d Guidance Centre ves
- 'Other Counselling or Mgntal Hea]th Yes
Servicé not covered above
(Specify: . -~ -, )

»

If you answered Yeol to'any -of the above, what was the’
type of problem, the-age of your child at the time;
and the type of help received?. (This infgrmation.
wouwld be helpful for this research, but you are free
not to_.answer if you prefer). : L

THANK:YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION. R

-Please return this ques tionnawne 1n ‘the stamped cnvclopc
- prov1ded‘ ]

o : ='Eabid Cox, M.S.W.
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Table T=1

Mean Test Scores and Subject Charactéristics - Subjects

Reilassified by Pupil Evaluation Inventory (PEI) and School

Behavior Checklist (SBCL) Aggression Scores .
Réclassified by PET - Reclassified by SBCL -
CA CNA coO .. CA- CNA co

PEPST Tot .35.9 37.4 37.1 36.0 7369 37.5
PEPSI Pre 17.3  17.8 . 17.9  17.% 17:8 % 18.1
PEPST Post 18.6  .19.7 9.2  18.8 1902 194
JCATS Agg 7.3 7 5.9 . .3.2 8.6 4o 3.0
CATgAss 145 1519 17,00 L la4 5.6 174
CATS Sub 8.2 8.7 9.8 7.0 - 9.6 9.6

Age . . 126.2 1293 127.5. 132.9 iy 12803
T LA

PPUT-R ¢ 101.2 102.3 108:3, 103.3 . 102.0 -106.5
SES  43.2  46.8.  50.9 - 46,1 " 47.0  47.8

Note. CA # Clinical Aggressive; CNA = Clinical
Nonaggressive; CO = Countrol. PEPSI Tot\ Pre, and Posrt-
= Purdue Elementary Problem-Solving Invdntory: Tetal,
Presolution, and .Postsolutiony scores, relspectively. . CATS.
"Agg, Ass, and Sub = Children+s Action Te¢ndency Scale:
Aggressiveness, Assertiveness, and Subafissiveness scores,:
respectively. Age in months PPVT~R = Peabody Picture
" Vocabulary Teét—Revise@._ SE]/= Sociaaconomic status. .

n o= 12.
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Table U-1

Sdmﬁérjmqf'Analysis of Varianke:Under Alternate'Methods J

of Subject .Classification -

‘

Cla&sification method

.Original " PRI SBCL

.. (Referral) . Score’s ) Qcores

PEPST Total s voon e
PEPST ,Presolution. T8 : 1.55 76
PEPSI Po§£so1Qtiog - - .08 O B O 4
CATS Aggréssiyeness . 6.85#* | 3.24 6.93%*
CATS’Assertivéness ':5.54** 3221 5.2
CATS SubmissiQe@ess : 2.77 - .'_1.39__" 3.80%
Thge’ I © 107 e 17 1597
PPVT-R : o 1ae 1734 46
" sEs L ',,'-"l'zizv _ 1.00 . .05
S . S -

Note. All entries are F ratios. One-factor analyses of

variance with three levels: Clinical- Aggressive, Clinical
_Nonaggressive, and Control., Degrees of freedom: 2 and-

33. . PEPSI = Purdue Elementary Problem-Splving Inventory.
"CATS = Children':2 Action Tendency Scale. = PPVI-R =-Peabody

Picture Vocabitlary Test-Revised. SES =" Sociveconomic.
. status. : : ! '

x * *

p< .05  p< .01,

(L
N
, ) o
. 5
A% F _ N
A $



