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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of the study was to examine the factor 

structure of the Social Skills Scale of the Social Skills 

Rating System-Parent (SSRS-P) (Gresham & Elliott, 1990) on a 

group of Navajo American parents. The SSRS-P Social Skills 

Scale was adiminstered to a parent or a close relative of 

218 Navajo children aged five through 8 years to assess 

children's social skills at home setting. The four-factor 

structure of the scale proposed by Gresham and Elliott 

(1990) was tested on this data using Confirmatory Factor 

Analysis. The estimation results demonstrated that the 

four-factor structure was not supported by the data. 

Modifications to the four-factor structure models resulted 

in five factors. The estimation results indicated that the 

five factors fit the data very well, suggesting that the 

factor structure of the scale may differ for this 

population. 
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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Importance of Social Skills 

Appropriate social skills play a very important role in 

the social and emotional development of children. Those who 

lack social skills were found to have a high incidence of 

school maladjustment (Gronlund & Anderson, 1963), dropping 

out of school (Ullmann 1957), delinquency (Roff, Sells & 

Golden, 1972), bad conduct discharges from the military 

service (Roff, 1961), and adult mental health difficulties 

(Cowen, Pederson, Babigan, Izzo, & Trost, 1973; Kohn & 

Claussen, 1955). Social skills deficits are also related to 

delayed cognitive development and poor academic performance 

(Cartledge & Milburn, 1978; Strain, Cooke, & Apolloni, 1976; 

Vaughn, Hogan, Lancelotta, Shapiro, and Walker, 1992). 

Social skills deficiencies exist for many children who 

are referred for speical education in schools. Many 

handicapped children who are mentally retarded, learning 

disabled, and emotional disturbed are observed to have 

inadequate social skills and high levels of peer rejection 

(Ballard, Corman, Gottlib, & Kaufman, 1977; Gottlieb, 

Semmel, & Veldman, 1978; Gresham, 1981a; Gresham and 

Reschely, 1986; Strain, Cooke, & Apolloni, 1976; Bryan, 

1978). According to Gronlund (1959), 15% or more of the 
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cases in which children are referred for psychological 

services in the schools presented social isolation problems. 

The social skills deficits problem is so salient, that 

in 1987 the Interagency Committe on Learning Disabilities 

(ICLD) proposed a modified learning disability definition in 

which social skills deficit is listed as a specific type of 

learning disability. 

Problems and Difficulties in Assessment and 

Intervention of Social Skills 

Findings of children's social skills deficits have 

prompted many social skill intervention and remediation 

programs and studies. Many social skills training programs 

were generated to help children who have social skills 

deficit develop appropriate social behavior repertoires. 

Frequently employed intervention strategies are modeling, 

behavior rehearsal, feedback, contingent reinforcement, role 

play, and other social learning procedures. Strong evidence 

support the effectiveness of the training procedures 

(Bornstein, Belleck, & Hersen, 1980; Elder, Edelstein & 

Narick, 1979; Oden & Asher, 1977); nonetheless, some 

critical limitations exist. These limitations include the 

lack of a comprehensive conceptualization system of social 

skills, procedural reliability, social validity, and long-
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term post-treatment effect (Schloss, Schloss, Wood & Kiehl, 

1986; Schnider, 1992; Chandler, Lubeck, and Fowler, 1992). 

As a critical component of the social skills 

intervention process, social skills assessment is involved 

in every stage of social skills intervention such as problem 

identification, intervention program/procedure selection, 

progress monitoring, and overall program evaluation (Bergan 

& Kratochwill, 1990). Numerous assessment methods have been 

created and employed in evaluating the social skills of 

children and adolescents, such as behavioral observations, 

sociometric measures, and rating scales. These assessment 

methods function either as selection/diagnostic measures or 

as measures related to the intervention/therapy process. 

However, the development of assessment procedures for 

measuring social skills is still in its infancy and has not 

kept pace with advances in social skills training programs 

(Cartledge & Milburn, 1980) . A strong need exists for 

reliable, valid and practical social skills measures in this 

field. 

Purpose and Implications of the study 

It appears that it is demanding to develop some 

reliable and valid measures of social skills so that useful 

knowledge can be generated and effective intervention 

programs can be conducted. Instead of creating brand new 
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instruments, a more efficient and practical way to meet this 

demand is to conduct thorough investigations and empirical 

research on the features of existing promising scales and 

make revisions based on collected evidence. 

Currently, the Social Skills Rating System (Gresham & 

Elliott, 1990) is regarded as by far the most technically 

well-developed social skills rating system. It has excellent 

reliability and validity as well as recent norms (Clark, 

Gresham, and Elliott, 1985; Elliott, Gresham and McCloskey, 

1988). Other desirable features of this rating system 

include its use as an assessment tool before, during, after 

intervention and follow-up evaluation, provision of 

information on both strengths and weaknesses of children's 

behaviors (Gresham and Elliott, 1990). 

The Social Skills Rating System includes the Social 

Skills Rating System-Teacher for three age groups (SSRS-T), 

the Social Skills Rating System-Parent for three age groups 

(SSRS-P) and the Social Skills Rating System-Student for two 

age groups (SSRS-S). The SSRS-P have been employed in 

studies in recent years (Elliott, Barnard, & Gresham, 1989; 

Powless and Elliott, 1993), but its reliability and validity 

have not been very well investigated especially on minority 

groups. 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the 

validity of the SSRS-P by examining its factor structure on 
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a group of Navajo parents using confirmatory factor 

analysis. The results of the study provided evidence on the 

validity of the SSRS-P and useful information suggesting 

directions for further research and revision of the SSRS-P 

scale. The results are also very useful in social skills 

research and social skills training programs for Native 

American children. 
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Chapter 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter is a literature review of the conceptual 

issues of social skills and various assessment methods. The 

first section discusses the main conceptual issues of social 

skills: (a) definitions of social skills, (b) differences 

between social competence and social skills, and (c) social 

validity of social skills. The second section is a review 

of social skills assessment methods in terms of (a) their 

functions, (b) social skills definitions, (c) behavior 

domains assessed, (d) reliability and validity features, and 

(e) advantages and disadvantages often encountered. 

Conceptual Issues of Social Skills 

The major problem in the social skills area is the lack 

of an adequate conceptualization framework. No clear, well-

defined and agreed-upon concept of social skills currently 

exists. Researchers tend to operationalize their intuitive 

understanding of social skills to design their programs, and 

they generally avoid giving explicit definitions. 

According to Gresham (1986), no sufficient empirical 

data provides a system to classify various types of social 

skills problems. No theory addresses the development issues 

of social skills, such as how social skills are modified by 
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learning, maturation, or environmental influences, what 

specific social skills are most important at what age, and 

how males and females differ in their social skills at 

various ages. However, some tentative definitions and 

conceptual framework have been proposed in recent years. 

Definitions of Social Skills 

According to Gresham (1986), three kinds of definitions 

have been proposed. They are peer acceptance definition, 

behavioral definition, and social validity definition. 

In the peer acceptance definition, level of peer 

acceptance or popularity is the index that defines social 

skills. Children who are well accepted and/or popular can 

be considered as socially skilled, and children who are 

rejected or ignored be considered as not socially skilled. 

The advantage of this definition is that it can provide 

a useful criterion for both screening and outcome 

assessment. However, it can not reveal what specific 

behaviors lead to a child's acceptance or rejection by 

peers; therefore it is not useful in designing remedial 

strategies. 

In the behavioral definition of social skills, socially 

skilled behaviors are characterized as behaviors exhibited 

in specific situations in which there is maximum probability 
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of reinforcement contingent on one's social behavior (Libet 

& Lewinsohn, 1973). This definition has advantage of being 

able to identify specific social behaviors and situational 

antecedent and consequent controlling variables. Thus, the 

behavioral definition of social skills has direct relevance 

for intervention of strategies designed to remediate social 

skills deficits. 

The behavioral approach, however, does not ensure that 

these social behaviors are socially important or socially 

significant. In particular, not all reinforced behaviors 

are socially acceptable. Merely increasing frequency of 

certain behaviors that a researcher defines a priori as 

social skills may not affect goals or outcomes valued by 

society at large. It is also not appropriate to assume that 

one's social behaviors are totally subject to the influence 

of the environment, the situation and other individuals. 

The social validity definition of social skills was 

regarded as the most heuristic definition (Gresham, 1986). 

According to this definition, social skills are behaviors 

exhibited in specific situations that help in assuring a 

child's attainment of important social outcomes (Gresham & 

Elliott, 1987). Important outcomes include a) acceptance by 

peer group, b) positive judgements of social skills by 

significant others (e.g., parents and teachers), c) academic 

competence, d) adequate self-concept or self-esteem and e) 
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adequate psychological adjustment (i.e., absence of 

psychopathology). 

This definition essentially is a combination of peer 

acceptance and behavioral definitions. The advantages of 

this definition are that it can identify specific behaviors 

related to important criteria for indexing adequate social 

functioning, help devise an appropriate intervention 

program, and also increase the effectiveness of the social 

outcomes of the treatment. 

Overall, most authors define social skills as learned, 

situation-specific behaviors that affect interpersonal 

relations rather than as global personality traits. 

Social Competence and Social Skills 

Social competence and social skills are often used 

interchangeably. However, most writers make a distinction 

between these two concepts. 

McFall (1982) regarded social skills as specific 

behaviors that an individual exhibits to perform competently 

on a task, while social competence as an evaluative term 

based on judgements (given certain criteria) that a person 

has performed a task adequately. These judgements are often 

based on opinions of significant others (e.g., parents, 

teachers), comparisons to explicit criteria (e.g., number of 
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social tasks correctly performed in relation to some 

criterion), or comparisons to some normative sample. 

Kazdin (1979) indicates that social competence not only 

depends on interpersonal behaviors, but also on demographic 

factors (e g., age, socioeconomic status, marital status). 

Related to the social functions of the mentally 

retarded, Leland (1978) equated adaptive behavior with 

social competence and emphasized the individual's 

independent functioning, personal responsibility and social 

responsibility. According to this concept, social 

competence is much broader than social skills. 

Even though these views represent a rather diverse 

conceptualization, all of them agree that social competence 

is a global judgment based on behavioral performance and/or 

demographic characteristics. 

In summary, although the concepts of social competence 

and social skills are closely related, social skills can be 

considered as a subconcept of the broader construct of 

social competence. 

Social Validity of Social Skills 

Social validity refers to "the determination of the 

clinical, applied and/or social importance of exhibiting 

certain behaviors in particular situations". (Gresham, 

1986). Social validity is a very important concept in 
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social skills study and social skill training programs. 

While the social skills deficits diagnosis and selection 

process are intended to identify the behavior that could 

have significant social effects, the social skills training 

and intervention programs are intended to produce the 

behavior that could make a social difference. 

Related issue concerns wether social skills should 

predict future social outcomes of the individual. 

Assessment Methods of Social Skills 

In this section, the social skills assessment methods 

are reviewed. These assessment methods are behavioral 

observation (including naturalistic observation and behavior 

role-playing tests), sociometric measures (including peer 

nomination and peer ratings), and behavior rating scales 

(including teacher rating scales and parent rating scales, 

self-rating scales). Definitions of social skills are 

presented for each method. 

Behavioral Observation 

There are two types of behavioral observation methods: 

naturalistic observation and behavioral role-play tests. 

(1). Naturalistic observation is to observe and record 

children's social behavior in natural setting. Naturalistic 

observation is the most ecologically valid method of 
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assessing children's social skills. This method has been 

widely used in social skills research and intervention 

programs. 

Social skills in this method were usually defined in 

observable terms, and operationalized in a specific 

situation or area in which the author is interested. 

Because naturalistic observation allows for specifying and 

analyzing the antecedents and consequences of social 

interactions, and assessing both the qualitative and 

quantitative aspects of social behaviors (Foster and 

Ritchey, 1979), this method were often used as selection and 

outcome measures in social skills training programs, and 

very useful in designing intervention or treatment programs. 

Naturalistic observation method has several 

disadvantages. First, the information collected by using 

this method may be subject to observer bias, drift, 

cheating, and sources of bias in combination. Secondly, 

this measure either offers too narrow a conceptualization of 

social skills or fails to reflect the most important aspects 

of social behaviors. Thirdly, little empirical evidence 

exists regarding their long-term predictive validity (Foster 

and Ritchey, 1979). 

(2). Behavioral role-playing tests 

Behavioral role-playing tests are observation 

checklists designed to record social skills performances in 
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analogue, role play situations. Social skills are often 

defined in specific behavioral terms in certain areas. This 

method has been used in the social skills deficit diagnosis 

process. 

There are several advantages in using behavioral role-

playing tests. (a) They can assess important social skills 

occuring at low frequencies. (b) They can be constructed to 

simulate environments in which it is difficult to observe a 

child's naturalistic social behavior (e.g., home or 

community settings). (c) They represent actual behavioral 

enactment of a skill rather than a rating or perception of 

that skill. (d) They are less expensive than naturalistic 

observation and easy to use. 

However, a number of studies have demonstrated problems 

with this method. (a) The results of the role-playing tests 

were not found to predict sociometric status. For example, 

Van Hasselt et al.(1981) found low and nonsignificant 

relationships between role-playing measures and sociometrics 

(e.g. positive and negative nominations, peer ratings) and 

teacher ratings of social skills. (b). Performance in 

contrived role-playing situations shows little or no 

correspondence to the same behavior in naturalistic 

settings. The lack of correspondence between behavior in 

role-playing situations and behavior in naturalistic 

settings has obvious ramifications for social validity. 
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Sociometric measures 

Socioxnetric techniques were initially created by Moreno 

(1934) who devised a method to evaluate children's 

friendship patterns by peer nomination. To date, two 

sociometric procedures have been developed: peer nomination 

and peer ratings. 

(1) In peer nomination, children is asked to nominate 

peers according to certain nonbehavioral criteria such as 

best friends, preferred play partners, work partners or 

physical attributes. Social skills are defined as peer 

acceptance which rates the child as rejected, poorly 

accepted, accepted, or popular. 

Elementary children's nomination was found stable over 

substantial periods of time (Roff et al., 1972), and the 

preschool children's nominations have low to moderate 

stability (Dunnington, 1957; McCandless & Marshall, 1957; 

Moore & Updegraff, 1964). Oden and Asher (1977) found that 

sociometric nomination could not detect changes in status 

after treatment. 

(2). Peer ratings rank children in their classes 

according to certain specific criteria. The criteria could 

be behavioral (e.g., talks the least, interacts the least, 

and physically most aggressive) or nonbehavioral (e.g., best 

liked and most sensitive). 
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Two of the peer assessment instruments are the Guess 

Who Scale? and the Shapiro Role Assignment Test (SSRAT). 

The Guess Who Scale is the most commonly used peer 

assessment method (Asher & Hymel, 1981). Factor analysis of 

this scale found that three factors: disruptive, bright and 

dull. Other researches have found that this procedure to be 

reliable and valid (Gottlieb et al., 1978; Macmillan & 

Morrison, 1980; Pekarik, Prinz, Liebert, Weintraub, & Neale, 

1976). 

The Shapiro Sociometric Role Assignment Test (SSRAT) 

(Shapiro & Sobel, 1981) asks children identify peers who fit 

certain behavioral descriptions. This measure provides an 

indication of the feelings of each child toward each other 

child in the group. 

Several researchers have demonstrated that peer 

ratings correspond fairly well to naturalistically observed 

behaviors such as frequency of peer interaction, rates of 

disruptive behavior, and on-task behavior (Bolstad & 

Johnson, 1977; Greenwood, Walker, Todd, & Hops, 1979). 

Both peer nomination and peer ratings have been used 

frequently to select children for social training programs. 

They are useful for identification of children at the 

extremes of some criterion and for social validation 

purpose. Sociometric measures often show considerable 

predictive validity (Cowen, Pederson, Babigian, Izzo, and 
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Trost, 1973), but suggest that the measures offer limited 

diagnostic information and tend to become reactive if used 

repeatedly (Gresham, 1981a). As a result of sociometric 

measures are generally used as an overall indicator of a 

child's relative acceptance level in a group of students, 

and not used as selection and outcome measures in social 

skills intervention. 

Behavior Rating Scales 

(1). Rating Scales by Teachers 

Teacher ratings of children's social behavior in the 

classroom setting have traditionally provided the primary 

basis of referral to school personnel for evaluation and/or 

treatment (Strain, Cooke, & Appolloni, 1976). Several 

teacher rating scales have been created in recent years such 

as Social Behavior Assessment (SBA) (Stephens, 1978), The 

School Social Skills Rating Scale (SSSRS) (Brown, Black, & 

Downs, 1984), the Waksman Social skills Rating Scale 

(Waksman, 1985) and the Walker-McConnell Scale of Social 

Competence and School Adjustment (Walker-McConnell, 1988), 

and the Social Skills Rating System (Gresham and Elliot, 

1990). 

The Social Behavior Assessment (SBA) was created by 

Stephens in 1978. This scale requires teachers to rate 

children on 136 social skills according to the degree to 



which children exhibit these skills (acceptable level, less 

than acceptable level, or never). The 136 social skills 

were divided into 30 subcategories, which, in turn, are 

grouped into four broad behavioral domains (environmental 

behaviors, interpersonal behaviors, self-related behaviors, 

and task-related behaviors). 

The SBA has good evidence for reliability (interrater, 

internal consistency, and stability) and validity (content, 

criterion-related, and construct) (Gresham & Reschly, 1986; 

Stephens, 1980; Stumme, Gresham, & Scott, 1982). Studies 

indicated that the scale is useful in selection and 

classification of children with social skills. 

The School Social Skills Rating Scale (SSSRS) (Brown, 

Black, & Downs, 1984) is a 40-item rating scale developed 

for students from kindergarten to 12th grade. The SSSRS was 

designed to assist teachers, counselors and principals to 

identify the deficiencies students may have in interacting 

in the school setting and residential setting. Items 

concerning adult relations, peer relations, rules, and 

classroom behaviors were included in this scale and rated on 

a 6-point frequency scale ranging from 'No opportunity to 

observe the behavior' to 'Always uses the skill under 

appropriate conditions'. 
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Internal consistency, test-retest reliability and 

interrater reliability of the SSSRS were reported as 

adequate in the SSSRS manual (Brown, Black, & Downs, 1984). 

Little information on the test's validity has been provided 

and little research has been done on the scale. The SSSRS 

appears to be the best suited for school personnel who want 

to conduct isolated case studies of individual students who 

need some structured learning experiences designed to 

promote social growth. 

The Waksman Social skills Rating Scale (Waksman; 1985) 

is a 21-item teacher rating scale which purports to measure 

social behavior in two domains aggressive and passive. 

This scale requires teacher to rate 21 brief, often 

nonbehavioral and negatively worded items (e.g., appears 

tense, fails to initiate conversation) on a 4-point 

frequency scale (never, seldom, often, and usually). 

Research found that this scale has strong internal 

consistency, satisfactory test-retest reliability, moderate 

interrater reliability and adequate construct validity 

(Waksman, 1985). 

The Walker-McConnell Scale of Social Competence and 

School Adjustment (Walker & McConnell, 1988) is recently 

released norm-referenced teacher rating scale. The scale 
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consists of 43 items arranged in three domains: teacher-

preferred social behavior, peer-preferred social behavior 

and school adjustment behavior. Each behavior is rated on a 

5-pointLikertscaleranging from never occurs to frequently 

occurs. The test was designed for the screening and 

identifying of social skills deficits in students from 

kindergarten to sixth grade. 

The Social Skills Rating Scale-Teacher (SSRS-T) 

(Gresham & Elliott, 1990) is a newly developed norm-

referenced instrument for children from kindergarten through 

twelfth grade. The SSRS-T was created to measure children's 

social behaviors that can affect teacher-student relations, 

peer acceptance, and academic performance. The items in 

this scale were selected from three domains: prosocial 

behavior, problem behavior, and academic competence. The 

social skills domain has four subdomains: cooperation, 

assertion, responsibility, and self-control. Teachers are 

asked to rate social behaviors on two dimensions: frequency 

(2=often, l=sometimes, 0=never) and importance (2=critical, 

l=important, 0=unimportant). 

This scale was regarded as by far the most technically 

well developed social skills rating system available, having 

excellent reliability and validity as well as recent norms 

(Clark, Gresham, and Elliott, 1985; Elliott, Gresham and 
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McCloskey, 1988; Gresham, Elliot and Black, 1987)• One very 

desirable feature of this scale is that it allows a more 

complete assessment of both strengths and weaknesses of 

children's behaviors, and can function as a reliable 

assessment tool before, during, after intervention and 

follow-up evaluation. (Pray, Hall & Markley, 1992; Atkins & 

Pelham, 1991). 

In summary, teacher rating scales provide critical 

information for planning and evaluating social skills 

research and training programs (Bellack, 1979a). Teacher 

ratings were found to correspond to behavioral observations 

(Bolstad and Johnson, 1977; Gresham, 1981a) and predict 

academic success better than behavioral observations. In 

addition, these scales are reliable, practical and 

economical (Van, Hersen, Whitehill, and Bellack, 1979). 

However, teacher's ratings are susceptible to rater bias 

(Bellack, 1979b). 

(2) Parent Rating Scales: 

So far, little attention has been paid to parent 

ratings of children's social skills and little research has 

been done in this area. The Social Skills Rating Scale-

Parent (SSRS-P) (Gresham & Elliott, 1990) is the only parent 

rating scale that exists. 
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The SSRS-P was created along with the SSRS-T scale. 

The SSRS-P scale is available for three developmental levels 

of children: preschool children, elementary children (grades 

K through 6), and secondary students.(grades 7 through 12). 

Parents are asked to rate children's social behavior on both 

frequency and importance. 

Principal factor analysis on this scale resulted in 

four factors : cooperation, assertion, self-control, and 

responsibility and each factor is regarded as a subscale. 

Studies on the standardization data of SSRS-P found that the 

internal consistency of the subscales were from 0.57 to 0.90 

and the four-week interval test-retest reliability 

coefficients ranged from 0.48 to 0.87. 

(3) Self Rating Scale 

Three social skills self rating scales exist. They are 

the Children's Assertive Behavior Scale (CABS) (Michelson & 

Wood, 1980), Matson Evaluation of Social Skills with 

Youngsters (MESSY) (Matson, et al, 1983) and Social Skills 

Rating System-Self (SSRS-S) (Gresham & Elliott, 1990). 

The Children's Assertive Behavior Scale (CABS) is a 27-

item multiple-choice, self-report instrument developed for 

elementary school children by Michelson and Wood in 1980. 

Preliminary investigation of the instrument suggested that 
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it has internal consistency coefficients from 0.77 to 0.86. 

However, the CABS measures a very narrow social behavior 

domain, assertiveness, and little data support its ability 

to predict sociometric status, teacher ratings of assertion, 

or naturalistically observed assertive behaviors. 

Matson et al. (1983) created a 92-item self-report 

rating scale called Matson Evaluation of Social skills with 

Youngsters (MESSY). This scale assesses the social 

behaviors domains of appropriate social interaction, 

negative interaction, expression of hostility, social 

isolation, and conversation skills. The MESSY is rated on 

5-point Likert scale. 

Recent studies found that the internal consistency 

(0.78) of the MESSY fell below acceptable standards for 

individual use. Item-total correlations of many items were 

below a minimum criterion value of 0.20 and some items did 

not correlate at all with the total score. Matson et al. 

(1983) found that MESSY has a low (0.20) but statistically 

significant correlation with teacher ratings of social 

skills and global ratings of social adjustment, but was not 

correlated with performance on a behavioral role-playing 

measure. 

Another self-rating scale is the Social Skills Rating 

System-Student (SSRS-S) (Gresham & Elliott, 1990) which was 

created together with the SSRS-teacher and SSRS-Parent. 
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This scale is only available for students from grade 3 

through grade 12. 

Exploratory factor analysis on this scale resulted in 

four factors (subscales): cooperation, assertion, self-

control and empathy. Preliminary studies showed that the 

subscales of SSRS-Student had reliabilities ranging from 

0.51 to 0.83. The four-week interval test-retest 

reliability coefficients ranged from 0.54 to 0.68. The 

SSRS-S were compared with the Youth Self-Reported Form of 

the CBCL ( Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1987) and Piers-Harris 

Children's Self-Concept Scale (Piers, 1984); and the results 

showed that the scale had adequate criterion-related 

validity. 

Self rating information is easily obtained and yield 

summative scores for evaluation purposes, but it is rarely 

used in social skills training and research, because the 

scores are not helpful for prescribing specific intervention 

(Bellack, 1979a), and often subject to interpretation of the 

testee (Belleck, 1979b), influenced by social desirability. 
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Chapter 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Instrumentation 

The Social Skills Scale of the SSRS-P is 38-item 

instrument created to measure social skills of children from 

kindergarten to 6th grade students at home setting (Gresham 

& Elliott, 1990). The SSRS-P manual reports that the 

internal consistency of 0.65-0.87 and test-retest 

reliabilities of 0.77-0.87 for the subscales. 

The 38 items were purported to measure a behavioral 

construct social skills. The content validity was ensured 

to be appropriate in regard to the item sampling procedure. 

The item pool of the Social Skills Scale were based on a 

broad survey of empirical literature on the assessment and 

training of social skills in children and adolescents. 

The criterion-related validity was investigated by 

correlating with the Child Behavior Checklist-Parent Report 

Form (CBCL) Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1983) with the SSRS-P. 

Moderate correlation of 0.58 between the SSRS-P and the 

Social Competence of the CBCL suggested that children who 

are socially skilled are probably more socially active. 

The construct validity was studied in terms of 

developmental changes of social skills, sex differences and 

factor analysis. These studies did not find developmental 
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changes on social skills, but found large sex differences 

with females were more socially skilled than males. 

Exploratory factor analysis with oblique rotation suggested 

that the SSRS-P has a four-factor structure. The items with 

factor loading equal to or higher than 0.30 were considered 

load on a given factor. The four factors were labelled as 

cooperation, assertion, self-control, and responsibility. 

It was also found that SSRS-P can differentiate groups of 

handicapped and nonhandicapped students. 

Research Hypotheses 

As stated in Chapter 1, the purpose of the study is to 

check construct validity of the SSRS-P by examining the 

factor structure of the SSRS-P on a group of Native American 

children using confirmatory factor analysis. Research 

hypotheses were proposed based on the content analysis and 

exploratory factor analysis results in developing the SSRS-

P. The research hypotheses and methodological rational of 

the study were stated as following. 

Research Hypotheses 

Based on the studies of the SSRS-P, the following 

research hypotheses were proposed: 

(1) it is predicted that the SSRS-P measures one single 

construct, the behavioral construct-social skills; 



(2) the SSRS-P has a simple four-factor structure, and 

the four factors are cooperation, assertion, self-control 

and responsibility; 

(3) the items in each factor are appropriate indicators 

of that factor (latent variable). 

Methodology Rationale 

Currently, construct validity is viewed as a unifying 

concept which encompasses content validity and criterion-

related validity. It involes clarifying constructs through 

content definitions and domains and through correlating of 

the construct with other variables (Messick, 1989). Test 

validation is an ongoing evaluative process of hypothesis 

testing (Messick, 1989). Among validation methods, factor 

analysis is a popular statistical technique used to explore 

and evaluate the internal structure of a test (Anastasi, 

1988). 

Basically, factor analysis is a data reduction 

technique which attempts to simplify the complex and diverse 

relationships that exist among a set of observed variables 

and uncover the underlying structure of the data (Dillon & 

Goldstein, 1984). There are two types of factor analysis: 

exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor 

analysis. 



Exploratory factor analysis is mainly used to summarize 

concisely but accurately the interrelationships among a set 

of variables, and as an aid to conceptualization (Gorsuch, 

1983). It has been regarded as an appropriate technique 

which can be used in conducting initial analysis in an area 

where little is known and provide useful leads for future 

research (Mulaik, 1975; McDonald, 1985), but can not provide 

sufficient evidence to justify a formal theory. Exploratory 

factor analysis also has the disadvantages of indeterminacy 

of a common factor model. Statistical tests are not 

available to compare the factor structures across samples 

and cultures. 

Confirmatory factor analysis was initially introduced 

into social science research by Joreskog (1967), Joreskog 

and Lawley (1967), Joreskog (1969). Confirmatory factor 

analysis is essentially a hypothesis testing procedure, 

which enable researchers to test competing factor-analytic 

models. To use this technique appropriately, researchers 

need to have sufficient theoretical knowledge to be able to 

propose several appropriate competing hypotheses. Data are 

assumed to have a multivariate normal distribution, and the 

observations are sampled in adequate numbers to ensure that 

asymptotic approximations are appropriate. 

For the present study, because some previous knowledge 

has been established on the factor structure of the SSRS-P, 
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and the purpose of the study was to validity the factor 

structure, confirmatory factor analysis was considered as 

the best statistical method to complete this task. 

Subjects 

The subjects were either a parent or a close relative 

of 218 children in the Navajo Nation Reservation in 

Shiprock, New Mexico and Tuba city, Arizona. All the 

families were participating in a Navajo Nation Transition 

Project conducted by the Navajo Nation Department of Head 

Start. All the children had been living in the reservation 

since birth. Among the 218 children, there were 217 Native 

Americans and one white; 120 females and 98 males. The ages 

of the children ranged from 5-year 3-month old to 8-year 4-

month old. 

Procedure 

To ensure the quality of the data collection, seven 

staff members from the Navajo Nation Transition 

Demonstration Project under the Navajo Nation Department of 

Head Start were trained on how to administer the SSRS-P 

scale by personnel from the Local Evaluation Team of 

University of Arizona. The purpose of the investigation was 

explained to the subject before the administration of the 

test. The SSRS-P was given individually at subject's home. 



Interviewers can speak both English and Navajo Language. 

For the subject who had low English proficiency or was 

unable to speak English, the instrument was interpreted and 

administered in Navajo language. 

Data Analysis 

The research hypotheses were specified and tested as in 

following models: 

Model 1. All the 10 items which loaded on the 

cooperation factor in Gresham and Elliott's (1990) study 

measure a simple latent variable cooperation; 

Model 2. All the 10 items which loaded on the 

assertion factor in Gresham and Elliott's (1990) study 

measure a simple latent variable assertion; 

Model 3. All the 10 items which loaded on the Self-

control factor in Gresham and Elliott's (1990) study measure 

a simple latent variable self-control; 

Model 4. All the 10 items which loaded on the 

responsibility factor in Gresham and Elliott's (1990) study 

measure a simple latent variable responsibility; 

Model 5. The four latent variables of cooperation, 

assertion, self-control, and responsibility measure a 

behavioral construct social skills. 

The above models reflect the assumptions of that a 

simple latent variable accounts for the covariance among a 
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particular set of items, and the unique variances of the set 

of items do not correlate with each other and neither with 

the latent variable. It was also assumed that the variables 

have a multivariate normal distribution. 

To be able to estimate each model, polychoric 

correlations among the variables are first computed in 

PRELIS-VII (Joreskog and Sorbom, 1993) and output for 

subsequent use. Then the polychoric correlation matrix is 

used in LISREL-VIII (Joreskog and Sorbom, 1993) to estimate 

the model and provide parameter estimates, and measure of 

fit such as X2, squared multiple correlation, Goodness of 

Fit, Adjusted Goodness of Fit, modification index, and the 

variables' regression coefficients. For model 5, each 

subject's four factor scores were computed and the factor 

score correlation matrix was obtained by PRELIS-VII. 

Finally, the model was estimated by the LISREL-VIII. 

Based on the results of the estimation, the models were 

modified at each step, and the above steps were repeated. 
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Chapter 4 

RESULTS 

The research hypotheses proposed in last chapter are: 

(1) the SSRS-P measures one single behavior construct 

social skills; (2) the SSRS-P has a simple four-factor 

structure and the four factors are cooperation, assertion, 

self-control and responsibility; (3) the items in each 

factor resulted from Gresham and Elliott's (1990) 

exploratory factor analysis are appropriate indicators of 

that factor (latent variable). The research hypotheses were 

specified in five models which were tested by confirmatory 

factor analysis. The results of the analyses were presented 

in this chapter. 

According to Joreskog and Sorbom (1984), the value of 

X2 comparing to the degrees of freedom of the model, 

parameter estimates, squared multiple correlation, Goodness 

of Fit Index (GFI), the Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index 

(AGFI), and Root Mean Square Residual (RMR) were used to 

evaluate the model. 

X2 is (N-l) times the minimum value of the fit function 

for the specified model. This value is regarded as a 

goodness of fit measure in the sense that large X2 values 

correspond to bad fit and small X2 values correspond to good 

fit. The degrees of freedom of the model often serve as a 
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Both Goodness of Fit (GFI) index and Adjusted goodness 

of Fit index (AGFI) are measures of how much better the 

model fits as compared to no model at all. The value of the 

two indices are between zero and one with one representing 

perfect fit and zero representing the model equivalent to 

no model at all. Unlike X2, GFI and AGFI do not depend on 

sample size explicitly. 

Root mean squared residual (RMR) is a measure of the 

average of the standardized fitted residuals. According to 

Cole (1987), if the RMR is below 0.10, the model fits the 

data well. 

The results of the inital estimations of the models are 

presented in Table 1. 

For the Cooperation factor, the X2 value with 35 degree 

of freedom is 98.33 (p<0.01), which is larger than the 

critical value of X2 for 0.05 level. The RMR of 0.17 is 

higher than 0.10. From these two indecies, the model does 

not appear to fit the data well. However, the GFI of 0.95 

and AGFI of 0.92 showed that the model fits the data fairly 

well. 

It is also found that the standardized residuals of the 

model are seriously positively skewed. The many large 

negative standard residuals revealed that the model 

overestimated the covariances between some variables. 

Eleven elements out of forty-five in the modification 
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indices for the theta-delta matrix were found above 3.84, 

the 0.05 critical value for a X2 test with one degree of 

freedom. 

Overall, this factor does not fit the data well and 

some paths should be eliminated to improve the model. 

For the Assertion factor, the ratio between X2 and the 

degrees of freedom is 1.51, which represents a fairly good 

fit the data. The GFI of 0.97 and AGFI of 0.95 also 

suggest the same conclusion. The RMR of the model is 0.13 

which is slightly higher than 0.10. However, the 

distribution of the standardized residuals are positively 

skewed and some large negative standardized residuals were 

found. Four out of the 45 elements of the modification 

indices for the theta-delta were over 3.84. According to 

the above estimation results, we can conclude that the model 

fit the data well, but some of the paths still need to be 

eliminated to get a better fit. 

Because the fitted covariance matrix for the self-

control factor is not positive definite, the estimation of 

this model could not carried out, which suggests that this 

model was misspecified or that the distributional 

assumptions were inappropriate. 

For the Responsibility factor, the X2 value with 35 

degree of freedom is 140.74 (p<0.01), which shows that the 

model does not fit the data. The RMR of the model of 0.25 
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is much higher than 0.10. It was found that factor loadings 

of item 5, 7, 8, and 9 were positive while the factor 

loadings of the other item in this factor are negative. The 

squared multiple correlations of item 9 has a very low value 

of 0.06. The standardized residuals were found to have a 

bimodal distribution, with most of the residuals either 

having large positive values or large negative values. 11 

out of 45 elements in modification indices have values over 

3.84, and the maximum modification index element of (2,1) in 

the theta-delta matrix is 31.64. Based on the above 

analyses, this model is not considered a good fit to the 

data. 

In summary, while the results showed that the assertion 

factor fit the data moderately, other three models (factors) 

did not fit the data. Results suggested that some of the 

variables need to be eliminated from their respective factor 

or new factor need to be introduced to improve the models. 

Because the regression coefficients of the items in the 

self-control factor was not obtained, the model 5 was not 

tested. 

Based on the estimation results of the four-factor 

structure model, some modifications to the model were 

carried out. The modifications were based on the parameter 
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estimation, squared multiple correlation, standardized 

residuals and modification indices. 

Item 4 and 10 were dropped from the Assertion factor; 

item 1 and 2 were dropped from the Cooperation factor; item 

3, 6 and 9 were eliminated from the Self-control factor; and 

item 5, 7, 8, and 9 were excluded from the responsibility 

factor. Because item 5, 7, 8 and item 9 have a 

distinguishing pattern from the other 6 variables in the 

responsibility factor, it was hypothesized that these four 

items are indicators of a new latent variable. The new 

latent variable was labelled as self-reliance. The results 

of the estimations of the modified five-factor structure 

models were presented in Table 3 and Table 4. 

Obviously, the modified models fit the data very well. 

The ratio between the X2 and the degrees of freedom is small 

for each model. The GFI and AGFI indices for modified 

factors of Assertion, Cooperation, Self-control, and 

Responsibility are 1.00, and 0.98 for Self-reliance. All 

the factor loadings and squared multiple correlations are 

very high. The RMRs of the models are lower than 0.065, and 

few elements in the modification indices are higher than 

3.84. 

The unidimensionality of the scale was estimated based 

on the subject's factor scores. A X2 value of 22.25 

(p<0.01) with 5 degree of freedom was obtained, which shows 
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that the model does not fit the data well. However, the 

model has a small value of RMR (0.046), and very high 

Goodness of Fit (0.96), and Adjusted Goodness of Fit (0.88). 

The factor correlation coefficients range from 0.17 to 0.76. 

The responsibility factor correlates with the Assertion 

factor highly (0.76) and the self-control factor has the 

lowest correlation with self-control factor (0.17). Other 

factors correlate with each other moderately. It also found 

that both the Self-reliance and the Self-control factors 

have low squared multiple correlations. The modification 

index showed that three elements out of ten have values 

higher than 3.84 and the maximum modification index is 

12.25. The results showed that this model needs to have 

some adjustment to fit the data better. 

An exploratory factor analysis with principal factor 

extraction method was conducted to find the possible factor 

structure of the SSRS-P on this sample. The factor loadings 

of the items were presented in Table 6. Factor loadings 

that are equal to or higher than 0.30 were considered loaded 

on a factor. The results showed that all the 38 items 

except item 17 have factor loadings equal to or higher than 

0.30 on the first factor and the first factor accounted for 

52% of the total variance. Three other factors accounted for 

another 23% of the total variance. This result demonstrated 



43 

that this scale has a very strong common factor and several 

other factors. 

An oblique rotation was used to check factor structure 

of the scale and what are the items in each factor. 

According to the Kaiser cutoff criteria, ten factors were 

extracted. The factor loadings were presented in Table 7 and 

the inter-factor correlations were presented in Table 8. It 

is showed that the factors have low to moderate inter-

correlations. 
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Table 1. Estimation Results of the Four-factor Structure Models 

Model N X2 df P X2/df GFI AGFI RMR 

Cooperation 188 98.33 35 <0.01 2.81 0.95 0.92 0.17 

Assertion 189 52.01 35 0.03 1.49 0.97 0.95 0.13 

Self-Control* 172 ... ... 
-

... ... ... ... 

Responsibility 174 140.74 35 <0.01 4.02 0.99 0.99 0.25 

Dimensionality 218 — ... -
... ... ... ... 

* could not be estimated because the fitted covariance matrix uas not positive definite. 

Table 2. Estimation Results of the Modified Five Factor Structure models 

Model N X2 df P X2/df GFI AGFI RMR 

Cooperation 202 17.63 14 1.00 1.26 1.00 1.00 0.05 

Assertion 199 0.62 20 0.22 0.03 1.00 1.00 0.00 

Self-Control 185 16.12 14 0.31 1.15 1.00 1.00 0.07 

Responsibility 200 13.26 9 0.15 1.47 1.00 1.00 0.05 

Self-Reliance 186 1.81 2 0.40 0.91 1.00 0.98 0.04 

Dimensionality 218 22.25 5 <0.01 4.45 0.96 0.88 0.05 

Table 3. Factor correlations 

Cooperation Assertion Self-control Responsibility Self-Reliance 

Cooperation 1.00 

Assertion 0.69 1.00 

Self-Control 0.40 0.56 1.00 

Responsibility 0.71 0.76 0.48 1.00 

Self-Reliance 0.48 0.51 0.17 0.48 



Table 4. Parameter Estimation of the Four-Factor 
Structure Models 

Item Factor Residual 

Cooperation Assertion Self-Control Responsibility Variance 

1 0.65 -- -- -- 0.57 
2 0.60 -- -- -- 0.64 
3 -- -- 0.69 -- 0.53 
4 -- 0.45 -- -- 0.80 
5 -- -- -- 0.65 0.58 
6 -- -- -.06 -- 1.00 
7 -- -- -- 0.59 0.65 
8 -- -- -- 0.68 0.54 
9 -- -- 0.37 -- 0.86 
9 .. -- -- 0.58 0.94 
10 -- 0.59 -- -- 0.65 
11 0.71 -- -- -- 0.50 
12 -- 0.90 -- -- 0.19 
13 -- 0.84 -- -- 0.29 
14 -- -- 0.94 -- 0.12 
15 0.79 -- -- -- 0.38 
16 0.80 -- -- • -- 0.35 
17 -- -- 0.96 -- 0.08 
18 -- -- -- -.74 0.46 
19 0.77 -- -- -- 0.41 
20 -- -- -- -.99 0.02 
21 0.77 -- -- -- 0.40 
22 -- -- 0.98 -- 0.04 
23 -- 0.70 -- -- 0.51 
24 -- 0.76 -- -- 0.43 
25 -- -- 1.03 -- -.06 
26 -- -- 1.01 -- -.03 
27 0.83 -- -- -- 0.31 
28 0.79 -- -- -- 0.38 
29 -- -- -- -.93 0.14 
30 -- 0.72 -- -- 0.48 
31 -- -- -- -.98 0.04 
32 -- -- 0.96 -- 0.08 
33 0.73 -- -- -- 0.47 
34 -- 0.71 -- -- 0.50 
35 -- 0.64 -- -- 0.59 
36 -- -- 1.02 -- -.04 
37 -- -- -- -.98 0.04 
38 -- 0.76 -- -- 0.42 
38 -- -- -- -.99 0.02 

-- denotes the item was not hypothesized to load on that factor. 
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Table 5. Parameter Estimates of the Modified Five-Factor 
Structure Model 

Item 
Residual 

Cooperation 

Factor 

Assertion Self-Control Responsibility Self-Reliance Variance 

1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
38 

0.97 
0.99 

0.96 

0.99 

0.94 
0.97 

0.97 

0.99 
0.99 

0.98 
0.94 

0.95 

0.97 
0.95 

0.96 

0.95 

0.90 

0.96 

0.93 
1.00 

0.97 

0.99 

0.73 

0.84 
0.72 
0.40 

0.80 

0.96 

0.95 

0.99 

0.95 

0.98 

0.46 

0.29 
0.48 
0.84 

0.02 
0.01 
0.11 
0.07 
0.02 
0.18 
0.37 
0.09 
0.07 
0.02 
0.08 
0.04 
0.11 
0.14 
0.00 
0.12 
0.06 
0.10 
0.09 
0.03 
0.06 
0.07 
0.06 
0.09 
0.02 
0.10 
0.08 
0.03 

- denotes the item was not hypothesized to load on that factor. 
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Table 6. Factor Loadings of the Exploratory Factor 
Analysis With Principal Factor Extraction Method 

ITEM FACT0R1 FACT0R2 FACT0R3 FACT0R4 FACTORS 

1 0.46 

2 0.34 0.45 

3 0.40 

4 0.32 

5 0.42 0.34 

6 0.39 

7 0.40 

8 0.37 0.39 

9 0.46 0.39 

10 0.40 -0.33 

11 0.54 
12 0.49 -0.34 

13 0.54 
14 0.44 

15 0.41 0.43 

16 0.60 

17 . 
18 0.42 

19 0.45 0.34 

20 0.45 

21 0.55 
22 0.48 

23 0.53 
24 0.51 -0.35 

25 0.44 -0.52 

26 0.54 -0.46 

27 0.65 

28 0.46 0.47 

29 0.35 

30 0.64 

31 0.51 

32 0.41 

33 0.55 

34 0.41 

35 0.44 
36 0.53 

37 0.57 

38 0.64 

denotes that the factor loading is lower than 0.30. 
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Table 7. Factor Loadiings of the Exploratory 
Factor Analysis with Oblique Rotation 

ITEM FACT0R1 FACT0R2 FACT0R3 FACT0R4 FACTORS FACT0R6 FACT0R7 FACT0R8 FACT0R9 FACTORIO 

1 0.33 0.33 0.31 0.57 
2 . OL64 . 

3 0.33 0.43 . 0I36 
4 . 0.50 
5 0.31 0.56 0.32 . 

6 0.31 0.33 0.30 0I37 
7 . 0.54 0.32 
8 0.57 
9 . 0.34 0.31 0 48 O!38 
10 0.36 0.31 0 52 
11 0.38 0.57 0.44 0I33 . 

12 0.65 
13 0.69 0,37 0130 
14 0.33 0.32 0^50 
15 . ' . 0.47 O!53 
16 0.46 . 0.68 0I34 
17 . . 0.49 
18 0.31 0.43 0.42 
19 . . 0.52 OIAI O!34 0.34 
20 0.58 
21 0.31 0.64 0^34 0.37 0131 
22 0.31 0.43 0.37 0I43 
23 0.53 . 0^31 0.34 0.47 0 33 
24 0.53 0.40 0.34 0.32 
25 0.32 0.70 0.30 
26 0.36 0.33 0.77 0.31 
27 0.55 0.50 0.51 0.43 0.34 OL32 
28 . . 0.45 0^46 0.38 0.46 
29 0.45 
30 0.60 0.35 0.44 0.56 0131 
31 0.48 0.33 0I4B 0.41 
32 0.31 . 0I35 0144 
33 0.40 0.36 0.51 0.50 0.31 O!35 
34 0.47 . 

35 0.55 0.33 0.30 
36 0.39 . 0.39 0.34 0.39 0.52 
37 0.51 0.40 0.33 0.59 0.42 
38 0.49 . 0.50 0.42 0.50 O!34 OL34 

. denotes that the factor loading is lower than 0.30. 
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Table 8. Inter-Factor Correlations 

FACT0R1 FACT0R2 FACT0R3 FACT0R4 FACTORS FACT0R6 FACT0R7 FACTORS FACT0R9 FACTORIO 

FACT0R1 1.00 
FACT0R2 0.43 1.00 

FACT0R3 0.43 0.28 1.00 
FACTOR* 0.14 0.15 0.20 1.00 
FACT0R5 0.31 0.24 0.33 0.23 1.00 
FACT0R6 0.43 0.31 0.37 0.29 0.48 1.00 
FACT0R7 0.28 0.28 0.25 0.05 0.08 0.12 1.00 
FACT0R8 0.25 0.10 0.33 0.14 0.28 0.25 0.08 1.00 
FACT0R9 0.12 -0.02 0.15 -0.15 -0.02 0.02 -0.06 0.01 
FACTORIO 0.27 0.32 0.18 0.28 0.33 0.30 0.11 0.07 
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Chapter 5 

DISCUSSION 

Summary and Conclusion of the Research 

Hypotheses Testing 

Results of the analyses found that among the four 

factors hypothesized initially, only the Assertion factor 

came close fit the data, other three factors did not fit the 

data. The study failed to replicate the four factor 

structure of the SSRS-P proposed by Gresham and Elliot 

(1990) on this sample of Native American children. 

According to the parameter estimations, squared multiple 

correlations and modification indices, several items were 

found to be inappropriate indicators of their respective 

factors and should be eliminated from the models. The four-

factor structure hypothesis was not confirmed based on the 

above findings. 

Because the fitted covariance matrix was not positive 

definite for the Self-Control factor, the factor score was 

not obtained on this factor. Hence, the unidimensionality 

of the scale could not be tested. 

Some implications can be derived from the study 

results. 



51 

First, the SSRS-P may not measure a single construct 

social skill, two or more constructs other than social skill 

are possibly measured. Further studies need to be done to 

find the constructs and the number of constructs that are 

measured by this scale. 

Secondly, according to the present study results, we 

can conclude that the hypothesized four-factor structure of 

the SSRS-P is not appropriate. Some other factor structures 

are probably more appropriate than this factor structure. 

Thirdly, the study results showed that the first 

eleven items on the SSRS-P have low loadings on their 

respective factors which demonstrates that these items are 

inappropriate indicators of the latent variables of the 

factor represents. By examining the response pattern of 

these items, it was revealed that about 10% of the subjects 

did not respond to these first eleven items. This 

observation may indicate that these items are not applicable 

to Navajo children's living environment so it was difficult 

for the subjects to understand these questions and give 

their responses. For example, because a lot of Navajo 

households have not installed telephone yet, item 18 

"Answers the phone appropriately" should not be considered 

as an appropriate and valid item for these children. 

Several reasons can be used to explain why the research 

hypotheses were not supported by this data. (1) As 



mentioned in Chapter 1 and Chapter 2, there is not a very 

well established theory on the structure of social skills. 

We basically do not have sufficient knowledge and empirical 

evidence on what are social skills and the behavioral 

components of the social skills. In this study, my 

research hypotheses and models were only based on limited 

empirical studies of Gresham and Elliott and an explorative 

factor analysis of the SSRS-P. Therefore, it is possible 

that the models were not appropriately specified. 

(2) It was reported the SSRS-P was standardized on a 

sample of 720 parents in which 126 parents came from 

minority racial group with the number of Native American 

parents unspecified. It is possible that Native American 

parents were underrepresented in this sample, which caused 

the test content and construct biased and invalid. 

Summary and Conclusion on the Modified 

Five Factor Structure Estimation 

Based on the estimation results of the four-factor 

structure models, some modifications were carried out and a 

five-factor structure model was proposed. The estimation 

results demonstrated that all the five factors fit the data 

very well. Unidimensionality of the scale was tested based 

on the factor scores obtained from the modified factors. 
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However, the model was not found to fit the data and the 

estimation results failed to demonstrate the five factors 

conform to one single behavioral construct. 

The results from the modified models may imply that the 

SSRS-P measures five latent variables or concepts and the 

items in each factor are appropriate indicators of their 

respective factors. In this case, the five-factor structure 

is a more appropriate factor structure than the hypothesized 

four-factor structure. However, because the X2 are 

relatively small comparing with their degrees of freedom, 

the models may not be stable. The results did not present 

strong enough evidence to prove that this scale is 

unidemensional. It is possible that this scale does not 

measure a single construct social skills. 

The results may also imply that the SSRS-P measures 

different latent traits for the Native American children 

from what is measured for the mainstreamed American 

children, and the five factor structure is more valid for 

Native American children. Nonetheless, the modified five-

factor structure of the SSRS-P may not be unique and 

meaningful, because the factor structure model was proposed 

simply based on data exploration instead of a substantive 

theory. For the same reason, the unidemensionality testing 

result based on the five structure model may not valid. 

Further studies should be conducted to replicate the five-
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factor structure model and retest the unidemensionality of 

the scale in both populations. 

The exploratory factor analysis results demonstrated 

that there is a strong common factor, which suggested that 

the scale might be unidemensional and one or several 

secondary factors might exist. The results shed light on the 

factor structure of the SSRS-P on this sample. 

In conclusion, this study suggested that the four-

factor structure of the SSRS-P proposed by Gresham and 

Elliot (1990) may not be valid for this sample of Native 

American children and the subscale scores should not be used 

to evaluate Native American children's social skills. The 

five-factor structure generated by the present study might 

be a more appropriate factor structure of the SSRS-P. 

However, the results should be interpreted cautiously and 

further studies should be done to validate this factor 

structure. The exploratory factor analysis results suggested 

different methods should be used to examine the factor 

structure of the SSRS-P. 

In regard to future research directions of the SSRS-P 

validation for the Native American, we should (1) examine 

the concept of social skills closely in the Native American 

culture; (2) following an appropriate theoretical framework 

of social skills for the Native American, conduct 



qualitative content analyses to see if the items are 

measuring social skills and what social skills they are 

measuring; (3) correlate with valid criterions to evaluate 

the constructs underlying the SSRS-P. 
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