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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to develop, implement, and 

evaluate a comprehensive interpersonal problem solving training pro

gram with four and five year old children. The goal of the program 

was to teach children the necessary skills to successfully resolve 

problems with their peers. The interpersonal problem solving train

ing program consisted of the following core components: language, 

perception, problem identification, empathy, alternative generation, 

consequential thinking, and integration. 

The sample consisted of 46 children, 23 children in the ex

perimental group and 23 children in the control group. Both experi

mental and control group subjects met for ten weeks (15-20 minutes a 

day) with trained graduate students. Control group subjects parti

cipated in reading story sessions while experimental group subjects 

participated in the interpersonal problem solving training sessions. 

Experimental and control group subjects were assessed at pre

test and posttest on two measures: The BP IPS (a behavioral assessment 

of interpersonal problem solving ability) and the BOS (a behavioral 

observation scale). 

Analysis of variance of gain scores demonstrated significant 

differences between experimental group subjects and control group 

subjects on: (a) ability to generate solutions in interpersonal 
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problem solving situations and (b) frequency of positive verbal and 

nonverbal interaction with peers. 

Analysis of variance of gain scores indicated no significant 

differences between experimental and control groups on: (a) the fre

quency of positive interactions with adults or (b) the frequency of 

negative interactions with either peers or adults. 

Discussion focused on the measured and observed results from 

training in the interpersonal problem solving program, possible ex

planations for insignificant differences relative to adult inter

actions, and program generalizabi1ity. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The social world of young children increases in complexity with 

age so that by the age of three, a child's social world has ex

panded to include a variety of adults and peers (Clausen, 1972; Hartup, 

1979; Maccoby, 1980). As the frequency and complexity of the child's 

interactions with these adults and peers increase, so does the poten

tial for interpersonal problems (Gordon, 1970; Stollak et al., 1973)-

The potential for interpersonal problems may be a result of the child's 

developing an interaction style which is successful with his primary 

caretakers, but which is not flexible enough to be successful with all 

other persons. In addition, as the child grows older, the frequency 

and severity of the interpersonal problems increase. The successful 

resolution of these problems is critical to developing a success cycle 

that is related to desired outcomes, such as peer popularity, positive 

perception by teachers and parents, and high personal self-esteem 

(Coche and Douglas, 1977; Gesten et al., 1978). Unsuccessful resolution 

of these problem situations sets in motion a cycle of failure in dealing 

with such problems (Dollard et al., 1939; Maccoby, 1980; Seligman, 

1975). The result is a child who participates in fewer and fewer posi

tive interactions leading to negative consequences, such as social 

isolation, lack of achievement, school failure, and mental health 

1 
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problems (Cowen et al., 1973; Gronland and Anderson, 1963; Hartup, 1970; 

Strain, Shores, and Kerr, 1976; Ullman, 1957)-

Acquiring and practicing positive interpersonal skills is criti

cal to the development and maintenance of successful interpersonal rela

tionships. Research findings across the life span confirm a strong 

positive relationship between interpersonal problem solving skills and 

interpersonal success (Coche and Douglas, 1977; Elardo and Caldwell, 

1979; Gottlieb and Asarnow, 1979; Larcen, Spivack, and Shure, 1972; 

Piatt et al., 197*0 • 

During the past 15 years a variety of investigators has focused 

their attention on developing and evaluating the effects of interperson

al problem solving training programs on such populations as schizo

phrenics, alcoholics, and delinquent boys (Coche and Glick, 1975; Camp 

and Bash, 1975; Intagliata, 1976). With the exception of research con

ducted at the Hahnemann Medical College (Shure and Spivack, 1979» 1980; 

Spivack, Piatt, and Shure, 1976; Spivack and Shure, 197*0, there has been 

surprisingly little systematic effort to develop and evaluate programs 

for preschool children in which the focus was to teach interpersonal 

problem solving. Although the pioneering work of Spivack and Shure with 

the preschool population has set the foundation for developing interper

sonal problem solving training programs for young children, a comprehen

sive program for teaching and evaluating interpersonal problem solving 

skills with preschool children is unavailable. 
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To integrate information as it relates to interpersonal problem 

solving, it is necessary to review the literature dealing with the com

ponents of interpersonal problem solving in general, the development of 

preschool interpersonal problem solving programs, and the content and 

rationale for the interpersonal problem solving program developed and 

utilized in this study. The background information for the present 

study reviews the following major areas: 

1. Description of interpersonal problem solving programs, including 

preschool interpersonal problem solving programs and research 

evaluating their effectiveness. 

2. Description and rationale for the interpersonal problem solving 

program developed for this study. 

Interpersonal Problem Solving 

In the process of successfully negotiating even the most routine 

day, every child is involved in a myriad of situations in which some 

level of interpersonal problem solving is demanded. From less sophisti

cated problem situations such as what toy to play with, to complicated 

interpersonal problems that occur when two children want to play with 

the same toy, successful interpersonal problem solving is critical to 

problem resolution, harmony in the school and home, and perceptions of 

self and others. Within this section, the components of interpersonal 

problem solving contained within established programs will be described, 

and research evaluating the effectiveness of these interpersonal problem 

solving training programs will be discussed. 



Program Development 

Spivack, Piatt, and Shure (1976), along with colleagues at the 

Hahnemann Medical College, have conducted the most comprehensive exami

nation of the relationship between interpersonal problem solving and 

adjustment to date. Their research has led them to explore the effects 

of interpersonal problem solving training programs with emotionally 

disturbed adolescents, adult psychiatric patients, preschoolers, kinder 

gartners, and mothers and their young children. 

First, the research leading to the development of the Shure and 

Spivack interpersonal problem solving program will be reported. Second 

the components of the Shure and Spivack interpersonal problem solving 

program will be described. Third, the research and components of other 

interpersonal problem solving programs will be discussed. 

Emotionally Disturbed Adolescents. An early study linking 

interpersonal problem solving skills to behavioral adjustment was con

ducted by Spivack and Levine (1963). Spivack and Levine discovered 

that impulsive adolescent boys differed from a normal population of 

adolescent boys in their ability to utilize step-by-step planning and 

foresight. Following this discovery, Piatt et al. (197*0 evaluated 

the ability of psychiatrically hospitalized adolescents as opposed to a 

control group of adolescents to generate alternatives to interpersonal 

problems. Again, the disturbed adolescents were significantly less able 

to generate alternatives to problem situations than were the control 

group. In another study, Larcen, Spivack, and Shure (1972) discovered 

that behaviorally disturbed adolescents when compared with a normal 
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control group were found to exhibit fewer means-ends-thoughts and gener

ated more impulsive and aggressive means for solving problems. Again, 

examining the interpersonal problem solving skills of residentially 

placed adolescents, Larcen, Spivack, and Shure (1972) discovered that 

when compared to a control group the residentially placed youngsters 

were less able to utilize consequential and social causal thinking when 

problem solving. 

In summary, the results with emotionally disturbed adolescent 

boys when compared with a control group suggest that the emotionally 

disturbed adolescent boys were less able to: (a) use foresight, (b) 

use step-by-step planning, (c) use social-causal thinking, and (d) 

generate alternatives. 

Emotionally Disturbed Adults. Piatt and Spivack (1972, 1973) 

examined the interpersonal problem solving ability of adult psychiatric 

patients. When compared to a control group of normal adults, the 

psychiatric adults were significantly different in (a) step-by-step 

thinking and (b) generating a variety of alternative means to solving 

a problem. 

Preschoolers. Shure, Spivack, and their colleagues have been 

the only researchers to systematically evaluate the interpersonal prob

lem solving ability of preschool age children. Shure, Spivack, and 

Jaeger-(1971) compared 64 Head Start children who were separated into 

two groups, adjusted and aberrant. Their finding indicated that chil

dren in the aberrant group were less able to solve typical interpersonal 
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problems than were those children in the normal group. Shure, Newman, 

and Silver (1973) evaluated the interpersonal problem solving skills of 

257 Head Start children and found a significant relationship between 

adjustment and ability to solve problems. 

Based on the research demonstrating the relationship between 

the ability to solve interpersonal problems and adjustment, an inter

personal problem solving training program was developed. The components 

of the Shure and Spivack interpersonal problem solving training program 

will be described in detail in the next section. Briefly they include: 

(1) sensitivity to the existence of a problem, (2) generation of alter

native solutions to a problem, (3) defining the step-by-step means to 

reaching the outcome, (4) considering consequences of implementing a 

solution, and (5) recognition of the mutual influence between the two 

persons in a problem situation. 

Shure and Spivack (1973) evaluated the effects of a k(> lesson 

interpersonal problem solving program on (a) the interpersonal problem 

solving ability, and (b) the adjustment of black, inner-city, impulsive 

preschoolers. Children in the interpersonal problem solving training 

program were compared with control group children. The interpersonal 

problem solving training program was implemented by the classroom 

teachers. In addition, adjustment was determined by a rating scale 

completed by the classroom teachers. Results indicated a significant 

difference between groups on both interpersonal problem solving and 

adjustment. In response to the success with preschoolers, Shure and 

Spivack extended and tested the program with kindergartners and mothers 

of preschool children. 



Kindergartners. This program, based on the interpersonal prob

lem solving program utilized with preschoolers, was designed to teach 

kindergarten children skills which would assist them in solving inter

personal problems with others. Shure and Spivack (1980) demonstrated 

that kindergarten children exposed to the training program in contrast 

with a control group were both better interpersonal problem solvers and 

better adjusted. 

Mothers and Their Young Children. The two part purpose of this 

program is to (a) teach interpersonal problem solving skills to parents 

and (b) train parents to teach these skills to their children (Shure and 

Spivack, 1978). The program requires the mother to (1) directly teach 

specific lessons included in the script to their child for approximately 

20 minutes a day for three months, and (2) use the interpersonal problem 

solving skills taught in the program with their child when interpersonal 

problems are encountered. Results indicate that those children who im

prove the most in interpersonal problem solving skills have mothers, who 

as a result of training, have adopted an interpersonal problem solving 

mode of communication. 

Shure and Spivack Interpersonal Problem Solving: Components. 

Spivack, Piatt, and Shure (1976) discuss five components which comprise 

interpersonal problem solving. The first component, sensitivity to the 

existence of a problem, is an awareness of the potential for interper

sonal problems whenever people interact. The picture is one of human 

beings interacting with a purpose in mind. Sensitivity to the 
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existence of a problem requires one to be aware than whenever either 

person is not getting what they desire from the interaction, the poten

tial for an interpersonal problem exists. This component requires the 

constant evaluation of (a) the other person's feeling state and (b) the 

ability to examine oneself in relationship to others. 

Spivack, Piatt, and Shure (1976) identify the second component 

of interpersonal problem solving as the capacity to generate alternative 

solutions to problems. The purpose of this step is to generate as many 

solutions as possible, without censorship, to a given problem. The goal 

is to generate solutions that come from a variety of categories and are 

not merely repetitions of the same theme. For example, hit, slap, and 

kick are different solutions from the same category, hurting another. 

Different categories would include ask, say please, etc. 

The third component of interpersonal problem solving, means-to-

ends thinking, is a process of describing the exact procedure for im

plementing a solution to the problem. Spivack, Piatt, and Shure refer 

to this component as the interpersonal road map. 

The fourth component, considering the consequences of one's 

interpersonal behavior, requires generating all possible consequences 

to a social behavior before deciding on a solution. The goal is to in

crease the likelihood that the solution that is selected will be 

effect i ve. 

The fifth component requires an appreciation of the reciprocal 

influences between thoughts and feelings. This skill requires a process 

such as, "I am unhappy because he did not ask me to eat lunch with him." 
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"Maybe he did not ask me to eat lunch with him because he is too busy 

to have a sociable lunch." 

In summary, according to Spivack, Piatt, and Shure, the five 

components of interpersonal problem solving are: 

1. Sensitivity to the existence of a problem 

2. Generation of alternative solutions to a problem 

3. Defining the step-by-step means to reaching the outcome 

A. Considering consequences of implementing a solution 

5. Recognition of the mutual influence between the two persons 

in a problem situation. 

In addition to the work conducted by the Spivack and Shure 

team, several other researchers have evaluated the results of develop

ing and testing interpersonal problem solving programs. 

Project AWARE. Elardo and Caldwell (1979) developed a social 

development program which focused on teaching interpersonal problem 

solving skills to nine and ten year old children. The four components 

of their program, role taking, understanding the problem, considering 

alternative solutions, and understanding the consequences of each 

alternative, will be described separately. 

The first component, role taking ability, is defined by the 

author as the actual ability to understand the thoughts and feelings 

of other people. The second component, understanding the problem, re

quires the child to be able to verbalize an accurate conception of the 

problem situation. The third component, considering alternative 
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solutions, requires the child to brainstorm a variety of alternatives to 

solving interpersonal problems. The fourth component, understanding the 

consequences of each alternative, asks the child to evaluate the possi

ble results of implementing any one of the generated alternatives. 

Sixty-eight children (matched pairs) from grades four and five 

were divided into an experimental group and contact control group. The 

program was taught by the classroom teacher for two sessions per week 

(25 minutes per session) for a five month period. To assist the teacher 

in meeting the goals and objectives of Project AWARE, teachers and prin

cipals participated in an inservice training and were issued a formal 

curriculum to follow. Inservice training sessions occurred weekly for 

five months. Results indicated that the treatment group relative to a 

control group, demonstrated gains (a) in respect for others, (b) ability 

to generate alternatives to problem situations, and (c) creative expres

sion, patience, and self-reliance. 

Interpersonal Problem Solving with Third and Fourth Grade 

Children. Larcen et al. (197*0 developed a training program to teach 

the cognitive skills which mediate overt behavioral problem solving 

behavior in third and fourth grade children. The six components of the 

program were: (1) divergent thinking, (2) problem identification, (3) 

alternative solutions, (*t) consideration of consequences, (5) elabora

tion of solutions, and (6) integrating problem solving behaviors. 

The purpose of component one, divergent thinking, is to encou

rage the idea that problems are solvable and to give the children in 
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the group a chance to practice brainstorming. The purpose of the second 

component, problem identification, is to train the children to identify 

both their goal and the goals of others in a problem situation. The 

third component, alternative solutions, encourages the child, through 

the use of audio videotaping, to generate as many potential solutions to 

problems as possible. The fourth component, consideration of conse

quences, emphasizes the importance of evaluating all of the likely con

sequences that follow any one problem situation. Component five, 

elaboration of solutions, trains children to consider the concrete 

steps to effectively implement the solution. The sixth component of 

the training program, integration of problem solving behaviors, involves 

the children with incorporating all of the previously taught components 

into one process. 

Results indicate that children involved in the program increased 

in both alternative solution generating and means-end thinking (Larcen 

et al. , 197^; McClure, 1975)• 

Think Aloud. This program was designed to teach self-control 

through the use of verbal mediation strategies and cognitive problem 

solving to aggressive boys between the ages of six and eight. Research 

indicates that children taught to "think aloud" in both social and non-

social problem situations demonstrated an increase in prosocial behav

ior in the classroom (Camp and Bash, 1975). 
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Interpersonal Problem Solving with Marital Couples. Interper

sonal problem solving training has been a very powerful treatment 

strategy with marital couples experiencing distress in their relation

ships (Jacobson and Margolin, 1979). 

The content of an interpersonal problem solving training program 

includes the following skills: explore the problem, identify the prob

lem, identify contributions, state the goal, generate alternative solu

tions, evaluate solutions, develop plan, implement solution, and 

evaluate progress. 

Interpersonal Problem Solving with Alcoholics. Intagliata 

(1976) evaluated a ten session interpersonal problem solving training 

program with chronic alcoholic adult males. Results of the intervention 

indicated that the treatment group was significantly more skillful in 

generating alternatives to problem situations than subjects in a control 

group. The results of a preliminary follow-up indicated that skill 

level was maintained and subjects reported successfully using the inter

personal problem solving approach in their daily routine. 

There have been a variety of programs developed to teach and 

evaluate the acquisition of interpersonal problem solving skills. Each 

of these programs has been designed for use with specific populations, 

the component skills of the program reflecting the needs of the popula

tion. In most cases the programs are implemented with a small sample 

of experimental and control group subjects. Results are analyzed by 

comparing pretest and posttest differences between groups. There is 

most frequently a lack of short and long range follow-up. Although 



differences exist with the components of the interpersonal problem 

solving program, the following are characteristics which represent most 

interpersonal problem solving programs. 

1. They assume that there are specific strategies which mediate 

successful problem resolution. 

2. These specific skills which mediate adjustment can be taught. 

3. These skills can best be taught in an educational setting 

rather than a therapeutic setting. 

h. Skills are most frequently taught to groups although they can 

be adapted for use with individuals. 

5. Programs follow specific lessons, steps, procedures, and/or 

rules. They are available in a form which is relatively easy 

for others to replicate and assess. 

Rationale for This Study 

With the exception of research conducted at the Hahnemann 

Medical College (Spivack and Shure, 197^5 Spivack, Piatt, and Shure, 

1976; Shure and Spivack, 1980), there has been surprisingly little 

systematic effort to develop and evaluate programs for preschool chil

dren in which the focus is to teach interpersonal problem solving 

skills. Research has demonstrated that: (a) children can be taught 

to generate alternative solutions to interpersonal problems, and (b) 

teachers report that children who participate in an interpersonal 

problem solving program, as compared with a control group, are better 

adjusted. Although the results of this work indicate that 
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interpersonal problem solving skills programs produce desirable out

comes, several programmatic and methodological issues have not been 

addressed. 

First, a comprehensive model of interpersonal problem solving 

is warranted. Spivack and Shure's work has emphasized the importance 

of alternative thinking and consequential thinking. Elardo and 

Caldwell (1979) concluded that role taking and empathy are critical to 

successful problem solving. Camp and Bash (1975) have taught verbal 

mediation strategies as a means to effective problem solving. Larcen 

et al. (197*0 added problem identification in an attempt to develop a 

more complete model of interpersonal problem solving. A program which 

integrates all of these proven skills to successful interpersonal prob

lem solving is needed. 

Second, a behavioral component to both the teaching and evalua

tion of the program is necessary. The importance of including a 

behavioral component in any skills training program has been clearly 

documented (Harrell and Guerney, 1976; Jacobson, 1978; Ridley et al., 

in press). Other than the work conducted by Larcen et al. a behavioral 

component has not been included within interpersonal problem solving 

training programs. 

In addition, a behavioral means of evaluating the efficacy of 

the program is critical. This would include: (a) a behavioral evalua

tion of adjustment and (b) a behavioral evaluation of interpersonal 

problem solving. Previous research attempts have not included an overt 

behavioral measurement of either adjustment or interpersonal problem 

solving. 
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Third, program efforts relative to teacher involvement are un

known. Training programs were: (a) implemented by the regular teachers 

during the daily training phase of the program, and (b) reinforced by 

the teacher throughout the remainder of the school day. Thus, the 

teacher's involvement in the program and continued interaction with the 

child served as a major confounding factor for determining which in

gredient produced the program's success. 

Fourth, research evaluating the efficacy of interpersonal prob

lem solving training programs with preschool populations has been 

limited by lack of generalizabi1ity. The generalizabi1ity of the 

Spivack and Shure research findings is limited to lower socioeconomic 

black children, the population base for all of their research. Given 

the desirability of generalizing to wider ranges of children, the evalu

ation of program efficacy with other populations is essential. 

The four major needs in the area of interpersonal problem solv

ing with young children can be identified as: 

1. Development of a comprehensive model. 

2. Inclusion of a behavioral component in both training and 

evaluation. 

3. Evaluation of the training program without teacher involvement. 

k. Evaluation of the program with a different population. 

The goal of the present study was to address these needs. A 

discussion of how each of the four needs were addressed within this 

research study follows. 



Development of a Comprehensive Model 

After reviewing the components of previously discussed inter

personal problem solving training programs, the following components 

were identified as being core to a comprehensive interpersonal problem 

solving program. These components, and how they were addressed within 

the curriculum of the training program, are described in more detail 

in Chapter 2, Interpersonal Problem Solving. 

1. Language—the ability to understand and therefore apply lan

guage concepts which are integral to successful utilization of 

problem solving skills. 

2. Perception — the ability to notice and delineate the likenesses 

and differences in things and others including the uniqueness 

of their feelings and beliefs. 

3. Goal identification—the ability to recognize the goals of both 

self and other in a conflict situation. 

k. Empathy—the ability to take another's viewpoint. 

5. Alternative thinking—the ability to generate potential solu

tions to interpersonal problems. 

6. Procedural thinking—the ability to describe the sequential 

process of implementing the chosen alternative. 

7. Consequential thinking--the ability to evaluate how each person 

in the program situation is likely to respond to the alterna

tive. 

8. Integrating—the ability to incorporate all of the components 

into a problem solving strategy. 
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Figure 1 provides an illustration of the components which form 

the interpersonal problem solving training program. 

Behavioral Component: 

Training and Evaluation 

In response to the need for a behavioral component, this re

search project included a behavioral component in both the training and 

evaluation processes. The behavioral component in the training program 

will be discussed first, followed by the behavioral component utilized 

in evaluation. 

Training. A behavioral component was part of every lesson in 

the training program. Along with observing the puppets and listening 

to the teacher, each child was given an opportunity to act out problem 

situations. Rather than two puppets illustrating a skill of the inter

personal problem solving training program, children would be guided 

through the sessions by actually participating in the solving of the 

interpersonal problem. Including the children in the acting-out of 

the problem situations allowed children to practice the skills they 

were learning and increased the likelihood that these skills would be 

utilized in real problem situations. 

Evaluation. A measure was developed, the Behavior Observation 

Scale, to evaluate the actual change in positive and negative inter

actions with peers and adults in a naturalistic setting. In addition, 

a behavioral measure of problem solving, the Behavioral Preschool 

Interpersonal Problem Solving Test, was developed to assess a child's 

problem solving ability with a peer in a real life setting. 
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PREREQUISITE 
SKILLS CORE COMPONENTS PRODUCT/OUTCOME 

LANGUAGE 
Concepts, reception 
vocabulary 
expression 

GOAL IDENTIFICATION 
1. Recognizing goal of both 

self and others 

PERCEPTIONS 
1. Noticing Likenesses and 

different things in others 
2. Individual's uniqueness 
3. Identifying feelings 

EMPATHY 
1. Recognizing their own 

feeli ngs 
2. Recognizing the feelings 

of others 

2.  

ALTERNATIVE THINKING 
Alternative points of view 
context versus content 
Alternative solutions to 
interpersonal problems 

SUCCESSFUL INTER
PERSONAL PROBLEM 

SOLVING 

PROCEDURAL THINKING 
1. Cognit ive Iy describe 

steps 
2. Role playing 

CONSEQUENTIAL THINKING 
1. Cognit ive-predicting 
2. Role playing/acting out 

INTEGRATION 
Integrating al l  of the compo
nents into a problem solving 
strategy 

Figure 1. Components of the interpersonal problem solving 
training program 
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Evaluate Training Program without Teacher Involvement. 1n re

sponse to the need for an evaluation of the efficacy of the training 

program itself, uncontaminated by teacher effects, the research study 

implemented the training program by eliminating teacher involvement. 

Teacher effects were controlled through: 

1. Teachers of children involved in the research project were un

aware of the goals or content of the training program. 

2. Both experimental and control group subjects were contained 

within each teacher's classroom. 

3. Teachers were not used in the assessment process. Previous 

research relied on teacher evaluations as the measure of 

adj ustment. 

Teachers did not implement the training program. 

Evaluate Program with a Different Population. In response to 

the need for generalizabi1ity of interpersonal problem solving training 

results, the population selected for this study was one that had not 

been evaluated through previous research. 

Statement of the Problem 

The purpose of this study was to develop and evaluate a compre

hensive interpersonal problem solving program which considered (1) the 

development of a comprehensive model, (2) the inclusion of a behavioral 

component in both training and evaluation, (3) the evaluation of the 

training program without teacher involvement, and (4) the evaluation of 

the program with a different population. 
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The study will attempt to answer the following questions: 

1. Will children who participate in the study show a significantly 

greater improvement in cognitive interpersonal problem solving 

ability, as measured by the Behavioral Preschool Interpersonal 

Problem Solving Test (BPIPST) than those students who did not 

receive the training? 

2. Will children participating in the training program demonstrate 

a significantly greater number of 

skills with peers and adults than 

the training? 

positive social interaction 

those children not receiving 



CHAPTER 2 

METHOD 

To test the effects of a special training program on the inter

personal problem solving performance of preschool children, 23 preschool 

children were exposed to a ten week interpersonal problem solving train

ing program and were compared with 23 preschool children who were ex

posed to a ten week story telling program. This section will describe 

(1) the selection of subjects, (2) the training programs, and (3) the 

evaluation measures. 

Subjects 

The sample consisted of *»6 children, 23 males and 23 females. 

Subjects ranged in age from k years, 2 months to 5 years, 0 months. 

Subjects were obtained from 58 children enrolled in a university lab

oratory preschool and a nearby private preschool. 

All of the 58 children, ranging in age from k years, 2 months 

to 5 years, 0 months and attending the two selected preschools, were 

solicited for involvement in the study. Those children whose parents 

gave written consent were considered for inclusion in the study (n=52). 

Two of these children had participated in a pilot study and therefore 

were ineligible. Two other males were randomly selected and eliminated 

from the study because of the disproportionate number of males to 

females. Subjects were matched according to age and sex. One subject 
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f rom each pair  was assigned at  random to the exper imental  group, whi le 

the other was assigned to the contact  control  group. To control  for  

the ef fects of  a special  school  program, an exper imental  and contact  

control  group was selected from each set t ing wi th a total  of  one ex

per imental  and one contact  control  group at  each of  the two schools.  

The Training Program 

Training Sessions 

The programs, for both experimental and contact control groups, 

were implemented by training leaders for 50 sessions. Each session was 

conducted for 15 to 20 minutes for a total of 14-16 hours. Sessions 

were administered each weekday over a ten week period. One experimental 

and one contact group contained 10 subjects each, while one experimental 

and one contact control group contained 13 subjects each. The two 

groups of 10 subjects were composed of children from the university pre

school while the two groups of 13 children contained children from the 

private school. Subjects were removed from their regular preschool 

classrooms and brought to a nearby room for the training program. 

There were two t ra in ing leaders and two schools;  each t ra in ing 

leader conducted both the treatment and the contact  control  group at  

one school .  To assure that  program ef fects were a resul t  of  the t ra in

ing and uninf luenced by c lassroom teacher or  parent involvement,  c lass

room teachers and parents were not informed as to which subjects were 

in the contact  control  group or the exper imental  group. Classroom 

teachers and parents were unaware of  the contents of  the t ra in ing 



program and were not allowed to participate in or observe training 

sessions. In addition, since the implementation of the programs re

quired using children from four different preschool classrooms, both 

control group and experimental group subjects were enrolled in each 

classroom. 

Group Training Leaders 

The four groups, two exper imental  and two control ,  were taught 

by two t ra ined graduate students f rom The Universi ty of  Ar izona. Be

fore the. s tar t  of  the preschool  t ra in ing program, these graduate stu

dents (group leaders) were t ra ined in empathic and interpersonal  problem 

solv ing ski l ls .  This t ra in ing was conducted by the researcher in 

cooperat ion wi th a professor f rom the Div is ion of  Chi ld Development and 

Family Relat ions at  The Universi ty of  Ar izona. 

Training sessions for the group leaders occurred in two hour 

sets twice a week for five weeks (20 hours total training time). Group 

leaders' empathic skill level was assessed at the end of the 20 hour 

training on The Acceptance of Other Scale (Guerney, 1977). This measure 

was designed to determine the level of understanding and acceptance con

veyed by one person while communicating with another person. The pri

mary goal of the scale is to assess the subject's sensitivity to the 

feelings and needs of another which are expressed both verbally and 

nonverbally. The subject's responses are recorded on an eight-point 

scale with the lowest end of the scale being accusative responses; the 

middle ranges of the scale are responses in ordinary social conversa

tion; and the highest level of responses are ones that convey complete 



empathic acceptance of the other person. The scale and its guidelines 

for use are presented in Appendix A. The scores for both group leaders 

were in the six and a half-seven range on an eight-point scale. 

During the ten week training program, both group leaders met 

weekly for one and a half-two hours with the researcher to discuss 

interpersonal problem solving lessons, story sessions, and other issues 

such as group control, individual behavior problems, and story selec

tion. 

Interpersonal Problem Solving Training 
(Experimental Group) 

This training program was conducted for 15 —20 minutes each week

day during a ten week period for a total of 50 sessions. Several 

lessons (Appendix B) were taught during each daily training session 

for a total of 1^5 lessons. Lessons represented each of the eight core 

components of the interpersonal problem solving model. These eight com

ponents are (1) language concepts, (2) perception, (3) goal identifica

tion, (A) empathy, (5) alternative thinking, (6) procedural thinking, 

(7) consequential thinking, and (8) integrating skills. A brief expla

nation of the eight components of the interpersonal problem solving 

model follows: 

1. Language Concepts. There are eight specific lessons dealing 

with language concepts. The purpose of these lessons is to 

teach children to understand those words used in the training 

sessions, and to facilitate the child's use of those words in 

applying the learned skills in a real life situation. The 



rationale for this procedure is that children must be able to 

understand basic language concepts before they are able to 

successfully apply the more highly developed interpersonal 

problem solving skills. The language concepts which are taught 

include: same, different, alike, not alike. An understanding 

of the language concepts same and different is essential in 

facilitating empathy and alternative thinking. Within the 

empathy component, children are often asked if another child 

feels the same as they do or different. Within the alternative 

thinking component, children are asked to generate as many dif

ferent ideas to solving a problem as they can think of. Chil

dren are asked if the idea is a different one or the same idea 

as another child's. For example, grab it away and take it away 

are the same way of getting a toy from another child. See 

Appendix B for a sample language lesson. 

Perception. There are 20 lessons dealing with perception of 

social cues. The purpose of these lessons is to teach children 

likenesses and differences in others. For example, one of the 

lessons is concerned with teaching the children that we do not 

all like the same things. This point is illustrated by teach

ing the children that we do not all like to eat the same things; 

second, we do not all like to play the same games; third, we do 

not always like to play with the same people; and fourth, we do 

not always feel the same way. This appreciation of the differ

ences in others is a beginning step to empathy. (See Appen

dix B for a sample lesson of perception.) 
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3. Goal Identification. There are five lessons that teach goal 

identification. Goal identification is also enforced in all of 

the other seven components of the training program. The purpose 

of these lessons is to teach the children to identify what they 

want or in the case of a problem situation, what the problem 

is, before beginning the problem solving process. This process 

is taught by teaching the children to identify the problem be

fore they begin to resolve it. Questions which encourage the 

child to move through this step include: What is the problem? 

What is it that you want? What would make both of you happy? 

The rationale is that before children can generate possible 

solutions to resolving the conflict situation, they must first, 

be able to identify the problem and second, know how they would 

like the problem to be resolved. For example, a four-year-old 

child who comes crying to the teacher would be asked: What 

happened? (assist the child in clarifying the problem) and 

What would she like to see happen? (how do they want to see 

the problem resolved). See Appendix B for a sample lesson of 

goal identification. 

k. Empathy. There are 25 specific lessons addressing empathic 

skill development. The purpose of the empathy lessons is to 

teach the child to take the role of another. The rationale is 

that those children who are better able to understand the feel

ings of another in a problem situation are more likely to respond 

to these feelings in a way which facilitates mutual problem 



resolution. The four empathy skill levels are taught sequen

tially with each skill level building on the skills acquired in 

the previous level. A description of the skill levels follows. 

Skill level 1. Identifying four basic emotional states. 

The purpose of this level is to teach the child to identify an 

obvious emotional response which is unrelated to situational 

cues. For example, this task is taught by using facial cues 

(e.g., smiling) or auditory cues (e.g., laughing). The ration

ale is that the child must be able to identify affective states 

and recognize the cues which identify them before he can iden

tify his own or others. 

Skill level 2. Identifying emotions in self. The purpose 

of this step is to teach the child to identify his/her own emo

tions in stereotypic affective situations. For example, the 

child is asked how he would respond to losing his dog or going 

to a birthday party. The rationale is that a child must be able 

to identify his feelings to situations before being able to 

recognize the feeling states of others. 

Skill level 3• Identifying emotions in others. The purpose 

of this step is to teach the child to respond empathically to a 

variety of situations with an increased range of people. For 

example, the child is asked how his/her mother or neighbor might 

feel in a complex problem situation. The rationale is that in 

the beginning stages of empathy, the "other" person must be 

highly similar to the child for the child to be able to respond 



empathically. However, as the child's empathic capacity in

creases through training, the kinds of people to which the 

child can respond become more diverse. 

Skill level k. Match in affective state. The purpose of 

this step is to teach the child to feel the same way as another 

in increasingly complex interpersonal situations. For example, 

children were encouraged to identify the feelings of the other 

person in the problem situation, to ask why they thought the 

person felt that way, and to identify their own responses. 

The rationale is that the most sophisticated form of empathy 

is not only being able to identify another's feelings, but also 

to be able to feel as the other feels. (See Appendix B for 

sample lesson.) 

Alternative Thinking. There are 20 lessons teaching alternative 

thinking. The purpose of these lessons is to teach a cognitive 

strategy for generating a variety of potential solutions to a 

problem situation. The rationale is that as the child's range 

of alternatives increases so does the likelihood that one of the 

alternatives will successfully resolve the problem situation. 

It is for this reason that alternative thinking is a major ele

ment of brainstorming. Without evaluation all possible alterna

tives are solicited. Through evaluating this pool of 

alternatives, a potential solution is selected. For example, 

if a child's only solution to obtaining a toy from another child 

is to hit him, this child is only going to be successful in 



obtaining the toy a l imi ted number of  t imes. I f  the chi ld who 

is  h i t  is  larger,  or  a teacher or  aide is observing, i t  is un

l ikely that the al ternat ive "hi t t ing" wi l l  produce the desired 

response. However,  i f  the chi ld is capable of  generat ing a 

var iety of  al ternat ives to obtain the toy,  the chances are 

great ly increased that  he wi l l  be successful .  (See Appendix B 

for  a sample lesson.)  

Procedural Thinking. There are 18 lessons teaching procedural 

thinking. The purpose of these lessons is to teach a cognitive 

strategy for plotting the process for getting from the selected 

means of solving the problem (chosen alternative) to the end 

(desired goal). The rationale is that a child may be able to 

identify the problem and generate and evaluate alternatives to 

solving the problem and, however, not be able to define the 

process for implementing the selected alternative. Through the 

use of role playing and modeling, the child is able to observe 

and practice the process of moving from the selected alternative 

to achieving the desired goal. For example, if a child selects 

"ask him if I can borrow it" as the alternative solution to 

having a chance to play with a toy, the child actually role 

plays how this alternative will be enacted. (See Appendix B 

for a sample procedural thinking lesson.) 

Consequential Thinking. There are 15 specific lessons teaching 

consequential thinking. The purpose of these lessons is to 

teach a cognitive strategy for predicting the likely outcome or 
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outcomes for any selected alternative to a problem situation. 

This is taught by asking the child to stop and predict what 

might happen next after selecting any given alternative. For 

example, if the child selects grab it away as a possible solu

tion to a problem with another peer, the trainer asks "What do 

you think would happen next after you grabbed it away? If 

Johnny hit you, then what would you do?". (See Appendix B 

for a sample lesson.) 

8. Integrating Skills. There are 20 lessons integrating the skills 

into an interpersonal problem solving approach to problem reso

lution. The purpose of these lessons is to incorporate all of 

the components of the interpersonal problem solving approach 

into a single skill. For example, the child identifies the 

problem, feeling state of the other, generates potential solu

tions, evaluates the solutions, selects one, and implements it. 

• (See Appendix B for a sample lesson integrating all of the 

components.) 

Reading Story Sessions 
(Control Group) 

Subjects met with the group leader for the same time period as 

the experimental group subjects. The contact control group met each 

weekday during a ten week period for a total of 50 sessions. The train

ing leaders included puppets in the training sessions to duplicate the 

process by which the interpersonal problem solving training program was 



conducted. Stories which were selected based on the interest of the 

children were told and/or read by the group leader. 

Evaluation Measures 

Each child was tested individually for approximately 30 minutes 

at both pretesting and posttesting. In addition, each child was ob

served within his or her classroom setting for a total of k5 minutes at 

both pretest and posttest. Subjects were assessed on two instruments: 

(1) the Behavioral Preschool Interpersonal Problem Solving Test (BPIPS), 

an individually administered measure, and (2) the Behavior Observation 

Scale, a measure utilized in the preschool setting. Subjects were 

tested during the two week period preceding training and two weeks 

immediately following training. 

One half of the contact control group subjects and one half of 

the experimental group subjects were administered the BPIPS first, 

followed by the Behavior Observation Scale. The remaining half were 

administered the Behavior Observation Scales first, followed by the 

BPIPS. This procedure was reversed at posttesting. 

Behavioral Preschool Interpe-sonal 
Problem Solving Test 

The Behavioral Preschool Interpersonal Problem Solving Test 

(BPIPS) was a self-constructed measure developed from another test, the 

Preschool Interpersonal Problem Solving Test (PIPS) (Spivack and Shure, 

197*0. The PIPS is a widely utilized measure of interpersonal problem 

solving designed as a verbal assessment of cognitive problem solving. 



The PIPS was designed as a measure of a child's ability to generate a 

variety of solutions to hypothetical interpersonal problems with peers 

(e.g., wanting to play with a toy being used by another child), and with 

mothers (e.g., what to do if you damaged your mother's clothing). These 

problem situations are posed to the child through the use of stories and 

illustrated with pictures of characters and toys. 

The purpose of the BPIPS is to assess interpersonal problem 

solving ability in an actual problem situation. This behavioral compo

nent requires the subject to actually solve an interpersonal problem 

with another child. This differs from the PIPS in that the PIPS was 

designed to assess how the subject would respond to an interpersonal 

problem through a story as opposed to a real-life problem. This behav

ioral component was developed in response to a need observed by the 

researcher while learning to administer the PIPS. In practicing the 

administration of the PIPS, the researcher noticed children who were 

unwilling to offer solutions such as hit, kick, or tell the teacher 

while in the testing situation utilizing these techniques as means to 

solving problems on the playground and in the classroom. The purpose 

of introducing a real-life problem situation with a peer is to more 

closely approximate how the subject might respond in real-life situa

tions . 

In summary, the BPIPS was designed to: (a) overcome the missing 

behavioral component of the PIPS, and (b) determine the child's ability 

to verbally and nonverbally solve interpersonal problems with a peer. 



33 

BPIPS Testing Procedures. The testing and scoring procedures 

on the BPIPS are similar to those used in the PIPS. For a complete 

description of the PIPS test, including a PIPS test protocol, see 

Appendix C. Following is a description of the BPIPS test. 

Each child to be tested along with a confederate are brought to 

the testing room. The child to be tested is told, "We are going to 

play some games and (confederate's name) is going to be our helper. 

I am going to tell you some things about (confederate's name) and then 

I am going to watch what you do and say." The role of the confederate 

is to play with the toy or game until the examiner asks for it to be 

returned or turned over to the other child. Confederates participated 

in trial testing situations with subjects not involved in the research 

study before being used in actual testing situations. 

Before entering the testing room, the confederate is instructed 

to continue playing with the toy, but not to give it to the target 

child unless instructed to do so by the examiner. Within the testing 

room, the examinee and the confederate enact the interpersonal problem 

solving situations. 

All subjects are administered seven different interpersonal 

problems. The goal is to generate a different, relevant solution to 

each of the interpersonal situations posed. Those subjects which have 

generated a different relevant solution to each of the problems are 

then administered up to three additional problem situations. The admin

istration of these additional three is contingent upon supplying a 
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different relevant solution to each of the preceding problem situations. 

One of the seven peer problem situations follows. 

1) Play dough 

Examiner: Here's (name of confederate, e.g., Johnny). What can 

you (point to child) do or say so you can have a chance to play 

with the play dough (point to the toy). 

The other problem situations are administered in the same way 

with a different preferred toy or object. A complete description of 

each interpersonal problem situation is contained in the BPIPS protocol, 

Appendix D. The scoring procedure, including a description of relevant 

solutions, follows this section. 

Solutions offered by the child being tested are recorded by the 

examiner according to what the tested child says or does. Probing tech

niques are carefully described and illustrated in Appendix E. After the 

first relevant solution is given or demonstrated, it is followed with: 

"That's one way. Now the idea of this game is to think of lots of ways 

to get a chance to play with toys, o.k.?" A particular solution is 

never reinforced, for example, by saying, "Good," "That's a good idea," 

or "That's right." Such reinforcement will only encourage the child to 

repeat it for the next story. By following with the statement, "That's 

one way, now the idea," it is relayed to the child that thinking of lots 

of different ways is the idea of the game. The child's responses are 

recorded in the space provided. For stories two through seven, the toys 

and questions are presented in the same manner and with the same in

structions . 



Scoring Procedure. Two types of scores are obtained from the 

BPIPS test, relevant solutions and relevancy ratio. Relevant solutions 

are those solutions which are obviously different and not merely enu

merations or repetitions of a previous response. A list of more than 

20 response categories is used to determine relevancy of each response 

given by the subject. A complete list of the relevant solutions and 

solution-categories for both peer-problem categories and mother-problem 

categories can be found in Appendix D. Sample relevant solutions in

clude : 

Ask—"Can I have it?" 

"Ask him for it." 

Please—"Say please." 

"Pretty please, can I have it? 

Trade Bribe—"I'll give you candy if you give me the drum." 

"I'll invite you to my birthday party if you let me 

play with the drum." 

Authority Intervention—"I'll ask my mom if she will get it for me." 

Trick--"I'11 put my name on it and say it's mine." 

Wai t--"Wai t till he's finished playing." 

No Solutions. There are three categories of no solution re

sponses: (1) related goal, (2) substitute goal, and (3) irrelevant 

response. Each of the three categories of no solution responses will 

be defined separately. 
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Related Goal 

A. Response is scored as related goal if the subject suggests 

that the means for solving the problem is to get another 

toy of the same kind as the stated toy, but not the stated 

toy itself. 

Example—In response to the question "What can you do or 

say so that you can have a chance to play with the play 

dough?", the subject offers "Get another piece of play 

dough." The response is scored as a related goal because 

the original goal was changed. 

Substitute Goal 

A response is scored as a substitute goal if the subject sug

gests the problem be solved by getting a toy that is different 

from the stated toy. 

Example-^- In response to the question "What can you do or say so 

you can have a chance to play with the play dough?", the subject 

offers, "Go play with a truck." The response is scored as a 

substitute goal because the child's suggested alternative does 

not solve the problem as stated. 

Irrelevant Response 

A response is scored as an irrelevant response if the subject's 

response does not attempt to solve the problem as stated. 

Example—Responses which are completely unrelated to the problem 

as stated include: "My mommy brought me a truck." "I get to go 

to a birthday party." 



Relevancy Ratio. The relevancy ratio is the number of relevant 

solutions to the total number of solutions. Total solutions include 

the number of relevant solutions plus the number of no solutions 

# relevant solutions 
# relevant solutions + no solutions 

For example, if a subject's number of relevant solutions equaled 6 and 

the number of no solutions equaled 2, the relevancy ratio would be 6 

divided by 6 plus 2 for a relevancy ratio of 75 percent. 

In summary, the BPIPS test is similar to the PIPS test upon 

which it was based, with the following exceptions: 

1. The use of a confederate and toy to replace the paper doll and 

toy. A same age and sex child (not participating in this re

search study) serves as a confederate. The confederate is given 

real toys and/or games. The tested child is told to pretend 

that the other child (confederate) has had the toy for a very 

long time and now he wants to play with the toy. The confed

erate is prompted before participating in the testing situation 

that the role is to continue playing with the toy until the 

examiner instructs them to turn the toy over to the other child. 

2. Solutions offered by the subject are recorded by the examiner 

according to what the subject does and/or says. In the PIPS, 

because there is no interaction with another child, solutions 

can be recorded only by what the subject says. There are two 

advantages to being able to record what the subject does as well 

as what the subject says. (A) Many preschool children are less 



comfortable with the verbal mode and are more willing to show 

what they would do rather than say. (B) As stated earlier in 

the text, the researcher observed that many children would not 

verbalize alternatives perceived as being negative, e.g., hit

ting, kicking, taking it away, and yet would be observed demon

strating these behaviors in the classroom. In short, the 

Behavioral PIPS Component allowed the examiner to view the full 

range of the child's problem solving abilities—both doing and 

saying. 

3- Because of difficulties inherent in obtaining a confederate to 

serve as a mother, and the high correlation between alternatives 

generated in peer stories and mother stories (p <.01) (Shure and 

Spivack, 1979), the mother stories were eliminated from the 

BP I PS. 

Behavior Observat ion Scale 

The purpose of  th is scale was to obtain a quant i tat ive sample 

o f  the subject 's behavior in the preschool  set t ing.  The chi ld 's behav

ior  was observed and recorded according to three dimensions: whether 

the behavior was posi t ive or negat ive,  verbal  or  nonverbal ,  and directed 

toward peers or  adul ts.  Each chi ld received a score in eight categor ies 

posi t ive verbal  peer,  posi t ive verbal  adul t ,  posi t ive nonverbal  peer,  

posi t ive nonverbal  adul t ,  negat ive verbal  peer,  negat ive verbal  adul t ,  

negat ive nonverbal  peer,  and negat ive nonverbal  adul t .  

In addi t ion,  two categor ies,  total  .posi t ive interact ions and 

total  negat ive interact ions combined data f rom the other eight 



categories. All of the data from positive verbal peer, positive non

verbal peer, positive verbal adult, and positive nonverbal adult were 

summed to form the total positive interactions category. All of the 

data from negative verbal peer, negative nonverbal peer, negative verbal 

adult, and negative nonverbal adult were summed to form the total nega

tive interactions category. 

Four senior level undergraduate students were trained for 18 

hours in the administration of the Behavior Observation Scale. Inter

rater reliability scores were obtained at four intervals: prior to 

pretesting, during pretesting, prior to posttesting, and during post-

testing. Interrater reliability was obtained by comparing total scores 

(both positive and negative, verbal and nonverbal with peer and adult) 

between two raters scoring one child during the same time interval. 

These scores were analyzed using percentage of agreement. Since it was 

logistically impossible to have four raters close enough to the child 

without interrupting the child and the classroom routine, interrater 

reliability was obtained by having two raters score during the same 

time interval. The interrater reliability scores are reported in 

Appendix F. 

As can be seen in Appendix F, each rater obtained an interrater 

reliability score during each of the four intervals. In addition, each 

rater obtained an interrater reliability check with every other rater 

for each of the four intervals for a total of 12 interrater reliability 

checks per tester. Of the *f8 total interrater reliability checks per

formed, ratings ranged from .87".98. The mean reliability ratings for 

each of the four intervals are as follows: 



Before pretesting X = .92 

During pretesting X = .9^ 

Before posttesting X = .91 

During posttesting X = .95 

For four days prior to the actual recording of the Behavior 

.Observation Scale, raters sat in the preschoolers' classrooms and 

collected unused data. The purpose was to decrease the likelihood 

that children's behavior would differ because an observer was in the 

room. Testers were unaware of which subjects were in the experimental 

group and which subjects were in the control group. 

All subjects were observed in the preschool setting by one of 

the trained testers. Subjects were observed for 15 minutes a day on 

three separate days. Observations were split into two 7 1/2 minute 

sessions; one session in the morning and one session in the afternoon. 

The three 15 minute observations were done within an eight weekday time 

period immediately prior to the initiation of the training programs. 

Behavioral samples were taken only when a child was involved in a free 

choice activity as opposed to teacher directed activities. The elimina

tion of teacher directed activities for recording child behaviors was 

designed to allow the child flexibility in choosing when, how, and with 

whom he would interact. The goal was to best represent the child's 

preferred interaction with peers and adults uninfluenced by teacher 

instruction. Both preschools provided a minimum of one and one-half 

hours of nonteacher directed activities in the morning and in the 

afternoon. 



Recording Behavior 

Each subject's behavior during the timed observations was re

corded into one of the eight categories previously defined in a descrip

tion of the Behavior Observation Scale. These eight categories include 

positive verbal peer, positive verbal adult, positive nonverbal peer, 

positive nonverbal adult, negative verbal peer, negative verbal adult, 

negative nonverbal peer, negative nonverbal adult. 

As can be seen in Appendix G, Behavior Observation Scale Record

ing Sheet, the two major sections of interaction Positive Social Inter

action and Negative Social Interaction divide the protocol. Verbal peer 

and adult and nonverbal peer and adult are subcategories contained with

in each of the categories. As a behavior is observed, it is recorded 

within one of the categories. After each observation the total number 

of behaviors within each category is tallied and recorded in the total 

column. 

Nonverbal Recording 

All negative and positive nonverbal behavior which persisted 

longer than one second was timed. Each second the behavior occurred 

was recorded as one response. For example, a child who was engaged for 

one and one-half minutes in helping another child put on their shoes 

would receive a positive nonverbal peer score of 90. A child who spent 

32 seconds fighting with a peer would receive a negative nonverbal 

peer score of 32. 



Verbal Recording 

All negative and positive verbal responses were recorded accord

ing to the number of responses emitted. For example, "Can I have it" 

is recorded as one positive verbal response, and "I don't like you" is 

recorded as one negative verbal response. 

Definition of Categories Within the 

Behavior Observation Scale (Positive 
Social Interaction) 

Nonverbal Peei—any positive or neutral behavior directed toward 

another child which involves a reciprocal response. The two way nature 

of a scoreable interaction necessitates not only the output of the sub

ject child, but some indication of recognition and attention from the 

second child and/or children in the interaction. Examples of scored 

behaviors include: (a) helping (e.g., subject comes and pushes a wagon 

from behind which is being pulled by another child); (b) giving sympathy 

(e.g., subject goes over and puts his arms around a crying child); (c) 

showing consideration (e.g., subject holds the drinking fountain on for 

another child); (d) sharing—when one subject passes or hands an object/ 

material to a second subject, if both subjects touch the object/material 

within five seconds, or when two or more subjects simultaneously use the 

same object/material (e.g., coloring on the same sheet of paper at the 

same time); (e) positive touching with hands (e.g., hugs, holding hands, 

kisses, waving); (f) smiling. Examples of nonscored behaviors include: 

(a) parallel play; (b) solo play. 

Nonverbal Adult—same as with peer except that positive behavior 

is directed toward adult. Some examples are: (a) following directions 
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given by an adult (e.g., child follows the request of an adult within 

five seconds and without request being repeated); and (b) same as posi

tive nonverbal behaviors with peer except conducted with adult. 

Verbal Peer—any positive or neutral verbalization directed 

toward another child in which there is some indication of recognition 

and/or attention from the second child. Examples of scored behaviors 

include: (a) praise—any verbalization by a subject to a peer in which 

the subject indicated approval, liking, or admiration for the peer, or 

any aspect of the peer's work (e.g., 1 like your picture, pretty doggy); 

(b) giving reasons for own behavior (e.g., it's my turn because I was 

here first); (c) neutral (e.g., I have on blue shoes. Hey you, what are 

you scrubbing for? I'm scrubbing my paper); (d) laughing. 

Verbal Adult—any positive or neutral verbalization directed 

toward an adult in which there is some indication of recognition and/or 

attention from the adult. Examples of scored behaviors include: (a) 

requesting help (e.g., will you tie my shoe?); (b) praise (e.g., teacher, 

you look pretty); (c) descriptive—verbalization directed toward adult 

in which information is second source (e.g., my daddy says that we get 

to go see Santa); (d) questioning (e.g., Mrs. Watson, what are we 

making?). 

Definition of Categories Within the 
Behavior Observation Scale (Negative 
Social Interaction) 

Nonverbal Peel—any negative behavior directed toward another 

child which involves a reciprocal response. The two-way nature of a 

scoreable interaction necessitates not only the output of the subject 



child, but some indication of recognition and attention from the second 

child in the interaction. Examples include: (a) physical attacks on 

another person (e.g., pushing, hitting, kicking, biting, pinching); (b) 

grabbing object from another child; (c) interfering with another child's 

activities (e.g., waving hands in front of the face of another child, 

pulling on another child's paper while they are working, standing in 

front of another child and blocking their view while the teacher is 

reading a story); (d) destroying the construction of another child's 

(e.g., knocking another child's block design over). 

Nonverbal Adult—any negative nonverbal behavior directed toward 

an adult obtaining recognition or attention from the adult (e.g., not 

following directions; persistence in touching an adult after the adult 

indicates that it is no longer desirable). 

Verbal Peei—any negative verbal behavior directed toward another 

child in which there is some indication of recognition and/or attention 

from the second child. All crying is recorded as negative verbal except 

when there is obvious physical harm to the child. Counting negative 

verbal behavior is begun as soon as the child is acknowledged by either 

peer or adult within a ten foot radius of the child. Examples include: 

(a) name calling (e.g., stupid, mommy cakes on Johnny, you're a bad 

boy); (b) crying or screaming; (c) threatening (e.g., if you don't give 

me that, I'm going to hit you); (d) bossing (e.g., go get my coat right 

now; no, not that way, we're not making circles, we scrubbing it; we 

don't want you in here; you're not allowed to come up here; get out of 

this place); (e) teasing (e.g., you can't have a ball). 
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Verbal Adult—any negative verbal behavior directed from the 

subject to an adult (e.g., no; I am not doing it; I don't have to). 



CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS 

This section will report the results of an experiment on the 

effects of an interpersonal problem solving training program on 23 

four-year-old children. It should be recalled that 23 subjects were 

administered an interpersonal problem solving training program over a 

period of ten weeks and compared with 23 control children who were 

subjected to reading story sessions for the same ten week period. 

The purpose of the study was to answer the following questions: 

1. Will experimental subjects who receive interpersonal problem 

solving training demonstrate a significant increase in perfor

mance on the Behavioral Preschool Interpersonal Problem 

Solving Test as compared with control group children? 

2. Will experimental subjects who receive interpersonal problem 

solving training demonstrate a significant increase in perfor

mance on the Behavioral Observation Scale as compared with 

control group children? 

Results were analyzed using analysis of variance techniques. 

Results from the Behavioral Preschool Interpersonal Problem Solving 

Test will be reported first followed by results from the Behavioral 

Observation Scale. 
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Interpersonal Problem Solving 

Pretest Analysis 

To study the effects of training on interpersonal problem 

solving, children were assessed on the Behavioral Preschool Interper

sonal Problem Solving Test. This test consisted of two components: 

(1) total peer solutions, the total number of relevant solutions given 

to problem situations, and (2) relevancy ratio, the ratio of the number 

of relevant solutions to the total number of solutions. 

Analysis of variance of pretest scores from the experimental 

and control groups was performed in order to determine if there were 

any initial differences between the groups on either component of inter

personal problem solving: total peer solutions and relevancy ratio. A 

summary of the pretest analysis of variance for total peer solutions 

and relevancy ratio is reported in Table 1. As can be seen in Table 1, 

there are no significant differences on pretest scores between experi

mental children when compared with control children on treatment, sex, 

and treatment by sex interaction. It appears from these results that 

the two groups are relatively equal in their abilities to utilize 

interpersonal problem solving skills before training. 

Gain Score Analysis 

A two-way analysis of variance of gain scores was conducted for 

both experimental and control groups. Gain scores were determined by 

subtracting posttest scores from pretest scores for total peer solutions 

and relevancy ratio respectively. The results for each component of 



Table 1. ANOVA pretest scores summary table—behavioral preschool 
interpersonal problem solving test 

Dependent Variable df F £ 

Total Peer Solutions 

Treatment 1 3-209 .080 

Sex 1 .691 .410 

Sex by Treatment 1 .8^3 -36^ 

Relevancy Ratio 

Treatment 1 .107 .7^5 

Sex 1 1.785 .189 

Sex by Treatment 1 2,078 .157 

interpersonal problem solving, peer solutions and relevancy ratio, are 

presented in separate sections. 

Total Peer Solutions. The means and standard deviations, pre

test, posttest, and gain scores from both the experimental and control 

groups are presented in Table 2. Analysis of variance of gain scores 

was performed in order to determine the effects of treatment on the 

total number of peer solutions generated. 

Table 3 reports the F values, £ values, and df for each source: 

sex, treatment and sex by treatment interaction. It can be seen in 

Table 3 that: (1) the experimental group children, as a result of 
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Table 2. Means and standard deviations on the total peer solutions 
component of the behavioral interpersonal problem solving 
test 

Experimental Group Control Group 
(n=23) (n=23) 

Pre Post Gain Pre Post Gain 

Males (n=12) 

Mean 2.42 5.67 3-25 3-58 3-75 .17 

S.D. 1 .24 2.42 2.96 1.73 2.63 2 .55 

Females (n=ll) 

Mean 2.45 5.45 3.00 2.82 2.00 -.82 

S.D. 1.21 2.66 2.37 1.66 1.00 

0
0
 CT

l 

Males and Females 
Combined (n=23) 

Mean 2.43 5.56 3-13 3.22 2.91 -.30 

S.D. 1 .20 2.48 2.63 1.70 2.17 1 • 99 

Table 3. ANOVA gain scores summary--total peer solutions 

Dependent Variable df F P  

Total Peer Solutions 

Treatment 1 24.398 .001 

Sex 1 • 787 .380 

Sex by Treatment 1 .279 .600 



treatment made a significant gain over the control group children, 

£= .001, (2) there were no significant sex differences between groups, 

p^= .380, and (3) there were no sex by treatment interaction differ

ences between groups, £= .600. 

The mean gain scores reported in Table 2 combined with ANOVA 

results reported in Table 3 indicate quite clearly that the children 

exposed to the interpersonal problem solving training showed signifi

cant positive results as measured on the total peer solution component 

of the Behavioral Preschool Interpersonal Problem Solving Test. 

An example of a problem situation and a list of the pretest and 

posttest solutions offered by an experimental group subject may illus

trate the change in total peer solutions generated from pretesting to 

posttest i ng. 

Using equipment from the Behavioral Preschool Interpersonal 

Problem Solving Test kit, the tester says, "John has been playing 

with that truck for a long time, and now you would like to have a 

chance to play with it. What can you do or say so you can have a 

chance to play with the truck?" 

Pretest responses Posttest responses 

I don't know. Ask him can I have it. 
Say please. Tell the teacher he had it too 
He can play with it. long. 
No response. Trade him a balloon for it. 
Roll it. Snatch it when he's not looking. 

Hit him. Ask him if he can play with it 
for a while and I can play with 
it for a whiIe. 
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This example illustrates a typical protocol from an experimen

tal subject. During the pretest session, this child gave two relevant 

solutions to solving the interpersonal problem. During posttesting, 

the same child gave four relevant alternatives for solving the inter

personal problem. As stated in detail in Chapter 2, relevant solutions 

are those new and different solutions offered to solve problems. An 

increase in the generation of alternative solutions is a most critical 

element to successful problem solving (Shure, Spivack, and Gordon, 

1972; Shure, Spivack, and Jaeger, 1971)-

Relevancy Ratio. The means and standard deviations, pretest, 

posttest and gain for the experimental and control group on the second 

component of interpersonal problem solving, relevancy ratio, are re

ported in Table ij. Analysis of variance of gain scores was performed 

in order to determine the effects of treatment on the relevancy ratio. 

Table 5 reports F values, £ values, and df for each source: sex, 

treatment, and sex by treatment interaction. It can be concluded from 

Table 5 that a significant treatment effect exists between the experi

mental and control groups, £= .009. Results relative to the effects 

of sex, £= .861, indicate no differences between groups. However, as 

a result of a significant sex by treatment interaction effect, 

£= .004, a Tukey post hoc analysis was performed (alpha = .05) to 

ascertain the origin of the significant differences within the treatment 

effect. Results of the analysis indicated the significant treatment 

effect was only applicable to males. 
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Table 4. Means and standard deviations on the relevancy ratio compo
nent o f  the behavioral interpersonal problem solving test 

Relevancy 
Ratio 

Exper 

Pre 

imental 
(n=23) 

Post 

Group 

Ga i n 

Control Group 
(n=23) 

Pre Post Gain 

Males (n=12) 

Mean 49.67 92.42 42.75 59.33 56.42 -2.92 

S.D. 30.20 11.89 29.09 32.12 31.60 23.67 

Females (n=ll) 

Mean 75-18 91.64 16.46 58.36 78.91 20.55 

S.D. 21.27 12.89 27-98 38.45 30.53 28.13 

Males and Females 
Combined (n=23) 

Mean 61.87 92.04 30.17 58.87 67.17 8.30 

S.D. 28.84 12.10 30.98 34.47 32.48 27.99 

Table 5- ANOVA gain scores : 
solving test 

summary--behavioral interpersonal problem 

Dependent Variable df F P 

Relevancy Ratio 

Treatment 1 7. .401 ,009 

Sex 1 .031 861 

Sex by Treatment 1 9. .559 ,004 



Therefore,  s igni f icant  t reatment  ef fects re lat ive to re levancy 

rat io  are sex re lated:  males in  the t reatment  group demonstrat ing a 

s igni f icant  increase over  males in  the contro l  group (X gain exper imen

ta l  group,  42.75; X gain contro l  group,  -2.92). There are no s igni f i 

cant  d i f ferences between females in  the exper imental  group and females 

in  the contro l  group (X gain exper imental  group,  16.46; X gain contro l  

group,  20.55). A possib le explanat ion for  the sex d i f ferences is  that  

males exhib i ted less i r re levant  ta lk  than females.  I t  should be re

cal led that  the formula for  re levancy rat io  is :  

tota l  number o f  peer so lut ions .  
numerator + irrelevant talk 

As prev iously d iscussed in  th is  sect ion,  the tota l  number o f  peer so lu

t ions generated by both males and females f rom the exper imental  group 

was s igni f icant .  Therefore,  the d i f ferences between male and female 

exper imental  subjects on re levancy rat io  is  l ike ly  to be in  the amount  

o f  i r re levant  ta lk  generated.  I r re levant  ta lk  is  ins igni f icant  

ta lk  which s idetracks and does not  lead to successfu l  problem resolu

t ion.  

Observed Behavior  

Pretest  Analys is  

To study the effects of training on behavior, children were 

assessed on the Behavior Observation Scale. This test consisted of ten 

components: (1) positive verbal peer interaction, (2) positive verbal 

adult interaction, (3) positive nonverbal peer interaction, (4) positive 



nonverbal adult interaction, (5) negative verbal peer interaction, (6) 

negative verbal adult interaction, (7) negative nonverbal peer inter

action, (8) negative nonverbal adult interaction, (9) total positive 

interaction, and (10) total negative interaction. A detailed definition 

of each of these components is contained within Chapter 2. 

Analysis of variance of pretest scores from the experimental and 

control groups was performed in order to determine if there were any 

initial differences between the groups on any of the ten components of 

the Behavior Observation Scale. A summary of the pretest analysis of 

variance for all ten components of the Behavior Observation Scale are 

reported in Table 6. Each of the ten components is reported in a sepa

rate section in the table. As can be seen in Table 6, (1) there were 

no treatment differences between groups on any of the ten components of 

the Behavior Observation Scale, (2) there were no sex by treatment 

interaction differences between groups on any of the ten components of 

the Behavior Observation Scale, and (3) there were no significant sex 

differences between groups on all of the ten components except negative 

nonverbal peer, p_= .03^. 

Pretest results from the ten components of the Behavior Observa

tion Scale indicate that there are no treatment or sex by treatment 

interaction differences between groups. Other than a significant sex 

difference on the negative nonverbal peer component, there were no sex 

differences between groups. 
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Table 6. ANOVA pretest scores summary table—behavior observation scale 

Component df F £ 

Positive Verbal Peer 

Treatment 1 .449 .506 
Sex 1 .154 .697 
Sex by Treatment 1 .172 .680 

Positive Verbal Adult 

Treatment 1 1.725 .196 
Sex 1 .705 .406 
Sex by Treatment 1 1.174 .285 

Positive Nonverbal Peer 

Treatment 1 .392 .535 
Sex 1 .150 .701 
Sex by Treatment 1 2.52k .120 

Positive Nonverbal Adult 

Treatment 1 1.022 .323 
Sex 1 1 .447 .236 
Sex by Treatment 1 3-867 .056 

Negative Verbal Peer 

Treatment 1 1.017 -319 
Sex 1 1.526 . 2 2 k  
Sex by Treatment 1 .469 .497 

Negative Verbal Adult 

Treatment 1 .239 .627 
Sex 1 1.759 .192 
Sex by Treatment 1 .261 .612 

Negative Nonverbal Peer 

Treatment 1 .102 .751 
Sex 1 4.791 .034 
Sex by Treatment 1 .008 929 
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Table 6, continued 

Component df F £ 

Negative Nonverbal Adult 

Treatment 1 .008 .929 
Sex 1 .000 .987 
Sex by Treatment 1 2.^65 . 12*» 

Total Positive 

Treatment 1 .725 .399 
Sex 1 .072 .789 
Sex by Treatment 1 1.556 .219 

Total Negative 

Treatment 1 .835 .366 
Sex 1 .018 .893 
Sex by Treatment 1 1.026 .317 



Gain Score Analysis 

A two-way analysis of variance of gain scores was conducted for 

both experimental and control groups. Gain scores were determined by 

subtracting posttest scores from pretest scores. The results from each 

component of the Behavior Observation Scale are presented separately. 

Positive Verbal Peer. The means and standard deviations, pre

test, posttest, and gain from both the experimental and control groups 

are presented in Table 7- Analysis of variance of gain scores was per

formed in order to determine the effects of treatment on positive verbal 

peer interactions. Table 8 reports the F values, £ values, and df for 

each source: sex, treatment, and sex by treatment interaction. It can 

be noted from Table 8 that: (1) the experimental group children, as a 

result of training made a significant gain over the control group chil

dren, £ = .014, (2) there were no significant sex differences between 

groups, £= .999, and (3) there were no sex by treatment interaction 

differences between groups, £= .111. 

The mean gain scores reported in Table 8 combined with ANOVA 

results indicate quite clearly that the four-year-old children exposed 

to the interpersonal problem solving training showed significant posi

tive results as measured by the positive verbal peer component of the 

Behavior Observation Scale. A significant increase by experimental 

group children in the number of positive verbal interactions with peers 

indicates that experimental children have increased the frequency with 

which they exhibit such positive verbalizations as: (1) praise, "I 

like your dress," (2) positive regard of another, "I like you," and 
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Table 7. Means and standard deviations on the behavior observation 
scale—positive verbal peer 

Exper imental  Group Contro l  Group 
Posi t ive (n=23) (n=23) 
Verbal  Peer Pre Post  Gain Pre Post  Gain 

Males (n=12) 

Mean 78.58 110.25 31-67 69.17 49.00 -20.17 

-  S.D.  33-49 55.72 46.16 35.13 36.59 32.65 

Females (n=ll) 

Mean 71.45 82.64 11.18 69.36 69.64 • 27 

S.D. 25.43 44.73 44.17 22.83 47.34 46.55 

Males and Females 
Combined (n=23) 

Mean 75.17 97.04 21.87 69.26 58.87 -10.39 

S.D. 29.40 51.58 45.41 29.22 42.42 40.34 

Table 8. ANOVA gains summary on the behavior observation 
scale—positive verbal peer 

Dependent  Var iable df  F £  

Posi t ive Verbal  Peer 

Treatment 1 6.585 .01A 

Sex 1 .000 .999 

Sex by Treatment 1 2.644 .111 
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(3) engaging others, "Let's go outside," In summary, a significant dif

ference between those children in the interpersonal problem solving 

training group and those children in a control group is a behavioral 

indication that the interpersonal problem solving skills which are 

taught in the treatment program have increased the experimental chil

dren's repertoire of positive ways of responding with their peers at 

school. 

Positive Verbal Adult. The means and standard deviations, in

cluding pretest, posttest, and gain scores from both the experimental 

and control groups are presented in Table 9. Analysis of variance of 

gain scores was performed in order to determine the effects of treatment 

on positive verbal adult interactions. Table 10 reports the F values, 

£ values, and sex by treatment interaction between experimental and 

control groups, It can be noted from Table 10 that there are no differ

ences between children exposed to the training program and control 

children on treatment (p = .765), sex (p = .181), and sex by treatment 

interaction (p = .096). The lack of significant differences between 

experimental and control group subjects on positive verbal adult inter

actions is not surprising in light of the focus of the problem solving 

training program with children. 

All of the lessons taught within the training program are con

cerned with teaching young children to apply interpersonal problem 

solving skills in resolving or handling situations with peers. The 

training program does not include teaching sessions or rehearsal ses

sions for how to utilize the interpersonal problem solving skills with 
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Table 9. Means and standard deviations on the behavior observation 
scale—positive verbal adult 

Experimental Group Control Group 
Positive (n=23) (n=23) 
Verbal Adult Pre Post Gain Pre Post Gain 

Males (n=12) 

Mean 10.83 20. • 17 9 • 33 54.42 14.58 -39.85 

S.D. 7-lz» 13. .44 12 .26 121.47 10.95 123.19 

Females (n=l1) 

Mean 15-36 16. .00 .64 18.73 52.00 38.27 

S.D. 12.78 11. ,63 15. .44 11.11 119.61 119.36 

Males and Females 
Combined (n=23) 

Mean 13-00 18. .17 5. .17 37.35 3^-87 -2.48 

S.D. 10.26 12. 50 14. .26 88.20 83.86 125.12 

Table 10. ANOVA gains summary on the behavior observation 
scale—positive verbal adult 

Dependent Variable df F p_ 

Positive Verbal Adult 

Treatment 1 .090 -765 

Sex 1 1.852 .181 

Sex by Treatment 1 2.897 .096 



adults. Perhaps introducing within the training program the use of 

interpersonal skills with adults would increase positive verbal inter

actions wi th adults. 

Positive Nonverbal Peer. The means and standard deviations, 

including pretest, posttest, and gain scores from both the experimental 

and control groups, are presented in Table 11. Analysis of variance 

of gain scores was performed in order to determine the effects of 

treatment on positive nonverbal peer interactions. Table 12 reports 

the F values, £ values, and sex by treatment interaction between ex

perimental and control group subjects. 

It can be seen in Table ll that: (1) the experimental group as 

a result of the interpersonal problem solving skills training demon

strated a significant treatment effect over the control group children, 

p_ = .003, (2) there were no significant sex differences between groups, 

p_= .663, and (3) there were no sex by treatment interaction differences 

between groups, p_= .kh5-

Positive nonverbal peer interaction is the frequency of any 

positive behavior directed toward another child which involves a re

ciprocal response. Examples of positive nonverbal peer interaction 

include: helping another child push a wagon, holding the drinking 

fountain on for another child, sharing playdough, and playing house. 

A significant increase in positive nonverbal peer interaction by the 

experimental group is a behavioral indication that the interpersonal 

problem solving skills which are taught in the treatment program are 

generalizing to the child's actual interactions with other children. 
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Table 11. Means and standard deviations on the behavior observation 
scale—positive nonverbal peer 

Positive Non
verbal Peer 

Exper 

Pre 

imental 
(n=23) 

Post 

Group 

Ga i n 

Control Group 
(n=23) 

Pre Post Gain 

Males (n=12) 

Mean 472.42 642.25 169.83 383.42 180.58 -202.83 

S.D. 222.85 558.36 624.82 372.99 307.29 469-19 

Females (n—11) 

Mean 352.82 574.64 221.82 580.00 188.18 -391.82 

S.D. 339.57 464.71 486.62 392.90 260.59 518.00 

Males and Females 
Combined (n=23) 

Mean Al5.22 609.91 194.70 477.43 184.22 -293.22 

S.D. 284.56 505.21 550.94 387.06 279.45 491.27 

Table 12. ANOVA gains summary on the behavior observation 
scale—positive nonverbal peer 

Dependent Variable df F £_ 

Positive Nonverbal Peer 

Treatment 1 9-772 .003 

Sex 1 .192 .663 

Sex by Treatment 1 .595 .445 



Children are not just verbally better able to solve problems within the 

confines of the training program, but are demonstrating that these non

verbal skills can be used in their daily interactions with other chil

dren . 

Positive Nonverbal Adult. The means and standard deviations, 

including pretest, posttest, and gain scores from both the experimental 

and control groups are presented in Table 13. Analysis of variance of 

gain scores was performed in order to determine the effects of treatment 

on positive nonverbal adult interactions. Table 14 reports the F 

values, p_ values, and sex by treatment interaction for both the experi

mental and control group. It can be seen from Table 14 that there are 

no differences between children exposed to the training program and 

control children on treatment, sex, and sex by treatment interaction. 

As wi th posi t ive verbal  adul t  in teract ions,  the lack of  s igni f i 

cant  d i f ferences between groups on posi t ive nonverbal  adul t  in teract ions 

is  not  surpr is ing in  l ight  of  the focus of  the problem solv ing t ra in ing 

program. The goal  o f  the t ra in ing program is  to teach those in terper

sonal  problem solv ing sk i l ls  which wi l l  increase successfu l  problem 

resolut ion wi th peers.  No at tempt is  made wi th in the t ra in ing program 

to general ize these sk i l ls  to adul t  in teract ions.  
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Table 13. Means and standard deviations on the behavior observation 
scale—positive nonverbal adult 

Positive Non
verbal Adult 

Exper 

Pre 

imental 
(n-23) 
Post 

Group 

Gain 

Control Group 
(n=23) 

Pre Post Gain 

Males (n=12) 

Mean 7.00 14.25 7.25 26.67 21.92 -4.75 

S.D. 5.38 21 .29 22.35 27-57 41.43 52.12 

Females (n=11) 

Mean 28.64 6.82 -21.82 21.45 68.00 46.55 

S.D. 26. k k  5.84 28.16 26.06 120.89 126.36 

Males and Females 
Combined (n=23) 

Mean 17.35 10.70 - 6 . 6 5  24.17 43.86 19.78 

S.D. 21.32 16.02 28.82 26.38 89.75 96.45 

Table 14. ANOVA gains scores summary on the behavior 
observation scale—positive nonverbal adult 

Dependent  Var iable df  F £  

Positive Nonverbal Adult 

Treatment 1 1.663 .204 

Sex 1 .293 .591 

Sex by Treatment 1 3 -835 -057 



Total Positive. The means and standard deviations, including 

pretest, posttest, and gain scores from both the experimental and con

trol groups are presented in Table 15. Analysis of variance of gain 

scores was performed in order to determine the effects of treatment on 

total positive interactions. Table 16 reports the F values, £ values, 

and sex by treatment interaction for experimental and control groups.. 

As reported in Table 16, a significant treatment difference exists 

between groups, jd_ = .005. Results relative to the effects of sex, 

p_ = .873, and sex by treatment interaction, p_ = .923, indicate no sig

nificant differences between groups. 

The total positive interaction score is obtained by summing 

all positive interactions, positive verbal peer and adult with positive 

nonverbal peer and adult. As you recall, there were significant differ

ences between experimental and control groups on positive verbal peer 

and positive nonverbal peer. There were insignificant differences be

tween the groups on positive verbal adult and positive nonverbal adult. 

However, when these responses are summed to determine total positive 

interactions (positive verbal and nonverbal peer + positive verbal and 

nonverbal adult), the result is a significant difference between groups 

on total positive interactions. The significant difference between 

experimental and control groups on total positive interactions is 

accounted for by the differences between groups on verbal peer plus 

nonverbal peer. It is not accounted for by the scores from verbal 

adult or nonverbal adult. 
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Table 1 5 .  Means and standard deviations on 
scale--total positive 

the behavior observation 

Exper 
Total 

Positive Pre 

imental Group 
(n=23) 

Post 

Control Group 
(n=23) 

Pre Post 

Males (n=12) 

Mean 568.83 786.92 533.67 266.08 

S.D. 229-39 596.77 398.80 305.68 

Females (n=ll) 

Mean 468.27 680.09 689.55 382.82 

S.D. 352.89 487.68 390.07 394.00 

Males and Females 
Combined (n=23) 

Mean 520.74 735.83 608.22 321.81 

S.D. 292.49 537-72 393-73 347.68 

Table 16. ANOVA gains scores summary on the 
observation scale—total positive 

behavior 

Dependent Variable df F P. 

Total Positive 

Treatment 1 8.921 .005 

Sex 1 .018 .893 

Sex by Treatment 1 .010 .923 
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Negative Verbal Peer, Negative Verbal Adult, Negative Nonverbal 

Peer, Negative Nonverbal Adult, and Total Negative. The means and 

standard deviations, including pretest, posttest, and gain scores from 

both experimental and control groups for all of the negative inter

actions are listed in Tables 17 through 21. Analysis of variance of 

gain scores was performed in order to determine the effects of treat

ment on each of the negative interactions: negative verbal peer, nega

tive verbal adult, negative nonverbal peer, negative nonverbal- adult, 

and total negative. As reported in Tables 22 through 26, there are no 

significant differences between experimental and control groups on any 

of the negative interactions relative to treatment, sex, or sex by 

treatment interaction. 

There were no significant differences between experimental and 

control group subjects on any of the components of negative inter

action: negative verbal peer, negative nonverbal peer, negative verbal 

adult, and negative nonverbal adult. One possible explanation for the 

lack of significant differences between groups on any of the negative 

verbal and nonverbal interactions lies within the philosophy of the 

training program. This philosophy suggests that successful problem 

solvers have developed a strategy for "how to think" through problem 

situations. For this reason, the interpersonal problem solving skills 

training program has a how to think approach to problem solving rather 

than a what to think approach. Potentially negative solutions to 

solving problems are not judged to be wrong or inappropriate in and of 

themselves. Children were taught to evaluate solutions according to 
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Table 17- Means and standard deviations on the behavior observation 
scale—negative verbal peer 

Experimental Group Control Group 
Negative (n=23) (n=23) 

Verbal Peer Pre Post Gain Pre Post Gain 

Males (n=12) 

Mean 

S.D. 

Females (n=l1) 

Mean 

S.D. 

Males and Females 
Combined (n=23) 

Mean 

S.D. 

16.92 11.^+2 -5.50 

15.00 11.48 11.86 

43-27 14.00 -29.28 

90.50 18.30 92.83 

29.52 12.65 -16.87 

63.38 15.05 64.30 

12.08 11.08 -1.00 

12.32 18.98 16.03 

19-64 11.54 -8.09 

2 1 . 8 1  1 1 . 6 0  2 3 . 3 0  

15.70 11.30 -4.40 

17.52 15.53 19.71 
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Table 18. Means and standard deviations on the behavior observation 
scale—negative verbal adult 

Experimental Group Control Group 
Negative (n=23) (n=23) 

Verbal Adult Pre Post Gain Pre Post Gain 

Males (n=12) 

Mean 1.42 1.00 -.42 1.42 2.58 1.17 

S.D. 2.84 1.76 3.68 2.54 5.00 4.93 

Females (n=II) 

Mean .91 1.00 .09 .27 .73 .46 

S.D. 1.58 1.55 2.34 .47 1.56 1.44 

Males and Females 
Combined (n=23) 

Mean 1.17 1.00 -.17 -87 1-70 .83 

S.D. 2.29 1.62 3-06 1.91 3-81 3-64 
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Table 1 9 .  Means and standard deviations on the behavior observation 
scale—negative nonverbal peer 

Experimental. Group Control Group 
Negative (n=23) (n=23) 

Nonverbal Peer Pre Post Gain Pre Post Gain 

Males (n=12) 

Mean 34.67 14.58 -20.08 31.25 10.08 -21.17 

S.D. 19.96 18.41 24.29 44.74 15.44 44.68 

Females (n=l1) 

Mean 15.45 .26.36 10.91 13-54 5-36 -8.18 

S.D. 19.08 56.08 63.92 20.60 7-09 15.78 

Males and Females 
Combined (n=23) 

Mean 25.48 20.22 -5.26 22.78 7.83 -14.97 

S.D. 21.47 40.43 ^9.02 35.72 12.16 33.99 



71 

Table 20. Means and standard deviations on the behavior observation 
scale—negative nonverbal adult 

Experimental Group Control Group 
Negative (n=23) (n=23) 

Nonverbal Adult Pre Post Gain Pre Post Gain 

Males (n=12) 

Mean 1.33 1.58 .25 10.58 3-00 -7-58 

S.D. 1.92 2.94 3.41 31-66 4.97 31.25 

Females (n=11) 

Mean 10.36 .09 -10.27 1-36 .27 -1.10 

S.D. 22.61 .30 22.66 3-29 .64 3-42 

Males and Females 
Combined (n=23) 

Mean 5.65 .87 -4.78 6.17 1-70 -4.48 

S.D. 15-98 2.22 16.37 22.98 3-81 22.46 



72 

Table 21. Means and standard deviations on the behavior observation 
scale—total negative 

Experimental Group Control Group 
Total (n=23) (n=23) 

Negative Pre Post Pre Post 

Males (n=12) 

Mean 5^-33 28.58 55-33 26.75 

S.D. 26.90 21.29 61.32 30.15 

Females (n=ll) 

Mean 70.00 41.45 34.82 17-91 

S.D. 96.48 64.40 33-67 16.07 

Males and Females 
Combined (n=23) 

Mean 61.82 34.74 45.52 22.52 

S.D. 68.24 46.43 50.05 24.34 



Table 22. ANOVA gains 
observation 

scores summary on the 
scale—negative verbal 

behavior 
peer 
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Dependent Variable df F P 

Negative Verbal Peer 

Treatment 1 0
0
 

-e
-

.381 

Sex 1 1.196 .280 

Sex by Treatment 1 • 349 .558 

Table 23- ANOVA gains scores summary on the behavior 
observation scale—negative verbal adult 

Dependent Variable df F £ 

Negative Verbal Adult 

Treatment 1 .981 .328 

Sex 1 .010 .920 

Sex by Treatment 1 .364 .549 
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Table 24. ANOVA gains scores summary on the behavior 
observation scale—negative nonverbal peer 

Dependent Variable df F p 

Negative Nonverbal Peer 

Treatment 1 .632 .431 

Sex 1 3.246 .079 

Sex by Treatment 1 .5 44 .465 

Table 25. ANOVA gains scores summary on the behavior 
observation scale—negative nonverbal adult 

Dependent Variable df F P. 

Negative Nonverbal Adult 

Treatment 1 .003 .958 

Sex 1 .121 .729 

Sex by Treatment 1 2.165 .149 
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Table 26. ANOVA gains scores summary on the behavior 
observation scale—total negative 

Dependent Variable df F p 

Total Negative 

Treatment 1 .078 .781 

Sex 1 .092 .763 

Sex by Treatment 1 .2^5 .623 

(a) whether or not they would solve the problem, and (b) what the likely 

consequences would be to applying the alternative to the problem situa

tion. Thus, decreasing negative interaction was not the target; becom

ing a more effective problem solver was the goal. 

A second possible explanation for the lack of significant dif

ferences between experimental and control groups on any of the negative 

components of the Behavior Observation Scale lies within the assessment 

instrument itself. When administering the Behavior Observation Scale, 

the frequency of all behaviors during the time sample is coded. Thus, 

scores reflect all behaviors, not just those in which the child is 

problem solving. It is possible that the child may be using fewer 

negative means of solving interpersonal problems and yet the frequency 

of negative interactions in general is not decreasing. 

The total negative interaction score is obtained by summing all 

negative interactions, negative verbal peer, negative verbal adult, 



negative nonverbal peer, negative nonverbal adult. As you recall, 

there were no significant differences between groups on any of the 

negative interaction components. Therefore, it is not surprising that 

a summing of total negative interactions would produce insignificant 

group results. 

Summary 

An experimental group of children who received interpersonal 

problem solving training for ten weeks was compared with a control 

group of similar children. Results from analysis of variance of gain 

scores yielded the following information: 

1. The experimental group, when compared with the control group, 

demonstrated a significant increase in the number of total 

peer solutions generated to a problem situation. 

2. The experimental group, when compared with the control group, 

demonstrated a significant increase in relevancy ratio; however, 

a significant sex by treatment interaction revealed that this 

significant treatment effect was true only for experimental 

males. 

3. The experimental group demonstrated a significant increase over 

the control group in the number of positive verbal interactions 

with peers, e.g., talking to peers without conflict, asking, 

saying please. 

k. The experimental group, when compared with the control group, 

demonstrated a significant increase in the number of positive 



nonverbal interactions with peers, e.g., sharing and playing 

cooperatively. 

The experimental group also demonstrated a significant improve

ment over the control group on the total number of positive 

interactions. 

Analysis of variance of gain scores yielded no significant dif

ferences between experimental and control groups on: 

a. the number of positive verbal adult interactions, e.g., 

talking to an adult without conflict, asking, and the num

ber of positive nonverbal adult interactions, e.g., help

ing, sitting near. This result is not surprising in light 

of the focus of the training program being on peer inter

actions . 

b. the number of negative verbal peer interactions, e.g., name 

calling, verbal rejections, negative nonverbal peer inter

actions, e.g., hitting, kicking, pushing, negative verbal 

adult interactions, e.g., no, I won't do it, negative non

verbal adult interactions, e.g., not following directions, 

pushing, and the total number of negative interactions. 



CHAPTER k 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND IMPLICATIONS 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to develop, implement, and evalu

ate a comprehensive interpersonal problem solving training program with 

young children. The goal was to teach children the skills necessary to 

successfully resolve problems. A review of literature yielded the 

following skills as core to successful problem resolution: language, 

perception, problem identification, empathy, alternative generation, 

consequential thinking, procedural thinking, and integration. 

Based on these core skills, the interpersonal problem solving 

curriculum utilized within this research project was developed. The 

rationale for developing and evaluating interpersonal problem solving 

skills training programs is to assist children in developing the inter

personal problem solving skills critical to successfully handling 

interpersonal problem solving situations. The positive outcomes asso

ciated with acquisition and utilization of these skills include in

creased self-concept, successful relationships, and positive perception 

by others. 

Subjects and Design 

The design of this study consisted of comparing 23 four-year-old 

children trained in an interpersonal problem solving program with 23 



similar children who participated in reading story sessions. All sub

jects were involved in the programs (interpersonal problem solving 

skills training and reading story sessions) for the same ten week peri

od. Subjects attended either The University of Arizona Human Develop

ment Laboratory preschool or a nearby private preschool. Children were 

matched for sex, age, and parental occupational status and then randomly 

assigned to either an experimental or a control group. Both experimen

tal and control group subjects were assessed on two measures: Behavior

al Preschool Interpersonal Problem Solving Test and a Behavior 

Observation Scale. 

Training 

One experimental and one control group was established at each 

of the two schools. Children participated in 50 program sessions, 

approximately 20 minutes in length, over a period of ten weeks. Program 

implementers were two graduate students trained in empathy and inter

personal problem solving skills. Program implementers were matched on 

both amount of time trained and skill level. Each program implementer 

conducted both the experimental and control groups at their assigned 

school. 

Interpersonal Problem Solving Training (Experimental Group). 

Each of the lessons taught during the training program introduced or 

reinforced one of the core skills of the interpersonal problem solving 

training. The lessons were sequentially arranged so that fundamental 
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skills were taught in the early stages of training, and each successive 

lesson built on the skills acquired in previous lessons. 

The core skill areas of the program include: 

1. Language—the purpose of these lessons is to teach children the 

meaning of certain fundamental language components which will 

later be used linked to certain components specific to the 

interpersonal problem solving process. 

2. Perception—the purpose of these lessons is to teach children 

likenesses and differences in others. 

3. Problem Identification—the purpose of these lessons is to 

teach the child to identify the desired outcome when confronted 

with a problem situation. 

4. Empathy—the purpose of these lessons is to teach the child to 

recognize the feeling state of the other person involved in 

the problem situation. 

5. Alternative Thinking—the purpose of these lessons is to teach 

the child to generate a variety of potential solutions to a 

problem situation. 

6. Consequential Thinking—the purpose of these lessons is to 

teach the child to predict the likely outcome of a given solu

tion to a problem situation. 

7* Procedural Thinking—the purpose of these lessons is to teach 

the child to plan a series of concrete steps for implementing 

the selected alternative. 



8. Integration—the purpose of these lessons is to teach an inter

personal problem solving style which combines all of the skills 

taught in the program. 

Reading Story Sessions (Control Group). Children met with the 

training leader and were told and/or read stories. Stories were 

selected by the group leader based on the interest of the children. 

Results 

Children in both the experimental and control groups were 

assessed at pretesting and posttesting on the Behavioral Interpersonal 

Problem Solving Test and the Behavior Observation Scale. Pretest anal

ysis of variance yielded no significant differences between groups. 

Analysis of variance of gain scores showed the following sig

nificant differences between children in the interpersonal problem 

solving training program and children in the reading story session. 

1. Children in the interpersonal problem solving training program 

showed superior ability to generate solutions to interpersonal 

problem solving situations. 

2. Males in the interpersonal problem solving training program 

showed superior ability to utilize relevant talk while involved 

in the problem solving process. 

3. Children in the interpersonal problem solving training demon

strated an increase in the frequency with which they interacted 

positively with peers. The significant increase in positive 

interactions with peers was in both verbal and nonverbal inter

actions. 



k. There were no differences between groups in (a) the frequency 

of positive interactions with adults, or (b) the frequency 

of negative interactions with either peers or adults. These 

nonsignificant findings are not surprising since the children 

were not trained in applying the interpersonal problem solving 

skills with adults. 

Pi scussion 

The overall findings indicate that children involved in an 

interpersonal problem solving training program, when compared with chil

dren involved in reading story sessions, are superior when assessed on 

their ability to generate potential alternatives within a problem situ

ation. In addition, this same group demonstrated a significant increase 

in the frequency of positive interactions, both verbal and nonverbal, 

with peers in their school setting. It is interesting that although 

the interpersonal problem solving training group exhibited increased 

frequency of positive interactions with peers, there were no differences 

between groups on positive interactions with adults. 

There are several possible explanations for the lack of signifi

cant findings on interactions with adults. One explanation is that the 

interpersonal problem solving training program focused on problem reso

lution with other children, not adults. 

A second possible explanation for the insignificant differences 

in interactions with adults lies with children's perception of adults. 

An assumption of the interpersonal problem solving training program is 

that through the acquisition of particular skills, one is more able to 



influence the outcome of interpersonal conflicting situations. Perhaps 

young children see themselves as being able to influence outcomes in 

interpersonal situations with peers, however, see themselves as helpless 

in impacting problem situations with adults. It is possible that they 

interpret problem situations with adults as being out of their control 

and therefore not subject to the same techniques used with their peers. 

Those children involved in the interpersonal problem solving 

training program demonstrated a more creative approach to solving prob

lems. This creative approach to problem solving is illustrated in the 

types of alternative solutions suggested in resolving the interpersonal 

problems during the BPIPS test. For example, prior to training, chil

dren's most frequent response categories on the BPIPS were (1) ask and 

(2) say please. At posttesting, children involved in the interpersonal 

problem solving training program continued to generate the typical re

sponses to problem situations, such as ask and please. In addition, 

interpersonal problem solving trained subjects responded with such 

creative answers as: 

"Tell her to give it (the toy) to me and give her 

another toy." (TRADE) 

"Take away her puppy—then when she went to find 

it, get the (toy)." (TRICK) 

"I's kiss her and tell her I liked her." (MANIPULATE AFFECT) 

These creative responses to problem solving increase the child's 

range and flexibility in solving problems. When the only solutions 

available to solving an interpersonal problem are to grab or ask, the 



chances of solving the problem successfully are limited. The ability 

to create new solutions not only increases the chances of successfully 

resolving the problem but will reduce the frustration association with 

unsuccessfully resolved problems. Successful problem resolution is 

associated with such positive outcomes as improved self-concept, in- . 

creased positive perception by others, and greater range of inter

actions . 

Questions regarding the generalizabi1ity of program results are 

of key importance. Results assessing the frequency of the child's posi

tive and negative interactions with other children in a school setting 

confirm that children involved in the training program are changing 

their behavior in their school setting. Children involved in interper

sonal problem solving training programs are more likely to engage in 

such behaviors as sharing, working together, helping, touching affec

tionately, and playing cooperatively. 

There is also indirect evidence that the program generalizes to 

other settings, such as the home. Although no systematic data were 

collected, informal discussions with parents would suggest that children 

were applying the interpersonal problem solving skills in the home 

setting. 

For example, a discussion with a father from the group indicated 

that his child would put a sock on his hand in order to imitate a puppet 

from the program. Many of the parents whose children participated in 

the interpersonal problem solving skills training program indicated they 

knew the names of the puppets from their children's imitations at home. 



Parents of a four-year-old boy related that he would teach his three-

year-old brother the lessons from the program using puppets. One mother 

told a story about how she had promised her son a Bask in and Robbins ice 

cream. Upon arrival, the ice cream store was closed. After the mother 

expressed her disappointment to the child, the child followed with, 

"That doesn't mean we can't have ice cream. We could go to the store 

and buy some. That's what Bonnie Bunny would do." Even more important, 

the parents were so pleased with the changes they observed in their 

children they wondered if there was any way the researcher would be 

willing to provide a similar program for the parents. Although these 

reports from parents suggest a generalized effect, many questions re

garding program generalizabi1ity are still in order. Some questions 

regarding generalizabi1ity include: (1) For how long do children con

tinue to utilize the skills after the program is discontinued? (2) Do 

the skills generalize to other areas such as academics? and (3) Do 

children have more friends and are they viewed more positively by other 

children? These are just a few of the questions regarding program 

generalizabi1ity that need to be answered before conclusions regarding 

the full value of the program can be drawn. 

Also of interest are-the characteristics of the children who 

acquire and utilize the interpersonal problem solving skills. Are there 

special behaviors or characteristics which make some children more sus

ceptible to the training program? Knowing the importance of motivation 

to the acquisition of any new skills, how can children be aroused so 

that skills acquisition is most desirable to them? Are there 



characteristics of children whose acquisition of the interpersonal 

problem solving skills are most likely to generalize to other desirable 

outcomes, such as achievement and self-concept? This information is 

critical both in targeting populations for training and also in modi

fying the content of the training program. 

Limitations 

The primary limitation of this study is that both measures of 

assessment were constructed by the researcher. One of the measures, 

the Behavioral Preschool Interpersonal Problem Solving Test, was devel

oped from a highly utilized measure with established validity and 

reliability, the Preschool Interpersonal Problem Solving Test (Shure 

and Spivack, 197^). The second measure, the Behavior Observation Scale, 

was developed to evaluate the frequency and types of interactions of 

preschoolers. Both of these measures were self-constructed in response 

to the lack of appropriate and suitable measures of interpersonal prob

lem solving with preschool age children. 

The second limitation of the study concerned subject selection. 

Ideally, subjects involved in the research project would be randomly 

selected from the sample of preschoolers in the area. Because of ob

vious logistic difficulties involved in training children in a variety 

of locations, two preschools were selected for involvement in the study. 

It is unknown how well this population of preschoolers represents (a) 

other preschoolers in the immediate area, (b) other preschoolers outside 

the area, and (c) children of preschool age not attending preschools. 



Suggestions for Future Research 

Based on the findings of this study and the level of current 

knowledge in the area of interpersonal problem solving with young chil

dren, there are many implications for future research. Following are 

some of the immediate and long range questions which need to be answered 

before conclusions regarding the efficacy of interpersonal problem 

solving can be answered. 

First, the efficacy of interpersonal problem solving training 

needs to be assessed with such special populations as the mentally re

tarded. Given the importance of successfully mainstreaming the mentally 

retarded into regular programs, the need for social skills training with 

this population is paramount. Sociometric studies of the mentally re

tarded indicate that they are rejected and isolated because of their 

poor social skills. 

A second important area for future research is the evaluation 

of the effects of training teachers in interpersonal problem solving 

skills. Several of the research questions in the area of teacher train

ing include: (1) How does it affect the teacher's interpersonal problem 

solving skills? (2) How does it affect the children's interpersonal 

problem solving skills? (3) Is there a spillover effect to children not 

directly involved in the program but associated with other children or 

teachers who have been trained? 

A third area for future research concerns the effects of train

ing parents in interpersonal problem solving skills. Additional ques

tions include generalized effects on the family and other siblings. 



A fourth, and critical, area for future research concerns 

gathering detailed information relative to the long range implications 

of interpersonal problem solving training. Do children continue to 

demonstrate improved interpersonal problem solving skills? How have 

these skills influenced adjustment and achievement? 

In summary, the interpersonal problem solving training program 

reported within this study needs to be further tested. Further testing 

and evaluation of both short and long range effects of the program and 

its efficacy with various populations and age groups is critical. 



APPENDIX A 

ACCEPTANCE OF OTHER SCALE 

8. Verbally reflects (states) the deepest feelings expressed by the 
other. Also, content, if any, accurately reflects the main thrust 
of the other's meaning. A highly empathic response. 

7. Recognizing feelings with full attention to mood, but not conveying 
sensitivity to level of intensity, or not responding fully to the 
significant feelings. Also, content, if any, is in accord with 
main thrust of the other's meaning. 

6. A paraphrasing of content that is in accord with the main thrust 
of the other's meaning. Acceptant, accurate, but not stating any 
feelings of the other. 

5. The attempt to "stay with" the other is clear, but the response goes 
astray in some way. The following are examples of ways in which the 
response may stray away from one that focuses fully on the other's 
own thoughts and momentum: (a) questioning in an attempt to get an 
elaboration of the other's thoughts; (b) giving a suggestion about 
the other's intent that has not been implied by the other; or (c) 
a response that has the effect of infusing ideas different from the 
other's. 

4. Nonaccusative social conversation. Responding with one's own ideas 
after the fashion of typical social discourse. (A half minute of 
total verbal silence is scored here. Under certain circumstances, 
"yes" or "uhm uhm" and responses of this nature are also scored 
here—see guidelines). 

3. Directing. Moderately critical in tone, but not abusive. Taking 
the lead. Giving suggestions. Although statements are not pre
sented as being in direct opposition, the statement has the effect 
of interjecting thoughts that are in opposition to those expressed 
by the other. Questioning in order to defend one's own point of 

view. 

2. Open disagreements with content expressed by the other. Contrary 
statements. Statements suggestive of boredom, incredulity, rejec

tion, disgust, disbelief, and so on. 

89 
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1. Strongly argumentative. Accusative. Openly rejecting the other 
person or that person's rights to have the feelinqs he has ex
pressed. Abusive. Demanding. Angry. 

Guidelines for Using the 

Acceptance of Other Scale 

1. The AOS can be divided into two parts. If the responder focuses on. 
the feelings and/or content of the other's message, the response 
should be placed in the upper part of the scale (5"8). If, instead, 
the responder "takes over" and offers advice, social conversation, 
disagreement, and so on, the response falls in the lower part 
(1-4). The rater then proceeds to make appropriate further differ
entiation. 

2. The responder's statement should be evaluated primarily in the light 
of the other's statement that just preceded it, although he need not 
completely ignore statements that the other made prior to his most 
recent statement. Reflections of ambivalent or contradictory 
thoughts and feelings that the rater judges to be within the other's 
present field of awareness and that he could readily acknowledge 
often constitute responder statements of the very highest level. 
However, it lowers the responder's score if the responder draws on 
previous statements to bring out feelings or ideas that tend to 
force the other to reconcile current statements or feelings with 
ones he expressed in the past. Such responses have the effect of 
being a challenge or a confrontation, are not fully accepting of 
the other's present communication, and should be rated in the lower 
half of the scale. 

3. All rater judgments are made immediately following the responder's 
statement and prior to the other's reaction to that response. 
Ratings should not be changed because of any future statements of 
agreement or disagreement by the other. That is, the rating should 
reflect the rater's judgment only. Rating should not be subject to 
revision on the basis of the other's response to a statement being 
rated. To do so would open the ratings to contamination on the 
basis of variation among subjects (that is, other-person subjects) 
on such variables as assertiveness, agreeableness, defensiveness , 
and so on. We regard it as appropriate to rely exclusively on the 
judgment of the rater unconfounded by statements that follow the 
statement of the responder, because the responder cannot be held 
fully accountable for statements that follow his own response. 

4. In rating compound responses, the main criteria to be considered 
is the interpersonal effect of the response. A restatement of the 
content of the other's statement (6), followed in the same response 
by an extremely accepting empathic response (8), would be scored 8. 
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On the other hand, a highly empathic response (8), or a restatement 
of content (6), followed by a statement of disaareement (2), would 
be scored 2. Generally, but not always, the last part of the re
sponse should be given the most weight, because it generally will 
have the most influence on the other. 

5. For Level 7 and 8 responses, if a statement contains both the feel
ings and the content of the other's previous statement, then the 
criteria established for each must be met for both feelings and 

content to qualify the statement for a 7 or 8 rating. However, it 
is not necessary for a response to include content in order to be 
scored 7 or 8. 

6. Responses such as "yes," "uhm uhm," and "go on" that are not accom
panied by more substantive statements are not scored except when 
preceded by a ten-second pause. In the latter instance it is 
scored *t. 

7. The emotional or tonal qualities of the responder need not match 
those of the other for the response to qualify for the highest 

scoring levels. The responder has a wide range of latitude in this 
respect. The rater need not be on the lookout for concordance and 
warmth or acceptance in speaking manner as opposed to content. It 
is only necessary that the emotional quality and style of delivery 
of the response not be likely to make the other feel ignored, re
jected, uneasy, or distracted from pursuing his own line of thought. 
Such a negative impact on the other is likely to occur in the re
sponder 's mood is in marked contrast to the other's, or if the 
responder's manner of speech is entirely mechanical or clearly de
notes impatience, boredom, incredulity, and so on. When such a 
negative manner of deliverinq a statement does intrude itself on 
the rater's awareness, it brings the response down to the same lower 
level of coding as if an actual verbal statement showing such im
patience, boredom, and so on had been made by the responder. In 
other words, if the manner of speaking seems likely to affect the 
other more than what has been said, the manner of speaking is rated 
rather than the words. Where the words seem likely to carry the 
major impact, the manner of speaking may be ignored. 

8. Level 7 and 8 responses must contain a statement of feeling. Ex
pression of feelings by the other is not meant to be limited to a 
direct verbal statement of feelings. In fact, the seventh and 
eighth levels of responses are very often a reflection of thoughts 
and feelings the other has not yet put into words. Rather, the 
best type of response often will strike the rater as beina the next 
statement the other would make if he were very sensitive to his own 

feeli ngs. 
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9. Responses at the seventh and eighth levels are inferred by the re-
sponder from the content, tone, and manner of the other's statement 
and a straightforward, empathic knowledge of which events generally 
lead to which kinds of feelings. Such high-level responses must be 
judged by the rater to be within the present phenomenological field 
of the other. That is, the response must be one that the rater be
lieves will be immediately acceptable to the othei—one that is not 
ego-alien; one that he can recognize as a valid reflection or exten
sion of his just-expresssed thoughts and feelings. The rater must 
be able to anticipate that the other could enthusiastically respond 
"Yes!" or "Right!" and proceed with the previous flow of his commu
nication. High level responses are not inferred from any complex 
psychodynamic analysis of unconscious conflicts and cross-currents. 
To qualify as a high-level response, the response must be one that 
the rater believes will not aive pause to the other for any reason. 
It must not infuse a new perspective (however beneficial the rater 
may feel this new direction to be). The rater must be able to 
anticipate that the other will not say, "I guess so," or "I'm not 
sure about that." When the rater anticipates a comment of this 
type by the other, the response should be rated as a 5 (has the 
effect of infusing another idea). When the rater anticipates a re
jection of the responder's statement by the other, he needs to con
sider scoring the response as 5, or 3• The decision of a 3, as 
opposed to a k or 5, would need to be made on the basis of whether 
the other seems likely to regard the responder's comment as reflect
ing criticalIv or negativelv on him. the other, when the other had 
not been taking that way about himself. In that case, the score 
would be a 3- A positive value judgment or statement of agreement, 
like a negative one, is regarded as judgmental and as infusing an 
idea of the responder and therefore reduces the score to a 5 or k 
depending on the rest of the content of the statement. 

10. Clarification of feeling emotion is regarded as a more empathic and 
accepting response that restatement or clarification of content or 
of cognitive processes. This is the dividinq line between a Level 6 
response and higher-level responses. The use of the term feel by 
the responder is not relevant, since people often use the word feel 
when think would be as appropriate, if not more so. If think could 

be substituted for feel, it is a Level 6 response. Similarly, the 
expression, "You feel that—" usually is associated with a cognitive 

rather than an emotional response. A word or phrase denoting an 
emotional or a physical sensation is required to score above a 
Level 6. When words like uncertain, confused, unsure, and puzzled 
are used in a cognitive sense, they do not qualify for a Level 7 or 
8 rating. Other terms, such as wit's end and buffaloed, often quali

fy as 7 or 8 responses. The context of the response must be con
sidered in making such decisions: If the response is in the context 
of an intellectual decision-making process and thus cognitive, it is 
scored 6; if it is more in an interpersonal or emotional context, a 

Level 7 or 8 rating would be appropriate. 
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11. Phrases such as, "It drives you up the wall," "You feel like pull
ing out your hair," and "That was the last straw," can be highly 
empathic and have an effect on the other similar to a clarification 
of feeling even though they do not actually contain a feeling word. 
Such responses, when they seem to capture the emotional state of 
the other, qualify for a Level 7 or 8 rating. 

12. Words such as wish, like, want, and other words indicating desires, 
aspirations, or motivational states are in a grey area in terms of 
whether or not they designate feelings. However, the positive 
effects in terms of making the other feel understood and accepted 
when such motivational states are clarified and accepted is very 
similar to that achieved through acceptance and clarification of 
feelings. Therefore, recognition and acceptance of the other's 
desires, wishes, and motivational states should be regarded in the 
same manner as recognition and acceptance of feelings. Such re
sponses may be rated as high as 8. 

Interjudge reliability of the AOS has been studies using four indepen
dent judges skilled in empathic responding who each received 12 hours of 
training in the use of the scale. After training, they rated \k four-
minute interactions taped during the Verbal Interaction Task . There 
were several different types of pairs interacting: husband-wife, father-
son, and dating couples. 

One rating of the responder was made every minute, and the ratings were 
averaged to give each responder one score per rater. The following 
correlations were found among the four raters' scores for the respon-

ders: .96, .93. -93, .91» -90, and .89. Another type of interrater 
reliability check was performed by determining the degree of agreement 
between the judges on a response-by-response basis. Using 96 responder 
statements, three or more of the four judges coded the same response 
with the same numerical rating for 76 percent of the responses, and two 
or more of the judges gave the same rating for 100 percent of the 
responses. 

Validity of the AOS was studied in terms of correlations with other 
measures. One would expect some correspondence between the ability to 
express oneself well and the ability to respond well to others. It is 
especially encouraging to note that there was a similar correlation 
(.32, p <.05) when the Acceptance of Other Scale was used in a situation 
where the subjects were unaware that their behavior was under observa
tion. 

Unfortunately, research experience in psychology has shown that we often 
cannot expect correlations between paper-and-penci1 measures of inter
personal behavior or adjustment on the one hand and behavioral measures 
on the other. Generally, significant correlations were not found 
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between the SFAS and paper-and-penci1 measures of communication or mea
sures of the quality of the pertinent interpersonal relationships used 
in the studies reported in this book. Exceptions to this lack of 
correspondence occurred in the significant correlations between the AOS 
and the Family Life Questionnaire—Father, Son when the subjects were 
aware that their behavior was being assessed (-39» P <.0l) and also when 
they were not aware that they were being assessed (.26, p <.0l). 



APPENDIX B 

PRESCHOOL INTERPERSONAL 
PROBLEM-SOLVING (PIPS) TEST 

Below is a PIPS Test form with a sample child's responses. 
Following the form is the classification of the child's responses for 
scoring. Finally, examples of relevant solutions placed into cate
gories are shown.' 

Instructions to Child 

We want to know how children think about things. I've got 
some pictures and I'm going to tell you some stories about children. 
I'm going to tell you the first part of the story, and I want you to 
make up the rest of the story. I want you to tell me what to think 
the child could do in the story. Pretend all the children are (age 
of S). O.K.? 

Peer Problem 

1) Truck (Doll) 

Here's A (e.g., Johnny). 

Read name written on picture and place picture 
upright against carrying case. 

This is B (e.g., Jimmy). 

Place picture next to the "A" character. 

1. All illustrations are taken from the PIPS Test Manual, 
Shure, M. and Spivack, G., Hahnemann Community Mental Health/Mental 
Retardation Center, 197^; Sample Recorded PIPS Form, pp. 93~100; 
Response Classification (pp. 102-103); Sample Solutions and 

Categories (pp. 55-63). 

95 



96 

Can you tell me what this toy is? 

Let child respond, and correctly identify toy 
if need be. 

Yes, a truck (doll). 

Place the toy picture so it overlaps that of the 
"A" character. " 

Now, A has been playing with this truck (doll) for a long time 
and B wants a chance to play with it. But A keeps on playing 
with it. 

Memory Cue: Who's been playing with the truck (doll) for 
a long time? You can point. Let child respond. That's 
right, A (point to A). Who wants to play with it? Let 
child respond. That's right, B (point to B). 

Question: What can B (point to B) do so he (she) can have a chance to 
play with the truck (doll)? Point to toy. (See Manual for probing 
techniques [do, say, etc.].) 

I don11 know 
He can pi ay wi th it. 
Roll it. 
Break it and tear the wheels off. 
Say can I hold it. 

(pr above indicates probe) 

Note: After first relevant solution is given, say: That's ONE way. 
Now the idea of this game is to think of lots of ways to get a 
chance to play with toys, O.K.? 

2) Shovel 

Here's C. 

Read name written on picture and place picture 
upright against carrying case. 

And here's D. 

Place picture next to the "C" character. 

Pr 
pr 

Pr  
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And what is this toy? 

Let child respond, and correctly identify toy 
if need be. 

Good, a shovel. 

Place the shovel so it overlaps the picture of the 
"C" character. 

Now, C has been playing with this shovel all morning and D 
wants to have a chance to play with this shovel. But C keeps 
on playing with i t. 

Memory Cue: Who's been playing with the shovel all 
morning? You can point. Let child respond. That's 
right, C (point to C). Who wants to play with it? 
Let child respond. That's right, D (point to D). 

The memory cue might to shortened to Who has it? (Chi Id 
points.) Who wants it? (Child points.) 

Question: What can D (point to D) do so he (she) can have a chance to 

play with the shovel? Point to shovel. 

Probe according to child's response as illustrated in 
Manual. 

Dig up the dirt. 
pr Tel 1 his mother. 

3) Kite 

Present the pictures in the same manner as in 
previous stories. 

This is E and this is F. This toy is a . Let child 
respond and correctly identify the toy if need be. Yes, a 
kite. In this story E has been playing with this kite for a 
long time, all morning, and F wants to play with this kite. 

E keeps on playing with it. 

Memory Cue: Judge need for use (see stories 1 and 2) 
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Question: What can F (point to F) do so he (she) can get a chance to 
play with the kite? Point to kite. 

Tel 1 his mother 
pr Tell his father 
pr Snatch it 

k) Swing 

Present the pictures in the same manner as in previous 
stories. 

Here is G and here's H. Can you tell me what this is? Let child 
respond. Good, a swing. Now G has been playing on this swing and 
H wants a chance on the swing. G keeps playing with it. 

Memory Cue: Judge need for use. 

Question: What can H (point to H) do so he (she) can have a chance 
to play on the swing? Point to swing. 

Push him off 

5) Drum 

Present the pictures in the same manner as in previous 
stories. 

Here is J and this is K. And what is this toy? Let child respond. 
Good, a drum. J keeps on playing with this drum and K would like to 
have a chance to play with this drum. 

Memory Cue: Judge need for use. 

Question: What can K (point to K) think of to do so he (she) can have 
a chance to play with the drum? Point to drum. 

Hit him 
pr Get another drum 
pr He doesn't want it 
pr He could kick him 



6) Boat 

Present the pictures in the same manner as in previous 
stories. 

This is L and this is M. And this toy is a . Let child 

respond. Yes, a boat. L keeps on playing with this boat and M 
wants a chance to play with it. 

Memory Cue: Judge need for use. 

Question: What can M (point to M) do so he (she) can have a chance to 
play with the boat? Point to boat. 

Go play on the sliding board. 

pr Can I have it? 
pr Tell his sister. 
pr He play, then he play. 

7) Top 

Present the pictures in the same manner as in previous 

stories. 

Here is N and this is 0. And what is this toy? Let child respond. 
This is a spinning top. Now N keeps on playing with this top and 
0 would like a chance to play with it. But N keeps on playing with 

it. 

Memory Cue: Judge need for use. 

Question: What can 0 (point to 0) do so he (she) can get to play with 
the top? Point to top. 

Take turns. 
Take it from him. 
Take it. 
Go get a bal1 . 

Extra Stories 

Use only if 7 different solutions are given. Allow the usual 3 probes 
but stop at the first toy for which no new solution is given. 

Piano 
Teddy Bear 
Telephone 
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Mother Problem (minimum of five) 

Now we're going to change the story. We're going to make up 
some stories about children and their mommies. These are just pretend 
(make-believe) stories, O.K.? Here's the first one. 

1) Broken Flower Pot 

Here's P. 

Place picture upright against carrying case. 

This is P1s mommy. 

Place picture upright next to the "P" character. 

(Very dramatically) Let's pretend that P just broke his (her) 
mommy's favorite flower pot and he (she) is afraid his (her) 
mommy might be made at him (her). 

Memory Cue: What did P do? Let child respond. Yes, he 
broke her favorite flower pot. 

Question: What can P do so his (her) mommy will not be mad? 

She'11 whoop h i m 
pr G1ue i t 

2) Scratch on Table 

Present pictures in the same manner as in story 1. 

Now let's pretend that Q scratched his (her) mother's wooden 
table and (very dramatically, simulating motion) it made a big 
scratch or mark on the table. His (her) mommy might be mad 
about that. 

Memory Cue: Judge need for use. 

Question: What can Q do so his (her) mommy will not be mad at him (her) 
because he scratched her table? 

She'11 beat him. 
pr Be good--look at TV 

pr I OK 
pr Say I'm sorry 
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3) Burned Hole in Dress 

Present pictures in the same manner as in previous 
stories. 

Now let's say it's this way. R burned a hole in his (her) 
mother's best dress and he (she) is afraid his (her) mother 
might be made at him (her). 

Memory Cue: Judge need for use. 

Question: What can R do so his (her) mommy will not be mad at him 
(her)? 

Sew i t up 
pr Patch it up 
pr Say I'm sorry 
pr Don't beat me 

A) Torn Page in Book 

Present pictures in the same manner as in previous 
stories. 

One day S tore some pages in his (her) mother's favorite book 
and he (she) was afraid his (her) mother might be mad. 

Memory Cue: Judge need for use. 

Question: What can S do so his (her) mommy won't be mad? 

Get his sister to fix it. 

5) Broken Window 

Present pictures in the same manner as in previous 
stories. 

T was playing ball. The ball hit a window, and the window 
. Let child say broke. Yes, the window broke. He 

(she) was afraid his (her) mommy might be mad. 

Question: What can T do so his (her) mommy will not be mad at him 
(her)? 

Get the window man to fix it 
pr Break some more windows 
pr Say I'11 fix i t 
pr Tape it 
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Extra Stories 

Use only if 5 different solutions are given. Allow the usual 3 probes 
but stop as soon as the child misses. 

It is all right to start over with child character "A." The child may 
say "I saw him already." Just say: "I know, you're giving so many 
ideas we have to start all over with these pictures of children." The 
child will accept this explanation. 

6) Broken dish 
7) Knocked over and broke an ashtray 
8) Broke a drinking glass 

Sample Classification 

Peer Problem 

1) Truck (Dol1) 
I don11 know 
I don11 know 
He can play with it 

Roll it 
bought me a My mommy 

truck 
Break it 
wheels 

Say can 

and tear 
off 
hold it 

the 

2) Shovel 
Dig up the di rt 
Tel 1 his mother 

3) Kite 
Tel 1 his mother 
Tell his father 
Snatch it 

(not tal1ied) 
(not tal1ied) 
(i rrelevant 
(i rrelevant 
(tangential Talk—not 

tallied) 

(i rrelevant) 
(Category, Ask) 

(i rrelevant) 
(Category, Authority Aid) 

(exact Repetition, story 2) 
(enumeration, story 2) 
(Category, Force-Grab) 

k) Swing 
Push him off 

5) Drum 
Hit him 
Get another drum 
He doesn't want it 
He could kick him 

(Category, Physical Attack) 

(similar Repetition, story k) 
(related Goal) 

(i rrelevant) 
(similar Repetition, story k) 
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6) Boat 
Go play on the sliding 

board 
Can I have it? 
Tell his sister 
He play, then he play 

7) Top 
Take turns 
Take i t from h i m 
Take i t 
Go get a ball 

(substitute Goal) 
(similar repetition, story 1) 
(enumeration, story 2) 
(Category, Fai r-Share-Turns) 

(similar Repetition, story 6) 
(similar Repetition, story 3) 
(similar Repetition, story 3) 
(substitute Goal) 

Mother Problem 

1) Flower Pot 
She'11 whoop him 
Glue it 

2) Scratched Table 
She'll beat him 
Be good 
Look at TV 
I don11 know 
Say I'm sorry 

3) Burned Hole in Dress 
Sew i t up 

Patch it up 

Say I'm sorry 
Don't beat me 

4) Torn Book Page 
Get her sister to fix it 

5) Broken Window 
Get the window-man to 
fix it 

Break some more windows 
Say I'll fix it 
Tape it 

(i rrelevant) 
(Category, Repai r 

(irrelevant Repeat, story 1) 
(clarify—not tallied) 
(i rrelevant) 
(not tal1ied) 
(Category, Truth-Apology) 

(object-specific repetition 
story 1) 

(object-specific repetition, 
story 1) 

(exact repetition, story 2) 
(Category, Don't Be Mad) 

(Category, Authority Aid) 

(enumeration, story k) 
(i rrelevant) 
(similar Repetition, story 1) 
(object-specific repetition, 

story 1) 

The sample child's PIPS score is 9, 5 peer and h mother-problem 

relevant solutions. 
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Scor ing  the  PIPS Test  

A ch i ld 's  PIPS score  cons is ts  o f  the  to ta l  number  o f  d i f fe ren t  

so lu t ions  g iven to  the  peer -  and mother -prob lem s tor ies .  The to ta l  

score  combines  peer -  and mother -prob lem scores  because o f  the  s ign i f i 

cant  cor re la t ion  between these two scores .  

The main  i ssue in  scor ing  i s  to  ident i fy  so lu t ions  tha t  a re  

rea l ly  d i f fe ren t ,  and no t  enumerat ions  o f  an ear l ie r  response,  mere  

repet i t ions  o f  an ear l ie r  response,  and responses no t  re levant  to  the  

prob lem as  s ta ted .  

In  scor ing  i t  is  feas ib le  to  c lass i fy  so lu t ions  in to  ca tegor ies .  

Be low i s  a  de ta i led  l i s t  o f  re levant  so lu t ions  g iven most  f requent ly  

and the i r  p lacement  in to  so lu t ion-ca tegor ies .  Because i t  i s  poss ib le  

fo r  a  ch i ld  to  rece ive  c red i t  fo r  more  than one so lu t ion  w i th in  a  g iven 

ca tegory ,  the  number  to  be c red i ted  i s  shown.  Exp lanat ions  sur round ing  

par t i cu la r  judgments  a re  a lso  o f fe red.  

Re levant  So lu t ions  and So lu t ion-
Categor ies- -Peer -Prob lem Categor ies  

Ask :  "Can I  ho ld  i t  (have i t ,  p lay  w i th  i t )? "  )  Score  
"Ask  h im fo r  i t . "  )  One 
" I  want  i t . "  )  

Any one o f  the  above i s  c red i ted  the  f i rs t  t ime i t  is  g iven.  

Subsequent  var ia t ions  such as  those l i s ted  above a re  repet i t ions .  

P lease:  "Say p lease. "  )  Score  
"Pre t ty  p lease,  can I  have i t? "  )  One 

Loan:  "Can I  ho ld  i t  fo r  a  l i t t le  whi le?"  )  Score  
" I ' l l  g ive  i t  r igh t  back . "  )  One 
" I  won ' t  keep i t . "  )  
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This category is different from Ask in that the notion of re

turning the object or playing a short time is introduced. 

Fair, Share, Turns: 
Group 1: "They can take turns." 

"They can share it." 
Any form of "play together." 

Group 2: "You've had it for a long time and 
now I want a chance (turn)." 
"You've had lots of chances and now 
I want a chance (turn)." 
Any use of the word "fair." 

Score 
Two 

Score 
One 

For the drum, "One play with the drumstick and one play with 

the drum," is an object-specific repetition of "Play together," because 

the drumsticks go together with the drum. Any response wherein both 

children can play with different parts of the same toy at the same time 

are considered object-specific forms of playing together. 

"Say they can take turns" is scored the same as "take turns." 

The same principle holds for other solutions in this category. 

Trade-Bribe: one solution for each group can be credited. 
Group 1: "Give him candy." 

"Give him ice-cream." ) Score 
"Give him money." ) One 

Etc. 

Group 2: "You can come to my house." 
"You can't come to my house." 
"You can sleep at my house." ) Score 
"I'll invite you to my birthday party.") One 
"I won't let you come to my birthday 

party." 

Group 3: "You can play with my (toy presented)." 
"You can play with my firetruck (toy 

other than that presented)." ) Score 
"You can't play with my (toy)." ) One 
"B get another toy and not let her (A) 

play with it." 
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Group "Push him (swing)." ) Score 
"I'll walk you to school." ) One 

Group 1 involves giving the child a tangible object, other than one 

of his toys. Group 2 involves making the child a promise, or a threat 

(e.g., "You can't . . or "I won't . . ."). "You can't come to my 

house" is the same cognitive thought process as is "You can come to my 

house," and credited only once. Group 3 offers the trade of a toy. 

Because possession of toys is so important to young children, the 

thought of giving up a toy is considered separate from giving up other 

objects such as candy. Group k offers trade of a service. Pushing a 

child on a swing is more sophisticated than simply taking turns, in 

that the child is doing something for the child on the swing. The 

implication is, and in fact, often expressed, that if B pushes A, A 

will then let B have a turn. This is different from simply taking 

turns in that B does not have to be doing anything for A while A is 

playing. 

The solution "Get another toy and don't let him (A) play with 

it" is different from "Get another toy" given alone. The former is 

the cognitive thought implying a trade, the latter, a related goal. 

Often children give a longer story, e.g., "If he (A) lets him 

(B) play with this kite, B will let him (A) play with his toys." No 

further credit is given than would be true of "He (B) give him (A) his 

toys." 

If the child offers "Say he'll give him candy if he (A) lets 

him (B) have the toy," and in a subsequent story, "Give him candy," 

credit is given for only one. Whether the child character actually 
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g ives  the  candy o r  uses  i t  as  a  p loy  i s  no t  re levant  in  scor ing ,  jus t  

the  thought  o f  t rad ing  candy fo r  the  toy .  The same p r inc ip le  ho lds  fo r  

o ther  so lu t ions  in  th is  ca tegory .  

Author i ty  In te rvent ion :  
"Te l  1 (ask)  h is  mother  ( fa ther ,  s is te r ,  

e tc . ) "  
"Get  h is  b ig  s is te r  (b ro ther ,  e tc . )  a f te r  )  Score  

h im. "  )  One 
"Get  h is  f r iend a f te r  h im. "  
"H is  mother  ( fa ther )  w i l l  beat  h im ( take  

the  toy  away,  e tc . ) . "  

I t  does no t  mat te r  i f  B te l l s  h is  own (mother )  o r  A 's  (mother ) .  

The content  o f  thought ,  te l l ing  someone,  i s  what  i s  scored,  and on ly  

once.  S imi la r ly ,  on ly  one so lu t ion  i s  c red i ted  fo r  te l l ing  someone o r  

any  fo rm o f  th rea t  to  te l l  someone,  wh ichever  comes f i r s t .  

Tr ick :  
"Tr ick  h im. "  )  Score  
"Te l l  h im h is  mother 's  ca l l ing  h im. "  )  Each 
"Put  h is  name on  i t  and say  i t ' s  h is  (B 's ) . "  )  Separa te ly  

Th is  ca tegory  can rece ive  an indef in i te  amount  o f  so lu t ions  

prov ided each thought  i s  d i f fe ren t  f rom any preced ing  one.  Each o f  the  

above th ree  so lu t ions  are  d i f fe ren t ,  bu t  "Te l l  h im h is  fa ther 's  ca l l ing  

h im, "  i s  an enumerat ion  i f  g iven a f te r  "Te l l  h im h is  mother 's  ca l l ing  

h im. "  

F . inang le :  
"You don ' t  know how to  p lay  w i th  the  

(boat ) . "  
"You can have more  fun  i f  you p lay  w i th  me. "  
"You can p lay  w i th  someth ing  e lse  wh i le  I  

p lay  w i th  the  ( toy  in  quest ion) . "  
"On ly  us  can p lay ,  no  one e lse . "  

Score  
One 
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Any finangle to obtain the toy in question can be credited as 

long as each thought differs in content from any preceding one. "Show 

her the boat needs water," for example, is simply another way of saying 

"I'll show you how to (spin the top)." The solution "You can play with 

something else" is different from a Trade in that B is not offering an 

exchange, but rather, is interesting A in engaging in a different acti

vity, or is in some way distracting him from his interest in the toy. 

Manipulate Affect: 

Group 1: "Scare him away." 
"Put a sheet on and he'll go away." 
"Tickle him from behind and 

he'll run." 
"Scream real loud and he'll run 
away." 

Group 2: "B says 'I like you'." 
"I won't 1ike you if . . 
"Say she won't speak to him." 
"I'll be your friend." 
"I won't be your friend." 

Group 3: really like that toy." 
"I don't like that old toy." 

Group k: "Cry so he'll feel bad. 
"Say I don't have any toys to 

play with." 
"Look real sad." 

Score 
One 

Score 
One 

Score 
One 

Score 
One 

Solutions within each group are similar enough in thought con

tent to be credited only once. Those between groups are different from 

each other. If the solution "cry" is clearly a form of Manipulate 

Affect, it.is credited. If crying is simply a response to not being 

able to have the toy, it is irrelevant (see probing techniques section). 

The solution "I don't want that old toy" is a form of manipulating 

affect and different from "He (B) doesn't want it," an irrelevant avoid

ance of the problem. 
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Get Mad; 

Any use of the word "mad," e.g., "Be mad," "B will get mad," 

"Look mad," etc. is scored separately from use of the word sad 

(Manipulate Affect) in that a different emotion is expressed and there

fore different content of thought. For a solution to be scored in this 

category, however, the word mad (angry) must be expressed. 

Wa i t: 

"Wait 'till he's finished." 
"Can I have it (holt it, play with it) 

when you're finished (done)?" 
"When he's done," (meaning B can have 

i t when A i s done). 

Force-Grab: 

"He takes it." 
"He snatches it." 

"He grabs it." 
"He catches (the kite)." 

Physical Attack on Person: 
Group 1: "Hit him." 

"Kick him." 
"Bi te him." 
"Scratch him." 
Etc. 

Group 2: "Get his dog after him." 
"Get his cat after him." 
Etc. 

Group 3: "Throw sand in his face so he 
can't see and then take 
(the shovel)." 

"Splash him with water so he 
can't play with (the boat)." 

Solutions between groups are different enough in content to be 

scored separately. If the child offers "Throw sand in his face so he 

can't see and then take it," he would be credited with two solutions 

provided no form of Force-Grab had been given. As is the case in other 

Score 
One 

Score 

One 

Score 
One 

Score 
One 
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categories, the act of physical harm or the threat of it (e.g., "Say 

he'll hit him," or "If you don't . . . I'll hit you") is scored only 

once within each group of examples listed. 

Damage to Property: 
"I'll smash your car." ) 
"I'll rip your clothes." ) Score 
"I'll break your toys." ) One 
"I'll blow down your house." ) 

The act of, or threat of damage to property is scored as a 

separate category. Threat of breaking a toy is different from actually 

breaking it. In the former case, the threat might serve as a solution. 

In the latter, neither child could play with it and the response is ir

relevant. Unlike other responses, then, where a threat or an actual 

act are credited as the same, "Say I'll break it" is scored and "Break 

it" is not. 

Command: 
"Give it to me!" ) 
"Gimme!" ) Score 

"That's mine!" ) One 
"I want it now!" ) 

Plan for Future: 
"When it's night time, he'll sneak ) 

in and take it." ) Score 
"Take it (B) when A's not looking." ) One 

"When he (A) gets a drink of water, ) 
B wi11 take it." ) 

Plan for future is completely separate from category Wait and 

category Force-Grab. The child B is waiting for a specific future time, 

e.g., "When it's night time," or for A to engage in another activity 

before he takes the toy. B is not simply saying "Wait 'till he's 

finished," nor is he simply grabbing the toy out of A's hand. It is 

important to watch for enumerations in this category. "Take it when 
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goes home," "when he has lunch," "when he goes to sleep," are all enu

merations of the same thought, and scored only once. 

There is no separate category called Threat. Nearly every 

threat, e.g., "If you don't give me that toy I'll . . ." can be clas

sified elsewhere, e.g., "If you don't . . ., I'll tell your mother" 

(Authority Intervention); "I'll never play with you again" (Manipulate 

Affect), etc. 

Relevant Solutions and Solution-
Categories --Mot her- Problem Categories 

Rep1 ace: 
Group 1: "Get a new (another) one." ) 

"Buy her a new (another) one." ) Score 
"Borrow another one." ) One 

Group 2: "Pay for it." ) Score 
"Get money and buy another one." ) One 

Repai r: 

"Fix it." ) 
"Glue it." (flower pot, book, window) ) 

"Wipe it." (table) ) Score 
"Tape it." (flower pot, book, window) ) One 
"Put Ajax on it," or "Clean it up." (table) ) 
"Iron it." (dress) ) 
"Nail it." (window) ) 

With the exception of the words "Fix it," each of the above 

describes object-specific ways of repairing the damaged object. While 

ironing a burned dress, or putting Ajax on a scratch may not, in reality, 

repair the objects, it is assumed that to a four-year-old, such state

ments refer to the category Fix It and are so scored. 

Authority Aid: 
"Get the fix-it man." ) 
"Get the window man." (window) ) Score 
"Take it to the store and the man will ) One 

fix (glue, tape, etc.) it." ) 
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This category is different from Fix It in that the child is 

soliciting the aid of someone other than himself. 

Apology-Truth: 
Group 1: "I'm sorry." ) 

"I won't do it again." ) Score 
"I made a mistake." ) Two 

Group 2: "I did it." ) 

Any form of describing the act, e.g., ) Score 
"I broke.your flower pot." ) One 

If the child offers "I did it and I'm sorry" for one object, 

and "i won't do it again" for another, he gets a total of three solu

tions. If he offers, "I'm sorry, I won't do it again" for one object, 

and "I made a mistake" for another, he only gets credit for two solu

tions, and the third is not scored as a new solution. 

Blame Other-Lie-Deny: 
"I didn't do it." ) Score 
"The cat (dog, etc.) did it." ) One 

Don't Be Mad 
"Don't be mad." ) Score 
"Don't beat me." ) One 

To be scored in this category, the child has to offer these 

particular words, or variations of them, e.g., "Please don't spank me," 

or "Are you gonna beat me?" 

Manipulate Affect 
Group 1: "Hug her (mommy)." ) 

"Kiss her (mommy)." ) Score 
"I love you mommy." ) One 

Group 2: "Cry and mommy won't beat her." ) Score 
"Look real sad." ) One 

If "cry" is clearly a form of playing to mother's emotions, it 

is scored. If "cry" is a response to breaking the object or fear of 

punishment, it is irrelevant (see clarifying responses). The solutions 
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in this category are different from that of "Don't Be Mad" because they 

are more sophisticated and require a different content of thought. 

Finangle: 
"Pretend she's asleep and mother can't yell." ) 
"Help her clean the house." ) Score 
"Ask her what she likes and get it for her." ) Each 
"Put a pretty flower in it (flower pot)." ) Separately 

As many finangles to avoid mother's anger that are different 

thoughts can be scored in this category. 

H ide: 
"Run away." ) 
"Go to his room and lock the door." ) Score 

"Hide." ) One 

Hide It: 
"Put it in a drawer so mommy won't see it." ) 
"Throw it away before mommy gets home." ) Score 
"Put a tablecloth over it." ) One 
"Get another one just like it and mommy won't ) 

know it broke." ) 

Clean Up-Throw Away: 
"Sweep it up." ) 
"Clean it up." ) Score 
"Pick it up." ) One 
"Throw it away." ) 
"Put it in the trash." ) 



APPENDIX C 

SAMPLE LESSONS 

Purpose: 

1. To reinforce the understanding of the language concepts "same" 

and "different." The understanding of the meaning of these 

words will later facilitate the generalization of alternative 

solutions to problem situations. "Can you think of something 

di fferent to say or do?" 

2. To demonstrate the understanding of the language concepts 

"same" and "different" by responding correctly when asked to 

differentiate between the two. 

3. To listen to a story involving a puppet and be able to identify 

the predominant feeling of the puppy as "happy." 

Materials: 

One friendly puppet 

Peabody pictures--Kit level II 

Procedure :  

1. A. Introduce the puppet to the children in the group by 

changing your voice and individually greeting each of the 

children with the puppet. Your voice change along with 

the behavior of the puppet should be utilized to give the 

puppet character and to arouse the interest of the group. 
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B. Say to the children, 11 , the puppet, will be going 

away now. However, he will be back to play with us later 

in the lesson." 

Teacher stands up and says, "Watch me to see if I do the 

same thing or something different." 

CUE: Watch me. Same or Different. 

Teacher: Stands in the middle of the group. 

1) She jumps up and down three times. She jumps up and 

down three times again. Says, "I jumped up and down and 

then I jumped up and down again. Did I do the same thing 

or something different?" 

2) Teacher reinforces correct responses. "That's right, I 

did the same thing." 

CUE: Watch me. Same or Different. 

Teacher: Stands in the middle of the group. 

1) She claps her hands two times. She claps her hands two 

times again. Says: "I clapped my hands two times and 

then I clapped my hands two times again. Did I do the 

same thing or something different?" 

2) Teacher reinforces correct responses. "You are right 

again, I did the same thing. I think these must be too 

easy for you. I am going to do a real hard one so that 

I can trick you. 

CUE: Watch me. Same or different. 
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Teacher: Stands in the middle of the group. 

1) She jumps up and down three times. She claps her hands 

two times. Says, "I jumped up and down and then I 

clapped my hands. Did I do the same thing or something 

different?" Teacher reinforces correct responses. 

"That's right, I did something different. You are really 

hard to trick today, you get even the hard ones right. 

I know, maybe you can trick each other." 

2) Teacher: Call up two children from the group. Tell one 

child (by whispering in his ear that you want him to sit 

down). Tell the other child that you want him to stand 

up. Tell them they should begin when you say "do it." 

CUE: Watch and . (Supply children's 

names) Same or different. 

Teacher: To the two children "Do it." 

1) To the group, "Did they do the same thing or something 

different?" 

2) Teacher reinforces correct response. "That's right, 

they did something different." 

CONTINUE WITH THIS GAME ALLOWING ALL OF THE CHILDREN TO HAVE A CHANCE 

TO PARTICIPATE. 

2. A. The puppet utilized at the beginning of the story is brought 

out again. "Remember I said , the puppet, would be 

back. Well, he is here to tell us a story." 
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Puppet: "I want you to listen to this story and see if you 

can figure out how I feel at the end of the story." 

CUE: Listen to see how feels. 

Puppet: "Most of you don't know this but I just had a 

birthday and now I am four years old. Well, I have to tell 

you what happened on my birthday. You see, I was so excited 

about my birthday coming up. I had been waiting for a very, 

very long time and I was hoping that I would get a little 

puppy for my birthday. Every day I would say to my mommy, 

'Mommy, I would really love to have a puppy for my birthday.' 

My mommy would always say that I would have to wait and see. 

She could not promise me that I would get a puppy for my 

birthday. Well, I woke up the morning of my birthday because 

I heard a funny noise outside of my window. Do you know 

what I saw when I looked out the window? I saw the cutest 

little puppy in the whole world. I felt so ." 

Teacher: 

1) "How did feel?" (Supply puppet's name.) 

2) Reinforce correct responses. "That's right we could tell 

that felt very happy." 

3) Participation—allow each child in the group to have a 

chance to tell you something that makes them happy. 

During participation the teacher should reinforce the 

language concepts "same" and "different" and also the 

feeling of "happy." This can be done by saying to each 
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child, " (whatever they just said, give it back 

to them in summary form) made you feel very happy. That's 

a different idea then what made the puppet feel happy." 

If a child suggests the same idea as the puppet or as an

other child who has told a story, then say "that's the 

same idea as ." 

Sample Lesson—Perception 

Purpose: 

1. To identify that different people feel differently. 

2. To identify that feelings in self and others change. 

3. To identify that by attending to others we can find out how 

they feel. (Watching and asking can tell us how another feels.) 

k. To emphasize that different people like different things and 

this is "ok." 

Materials: 

Three friendly puppets; happy and sad boy and girl pictures 

Procedure: 

1. A. Teacher: "Today we are going to have a chance to look at 

some pictures and also to play with several of the puppets. 

First we are going to look at some pictures. 

CUE: Look, and tell me how these people feel. 

Teacher: Show a picture of a boy feeling happy. Say, "Do 

you think this boy is happy or do you think this boy is 

sad?" Reinforce correct responses. "Yes, this boy feels 

happy." 
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Show a picture of a boy feeling sad. Say, "Do you think 

this boy is happy or do you think this boy is sad?" "A boy 

can be happy. A boy can be sad." Show a picture of a girl 

smiling. "Do you think this girl is happy or sad? How can 

you tell?" Reinforce the responses which illustrate that 

we can tell because he is smiling or laughing. Say, "Yes, 

we can tell she is laughing because we can see with our 

." Point to eye dramatically. Show a picture of a 

girl who is frowning. Continue with the same responses as 

for the happy girl. 

Teacher: "We see with our eyes. What do we do with our 

eyes?" Reinforce the word see. "We hear with our ears. 

What do we do with our ears?" Reinforce the word hear. 

Teacher laughs very loudly. "I am laughing." "How do I 

feel?" How can you tell 1 feel happy?" "Did you see me 

with your eyes?" (point to your eyes) "Did you hear me 

with your ears?" Reinforce the children saying eyes and 

ears. Say, "One way you can tell how I feel is to see me 

with your eyes, another way is to hear me with your ears." 

(When describing this, hold up one finger when you say with 

your eyes and hold up a second finger when you say with 

your ears. 

Teacher: "The puppet (supply puppet's name) is go

ing to come out and tell us a story. He wants you to tell 

him how he feels." 
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Puppet: "Boo hoo, boo hoo, whimper, whimper, sniff, sniff, 

boo, boo, boo, boo, boo." (Have the puppet cry quite dramatic

ally for several seconds.) 

Teacher: "How do you think (the puppet) feels?" 

Reinforce the word sad. 

Puppet: "How could you tell I feel sad?" 

Teacher: "One way we know he feels sad is that we can see him 

with our . Another way we know he feels sad is we can 

hear him with our ears." (Point to eyes and ears while saying 

this.) "Can anyone think of another way to tell that he feels 

sad?" Reinforce any response which would allow them to tell 

the way the puppet felt. Utilize the words same and different 

to describe the categories of responses from the children. If 

no child offers "ask him" as a possible alternative way to find 

out how the puppet feels, then the teacher should suggest it. 

k. A. Teacher: Say, "Now you know lots of ways to find out how 

someone feels. We are now going to practice the idea of 

asking someone how they feel." Ask one child to come up to 

the front of the group. Place the child on top of one of 

the chairs so that they are standing several inches above 

the other children in the group. Say, "I want to know what 

kinds of things (child's name) likes to eat but I 

do not know how to find out. What can I do so I can find 

out what likes to eat?" 

CUE: Ask her what she likes. I am first. 



121 

Teacher: " (child's name) what do you like to eat? 

Tell me one thing." Reinforce child's response. 

likes to eat . We know one thing that she likes to 

eat. How can we find out what else she likes to eat?" 

Reinforce the response "ask her." Say, "Who would like to 

ask her?" Let several children have an opportunity to ask 

the child on the chair what she likes to eat. Count the 

responses on your fingers saying now we have two ideas, 

now we have three ideas, now we have four, etc. Allow 

several children to have an opportunity to stand on top of 

the chair so that they can ask the other children in the 

group what they like. 

Sample Lesson-
Goal Identification 

Purpose: 

1. To provide examples of children in pictures who are in problem 

situations. The purpose of the lesson is to identify what the 

problem is and what the child in the problem situation wants. 

2. To give the children in the group an opportunity to act out a 

problem situation and identify a) what the problem is and b) 

what the child in the problem situation wants. (By what the 

child wants, the author means what their goal is.) 

Materials: 

Pictures from the social development kit 

Puppets 
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Procedure: 

1. Bring out the puppet and have him interact with the children 

for a few minutes to warm them up for the lesson. Tell the 

children that the puppet has to go away for a few minutes now, 

but that he will be back later to play a game. 

Teacher: Take a picture from the social development kit in 

which a child is involved in a problem situation. Say, "What 

is happening in this picture?" Reinforce what the children say 

by concisely summarizing the details of the event. First, the 

girl fell off the bicycle and then we can see with our eyes 

that she is hurt. "How do you think she feels?" Reinforce the 

correct response. Now have the children tell you what the 

problem is. 

CUE: Tell me what's wrong. 

Teacher: Reinforce the correct response, i.e., she is hurt. 

Say, "What do you think she wants to have happen?" Reinforce 

any responses which lead to solving the problem. There is 

likely to be several prospective "goals," e.g., She wants to go 

home to her mommy to get help, she wants her mommy to come and 

help her, she wants to pick up her bicycle so that she can ride 

home. If children are having difficulty identifying what she 

wants to have happen, assist them. Continue using this proce

dure with several of the pictures in the social development kit. 

2. The teacher is now going to give several children in the group 

an opportunity to act out situations and have group members 

identify the problem and what the child wants (his goal). 



Teacher: Call two children to the front of the group. Whisper 

a problem situation and their role so the other members of the 

group cannot hear what they will be doing. Be sure to tell the 

children acting out the problem situation what they should do. 

(Sample problem situation: Child 1 pretends that he is playing 

in the sand box and Child 2 comes over and hits him.) Say, 

"What happened?" Summarize the event using the children's con

tributions. Reinforce all contributions which lead to the 

piecing together of the story. Say "What does Child 1 want to 

happen next?" Reinforce any responses"which are likely goals. 

Say, "If we want to know what (Child 1) really wants to 

happen, how could we find out?" Reinforce that we could ask 

her. Proceed by having members of the group ask Child 1 what 

she would want to happen. Continue with this activity until 

several children in the group have had an opportunity to parti

cipate in the problem situations. 

Sample Lesson—Alternative Thinking 

Purpose: 

1. To teach children to generate lots of ways things can be done 

or ideas about how to solve a problem. 

2. To reinforce the concept of generating lots of solutions is a 

positive way of attempting to solve a problem. 

Materials: 

Chalkboard and chalk; puppets 
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Procedure: 

Teacher begins the lesson by introducing the children to the 

puppet they are going to be using in today's lessons. 

Puppet: "I am very, very hungry but I don't know what to eat 

for breakfast. Can you help me come up with some ideas of 

things I can eat for breakfast?" 

Teacher: Say, "Let's think of lots of different ideas. See if 

you can fill up this whole board (point to the chalkboard) with 

your ideas." Reinforce any new ideas the children come up with. 

Write them on the board and number them. DO NOT discourage any 

responses that the children may have. For example, some chil

dren may come up with some atypical breakfast foods. Do not 

discourage these ideas. This is a brainstorming idea and any 

edible foods should be included. Be sure to utilize the lan

guage concepts by saying "same" and "different" when the chil

dren's responses match or do not match those previously stated. 

If one child says rice krispies, and another child says corn 

flakes, say those are different cereals. Encourage the children 

by saying, "Gee, you are coming up with so many ideas I may have 

to go get another chalkboard. I'm afraid you will fill this one 

all up." When the children have completed giving solutions, 

Puppet: "Thank you so much for all of the ideas you gave me. 

I have so many different things that I can have for breakfast." 

Continue with this same procedure this time using the following 

situation with the puppet. The puppet is unable to decide what 
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to do. The puppet has the entire day to play and he does not 

know what he wants to play. Again encourage the children to 

generate lots of solutions and ideas of what the puppet can 

play. Assist the children by classifying their responses 

according to same and different. Encourage the children to 

come up with lots of different ideas. 



APPENDIX D 

BEHAVIORAL PRESCHOOL INTERPERSONAL 

PROBLEM SOLVING TEST 

Child's Name . 

School 

Tester  

Date  

pre post follow-up 
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1. Doll (female subject) 
Truck (male subject 

Initial Response: 

Probe: 

P rob,e: 

Probe: 

2. Markers and paper 

Initial Response: 

Probe: 

Probe: 

Probe: 

3. Play Dough 

Initial Response: 

Probe: 

Probe: 

Probe: 

k, Puppet 

Initial Response: 

Probe: 

Probe: 

Probe: 
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5- Drum 

Initial Response: 

Probe: 

Probe: 

Probe: 

6. Puzzle 

Initial Response: 

Probe: 

Probe: 

Probe: 

7. Ball 

Initial Response: 

Probe: 

Probe: 

Probe: 

Item 8 should be administered only 
tions have been offered. 
administer Item 9. If on 
administer I tern 10. Stop 
offered. 

8. Pegboard 

Initial Response: 

Probe: 

Probe: 

Probe: 

if seven different alternative solu-
If on Item 8 another new solution is offered, 
Item 9 another new solution is offered, 
after Item 10 even if all new ideas have been 



9. Telephone 

Initial Response: 

Probe: 

Probe: 

Probe: 

10. Blocks 

Initial Response: 

Probe: 

Probe: 

Probe: 



APPENDIX E 

PROBES 

Probing for New, Relevant Solutions: 
How to Probe 

To keep the testing procedure consistent from child to child, a 

total of four {k) chances per story (per toy and per damaged object) is 

allowed once the child begins to respond. The first chance the child 

has is his response when the tester first asks the question. Then a 

maximum of three (3) probes is allowed for that story, if the child has 

not given a new relevant solution after the question plus three probes, 

continue to the next story. 

Probing After No Response, Repetition 
of the Story Root, or "I Don't Know" 

Some children have difficulty in getting started or may be un

willing to cooperate. The following methods have been found helpful in 

getting the child started: 

1. Show the child some of the toy pictures and ask him to name 

them. This procedure might relax the child and start him talk

ing. Then repeat the story and begin again. 

2. Say to the child: You can just make it up. This is just a 

story. 

3. Repeat the story root in shortened form. He (point to Johnny) 

has the truck. He (point to Jimmy) wants it. Now who has it? 

130 
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(Encourage child to point.) Who wants it? (Encourage child to 

point.) O.K. He has it and he wants it (pointing to pictures). 

k. Ask the question: What can Jimmy do so he can get a chance to 

play with the truck? 

5. (If still no response) Begin probe. Can Jimmy DO something to 

get to play with the truck? Or, CAN Jimmy do something so 

Johnny will let him play with the truck? 

6. (If still no response) Begin second probe. What can Jimmy SAY 

so he can get a chance to play with the truck? 

7- (If still no response) Begin third probe. What might you do if 

someone has a truck and you want to play with it? 

After the original question is asked plus three probes (a total 

of four chances for the child to respond), go on to the next toy. 

If, after the child is shown three (3) toys, he continues to 

remain silent, does not even name the toys, or continues to say "I don't 

know," do not try to test him any longer at that time. 

If the child is talking, at least repeating the story root or 

giving No-Solution responses, continue testing. There is a difference 

between the child who is at least trying to respond and one who does 

not even try. 

Probing After An Exact Repetition 

When the child repeats an earlier response, the following sug

gestions are helpful. 

1. Yes, he could (say, "Can I have it?"). Begin first probe. 

That's what the other boy did when he wanted to play with 
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(the truck). Can Peter think of a different idea to get to 

play with the shovel? Remember, the idea of this game is to 

think of lots of ways to get to play with toys. In this and 

other probes try to avoid using the word "but," e.g., "Yes, he 

could, BUT that's what the other boy . . ." The word "but" 

puts a negative on the questioning and is best avoided. 

2. (If no new response) Begin second probe. Can Peter think of 

something different he could say so he can play with the 

shovel? Vary the word "different" to insure understanding of 

the game: 

"a new way (idea)" 

"another thing to do or say" 

"another way (idea)" 

"a new thing to do or say" 

"what else can he do or say" 

3. (If still no new response) Begin third probe. Repeat the 

child's solution (e.g., "Can I have it?"). Say: "Way number 

one (show one finger) is to say "Can I have it?" He could say 

"Can I have it? OR he could . Can you think of way 

number two? (show two fingers). 

After the initial question, plus three probes (a total of four 

chances for the child to give a new response), go on to the next toy. 

If the child does give a new idea, follow with: "Now you've 

got the idea of the game. Now you've got two ways." 
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Sometimes the child will give a new solution to three or four 

toys and then start repeating one or more of the earlier solutions. 

The following probes are helpful. 

1. Say: Oh, we already have that idea (those ideas). Can you 

think of something new for Robert to do or say to have a chance 

with the drum? 

2. (If child repeats again) Repeat the child's earlier responses. 

He could (take it), OR he could (ask for it) OR he could (be 

his friend) OR . Can you think of another new (dif

ferent idea (way)? He could . A variation can be 

used if the child should repeat again later. Say: Way number 

one (show one finger) is to (take it). Way number two (show 

two fingers) is to (ask for it). Way number three (show three 

fingers) is to (be his friend). Way number four is to . 

Be sure and repeat only solutions the child has already given. 

This technique should be used very sparingly, usually if the 

child is running out of ideas. Too much use of this technique 

will become cumbersome. It is extremely important that when 

you repeat the child's responses, repeat his exact wording. 

Otherwise you may inadvertently suggest a solution. If the 

child gives a new solution, say: Now you've got the idea of 

the game. That's way number four. We want to think of lots 

of different (new) ideas. 
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Probing After a Similar Repetition 

Sometimes a child believes that, for example, "Snatch it" and 

"Take it" are different acts. For scoring purposes, however, they are 

considered the same. Similarly, for scoring purposes, "Can I hold it?" 

is treated the same way as "Can I have it" The following suggestions 

are helpful. 

1. If the child offers "Can I hold it?" as a solution to obtain 

the shovel after having given "Can I have it?" for the truck, 

follow with: "Can I have it?" is very much like "Can I hold 

it." If the child adds the word "please" it is accepted as a 

separate solution (see scoring section). For that reason, do 

not ask if he can think of something different from asking, 

but rather, "Can you think of something different from "Can I 

have it?" 

2. (If no new response) He can say "Can I hold it?" OR . 

Can you think of way number two? Something different from "Can 

I hold it?" 

3. (If still no new response) Can you think of something else that 

Peter can do or say so he can play with the truck? 

Because only two of "Take turns," "Share" or any foYm of play

ing together are accepted, it is very important to repeat only the words 

the child uses in these responses if probing is necessary. For example, 

if the child gives "Play together" for one toy and "He play with the 

drumsticks and he play with the drum" (drum), avoid saying "Yes, they 
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could share it." Share is another solution which is accepted provided 

a form of "take turns" has not also been given. 

if a child offers "I won't be your friend" after "I'll be your 

friend," say: That's talking about friends. For the (shovel) you 

thought of "Be his friend." Can you think of something different from 

the idea of being or not being friends. 

Ask the question, allow three probes (a total of four chances 

for the child to respond), then go on to the next toy. 

Probing After An Object-
Specific Repetition 

To the child "glue" (the flower pot) may be interpreted as a 

different act than "tape" (the book). To help the child see the simi

larity of the solution, it is helpful to classify the solutions for the 

child, as in the first example below. 

1. Taping the book and gluing the flower pot are both fixing it. 

Can you think of an idea that's different from fixing it? 

2. (If no new response) Can you think of something different that 

William can do so his mommy won't be mad? 

3. (If still no new response) Yes, he can tape it or glue it, and 

they are both fixing it. Can he SAY something so his mommy 

won't be mad? Remember, he tore her book. 

Ask the question, allow three probes (a total of four chances 

for the child to respond), then proceed to the next situation. 
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Probing After An Enumeration 

Helping the child understand that a solution "Tell his mother" 

is the same type of solution as "Tell his father," in reference to ob

taining a toy is important. To the child, mother and father are differ

ent people and therefore may represent different ideas. For scoring 

purposes, these solutions are one and the same and classifying them for 

the child becomes most important, as in the first probe. 

1. Yes, he can tell his father. Remember, Jimmy told his mother 

when he wanted the truck. Telling mother and telling father 

are bdth telling someone. Can you think of something he could 

do that's different from telling someone? It is very important 

to complete the whole sentence. "Telling mother and telling 

father are both telling someone. Can you think of something 

different?" Be sure and add "different from telling someone." 

2. If the child offers "Tell his sister," follow with: "That's 

telling someone too. He could tell someone, his mother, his 

father, or his sister. That's way number one. Can Larry think 

of something different he could do, something different from 

tel1ing someone." 

3. If the child continues to enumerate, or switches to another 

nonrelevant response, follow with: "What is another new idea? 

What else can he do or say?" 

Allow four chances for the child to respond, the original ques

tion plus three probes. 
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Probing After a No Solution Response 

Whether a solution response is given for the first time or re

peated, the following probing techniques should apply. 

1. Related goal--lf the child offers "Get another truck" in refer

ence to the truck story, follow with, "Yes, he could get another 

truck. Now the idea of this game is to think of something Jimmy 

can do to get to play with THIS (point to truck) truck." 

If the child offers another nonrelevant response, probe 

accordingly. 

2. Substitute goal — If the child offers "Get a ball" in reference 

to the truck story, follow with, "He can get a ball. The idea 

of this game is to think of what Jimmy can do to play with this 

truck (point to truck)." 

If the child offers another nonrelevant response, or an enu

meration of the substitute goal (e.g., "Go play on the sliding board"), 

redirect the child to the stated problem. If the child says "Play on 

the bar" for the swing story, say: "He could play on the bar. Let's 

say he wants to play on the swing. What can he do so he can play on 

the swing?" 

3. Irrelevant response—Probing depends on the kind of response 

given. The important thing is to redirect the child back to 

the problem as stated. Examples are given below.1 

(Peer Problem): The child offers "Break it." Follow with: 

"He can break it. Now remember, Jimmy wants to play with 
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this truck (point to truck). What can he do so he can play 

with the truck?" Switch to "What can he say?" if needed. The 

third probe can ask for something different he can do or say, 

or relevant solutions can be reviewed and counted, as described 

earlier. 

(Peer Problem): The child offers, "He can play with it." 

Follow with: "Yes, now remember the story. Johnny has the 

truck. Jimmy wants it. What can Jimmy do so he can get a 

chance to play with it?" 

If the child gives an object-specific form of play, e.g., "He 

can spin (the top)," say: "What can Jimmy do so he can have a 

chance to spoin the top?" If another probe is needed, switch 

to: "What can he say?" 

(Peer Problem): The child offers, "He can't do anything." 

Follow with: "Well, we're making up stories and the idea of 

this game is to try to think of something he can do." If needed 

switch to: "What can he say?" 

(Peer Problem): The child offers, "He doesn't want the truck." 

Follow with: "Well, in this game we're pretending he does 

want to play with the toy. O.K.? What can Jimmy do (or say) 

so he can play with the truck?" 

(Mother Problem): The child offers, "She'll whoop him." 

Follow with: "She might whoop him. That's what his mother 

might do. Can you think of something that Steve (point to 

Steve) can do so his mommy won't be mad (or won't whoop him)? 
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Remember, he (broke her favorite flower pot)." Switch to: 

"What can he say?" if needed. It is all right to follow the 

child's wording in probing. That is, the tester can say, 

"What can Steve do so his mommy won't whoop him?" 

(Mother Problem): The child offers "Play with his toys." 

Follow with: "He can play with his toys. Remember, Ralph 

(scratched his mommy's table). Can you think of something 

Ralph can do so mommy won't be mad after he scratched the 

table?" Switch to "What can he say?" if needed. 

(Mother Problem): The child offers, "Hit her." Follow with: 

"If he hits her, she might still be mad. Remember, he (broke 

her window). What can he do (or say) so she won't be mad 

after he broke the window?" 

For any new story not receiving a new, relevant response on the 

first try, probe. That is, any repetition of the story root, repeti

tion of an earlier response, enumeration or no solution response should 

be probed. 

Any rapport building conversation or use of memory cues are not 

considered probes. If the tested needs to repeat the story or have the 

child name the toys to help him get warmed up, the probe count should 

not begin until after the warm-up conversation is completed. If the 

child says, "I don't know" during the warm-up period, the response is 

not part of the test or part of the probe count. A child's tangential 

talk is also excluded from the probe count. 
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Sometimes, when presenting a toy, e.g., the truck, the child 

will say, "My mommy bought me a new truck," or "I hav.e a truck at 

home." Do not consider such tangential talk as part of the probe count 

or in any way part of the test. 

Sometimes, when presenting a child character, e.g., "This is 

Johnny," the child will say, "That's my brother's name," or "That's my 

friend's name." Just follow with: "Oh, well, this is a different 

(another) Johnny, O.K.?" 

Ambiguous Responses 

Requiring Clarification 

Certain responses are unclear or ambiguous and without further 

clarification could be misclassified. 

In the peer story concerning the swing, for example, a child 

may offer "Push" or "Push him." It is important to know whether the 

child means "Push him off" or pushing him as a form of playing together 

or a trade (e.g., Push him and then he'll let him have the swing). If 

the child says, "You can't play with it," he might be commanding him to 

give it up or suggesting that the other child does not know how to play 

with it, a form of finagle. If the child says, "He can't play with it," 

he might be referring to the child who wants the toy and the response 

is irrelevant. 

Other responses are ambiguous in that it is unclear if the 

child is giving a relevant solution or nonrelevant response. 
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Examples—Peer Stories 

The child offers "Cry." If the child character who wants the 

toy is simply crying because he cannot have the toy, the re

sponse is irrelevant. If he is crying as a means to manipulate 

the feelings of the child character in possession of the toy, 

it is scored as a solution. 

The child offers, "He be sad." This expression might simply 

be the vernacular for "He is sad," and is irrelevant if the 

child is simply referring to a state of feeling similar to 

that of the "cry" response. 

The child offers, "He wants it." If this response is simply 

repeating the story root, it is not a solution. If the child 

is responding directly to the question "What can Jim say to 

obtain the truck?" it might be a solution (see how to clarify 

in the section to follow). 

The child offers, "He'll let him have his (toy)." If the child 

means that B (who wants it) will let A have his toy, it is a 

relevant solution, a form of trade. If the child means that A 

will let B have his toy the child is not solving the problem 

as stated. 

The child offers, "Go do something else." If the child means 

that A (who has the toy) should do something else, it is a 

relevant solution. If he means B should do something else, 

it is a substitute goal. 
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The child offers, "Break the toys." If breaking toys is an 

act out of anger because he cannot have the toy, it is irrele

vant because neither child can play with it and the problem as 

stated is not solved. If breaking the toy is stated in the 

form of a threat, so that A will let B have it out of fear for 

the safety of the toy (e.g., "I'll break it if . . ."), it is 

a relevant solution. 

The child offers, "Buy one." If the child means that B should 

buy a toy for himself, it is a related goal (if he buys a toy 

the same as the problem toy) or a substitute goal (if the toy 

is different from the problem toy). If the child means that B 

will buy a toy for A, the response is a relevant solution. 

Examples—Mother Stories 

The child offers, "Cry." If the child character is simply cry

ing because he damaged an object or because he is afraid of the 

consequences, the response is irrelevant. If the child charac

ter is crying as a way to manipulate mother's emotions, it is 

scored as a solution. 

The child offers, "Go outside," or "Go to his room." He could 

be avoiding the problem and the response is irrelevant. If 

the child means to go outside or to his room as a means of 

hiding so his mother cannot find him, it is scored as a solut-

tion (see scoring section for interpretation). 
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The child offers, "Be good." If the meaning is related to 

mother's anger or can manipulate her emotions, it is accepted. 

If the child just says, "Look at T.V.," it is unrelated to the 

problem and scored as irrelevant. 

The child offers, "Go to bed," or "Go to sleep." This response 

is generally irrelevant, in that it states what the mother will 

make the child do because she is mad. However, it is possible 

the child means if he goes to sleep, his mother cannot show she 

is mad, or yell at him, a form of finagle. 

The standard phrase to use to get clarification is, "Tell me 

more about that." It is not wise to ask the child, "Can you tell me 

more about that?" because it gives him the opportunity to say "no." 

If the child still does not supply the necessary information to clarify 

a response, consider the response irrelevant. It may help to have the 

child point to the character to which he is referring to determine the 

relevance of a solution. 

In the case of "Push him" for the swing story, it may be neces

sary to determine by the tone of the child's voice whether he means 

physical attack (e.g., "Push him!") or whether he means a form of 

trading or playing together. The same holds for "He can't play with 

it (command or finagle)." 

If the clarification given shows the response to be clearly 

irrelevant, do not continue to ask for further clarification for that 

response. Just continue probing for a new solution if the child has 

probes remaining for that story. 
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If clarification is needed on the third probe (the fourth 

chance), carry out the clarification. Clarifications are not counted 

as a probe. 

Summarizing techniques for administering, probing and clarify

ing: 

1. For the nonresponding child, show him the pictures of the toys 

and ask him to name them. Repeat the story, in shortened form 

(e.g., "Johnny has it (point to Johnny) and Jimmy wants it 

(point to Jimmy)." Ask the question and begin probes as 

needed. 

2. Probes include: 

a. What can Johnny do to get a chance to (get to) play with 

the toy? 

b. What can Johnny say to get a chance to (get to) play with 

the toy? 

c. Repeating the child's earlier solutions and counting them 

with fingers, then saying, "Way number three (show three 

fingers) is to ." 

d. Classifying in the case of enumerations, e.g., "Kicking 

and hitting are both hurting someone. Can you think of 

something different from hurting someone?" 

e. Redirecting the child back to the stated problem in the 

case of a no solution response. 
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3. To clarify a response, say: "Tell me more about that." If 

interpretation of a solution's relevancy depends on which 

character is performing the act, ask the child to point to 

the picture in question. 

k. Not included in the probe count are: memory cues, asking for 

clarification of an ambiguous response, and redirection after 

tangential talk. If the child says, "I don't know" during the 

warm-up period, it is not included as part of the test. If 

he says, "I don't know" once probing has begun, the response 

is part of the test. 

5. With the exception of the conditions stated in number 4 above, 

a total of four (4) chances, the question plus three (3) probes 

are allowed. It does not matter whether the child gives four 

responses of the same nonrelevant nature, three repetitions, or 

any combination of repetitions, enumerations and no solution 

responses. 

6. As soon as the child gives his first relevant solution, follow 

with: "That's one way. Now the idea of this game is to think 

of lots of ways to get to play with toys, O.K.?" 

7. As soon as the child gives two or three different relevant 

solutions, say: "Now you have the idea of the game. You're 

thinking of lots of different (new) ideas." 

Two complete samples of a child's responses and appropriate 

probes are provided in Appendix A as an aid in learning the techniques. 
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Recording Responses 

In this section, directions for recording are given. A com

plete sample PIPS sheet illustrating how a finished recorded protocol 

should look is presented in Appendix 

When to Record. Record while the child is talking. If the 

child gives a response and the experimenter writes down what he says, 

not looking at or talking to the child, his interest may be lost or he 

may become fidgety during the period of silence. While recording, the 

experimenter can simply repeat what the child has said, probe for a 

new response, or praise the child for having given a different solu

tion. The important thing is to keep a steady rhythm, not periods of 

talk and periods of silence while the experimenter is writing. 

What to Record. Record all responses, whether they be new 

solutions, repetitions, enumerations, no solution responses, or "I 

don't know." If the child should give a long drawn out story, record 

only key words necessary to identify the meaning of the solution. If 

the child does not respond, offering no verbalization whatsoever, 

record a dash ( ). In this way it is clear to the scorer that the 

question was asked and not merely omitted. 

How to Record. Each separate response should begin on a new 

line. One long continuous response not separated by probing should be 

written as in a paragraph. 

It is important to identify on the test booklet that a probe 

has been given. Identify a probe by writing "PR." If there is no 



"PR" written before a response, it can then be assumed that the child 

offered the total verbalization of his own initiative. 

If desired, record an "R" for any repetition. If, for example, 

in the peer problem the child gave "Ask him" for story 2 and "Ask him" 

2 2 
for story 3, it is permissable to record R after story 3- R indi

cates a repeat of the response given to story 2. Until the tester is 

experienced and is thoroughly familiar with the scoring system, it is 

suggested that the entire repetition or key words of that repetition 

be recorded. 

In sum, the main directions for recording are: 

1. Record while the child is talking. Do not allow long periods 

of silence. 

2. Record all responses, including "I don't know." 

3. Record a dash ( ) if no verbalization is given. 

b. Record each separate response on a new line. 

5. Identify a probe by a "PR." 

6. If desired, record a repeat by an "R" and the story number 

(e.g., R2). 
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INTERRATER RELIABILITY SCORES FOR TESTERS 

ON THE BEHAVIOR OBSERVATION SCALE 

Percentage of Agreement 
Before During Before During 
Pre- Pre- Post- Post-

testing testing testing testing 

Rater A 
Rater A wi th B .87 .92 .89 .95 
Rater A wi th C .89 .95 .91 .98 
Rater A wi th D .90 .91 .93 .92 

Rater B 
Rater B wi th A .89 .96 .91 .96 
Rater B wi th C .94 .94 .90 .94 
Rater B wi th D .96 .97 .92 .93 

Rater C 
Rater C wi th A • 91 .95 .87 .96 
Rater C wi th B .93 .92 .89 .95 
Rater C with D .98 .96 .91 .96 

Rater D 
Rater D with A .92 • 94 .89 .93 
Rater D with B .89 .97 .92 .97 
Rater D wi th C .94 .93 .94 .92 
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BEHAVIOR OBSERVATION SCALE RECORDING SHEET 

149 



Subject # 

Verbal 

Verbal 

(Non- J 
verbal J 

Subject_ 

Rater 

Oate_ 

Time 

POSITIVE SOCIAL INTERACTION 

f Non- A 
V_verba1_y 

peer 

adult 

peer 

cm CZ3 c=n r—~i rz 
I 2 3 h 5 6 7 8 9 TO tl 12 TT 

F? 3 f—5 6 7 B' 9 'lO 11' 12 £ 

IT"? 3 5 6 7 9 To IT 12 TT" 

CUD . £ZD IZZ! I 1 
adult I 2 3 5 6 7 8 9 To il 12 13 

NEGATIVE SOCIAL INTERACTION 

[ 1 
peer 

adul t 

'l—2 3 C~~? 6 'r~? 9 "To—FT 12 TT 

ru (ZZD izzn r 1 c 
1 2 3 h 5 6 7 Jf 9 To FT 12 13 

tzz: rzi , czn i 1 r 
peer I 2 3 5 5 6 7 ff 9 10 II 12 13 

czzi ru czzi i 1 tz 
«i 5 6 7 8 9 10 II 12 13 adult I 2 3 

ROLE PLAYING 

1 2 3 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

TF 

TT 

T5~ 

T5~ 

W 

W 

W 

15 T5 

Testing: Pre Post 

7 18 

7 18 

? .. 
? .a 

7 18 

7 18 

19 20 7 18 

1 
7 18 19 20 

19 20 

19 20 

TT" 20 

19 20 

19 20 

19 20 

5 6 J—B 9 10 11 12 13 PT 15 16 17 18 19 20 

Total 

vxi 
o 



REFERENCES 

Camp, B. N. and Bash, M. A. Think aloud program group manual. Unpub

lished manuscript. Boulder: University of Colorado Medical 
Center, 1975. 

Clausen, J. A. Perspectives in childhood socialization. In I. B. 
Weiner and D. Elkind (Eds.) Readings in Child Development. 
New York: Oxford, 1972. 

Coche, E. and Douglas, A. A. Therapeutic effects of problem-solving: 
Training and play-reading groups. Journal of Clinical 

Psychology, 1977, 33, 820-827. 

Coche, E. and Glick, A. Problem-solving training groups for hospital
ized psychiatric patients. Journal of Psychology, 1975, 91, 
10-29. 

Cowen, E. L., Pederson, A., Babijian, H. , Izzo, L. D., and Trost, M. A. 
Long term follow-up of early detected vulnerable children. 
Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 1973, 41, 

438-446. 

Dollard, J., Doob, L. W., Miller, N. E., Mowrer, 0. H., and Sears, R. 
Frustration and Aggression. New Haven: Yale University Press, 

1939. 

Elardo, P. T. and Caldwell, B. M. The effects of an experimental social 
development program on children in the middle childhood period. 

Psychology in the Schools, 1979, 16, 93~99-

Gesten, E. L., Flores de Apodaca, R., Rains, M., Weissberg, R. P., and 
.Cowen, E. L. Promoting peer related social competence in 
schools. In M. W. Kent and J. E. Rolf (Eds.) Primary Prevention 
of Psychopathology, Vol. Ill: Social Competence in Children. 
San Francisco: Jossey Bass, 1978. 

Gordon, T. Parent Effectiveness Training. New York: Wyden, 1970. 

Gottlieb, I. H. and Asarnow, R. F. Interpersonal and impersonal prob
lem solving skills in mildly and clinically depressed university 
students. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 1979, 

47, 85-95. 

151 



152 

Gronland, H. and Anderson, L. Personality characteristics of socially 
accepted, socially neglected and socially rejected junior high 
school pupils. In J. Seidman (Ed.) Educating for Mental 
Health. New York: Crowel1, 1963-

Guerney, B. G. Relationship Enhancement: Skills Training Programs for 
Therapy, Problem Prevention, and Enrichment. San Francisco: 

Jossey-Bass, 1977 -

Harrell, J. E. and Guerney, B. G. Training married couples in conflict 
negotiation skills. In D. H. L. Olson (Ed.) Treating Relation
ships. Lake Mills, Iowa: Graphic, 1976. 

Hartup, W. W. Peer interaction and social organization. In P. Mussen 
(Ed.) Carmichael's Manual of Child Psychology (Vol. 2). New 
York: Wiley, 1970. 

Hartup, W. W. The social words of childhood. American Psychologist, 

1979, 34, 944-950. 

Intagliata, J. Increasing the interpersonal problem-solving effective
ness of an alcoholic population. Unpublished doctoral disserta
tion. New York: State University of New York at Buffalo, 1976. 

Jacobson, N. S. A review of the research on the effectiveness of 

marital therapy. In T. J. Paolino and B. S. McGrady (Eds.) 
Marriage and Marital Therapy: Psychoanalytic, Behavioral and 
System Theory Perspectives. New York: Brunner/Mazel, 1978. 

Jacobson, N. S. and Margolin, G. Marital Therapy. New York: Brunner/ 

Mazel, 1979. 

Larcen, S. W., Chinsky, J. M., Allen, G., Lochman, J., and Selinger, 
H. V. Training children in social problem solving strategies. 
Paper presented at Midwestern Psychological Association, 
Chicago, 1974. 

Larcen, S. W., Spivack, G., and Shure, M. Problem solving thinking 
and adjustment among dependent-neglected pre-adolescents. 
Paper presented at Eastern Psychological Association, Boston, 

1972. 

Maccoby, E. E. Social Development: Psychological Growth and the 
Parent Child Relationship. New York: Harcourt, Brace, 

Jovanovich, 1980. 

McClure, L. F. Social problem-solving training and assessment: An 
experimental intervention in an elementary school setting. 
Unpublished doctoral dissertation. Storrs: University of 

Connecticut, 1975. 



153 

Piatt, J. J. and Spivack, G. Problem-solving thinking of psychiatric 
patients. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 1972, 
39, 148-151" 

Piatt, J. J. and Spivack, G. Studies in problem-solving thinking of 
psychiatric patients: patient-control differences and 
factorial structure of problem-solving thinking. Paper pre

sented at American Psychological Association, Montreal, 1973-
In Proceedings, 8lst Annual Convention of the American 
Psychological Association, 1973, 8_, 461-462. 

Piatt, J. J., Spivack, G., Altman, N., Altman, D., and Peizer, S. B. 
Adolescent problem-solving thinking. Journal of Consulting 
and Clinical Psychology, 1974, 42^ 787—793-

Ridley, C. A., Avery, A. W., Harrell, J. E., Leslie, L. A. and Dent, J. 
Conflict management: A premarital training program in mutual 
problem solving. American Journal of Family Therapy, in press. 

Seligman, M. E. P. Helplessness. San Francisco: W. H. Freeman £ Co., 

1975. 

Shure, M. B. , Newman, S., and Silver, S. Problem-solving thinking among 
adjusted, impulsive and inhibited head start children. Paper 
presented at Eastern Psychological Association, Washington, 

D.C., 1973. 

Shure, M. B. and Spivack, G. A preventative mental health program for 
four-year-old head start children. Paper presented at the 

Society for Research in Child Development, Philadelphia, 1973. 

Shure, M. B. and Spivack, G. Preschool Interpersonal Problem Solving 
(PI PS) Test: Manual. Philadelphia: Department of Mental 
Health Services, Hahnemann Community Mental Health/Mental 
Retardation Center, 1974. 

Shure, M. B. and Spivack, G. Problem-Solving Techniques in Child-
Rearing. San Francisco"! Jossey-Bass, 1978. 

Shure, M. B. and Spivack, G. Interpersonal cognitive problem solving 
and primary prevention: Programming for preschool and kinder
garten children. Journal of Clinical Child Psychology, 1979, 

2, 89-94. 

Shure, M. B. and Spivack, G. Interpersonal problem solving as a media
tor of behavioral adjustment in preschool and kindergarten 

children. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 1980, 

1-29-44. 



154 

Shure ,  M.  B .  ,  Sp ivack ,  G. ,  and Gordon,  R.  Prob lem-so lv ing  th ink ing :  
A p reventa t ive  menta l  hea l th  program fo r  preschoo l  ch i ld ren .  
Reading World, 1972, JJ_, 259-273. 

Shure ,  M.  B .  ,  Sp ivack ,  G. ,  and Jaeger ,  M.  A .  Prob lem-so lv ing  th ink ing  
and ad jus tment  among d isadvantaged preschoo l  ch i ld ren .  Ch i ld  
Development, 1971, b2_, 1791-1803. 

Spivack ,  G.  and Lev ine ,  M.  Se l f - regu la t ion  in  ac t ing-out  and normal  
ado lescents .  Repor t  M-^531,  Nat iona l  Ins t i tu te  o f  Hea l th ,  
Wash ington,  D.C. ,  1963.  

Sp ivack ,  G. ,  P ia t t ,  J .  J . ,  and Shure ,  M.  B .  The Prob lem-So lv ing  
Approach to Adjustment. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1976. 

Spivack ,  G.  and Shure ,  M.  B .  Soc ia l  Ad jus tment  o f  Young Ch i ld ren .  
San Franc isco :  Jossey-Bass ,  197^-

S to l lak ,  G.  E . ,  Scho lom,  A . ,  Ka l lam,  J . ,  and Saturansky ,  C.  Insens i t i -
v i t y  to  ch i ld ren :  Responses o f  undergraduates  to  ch i ld ren  in  
prob lem s i tua t ions .  Journa l  o f  Abnormal  Ch i ld  Psycho logy ,  
1973, 1, 169-180. 

Stra in ,  P .  S . ,  Shores ,  R.  E . ,  and Ker r ,  M.  A .  An exper imenta l  ana lys is  
o f  sp i l l -over  e f fec ts  on the  soc ia l  in te rac t ions  o f  behav iora l  l y  
hand icapped preschoo l  ch i ld ren .  Journa l  o f  App l ied  Behav ior  
Anal ys i s , 1976, 9_, 31-it0. 

Ul lman,  C.  A .  Teachers ,  peers ,  and tes ts  as  p red ic to rs  o f  ad jus tment .  
Journal of Educational Psychology, 1957, ^8, 257-267. 


