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According to Dodge and colleagues’ social information processing model
(e.g. Crick and Dodge, 1994) when faced with social situations, children engage in five
components of decision making. In previous research using the model and
corresponding social information processing (SIP) instruments, deficiencéterent
components corresponded with childhood aggression. In particular, a tendency to
interpret others’ intentions as hostile is associated with aggression. Bod dpés
colleagues cite schemas, or mental structures, as responsible foriG#hdes.

However, the relationship between schemas and childhood aggression has not been
systematically examined.

This study investigated the social information processing patterns andsschema
of ethnic minority children in relation to reactive and proactive aggressioategslry
teacher, peer, and self informants. The SIP instrument measured participaials
information processing patterns and the Thematic Apperception Test ($889s&d
schemas underlying aggression using portions of Teglasi’'s coding system (2001) a

coding procedures developed to capture SIP components.



The TAT and SIP instruments were not correlated with one another and each
correlated with different aspects of aggression. The SIP correlatedifyriwith
teacher rated reactive aggression whereas the TAT correlated priwigrilyoth peer
and teacher rated proactive aggression. Prior research using the SiPenstaanh
found relationships between intentionality and aggression were not replicated. The TA
showed that among second and third grade children, most do not spontaneously
consider the intentionality behind a provocation (intent attribution) but do consider the
intention behind their response to a provocation (goal formation). Older age—within
the two year span, significantly correlated with improved performance onaspaets
of the SIP and TAT. On the SIP, girls were more likely than boys to seleesaygr
responses to a hypothetical situation, but expressed these in proactive waymowile
expressed more reactive aggression. Gender differences on the TAT wegesaot. pr
Overall the TAT was a better predictor of both aggression types than the Sh#sand t
was true for all informants.

The use of multiple measures and multiple informants to capture various aspects
of aggression is discussed along with implications for theory and practice, and

directions for future research.



THE INTENTIONALITY AND SOCIAL INFORMATION PROCESSING
PATTERNS ASSOCIATED WITH ETHNIC MINORITY
CHILDREN’S AGGRESSION

By

April Guzy Simcox

Dissertation submitted to the Faculty of the Graduate School of the
University of Maryland, College Park, in partial fulfillment
of the requirements for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy
2009

Advisory Committee:

Professor Hedwig Teglasi-Golubcow, Chair
Professor Melanie Killen

Professor Courtland Lee

Dr. Lee Rothman

Associate Professor William Strein

Dr. Beth Warner



Table of Contents

Chapter 1: Introduction

Rationale for Studying Aggression
Theories of Aggression
Statement of the Problem
Summary of study goals and research questions

Chapter 2: Overview of the Literature

The Problem That is Aggression
Defining Aggression
Reactive and proactive aggression
Adaptive Aggression Development
Adaptive aggression rates
Adaptive aggression triggers
Adaptive aggression goals
Adaptive aggression forms
Conclusion
Maladaptive Aggression
Prevalence Rates of Maladaptive Aggression
Conduct disorder rates
Criminal justice statistics
Age and Aggression
Gender and Aggression
Socioeconomic Status and Aggression
Ethnicity/race and Aggression
Theories of Aggression
Past Relationships
Attachment theory
Contextualism
Interpersonal schema theory
Social Cognition
Script theory
Normative beliefs
Moral domain theory
Comparing Schema Theories
Personal and Public Schemas
Schema complexity
Social Information Processing

Crick and Dodge’s Social Information Processing Model

SIP mental representation steps
Attributions

Attributions and aggression
Attributions and ethnicity

Attributions and socioeconomic status

ANPR R

o O ©

12
13
13
14
14
15
15

16
17
18
20

26
28
29
29
33
34
36
37
38
40
41
42
44
46

52
53
55

10

16

25

47
51

58



Response generation and aggression
Response evaluation and aggression
Developmental trends in social information processing

The Present Study

Limitations of Current Assessment Strategies

Projective Instruments

Summary

Research Questions and Hypotheses
Chapter 3: Methods

Study design

Participants

Procedure

Interview one
Interview two

Measures
Social Information Processing Measures
Dodge and Colleagues’ Social Information Processing Instrument

Description

Administration and coding

Intentions and response access

Goal clarification and outcome expectations
SIP instrument validity

SIP instrument reliability

Thematic Apperception Test (TAT)

Description

Rationale

Administration

Coding

Cognition

Emotion

Relationships

Self-regulation

Social information processing and TAT story
Psychometric properties

The Listening Test

Description and rationale
Administration and scoring
Psychometric properties

Aggression Measures: Teacher Report
Behavior Assessment System for Children

Description
Administration and scoring
Psychometric properties

Aggression Measures: Peer and Teacher Reports
Sociometric Nominations

Background and history

62

64
67
68
77
77
77
78
79
80
80

81
81

84
85
86
86
87
88
88
89
89
90
91

94
96
96
97
98

98
98
98

99
99

58
59
60

63

80
81

81
83

92

98
98

99



Administration and scoring
Peer reports
Teacher reports
Psychometric properties
Aggression Measures: Self-Report
The Bullying-Behavior Scale
Description and background
Administration and scoring
Psychometric properties
The Peer Victimization Scale
Description and background
Administration and scoring
Psychometric properties
Data Analysis

Chapter 4: Results
Data Exploration
Research Question 1
Hypothesis 1
Hypothesis 2
Hypothesis 3
Hypothesis 4
Research Question 2
Hypothesis 5
Hypothesis 6
Hypothesis 7
Research Question 3
Hypothesis 8
Hypothesis 9
Hypothesis 10
Research Question 4
Hypothesis 11
Research Question 5
Hypothesis 12
Hypothesis 13
Results Appendix

Chapter 5: Discussion
Exploration of Aggression Measures

Factor analysis of peer and teacher aggression scales
Frequencies of teacher and peer aggression ratings
Agreement within and across aggression raters
Relationship between the SIP Instrument and Aggression
Social Information Processing as Measured by the TAT and the SIP
Schema organization, complexity, and aggressive social

cognition

99
100
101
101
102
102
102
102
102
103
103
103
104
104

106
106
118
118
121
121
122
123
123
127
129
129
131
134
136
140
140
145
145
153
157

173
173
173
174
175
176
182

184



Intentionality on the TAT and SIP instrument 185

Relationship between the TAT Instrument and Aggression 188
Gender and the Relationship between Social Information Processing
and Behavior 191
Age and the Relationship between Social Information Processing and
Behavior 194
The Prediction of Aggression 196
The prediction of reactive aggression 197
The prediction of proactive aggression 198
The prediction of general aggression 199
General Discussion and Implications for Future Research 200
Appendix 208
Appendix A: Measurements Table 208
Appendix B: Time 1 and Time 2 Measures 210
Appendix C: TAT Coding System 211
Appendix D: Sociometric Aggression ltems 218
Appendix E: Thematic Apperception Test (TAT) cards 219

References 220



Chapter 1: Introduction
Rationale for Studying Aggression

Due to highly publicized incidents of school violence, as well as the prevalence
of bullying and other peer conflicts amongst youths, aggression is an increasingly
important topic of study for today’s researchers and school professionals. Aggres
not only manifests in obvious forms such as verbal and physical fighting; it also ha
indirect effects on student well-being including social adjustment andrigarn
difficulties. The study of aggression is sometimes complicated by the valsenafm
definitions and theoretical approaches that surround the topic. Broadly defined,
aggression is a behavioral act that results in harming or hurting others. Because
aggression varies depending upon the intentions of the aggressor as well as the
circumstances surrounding a situation, it is generally conceptualized accortipg.t
Essentially, aggression is considered to be either proactive or reactive] as
verbal, physical, or relational (Werner & Crick, 2004).

Developmentally, a certain amount and type of aggression is considered normal
and even adaptive during certain life stages. For example, most preschool atyed chil
typically throw temper tantrums two to three times per week (Ounsted & Simons
1978); behaviors which have important implications for the development of self-control
and socialization skills. The distinction between adaptive and maladaptive aggress
not only a matter of degree, it is also a matter of the appropriateness of the lseioavior

the situation or provocation and correspondence with developmental stage.



Theories of Aggression

Maladaptive aggression has been studied through the lens of a variety of
theoretical approaches, many of which overlap in key areas. In partibelares that
address the cognitive processes underlying behavior have shown much usefulness in
understanding childhood aggression. The major overarching theoretical frameworks
applied to the study of aggression are Attachment Theory and Social Cognatmon, fr
which are derived a subset of approaches including Contextualism, Intexgers
Schema Theory, Normative Beliefs, Script Theory, and Moral Domain Theory.
Common to both Attachment Theory and Social Cognition is the concept of mental
structures known aschemas In both theories, schemas are understood as contributing
to interpersonal adjustment since they organize knowledge and facilitate problem
solving. There are, however, some differences in schema conceptualization based on
their parent theories: Social Cognitive approaches emphasize priexdéaipal
experiences such as behaviors and consequences in the formation of schemas.
Attachment Theory perspectives not only emphasize this external approadbobut a
internal influences such as emotions. Both conceptualizations recognize the&nmogor
of past experiences and present contexts in the formation of schemas.

Unfortunately, the differences between schema conceptualizations havd create
some confusion within current research, thereby diminishing the application and study
of schema theory in relation to overt behaviors, such as aggression. In response,
Teglasi (2001) has advanced a schema theory which importantly unites these two,
sometimes disparate approaches. In her view, schemas can be broken down into two

major classifications, Personal and Public, which incorporate principles from both



Attachment and Social Cognition Theories. Briefly, Personal schemasnagee to

the knower” and include personal experiences and interpretations of theseregri

while Public schemas are “independent of the knower” and refer to common knowledge
and societal expectations (p.5). In general, Personal schemas are more& tioample

Public schemas and must consist of many optimally working parts in order to be
considered adaptive. For instance, when faced with a new situation, an adaptive
Personal schema must consider past experience, size up and accurategt priespnt
circumstances, and sufficiently organize old and new information. When Personal
schemas consist of poorly functioning parts or do not also employ Public schemas when
needed, maladaptive behaviors can ensue such as acting without thinking and
aggression.

Poorly functioning schemas can also negatively impact Goaral Information
Processingskills, as initially conceptualized by Dodge (1986) and later updated by
Crick and Dodge (1994). As with Teglasi’'s (2001) schema theory, Dodge and
colleague’s Social Information Processing model incorporates ideas from both
Attachment theory and Social Cognitive approaches, and is the most popular concept
applied to aggression research, today. The Social Information Processirig $tBjle
consists of six steps which come into play whenever social judgment and decision
making is necessary in response to a provocation. These six steps are: 1) encoding of
cues; 2) interpretation; 3) goal selection; 4) response generation; 5) responataval
and 6) behavior enactment. Although seemingly linear, the authors conceptualize the
SIP steps as connected by schemas and thereby non-linear in formatioprasdiex.

The Social Information Processing model is directly tied into an assessewct,



known as the “SIP instrument”, which presents hypothetical provocation situations to
which an examinee must respond. The SIP instrument is the dominate assessment tool
used in research examining the cognitive bases of aggression.

Much research has used the SIP instrument to link aggression with maladaptive
processing at step two, “interpretation.” From these studies, a causahs#igi has
been concluded between hostile attribution biases and aggression where\aggressi
children tend to make biased interpretations during ambiguous situations, viewing a
hypothetical person’s intentions as overly hostile. (e.g. Dodge, 1980; Crick & Dodge,
1996; Dodge & Tomlin, 1987; McGlothlin & Killen, 2005). Aggressive behaviors have
also been linked with step four, “response generation”, where aggressive children
generate significantly more aggressive responses than non-aggressirendiiodge,
1980). Finally, distortions at step five, “response evaluation” have been linked with
aggression where aggressive children tend to anticipate more positive outcomes from
their aggressive responses, than do non-aggressive children (1990).
Statement of the Problem

Although insightful, Dodge and colleague’s SIP model and its supporting research
falls short of capturing important elements of aggression. First, althoughontent
attribution biases have been clearly indicated as pivotal to aggression, thergidenoes
for why such biases exist, although Dodge and others have hinted at maladaptives schema
as the cause. For example, one study found that aggressive children make more
presumptions of hostile intent than non-aggressive children, even when both groups are
primed for nonhostility (Graham & Hudley, 1994). The authors explain this surprising

finding by postulating that aggressive individuals tend to carry with themldzelsds, or



schemas, that lead them to anticipate others’ motives as ill-intended nohoatter
unfounded. Dodge and Tomlin (1987) also found a link between aggressive persons’
interpretations and influential schemas. The authors discovered that when judging a
hypothetical social situation, aggressive children tend to rely upon personal past
experiences or “self-schemas” rather than current situational cuesoftem than do their
well-adjusted peers. These “self-schemas”, then, are postulated to corgahmenat
aggressive child’s understanding of a hypothetical other’'s behaviors and inteRinaily,
in two different studies Zelli (1995; 1996) found that highly aggressive individuals make
hostile inferences in their recall for trait-relevant behaviors, even \illeea is seemingly
no reason for doing so. As with the previously mentioned studies, Zelli hypothesized that
highly accessible, hostile schemas influence how an individual encodes socrabindor
Although the above authors’ hypothesis of schemas underlying intention attributions is
probably true, there is no proof, since only the SIP instrument was used which generally
does not assess or provide information about underlying schemas. Without information
about the content and complexity of the schemas related to aggression, igtiedas be
gained into the reasons behind maladaptive social information processing.

Another gap in social information processing research using the SIP instrume
exists because “goal selection,” its third step, has not been explored in relation t
aggression. Such a lapse in research is surprising since goal selectimazntach
upon intentionality -- the most founded link to aggression--as does SIP step two,
interpretation. In other words, how a person understands a provoker’s intentions

(interpretation), should directly affect the intentions or goals behind anespo the



provocation (goal selection). It is these intentions or goals behind a responsevéhat dri
the subsequent SIP steps, including response generation and evaluation.

Existing research using the SIP model and accompanying instrument has
minimally addressed the distinction between aggression types, palyiquizactive
and reactive aggression. An exception is two studies which parceled out proactive and
reactive aggression in order to uncover any differences in information processing
patterns. The authors found that reactive aggressors posses a hostileattriaat
more frequently than proactive aggressors (Crick & Dodge, 1996), while ipeoact
aggressors cite positive outcomes to their aggressive actions more ofterathiae re
aggressors (Smithmyer, Hubbard & Simons, 2000). Though the findings are
compelling, their usefulness for understanding proactive aggression isllasitnly
Dodge and colleagues’ SIP instrument was used, which pulls solely for reactive
aggression.

Finally, aggression research has largely not used peer informants tvedse |
of aggression, even though peers are often the victims of or bystanderstssaggr
acts.
Summary of Study Goals and Research Questions

Based upon the literature and existing gaps within this literature, the presen
study uses a projective storytelling method (i.e. Thematic Appercepsmn “TAT”),
in addition to the commonly used SIP instruments. The TAT assesses schema content
and complexity in order that additional information is revealed about the maladaptive
social information processing of aggressive children. Moreover, the TAT allows for

more authentic comparisons of the information processing patterns astodthte



proactive and reactive aggression. The present study also extendsiaggesesarch
by including this piece in evaluating aspects of social information pliagassa single
study including interpretation and goal selection (referred to as Interigpr)Sas well
as response generation and response evaluation (referred to as Response Formation
Steps). Unlike previous studies, the various steps are examined here simultaneously.
Gender and age variables are examined in terms of their relation toisfori@lation
processing patterns as well as aggression types. Finally, the studiypaatsi@are from
a predominately African-American and Latino ethnic background and of mixed
socioeconomic status, as the social information processing patterns andssehema
these groups have been largely under-examined. Briefly, the overarchingmjisess
follows: How does social information processing as measured by the STA&nd
relate to various ways of sub-typing aggression including reactive and pe@athe
individual questions and a brief description of data analyses are further discutdse
review of literature and methods. Specific questions addressing the largiormaee:

1. How do the SIP measures’ intention and response formation steps relate
to proactive and reactive aggressive behavior in the classroom as ratechieystea
peers, and the self? The relationship between the SIP instrument and aggressi
subtypes are examined through correlation analysis.

2. How are these same variables, noted above, reframed when measured in
the context of a TAT story? A combination of correlation and descriptive @sadye
used to determine, for example, how often various social information procesgisig ste

are conveyed spontaneously.



3. How do personal schemas and information processing skills, as
measured by the TAT, relate to proactive and reactive aggressive behavied dgy/ra
teachers, peers, and self? Correlations are calculated to examinatibagkeip
between schemas and aggressive behavior.

4. How do demographic variables (i.e. gender and age) relate to aggression
and social cognition? Correlation analyses are used to examine thostigd.

5. When predicting aggression from self, peer, and teacher perspectives,
what are the unique contributions of schema and social information processing
components? In order to address this question, multiple regression analyses are

conducted.



Chapter 2: Overview of the Literature

The Problem that is Aggression

Aggression is a problem that is both highly prevalent among today’s children
and adolescents, and indicative of a variety of developmental difficulties rticufe,
high levels of aggression amongst elementary school children have been shown to be
related to school dropout during adolescence (Cairns, Cairns & Neckerman, 1989); peer
rejection (Coie, Dodge & Kupersmidt, 1990); juvenile delinquency (Loeber &
Stouthamer-Loeber, 1987) and adult criminality and psychopathology (Kohlbekg, Ric
& Snarey, 1984). Further, aggressive children appear to struggle more in sineastas
than their non-aggressive peers, both academically and socially, and thereriseevide
these trends continue into adulthood (Kazdin, 1987). As early as the first grade,
aggressive behavioral responses amongst children have consistently been shown to
predict later aggressive behaviors, conduct disorder, and drug abuse (Trenablay
1992). Follow-up studies similarly indicate that aggressive children are rkelsetb
exhibit alcoholism, accidents, unemployment, divorce, and both physical and
psychological illnesses as adults (Caspi, Elder, and Bem, 1987). Finallyeohildo
are chronically aggressive and thus, socially rejected by peers, experages of
aggressive behaviors and rejection that are highly stable over time withowg iritn
(Olweus, 1979). Without question, it is clear that high levels of aggression are
detrimental to healthy development. For this reason, there has been a recent ibgirgeoni

of interest and research in this critical area.



Defining Aggression

Before examining the prevalence and rates of aggression, it is first importa
understand what is meant by the term “aggression”. In the most general sense,
aggression is defined as “an action aimed at harming another person” (Pey& Pe
Boldizar, 1990). Some researchers draw distinctions between different types of
aggression based on the aggressive act that occurs, as is the case witmderbal a
physical and overt and covert aggression. Others divide aggressive acts iotiwg@roa
and reactive aggression based on the circumstances surrounding the behavior, with
proactive aggression referring to a deliberate behavior enacted to obtaired deal,
and reactive aggression referring to an “angry, defensive response to a....provocation”
(p. 993, Crick & Dodge, 1996). Finally, verbal aggression is sometimes further broken
down into the most recent category of aggression, “relational aggression’. Als
sometimes referred to as “covert aggression”, relational aggressos t@fcts
intended to damage peer relationships and social status through rumor spreading and
teasing (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995).

Reactive and proactive aggressidme distinction between reactive and
proactive aggression is important to highlight for the purposes of the present study.
According to Dodge and Coie (1987), significant inter-observer agreements have been
reliably documented during direct observations of third and fourth grade chilgiap’s
indicating the validity of separate reactive and proactive aggressiomuigstn
addition, several researchers have persuasively argued that importaehdédteexist
between the underlying cognitive processes of proactive versus reactigssagu

(e.g. Crick & Ladd, 1990; Perry, Perry, & Rasmussen, 1986; Dodge & Coie, 1987). To

10



illustrate, Dodge and Coie (1987) examined the cognitive mechanisms behind chronic
reactive and proactive aggressive behaviors and found that cognitive biasesatsd defi
were related to reactive aggression, but not to proactive aggression. Spgcifical
children with high levels of reactive aggression tended to incorrectlygwtmegative
intentions to hypothetical peers during ambiguous situations significantsy mor
frequently than did children with high levels of proactive aggression. Other resesarc
have found that biases do exist for proactive aggression, however the biases for
proactive and reactive aggression are different. Specifically, proagtwvessors tend

to possess a bias for perceiving favorable consequences of aggression mordyfrequent
than do reactive aggressors (Smithmyer, Hubbard & Simons, 2000). The correlates o
proactive and reactive aggression also differ where reactive aggressisocis\t&sl

with peer rejection and victimization, whereas proactive aggression is not (Dodge
Lochman, Harnish, Bates & Pettit, 1997). In addition, in developing the Reactive-
Proactive Aggression Questionnaire, its authors found further differenceshetwe
aggression types. Specifically, proactive aggression was uniquely chaeatts age
seven by initiation of fights and poor school motivation, and at age 16 by delinquency
and psychopathic personality. Reactive aggression, on the other hand, was uniquely
characterized at age 16 by impulsivity, social anxiety, and unusual perceptual
experiences (Raine et. al., 2006). It is important to remember, however, thabheve
most reliably distinguished proactive and reactive aggression construats@ecur
within children. In other words, many children who display high rates of reactive

aggression also tend to display high rates of proactive aggression. (Dodge & Coie,

11



1987). In fact, recent research has shown a correlation between teacheraetied r
and proactive aggression as high as .845 (Gocool, 2006).

In sum, several researchers have discovered important cognitive distinctions
between proactive and reactive aggression, while others have revealed the high
correlation that exists between the two types of aggression, arguing thataidye
difficult to tease apart. In fact, the cognitive distortions associatédowth reactive
and proactive aggression have important implications for understanding the reasons
behind aggressive behavior. Unfortunately, current aggression studies examining
cognition have largely neglected proactive aggression since the studies rely
predominately on Dodge and colleagues’ Social Information Processingmesit
(SIP, discussed later) which presents situations involving only reactive aggréss
such, there exists a paucity of research examining proactive aggression and
distinguishing it from reactive aggression. In response, the present studgadvéss
both reactive and proactive aggression by using storytelling techniqued as w
Dodge and colleague’s SIP instrument.

Adaptive Aggression Development

Certain amounts and instances of aggression are considered to be a normal part
of healthy child development. In order to properly address youth aggression, it is
important to first understand the developmental course of normal, adaptive aggression
so that maladaptive aggression can be more clearly distinguished. Spgcifieall
developmental trend of adaptive aggression rates, triggers, goals, and ezjcesss

will be discussed.

12



Adaptive aggression rateA.certain degree and somewhat frequent occurrence
of aggression is considered to be normal in young, developing children. As early as 3
months of age, infants can recognize facial expressions associated wit{izarger
et.al., 1995). When a child reaches the age of 12-18 months, observational studies have
shown that approximately 50% of social interchanges amongst “normhlfezhin a
nursery school setting could be considered conflictual or disruptive (Holmberg, 1980)
and are most often directed toward a child’s peers rather than toward aduiterareg
These early interpersonal conflicts with peers serve to (1) provide emport
assertiveness training for infants and young children, (2) teach lessons abciut obje
ownership and establishing healthy boundaries, and (3) establish guidelines for
resolving future social conflicts. Additional healthy byproducts of adaptigeession
include increased social assertiveness, adaptive competitiveness &) gachan
overall success in meeting daily challenges (Connor, 2002). When a healtlopdeyel
child nears age 2 %2, most will dramatically decrease these rates oftcahfhic
disruptive social interchanges from 50% to 20% (lzard et al, 1995).

Adaptive aggression triggerk conjunction with normal development’s
decreased rates of adaptive aggression, the triggers of adaptive aggressioangleo c
During infancy, aggression expressed through anger outbursts are usugbiygbeec
by a need for attention or physical discomfort. As infants develop into toddlers, peer
conflicts over the possession of objects and subsequent anger outbursts become
increasingly common until the “normally developing” child reaches 5 yeargeof a
(Hartup, 1983). Between the ages of 6 through pre-adolescence, aggression trigge

tend to center around peer and adult insults, including negative social comparisons such

13



as tattling and criticism. As the child becomes an adolescent then yauhgadal
dominance becomes increasingly important and aggression triggers tend to revolve
around feelings of a disrupted or inadequate social standing (Loeber, 1990). &i,gener
aggression triggers become increasingly complex with age and are regiresearita

child becoming adept at evaluating situations involving peer conflicts (Curaratrad,
1991).

Adaptive aggression goalShe goals of adaptive aggression also appear to shift
as a result of developmental maturation. For example, children younger thans 6fye
age tend to engage in large quantities of “instrumental aggression”, or aggressi
enacted in order to obtain objects, privileges, or territory from others. Bethwee
ages of 6-7 years, children increasingly engage in “hostile” aggressitrefpurpose
of retaliating toward another child over presumed threats to their persdredtseim
or attainment of a goal (Parke & Slaby, 1983). And from adolescence into young
adulthood, the goals of aggression should increasingly center upon one’s social
standing and positioning on the social hierarchy.

Adaptive aggression formdt has long been established that between the ages
of 2 and 4, a “normal” child’s physical forms of aggression, such as hitting, gaxes w
to increasingly verbal forms of aggression, such as insults and threats (Goodenough,
1931). As such, elementary children and adolescents become increasinglykatpre li
to act on their feelings of aggression using verbal aggression, rather than through
physically aggressive means (Parke and Slaby, 1983). As a child continues ® matur

into adolescence and young adulthood, covert or hidden aggression such as cheating,
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stealing, or lying, increasingly take the place of overt forms of aggressibras
physical fighting and temper tantrums (Loeber, 1990).

Conclusion.In sum, it appears as though levels of normal and adaptive
aggression subside with age, displays of aggression manifest in increasingjly soci
acceptable ways and children arere adept at recognizing conflict becoming
increasingly accurate in their evaluations of situations involving peer dsnflic
(Cummings et al, 1991). Furthermore, the goals of adaptive aggression tend to be
positive given that they benefit the person performing the aggressive act.
Maladaptive Aggression

Maladaptive aggression, however, appears to be a different story: Without
intervention, individuals with maladaptive levels and types of aggression appear to
aggress at either consistent or increasing levels, become less accthrate i
evaluations of situations involving peer conflict, and display aggressive behaviors in
socially unacceptable ways. Furthermore, the goals of maladaptive agyggsear
to be different from the goals of adaptive aggression. In other words, in addition to
benefiting oneself, maladaptive aggression may also possess a goal ofjhatimars.
This is particularly true for proactive aggression.

In sum, an awareness of the developmental stages of appropriate aggression
assists in the critical task of identifying and providing early interventon f
maladaptive aggression. When the rates, intensity, forms or goals of aggression ar
in line with normal development, aggression is considered to become maladaptive and

is of concern (Connor, 2002).
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Prevalence Rates of Maladaptive Aggression

Unfortunately, aggression that is considered to be maladaptive is highly
prevalent, although specific rates of maladaptive aggression in large cagnmuni
samples both in the United States and other countries can be difficult to ascertain. The
occurrence of Conduct Disorder is often used as a large-scale rough indicator of
aggression since this psychiatric diagnosis includes varied acts of maladaptive
aggression. Criminal justice data is also used with some frequency to provide a
benchmark for aggression rates. Importantly, Conduct Disorder refers almost
exclusively to proactive acts of aggression, rather than reactive aggressi
Unfortunately, though limited, such data coupled with criminal justice appear to be the
best wide-scale determinants of aggression rates currently availabkepbotively, as
mentioned above, proactive and reactive aggression are highly correlatedsanl,as
Conduct Disorder and criminality rates may well be a rough indicator of quetk of
aggression.

Conduct disorder ratesConduct Disorder refers to a disturbance of behavior
lasting at least 6 months in which the basic rights of others and/or age-appropriat
norms and rules of society are repeatedly violated (American Psychological
Association, 1994). Examples of aggressive behaviors common to Conduct Disorder
include overt physical acts of aggression such as fighting, and more covextoform
physical aggression, such as fire setting, vandalism, and stealing. ComsbrdedD
data collected between 1987 and 1996 in the United States, Canada, Puerto Rico, New
Zealand, Germany, and the Netherlands suggest that maladaptive aggression as

indicated by a diagnosis of Conduct Disorder, is not rare amongst youth ofrdiffere
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countries and is somewhat comparable to rates in the United States (Connor, 2002).
Amongst pre-adolescents, boys have a higher prevalence rate than gidgeho
during adolescence the rate of Conduct Disorder rises for female addemogican
approach the prevalence rate of boys by late adolescence (Kashari%gal.

Criminal justice statisticsAnother method for determining prevalence rates of
maladaptive aggression for children and adolescents are criminal judigtcsta
including annual crime indices. The annual crime indices portray a rathepigture
of juvenile experiences with violence. In-school violent victimization dataaides 6-
12 during 1997-1998 suggest that youths in grades 6-8 are victimized more frequently
in school than older high school students are (Snyder & Sickmund, 1999). Most
alarmingly, 45% of surveyed ninth-graders in 1997 reported having been in a physical
fight one or more times in the past 30 days and only 5% of those surveyed reported
being injured in the fight (Maguire & Pastore, 1999). In addition, teenage aoests f
violent crime have increased 75% over the decade from 1985 to 1994 (Federal Bureau
of Investigation, 1994)Unfortunately, little is known about violent victimization rates
and physical fight involvement in grades K-5, as these ages were not included in the
sample. It is important to note that criminal justice statistics arg Breunderestimate
of adolescent antisocial behaviors as only those behaviors that are “caeght” ar
included in the data. In response, “self-reported delinquency methodology”, where
information about the frequency of non-personal or covert aggressive actseisedat
from multiple informants and analyzed, is utilized as an attempt to correct such

underestimates. The self-reported delinquency data indeed suggests eveleVvedher
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of delinquency amongst the juvenile population than are indicated via the criminal
justice statistics.

Overall, long-term Conduct Disorder prevalence rates and criminal justice
statistics suggest that the rates of maladaptive aggression and resutisngial
behaviors have increased in severity and frequency amongst children andesdsliesc
the United States over the past 50 years. In the late 1980’s and early 1990’s, the
prevalence of youth aggression peaked and appears to be slowly decreasing as the new
century begins; however, the overall rates of aggression remain at hisgdrighll
levels (Connor, 2002). A recent public opinion survey (1996) suggests that for many
adolescents in the United States, issues of aggression, violence, and safeipls sc
are a daily concern. The majority of adolescents surveyed endorsed “viatehce
crime” as the most important problem facing the United States at theftitme survey,
and in the future (Maguire & Pastore, 1997). Undeniably, youth aggression is a
serious and highly prevalent problem in the United States and abroad.
Age and Aggression

Of all age groups studied, pre-adolescents and adolescents (age 10-18) are the
most glaringly disproportionate perpetrators and victims of acts of aggreasion a
violence. Although adolescents comprise only 14.7% of the total U.S. population, a
full 25% of these adolescents are reported to be at-risk for school failure, violethce, a
early death (The National Commission for Children, 1991). Furthermore, 25% of these
at-risk adolescents are also susceptible to having these difficulties contmue i
adulthood (Dryfoos, 1990). Also disturbing, the American School Health Association

(1988) surveyed adolescents regarding aggressive incidents and found that 50% of
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males and 25% of females had been in at least one fight during the year gréoedin
study. In addition, 23% of males admitted to carrying a knife and 3% admitted
bringing a gun to school during the year surveyed.

Of course, the statistics of aggression and violence among adolescents are not
completely reliable, as many aggressive acts may be unreportediims\oc
perpetrators. It has also been suggested that some of the variation exsiing
crime statistics reports may be due to the political motivation of some podéicencts
and politicians to either over or under-represent crime statistics in cegas a
(Hammond, 1995). This suggestion, however, has not been fully substantiated.

Unfortunately, prevalence statistics capture only extreme aggressaadish
and none of the processes behind these behaviors. Because of this, they can be
misleading in suggesting that aggression is only a problem for adolescertg. @iner
hand, aggressive cognitions and behaviors are stable across the lifespaaraadooit
as young as the first grade. For example, amongst first gradersssigg behavioral
responses have consistently been shown to predict later aggressive behavior, conduct
disorders, and drug abuse (Tremblay et al. 1992). Further, young children who are
chronically aggressive and thus, socially rejected by peers, experieeleyated
incidence of aggressive behaviors that is highly stable over time (Olweus, 1979). As
previously discussed, the increased use of verbal, rather than physical forms of
aggression often increases with age. Moreover, the only age effect found fioereact
versus proactive aggression, is the tendency for reactive aggression to béedorrela

with younger age (Connor, Stengard, Cunningham, Anderson & Melloni, 2004).
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As will be discussed later, the cognitive processing patterns of young children
between the ages of 6 and 8 are some of the most useful predictors of presentand futur
aggressive behavior (Dodge & Price, 1994). Meanwhile, researchers such as Eron
(1990) suggest that aggressive behaviors and cognitions become crystaliadg as
age 8. Given school psychology’s recent emphasis on prevention (e.g. Sheridan &
Gutkin, 2000; Sugai, 2003) and its effectiveness in curtailing later undesirable
behaviors such as aggression, there is a need for studies that examine the cognitive
processes of young children and the relation of such processes to aggression. Such
studies should provide valuable insight into prevention practices and interventions most
likely to prevent future aggression.

Gender and Aggression

Across most cultures, boys are consistently found to display more aggressive
behaviors than are girls (Connor, 2002). In their meta-analysis, Maccoby and Jackl
(1974) concluded that boys across a variety of cultures exhibit more aggressive
behavior than girls from the age of two through their lifespan. In addition, the
Baltimore Preventions Trials study (1994) noted that in all grade levelsen city
Baltimore schools, boys are more likely than girls to score high on teathpear
ratings of aggressive behavior. A meta-analysis of 75 studies by Hyde (1984) fur
gualified gender differences, and indicated that although gender differeneesllare
established, they only accounted for an average of five percent of the varidmee in t
aggression of combined-sex subjects. Across all studies, Hyde reported asiaggres
level mean approximately a half standard deviation higher for malesahtamfales.

Hyde also noticed that gender differences were larger when aggressiomeasured

20



using direct observations, projective techniques, or peer reports than whenegheasur
using self, parent, or teacher reports.

When considering Hyde’s results, it is important to note that her meta-analysis
sample included studies conducted with young children through college students. The
gender differences for aggression tended to be larger for studies condubted wit
younger children (on average, accounting for 7 percent of the variance) thardies s
conducted with college students (on average, accounting for only 1 percent of the
variance). Murray and colleagues (1998) suggest that the reasons for thisiomatiura
narrowing of the aggression gap between boys and girls is due to the decyeasing|
physical form of boys’ aggression as they mature; as such, the form of hgyesssion
more closely resembles the aggressive behaviors of girls over time.

In addition to alleged differences in aggression rates, there seem to be gender
differences in the way that aggression is expressed, although study finéirdftear
complex and sometimes contradict one another. Two meta-analyses (Hyde, 1984;
Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974) found that the apparent differences between leveddeof m
and female aggression were larger and more consistent with phystoad thatn with
verbal forms of aggression. Archer and Weissman (1981) experienced similaggindi
however, the researchers concluded from their study that much of the gender
differences found for physical aggression were due to extremely aggreskasors
by only a few boys, while Murray and others (1998) found that gender differences for
aggression in younger children are due to the tendency of boys’ aggressnersaba

be markedly destructive.
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Such findings are somewhat consistent with the gender differences in
aggression noted by the Baltimore Prevention Trials study (1994), however important
distinctions between the study findings exist. For example, unlike Murray amnd othe
(1998), the researchers found little narrowing of the gender gap for aggressive
behaviors during middle school and found an overall increase in aggressive behavior
for both genders over time. Given that normal and adaptive levels of aggression are
supposed to decrease over time as maturational development occurs, it would seem that
there are higher levels of maladaptive aggression in the Baltimore CiaplSch

In addition to gender aggression differences, the Baltimore Prevention Study
also discovered some striking similarities between genders and theissiggr
behaviors: Community violence affected the aggressive behavior of girls @sost
much as it affected the aggressive behavior of boys, and the types of aggression
expressed by each gender were similar including physical, oversaggrerelational,
covert aggression (teasing and spreading rumors); and property destrlittougha
the rates of these aggressive behaviors were consistently higher foEbolgstudy
findings suggest that boys and girls do not seem to differ so much in the type of
aggression expressed, but in the amount.

Further gender differences were explored by Crick and Grotpeter (1995) who
similarly found important differences in the types of aggression that thodghrsixth
grade girls and boys expressed, using peer, teacher, and self-reportieasauthbrs
found that girls more than boys use relational aggression, which is defined by the
authors as harming or intending to harm others through manipulation and/or damage to

close peer relationships. Examples of relational aggression include vestdéd and
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spreading damaging rumors. An updated meta-analysis of gender differertgdeby
(2005) found that even greater differences exist for relational aggressiardinbet
observation methods are used, where girls are significantly more likedg teuch
aggression methods than are boys.

Sumrall, Ray and Tidwell (2000) rationalize Crick and Grotpeter’s findings
using Bjorkquist’s effect/danger ratio (1994). According to his ratio, Bjorkquist
postulates that the gender differences in aggression forms, are due to the tendancy of
aggressor to decide which aggressive tactics to use based on perceived effeaivenes
the strategy and evaluations of possible danger involved. To illustrate, Crick (1996)
hypothesized that when boys or girls attempt to harm others, they intend to daenage t
valued goals of their targets. Because girls are often in conflict withgitleerand
because they view relational aggression to be the most harmful form of aggress
(Crick et al, 1996), targeting group social status and harming social refapen
through covert forms of aggression is perceived as having the maximum potential of
harming the target. In addition, such aggression tactics are perceivedngsaha
minimum risk of harm, since most forms of relational aggression can be conducted
anonymously. Boys, on the other hand, cite physical aggression as the most harmful
form of aggression (Crick et al, 1996) and place importance upon the dominance
hierarchies established in boys groups. Thus, the authors reason that boyieare m
likely to aggress in overtly physical ways for the purpose of effectoishypting the
hierarchical status of their target (Crick, 1996).

In short, the Baltimore Prevention study and Crick and Grotpeter’s study had

very different results. Specifically, the Baltimore Prevention study foorgender
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differences for type of aggression but did find differences in the amount of siggres
On the other hand, Crick and Grotpeter (1995) found differences in both aggression
type and amount, although Murray and others (1998) question the validity of a true
gender difference in aggression rates.

Possible explanations for such apparent differences in findings between the
Baltimore Prevention Study (1994) and Crick and Grotpeter’s study (1995) inbkide
very different methodologies utilized by each research team to gaugedaddaypes
of aggression. For instance, the Baltimore Prevention Study utilized aarlape
teacher (and not self) ratings of perceived levels and types of aggressivietyeha
which have been noted by Hyde (2005) to have a limited ability to detect gender
differences. Also, the Baltimore Prevention Study used data based on perceptions of
actual student behavior and conflicts while Crick and Grotpeter merely me@mi
hypothetical conflict situations. Another disparity concerns the differancasnple
age across both studies with The Baltimore Prevention Study spanning aacess g
one through seven in its sample, and Crick and Grotpeter’'s sample including only
grades three through six. Finally, and perhaps most importantly, the studtetaal
environments were different where the Baltimore Prevention Study was ¢tetduc
predominately low socio-economic status, inner-city schools while Crick and
Grotpeter’'s sample was conducted with predominately middle-class populations. As
such, some of the divergence in study findings and levels of aggression amongst the
various studies could be attributable, at least in part, to socioeconomic statsspflevel

community violence, and setting.
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Unfortunately scant studies have evaluated gender differences in relation to
proactive and reactive forms of aggression. One recent study revealed\sinngh
rates of proactive and reactive aggression in both male and female youths, wit
differences only in the correlates associated with both types of aiggress
Specifically, hyperactive/impulsive behaviors were correlated witle megctive
aggression, while a low verbal IQ and early age of traumatic stresxaeelated with
female proactive aggression. All other correlates of reactive and proaggwession
were similar for males and females (Connor, Steingard, Anderson & Melloni, 2003).
Socioeconomic Status and Aggression

Data from the Center for the Study and Prevention of Violence (Hawkins, 1996)
indicates that geographical location and socioeconomic status may indead play
substantial role in levels of aggression. For instance, in 1989 firearm deatiorates
African American males ages 15-19 in the United States ranged from 15.5 per 100,000
for those residing in non-metropolitan areas, to 143.9 per 100,000 for those residing in
central cities. Amongst Caucasian males of the same age range; filezth rates
ranged from 3.0 per 100,000 in non-metropolitan areas, to 21.5 per 100,000 in central
cities. Non-firearm death rates showed a similar geographical and rtara @t both
groups. Finally, African American and Caucasian females showed sragkaand
geographical patterns, although rates were significantly lower than tHeir ma
counterparts (Hawkins, 1996).

In a study that examined the relationship of low socioeconomic status to
aggression, teachers rated children in Head Start (i.e. of low SES statusgas mor

physically aggressive than they rated a random sample of comparison preschoolers
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(Kupersmidt, Bryant, & Willoughby, 2000). Interestingly, these researctssrfcaund

that preschoolers in the comparison group engaged in more verbal aggression (i.e. name
calling and teasing) than the Head Start preschoolers, suggesting lth&Ehi

influences both aggression forms and rates, or at the very least, a teaclcepsiqoer

of that child’s aggression.

Ethnicity/race and Aggression

Much of the research focusing on differences in rates and types of aggression
amongst the various ethnic minority groups has been conducted with adolescents or
adults rather than with children. However, these studies are worth mentioning in an
review of maladaptive aggression.

The U.S. Census and other sources of data indicate that there are differences
among ethnic groups. Of all ethnic groups, African American adolescents have the
highest representation both as victims and perpetrators of aggression and violence.
Specifically, African-American adolescents are at four times gresk of being
victims of homicide compared with other adolescent groups in the United States
(National Center for Health Statistics, 1992). Furthermore, during the lates]1 &8€re
was a 55% rise in the homicide rate for African-American males bettheeages of 15
and 19 (Centers for Disease Control, 1990). Although this rise has subsided somewhat,
rates of homicide amongst African American males are still alargningh. When
this disproportion of ethnicity/race experience of aggression is put into maigcspe
statistics, they become even more disturbing. For instance, Sheley, McGeegimd W
(1992) found that 20% of inner-city predominately African-American adolescents had

been threatened with a gun and a full 12% had been shot at with a gun. Most often, the
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aggressor or perpetrator of these violent acts is also an African-Amé@r&a80% of
their perpetrators were also African-Americans) (Federal Burebwvestigations,
1989). Finally, African American males are more likely than any other ethoup go
experience the correlates of maladaptive aggression, such as school dropout in
adolescence, peer rejection, juvenile delinquency, and adult criminality and
psychopathology (Graham, Hudley & Harris, 1992).

Although the rates of violence amongst other minority ethnic groups may not be
as collectively extreme as amongst African American adolescent, nregsare
alarming nonetheless. Amongst the Latino population, males ages 15 to 24 have a
homicide victimization rate of 97.3 per 100,000 as compared t0185.1 for African-
American males and 10.0 for Caucasian males. Individuals of Asian or European
ancestry are far less likely to be victims and perpetrators of lethahemlkthan are
African Americans, Native Americans and Latinos. Unfortunately, Igtlenown
about the distribution of violent acts within the diverse ethnic groups that comprise
people of Asian, Latino, and European descent (Hawkins, 1996).

It is important to remember that biases may exist in the reportedhatidata of
ethnic minority groups. The Uniform Crime Reports have consistently indidated t
African Americans, Native Americans and Latinos in the United Stagesutastantially
over represented among those arrested for interpersonal acts of violencen@;lawki
1996). In addition, most statistics on violence and ethnicity focuses on lethal forms of
violence. As such, it is unclear whether significant race and class ddésrexist in
the rate of involvement in non-lethal forms of violence and aggression (Hawkins,

1996).

27



Taken together, it appears as though ethnic minority groups from a low
socioeconomic status background are at a heightened risk for aggression and its
negative outcome correlates. As such, there is a need to further examirotoitsetifieat
facilitate aggression with this population. Furthermore, given the mixed findings
studies examining gender differences in aggression possibly due to meagureme
differences, as well as varying socioeconomic backgrounds, studies should be
representative of gender and use both self report and teacher/peer ratingsssi@ayggre

Finally, there is a need for studies that examine the cognitive procdésses
elementary school children, preferably between the ages of six and eight, and the
relation of these cognitive processes to aggression. Such focus on cognition is
particularly critical given the limitations of studying aggression golel overt
behaviors. Merrell, Buchanan and Tran (2006) recently experienced such dinsitiati
their observational study of elementary-aged children at play during schessreThe
authors found that direct observation alone is a poor differentiator amongst the various
forms of aggression (i.e. verbal, physical, and relational). In order to giferqace
to studying the cognitive processes behind aggression and examine thecbSere
cognitive processes due to demographic variables, it is first essential tetandevhy
maladaptive aggression occurs.

Theories of Aggression

Because maladaptive aggression is common and tends to remain stable,
developing early in life and predicting negative outcomes throughout adolescehce
adulthood, many researchers have prioritized understanding the development of

aggression. While the stability of aggression may imply a predisposition to siggres
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behaviors due to genetic or physiological causes, it is likely the lzaisether variables
such as social, environmental, and cognitive factors contribute mightily (Crick &
Dodge, 1994).

The present study primarily focuses on the cognitive processes underlying
childhood reactive aggression, while readily admitting that individual diffeseimc
aggression cannot be explained by cognition alone. For instance, a child’s
temperament, environmental factors, familial upbringing, and biological makayp m
contribute to a child’s aggressive behaviors. In addition, a child’s ability toegplfate
emotions and a child’s strength of emotional arousal may also be determirnarg.fac
However, as Dodge and Coie argue (1987), “many of these factors can best be
understood in terms of the cognitive processes that underlie them (p. 1153).” The
influence is, of course, cyclical where these “factors” also influenceotratove
processes that justify aggressive behavior.

There are several theories that attempt to explain the cognitive probebses
maladaptive levels and patterns of child aggression. These theories mangefércus
on the importance of past experiences and relationships, to an emphasis on current
context and experience, to theories of social problem solving, to on-line information
processing. Many of these theories admit to a combination of external andlinterna
factors contributing to the occurrence of maladaptive aggression, and ahoefer
similar unit for understanding human behavior. This unit is conceptualized differently
according to the different theories and is given a variety of titles incltiohtegnal
working model”, “schemas”, and “scripts”. Given both the overlap and influence of the

various theories, each theory will be individually discussed below.
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Past Relationships

Attachment theonyAttachment theory is perhaps the most well-known theory of
child development in relation to past experiences. Attachment theory traditionally
emphasizes the importance of child and primary caregiver relationships id’a chil
social development, with special import given to mothers (Bowlby, 1988). Witlsin thi
relationship, children are said to develop either a secure or insecurengitacb their
primary caregiver based on whether or not the child perceives the caregiver as
available, responsive, and able to restore feelings of security in threps@netions
(Ainsworth, Blehar & Waters, 1969; Bowlby, 1988). Based on repeated experiences
with the caregiver, the child develops an internal working model which remains
somewhat stable throughout the lifespan. For example, in Grossman and Grossman’s
study (1991), attachment categories assigned in infancy were found ta remai
consistent for 87% of the sample when attachment was again measured at age six.
When changes in attachment classification did occur, they tended to correspond with
life changes such as those stemming from the occurrence of stressfuélifs.

Several attachment theorists have suggested the possibility of alteredlintern
working models based on subsequent relationships with significant others outsiele of t
caregiver-child relationship (e.g. Jacobsen & Willie, 1986; Miller, 1993). If the
subsequent relationship is consistent with caregiver-child experiencehjlthe
internal working model is confirmed, thereby strengthening it and adding to its
stability. If the subsequent relationship is incongruent with caregivet-chil
experiences, the child’s internal working model is disconfirmed and may be dyadual

altered over time to better represent new relationships. Although it may bielebwssi
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a working model to change over time and with experience, most attachmentsheoris
agree that they generally remain relatively stable (Lewis, 2001).

One increasingly influential child relationship outside of the caregivéd-chi
dyad is peer relationships. In peer and other relationships, the internal woddied)
functions as a prototype for both anticipating and interpreting the behavior and
intentions of others, while contributing to the intentions and planning of one’s own
behavior. As such, the internal-working model serves as a link between prior
interpersonal relationships and present social behaviors. In support of the connection
between attachment theory and social behaviors, Rosenblith’s (1992) mgtasanal
surveyed attachment research and concluded that securely attached enddren
perceived as being more friendly and cooperative with peers and adultsehan ar
insecurely attached children. Main and Weston (1981) discovered further attachment
differences where 57% of insecurely attached children, compared witd%nby
securely attached children, exhibited conflict behavior while playing wethspe
Aggression level was also concluded to be affected by attachment status, wtzexe Ma
Arend, and Sroufe (1978) reported that securely attached toddlers were less\aggres
more compliant, and displayed more positive affect, than did toddlers rated as
insecurely attached.

An example of attachment theory as applied to child aggression can be
conceptualized as follows: A child with aggressive parents may learn to dxaiect t
subsequent relationships will be characterized by similarly aggressiaeitsesh This
expectation may become a self-fulfilling prophecy where the childiadelsaggressive

role in a peer relationship elicits peer aggression in return. In addition, the child ma
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misread a peer’s intentions as being aggressive, based on his or her intekimg wor
model comprised of experiences with aggressive parental intentions.

Indeed, a study by Huesmann and colleagues (1984) suggests that aggressive
parents do tend to have aggressive children. Using a longitudinal design, Huesmann
and colleagues assessed study participants and their parents when tipapanas
age 8 (i.e. at time one). At age 30, the participants were again assessed ssi@yggre
and the participants’ children were also assessed (i.e. at time two). Huesmann a
colleagues found that the correlation between the participant’s level osiggrat
ages 8 and 30 was .46. A stronger correlation of .58 was found between the 30-year-old
participant’s aggression with their parents’ aggression, measured whemtitipara
was 8 (i.e. at time one). Finally, the participant’s 8-year-old child etecl.55 with
his or her own aggression.

Unfortunately, although research examining internal-working models and their
influence on social behavior is needed, much of the current attachment research looks
only at attachment categorization and later overt social behaviors while agghati
the variables accurately represent internal working models. For examplenclear
from Huesmann and colleagues’ study what role genetics and learned socrareha
plays in the maintenance of aggressive behavior because the study did noedkam
social cognitive properties underlying the aggression, which may have wgaale
information.

Another limitation of such attachment studies is that they often assume that the
relation between early attachment behaviors and later social functioflewys¢he

stability of the attachment construct (Lewis, 2001). However, as Waters, Posada
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Crowell, and Lay (1993) argue, by assuming stability, these studies and their
interpretation mistakenly promote a trait-like view of attachment a$ke stalividual
characteristic that spans across one’s lifetime. Such conclusions, the aotiters],

are not always in line with the basic premises of attachment theory whiaterttle
possibility of an altered internal working model. As such, the authors argue that
attachment theory may not be ready to contribute to our understanding of everyday
occurrences, particularly disruptive behavior problems.

Contextualism.A contextual framework, rather than a more organismic or trait-
like attachment framework, is likely of greater usefulness for understpaggression
and other everyday behavior problemsohtextual model differs from a pure
attachment model since it takes into account present behavior in context, while
influences from the past are given less emphasis. However, the contextuglwinddel
giving less prominence to past events, highlights the role of memory and the
conceptualization of past events. Since our act of remembering occurs in ting, arese
contextual approach argues that our memory is impacted by the present situation and
may have little resemblance to what actually occurred (Ford & Lerner,.1992)
contextual model also emphasizes the role of an active self as the cgntevtbfand
change, where “our memory or history has to do with the goals and desires vat have
that point of remembering” (James, 1975). A contextual model is an attempt to “not
only explain our past but also explain who we are now” (Bruner, 1990). A contextual
model, thus, moves beyond attachment theory to place greater emphasis on the present
while accounting for the effects of past caregiver relationships in thedbcurrent

memory structures. Extended to the understanding of aggressive behaviorsdna chil
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contextualist approach would minimize the importance of early caregiverssgmn in
favor of the import of a child’s memory of early experiences as influencedesent
circumstances.

A longitudinal study by Lewis, Rosenthal & Feiring (2000) illustrated the anpa
the present context and thus instability of attachment status. The authors olb&ined t
attachment classification of children at years 1 and 18 and found that of theénkec
year-olds, only 38% are insecurely attached at 18 years old, and 43% of setacbbda
infants are insecurely attached at age 18. Lewis and colleagues’ stul¥ydmuGrossman
and Grossman’s (1991) study (mentioned earlier) by extending the lengthlidé$pan
studied and provides an explanation for the 13% of 6 year olds whose attachment
categories changed since infancy, based on life stressors in the presenithdre a
conclude that contextual factors influence and ultimately changatémt behaviors
during child development, thus emphasizing the power of the present. Given that
contextualist approaches appear to better capture the complexity behind behawiors
more static approaches, theories that fall under a contextualist frameildo& w
underscored.
Interpersonal Schema Theoltyterpersonal schema theory is an attachment-derived
theory that incorporates contextualist principles into its cognitive-intswpal
framework. In his persuasive paper, Shirk (1998) posits that interpersonal schemas
serve as the key mediators that link past interpersonal experiences wetit soaial
and emotional functioning. Like attachment theory’s internal working model,
interpersonal schemas refer to expectations about how others will behave toward

oneself. Perhaps to a greater extent than attachment theory’s internalgwoddels,
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interpersonal schemas are not viewed as static, but are dynamic andypletyaaél
role in organizing experience and behavior in the present, oftentimes withoubesnsci
effort or awareness (Bargh, 1984).

Interpersonal schema theory also differs from the concept of attachment
theories’ working model in their degrees of abstraction. In other words, interglerson
schema theory suggests that schema are first derived from specifanstiggs, but
then evolve into more abstract, generalized representations of the selfiamrela
others (Shaver, et al, 1996) whereas attachment theory’s working model ity thre
specific relationships throughout the lifespan. In addition, interpersonal sct#feas
from internal working models in that they refer to a variety of interpersonal
relationships, such as peer relationships, and memories or representations of these
relationships, rather than being tied to the early caregiver relationship tha
emphasized in attachment theory.

Interpersonal schemas are thought to influence social behaviors by impacting
one’s interpretation of social experiences, the emotions one feels from this
interpretation, and the priming of strategies for social interaction and tiegula
emotions (Fiske & Pavelchak, 1986). For example, a study by Shirk, Burton and Van
Horn (1997) found that children with negative interpersonal expectations focus on
negative aspects of events and thus, endorse negative social information more rapidly
than do children with more positive interpersonal expectations. The authors explain
these findings by concluding that negative interpersonal expectations or &hem
served to negatively bias children’s attention and encoding of a social situation that

included both negative and positive aspects. Shirk, Burton and Van Horn’s explanation
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is supported by Dodge and Tomlin’s (1987) study which found that aggressive children
appear to rely more heavily on prior information when assessing new saé,an
comparison with their well adjusted peers. The authors posit that this heangaaia
information gleaned from prior situations (i.e. their “self schemas”) raggit

attempts to effectively evaluate new situations thus resulting in inapgielri

aggressive social behaviors during the new situation. In addition, there is evikdanc
these children may further contribute to any maladjustment by not activeigving

upon negative schemas. For instance, Van Horn (1996) found that young adolescents
who evidenced negative schema were less likely to report seeking support fresn othe
when upset, than were youth with positive schema.

Although the concept of schemas has become recognized by several authors,
research on maladaptive schemas and children’s social-emotional functeojusy i
beginning to emerge. One reason for the relative paucity of interpersbhaalac
research is the challenge of determining how to best assess maladdgptjpersonal
schemas. From the existing research, however, the conclusion can be made that
exploring schema-related processes is vital for understanding the isteraler
difficulties of children (Shirk & Russell, 1996).

Social Cognition

Bandura’s social learning theory (1977) has been the guide for some research
examining the social cognitive factors associated with childhood aggressidmn. Suc
research uses social cognitive models which focus on the cognitive prob@sses t
differentiate aggressive from non-aggressive children. Social cognitigelsnappear

to take a bi-directional approach to understanding aggression such that children develop
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patterns of aggressive behavior to external stimuli through modeling and experience
and manage these behaviors through internalized thought processes. These thought
processes, in turn, determine and maintain their behavior (Slaby & Guerra, 1988).
Drawing from social cognitive research, Huesmann (1997) has articulatedrhis ow
well-known schema theory called “script theory”. Script theory incorperaiaciples

of social learning theory as well as cognitive theory’s concept of iiaedahought
processes. For Huesmann, schemas are comprised of scripts and normatsvarklie
are used to evaluate environmental cues.

Script theory.Central to the composition of Huesmann’s schemas are “scripts”
which are strategies and sequences stored in the memory and used a®geaatesl f
problem solving and social behavior. In any given situation, these “scriptasegeto
direct an individual’s actions. Very much in line with social learning theorigtsare
based upon observational learning experiences and personal lessons learned from
associating consequences with behaviors. Moreover, script theory can be edrnsider
be a “contextualist” approach since one’s current memory of learningexges
influences behavior.

Aggressive scripts, according to Huesmann, are the most readily accessible
social scripts for aggressive children. Supporting this hypothesis, Slaby amd Gue
(1988) reported that adolescents incarcerated for aggressive acts gavggressiee
responses and fewer competent responses to hypothetical social problem situations
Similarly, studies have shown that scripts retrieved by aggressive ohitdselve
hypothetical, interpersonal problems included more physically aggresspases

(Waas, 1988; Rubin et al., 1991).
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Normative beliefsHuesmann (1977) argues that scripts are inextricably linked
with and both inform and are informed by normative beliefs, another schema
component that may influence aggressive behavior. Huesmann’s (1997) concept of
normative beliefs refers to cognitive representations of what one should or should not
do based, in part, on social and cultural norms. These normative beliefs, in turn, are
thought to regulate actual behavior and stem from the same learning exsetiatce
steer the development of scripts.

According to Huesmann, the normative beliefs of aggressive children are more
supportive of aggression, than are the normative beliefs of nonaggressive children.
Furthermore, Huesmann argues that once formed, normative beliefs endorsing
aggressive behaviors will cause aggressively biased cognitions and behaviors to occur
frequently. Huesmann and Guerra (1997) developed a scale which examined the
normative beliefs about aggression held by first through fourth grade students.
Although the first version of the scale produced somewhat low correlations of
normative beliefs with peer and teacher rated aggression, the revised scae show
greater promise. The authors reported that first through fourth grade childoe
endorsed normative beliefs about aggression were significantly more okedyrated
as aggressive by peers (r=.28)d teachers (r=.10).

An additional finding of the Huesmann and Guerra (1997) study was that there
was little stability in children’s normative beliefs about aggressiondmtthe first and
second grades, however, normative beliefs became moderately stableduytthne f
grade. Zelli, Dodge, Lochman, Laird and the Conduct Problems Prevention Research

Group (1999) similarly found in their later study that individual differences in
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normative beliefs about aggression were relatively stable across thgekate of
elementary school. In another study, Zelli and colleagues found that stabsity w
strongest for normative beliefs concerning retaliation aggression, wheh tef
aggression in response to a perceived provocation (r=.44) compared with general
beliefs about aggression. (r=.18). Taken together, the study findings indicate that
normative beliefs are related to aggression, are most susceptible to outaeiecedl
during the early elementary years, and become increasingly stdlmeeaontinues;

this pattern is particularly evident for retaliatory forms of aggresdioshould be
mentioned, however, that reported normative beliefs may or may not be an accurate
representation of how a study participant will actually behave in a @édhaituation.
Factors such as perceived social acceptability are a considerablédhmemsures of
normative beliefs, because the measurement scales tend to be transparentc@re. one
easily differentiate a “good” from a “bad” belief and respond accordingly)

Although compelling, the concepts of scripts and normative beliefs may not be
sufficient on their own for explaining aggressive behavior. As Crick and Dodge (1994)
have suggested, social cognitive schemas and processes are likely shagsidsbyial
interactions with family members. Specifically, Crick and Dodge’s Saaiafmation
Processing model (discussed later) posits that early family expesiand biologically
based abilities, such as memory and cognitive functioning, interact to playia ol
child’s developing schemas (i.e. knowledge and feelings about others and themselves)
(Dodge, 1993). These schemas, in turn, influence an individual's everyday social
interactions with peers. In order to examine the validity of Crick and Dodge’s esiphas

on early family experiences and their impact on social behavior, Gomez andusdleag
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(2001) investigated the relationship between child aggression as rated by parents, and
child perception of their mother’s level of control and supportiveness. Thedesesa

found that negative child perceptions of maternal support influences cognitive social
information processes and thus predicts higher levels of aggressive belnearmther
study, Dodge, Bates, and Pettit (1990) interviewed the mothers of 210 children about
their disciplinary practices and examined the relationships between childhcdabhy
abuse and their child’s later aggressive behavior. In their study, Dodge and his
colleagues similarly demonstrated the impact of early experiencesiahtsgavior

and found that early abuse negatively impacted the children’s ability to premess

social information, thus resulting in increased aggressive behavior.

Moral domain theory A final social cognition model for understanding how
children develop the knowledge and understanding of events is Moral Domain theory.
Moral Domain theory is concerned with the concepts of harm, welfare, ands&irne
(Piaget, 1965; Arsenio & Lemerise, 2004) as well as stereotypic expastafiothers
based on their group membership (Killen, Margie & Sinno, 2006). Moral Domain
theory diverges from the concept of Normative Beliefs since morals@me likely
than normative beliefs to transcend social convention and cultural norms. As such,
moral cognition is concerned with the effects that actions have upon the well-being of
others, irregardless of the relevant social rules concerning the actiort.Ddamnain
theory is also divergent from Crick and Dodge’s Social Information Procegsidgl
(1994), although researchers have recently attempted to merge the twomntiale
theories (Arsenio & Lemerise, 2004). The distinction can be found within the tsieorie

emphases and scope: Moral Domain theory is singularly concerned with the mental
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operations of thinking and reasoning and how these relate to knowledge and
understanding, whereas Social Information Processing is concerned waiibnadl
operations behind overt social behavior (Dodge & Rabiner, 2004). As such, moral
dimensions are implicit within Social Information Processing theory, bigearerally
not explicitly stated nor examined.

In sum, Moral Domain Theory, Normative Beliefs, Script Theory, and Social
Information Processing contribute uniquely to a broad social cognitive approach to
understanding aggression. Given the important contributions of both social cognition
and attachment theory to understanding the ways in which schemas influence
aggressive behavior, understanding and combining elements of both theories is optimal.
Comparing Schema Theories

Although both interpersonal schema theory and script theory refer to mental
structures consisting of internal representations of past experiencésguide the
interpretation of new experiences (Teglasi, 2001), several important dstsetxist
between the two theories. One overarching distinction concerns the foundation of the
theories, where interpersonal schema theory derives from Attachmernyt aneoscript
theory derives from Social Learning theory. These differences in olagia mmuch to
do with the conceptual variations between the two theories.

Probably the largest distinction between the theories is the emphasis that
interpersonal schema theory places on both internal and external experieniees, whi
script theory primarily addresses external experiences. Exteppai@xces refer to
behaviors, environmental cues, and anything else that can be seen. Thus, script theory

often links behavior to consequences, such as the reactions of others, any rewards or
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punishments, attainment of a goal, and social lessons learned, when processialg a s
situation. Internal experiences, on the other hand, refer to the emotions that®ne feel
and the impact that these emotions have while processing a social situatgm. The
emotions may stem from the expectations that an individual has for a given socia
situation based upon past interpersonal experiences. Internal experiegites! soi
include moral values, and the influence of such values on social decision-making
(Frost, Ko & James, 2007).

A similarity between the two theories is their tendency to adhere to a taaitex
notion, whereby what influences behavior is not the actual past experience, alt ment
representations of the past, which are heavily influenced by an individual' sifprese
circumstances.

Personal and Public Schemas

The distinction between the two schema theories as described above does not
always find its way into the literature and as a result, distinguishing direeoften
blurred, resulting in confusion. For example, for Tomkins (1987), a respected
researcher within the social cognition literature, emotions are a centrpboent to
what he refers to as script theory. Within Tomkins’ work, then, script theory isepara
with the tenets of interpersonal schema theory, though at first glance arsppét
within a social learning framework. In order to provide conceptual claritya3ieg
(2001) suggests viewing both interpersonal schema theory and script theory within a
broad framework of different types of schemas used to process any sociarsitua

Incorporating both schema theory and script theory, Teglasi draws from the

work of earlier researchers (e.g. Epstein, 1994; Mandler, 1982; Wozniak, 1985) and
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posits that there are two types of knowledge which organize experience: Public
schemas and personal schemas. According to Teplddic schemasrefer to

knowledge structures that are “independent of the knower” and consist of both general
knowledge, such as the formula for calculating velocity, and “general expastati

scripts about commonly occurring situations, such as ordering a meal inwgaast

(p.5). Public schemas can also include classroom behaviors that are deemed as
acceptable and possibly, one’s normative beliefs about aggression. Public scleemas ar
further described by Teglasi as able to be verified by others, and scihatnast

widely shared within a culture. As such, morals derived from cultural tvadiBuch as
religion, might also be conceptualized as a public schemas.

Teglasi (2001) defingsersonal schemason the other hand, as knowledge
structures that are “unique to the knower” and consist of mental representations of
“personal experiences and the processes contributing to the organization of those
experiences” (p.5). Personal schemas comprise an individual’s interpretation of
themselves, the world around them, and the relationship between themselves and the
world. These interpretations are influenced by a variety of factors ingludin
maturation, temperament, cognitive development, and socialization (Stark, Rouse &
Livingston, 1991). Given the changing nature of these factors, personal schemas are
dynamic and may change.

The construct of a personal schema incorporates temperament theory (Lohr,
Teglasi & French, 2004) perception, cognition, memory, affect, action and f&edbac
In addition, both script theory as described by Tomkins (1987) (i.e. inclusive of

emotions) and interpersonal schema theory, are represented within its consruct
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clarify, a script theory that does not incorporate an internal world, but includes only
responses to external stimuli based on past social experiences and expected
consequences to behavior, is still represented within a “personal schemalaonstr
However, this personal schema would be viewed as less complex and potentially
maladaptive because internal emotions in oneself and others were not taken into
account. Finally, a script theory that only consists of rote, non-personal respons
external stimuli based on perceived consequences to behavior generally ghared b
society (e.g. you shouldn’t steal because you might go to jail) is akin to publmache
theory.

According to Teglasi (2001), in order to accurately process a new experience,
an individual must access both personal schemas and public schemas. If only personal
schemas are utilized, an individual may inappropriately respond to a sociabsituat
without taking into account what is considered to be socially appropriate behavior in
that situation. On the other hand, if only public schemas are utilized, an individual
might mistakenly respond in the same way to every comparable sacdicsitno
matter how dissimilar. In addition, in order to accurately process a newengeeri
both public and personal schemas must remain flexible and open to change, should
expectations based on previous experiences be repeatedly disconfirmed.

Schema complexitichemas are expected to become increasingly complex
amongst normally developing, healthy children. As children mature, resportbes t
environment should become increasingly filtered through the lens of prior learning
rather than merely evoked by imposing internal or external stimuli (Te@lakn &

Meshbesher, 2004). Moreover, normally developing children should develop a process
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and framework for organizing knowledge gained from prior experiences (i.enas)e
otherwise such information would become confusing (Lohr, Teglasi & French, 2004).
How an individual organizes prior experiences and the thoughts and emotions that go
with them, determines the usefulness and accessibility of ones’ schachassaa

direct impact on schema complexity. Without such organization or schema cogplexit
the likelihood of reactive and uncontrolled thoughts and actions significantly sesrea
(Fiske & Taylor, 1984).

Personal schemas are generally more complex than public schemas and thus
must consist of many optimally functioning parts in order to be considered adaptive.
Specifically, when faced with a new situation, an adaptive personal schema mus
coordinate what one “perceives in the present with what one knows from previous
experience” (Teglasi, 2001). At the same time, adaptive personal scimersias
accurately process external information, such as the environment and bebévior
others, without neglecting internal information, such as their emotional state
Maladaptive personal schemas, on the other hand, may be inflexible, inaccundye, ove
biased toward positive or negative cues, or may not effectively combine irdaachal
external sources of information (Beck & Clark, 1997; Ingram, Miranda &IS£9@8;
Teglasi, 2001). Such maladaptive schemas can result in negative behaviors such as
high levels of reactive and proactive aggression.

To date, Dodge and colleagues’ conceptualization of Social Information
Processing has predominated the study of social cognition in relation to agyeess
as such, important aspects of schema development have not been incorporated. For

example, the relationship between inadequately developed schemas and childhood
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aggression has not been adequately explored. Because Teglasi’'s (2001) notion of
personal and public schemas addresses levels of schema complexity, whigingegr
the essential elements of Interpersonal Schemas, Scripts, and Contextualimodts
framework, Teglasi’'s schema conceptualization is used in conjunction withdaky-w
used Social Information Processing model, throughout the present study. Moreover, a
narrative projective instrument is used to supplement Dodge and Colleagud’s socia
information processing instruments in order to capture schema complexity, mgcludi
both schema organization and schema content.
Social Information Processing

Social-information-processing models operationalize the theories behiat soci
behaviors by extending these theories to proposed social decision-making models.
These social information processing models serve as important bridges lictkémyes
to overt behaviors. For example, Price and Landsverk (1998) examined the social
information processing patterns and social behaviors of maltreated 5 througdr-10 ye
olds placed in foster care, and found that processing patterns contributed unique
information about a child’s behavior. Specifically, the maltreated childhen w
displayed ineffective social information processing were viewed 6 months yatezib
caregivers as displaying more behavior problems, including aggressiggréyate,
these ineffective processing patterns accounted for a significant proportian of
variance in outcome measures above and beyond early childhood experiences.
Similarly, Dodge, Pettit and Bates (1990) found that aggregate social infmmmat
processing patterns mediated the relationship between childhood physical abuse and

aggressive behavior. Further, when the researchers controlled for procedsimg pat
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the relationship between early abuse and aggression was weakened. From these and
other studies (Dodge & Price, 1994, Slaby & Guerra, 1988) it is clear that soci
information processing patterns significantly contribute to our understanding ok
between schemas (which are comprised, in part, of prior experiences), dhdges

social behaviors.

Crick and Dodge’s Social Information Processing Model

The most well-researched and popular model for understanding the social
cognitive bases and decision making processes behind childhood aggression is Crick and
Dodge’s (1994) social-information processing model. Crick and Dodge’s model is
directly tied into and measured with the authors’ Social Information Procestengew
instruments, referred to as the “SIP”. The various SIP instruments, includiegHGine
Interview with Child” and “Things That Happen to Me”, are used in the majority of
recent research examining information processing patterns and aggression.

In their model, Crick and Dodge (1994) hypothesize that there are six sequential
processes which lie behind competent performance in any social situation. iXhese s
processing “steps” are hypothesized to occur in “real-time”, or in other words, occ
simultaneously within the context of different kinds of social situations. The six
processes or “steps” are 1) encoding of relevant stimulus cues 2) aéntegiretation
of those cues 3) goal selection based on an interpretation of the situation as well a
memory of past experiences 4) response generation 5) response evahehdn a
behavioral enactment of a selected response. Consistent with tenets & god@y and
contextualism (though not necessarily drawing from these theories) echdds seen as

coming into social situations with different sets of past experiences |lessvadferent
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mental representations or memories of these experiences. These pashegpeaiong
with prior knowledge, constitute latent mental structures that interdctwd influence
on-line or “real-time” processing (Crick & Dodge, 1994). To illustrate ICaicd Dodge’s
Social Information Processing model, consider the following scenario takarArsenio
and Lemerise (2004):

“...Imagine a child trips on a classmate’s foot when getting up to sharpen a
pencil. The child must figure out what happened (“I tripped on his feet”) and why it
might have happened (“he tripped me” or “it was an accident”). In the next step of the
model, guided by his or her understanding or misunderstanding of the situation and
‘latent mental structures’ [sic], the child must clarify and seledsgoathe situation
(“I just want to get my work done” or “ I'm going to show that kid he can’t do this to
me”). Then...the child generates possible responses to the situation and evalomates the
in terms of his or her self-efficacy and the likely consequences of perforinging t
response. Finally...the child enacts his or her selected response.” (p.989)

Characteristic patterns at each step of this model have been empiastaly
and were found to significantly correlate with extreme-group differencascially
competent behavior including levels of aggression (Dodge, 1986; Rubin & Krasnor,
1986). At the first step, encoding, Dodge and Tomlin (1987) found that socially
rejected, aggressive children are less attentive to relevant soddheneare their less
aggressive peers. At the second step, interpretation, aggressive children have been
found to make significantly less accurate depictions of peer intentions tlrandie
aggressive peers (Dodge, Murphy & Buchsbaum, 1984; Waldman, 1988), and show a

marked bias toward hostile attributions in ambiguous situations (Dodge, 1980). When
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forming responses, socially rejected and incompetent children have been found to
access more aggressive responses and fewer competent responses to interpersonal
problems (Renshaw & Asher, 1983). When evaluating their responses, aggressive
children anticipate more positive interpersonal and instrumental outcomes from
aggressing, than do their nonaggressive, more competent peers (Crick & Ladd, 1990).
Finally, at the last Social Information Processing step, response ti@meaggressive
children have been found to display relatively poor skills at performing contpete
behavioral responses to interpersonal situations (Dodge, McClaskey & Feldman, 1985).
Unfortunately there has been a paucity of research examining SIP stepslecton,
perhaps because this step is a recent addition to Crick and Dodge’s Socialtioforma
Processing model.

A shared characteristic of the above studies is that they were conducted using
contrasting extreme groups, such as children with high aggression and low aggressi
scores. The studies did not look at children with aggression or competence scores
falling somewhere in the middle, between high and low ranges. Given the tefailency
an extreme-group design to yield stronger correlation coefficients tagmenfound in
a general population, it was unclear how processing patterns are related to noenpete
in a normal population. Further, since most aggression research examines groups who
are extremely and physically aggressive according to behavior ratingsatbdae
greater numbers of boys than girls represented in most samples.

In response to this deficit in the social information processing literatodged
and Price (1994) examined the social information processing patterns of al gener

sample of first, second, and third grade boys and girls using the authors’ SIPwwntervie
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instruments. The authors then assessed teacher-rated behavioral compatgribe us
Taxonomy of Problematic Social Situations (TOPS; Dodge et al., 1985) and fgeer-ra
behavioral competence, using peer nominations for six descriptions of personal
behaviors. Information processing patterns were correlated withpeeézacher-rated
behavioral competence to yield the following results: The correlations éetseeial
information processing and interpersonal competence were more modest for their
“normal” sample than is the case for extreme groups, however significasc®und.
Further, no gender differences were evident for the relationship between social
information processing and socially-competent behavior. In addition, although all six
social information processing steps showed a significant correlation withiof timee
different types of interpersonal situations, the most modest correlation$onacde

within the second SIP step, interpretation (i.e. p<.10). Specifically, a modest
significance was found only for interpretation errors characterizechbgtde bias.
However, all six social information processing steps were demonstrgieavide
incremental value toward their succeeding steps in the prediction of behavioral
performance. In other words, the multiple correlations from all six socahnattion
processing steps across the three situations were quite powerful in preoittavgoral
performance (Entry R=.34; Provocation R=.39; Authority R=.35). The authors
hypothesized that weaker interpretation correlations were found becauseadhe soc
information processing interpretation step may be more strongly retespetific
behaviors, such as aggression, than it is to general ratings of competence. iAnaddit
hypothesis for low interpretation correlations is that Dodge and Price (1994)tedalua

interpretation only by using Dodge’s own social information processing instruments
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which, as will be discussed later, may not be sufficient for capturing alttaspfehis
critical processing step.

SIP mental representation stepa/hen examining how social information
processing patterns relate to reactive aggression, the “mental réptiese steps are
probably the most founded and critical SIP steps (Price & Landverk, 1998). The SIP
“mental representation” stepsclude both the interpretation steps (i.e. encoding and
interpretation steps) and what is referred to by Tur-Kaspa (2004) asploase
decision steps (i.e. goal formation, response generation, and responsecevsiaps).

It is important to note that all mental representation steps, as conceptual2e by
theory, refer to situations that prompt a reaction and thus represent reggtesseon
modes. This is because Crick and Dodge’s SIP instruments set up artifu@tbsi to
which an individual must react in an aggressive or nonaggressive manner. lfereal-li
situations, individuals may not access all of the “response decision” stepsthat ar
pulled for by the SIP instrument, or may have proactive aggressive tendencies in
addition to the SIP-favored reactive tendencies. Unfortunately, the SiRodetiaking
model, particularly the mental representation SIP steps, may have lipjtechaility

to the study of proactive aggression.

Generally, much importance has been given to the attributions of others’
intentions and the generation of response strategies. In fact, Crick and Dd@$:t)
review of their social information processing model concluded that there is enough
strong evidence to support a causal relationship between childhood reactive aggression
and hostile biases at the interpretation step. Of course, the interpretatiosstep a

depends upon what an individual pays attention to at the encoding step. If the
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individual is experiencing a negative emotion like anger or sadness, for example,
researchers have found that the individual may focus on predominately negative aspec
of a situation (Kavanagh & Bower, 1985) thus impacting which cues are avddable
interpretation. Further, one’s interpretation of an event is conceptualizegpasting

the subsequent social information processing step, goal formation, or the desired
outcome of a response.

Attributions. According to Crick and Dodge (1994), at the interpretation step
individuals make attributions or attempts to explain and evaluate a behavior. For the
purposes of their model, Crick and Dodge (1994) emphasize the automaticity and
rapidity of making on-line social information processing attributions so that some
decision can be made. These on-line SIP attributions differ from attributionskéhat ta
much time, effort, and explicit gathering of information, such as the kinds oticaref
and deliberate attributions that jury members must make during a trial{8lelt &
Anderson, 1999).

There are generally two types of attributions that can be made at the SIP
interpretation step: Causal attributions and intent attributions. Both attribupies &ye
influenced by latent mental structures, such as mental representations of past
experiences and knowledge, as well as by one’s biological makeup. Céilsatians
refer to an attempt to understand the causes of an interpersonal event. Wigii the
model, probably the most prominent and well-researched dimension of a causal
attribution is that of “locus of control” (Anderson & Weiner, 1992). Locus of control
examines whether an individual ascribes events to causes that are ietgrhdihit

my brother because | felt angry”) or external (e.g. “I hit my brotheruseche was
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being mean”). Intent attribution differs slightly in that it refers to ihea objective

that one ascribes to an event, putting the onus on either oneself (e.g. “I wanted to get
him into trouble”) or another person (e.g. “she wanted to hurt me”). Both causal and
intent attributions are tied to several behavioral and emotional outcomes (&iiv&rm
Peterson, 1993; Bell-Dolan & Anderson, 1999). For example, aggression is associated
with making external attributions for perceived inflictions (e.g. “she did that qgoper

to be mean”), while depression is associated with making both internal attrifiotions
negative events (“l deserved to be laughed at by my classmate beoassapid”) and
external attributions for positive events (“she’s being nice to me becausacthert

forced her”).

Attributions and aggressiorf-or reactively aggressive individuals, causal
attributions are largely external where the locus of control is on the otheners
environment. This tendency toward an external locus of control places the blame
squarely on the perceived perpetrator (e.g. “it’'s her fault | pushed heyaghene a
dirty look”) rather than taking personal responsibility (e.g. “I pushed heubedaan’t
control my temper”) (Silverman & Peterson, 1993). Intent attributions ainéyhig
useful for understanding reactive aggression, and translate to one’s inéérring
intentions to a “provoker”, as well as one’s own intentions behind responses to the
provocation. In other words, in social information processing step two, interpnetati
the intention attributed to a provoker leads directly into step three, where one’s own
intentions influence the goal formation behind a response. For instance, if an aggressive

child perceives someone bumping into them as an intentionally hostile act, he or she

53



will similarly intend harm in their response. In a sense, then, the punishment would fit
the perceived crime.

Of course, attributions do not need to be accurate in order to be considered
“attributions”. In fact, amongst reactively aggressive individuals, attabsitare often
inaccurate. Research has shown that aggressive children differ frongygressave
children in the types of intention attributions they make, where aggressiveenhildr
attribute hostile intentions to others, regardless of the actual "aggmesss" of
another's actions. For example, guided by his social information processing model,
Dodge (1980) used his SIP interview and presented elementary and middle school
children with hypothetical stories containing negative outcomes (e.g. a chitdisa
ball) as a result of a peer's behavior involving ambiguous intent. Dodge found that
aggressive children were 50% more likely than non-aggressive children toeassum
hostility when the intent was ambiguous. In a similar study, Waas (1989) also found
that aggressive third and fifth grade boys made more hostile attributions in cmnpar
with low aggressive peers, while Price and Landsverk’s (1998) research findings
revealed that increased hostile attribution biases significantly pedditaladaptive
aggressive behaviors in a sample of children placed in foster care.

As illustrated above, reactive aggressive children tend to over-attribute hostile
intentions to peers in comparison with non-aggressive peers. There is evidence,
however, that such attribution bias primarily occurs in ambiguous social itsLaltn
other words, similar to non-aggressive children, aggressives alter teaiiont
attribution appropriately when information about a peer's intention is cleadgmed

(Parke & Slaby, 1983). For example, Waas (1988) found no differences between the

54



attributions of aggressive children and non aggressive children, when both groups were
presented with information about a child's characteristic peer interactiovidrsha
However, when the children were presented with ambiguous situations where no
information about a child's intentions or social behavior was provided, aggressive
children made more hostile attributions than did non aggressive children.

It is important to remember that the above studies relied exclusively on Dodge
and colleagues’ SIP instrument which focuses on reactive aggression. Feashis, iit
remains unclear whether similar SIP attribution patterns could be found fotipeoa
aggression, although Crick and Dodge (1996) found no significant relation between
proactive aggression and hostile attribution biases using only their SIP instrument.
Seemingly more clear is that existing SIP research supports a positiekaion
between intention biases and reactive aggression. However, additional uncertainty
stems from the reliance on the SIP instrument since intent attributionseatydi
elicited from the examinees (i.e. examinees are asked “why” a hyipathmgtrson did
something to them). As such, it is possible that children who typically do not process
intentionality in making judgments would simply equate a negative action with a
negative intention and respond in kind. Whether aggressive children actually take the
time to consider their own or another person’s intentions when responding is, as of yet,
uncertain

Attributions and ethnicityResearch findings highlighting the influence of
attribution bias on behavior were further extended and replicated by Graham, Hudley,
and Williams (1992), with a sample of 7th and 8th grade African-American antbLati

students living in an urban environment and of a predominately low socioeconomic
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status. Although the initial subject pool consisted of approximately the same number of
boys and girls, the classification of aggression (based on teacher eatthgeer
nominations) extended predominately to boys (37 boys vs. 7 girls), as is tytheall

case in aggression research. For the ethnic minority study sample, the eapghcased

the well-documented finding that aggressive children and adolescents infer biase
intentions in ambiguous situations which, in turn, results in anger and an endorsement
of hostile responses to the perceived intent. The authors further contended that the
emotion of anger (how they feel) mediates the relationship between perceerdd int
(what they think) and intentions or goals behind responses (how they intend to act). In
a later study by the authors (Graham & Hudley, 1994), aggressive and nonaggressi
African American males were primed or not primed to perceive a peer ptiovoaa
intentional, and then attributed intentionality to that peer. Results revalegven

when aggressive males were not primed to perceive acts as intentionalntiesi/tte

make more hostile attributions of intent than did nonaggressive males.

Additional research examining child attribution biases and ethnicity were
conducted within a social-cognitive domain framework using instruments other than
Crick and Dodge’s SIP instruments. Although the procedures and measures differed
from those used by Dodge and Colleagues, study findings provide revealing
information regarding the effects of ethnicity on social decision-makidg#rnbution
biases. In the studies, (i.e. Margie, Killen, Sinno & McGlothlin, 2005; McGlothlin,
Killen, & Edmonds, 2005; and Mcglothlin & Killen, 2006a) third and fourth grade
participants were given pictures of four ambiguous situations reflectingt@abte

transgressions involving money, toys, an academic scenario, and playground swings.
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For each situation, there was a cross-race version in which the White ehaasthe
potential perpetrator and the African-American character was ttimyand vice-
versa. Following exposure to each card, the participants were askeesao$eri
guestions regarding their interpretation of the scenario including intentitruagn,
along with questions about other relevant topics. All studies differed on thepzantsc
examined (i.e. ethnic majority—White versus ethnic minority—African Acaer,
Asian, and Latino) as well as their contextual environments (i.e. ethnically
heterogeneous or homogenous school).

Results of the studies revealed that White participants attending an kghnica
homogeneous school displayed a racial bias when attributing intentions to children
involved in interracial situations. With one small exception, a similaradidbution
bias was not found for White or non-White (i.e. African-American, Latino, and Asian
American children) participants attending an ethnically heteragenschool, thereby
demonstrating the import of one’s contextual environment upon racial biases. Upon
further analysis (McGlothlin & Killen, 2006b), results revealed that the biasagiespl
by the White children attending homogenous schools was not one of out-group
negativity, but of a positive in-group bias. In other words, the White participants
attending homogenous schools rated the behavior of pictured White characters as more
positive than did the children in the heterogeneous schools; they did not, however, rate
the behavior of the African-American characters as any more nedaivelid the
students attending heterogeneous schools. Differences in race-reldedaitbiases

for gender and age were examined but not found.
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In conclusion, important information regarding the import of contextual
environment on race-related attribution biases has been revealed for schootsstifa m
White and mixed-race composition, and has not yet been examined for schools of a
mostly non-White population.

Attributions and socioeconomstatus. Community health research has further
examined the role of socioeconomic status on intention attribution and resulting
behavior. In this research, poverty has been identified to be a strong predictolsof leve
of continuing violence, while lower socioeconomic status in children is associdked wi
higher levels of hostile attributions, even in ambiguous situations, resulting in a higher
rate of aggressive behaviors (Chen & Matthews, 2001; Pettit, Dodge & Brown, 1988).
Furthermore, this heightened occurrence of aggressiveness in young childrearof
socioecomonic status is not fully explainable by family structures (StaD&n&

Silva, 1994).

Response generation and aggressidme hostile attributions that children make
about a peer's intentions serve as a strong predictor of the behaviors generated |
response to a social situation. For example, Dodge (1980) found that when second,
fourth, and sixth grade children attributed behavior to a hostile intent, they would
respond with aggression 60% of the time, as compared with only 24% of the time when
behavior was attributed to a benign intent. Both aggressive and nonaggressive children
showed this pattern of aggressive responses in accordance with intention @ttributi
Intuitively such a pattern makes sense, as even nonaggressive children asstifieel
responding with aggression if they perceive a malicious intent. However, Dodge's

study (1980) also found that when the situation is ambiguous, only aggressive boys
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reported that they would respond with aggression, thus differentiating them friom the
nonaggressive peers. Unfortunately, Dodge’s study did not differentiatedretw
proactive and reactive aggression. As such, it is unclear whether resposisgigen
and aggression is different for both subtypes of aggression.

Response evaluation and aggressidggressive children also tend to evaluate
their responses differently than do their nonaggressive peers. A study byririck a
Ladd (1990) examined the response evaluations of third and fifth grade children using
Dodge and colleagues’ SIP instrument. Results indicated that socially incampete
aggressive children tend to anticipate more positive instrumental and interpersona
outcomes from their aggressive responses than do more competent peers. In order to
determine whether the study’s finding of increased positive evaluations fesagwy
applied only to reactive aggression, a follow up study parceled out and compared
proactive and reactive aggressors. Smithmyer, Hubbard, and Simons (2000)ctollecte
outcome expectancies for aggression data, as well as staff-ratings.ctiye and
reactive aggression for a sample of 86 incarcerated adolescent boys ages 18¢0 18. T
authors discovered that although both types of aggressors evaluate their responses
positively, proactive aggressors tend to perceive favorable consequences of@ygress
significantly more frequently than do reactive aggressors. Moreover,ntisgiwas
supported regardless of whether the outcome expectancies were assessed using
hypothetical vignettes describing proactive or reactive aggressive behaie
authors conclude that proactive and reactive aggressors indeed hold social cognitions

that are different from one another, and should be studied accordingly.
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Developmental trends in social information processiAihough social
information processing theorists emphasize stability and innateness tasprgces
styles, they also indicate that development does occur in the types of strasegidxy
children to process information (Siegler, 1983; Dodge & Price, 1994). In a study
examining age differences and social information processing, 7, 9, and 12 yearsold boy
were presented with a variety of aggressive incidents, some involving a téckiray
another child and others appearing more accidental (Shantz and Vogdanoff, 1973). The
authors found that the younger the child, the less able he was to distinguish between
accidental and intentional incidents, and the more likely he was to reactlgitailar
intentional or aggressive provocation. It is important to note that the above aggressive
incidents contained a high degree of subtleness and ambiguity; conversely, as
mentioned earlier when a situation is unambiguous even preschool children have been
found to correctly discern information about an aggressive act such as a provoker’s
intentions (Rotenberg, 1980).

In an additional study examining social information processing and age
differences amongsf'12", and & graders (Dodge & Price, 1994), the authors found
that older children were more relevant than younger children in the followira soc
information processing skills: Encoding of hostile and non-hostile cues; acguratel
interpreting hostile and non-hostile intentions; generating more behagepanses;
endorsing fewer aggressive responses; and demonstrating greatertslehaating
selected responses. Amongst what the authors referred to as “non-skilsgimgce
variables, only one significant effect was found: When presented with ambiguous

situations, older children were significantly more likely to demonstratetdenos
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attribution bias to a hypothetical peer, than were younger children. The saene phat
increased hostile attribution bias with age was not found for hypothetical teachers
Unfortunately, inaccurately biased interpretations of ambiguous situatioss hafte

negative consequences. For example, in an earlier study, Dodge and Coie (1987) found
that third graders who inaccurately interpreted peer intentions were cagitlji more

likely than same-age, accurate peers to display over-reactive aggressivetsehA

similar effect was not found for the study’s first graders.

In sum, research suggests that the accuracy and slant by which an individual
interprets peer intentions is predictive of aggression levels and is influenege byt
present, an explanation for this phenomenon of increased attribution errors toward
peers and thus, aggression with age has not yet been determined, although the authors
note that they are “surprised” by the findings. One possible explanation could be as
follows: With maturation comes increased experience and hence, additional
opportunities to develop biased schemas. These biased schemas, in turn, hinder an
individual’s ability to accurately surmise and interpret a social situatautifg to
socially maladaptive behaviors such as aggression. Unfortunately, such hypotheses
have not been examined because existing aggression and social informationngrocess
studies have not yet explored the role of schema-formation in social information
processing skills in general, and interpretation skills, in particular. Morgibver
important to consider that the intent attributions cited in the above aggression studies
were directly elicited. It is possible that children who, in real life, do not psoce
intentionality when making judgments simply equate an action with a negative

intention when explicitly prompted to give an intent attribution.
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The Present Study

Taken together, it is clear that schemas and social information procesisg sk
are theoretically interrelated and serve as strong predictors of aggrédghough
related, the specific SIP steps have been studied with schemas only inferred as
influencing the SIP steps. For instance, Crick and Dodge (1994) have conjectured that
aggressive children possess aggressive schemas which influence socialtiaoform
processing, particularly at the encoding, interpretation, and goal formadjus) st
resulting in the enactment of dysfunctional social behaviors. Concurrémbg social
behaviors are said to impact upon a social interaction, thus resulting in the confirming
or disconfirming of existing schemas. The schema-SIP cycle, then, has been
conceptualized by Dodge and his colleagues as reciprocal, although no studies have
explored and hence substantiated this conceptualization.

Oneexplanation for this gap in research is the limited information gleaned from
favored measurement instruments such as the SIP instruments. The presetiiestudy
attempts to fill in some existing gaps in aggression research by revaading
investigating the underlying schemas and information processing skiisiai®d with
reactive and proactive aggression. Parallel with existing researdtuthefocuses on
the intent and response generation aspects of social information processing by
elementary students, and how these relate to reactive and proactive aggresston in bot
overt and covert forms. However, the present study is unique in its investigation of
these social information processing steps using a variety of measurestemhents,
and not just Dodge and colleague’s popular SIP instruments. The reasons for using

additional instruments include the ability to obtain information that is géynet
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covered by Dodge and colleague’s SIP instruments such as information alsndi#he
cognitive skills and processes that lie behind aggressive behaviors, as well as
information pertaining to schemas.

Limitations of Current Assessment Strategies

Dodge and his colleagues have underscored an attachment-based schema theory
to guide their social information processing model, and have posited that a link between
schemas and aggressive behavior are responsible for their research findings. For
example, Crick and Dodge (1994) hypothesized that an “over-reliance on preexisting
schemas may be partly responsible for problematic social behavior and resutiadg
maladjustment” (p.78). Further, they proposed that such “schema-based processing”
may interrupt the deliberate and careful processing of social cues, thusigeisulti
inaccurate and biased interpretations of social interactions. Crick and Dodge’s
hypothesis was based, in part, on earlier research conducted by Dodge and Tomlin
(1987) who found that aggressive children tended to rely more heavily on information
not presented in the social stimuli (i.e. schemas), when interpreting and responding to
social situations. In addition, Dodge and Newman (1981) found that aggressive boys
use fewer environmental cues when processing social information, than do
nonaggressive boys.

Despite Dodge and colleague’s reliance on schema theory, their social
information processing instruments do not measure many aspects of persamaksche
(although public schemas may be uncovered). Attimes, in fact, it can be difficult to
distinguish between public schemas (i.e. stereotyped responses based on cultstal nor

or what a person thinks he/she shaidij and personal schemas, (i.e. individual
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responses, or what a person actutillgks he/she would do in a given situation). In

addition, the schemas behind the answers are generally not accessible thirough Si
answers. In other words, the Social Information Processing scal@mwiyg whether
or not the child attributes hostile intent to a hypothetical peer’s neutral behavior;
however, one cannot determine the reasons for this attribution. For example, is the
hostile attribution due to a general mistrust of people’s motives because of past poor
relationships or is it because the child does not take the time to or does not have the
schema complexity needed to consider a peer’s intentions before reacticigarri
Dodge (1994) admit that under certain conditions, children's responding may not result
in the enactment of all social information processing steps. For exampleatiosi
involving high arousal, the authors contend that processing without thinking is more
likely. Moreover, the SIP instrument vignettes only pull for reactions to a pedcei
provocation; therefore, the SIP primarily assesses reactive and not praggfigssion.
If we are to understand how intentionality and other SIP steps relate to childhood
reactive and proactive aggression, then the underlying schemas need to be uncovered.
Projective Instruments

Projective instruments are a commonly used method for assessing scheinas. Suc
methods are more proficient than self-reports at revealing underlying aslseme
one’s awareness of and ability to report schemas becomes less likelyre/aadi
schema automaticity is achieved (Shirk, 1998). Furthermore, projective insteuane
able to reveal schemas oftentimes without examinee awarenes&@elsron the
other hand, generally elicit only consciously held generalizations abatibnships that

are both socially acceptable and defendable. Of course, in order to assess shegmas, t
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must first be activated since research has shown that schemas, though preésert, wil

be reported if they are not first activated (Segal, 1988). As such, Persons (1993) advises
assessing schemas using projective stimuli general enough to beesalfitar

emotionally evocative, rather than merely using the characterigticatt

guestionnaires and rating instruments used in most research on aggression.

Specifically, the use of projective stories or narratives to assessachas
been recommended by Westin and colleagues (1992), as well as by Shirk (1998). The
authors reason that such instruments will likely uncover schemas, since tiie a
forming narratives involves activating schemas (Buchsbaum, et al, 1992). These
activated schemas, of course, have been formed by prior interpersonadecgeri
which, in turn, depict actual functioning. In a study by Van Horn (1996), participants
were presented with an emotionally laden vignette and then asked to imagine
themselves in the depicted situation and predict others’ responses to their peatlicam
Van Horn found that the participants’ interpersonal predictions were signtifica
correlated with their actual past interpersonal experiences in sitlatians, as well
as with their levels of depression.

In addition to gleaning important information about past experiences, narrative
techniques are valuable tools for evaluating the social cognitive bases edsaggy
including social information processing steps, because of their use of a stoay. for
Social information processing steps, even as conceptualized by Dodge andieslleag
tend to fit naturally into the structure of a story where there is a beginninigdée,
and an end. The “story” depicted within the SIP is the language of experience, both in

the form of a hypothetical social situation, as well as the prior experiarftesicing
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decision-making in that social situation. The greatest difference betiieen S
hypothetical stories and projective narrative stories, is the scope of thelgtived by

the examiner. The SIP stories elicit only pieces of an examinee’s exgsriendhose
which apply directly to a hypothetical situation. Projective narratives, onltee ot

hand, are general enough to elicit any variety of experiences, depending os what i
most salient to the examinee. From projective narratives, examineeasllygoravide
information about how they define and understand a problem, as well as information
about how such definitions and understandings relate to actions taken. Furthermore,
projective narratives do not provide explicit prompts that elicit intentiomatioins or
outcome expectations; if an individual is not prone to consider another’s intentions or
consequences of their actions before responding, that tendency is made obvious on a
projective narrative. As such, projective narratives have the potential to uncover
different and more complex qualities of social cognitions than do Dodge and
Colleagues’ SIP instruments. Additionally, projective narratives have tility &

elicit social cognitions related to both proactive and reactive aggressiaeastiee

SIP instruments pull for reactive aggression.

In sum, it is clear that projective narrative instruments hold much potential for
revealing important information about the social cognitive bases of aggression.
Unfortunately, despite apparent benefits, projective narratives haweheutilized in
research studying the social-cognitive bases of aggression. In respomsesémg
study goes beyond present research to not only assess social informatiosipgoces

patterns using Dodge and colleagues’ SIP instruments, it also uses ayeojacttive
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instrument to assess both social information processing patterns and the sblaémas
drive them.
Summary

In summary, the present study investigates how the intent and response
generation aspects of information processing by a “normal” population ofrdkmye
students relates to reactive and proactive aggression, as rated by tgesrerand the
self. Given the low inter-rater agreement noted in previous aggression stuglies (
Crick & Dodge, 1994; Dodge & Coie, 1987), the multiple informants used in this study
i.e. the classroom teacher, other students, and oneself, should similarly disagree about
aggression levels. “Aggression”, for the purposes of this study, is limiteddives
and proactive aggression taking into consideration its overt and covert forms.
Additionally, the cognitive processes underlying both reactive and proactivesamggr
are examined since they so often co-occur (Gocool, 2006), are rarely studiadrioget
and have distinct implications for understanding aggression.

The cognitive processes associated with aggression in children are ekamine
using a variety of instruments: Dodge and colleague’s SIP instrumesedisais
capture intention attributions and resulting responses in a hypotheticabsituAti
storytelling technique is used to assess information processing, in@regeal
additional information about the intent, response generation, and outcome expectation
steps captured in the SIP. For example, information about underlying relationship
schemas and information processing skills is revealed by the projectivarnast.
This information helps to determine, for example, whether differences in aggress

behaviors exist between children who make biased intention attributions, and children
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who have low information processing skills. Moreover, the information yields valuable
information about how the perceived purpose or intent behind a provocation relates to
the intention behind the response. Finally, the present study includes children with a
range of socioeconomic status and mixed gender in a sample comprised pf mostl
Latinos and African Americans, and examines effects of gender and age atertie i
and response generation aspects of information processing, as well as onaggress
Research Questions and Hypotheses
As previewed in chapter one (introduction), the overarching research question is as
follows: How does social information processing as measured by the SIP and TAT
relate to various ways of subtyping aggression including reactive and proastivel] a
as verbal and physical aggression as reported by teachers, peerd;?and sel

Unlike previous studies which treated SIP steps as distinct entities and often
tended to study selected steps, this investigation examines the various steps
simultaneously. In addition, the present study examines how the SIP and TAT predict
the various types of aggression. Finally, gender and age variables are exianenas
of their relation to social information processing patterns as wetj@gssion types.
Listed below are the five research questions with their hypotheses, ietiehand the
hypotheses and data analyses procedures.
The following individual research questions are investigated:

1. How do the SIP measures’ intention and response formation steps relate to

proactive and reactive aggressive behavior in the classroom adyateachers, peers

and self?
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For the purposes of this study, intention stegber to SIP step two,
“interpretation” and SIP step three, “goal selection.” These are évgpectives on
“intent,” one—attribution of intent of the ambiguous provocation and two—intent
behind the response to the provocation or the goal that the response is aimed to attain.

Response formation stepglude SIP step four, “response generation” and SIP step

five, “response evaluation.” The intention and response formation steps (and the four
SIP steps that comprise them) are examined in terms of their relation tovereac
reactive aggression using correlation analyses.

It is hypothesized that the findings gleaned from the SIP instruments will
largely parallel those of Dodge and colleagues (e.g. Dodge and Price, 1994; Dodge and
Tomlin, 1987). Specifically, it is reasonable to expect the following: 1a) Hdos
attribution bias will be positively correlated with reactive aggoessut not
necessarily to proactive aggression (Crick & Dodge, 1996). 1b) In addition, hostile
intent attributions should be correlated with higher aggression scores ovefall. 2)
hostile attribution bias (i.e. interpretation of another person’s intentioti)awi
positively correlated with an individual’s own intent or goal of malice behind the
aggressive response. Any differences for proactive and reactive aggegesors
uncertain as research has not yet examined aggression types in reldte8s1® t
response generation step 3) Perceived positive outcomes for aggresawerbeh
should be correlated with proactive aggression, but not reactive aggression, as
previously demonstrated (Smithmyer, Hubbard & Simons, 2000). 4) The SIP response
generation step is more likely to be associated with self-reported siggrédsan with

peer and teacher-rated aggressidre correlation between SIP and self-reported
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aggression should be stronger than the relationships between SIP and both peer and
teacher rated aggression. The rationale behind a stronger expected relatiansdep be
SIP and self-reports of aggression is that the SIP functions as a selfefdpmw one
would react to a hypothetical situation. This connection is not necessarilgtexpe
between TAT measures and source of rating.
An expected pattern based on the literature is that correlations will betmodes

since the present study examines a “normal” population, similar to Dodgeie@d Pr
study (1994), that has not been selected based on extreme group membership by way of
aggression. In addition, correlations for the various SIP steps in relation toy@oac
and reactive aggression may be diminished due to the high correlation (.845)
documented between proactive and reactive aggression. (Dodge & Coie, 1987; Gocool,
2006). In an attempt to correct for the blending of reactive and proactive aggr&ssi
illustrated by their high correlations, only those components which are de¢erma
factor analyses to be distinct categories are used (Potter, 2006).

2. Howare these same variables, noted above, reframed when measured in the

context of a TAT story?

The information gleaned from this question are based on correlation analysis,
and concentrate on the overlaps and associations between social informationngrocess
steps and schemas. The hypotheses pertaining to this question, therefaréllves
5) The conceptualization of the various social information processing stéips 8P
and TAT will be very different, such that the two instruments will not be related to one
another. This hypothesis is expected because TAT stories tend to be moreynaturall

formatted where the examinee is not instructed about what kind of story to tell, and is
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not asked specific questions about the story. On the other hand, the SIP instruments
provide a story for the examinee that contains a repeated theme (i.e. thpgraras

the victim of an ambiguous unpleasant action by another person). The examinee is then
asked a series of scripted questions about the story which are tied directlyadcidhe s
information processing steps as conceptualized by Crick and Dodge (1994). As such,
the SIP instrument format tends to be less natural and may not accuragetywett a
person would actually do in a given situation. The information pertaining to this
hypothesis is dealt with descriptively. 6) It is also hypothesizeddhsatdccurate, less
complex, and less organized schemas, as measured by the TAT, are expected to
positively correlate with aggressive and reactive cognitions as mddsutee SIP.

This pattern is expected since poorly organized schemas will likely talledhee
resources away from social information processing resulting in a failuonsider a
person’s intentions and the consequences of one’s actions before reacting to a
provocation. It follows, then, that 7) stories not dealing with intention at all (i.e.
intention attribution and goal formation) will likely be associated withileositent
attribution and aggressive response as measured by the SIP.

The questions regarding whether an intention is actually stated, as well as
whether the intention is hostile or neutral, is addressed using correlatigsisnal
Moreover, correlation analysis was used to determine whether schemaxitynpb
measured by the TAT, is related to a hostile attribution bias, as measuhed3iiPt
Addressing these questions will provide information regarding (a) whethex
information processing steps are spontaneously provided when telling a story and (b

whether individuals who act or react in an aggressive manner and/or have poor schema
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complexity actually consider the intentions of others when determining how teebeha
in a given situation.

3. How do schemas, as measured by the TAT, relate to proactive and reactive
aggressive behavior as rated by teachers, peers, and self?

Differences between proactive and reactive aggressors’ intentionaictezk
to be revealed on the TAT using correlation analysis since unlike the SIP iastsum
the TAT presents mostly ambiguous situations that pull for neither proactive nor
reactive aggression. The TAT was coded using portions of Teglasi’'s CoditegrBy
(2001) as well as a coding system designed for the present study which captures
components of a story specific to Dodge and colleague’s social informaticaspirag
steps.

Although not yet researched with the TAT, it is likely that the two
components of intentionality (i.e. perceived intent of others and one’s own intentions
behind actions) will differ for proactive and reactive aggressors. As sedbllibwing
hypotheses are expected: 8) Parallel to Crick and Dodge’s (1996) study usirtgeonly t
SIP instruments, the inaccurate perception of others’ intentions as hostbe wil
positively correlated with reactive but not proactive aggression. As $iotight not
explored in Crick and Dodge’s study, it is hypothesized that 9) On the TAT, presence
of goals/intentions and congruence between actions and outcomes will eomidtat
peer and teacher rated aggression, both reactive and proactive. It is als@ ploasibl
some reactive aggressors will have no intentions behind their actions, since their
response to a provocation, insult, or adversity may occur as an impulse and without a

clear goal. On the other hand, it is hypothesized that 10) the actions ofygroact
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aggressors will be driven by a clear goal and will not share an intentieif-dkfense
since hostile attribution biases are less likely amongst this group. Insteackj\e
aggressors will likely intend for their actions to be instrumental in meeting gEne
determined goal. It is important to again mention that an accurate difé&ti@mti
between reactive and proactive aggression is challenging due to overlagméte
two types of aggression. However, only those components which are determined via
factor analyses to be distinct categories are used.

At this time, research literature has not examined the relationship betwee
TAT performance and peer, teacher, and self reported aggression. Previogshstueie
focused on the aggressive content of TAT stories, (see review by Teglasi, 1993)
however there has not been an investigation that used a variety of informants or focused
on the qualities of schemas and general intent as reactive or instrumentah Asisuc
unclear which informant’s ratings will have the strongest relationship with TA
variables, still there are some expected patterns: It is possible tha¢pads might
relate more closely with performance on the TAT storytelling taskgegpeers may be
the more accurate gauges of behavior. On the other hand, the peers in the current study
are young (i.e. 6-8 years old) and may not yet perceive peer behaviorsamitacgc
Teachers, on the other hand, may be privy to more socially desirable behaviorstamongs
their students. As such, teacher reports may correlate more strongly witirthe
instruments which similarly pull for socially desirable informationf 8sorts of one’s
own behavior may be less accurate due to the reporter’s desire to appelyr social
desirable, thus diminishing self-report correspondence with the TAT. However, the

SIP instruments are essentially a self-report and this source overlapsuodyn
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stronger relations between self-report and SIP than other informants. Alttieug

above possibilities are, as of yet unfounded, what is founded and thus expected, is that
participant aggression levels will be influenced by their informants, whachér,

peer, and self-raters will likely rate student aggression differently.

4. How do demographic variables (i.e. gender and age) relate to aggression and
social cognition?

The answer to this question, based on correlational analyses, involves the
following hypotheses: 11) Gender differences for the relationship betweiah s
information processing and socially competent behavior are not expected. As such,
findings are expected to parallel Dodge and Price’s (1994) study findings for
“normal” population of boys and girls, as well as McGlothlin and Killen’s (2006)
findings of no gender effects for attribution biases based on race.

What is unclear is whether females will display similar differefcethe
aggression types. Expected patterns based on the literature (i.e. Crick andeGrotpet
1995) include a possible increase of proactive aggression levels for dinetboys,
manifesting in decreased levels of overt aggression for females.

Also examined using correlation analysis is differences due to age Bere
very slight age range within this study (i.e. 7-9 year olds), age effecéxpected to be
small. Even so, an expected pattern based on existing literature is thafereycés
in social information processing due to age should parallel the trend found by Dodge
and Price (1994) where older age is associated with greater relevaocng
environmental cues and fewer endorsements of aggressive responses. Also like Dodge

and Price’s study, a slightly greater hostile attribution bias is pedsibblder children
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toward hypothetical peers on both the SIP instruments and the TAT. Similarly, the
trend toward fewer aggressive responses with age should occur primarilysfor les
aggressive study participants; older, aggressive participants should digpkster
hostile attribution bias and respond in kind. Finally, reactive aggression rates may
lessen somewhat, since reactive aggression is generally carmgltdterounger age
(Connor, Stengard, Cunningham, Anderson & Melloni, 2004).

Importantly, the present study sample consists of children from predominately
African American, and to a lesser extent Hispanic, ethnic/race backgrauninds.
addition, the sample is of a mixed socioeconomic status (i.e. approximately bne-hal
gualifies to receive “free lunch” at school). As such, it is possible that Shatiygs
could mirror those of the Baltimore Prevention Trials study (1994) where bo¢h mal
and female aggressive behavior rates increased with age and were higherdiean st
conducted with higher SES samples. Moreover, although some differences ateagxpe
for male and female forms of aggression, these differences are bkadysmall. Such
low within group variations are expected given the findings of the Baltimoveiren
Trials (1994), which suggest that low SES may be related to decreased gender
differences for aggression.

5. When predicting aggression from self, peer, and teacher perspectives, what
are the unique contributions of schema and social information processing components?

In order to address this question, multiple regression analyses is run tanconfir
or disconfirm the following hypotheses: 12) TAT variables are more predatdtive
teacher and peer-rated aggressive behaviors than SIP variables and 13pBI€svar

are more predictive of self-rated aggressive behaviors than TAT varidhlesaabove

75



hypotheses are expected because the TAT measures a person’s peewhalhiat a
person would actually do in a given situation. Similarly, teachers and peensire
likely to observe what that person actually does, thereby likely correspondieg m
closely with the TAT. On the other hand, the SIP instruments measure a sesof skill
that are influenced by an awareness of what constitutes sociallyotiesiedaviors, in
other words, how a person shoudspond in certain situations. Because self-ratings of
aggression are likely to be influenced by the same awareness of soGathplde

behaviors, self-ratings should be better predicted by the SIP.

76



Chapter 3: Methods

Study Design

The present study was part of a larger longitudinal project in which children
were interviewed during the fall and spring of the 2002-2003 academic year.
Depending upon the instrument used, archival data from either fall (time 1) or spring
(time 2) was used.
Participants

The participants in this study included 107 children enrolled in a public
elementary school located outside of Washington, D.C. The elementary school
population was culturally and racially diverse, although the clear majordyidénts
were of African-American descent. In addition, the participants wemaxcd
socioeconomic status with 48.3 percent of the elementary school students quedifying
receive free/reduced lunch. Participants were from three second giasi®coms. Fifty
seven second graders participated (23, 19, and 15 from each class; 53%) and 50 third
graders participated (16, 16, and 18 from each class; 47%).

The patrticipants consisted of 64 males (60%) and 43 females (40%).
Approximately 67% of the children were classified by the school as AfAcaarican,
17% as Latino, 11% as Asian, and 5% as White. In addition, according to their general
and special education teachers, several children were receiving spad@swhere
26.2% received ESOL services (English for Speakers of Other Language®),

received special education services, and 0.9% received speech and langueg® servi
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Procedure

Six trained school psychology graduate students, including the author of this
study, administered two one-hour interviews to individual study participants kathe
of 2002. Both interviews (i.e. interview one and interview two) occurred within two
weeks of each other, and were conducted by the same interviewer. Prior to data
collection, the supervising school psychologist and two school psychology graduate
students spoke with each classroom about the study, citing the study’s purpose as
“activities about friendship and how children get along with others.” Letters sent
home to student families describing the study, along with consent forms whehowver
be signed and returned to the classroom teacher. The wording of the letters and
informed consent forms varied according to which of three experimental conditéons t
child’s classroom was assigned. All children, regardless of assignednesupiadi
condition, were asked to participate in the two interviews and all informed consent
forms included permission for these interviews and for teachers to complet& seve
measures.

To encourage timely return of consent forms, children were promised a choice
of school-appropriate rewards or “prizes” such as markers and sticker$angedor
signed forms. Graduate students visited participating classrooms and publicly
distributed the rewards, which were made visible through a clear, plastic blagehi
were given their choice of rewards for returning signed consent fogasdtess of
whether their parents or guardians gave or withheld consent. Only thoserchitdrge

parents or guardians gave consent were selected to participate in the study.
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Classroom teachers were given standardized behavior rating forms to @emplet
for each participating child. Substitute teachers were arranged fdrdgalah order to
allow teachers time to complete the forms. Meanwhile, child participaarts
individually escorted from the classroom by a graduate student for theimeoiee
interviews. Interviews were conducted in a variety of private setitrajsding the
school counselor’s office, a testing room, and a storage space.

In an effort to minimize potential effects due to multiple interviewers, the
graduate student interviewers trained one another on the various instruments. In
addition, the graduate students practiced standardized interview introductions and
assessment administrations, and administered all protocols in the same oeder. D
variability of participant reading level, interviewers read protocahstéo participants
and also provided a written version for them to follow. Confidentiality issues were
discussed with students prior to beginning both interviews. Specific administration
procedures differed somewhat for the two interviews and are detailed below.

Interview one.At the start of the first interview, the interviewer presented the
child participant with an assent form, written in age-appropriate langlihgdorm
briefly described the study and asked the participants whether they wouldcaagree
answer questions about their feelings, classroom experiences, and relatioitkhips w
peers. If the child agreed to be interviewed, he or she was asked to signrithe asse
form. If the child chose not to participate, he or she was escorted back to theoaass
All of the children elected to participate in the interviews.

Once child assent was obtained, the interviewer proceeded with the standardized

introduction and administered the Social Information Processing (SIP) instisime
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(i.e. “Home Interview with Child” and “Things That Happen to Me”), followed by
Thematic Apperception Test (TAT) cards #1, 2, 4, 7GF and 8 BM and concluding with
The Listening Test. Participant responses to the SIP instruments and TAT wer
recorded verbatim onto a recording form and sheets of paper, respectiaelglition,
responses were audio-taped in order to ensure that all responses wegzl cafttine
conclusion of interview one, the child was given a piece of candy, sticker, dutolor
pencil as a token of appreciation for participating, and escorted back togtaota.
Interview two. Interview two was conducted within two weeks of interview
one. Each child participant was reminded of interview one’s signed assent form, and
was asked whether he or she would still like to participate. Upon ascertaining
participant agreement, each child was handed a depiction of their classroom layout
including seating locations for each of their classmates. Administratitve of t
sociometric peer nomination measure followed and participant nominations were
recorded onto an accompanying form. A qualitative measure to gaugerchildre
understanding of peer support, as well as a measure rating the importanee of pe
support was then administered, though not used in the current study. The Bullying
Behavior and Peer-Victimization Scales, a self-report instrument, @as th
administered. Upon completion of interview two, the student was again given a token
of appreciation (e.g. stickers, candy), and escorted back to the classroom.
Measures
Social Information Processing Measures

The following section is organized into brief descriptions of each instrument
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used in the current study, followed by administration and coding procedures, and
concluding with each instrument’s psychometric properties.
Dodge and Colleagues’ Social Information Processing Instrument (SIP)

Description. Dodge and his colleagues originally developed their SIP Scale due
to an “interest in the specific processing and judgment events leading to eggiess
situations of interpersonal confrontation or conflict” (Zelli & Dodge, 1999). Each SIP
Scale subtest measures specific social information processing steps.clmrent
investigation, two SIP Scale subtests were used to assess the four socratioh
processing steps of elementary-aged children. Specifically, the subtese“H
Interview with the Child” measurddtent AttributionsandResponse Selectiowhile
“Things that Happen to Me” measur&aal ClarificationandOutcome Expectations
Both SIP subtests share four hypothetical scenarios, two of which involve ambiguous
situations that are provocative (e.g. bumped into by another student), and two
involving problematic peer-group entry (e.g. not being allowed to join a lunch table).
All scenarios were designed so that the intention of the peer(s) is ambigucast(Pri
Landsverk, 1998). These particular scenarios were considered relevant and gtioblem
situations for elementary school-age children (Dodge, 1993).

Administration and codingFor each scenario or “story” children were asked to
imagine themselves as the protagonist involved in the situation. They were then
informed that they would be asked some questions about “why the other kid in the story
did what he/she did, and what they would do about it.” During administration,
antagonist names were altered within the scenarios in order to match thipauart

gender, since most young children have been found to connect more readily to same-
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gender peers (Fabes, Martin, & Hanish, 2003). All scenarios were read to therchil

by the examiner and accompanied by a laminated drawing depictinguiBosif in

order to ensure participant comprehension. Participant responses were audiotaped and
recorded verbatim on the standardized administration form. An example of a
hypothetical scenario used in the study is below:

“Pretend that you are standing on the playground playing catch with a kid
named Todd/Jessica and he/she catches the ball. You turn around and the next thing
you realize is that Todd/Jessica has thrown the ball and hit you in the middle of your
back. The ball hits you hard and it hurts a lot.”

Following each scenario, the examiner asked study participants questi@nsingrt
to the specified social information processing steps.

Intentions and response accegthe “Home Interview with the Child” assessed
examinee interpretations of the antagonist’s intentions, as well as respoes® a
Following the reading of a hypothetical scenario, children’s attribubbastagonist
intentions were attained by asking participants to state why the arsiigottie
scenario acted the way he or she did. The responses were immediatdlpytue
interviewer using binary coding with a code of (1) as benign / non-hostile intent and (2)
as hostile intent, with the higher score (i.e. “2”) considered aggressive. évent of a
vague participant response (e.g. “he hit me in the back with a ball, becauseat®’s
examiners used scripted queries until the response was scorable. The raosgebdd
scores across the four scenarios is 4 through 8 with 4 being less aggressive agd 8 bein
most aggressive. The children were then prompted to verbalize what they would do in

response to the hypothetical situation. These responses were immediatelyscdded a
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doing nothing, (2) a comment or question (such as “why”), (3) commanding the peer or
seeking adult intervention, (4) threatening the peer or seeking adult punishment, and (5)
retaliating physically or verbally. Of the five codes, only the last #gponse codes
are considered to be aggressive, according to Dodge and colleagues’ coizediptual

Response codes were evaluated individually across the four scenarios with the
range of possible scores as 4 through 20 with 4 being least aggressive and 20 being
most aggressive. Response codes were also summed with intention attributisn score
with higher scores indicating elevated levels of aggression. The range iblgpeseres
for combined response with intention attribution scores is 8 through 28 with 8 being
least aggressive and 28 being most aggressive.

Goal clarification and outcome expectatioriBhe “Things That Happen to Me”
scale immediately followed the “Home Interview with the Child” and assks
children’s goal setting and evaluations of aggressive responses to peanskiat
dilemmas. During administration, the interviewer again read the four seeasvud
to the child, one-at-a-time, then asked the child to answer two sets of questions about
how effective aggressive responses would be. The child was prompted to answer “yes”
or “no” to indicate whether the aggressive response was 1) effective atimagita
friendship with a peer in the scenario (i.e. friendship goal), 2) instrumentdlieveng
a desired outcome (i.e. instrumental goal), and 3) whether it would be acceptable to
other children (i.e. social acceptance gdalaccordance with documented scoring
procedures (e.qg. Zelli & Dodge, 1999; Dodge & Price, 1994), the positive (yes)
responses were considered to be aggressive and assigned a higher scovehiles. 2)

the “no” responses were considered less aggressive and assigned a laveresdor
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The responses were then summed with the total across all responses to each of four
guestions from four scenarios (total items = 16) ranging from 16 (less aggy¢ss32
(most aggressive). Finally, the child was prompted to endorse one of thesesgoals a
most important to him or her when formulating a response; such information assesse
the child’s intentions behind their responses to peer provocation. A numeric code was
assigned to each endorsed goal (e.g. friendship, instrumental, or social aecgptdnc
in order to descriptively differentiate one code from another. Specifitdady,
following codes were assigned to goals: (1) in order to be friends with him &)fser (
he/she would stop (action) (3) so everyone else thinks | did the right thing. Thecmumer
codes will be included in the present study in a descriptive manner in order to show
what types of goals the study participants endorse.

SIP instrument validityStructural equation modeling with latent variables and a
series of confirmatory factor analyses were performed to examine ttigéywval both
SIP Scale subtests (i.e. Home Interview with Child and Things That Happer) to Me
over three years (Zelli, Dodge, Lochman, and Laird, 1999). In particular, cotdiyma
factor analyses were used to test four-factor measurement models hfof daee
years, that (a) allowed each of the measures’ items to load onto its hypathasior
(b) included one aggression beliefs latent factor and three social inforspadicgssing
latent factors (i.e. Intent Attributions, Response Access, and Response iBaafoata
total of four factors, and (c) proposed inter-factor correlations amongst latent
constructs. Results revealed a goodness-of-fit index of .96 or higher for each model,
suggesting very adequate model fitting. Moreover, all item loadings of thestiuiad

information processing factors were statistically significantliZeDodge, 1999).
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A nested-model approach examined any change in model-fitting due to either
(a) omitting clear distinctions among the three social-information processiradples
or (b) considering a single generalized cognitive construct. Results ideedéeline in
model fitting when compared with the four factor model, thus demonstrating
discriminate validity in the hypothesized constructs.

SIP instrument reliabilitylnter-rater reliability was calculated in the current
study for three trained raters based on their scoring of ten items per sectatgtéir
of 20 items in the “Home Interview with the Child”, and 20 items in the “Things That
Happen to Me” instruments.

The inter-rater reliability for the “Home Interview with the Childasvhigh for
Dodge & Price (1994) where two coders were present during the interview for 52
subjects and independently scored subject responses. Independent coder agreement was
100% for intention attribution and 84% for response access. In the current study,
reliability was determined across three trained raters where daclcoded then
compared 10 randomly selected items from the intention attribution and 10 randomly
selected items from the response access SIP steps. For intention atttibelinter-
rater agreement between three trained raters was calculated to ljiecO@othree
scorers agreed 90% of the time). For response access, the interyegeraag was
sufficient for the three trained raters and calculated to be 80% (i.e. allsitweers
agreed 80% of the time). The original rater’'s score was kept for each compbtient
SIP instrument because of the high consistency amongst raters.

The inter-rater reliability for the “Things that Happen to Me” SIPrursent

was high for Dodge & Price (1994). Once again, a second coder was present during
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participant interviews and both coders independently scored responses. Independent
coder agreement was 100% for response evaluation. In the present study, theesame t
trained raters described earlier also scored then compared 10 randontgdsedets

in the goal clarification and outcome expectations sections for a total of 20 Tteens
three rater’s reliability was calculated to be 90% (i.e. all three iIscageeed 90% of

the time). Again, the original rater’s score was kept for each component of the SIP
instrument because of the high consistency amongst raters.

Thematic Apperception Test (TAT)

The following section is organized into a brief description and rationale for
using the Thematic Apperception Test (TAT), followed by administration and coding
procedures, and concluding with the TAT’s psychometric properties (Murray, 1943).

Description.The Thematic Apperception Test (TAT) is a projective instrument
where pictures are selected from among 30 cards that depict one or morescharact
involved in an emotionally ambiguous situation, about which examinees tell stories.
According to Frank (1948), a fundamental assumption of the TAT is the “projective
hypothesis” which conceptualizes that a person’s specific needs, motivegyfeahd
cognitive structures influences how that person organizes and perceivesigrevital
stimuli. This original projective hypothesis is supported by contemporary aschem
theory. The building blocks underlying the “projection” achemasdefined by
Teglasi (2001) as “mental structures constituting internal represergati past
experiences that guide the interpretation of new experiences.” The TAreapt
person’s past perceptions and assists in the understanding of how past perceptions

influence how one interprets current situations (Fiske, Haslam & Fiske, 1991).
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Rationale.The TAT necessitates that the examinee tell a story about a pictured
scene that is emotionally charged, yet mostly ambiguous in content; as sliféérst
from the task posed by the SIP procedure. First, although the SIP vignettes are
ambiguous as to intent, the problem-solving steps are specifically prompted. Thus, the
child is asked to provide the intent and the response. In contrast, the narrator of a TAT
story is given the freedom to include or exclude elements such as “intentnahs” a
“response selection.” Moreover, aggression may or may not even occur in the story.
Equally important is that the story reveals the nature of the intentionstémain
relationships, accomplish a task, attain a reward or avoid discomfort). In @feect
TAT story reveals the schemas that are hypothesized to drive responseSIB the
thereby going beyond the SIP to capture not only currently available informatipn (
environmental cues), but also the past information that is organized in memory (e.g
relationships, cause-and-effect association). The TAT story rdvaalshe narrator
sizes up what is happening, including how events are organized (logical or cacise effe
connections, time frame, source of positive or negative emotions). As such, the content
and organization of the schemas add to understanding social-cognitive procdsses tha
underlie interpersonal behaviors, in general, as well as aggression. Questions about SIP
data that are potentially answerable through using the TAT include: “ifda ch
spontaneously considering intent or merely giving attributions in response to jpigpmpt
in a hypothetical situation?” In other words, in day to day interactions does tthe chil
actually consider intent? Does the child generate a response without loement?
Does a child have the cause effect understanding (skills) necessaryilfotiats

intent? The TAT can provide additional information about the relationship between
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intention attribution and subsequent actions taken since it allows for a more
spontaneous connection between actions and intentions that is not necessarily tied to an
aggressive context, permitting underlying schema to be revealed. Moreovéoryhe s
simultaneously connects all of the pieces which are separately evokesl Bt

instructions.

Administration.Standard administration procedures for the TAT were used
(Murray, 1943). In other words the examinees were instructed to provide the general
components of stories including what is happening in the pictured scene, what came
before, what the person or persons are thinking and how they are feeling, and finally
how the story ends. The following TAT cards were selected for administratah t
study participants: 1, 3BM, 4, 7GF, and 8BM. These five TAT cards were sklecte
because they were varied in regard to age and gender, and “pull” for thenezbteelat
interpersonal relationships. Moreover, the TAT cards chosen are among the most
popular and highly recommended cards by researchers and clinicians ¢¢agi, Te
1993; Hartman, 1970; and Arnold, 1962). All participant responses were tape recorded
and transcribed verbatim, including examiner prompts and examinee comments. It
should be noted that although the TAT stories do not prompt specifically for intention
or actions, they do allow for the evaluation of cognitions that connect them. (See
Appendix E for a brief description of TAT cards used in the present study)

Coding. The TAT stories were coded using portions of Teglasi’s coding system
(2001) and specific coding that aligns with SIP steps. Specifically, the fatjowi
dimensions were coded, as outlined within Teglasi’s coding system: “Cognition”

“Emotion”, “Relationships”, and “Self-Regulation”. Additional coding units were
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developed for the study to examine social information processing steps aatddline

the SIP. Each dimension is described below and coding procedures are detailed.

Cognition. Cognition during storytelling involves how one perceives stimuli,
organizes past and present information, and applies information to an ambiguous
situation. Schemas are conceptualized as both influencing and being impacted by
cognitive elements. In this sense, schemas are incorporated into cogleithents in
order to provide the “sets” from which TAT stories are produced. Through Teglasi
coding system, how one attends to, organizes, and responds to TAT pictures can be
examined to reveal deficient schemas. Poorly organized, inappropriate, or incomplete
schemas will manifest in inaccurate interpretations of pictures orraadisd ideas. In
this study, the perceptual integration aspects of cognition are examireactal
important information about schemas. Specifically, the Perceptual Integcatiling
uncovers how the narrator perceives then creates meaningful relationshipstamong
pictured elements, and was coded using a four point scale involving the accuracy in
sizing up and organizing the pictured cues with an emphasis on emotions and
relationships. Cognitive-Experiential Integration is coded using a five pailet sc
involving the relationship between story details, themes, and the pictured stimilus wi
an emphasis on emotions and intention attribution.

Emotion. Emotions are often embedded in the schemas to which they are
attached. They can manifest during storytelling as simplistic rea¢ctomginging
stimuli with little thought or planning involved, or emotions can be complex in their
ties to external or internal triggers. Problems with self-regulatimgtien become

apparent on the TAT coding system, and generally stem from insufficiembache
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complexity where self-control is underdeveloped, and schemas are poorlyedyani
Problems with emotion can also result when emotions are directed toward me¢éadapt
goals, as is often the case with bullying behaviors. Of course, when presented with a
stimulus, one’s current emotional state can influence which schemas artedciiva
how well they are applied. As such, strong coping skills are essential ftioratey
the potential damage of negative emotions to on-line social processing. In this stud
two categories of emotions will be code8ource of Affect (what, if anything, the
individual attributes feelings to) and Coping with Affective Tensions (instres
situations, the coping strategies that an individual typically uses and their
effectiveness). Source of Affect is coded using four categories involvindeviae
affect is attributed to specific external sources, to internal psychdlpgazesses, or to
some combination. Coping with Affective Tensions is coded using three categories
involving whether the narrator addresses negative affect through raagpwises or
through solution-focused problem solving.

Relationships.The concept of relationships, for TAT interpretation, draws
directly from Schema theory and Object Relations theory. Consideringgthedgree
of overlap between object relations and schema theories, object relations can be
considered interpersonal schemas that govern social information proca@sgjtas
2001). Such information about relationship schemas is critical, since it has been
shown to relate to social adjustment (Westen, 1993). Schemas about relationships are
coded from TAT stories on a five point scale that measures the accuracyexioympl
and organization of how people are viewed as individuals and how they are connected

with others.
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Self-regulation. An important component of self-regulation on the TAT is
motivation. In other words, what goals motivate an individual to act, and how the
individual intends to reach these goals. Selected goals become sources of self-
regulation as they regulate what one pays attention to (e.g. information in the
environment or one’s memory), steps taken to pursue intentions, and the energy exerted
toward overcoming internal or external barriers in pursuit of goals (Godingtz
Moskowitz, 1996). Self-regulation can best be understood as the pursuit of goal-
directed activities that are complimentary to one’s true self. Malaeagdif-
regulatory activities include over-reactivity to circumstances due tkafagoals,
imposing negative emotions, or poorly organized schemas where the individual is not
able to see the “big picture” (Teglasi, 2001).

On the TAT, the three aspects of self-regulation are effectively cdpture
examinee stories: Self-monitoring, self-direction, and self-detenmmaSelf-
monitoring refers to how one responds to their immediate environment including
actions and reactions. Self-direction is more pro-active in meeting gdaseas self-
monitoring is reactive to the current situation. Self-direction entails onéity abi
prioritize, sustain, and monitor behavior over time to fulfill more distant social
concerns beyond the immediate situation. Finally, self-determination is theshig
level of self-regulation, in which one’s decisions, goals, and actions are based on
multiple considerations including inner values, societal expectations, andad)iaes.
In the present study, these three levels of self-regulation are subsutmiedive

levels or codes. Levels of self-regulation are coded from the most basiofleve
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reacting to the immediate situation, to the most complex level of pursuing lomg-te
goals or ideals (Teglasi, 2001).

Social Information Processing and TAT stoAn additional coding scheme
that more closely mirrors Dodge and colleagues’ SIP steps was added to $adi\dsr’
coding system (2001) for the purposes of the present study. Like Dodge anduesileag
SIP scale, the TAT “social information processing” coding scheme caphee
following SIP steps: Interpretation of others’ intentions (step two), goaldioon /
intentions (step three), and actions and outcomes (steps four and five).

It should be noted that assembling a social information processing TAT scheme,
as conceptualized by Dodge and colleagues, was challenging for seasmls. First,
Dodge and colleagues’ SIP conceptualization fits “neatly” into steps, in pantiseeca
the authors’ instrument pulls for discrete steps in response to verbal scdmatrare t
repetitive in that they comprise physical and verbal affronts and speafrpps to
assess social information processing elements (intent attribution, dte.)TAIT, on
the other hand, does not pull for discrete steps, and each pictured scenario i differe
from the last. Hence the first task of the narrator is to encode the stimulughigyugiz
the pictured cues. In the SIP instruments, this step is given in the descriptien of t
scenario.

A second challenge for assembling discrete steps of social information
processing from TAT stories to match those of the Dodge and colleagues’ SIP
instruments is due to its being confined to aggression-specific responsesl A thir
challenge is that the SIP prompts for the specific steps and the TAT atioimsltision

or exclusion of those steps. For all of these reasons, the translation of Dodge and
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colleagues’ SIP steps onto a TAT coding scheme is not exact, and the TAT coding
scheme will likely be much more comprehensive in its formulation of social
information processing

As noted earlier, the more spontaneous connection between actions and
intentions that are not specifically linked to aggressive contexts, permityinderl
schema to be revealed. As such, more detailed information about the connections
between intention attribution, response generation, and the intentions or goals behind
these responses, can be revealed on the TAT. Moreover, the TAT coding system ca
more effectively delineate various intentionality perceptions present amya $he first
point in a story where perceptions of intentionality are salient is when sizing up the
situation, the characters within the situation, and any events that led up todkiersit
The second point in a story containing intention perceptions is when a character is
setting goals in response to a situation, provocation, or another charactetisrnste
The first kind of intentionality refers to the SIP instruments’ step “intention
attribution”, while the second refers to the SIP steps “goal formulation and respons
selections”. Differentiating between the two types of intention are imgortan
characteristics of the TAT coding system measuring the SIP steps.

The TAT coding system representing the SIP steps contains three @gegori
which are analogues to SIP steps two through five. Each of the three categories
contains three levels with various sublevels. The categories are Intebtitfans (SIP
step two), Goal Formation/Intentions (SIP step three), and finally, Actions and
Outcomes (SIP steps four and five). Thient Attributionscategory determines

whether there is an intention attributed to another’s actions, and if so, whether the
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intention ascribed was a momentary reaction to a situation, or whetrees ibmg-term

and durable. When the intent was momentary or durable, it was assigned a sublevel
coding of harmful or positive/neutral. Tkeoal Formation/ Intentionsategory

determines whether there is a goal or intention ascribed to a charagetiemn to the
identified situation or intention of others. If there is a goal or intention behind a
reaction, the coding system pulls for whether the goal was short term or long term
When the goal is short or long term, it is also assigned a sublevel coding of purpose to
gain relief from adversity, gain something positive or neutral, and finally, gai
something at the expense of another or retaliate in a hostile manner. thagtlgtions

and Outcomesategory determines whether there is a response stated, and if so,
whether the response is negative or positive/prosocial. If there i®d staponse, it is

also assigned a sublevel coding of whether or not the response was linked to a desired
and favorable outcome. All levels and sublevels are converted to points, with higher
levels / sublevels translating to a higher point value. For example, level one, kubleve
“a” translates to one point, level one, sublevel “b” becomes two points, level two,
sublevel “a” receives three points and so on.

For this and all of Teglasi’'s TAT coding systems used in the current study,
higher levels and sublevels assigned to the various categories generakyrderest
well-developed and adaptive schemas.

Psychometric propertiesThe TAT is psychometrically sound when procedures
for coding are well detailed. Therefore, reliability is not establishedrgedly but
documented separately for each administrative procedure, interpretative method, a

set of pictures (Teglasi, 2001). Taking into account this consideration, the TAT has
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demonstrated test-retest reliability where structural charsitsrof TAT stories tend
to remain stable (Locraft & Teglasi, 1997). In addition, internal consistentpigs
for structural and formal qualities of the stories. In general, iater-reliability for the
TAT tends to be adequate (above .80) when interpretive criteria are cleadnted

and interpreters are well trained in the rating system (Karon, 1981).

Teglasi’'s coding system has certainly demonstrated strong réliamiongst
its raters: Blankman, Teglasi, and Lawser (2002) coded 32 stories usingdienigl|
TAT variables: Levels of perceptual integration, levels of abstract thingrogess of
reasoning, cognitive-experiential integration, associative thinking, alcegelation.
Using these variables, the authors found high reliability coefficients (.93 to 194). |
another study (McGrew & Teglasi, 1990), Teglasi’s coding system was used to
differentiate “emotionally disturbed” and “normal” groups of children. Results
indicated that the coding system correctly classified 95% of the normg gnembers
and 85% of the emotionally disturbed group members. Moreover, emotionally
disturbed boys differed from a comparison group on seven formal scoring categories
that were hypothesized to differentiate the groups (McGrew & Teglasi, .12%0)dy
by Blankman, Teglasi, and Lawser (2002) found that listening comprehension, as
measured by a standardized instrument, and cognitive processes, as agdbssed b
TAT, were strongly related (over 74% shared variance). Performance on thad AT
storytelling, and reading comprehension were also linked (over 37% sharette&aria
Finally, Lohr, Teglasi, and French (2004) established TAT reliabilitizéir study by
using the SPSS reliability program with 45 stories unrelated to their studyablish

initial rater reliability between two of the authors for each coded varidlle two
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raters then checked reliability with the first five protocols and then wehydifth
protocol thereafter to assure that reliability was maintained throughostiide The
initial and maintenance reliabilities respectively for each coded vanede
calculated to be as follows: Perceptual Integration, .86,.90; Abstract Thinking, .84, .85;
Process of Reasoning, .83, .85; Cognitive-Experiential Integration, .84, .92; Associative
Thinking, .82, .89; and Self-Regulation, .84, .92.

In the present study, reliability was established for each of the fivexmstng
TAT coding dimensions (Teglasi, 2001) along with the TAT-SIP dimensions which
were developed for use in this study. First, intraclass correlation ceetiavere
calculated for all TAT dimensions. Next, two raters independently coded the five
transcribed TAT stories of the first 30 study participant protocols foahdbi50 TAT
stories. The two raters then checked reliability for the remaining 69 stutalyipanrt
protocols to ensure maintenance of reliability in the following manner: The non-
primary coder scored ten percent of the remaining participant protocols, wio wer
selected at random, for a total of 7 protocols or 35 TAT stories. The initial and
maintenance percentage of agreement between two raters for each caldd ware
calculated to be as follows: Perceptual Integration, .82, .83; Source of Affect, .87, .92;
Coping with Affective Tensions, .84, .86; Relationships, .84, .87; Self-Regulation, .85,
.86; Intent Attributions .86, .86; Goal Formations/Intentions .80, .84; and Actions and
Outcomes .82, .85.
The Listening Test.

Description and rationaleThe Listening Test (Barrett et al, 1992) is

commercially available and was used in the present study to both 1) ensunedyat st
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participants are attending to verbal information, thereby serving as afpra&gcial
Information Processing (SIP) step one, “encoding” (Crick and Dodge, 19%¢h, sith
the Listening Test and SIP step one require that an examinee listen tepbah r
information. In addition, the Listening Test was used in the present stuglytiolster
the integrity of social information processing data in the present study \&dRhe
instrument TAT, since the Listening Test is a robust and normative measure.

In general, the Listening Test is an individually administered and stanelrdiz
assessment instrument containing five subtests: Main Ideas, Detailgp&onc
Reasoning, and Story Comprehension. Each of the five subtests contains 15 items. The
main idea task requires the examinee to identify the main idea of a shorapardde
details task requires the examinee to attend to and process details vamiadisb a
short paragraph, then use this information to answer questions. The concepts task
requires the examinee to apply basic concept and vocabulary knowledge toafollow
direction or answer a question. The reasoning task requires the examinee & make
conjecture or conclusion after listening to a paragraph. Finally, the stopreloemsion
task requests that the examinee answer questions after listening toigenarrat

Administration and scoringlhe Listening Test items are read to the participant
by the examiner in an individualized setting; items are not verbally expeail but 8
of the Listening Test items require an examinee verbal response; the déms 8 |
require the child to point to a picture in response to the examiner prompt.

Each subtest item is assigned a score of “1” for a correct response or “Q” for a
incorrect response. Item scores are summed for each of the five subtestsy to or

yield individual subtest raw scores. Raw scores are then converted to standssd scor
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according to normative guidelines. In addition, all subtest raw scores aedl tiatgfield
an overall listening ability standard score with higher scores indicatitey hstening
skills.

Psychometric propertiesinternal consistency and validity are acceptable as
reported in the test manual (Barrett et al, 1992). The test-retest reétalior children
ages 6 to 11 were strongest for the total test score (.86 - .97). Individual t&tst-rete

reliabilities for each subtest were lower (.75-.93), though still acceptable.

Aggression Measures: Teacher Report
Behavior Assessment System for Children (BASC).

Description. The BASC was created by Reynolds and Kamphaus (1992) and is
designed to measure both maladaptive and adaptive dimensions of children’s behavior.
The instrument includes three possible rating forms: parent, teacher, araceltf
these forms consists of three targeted age groups: preschool (agekid$ges 6-

11), and adolescent (ages 12-18). In the present study, the BASC Teacher Rating Scal
(TRS) was utilized for children. The BASC TRS contains 14 behavioral scales groupe
into five categories. In the present study, only the aggression behavioratasale

used.

Administration and scoringleachers were given one rating scale for each
student. Teachers rated 139 items on a 4-point scale (i.e. (1) Never (2) Sor(@times
Often and (4) Almost always) to produce the 14 scales. In the present study, the
aggression scale was used.

Psychometric propertie®Reliability reports for the BASC TRS are both

plentiful and strong. Specifically, the internal consistency for the BASE rERges
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from .82 to .90, and becomes even more reliable as the child matures in age (Flanagan,
1995). Test-retest reliability after one month is similarly high with medomnposites
ranging from .81 to .96 (Sandoval & Enchandia, 1994). Finally, inter-rater rejabilit
ranges from .69 to .89. The validity of the BASC TRS is also impressive, with most
reports citing concurrent validity data. Correlational studies have iedieahigh

degree of similarity between the BASC TRS and other behavior ratingnrestis,

such as the Teacher Report Form (Achenbach, 1991), the Child Behavior Checklist
(Achenbach, 1991), and the Revised Behavior Problem Checklist (Quay & Peterson,
1983). In addition, convergent validity has been demonstrated between the BASC TRS
and various clinical groups (such as emotional disturbance, depression, ADHD and
behavior disorders) indicating that the BASC TRS can be useful for diagnostic

purposes (Flanagan, 1995).

Aggression Measures: Peer and Teacher Reports

Sociometric Nominations

Background and historyraditionally, sociometric nomination research has
been conducted without the use of standardized or commercially published instruments
The first such use of sociometric peer nomination procedures occurred in 1934 by
Moreno. Since then, several items have been published including the 20 items used in
the current study (Crick & Werner, 1998; Perry, Kusel, & Perry, 1988).

Administration and scoringSociometric nomination procedures usually consist
of examiner questions that describe kids using traits and behaviors. The examinee i
typically prompted to list specific kids whom he or she knows, that match the

descriptions. For the present study, participants consist of both peers and teachers
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Peer reports.Peer participants were provided a drawing of their classroom
containing student names above where they sit, in order to jog participant memory. In
addition, peer participants were provided with the following instructions priceno it
administration:

“I'm going to say some things that describe different kinds of kids and the
different things that kids may do at school. Look at the drawing to help you fEmem
and if what | say matches children in your class, say their namesrefthe one who
matches what | said, just sang one”

Examples of sociometric peer nomination items used in the current study are as
follows:

“Kids who hit other kids”;

“Kids who call other kids names”.

The items used in the present study were selected based on their ability to
measure proactive and reactive forms of aggression. The items wsaatpckin an
“unlimited choice” nomination format, which means that the examinees could nominate
an unlimited number of children for each item. Unlimited choice procedures were
selected based on a recent study (i.e. Terry, 2000) which found that unlimited
nomination procedures have a greater range of values and more closely folawead
distribution pattern, than do limited choice procedures. To score the instrumest, talli
were conducted of the number of nominations a participant received for each question
by his/her peer or teacher. Totals were summed across items, and resoitesywere

transformed into z scores to control for factors unique to the class. In the predgnt st
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only those questions which were determined via factor analysis to pull for either
proactive aggression or reactive aggression are used.

Teacher reports.Teachers rated students’ aggressive behavior using the
Teacher Rating Scale for Aggressive Classroom Behavior (Dodge & Coie, 1983). T
scale contains items that measure both reactive and proactive aggrelsawerbe
however only those items determined by factor analysis to clearly load onto oree of tw
factors (reactive/overt or proactive/covert) are used. Teacheesasieed to rate
students on items assessing aggression using the following 5-point Likertnsseer,
rarely, sometimes, often, and almost always. Examples of items incluade!otnarfg:
“When this child has been teased or threatened, he or she gets angry easiligeend s
back” and “This child spreads rumors or gossips about other children”. Dodge and
Coie (1987) reported the internal consistency of reactive aggression was 0.88 and the
internal consistency for proactive aggression was 0.87. The correlation between
reactive and proactive aggression was 0.76.

Psychometric propertiedn general, sociometric nomination procedures are
assumed to be valid and reliable for measuring peer relationships, although agjreeme
amongst different children’s responses is not expected (i.e. participants deans al
agree on who to nominate for certain items). One study examined the predictive
validity of a group-administered sociometric peer-rating scale and foahthth
nomination procedure correlated significantly with teacher ratingggreasiveness

and with individually administered sociometric scales (Riley, 1985).
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Aggression Measures: Self Report
The Bullying-Behavior Scale.

Description and backgroundhe Bullying-Behavior Scale (Austin & Joseph,
1996) is a self-report measure designed to be embedded within the Self-Perceptions
Profile for Children Scales (SPCC, Harter, 1985) so that each bully-behavidoguest
is inserted as every sixth item on the SPCC. The Bullying-Behavior Suadests of
just six forced choice items, three of which refer to being the perpetrator dfveega
physical actions (i.e. hit, push, bully, pick on), and three which refer to being the
perpetuator of negative verbal actions (i.e. tease, laugh at, call mean)names

Administration and scorindgzach item consists of two descriptions, one of
which the examinee must endorse as being the most like him or her. For example,
“Some children do not hit and push other children but other children do hit and push
other children.” Once the examinee endorses the more accurate description, he or she
must indicate whether the description is “really true for me” or “sort effoume”.
The items are scored on a scale of 1 to 4 with higher scores corresponding with higher
levels of bullying or proactive aggression. The final score is computed by agrathi
scores and dividing by the number of items. In order to make the Bullying Behavior
score more consistent with the scores of other measures used in this stuthtjarorre
coefficients signs were reverse scored with higher scores correspavithinower
levels of bullying.

Psychometric propertiedn a study by the scale’s authors (Austin & Joseph,
1996), the Bullying-Behavior Scale was found to have satisfactory interraddiligfi

(Chronbach’s Alpha=.82). The internal consistency of the scale was cadttdathe
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current study population, and found to be slightly lower than the author’s calculations,
though still satisfactory (Chronbach’s Alpha=.73). One possible reason for the
discrepancy between internal reliability calculations was therdiffeages of the

sample populations: Austin and Joseph’s sample was 8 to 11 years old, while the
current population was 7 to 9 years old.

The Peer-Victimization Scale.

Description and backgroundlike the Bullying-Behavior Scale, the Peer-
Victimization Scale is a self-report measure inserted within the SR@C
counterbalanced fashion with the Bullying-Behavior Scale items (Ausfioas&ph,

1996). The Peer-Victimization Scale was originally created by Nearyosepd
(1994), and is a six-item self report measure which was constructed by chéeging t
wording of items on the Bullying-Behavior Scale from active to passive .vbitee of
the items refer to being the victim of negative physical actions (i.e. hit, ghustiéed,
picked on), and three items refer to being the victim of negative verbal actions (i.e
teased, laughed at, called mean names). This scale is included due to datagralica
substantial overlap between aggression and victimization (Groff, 2006).

Administration and scoringlhe examinees were presented with items
containing two descriptions, such as “Some kids are often picked on by other children,
but other kids are not picked on by other children”. The examinees selected the most
fitting of the two descriptions, and rate that choice as “sort of true for meéailty
true for me”. The items were scored on a scale of 1 to 4 with higher scores

corresponding with lower experiences of victimization; the final scorecaraputed
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by summing all scores and dividing by the number of items (Harter, 1985; Austin &
Joseph, 1996).

Psychometric propertie#\ study by the scale’s authors (Austin & Joseph,
1996) revealed a satisfactory internal reliability (Chronbach’s Alpha=.83).
Data Analysis

Each of the questions outlined in chapters one and two, explored the Social
Information Processing Patterns of reactive and proactive aggress@rswisin
measures of social information processing (i.e. SIP instruments and TATYg tbis
information, a preliminary data analysis was first conducted in order tal r@wg
correlations and overlaps between assessments used in the present studyoin additi
peer, teacher, and self rating reports were correlated in order to compEamant
between the responders. All peer-rated and teacher-rated scoresansi@rired into
z scores in order to control for within classroom variables; many self-rdEmees
were also transformed so that scores across instruments will be cblapara
Correlation analysis was conducted to determine the relationship betweeratelels
types of aggression as per teacher, peer, and self ratings; social idorpnatessing
steps as conceptualized by both the SIP instruments and TAT; and demograplsc factor
of participants, including gender and age. Correlation analysis was usedrtnidet
whether individuals who act aggressively actually consider the intentions of,aihd
engage in goal formation when selecting a response. In addition, the proceelaes
used to determine how schema complexity relates to intention attribution bias and

resulting aggression. Finally, multiple regression analysis was usectmuret the
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unique contributions of schema and social information processing components when

predicting aggression from self, peer, and teacher perspectives.
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Chapter 4: Results

Data Exploration

Prior to answering the specific research questions, preliminary agalgse
conducted to explore the relationship between the various measures of sociatinform
processing and aggression across study participants. First, z-scaeseaded based on
classroom for the peer, teacher, and self aggression nominations in orderdbfooniithin
classroom variables such as teacher-student group dynamics. ThesZpsouide
information pertaining to how typical any given rating is when compared with that
classroom’s population.

Second, factor analyses were conducted to determine peer and teacher
aggression variables and, in both analyses, items loaded clearly onto two factors:
Reactive/Overt and Proactive/Covert (see Table 1 and Table 2). Only thosadeer a
teacher aggression variables which clearly loaded onto the two factors eerfe tise
analyses. See Table 1 and Table 2 for a listing of the clearly loadinggmgession
items (3 reactive/overt and 3 proactive/covert out of 10 peer aggressiopatams
teacher aggression items (3 reactive/overt and 5 proactive/overt out of 20 teacher
aggression itemsjSee Appendix D for a list of all peer and teacher sociometric
aggression items). For the remainder of the results chapter, reactive/ives
referred to as “reactive” aggression and proactive/covert will be edfesras

“proactive” aggression.
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Table 1
Factor Analysis of Peer Aggression Items Post test

Reactive/Overt| Proactive/Covert| % of Variance
Aggression Aggression

Kids who when mad at a persan 379 .693 9.645
ignore the person or stop talking
to them? (C)

Kids who try to keep certain 272 712 12.367
people from being in a group
when it is time to play? (C)

Kids who when mad at a persan -.021 .809 41.906
get even by keeping that persan
from being in their group of
friends? (C)

Kids who hit others? (O) .760 442 3.351
Kids who push and shove others 734 .343 2.689
around? (O)

Kids who tell others they will 761 .258 3.743

beat them up unless the kid dges
what they say? (O)

Table 2
Factor Analysis of Teacher Aggression Items Post test

Reactive/Overt| Proactive/Covert| % of Variance
Aggression Aggression

Gets others to be angry at 011 .924 35.262
someone, ignore someone, or
stop talking to them when
angry? (C)
Keeps others from joining their .075 904 15.888
group? (C)
Gets others in trouble with .087 .860 11.208
friends? (C)
Spreads rumors or gossips abput  .277 .816 6.370
other children? (C)
Gets others to gang up on a -.170 .803 5.649
peer? (C)
Teases and name calls? (O) 73 293 2.836
Hits others when angry (O) 757 -.056 2.349
Starts fights with peers (O) .753 -.139 1.858

Note.O = Reactive/Overt Aggression Variable; C = PraatCovert Aggression Variable.Extraction
Method: Principal Component Analysis Rotation MethBEquamax with Kaiser Normalization; Proportion of
variance accounted for
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Alpha coefficients for each of the peer- and teacher- rated aggresses aeal
given in Table 3. All alpha coefficients are above the cutoff of .70, indicating good
reliability (Cronbach, 1951). Pearson correlation coefficients were themla@i@d, and
tests of statistical significance were conducted using an alpha of .Obafslesd).

Given that the analyses were primarily exploratory, no correctionsmadle for the
number of items being correlated.
Table 3

Internal Consistency (Standardized Alpha) for Peer- and Teacher-Rated Reactive and
Proactive Aggression Scales (N = 107)

Scale Number of items Alpha
Peer reactive 3 .85
Peer proactive 3 75
Teacher reactive 3 .90
Teacher proactive 5 .95

Note.Peer reactive and proactive=aggregated peer sotiortems selected by factor analysis;
Teacher reactive and proactive=aggregated teaoh&msetric items selected by factor analysis

Table 4

Correlations between Peer- and Teacher-Rated Reactive and Proactive Aggression
Scales

Peer Peer Teac_her Teacher

reactive proactive reactive proactive
Peer reactive -- N =99 N =67 N =239 (N =93)
Peer proactive S7rr* -- N =67 N =39 N=93)
Teacher reactive .10 24 -- N=41N=72)

Teacher proactive -.15 (-.09) -.07 (.10) 22 (.39**) --

Note Peer reactive and proactive=aggregated peerraetiic items selected by factor analysis;
teacher reactive and proactive=aggregated teaoh@msetric items selected by factor analysis. Scale
correlations are given below the diagonal and sarsizks are given above the diagonal. Teacher
proactive raw score correlations and sample simegigen in parentheses.

*p < .01. ***p < .001.
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The peer and teacher aggression items were then aggregated within informant

where the 3 peer reactive items were summed to produce a peer reactitleesim;

peer proactive items were summed to yield the peer proactive sum; the 3 teache

reactive items were summed to yield the teacher reactive sum; and thiees teac

proactive items were summed to yield the teacher proactive sum. Finakgdh

participant, sums were computed across the five individual TAT cards repngsenti

each construct to obtain a total construct score. Specifically, the foll@eemsggructs

were totaled: Perceptual Integration, Coping with affect tension, Relatsnself-

regulation, Intent Attribution (Presence), Intent Attribution (HostiliG#pal Formation

(Presence, Hostility, and Aim), and Outcomes (Presence, Congruence, anet)alenc

A variety of demographic and descriptive analyses were calculated for the

sample. Table 5 presents frequencies and percentages for demographbtercstara

of the sample.

Table 5

Frequencies for Demographic Variables (N = 107)

Gender
Male
Female

Grade
2" grade
3 grade

Race
Black
White
Hispanic
Asian

Frequency

64
43

57
50

72
5
18

12

Percent

59.8
40.2

53.3
46.7

67.3
4.7
16.8

11.2
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Services

None 74 69.2
ESOL 28 26.2
Speech and Language 1 9
Special Ed / 504 4 3.7

The means and standard deviations for peer and teacher ratings of aggression
are presented in Table 6.

Table 6

Descriptive Statistics for Peer, Teacher, and Self--Rated Aggression

N M SD Range
Peer-rated aggression
Hit others (O) 99 .82 1.83 0-16
Push and shove (O) 99 91 1.99 0-16
Threaten to beat up (O) 99 .56 1.13 0-7
Ignore when mad (C) 99 1.31 1.41 0-8
Keep others from play (C) 99 2.00 1.70 0-8
Keep out of group when mad (C) 99 1.70 1.52 0-7
Teacher-rated aggression
Tease (O) 100 1.43 .66 1-3
Hit when angry (O) 100 1.31 .65 1-3
Start fights with peers (O) 100 1.19 49 1-3
Get others to ignore when angry (C) 100 1.30 .63 1-4
Keep others from joining (C) 100 1.37 e 1-4
Get others in trouble with friends (C) 100 1.35 .66 1-4
Spread rumors (C) 100 1.36 .61 1-4
Get others to gang up (C) 100 1.12 .36 1-3
BASC Aggression scale 99 44.89 6.10 40-71
Self-rated aggression
Peer-Victimization Scale 99 3.04 .80 1-4
Bullying-Behavior Scale 99 3.49 57 1.83-4

Note.Raw scores used to compute descriptive statiftiesr and teacher sociometric aggression items as
determined by factor analysis; Peer sociometrimgtetallies of nominations with higher scores

indicating higher levels of aggression; Teacheimuetric items=teachers rate each student for
aggressive behaviors on scale of 1-5 with higherescindicating greater aggression; BASC= Behaviora
Assessment System for Children. Aggression subsisitg) T-scores where higher scores indicate

higher levels of aggression; Bully=self-report witlver scores indicating more bullying behaviors;
Victim=Peer-Victimization Scale. Self-report withmier scores indicating more victimization;

O = Reactive/Overt Aggression Variable; C = PrastCovert Aggression Variable.
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Sociometric nomination scales (Crick & Werner, 1998; Perry, 1988; Dodge &
Coie, 1987) were used to obtain peer ratings of aggression and rating scalesedere us
to obtain similar information from teachers. The teachers rated each studestade a
of 1-5 with higher scores indicating higher levels of aggression, using #uhdre
Rating Scale for Aggressive Classroom Behavior. The item “Kids who odases”
received the highest scores (mean of 1.43) while the item “Kids who get othengjto ga
up” received the lowest scores (mean of 1.12). Also for teacher rated aggréssion, t
Behavioral Assessment System for Children (BASC) Aggression subscalesac
with T-scores of 85 corresponding with higher levels of aggression (Reynolds &
Kamphaus, 1999). The BASC is a widely used standardized rating system designed to
assess teacher-perceptions of children’s behavior. The mean of T-sasreslow the
cut-off for elevated aggression (mean=44.89) indicating that most scores were not
suggestive of elevated aggression, while the range 40-71 indicates the presence of
scores above the T-score cutoff. Sociometric peer nominations (Crick & \WE988)
were used to gauge the bullying behaviors of study participants. For peeretoici®om
students were read descriptors of different kinds of kids and behaviors and asked to
nominate classmates who fit the descriptors. The tallies of student nominatieast
item were calculated and transformed into z scores with higher scoregimgiigher
levels of aggression. The item “Kids who keep others from playing with themveece
the most student nominations (mean=2.00) while “Kids who threaten to beat up”
(mean=.56) received the fewest student nominations.

Self-perceptions of peer victimization and bullying behavior were measured

using the Peer Victimization and Bullying Behavior Scales (Austin &QsE96).
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Both scales consist of six forced choice items, three of which refer to beingctim
(Peer Victimization scale) or perpetrator (Bullying Behavior Saai@hysical

aggression and three of which refer to being the victim or perpetrator of verbal
aggression. For both scales, higher scores correspond with higher levels of
victimization (Peer Victimization scale) and bullying behaviors (ButjyBehavior
Scale). The two scales were included due to data indicating a substantigd overla
between aggression and victimization (Groff, 2006). Table 4 indicates that there ar
relatively high frequencies of study participants who rate themsedvag/la

functioning, where they are largely not victims of aggression (mean=3.04) andlfew s
identify as displaying bullying behaviors (mean=3.49). Next, the means aldista

deviations are presented for Social Information Processing Scales in/Table

Table 7
Descriptive Statistics for Social Information Processing Scales
N M SD Range

Social Information Processing Scale
Interpret/ Response Generation 1 101 4.15 1.35 2-7
Interpret/ Response Generation 2 101 4.49 1.37 2-7
Interpret/ Response Generation 3 101 3.57 1.26 2-7
Interpret/ Response Generation 4 101 3.82 1.40 2-7
Total Sum Interpretation 101 6.16 1.24 4-8
Total Sum Response Generation 101 9.87 2.98 4-20
Goal Selection 1 101 1.67 71 1-3
Goal Selection 2 101 1.64 .64 1-3
Goal Selection 3 101 1.59 72 1-3
Goal Selection 4 101 1.57 .68 1-3
Response Evaluation 1 101 4.86 .93 4-7
Response Evaluation 2 101 4.94 .99 4-8
Response Evaluation 3 101 5.00 1.06 4-8
Response Evaluation 4 101 4.81 1.01 4-8
Total Sum Response Evaluation 101 19.58 3.27 16 - 29

Note.SIP interpret/response generation=tallied integti@t and response generation scores for each of
four vignettes with higher numbers indicating geeatggression; Total SIP interpretation=binary cbde
with (1) non-hostile intent and (2) as hostile iit&allied across four vignettes; Total SIP resgons
generation= coded on a scale of 1 to 5 talliedsscfour vignettes with higher numbers indicatingeno
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aggressive responses; SIP goal= goal formatiore€ltihoice options ranging from most (1) to least
desirable (3); SIP response evaluation=binary ced#d(1) as non-aggressive and (2) as aggressive
response for each of four vignettes; SIP total sesponse evaluation=tallied response evaluatioresco
across four vignettes

The Social Information Processing Instrument (SIP) was created by Radge
Price (1994) and was used in this study to measure each of four social information
processing steps. The SIP instrument contains four hypothetical vigrattaming
ambiguous and provocative social situations which were individually read to each study
participant. Participants imagined themselves in the situation and ansvesnéelsaof
guestions linked to the four social information processing steps. Each step is coded
differently. The Interpretation / Response Generation Ss@esummed attribution and
response generation score. The Total Sum Interpretation is the inténittiattrialone
and is binary coded with (1) as non-hostile intent and (2) as hostile intent across four
vignettes, while the Total Sum Response Generation is coded on a scale of 1 to 5 across
four vignettes with higher numbers indicating more aggressive responsgpedtrs
that provocation vignettes 1 (mean=4.15) and 2 (mean=4.49) tended to have the highest
frequency of hostile intention attributions as well as most aggressive respbhse
peer entry vignettes 3 (mean=3.57) and 4 (mean=3.82) had fewer hostile intent
attributions and less aggressive responses overall. Goal Selection was cogdlresi
categories across the four vignettes with no true hierarchy of scorgSo&br
Selection, participants were presented with a question tailored to the vignette
containing three choice options. For example, for vignette 1 the following question wi
three choice options was presented: “Pick the one that is most important to you whe
deciding what you want to do about Todd/Jessica throwing the ball at you.” (1)

Remaining friends with Todd/Jessica? (2) Making sure he/she never threw thie ball
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you again? and (3) Making sure that everyone watching thinks you handled things
well? Goal selection variables were conceptualized to occur along a continuum of
categories similar to that put forth by the SIP instrument author and otlierSddge,

Laird, Lochman & Zelli, 2002; Crick & Dodge, 1996) while drawing on a social
competence framework (Rubin, Mills & Rose-Krasner, 1989) which assumes a problem
solving goal hierarchy from most to least desirable of initiating joiahéship,

stopping others’ undesirable actions, and seeking attention or approval. In the present
study, goals exist on a similar continuum with the following hierarchy frast o

least desirable: goal selection one (friendship) is considered to be the mosigbros

and desirable, goal two (prevention of others’ undesirable actions) is instryraedta

goal three (social approval) is the least prosocial and desirable. Altross a

vignettes, goal choice three pertaining to making sure everyone watchmkg ttings

were handled well was selected infrequently (12 % of the time across fouttesjne

The provocation vignettes 1 and 2 had a more frequent selection of the goal choice two
pertaining to making sure the situation never happened again than did the peer entry
vignettes 3 and 4 (43% of the time for provocation; 34% of the time for peer entry). On
the other hand, the peer entry vignettes 3 and 4 had a more frequent selection of goal
choice one, pertaining to making friends than did provocation vignettes 1 and 2
although the difference was small (49% of the time for peer entry; 45% of théotime
provocation). Response Evaluation consisted of binary coding with (1) as non-
aggressive response and (2) as aggressive response across four vignettesllgpecifi
participants were asked to answer ‘yes’ or ‘no’ regarding how effeetigk of three

aggressive responses would be to the vignette. In general, participantsegoeaty
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endorsed aggressive responses for peer entry vignette 3 (mean=5.00), and endorsed the
least aggressive responses for peer entry vignette 4 (mean=4.81).
Table 8

Descriptive Statistics for the Listening Test

Listening Test

Main Idea 101 9226 1431 57-123
Details 101 88.50 16.37 54-119
Concepts 101 89.34 1551 54-136
Reasoning 101 91.80 1497 55-125
Story Comprehension 101 93.97 16.25 54-120
Total 101 90.78 15.37 54-123

Note.Listening Test=Standard score calculated whichdygetotal listening ability score, as well as five
subscale scores. Mean=100; Standard Deviation=15.

The Listening Test is a standardized instrument used to ensure that study
participants were attending to verbal information as related to SIP step oodirtgnc
The Listening Test is individually read to the participant and yields stancianess
which have an average of 100 and a Standard Deviation of 15 in a normative sample.
The Listening Test is comprised of five subtests and a total score. QOtlezatudied
population’s Total score (mean=90.78) and all five subtest scores fall within the
average range. The Story Comprehension subtest had the highest mean score
(mean=93.97), while the Details subtest had the lowest mean score (mean=88.50).
Overall, the sample’s scores on The Listening Test were more than taitiarsl
deviation below national norms.

Finally, the means and standard deviations for the aggregated data are gpresente
in Table 9. Specifically, both the aggregated TAT scores and Peer and Teaaher rat

scores are presented below.
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Table 9

Descriptive Statistics for Aggregated TAT Scores and Aggregated Peer- and Teacher-
Rated z-scores

N M SD Range

Aggregated TAT scores

Perceptual integration 102 12.00 2.88 6-19

Coping with affect tension 102 8.31 2.00 5-14

Relationships 102 12.07 3.49 6—22

Self-regulation 102 12.32 3.53 6-—22

Intent attribution (presence) 101 5.67 1.08 5-10

Intent attribution (hostility) 102 6.63 1.24 5-10

Goal formation (presence) 101 8.04 2.04 5-14

Goal formation (hostility) 102 5.72 1.18 5-10

Goal formation (aim-long and 102 9.05 2.82 5-15

short term)

Outcomes (presence) 102 8.30 2.23 5-14

Outcomes (congruence) 102 9.95 3.31 5-15

Outcomes (valence) 102 9.08 1.19 5-10
Aggregated peer- and teacher-ratings

Peer reactive sum 99 0.00 1.00 -2.42 - 13.16

Peer proactive sum 99 0.00 1.00 -3.77 - 7.64

Teacher reactive sum 72 0.00 1.00 -2.39 — 10.46

Teacher proactive sum 41 0.00 1.00 -4.43 -17.16

Note.Aggregated TAT scores are all total scores crelagesbmming across five cards; Perceptual
integration=coded using a scale from 1-4 wheredigieores indicate more well-developed perceptual
integration; Coping with affect tension=coded usingcale from 1-3 where higher scores indicatebett
coping; Relationships=coded using a scale fromwih&re higher scores indicate more adaptive
relationship schemas; Self-regulation=coded usisgaée from 1-5 where higher scores indicate more
well-developed self-regulation /self-control; Intextributions (presence, hostility)=coded usir) a
point and 2 point scale where higher scores inditta¢ presence of a long-term, less hostile irganti
Goal-formation (presence, hostility, aim)=codechgsa 3 point, 2 point, and 3 point scale where &iigh
scores indicate the presence of a long term, lestiida goal with adaptive intentions behind thelgoa
Outcomes (presence, congruence, valence) = Actiott®mes coded using a 3 point, 3 point, and 2
point scale where higher scores indicate the poeseha planned action with congruent outcomeithat
positive. Peer reactive and proactive=aggregated gmciometric items selected by factor analysis;
teacher reactive and proactive=aggregated teach@msetric items selected by factor analysis

For aggregated peer and teacher aggression ratings on the Sociometric
Nomination Scales, as is the case for individual items, a higher score nepebegher
level of aggression. As can be seen in Table 9, the N for teacher proactive sum is much
smaller than for teacher reactive sum and both peer aggregates. The smatlee hois

minimal variability for teacher ratings on proactive aggression itengse many
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teachers provided a rating of “1”, which resulted in several participangsaip be
dropped when the raw scores were converted to z scores. Because of the resailting s
N’s, several correlations did not reach significance even though they had the sam
magnitude as teacher reactive and peer aggression aggregate correlatbngase
significant. To resolve this issue, raw teacher proactive aggregatesisest in addition
to z scores in the applicable correlations and multiple regressions, and argqut@s
parentheses in relevant tables as noted.

For the TAT instrument (Murray, 1943), a higher score indicates a higher
degree of functioning for all variables. The TAT consists of pictures that adepart
more characters involved in an emotionally ambiguous situation about which
examinees tell stories. Five pictures were used in this study. A prexgxistling
method was used (Teglasi, 2001) to examine cognition, emotions, relationships, and
self-regulation. An additional coding method was developed for the current study
which lined up with Dodge and colleague’s SIP scale steps. The varying sizeanisi me
for the TAT do not necessarily indicate higher functioning for a particulablar
since the TAT variables differ in their number of “levels”. For instance, & T
variable “Relationships” contains five levels, while “Affect Coping” contdimise
levels. Table 9 indicates that the studied population had overall large frequenoigs of |
functioning across all areas with the exception of Outcomes-valence whathinaey
coding for 1=negative or no change and 2=positive. For the studied sample, Outcomes-
valence was largely positive revealing that most participants gavesstonappy

ending (mean=9.08; range=5-10).
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Research Question 1

Research Question 1. How do the SIP measures’ intention and response
generation steps relate to proactive and reactive aggressive behaviolassheorn as
rated by teachers, peers, and self? Four hypotheses were included underattuls rese
guestion. The results of the analyses that were used to address each hypothesis are
addressed in turn below.

Hypothesis 1Hypothesis 1 (a) stated: A hostile attribution bias will be
positively correlated with reactive aggression, but not necessarily witttpre
aggression, and (b) Hostile intent attributions should be correlated with higher
aggression scores. This hypothesis (Part A) was tested by computing Pearson
correlations between the SIP interpretation variable, where higher scemasmore
hostile attribution, and the measures of proactive (proactive) and reactvevige
aggression as rated by peers and teachers. All correlations presented uyhglst
be Pearson correlations unless otherwise noted. The peer- and teacheggratesian
correlations with SIP interpretation are presented in Table 10. Correlatiomg/for a
individual peer- or teacher-rated reactive or proactive items are presetie Results
Appendix. As can be seen in Table 10, SIP interpretation was not significantly
correlated with any of the peer- or teacher-rated reactive or proactinessign
variables. Thus, the part of Hypothesis 1 that proposed a relationship between hostile
intent attribution and reactive aggression was not supported. See Appendix Tables Al

and A2 for correlations with individual aggression items.
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Table 10

Correlations between Social Information Processing (SIP) Variables with Aggregated
Peer-Rated and Teacher-Rated Reactive and Proactive Aggression Ratings

1 2 3 4 5 6
1. SIP interpretation --
2. SIP response evaluation 2T --
3. SIP response generation 35%**F ZQrRx --
4. Peer reactive aggression -.08 A5 -.00 --
5. Peer proactive aggression -.06 .04 13 ST
6. Teacher reactive aggression 15 .28* .36** 10 24 --
7. Teacher proactive aggression .06 .06 A1 -15 -.07 22

(05) (16) (14) (-~09) (10) (.39

Note SIP interpretation=binary coded with (1) as nastie intent and (2) as hostile intent talliedcss
four vignettes; SIP response evaluation=binary dosii¢h (1) as non-aggressive and (2) as aggressive
response for each of four vignettes; SIP respoasergtion= coded on a scale of 1 to 5 tallied acros
four vignettes with higher numbers indicating maggressive responses; Peer reactive and
proactive=aggregated peer sociometric items seldntdactor analysis; teacher reactive and
proactive=aggregated teacher sociometric itemstseldy factor analysis.

Sample sizes ad = 101 for SIP correlation®] = 97 for peer aggression correlatioNs; 68 for teacher
reactive aggression correlations, ahe 39 for teacher proactive aggression correlatideacher
proactive raw score correlations are given in pdwesesN = 94 with SIP variabledy = 93 with peer-
rated aggressiofN = 72 with teacher reactive aggression.

*p < .05. **p < .01. **p< .001.

Hypothesis 1 (Part B) was tested by computing correlations between SIP
interpretation (hostile intent) and various measures of aggression. Table 11spiesent
correlations between SIP interpretation (hostile intent) and three more pseatur
aggression: The Bullying Scale (self-rated), the BASC (teacked)raand the Peer
Victimization Scale (self-rated). All of the correlations betweeniipretation and
any of these measures of aggression from Tables 10 and 11 were close to zere and non

significant. Thus, the second part of Hypothesis 1 was also not supported
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Table 11
Correlations between Social Information ProcesqiBtP) Total Sum Interpretation and Total Sum Respdbeneration with Social Information Processing
Goal Selection across Four Vignettes, Bullying Betia the BASC Aggression Scale, and Peer Victition

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. SIP interpretation --
2. SIP response gen. .35%* --
3. SIP vignette 1 goal .05 .20* --
4. SIP vignette 2 goal .15 .13 .22* --
5. SIP vignette 3 goal .07 .05 .23 27 --
6. SIP vignette 4 goal A1 .23* AQFF AT AT --
7. Bully (self) .09 -.03 -.09 -.04 -.05 -.07 --
8. BASC (teach) .05 .16 -.08 .04 .10 .02 -.24* --
9. Victim (self) .02 -.06 -.02 -.06 -.09 -.06 53 -19

Note SIP interpretation=binary coded with (1) as nasthe intent and (2) as hostile intent across fognettes; SIP response gen.= response generaiated
on a scale of 1 to 5 across four vignettes witlhéighumbers indicating more aggressive responsegydl= goal formation. Three choice options raggi
from most desirable (1) to least desirable (3)Bdelf-report with lower scores indicating mordlimg behaviors; BASC= Behavioral Assessment Syster
Children. Aggression subscale using T-scores whigitger scores indicate higher levels of aggressiactim=Peer-Victimization Scale. Self-report withwer
scores indicating more victimization

Sample sizes range frolh= 96 to 101. Correlations involving Goal Selecti@riables are Spearman rank correlations.

*p <.05. **p <.01. **p < .001.



Hypothesis 2Hypothesis 2 stated: A hostile attribution bias on the SIP measure
(i.e., interpretation of another person’s intentions) will be positively coectlaith an
individual attribution of malice behind aggressive response selection in the SHBrenea
In other words, the intentions attributed to a provoker’s action should positively correlate
with the goals behind the response to that action where both will be hostile. This
hypothesis was tested by computing correlations between the SIP intevpresaiable
and the four measures of goal selection (i.e., vignettes 1 — 4). Table 11 presents these
correlations. Because the goal selection variables are considered ordiatire,
Spearman rank correlations were used to compute any correlations with thesies.a
As mentioned previously, Goal selection variables were conceptualized to aroyaal
continuum of categories from most desirable to least, similar to that put fotile &R
instrument author and others (Dodge, Laird, Lochman & Zelli, 2002; Crick & Dodge,
1996; Rubin, Mills & Rose-Krasner, 1989) such that goal one (friendship) is considered
to be most desirable and prosocial, goal two (prevention of others’ undesirable)astions
instrumental, and goal three (social approval) is the least desirable andgirosoc
Spearman correlations are the nonparametric alternative to Pearsortioasedad are
appropriate for correlations involving ordinal variables. None of the correlatibnsdre
SIP interpretation and the goal selection variables for vignettes 1 through 4 wa
significant. Thus, Hypothesis 2 was not supported.

Hypothesis 3Hypothesis 3 stated: Perceived positive outcomes for aggressive
behaviors should be correlated with proactive aggression but not reactive aggression.
This hypothesis was tested by computing Pearson correlations betweel thefdinse

evaluation variable and the measures of proactive (proactive) and reactitiedjea
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aggression as rated by peers and teachers. The aggregated peer- and tedcher-rat
aggression correlations with SIP response evaluation are presented in Table TObds ca
seen in Table 10, SIP response evaluation was not significantly correlatedthathies
peer-rated reactive or proactive aggression variables. As can also be Fableil0, SIP
response evaluation was significantly correlated with the teacheygatf reactive
aggression; = .28,p < .05, but not with the teacher-ratings of proactive aggression.
Thus, Hypothesis 3 was not support8de Appendix Tables Al and A2 for correlations
with individual peer- and teacher-rated items of reactive and proactivessiggre lt is
worth noting that overall, the SIP variables were more closely correlateteacher
reactive ratings (4 out of 9 possible correlations) than teacher progacowue ¢f a 15
possible correlations).

Hypothesis 4Hypothesis 4 stated: Correlational patterns will show that SIP
[response generation] is more likely to be associated with self-reportedsiggrinan
with peer and teacher-rated aggression. This hypothesis was tested by grRpatson
correlations between the SIP response generation variable and the meagsioastioe
(proactive) and reactive (reactive) aggression as rated by peers dratgeas well as
with the self-rated bullying behavior and victimization scales and the teatkdrBASC
aggression scale. As can be seen in Tables 10 and 11, SIP response generation was not
significantly correlated with any of the peer-rated reactive or pu@saggression
variables, with the bullying scale, the victim scale, or with the BASC. As careherse
Table 10, however, SIP response generation was significantly correldbet@aadher
ratings of reactive aggressiars .36,p < .01. Thus, Hypothesis 4 was not supported

because the self-rated measures of aggression (i.e., the Bullyiagi®@eBcale and Peer
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Victimization Scale) were not correlated with SIP response gemerathereas the
teacher-rated reactive aggression measure was significantly pgsttvedlated with SIP
response generation.

Research Question 2

Research Question 2 asked: How are these same variables reframed when
measured in the context of a TAT story? Three hypotheses were addressetisinder t
research question. The results of the analyses that were used to addrespahekiby
will be addressed in turn below, but first, the reader should be reminded that each TAT
construct was measured by five separate cards (i.e., cards 1, 3, 4, 7, & 8). When coded
responses were continuous. the five cards were summed to produce a total s=aarle for
TAT construct. Hypotheses 5, 6, and 7 use TAT total scores.

Hypothesis 5Hypothesis 5 stated: The conceptualization of the various social
information processing steps by the SIP and TAT will be very differertt, that the two
instruments will not be related to one another. This hypothesis was tested by ngmputi
Spearman correlations between SIP interpretation/response generd&igoabselection
and all TAT SIP variables including intent attribution (presence and hostjdg),
formation (presence, hostility, and aim), and actions and outcomes (presence,
congruence, and valance). Pearson correlations were computed between all TAT SIP
variables and SIP total sum interpretation, SIP total sum response generattotalSIP
sum interpret/response, and SIP response evaluation across four vigneteas b&seen
in Table 12, SIP interpretation / response generation for vignettes 3 and 4 (p@er-ent
were significantly correlated with goal formation (hostility) on thelT3P coding

scheme. There were no significant correlations between any other Siflesaaad TAT
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SIP variables. Thus, Hypothesis 5 is mostly supported since there were only two
significant correlations out of nearly one hundred correlations between Hseires

thereby demonstrating that the two measures are largely unrelated.
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Table 12

Correlations between Social Information Processing (SIP) Variables in Rows witB[PAfariables in Columns

IA IA GF GF GF AO AO AO
(pres) (host) (pres) (host) (aim) (pres) (congr) (val)

SIP vignette 1 (interpret/ response) -.021 .067 .091 -.144 .042 -.090 -.047
SIP vignette 2 (interpret/ response) -.050 112 .030 -.034 -.055 -.123 -.021
SIP vignette 3 (interpret/ response) 173 105 .098 .203* .084 .094 110
SIP vignette 4 (interpret/ response) .109 .187 .182 .242* -.002 -.079 -.041
SIP total sum interpretation .085 .079 -.043 -.099 .003 -.035 .053
SIP total sum response generation -.007 184 125 .098 .022 -.115 -.021
SIP total sum (interpret/ response) .023 179 .088 .046 .019 -.107 .001
SIP vignette 1 (goal selection) -.091 152 .010 .063 .047 -.134 -.081
SIP vignette 2 (goal selection) -.019 .056 .010 -.113 -.010 -.044 -.032
SIP vignette 3 (goal selection) -.070 .076 -.063 .084 -.024 -.027 .002
SIP vignette 4 (goal selection) .028 112 -.014 .046 -.051 -.147 -.121
SIP vignette 1 (response evaluation) -.166 .092 -.044 -.017 -.046 -.010 .055
SIP vignette 2 (response evaluation) -.185 .087 116 .054 155 .098 131

SIP vignette 3 (response evaluation) -177 129 -.051 .072 .103 .000 124

-.026

.029

.031

.010

-.123

.087

.030

.002

-.042

-.059

.054
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SIP vignette 4 (response evaluation) -.150 101 .048 .015 .028 -.016 .034 .087

SIP total sum response evaluation -.181 .138 .035 .045 .089 .036 119 .057

Note.SIP interpret / response generation=tallied inttgifon and response generation scores for edciofignettes with higher numbers indicating gegat
aggression; SIP interpretation=binary coded wijha&l.non-hostile intent and (2) as hostile intahieid across four vignettes; SIP response gemerattoded
on a scale of 1 to 5 tallied across four vignettgh higher numbers indicating more aggressiveaasps; SIP goal= goal formation. Three choice optio
ranging from most desirable (1) to least desiréB)eSIP response evaluation=binary coded witraljion-aggressive and (2) as aggressive respansadio
of four vignettes; SIP total sum response evaluatallied response evaluation scores across faureties; TAT scores are all total scores createslibyming
across five cards; 1A (pres, host)=Intent attribo§ (presence, hostility) coded using a 3 pointapdint scale where higher scores indicate thegmee of a
long-term, less hostile intention; GF (pres, hast))=Goal-formation (presence, hostility, aim) cddesing a 3 point, 2 point, and 3 point scale winégaer
scores indicate the presence of a long term, lesiidrgoal with adaptive intentions behind thelgé® (pres, cong, val)=Actions/outcomes (presence,

congruence, valence) coded using a 3 point, 3tpai 2 point scale where higher scores indideetesence of a planned action with congruenoucthat
is positive.



Hypothesis 6Hypothesis 6 stated: Less accurate, less complex, and less
organized schemas, as measured by the TAT, are expected to positivehtearitbl
aggressive and reactive cognitions as measured by the SIP. This hypothesis was
addressed by computing correlations between the TAT perceptual integoéicstore
and several SIP variables, namely, the four SIP vignettes’ interpretaspahse
generation, total SIP interpretation, and total SIP response generationcotretaions
are presented in Table 13. There were no significant correlations, thus, Hypétvasis

not supported by the data.
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Table 13

Correlations between Social Information Processing (SIP) interpretation and responsatigeneards 1-4, Total Sum Interpretation
and Total Sum Response Generation with TAT Cognition, Intent Attributions, and Goal Formationdretal Sc

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

=

. SIP vignette 1 (interpret/ response) --

2. SIP vignette 2 (interpret/ response)  .37*** -

3. SIP vignette 3 (interpret/ response) A7 21* --

4. SIP vignette 4 (interpret/ response) 19 28** 38 --

5. SIP total sum interpretation 36*FF ABFRx ZQFRk TRrx -

6. SIP total sum response generation B3***  65**  61**  6h** 35 --

7. TAT perceptual integration -.03 -.08 .04 .04 -.04 .01 --
8. TAT intent attributions (presence) -.04 -.10 10 A1 .08 -.01 .10 -
9. TAT goal formation (presence) .06 .03 .07 .08 -.04 A2 .38** .05

Note SIP interpret / response generation=tallied pregation and response generation scores for ddohirovignettes with higher numbers indicating aper
aggression; SIP interpretation=binary coded wijha&l.non-hostile intent and (2) as hostile intatieid across four vignettes; SIP response gemerattoded
on a scale of 1 to 5 tallied across four vigneti#h higher numbers indicating more aggressiveaasps; TAT scores are all total scores createdifoyrsng
across five cards; TAT Perceptual integration=coaigidg a scale from 1-4 where higher scores indlinadre well-developed perceptual integration; TAfeht
attributions (presence)= coded using a 3 poinesadiere higher scores indicate the presence afahlestile intention; Goal-formation (presence)=zbdsing
a 3 point scale where higher scores indicate thsgmce of a long term goal. Sample sizes rangeNrem 00 to 101.

*p <.05. *p <.01. ***p < .001.



Hypothesis 7Hypothesis 7 stated: TAT stories not dealing with intention at all
(intention attribution and goal formation) will likely be associated with hesttent
attribution and aggressive response as measured by the SIP. This hypothesis was
addressed by calculating correlations between (a) the TAT inteabtiatin total score
and several SIP variables, including SIP interpretation, and SIP responseigenanalt
(b) the TAT goal formation total score and the same SIP variables (i.e., SIP
interpretation, and SIP response generation). These correlations are alsogresente
Table 13. There were no significant correlations, thus, Hypothesis 7 was also not
supported by the data.

Research Question 3

Research Question 3 asked: How do schemas, as measured by the TAT, relate to
proactive and reactive aggressive behavior as rated by teachers, peers? ardeel
hypotheses were subsumed under this research question. The results of thethaalyses
were used to address each hypothesis are addressed in turn below. The following
hypotheses were analyzed with both the individual cards as well as the total score

Correlations between TAT total scores are presented in Table 14.
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Table 14

Correlations TAT Total Scores

1 2 3 4
1. Perceptual integration --
2. Cope with affect tension  .66*** --
3. Relationships JJ0F* 8O*** --
4. Self-regulation 8RBl 8OrH* --
5. Intent att. (presence) 10 10 .03 -.01
6. Intent att. (hostility) -.18 -12 -28* -18
7. Goal form. (presence) 38Fr*F B2xkx Glxx BerFr*
8. Goal form. (hostility) -21* - 30 -28%* -28*%
9. Goal form. (aim) A7 27 .28**  .30**
10. Outcomes (presence) ABFF* BT G2*F 66
11. Outcomes (congruence)  .44*** GOx**  Lgkxk  G]*x*
12. Outcomes (valence) 19 31** 21* 26**

5 6 7 8 9 10 11

36F

05  -10 -

23 437 14 -

06 .04 .68+ 287

23 .07 B4** 08 46 -

16 A1 .33% .04 377+ ger -
06 .14 29 15 30%  23% 24

Note Sample sizes range frodh= 101 to 102. TAT scores are all total scoresteehy summing across five cards; Perceptual iategr=coded using a scale
from 1-4 where higher scores indicate more welleli@ved perceptual integration; Cope with affecstem=coded using a scale from 1-3 where higherescor
indicate better coping; Relationships=coded usisgade from 1-5 where higher scores indicate mdegptive relationship schemas; Self-regulation=coded
using a scale from 1-5 where higher scores indicates well-developed self-regulation /self-contiakent attributions (presence, hostility)=codethgsa 3
point and 2 point scale with higher scores indigathe presence of a long-term, less hostile imrnGoal-formation (presence, hostility, aim)=cddesing a 3
point, 2 point, and 3 point scale with higher sedrelicating the presence of a long term, lessileagbal with adaptive intentions behind the gaditcomes
(presence, congruence, valence)=Actions/outcomgsdcosing a 3 point, 3 point, and 2 point scalé Wwigher scores indicating the presence of a gldnn

action with congruent outcome that is positive <*.05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.



Hypothesis 8Hypothesis 8 stated: The inaccurate perception of others’ intentions
as hostile will be positively correlated with reactive but not proactive aggnegsach
individual TAT card, as well as the total score of the five cards, used to mé&asute
Attributions (hostility) were correlated with the measures of proagbinaattive) and
reactive (reactive) aggression as rated by both peers and teachers.régataggeer-
and teacher-rated aggression correlations with the TAT intent attributitityostal
score are presented in Table 15.

Table 15

Correlations between TAT Total Scores with Aggregated Peer-Rated and Teacher-Rated
Reactive and Proactive Aggression Ratings

Peer Peer Teacher Teacher

reactive proactive reactive proactive
1. Perceptual integration -.16 -.09 .06 -.24 (-.23%)
2. Cope with affect -.19 -.09 -.03 -.22 (-.18)
3. Relationships -.13 -11 -.01 -.25 (-.22%)
4. Self-regulation -.15 -.10 -.05 -.23 (-.24%)
5. Intent att. (presence) .04 12 .03 -.04 (-.02)
6. Intent att. (hostility) 23* 24* A7 -.14 (.05)
7. Goal form. (presence) -.07 14 -.01 -.05 (-.04)
8. Goal form. (hostility) A2rr* A 3F** 19 27 (.23%)
9. Goal form. (aim) .20* .38*** 14 .09 (.10)
10. Outcomes (presence) .05 12 -.00 -.22 (-.12)
11. Outcomes (congr.) .10 A2 10 -.30 (-.20)
12. Outcomes (valence) .08 14 -.00 -.22 (-.17)

Note TAT scores are all total scores created by sumraaross five cards; Perceptual integration=coded
using a scale from 1-4 where higher scores indicatee well-developed perceptual integration; Copth w
affect tension=coded using a scale from 1-3 whagleehn scores indicate better coping;
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Relationships=coded using a scale from 1-5 whegkeniscores indicate more adaptive relationship
schemas; Self-regulation=coded using a scale fr@mwhere higher scores indicate more well-developed
self-regulation /self-control; Intent attributiof@resence, hostility)=coded using a 3 point andidtmscale
where higher scores indicate the presence of atlermg, less hostile intention; Goal-formation (fese,
hostility, aim)=coded using a 3 point, 2 point, @&point scale where higher scores indicate theguee

of a long term, less hostile goal with adaptiveimions behind the goal; Outcomes (presence, cengey
valence)=Actions/outcomes coded using a 3 poipbit, and 2 point scale where higher scores aidic
the presence of a planned action with congrueroou¢ that is positive. Peer reactive and
proactive=aggregated peer sociometric items seldntdactor analysis; teacher reactive and
proactive=aggregated teacher sociometric itemstseldy factor analysis.

Sample sizes range frolh= 96 to 97 for peer-rated aggression correlatitosy N = 67 to 68 for teacher-
rated reactive aggression correlations, and fkom38 to 39 for teacher-rated proactive aggression
correlations. Teacher proactive raw score cor@iatare given in parentheses

(N =94 toN = 95).

*p <.05. *p<.01. **p < .001.

Table 16 presents Individual card correlations with both peer- and teaches-rating

Table 16

Significant Correlations between Individual TAT Cards with Aggregated Peer-Rated and
Teacher-Rated Reactive and Proactive Aggression Ratings

Peer Peer Teacher Teacher
reactive  proactive  reactive proactive
1. Perceptual integr (card 1) -.07 -.06 .04 -.33* (-.29*)
2. Cope with affect (card 4) -.22% -.12 -.01 -.03 (-.02)
3. Cope with affect (card 8) -.20* -.22* .05 -.25 (-.20%)
4. Relationships (card 4) -.02 -11 -.16 -.14 (-.21%)
5. Relationships (card 7) -.26* -12 -.05 -.35% (-.25%)
6. Relationships (card 8) -.22* -17 -.04 -.21 (-.24%)
7. Self-regulation (card 1) -11 -.04 -.08 -.18 (-.20%)
8. Self-regulation (card 7) -.13 -.08 -.02 -.34* (-.23%)
9. Self-regulation (card 8) -.18 -.12 -.16 -.22 (-.28**)
10. Intent att. (hostility card 1) A3 .20% A2 .08 (.111)
11. Intent att. (hostility card 3) 28** 31** .04 -.12 (-.053)
12. Intent att. (hostility card 7) 25% 16 .24* -.10 (.097)
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13. Goal form. (aim card 1) .05 22* .03 .03 (.01)

14. Goal form. (aim card 3) 24* A0*F* .02 16 (.14)
15. Goal form. (aim card 4) 14 22* .20 .06 (.09)
16. Goal form. (aim card 7) 14 23* A3 .06 (.01)
17. Goal form. (aim card 8) 16 29** 13 .04 (.11)
18. Goal form. (host card 1) A0** 33** .18 .32* (.20%)
19. Goal form. (host card 3) 39%** .38*** .03 A7 ((14)
20. Goal form. (host card 4) 2T+ 32%* -.15 .20 (.04)
21. Goal form. (host card 7) A3 13 37+ .10 (.19)
22. Goal form. (host card 8) 28** 32%* A5 .21 (.20)
23. Outcomes (congr card 1) .08 .09 -.004 -.38* (-.13)
24. Outcomes (congr card 8) .08 12 -.01 -.28 (-.20%)
25. Outcomes (valence card 7) 15 21* .04 -.06 (.02)

Note Perceptual integration=coded using a scale frelwhere higher scores indicate more well-
developed perceptual integration; Cope with affension=coded using a scale from 1-3 where higher
scores indicate better coping; Relationships=cagdng a scale from 1-5 where higher scores indicate
more adaptive relationship schemas; Self-regulatioded using a scale from 1-5 where higher scores
indicate more well-developed self-regulation /sfitrol; Intent attributions (hostility)=coded ugia 2
point scale where higher scores indicate a norifaastention; Goal-formation (hostility, aim)=code
using a 2 point, and 3 point scale where higherescmdicate a non-hostile goal that is more largt
Outcomes (congruence, valence)=coded using a 3 paéh2 point scale where higher scores indicate a
congruent outcome that is positive. Peer reactidemoactive=aggregated peer sociometric itemstesle
by factor analysis; teacher reactive and proactiggregated teacher sociometric items selectéachyr
analysis; Peer and teacher sociometric aggressionsias determined by factor analysis

Sample sizes afd = 97 for peer-rated aggression correlatidns, 68 for teacher-rated reactive aggression
correlations, antl = 39 for teacher-rated proactive aggression caticels. Teacher proactive raw score
correlations are given in parenthesids=(94 toN = 95).

*p < .05. **p < .01. **p < .001.

As can be seen in Table 15, the TAT intent attribution hostility total score was
significantly correlated with peer-rated reactive aggressien?3,p < .05), but it was
also significantly correlated with peer-rated proactive aggressmon24,p < .05). Table

16 shows that the individual intent attribution TAT cards showed some significant
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correlations with reactive and proactive peer-rated aggression. Tabl® Ehalgs that
the TAT intent attribution hostility total score was not significantly catesl with either
of the teacher-rated aggression variables, but Table 16 indicates thaAtiibation
hostility card 7 was correlated with teacher-rated reactive aggressia@4,p < .05).
Thus, the results for Hypothesis 8 were mixed. For peer-rated aggression, élagions
with intent attribution were both significant (reactive and proactive) and fcineeaated
aggression, neither proactive nor reactive aggression showed significalaticorsevith
intent attribution total scores. Individual cards showed a mixture of significant
correlations with both reactive and proactive ratings from peers, but only for ctigaea
rating by teachers. Of the 48 total TAT correlations, 10 of the correlatioes wer
significant. Approximately 2 correlations out of 100 should have been significant by
chance. Out of the 100 individual card correlations, 36 of the correlations were
significant. Approximately 5 correlations out of 100 should have been significant by
chance. Therefore, results can be presented with confidence.

Hypothesis 9Hypothesis 9 stated: On the TAT, presence of goals/intentions and
congruence between actions and outcomes are expected to correlate with peehand teac
rated aggression, both reactive and proactive. Each individual card, as well as the total
score of the five cards, used to measure Goal Formation (presence, hastiligyn) and
Outcomes (congruence) were correlated with the measures of réaggve aggression
and proactive (covert) aggression as rated by both peers and teachers. Taedpeer-
teacher-rated aggression correlations with the TAT total scores aratpteseTable 15.

Individual card correlations are presented in Table 16.
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As can be seen in Table 15, the TAT goal formation (hostility) total score was
significantly correlated with peer-rated reactive aggressien42,p < .001) and the
TAT goal formation (aim) total score was significantly correlatetth weer-rated reactive
aggressionr(=.20,p < .05). There were also significant correlations for peer-rated
proactive aggression with the TAT goal formation (aim) total score (r . 8801) and
with the TAT goal formation (hostility) total score (r = .435.001). For teacher ratings,
only teacher-rated proactive aggression was significantly correlatiedh& TAT goal
formation (hostility) total score (r = .2B8,<.05). Table 16 additionally shows that all
five of the TAT goal formation individual cards also had significant corogiatwith the
aggregated peer-rated reactive aggression measure (see Table 16 &)r datdd 15
shows that none of the TAT goal formation total scores nor the outcome congruahce tot
score were significantly correlated with teacher-rated reaajgesasion, but Table 16
indicates that goal formation hostility card 7 was significantly caedlwith teacher-
rated reactive aggression=< .37,p < .01). For proactive aggression, Table 16 also shows
that peer-ratings were significantly correlated with all five Tgokl formation (aim)
individual cards, as well as four out of five TAT goal formation (hostilityyisai eacher
ratings of proactive aggression only correlated with one TAT goal formationléhost
individual card as well as two TAT outcomes congruence individual cards. The results
partially support Hypothesis 9.

It is worth noting that overall, the TAT variables were more closeleltzied
with teacher proactive ratings (11 out of 60 possible correlations) than tesadtarere

ratings (0 out of 36 possible correlations), which is a different pattern than the SIP
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variables (See Appendix Tables A2 and A3 for correlations with teachdrS#eand
TAT items of reactive and proactive aggression.)

Hypothesis 10Hypothesis 10 stated: The actions of proactive aggressors will be
driven by a clear goal and will not share an intention of self-defense sistke h
attribution biases are less likely amongst this group. Instead, proactiessggrwill
likely intend for their actions to be instrumental in meeting some pre-datsigoal.
Therefore the following correlations are expected to occur between aggrgges and
TAT instrument variables: First, hostile attribution biases, as measyted BAT
instrument, are expected to be correlated with reactive and not proactiveseggras
can be seen in the results of the analysis that were used to address hypothedis 8, hosti
attribution biases are significantly correlated with both proactive antiveaggression.
Next, significant correlations are expected between the TAT instrungaalgormation
(aim) and proactive aggressiomo address this hypothesis, each individual card, as well
as the total score of the five cards, used to measure Goal Formation (preseititg, host
and aim) and Outcomes (congruence) were correlated with the measures oferoact
(covert) aggression as rated by both peers and teachers. The peer- amddézathe
(aggregated scores) aggression correlations with the TAT total scer@gaan presented
in Table 15. Individual card correlations are presented in Table 16.

As can be seen in Table 15, the TAT goal formation (hostility) total score was
significantly correlated with both peer-rated proactive and reactive aggréss .43,p
<.001; and = .42,p < .001 respectively) and the TAT goal formation (aim) total score
was significantly correlated with peer-rated proactive aggressmon38,p < .001) and

only modestly correlated with reactive aggression 20,p < .05). Table 16 additionally
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shows that several of the TAT individual cards for goal formation (9 totafiseymi
correlations of a possible 10) also had significant correlations with pedrpraigctive
aggression (see Table 16 for details). Individual card correlations werev@eontdor
peer rated reactive aggression and goal formation (5 total significaakations of a
possible 10). For teacher ratings of aggression, Table 15 shows that the TAT goal
formation hostility total score was significantly correlated with pliga@aggression
(r=.23, p<.05), but not with reactive aggressidiable 16 indicates that two of the
individual cards (one goal formation correlation and one outcome congruence
correlation) showed significant correlations with the teacher-ratedtm®aggression,
while just one individual card (goal formation) was significantly corrdlatigh teacher
rated reactive aggression. Thus, Hypothesis 10 is partially supported byalsendat
there are a larger number of correlations between proactive aggression and goal
formation, than between reactive aggression and goal formation for both peer and teache
ratings. However, there are significant correlations for both reactiveraadtie
aggression with goal formation. For the interested reader, correlations hdiweeotal
scores and individual peer-rated measures of reactive and proactive aggression are
presented in the Appendix in Table A3. Correlations between TAT total scores and
individual teacher-rated measures of reactive and proactive aggressesaneted in
the Appendix in Table A4. Correlations between individual TAT cards and individual
peer-rated measures of reactive and proactive aggression are presédmtedigpendix in
Table A5. Correlations between individual TAT cards and individual teacher-rated

measures of reactive and proactive aggression are presented in the Appenblia &6Ta
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Finally, although not included in the hypotheses regarding correlations,
correlations between TAT total scores and the BASC, bully, and victim scales ar
presented in Table 17 because they will be important for the regression aralyses t
follow later. It is worth noting that there are more significant cati@hs between TAT
individual cards and both the victimization scale (5 out of a possible 10 correlations) and
the BASC (6 out of a possible 10 correlations) than there are with the bullying scale (1
out of a possible 10 correlations).

Table 17

Correlations between TAT Total Scores with BASC (Teacher-Rated), Bullyiflig (Sel
Rated), and Victimization (Self-Rated)

BASC Bully Victim
1. Perceptual integration -.16 .05 -.04
2. Cope with affect -.08 -.03 -.12
3. Relationships -.08 -.08 -.14
4. Self-regulation =11 .04 -.07
5. Intent att. (presence) .08 .04 A2
6. Intent att. (hostility) .18 .02 -.06
7. Goal form. (presence) -.03 .00 -.20
8. Goal form. (hostility) 28** -.14 -.25*
9. Goal form. (aim) .18 -.03 -.06
10. Outcomes (presence) .18 -.05 -.16
11. Outcomes (congr.) .20* -.01 -.16
12. Outcomes (valence) -.08 -.10 -.14

Note TAT scores are all total scores created by sumraaross five cards; Perceptual integration=coded
using a scale from 1-4 where higher scores indicatee well-developed perceptual integration; Copth w
affect tension=coded using a scale from 1-3 whagleen scores indicate better coping;
Relationships=coded using a scale from 1-5 wheghkeniscores indicate more adaptive relationship
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schemas; Self-regulation=coded using a scale fr@mwhere higher scores indicate more well-developed
self-regulation /self-control; Intent attributiof@resence, hostility)=coded using a 3 point andidtmscale
where higher scores indicate the presence of atlermg, less hostile intention; Goal-formation (pese,
hostility, aim)=coded using a 3 point, 2 point, @&point scale where higher scores indicate theguee

of a long term, less hostile goal with adaptiveimions behind the goal; Outcomes (presence, cengey
valence)=Actions/outcomes coded using a 3 poipbiit, and 2 point scale where higher scores a@idic
the presence of a planned action with congrueroong that is positive. BASC= Behavioral Assessment
System for Children. Aggression subscale usingdrescwhere higher scores indicate higher levels of
aggression; Bully=self-report with lower scoresigading more bullying behaviors; Victim=Peer-
Victimization Scale. Self-report with lower scoiiadicating more victimization;

Sample sizes range frolh= 96 to 97.

*p <.05. **p<.01.

Table 18 then presents significant correlations between the individual TAT cards
and the BASC, bully, and victim scales for the same reason.
Table 18

Significant Correlations between Individual TAT Cards with BASC (Teacher-Rated),
Bullying (Self-Rated), and Victimization (Self-Rated)

BASC Bully Victim
1. Cope with affect (card 3) .01 -11 -.26*
2. Relationships (card 1) .08 -.24* -.30**
3. Self-regulation (card 8) -.21* .04 -.02
4. Intent att. (hostility card 3) 29%* -.09 -.02
5. Goal form. (presence card 1) -.001 -.05 -.24*
6. Goal form. (hostility card 1) 24** -.08 .00
7. Goal form. (hostility card 3) 29** -.15 -.21*
8. Goal form. (hostility card 8) 23* -.04 -.30**
9. Outcomes (presence card 1) 24* -12 -12
10. Outcomes (congruence card 1) 24* -.13 -11

Note Cope with affect tension=coded using a scale fteBwhere higher scores indicate better coping;
Relationships=coded using a scale from 1-5 wheghkdniscores indicate more adaptive relationship
schemas; Self-regulation=coded using a scale fr&mwhere higher scores indicate more well-developed
self-regulation /self-control; Intent attributioffsostility)=coded using a 3 point and 2 point scakere
higher scores indicate a non-hostile intention; I@aanation (presence, hostility)=coded using ao&p

and 2 point scale where higher scores indicatptésence of a long term, non- hostile goal; Outcme
(presence, congruence) = coded using a 3 poinBauint scale where higher scores indicate thegoee
of a planned action with congruent outcome. BAS@h&ioral Assessment System for Children.
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Aggression subscale using T-scores where higheesdodicate higher levels of aggression; Bullyfsel
report with lower scores indicating more bullyinghaviors; Victim=Peer-Victimization Scale. Self-oep
with lower scores indicating more victimization.

Sample sizes ad = 96 for all BASC correlations arid= 97 for all bully and victim correlations.

*p <.05. *p<.01.

Research Question 4

Research Question 4 asked: How do demographic variables (i.e., gender and age)
relate to aggression and social cognition? One hypothesis was used undegdnihires
guestion. The results of the analyses that were used to test this hypothdses will
addressed below.

Hypothesis 11Hypothesis 11 stated: Gender differences for the relationship
between social information processing and socially competent behavior arpected.
Correlations between gender and (a) all of the TAT (total and individualss¢ajeeer-
rated aggression variables, (c) teacher-rated aggression variables, @Pfeariables,
(e) two self-rated scales (bullying behavior and peer victimization),fatite(teacher-
rated BASC were calculated to address this hypothesis. Gender was sddedviale
and 2 = Female so that positive correlations indicate higher scores foeseand
negative correlations indicate higher scores for males. TAT total scoetations are
presented in Table 19.

Table 19

Correlations between Gender and Age with TAT Total Scores

Gender Age
1. Perceptual integration A1 19
2. Cope with affect tension A1 14
3. Relationships .07 30**
4. Self-regulation .08 32%*
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5. Intent att. (presence) .09 19

6. Intent att. (hostility) -.12 12

7. Goal form. (presence) 14 14
8. Goal form. (hostility) -.04 .02

9. Goal form. (aim) .16 15
10. Outcomes (presence) -.02 32%*
11. Outcomes (congruence) -.05 35%**
12. Outcomes (valence) .02 .06

Note TAT scores are all total scores created by sumraaross five cards. Gender is coded as 1 = Male
and 2 = Female. Positive correlations indicate digitores for females and negative correlations
indicate higher scores for males. Perceptual iategr=coded with scale from 1-4 where higher scores
indicate better developed perceptual integratiapeCwith affect tension =coded with scale from 1-3
where higher scores indicate better coping; Redatipps=coded with scale from 1-5 where higher score
indicate more adaptive relationship schemas; ®gifdation=coded with scale from 1-5 where higher
scores indicate more well-developed self-regulatiotent attributions (presence, hostility)=codeithw

3 point and 2 point scale where higher scoresaidithe presence of a long-term, less hostil@fiiote;
Goal-formation (presence, hostility, aim)=codedwatpoint, 2 point, and 3 point scale where higher
scores indicate the presence of a long term, lestiidn goal with adaptive intentions behind thelgoa
Outcomes (presence, congruence valence)=Actionsiogs coded with 3 point, 3 point, and 2 point
scale where higher scores indicate presence a@rmetl action with congruent outcome that is pasitiv
Sample sizes range from= 101 to 107.

*p <.05. *p<.01. **p < .001.

Significant TAT individual card correlations are presented in Table 20.

Table 20

Significant Correlations between Individual TAT Cards with Gender and Age
Gender Age

1. Perceptual integration (card 4) A2 21*

2. Relationships (card 1) -.04 21*

3. Relationships (card 4) .04 35%**

4. Relationships (card 8) .09 28**

5. Self-regulation (card 1) .04 26%*

6. Self-regulation (card 3) .06 .25*
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7. Self-regulation (card 4) .04 36%**

8. Self-regulation (card 8) .03 26**
9. Intent att. (hostility card 3) -.20* 14
10. Goal form. (aim card 8) A1 21*
11. Outcomes (presence card 3) -.03 32%*
12. Outcomes (presence card 4) .004 .25*
13. Outcomes (presence card 8) .03 22*
14. Outcomes (congruence card 1) -.22* .07
15. Outcomes (congruence card 3) -.04 .38***
16. Outcomes (congruence card 4) .001 37

Note Gender is coded as 1 = Male and 2 = Female sattpositive correlations indicate higher scores fo
females and negative correlations indicate higberes for males. Perceptual integration=coded using
scale from 1-4 where higher scores indicate motedeseloped perceptual integration;
Relationships=coded using a scale from 1-5 wheghkdniscores indicate more adaptive relationship
schemas; Self-regulation=coded using a scale fr&mwhere higher scores indicate more well-developed
self-regulation /self-control; Intent attributioffostility)=coded using a 2 point scale where bigécores
indicate non-hostile intention; Goal-formation (§#ooded using a 3 point scale where higher scores
indicate adaptive intentions behind the goal; Omies (presence, congruence)=coded using a 3 puint a
3 point scale where higher scores indicate thegpi@sof a planned action with congruent outcome.
Sample sizes range frodh= 102 to 107. p <.05. **p <.01. ***p < .001.

Aggregated peer- and teacher-rated aggression variable correlatiorssargqd
in Table 21 (with the individual peer- and teacher-rated item correlations in thadyope
in Table A7).

Table 21

Correlations between Gender and Age with Aggregated Peer- and Teacher-Rated
Reactive and Proactive Aggression

Gender Age
1. Peer reactive aggression -.23* -.02
2. Peer proactive aggression .05 -.01
3. Teacher reactive aggression .07 .01
4. Teacher proactive aggression 29 (.22%) -.22 (-.18)
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Note Gender is coded as 1 = Male and 2 = Female sattpositive correlations indicate higher scores fo
females and negative correlations indicate higberes for males; Peer reactive and proactive=agtgdg
peer sociometric items selected by factor ansilysacher reactive and proactive=aggregated teache
sociometric items selected by factor analysis.

Sample sizes range frolh= 41 to 100 for z-score correlations. Teacher giea raw score correlations
are given in parenthesds € 100).

*p <.05. *p<.01.

SIP variable correlations are presented in Table 22 as well as the twateself-
scales and the BASC.
Table 22

Correlations between Gender and Age with SIP Total Scores and Other Measures of
Aggression

Gender Age

1. SIP interpretation .06 -.16
2. SIP response generation 32** -.19
3. SIP sum total (interpret and response) 29%* -.21*
4. SIP response evaluation .03 -.18
5. Bullying behavior scale (self) 32%* -.23*
6. Peer victimization (self) 19 A1

7. BASC aggression scale (teacher) -.08 -.05

Note Gender is coded as 1 = Male and 2 = Female $attpositive correlations indicate higher scores fo
females and negative correlations indicate higberes for males; SIP interpretation=binary codeith \{4)
as non-hostile intent and (2) as hostile intefie@lacross four vignettes; SIP response generattoded
on a scale of 1 to 5 tallied across four vignettgh higher numbers indicating more aggressive aasps;
SIP sum total (interpret and response)=talliedrprietation and response generation scores across fo
vignettes with higher numbers indicating greategragsion; SIP response evaluation=tallied response
evaluation scores across four vignettes; BASC= Biehal Assessment System for Children. Aggression
subscale using T-scores where higher scores irditgher levels of aggression; Bully=self-reporthwi
lower scores indicating more bullying behaviorsgtih=Peer-Victimization Scale. Self-report with lew
scores indicating more victimization

Sample sizes range frolh= 99 to 101.

*p<.05. *p<.01.

As can be seen in Table 19, there are no significant correlations between gender
and TAT total scores. Table 20 displays that only two individual TAT cards show

significant correlations with gender, such that males show higher scotessernwo
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cards: (a) Intent Attributions hostility card 3 -.20,p < .05) and (b) Outcomes
congruence card I € -.22,p < .05). Table 21 presents correlations between gender and
the peer- and teacher-rated measures of reactive and proactive aggresseowerder
two significant correlations such that boys scored significantly higheeenrpted
reactive aggressiom € -.23,p < .05) and girls scored significantly higher on teacher-
rated raw score proactive aggression (22,p < .05). Note that the correlation for
teacher-rated z-score proactive aggression was highef9), but was not significant
due to the small sample siZ¢ € 39). Finally, Table 22 shows that SIP response
generation was significantly correlated with gender where girl@ddogheri(=.32,p
<.01) and SIP response generation / intention attribution overall was signyficantl
correlated with gender also such that girls scored higherZ9,p < .01). Gender was
also significantly positively correlated with the self-rating of theyd) behavior scale
(r =.32,p<.01), indicating that females have higher scores on the bullying behavior
scale which translates to more adaptive functioning and less bullying.

Although not specifically stated in Hypothesis 11, the same correlations were al
run for age. Table 19 shows that age was positively correlated with four of theoTaAT
scores (see Table 15 for details). Table 20 shows that age was significanithelgos
correlated with 14 TAT individual cards. Age was not significantly correlatddamy of
the aggregated peer- or teacher-rated aggression variables (see Tablelyl,)age
was significantly negatively correlated with SIP ovenak ¢.21,p < .05)--but not its
separate components--and the self-rated bullying behavior scale2@,p < .05),

indicating that younger children have higher scores on these two scaleskiee2Z)a
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Research Question 5

Research Question 5 asked: When predicting aggression from self, peer, and
teacher perspectives, what are the unique contributions of schema and soantiafor
processing components? Two hypotheses were addressed under this reseanoh quest
The results of the analyses that were used to address each hypothesis wik&sedddr
turn below.

Hypothesis 12Hypothesis 12 stated: TAT variables will be more predictive of
teacher and peer-rated aggressive behaviors than SIP variables. This hypa@thesis
addressed by multiple regression analyses. There are a total of fivepeaicher-rated
aggression variables (i.e., peer-rated reactive aggression, peer-ratgn@mggression,
teacher-rated reactive aggression, teacher-rated proactive agyrassi teacher-rated
BASC). Therefore, five separate multiple regressions were calcutageltitess this
hypothesis with each of the five aggression variables as the criterion véoiagéeh
regression and any significant TAT and SIP variables as predictors forezggession.

Table 23 displays the results for the first regression analysis for [pmgdieter-
rated reactive aggression from significant TAT and SIP variables. at@alScores,
which were sums across the five cards for each TAT construct, that had argratco-
order correlations with this aggression variable, were entered into thesiegre
equation. Any individual TAT cards that showed significant zero-order cooesatvith
the aggression variable and that were not included in the significant total seoeeslso
entered. There were no SIP variables with significant correlations wathghression

variable; therefore, no SIP variables were entered. Because gender shayndccarg
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zero-order correlation with peer-rated reactive aggression, gender wastdesed in the
equation as a control variable, so as not to influence the equation outcome.

This equation used three TAT total scores and four additional cards (se@3pable
The overall equation was significaf{(8, 88) = 4.12p = .000, explaining 27.3% of the
variance in the dependent variable. There were three significant predijetodgr, total
goal formation (hostility) and total goal formation (aim),@sl< .05. Thus, Hypothesis 12
was supported for the peer-rated reactive aggression variable because e idBI€s
were more predictive of this aggression variable than were the SIP variables
Table 23

Regression Analysis for Predicting Peer-Rated Reactive Aggression from Srgni#cT
Variables with Gender as Covariate

B SEB B R’

Gender -1.12 0.49 -.22*% 273
Total intent attributions (hostility) 0.05 0.22 .03

Total goal formation (hostility) 0.54 0.26 .25*

Total goal formation (aim) 0.20 0.10 22*

Cope with affect tension card 4 -0.47 0.44 -11

Cope with affect tension card 8 -0.16 0.54 -.03
Relationships card 7 -0.27 0.35 -.09
Relationships card 8 -0.18 0.36 -.06

Note Peer rated reactive aggression=aggregated peiensziric items selected by factor analysis. Peer
sociometric items=tallies of nominations calculatgth higher scores -higher levels of aggressioandzr
is coded as 1 = Male and 2 = Female; Total intéribations (hostility)=coded using a 2 point schigher
scores-less hostile intention attributions; Totadlgdormation (hostility, aim)=coded using a 2 gand 3
point scale higher scores- a non-hostile goal aithptive intentions behind the goal; Cope withaiffe
tension=coded using a scale from 1-3 higher scoett®r coping; Relationships=coded using a scal® fr
1-5 higher scores- more adaptive relationship selsem

Gender was included because it showed a signifimenat-order correlation with the dependent variabtgal
TAT scores (sums across the five cards) that shaiggtificant zero-order correlations with the degbemt
variable were entered next. Significant individoatds not part of a significant total score alsed. The
overall model was significanE(8, 88) = 4.12p = .000. The constant for the model = -1.5%.05.
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Table 24 displays the results for the second regression analysis for predicting
peer-rated proactive aggression from significant TAT and SIP varialfdstotal
scores, which were sums across the five cards for each TAT constructdthat ha
significant zero-order correlations with this aggression variable, wezeedrnnto the
regression equation. Any individual TAT cards that showed significant zdes-or
correlations with the aggression variable and that were not included in thecaignifi
total scores were also entered. There were no SIP variables with sigindierelations
with this aggression variable; therefore, no SIP variables were entered.

This equation used three TAT total scores and two additional cards (see Table
24). The overall equation was significa(s, 91) = 7.81p = .000, explaining 30.0% of
the variance in the dependent variable. There were two significant predictalgoal
formation (hostility;p < .05) and total goal formation (ai< .01). Thus, Hypothesis 12
was supported for the peer-rated proactive aggression variable because theidldl@svar
were more predictive of this aggression variable than were the SIP variables
Table 24

Regression Analysis for Predicting Peer-Rated Proactive Aggression from Siginific
TAT Variables

B SEB B R
Total intent attributions (hostility) 0.16 0.19 .08 .300
Total goal formation (hostility) 0.51 0.22 .25%
Total goal formation (aim) 0.25 0.08 29**
Cope with affect tension card 8 -0.70 0.41 -.16
Action/outcomes (valence) card 7 0.84 0.64 12

Note Peer rated proactive aggression=aggregated peiensgtric items selected by factor analysis. Peer
sociometric items=tallies of nominations calculatgth higher scores indicating higher levels of
aggression; Total intent attributions (hostilitypded using a 2 point scale where higher scoresateli

less hostile intention attributions; Total goalrf@tion (hostility, aim)=coded using a 2 point angoint

147



scale where higher scores indicate a non-hostiéé gith adaptive intentions behind the goal; Coyiita w
affect tension=coded using a scale from 1-3 whagleen scores indicate better coping; Actions/outesm
(valence) coded using a 2 point scale where higbares indicate a positive outcome.

Total TAT scores (sums across the five cards)shatved significant zero-order correlations with the
dependent variable were entered first. Significgadividual cards that were not part of a significtotal
score were also entered. The overall model wadfisignt, F(5, 91) = 7.81p = .000. The constant for the
model = -6.65.

*p<.05. *p < .01

Table 25 displays the results for the third regression analysis for predicting
teacher-rated reactive aggression from significant TAT and SIP \esialilere were no
TAT total scores with significant zero-order correlations with thisesgyon variable;
thus, any individual TAT cards that showed significant zero-order correlattmshe
aggression variable were entered into the equation. SIP variables with aignific
correlations with this aggression variable were also entered into the equation.

This equation used two individual TAT cards and two SIP variables (see Table
25). The overall equation was significaif4, 63) = 4.97p = .002, explaining 24.0% of
the variance in the dependent variable. There were two significant predictalgoal
formation (hostility;3 = .24,p < .05) and SIP response generatidpr(26,p < .05). The
standardized regression coefficiefi (vas higher for SIP response generation—but the
two were similar; thus, Hypothesis 12 was not supported for the teacher-exttrdere
aggression variable because the significant SIP variable was simhar TAT variable
in the prediction.

Table 25

Regression Analysis for Predicting Teacher-Rated Reactive Aggression fronc&ngnifi
TAT and SIP Variables

B SEB B R
Intent attributions (hostility) card 7 0.72 0.77 A2 .240
Goal formation (hostility) card 7 1.62 0.82 .24*
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SIP response generation 0.23 0.11 .26*

SIP response evaluation 0.09 0.10 A1

Note Teacher rated reactive aggression=aggregatedeeaaciometric items selected by factor analysis.
Teacher sociometric items=teachers rate each gttmtemggressive behaviors on scale of 1-5 withhéig
scores indicating greater aggression; Intent aitions (hostility)=coded using a 2 point scale vehleigher
scores indicate non-hostile intention attributio@sal formation (hostility)=coded using a 2 poicale
where higher scores indicate a non-hostile go#;i8sponse generation= coded on a scale of lattiést
across four vignettes with higher numbers indigatitore aggressive responses; SIP response
evaluation=binary coded with (1) as non-aggresai (2) as aggressive response for each of four
vignettes;

No total TAT scores (sums across the five cardsjveld significant zero-order correlations with the
dependent variable. Significant individual TAT cardere entered first. Significant SIP variablesenaso
entered. The overall model was significdf#, 63) = 4.97p = .002. The constant for the model = -6.91.
*p<.05.

Table 26 displays the results for the fourth regression analysis for predicting
teacher-rated proactive aggression from significant TAT and SIP \esialitere were
no TAT total scores with significant zero-order correlations with thisesggyn variable;
thus, any individual TAT cards that showed significant zero-order correlatitmshe
aggression variable were entered into the equation. There were no SIP varidbles wi
significant correlations with this aggression variable; therefore, no&@i&bles were
entered.

This equation used five individual TAT cards (see Table 26). The overall equation
was significantF(5, 33) = 2.55p = .047, explaining 27.9% of the variance in the
dependent variable. There were no significant predictors, likely due to the smakmnu
of participants who had complete data for all of these variables. Thus, Hypothesis 12
could not be tested with this data set. However, TAT action/outcomes (congroarte)
1, had gp-value that approached significange=(.091), and since there were no SIP
variables that even had significant zero-order correlations with teeatieerproactive
aggression, with a larger sample size, it is likely that this TAT card would show

significant predictive power.
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Table 26

Regression Analysis for Predicting Teacher-Rated Proactive Aggression fronc&rgnif
TAT Variables

B SEB B R
Perceptual integration card 1 -0.16 1.28 -.03 279
Relationships card 7 -1.27 2.20 -.25
Self-regulation card 7 0.48 231 .09
Goal formation (hostility) card 1 4.01 2.39 27
Action/outcomes (congruence) card 1 -1.58 0.91 -.33

Note Teacher rated proactive aggression=aggregateddeaociometric items selected by factor analysis.
Teacher sociometric items=teachers rate each dtémemggressive behaviors on scale of 1-5 withhéig
scores indicating greater aggression; Percepttedriation=coded using a scale from 1-4 where higher
scores indicate more well-developed perceptuafiatéon; Relationships= coded using a scale frosn 1-
where higher scores indicate more adaptive relsiipnschemas; Self-regulation=coded using a soaite f
1-5 where higher scores indicate more well-develogadf-regulation /self-control; Goal formation
(hostility)=coded using a 2 point scale where higgtores indicate a non-hostile goal; Actions/oortes
(congruence) coded 3 point scale where higher sdndicate a congruent outcome.

No total TAT scores (sums across the five cardsjveld significant zero-order correlations with the
dependent variable. Significant individual TAT cardere entered. The overall model was significh(s,
33) = 2.55p =.047. The constant for the model = 1.51.

Table 26a displays the results for another regression analysis for predicting
teacher-rated proactive aggression usawgscores from significant TAT and SIP
variables. There were four TAT total scores with significant zeroraaeelations with
this aggression variable and two more individual cards that were not included in these
total scores. There were no SIP variables with significant correlationghist
aggression variable; therefore, no SIP variables were entered.

This equation used four total TAT scores and two individual TAT cards (see
Table 26a). The overall equation was signific&?, 87) = 2.53p = .020, explaining
16.9% of the variance in the dependent variable. The only significant predictor was
gender, thus, this analysis did not support the hypothesis that TAT variables would bette

predict the dependent variable than would SIP variables unless one considers tHat severa
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TAT variables had significant zero-order correlations with the dependeabear
whereas no SIP variables did.
Table 26a

Regression Analysis for Predicting Teacher-Rated Proactive Aggression in Raw Scores
from Significant TAT Variables

B SEB B R
Gender 1.48 0.54 27 .169
Total perceptual integration -0.10 0.15 -.10
Total relationships 0.02 0.17 .02
Total self-regulation -0.06 0.19 -.08
Total goal formation (hostility) 0.39 0.24 A7
Coping with affect tensions card 8 -0.28 0.55 -.06
Action/outcomes (congruence) card 8 -0.24 0.36 -.08

Note Teacher rated proactive aggression=aggregatedeaociometric items selected by factor analysis.
Teacher sociometric items=teachers rate each dtémemggressive behaviors on scale of 1-5 withhéig
scores indicating greater aggression; Gender isccad 1 = Male and 2 = Female; Total perceptual
integration=coded using a scale from 1-4 wherediglaores indicate more well-developed perceptual
integration; Total relationships= coded using dest@m 1-5 where higher scores indicate more adapt
relationship schemas; Total self-regulation=codgidgia scale from 1-5 where higher scores indicatse
well-developed self-regulation /self-control; Togalal formation (hostility)=coded using a 2 poicale
where higher scores indicate less hostile goalpjr@owith affect tensions=coded using a scale fieth
where higher scores indicate better coping; Acfimmsomes (congruence) coded 3 point scale where
higher scores indicate a congruent outcome.

Gender was included because it showed a signifimenotorder correlation with the dependent variable
Total TAT scores (sums across the five cards)shatved significant zero-order correlations with the
dependent variable were entered next. Significagividual cards that were not part of a significetal
score were also entered. The overall model wadfisignt, F(7, 87) = 2.53p = .020. The constant for the
model = 4.98.

Table 27 displays the results for the fifth regression analysis for pregibe
teacher-rated BASC from significant TAT and SIP variables. TAT satates, which
were sums across the five cards for each TAT construct, that had sigragca+order
correlations with this aggression variable, were entered into the regressitorecquay

individual TAT cards that showed significant zero-order correlations withgipession
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variable and that were not included in the significant total scores werenédseck There
were no SIP variables with significant correlations with this aggressrtabiey
therefore, no SIP variables were entered.

This equation used two TAT total scores and three additional cards (see Table
27). The overall equation was significai(s, 90) = 6.12p = .000, explaining 25.4% of
the variance in the dependent variable. There were two significant predsetibrs
regulation card 8p(< .01) and intent attributions (hostility) card@<.05). Thus,
Hypothesis 12 was supported for the teacher-rated BASC variable becausd the T

variables were more predictive of this aggression variable than were theri@ii?ega

Table 27

Regression Analysis for Predicting Teacher-Rated BASC from Significant TAT ¥ariabl
B SEB B R

Total goal formation (hostility) 0.11 0.08 14 254

Total action/outcomes (congruence) 0.06 0.04 21

Self-regulation card 8 -0.38 0.13 -.31**

Intent attributions (hostility) card 3 0.47 0.20 23*

Action/outcomes (presence) card 1 0.23 0.15 A7

Note BASC= Behavioral Assessment System for ChildPegggression subscale using T-scores where
higher scores indicate higher levels of aggressiotal goal formation (hostility)=coded using a @mt
scale where higher scores indicate less hostilesgbatal actions/outcomes (congruence) coded Btpoi
scale where higher scores indicate a congruenbmecSelf-regulation=coded using a scale from 1-5
where higher scores indicate more well-develop#fetegulation /self-control; Intent attributions
(hostility)=coded using a 2 point scale where higdtores indicate a non-hostile intention attriuii
Actions/outcomes (presence)=coded using a 3 goale where higher scores indicate the presenae of
planned action.

The dependent variable was a z-score. Total TATescsums across the five cards) that showed
significant zero-order correlations with the depemidsariable were entered first. Significant indival
cards that were not part of a significant totalreomere also entered. The overall model was siganifi
F(5, 90) = 6.12p = .000. The constant for the model = -1.38.

*p<.05. *p<.01.

In sum, Hypothesis 12 was clearly supported by the regression analyses<or peer

rated reactive and proactive aggression and for the teacher-rated BASCTfier
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variables were significant predictors of each of the dependent variabl&Rrariables
were not. For teacher-rated proactive aggression, the findings were not asutléas
likely that with a larger sample size, this variable would also show the sarmen zaith
where the TAT variables would be significant predictors and the SIP variabldd not.
Only for teacher-rated reactive aggression did a SIP variable showr gneithctive
power than a TAT variable in predicting the dependent variable—both contributed
significantly to the variance in the criterion. Thus, there was much geegtport for
Hypothesis 12 than there was evidence against it.

Hypothesis 13Hypothesis 13 stated: SIP variables will be more predictive of
self-rated aggressive behaviors than TAT variables. This hypothesis wasldiessed
by multiple regression analyses. There are a total of two self-ratessamggr variables
(i.e., The Bullying Behavior Scale and the Victim Behavior Scale).e€fbes, two
separate multiple regressions were calculated to address this hypuotitlesach of the
two aggression variables as the criterion variable for each regressiomyasidraficant
TAT and SIP variables as predictors for each regression.

Table 28 displays the results for the first regression analysis for pngdsedf-
rated bullying behavior from significant TAT and SIP variables. There werdmddtal
scores with significant zero-order correlations with this aggressiorbigrtaus, any
individual TAT cards that showed significant zero-order correlations withginession
variable were entered into the equation. There were no SIP variables witicaigni
correlations with this aggression variable; therefore, no SIP variableentered.
Gender showed a significant zero-order correlation with bully behavior; theygender

was entered as a control variable so as not to influence the equation outcome.
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This equation used one individual TAT card and gender as predictors (see Table
28). The overall equation was significalR(2, 94) = 8.48p = .000, explaining 15.3% of
the variance in the dependent variable. Both predictors were significantr gerd@1)
and Relationships card fr € .05). Thus, Hypothesis 13 was not supported for the self-
rated bully behavior variable because the TAT variable was more predictive of the
dependent variable than any SIP variables.
Table 28

Regression Analysis for Predicting Self-Rated Bullying Behavior from Significant TA
Variables with Gender as Covariate

B SEB B R
Gender 0.60 0.19 31 153
Relationships card 1 -0.28 0.12 -.23*

Note Bullying Behavior=self-report with lower scoreglicating more bullying behaviors; Gender is coded
as 1 = Male and 2 = Female; Relationships=codewjwsiscale from 1-5 where higher scores indicateemo
adaptive relationship schemas.

The dependent variable was a z-score. Gender whaslgd because it showed a significant zero-order
correlation with the dependent variable. No SIHaldes or Total TAT scores (sums across the fivdsja
showed significant zero-order correlations with degpendent variable. Significant individual TAT dsr
were entered. The overall model was significi(i2, 94) = 8.48p = .000. The constant for the model = -
0.17.

*p <.05. *p<.01.

Table 29 displays the results for the second regression analysis for preskditing
rated victim behavior from significant TAT and SIP variables. TAT totatescwith
significant zero-order correlations with this aggression-relatedblarjaote correlation)
were entered into the equation. Then, any individual TAT cards that showed significant
zero-order correlations with victim rating that were not part of a previeamgred total
score were entered into the equation. There were no SIP variables with angnific
correlations with this aggression-related variable; therefore, no SiPlesrisere

entered.
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This equation used one TAT total score and three individual TAT cards as
predictors (see Table 29). The overall equation was signifieéht92) = 5.72p = .000,
explaining 19.9% of the variance in the dependent variable. One predictor was
significant: Total goal formation (hostility < .01). Thus, Hypothesis 13 was not
supported for the self-rated victim behavior variable because a TAT variabiearas
predictive of the dependent variable than any SIP variables.

Table 29

Regression Analysis for Predicting Self-Rated Victim Behavior from Significdnt TA
Variables

B SEB B R
Total goal formation (hostility) -0.24 0.08 -.29%* 199
Cope with affect tension card 3 -0.23 0.15 -17
Relationships card 1 -0.25 0.13 -.21
Goal formation (presence) card 1 -0.15 0.16 -.09

Note Victim Behavior=Peer-Victimization Scale. Selfpat with lower scores indicating more
victimization; Total goal formation (hostility)=ced using a 2 point scale where higher scores itelleas
hostile goals; Cope with affect tension=coded usirsgale from 1-3 where higher scores indicatesbett
coping; Relationships=coded using a scale fromwih&re higher scores indicate more adaptive
relationship schemas; Goal formation (presence)edamsing a 3 point scale where higher scores italica
the presence of a long term goal.

The dependent variable was a z-score. No SIP vasahowed significant zero-order correlations \hiita
dependent variable. Total TAT scores (sums actas§ite cards) that showed significant zero-order
correlations with the dependent variable were eudtéirst. Significant individual cards that weret part
of a significant total score were also entered. dVerall model was significarf(4, 92) = 5.72p = .000.
The constant for the model = 2.63.

**p<.01.

In sum, Hypothesis 13 was not supported by either of the regression equations
that were used to predict self-rated bully or victim behavior.

For all multiple regression equations, Variance Inflation Factors (Wéfg
calculated in order to test for multicollinearity, or the occurrence of hightglated

independent variables during regression analyses. Using the standard thaluéd-
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greater than 10 and less than .10 are indicative of a high degree of intercorrdlation, a

multiple regression data are acceptable and there are no issues witblhmaérity.
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Results Appendix
Table Al

Correlations between Social Information Processing (SIP) Variables with Individual
Peer-Rated Reactive and Proactive Aggression Ratings

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. SIP interpret -
2. SIP resp eval .27** --

3.SIPrespgen  .35%*  39%* -

4. Hit (O) -.08 17 .01 -

5. Threaten (O) -14 .09 -.06 .66*** --

6. Push (O) .02 14 .04 .69*** 62*** --

7. Ignore (C) -.03 .02 05  .60*** | 35%*  Ggrex
8.Keepout(C)  -.08 05 20 ABFR 4R A1 ABEx

9. Geteven (C)  -.03 04 .08 .36%*  24%  20%  AGFx  GOF

Note O = Reactive/Overt Aggression Variable; C = PtivaéCovert Aggression Variable. Sample sizes
range fromN = 97 to 101.
*p <.05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table A2

Correlations between Social Information Processing (SIP) Variables with IndividuahdeRated Reactive and Proactive
Aggression Ratings

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. SIP interpretation --
2. SIP response evaluation 2T+ --
3. SIP response generation 1S TNC 1 i --
4. Teases and name calls (O) .01 A2 19 --
5. Starts fights with peers (O) .20 31 34%*  75% --
6. Hits others when angry (O) A2 .26* 35*% 67 8O*** --
7. Gets others in trouble (C) 14 23* 23* 36** A4 A --
8. Spreads rumors (C) -.01 A1 .16 35%* .25* 3Oxk 72k --
9. Keeps others from joining (C) .08 16 10 27* 29* 32%* 82%x T3 --
10. Gets others to ignore (C) 10 22* A2 18 23* .28* B3Fr T3 96** --
11. Gets others to gang up (C) .09 .07 A1 .26 -.02 -.03 83F* B TR G2rr*

Note O = Reactive/Overt Aggression Variable; C = PtivaéCovert Aggression Variable. Sample sizes ranga N = 39 to 100.
*p <.05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.



Table A3

Correlations between TAT Total Scores with Individual Peer-Rated Reactive andvroact
Aggression Ratings

Hit Threaten Push Ignore Keep out Get even

(O) (O) (O) (®) (®) (®)

1. Perceptual integration -.06 -.13 -.23* -.04 -12 -.06
2. Cope with affect -.13 -.13 -.23* -11 -.07 -.03
3. Relationships -.10 -.09 -17 -.16 -.07 -.06
4. Self-regulation -.05 -11 -.23* -11 -.12 -.02

5. Intent att. (presence) -.08 .07 A1 .03 .08 .18
6. Intent att. (hostility) 15 23* 23* 16 24* .18

7. Goal form. (presence) .05 -.06 -.18 .18 .09 .08

8. Goal form. (hostility) 36%F* 39+ 36%* 33 A5x* 26%*

9. Goal form. (aim) 33** .08 A2 A3FF* 23* 28**

10. Outcomes (presence) .03 .06 .04 .05 .06 .20
11. Outcomes (congr) .08 .09 .09 -.00 .08 22%
12. Outcomes (valence) .07 15 -.00 10 .16 .08

Note O = Reactive/Overt Aggression Variable; C = PtivaéCovert Aggression Variable. Sample sizes rdngm
N =96 to 97. TAT scores are all total scores cbbtesumming across five cards.
*p <.05. *p <.01. ***p < .001.
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Table A4

Correlations between TAT Total Scores with Teacher-Rated Reactive and Rrédaygression Ratings

Teases  Fights Hits Trouble Rumors No join Ignore Gang up
(®) (®) ©) (©) (©) (©) (©) (©)

1. Perceptual integration .02 .09 .07 -.17 -.14 -.19 -.20 -.17
2. Cope with affect tension .05 -.04 -.03 -.20 -.20 -.14 -.18 -.14
3. Relationships .02 -.01 .02 -.22 -.17 -.23* -.24* -.23
4. Self-regulation .02 -.03 -.05 -.22 -.22* -.21 -.23* -.19
5. Intent att. (presence) .02 -.00 .04 -.10 .06 -11 -.00 -.01
6. Intent att. (hostility) .07 .18 A7 .07 .07 13 14 -.10
7. Goal form. (presence) -.03 .05 .03 .04 -.12 -.04 .02 -.06
8. Goal form. (hostility) 14 A7 21 27* 27* 19 23* .23
9. Goal form. (aim) 13 .18 A7 .08 -.07 .09 A1 A1
10. Outcomes (presence) .06 .02 -.04 -.15 -.19 -.16 -.14 -.15
11. Outcomes (congruence) 14 A1 .05 -.23* -.24* -.22* -.21* -.26
12. Outcomes (valence) .07 -.01 -.02 -.10 -.22% -.12 -.09 -.10

Note O = Reactive/Overt Aggression Variable; C = PtivaéCovert Aggression Variable. Sample sizes radngm N = 38 to 95. TAT scores are all total scores
created by summing across five cargs<*.05.



Table A5

Significant Correlations between Individual TAT Cards with Peer-Rated Reactive aactive
Aggression Ratings (N = 97)

Hit  Threat Push Ignore Keep out Get even

© © © © ©) ©)

1. Perceptual integr (card 7) -- -- -.25*% -- -- -
2. Perceptual integr (card 8) -- -- -.21* -- -- -
3. Cope with affect (card 4) - -.24* -- -- -- -
4. Cope with affect (card 8) -- -- -.23*% -- -.22% --
5. Relationships (card 7) -- -26% - 27* -- - -
6. Relationships (card 8) -- -- -.26% - - -
7. Self-regulation (card 7) -- -- -.20* -- -- -
8. Self-regulation (card 8) -- - -.20** - - -
9. Intent att. (presence card 1) -- -- 26* - - -
10. Intent att. (hostility card 1) - - - - 23% -
11. Intent att. (hostility card 3) - 22% 31 -- 28** .28**
12. Intent att. (hostility card 7)  .24* 24* -- -- -- --
13. Goal form. (pres card 8) - -- -- 21* - -
14. Goal form. (aim card 3) 34** - - A LEH* 23* 36%**
15. Goal form. (aim card 4) 22* -- -- .34** - -
16. Goal form. (aim card 7) - - - .26* -- 21*
17. Goal form. (aim card 8) 29%* - - .33** .20* -
18. Goal form. (host card 1) 32** . 32%*  40**  30** 31+ 21

19. Goal form. (host card 3) 29% 407 34 22* A3FE* 27

20. Goal form. (host card 4) .25* 25* 21* 26%* 32%* 21*

161



21. Goal form. (host card 7) --
22. Goal form. (host card 8) 27*
23. Outcomes (pres card 3) --
24. Outcomes (congr card 3) --

25. Outcomes (valence card 7) --

22%

.26

20*

22*

.30**

Note O = Reactive/Overt Aggression Variable; C = PtivaéCovert Aggression Variable.

*p < .05. *p < .01. ***p < .001
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Table A6

Significant Correlations between Individual TAT Cards with Teacher-Rated Reatiiroactive Aggression Ratings
Teases Fights Hits  Trouble Rumors Nojoin Ignore Gang up

©O) ©) (®) (©) (©) (©) (©) (©)
1. Perceptual integration (card 1) -- -- -- -- -- -.32** -.27** --
2. Cope with affect tension (card 7) -- -- -- 22* -.25% -- -.23* --
3. Relationships (card 1) -- -- - - - - -21* -
4. Relationships (card 7) -- -- -- 29** -- -.25* =27 --
5. Relationships (card 8) - - - -- - .23 _21* -
6. Self-regulation (card 1) -- -- -- -.22*% =27 -.25*% -- -
7. Self-regulation (card 7) -- -- -- -.23* =27 -.24% -.30** --
8. Self-regulation (card 8) -- -- -- -23* -- - - -
9. Intent att. (hostility card 7) - .26* .25% -- - - -- --
10. Goal form. (presence card 7) -- -- -- -- -.22% -- - -
11. Goal form. (aim card 4) -- .24 -- -- -- -- - -
12. Goal form. (hostility card 1) -- -- -- .30** 23 -- - -
13. Goal form. (hostility card 3) -- -- -- -- .24* - - -

14. Goal form. (hostility card 7) 22* .35%* A1+ 23* - -- -- -




15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Goal form. (hostility card 8)
Outcomes (presence card 7)
Outcomes (congruence card 1)
Outcomes (congruence card 4)
Outcomes (congruence card 7)
Outcomes (congruence card 8)

Outcomes (valence card 4)

- -.26* -

Note O = Reactive/Overt Aggression Variable; C = PtivaéCovert Aggression Variable.

*p <.05.

Sample sizes rdnga N = 39 to 95.



Table A7

Correlations between Gender and Age with Individual Peer- and Teacher-Rated Reactive
and Proactive Aggression

Gender Age

1. Hit others (peer reactive) -.16 -.05
2. Threaten others (peer reactive) -.28** -.00
3. Push others around (peer reactive) -.16 -.00
4. Get mad and ignore (peer proactive) .02 -.06
5. Keep others out of group (peer proactive) -.01 -.02
6. Get even by keeping others out (peer proactive) A1 .06
7. Teases and name calls (teacher reactive) .07 .07
8. Starts fights with peers (teacher reactive) .07 .01
9. Hits others when angry (teacher reactive) -.02 -.06
10. Gets others in trouble (teacher proactive) 12 -11
11. Spreads rumors (teacher proactive) A1 -.18
12. Keeps others from joining (teacher proactive) A7 -.16
13. Gets others to ignore (teacher proactive) 12 -.16
14. Gets others to gang up (teacher proactive) A40* -.15

Note Sample sizes range froxh= 41 to 100.
*p<.05. **p<.01.
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Table A8

Correlations between Gender and Age with Individual Peer- and Teacher-Rated Reactive
and Proactive Aggression

Gender Age

1. Hit others (peer reactive) -.16 -.05
2. Threaten others (peer reactive) -.28** -.00
3. Push others around (peer reactive) -.16 -.00
4. Get mad and ignore (peer proactive) .02 -.06
5. Keep others out of group (peer proactive) -.01 -.02
6. Get even by keeping others out (peer proactive) A1 .06
7. Teases and name calls (teacher reactive) .07 .07
8. Starts fights with peers (teacher reactive) .07 .01
9. Hits others when angry (teacher reactive) -.02 -.06
10. Gets others in trouble (teacher proactive) 12 -11
11. Spreads rumors (teacher proactive) A1 -.18
12. Keeps others from joining (teacher proactive) A7 -.16
13. Gets others to ignore (teacher proactive) 12 -.16
14. Gets others to gang up (teacher proactive) A40* -.15

Note Sample sizes range froxh= 41 to 100.
*p <.05. *p<.01.
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Chapter 5: Discussion

The purpose of this study was to examine social information processing patterns,
particularly intentionality, associated with ethnic minority childreaggression. A
primary goal was to address existing shortcomings in previous studies of social
information processing including the limitations of favored measurement techr@Eigde
lack of peer reported measures of aggression. In addition, previous studies have failed to
examine important variables such as subtypes of aggression, namely proactive and
reactive, along with goal formation, a critical but overlooked social infooma
processing step. Thus the present study utilized a variety of measures whiaheelxa
social information processing patterns, explored the relationships among them, and
examined whether or not they were differentially related to aggression aiod)@dgxmic
variables.
Exploration of Aggression Measures

Factor analysis of peer and teacher aggression scalesnentioned in the
results chapter, prior to using the peer and teacher aggression nominatign scales
exploratory factor analysis was conducted in order to determine which aggression
variables loaded clearly onto two factors: Reactive/Overt and Pro&iivest
aggression. The terms “reactive and overt” aggression were paired togefNeredhe
terms “proactive and covert” aggression in the factor analysis due to the tendency for
items on the covert scale to be more proactive and items on the overt scale to be more
reactive. In addition, these terms are often paired together in a simhilemfaathin the
aggression literature where overt and covert aggression have been referred to as

aggression’s forms, and reactive and proactive aggression have been referred to as
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aggression’s functions (e.g. Marsee & Frick, 2007; Brown, Atkins, Osborne &
Milnamow, 1996)For the purposes of ease and clarity in the discussion chapter,
“reactive/overt” aggression will henceforth be referred to as “nesicéind
“proactive/covert” aggression will be referred to as “proactivéi. interesting finding
regarding reactive and proactive aggression is that the teacher socioatetgs of
aggression had more items load onto the two distinct factors, than did peer ratings.
Specifically, ten out of a possible 29 teacher items were clearly diftirecproactive
and three reactive) compared with only six out of a possible 16 peer items (three
proactive and three reactive). Perhaps teachers were better ablentuistbetween
forms of aggression amongst their students due to increased experience aityl onatur
peer raters.

Frequencies of teacher and peer aggression ratidgsinteresting phenomenon
for teacher ratings of aggression is the generally lower ratings fortipeaociometric
items across classrooms. This trend translated to less variabilityre$ seithin each
class resulting in z score distributions for two classes that were not. u$agrefore,
there was a decrease in the number of z scores able to be calculated (N=4Xfimeproa
compared with N=72 for reactive). One possible reason for this phenomenon is that the
proactive aggression behaviors tended to be more behind-the-scenes and stealthy, and
were therefore less obvious to teacher raters resulting in more cautings.rdor
instance, items on the proactive scale such as “students who get others to be angry a
someone, ignore someone, or stop talking to them when angry” and “students who spread
rumors or gossip about other children” would seemingly be difficult for a thitgt-pater

to observe. A similar pattern of decreased endorsements for proactive aggnessnot
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found for peer raters perhaps because fellow students are more likely to beneonict
bystanders of such behaviors. In fact, for peer raters, there was a terategreafer
endorsements of proactive aggressive behaviors than of reactive agdrebsiviers;

this finding is somewhat surprising given that proactive aggression tends tode mor
behind-the-scenes. One possible explanation for this surprising trend is thagotige
aggression items tend to be more extreme behaviors i.e. “students who hit others” and
“students who push and shove others” and as such, fewer classmates fit thisatescript
resulting in fewer endorsements of these items.

Agreement within and across aggression ratérge internal consistencies of
both types of aggression i.e. reactive and proactive within teacher and peeantfoane
acceptable, above the cutoff of .70 indicating good reliability (Chronbach, 1951). There
was much agreement within both peer and teacher ratings of aggression. Fatepger r
aggression ratings of reactive and proactive were highly correlated)(rEd&@eacher
raters, a similar pattern was apparent where aggression ratings neraack proactive
were significantly correlated (r=.39). In addition, the BASC aggressionaahsas
correlated with teacher rated reactive aggression (r=.269) but not withrtestelte
proactive aggression which is not surprising given that the BASC and reactive
sociometric items similarly examine obvious aggression forms. Self rdpamstructs
of aggression i.e. bully and victim behavior were highly correlated (r=.53) tmdjdhat
those individuals who view themselves as a bully also tend to perceive themsealves a
victim. Likewise, those children who self-report pro-social, non-bullyintber report

low levels of victimization.
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Consistent with other studies which have examined the inter-rater agreement
aggression of children using rating scales (e.g. Epkins, 1994; McEvoy, Estrem,
Rodriguez & Olson, 2002) there was little agreement between peer and tetinpsrofa
aggression where peer-rated aggression types did not correlate with rasetier-
aggression types. Also notable is the different patterns of correlations famueteacher
aggression ratings with social information processing categories on the TtAlmast
which have important implications for how reactive and proactive aggression is
conceptualized. (discussed later)

Little agreement between peer and teacher raters may be at lgdysato
differing opportunities for teachers than peers to witness behavior. Sdggifeachers
may be exposed to student behavior within their classrooms but not in other areas such as
the playground, cafeteria, school bus and other non-classroom settings whereageers m
have an advantage in viewing student behavior. In addition, teachers and peers may have
different definitions of what constitutes acceptable versus aggressivedrsh&imally,
students may display varying behaviors to their teachers and peers. Fore)stugants
may put on a good “show” with teachers and exhibit fewer aggressive behawors tha
with peers in order to avoid negative consequences.

Relationship between the SIP Instrument and Aggression

According to Dodge and colleagues’ social information processing model (e.g.
Dodge and Price, 1994; Dodge and Tomlin, 1987; and Crick and Dodge, 1994) when
faced with a social situation, children will engage in five steps of decisikmgiaefore
responding to the situation. In previous research using Dodge and colleague’s Sl

instrument, deficiencies at different steps corresponded with various subtypes of
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aggression, namely proactive aggression and reactive aggression. Dodge and his
colleagues cite schemas, or mental structures, as being responsibleddfesences in
social information processing patterns across individuals. It is theseyingethemas,
then, that have been postulated to contaminate and thereby lead to deficieheies at t
various SIP instrument steps. Lending support to this notion is a recent study by the SI
instrument author amongst others (Dodge, Laird, Lochman & Zelli, 2002) which used a
structural equation model to demonstrate that SIP steps were genesddgl telteacher
and parent-rated aggression only when a broader schema-personality Yanadiien
understanding) was accounted for.

Past research using the SIP instrument has largely shown that a hostilattr
bias during ambiguous situations was positively correlated with teackdrrestctive but
not proactive aggression (Crick and Dodge, 1996). Based on this finding, the present
study expected that only those children reported by their teacher andopaisday
reactive aggression would interpret their peer’s behavior as hostile wharagive
hypothetical ambiguous situation. In other words, comparable results to Crick and
Dodge’s study (1996) were anticipated since both studies used Dodge and colleague’s
SIP instrument, although importantly, Crick and Dodge’s study only used teacher
informants of aggression while the present study used both peer and teachemnisforma
As such, comparisons between Crick and Dodge’s study (1996) and the present study will
underscore teacher ratings, only. Whereas the present study similarly dieinot f
proactive aggressors to exhibit a hostile attribution bias, it also did not find ke hosti
attribution bias for reactive aggressors when using the SIP instrument. ffais pas

true for both peer and teacher ratings. A possible explanation for dissinslaati®een
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Crick and Dodge’s study (1996) and teacher rated aggression in the presenttsieidy is

age of study participants where the participants in the present studyouagey than

the participant ages for most studies which have found a connection between teacher and
peer rated aggression and intent attribution (e.g. Crick & Dodge, 1996; Dodge & Tomlin,
1987). Specifically, Crick and Dodge’s (1996) study participant ages have betn four
grade or older while the present study examined second and third grade social
information processing patterns. Support for this explanation comes from a gtudy b
Dodge, Laird, Lochman & Zelli (2002) who examined children who were the same age as
the present study’s population (i.e. second and third grade), and also did not find
significant correlations between hostile intention attributions and tepahent rated
aggression. Other research has shown different social information proceswnusdar

7,9, and 12 year old boys based on age, such that the younger the child, the less able he
was to distinguish intentionality (Shantz & Vogdanoff, 1973). Another possible reason

for the dissimilar findings is the population studied, where previous aggressiarchese

has largely studied mostly male and extremely aggressive samplesvilomost

research showing support for a link between SIP and aggression tended to be conducted
on children who were either adolescent offenders (Slaby & Guerra, 1988) or who met
DSM criteria for behavioral disorders (e.g. Matthys et al., 1999). It isceegh¢hat

children who met these criteria would likely display more obvious acts of agyress

well as provide more pronounced responses on the SIP. In contrast, the present study took
a cue from Dodge and Price’s (1994) study which identified first, second, and thlied gra
aggressive youth from a “normal” population of males and females using peer and

teacher ratings scales and looked at their social information processarggatn
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tandem with the present study, Dodge and Price (1994) also found weakened @osrelati
for hostile interpretation biases with aggressive behaviors (i.e. p<10) when atfrpul
similarly inclusive of varying aggression levels was studied.

The second SIP instrument component that has been examined in terms of its
relationship to subtypes of aggression is outcome expectancies or how etedtilce
believes their proposed response will be during the hypothetical ambiguoussitdati
previous study using the SIP instrument found that proactive aggressors perceive
significantly more positive outcomes for their aggressive behaviors thaiveeact
aggressors (Smithmyer, Hubbard & Simons, 2000). Given this finding, the present study
similarly expected a significant relationship between outcome expezsaaud proactive
aggression where only proactively aggressive children were predicted to view their
proposed aggressive responses as favorable. This expected finding wasfatrgely
supported where those children who were rated by both their peers and teachers as
exhibiting proactive forms of aggression were not likely to perceive positive oescom
for their aggressive responses. A surprising finding was a modest but positive
relationship between teacher rated reactive aggression (but not peer nominated) and
perceived positive outcomes of aggressive responses (r=.28). Perhapsamsnpaites
some intuitive sense in that covert aggression (which included the proactive iyeiss) b
very nature is “hidden” whereas overt aggression is “on display.” In other words, giv
the public nature of overt aggression displays, perhaps children feel more of a need to
justify their openly aggressive behaviors as leading to positive outcomes.

Another possible explanation for the finding of only teacher-nominated reactive

aggressors to perceive positive outcomes for aggressive responses is teestaigal.
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In other words, Smithmyer, Hubbard, and Simons’ (2000) widely cited study which
linked proactive aggression with perceived positive outcomes sampled incarceyated bo
ages 13 to 18, using detention center staff ratings of aggressive behavior. Insampa
the present studied examined the social information processing patternsraf aed
third grade boys and girls who were rated for aggression by their peersrseaodeself
reports. The difference in sample ages may affect social informatiorsprog@atterns
since as children get older they have additional opportunities to respond to provocations
and shape outcome expectations for their responses. It is also possible thatrdatidiff
timing of the data collection had an effect on SIP and aggression relationshipspatte
where the SIP instrument data was collected at the beginning of the yeathehile
aggression ratings were collected at the end of the year. In generak sthitile
examined aggression and social information processing did not explicitly discuss
information pertaining to the time frame of data collection (e.g. Dodgec®,PL994;
Crick & Dodge, 1996) still there is no reason to believe that a time gap existed between
measurements.

The present study attempted to extend existing research by evalu&tistpd
often overlooked in studies using the SIP instrument, namely the goal selectidn step.
seemed to make conceptual sense that a child who interpreted someone disels goa
intentions as hostile would want to respond in kind and therefore have a similarly hostile
goal behind their own responses. This hypothesis, however, was unfounded and the
child’s goal selection was not related to their interpretation of another pensi@msons

on the scripted SIP instrument. One possible explanation for the tendency for ISIP goa
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selection to be unrelated to the interpretation step was the differencdomtia¢ for
obtaining data about the various steps of information processing on the SIP.

The format for goal selection was forced choice and the format for inteipretvas free
response. Support for this possibility is suggested in the present study sinceathare w
significant relationship between two SIP steps which are very similaeinformatting,
namely interpretation and response generation (r=.35). Specifically, bafhretdtion

and response generation are alike in that they require free, open-ended participa
responses. Therefore it may be that open-ended items are more likely kateovith
other open-ended items. Conceptually, it makes sense that interpretation and response
generation are related since the ways in which a person interpretdiarsidir@ctly
affects how that person would respond.

The SIP instruments’ response generation step was also examined in the present
study for its relationship to self-reported aggression where the two werdeskpzbe
related to one another since the SIP instrument functions, in a sense fas@osel
instrument. Results indicate that SIP response generation was cdroeligtevith
teacher rated reactive aggression (r=.36). This finding bears some pdoadledtudy by
Crick & Dodge (1996) which also found a relationship between teacher reported
aggression and hostile response generation on the SIP instrument. However because
Crick & Dodge’s (1996) study did not use peer or self ratings of aggression, tHelparal
between the two studies are limited. An additional study (Dodge, Laird, Lochman &
Zelli, 2002) examined the relationship between social information processing wit
teacher and parent rated aggression and found a significant correlation betwéen hosti

response generation according to teacher but not parent ratings. Contrary tatiexpec
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response generation was not correlated with self-reported aggressepodsible that
children’s social awareness impacted upon their responses where they migjthiave
was less socially desirable to say they would react to a hypotheticdimitin a hostile
manner, and more socially acceptable to be forthcoming and admit to exhibiting
aggressive behaviors when asked directly.

Social Information Processing as Measured by the TAT and the SIP

In an attempt to diversify traditional approaches to measuring social atform
patterns of aggression, the Thematic Apperception Test (TAT) was used in additien t
popular SIP instrument. Of note, there are many differences betweeitvtbese
instruments, some of which are known and some of which were anticipated.

The SIP instrument was designed to elicit separate and discrete sod&fprob
solving steps in a linear manner through direct questioning of a child about a higabthet
conflict situation. The SIP primarily measures reactive aggressiontemagstrument
prompts for a child’s reactions to an ambiguous but potentially aggressive action. The
TAT, on the other hand, was designed as an open ended instrument allowing for greater
flexibility and variation in examinee responses. As such, it is likely thatAffeiS an
authentic measure of a child’s social information processing since theylstsetured
format is likened to actual thought processes.

Overall, in the present study, the pattern of responses for SIP and TAT were very
different and the two instruments were largely unrelated to one another, aspgated.

In fact, out of nearly 100 possible correlations between the two instruments, érere w
only two. On the SIP instrument, social information processing steps werdequtdy

children in a linear and highly differentiated fashion with minimal overlap due to
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structured and orderly queries by the examiner. On the TAT, social information
processing steps are “messier” where they were provided out-of-order povegHane
another, and some steps were not provided at all given that the TAT provides general
instructions to include feelings and thoughts and outcomes, allowing the narratot to posi
connections (such as between actions and outcomes) on their own. Responding to
encounters that are minimally structured mirrors how children face exesydations in

real life.

It is likely that the TAT and SIP actually measure different aspectsal
information processing despite a surface similarity (such as tlea@sumement of hostile
intentions) where the SIP instrument can be considered an example of ant’explic
measure, which like a self-report assesses aspects of personalitglofawderson is
aware whereas the TAT instrument is an ‘implicit’ measure, whichsasegcts of
which a person is unaware (Frost, Ko & James, 2007). The tendency for the TAT to have
more significant correlations with proactive than reactive forms of aggness rated by
teachers, confirms that the TAT is actually measuring more hidden or cepectsof
aggression of which a person may not be aware. Meanwhile, the tendency for the SIP
instrument to have more significant correlations with reactive than predotims of
aggression, as rated by teachers, likewise confirms that the SIP is acteadyring
more obvious or overt aspects of personality of which a person is aware.

In summary, in the present study the social cognitions derived from the TAT were
related to teacher ratings of proactive but not reactive aggression. On thieawither
teachers tended to rate students as exhibiting reactively aggressive bahaveoodten

than proactive aggression. It may be that teachers were more caugosi®fgiroactive
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displays of aggression but when they did pick up on proactive behaviors, these behaviors
were related to the TAT.

Schema organization, complexity, and aggressive social cognliEssaccurate,
less complex, and less organized schemas, as measured by the TAT, weesl éz et
related to aggressive social cognitions on the SIP instrument. Despite ttafact t
relationships between the TAT and SIP instrument have never before been exdnsned, t
finding was anticipated since poorly organized schemas would likely take needed
resources away from social information processing. In other words, if an indiigdual
not able to recognize and account for tensions, feelings, or relationships wheregresent
with a stimulus, it makes sense that they would not effectively use social atimnm
processing steps. The authors of the SIP instrument also hypothesized trestiaggre
children’s schemas would influence social information processing steps on their
instrument, but did not formally examine this relationship (Crick and Dodge, 1994).

Somewhat surprisingly, there were no significant relationships found between
social information processing on the SIP instrument and the organization of schemas as
measured by the TAT. Perhaps no relationships were found because the SIP ing&rument’
format organizes social cognitions for children by explicitly pulling feognition of
tensions, feelings, and relationships. Therefore, individuals who would otherwise have
poor schema organization on an everyday basis are provided the structure andrkamewo
needed for appearing organized on the SIP. In addition, it is possible that thedliffer
formats of the highly structured SIP instrument (i.e. maximal perfornma@rwition) and
less structured TAT instrument (i.e. typical performance condition) influeheaddck

of relationship with one another.
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Intentionalityon the TAT and SIP instrumerit the present study and in line
with the SIP instrument’s conceptualization, “intentionality” was consideredrisist of
both intention attribution and goal formation. In other words, for SIP step two the
intention attributed to a provoker is believed to lead directly into SIP step three, wher
one’s own intentions influence their goal formation behind a response (Dodge, 1980). For
instance, if a child perceives someone bumping into them as intentionally hostite, he
she may similarly intend harm in their response. The present study exanfiesshdes
between the SIP instrument and TAT in capturing intentionality where fewereshildr
were expected to provide information about intent attribution and goal formation on the
TAT than the SIP since only the SIP queries directly for this information.

One major and expected finding in this study is that the majority of children do
not spontaneously verbalize the intentionality behind a provocation (intent attribation) a
all without prompting when sizing up a problematic social situation (i.e. only 11%
provided an intent attribution for the provocation across the five TAT cards). This finding
is important as it calls into question the true influence that hostile attributieesbia
actually have on children’s aggression. While Dodge and Colleagues have found enough
evidence to consider the relationship between hostile attribution and aggression to be
causal (Crick and Dodge, 1994), they have done so using only their SIP instrument
which, as previously stated, specifically prompts examinees to state wbetiog an
intention behind a provocation is hostile while assuming that intentionality is present
When intentionality was spontaneously verbalized, the majority of thesaontent
attributions were hostile (i.e. of the 11% of children who spontaneously provided intent

attributions, 71% of these are hostile). For the majority of children who did not
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spontaneously provide an intent attribution but assigned the everyday dilemma to be due
to other’s hostile actions, most believed the situation to be due to an accident or no
reason. An exception to this tendency is with TAT card 8 which “pulls” for consigierat

of hostility. In other words, card 8 includes a figure in the background with an object in
his hand, standing over another figure who is lying down. For TAT card 8 only, there
were almost equal numbers of study participants who did and did not perceive the
pictured dilemma to be due to the hostile actions or to a lesser extent, hcstili@ist of
another. In general, without the explicit prompting that occurs on the SIP, it spipaiar
intentionality may not play such a prominent role in social information processdg
aggression.

Goal formation, a previously overlooked social information processing step, was
spontaneously provided more frequently than intent attribution on the TAT (i.e. 68%
provided a goal across the five TAT cards). In other words, in an everydayiscguch
as if child 1 bumps into child 2 on the playground, child 2 isn't likely to consider what
child 1's intentions were when he or she bumped into them. Instead, child 2 is more
likely to form their own intentions or “goals” behind their response to being bumped into;
on the TAT, the goal was often short-term and non-hostile. Specifically, the gbald be
responses tended to be to gain relief from an adverse state or to gain somettieg pos
Equally likely was the possibility that children will impulsively retet potentially
aggressive act without first taking the time to consider their own goals behind espons
An example of a TAT story given by a study participant tluets notonsider the

intention of a provoker, bwtoesinclude a goal behind response to a provocation is
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provided below. First, some background: The TAT card depicts a woman looking at a
man who is turned away from her.

“This is a love story and he’s about to go away but she doesn’t want him to go
away and she feels sad that he’s going away and she’s thinking that she wants to
go find somebody else. (Examiner: how does your story end?) She never sees
him.”

A significant relationship was initially expected between the “intentigriateps
(i.e. intent attribution and goal formation) on the TAT and the SIP instrument where a
failure to spontaneously provide intent attribution and goal formation within a TAYJ stor
was expected to significantly correlate with a hostile intent attribusonesasured by the
SIP instrument. The rationale behind this hypothesis was that a failure to ceusile
important information when encountering a social situation would suggest a tenalency t
react based on impulse alone (i.e. act without thinking). By extension, a readgve st
was thought to relate to aggressive social information processing pattevay by
hostile attribution biases on the SIP. Interestingly, a significantaeddtip was not
found between either TAT intentionality steps with SIP hostile attribution. Algessi
explanation for no relationship may be the lack of significant correlations found
elsewhere in this study for the SIP instrument’s hostile attribution steaggression.
In other words, in this study, having a hostile intention attribution on the SIP was not
synonymous with being aggressive. It may be, then, that the absence of TAT

intentionality steps better correlates with actual peer and teacingsrat aggression.
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Relationship between the TAT Instrument and Aggression

In contrast with the SIP instrument which primarily pulls for reactiveesgyon,
the TAT presents truly ambiguous situations that pull for neither proactiveauivee
aggression. As a result, the TAT was expected to reveal some importantidistinct
between the two subtypes of aggression that had not yet been explored. Spedifically
seemed to make conceptual sense that inaccurate perception of others’ ingentions
hostile on the TAT would be strongly linked with reactive aggression. For proactive
aggression, a significant relationship was not expected. This pattern wgsasedic
given the preceding research which revealed a strong relationship betwdbaoathi
reactive aggression and hostile attribution biases (Crick & Dodge, 1994) and no
significant relationship between childhood proactive aggression and hosiiiletettr
biases (Crick & Dodge, 1996). Interestingly, the hypothesis was onlglpastipported
where as expected, hostile attribution biases on the TAT were significalatiyd to
reactive aggression as rated by peers (r=.23); an unexpected findititatMagstile
attribution biases were also significantly related to proactive aggneasirated by peers
(r=.24). Given that the few studies which examined proactive aggression and intent
attribution biases were conducted using Dodge and Colleagues’ SIP instruhiehtasy
mentioned previously focuses primarily on reactive aggression and often uses only
teacher informants for aggression, different findings for proactive aggmassing a
different instrument may not be surprising. Perhaps, too, the strong corrdtatitias
been found to exist between proactive and reactive forms of aggression (r=.845,
according to Gocool, 2006) influenced the similarity between both forms of aggressions’

relationship with hostile attribution biases (Price & Dodge, 1989). For instianse
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possible that some forms of proactive aggression are a delayed reaction teean earl
episode such as when one child teases another as a reaction to being picked by earlier
a peer.

Another expected difference between aggression types concerned the second part
of intentionality i.e. goal formation or in other words, the goal or purpose behind the
reaction to an identified problem or intention of “others.” The hypotheses formed
regarding this often neglected social information processing stepavgedyl based on
common sense and intuition rather than existing research, since this impopdratsste
not been studied. For reactive aggressors only, responses to a pictured dilemma on the
TAT were expected to be centered upon self-defense through a similarlg hostn
and/or upon removing adversity. This expected pattern was based on the premise that
reactive aggressors would be significantly likely to hold hostile attributesebi In
other words, when one perceives that other individuals or situations are intending to harm
him or her, a “natural” reaction is to respond in kind (i.e. in a hostile manner) and be on
the defensive with particular concern for self-preservation. The presdgtisti support
for this expected pattern where reactive aggression as rated by psesigmificantly
related to having a hostile intent or goal behind reactions to a dilemma (r=.42).
Interestingly, proactive aggressors as rated by peers also held goaldormation
patterns where the goal behind their actions was significantly relatedtil@yh@s.43).
Though unexpected, this pattern is not surprising given the present study’s findings of
similar hostile attribution biases for both aggression types on the TAT. In othds,wor

since both types of aggressors are likely to perceive the intentions of otheitsiatnohs
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as hostile, it makes sense that both aggression types as rated by peers wouttines
kind with a similarly hostile goal.

The goals behind the actions of proactive aggressors’, on the other hand, were
expected to be clearly present and instead of promoting self-defense, tbey wer
hypothesized to be instrumental in meeting some pre-determined goal. Iwotdsr
within a TAT story, the purported actions of a proactive aggressor were expedie
incongruent with story outcomes where negative actions would yield positive @stcom
This pattern, then, was expected to follow Crick and Ladd’s (1990) study findings which
revealed that aggressive third and fifth grade children tend to anticipegepositive
instrumental and interpersonal outcomes from their aggressive responses than do non-
aggressive peers. Overall, this pattern was replicated in the present stueypnliie
teacher-rated proactive aggression was related to outcomes congruemngle, athly on
two individual TAT cards. For the two cards, similar to Crick and Ladd’s study (1990)
hostile and aggressive goals behind proactive actions were perceived agabwit a
positive conclusion to a problem. Moreover, proactive aggression had a greater number
of significant correlations with a goal or aim of seeking something positive or
instrumental, than did reactive aggression (r=.38 for total score).

In summary, it appears that proactive aggressors like reactive aggressors, ar
likely to have hostile intentions behind their own actions. Unlike reactive aggressors,
however, proactive aggressors are somewhat less likely to use thesegoadsil® seek
self-preservation and more likely to use hostile goals to attain a preadetd, positive,

and instrumental outcome. This pattern was expected to occur in the present study.
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Gender and the Relationship between Social Information Processing and Behavior

Gender differences were not expected to play a role in the relationship between
social information processing (as measured by the SIP and TAT) and saomafigtent
behavior (as rated by peers, teachers, and self). This pattern was expectedey
similarities between the present study’s sample population with the “rigsoyallation
examined by Dodge and Price (1994) which found no gender differences, although the
researchers looked at gender primarily in terms of its interaction geth/es
hypothesized, no overall differences on account of gender were found when social
information processing was measured using the TAT. On the other hand, gender
differences were found when the SIP instrument was used to measure sociatinform
processing; these differences will be discussed later.

Different results for gender based on instrument may occur because the TAT and
SIP instrument are actually measuring two different aspects of petgoAalecent study
examined measurement in relation to personality variables which underlessigor
The authors (Frost, Ko & James, 2007) posited and confirmed that implicit personality
relates differently to aggression than does explicit personality, howeverdhtgnd that
only explicit personality tends to be measured in current literature, ofesnthmough
self-report methods. As a result, implicit aspects of personality tend to be unde
represented which is unfortunate given that implicit aspects are less iefiu@nsocial
desirability than explicit aspects. As discussed earlier in this ehaptexample of an
implicit measure of personality is the TAT instrument, whereas the Stanrment can be

considered an example of an explicit measure of personality.
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In previous studies which have examined relationships between explicit and
implicit measures of personality, the two measures have often predictediffengnt
behaviors (e.g. Bornstein, 2002; McClelland et al., 1989). Perhaps, then, a desire to
appear socially desirable on the SIP instrument differentially infleeho# boys and
girls responded, but in unexpected ways. In other words, in the present study girls
differed from boys in their response generation choice on the SIP whsregjie more
likely than boys to select aggressive responses to a hypothetical situation ([fhi82)
may be influenced by the SIP instrument’s scoring of retaliatory physical/ért) and
relational (or covert) aggression the same where one is not viewed as a messiagg
response than the other. So, for example, regarding a hypothetical SIP situatiochi
two students are playing catch and one student is hit by the ball, a stated résponse
being hit by the ball of “I would punch the student who threw the ball” would receive the
same score as “l wouldn’t be that student’s friend anymore”. So whileagirkss more
likely than boys to select aggressive responses on the SIP, it is unclear which type
aggressive response they endorsed although existing research would suggielst éinat g
more prone to relational and covert aggression than are boys (e.g. Crick &t@&totpe
1995; Crick et al, 1996; Hyde, 2005) while boys are more prone to physical aggression
(e.g. Crick et al, 1996; Hyde, 1984). Support for the possibility that sampled girls were
more prone to relational aggression is evident via this study’s findings afificsigt
relationship between being female and exhibiting proactive forms of aggressih as
“getting others to gang up on a peer”, according to teacher ratings (r=.22). On the othe
hand, sampled boys were more prone to reactive aggression such as “tells otheits they

beat them up unless the kid does what they say”, according to peer ratings (h=-.23).
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fact, gender differences for aggression types were so apparent thamniaéeng a
significant predictor of reactive aggression according to peer raters,bemig female is
a significant predictor of proactive aggression according to teacher Fatexdy, gender
differences were found for an additional self-report scale which is ldssl tiean the SIP
instrument. That is, sampled boys were more likely than girls to selftiegldring
behaviors on the Bullying Behavior Scale (r=.32); again, the relationship bepeeder
and self-reported aggression is strong enough where being male is a stchappof
self-reported bullying. This pattern is in line with a study which examined engidtiool
students and found more self-reported bullying for males than females, usiaghe s
instrument (Espelage & Holt,2001).

In summary, it appears for the current study that boys and girls held similar
implicit social information processing patterns, however the expliciesspn of these
patterns may have differed somewhat possibly due to what is considered socially
acceptable behavior where females expressed their aggression in hidden agpyatath
as orchestrating conspiracy, while males were more physical and opertlynatheir
expression of aggression. Differences for gender, then, may have followedrnhelcita
hypothesis (Winter et al, 1998) which suggests that implicit aggression is tdthime
accord with how the person wants to represent the self. So, it may be that there are not
gender differences per se in the amount of aggression experienced, but in the way that
aggression is expressed. Lending support to this notion is the current study’s lack of
gender differences for aggression on the TAT, an implicit measure whicheisatjgn

immune to awareness regarding self representation.
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Age and the Relationship between Social Information Processing and Behavior

The relationship between age differences and social information processing w
explored, although formal hypotheses were not posited given the very small ddferen
amongst participant ages (i.e. 7-9 year olds). Still, there were afegted patterns for
age based on existing literature which were supported. Specifically, as found & Dodg
and Price’s (1994) study of a “normal” population of 6-9 year olds, older age was
significantly related to overall improved functioning on SIP steps 2 and 4 suggésting
older children had fewer endorsements of aggressive responses than did th&r young
counterparts (r=-.21). Interestingly, on the Bullying Behavior Scaesaveiled
instrument than the SIP, older children tended to self-report more bullying beshtnan
did their younger counterparts (r=-.23). Perhaps, older children more closdifiede
with being a bully because with maturation in age comes an increased tendency for
bullying to be socially acceptable amongst peers (Espelage, Boswonthof,2001)
and to enhance within-group status and popularity (Pellegrini, Bartini & Brooks, 1999).
As such, it is possible that older children when compared with younger children
perceived greater social desirability associated with selfedisg bullying behaviors in
a forthcoming manner on the Bullying Behavior Scale. Perhaps a siraitdriras not
evident on the SIP because its query for bullying behaviors is less obvious.

On the TAT, older age was significantly related to more adaptive schemas f
general processing variables such as relationships (r=.30) and sidfticey(r=.32)
indicating that with maturation comes an improved ability to accuratelydsmsow
people are viewed as individuals and how they are connected with others. In addition, age

translates to an improved ability to self-monitor behavior, be pro-active mngeeals,
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and take into consideration inner-values, societal expectations, and externahenes
working to attain goals. Also on the TAT, but for variables which align with the SIP
instrument, the presence (r=.32) and congruence (r=.35) of actions and outcomes
improves with age. So in other words, as children mature their actions tend to become
more planned, as well as more aligned with the perceived outcomes of their actions
where negative actions should result in negative outcomes and vice versa. Suah patte
were expected to occur since as Teglasi, Cohn & Meshbesher (2004) pointed out as
children mature schemas should become increasingly complex. An increased schem
complexity, then, may curtail the likelihood of reactive and uncontrolled thoughts and
actions.

Interestingly, age did not have an impact on peer and teacher ratings osiaggres
where similar types and rates of aggressive behaviors were reportedefoaradd
younger study participants. This pattern, then, differed from that found in then&adti
Prevention Trials study (1994) which studied grades one through seven of inner-city
Baltimore schools and revealed increased aggressive behaviors with age wheedompa
with research which studied populations from a higher socioeconomic status (SES). A
difference between the Baltimore Prevention Trials study with thengreely which
may help to explain different findings concerns the study sample demogragtece the
current population is of a mixed socioeconomic status (SES) and suburban contextual
environment while the Baltimore Prevention Trials population was of a low SES and
inner city contextual environment. Support for this proposed explanation of different
findings comes from a study which evaluated the effects of environmental tcontex

inner-city 8" graders and revealed that perceived neighborhood danger was associated
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with strong positive beliefs about aggression which in turn was associated with high
levels of aggression (Colder, 2000). In addition, low socioeconomic status was found to
be negatively correlated with several factors such as exposure to aggaekst role

models, family life stressors, and peer group instability, which in turn prdgoéschool

to third grade children’s aggressive behavior as rated by teachers ([Peditj& Bates,
1994).

The Prediction of Aggression

In order to better identify social information processing patterns that ayeeuta
aggressive children it is essential that we understand which tools best help us unsover thi
information. To this end, the TAT and SIP instruments were used to predict aggression
according to peer and teacher ratings. Importantly, only those variabldswérie
shown to be significantly related to one or more aggression types were expioeed si
is these significant variables which are likely to predict aggressioauBedhey did not
have any significant relationships with peer-rated aggression, no SIP instreaniables
were further explored. For teacher-rated aggression, the only Silmestrvariable able
to be used for prediction purposes was SIP response generation as pertains to overt
aggression.

A major and expected finding of the current study was that overall the TAT
instrument was a better predictor of both aggression types than was the SliPeinistrum
although the SIP instrument’s response generation predicted teacher-reiigd rea
aggression (discussed later). Differences in aggression prediction, watedxgigen
that the SIP instruments more overtly measures responses whereas theaTAdrés

covert measure (what is being assessed is less evident to the respondewt), Asvas
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hypothesized that the TAT would better predict actual aggression as seen through the
eyes of others (but not on self-ratings). In addition, the TAT captures those
personality/schema variables such as emotion understanding which werky fecet

to largely account for the significant relationships found between SIP instrgtepst

and aggression (Dodge, Laird, Lochman & Zelli, 2002).

The prediction of reactive aggressiowhen predicting the occurrence of overt/
reactive aggression, study results show goal formation to be a useful sacrakindn
processing step when measured by the TAT. In other words, when faced with a problem
a reactively aggressive child’s intention or goal behind their response to thanpreibl
likely be hostile as seen in the following example, “the boy hoped she would trip so she
knew how he felt.” In addition, when aggression is rated by peers, the goal or aim of a
aggressive child’s response will often be to gain relief or to gain somethiriggo&s
such, children’s TAT responses can be evaluated in terms of the hostility and aim of the
stated goals in order to predict aggressive behavior. Performance on the 8iRenss
response generation step is another powerful predictor of reactive aggrassiated by
teachers, where reactively aggressive children tend to provide aggrespmeses to a
hypothetical situation. When considering overt and obvious displays of aggression, it
may be that the TAT effectively captures the more concealed aspsosalf
information processing (i.e. goals behind responses) while the SIP instrumen¢sapt
the more apparent aspects (i.e. the responses themselves). The differeviees bhetv
the measurement instruments predict aggression falls in line with the notidmetAaT
is an implicit measure while the SIP can be considered a type of explastunegFrost,

Ko, & James, 2007).
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The prediction of proactive aggressioBven more than was the case with
reactive aggression, goal formation is a powerful predictor of proactivessign (as
rated by peers) though only when measured by the TAT. Again, the aspects of goal
formation found to be predictive of aggression were whether or not the goals behind
responses were hostile, as well as whether the goal’s aim was to gaiarratiein
something positive. When predicting proactive aggression according to teduigs, ra
only the congruence between actions and outcomes as measured by the TAT approached
significance. In other words, proactively aggressive children tended to travee s
incongruence between their stated actions and outcomes on the TAT. So, for example,
proactively aggressive children may perceive their negative responsediag tea
positive outcome such as the following taken from TAT stories used in the presgnt stud
“she pushed him and won the fight”, or their positive responses leading to negative
outcomes such as the following, “the boy practiced the violin but still couldn’t play.”
There were no SIP instrument variables found to be significant predictors afiywoac
aggression. Overall, then, the SIP instrument was a less powerful predictoaciiye
aggression for the young children who participated in the current study; thevadg\ihe
more powerful predictor of proactive aggression.

On the whole, when comparing the prediction models of reactive aggression with
proactive aggression, it appears that similar social cognitive varialdeth@se that
include hostility) predict both types of peer-rated aggression. For teatimgys of
aggression, the social cognitive variables are differentially relatedhodive and
proactive aggression. Specifically, for teacher ratings, reactivesaggneelates to

hostile content on both the SIP and TAT, while proactive aggression relates to the
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organizations of cognitions about relationships and the connections of actions and
outcomes. In general, peer rated aggression may be more “sensitive” tcsgeitbns
about hostility since peers are likely the victims, perpetrators, or bystariderstile
aggressive acts. On the other hand, when teachers provide ratings of aggressmay they
be somewhat “sensitive” to hostile social cognitions behind reactive and obvious
aggressive acts. Because teachers bring maturity and expertise tatihgs of

aggression, their ratings may be more “sensitive” to the less obvious globdlawyni
behind proactive aggression which by its very nature tends to be more cerebral and
complex (Fontaine, 2008).

The prediction of general aggressioim addition to being the stronger predictor
of both reactive/overt and proactive/covert aggression, the TAT is also thesstrong
predictor of a more general conceptualization of aggression. That is, of aggression a
conceptualized by the BASC instrument as well as self-reports of buéipithg
victimization.

The Behavior Assessment System for Children (BASC) is a widely used,
standardized instrument upon which teachers provide general ratings of eachstudent’
aggressive behavior. That the TAT is also predictive of aggression on this respected
instrument is compelling evidence of the predictive power of the TAT. Spelgifipabr
self-regulation on a certain TAT card which requires much self-monitoring due to
competing stimuli is predictive of aggressive behavior. Additionally, hostile iatent
attributions behind the situation or actions of others on a TAT card which seemingly

“pulls” for hostility, predicts aggression.
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Given that the SIP instrument can be considered a type of self-report beécause i
measures explicit aspects of aggression, or those aspects of which a pavsme,ishe
present study hypothesized that the SIP instrument would be more predictive of self
reported aggression than the TAT. Interestingly, this was not the case adithad
the better predictor of self-reported aggression. Specifically, a poor corlzstioia of
relationships on one TAT card was a significant predictor of self-reportednigully
behavior. For victimization, only TAT goal formation was highly predictive where
tendency for one’s own goals behind actions to be hostile significantly predicted
identification of oneself as a victim. This pattern is interesting andhfitsth existing
research which suggests that self-rated bullying and victimizationdimesitary school-
aged children often overlap and co-occur (r=.46, according to Marsh, Parada, @hven a
Finger, 2004). Specifically, many studies have shown that children who frequefatly sel
identify as being a victim of bullying are more likely to exhibit hostile bedravand to
eventually bully others (e.g. Harachi, Catalano & Hawkins, 1999; Ma, 2001). Moreover,
the correlations between bully and victim factors also tend to became largénmver
(Marsh, Parada, Craven and Finger, 2004). One postulated reason for the link between
self-reported victimization and bullying behavior is that bully-victimsroftave specific
temperamental characteristics such as high reactivity to chaltgogthreatening
situations which can translate to impulsive aggressive reactions and bullyangdoeh
(e.g. Teglasi & Epstein, 1998; Olweus, 1999).

General Discussion and Implications for Future Research
There are several important implications of these findings for futurarcksand

intervention. First, the Thematic Apperception Test (TAT) has been shown to be a highly
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useful instrument for predicting the occurrence of aggression according tcepebert

and self respondents. Importantly, the TAT seems to measure the more irapéctisa

of aggressive personalities, or those portions of which an individual is not awares This i
truly an added benefit of the TAT since implicit measures are lespsibsedo

problems of social desirability than are explicit measures, suchfasgeits and by
extension, the SIP instrument. As such, the TAT provides the means to accuaseel/ a
children’s social cognitions while informing intervention efforts.

On the other hand, previous research which found significant relationships
between the SIP instrument and social information processing patterns were not
replicated with this study’s younger participants suggesting that theh8LlRd not be the
only instrument used when assessing the social information processingspatter
younger children who are aggressive. Given that the cognitive processgmgpat
young children between the ages of 6 to 8 are shown to be critical predictorsot pres
and future aggressive behavior (Dodge & Price, 1994) coupled with the current
educational climate which places emphasis on prevention as the key to improving
aggressive behaviors, early detection is essential. In addition, it may bedhkatdbe
SIP is not the best instrument for distinguishing between generateigeeau proactive
aggression responses to a hypothetical situation since the instrument scores verbal
physical, and relational aggressive responses as being equally aggigssiemping
together of aggression types may produce misleading results such as founcheithin t
present study which perhaps erroneously found increased aggressive rekponses

females versus males.
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Despite some proposed shortcomings of the SIP instrument within the current
study, it is likely the case that future use of both the TAT and SIP instrurogetber
can enable the field to better understand the differences between aggtathiea’s
implicit and explicit personality aspects. Also, the SIP can provide imponfaniriation
about those external aspects of aggression and personality which are influermadlby s
desirability, while the TAT can serve as a measure of internal facpessinality and
aggression (Frost, Ko, and James, 2007). For instance, how do aggressive children report
that they would react (on the SIP) and how does this compare with their implicit
tendencies (on the TAT)?

Second, through the use of the TAT in the present study, important information
about the social information processing patterns of aggressive children has bee
uncovered which bears important treatment implications. Specifically, iagated the
intentionality aspects of social information processing have proven to balgitdlem
solving steps associated with aggression. Previously, based on research ssicaggre
using Dodge and colleagues’ SIP instruments, it was believed that interventions for
treating aggressive children would differ depending on whether those children wer
proactive or reactive aggressors. Specifically for reactively aggeesisildren,
recommended treatment focuses on changing the way a child inaccpeataives the
intentions of others as automatically hostile. This treatment is usuallgcmhmended
for proactively aggressive children because prior research using the 8lfhersthas
shown that these children do not inaccurately perceive others’ intentions aes (gogtil
Dodge, 1980; Pepler & Rubin, 1991). However, according to the present study’s TAT

responses, both proactive and reactive aggressors held implicit hostileiattribases
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that may be targeted by interventions. As such, interventions that address hostile
attribution biases are pertinent to both types of aggressive children. For énstiaifaren

may benefit from observing, reading, and/or discussing hypothetical scenaobsng

an ambiguous provocation with a trained adult and possibly their peers. Children should
also be explicitly taught to stop and consider the intentions behind another person’s
actions before reacting to them since the present study suggests thatildest do not
automatically assign intentionality when faced with a social dilemma.

In addition to Intent Attribution, the other aspect of “intentionality” or Goal
Formation, a previously overlooked social information processing step, serveshes anot
important target for intervention. Specifically, on the TAT those few children who do
spontaneously verbalize the intentions of others and perceive these to be hogtite, te
respond in kind where their own goals behind actions are similarly hostile. Not
surprisingly, these children were perceived by their teachers and pegtskasng
aggressive behaviors which past studies have shown can lead to peer rejection, poor
school motivation, and juvenile delinquency (Raine et al., 2006). It is essential, then, that
interventions address both sides of the “intentionality coin,” that is, that intement
address both intention attributions and goal formation. For example, interventions such as
the STORIES program (Teglasi & Rothman, 2001) can be used to explicitly teach
children to first consider the intentionality of others and then to consider their own
intentions and goals to formulate a response which meets prosocial goals velden fac
with a conflict situation involving others.

When considering study findings, it is important to take into account the studied

population. Specifically, the study participants were mostly of an Afrikgaerican and
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to a much smaller extent, Latino ethnic descent. Given that some of the measdries us
the present investigation, including self reports of bullying and victinoizatvere

created using samples of primarily Caucasian British children, thigly wiith American
ethnic minority and urban populations remains unknown (Austin & Joseph, 1996).
Another important consideration concerns the racially homogenous environment in which
the investigation data was collected. For example, McGlothlin and Killen (20069 f

that White children attending a school of homogeneous race composition displayed a
racial bias when attributing intentionality to a hypothetical scenariogWHilite and
non-White children attending a heterogeneous school largely displayed no such
attribution bias. This and other findings demonstrate the import of one’s contextual
environment upon attribution biases. Future studies may do well to compare current
results with similar data from a racially heterogeneous setting tovdetethe potential
influences of ethnicity as well as context on social information procegattegyns and
aggression.

An additional important consideration regarding the studied population is their
socioeconomic status which was mixed where approximately half of theipents
qualified to receive free/reduced lunch based on their household income. Most studies
which have investigated the relationship between social information processing and
aggression have not reported the socioeconomic status (SES) of their samplieoshile t
that have, produced results which were contrary to prior literature. Spegjffoall
students from a predominately low SES background, increased aggression rates were
evident for both boys and girls (Baltimore Prevention Trials study, 1994) as wer

increased hostile intention attributions for both aggressive and non-aggressivenchildr
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(Pettit, Dodge & Brown, 1988. For the presently studied population, an observed
tendency is a fair amount of social cliques and groupings based on socioeconasyc stat
which may have impacted upon the types of aggression displayed. For instance, the most
frequently peer-nominated aggressive behaviors “keeping certain people fronmbeing
their group when it is time to do an activity” and “when mad at a person, getting even by
keeping that person from being in their group of friends” are forms of proactive
aggression which tend to occur with cliques. In short, it is likely that socioeconomi
status may have played a role in the present study findings, some of whiatonteaey
to prior literature; however, SES factors were unable to be examined due to privacy
concerns for the studied group. Future studies, then, would do well to examine the
influence of ethnicity and socioeconomic status on the social information girages
patterns of aggressive children.

Finally, current study results should be considered in light of their beingtealle
at various points during the school year (i.e. in the fall and/or in the spring). As such,
future studies should collect both aggression and social information processingtiata at
end of the school year since peers and teachers likely become more actensatd ra
children’s behaviors after they have known them for a year. In addition, students
evaluated at the end rather than the beginning of the school year would have been older,
and with increased age comes improved social information processing patterns &odge
Price, 1994; Shantz & Vogdanoff, 1973).

Despite these limitations and considerations, the differences between tren@AT
SIP instrument in capturing the social information processing pattemsatss with

aggression has important implications for both research and practice. Agsaatcboth
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aspects of intentionality, that is intent attributions about past actions andoinsant
forming goals for current actions, have emerged as critical components of the
conceptualization and intervention of childhood aggression. In addition, the usefulness of
using both implicit and explicit measures of aggression, as well as an amégrofants

for aggressive behavior has been demonstrated. Most of the existing researcimgxa
social information processing patterns and aggression use only explicit esealur
aggression, such as the SIP instrument, and predominately use only teacher and self
ratings of aggression (not peer). However, in the present study, importardgrdiéier
between teacher and peer ratings of aggression were observed wherecteaatieonly
was linked to the TAT instrument whereas peer ratings were similar aggssssion
types. Given the low correlation that exists in the present study, it is tlietlyhe

teacher and peer raters tended to identify different individuals as reaetively
proactively aggressive, thereby underscoring the importance of including bothsate
that both aggression types are captured. Lending support to the notion of increased
complexity in aggression research, a study by Dodge, Laird, Lochman i&20£IR)
examined how social cognitive factors relate to child aggression and simoadiuded
that the assessment of multiple distinct, social cognitive patterns aedneeorder to
better understand multidimensional aspects of aggression.

Additional research using larger sample sizes are needed to further ekplore
relationship between demographic variables such as age, gender, socioectams)
and ethnicity on aggressive social information processing patterns. lroadiitger
samples will enable groups to be split according to level of aggressivarmsei to

enable comparisons between the social information processing patternsesSaggand
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non-aggressive youths. Also, in the present study teacher-rated covert aggressnot
fully tested because of the small numbers that resulted when z scorealvelaed to
control for within class variables. A larger sample size will allow fdhwiclass
variables to be controlled for, while enabling the testing of other variablesaswgender,
ethnicity, and age differences associated with different types of aiggrassrated by
different informants. Finally, future studies should compare the results otiinaoid
explicit measures of personality such as the TAT and SIP in order to substtdiat
unique contributions of each as well as investigate the self-awareness o$iaggres

children and how this relates to future adjustment.
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Appendix A

Measurements Table

Aggression

Social information processing

SIP variables in context of TAT

General schemas in TAT

Teacher

BASC: Aggression subscale
(Reynolds & Kamphaus, 1992)
*T-scores >65 correspond with
higher levels of aggression

Sociometric: Teacher Rating
Scalefor Aggressive
Classroom Behavior (Dodge
& Coie, 1987)

*Teachers rate each student for
aggressive behaviors on scale
1-5 with higher ratings
indicating higher levels of
aggression; reactive aggression
items transformed into Z score
and proactive aggression items
presented as both raw scores
and Z scores

Peer

Sociometric Nominations
Crick & Werner, 1998; Perry,
Kusel & Perry, 1988)
*Tallies of nominations
calculated and transformed intg
Z scores with higher scores
indicating higher levels of
aggression.

TheListening Test

(Barrett et al, 1992) *tandard
score calculated which yield a
total listening ability score, as we
as five subscale scores.

Social Information Processing
Instrument (SIP)
Home I nterview with Child

of (Crick and Dodge, 1994)

* Intent Attribution — binary
coding with (1) as non-hostile
intent and (2) as hostile intent

*Response Generation — higher
scores depicted higher levels o
aggression

Things That Happen to Me
(Crick and Dodge, 1994)

*Goal Selection — choice of 3
items on a continuum of
categories with 1 as the most
desirable and 3 as the least
desirable goal

*Response Evaluation — binary
coding with (1) as non-
aggressive response and
(2) as aggressive response

Thematic Apperception Test
(Murray, 1943)

SIP Step Two: Intent

Attribution

*coded using a 3-point and 2
-point scale depicting presence
and attribution of intent (i.e.
hostile?)

SIP Step Three: Goal
Formulation / I ntentions

*coded using a 3-point, 2-point,
and 3-point scale depicting the
presence of a goal, hostility of a
goal, and aim or purpose of a
goal/reaction

SIP Step Four & Five: Actions

and Outcomes

*coded using a 3-point, 3-point,
and 2-point scale depicting the
presence of actions, congruence
of the outcome, and valence of
projected outcome. In other
words, the link between any
character’s actions and the
story’s outcome

For most TAT categories: Higher
point value depicts more adaptive

schemas. The exception is hostility—

with (1) no hostility and (2) hostility

Thematic Apperception Test
(Murray, 1943)

Perceptual Integration
(Teglasi, 2001)

*coded using a four-point sca
to indicate degree of
perceptual integration.

Emotion (Teglasi, 2001)
*coded using a four-point
categorical scale arranged in
a continuum of categories
depicting sources of affect;
coded using a three-point
scale to indicate coping with
affective tension

Relationships (Teglasi, 2001)
*coded using a five-point scal
depicting levels of relatednes

Self-Regulation (Teglasi, 2001)
*coded using a five-point scal
depicting levels and sources
information processing and

behavior

For all TAT categories: Higher
| point value depicts more well-
developed and adaptive schem

@D

D

4

D

as




Self

Peer-Victimization Scale
(Austin & Joseph, 1996)
*higher scores correspond with
lower levels of victimization

Bullying-Behavior Scale
(Austin & Joseph, 1996)
*higher scores correspond with
more adaptive functioning;
lower scores correspond with
more bullying behaviors




Appendix B

Time 1 and Time 2 Measures

Time 1 Measures

Time 2 Measures

The Listening Test

Self-Reported Aggression

e Peer-Victimization Scale
¢ Bullying-Behavior Scale

Social Information Processing Instrument (SIP)
= Home Interview with Child
» Things that Happen to Me

Teacher-Reported Aggression

e Sociometric (Teacher Rating Scal
for Aggressive Classroom Behavig

e Behavior Assessment System for
Children (BASC)-Aggression
subscale

SIP variables in context of the Thematic
Apperception Test (TAT)
= SIP Step Two: Intent Attributions
» SIP Step Three: Goal Formulation / Intentio
= SIP Step Four & Five: Actions / Outcomes

Peer-Rated Aggression

e Sociometric Nominations

General schemas in the Thematic Apperception T
(TAT)

= Cognition

= Emotion

» Relationships

» Self-Regulation

est
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Appendix C
Thematic Apperception Test (TAT) Coding System (adapted from Teglas2001)

Subject Number:
COGNITION

|. Perceptual | ntegration

Level One: Discrepant —The premise of the story is not appropriate to astimulus configuration due to any of
the following: emotions and relationships depiceel significantly misrepresented; ages and rolehafacters don’t
match the stimulus; tensions are not recognizemompletely misread.

Level Two: Simplified — Primary misperception is in thieferentialor implicit meaning of the stimulus and the respo(llse

may be characterized as litemalsuperficial Intentions are not durable but comprise immediaactions that are base

on simplified view of the stimulus.
Also indicate “a” or “b”

a) Literal —Story details are descriptively tied to the stinsubr are very simple associations fo
isolated parts of the picture. The narrator mayptifie various people or things in the pictu
without positing any (or making only minimal) cormtiens between them. Simple emotiops
(sad, mad, happy) may be slightly off.

b) Superficial- Major elements of the scene are recognized (ctensy basic emotions,
relationships), but interpretation of the scenleampered by poorly understood
psychological processes (e.g., emotions or relghips are elaborated by associations to fhe
scene that may be vague, scripted, or stereotypeltch between the picture and the
unfolding story may be imprecise as the narratoy nw grasp all contextual cues, like fagal
expressions, and implications of background omhéahaf.

Level Three: Imprecise —Subtle distortions of tension state. The story gahecaptures the implications of the stimuls
vis a vis emotions and relationships amongst stismabmponents, but the fit is not precise (e.qinty, cause—effect
inference, or context are not precise). Major abigrmored or misperceived but not feelings or iefehips.
Psychological processes including intentionality ate included in the story.

Level Four: Accurate — All cues and subtleties are accounted for irintexpretation of feelings and relationships
(despite possible omissions or misidentificatiormifior details or some perceptual emphasis).

Card 1 3BM 4 7GF 8BM
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EMOTION

|. Sources of Affect

One — Unrecognized.Tension depicted is not recognized

Two — Descriptive. Refers only to stimulus e.g. the boy is smilingha picture so he must be happy

Three — External. Emotions are recognized as internal to the chersidbut are elicited primarily by external sources|
such as actions or reactions of others, materiadigoexternal feedback or societal demand. Emetiaay be tied to
pressure to conform to external standards, demandsles

Four — Internal. Emotions stem from self-defined standards and/atsgoAlthough emotions may be related to extetal
sources, they are coordinated with inner motives@mvictions, as well as deliberate, purposetftibas.

Card 1 3BM 4 7GF 8BM

II. Coping with Affective Tensions

Level One — Non-coping or unrealistic copingNegative emotion is not recognized or there ishemge in affect, self-
awareness, or understanding in response to théiveeganotion. The character/s react to the negatimotions by being
overwhelmed, detached, resigned, hopeless, ortf@lgr€haracters act without thinking or hope dor unrealistic,
magical solution.

Level Two — Immediate or partial coping.Coping strategies decrease negative affect adéarwith the dilemma
without fully addressing the sources of the tensiBramples of coping include avoidance, temporeagsurance, or
resolving to do something. Positive affect is @aged or maintained by acting without considenimgartant issues.
Coping characteristics include either an excess@pendence on others or an excessive independencethers.

Level Three — Long-term or problem focused coping.Coping strategies decrease negative affect leg@fe problem-
solving (e.g. addressing the source of the feaingeframing). Positive affect is increased ormteained through long-
term problem solving and goal setting. There isaistic resolution of tensions without seekingéieing help/support. I
help is needed, it is sought appropriately (e.gpagsively or overly-dependent) OR is providedrappately without a
request . Advice or help given enables the cherdotresolve the dilemma.

Card 1 3BM 4 7GF 8BM
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RELATIONSHIPS

Level One — Disorganized or detached experience @latedness. Disorganized or highly simplified thought process
disrupts the differentiation and integration ofigas perspectives (mutuality) and the sense étedlesion (autonomy).
This level is characterized by impaired social ogirsg where the individual is devoid of resoureesitderstand
relationships and, therefore, experiences a séwvdralance of mutuality (e.g., helpless againswthéns of controlling
and powerful others or detachment from relatiorsh@md/or serious restriction of autonomy and/arpeality testing
(e.g., unrealistic expectations). Individuality Gircumstance, emotion, intention, thought) issalient resulting in lack
of differentiation or responsiveness across indiald and unrealistic coordination between the immer outer worlds
within individuals.

Level Two — Momentary experience of relatednessPersonality is not experienced as a continuatsesive whole, and
there is rudimentary recognition of individualitfherefore, selésteem and relationships with others exist in thenemt..
Limited autonomy pulls for differentiating othems the basis of momentary need or the immediatatsita without the
sense that they are whole persons. Thereforeactesistics of others are salient if they pertaimimediate needs or
wants (character’s portrayal in the stimulus matyaven be noticed). Feelings are tied to immediaternal demands, ¢r
circumstances, and remorse is tied to consequeReeseption of self and others shifts (dichotomguastcording to
circumstances without insight or reflection. Cleégss’ inner attributes and individual differenees ill-defined,
dichotomous, or are based on stereotypes. Anlamba of mutuality of autonomy and/or a disparitgi@tus or of powe
may be explicit or implicit.

Level Three — Functional experience of relatednessEmphasis is on the function served rather thaarmturing
connection with reliance on rigid quid pro quo exicges. Approval or disapproval as well as rewanlaishment
contribute to the functional exchange. Charaa#emmpt to conform to each other’s expectatiortserathan engage in
autonomous goal-directed activities or efforts etrstandards. They appear to take turns in ogrigit their functional
roles, and this exchange is the foundation foréfetionship. Attributes that pertain to chardstésnctions are most
salient. Characters show remorse and accept puaighfor wrong-doing.

Level Four — Relatedness through reciprocity and sindards. A sense of fair play dictates expectations iatiehs withj
others and in self evaluation. Reciprocity is petceived as quid pro quo but as a natural modelating among
individuals who care about each other. Charaeter<learly differentiated, autonomous, and haterralized standards
and rules of conduct that permit appropriate commse.

Level Five — Relatedness through mutuality of autoomy. Full appreciation of uniqueness and individualégart from
the perceiver’'s needs or requirements of socidhaxge. Inner life and concerns of all charactezpartrayed in ways
that show full mutuality of autonomy and appreciatof subtle intra and interpersonal nuance, irpkegwith the
stimulus cues. A fine-tuned understanding of rplytinteracting dimensions of experience includeséinction betweenj
transient and enduring psychological experienckanoa between the inner and outer worlds of selfathers, and
coordination of long and short term considerations.

Card 1 3BM 4 7GF 8BM
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SELF-REGULATION

Level One: Dysregulation— Form and content of stories reflect fragmentatioprocessing life experience associaf
with impairment in thought organization (e.g., ideat of context; implausible sequence of evefitgical or bizarre
ideas; inconsistent level of conceptualizationspeeration). The person reacts to faulty perceptmovoked by
minute, irrelevant considerations or is hopelesaiyobilized. The respondent may focus narrowlyetaments of the)
picture without capturing the meaning or may egprglobal reactions to the stimulus as a wholear&tiers act and
react without awareness of causes and effectspitid narrator’'s behavior during the evaluatiocléarly
inappropriate. Relevant components of the immedidbation are not integrated, and the individwuad Hifficulty
monitoring routine behavior without clear guidebne

Level Two: Immediacy — Information processing and behavior relate rttoment without adequate reflection on
prior history, future consequences, or implicatitorsothers. Judgments and actions are based ahimmediately
dominates awareness without organization or integraf salient aspects of the current situatiothwinportant but
remote implications. Self-monitoring may pass raust the moment, but longer term self-directiohasnpered by
inability to maintain interest in situations that dot contribute to immediate sense of well-beiAgtions are aimed a|
seeking immediate gain or relief. Feelings areraguilated internally but evoked by immediate endier
circumstances. Thus, intentions behind actionsatelearly distinct from their impact.

Level Three: External Direction — Information processing and behavior are guidedxtgrnally imposed standards|

feedback, or necessity (e.g., adverse event) réthearby the provocation or whim of the moment.riMas elements of

the current situation and relationships are maoaéstically assessed than at previous levels (dinlya distinction
between intent and impact, awareness of rules gpecéations, quid pro quo reciprocity). Story @nitrevolves
around more long-term expectations, more genexsd, harrow or trivial concerns, but might be mildhyrealistic or
naive because perceptions of self and others ameibdifferentiated. There may be a sense o$quee to meet
demands of others or to conform to acknowledgendstals of conduct rather than being directed bgrimvalues or
standards. External sources of motivation or rgasee are needed to tolerate frustration andgiénsiong-term
instrumental action.

Level Four: Internal Direction — Information processing and behavior are impiiaifiided by standards and
prosocial values that are internally represented,that the individual feels competent to attalime individual can
balance personal concerns with needs of familyfaedds and coordinate short and long term conatéers. Task
engagement and interpersonal reciprocity do not lla®@ demanding flavor of the previous level bokldne personal
conviction of the highest level. There is mordiative and greater organization of thoughts, eamsj and behaviors,
Initiative and effort are appropriate for desiredie and/or for meeting adaptive demands (well-aegahand long
term).

Level Five: Self-Determination— Information processing is complex and responsiblandicated by stories that
elaborate inner experience within or across charsin ways that are cohesive with the stimuluscdieed
circumstance, actions, and outcomes. Thus, clegdatentions, thoughts, feelings, actions, omtes, and story
events are well-coordinated in relative emphasisfext, and time frame. Characters are investgdainful,
autonomous, socially responsible, and purposefidrmand are dedicated to enduring principles.rimftion
processing is more complex than the previous lévedrporating multiple dimensions of experiencd aerspectives
of relevant others over the long term. Therefpemple and events may be evaluated as they am fiagma the
feelings or needs of the perceiver. Standard®alsgre valued beyond their connection to degiret$; the
instrumental activities themselves are sustairontpe individual.

Card 1 3BM 4 7GF 8BM
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SOCIAL INFORMATION PROCESSING

SIP STEP TWO: INTENT ATTRIBUTIONS

Attribution of intent behind the current situation
(what is happening and what happened before)
to the actions of “others” who create problems g
enable success

To have an intent, must have a person as cause of

problem/dilemma

Level One: No intention attributed to others’ actions —
The story may describe the behaviors of “othersd wieate
roblems or enable success, but does not refenetergions.
tory characters judge others or a situation byawiens, but
not by intent.
a. No intenthostile--dilemma in the picture is due to
others’ hostile action
b. No intent accident--dilemma in picture dut®
accident or no reason

r

Level Two: Intention exists in the moment -The intention
may refer to the picture but generally refers tawdparks
the action or emotions with no sense of ‘why’. ‘®ther kids
don’t want to play with me”.

a. Momentary intent--intent is harmful — a hostile
intent is attributed to others’ actions, expeotadior
demands. ex. “she won't playth the boy because
she doesn't like him”

b. Momentary intent --intent is neutral or positive —
a benign or positive intent is attributed to others
actions, expectations, or demands. ex. “she likes
so she played with him”
Level Three: Intention attributed to others’ actions is

durable--The intention attributed to others’ actions is dilea
beyond reaction to the moment; durable intenttisrof
instrumental and planned
a. Durable intent - intent is harmful.
ex. “the woman spread rumors about the girl not
helping out in order to get her kicked ofithe
house.”
b. Durable intent - intent is neutral or positive.
ex. “a mad girl who wants to play outsidé bu
mommy says no because a criminal is outside
mommy wants her to be safe”

SIP STEP THREE: GOAL FORMATION /
INTENTIONS

The goal or purpose behind the reaction to
identified problem or intention of “others”; Th
goal or purpose when dealing with the tens
depicted.

a. No intent — no action
the b. No intent — simple reaction, hostile. '
ex. “when the boy was pushed, he yelled at him
e c. No intent — simple reaction, non-hostile.

ion

Level One: No goal is stated or implied

ex. when she cried about being teased, she felt
better”

Level Two: Short term goal or intent

a. Short term — hostile retaliation.
ex. “the boy hopeshe would trip so that she kney
how he felt”

b. Short term — gain relief from adverse statenon-
hostile. Avoid feeling bored, sick etc.

c. Short term—gain something positive, non

hostile.
ex. “the boy is waiting on the front steps for his
father, who is coming home late from work”.
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Level Three: Long term goal or intent-Requires a plan or]
strategy in order to be considered long-term
a. Long-term hostile - accomplish something at the
expense of another ex. “she started planning ho
she could get even with the girl who called her
names”
b. Long term — accomplish a prosocial purpose to
remove adversity
ex. “he waited for his brother and felt sad abgut
so he decided to go for a walk"
c. Long term - accomplish a prosocial purpose to
seek the positive.
ex. “she is meeting with the babysitter to help h{
keep the baby safe.”

h

=

SIP STEPS FOUR AND FIVE: ACTIONS
AND OUTCOMES

When transcending the scene to generate an e
for the story (how the story turns out), is there a

realistic link between any character’s
responses/actions and expected outcomes?

Level One: No responseno response by the person w|

owns the problem

ading & No response helpless or detachedeaves self or
others to suffer or no change.

b. No response positive- positive turn of events but
no action by protagonist, no rationale.

c. No response rescue others come to the rescue
without intervention or asking.

Level Two: Unplanned response is stated
a. Incongruent outcome
1. negative response leads positive
outcome
ex. “she pushed him and won the fight.”
2. positive, vague response leadsat
negative outcome
b. Congruent outcome
1. negative response leads to a at¢p
outcome
ex. "she pushed him and got into trouble
with the teacher”
2. positive, vague response leads to a positi
outcome

Level Three: Planned response is stated
a. Incongruent outcome
1. negative response leads to a piosi
outcome
2. positive, vague response leadsato
negative outcome
ex. “the doctors tried to save him, but the
man on the bed died”
b. Congruent outcome
1. negative response leads to a nidga
outcome
2. positive response leads to a pva
outcome
ex.“she practiced everyday and finally
learned to play the violin, etbough
everyone said she’'d never l¢arplay”
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Appendix D

Sociometric Aggression Items

Peer Sociometric Items:
(Crick & Werner, 1998)

1. Kids who try to keep certain people from being in their group when it is time to

play or do an activity (C)

2. Kids who when they are mad at a person, get even by keeping that person from
being in their group of friends (C)
Kids who call other kids mean names
Kids who say mean things to other kids to insult them or put them down
Kids who tell others they will beat them up unless the kids do what they say (O)
Kids who try to make other kids not like a person by spreading rumors or talking
behind their back
Kids who push and shove others around (O)
Kids who when mad at a person, ignore the person or stop talking to them (C)
Kids who tell friends they will stop liking them unless the friends do what @ney s
0 Kids who hit others (O)

o 0hw

Teacher Sociometric Items:

Teacher Rating Scale for Aggressive Classroom Behavior (Dodge & Coie, 1987)
Overreacts angrily to accidents

Strikes back when teased

Blames others in a fight

Uses physical force to dominate

Gets others to gang up on a peer (C)

Threatens or bullies others

Teases and name calls (O)

Starts fights with peers (O)

Gets into verbal arguments when frustrated

10 Quick to fight

11.Breaks the rules in games

12.Responds negatively when fails

13. Hits others when angry (O)

14.Gets angry easily

15. Says mean things when angry

16. Gets others in trouble with friends (C)

17.Spreads rumors or gossips about other children (C)

18. Repeats stories or talks negatively about other children
19.Keeps others from joining their group (C)

20. Gets others to be angry at someone, ignore someone or stop talking to them when

angry (C)

CoNok,rwNE

Note(O)=items which loaded clearly onto the reactive/overt factor and used in taetcur
study; (C)=items which loaded clearly onto the proactive/covert factor addrutes
current study
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Appendix E
Thematic Apperception Test (TAT) cards used in the present study
1) The picture depicts a boy seated at a table with his head in his handsgegardin
what appears to be a book of some sort, and a musical instrument.

3BM) The picture depicts a person seated on the floor, with her face hidden from view

behind her arm. A shadowy object lies next to her on the floor which is commonly
identified as keys or a gun.

4) The picture depicts a woman facing a man, who is facing away from her.

7GF) The picture depicts a young girl holding what appears to be a babyeodjirlTis
seated next to an older woman who is looking at a book.

8BM) The picture depicts a young boy or girl in the foreground, with a shadowy
background consisting of two men standing over a reclined figure. The men are
holding an object commonly identified as a knife.
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